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Introduction
The roadway network forms the backbone of the entire multi‐
modal transportation system in the Mesa County region.
Roads accommodate transit buses, bicycles, and pedestrians
and in some cases, all‐terrain vehicles in addition to
automobiles and trucks. Commercial vehicles moving freight
travel on roads. Streets and highways are an important part of
the local, state, and national economy, and they provide
mobility for virtually all users of the surface transportation
system. In addition, roads provide access to other components
of the transportation system, including airports, trails and
paths, railroads, and pipelines.

Historically, the automobile and roadway construction have dominated transportation investments in the
region. Roadway improvement will continue to be an issue as the transportation system expands to
accommodate future growth and travel. For the foreseeable future, the automobile is expected to continue to
be the primary mode of transportation, although energy costs and fuel efficiency requirements via Corporate
Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards will likely change our vehicles and how we travel to some degree.
Nevertheless, the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan recognizes the desires of the community to maintain our
existing roadway system and enhance it to keep pace with growth.
In the development of the roadway component of the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, the relationships
between four interrelated elements – land use, transportation needs/improvements, level of service, and
available resources – were examined. This involved: 1) a review of the travels demand that would result from
anticipated growth, 2) analyzing the level of service of the current and future roadway system, and 3)
determining the costs associated with the various levels of roadway level of service and improvement.
Based on the review of transportation needs, several roadway alternatives were developed to test and evaluate.
A prioritization process was applied to rank the alternative projects so that improvements could be selected
based on available financial resources and values important to the community. This chapter documents this
process for developing the roadway plan for the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. It concludes with a
discussion of high priority yet unfunded Illustrative Projects and a section presenting future planning studies for
consideration.
Note: Maintenance issues are addressed in this chapter because they are so closely associated with the roadway
system. In fact, some roadway improvements blur the line between maintenance and new roadway capacity
because the maintenance has been delayed to the point that full reconstruction is necessary. Maintenance also
includes multi‐use trails and paths, on‐street bike lanes, and sidewalks; although these are considered relatively
small in comparison to the roadway maintenance costs.
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Programs and Projects
Previously in Chapter 4, a graphic (Figure 4.3) was
presented that summarizes how roads are funded. In
Figures 7‐1 and 7‐2 below, this information is
expanded into separate on and off‐system diagrams
with additional project detail added. These graphics
form the basis for the development of the roadway
component of the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan.
Combined with the information in Table 7‐1, they
provide an overview of how projects are addressed in
the Plan and how they are funded.

On—system roads in Mesa
County are shown in orange. All
other roads are off‐system.

The on‐system network includes any road that is a
numbered state or federal highway. These on‐system highways are under the jurisdiction of the Colorado
Department of Transportation (CDOT). All other roads are considered off‐system and are the responsibility of
the local city or county jurisdiction. The distinction between on and off‐system roads is important not only
because of the agency or jurisdictional responsibility but also because the programs that fund them are distinct
as well. These distinctions also play into project selection and prioritization efforts.

Figure 7‐1: On‐System Roadway Programs and Projects
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Figure 7‐2: Off‐System Roadway Funding Sources and Projects
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Table 7‐1: Roadway Improvement Categories
No.

Improvement
Category

New Road or
Extension

1

2

Improvement
Type

Roadway
Capacity

3
4

Widening
(additional
lanes)

Chip Seal
Overlay
Maintenance

5

6

7

8

Reconstruction

Interchanges

Roadway Safety Improvement

Transportation
System
Management

Intersection
Improvements
(including
Roundabouts)
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How is it addressed in
the 2035 Regional
Transportation Plan?
Individual projects
were evaluated and
costs estimated.
Recommended
financially‐
constrained projects
have been
recommended for the
2035 RTP.
Maintenance projects
are addressed from a
programmatic
perspective. Individual
projects are not
specified in the 2035
RTP.
Individual projects
were evaluated and
costs estimated.

Prioritization /
Implementation

Comments
n/a

Prioritized and
constructed based on the
RTP’s Financially
Constrained Roadway
Plan

CDOT and local
governments assign
maintenance priorities
for the roads under their
jurisdiction.

n/a

n/a
n/a

n/a

CDOT and local
governments

n/a

Roadway safety
improvements are
addressed from a
programmatic
perspective. Individual
projects are not
specified in the 2035
RTP.

CDOT and local
governments

This type of project
would address older 2‐
lane roads with
growing volumes
(Possible Criteria >=
6,000 vehicles per day)
by providing turning
lanes, wide shoulders,
sight distance /
geometric
improvements, and
striping.

Intersection
improvements are
identified on various
maps, but the RTP
does not assign
specific priorities. For
funding purposes,
these projects are
addressed from a
programmatic
perspective.

Those projects associated
with a prioritized
roadway improvement in
the Financially
Constrained Roadway
Plan should proceed with
those improvements.
Other TSM projects are
prioritized and
implemented by CDOT
and local governments.

Improvement needs
will be identified based
on prioritized roadway
capacity improvements
and from public
comments.
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No.

Improvement
Category

New Signal
Installations

9

10

11

Improvement
Type

Safety

Location‐specific
Improvements

Bridges
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How is it addressed in
the 2035 Regional
Transportation Plan?
Transportation
System Management
projects are
addressed from a
programmatic
perspective. Individual
projects are not
specified in the 2035
RTP.
Safety improvements
are addressed from a
programmatic
perspective. Individual
projects are not
specified in the 2035
RTP.
Bridges generally are
addressed from a
programmatic
perspective, although
some projects include
grade separations as
part of the roadway
improvement.
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Prioritization /
Implementation

Comments

n/a

These may include
locations with high
accident history, flood,
sight distance,
geometric, or other
safety‐related issues.

CDOT and local
governments

Those projects associated
with a prioritized
roadway improvement in
the Financially
Constrained Roadway
Plan should proceed with
those improvements.
Other bridge projects are
prioritized and
implemented by CDOT
and local governments.

n/a
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Existing Conditions
Figure 7‐3 shows the roadway level of service during the highest peak hour of the day for the 2005 existing
roadway system. In this context, the highest peak hour is typically the morning or evening rush hour of a typical
workday. The year 2005 is used to represent the existing, or base year, scenario because it is the
observation/validation year on which the regional travel demand forecasting model is based. Table 7‐2 provides
roadway system performance summary information from the 2005 base year model.
The existing roadway system handles current traffic demands quite well. Congestion problems are sporadic and
generally occur at intersections with deficient signalization or where the addition of turn lanes could alleviate
the congested condition. Recent roadway improvements have led to this favorable situation, although roadways
under construction can also be the cause of congestion, however temporary the condition may be. One location
of recurring congestion in the system is on I‐70B as shown on Figure 7‐3. As many readers already know, Phase I
improvements for this corridor began in the Fall of 2010. Additional improvements on this corridor will be
forthcoming as discussed in subsequent sections of this chapter.

Roadway Level of Service
A common measure of operational performance for an intersection or corridor is level of service. In its
simplest form, roadway level of service can be compared to a grading scale from “A” to “F,” where “A”
represents excellent level of service (no congestion) and “F” indicates failure (severe congestion). Level of
service takes into account vehicular delay, maneuverability, driver comfort, congestion delay, and travel
speed. Level of service is typically reported for the worst peak hour of a typical weekday, also known as rush
hour.
Most jurisdictions in the Mesa County region try to maintain level of service C for the roadway system and for
intersection operations. These standards are fairly typical for local governments and a region of this size and
character, although more and more communities across the country are struggling to meet them. As
congestion reaches very high levels at specific corridor or intersection locations, the level of service standards
can be relaxed at specific locations. In some locations, it is not possible to eliminate congestion due to
physical constraints of adjoining land uses, topographical constraints that hinder improvements or make them
too costly, and other factors.
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Figure 7‐3: Congestion Levels in the Base Year (2005)
Please refer to the Map Appendix to see a larger version of this map.

Table 7‐2: Roadway System Performance in the Base Year (2005)
Measure

2005 Levels
53,900
55,100
582,700 trips per day
2,800 trips per day
427,800 trips per day
3.480 million miles per day
81,400 hours per day
79,000 hours per day
2,400 hours per day
20 seconds

Households
Employment
Person Trips
External‐External Trips
Total Vehicle Trips
Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT)
Congested Vehicle Hours of Travel (CVHT)
Free‐flow Vehicle Hours of Travel (FVHT)
Congestion Delay
Congestion Delay per Vehicle Trip
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Recently Completed, Under Construction, and Committed
Projects
The year 2005 is used to show existing peak hour level of service conditions in the previous section because the
information is readily available from the regional travel demand forecasting model that is calibrated to observed
2005 base year conditions. Since that time, roadway improvements have been constructed, are under
construction, or have committed funds and will be constructed in the near future. These projects are important
because they establish a baseline roadway network upon which to evaluate future needs and alternatives.
Committed projects include those with dedicated funding in the region’s Transportation Improvement Program.
The current Transportation Improvement Program programs regional transportation improvements for
implementation through the year 2013. Therefore, the Existing and Committed roadway network represents
approximately the year 2014. Beyond that, additional improvements will be necessary to accommodate future
growth and traffic demands as presented in subsequent sections.
Some recent and noteworthy roadway improvement projects are highlighted below. Recently completed, under
construction, and committed roadway improvement projects are identified in the following list. These projects,
combined with the existing roadway system, make up the Existing and Committed network shown in Figure 7‐4.

29 Road Colorado River Bridge
This project was completed in 2006. The long‐term goal for the community is to complete the 29 Road corridor
between U.S. 50 on the south to Interstate 70 on the north. This project completed another link of that corridor.
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29 Road Viaduct over Railroad Tracks and I‐70B
This project in scheduled for completion in November 2011. The long‐term goal for the community is to
complete the 29 Road corridor between U.S. 50 on the south to Interstate 70 on the north. This project
completes another link of that corridor.

I‐70B – Phase I
This project in scheduled for completion in 2011. The project’s goals are to add capacity and increase safety
along the corridor. Phase I extends between 24 Road and 24¾ Road.
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Riverside Parkway
Riverside Parkway was completed and opened to traffic in 2008. The City of Grand Junction's largest capital
improvement project, the seven‐mile long, $110 million Riverside Parkway, opened to traffic on August 15,
2008. The Parkway has succeeded at one of its major goals‐to reduce traffic congestion at First and Grand and
along I‐70B toward Mesa Mall.

Clifton Interchange Safety Improvements
Clifton Interchange (Exit 37) improvements were completed in 2010. The improvements are intended to
increase safety by upgrading the interchange to current standards.
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Palisade Interchange Safety Improvements
Palisade Interchange (Exit 42) improvements were completed in 2009. The improvements are intended to
increase safety by upgrading the interchange to current standards.

Fruita Roundabouts/Interchange
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24 Road Interchange
This interchange was reconstructed in 2005 to improve safety and increase capacity.
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Figure 7‐4: Existing and Committed Roadway Network
Please refer to the Map Appendix to see a larger version of this map.
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Roadway Functional Classifications
The classification of a roadway reflects its role in the region's street and highway system and forms the basis
for access management, corridor preservation, and street design guidelines and standards. Within a given
roadway classification, however, there can be varying operational characteristics depending on the amount of
urbanization in a particular corridor, the degree (or lack of) access control, street design standards applicable
when the road was built, local land uses, and other factors. The differences in the nature and intensity of
development between urban and rural areas also imply that these areas should have roadway design
characteristics that consider the surrounding land uses.
The roadway functions of the facilities in the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan represent a desired function
for the year 2035. Existing roadways may not meet all of the desired characteristics described by their function,
but strategic improvements can serve to fulfill the future vision over time. As proposed roadway improvements
are planned and developed, the guidelines and standards associated with their classification and function
should be considered to the degree practical and appropriate. Local jurisdictions and CDOT each have roadway
design standards applicable to the streets under their jurisdiction.
Roadway classifications are summarized below. These classifications reflect local definitions and are different
from those defined by the Federal Highway Administration. Furthermore, a road’s functional classification may
either current, future, or both conditions, recognizing that roads usually change function to some degree as
improvements are made. For example, an older 4 lane road without turn lanes or adequate signal progression
may differ in operational function to a more modern cross‐section that reduces delays in the traffic stream
with turn lanes and other features, but both may have the same functional class.
Freeway
A divided, restricted access facility with no direct land access and no at‐grade crossings or intersections.
Freeways are intended to provide the highest degree of mobility serving higher traffic volumes and longer‐
length trips. Freeways can have 4, 6, or possibly more travel lanes. All Interstate facilities are freeways. The
only facility in the Mesa County travel model that is designated a freeway is I‐70.
Expressway
These facilities permit traffic flow through urban areas and between major activity centers. They are similar to
freeways but can include interchanges, grade separations, and at‐grade intersections at cross streets. Access
may be either full or partial control with small amounts of direct land access allowed. Expressways are
intended to provide higher levels of mobility rather than local property access. They typically have either 4 or 6
travel lanes. State and U.S. highways are often designated as expressways. Expressways have a tendency to
evolve over time into the higher‐type freeway classification or into major arterials as rural lands are developed
and local land access is provided. In the Mesa County region, I‐70B and US‐50 are currently designated
expressways although as yet neither facility has full expressway amenities and treatments.
Principal Arterial
Principal arterials permit traffic flow through the urban area and between major destinations. They are of great
importance in the transportation system since they connect major traffic generators and other major activity
centers such as the central business district, university, airport, and mall. Principal arterials carry a high
proportion of the total urban travel on a minimum of roadway mileage. In urban areas, a gridded pattern of
arterials is typically recommended with one‐mile spacings for principal arterials.
Since movement and not necessarily access is the primary function of principal arterials, access management is
essential to preserve capacity and enhance safety. Medians can be used to control potential conflict points and
to separate opposing traffic movements. Left turn lanes are essential at intersections to maintain mobility for
through traffic. Right turn deceleration lanes are desirable at intersections with significant turning activity.
Mesa County 2035 Regional Transportation Plan
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State and U.S. highways are often designated as principal arterials unless they contain access management and
grade separated features, in which case they may be expressways or freeways. Examples of roads in the Mesa
County region that are currently designated as Principal Arterial include Patterson (F) Road, 29 Road, and 24
Road.
Minor Arterial
Minor arterials collect and distribute traffic from principal arterials and expressways to streets of lower
classification and, in many cases, allow traffic to directly access destinations. They typically serve secondary
traffic generators such as community business centers, neighborhood shopping centers, multi‐family
residential areas, parks, and traffic between neighborhoods. Access to land use activities is generally permitted
but should be consolidated, shared, or limited to larger‐scale users. Minor arterial street spacings are typically
recommended at 1/2‐mile intervals between principal arterials. Examples of roads in the Mesa County region
that are currently designated as Minor Arterial include North Avenue, 7th Street, G Road, and B ½ Road.
Collector Street
Collectors provide for land access and traffic circulation within and between residential neighborhoods and
commercial and industrial areas. They distribute traffic movements from these areas to the arterial streets.
Collectors do not typically accommodate long through trips and are not continuous for long distances. In areas
where arterial streets are adequately spaced, collector streets should penetrate but not necessarily completely
traverse through residential areas. Individual access from residential lots should be discouraged, particularly
where bicycle lanes or routes are provided. The cross section of a collector street may vary depending on the
scale and density of adjacent land uses and the desired character of the local area. Left turn lanes should be
considered on collector streets adjacent to non‐residential development.
Lane/Place/Local Street
Local streets provide direct access to adjacent land uses including residential lots. Direct access from a local
street to an arterial street is discouraged. Local streets should connect to collector streets and other local
roads. Local streets offer the lowest level of mobility for vehicles and the highest level of local property access.
Traffic volumes are typically low and speeds relatively slow. Local streets typically make up the largest
percentage of street mileage.
(Note: Local Streets are not typically shown on the maps in this document because they are not included in the
regional travel demand forecasting model nor are they appropriately addressed at the regional transportation
plan level. Local streets are typically built by developers as land is developed.)
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Roadway Function – Access vs. Mobility

Roadways have both access and mobility functions.

Mesa County 2035 Regional Transportation Plan

7-16

FINAL DRAFT February 24, 2011

CHAPTER 7:
ROADWAY PLAN

Needs Assessment
As discussed previously, the existing roadway
network and committed improvements make up
the Existing and Committed network that serves as
a baseline from which to evaluate future
congestion levels and test alternative
improvements. To begin the analysis, the traffic
demand that results from household and
employment activity in the year 2035 as presented
in Chapter 3, Growth in the Region, was applied to
the Existing and Committed network. Since the
Existing and Committed network represents the
roadway system in about the year 2014, there is
significant traffic congestion in this somewhat
hypothetical scenario as would be expected.
Congestion results for the Existing and Committed network are shown on Figure 7‐5. Table 7‐3 contains detailed
network performance summary information. As the map shows, several roadways are experiencing congestion
under the needs assessment test. As the growth maps in Chapter 3 suggest, residential growth in the region will
increase traffic on north/south and east/west arterial streets as shown on Figure 7‐5 to the point they are
experiencing significant peak hour congestion. I‐70B shows significant congestion but the reader is reminded
that future planned but unfunded improvements are not represented. Other residential and employment
growth patterns across the region influence the future anticipated congestion levels shown on Figure 7‐5.
As part of the Needs Assessment, a hypothetical
2035 roadway network was prepared with
sufficient capacity improvements to keep the
system at relatively uncongested levels, similar to
the 2005 base year. The cost of the capacity
improvements in the Mesa County region
amounted to about $600 million, which is
significantly more than is anticipated to be
available based on historical funding levels and
recent trends.

Mesa County 2035 Regional Transportation Plan

7-17

FINAL DRAFT February 24, 2011

CHAPTER 7:
ROADWAY PLAN
Figure 7‐5: Needs Assessment – Congestion Levels with 2035 Traffic on the 2014 Existing and
Committed Network
Please refer to the Map Appendix to see a larger version of this map.

Table 7‐3: Roadway System Performance for the Existing and Committed Network
Measure

2005 Levels
108,700
117,800
1,202,400
5,200 trips per day
889,400 trips per day
8.098 million miles per day
208,100 hours per day
176,300 hours per day
31,800 hours per day
129 seconds (about 2 minutes)

Households
Employment
Person Trips
External‐External Trips
Total Vehicle Trips
Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT)
Congested Vehicle Hours of Travel (CVHT)
Free‐flow Vehicle Hours of Travel (FVHT)
Congestion Delay
Congestion Delay per Vehicle Trip
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Roadway Plan Development
As indicated in Chapter 1, Process,
Context, Issues, and Key Messages, the
development of the 2035 Regional
Transportation Plan was guided by the
GVRTC and the RTP Steering Committee.
The Steering Committee considered the
body of information provided through the
public outreach process and local roadway
circulation elements of local
comprehensive plans. The Steering
Committee then determined what issues
and alternatives were appropriate for the
regional context of the 2035 Regional
Transportation Plan, and they refined the
Evaluation Criteria for analyzing
alternatives.
A series of Vision, Baseline, and Low Base
scenarios were developed based on
direction from the region’s elected officials and the Steering Committee. Funding levels were included in these
planning scenarios. In addition, a series of alternative roadway improvements was assembled, evaluated, and
prioritized. These issues and more are discussed in the following sections.

Vision and Baseline Scenarios
Throughout the development of the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, vision and baseline plans were prepared
for each mode in order to provide for a range of improvements and investment levels. Vision plans generally are
not able to be funded in the 25‐year timeframe of the Plan without significant additional funding beyond
anticipated levels. Baseline plans included various improvement scenarios all of which could be implemented
with anticipated available funding in the timeframe of the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan.
In addition to the Vision and Baseline scenarios, a Low Base scenario was also developed to reflect significantly
reduced funding. Specifically, the Low Base scenarios were developed in response to Amendments 60 and 61 to
the Colorado State Constitution and Proposition 101 on the November 2010 ballot. Each of these measures,
which would have significantly reduced funding for the regional transportation system, failed at the polls.
However, since the election was so close to the end of the Plan’s development, the Low Base scenarios remain
in the discussion. These scenarios are defined in general terms in Figures 7‐6 and Table 7‐4.
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Figure 7‐6: Cost of Roadway Capacity Vision and Baseline Scenarios

25-Year Cost (2010 $$, millions)
$700
$600

$24 million/yr.

$500
$400
$11.5 million/yr.

$300

$7 million/yr.

$200
$100

Anticipated
Funding

$1 million/yr.

$0

Needs

Vision

Baseline

Low Base

Table 7‐4: Roadway Vision and Baseline Scenarios
Cost*
(2010 $$)

Needs

Vision

Baseline

Low Base

$600 million

$288 million

$180 million

$35 million

Description

Assumptions

A very significant increase in funding
would be necessary to keep 2035
congestion levels comparable to today’s
conditions.
Increase funding above Baseline to
reduce future congestion, but not to the
level necessary ($600M) to keep traffic
flow and congestion levels similar to
today’s “good” range.
Continue to implement roadway
improvements at current funding levels,
which will result in increased congestion
in the future.
Projects “in the pipeline” (i.e., TIP) would
likely be reprioritized with many being
delayed indefinitely. Limited new
roadway capacity investments will be
made from 2011 to 2035 other than
developer funded roads.
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•

Not a realistic scenario but used in
the analysis for comparison
purposes.

•

Significant increase (60%) over
today’s roadway funding
This level of investment will result in
significant new roadway congestion
in the future.
Continuation of today’s funding
This level of investment will result in
significant new roadway congestion
in the future.

•

•
•

•
•

After TIP commitments, no new
roadway funding assumed
Roadway congestion and emissions
will be very high in 2035
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Alternatives Development and Analysis
Roadway Alternatives
In response to the needs assessment, a number of potential roadway improvements were identified for testing
and evaluation to develop the roadway plan. Likewise, several roadway alternatives were generated through the
public outreach effort as described in Chapter 2. The current transportation plan was also reviewed to identify
other alternatives to test. Other sources that provided input in developing the list of alternatives include the
circulation elements of the local comprehensive plans, the GVRTC and the RTP Steering Committee, MPO staff,
elected officials, and others.
Figure 7‐7 shows graphically all of the roadway alternatives that were considered for the 2035 RTP. Table 7‐5
contains more information on the alternatives.

Figure 7‐7: Roadway Alternatives
Please refer to the Map Appendix to see a larger version of this map.
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Table 7‐5: Roadway Alternatives
Capacity Improvements (New Roads / Widenings)
Map
ID

Road / Facility /
Service

Location
24 Road to 24 3/4
Road
24 3/4 Road to
Independent Ave
Independent Ave to
Grand Ave

Length
(miles)

C1

I‐70 B (Phase I)

C2

I‐70 B (Phase II)

C3

I‐70 B (Phase III)

C4

I‐70 B (Phase IV)

Grand Ave to 6th St

0.8

1

L Road

17 Road to 18 Road

1.0

2

19 Road

L Rd to US‐6/US‐50

2.8

4

US‐6

I‐70 (Exit 26) to
Fruita

5.5

5

H Road

23 Road to 24 Road

6

23 Road

7

Improvement or
Comment
Widen 4 to 6 lane
expressway
Widen 4 to 6 lane
expressway
Widen 4 to 6 lane
expressway
Widen 4 to 6 lane
principal arterial
New 2/3 lane
collector
Widen 2 to 4 lane
collector

Total Costs
(2010$$)

n/a

Funded

n/a

$7,927,000

n/a

$11,175,000

n/a

$9,876,000

$2,850,000

$2,850,000

$4,220,000

$11,816,000

Widen 2 to 4 lane
expressway

$8,130,000

$44,715,000

1.0

Widen 2 to 4 lane
collector

$4,220,000

$4,220,000

I‐70 to H Road

0.5

Widen 2 to 4 lane
collector

$4,220,000

$2,110,000

24 Road

H Road to F Road

2.0

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

$6,777,000

$13,554,000

8

H Road

25 Road to 26 Road

1.0

$2,850,000

$2,850,000

9

G Road

24 Road to Horizon
Drive

3.4

$4,220,000

$14,348,000

10

Horizon Drive

26 1/2 Road to 27
1/2 Road

1.3

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

$6,777,000

$8,471,250

11

29 Road / H Road
Connection

Horizon Drive to I‐
70

1.5

New 2 lane minor
arterial

12

H Road / New
East/West Road
north of I‐70

29 Road to I‐70B

4.0

New 2 lane minor
arterial

$2,640,000

$10,560,000

14

Cortland Ave. / F 1/2
Road Connection

28 Road to 29 Road

1.0

New 2/3 lane
collector

$2,850,000

$2,850,000

15

F 1/2 Road

29 1/2 Road to 30
Road

0.2

New 2/3 lane
collector

$2,850,000

$427,500

16

Patterson Road (F
Road)

I‐70 B to 30 Road

6.5

Widen 4 to 6 lane
principal arterial

$10,160,000

$66,040,000

Mesa County 2035 Regional Transportation Plan

0.8

Unit Cost*
(2010$$/
mile)

0.7
0.9

New 2/3 lane
collector
Widen 2 to 4 lane
minor arterial
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Capacity Improvements (New Roads / Widenings)
Map
ID

Road / Facility /
Service

Location

Length
(miles)

Orchard Ave. (E 1/2
Road)
26 1/2 Road (7th
Street)

US‐6/US ‐ 50 to 26
Road
Patterson Road to
Pitkin Ave.

19

River Rd

24 Rd to 25 Rd

1.0

20

Redlands Pkwy.

Colorado River to
SH 340/Broadway

21

SH 340

22

SH 340

23

Riverside Parkway

24

D Road

25

I‐70B

32 Road to I‐70

1.5

26

US‐6

I‐70B to 33 Road

0.7

27

SH‐141

D Road to US‐50

4.0

28

Somerville Hwy.

G Road to US‐50

14.5

29

F1/2 Road Parkway

I‐70 B to 25 Rd

2.0

30

F1/2 Road Parkway

F Rd to F1/2 Rd

0.5

56

Collbran Truck
Bypass

0.2

57

De Beque Truck
Bypass

58

Clifton Bypass

59

D Road

60

US‐6

33 Road to F Road

61

US‐6

F Road to Palisade

17
18

Improvement or
Comment

Unit Cost*
(2010$$/
mile)

Total Costs
(2010$$)

New 2/3 lane
collector street
Widen 4 to 6 lane
minor arterial
Widen 2 to 4 lane
collector

$2,850,000

$2,850,000

$10,160,000

$19,304,000

$4,220,000

$4,220,000

1.0

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

$6,777,000

$6,777,000

Greenwood Drive to
Redlands Pkwy.

1.3

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

$6,777,000

$8,471,250

Redlands Pkwy. to
Ridges Blvd

2.0

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

$6,777,000

$13,215,150

$4,220,000

$6,752,000

$4,220,000

$12,660,000

$12,190,000

$18,285,000

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

$6,777,000

$4,743,900

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

$6,777,000

$27,108,000

$5,650,000

$81,925,000

$5,650,000

$11,300,000

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

$6,777,000

$3,388,500

New 2 lane minor
arterial

$2,640,000

$528,000

15th Street to 29
Road
29 Road to 32 Road
(SH‐141)

State Highway
330/High St to PE
Road
V.2 Road to Road
Creek Road
I‐70B to F Road/US‐
6
15th Street to
Riverside Parkway

Mesa County 2035 Regional Transportation Plan

1.0
1.9

Widen 2 to 4 lane
minor arterial
Widen 2 to 4 lane
minor arterial
Widen 4 to 6 lane
expressway

1.6
3.0

New 4 lane
principal arterial
New 4 lane
principal arterial

New 2 lane minor
arterial
New 2 lane minor
arterial
Widen 2 to 4 lane
minor arterial

$2,640,000

$3,960,000

$2,640,000

$3,590,400

$4,220,000

$928,400

0.5

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

$6,777,000

$3,591,810

4.0

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

$6,777,000

$26,972,460

1.5
1.4
0.2
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Capacity Improvements (New Roads / Widenings)
Map
ID

Road / Facility /
Service

Location

Length
(miles)

Improvement or
Comment

Unit Cost*
(2010$$/
mile)

Total Costs
(2010$$)

62

29 Road

F Road to I‐70

0.5

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial
(with Interchange)

$6,777,000

$28,388,500

63

29 Road

North Ave to
Patterson Road

1.0

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

$6,777,000

$6,777,000

64

L Road

US‐6 to 19 Road

4.1

Widen 2 to 4 lane
collector

$4,220,000

$17,386,400

65

Clifton Bypass (one
way couplet)

I‐70B to
F Road/US‐6

1.4

One‐way minor
arterial couplet

same as
alternative 58

$3,590,400

11 + 62

29 Road / H Road
Connection

Horizon Drive to I‐
70 (along with
Project 62)

2.0

New 2 lane arterial
+ Project 62
(29 Road Widening
and Interchange)

n/a

$300,000,000

62+63

29 Road

North Ave to I‐70

1.5

Widen 2 to 4 lane
arterial with
interchange at I‐70

alternative 62
+ alternative
63

$35,165,500

66

29 Road

D Rd to B 1/2 Rd

1.5

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

$6,777,000

Total Capacity Improvement Costs

$10,165,500
$808,689,520

Note: Roadway Alternatives with an ID preceded by a “C” indicate regional priorities that will proceed before other
prioritized projects. Otherwise, this list is not prioritized.

Roadway Evaluation Criteria
As presented in Chapter 1, roadway evaluation criteria were designed for testing roadway alternatives based on
the principles of SAFETEA‐LU, goals and objectives developed through the public process, and the desire to keep
the evaluation process simple while also based on a solid technical foundation.
The Evaluation Criteria for prioritization and selection of roadway capacity projects are as follows:
Mobility / Congestion / System Quality
•

EFFICIENCY – The Efficiency criteria is measured as the reduction in daily vehicle miles of travel in 2035
attributable to the alternative. This criteria also acts as a surrogate measure for other important
considerations. For example, fuel economy and energy conservation benefits, while difficult to measure
directly, can be implied by reduced travel. Likewise, air quality information can be inferred as well since
mobile source emissions are a function (in part) of the amount of vehicular travel and energy consumed.

Mesa County 2035 Regional Transportation Plan
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•

EFFECTIVENESS – Effectiveness refers to the amount of vehicle hours of congestion delay reduced per day
in 2035 as a result of the implementation of the alternative. In addition to this important measure, the
Effectiveness criteria also implies consideration of fuel economy, air quality, and other benefits similar
to the Efficiency criteria that measures vehicle miles of travel reduction.

•

COST EFFECTIVENESS – Cost Effectiveness is measured as the cost of congestion delay reductions for each
alternative in dollars per minute of delay reduced.

Environment
•

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION REDUCTIONS –
Carbon dioxide (CO2) equivalent emission
reductions from on‐road vehicles attributed
to the alternative.

•

OZONE PRECURSOR EMISSIONS – The amount of
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) and
Nitrogen Oxides (NOX) emission reductions
from on‐road vehicles attributed to the
alternative.

•

AIR QUALITY COST EFFECTIVENESS – This criteria
is measured as the cost of reducing ozone
precursor (VOC and NOX) emissions (dollars
per gram emission reduced).

Local Commitment and Consistency with Local Plans
•

This criteria is based on the idea that projects with increased potential to serve alternative travel modes
should receive additional credit based on their consistency with local comprehensive planning goals and
the commitment of local governments to the project.

In developing the alternatives analysis, the Mesa County Regional Travel Model was used to test the
transportation system’s performance results for each alternative as compared to the Existing and Committed
scenario presented in the Needs Assessment section of this chapter. By comparing the two model runs, the
measures for the model‐based performance criteria were calculated for each alternative.
Within each criteria, the alternative with the greatest benefit received the maximum points for that criteria.
Projects with no measured benefits received zero points for a criteria. Scores for all other projects were
prorated against the project with the most benefit for each criteria. The only exception is the Local Commitment
and Consistency with Local Plan criteria, which was used subjectively.

Unit Costs
Unit costs for various improvements were established for the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan in order to
develop cost estimates for each alternative roadway improvement to support the alternatives analysis. The unit
costs are based on recent construction costs for actual projects or from public works and engineering cost
estimates in regions across the western United States in recent years. These unit costs have been used in many
Mesa County 2035 Regional Transportation Plan

7-25

FINAL DRAFT February 24, 2011

CHAPTER 7:
ROADWAY PLAN
areas across Colorado, Wyoming, and other states; and they have been reviewed by several public works
directors and engineers. The unit costs reflect year 2010 dollars and have been adjusted to reflect significant
construction cost increases in recent years. In addition, the costs were reviewed by the Unit Cost Subcommittee
of the Steering Committee and adjusted based on local Mesa County, CDOT, and Grand Junction data.
Table 7‐6 contains the unit costs used for the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan in constant year 2010 dollars.
The unit cost assumptions include utilities/relocation; design; construction; access and traffic management
(reconstructions); and public purchase of 50% of right‐of‐way needs. Long‐term maintenance costs are included
in the maintenance portion of the RTP and not, therefore, in the roadway improvement unit costs.

Table 7‐6: Unit Costs (2010 $$)

Category

New Roads on
New Right‐of‐
Way

Road Widening
‐ Significant
Reconstruction

Improvement

New 2 Lane
Collector Street
New 3 Lane
Collector Street
New 2 lane
Minor Arterial
New 4/5 lane
Minor Arterial
New 2 lane
Principal Arterial
New 4 lane
Principal Arterial
Widen 2 to 4
lanes (Minor)
Widen 2 to 4
lanes (Principal)
Widen 2 to 4
lanes
(Expressway)
Widen 4 to 6
lanes (Minor)
Widen 4 to 6
lanes (Principal)
Widen 4 to 6
lanes
(Expressway)

Category Description

Unit Cost
(per
centerline
mile or
location)

Unit Cost
(per centerline
mile or
location)

$480

$2,520,000

$540

$2,850,000

$500

$2,640,000

$670

$3,520,000

$800

$4,230,000

$1,070

$5,650,000

$800

$4,220,000

$1,280

$6,770,000

$1,540

$8,130,000

n/a

n/a

$1,920

$10,160,000

$2,310

$12,190,000

These are new roadways on new rights of way.

For these projects, the improvement will
generally be an addition to existing roads of
acceptable quality. These could include phased
roadway construction in which one side of the
road is built and operates as a 2‐lane, two‐way
road until the second side is built within a
relatively short time.
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Unit Cost
(per centerline
mile or
location)

$500

$2,640,000

$800

$4,230,000

$960

$5,080,000

n/a

n/a

$960

$5,080,000

$1,150

$6,100,000

n/a

n/a

$380

$2,000,000

Category

Improvement

Road Widening
‐ "Simple"
Addition of
New Lanes
(e.g., 24 Road)

Widen 2 to 4 lanes
(Minor)
Widen 2 to 4 lanes
(Principal)
Widen 2 to 4 lanes
(Expressway)
Widen 4 to 6 lanes
(Minor)
Widen 4 to 6 lanes
(Principal)
Widen 4 to 6 lanes
(Expressway)
Widen 2 to 4 lanes
(Collector)

These widenings also include significant
reconstruction of a low quality, existing road
due to outdated design, deterioration, or other
condition. Another example would be an older
road with significant access control issues that
would be addressed with the improvement.

Roadway Safety
Improvement

This improvement would address safety and
maintenance concerns on older 2 lane rural
roads by adding resurfacing, wide shoulders,
and striping for bike lanes.

Interchange

Interchange

New interchange or full reconstruction.

$4,730

$25,000,000

Grade
Separation

Grade Separation

New grade separation at new location.

$2,270

$12,000,000

$470

$2,500,000

$240

$1,250,000

Roadway Safety
Improvement

Transportation
System
Management

Intersection
Improvement
(Major)

Intersection
Improvement
(Minor)

Category Description

Unit Cost
(per
centerline
mile or
location)

Major intersection improvements involve
upgrades to higher capacity roadways such as
principal arterials, expressways, and highways.
They tend to include dual left turn lanes and
right turn auxiliary lanes as well as significant
signal, installation, reconfiguration, and timing
upgrades. Costs can be adjusted based on the
final approved scope of the improvements,
including an approved traffic study and
engineer’s estimate/ actual construction costs.
Minor intersection improvements involve lower
capacity roads such as minor arterials and
collector streets, but can also include principal
arterials. They tend to include single left and
right turning lanes and the addition or upgrade
of traffic signals. Costs can be adjusted based
on the final approved scope of the
improvements, including an approved traffic
study and engineer’s estimate/ actual
construction costs.

New Signal
Installation

New or replaced traffic signal

$90

$500,000

Roundabout

New roundabout installation at existing
intersection

$760

$4,000,000

Note: Unit costs in the table represent averages for each category. In reality, there is a range of costs for each category.
Costs are affected by terrain and water features requiring structure; right‐of‐way availability/amount/price; anticipated
truck traffic; contractor workload; construction material prices; and other factors.
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Project Prioritization and Selection
Once each roadway capacity project alternative was evaluated and scored, all capacity projects were sorted
based first on whether the project was on or off‐system, next by the jurisdiction responsible for road, then by
the project score. In this manner, the funding programs and available resources for each jurisdiction/agency
could be used to select corresponding projects from the roadway capacity alternatives. The funds by
jurisdiction/agency were applied to the highest scoring capacity projects that could be funded with available
resources. This process was straightforward since most projects were eligible for funding through only one
jurisdiction. Project costs are based on the unit costs presented in the previous section; and available resources
by funding program were developed as presented in Chapter 4, Financial Analysis and Funding Resources.
Beyond the roadway capacity projects, other roadway improvement types are addressed not specifically by
project but rather at a programmatic level as presented in Table 7‐1 and the Financially Constrained Roadway
Plan section that follows.

Financially Constrained Roadway Plan
Federal legislation over the last 20 years (i.e., Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, Transportation
Efficiency Act‐21, and SAFETEA‐LU) formalized the concept
that regional transportation plans should as accurately as
possible describe the transportation system for a point at
least 20 years in the future. This is done through the financial
constraint mechanism so that the planned transportation
system can be implemented and maintained with expected
available funding. Previous to this requirement,
transportation plans tended to be vision plans that did not
have full funding and therefore did not represent a realistic
picture of the future transportation system. With the financial constraint requirement, the 2035 Regional
Transportation Plan provides a realistic snapshot of anticipated future transportation conditions.
The financially constrained roadway plan is comprised of two major components – 1) Roadway Capacity
Improvements and 2) Other Roadway‐related Programs and Projects.

Roadway Capacity Improvements
Roadway capacity needs, analysis, and improvements are presented below for each agency and jurisdiction
responsible for constructing and maintaining streets in the Mesa County region. Tables 7‐7 to 7‐11 show the
project rankings for each agency/jurisdiction. Projects selected for the financially‐constrained 2035 RTP roadway
plan are listed in Table 7‐12.
Colorado Department of Transportation
The funding analysis for on‐system CDOT projects is shown in Table 4‐2 of Chapter 4, Financial Analysis and
Funding Resources. In Table 4‐2, the resources anticipated to be available for on‐system roadway capacity
improvements are through the Regional Priority Program. Therefore, of the approximately $666 million of CDOT
funds anticipated for Grand Valley/Mesa County Transportation Planning Region, only about $25 million (4

Mesa County 2035 Regional Transportation Plan

7-28

FINAL DRAFT February 24, 2011

CHAPTER 7:
ROADWAY PLAN
percent) is available for roadway capacity. Table 7‐7 shows the results of the project ranking and selection for
on‐system roadway capacity projects.

Table 7‐7: On‐System Roadway Capacity Project Rankings ‐ CDOT
ID

Road / Facility

C1

I‐70 B (Phase I)

C2

I‐70 B (Phase II)

Location

Length
(miles)

Improvement or
Comment
Widen 4 to 6 lane
expressway
Widen 4 to 6 lane
expressway
Widen 4 to 6 lane
expressway
Widen 4 to 6 lane
principal arterial
Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial
Widen 2 to 4 lane
expressway
Widen 4 to 6 lane
expressway
Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial
Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

Total Costs
(2010$$)

Composite Score

under construction

committed project

$7,927,000

committed project

$11,175,000

committed project

$9,876,000

committed project

$4,743,900

32

$44,715,000

19

$18,285,000

16

$27,108,000

14

$13,215,150

11

$8,471,250

2

$26,972,460

0

$3,591,810

0

I‐70 B (Phase
III)
I‐70 B (Phase
IV)

24 Road to 24
3/4 Road
24 3/4 Road to
Independent Ave
Independent Ave
to Grand Ave
Grand Ave to 6th
St

26

US‐6

I‐70B to 33 Road

0.7

4

US‐6

I‐70 (Exit 26) to
Fruita

5.5

25

I‐70B

32 Road to I‐70

1.5

27

SH‐141

D Road to US‐50

4.0

22

SH 340

21

SH 340

61

US‐6

60

US‐6

31

20 Road

I‐70

n/a

New Full Interchange

$25,000,000

6

53

I‐70

19 Road (Fruita)
‐ not Exit 19

n/a

New Full Interchange

$25,000,000

2

C3
C4

Redlands Pkwy.
to Ridges Blvd
Greenwood
Drive to
Redlands Pkwy.
F Road to
Palisade
33 Road to F
Road

0.8
0.7
0.9
0.8

2.0
1.3
4.0
0.5

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial
Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial
Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

Total Cost of Alternatives

$226,080,570

Fruita
Fruita does not have off‐system arterial street capacity needs based on the 2035 needs assessment. Capital
funds are assumed to be for signal and intersection improvements, roadway safety improvements, center turn
lanes, and other improvements. Although no capacity improvements were selected as a result of the needs
assessment, the ranked alternatives in the City of Fruita are listed in Table 7‐8.
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Table 7‐8: Roadway Capacity Project Rankings – Fruita
ID

Road /
Facility

1

L Road

2

19 Road

64

L Road

Location

Length (miles)

17 Road to 18
Road
L Rd to US‐
6/US‐50

1.0
2.8

US‐6 to 19 Road

4.1

Improvement or
Comment
New 2/3 lane
collector
Widen 2 to 4 lane
collector
Widen 2 to 4 lane
collector

Total Cost of Alternatives

Total Costs (2010$$)

Composite Score

$2,850,000

9

$11,816,000

1

$17,386,400

0

$32,052,400

Palisade
Palisade does not have off‐system arterial street capacity needs based on the 2035 needs assessment, so no
alternatives were tested. Capital funds are assumed to be for signal and intersection improvements, roadway
safety improvements, center turn lanes, and other improvements.
Mesa County
As Table 4‐3 in Chapter 4 indicates, Mesa County is anticipated to have over $400 million from sales tax
revenues for roadway improvements over the next 25 years. These funds are for bridges, roadway safety
improvements, center turn lanes, intersection and signal improvements, and roadway capacity. The County is in
a unique situation however because most of its roadway needs are in the form of roadway safety improvements
and transportation system management solutions rather than additional capacity. Furthermore, as County roads
start to fill up, this often is due to urbanization as development moves into the county. In these instances, the
road can fall under the municipality as the surrounding area is annexed. As a result, roadway capacity needs in
the County are limited. Table 7‐9 shows the results of the project ranking and selection for roads in
unincorporated Mesa County.

Table 7‐9: Roadway Capacity Project Rankings – Mesa County
ID
58

Road /
Facility
Clifton
Bypass

Location

Length (miles)

I‐70B to F
Road/US‐6

1.4

62+63

29 Road

North Ave to I‐
70

n/a

66

29 Road

D Rd to B 1/2
Rd

1.5

65

Clifton
Bypass (one
way couplet)

I‐70B to
F Road/US‐6

1.4

15

F 1/2 Road

8

H Road

29 1/2 Road to
30 Road
25 Road to 26
Road

Mesa County 2035 Regional Transportation Plan

0.2
1.0

Improvement or
Comment
New 2 lane minor
arterial
Widen 2 to 4 lane
arterial with
interchange at I‐70
Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial
One‐way minor
arterial couplet
New 2/3 lane
collector
New 2/3 lane
collector

7-30

Total Costs (2010$$)

Composite Score

$3,590,400

56

$35,165,000

54

$10,165,500

43

$3,590,400

41

$427,500

23

$2,850,000

22
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ID

12

Road /
Facility
H Road /
New
East/West
Road north
of I‐70

Location

Length (miles)

Improvement or
Comment

Total Costs (2010$$)

29 Road to I‐
70B

4.0

New 2 lane minor
arterial

$10,560,000

12

$4,220,000

9

$2,110,000

7

$81,925,000

4

$6,777,000

2

5

H Road

23 Road to 24
Road

1.0

6

23 Road

I‐70 to H Road

0.5

28

Somerville
Hwy.

63

29 Road

G Road to US‐
50
North Ave to
Patterson Road

14.5
1.0

Widen 2 to 4 lane
collector
Widen 2 to 4 lane
collector
New 4 lane principal
arterial
Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

Total Cost of Alternatives

Composite Score

$151,013,400

Grand Junction
The City of Grand Junction will experience the most traffic congestion in the region as growth continues rapidly
through 2035. Based on the analysis in Chapter 4, Financial Analysis and Funding Resources, the City is
anticipated to have approximately $40 million available for roadway capacity improvements over the next 25
years. This is primarily for off‐system arterial street improvements and is based on sales tax revenues not
developer exactions. Traffic impact fees paid by developers are typically used for local roads and collector
streets but not for arterial streets or expressways. Therefore, the $40 million is what is expected to be available
for roadway capacity improvements on regional arterials within the City. Table 7‐10 shows the roadway capacity
project ranking and selection. As the table shows and as the Needs Assessment graphic (Figure 7‐5) indicates,
the funded projects will not be sufficient to keep traffic congestion at today’s levels.

Table 7‐10: Roadway Capacity Project Rankings – Grand Junction
ID

Road /
Facility

Location

Length (miles)

62

29 Road

F Road to I‐70

0.5

62+63

29 Road

North Ave to I‐
70

n/a

11 + 62

29 Road / H
Road
Connection

7

24 Road

20

Redlands
Pkwy.

Horizon Drive
to I‐70 (along
with Project
62)
H Road to F
Road
Colorado River
to SH
340/Broadway

Mesa County 2035 Regional Transportation Plan

n/a

2.0
1.0

Improvement or
Comment
Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial
(with Interchange)
Widen 2 to 4 lane
arterial with
interchange at I‐70
New 2 lane arterial
+ Project 62
(29 Road Widening
and Interchange)
Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial
Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial
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Total Costs (2010$$)

Composite Score

$28,388,500

57

$35,165,000

54

$300,000,000

52

$13,554,000

45

$6,777,000

34
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ID
16
23

Road /
Facility
Patterson
Road (F
Road)
Riverside
Parkway

Location

Length (miles)

Improvement or
Comment

Total Costs (2010$$)

I‐70 B to 30
Road

6.5

Widen 4 to 6 lane
principal arterial

$66,040,000

34

$6,752,000

24

$427,500

23

$11,300,000

20

$14,348,000

19

15th Street to
29 Road
29 1/2 Road to
30 Road

1.6

15

F 1/2 Road

29

F1/2 Road
Parkway

I‐70 B to 25 Rd

2.0

9

G Road

24 Road to
Horizon Drive

3.4

28 Road to 29
Road

1.0

New 2/3 lane
collector

$2,850,000

15

26 1/2 Road to
27 1/2 Road

1.3

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

$8,471,250

13

Horizon Drive
to I‐70

n/a

New 2 lane minor
arterial

$271,611,500

12

29 Road to I‐
70B

4.0

New 2 lane minor
arterial

$10,560,000

12

3.0

Widen 2 to 4 lane
minor arterial

$12,660,000

10

0.2

Widen 2 to 4 lane
minor arterial

$928,400

8

$2,110,000

7

$3,388,500

5

14

10
11

12

Cortland
Ave. / F 1/2
Road
Connection
Horizon
Drive
29 Road / H
Road
Connection
H Road /
New
East/West
Road north
of I‐70

29 Road to 32
Road (SH‐141)
15th Street to
Riverside
Parkway

24

D Road

59

D Road

6

23 Road

I‐70 to H Road

30

F1/2 Road
Parkway

18

26 1/2 Road
(7th Street)

F Rd to F1/2
Rd
Patterson
Road to Pitkin
Ave.

19

River Rd

17

63

0.2

Widen 2 to 4 lane
minor arterial
New 2/3 lane
collector
New 4 lane principal
arterial
Widen 2 to 4 lane
minor arterial

Composite Score

0.5
0.5

Widen 2 to 4 lane
collector
Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

1.9

Widen 4 to 6 lane
minor arterial

$19,304,000

4

24 Rd to 25 Rd

1.0

Widen 2 to 4 lane
collector

$4,220,000

3

Orchard
Ave. (E 1/2
Road)

US‐6/US ‐ 50
to 26 Road

1.0

New 2/3 lane
collector street

$2,850,000

3

29 Road

North Ave to
Patterson
Road

1.0

Widen 2 to 4 lane
principal arterial

$6,777,000

2

Total Cost of Alternatives
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Collbran, De Beque, and Other Communities
The truck bypass alternatives for Collbran and De Beque were evaluated as roadway capacity alternatives for the
2035 Regional Transportation Plan. Both of these projects scored rather low in the rankings; however, these are
two of only three projects evaluated for these respective jurisdictions. These bypasses would most likely be
constructed with local funds by the respective jurisdictions, although it appears that the projects are beyond
their financial means at this time. A new De Beque interchange was also tested as an alternative but due to
CDOT policy this project would not receive state or federal funds and therefore would require local or private
funding.
Other communities, such as Clifton, Gateway, Loma, Mack, Mesa, and Whitewater, have very little if any funds
for roadway capacity improvements. Since these communities are in the unincorporated areas of Mesa County,
improvements to the roadway system would be made by the County. Based on the Needs Assessment, there are
no capacity needs indicated for these communities through 2035. No roadway capacity alternatives were tested
in these communities.

Table 7‐11: Roadway Capacity Project Rankings – Collbran and De Beque
ID

Road /
Facility

32

I‐70

56

Collbran
Truck Bypass

57

De Beque
Truck Bypass

Location

Length (miles)

Improvement or
Comment

n/a

New Full Interchange

0.2

1.5

De Beque (2
3/4 miles west
of existing
interchange)
State Highway
330/High St to
PE Road
V.2 Road to
Road Creek
Road

Total Costs (2010$$)

Composite Score

$25,000,000

17

New 2 lane minor
arterial

$528,000

12

New 2 lane minor
arterial

$3,960,000

1

Total Cost of Alternatives

$29,488,000

Summary of Roadway Capacity Funding
Table 7‐12 contains a summary of the funded roadway capacity projects in the financially‐constrained 2035
Regional Transportation Plan. Figure 7‐8 highlights these projects graphically, and Figure 7‐9 shows the resulting
peak hour congestion levels for the financially‐constrained roadway capacity component for the 2035 Regional
Transportation Plan. Table 7‐13 contains detailed network and system performance information for the 2035
financially‐constrained roadway plan.
In developing the financially constrained project list, efforts were made to match each funding program with
appropriately eligible projects. For example, local funds were assumed to be exclusive to off‐system arterial
streets in the respective jurisdictions. Federal and state funds were assigned to on‐system roadways in the
region.
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Table 7‐12: Summary of Financially‐Constrained Roadway Capacity Projects
ID

Road / Facility

C1
to
C4

I‐70 B
Corridor*

4

US‐6

33
58

Upgrade I‐70
Interchanges
Clifton Bypass
/ US‐6(C)**

Location
24 Road
th
to 6
Street
I‐70 (Exit
26) to
Fruita
I‐70 /
US‐6
I‐70B to
33 Road

Length
(miles)
3.2

5.5
n/a
1.4

62

29 Road

F Road
to
I‐70

0.5

7

24 Road

H Road
to F
Road

2.0

n/a

SH340 (A1)

Fruita

n/a

Improvement
Widen 4 to 6
lane
expressway
Widen 2 to 4
lane
expressway
Exit 26
Improvements
New 2 lane
minor arterial
Widen 2 to 4
lane principal
arterial (with
Interchange)
Widen 2 to 4
lane principal
arterial
Kingsview
Road
Intersection

Total Costs
(2010$$)

Funded
Amount
(2010$$)

Funding
Source

Comments

$28,978,000

$28,978,000

State/Fed

Committed
Project

$44,715,000

$250,000

State/Fed

Study

$3,000,000

$3,000,000

State/Fed

Committed
Project

$3,590,400

$3,590,400

State/Fed

$28,388,500

$1,000,000

Local

$13,554,000

$13,554,000

Local

n/a

$264,000

State/Fed

R3

Non‐Project
Specific Pool

n/a

n/a

2.5%

$534,134

$534,134

State/Fed

R3

Shoulder Pool

n/a

n/a

10.0%

$2,136,535

$2,136,535

State/Fed

R3

Environmental
Remediation

n/a

n/a

2.5%

$534,134

$534,134

State/Fed

$134,596,202

$48,919,568
$14,554,000
$63,472,568

Subtotal – Federal / State
Subtotal ‐ Local
Total

Local Project
1601 Study
only

Design /
Construction
Indicated
percentage is
from total
RPP funds
available
Indicated
percentage is
from total
RPP funds
available
Indicated
percentage is
from total
RPP funds
available

*Note: I‐70B Corridor is made up of four segments as shown in Table 7‐7.
**Note: Either developing a bypass via Front St. or widening of US‐6 is needed for capacity improvements.
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Figure 7‐8: Financially‐Constrained Roadway Capacity Projects
Please refer to the Map Appendix to see a larger version of this map.
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Figure 7‐9: Congestion Levels for the Financially‐Constrained Roadway Plan
Please refer to the Map Appendix to see a larger version of this map.

Table 7‐13: Roadway System Performance for the Financially‐Constrained Roadway Plan
Measure

2005 Levels
108,700
117,700
1,202,400
5,200 trips per day
889,400 trips per day
8.112 million miles per day
201,100 hours per day
175,900 hours per day
25,200 hours per day
102 seconds

Households
Employment
Person Trips
External‐External Trips
Total Vehicle Trips
Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT)
Congested Vehicle Hours of Travel (CVHT)
Free‐flow Vehicle Hours of Travel (FVHT)
Congestion Delay
Congestion Delay per Vehicle Trip
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Information in Table 7‐13 and Figure 7‐10 puts into perspective the congestion levels resulting from 25 years of
investment in the regional transportation system as compared to today and to the 2035 Vision and No‐Build
scenarios. As a reminder, the No‐Build scenario is based on 2035 growth loaded onto the Existing and
Committed (E+C) network representing approximately the year 2015.
Table 7‐14 contains two real‐world indicators of how much worse congestion will be in the future. The first is the
additional congestion delay in seconds per trip. The second is a daily tally of the regional cost of congestion
based on the amount of time lost to it. An average example wage rate was assumed to be $15 per hour to show
the comparison.
The table and graphic indicate that congestion will grow considerably between now and 2035. The best future
congestion scenario is the 2035 Vision which is not implementable due to lack of anticipated funding. The worst
future congestion scenario is the 2035 No‐Build which essentially represents a stop to future road capacity
construction. The most realistic future scenario is the 2035 Financially‐Constrained Plan which provides
congestion relief as compared to the No‐Build; but there will still be significant increases in congestion in the
future.
It is a useful reminder that congestion delay not only is an indicator of time wasted in traffic in the future but is
also a surrogate measure for fuel consumption and air quality. In other words, the worse the traffic congestion –
the higher the emissions and fuel consumed. The 2035 Financially‐Constrained Plan lowers congestion
compared to the 2035 No‐Build, so emissions and energy consumption would be expected to be lower.

Table 7‐14: Comparison of Congestion Levels
Performance Measure
Lane Miles

2005

2035 No‐Build

2035 Financially‐
Constrained Plan

2035 Vision

1,628

1,656

1,834

1,667

427,800

889,400

889,400

889,400

Congestion Delay (seconds per trip)

20

129

77

102

Total Daily Cost of Congestion Delay
(at $15 per hour)

$35,000

$477,000

$285,000

$377,000

Vehicle Trips (daily)
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Figure 7‐10: Comparison of Future Congestion Levels (seconds per trip)
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In addition to public funding, additional roadway capacity is provided through
private sector investments in land development projects. These private developer
investments are included in the local source categories. Generally, it is the
responsibility of the developer to connect new streets in newly developing areas to
the arterial street system. Implementation of these projects is tied to trends and
timing of developer activities in the free market. Nevertheless, they are based on
past developer activity and historical private sector investments, and as such are
reasonably expected to be implemented by 2035.
It is noteworthy that the funding analysis and project selection is based on 2010
dollars and not the costs and revenues for the specific year of project
implementation. This is necessary so that the analysis can be conducted on a consistent basis and avoids the
difficulty of comparing costs in one year to costs in another. Therefore, Table 7‐14 contains both 2010 and year
of expenditure dollar amounts.

Other Roadway‐Related Programs and Projects
One of the key points that can be made based on the previous section and the funding analysis in Chapter 4 is
that resources (about $92 million) expected to be available through 2035 for roadway capacity are relatively
small in comparison to the total amount of funds (over $1.4 billion) expected to be available for the roadway
system through 2035. This is primarily because the highest priorities are for maintenance of the existing system,
safety improvements, and bridge improvements.
Mesa County 2035 Regional Transportation Plan
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Roadway safety improvements also make up a large component of the expenditures. These projects increase the
multi‐modal aspects of the facility by adding shoulder capacity for bicycles, so they can be thought of as non‐
motorized improvements. They also add some vehicle carrying capacity to the roadway because of the left and
right turn lanes, center turn lanes, and/or sight distance improvements, so they could also be categorized as
capacity improvements. Roadway safety improvements also have a strong maintenance component because
they provide a new roadway surface and other base and structural improvements as necessary.
Transportation system management projects also provide benefits that make them hard to categorize. These are
smaller‐scale physical improvements to relieve traffic congestion at bottleneck locations. They can include signal
and intersection improvements, roundabouts, and bottleneck removal projects.
Each of these roadway‐related programs and projects are discussed in more detail in the following sections. The
reader is referred to Table 7‐1 for more information on how these types of projects are addressed in the 2035
Regional Transportation Plan.
Roadway Safety Improvements
Roadway Safety Improvements address maintenance, safety, and to some extent multi‐
modal issues on older 2‐lane roads. These improvements typically apply to rural roads
but can also be applied in urban settings. They include resurfacing, wide shoulders, turn
lanes at intersections and driveway access locations, and center turn lanes where
appropriate. In many cases, the older 2‐lane road is in need of significant rehabilitation
or reconstruction but no additional vehicle capacity is necessary except at intersections.
These conditions may make the Roadway Safety Improvement an attractive option for
many roads.
These improvements are prioritized by the jurisdiction or agency responsible for the road
based on safety, pavement condition, and other factors. The list of potential Roadway
Safety Improvements shown in Table 7‐15 was compiled from comments received through the public outreach
efforts and from a modeling analysis that identified 2 lane roads with 2035 traffic volumes between 6,000 and
12,000 vehicles per day (vpd). The 6,000 vpd threshold is roughly where an unimproved, low‐grade 2‐lane road
requires improvement to maintain operational efficiencies.
Since these projects are selected and prioritized by the appropriate jurisdiction or agency, they would be
accommodated within the financially‐constrained roadway budgets of these respective project implementers.
These projects are also prioritized against safety, bridge, system management, and other projects, so it is
difficult to speculate which Roadway Safety Improvements from Table 7‐15 will be constructed by 2035.
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Table 7‐15: Roadway Safety Improvements for Consideration
No.

1

Road / Facility /
Service
SH 340 /
Broadway
SH 340 /
Broadway

Location

Length
(miles)

Total Costs
(2010$$)

On
System

SH‐340/I‐70 to Fawn Lane

4.5

$9,000,000

yes

CDOT

3.3

$6,500,000

yes

CDOT

1.0

$2,000,000

no

Grand Junction

1.0

$2,000,000

yes

CDOT

5.0

$10,000,000

no

Mesa County

5.5

$11,000,000

no

Grand Junction

4.0

$8,000,000

no

Mesa County, Grand
Junction

1.0

$2,000,000

no

Palisade

2.0

$4,000,000

yes

CDOT

Jurisdiction

3

Redlands Pkwy.

4

SH 340 /
Broadway

5

Little Park Road

6

Orchard Ave. (E
1/2 Road)

Fawn Lane to Greenwood
Dr. (Alt 21)
Colorado River to US‐6 / F
Road
Monument Rd to Grand
Ave.
C 1/2 Road to 5 miles
south
26 Road (1st Street) to I‐
70B

7

B 1/2 Road

US‐50 to 31 Road

8

37 3/10 Road

9

SH‐141

10

SH‐65 / SH‐330

I‐70 (exit 49) to Collbran

21.0

$42,000,000

yes

CDOT

11

28 Rd

I‐70 B to Orchard Ave

1.1

$2,140,000

no

Grand Junction

12

26 1/2 Rd

Horizon Dr to H Rd

1.7

$3,490,000

no

Grand Junction

13

N 12th St

Lakeside Dr to H Rd

1.7

$3,380,000

no

Grand Junction

14

H Rd

Horizon Dr to 26 Rd

2.3

$4,590,000

no

Grand Junction

15

25 Rd

I‐70 B to F Rd

0.6

$1,220,000

no

Grand Junction

16

30 Rd

D Rd to E Rd

0.9

$1,770,000

no

Grand Junction

17

US 6

N Coulson St to 10 1/2 Rd

7.1

$14,270,000

yes

CDOT

18

State Hwy 139

US 6 to I‐70

1.3

$2,500,000

yes

CDOT

2

I‐70 to G Road
(US‐6)
Gunnison River to 2 miles
south of river

Note: These alternatives were compiled through the public outreach process and provided here for consideration by CDOT
and local governments as they evaluation and prioritize roadway improvements.
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Transportation System Management
These projects include smaller scale capital improvements to relieve localized traffic congestion such as
intersection improvements (e.g., turn lanes), signal improvements, roundabouts, or other strategic solutions. In
many cases, these improvements are associated with a roadway widening or extension, so they are accounted
for in the roadway capacity funding. In other cases, these types of projects are implemented in a case‐by‐case
basis as the need warrants and as funding is available. The jurisdiction or agency responsible for the street or
highway will prioritize and select these projects. A list of potential improvements for consideration is shown in
Table 7‐16 based on input received through the public process.
Since these projects are selected and prioritized by the corresponding jurisdiction or agency, they would be
accommodated within the financially‐constrained roadway budgets of these respective project implementers.
These projects are also prioritized against safety, bridge, roadway safety improvements, and other projects, so it
is difficult to speculate which Transportation System Management alternatives from Table 7‐16 will be
constructed by 2035.

Table 7‐16: Transportation System Management Alternatives for Consideration
No.

Road / Facility
/ Service

Location

Improvement or
Comment

Total Costs
(2010$$)

On
System

Jurisdiction

1

20 Road

I‐70

New Full Interchange

$25,000,000

yes

CDOT

2

I‐70

De Beque (2 3/4 miles west
of existing interchange)

New Full Interchange

$25,000,000

no

De Beque

3

US‐6

I‐70 (Exit 26)

$25,000,000

yes

CDOT

4

US‐6

15 Road (West of Fruita)

$2,500,000

yes

CDOT

5

SH 340 /
Broadway

Redlands Pkwy.

$2,500,000

yes

CDOT

6

Horizon Blvd.

12th Street

$2,500,000

no

Grand
Junction

7

US‐6

16 Road (Fruita)

$2,500,000

yes

CDOT

8

US‐6

17 Road (Fruita)

$2,500,000

yes

CDOT

9

US‐6

20 Road (Fruita)

$2,500,000

yes

CDOT

10

29 Road

D Road

$4,000,000

no

Mesa
County

12

D Road

SH‐141

$2,500,000

yes

CDOT

13

I‐70

I‐70B

$25,000,000

yes

CDOT

14

I‐70

23 Road

$12,000,000

yes

CDOT

15

I‐70

26 1/2 Road

$12,000,000

yes

CDOT

16

G Road

26 Road

$2,500,000

no

Grand
Junction

Mesa County 2035 Regional Transportation Plan

Interchange
Improvement/
Replacement
Intersection
Improvement (Major)
Intersection
Improvement (Major)
Intersection
Improvement (Major)
Intersection
Improvement (Major)
Intersection
Improvement (Major)
Intersection
Improvement (Major)
Roundabout
Intersection
Improvement (Major)
Full Interchange
Reconstruction
Grade Separation
Improvements
Grade Separation
Improvements
Intersection
Improvement (Major)
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No.

Road / Facility
/ Service

17

F Road

26 1/2 Road

18

Grand Ave.

26 1/2 Road

19

I‐70B

SH‐141

20

SH‐141

C 1/2 Road

21

SH‐141

US‐50

22

I‐70

19 Road (Fruita) ‐ not Exit
19

23

31 Road

24

12th St

Location

Improvement or
Comment
Intersection
Improvement (Major)
Intersection
Improvement (Major)

Total Costs
(2010$$)

On
System

Jurisdiction

Grand
Junction
Grand
Junction

$2,500,000

no

$2,500,000

no

$12,000,000

yes

CDOT

$2,500,000

yes

CDOT

$2,500,000

yes

CDOT

New Full Interchange

$25,000,000

yes

CDOT

Overpass of I‐70B

Overpass

$12,000,000

yes

CDOT

at Patterson

Intersection
Improvement (Major)

$2,500,000

no

Grand
Junction

Grade Separation
Intersection
Improvement (Major)
Intersection
Improvement (Major)

Note: These alternatives were compiled through the public outreach process and provided here for consideration by CDOT
and local governments as they evaluation and prioritize roadway improvements.

Safety
Safety improvements are prioritized and implemented by the jurisdiction or agency responsible for the street or
highway of concern. These projects might include locations with high accident history, flood, sight distance,
geometric, or other safety‐related issues. Since these projects are selected and prioritized by the corresponding
jurisdiction or agency, they would be accommodated within the financially‐constrained roadway budgets of the
respective project implementers. These projects are also prioritized against bridge, roadway safety
improvements, transportation system management improvements, and other projects.
Bridges
Although some roadway capacity projects may include
bridge or other structural improvements, there are
numerous bridges throughout Mesa County both on
and off the state highway system that are monitored
individually for condition on a regular basis. As
conditions warrant and funding is available, bridge
needs are addressed by the corresponding jurisdiction
or agency. Since these projects are selected and
prioritized by the corresponding jurisdiction or agency,
they would be accommodated within the financially‐
constrained roadway budgets of the respective project
implementers. These projects are also prioritized
against roadway safety improvements, transportation
system management improvements, and other
projects.
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