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1.0 Introduction 1 

The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), in coordination with the Federal Highway 2 
Administration (FHWA), is preparing a Categorical Exclusion (CatEx) for NHPP 0853-107, United States 3 
Highway 85 (US 85) and Weld County Road 44 (WCR 44) Grade-Separated Intersection project. CDOT’s 4 
2019 Visual Impact Assessment Guidelines (VIA Guidelines) apply because the project involves CDOT 5 
sponsorship with state and federal funding. 6 

This VIA evaluates the effects of the Proposed Action on visual resources, following criteria set out in 7 
CDOT’s VIA Guidelines (CDOT, 2019).  8 

1.1 Project Overview 9 

The Proposed Action is located in Weld County, Colorado, in the town of Peckham, Colorado (Figure 1, 10 
inset). US 85 is a major regional corridor and provides major access to the cities and towns of Gilcrest, 11 
Evans, and Greeley, as well as portions of unincorporated Weld County. The Union Pacific Railroad 12 
(UPRR), a Class 1 Railroad, is located along US 85 on the east side of the project area and runs a 13 
north-south line from the Denver metropolitan area through the North Front Range to Wyoming. 14 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to improve safety and eliminate interaction between roadway 15 
traffic and the UPRR. The Proposed Action is needed to address the following transportation needs: 16 

 Safety – The current US 85 and WCR 44 intersection and approaches experience a higher than 17 
expected number of crashes due to the skewed corridor and angle of the intersection.  18 

• Between 2012 and 2016, 35 crashes were recorded, of which 72 percent were broadside 19 
crashes.  20 

• The high rate of broadside crashes indicates that both the eastbound and the westbound 21 
traffic on WCR 44 have difficulty seeing northbound and southbound traffic on US 85 22 
because of the angle of the intersection.  23 

 Railroad Proximity – The proximity of the UPRR to the US 85/WCR 44 intersection negatively 24 
impacts operations and safety at the intersection.  25 

• The railroad crosses WCR 44 only 250 feet east of the traveled lane on US 85.  26 

• Passing or standing trains restrict travel to and from the east of US 85 and can cause 27 
substantial queuing at WCR 44, sometimes extending into the through lanes of US 85, which 28 
negatively affects safety and mobility along US 85.  29 

 Heavy trucks make up approximately 31 percent of westbound traffic on WCR 44. The length of 30 
these trucks leads to longer westbound queues than would be present with only passenger 31 
vehicles. These queues can back up to and occasionally over the railroad crossing, stranding 32 
vehicles on the tracks and creating a safety concern when trains pass.  33 
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1.2 Project Description 1 

Shown on Figure 1, the Proposed Action includes construction of a grade-separated parallel diamond 2 
intersection to replace the existing at-grade intersection of US 85 and WCR 44, with WCR 44 crossing 3 
over US 85 on an elevated bridge structure. The new elevated intersection would span US 85 via a new 4 
bridge structure with earthen ramps. To accommodate ramps for the grade separation, the current 5 
alignment of US 85 would be shifted approximately 200 feet to the west. The grade-separated 6 
intersection would be shifted north of its current location to (1) eliminate the skew of the existing 7 
intersection, thereby making the new structures more economical to construct; and (2) avoid impacts 8 
to Peckham. A roundabout would be constructed at the southbound ramps, and the northbound 9 
off-ramp would be two-way stop sign controlled. This design would allow acceptable traffic operations 10 
at the southbound ramp terminal and generally acceptable traffic operations at the northbound 11 
intersection. The design would also minimize queueing between the ramp terminal intersections. If 12 
future increases in traffic volumes occur, as expected, the northbound ramp terminal could be 13 
signalized (when warranted), effectively extending the design horizon of the grade-separated 14 
intersection. The proposed intersection would span the UPRR approximately 1,100 feet northeast of the 15 
existing WCR 44 crossing with an elevated bridge structure and earthen ramps. The bridge structure 16 
would create a clear span approximately 127 feet long and a minimum of 23 feet high over the existing 17 
railroad track. A drainage ditch would be constructed along the east side of the existing frontage road.  18 
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Figure 1. Project Location and Proposed Action 1 

 2 
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2.0 Methodology and Visual Impact Scoping  1 

The methodology is carried out in four phases: Establishment/Scoping, Inventory, Analysis, and 2 
Mitigation: 3 

 Establishment/Scoping: Identifies the scope of the VIA, including existing visual conditions, 4 
visual attributes of the Proposed Action, landscape context, issues and regulatory framework, 5 
level of VIA documentation, and Area of Visual Effect (AVE) (Section 2.0 and Appendix A). 6 

 Inventory: Characterizes the landscape character, viewers, and visual quality of the AVE 7 
(Section 3.0). 8 

 Analysis: Evaluates the visual compatibility and impacts of the Proposed Action (Section 4.0). 9 

 Mitigation: Develops visual impact mitigation measures (Section 5.0). 10 

Appendix B provides additional detail on the visual assessment process and criteria.  11 

The Felsburg Holt & Ullevig visual resources team includes landscape architects, a project historian, a 12 
geographic information systems specialist, and a technical editor. Methods for characterizing viewer 13 
preferences and ratings of visual harmony include a combination of professional observation by 14 
landscape architects and comments received through public meetings. 15 

Data gathering and scoping approaches for this project included: 16 

 Field observations from a site visit to aid in VIA scoping and development of the AVE 17 

 Review of Weld County guidelines and policies related to visual resources 18 

 Public scoping meeting  19 

 Completion of CDOT’s visual resource scoping documentation (Appendix A) to identify issues 20 
and establish the appropriate level of VIA documentation for this project  21 

2.1 Visual Resource Scoping 22 

The VIA Guidelines start with a scoping process to highlight visual resource issues, determine the 23 
appropriate level of study for compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and define 24 
the study area, referred to as the AVE. 25 

VIA scoping findings are documented through CDOT’s visual resource scoping documentation  26 
(Appendix A), which includes a detailed summary of:  27 

 Initial project design review to identify visual attributes of the Proposed Action  28 

 Landscape context 29 

 Historic/cultural resources context 30 

 Issues and regulatory framework 31 

 Visual resource scoping documentation, leading to a Standard VIA (Appendix A) 32 

Responses to the VIA scoping documentation related to environmental compatibility and viewer 33 
sensitivity resulted in 20 points, which indicates that a Standard VIA is appropriate to support the US 85 34 
and WCR 44 Grade-Separated Intersection CatEx (Appendix A). A Standard VIA includes:  35 

 Descriptions of the landscape character, viewers, key viewpoints, and visual quality of the AVE; 36 

 Analysis of the visual compatibility and contrast of the Proposed Action, supported by visual 37 
simulations;  38 

 Assessment of visual impacts, including adverse, beneficial, and cumulative; and 39 

 Mitigation strategies to avoid, minimize, or compensate for adverse visual impacts.  40 
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2.1.1 Visual Attributes of the Proposed Action 1 

The features of the Proposed Action that would have the greatest potential to affect the character and 2 
quality of the visual resources within the AVE include the construction of the US 85 and WCR 44 3 
grade-separated intersection, ramps, and roundabout, shown on Figure 2. The top of the 4 
grade-separated intersection would be approximately 30 feet above US 85 and the UPRR, and the 5 
roundabout would be approximately 25 feet above the surrounding agricultural fields. These vertical 6 
changes would be viewed in context to the expansive and horizontal landscape setting.  7 

2.1.2 Issues and Context 8 

The following represent issues, landscape context, and related regulatory and planning policies 9 
associated with visual resources identified through the scoping process: 10 

 Scoping Issues: Responses to VIA scoping questions related to environmental compatibility and 11 
viewer sensitivity include (Appendix A): 12 

• Environmental Compatibility Scoping: The grade-separated intersection would change the 13 
local horizon line and introduce ramps within the foreground viewshed of rural residents. 14 

• Viewer Sensitivity Scoping: The sensitivity of the US 85 and WCR 44 residents to the visual 15 
changes of the proposed corridor transportation improvements is considered moderate to 16 
high, based on community comments regarding proximity to residents. 17 

 Landscape Context: The project is located within a rural agricultural region of Weld County.  18 

 Regulatory and Planning Policies 19 

• National Environmental Policy Act: Consideration of aesthetics is included in both NEPA 20 
and FHWA regulations. NEPA of 1969, 42 U.S. Code 4321 et. seq., Section 101(b) declares 21 
that agencies will assure all Americans “aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings” 22 
for major federal actions; and 49 U.S. Code 4331, Section 102 requires agencies to use 23 
environmental design arts in planning and decision-making. FHWA Advisory T6640.8A 24 
requires an analysis of aesthetic effects, particularly for facilities located in visually 25 
sensitive urban or rural settings.  26 

• Section 106: Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 requires that 27 
federal agencies account for the visual resource effects of projects on historic properties. 28 
Visual resource considerations under Section 106 include changes to the setting and 29 
viewshed of historic properties, as well as the introduction of visual elements that may 30 
diminish the integrity of the property’s significant features. The study team developed a 31 
visual resources AVE boundary in coordination with the cultural resource Area of Potential 32 
Effect to ensure that all properties included in or eligible for inclusion in the National 33 
Register of Historic Places are included within the AVE (see the Historic Resources 34 
Technical Report). 35 

• Weld County Comprehensive Plan: The Weld County Comprehensive Plan (Weld County, 36 
2008) serves as the foundation of all County land use and development regulations. The 37 
Board of County Commissioners adopted the Comprehensive Plan as an ordinance, which is 38 
the basis for the rules and regulations that govern planning, zoning, subdivisions, and land 39 
use.  40 

In Article II – Land Use Categories, Sec. 22-2-10. – Agriculture, the Comprehensive Plan 41 
connects with the values associated with the rural character and heritage of the traditional 42 
agricultural land uses of the County and provides community context to the VIA, as follows: 43 
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Land use policies should support a high-quality rural character which respects 1 
the agricultural heritage and traditional agricultural land uses of the County, 2 
as agricultural lands are converted to other uses (excluding urban 3 
development). Rural character in the County includes those uses which provide 4 
rural lifestyles, rural-based economies and opportunities to both live and work 5 
in rural areas. The natural landscape and vegetation predominate over the 6 
built environment. Agricultural land uses and development provide the visual 7 
landscapes traditionally found in rural areas and communities. 8 
https://library.municode.com/co/weld_county/codes/charter_and_county_co9 
de?nodeId=CH22COPL 10 

• US 85 Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) Study: The US 85 PEL provides the 11 
region context to the US 85 and WCR 44 project area (CDOT, 2016). Continued oil and gas 12 
development represents the most visually apparent change to the visual character of the 13 
AVE. 14 

2.2 Area of Visual Effect and Landscape Unit 15 

Shown on Figure 2, the visual resources AVE defines the area where the proposed US 85 and WCR 44 16 
grade-separated intersection would be most visible to adjacent residents located along WCR 44, 17 
WCR 33, and Peckham Drive. The study team defined the borders of the AVE based on field 18 
observations, aerial photography, and coordination with the historic resource inventory. The 19 
agricultural setting and community viewsheds within the AVE form a single landscape unit, which 20 
provides a context-sensitive setting for the visual resource inventory and impact assessment.  21 

Figure 2 highlights the residential views and the proposed US 85 and WCR 44 grade-separated 22 
intersection area. The AVE considers the visual experience of the local community and travelers moving 23 
through the US 85 corridor.  24 

https://library.municode.com/co/weld_county/codes/charter_and_county_code?nodeId=CH22COPL
https://library.municode.com/co/weld_county/codes/charter_and_county_code?nodeId=CH22COPL
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Figure 2. Proposed Action Area of Visual Effect 1 

 2 
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3.0 Affected Environment 1 

The inventory is the central phase of the VIA process and provides a foundation for evaluating impacts 2 
and developing effective mitigation. This section documents the visual inventory of the AVE and 3 
landscape unit(s) by describing:  4 

 Landscape character 5 

 Viewers and key viewpoints 6 

 Visual quality  7 

The character of the landscape is defined by the overall visual image and physical appearance of 8 
natural, cultural, and existing roadway features. Landscape features such as landforms, vegetation 9 
patterns, and water, combined with development patterns and transportation networks, create the 10 
overall visual image and sense of place of a landscape unit.  11 

The landscape character inventory: 12 

 Describes the existing landscape features and the existing roadway 13 

 Establishes a baseline for the visual quality inventory 14 

 Provides a baseline reference to compare any changes that the Proposed Action is expected to 15 
cause to the existing natural environment, cultural environment, and roadway features 16 

Figure 3 illustrates the visual resources inventory, and Table 1 documents the landscape character and 17 
composition of the landscape unit. 18 

3.1 Landscape Character 19 

The project is located within a vast panoramic eastern plains landscape, east of the South Platte River. 20 
The US 85 and UPRR corridor connects transportation elements within the agricultural and industrial 21 
landscape setting. There is a concentration of mixed commercial and industrial development at the 22 
US 85 and WCR 44 intersection. Oil and gas development is introducing an element of visual change 23 
within the landscape unit. Major oil and gas development is located south of WCR 44 outside the AVE. 24 
The visual character of the project environment centers on the WCR 44 crossing of the diagonal US 85 25 
and UPRR corridor alignment, as well as the skewed intersection configuration. Figure 3 shows the 26 
landcover patterns and prominent visual features that define the landscape character of the AVE. 27 
Table 1 describes and illustrates the landscape character of the natural and cultural/developed 28 
environments, roadway character, and right-of-way characteristics within the AVE. 29 



 

 
9 

Figure 3. Landscape and Viewer Inventory Map 1 

 2 



 

 10 

Table 1. Landscape Character Inventory 1 

US 85 and WCR 44 Landscape Unit 
Landscape Character  Roadway Character 
Natural Environment 
• Generally flat and expansive eastern plains landscape with 

broad horizon lines 
• Historic canal irrigation systems bordering fields, forming 

small-scale rectangular crop patterns 
• No natural streams or rivers 

Roadway Character 
• Uniform and parallel alignments of the US 85 and UPRR 

establish a diagonal contrast with agricultural and development 
patterns 

• WCR 44 diagonal crossing at US 85 and the UPRR creates a 
skewed intersection configuration 

Cultural/Developed Environment 
• Eckhardt Farmstead is at the heart of an isolated historic 

landscape image, surrounded by diverse field patterns and crops 
• Peckham Town Site Grain Elevator is a strong vertical element 

along the horizon line 
• Curvilinear Western Mutual Ditch alignment is a historic 

agricultural landscape element 
• Rural community patterns align with WCR 33, WCR 44, and 

Peckham Drive 
• Mixed commercial/industrial development dominates the 

WCR 44/US 85/UPRR intersection 

Right-of-Way Characteristics 
• Open and level roadway shoulders adjacent to US 85 and 

WCR 44 
• The east-west alignment of WCR 44 at the corridor crossing is 

approximately 460 feet in length, which includes a 275-foot-wide 
industrialized median between US 85 and the UPRR tracks 

Landscape Composition 
Composition Type: Panoramic 
Characteristic of the agricultural region east of the South Platte River in rural Weld County 
Sense of Place: Commercial, industrial, and oil and gas development disrupts the historic farmstead image created by diverse field 
patterns, crops, a historic farmstead, ditches, and a grain elevator 

 
US 85 View North (panoramic landscape) 

 
Peckham Town Site Grain Elevator (focal point) 

 
Peckham Drive Residents View North (panoramic setting) 

 
View South US 85 (mixed development) 
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3.2 Viewers and Visual Quality 1 

This inventory integrates viewers and visual quality to capture the visual experience of neighbors and 2 
the traveling public to the project within the AVE. The inventory includes maps, photos, and 3 
descriptions of views from key viewpoints. The study team characterized the visibility and visual 4 
quality of the residential community within the AVE from field observations and mapped open 5 
foreground views (within 0.25 mile) of the US 85 and WCR 44 grade-separated intersection area.  6 

Table 2 documents the viewer characteristics, including distance, visibility, and observer position, and 7 
provides a characterization of visual quality and landscape composition. The traditional agricultural 8 
context, including historic structures and farmland patterns, retains elements of the visually 9 
harmonious and panoramic landscape image and visual composition. Historic canal irrigation systems 10 
border fields, forming small scale rectangular crop patterns, in contrast to large-scale center pivot 11 
irrigation patterns in the surrounding region. Contemporary development and oil and gas facilities have 12 
modified the visual continuity of the traditional landscape setting. In addition, the US 85 and WCR 44 13 
intersection lacks visual coherence due to the degraded visual character and width of the US 85 and 14 
UPRR corridor, as well as the skewed alignment with WCR 44. 15 

Figure 3 shows the locations and visibility from the following key viewpoints:  16 

 VP1. Eckhardt Farmstead 17 

 VP2a and VP2b. Peckham Drive Residents  18 

 VP3. WCR 44 and WCR 33 Intersection Residents 19 

 VP4. WCR 44 Resident (East of US 85) 20 

 VP5. WCR 44 Traveler/Community Views 21 

 VP6. US 85 Travelers 22 
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Table 2. Visual Quality Inventory of Existing Conditions 1 

Viewpoint Inventory  Landscape Composition and 
Visual Quality 

Representative Viewpoint 
Photograph 

Neighbors 
Viewpoint: VP1 – Eckhardt Farmstead Residence (see Figure 3 for viewpoint location) 

Distance Zone Fg Landscape Composition 
The Eckhardt Farmstead is at the heart of the historic landscape 
image. The residence is surrounded by mature landscaped trees and 
farm buildings that screen views to the surrounding landscape. 
Visual Quality 
Elements of the Eckhardt Farmstead are within a visually intact and 
unified composition that is visually harmonious. 
Vividness 
The Eckhardt residence, barn, and entry drive from WCR 33 are highly 
vivid within the landscape setting. 

 
Eckhardt Residence 

Visibility screened 

Observer Position normal 

Visual Sensitivity high 

Visual Quality  harmonious 

Notes 

The Eckhardt Farmstead is eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places. 

Viewpoint: VP2a and VP2b – Peckham Drive Residents (see Figure 3 for viewpoint location) 

Distance Zone Fg Landscape Composition 
The Peckham Drive residences are large lot homes within a rural 
subdivision with views oriented to surrounding agricultural fields. 
Visual Quality 
The surrounding residential landscaping and adjacent farm fields 
create a visually harmonious setting. 
Vividness 
The surrounding agricultural setting is visually unified but lacks 
memorable features. 

 
Peckham Drive Residence 

Visibility open 

Observer Position below 

Visual Sensitivity high 

Visual Quality  harmonious 

Notes 
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Viewpoint Inventory  Landscape Composition and 
Visual Quality 

Representative Viewpoint 
Photograph 

Viewpoint: VP3 – WCR 44 and WCR 33 Intersection Residents (see Figure 3 for viewpoint location) 

Distance Zone Fg Landscape Composition 
Residents at the intersection are divided by WCR 44 surrounded by 
agricultural structures. 
Visual Quality 
Panoramic views are limited by adjacent mixed commercial and 
industrial development, resulting in inharmonious visual quality. 
Vividness 
The surrounding patterns of development are not unified and lack 
memorable features. 

 
WCR 44 View East (West of US 85) 

Visibility open 

Observer Position normal 

Visual Sensitivity moderate 

Visual Quality  inharmonious 

Notes 

 

Viewpoint: VP4 – WCR 44 Resident (East of US 85) (see Figure 3 for viewpoint location) 

Distance Zone Fg Landscape Composition 
The WCR 44 resident is located at the edge of open farmland with 
panoramic views. 
Visual Quality 
The agricultural setting is visually intact and harmonious. 
Vividness 
The agricultural setting retains uninterrupted farmland views; however, 
it lacks memorable features. 

 
WCR 44 Resident (east of US 85) 

Visibility open 

Observer Position below 

Visual Sensitivity high 

Visual Quality  moderately 
harmonious 

Notes 

 

Legend 

Distance Zone: Fg = Foreground, Mg = Middleground, Bg = Background Visibility: Open, Screened, Not Visible 
Visual Quality: Harmonious, Moderate, Inharmonious 

Observer Position: Above, Normal, Below  Visual Sensitivity: High, Moderate, Low 
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Viewpoint Inventory  Landscape Composition and 
Visual Quality 

Representative Viewpoint 
Photograph 

Travelers  
Viewpoint: VP5 – WCR 44 Traveler/Community Views (see Figure 3 for viewpoint location) 

Distance Zone Fg Landscape Composition 
Panoramic views from WCR 44 are disrupted by adjacent commercial 
and industrial development patterns, resulting in a modified panoramic 
landscape composition.  
Visual Quality 
The mixed patterns of development and agricultural fields create a 
moderately harmonious landscape composition within the WCR 44 
viewshed. 

Vividness 
The grain elevator at the WCR 44/US 85 intersection is a focal point for 
eastbound travelers. 

 
WCR 44 View West (east of US 85) 

Visibility open 

Observer Position normal 

Visual Sensitivity low 

Visual Quality  moderately 
harmonious 

Notes 
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Viewpoint Inventory  Landscape Composition and 
Visual Quality 

Representative Viewpoint 
Photograph 

Viewpoint: VP 6 – US 85 Travelers (see Figure 3 for viewpoint location) 

Distance Zone Fg Landscape Composition 
Panoramic views from US 85 

Visual Quality 
Contemporary development has modified the visual continuity of the 
traditional landscape setting, resulting in inharmonious visual quality. 

Vividness 
The agricultural setting east of US 85 retains uninterrupted farmland 
views, and the Peckham Town Grain Elevator is a focal point. 

 
US 85 View North 

 
US 85 View South 

Visibility Open 

Observer Position normal 

Visual Sensitivity low 

Visual Quality  inharmonious 

Notes 

The visual character of the natural and 
cultural environments within the 
landscape unit is inherently tied to rural 
farmland, with broad panoramic views. 

Legend 

Distance Zone: Fg = Foreground, Mg = Middleground, Bg = Background Visibility: Open, Screened, Not Visible 
Visual Quality: Harmonious, Moderate, Inharmonious 

Observer Position: Above, Normal, Below  Visual Sensitivity: High, Moderate, Low 
 1 
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4.0 Impact Evaluation 1 

This section evaluates visual impacts of the Proposed Action to the landscape character, viewers, and 2 
visual quality of landscape compositions within the AVE (Sections 2.0 and 3.0). The first step in the 3 
assessment process is to evaluate visual compatibility of the Proposed Action based on the level of 4 
change or contrast that project elements would have with the visual character of the natural 5 
environment, cultural environment, and roadway.  6 

Table B-1, Landscape Character Compatibility Matrix, in Appendix B, identifies the visual contrast of 7 
major project elements and highlights the visual compatibility (compatible or incompatible) with natural, 8 
cultural, and roadway features (landform, vegetation, water, development patterns and structures, and 9 
US 85 roadway character).Table B-1 summarizes the visual contrast of the Proposed Action. Due to the 10 
vertical contrast of the proposed US 85 intersection and roundabout with the panoramic eastern plains 11 
landscape, the overall visual contrast of the Proposed Action would be strong.  12 

Appendix B provides details of the visual impact methodology and visual compatibility analysis. The 13 
following sections include illustrations of the proposed project elements from representative 14 
viewpoints and results of the VIA process. 15 

4.1 Project Visualization Process 16 

The study team created cross sections and visual simulations to illustrate the visual impacts of the 17 
proposed US 85 and WCR 44 grade-separated intersection and to identify opportunities for mitigation 18 
strategies. This graphics package displays the form and scale of visual changes to the community 19 
viewsheds based on the preliminary level of design. The study team applied InfraWorks, a roadway 20 
design perspective software program, to develop cross sections and perspective images of 21 
transportation concepts from multiple angles and vantage points. The team used the proposed project 22 
alignment, structure heights, grading, and topography from CDOT’s preliminary design plans to create 23 
project-specific perspectives in InfraWorks. The design imagery was placed into site photos to create 24 
conceptual perspective images that illustrate the scale and visual contrast of the proposed US 85 and 25 
WCR 44 grade-separated intersection and roundabout from selected viewpoints. 26 

4.2 Visual Impacts 27 

This section describes the visual impacts of the proposed project elements to residential neighbors and 28 
US 85 travelers. Table 3 documents the findings from the assessment process. 29 

The residential viewers (Viewpoints 1, 2a/2b, 3, and 4), shown on Figure 3 and characterized in  30 
Table 2, are considered visually sensitive to the proposed US 85 and UPRR intersection overpass, 31 
roundabout, and access ramps. The vertical and structural elements of the proposed grade-separated 32 
intersection would contrast with the panoramic eastern plains landscape character and result in 33 
adverse visual impacts within the foreground of rural residential viewsheds associated with viewpoints 34 
2a/2b, 3, and 4. The proposed grade-separated intersection would not be visible from VP1. 35 

WCR 44 and US 85 travelers (Viewpoints 5 and 6) are considered generally insensitive to changes to the 36 
foreground views from this regional transportation corridor, and the localized changes associated with 37 
the proposed grade-separated intersection would not result in adverse impacts. 38 
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The following cross sections and perspective simulations illustrate the visual impacts of the Proposed 1 
Action: 2 

 The cross sections shown on Figure 4 illustrate the changes to horizon line views and the visual 3 
contrast of the US 85 grade-separated intersection, proposed roundabout, and WCR 44 4 
alignment to adjacent residential views. The perspective simulations shown on Figure 5 and 5 
Figure 6 illustrate the overall scale of the roundabout and proximity of the WCR 44 alignment 6 
to residential viewers west of US 85. Figure 4, 5, and 6 illustrate impacts to views from 7 
residents located west of US 85. 8 

 Figure 7 illustrates the overall scale of the access ramp alignment to residential viewers east 9 
of US 85. 10 

 Figure 8 illustrates the visual impacts of the proposed grade-separated intersection and 11 
WCR 44 alignment to viewers east of US 85.  12 
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Table 3. Visual Impact Assessment Summary 1 

US 85 and WCR 44 Landscape Unit 

Viewers 
(See Table 2, Visual Quality Inventory of Existing 

Conditions) 

Project Elements 
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Impact Summary 

Neighbors (see Figure 3 for viewpoint locations) 

VP1. Eckhardt Farmstead Residence 
Viewer Sensitivity: High, Distance Zone: Fg 

N N N N Views to the southeast toward the proposed roundabout and 
grade-separated intersection from the Eckhardt residence would 
not be visible due to screening from adjacent trees and farm 
buildings. Not Visible Not Visible Not Visible Not Visible 

VP2a & 2b. Peckham Drive Residents 
Viewer Sensitivity: High, Distance Zone: Fg 

N S S N Residential views along Peckham Drive are represented by 
Viewpoints 2a and 2b, where the proposed WCR 44 alignment, 
roundabout, and grade-separated intersection overpass would be 
visible within open foreground views. The strong visual contrast 
of the Proposed Action would result in an adverse visual impact. 

Not Visible   Not Visible 

VP3. WCR 44 & WCR 33 Intersection Residents 
Viewer Sensitivity: Moderate, Distance Zone: Fg 

N S S N The proposed WCR 44 alignment and roundabout would be within 
the foreground views of residents at the intersection of WCR 44 
and WCR 33. The strong visual contrast of the Proposed Action 
would result in an adverse visual impact. Not Visible    

VP4. WCR 44 Resident (East of US 85) 
Viewer Sensitivity: High, Distance Zone: Fg 

N N N S The proposed grade-separated intersection access ramp east of 
US 85 would be within the foreground residential views east of 
US 85. The strong visual contrast of the Proposed Action would 
result in an adverse visual impact. Not Visible Not Visible Not Visible  

Travelers (see Figure 3 for viewpoint locations) 

VP5 & VP6: WCR 44 & US 85  
Viewer Sensitivity: Low, Distance Zone: Fg 

S S S S Viewpoint 5 represents the open foreground views of the grade-
separated intersection of US 85 from WCR 44, east of US 85. 
Viewpoint 6 represents foreground views or the proposed grade-
separated intersection from US 85 travelers. Due to the low 
viewer sensitivity, the visual contrast of the Proposed Action 
would have no adverse effect. 

    

Legend 

Visual Impacts Visibility and Contrast Levels (see Table B-1, Landscape Character Compatibility Matrix) 

 Adverse Impact  Beneficial Impact  No Visual Impact  Not Visible S Strong M Moderate W Weak N  None 
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Figure 4. Residential Viewshed Analysis of Viewpoint 2a 1 

  2 

Viewpoint 2a 

Viewpoint 2a 
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Figure 5. Simulation– Viewpoint 2a 1 
(See Figure 3) 2 

Existing View East 3 

 4 

Simulation of Proposed Roundabout  5 

 6 
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Figure 6. Simulation – Viewpoint 2b 1 
(See Figure 3) 2 

Existing View Northeast 3 

 4 

Simulation of Proposed Roundabout  5 

 6 
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Figure 7. Simulation– Viewpoint 4 1 
(See Figure 3 for viewpoint) 2 

Existing View West 3 

 4 

Simulation of Proposed WCR 44 Access Ramp – Viewpoint 4 5 

 6 
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Figure 8. Simulation – Viewpoint 5 1 
(See Figure 3 for viewpoint) 2 

Existing View West 3 

 4 

Simulation of US 85 Overpass  5 

 6 
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5.0 Mitigation Measures 1 

The following mitigation measures offer site-specific strategies for reducing the visual impacts of the 2 
proposed transportation improvements for US 85 and WCR 44 to the adjacent community:  3 

 Landscape concepts to reduce the strong visual contrast of the proposed roundabout, WCR 44 4 
travel lanes, and right-of-way edges west of US 85:  5 

• Create a visual buffer for residents adjacent to the WCR 44 alignment, as shown on  6 
Figure 9 and Figure 10, by planting an informal layered pattern of shrubs. The planting 7 
zone would optimize on the base of the grade-separated intersection fill slope and the 8 
agricultural field edges where increased soil moisture occurs. Appendix C contains a visual 9 
mitigation map, along with planting/seeding lists and images of proposed shrubs.  10 

• Create a natural prairie-like appearance for the roundabout slopes and grade-separated 11 
intersection infield areas. Plant roundabout slopes and depressions within infield areas 12 
(no-mow zones) between travel lanes, with a native grass and shrub seed mix and 13 
containerized shrub plantings. Figure 9, Figure 10, and Appendix C illustrate the locations 14 
and concepts for landscape treatment and screening. 15 

 Landscape concepts to compensate for the loss of panoramic residential views of the Front 16 
Range east of US 85, due to the WCR 44 exit ramp alignment: 17 

• Establish prairie-like appearance with a native grass and shrub seed mix and shrub 18 
plantings. 19 

• Visual resource mitigation strategies will adhere to Section 106 consultation.  20 

 Temporary Construction Impacts 21 

• Locate construction staging areas for trailers, equipment, and temporary stockpiles for 22 
excavation away from residents or screen from view, to the extent practicable, to 23 
minimize visual disruption.  24 

• Shield and direct lighting at working areas to minimize glare and ambient light conditions 25 
for nearby residents. 26 
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Figure 9. Visual Resource Mitigation Areas 1 

 2 
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Figure 10. Landscape Mitigation Concepts 1 

 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 
 6 
 7 

 8 
 9 
 10 
 11 
 12 
 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 
 19 

Apply prairie-like grass and native 
shrub seed mix and containerized shrub 

plantings in no-mow zones 

Establish visual buffer with 
naturalized groups of 

medium-sized shrub planting 
zones 

Optimize plantings in natural 
water collection areas with 

increased soil moisture 
(outside roadway clear zone) 

Mitigate lighting impacts 
to residential viewers 

Retain Clear Zone 
with native grass 
seeding, where 

regular mowing is 
anticipated 
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Table 4. Impacts on Visual Resources 1 

Context No Action Alternative Proposed Action 

The visual impact assessment follows 
2019 CDOT Visual Impact Assessment 
Guidelines. The visual character of the 
US 85 / WCR 44 Landscape Unit is 
predominantly agricultural, with 
panoramic residential views, and 
historic properties within rural Weld 
County.  

Would not impact visual quality of the project 
area. 

Permanent Impacts 
The US 85/WCR 44 grade-separated 
intersection would have a negative impact on 
the visual character of the rural agricultural 
landscape setting and with views from 
adjacent residents. The roundabout, 
US 85/WCR 44 intersection ramps, and travel 
lanes would result in strong levels of visual 
contrast and dominate Fg residential views 
within 0.25 mile of the Proposed Action. 
Temporary Impacts 
Project grading, construction operations and 
equipment, and lighting would be visible to 
adjacent residential properties. 

Table 5. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation on Visual Resources 2 

Impact Mitigation Commitment Responsible 
Branch 

Timing/Phase 
That Mitigation 

Will Be 
Implemented 

Permanent Impacts 

Strong visual contrast of the 
proposed WCR 44 travel lanes with 
the visual character and views from 
the adjacent residential community 
west of US 85 = Adverse visual 
impact. 

Create a visual buffer for residents adjacent to the 
WCR 44 alignment, as shown on Figure 9 and 
Figure 10, by planting an informal layered pattern 
of shrubs. A planting plan during the project 
design will be developed. 

Region 4 
Environmental and 
Design Engineer 

Design 
Construction 

Strong visual contrast of the 
proposed roundabout, with the 
visual character and views from the 
adjacent residential community west 
of US 85 = Adverse visual impact. 

Create a natural prairie-like appearance for the 
roundabout slopes and grade-separated 
intersection infield areas. Plant roundabout slopes 
and depressions within infield areas (no-mow 
zones) between travel lanes, with a native grass 
and shrub seed mix Figure 9,  
Figure 10, and Appendix C illustrate the 
locations and concepts for landscape treatment 
and screening. 

Region 4 
Environmental and 
Design Engineer 

Design 
Construction 

Strong visual contrast of the 
proposed grade-separated 
intersection and ramp with 
panoramic residential views of the 
Front Range east of US 85 = 
Adverse visual impact. 

Establish prairie-like appearance with a native 
grass and shrub seed mix  

Region 4 
Environmental and 
Design Engineer 

Design 
Construction 
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Appendix A. Visual Resource Scoping Documentation 1 

Project Information and Visual Attributes 2 

Project Name: US 85 and WCR 44 Grade-Separated Intersection 

Project Location: Town of Peckham in Weld County, Colorado 

Author: Tim Tetherow, Brad Chronowski, and Daniel Morgan (Felsburg Holt & Ullevig) 

Visual Attributes of Proposed 
Action  

The features of the Proposed Action that would have the greatest potential to attract 
attention include the construction of the US 85 and WCR 44 grade separated intersection, 
ramps, and roundabout. 

Visual Context 3 

Landscape Observations: 
The study team conducted a field trip as part of the scoping process. Proximity of the 
proposed roundabout and grade-separated intersection to adjacent residents was mapped 
and photographed. 

Influence of Roadway on Natural 
and Cultural Environment 
Settings: 

The initial scoping field trip and design review showed that a change in vertical profile will 
be visually dominant within the project setting. 

Landscape Context(s) and 
Development Patterns: 

☐ Natural/ 
Undeveloped  

☒ Rural              ☐ Suburban               ☐  Urban 

There is extensive commercial/industrial development at the US 85/WCR 44 intersection 
that contrasts with the rural agricultural landscape character. 

Policies,  Guidelines, and Feedback 4 

Needs for Federal, State, or Local 
Agency Consultation: 

No related consultation requirements were identified. 

Involvement with Federal Lands 
MOU: 

Not applicable 

Involvement with Scenic, Historic 
District, or Historic Byways: 

Not applicable 

Associated Regulations, Policies, or 
Guidelines: 

Weld County Comprehensive Plan, 2008, Article II – Land Use Categories, Sec. 22-
2-10. – Agriculture, connects with the values associated with the rural character and 
heritage of the traditional agricultural land uses of the County and provides 
community context to the VIA. 

Influence of Agency & Public 
Feedback: 

Public meeting questionnaire responses included concerns for proximity of 
roundabout ramp to adjacent residents along Peckham Drive. 
 

Additional Details:  Not applicable 
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VIA Scoping Questionnaire 1 

Environmental Compatibility 2 

1. Will the project result in a noticeable visual change in the physical characteristics of the existing 3 
or future project setting? (Consider all project components and construction impacts—both permanent 4 
and temporary, including landform changes, structures, noise barriers, vegetation removal, railing, 5 
signage, and construction activities.)  6 

☒ High level of permanent change (3) ☐ Low level of permanent or temporary change (1) 

☐ Moderate level of permanent change (2) ☐ No noticeable change (0) 

Assumptions/issues: Grade-separated US 85 and the UPRR grade-separated intersection and 7 
roundabout will extend into the rural agricultural community viewsheds. 8 

2. Will the project complement or contrast with the community visual character? (Evaluate the scale 9 
and extent of project features compared to the surrounding scale of the community. Is the project 10 
likely to give an urban appearance to an existing rural or suburban community? Do you anticipate that 11 
the public will view the change as positive or negative? Research planning documents or talk with local 12 
planner/community representatives to understand the type of visual character local residents envision 13 
for their community.)  14 
☐ Low compatibility (3) ☐ High compatibility (1) 
☒ Moderate compatibility (2)   

Assumptions/issues: The proposed grade-separated intersection and roundabout grading will 15 
modify the horizontal agricultural landscape by introducing a landform change. 16 

3. What level of local concern is there for the types of proposed project features (e.g., bridge 17 
structures, large excavations, noise barriers, or median planting removal) and construction 18 
footprint? (Certain project improvements can be of special interest to local citizens, causing a 19 
heightened level of public concern and requiring a more focused visual analysis.)  20 

☐ High concern (3) ☐ Low concern (1) 
☒ Moderate concern (2) ☐ Negligible project features (0) 

Assumptions/issues: The grade-separated intersection ramps and roundabout would extend into 21 
agricultural fields near adjacent residents. 22 

4. Do design changes that could minimize impacts (e.g., landscaping, architectural treatment, color 23 
choices) appear to be:  24 

☐ Extensive changes or redesign (3) ☐ Few, minimal design options (1) 

☒ Some redesign or minimization measures (2)  ☐ No minimization likely (0) 

Assumptions/issues: Proximity of the westbound roundabout ramp adjacent to residents requires 25 
visual screening to minimize impacts.  26 
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5. Will this project, when seen collectively with other projects, likely result in cumulative impacts to 1 
landscape character, views, or visual quality? (Identify any projects [both state and local] in the area 2 
that have been constructed in recent years and those currently planned for future construction. The 3 
window of time and the extent of area applicable to possible cumulative impacts should be based on a 4 
reasonable anticipation of the viewing public's perception.)  5 

☐ Cumulative impacts likely: 0–5 years (3) ☒ Cumulative impacts unlikely (1) 
☐ Cumulative impacts likely: 6–10 years (2)   

Assumptions/issues: The proposed project is related to the US 85 PEL and planned to meet the 6 
transportation needs of the US 85 and WCR 44 area. 7 

Viewer Sensitivity 8 

6. What is the potential for the project proposal to become controversial within the community or to 9 
be opposed by the public or any organized group? (This can be researched initially by talking with 10 
the state DOT and local agency management and local or regional planning staff familiar with the 11 
affected community’s sentiments as evidenced by past projects and/or current information.)  12 

☐ High potential (3) ☐ Low potential (1) 
☒ Moderate potential (2) ☐ No potential (0) 

Assumptions/issues: There has been extensive and ongoing agency and community involvement 13 
throughout the PEL and NEPA process. 14 

7. How sensitive are viewers likely to be to the scale and character of visible project features? 15 
(Consider among other factors the number of viewers within the group, probable viewer expectations, 16 
activities, viewing duration, and orientation. The expected viewer sensitivity level may be scoped by 17 
applying professional judgment and by soliciting information from other DOT staff, local agencies, and 18 
community representatives familiar with the affected community’s sentiments and demonstrated 19 
concerns.)  20 

☒ High sensitivity (3) ☐ Low sensitivity (1) 
☐ Moderate sensitivity (2)   

Assumptions/issues: The community prefers the proposed intersection and roundabout; however, 21 
concerns have been expressed regarding the proximity of the roundabout to local residents. 22 

8. Are there applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, policies, or standards that would affect or 23 
influence this project?  24 

☐ Yes, in a complex manner (3) ☐ No (1) 
☒ Yes, not complex (2)   

Assumptions/issues: Historic properties within the project area of visual effect are potentially 25 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 26 

9. Will the project change the views or character of visually sensitive public use areas, historic 27 
properties, or scenic designations? (Identify proximity and potential visual influence of the proposed 28 
project to parks, open space, trails, vistas and protected viewsheds, historic properties, Colorado 29 
Byways, Wild and Scenic Rivers, and other scenic designations.)  30 

☐ Yes (3) ☒ No (1) 
☐ Maybe (2)   

Assumptions/issues: There are no designated public use areas in the AVE. 31 
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10. Will a more detailed visual analysis assist in the screening of alternatives or project design? 1 
(Consider the proposed project features, possible visual impacts, and probable mitigation 2 
recommendations.)  3 

☐ Yes (3) ☐ No (1) 
☒ Maybe (2)   

Assumptions/issues: Visual resource design guidelines will be developed for the project in 4 
coordination with the VIA process. 5 

VIA Requirements 6 

Date of Assessment January/February 2019 

VIA Requirements: Based on initial 
scoping, collaboration with CDOT, 
and the VIA Scoping Questionnaire 
score, this level of analysis and 
documentation is required: 

☐ VIA not required 
(Score 1-9)1 

☐  VIA Memorandum 
(Score 10-19) 

☒  Standard VIA 
(Score 20-30) 

☐ VIA not required 
(Score 1-9)  

☐  VIA Memorandum 
(Score 10-19)  

☒  Standard VIA 
(Score 20-30) Follow CDOT Guidelines 

The level of the VIA can initially be based on the following ranges of total scores: 7 

Score 6 to 9: VIA Not Required 8 
No noticeable visual or physical changes to the environment are proposed; therefore, no further 9 
analysis is required. The VIA questionnaire and a project memo may be used to document that there is 10 
no effect and to explain the approach used for the determination. 11 

Score 10 to 19: VIA Memorandum 12 
A VIA Memorandum addressing minor visual issues, indicating the nature of the limited impacts and 13 
identifying any necessary mitigation strategies that should be implemented, would likely be sufficient, 14 
along with an explanation of why no further analysis is required. 15 

Score 20 to 30: Standard VIA 16 
A Standard VIA is recommended. This technical study will likely receive extensive local, perhaps 17 
statewide, public review. It would typically include several visual simulations. It would also include a 18 
thorough examination of public planning and policy documents supplemented with a direct public 19 
engagement process (usually part of the overall NEPA public scoping and stakeholder involvement) to 20 
determine visual preferences.  21 
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Appendix B. VIA Methodology Overview and Visual 
Compatibility Matrix 

The following sections summarize the approach and criteria for each phase based on CDOT’s 
Guidelines, available on CDOT’s Landscape Architecture website. 

Establishment/Scoping 
Chapter 2 of CDOT’s Guidelines addresses VIA scoping to create the framework and context for the VIA, 
including: 

 Defining the visual resources study area, or Area of Visual Effect (AVE), and landscape unit(s) 
 Determining issues 
 Describing the visual attributes of the Proposed Action 

Inventory/Affected Environment 
Chapter 3 of CDOT’s Guidelines addresses the Inventory Phase. The Inventory Phase describes the 
landscape character, viewers, and visual quality of the landscape unit(s). 

Landscape Character 
The landscape character inventory includes descriptions of natural and cultural environment features 
and existing roadway and right-of-way characteristics. The overall landscape composition is also 
described and illustrated in the Landscape Character Inventory Table. 

Viewer Inventory 
Viewer inventory includes a characterization of visibility, distance zone, observer position, and visual 
sensitivity, as presented on the Viewer Inventory Table. 

 Visibility: The presence of topography, vegetation, or structures/buildings within viewsheds 
influences the visibility from key viewpoints. Views may be: 

• Open 
• Screened 
• Not visible 

 Distance zones: Distances from viewpoints are categorized into three distance zones: 

• Foreground (Fg) views (0.25 to 0.5 mile) allow viewers to see the form, line, color, and 
texture of individual landscape features. 

• Middleground (Mg) views (3 to 5 miles) are those where individual features are viewed in 
context to the surrounding landscape. 

• Background (Bg) views are expansive, where distance typically reduces forms to simple 
outlines, shapes, and muted colors. 

 The observer’s position or location within the landscape (below, normal, or above) also 
influences visibility: 
• Views from a position below the horizon line or within a low point within a valley or a 

canyon where views are restricted or limited by surrounding topography.   
• Views at the horizon line have a level line of sight with the dominant elements of the 

landscape. 
• Views from ridgeline locations or along slopes above the horizon line have opportunities for 

open or unrestricted views. 
 Viewer sensitivity: The degree of viewer sensitivity is represented by the following hierarchy: 

• High level of sensitivity 

https://www.codot.gov/programs/environmental/landscape-architecture
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• Moderate level of sensitivity 
• Low level of sensitivity 

Visual Quality 
The visual quality inventory involves a characterization of the visual harmony and vividness of the 
landscape unit, as presented in the Viewer Inventory Table. 

Visual harmony has three levels: 

 Harmonious landscape compositions reflect a strong sense of unity and intactness/integrity 
among the elements of a composition (natural, cultural, and roadway). The roadway fits into 
the surrounding setting as cohesive elements of the composition. The scale of landscape and 
roadway appear well-proportioned to the viewer, creating a structured and orderly appearing 
view. 

 Moderately harmonious landscape compositions indicate that there are features within the 
composition that are out of scale, relative to each other and to the view as a whole; and that 
the roadway alignment, structures, and footprint are not in unity with the overall composition. 

 Inharmonious landscape compositions reflect a disorderly composition, where the roadway does 
not appear as a cohesive element of the landscape composition. This may result from an 
imbalance of scale and the lack of unity between the form, line, color, and texture of the 
roadway and the landscape setting. 

Vividness in the landscape is created by visually distinctive or unique focal points and features of 
interest that attract attention and create a memorable composition. A vivid landscape creates a 
memorable experience for the viewer. 

Analysis Phase/Impact Evaluation 
Chapter 4 of CDOT’s Guidelines addresses the Analysis Phase. Assessing visual impacts incorporates the 
visual compatibility and viewer sensitivity assessments to determine the degree of visual impact to 
visual quality (beneficial or adverse) for each landscape unit, based on evaluations of visual contrast: 

 Strong – Proposed Action would attract attention and dominate landscape features. 
 Moderate – Proposed Action begins to attract attention but remains subordinate to landscape 

features. 
 Weak – Proposed Action would not attract attention or reduce the diversity and continuity of 

landscape features. 

Determining the visual compatibility of the project with the visual character of the natural 
environment, cultural environment, and roadway (Table B-1): 

 Compatible – Moderate or weak levels of visual contrast to natural environment and cultural 
environment features are considered compatible with the visual character of the landscape 
units. 

 Incompatible – A strong or moderate-strong levels of contrast to the natural environment and 
cultural environment features are considered incompatible with the visual character of the 
landscape units. 

The impact assessment determines the degree of impacts to viewers and the visual quality of landscape 
compositions within the AVE (beneficial, adverse, or cumulative). The process for assessing visual 
impacts incorporates visual compatibility, viewer sensitivity, distance zones, visibility, and visual 
quality.  
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Table B-1. Visual Character Compatibility Matrix 

Legend 

US 85 and WCR 44 Landscape Unit 
 Visually Compatible 

 Visually Incompatible 

S Strong Visual Contrast 
M Moderate Visual Contrast 

W Weak Visual Contrast 
Natural, Cultural, & Roadway Features 

N No Visual Contrast 
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US 85/WCR 44 Intersection S W N M S S 

Roundabout S W N S S S 

WCR 44 West Roundabout Lanes S W N S S S 

WCR 44 East Roundabout Lane S W N S S S 

Mitigation 
Chapter 5 of CDOT’s Guidelines presents visual impact mitigation measures. The visual resource 
assessment evaluates the visibility and visual contrast of the Proposed Action to the landscape 
character, viewers, and visual quality of the AVE; and identifies adverse impacts requiring mitigation. 
The project Mitigation Measures table summarizes visual impacts, mitigation commitments to avoid or 
reduce the visual contrast of project elements, and temporary construction impacts. For 
implementation of mitigation commitments, the table identifies the responsible entity and the 
appropriate timing or project phase (design/construction). 

Mitigation should be developed in the context of “SMART” criteria: 

 Focus on mitigation of adverse visual impacts as: 
• Specific (S) to the landscape character, viewers, and visual quality of the environment that 

would be adversely affected, and what is going to be accomplished. 
• Measurable (M) compensation for the visual impact, such as replacing or providing 

substitute resources or environments, in coordination with communities and regulatory 
agencies. 

 Focus on future potential project design and delivery that is: 
• Attainable (A), meaning technically practical, affordable, and within standard engineering 

principles. 
• Realistic (R) to the community and regulatory agencies, as well as financially feasible. 
• Timing and Tangible (T) relative to visual considerations made through design, 

construction, and maintenance in the transportation project delivery process. The 
mitigation statement should identify the phase of project delivery at which implementation 
should occur. 
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Appendix C. Proposed Seeding Mix, Planting List, 
Mitigation Map, and Proposed Shrub 
Imagery 

US 85 and WCR 44 Grade Separated Intersection 
Visual Mitigation Planting 

Native Seed and Shrub Mix 

Latin Name Common Name PLS / ac. 

Avena sativa Oats 2.5 

Andropogon gerardii Sunnyview Big Bluestem 2.2 

Bromus ciliatus VNS Fringed Brome 1.2 

Eragrostis trichodes Mason Sand Lovegrass 0.2 

Pascopyrum smithii Barton Western Wheatgrass 3.1 

Distichlis spicata VNS Saltgrass 1.8 

Andropogon hallii Goldstrike Sand Bluestem 2.9 

Sporobolus airoides Saltalk Alkali Sacaton 0.1 

Bouteloua gracilis Hachita Blue Grama 0.3 

Bouteloua dactyloides VNS Buffalograss 3.1 

Schizachyrium scoparium Cimaron Little Bluestem 1.0 

Sporobolus cryptandrus VNS Sand Dropseed 0.1 

Cleome serrulata VNS Rocky Mountain Beeplant 2.1 

Eriogonum umbellatum VNS Sulphur-Flower Buckwheat 0.7 

Penstemon strictus VNS Rocky Mountain Penstemon 0.2 

Glandularia gooddingii VNS Desert Verbena 0.3 

Quercus gambelii Gambel Oak 0.5 

Chrysothamnus nauseosus Rabbitbrush 0.5 

Cercocarpus montanus Mountain Mahogany 0.5 
 Total 23.3 
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1. Quercus gambelii / Gambel Oak  2. Chrysothamnus nauseosus / Rabbitbrush 

 

 

 

3. Artemisia filifolia / Sand Sagebrush  4. Atriplex canescens / Four-winged Saltbush 

 

 

 

5. Yucca glauca / Yucca  6. Cercocarpus montanus / Mountain Mahogany 
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