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SECTIONONE
1.

Section 1 ONE

Changes to DEIS

Changes to DEIS

A public hearing on the US 160 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was held on
October 13, 2005. This appendix addresses comments made by the public and governmental
agencies during the DEIS comment period. All comments are included in Section 2, Comments
and Responses.
As they were received, each comment was assigned a number. If there were several points,
questions, or topics in a comment, each received a letter. Each numbered and lettered comment
has an associated response, also included in Appendix G, Public Hearing. Based on the
comment and associated response, changes to the DEIS were made as necessary. These changes
are shown in this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS); new text is shown with a double
underline and deleted text is shown with a “strike-out.” A summary of changes and their
location are shown in Table 1.1, Comment Index, in Appendix G, Public Hearing.
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Changes to DEIS

G1-2

Page
No.

Federal Agency
47A
G2-50
48A
G2-51
48B
G2-51
48C
G2-51
48D
G2-51
48E
G2-52
48F
G2-52
48G
G2-52
49A
G2-52
49B
G2-53
49C
G2-53
49D
G2-54
49E
G2-55
49F
G2-55
49G
G2-56
53A
G2-73
53B
G2-74
53C
G2-75
53D
G2-75
33A
G2-26
33B
G2-29
33C
G2-30
33D
G2-30
51A
G2-58
51B
G2-59
52A
G2-61
52B
G2-62
52C
62-63
52D
G2-63
52E
G2-64
52F
G2-64
52G
G2-64
52H
G2-65
52I
G2-65
52J
G2-66
52K
G2-66
52L
G2-67
52M
G2-67
52N
G2-67
52O
G2-68
52P
G2-69
52Q
G2-69
52R
G2-69
52S
G2-70
52T
G2-70

Comment
Number

BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
DOI
DOI
DOI
DOI
USACE
USACE
USACE
USACE
USACE
USACE
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA
USEPA

Commentor

BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
BLM
Water Resources
Water Resources
Wildlife
Section 4(f)
Wetlands
Cumulative Impacts
Wetlands
Wetlands
Water Resources
Wetlands
General
Alternatives
Alternatives
Alternatives
Wetlands
Wetlands
Wetlands
Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative Impacts
Section 404 Permit
Air Quality
Air Quality
Air Quality
Cumulative Impacts
Air Quality
Air Quality
Air Quality
Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative Impacts

Category

G1-3

Send copy of cultural resources report for additional survey
Better describe existing ROW width
Management plan names are incorrect
Is number in table acres or parcels?
Add acreage of additional BLM ROW needed
Describe two parcels separately in BLM table
Add BLM permit to Section 4.24 Permits
Identify BLM areas outside of 300' ROW
Maps show conceptual ROW on BLM land
Same as 48D
Add specific acreages and impacts
Changes to Table 4.20.1
Amendment to existing ROW will be needed
Are there any temporary use impacts?
Send draft BA to BLM
Real-time data is available from USGS station in Ignacio
Present modelling results in concentrations and analyze more constituents
Same as 24A, 24B, and 24C
Concurs with Section 4(f) evaluation
Need additional alternatives/reasons for impacts to high quality wetlands at Dry Creek
Wants more comprehensive discussion of impacts, possible access restrictions
USACE may require mitigation areas be protected in a conservation easement
Wants additional mitigation commitments
Use of medians to treat stormwater runoff
Requests impacts to high quality wetlands in corridor and at Dry Creek
DEIS is well-organized and thorough, but we have concerns
Document decision process for eliminating a no-median alternative
EPA rates preferred alternative as EC-2
Same as 52B
Need to avoid and reduce wetland impacts now, not in final design
Document avoidance and minimization of impacts to Dry Creek area
Conservation easements and wetland mitigation should be done prior to construction
Put total acres of wetland impacts into overall context
Wants specific analysis for all private parcels adjacent to corridor
Include impacts of worst case access scenario on wetlands
Need details of mitigation plan before signing ROD
Include background concentrations from NSJB CBM EIS
Show emission trends for alternatives
A quantitative air quality analysis should be done
Better consider NSJB CBM project in impacts
Discuss potential MSAT receptors, formaldehyde emissions
Need supporting analysis or reference for claims of emission reduction
Remove statements about assessment methods and health impacts
Better identify indirect impacts to sensitive resources
Add mitigation techniques for induced growth

Comment
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N/A
Section 3.1
Sections 3.1 and 3.1.2
Tables 4.1.1 and 4.1.2
Sections 4.1.3 and 4.1.5.1
Sections 3.4 and 4.1.3.1 and Table 4.20.1
Section 4.24
Sections 3.1, 4.12.2, 4.20, 4.1.3, and 4.1.5
All figures
Sections 4.1.3 and 4.1.5, Table 4.20.1, and all figures
Sections 4.1.3 and 4.1.5, and Table 4.20.1
Sections 4.1.3.1, 3.4, and 4.1.5, and Table 4.20.1
Section 4.24
N/A
N/A
Section 3.8.2
N/A
See responses to comments 24A, 24B, and 24C
Sections 5.6 and 5.7
N/A
See response to comment 52I
Section 4.7.8
Section 4.7.8.5 and Table 4.25.2
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
See response to comment 52B
Sections 4.7.2.1 and 4.7.7.5, and Table 4.25.2
See response to comment 33A
Section 4.7.8 and Table 4.25.2
Section 4.23.10.3
Section 4.23.10.2 and Figure 4.23.3
See responses to comments 33D and 52I
N/A
Section 4.23.9.1
Section 4.5 and Appendix I
See response to comment 52M
Section 4.23.9.3
See response to comment 52M
Section 4.5.3.1
N/A
Section 4.23.6.2 and Figure 4.23.2
Section 4.23.17 and Table 4.25.2

Change Location

Page
No.

Commentor

52U
G2-71 USEPA
52V
G2-72 USEPA
52W
G2-72 USEPA
52X
G2-73 USEPA
52Y
G2-73 USEPA
24A
G2-22 USFWS
24B
G2-22 USFWS
24C
G2-23 USFWS
Tribes
3A
G2-2 Pueblo of Laguna
State Agency
46A
G2-48 CDOW
46B
G2-48 CDOW
46C
G2-49 CDOW
46D
G2-49 CDOW
46E
G2-50 CDOW
Local Agency
39A
G2-37 City of Durango
39B
G2-37 City of Durango
39C
G2-38 City of Durango
39D
G2-38 City of Durango
39E
G2-39 City of Durango
39F
G2-40 City of Durango
39G
G2-40 City of Durango
7A
G2-6 Town of Bayfield
7B
G2-6 Town of Bayfield
7C
G2-7 Town of Bayfield
7D
G2-7 Town of Bayfield
7E
G2-8 Town of Bayfield
7F
G2-8 Town of Bayfield
Independent and Advocacy Organizations
35A
G2-33 SJCA
35B
G2-34 SJCA
35C
G2-34 SJCA
35D
G2-35 SJCA
45A
G2-42 SREP
45B
G2-43 SREP
45C
G2-43 SREP
45D
G2-44 SREP
45E
G2-44 SREP
45F
G2-45 SREP
45G
G2-45 SREP
45H
G2-45 SREP
45I
G2-46 SREP
45J
G2-46 SREP
45K
G2-47 SREP

Comment
Number

US 160 bisects diverse wildlife habitat
Likes mitigation, add perch pole replacement at 1:1 ratio
Prairie dogs should be relocated or humanely killed prior to construction
Quickly remove carrion from roadway
Cleaning program for vehicles in addition to washing before use
Alternatives are reasonable, analyses is thorough, agree with conclusion
Wants park and ride locations added
Same as 35A
Wants ramp and access road modifications
Wants tree spacing and planting regime to enhance visual resources
Wants Grandview improvements first
Pursue environmental investigations for US 160 west of US 550
Same as 4A
Same as 4A
Same as 4A
Pedestrian crossing
Eight corners roundabout
Full movement access to Little Pine River Park
Wants more commitment for shared use path
Bridges instead of culverts, additional crossing at Florida River
Wants commitment to routine fence maintenance program
Add Four Corners Air Quality Task Force
Likes consideration of wildlife movements in corridor
Number, location, and size of crossings is good
Same as 35B
Wants fencing for small animal crossings, including herptefauna in wetlands
Same as 24A
Want wildlife BMPs added
Wants continued coordination between biologists and roadway designers
Maintenance of crossings should be a priority
Manage habitat in approaches to crossings
Escape ramps in fencing
Fencing should taper at ends and direct animals away from the highway

Wildlife
Wildlife
Wildlife
Wildlife
Noxious Weeds
Alternatives
Alternatives
Alternatives
Engineering
Visual Resources
Construction
Traffic
Access
Access
Access
Access
Engineering
Access
Alternatives
Wildlife
Wildlife
Cumulative Impacts
Wildlife
Wildlife
Wildlife
Wildlife
Wildlife
Wildlife
Wildlife
Wildlife
Wildlife
Wildlife
Wildlife

G1-4

Notify Laguna Pueblo if items are discovered

Cultural Resources

Comment

Identify which de-icers will be used and their heavy metal concentrations
Consider sediment basins or swales at Florida and Los Pinos Rivers
Monitor pollutants at outlet structures (particularly Wilson Gulch)
Coordinate SW3P with City of Durango
Good job on outreach
Monitor crossings after construction
Number, location, and design of crossings should be reevaluated in final design
Requests table and maps of impacts to SWWF habitat

Water Resources
Water Resources
Water Resources
Water Resources
Environmental Justice
Wildlife
Wildlife
Wildlife

Category

Table 1.1
Comment Index
Change Location
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Figures 2.5.5 and 2.5.13
Figures 2.5.18 and 2.5.21
Section 4.11.7
Sections 4.23.9.3 and 4.23.17
N/A
N/A
See response to comment 35B
Section 4.11.7
See response to comment 24A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Section 4.11.7
N/A

N/A
N/A
See response to comment 35A
Figures 2.5.6 - 2.5.8 and 2.5.14 - 2.5.16
N/A
N/A
N/A
See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A
N/A
N/A
Figure 2.5.37

N/A
Section 4.11.7
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

Section 4.8.2.3
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Section 4.11.7 and Table 4.25.2
Section 4.11.7
Section 4.12 and Appendix H

Page
No.

Commentor

45L
G2-47 SREP
45M
G2-47 SREP
45N
G2-48 SREP
45O
G2-48 SREP
Business and Commercial
30A
G2-25 Bayfield A&W
26A
G2-24 Bayfield A&W employees
4A
G2-2 Bayfield Chamber of Commerce
28A
G2-25 Bayfield Liquor
4C
G2-4 Bayfield Realty
4D
G2-4 Bill W. Morlong, Jr., E.A. LLC
38A
G2-37 Copper Rose Café
4B
G2-3 Lewis True Value Mercantile
25A
G2-23 Mini Merc
29A
G2-25 Mini Merc employees
4E
G2-4 Pack & Ship Express
41A
G2-41 Pine River Pawn
6A
G2-5 Pine River Public Library
5A
G2-5 Pine River Valley Bank
18A
G2-20 Pine Valley Mortgage
43A
G2-42 Pine Valley Mortgage
21A
G2-21 Sower Properties
Individuals
1A
G2-1 Dora Jaramillo
1B
G2-1 Dora Jaramillo
2A
G2-2 Ellen Dunaway
8A
G2-9 Brett Boyer
8B
G2-10 Brett Boyer
9A
G2-10 Carol McWilliams
9B
G2-10 Carol McWilliams
10A
G2-11 Neil Gonzalves
10B
G2-11 Neil Gonzalves
11A
G2-12 Harry Goff
11B
G2-12 Harry Goff
12A
G2-13 Jerry Brush
12B
G2-13 Jerry Brush
12C
G2-13 Jerry Brush
12D
G2-14 Jerry Brush
13A
G2-15 Wally White
13B
G2-15 Wally White
13C
G2-16 Wally White
14A
G2-16 Jan Neely
15A
G2-17 Antonia Clark
15B
G2-18 Antonia Clark
15C
G2-18 Antonia Clark
16A
G2-19 Tom Mills

Comment
Number

Flyover at existing US 550/US 160
Install signal at US 160/CR 232 west, eliminate FR
Access consolidation question
Same as 4A
Same as 7E
Same as 4A
Property Values
Prefers Florida Mesa and Valley Alternative C (Preferred Alternative)
Trucks are also a concern on US 160
Wants to avoid if possible, mitigate on site if not
Raised median cuts off access
Same as 7E
Concerned about animal/vehicle collisions, likes fencing
Just add FR to existing highway
Reconstruct longer stretches at one time
Same as 7E
High Llama Lane
Dirt and gravel on road
Wants to avoid if possible, mitigate on site if not
Concerned about traffic in Bodo Park
Same as 1A
Wants to save open space, limit development on Florida Mesa
Same as 1A

Engineering
Traffic
Access
Access
Engineering
Access
Socio-economics
Engineering
Engineering
Wetlands
Access
Engineering
Wildlife
Access
Construction
Engineering
Traffic
Construction
Wetlands
Traffic
Engineering
Land Use
Engineering

G1-5

Same as 4A
Same as 4A
Opposed to closure of Commerce Drive
Same as 4A
Opposed to closure of Commerce Drive
Opposed to closure of Commerce Drive
Same as 4A
Opposed to closure of Commerce Drive
Same as 4A
Same as 4A
Opposed to closure of Commerce Drive
Same as 4A
Same as 4A
Same as 4A
Same as 4A
Same as 4A
Same as 4A

Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access

Comment

Posters are available for distribution
Wants migratory bird surveys conducted prior to construction, during nesting season
Revegetate abandoned US 550 alignment on Farmington Hill
Offers assistance in planning crossings

Wildlife
Wildlife
Wildlife
General

Category

Table 1.1
Comment Index
Change Location
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N/A
N/A
N/A
See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 7E
See response to comment 4A
N/A
N/A
See response to comment 10A
N/A
N/A
See response to comment 7E
See response to comment 10A
N/A
N/A
See response to comment 7E
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
See response to comment 1A
See response to comment 1A
See response to comment 1A

See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A

See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A

See response to comment 4A

See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A
Section 2.2.4 and Figure 2.5.39
See response to comment 4A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Page
No.

G2-19
G2-20
G2-20
G2-22
G2-22
G2-24
G2-26
G2-26
G2-32
G2-35
G2-36
G2-36
G2-36
G2-36
G2-41
G2-41
G2-42
G2-42
G2-56
G2-57

Comment
Number

17A
19A
20A
22A
23A
27A
31A
32A
34A
36A
36B
36C
36D
37A
40A
42A
42B
44A
50A
50B

Commentor

Harry Goff
Vernon Sower
Terry Sower
Christie Roberts
Name illegible
James Ellis
Petition
Name illegible
Ron Klatt
William and Cathy Gothard
William and Cathy Gothard
William and Cathy Gothard
William and Cathy Gothard
Daryl Yost
Name illegible
Shannon Bennett
Shannon Bennett
Simone Crouchelli
Otten Johnson (Webb Ranch)
Otten Johnson (Webb Ranch)

Category

Bike and Ped
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Access
Engineering
Socio-economics
Access
Access
Noise
Access
Engineering
Alternatives
Engineering
Access
Alternatives
Traffic

G1-6

Concerned that peds, bikes, etc. will use wildlife crossing
Same as 4A
Same as 4A
Same as 4A
Same as 4A
Same as 4A
Same as 4A
Same as 4A
Same as 1A
Preferred alternative takes most of pasture
Will CDOT maintain irrigation access?
Will not have access to property
How will noise to existing homes be controlled?
Same as 4A
Wants US 160/US 160B west intersection to stay at existing location
Opposes Alternative F Modified and rerouting of CR 220
Same as 1A
Same as 4A
Would prefer more time to comment on US 160/US 550 I/C location
2025 No-build, 6% growth rate

Comment

Table 1.1
Comment Index
Change Location
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Figures 2.5.40 and 2.5.44
See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 4A
See response to comment 1A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
See response to comment 4A
N/A
N/A
See response to comment 1A
See response to comment 4A
N/A
N/A
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Section 2 TWO

Comments and Responses

Comments and Responses

Comment 1A (Dora Jaramillo)
The most feasible and practical solution to US 550 is a flyover on the existing US 550/US 160
intersection. The right-of-way purchase would be minimal to none.
Response 1A
A flyover, or an interchange at the existing intersection location was evaluated in the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) as Preliminary Alternative A. This alternative was
eliminated due to construction logistics and poor geometry, and could not be considered the
least environmentally damaging under the Clean Water Act (CWA). Because traffic could not be
maintained on the existing United States (US) Highway 550 (US 550) during construction, an
alternative at this location would require detouring of traffic onto County Road (CR) 220.
CR 220 parallels US Highway 160 (US 160) approximately 1 mile to the south and is a narrow
county road with poor sight distance, no shoulders, and numerous access points for residential
driveways. Under Preliminary Alternative A, CR 220 would have to be reconstructed and new
signals would have to be installed where CR 220 intersects US 550 and State Highway (SH) 172.
Conflicts with through-moving traffic and residential driveways on CR 220 would create unsafe
conditions during construction. In addition, Alternative A would not be considered to be the
least damaging to the environment because it has greater impacts to wetlands than several of the
other alternatives. Alternative A was also not considered to be a reasonable alternative because
it has very poor geometry which combines 6 percent grades, sharp curves and maximum superelevation on a north-facing slope which will create icing conditions and hazards in the winter.
Flattening these grades and curves and cutting away the slope enough to prevent icing would
impact a large portion of the hillside, while still requiring the detour described above. It also
requires excavation in an area of known subsurface water problems, which may create drainage
and possible slope instabilities. For these reasons, Alternative A was not considered to be
reasonable or practicable and was dismissed from further consideration. (See Section 2.4.2.2,
Grandview Section Screening, and Table 2.4.2, Summary of Preliminary Alternative Screening
Criteria.)

Comment 1B (Dora Jaramillo)
The intersection of (west) CR 232 should NOT be eliminated, but a traffic light should be
installed. This intersection will eventually become one of the major traffic flows from future
businesses, residences, South Fork Ranch, and existing businesses that are on or near (west)
CR 232. Skyway Auto now uses this road for their deliveries, as does Whisper Creek Log
Home, Enterprises Rental, and the new transmission business. The (east) CR 232 intersection
only serves one business, which is Frito Lay warehouse, and this business primarily uses the
(west) CR 232 intersection. Future businesses that will establish close to (west) CR 232 should
have to pay for their own frontage road or whatever they might need to access this intersection.
A traffic light on (west) CR 232 can definitely eliminate the cost of a frontage road for ¼ or
more miles. There is somewhat of a frontage road from Sonoco to the CR 233 intersection. In
the past, CDOT has been against building frontage roads. This section doesn’t justify the
expense of a frontage road.

G2-1
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Response 1B
Intersections with stoplights were evaluated at several locations in Grandview to determine if
they would meet the capacity needs of the highway in 2025. Intersections were evaluated based
on the average time a vehicle would be required to stop at the intersection. The analysis showed
that the intersections in Grandview would operate at a Level of Service (LOS) F, which means
vehicles would have to stop for more than 80 seconds. Therefore, an intersection at US 160/CR
232 (west) would not meet the capacity need. Additionally, the intersection would be located too
close to the proposed interchange of US 160/US 550 (south) and would create safety conflicts
between vehicles entering and exiting US 160 in the short distance between the intersections.
Businesses near CR 232 (west) will access US 160 from either the access road south of the main
lanes, or one between the Three Springs Development and the US 160/US 550 (south)
interchange.

Comment 2A (Ellen Dunaway)
The other day there were two gentlemen here, and they told me that no one in this mobile home
park would be able to turn off to the left, and that we would have to turn off at the light and take
County Road 233 and follow it around (and come back out on 160 and go back west and then
turn right into the park). I would like to know why.
Response 2A
The leading cause of accidents in the Grandview area of US 160 is the number of closely spaced
direct accesses to the highway. The number of vehicles turning in and out of these accesses
conflicts with traffic on the highway and creates a safety problem. In order to move traffic as
safely and efficiently as possible, US 160 will have a raised center median in Grandview, which
will limit direct access to the highway to interchange locations. This will require some local
traffic to drive a short distance “out-of-direction” to get to its destination.

Comment 3A (Pueblo of Laguna)
The Pueblo of Laguna appreciates your consideration of possible interests that your project may
have on traditional religious or cultural properties. Laguna Pueblo has determined that the
proposed project WILL NOT have an affect at this time, but in the event that any items are
discovered, we would like to be notified for review of items.
Response 3A
The Pueblo of Laguna will be notified if any cultural remains are identified during construction.
In addition to the Pueblo of Laguna, two other consulting tribes (Hopi, Southern Ute) will also
be appropriately notified should Native American artifacts or potential items of cultural
patrimony be encountered during construction.

Comment 4A (Bayfield Chamber of Commerce)
I am writing to strongly protest CDOT showing a closure at Commerce Drive and Highway 160
in Bayfield on its draft EIS plan. This closure is unnecessary, will have detrimental effects on a
number of businesses, and add inconvenience to everyone else. Bayfield is already challenged
with having 160 run right through its middle, and closing this vital intersection will severely
US 160 Final EIS, May 2006
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compound the problem. As a local business owner, I also see this planned closing as incredibly
unfair to the businesses that depend directly on this intersection. This will devalue locations that
our neighbors have spent millions of dollars developing and improving, many recently.
While I understand this is only a plan, and CDOT has said it may not be implemented anytime
soon, plans have a way of establishing their own momentum, and this closure, with all of its
negative consequences, ought not to be included.
Response 4A
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) is committed to working with the Town of
Bayfield and leaving the Commerce Drive access to US 160 as a full movement access as long as
it meets the State Highway Access Code (CDOT 2002) requirements and does not become a
safety hazard. CDOT will also work with the Town of Bayfield on identifying street system
circulation options that will lessen the impact to the intersection and decrease the potential for
safety hazards if a change to the access from Commerce Drive to US 160 is required.
The following order of access movements will be considered pending access control and safety
requirements in conformance with the State Highway Access Code, State Highway Access Law
and Freeway Statutes:
•

Full movement intersection

•

Local street system circulation improvements

•

Three-quarter movement intersection

•

Right-in/right-out only

Closure of Commerce Drive will be considered only as a last resort. See changes to Section
2.2.4, Four Lane Typical Section, and Figure 2.5.39, Bayfield Section Alternative B (Preferred
Alternative).
Closure of Commerce Drive would not eliminate access to local businesses. Patrons could
access Commerce Drive from East Colorado or would exit US 160 at the CR 501 intersection to
access the retail district. According to the State Highway Access Code, reasonable access to US
160 must be provided if access cannot be obtained from the local street system.

Comment 4B (Lewis True Value Mercantile)
I am writing to strongly protest CDOT showing a closure at Commerce Drive and Highway 160
in Bayfield on its draft EIS plan. This closure is unnecessary, will have detrimental effects on a
number of businesses, and add inconvenience to everyone else. Bayfield is already challenged
with having 160 run right through its middle, and closing this vital intersection will severely
compound the problem. As a local business owner, I also see this planned closing as incredibly
unfair to the businesses that depend directly on this intersection. This will devalue locations that
our neighbors have spent millions of dollars developing and improving, many recently.
While I understand this is only a plan, and CDOT has said it may not be implemented anytime
soon, plans have a way of establishing their own momentum, and this closure, with all of its
negative consequences, ought not to be included.

G2-3
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Response 4B
See response to Comment 4A.

Comment 4C (Bayfield Realty)
I am writing to strongly protest CDOT showing a closure at Commerce Drive and Highway 160
in Bayfield on its draft EIS plan. This closure is unnecessary, will have detrimental effects on a
number of businesses, and add inconvenience to everyone else. Bayfield is already challenged
with having 160 run right through its middle, and closing this vital intersection will severely
compound the problem. As a local business owner, I also see this planned closing as incredibly
unfair to the businesses that depend directly on this intersection. This will devalue locations that
our neighbors have spent millions of dollars developing and improving, many recently.
While I understand this is only a plan, and CDOT has said it may not be implemented anytime
soon, plans have a way of establishing their own momentum, and this closure, with all of its
negative consequences, ought not to be included.
Response 4C
See response to Comment 4A.

Comment 4D (Bill W. Morlong, Jr EA LLC)
I am writing to strongly protest CDOT showing a closure at Commerce Drive and Highway 160
in Bayfield on its draft EIS plan. This closure is unnecessary, will have detrimental effects on a
number of businesses, and add inconvenience to everyone else. Bayfield is already challenged
with having 160 run right through its middle, and closing this vital intersection will severely
compound the problem. As a local business owner, I also see this planned closing as incredibly
unfair to the businesses that depend directly on this intersection. This will devalue locations that
our neighbors have spent millions of dollars developing and improving, many recently.
While I understand this is only a plan, and CDOT has said it may not be implemented anytime
soon, plans have a way of establishing their own momentum, and this closure, with all of its
negative consequences, ought not to be included.
Response 4D
See response to Comment 4A.

Comment 4E (Pack & Ship Express)
I am writing to strongly protest CDOT showing a closure at Commerce Drive and Highway 160
in Bayfield on its draft EIS plan. This closure is unnecessary, will have detrimental effects on a
number of businesses, and add inconvenience to everyone else. Bayfield is already challenged
with having 160 run right through its middle, and closing this vital intersection will severely
compound the problem. As a local business owner, I also see this planned closing as incredibly
unfair to the businesses that depend directly on this intersection. This will devalue locations that
our neighbors have spent millions of dollars developing and improving, many recently.
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While I understand this is only a plan, and CDOT has said it may not be implemented anytime
soon, plans have a way of establishing their own momentum, and this closure, with all of its
negative consequences, ought not to be included.
Response 4E
See response to Comment 4A.

Comment 5A (Pine River Valley Bank)
I attended the open house last week and reviewed the displays. I noticed that they were very
similar if not identical to a public hearing I attended in 2000 on the same project with one major
difference; the Commerce Drive closure in Bayfield.
I have been very involved in this issue for over a decade. I thought we had this resolved when
the Solutions Committee in Bayfield concluded six months of meetings in December 1999. That
12-member committee included Bryan Foote from URS as well as three CDOT employees: Ed
Demming, Mark Mehalko and Carl Watson. Specifically, CDOT stated as part of the final
solution that they would “legitimize” the Commerce Drive access to Hwy 160. Furthermore
your own newsletter of March 2000 states that “Commerce Drive will remain open until such
time when a significant safety/operational problem arises…”
Commerce Drive is the life blood of our community. Several businesses including our bank are
positioned for access to the highway. Our only grocery store and a major gas station would
surely suffer if Commerce Drive were closed. Business owners made serious financial decisions
based upon the CDOT commitment to the Solutions Committee. As a major land owner I
recognize that some improvements will eventually need to be made and as one of the major land
holders affected I will participate in a reasonable solution. However, closing Commerce Drive is
not acceptable to the business community of Bayfield.
Response 5A
In response to the Town of Bayfield (see comment and response 4A) and similar comments,
CDOT has committed to maintaining the Commerce Drive access as a full movement access as
long as it meets the State Highway Access Code (CDOT 2002) requirements and does not
become a safety hazard. This is consistent with the March 2000 newsletter.

Comment 6A (Pine River Public Library)
The Pine River Public Library District used to be in an old building in downtown Bayfield. We
accumulated enough money to build a beautiful new library that opened in 2004. Our decision to
build the library on the north part of town was partly because Commerce Drive offers good
accessibility for our patrons. We had several choices but a survey from the community gave us
the input that building near Commerce was most centrally located. Also, the Solution
Committee that met two years before our land purchase had a commitment from CDOT to keep
the access open by issuing a permit for the Commerce access.
We now have a $2 million commitment to the community that is very much tied to the
accessibility through Commerce Drive to the highway. Why would CDOT make that decision
and then, five years later start making plans to close the intersection? We may have made a very
different decision on where to build our new library if we had known that previous CDOT
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(decision) was not final. Please consider the negative effect that the closure of Commerce would
have on the library as well as all the local business interests.
Response 6A
See response to comments 4A and 5A.

Comment 7A (Town of Bayfield)
The main objection to the EIS document centers around the Commerce Drive Intersection. On
figure 2.5.39 (CDOT preferred alternative) as well as page 2-14 and 2-23 and other areas in the
document it shows or discusses the future closure of Commerce Drive to Highway 160. This
currently is and will be in the future, the most important access to the Town of Bayfield. Our
core business area is primarily accessed by this intersection. The nearest access point is off of
CR 501. You have to travel .5 (miles) back to the eight corners intersection and north to the
round-about at the entrance to the business park, and then back .5 miles to get to the core
businesses. It would be one mile and a half to get back to the same point if Commerce Dr. were
closed. Having businesses that do not have an obvious and easy access discourages and
frustrates customers. There is another access planned to the east, north of US 160/US 160B
(east) intersection. It is approximately the same distance as mentioned above and even a worse
east/west connection back to Commerce Dr. The intersection has great sight distance and is very
level and should be able to support some changes to keep Commerce Dr. open. There are access
points similar to our current situation on Commerce that remain open in Pagosa Springs and
Mancos. There should be accommodation for this intersection because of the significant
business, economic, social and transportation impacts to the area.
Response 7A
Every access situation is unique and requires individual assessment. Mancos has an Access
Control Plan and has developed frontage roads and right-in/right-out access points to ensure
safe access to and from the highway. Bayfield does not have extensive frontage roads to provide
access control alternatives or medians along US 160 to limit uncontrolled access. Pagosa
Springs has been coordinating with CDOT to develop an Access Control Plan. An access
control plan identifies acceptable access points and types of movement. This solution could also
be used in Bayfield if local agencies express an interest. See response to comment 4A.

Comment 7B (Town of Bayfield)
The Town requests that the language and figures in the EIS for the Commerce Dr. intersection be
changed to represent an intersection that will remain open permanently. The EIS should show
that in the long term because of safety or traffic issues that the intersection might need to be
modified with something like a signalized intersection or a right-in/right-out at Colorado Dr. but
do not show a closed access. CDOT should be looking at ways to keep Commerce Dr. open
because of the significance to the town, as opposed to saying it should be or may be closed. In
the six years since I have been here there has not been a serious accident and only one minor
fender bender at that intersection. There is a left turn lane onto Commerce Dr. and a deceleration
and acceleration lane on the north side that serve the access well. No major access is planned to
the south of the intersection.

US 160 Final EIS, May 2006

G2-6

SECTIONTWO

Comments and Responses

Response 7B
See response to comment 4A.

Comment 7C (Town of Bayfield)
The “Expressway” categorization was given to US 160 through Bayfield in 2000 over objections
by the Town. The “Expressway” categorization normally requires access points no less than one
mile apart. The categorization, however, does allow for access every half mile on public access
points when no reasonable alternative access to the general street system exists. In this case that
exception can be met. To allow the Town of Bayfield only one access to US 160 on the far east
side of the Town is definitely not reasonable, especially when looking at the access points all
along the US 160 corridor. In addition, when looking at the businesses that would be affected it
is not reasonable. I have spoken personally with almost every business owner that would be
affected, and they are seriously concerned about any proposal to close Commerce Dr.
intersection. The Town requests that the discussion of business impacts on page 4-21 be
changed to represent an accurate discussion of the impacts to businesses on the north side. For
example, the grocery store, fast food, liquor store, gas station and others all rely on good access
and visibility from the highway and would be hurt severely if Commerce Dr. were to close.
Response 7C
The State Highway Access Code does allow for exceptions down to one-half mile for roadways
with the expressway categorization, and then only when there is no reasonable alternative access
to the local street system. The distance between the CR 501 and Commerce Drive intersections
on US 160 is approximately 2,000 feet, or 0.4 miles. CDOT is committed to maintaining the
Commerce Drive access to US 160 as a full movement access as long as it meets the State
Highway Access Code (CDOT 2002) requirements and does not become a safety hazard. Also
see response to comment 4A.
As part of the EIS, a survey of local business owners was conducted to assess the impacts the
proposed US 160 would have on local businesses in Bayfield. The results of this survey, which
had mixed opinions concerning business impacts, are described in Section 4.3.2.7, Bayfield
Section, on page 4-21.

Comment 7D (Town of Bayfield)
The Colorado Cohesion component is important. The connection of an under-highway
pedestrian trail between north and south would make the crossing much safer and needs to be
highlighted. The Town would request clarification of the language on page 4-22 concerning
safer crossings. The east and west need not be safer then a well planned crossing at Commerce
Dr. If CDOT planned a crossing at Commerce Dr. south across US 160, whether it was in a
tunnel or above ground, it could be engineered to be safer at Commerce Dr. rather then trying to
encourage people to go out of their way to the west or east ends of Bayfield.
Response 7D
CDOT will work with the town of Bayfield to provide safe crossing across US 160 in Bayfield.
An underpass at Mountain View will be evaluated as an option if Commerce Drive is ever
closed. This is consistent with the Bayfield Solutions Committee Final Report, dated February
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2000, which states “If Commerce Drive is ever closed, the Mountain View underpass alternative
may be constructed. The town should reserve the existing right-of-way (ROW) south of US 160
for the underpass, either vehicular or pedestrian, to preserve the option of constructing the
underpass at some point in the future. Responsibility for funding the construction of the
underpass would be determined at that time.”

Comment 7E (Town of Bayfield)
The EIS plan under the Alternative Plan B mentions reconstructing the intersection as a roundabout. The Town requests on page 2-34 and/or any other place that is mentioned, that the
language include an option to the Town that the intersection be designed either as a standard
intersection or round-about depending on preliminary design information and Town desires. The
Town may not want a round-about in the future. The Town’s desire for a round-about is still
mixed.
Response 7E
The roundabout performs better than intersection alternatives at this location. This location is
approximately 400 feet away from US 160. Because of the proximity to US 160, an intersection
at this location under stopped conditions would cause vehicles to back up onto US 160 creating
safety and congestion problems on US 160. The roundabout avoids the safety problems of traffic
stacking onto US 160, US 160B, or CR 521. The roundabout was designed to accommodate
semitrailer trucks that may need to access the south part of Bayfield.

Comment 7F (Town of Bayfield)
It appears that the entrances to the “Road Side Park” have been included in the preferred plan.
They do need to be included as remaining open. The east portion of the park is used in the
summer as a swimming hole and picnicking area for people in the area. On the west entrance we
have the new Chamber building with restrooms. The Chamber provides information to visitors
about the area. An access to the north needs to be maintained and should be combined with a
good access to the south. The intersections need to remain full movement but if some
modifications need to be made, CDOT needs to design the intersection to stay open. The
following comments were previously sent to CDOT and are included below in their entirety and
need to be included as part of the EIS.
“The Little Pine River Park is located immediately east of the Los Pinos River
and adjacent to US 160 on the south. The park is owned by the Town of Bayfield
and occupies approximately 16 acres. Developed facilities include a Chamber of
Commerce graveled trails, two unpaved parking lots, a pedestrian bridge over the
Los Pinos River, and several picnic tables. There are two entrances to the park,
with the eastern entrance leading to a smaller parking area and a picnic table and a
western entrance leading to a Chamber of Commerce building and restrooms. A
pedestrian trail and bridge provide access between the two parking areas. The
public can use the park as a rest stop and picnic area while also enjoying a natural
resources observation area. Reasonable access to the Little Pine River Park will
be maintained under the no action and build alternatives. The type of access will
be evaluated during final design and ranges from full movement access at both the
eastern and western entrance areas to right-in/right-out only at the eastern
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entrance. In coordination with the Town of Bayfield, the following order of
access movements will be considered pending access control and safety
requirements in conformance with the State Highway Access Code, State
Highway Access Law and Freeway Statutes:
•

Full movement at both the eastern and western entrances

•

Full movement at the eastern entrance and three-quarter movement at the
western entrance

•

Full movement at the eastern entrance and right-in/right-out at the western
entrance

•

Three-quarter movement at the eastern entrance and right-in/right-out at the
western entrance

•

Right-in/right-out at both entrances and

•

Right-in/right-out only at the east entrance.

Under all scenarios, adequate parking at Little Pine River Park would continue to
be available and access to US 160 from the park would be maintained.”
Response 7F
The suggested language is included in the EIS in Section 5.3.1, Recreation Areas. Figure 2.5.37,
Bayfield Section Alternative B (Preferred Alternative), has been modified to show full movement
access at both entrances to Little Pine River Park.

Comment 8A (Brett Boyer)
I want to mention the Commerce Drive access that you showed there for long term, it shows it
closed as a preferred alternative. And I wanted to for the record strenuously object to that, that
instead of looking to close that, that you look for ways for engineers to keep that open. The
intersection would be a high impact closure for the community.
As you mentioned with Gem Village, that we have a lot of our commercial center right there.
We are growing east and west from that area. But the other intersections that are proposed, one
to the east, it would be a half mile either way, you would have to go all the way around to get to
the key business areas.
For example, Colorado which is the frontage road right there, that perhaps that's riding right out
or perhaps that's closed, but you keep Commerce Drive open. I would like to see a lighted
intersection there.
I appreciate your staff who worked on some issues to the west on the parks and got some
language in on that. So continue to do that.
Response 8A
See response to Comment 4A.
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Comment 8B (Brett Boyer)
The roundabout at eight corners. Perhaps some language that that is looked at as either a
roundabout or another appropriate intersection. The intersection we currently have there that's a
roundabout has mixed response in the community. And a future roundabout may be looked upon
negatively, I can't say at this point. So I would like to leave that open to another appropriate
intersection or a roundabout.
Response 8B
See response to comment 7E.

Comment 9A (Carol McWilliams)
I live on County Road 509 just southwest of Bayfield. But mainly I want to comment to echo
what Brett Boyer just said with the concern about possibly closing the Commerce Drive access.
I was the president of the Bayfield Area Chamber of Commerce I think in 1999 and 2000. So I
was seriously involved with it then because of the impact this would have on our businesses and
on the ability of residents to circulate from the north side and south side of the town.
The highway through Bayfield was designated as an expressway I believe in October of 1999.
And that was over the very strenuous objection from the town. And that's one of the
justifications for ultimately closing this I believe, because that requires a one-mile space in
between accesses.
And I would note that then Mancos which also has the expressway designation and has been
through an awful lot of the same concerns with their Highway 84 intersection, that they seem to
have full access on the east end of town and west of the town, both of which are well within a
mile of that Highway 84 stoplight. And so I would like serious consideration to keeping that
intersection open and the town would prefer a full movement intersection for that.
Response 9A
See response to comments 4A, 7A, and 7C.

Comment 9B (Carol McWilliams)
And another concern I have that I know has been expressed in the past is, when properties are
designated for ultimate acquisition, that that affects the property values of those even though that
actual acquisition might not happen for years. And it becomes a major problem for the property
owners.
Response 9B
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process requires that impacts to private
property for the proposed alternatives be shown in the EIS. Because the improvements are
known well in advance of a project, it can cause property values to increase, decrease or stay the
same, depending on the perception of the impact.
All ROW acquisition will follow the procedures outlined under the Uniform Relocation
Amendments of 1987 (Public Law 10-17) and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646). When private property required
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for construction is appraised, the appraiser evaluates a project's influence and adjusts the value
accordingly. If values decline and the property must be sold prior to appraisal, it may be
difficult for an owner to consummate a market value transaction. When funding is available and
evidence of adverse market conditions is provided, there is an allowance to purchase property in
advance of a project.

Comment 10A (Neil Gonzalves)
I live on County Road 222 and actually was involved in designing a lot of these alignments years
ago during the feasibility. I'm quite surprised that alternative A is even still up on the board.
The grades to get from 223 up to the top and 222 are pretty severe.
I get cars in my yard every year because I live right up against 222, my house is backed up
against it. When we bought that house seven years ago, I never dreamed that cars would come
off that road. Consistently we have about one car a year coming off that.
Years ago I asked Mike Russell who was the county engineer to please put a guardrail up there.
And there's been no action. Alternative A would be, you know, funneling cars from on top of the
hill coming right around that corner and they will end up on my property.
However, that corner is a little north of my house, you know, luckily. So I'm just really surprised
that alternative is still there other than, if you only had alternative C up, it wouldn't be an
alternative, it would be, you know, the selected choice.
The grade and everything else on the highway coming around the corner, 222 freezes up
instantly when the sun goes down. People come off the highway, the highway is wet, they think
everything is okay, they come around that corner. And we've had head-ons.
And I actually had a car in my yard this year this spring, (and) the weather wasn't even an issue.
The car came off the road and almost took my garage out. And so I just really very strongly
suggest that that alternative be done away with and that alternative C which seems to be much
more practical be adopted.
Response 10A
Florida Mesa and Valley Section Alternative C is the preferred alternative in this area. Under
this alternative, a new intersection with US 160 would be created approximately 4,500 feet east
of the existing CR 222/CR 223 (west) intersection with US 160. CR 222 and CR 223 would be
realigned and connect to access roads on both sides of US 160. The realigned intersection
would be located in the Florida Valley, providing improved sight distance and intersection
geometry over the existing intersection location at the top of Florida Mesa.

Comment 10B (Neil Gonzalves)
Did I mention trucks? You know, I was talking about cars on 222. Since the use of putting in
the concrete plant and there are subdivisions going in between 172 and 160 along 222, it's only a
matter of time before a cement truck or a semitruck pulling a lowboy or a track hoe or any of the
other construction equipment that is coming up and down that hill regularly goes off that hill and
causes some serious damage or loss of life. I mean cars are not the only concern.
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Response 10B
See response to comment 10A.

Comment 11A (Harry Goff)
I live here in Durango, but my wife and I own property just east of Bayfield. In fact, it's the very
last tract where this project terminates. And you have a transition I guess is the right word from
four lane back to two lane.
My concern there is there is a wetlands on the property which I'm interested in keeping. And the
widening there apparently will cut into that wetlands. And I recognize from one of the earlier
statements that one of the things you can do is try to avoid them by walls and so forth.
And I would like to have you consider if that's a possibility. But secondly, if it isn't, I would like
to have the mitigation or replacement or enhancement or whatever it is done on the property. I
know sometimes you go buy lands other places and try to do it all in one place. But I would
prefer it be done on the property.
Response 11A
As detailed plans for highway improvements are developed for this area, CDOT will pursue
opportunities for avoidance and minimization of impacts to wetlands through use of walls,
guardrails, steepened slopes or other practicable options. Providing compensation for wetland
impacts on your property would be an opportunity for CDOT to replace wetlands at a nearby
location within the same watershed and landscape if favorable conditions exist to support future
wetlands. Appropriate real estate instruments (e.g., deed restrictions, conservation easements,
access agreements, etc) would likely be required outside CDOT ROW to protect wetlands into
perpetuity and assure their successful development. During the development of ROW and
engineering plans, CDOT will coordinate with you to identify potential options for mutually
beneficial solutions for wetland protection and compensation.

Comment 11B (Harry Goff)
The other consideration I have, and I'm not sure, I guess it belongs in tonight's discussion. But,
as far as I can tell, it shows a raised median, even though it is transition. And what that does is
cut off three accesses that I have on that property. And there is no frontage road shown to take
the place of getting to those three accesses.
So either I'd like to have you remove the median or provide another way to get to those accesses.
Response 11B
Allowing full turning movements at closely spaced accesses on US 160 compromises the safety
and functionality of the highway, which is designed to consolidate closely spaced accesses
and/or limit movements to them. Right-in/right-out is considered reasonable access by the State
Highway Access Code (CDOT 2002).
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Comment 12A (Jerry Brush)
I teach at Bayfield, I live up on the Grandview area. And, having driven this corridor for 20
years, I've got a lot of observations and insights. The preferred alternatives look very good for
the most part.
I can echo what the former person said about the roundabout. Bayfield, I teach at the high
school. And the kids love bailing right over the top of it when they cannot get caught. But
everybody seems to think that it is not the best alternative.
And particularly when you look at the eight corners intersection and buck highway, a roundabout
there could be very much a worst case scenario. The roundabout that we have works.
But I think one at eight corners would be a lot more congested and a lot more difficult to
negotiate on a busy morning unless it's made wide enough to handle big trucks. And I don't
think that you have space to make a wide roundabout right there without taking out the Baptist
church.
Response 12A
See response to comment 7E.

Comment 12B (Jerry Brush)
The other issues I looked at, the wildlife movement. I have only hit one deer in my 20 years
going through that corridor. And knowing that you're going to mitigate wildlife movement is
really important and making room for the wildlife is essential. And the fencing is much
appreciated. I love watching the elk in there, but I hate thinking about hitting one of those
animals.
The intersections for 222/223, again to echo what someone formerly said, I have witnessed
several accidents at the top of the hill where people are coming off of one of those roads onto the
highway. We’ve got to find an alternative to that intersection. And getting it down by the river
is much, much preferred. That's also going to impact the wildlife and wetlands.
Response 12B
See response to comment 10A.

Comment 12C (Jerry Brush)
Access for all the residents on the road who currently have a driveway right onto the road, the
current Grandview project has very heavily impacted my personal access and access for Florida
Baptist church.
At one point in the design phase of the Grandview corridor, the hill between the church and the
KOA campground was going to be cut down. There was one more meeting held after we pretty
well nailed down that alternative of cutting down the hill. I was in the midst of a church
construction project and didn't make it to that meeting. And the hill changed into a widening of
the hill which has been completed and the paving is about done there. But it created some -well, it didn't fix any of the current problems that we have.
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And I'm interested in how, because I haven't heard how that process happened, that that hill
widening alternative came to be instead of cutting the hill down. And I'm really interested in
what is going to happen at the fourth -- or the third stage of this process, when you actually get
down to designing the actual road. Will people be informed if these kinds of changes are made
at a meeting after the fact?
The other thing that I think is really crucial is just a comment. And that is that I was told that
CDOT is not in the business of building frontage roads. And many of these drawings here show
frontage roads.
When did CDOT get in the business of building frontage roads? And why didn't the frontage
roads happen in Grandview? That would have been much better alternative to just build frontage
roads, leave the highway the way it was, and get the school buses and people who are turning left
to get into their driveway off the road. That still seemed to make a whole lot more sense.
Response 12C
The recently completed work on US 160 in Grandview was an interim project to address safety
issues and is not a part of the proposed US 160 project addressed in this EIS. All of the EIS
Grandview alternatives use an access road to access properties located south of US 160 and east
of the CR 233 (east) crossing. This access road system would be constructed in the future as part
of the US 160 improvements.
Prior to construction, CDOT staff will meet with affected property owners to discuss changes
made during final design. CDOT staff is always available to answer questions from property
owners regarding the project status and design.
The purpose and need of the US 160 project is to increase travel efficiency, improve safety, and
control access. Reducing the number of access points reduces the number of potential conflict
points, thereby reducing the number of accidents. Access roads were used in certain locations
throughout the corridor to consolidate access points. Frontage roads were not used in
Grandview or other sections of the corridor because of the potential business and residential
impacts.

Comment 12D (Jerry Brush)
One thing I forgot to say earlier, one of the things that frustrates me about highway construction
projects, and I understand budgets is a big piece of it, but it seems that we do a piece of road and
we get it done pretty nicely and we stop and we move all the equipment off somewhere else and
do another piece of road somewhere else.
The C and D proposal that you guys gave us so generously tonight reflects that. You know, you
do four miles between Bondad and Durango. And we need to do about 24 miles, don't we, to
finish the whole thing.
And it seems like, when you pull in a construction crew, that costs a lot of money. They bid that
as part of their cost. You do four miles and you move them out. Five or ten years later you
come back and do four more miles. And you're paying that moving expense every time.
And there are some environmental impacts every time you move all that equipment. Especially
the fuel costs going up. It seems like, when we've got them here, let's get the job done, finish it
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completely, and then get them out of here. And let's don't see anybody back in here for ten years
until we need to re-veneer the road.
Response 12D
Constructing longer or larger sections of a project would be more cost-effective. However,
funding availability and other statewide priorities often require projects to be constructed in
parts.

Comment 13A (Wally White)
The roundabout in Bayfield to me is a disaster. I've driven a lot back East. And they do have
roundabouts back there that you can actually get around. If you drive anything larger than a
Volkswagen, it's incredibly difficult.
I happen to have a large pickup. And you can hardly drive around in the kind of vehicles we
have here. So I'm not sure that the other proposed roundabout would be adequate as the
gentleman just commented on. The wildlife crossings is something we've needed here for a long
time.
Response 13A
See response to comment 7E.

Comment 13B (Wally White)
I want to comment briefly on a couple of things that are going on right now in the Grandview
area. I don't know if they can be addressed in the long term. But I notice that you don't have
them here on the alternatives.
And one happens to be a stoplight that has been talked about at South Fork Ranch if and when
that property is annexed by the city. The proposal is to bring High Llama Lane east from its
present location and then up south to the present entrance of South Fork Ranch and have a
stoplight there.
I did not see that addressed and I'm wondering how that's going to figure in the short term
because we're looking at probably within the next couple of years that project getting underway.
The other thing is that some of the accesses along I would say the north side of the highway, and
I'm obviously familiar with the one at High Llama Lane as they're constructing it right now, has
some what I consider complications.
The grade coming up on High Llama Lane is quite steep. So, when you get up to the highway,
there's going to be a very, very small area to stop and try and get out on the highway during
severe weather. I'm afraid that any of the residents up there are going to have a heck of a time
trying to pull out onto the highway.
The turn lane there is a wonderful safety factor. And I really commend you on that. I don't have
to look in my rear-view mirror anymore all the time. It's a real pleasure, it takes the pressure off
a lot.
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Response 13B
The High Llama Lane access to US 160 was constructed in 2005 as part of an upgrade project
for the highway to address safety deficiencies. The grade on High Llama Lane approaching US
160 meets current CDOT standards, but was not intended as a permanent solution. With
construction of any of the interchanges shown in the EIS, High Llama Lane will access that
interchange and no longer have direct access to US 160.

Comment 13C (Wally White)
Also I know that everybody has been really busy out there. But I'm wondering, you have built
an access for C&J gravel there or a turn lane. But right now it looks like a dirt road. I know
we've had a lot of moisture recently.
But there is a tremendous amount of gravel and dirt being carried onto the highway both in the
turn lane and the downhill lanes. And, as much problem as we have with windshields and other
issues, I'm wondering when we might see some sweeping of that area and if that's -- I don't know
how that will be continuing in the future because obviously the gravel operations will be
continuing there.
And, you know, if you see that type of deposits of gravel and dirt out on the highway on a
continual basis, I think it will create a safety issue. I don't know how you might consider that.
But I encourage you to take a look at it.
Response 13C
Construction of the US 160/US 550 (south) interchange under the preferred alternative would
move the C&J gravel access to the northeast, where it would connect to the Three Springs
Development. Improvements are currently underway on the C&J gravel property at the existing
access to remove the sharp vertical curve (and its steep approach to US 160) and pave further
onto the property. This is intended to minimize the amount of material coming from trucks
entering US 160 at this location.

Comment 14A (Jan Neely)
I would just ditto a number of things said about the roundabout.
The other comments are on my own property. You showed that slide on Dry Creek and
commented on the wetlands as being very high quality. They're mine on both sides of the road
and that whole length there.
And I have a real interest in what you do. If you widen the road at all, you're in the wetlands.
And the way that you have sketched out realigning the county road coming in looks dangerous
from where I look at it every day. So I think wetlands are a major consideration. I would like
them replaced to the extent possible on the same tract of land.
The highway, when it was rearranged from where it used to be on 243 changed the piping of Dry
Creek under Highway 160. Highway 160 was extended there. And that changed the drainage of
that whole area south of the road very substantially. And it has continued to change for the years
I've been there.
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And so that's one where I would really like to personally meet with the people who are
considering what to do and take a good look at what has changed in these years and what is
possible.
The highway -- I've been to a number of these meetings. And basically I approve of most of the
changes that are being made. I used to be able to drive home half asleep and enjoy the country.
And now it sometimes takes me 15 minutes to get out of my driveway. So I care that we're
fixing this highway.
Response 14A
The EIS shows conceptual mitigation sites on portions of your property subject to approval by
the property owner and US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). CDOT will welcome
opportunities to mitigate wetland impacts within the same watershed and landscape context
through agreements with landowners. Any mitigation sites created outside CDOT ROW are
subject to restrictions on future development that would be recorded on appropriate real estate
instruments (e.g., deed restrictions, conservation easements, access agreements, etc.) to protect
wetlands into perpetuity. During the development of ROW and engineering plans, CDOT will
coordinate with you to identify potential options for mutually beneficial solutions for wetland
protection and compensation.

Comment 15A (Antonia Clark)
My biggest concern is, although my offices are in Grandview, my biggest concern is the
realignment of Farmington Hill.
And I would think -- first of all I would think a much bigger priority would be the increased
number of lanes coming through Grandview at the bottom of Farmington Hill and then the traffic
flow from the bottom of Farmington Hill into town especially through Bodo.
I think you've got some huge traffic issues there that are a lot more important than Farmington
Hill. I left my house this morning at 8:15, I was at the city limits at 8:25. I drove down
Farmington Hill. I waited for one stoplight.
If I'm trying to get to town at eight o'clock, I leave five minutes early because it's a little more
congested at eight o'clock. But Farmington Hill is not a big deal as far as people having to wait,
certainly not worth putting millions of dollars to save people five minutes of sitting at a traffic
light. So I don't think the time and congestion coming down from Farmington Hill is a huge
issue.
Often I hear the argument, well, we're talking 20 years in the future, we're really thinking
forward. And I think, if we had been making our traffic plans for today 20 years ago which I'm
sure we did, but I think we would find things much different five years ago if you look at the
City of Durango's comprehensive plan which was adopted I guess 1995, 1997. Things have
changed vastly. So I don't know how you can set in concrete a plan that is 20 years off.
Response 15A
The section of US 160 from Farmington Hill west into Durango has been identified as a priority
by the Southwest Transportation Planning Region (TPR), but there is currently no identified
funding source for improvements (URS Corporation [URS] 2004). CDOT is proposing to
resurface these sections of US 160 and US 550 in 2007.
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Regarding the need for improvements at Farmington Hill, this intersection is expected to be
congested and have LOS F conditions during peak hours in 2025. Therefore, leaving it in its
current configuration will not meet the purpose and need of the project. CDOT plans into the
future because improvements, once made, will need to last many years.

Comment 15B (Antonia Clark)
I hear a lot of people say or a lot of the arguments is that the cost -- I wonder why you're not
going to look at a flyover coming down the current alignment or some alignment that's very
close. And look at some sort of a flyover that brings you into 160.
And I hear, oh, that's way, way too expensive. But I can't imagine that it's more expensive than
buying that ranch from an owner who is determined not to sell it who wants to preserve it and
buying all that property, doing all that roadwork, and digging enormous trenches that you're
going to have to dig to get your slopes from the top of the mesa down to 160.
I can't imagine that a flyover from the top of Farmington Hill down to the bottom of the hill is
that much more expensive than going through all that construction.
And one more comment is I think that who knows what's going to happen to Grandview. But it's
pretty clear that there's going to be a lot of growth in Grandview and there's going to be a lot
more traffic coming through Grandview because of Bayfield, Pagosa Springs, the enormous
amount of growth that's going to happen out there, the commercial development that's going to
happen out there.
A friend of mine used to say Durango is going to become a suburb of Grandview. I don't think
that's quite going to happen. But it's the growth there is going to be substantial. There's traffic
issues that are going to be substantial.
So I don't quite understand why you take traffic coming from Farmington, take the people that
want to go west and take them east and drop them right into the middle of all the growth that's
going to happen in that area to bring them back down past Farmington Hill instead of just
realigning Farmington Hill itself.
Response 15B
See response to comment 1A.

Comment 15C (Antonia Clark)
And then I guess my last comment is that I think that the general consensus in this county is that
people want to preserve open space, they want to preserve their quality of life, they want to
preserve agriculture.
And so -- and we've spent a lot of time, people in this county spent a lot of time fighting
developers who took their own land and wanted to subdivide it. And we have -- the community
in general has fought a lot of that growth and development.
And I think, when you've got a landowner who does not want to develop his property and has
wanted to keep their name and wanted to keep it an open space at the very entrance of Durango,
and I think it would be a travesty to then take that property away from him and put a four-lane
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highway through it; because I guess I just think that it would be an unfortunate thing to take a
piece of property that somebody wants to preserve and develop it or destroy it.
I think that, with all the planning and growth that we're trying to do in the county, I think it's very
clear that Grandview is going to have a lot of growth. And hopefully people voice all the time
that they want to maintain the rural character of the La Plata County as much as possible.
I think, by having the mesa and Grandview at two different levels, that's possible. I think, when
you take a four-lane highway from the top of that mesa and drop it into Grandview which is an
exploding area, you're just going to bring all that growth and we're just going to be one great big
sprawl from Durango to Farmington.
Response 15C
See response to comment 1A. Also see comment 50A.

Comment 16A (Tom Mills)
I would just like to echo one of the previous speakers about Farmington Hill. Just to add another
voice towards keeping the hill where it is but refiguring it so that it works. I like the flyover and
merged lanes.
As much dirt that has to be moved to build highways, you could move it all in one place right
there at the hill, regrate it, and make it flyover and merge more gently. I think traffic could go to
Grandview real easily from there.
Drivers from the south don't need to go east to go west, they just need to turn through the gulch
and get to town with, you know, easy right lane merge going up to Grandview so that there's
access to the hospital, the all new commercial zone that's there. There's no denying that there
needs to be access to that commercial zone. But I think it could be easily done more closely to
where it is right now.
Response 16A
See response to comment 1A.

Comment 17A (Harry Goff)
I wish to enter one more comment into the public record; that is in regard to a proposed wildlife
underpass shown to be constructed at MP 103.9 (which is right at my west entrance). I am not
opposed to placing a safe passageway for wildlife near this location (as long I can review the
design and it doesn’t interfere with my entrance), but I am very concerned that such an opening
could become an indiscriminate passage for pedestrians, cyclists, hunters, house pets, livestock
and others all funneling out on to our property as it may become attractive and handy as a
playground for the new residential areas being constructed across the highway. Therefore, I am
asking that such design of a wildlife passage preclude the other uses I have mentioned. Perhaps
it would be a good idea to have Paul call me back to discuss how this might be accomplished.
Response 17A
The wildlife underpass at mile post (MP) 103.9 will be signed at the southern portal to warn
pedestrians that the underpass is located on private property with no access to public lands.
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Smooth wire fencing will be added if warranted to limit access from livestock. Figures 2.5.40
and 2.5.44 have been modified to remove references to pedestrians and stock crossing (drainage
and wildlife only).

Comment 18A (Pine Valley Mortgage)
I strongly disagree with your plan to close off Commerce Dr. at 160 — that road is a major
intersection in this town and it would cause major disruption with all business located in this
area. The proposed route you have chosen is not thought out at all, nor does if have any
consideration for the future of Bayfield. This idea is not only wrong — I am sure the business
owners will be joining forces to file a lawsuit to stop this insanity that you perceive as progress.
You have run roughsod through this town once with the eight corners mess and I don't think this
town will stand by and watch you try to turn this town into a ghost town.
Response 18A
See response to comment 4A.

Comment 19A (Vernon Sower)
In opposition to CDOT’s proposal addressing the Commerce Drive Intersection, Cecil W. Sower
was granted by the Department of Highway, on November 18, 1971 a deed to convey 60.0 feet
of access, which was to be used for commercial property.
Since 1971, the commercial development of Mountain View Subdivision in Bayfield has been
using this access and the numbers are significant. There are a large number of people using this
access including at least 37 businesses, one Public Library, and the School District 10R MidSchool, as well as a great number of residences. This a main access to Highway 160 for a large
group of people.
The 1971 Deed set a significant precedent for growth of the Bayfield Community and the
Colorado Division of Highway needs to make provisions to keep Commerce Drive a full
movement intersection.
It’s true that CDOT has Expressway Rules to hide behind, but CDOT has exceptions available
which in this case, should be used for the fact that Bayfield has a significant public need for this
access to remain a fully open access where it is.
Response 19A
See response to comments 4A and 7C.

Comment 20A (Terry Sower)
I am writing in opposition to any plans which would change the Commerce Drive access to
Highway 160 other than the present access.
The previous agreement and conveyed deed granted to Cecil W. Sower dated November 18,
1971 is of the utmost importance when evaluating this discussion. The Town of Bayfield has
used this access for 34 years. The community has made business decisions in buying and
developing property based upon that deed granting full access.
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The impact of any changes to the present Commerce Drive access will create hardships and be
deeply felt by a number of people and the communitie’s (sic) independence will be affected.
The hardships on the present businesses, approximately numbering 36, will probably result in
some having to close their doors resulting in a number of jobs being lost by people in our
community. This in turn will definitely impact tax revenue to the Bayfield School District and
the new Bayfield Public Library. Yes, even to LaPlata County and the State of Colorado.
I myself own several businesses. One business presently employees about 50 people. Can you
justify loss of businesses, jobs, tax revenue and the independence of a small growing community
by closing a long established access of 34 years? You set a precedent for that 34 years. The
communities of Pagosa Springs, South Fork, and Mancos in Colorado have faced similar growth
with the resulting issues as we have, yet CDOT did not close off existing access and allow those
communities to have only 1 access to service their communities. Durango has recently expanded
their community with new Highway 160 accesses to NEW businesses this year. Why is Bayfield
not as valuable as a community as the above mentioned towns served by the same Highway 160?
Can you justify to our community that old existing businesses can not be accessed in our town,
but four other communities were able to retain old accesses and yet even gain new accesses on
the same Highway?
Business owners depend on good access and visibility to maintain their often times life savings
investments and therefore provide tax revenues for the town, county and state. My business
provides 50 jobs, Health Insurance and Retirement Plans for the citizens of Bayfield.
It is of the utmost importance to the people and community that Commerce Drive be retained as
an east-west intersection just as it has been for 34 years. It is vital, we do not want our town to
lose businesses, jobs, security and a sense of morale and pride.
Response 20A
See response to comments 4A, 7A, and 7C.

Comment 21A (Sower Properties)
Sower Properties owns and operates property which is directly accessed to Highway 160 by
Commerce Drive.
There will be a significant hardship on our Tenants if CDOT chooses to close the Commerce
Drive access to Highway 160. Our Tenants include 7 businesses and another 7 office businesses.
Two Tenants have relayed to us that they will be forced to close their businesses as the highway
traffic drives their business with the resulting loss of 32 employees losing their jobs and
impacting 32 families means of earning support for their families.
The impact of loss of businesses and loss of jobs will create further hardships on the Bayfield 10r
School District and the new Bayfield Public Library in tax revenue losses.
Therefore, it is very necessary to keep Commerce Drive access open fully to Highway 160 where
it is presently located.
Response 21A
See response to comment 4A.
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Comment 22A (Christie Roberts)
It has come to my attention that there is a plan in Bayfield to close off Commerce Drive at Hwy
160. I would like to see the proposed plan on map before arriving at a firm opinion. Will you
please fax it to me at 884-1051, email me at christie@crgraphicdesign.com, or call 844-2937 if
the other options are not possible.
My current opinion is that intersection needs to be improved, not closed off. The businesses
located there will suffer dramatically. Traffic will be very congested on the 501 and in the
residential neighborhood streets (like Sossaman) unless there is an alternative plan in place to
improve the traffic circulation in that area, and provide additional access to the neighborhood
from the 160.
Response 22A
See response to comment 4A.

Comment 23A (name illegible)
Since Bayfield is divided by the highway, same as Pagosa Springs, we should be allowed a little
consideration about this 1 mile interval between exits from Hwy 160. Since traffic has slowed
for the stoplights at 8 corners, (US 160 and CR 501) and this exit is convenient for the whole
town, and since there are a dozen or more exits in the Grandview area, why break up our
community with a ruling that would be of better use somewhere else? Why not make Grandview
put in frontage roads and space their exits 1 mile apart…Bayfield should have the same system
they have…If it works there, it will work here…
Response 23A
See response to comment 4A. As a part of the US 160 project, access control will be
implemented along US 160 from Durango to Bayfield, including the Grandview area.

Comment 24A (USFWS)
We support your efforts to address wildlife crossings and in particular the number proposed. A
considerable amount of effort has been expended to ensure that the crossings will work in terms
of proper size and location. The crossings should however, be monitored for several years to
further determine their effectiveness as it takes animals a few years to become accustomed to
using them.
Response 24A
CDOT is committed to implementing effective mitigation for wildlife and will monitor installed
crossings for a minimum of 3 years post-construction to evaluate the use of the crossings by
target wildlife species. See changes to Section 4.11.7, Mitigation.

Comment 24B (USFWS)
The document indicates that wildlife crossings will definitely be constructed. However, because
it will be some time before the project is built, the number, locations and design should be
reevaluated in the final design just as the project is to be implemented in case minor changes are
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needed to ensure maximum benefit to wildlife. It would help if the following sentence found on
page 4-100, "The number, locations, and type of crossings that will be constructed will be
identified during the final design," were changed to reflect the Colorado Department of
Transportation’s commitment to construct wildlife crossings, but that these final details
regarding number, location, and design will need to be determined at the time of project
implementation.
Response 24B
In order to reduce animal-vehicle collisions and increase habitat connectivity for wildlife species
in the area, CDOT is committed to construct, at a minimum, the wildlife crossings described in
the document. The referenced text has been changed to reflect this commitment. See changes to
Section 4.11.7, Mitigation and Table 4.25.2, Summary of Mitigation Measures.

Comment 24C (USFWS)
A table of impacts to the federally listed Southwestern Willow Flycatcher would be useful.
Maps showing the locations and delineations of the affected habitat patches before and after
construction would help to visualize the effects to the birds.
Response 24C
See additions to Section 4.12, Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species. Habitat maps are
included in Appendix H, Biological Assessment, Biological Evaluation, and Biological Opinion.

Comment 25A (Mini Merc)
As a business owner and resident of Bayfield I have several concerns regarding the closing or
restricting of access of Commerce Drive. First, Mini Merc along with several other businesses in
this subdivision, were established with the knowledge that there was a 60-foot deeded access
from Highway 160 into the subdivision. Second, many of the newer buildings and businesses
made business decisions based on the Solutions Committee’s final decision to keep the
intersection of Commerce Drive open. The closing or restricting of Commerce drive would
create a significant economic impact on this business.
The decision to close Commerce Drive not only affects business owners but it changes the lives
of many employees. Mini Merc is a viable business that provides sales tax revenue for the town
and state. It also employs 9 full-time and 3 part-time workers. If Commerce Drive were to close
or be restricted to a right-in/right-out, Mini Merc would lose the majority of its customers and
these employees would be without a job.
I would like to see the EIS for Commerce Dr. reflect that the intersection remain open
permanently. It is my understanding that the “Expressway” categorization can allow for this
when no reasonable alternative access to the general street system exists.
Response 25A
See response to comments 4A and 7C.
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Comment 26A (Bayfield A&W employees)
As employees of Bayfield A&W and Long John Silvers, Inc. we will be negatively impacted by
the proposed road closure at Commerce Drive in Bayfield. Commerce Drive is the main access
to our fast food restaurant. We draw customers off the highway to enjoy a meal at our
restaurant; without access for these customer, we would not have enough sales to continue
operating. We enjoy living and working in this community, however jobs are required to do this.
Closing down the intersection would destroy at least 20 jobs in our restaurant alone. Please
consider the significant economic impact closing Commerce Drive would have on us and our
community.
Response 26A
See response to comments 4A and 7C.

Comment 27A (James Ellis)
Why has CDOT taken it upon itself to take the life blood of 25 plus businesses away, by closing
the intersection of Highway 160 and Commerce Drive? Is it the lack of funds to construct a
controlled intersection or is it another blunder like the infamous round-a-bout built on County
Road 501? If this intersection is closed, it will be the death of the businesses that rely on the
traffic from Highway 160. It will be like cutting the main artery to the heart and trying to keep it
alive by feeding it through a small vein from the foot.
Are we to believe that diverting traffic to County Road 501 and the infamous round-a-bout and
east on the sub-standard Center Street, which was not designed or constructed to carry any more
traffic than it does now? Or maybe CDOT is planning some of the traffic to be diverted to
Sossaman and overload a residential area already overloaded.
Apparently your engineers are insensitive to the dependency of us owning property and the
business owners trying to make a living in the Bayfield area.
The businesses that rely on Commerce Drive have been here long before the new commercial
subdivision was built and should not be considered less important to Bayfield than the new
subdivision.
I cannot understand why it would be so different to construct a controlled intersection similar to
the intersection on Highway 550 and Colorado Highway 3. With through traffic going east,
controlling left hand turns only and controlling the west bound traffic to accommodate
Commerce Drive traffic.
The businesses on Commerce, Colorado Drive and Mountain View have relied on this
intersection for years and are the life blood of Bayfield. To close it should be looked at as a
criminal act and be dealt with in a court of law.
Response 27A
See response to comments 4A, 7A, and 7C.
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Comment 28A (Bayfield Liquor)
I am writing in regard to the proposed closing of the intersection of Highway 160 and Commerce
Dr. in Bayfield.
As owner of the Colorado Building located at 455 E. Colorado Dr. I have the La Plata County
Clerk’s branch office as tenants. Closing the intersection would make it more difficult for their
customers to have a direct access to this office.
Also, being the owner of Bayfield Liquor for over twenty-five years, I am very opposed to
closing this intersection. It would drastically hurt business and lower sales tax collected for the
town, county and state.
Please take into consideration all of the many businesses in this area that depend on traffic flow
of Highway 160. WE do not want this access closed or altered.
Response 28A
See response to comments 4A, 7A, and 7C.

Comment 29A (Mini Merc employees)
As employees of Mini Merc, Inc. (Phillips 66) we will be negatively impacted by the proposed
road closure at Commerce Drive in Bayfield. Along with several other businesses, this is the
main access to the business. Without this access customers would not take the time & effort to
drive out of the way to visit our location. The lack of customers would force the gas station to
close & we would lose our jobs. Please consider the significant economic impact closing
Commerce Drive would have on our community.
Response 29A
See response to comments 4A, 7A, and 7C.

Comment 30A (Bayfield A&W)
We are very concerned about the Draft EIS for the Bayfield Area. The Bayfield A&W and Long
John Silvers was opened 1½ years ago. We depend on easy customer accessibility and the
motorist from Highway 160 for success in our fast-food restaurant. Part of the business decision
to locate our restaurant where it is, was based on the information published in CDOT newsletters
stating that part of CDOT and the Solutions Committee decisions was to leave Commerce Drive
open. Closing this intersection would reduce our customer base, and would likely lead to the
closure of A&W and Long John Silvers. This is a significant impact on us as business owners.
Also, Bayfield A&W and Long John Silvers employs from 12-18 full-time employees and 8-10
part-time employees. These employees live in the Bayfield community and depend on jobs
being available in this area. If access to Commerce Drive were to be eliminated or greatly
restricted, these 20 to 25 workers would be out of work.
Closing Commerce Drive would have a negative impact economically and socially on the
Business owners, Employees and Community Members north of Highway 160 in Bayfield. We
would like to see the EIS to reflect a plan that would allow Commerce Drive to remain open
permanently.
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Response 30A
See response to comments 4A, 7A, and 7C.

Comment 31A (Petition)
CDOT wants to close Commerce Dr. at the intersection of 160. If you think this is wrong please
sign this petition; name, address, phone #.
Response 31A
See response to comment 4A.

Comment 32A (name illegible)
Comment for Hwy. 160 and Commerce Dr. intersection. I am a property owner, business owner
and landlord at this location. I have worked all my life to get to this point. Closure of this
intersection would destroy everything that I have worked for. This property is my retirement
program. The closure would also effect all businesses on this side of the hwy. because we
depend on the hwy. and access to our businesses. A signal at this location would be a good fix in
the future — not closure. In addition to the above, it would restrict traffic flow and access to the
school and neighborhoods on the north side of the hwy. Also it makes emergency access to this
area difficult because there is no good east to west corridor.
Response 32A
See response to comment 4A.

Comment 33A (USACE)
The DEIS should contain additional alternatives and/or explanations for the purpose and need for
impacts within special aquatic sites, which have been determined high quality, such as Dry
Creek.
Response 33A
Early coordination with USACE and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) led to
optimizing the US 160 alignment and cross-section in the Dry Creek area to avoid and minimize
wetland impacts. Moving the access point for CR 223 (east) and evaluating options for
narrowing the US 160 cross-section resulted in a significant reduction of the highway footprint
in Dry Creek valley wetlands. The following width reduction strategies were evaluated:
•

Narrowing US 160 in Dry Creek to the (existing) No-build 2-lane width. Because of the hilly
and curvy terrain, there would be little opportunity for passing in this section to clear traffic.
This would result in a LOS of E in the westbound direction at AM peak traffic, and an LOS of
E in the eastbound direction for the PM peak and would fail to meet the travel efficiency and
capacity portion of the project purpose and need. Also, reducing the number of lanes for a
short distance along US 160 would not meet driver expectations on an improved, 4-lane
highway. This condition could increase accidents and fail to meet the safety portion of the
project purposes and need.
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•

Construction of a 3-lane section in the Dry Creek valley. CDOT evaluated 3-lane sections
with and without a center median, which would result in a single lane eastbound or
westbound. Because of the hilly and curvy terrain, there would be little opportunity for
passing in this section to clear traffic in the single-lane direction. This would result in an
LOS of E in either the westbound direction at AM peak traffic, or an LOS of E in the
eastbound direction for the PM peak and would fail to meet the travel efficiency and capacity
portion of the project purpose and need. Also, reducing the number of lanes for a short
distance along US 160 would not meet driver expectations on an improved, 4-lane highway.
This condition could increase accidents and fail to meet the safety portion of the project
purposes and need.

•

Narrowing the median width to 36 feet, and using retaining walls and guardrail at the
shoulders. This left the majority of wetlands 22-2a, 22-4, 23-5, 23-6, and 24-2 undisturbed
as compared to the original design (Figure 3.7.9, Wetlands and Waters of the US) and
resulted in a savings of more than 2 acres of wetlands.

•

Narrowing the median width below 36 feet, requiring the use of a median barrier. There are
many options for median barriers, including cable barrier, W-beam barrier (metal beam
guard fence), and concrete barrier in at least two forms (the common “Jersey” barrier and
the less common “single slope” barrier). Each barrier has been tested by the National
Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) and is rated according to the size of
vehicle impact it will withstand without encroaching into the opposing traffic lanes. CDOT
design criteria require that a median barrier be able to withstand a semi-trailer impact.
With the high percentage of truck traffic on US 160, this is necessary to meet the safety
criteria in the project purpose and need. According to the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Roadside Design Guide, the largest
vehicle a 3-strand cable barrier can withstand is a pickup truck. Recent testing has shown
that a high-tension cable barrier can withstand a large truck/delivery van, but has not been
proven to withstand a semi-trailer. If a cable barrier were to be used, it would require, at a
minimum, a 34-foot wide, relatively flat (likely paved) median. Because the cable barrier
will not stop a large vehicle from crossing into the oncoming traffic lanes, additional median
width would be required to allow for “deflection” of the barrier, or the horizontal distance
that a large vehicle would encroach into the opposing direction of travel. Median cable
barrier has been installed in Colorado on roadways with median widths substantially greater
than the 36 feet proposed here, or retrofitted to high accident areas on existing highways.
The only barrier type capable of withstanding a semi-trailer crash is a 42-inch high concrete
barrier. This type of barrier would put severe limitations on site distance in this stretch of
highway and at the US160/CR223 (east) intersection. Because of the hill and the curved
roadway on US 160, the barrier would prevent drivers from seeing obstructions on the
roadway ahead. In addition, CR 223, a major county thoroughfare, approaches US 160 at
the bottom of the Dry Creek valley. Because it is on a curve and at the bottom of a hill, a
concrete median barrier on US 160 would obstruct vision of oncoming vehicles to traffic
turning left and/or right from CR 223 (east) onto US 160, as well as traffic turning onto CR
223 (east) from US 160. This would create a safety hazard and would violate Section
4.3(2)(Highway Sight Distance) and 4.3(3)(Entering Sight Distance) of the State Access
Code. This would diminish safety and fail to meet the required sight distances. AASTHO
and the State Access Code allow for the shortening of the entering, decision, and stopping
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sight distances by reducing the highway speed limit. The curvature of the highway,
combined with the hill, would likely reduce the US 160 speed limit in this section by 15 to 25
miles per hour below the existing limit. However, reducing the speed limit to increase the
sight distance has limitations. According to Section 42-4-1102 of the Colorado Revised
Statutes, speed limits should be set at the “prima facie” limit, or a reasonable and prudent
speed under normal conditions. This is typically defined as the 85th percentile speed, or the
speed at or below which 85 percent of the traffic is moving. Studies have shown that a
lowering or increasing the “posted” speed limit does not change the speed of the traffic –
drivers will travel at the “prima facie” speed, or what they believe is appropriate for the
situation. CDOT does not believe that drivers would lower their speeds on this highway
section, especially with the proposed improvements of multi-lanes, wider shoulders, and
flatter curves. See the CDOT brochure “Establishing Realistic SPEED LIMITS” for more
information on lowering speed limits.
(http://www.dot.state.co.us/Traffic_Manuals_Guidelines/Informational_Brochures/Establishi
ng_Realistic_Speed_Limits_Brochure.pdf)
Other reasons for not using a median barrier include:
•

The barrier itself would be a hazard to traffic due to the curvy roadway alignment and the
proximity of the barrier to traffic within the highway clear zone (AASHTO 2002). (See
response to comment 52B).

•

The barrier would cause shading of the westbound lanes, which would contribute to unsafe
icing conditions on the roadway and would create additional snow removal problems in
winter.

•

Wildlife fencing along the ROW is proposed in numerous locations along US 160. Fencing is
proposed on US 160 from the Florida River to Gem Village, including the Dry Creek area.
Two wildlife crossings are proposed in the area, one just west of the US 160/CR 223 (east)
intersection, and one at milepost 98.4, between CR 223 and Gem Village. These crossings
were selected based on the high number of animal-vehicle collisions at these locations.
Although escape ramps and double cattle guards would be installed to prevent animals from
being trapped inside the fencing, this does occasionally occur. In these instances, a median
barrier would further limit any trapped animals.

•

CDOT safety standards for a narrow median/barrier combination would require paving the
US 160 median. The use of a paved median, as required by the barrier scenario (regardless
of type), would preclude the use of the otherwise depressed median for treatment of highway
runoff. The paved area would increase the volume and rate of runoff containing sand and
de-icing chemicals, as well as trash and debris trapped by the barrier. Although this issue by
itself does not drive the impracticability of the barrier option, it is another reason to avoid
using it.

For these reasons, reduction of the median to less than 36 feet in the Dry Creek area would
create safety problems and fail to meet the purpose and need for the project.
Other strategies evaluated include:
•

Make the US 160/CR 223 (east) intersection right-in/right-out only and eliminate the
turnaround east of the intersection. Making the US 160/CR 223 (east) intersection rightin/right-out only and eliminating the turnaround would reduce the above-mentioned safety
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concerns and decrease wetland impacts. However, CR 223 is used by oil and gas trucks to
access nearby wells, the solid waste disposal station, and local ranches. Traffic counts in
2004 showed the percentage of truck traffic on US 160 in this location at 5.4 percent. In
traffic projections, truck traffic was estimated to be 5 percent. The projected traffic volume
on US 160 in this area is 25,800 vehicles per day, or 1,290 trucks per day. Turning
movements at the US 160/CR 223 (east) intersection or the turnarounds were not modeled.
Obviously, not all trucks on US 160 will be turning onto CR 223 or using the turnarounds.
However, in other corridor intersections where turning movements are known, an estimated
1-2 percent of vehicles divert onto county roads. Using this number, there would be
approximately 13-26 trucks per day on CR 223. Right-in/right-out access at CR 223 would
force these trucks, as well as other vehicles using CR 223, a distance of 2 to 5 miles in outof-direction travel. The nearest county road access would be CR 508 in Gem Village
(approximately 2.5 miles to the east) or the realigned CR 222/223 (west) intersection with
US 160, approximately 3.5 miles to the west. Neither La Plata County nor CDOT has any
long-range plans for changing or adding access near the US 160/CR 223 (east) intersection,
other than the relocation proposed in the EIS, which was done in part to minimize wetland
impacts. In fact, CDOT has committed to obtaining access control lines along the entire US
160 corridor, which would prohibit additional access.
•

Geometric design modifications, such as “flattening” the large curve at milepost 98 and
shifting the alignment to the north to avoid wetland 22-4 in the Dry Creek area. These
modifications have many engineering and environmental constraints, such as the irrigation
ditch (a Section 4[f] property) and steep hillside located immediately north of the highway,
opposite wetland 22-4 (see Figure 3.7.9, Wetlands and Waters of the US). Geometric
constraints also impose design limitations in this area. If the large curve at milepost 98 were
flattened so that the alignment shifted to the north and avoided wetland 22-4, it would then
impact wetland 22-2a, just to the west of the existing US 160/CR 223 (east) intersection (see
Figure 2.5.33, Dry Creek and Gem Village Section Alternative C). The preferred alternative
minimizes impacts to wetland 22-2a which is the largest high quality wetland in the Dry
Creek and Gem Village Section (see response to comment 51B).

CDOT will evaluate shifting the tangent section between mileposts 98 and 99 slightly to the
north during final design to avoid impacts to wetlands, particularly high quality wetlands (e.g.,
eastern portion of wetland 22-4). Documentation of these measures will be provided in projectspecific Mitigation and Monitoring Plans submitted to the USACE for approval that will
demonstrate protection of high quality wetlands. Minor alignment shifts will be considered to
optimize avoidance of higher quality wetlands over lower quality wetlands.

Comment 33B (USACE)
The cumulative impact section should be more comprehensive regarding impacts associated with
the proposed project, along with proposed methods to reduce or prevent these impacts from
occurring, such as access restrictions within special aquatic sites, weed control, etc…
Response 33B
See responses to comments 33D and 52I.
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Comment 33C (USACE)
Since there are no current mitigation banks within this region, this office suggests that the
Mitigation Section (4.7.8) contain language regarding CDOT’s goal to establish a compensatory
mitigation area in an attempt to compensate for the direct and indirect impacts prior to
construction. In addition, you should be careful when designating wetland mitigation areas
within CDOT right-of-way. According to Sacramento District’s Mitigation Proposal and
Monitoring Guidelines, December 2004, the Corps may require that the mitigation area be
protected in a conservation easement or restriction. This office understands that it is
contradictory to CDOT’s policy to implement restrictions within right-of-ways.
Response 33C
CDOT’s goal is to establish a compensatory mitigation area prior to construction for the entire
corridor. However, because CDOT cannot condemn properties for wetland mitigation, there
would have to be a property owner who has the right property with the right characteristics who
is willing to sell their property (see response to comments 11A and 14A). CDOT will set up a
project specifically for wetland mitigation with funding in 2007 or 2008, and will seek local
input from conservation organizations or agencies to find the best mitigation sites. At a
minimum, CDOT will establish mitigation areas concurrent with each phase of construction.
Mitigation sites for replacement of jurisdictional wetland impacts will generally be developed
outside the existing CDOT ROW, whenever possible. Properties purchased for mitigation will be
acquired as permanent conservation easements and recorded in the local County Clerk and
Recorder's Office. CDOT will pursue the purchase of properties on a willing seller basis to
provide favorable locations for wetland impact compensation or purchase credits in an existing
mitigation bank, where available. Mitigation sites may also be developed on remnant parcels
that are not required for transportation purposes but are still part of CDOT ROW. These sites
will be protected in accordance with the Sacramento District’s Mitigation and Monitoring
Proposal Guidelines, dated December 30, 2004. Section F, Long-Term Site Management, of
these guidelines states that, “The mitigation and monitoring plan must include the identification
of a long-term manager/owner (usually a non-profit or a governmental agency), and should
include a conservation easement or other documentation of long-term protection and a welldesigned long-term management plan.” Non-jurisdictional wetland mitigation may be
conducted within CDOT ROW without restrictions to replace non-jurisdictional impacts.
Language has been added to Section 4.7.8, Mitigation, explaining CDOT's goal to establish a
compensatory mitigation area for the corridor prior to construction and to clarify the long-term
protection of jurisdictional wetland mitigation sites. See also responses to comments 52G and
52K.

Comment 33D (USACE)
This office recommends that additional measures taken to reduce indirect impacts to the aquatic
resources, such as access restriction within special aquatic sites, permanent stormwater
management, weed control measures, etc…, should be listed in the Additional Mitigation
Measures Section (4.7.8.5).
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Response 33D
CDOT will incorporate additional measures to protect wetlands areas from indirect impacts
associated with highway construction and operation including limitations on access, stormwater
controls, and control of invasive weed species. Each of these items is discussed below. Section
4.7.8.5, Additional Mitigation Measures and Table 4.25.2 Summary of Mitigation Measures,
have been revised to incorporate the protection of wetlands from the indirect impacts as
described below.
Access - CDOT will obtain access control lines along the entire corridor during ROW
acquisition. Access control lines designate where individual properties can be accessed along
highways. An access point cannot be placed across an access control line. Access control lines
will restrict the available locations where future development can access the highway. CDOT
commits to avoiding wetlands and waterways when acquiring access control lines for the
project. Locations of access points have been preliminarily identified in the EIS. Refinement of
these access points during final design will be based on property rights, safety, and need and will
include environmental considerations such as wetlands. An access control line currently exists
east of the existing US 160/CR 223 (east) intersection and will serve to protect the Dry Creek
wetlands in that area. These access control lines will prevent future random development access
to the highway.
Stormwater - As required by Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE)
regulations for CDOT’s Municipal Separate Stormwater Sewer System (MS4) Permit, CDOT
will implement the use of permanent best management practices (BMPs) as outlined in our New
Development and Redevelopment Program. The program requires the consideration of
permanent BMPs during the planning and development of highway construction projects that
have potential to impact sensitive waters including wetlands. Maximum design criteria for BMP
Management Levels provide for treatment of 100 percent of the Water Quality Capture Volume
or 80 percent removal of the average annual total suspended solids (TSS) loading from the
average storm event.
Depending on the type of permanent BMP selected, removal efficiencies for TSS and other
pollutants may be achieved through construction of a single BMP at stormwater discharge
locations into wetlands. In certain instances, multiple BMPs in series may be required to
achieve the desired design criteria for pollutant removal. BMP considerations for postconstruction stormwater treatment will include detention ponds, shallow wetlands, infiltration
trenches and basins, sand and other filters, swales, and other treatments as listed in the CDOT
MS4 Permit New Development and Redevelopment Program (CDOT 2003). Reference to these
BMPs has been added to Section 4.7.8.5, Additional Mitigation Measures.
Noxious Weeds - CDOT maintenance crews will provide for control of noxious weeds within the
CDOT ROW on an as needed basis. The Maintenance Unit has a dedicated Weed Control
Specialist that oversees weed control operations. Once problem areas are identified internally
or through complaints from outside citizens, appropriate control measures are identified and the
problem areas are treated. The Weed Control Specialist is made aware of potential sensitive
areas near wetlands and open waters where applications of herbicides are carefully controlled.
The project-specific Noxious Weed Management Plan will address specific contractor
requirements for cleaning vehicles and equipment prior to arriving on the construction site to
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prevent the spread of noxious weeds. Section 4.10.7, Mitigation, states that contractors will be
required to wash their vehicles prior to arriving at the project site.
Wetland Buffers - During final design, CDOT will develop practicable measures to reduce
indirect impacts to high quality wetlands (based on the functional assessment presented in
response to comment 51B) by establishing upland buffers in areas where highway construction
encroaches or is adjacent to wetland areas. Existing upland buffers will be protected or new
buffers developed to protect wetlands from indirect impacts associated with highway runoff,
maintenance activities, and roadside pollutants. This may include minor alignment shifts away
from wetland areas to allow sufficient area for establishment of upland buffers. If establishment
of an upland buffer is not practicable, permanent BMPs will be implemented that replace the lost
function. This mitigation measure has been added to Section 4.7.8.5, Additional Mitigation
Measures.

Comment 34A (Ron Klatt)
Thanks for the opportunity to comment. Generally, I am very pleased that the traffic capacity
will be increased for this highway segment. As population has increased, the volume of traffic
has increased. Public safety is now significantly compromised. Having four lanes of traffic with
the proper access and egress points engineered appropriately will make life safer and more
enjoyable for all travelers, local and visiting.
The only portion that I find objectionable is the alignment of the Farmington Hill segment from
C.R. 220 to Highway 160. I have driven and looked at this segment for many years (25+) and
feel like your preferred alternative for this segment is more elaborate and costly than it needs to
be. It also encroaches on valuable farm and ranch land more than necessary. Archeological
resources are also present on the ridge to the south of Grandview that could be avoided more
easily with a change in alignment. Disturbance to and occupation of valuable wildlife habitat
could be minimized also.
There are already two lands of highway existing in this segment. Use what is there and expand
on it. By excavating into the hillside immediately east of the current alignment, you could
straighten the two curves that currently exist and add two more lanes. The borrow from this
excavation would be used to raise the existing portion to decrease the grade as you proceed
northward so that the entire four lanes could be elevated over Highway 160 at a point close to the
current intersection of 550/160. Then the distribution of traffic could occur similar to the
scenario you presented in your preferred alternative. I can’t imagine that it would not be less
expensive to shorten the segment length and use part of the existing road prism. It certainly
would decrease the environmental disturbance, loss of farm/ranch land, open space,
archeological mitigation, etc. You might even have some $ left to put toward the planning,
acquisition or construction of another segment.
Response 34A
See response to comment 1A.
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Comment 35A (SJCA)
We are pleased that the DEIS analyzed means other than construction for achieving this purpose
in its Transportation Demand Management Alternative (DEIS at 2-7). We strongly endorse
meeting transportation needs by reducing traffic demand through a variety of alternative means
including transit, rideshare, and multi-modal alternatives. It is unfortunate that public transit
alternatives are not yet well enough established in La Plata County to provide more reliable
reductions in demand for individual automobile travel.
We strongly support providing for multi-modal alternatives in all highway construction
alternatives. As noted in the DEIS:
•

When reconstructed, US 160 would have 10-foot shoulders that would provide a multi-modal
route for experienced cyclists.

•

CDOT would work in collaboration with SMART 160 and local agencies on a shared use
path between Dominguez Drive, approximately 1.2 miles west of the US 160/US 550 (south)
intersection, and Grandview. The path would link the Animas River Trail system and
Escalante Middle School area with the Grandview area. Another entity would be responsible
for ROW acquisition, design, and construction of the path.

•

Where additional ROW is available, CDOT would allow another entity to fund, construct,
and maintain a shared path in the US 160 ROW. Shared use path undercrossings would also
be located along the project corridor, and bicyclists and pedestrians could use these
undercrossings. (DEIS at 2-8)

However, these are rather vague promises of cooperation in the DEIS. In order to make multimodal alternatives a reality, particularly in the critical link from Grandview to Escalante Middle
School, CDOT needs to take affirmative action to plan for a shared use path. Leaving ROW
acquisition, design and construction to others is probably unrealistic, particularly given CDOT’s
expertise in these matters. A share use path between Grandview and Escalante is one of the most
substantial mitigations that CDOT can require to compensate for the increased traffic flow, and
associated increased danger, to bicyclists and pedestrians attempting to transit from Grandview
to Escalante.
It also makes the most sense financially and in terms of traffic disruptions to construct a shared
use path while other construction activities are occurring, certainly if they entail undercrossings
and other intersections with CDOT’s roadway.
Response 35A
The City of Durango is actively pursuing ROW for a shared use path from Escalante Drive to
east of the C & J gravel pit approach on US 160, located in the EIS study area. From here, the
path continues on CDOT ROW to the Three Springs Development, where it will tie into the
roadway system throughout Grandview. The preferred alternative makes provision for the path
through the US 160/US 550 (south) interchange and Wilson gulch. Where the shared use path
uses CDOT ROW, CDOT has provided the environmental clearances through the EIS process.
(See Figure 2.5.5, Grandview Section Alternative G Modified [Preferred Alternative], and
Figure 2.5.13, Grandview Section Alternative F Modified). These portions of the path will be
designed during the final design of the project by CDOT.
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Comment 35B (SJCA)
We strongly support CDOT’s commitment to mitigate animal vehicle collisions through the
construction of wildlife crossing structures. This was the focus of our previous comments in
January, 2000. Specific mitigation measures are noted in the DEIS:
“Wildlife crossings and fencing will be incorporated into the roadway design to
mitigate connectivity impacts for multiple species. Multi-span and single-span
bridges over waterways will decrease impacts to all wildlife including deer, elk,
and black bears.” (DEIS as ES-6)
As the DEIS notes, crossing structures need to maximize their openness to wildlife, and be
appropriately sized in terms of width and height. We support the wildlife crossings detailed in
Table 4.11.1. However, the DEIS needs to demonstrate that the culvert dimensions detailed in
DEIS will actually be utilized by deer and elk and thereby provide realistic mitigation. Span
bridges seem more appropriate for achieving the goal of big game movement across the
highway.
One of the highest percentages of animal-related accidents occur in the Florida River crossing
segment. According to the DEIS, “The data indicate that lack of wildlife crossings, insufficient
shoulders, steep grades, and steep embankments are contributing factors to accidents in this
section.” (DEIS at 1-9)
These facts highlight the need for additional crossings in the long, fill slope west of the Florida
River. This is the most substantial fill slope in the project area and creates an imposing barrier to
wildlife. The Highway 160 project needs to incorporate a significant crossing structure for deer
and elk through this fill slope given the importance of the Florida River valley for movement by
big game, and the documented high number of animal vehicle collisions.
Response 35B
The FEIS incorporates the use of span-type bridges, box culverts, and/or reinforced steel arches
to accommodate large animal movements across the highway. The selection of the type of
feature was made based on engineering and cost feasibility analyses.
The bridge crossing at the Florida River was designed with a longer span than required for
engineering purposes in order to accommodate deer and elk movements under the bridge. The
planned bridge structure will have an openness factor exceeding 2.0 feet, which is sufficient for
both mule deer and elk passage under the bridge. When combined with adequate wildlife
fencing, this structure should accommodate the need for large mammal movements in the area.
Nevertheless, the placement of an additional wildlife crossing structure in the large fill slope
identified will be re-examined during final design to determine the need and feasibility of adding
an additional crossing in this heavily used area.
Figure 2.5.18, Florida Mesa and Valley Section Alternative C (Preferred Alternative), and
Figure 2.5.21, Florida Mesa and Valley Section Alternative A, have been revised to show this as
a potential crossing.

Comment 35C (SJCA)
Experience elsewhere has documented the crucial contribution of reliable fence maintenance to
the success of wildlife crossing structures. Data collected by Arizona Fish and Game for the
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Highway 260 project near Payson, Arizona has shown that fences are critical to the utilization of
crossing structures by deer and elk. CDOT must make a strong commitment to fence
maintenance in order to prove the efficacy of crossing structures as a wildlife mitigation
measure. We encourage you to incorporate discussion about the importance of fences into the
DEIS, and commit to a program of routine maintenance of wildlife fencing.
Response 35C
Deer and elk fencing will also double as ROW fencing wherever it is installed. CDOT
maintenance crews typically provide routine maintenance of ROW fencing as part of their level
of service budgeting process. Fencing, gates, and cattle guards will be maintained to assure that
animals are not bypassing fences and creating hazardous situations inside the ROW. In cases
where animals accidentally become trapped within the ROW, earthen escape ramps will be
constructed to allow passage of animals to areas outside the ROW. See Section 4.11.7,
Mitigation, for changes.

Comment 35D (SJCA)
Residents of the Four Corners have expressed growing concern about the impacts of growth and
energy development on air quality. State, tribal and federal agencies have recently created an
interagency Four Corners Air Quality Task Force to discuss options for addressing regional air
quality issues. The first meeting was held on November 2 in Farmington. One of the Task Force
charges is to address air pollution caused by automobile traffic. The DEIS should reference the
Task Force and incorporate its charge into the discussion of cumulative impacts to air quality and
potential mitigation measures.
Response 35D
Reference to the task force and it’s charge has been added to Section 4.23.9.3, Air Quality, and
Section 4.23.17, Mitigation.

Comment 36A (William Gothard)
We own the property at 39740 HWY 160. The property is directly across from the General Store
in Gem Village. In the preferred alternative H for that section of the Highway the Highway
would be realigned to cut through the middle of our property.
Putting the highway through the middle of this property takes almost all of the usable pasture.
The pasture is currently leased and provides income and keeps the property as agricultural for tax
purposes.
Response 36A
CDOT makes an effort to minimize the amount of property required for proposed highway
improvements. Leases are given consideration in the valuation of property value and are an
important element in the income approach to market value, one of the three approaches
evaluated. La Plata County controls ad valorem property taxation and may reclassify the
remaining property on its use.
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Comment 36B (William and Cathy Gothard)
Irrigation to the remaining pasture would have to come from the King ditch which would then be
on the other side of the highway xxx are you going to provide irrigation access.
Response 36B
CDOT coordinates with ditch companies and owners to provide irrigation water when it is
reasonably adapted within our highway facility. If irrigation water is required at a new location
because of changes in the highway location, generally it can be installed under the roadway in a
cross culvert. During final design there will be an opportunity to discuss particular needs and
requests.

Comment 36C (William and Cathy Gothard)
We would no longer have access the property on the south side of the highway and across King
Ditch. You would need to provide us access to this portion of the property.
Response 36C
CDOT intends to provide reasonable access to all property adjoining the roadway. In instances
where a road approach is unsafe or undesirable, access is restricted. If this causes a loss of
value, this may be included in the compensation provided to the property owner. In some
instances, the property owner may be fully compensated for a severed ownership that is
uneconomic.

Comment 36D (William and Cathy Gothard)
There are currently two homes on this property, what will be done to control the highway noise
for the homes.
Response 36D
The noise level for the Preferred Alternative at this receiver (R623) is projected to be 63.3 Aweighted decibels (dBA). The 63.3 dBA is below the CDOT noise abatement criteria of 66 dBA
for residential outdoor use areas. However, this receiver is projected to have an increase of
more than 10 dBA over the existing level of 51.7 dBA. Mitigation was considered but was not
cost effective for this property.

Comment 37A (Daryl Yost)
I would like Commerce Dr. in Bayfield to remain open to Hwy. 160. I do not agree with
misleading the public by calling this closure “environmental impact statement.” When you want
to close access points that serve the town of Bayfields business and residents, you should inform
them of your plans without deception. You should be working on plans for improving the
intersection not closing it. You do work for us your CO taxpayers.
Response 37A
See response to comment 4A.
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Comment 38A (Copper Rose Café)
Regarding this impact statement my husband and I object greatly to the closure of the access
from Hwy. 160 at E. Colorado Drive. Our Copper Rose Café Coffee Shop business along with
all the other businesses currently accessed by E. Colorado Dr. and the frontage road would lose a
great deal of traffic and business should that access be closed. We chose to buy our business
because of the traffic pattern we now have, which allows easy access to all the businesses and
Pine River Valley Park for our customers. Our businesses would suffer great loss if our
customers lost the easy access now available. We realize traffic will be increasing on Hwy. 160
and we recommend a traffic signal be installed at the intersection of Hwy. 160 and E. Colorado
Drive.
Response 38A
See response to comment 4A.

Comment 39A (City of Durango)
We have reviewed the DEIS for US Highway 160 from Durango to Bayfield dated September
2005. We appreciate the opportunity to have worked with you and your consultants and the
CDOT staff in the development of the document. We agree with the general conclusion of the
EIS that the highway system between Durango and Bayfield must be improved to meet the
growing traffic volumes and to assure improved transportation efficiency and safety. The
alternatives you have evaluated are reasonable and the analyses you have performed seem
thorough.
Response 39A
Comment noted.

Comment 39B (City of Durango)
Page 2-7. Rideshare as an alternative fails to satisfy the purpose and need is the conclusion of
the EIS. Rideshare alone will not satisfy the purpose and need. However, rideshare
opportunities may postpone the need for some vital yet expensive portions of the project. We
suggest that rideshare, including park and ride facilities at strategically located areas, provides an
interim solution and can be accommodated on properties that may later be converted to
roadways, such as the location of planned interchanges in the Grandview area.
Response 39B
Prior to final design, CDOT will make all efforts to acquire available ROW in the US 160
corridor that may be used for park-and-ride facilities. Likely locations for these facilities would
be at the following locations on US 160:
•

SH 172/CR 234 intersection

•

CR 233 (west) intersection

•

US 160/US 550 (south) interchange
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Comment 39C (City of Durango)
Page 2-8. Multi-modal alternative fails to satisfy purpose and need because “there would be no
safety or access improvements” is the conclusion of the EIS. We suggest that multi-modal
alternatives will significantly affect the safety of the highway if adequate opportunities are
provide in the heavily populated areas. The EIS concludes that “another entity would be
responsible for ROW acquisition, design, and construction of the path.” We suggest that
construction plans and right-of-way requirements be modified to include the Smart 160 proposed
alignment and that the Smart 160 construction be included in the environmental clearance
proposed in this EIS.
Response 39C
See response to comment 35A.

Comment 39D (City of Durango)
Figures 2.5.5 through 2.5.8. The plans generally follow the City of Durango Comprehensive
Plan Amendment of 2004. However, we recommend some changes to either more closely
conform to the adopted local land use plan or provide for a safer traffic network.
a. Figure 2.5.5. Provide a connection between the access road on the north side of the
highway and the Ramp E. Direct access will result in fewer vehicles passing through
what will become a congested intersection connecting ramps A and D.
b. Figure 2.5.5. Provide a connection between ramp B and the frontage road to the east of
ramp B. This connection will result in fewer vehicles entering onto the highway only to
exit at the next exit to access what will be substantial development on the south side of
Highway 160 in Grandview.
c. Figure 2.5.6. Provide a westbound off ramp near MP 89.44 to allow traffic to exit onto
the relocated High Llama Lane. An off ramp to the north before the interchange will
allow westbound traffic to access proposed large box retail properties without passing
through a congested intersection where ramps A and D meet.
d. Figure 2.5.6. Provide an eastbound off ramp near MP 89.44 to allow traffic to exit onto
CR 232 which will have been signalized prior to the interchange construction. An exit
will prevent traffic from having to make a U-turn at CR 233 (west) and returning more
than a mile to a destination in southwest Grandview.
e. Figure 2.5.6. Provide an extension (800’) of the north side frontage road to provide
access to the several properties that presently have access only from the State Highway
near the Three Springs Blvd. Intersection.
f. Figure 2.5.7. Provide an extension (400’) of the north side frontage road to provide
access to the several properties that presently have access only from the State Highway
near the CR 233 underpass.
Response 39D
a) Figure 2.5.5 Connection between C&J gravel access and westbound Ramp E: The
interchange ramps are access restricted to preserve the traffic handling capacity and safety that
the interchange system was designed for. For this reason, the current C&J gravel access onto
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US 160 will be closed when the interchange (Ramp E) is constructed. To preserve the capacity
of the intersection where ramps A and E meet, the C&J gravel access would be moved to the
north side of the road accessing Grandview from the north end of the interchange. Part of this
revised access is shown at the top of Figure 2.5.5, Grandview Section Alternative G Modified
(Preferred Alternative).
b) Figure 2.5.5 On-ramp from US 550 to eastbound US 160 on Ramp B: The interchange ramps
are access restricted to preserve the traffic handling functionality of the interchange system. The
system, as designed, meets the purpose and need of the project. A small reduction in traffic on
US 160 would result from those vehicles not using the US 160/CR 233 (west) (Three Springs
Blvd.) interchange to access the southwest access road. This traffic would not appreciably affect
the functioning of the interchange, but would degrade the capacity of Ramp B. Additionally,
allowing this access would create a conflict between traffic slowing to exit at the cul-de-sac and
traffic accelerating on Ramp B to merge with US 160, which could create an unsafe weaving
condition. In addition, this access configuration is a result of coordination with John’s
Homestead Mobile Home Park. This coordination resulted in fewer relocations and reduced
social impacts to the Mobile Home Park.
c) Figure 2.5.6 Westbound off-ramp to High Llama Lane: The interchanges on US 160 are
spaced at 1 mile intervals to allow traffic to safely access the interchanges and provide free flow
conditions on US 160. An intersection, or any access to US 160 between these interchanges,
such as near High Llama lane, would create unsafe weaving conditions on US 160. Weaving
problems would be created by conflicting traffic queues moving westbound on US 160, those
entering westbound US 160 from Three Springs Blvd., and those exiting from westbound US 160
on closely spaced on/off ramps at Three Springs Blvd., CR 232 (High Llama Lane) and the US
160/US 550 (south) interchange. Traffic accessing Grandview using the eastbound off-ramp
from US 160 (Ramp D) has access to a free-flow right turn at the Ramp E/Ramp A intersection
(see Figure 2.5.5, Grandview Section Alternative G Modified (Preferred Alternative). Traffic
turning north toward Grandview from the off-ramp has a dedicated lane and would not stop.
This system performs at LOS C or better using the maximum traffic projections in the FEIS.
d) Figure 2.5.6 Eastbound off-ramp to CR 232 (west): Providing an eastbound off-ramp from
US 160 near High Llama lane would create a similar condition as that identified in 3c, above.
In addition, the ramp would conflict with the access road just south of US 160 in this area.
e, f) Figures 2.5.6, 2.5.7 Frontage road extensions: CDOT is required to give reasonable access
to all properties currently accessing US 160. Figures 2.5.6 – 2.5.8 and Figures 2.5.14 – 2.5.16
have been modified to show access to these properties.

Comment 39E (City of Durango)
Page 4-189. The impact to the visual resources is described as being significant. The
replacement program for trees and other vegetation is broadly described in the EIS as
replacement of the existing vegetation. The Comprehensive Plan for the City of Durango
describes a proposed environment that requires substantial buffering of the visual impacts in the
Grandview area. More appropriately the EIS should describe a tree spacing and planting regime
along the frontage road system that enhances the visual resources along the roadway since there
will be no way to restore the visual resources lost.
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Response 39E
CDOT is committed to working with the City of Durango to replace trees and vegetation where
possible. Due to clear zone restrictions along roadways and near intersections, planting trees in
certain locations along the frontage roads may not be permitted. CDOT will work with the City
of Durango during final design to establish a landscaping plan that will enhance the area’s
visual resources.

Comment 39F (City of Durango)
The EIS does not speak to the phasing of construction of the improvements. We wish to reiterate
our concern that the portion of the improvements that will provide the greatest benefit in terms of
improved safety and reduced congestion are the improvements in the Grandview area. We note
that all of those improvements do not need to be made at once. There are substantial
opportunities to improve traffic flow by: (1) adding a fourth lane through the Farmington Hill
intersection, (2) providing a grade separated entrance into the hospital for eastbound traffic and
(3) providing an underpass at CR 233 (east) intersection.
Response 39F
Because of safety and capacity issues on US 160 in Grandview, the fourth lane between
Grandview and Farmington Hill will remain CDOT’s top priority in this corridor. Following
this, the other Grandview improvements will still be a CDOT priority. However, because CDOT
is constrained by the type and amount of funding it receives at any given time, it cannot commit
to a specific phasing program for US 160 improvements. CDOT will take your suggestions into
consideration when funding becomes available.

Comment 39G (City of Durango)
We urge you to pursue environmental investigations to allow for the improvements to the reach
of Highway 160 which is also Highway 550 and that we believe will carry more than four times
its current traffic volume within 25 years.
The EIS includes prediction of traffic volumes along the Highway 160 East corridor between
Farmington Hill and Bayfield. Improvements to this reach of highway are reasonably separated
from other portions of the highway system because of the geographic limitations and the origin
and destination of future populations. Improvements to the highway system west of this project
will be warranted in the near future. We urge you to pursue environmental investigations to
allow for improvements to the highway system west of the study area within the next several
years.
Response 39G
The section of US 160 from Farmington Hill west into Durango has been identified as a priority
by the Southwest TPR but there is currently no identified funding source for improvements (URS
2004). In order for CDOT to pursue environmental investigations for this stretch of
US 160/US 550, funding for the study would need to be identified in the fiscally constrained
portion of the long range plan, and ultimately funded in the Strategic Improvement Investment
Program (STIP), CDOT’s six-year implementation plan. The city is a participant in the
Southwest TPR and can pursue this environmental study through the planning process.
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Comment 40A (name illegible)
Comment for the Hwy 160 intersection between Bayfield and Gem Village. I think the
intersection should be moved or planned to be directly across from the 160B intersection. I and
other property owners are willing to donate this land that would connect Hwy. 160 to County
Road 506. This would enable the closure CR 501 and 506 at the water pipe and river. Also this
intersection would offer good visibility, not require heavy excavation, and a money savings to
the county and state. If I gain commercial use of this property I would be a heavy contributor to
the development of this intersection.
Response 40A
The geometrics of the existing US 160/US 160B (west) intersection create a safety problem for
large vehicles negotiating the curve in US 160B so close to the intersection. The current
location of the crossing would also violate the 1-mile intersection spacing called for in the
expressway designation for the new construction. The preferred alternative would move the
US 160/US 160B (west) intersection to the east, and align it on US 160 opposite the realigned
CR 502 coming from the north. This design would close the existing CR 506 intersection at the
waterline as well as the existing CR 502 intersection at the river. This scheme would also make
for a shorter length of realignment of CR 502 than moving it to the existing US 160/US 160B
(west) intersection.

Comment 41A (Pine River Pawn)
I have just become aware of your proposed plans to close off Commerce Drive and Colorado
Drive from direct access to Colorado Hwy 160 at The Market Place in Bayfield.
I feel that if this takes place it would have an extremely disastrous effect on all the businesses
that depend on the current access to provide for an efficient flow of customers to their
businesses.
In addition it would make it far more difficult for emergency services to reach the residential
community and Mid-school located north of Hwy. 160.
Please consider this proposal. I personally consider it very ill-advised.
Response 41A
See response to comment 4A.

Comment 42A (Shannon Bennett)
I adamantly oppose Figure 2.5.10 Grandview Section Alternative F Modified. This proposal
slices the back ¼ on my property and Antonia Clarks property. I have plans to build a very
expensive house on this part of the property in the next few years. I also oppose rerouting CR
220 (to) begin right in front of my present home.
Response 42A
Grandview Section Alternative G Modified (Preferred Alternative) provides less out-of-direction
travel, fewer relocations and two access points to Grandview as compared to Grandview Section
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Alternative F Modified. For these reasons, Grandview Section Alternative G Modified is the
preferred alternative.

Comment 42B (Shannon Bennett)
Stay on Farmington! Widen it out. This section is only 1 mile long and will save the tax payers
a lot of money. If you worry about ice, pipe in some gas from one the wells on the mesa and put
an ice melt system in the road.
Response 42B
See response to comment 1A.

Comment 43A (Pine Valley Mortgage)
Your plan to shut down Commerce Drive at 160 will cause a massive disruption to my business.
Your “Plan” needs to be better thought out. Your 8 Corners project has caused Conoco to loss
(sic) 1/3 of their business. Your Plan will probably cause me to lose over 50% of my business,
which will cause me to go out of business.
Response 43A
See response to comment 4A.

Comment 44A (Simone Crouchelli)
I am writing in regard to the proposed closing of the intersection at Hwy 160 East and
Commerce Drive in Bayfield. Please reconsider this choice.
That intersection is the easiest access to the businesses in that area. I live and work northeast of
Bayfield and would find the proposed changes a huge inconvenience when needing access to that
area for either business or personal needs. I am speaking not only for my self but all the other
families who would be affected by these changes. School traffic and other high traffic times
would be a severe mess on CR501 if these changes were to take place. It would hurt the
economy of the Mini Merc, The Grocery Store, and the other surrounding businesses in that area.
Places that have faithfully served our community for years. Have you not messed with Brenda’s
Restaurant enough?
I realize you probably feel you have some sound ideas regarding these proposed changes.
However in the big picture I really wish you would listen to the community that this affects. We
are speaking out loud and clear and we do not want the changes. Don’t waste our tax money.
Leave a good thing alone.
Response 44A
See response to comment 4A.

Comment 45A (SREP)
As you may know, Sec. 6001. Transportation Planning; (f) Long-Range Statewide
Transportation Plan (Title VI, p.38) of the recently authorized transportation bill, SAFETEA-LU,
requires that the preparation of state transportation long-range or 20 year plans include:
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•

Consultation with state, tribal and local agencies responsible for land use management,
natural resources, environmental protection, conservation and historic preservation;

•

Comparison and consideration of conservation plans or maps and inventories of natural or
historic resources; and

•

A discussion of potential environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out
these activities, including activities that may have the greatest potential to restore and
maintain the environmental functions affected by the plan.

SREP commends CDOT’s efforts to mitigate for the environmental impacts of the US 160
project, and in particular we commend the thorough consideration of the impacts that this
reconstruction will have on wildlife movements in the highway corridor. With this new
provision in SAFETEA-LU, we also hope to work with CDOT to develop a long-range plan that
aids in the development of highway projects at the local level to integrate conservation planning
well into the future. Ultimately, our hope is that this provision will ensure sound and effective
transportation decisions that provide appropriate mitigation measures by integrating existing
conservation knowledge and plans of the surrounding and ever-changing landscape into the
transportation planning process early on.
Response 45A
Comment noted.

Comment 45B (SREP)
The DEIS recommends a substantial number of wildlife crossings to increase habitat
connectivity for wildlife and reduce animal-vehicle collisions (AVCs).
The number of wildlife crossings recommended in the preferred alternative is commendable.
The locations and dimensions of these structures are thoughtful and consistent with current
standard and practices. Structures are spaced at regular intervals throughout the corridor,
especially in high AVC areas in order to increase habitat connectivity and reduce the number of
AVCs along US 160 and 550.
Response 45B
Comment noted.

Comment 45C (SREP)
However, a few additional comments on the DEIS will further improve landscape permeability
for wildlife and increase safety:
1. An additional crossing structure is recommended at approximately mp 93.5, west of the
Florida River. The area west of the Florida River and east of the CR 222/223 intersection
contains a massive fill slope that when reconstructed could provide an additional opportunity for
wildlife movement by constructing an underpass large enough for deer and elk (e.g., a minimum
14 ft. high concrete box culvert; underpass with an openness ratio of .9, span bridge over the
entire drainage keeping the landscape intact).
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Response 45C
See response to comment 35B.

Comment 45D (SREP)
The DEIS recommends small mammal culverts every 500 to 1,000 feet (pg.4-99), but small
mammal guideways and fencing also need to be installed to ensure that these crossing structures
are utilized. Fencing that is effective for large mammals is often ineffective for smaller species
that can pass through the meshing or dig under fences. Fencing with a smaller mesh size that
penetrates deep into the soil should be installed in order to prevent small mammals from
breaching the fence and entering into the highway Right of Way. These same measures should
be taken for herptefauna (toads, frogs, lizards etc.) in wetland areas. There is no mention in the
DEIS of accommodating these species.
Response 45D
CDOT recognizes that standard deer fencing may not be adequate to guide smaller mammals
and herpetofauna to the small mammal culverts that will be installed as part of the roadway
improvements. Prior to each phase of construction CDOT will coordinate with the Colorado
Division of Wildlife to identify specific areas along the highway that may be problematic
crossing areas for small mammals and herpetofauna. Appropriate fencing for small mammals
and/or herpetofauna will be installed in these areas (see changes to Section 4.11.7, Mitigation).

Comment 45E (SREP)
Pre- and post-construction monitoring should be integrated into this project in order to evaluate
the effectiveness of the proposed wildlife crossings and provide recommendations and
improvements for future wildlife crossings. 40 CFR §1508.20 requires that this analysis identify
the feasibility and effectiveness of mitigation measures. Numerous federal courts have
concluded that NEPA requires agencies to discuss the likely effectiveness of proposed mitigation
measures in reducing adverse impacts. Because the construction of wildlife crossings is a
relatively new endeavor for most highway projects, and especially because this DEIS makes such
commendable and substantial recommendations in this 18 mile segment, monitoring wildlife
movement pre- and post-construction of these structures will provide and excellent opportunity
to 1) evaluate their effectiveness, and 2) provide data of national import to guide future highway
projects.
Response 45E
See response to comment number 24A.
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Comment 45F (SREP)
In order to ensure consistent mitigation of wildlife mortality due to AVCs, we recommend that
CDOT adopt BMPs that are applied to the US 160 projects and all future highway projects.
BMPs of this nature would address the spacing of wildlife crossings, species-specific needs from
small mammals to large carnivores, as well as practical engineering solutions to facilitate
wildlife movement. An example of such BMPs are provided in Appendix A of these comments.
Response 45F
CDOT recognizes the need to consistently mitigate wildlife mortality due to AVCs where roadkill
and other sources of data indicate that it is warranted. CDOT is currently evaluating BMPs
similar to those provided and has generally followed these practices when designing the
proposed improvements for this project. Until such measures are adopted statewide, CDOT will
continue to implement these practices where needed on a project-by-project basis.

Comment 45G (SREP)
Integrating expertise from CDOT biologists and engineers via personal communication and
coordinated site visits should be a priority to ensure that wildlife crossings are designed,
constructed, and maintained properly. Often in transportation planning, the engineering and
biological considerations are developed and implemented on separate tracks. Integrating these
two expertise will provide the most effective wildlife crossings on US 160 and 550 from a
biological and engineering standpoint.
Response 45G
Biologists and engineers worked together to develop the wildlife mitigation measures contained
in the EIS. Certainly, this arrangement will continue as the project moves forward.

Comment 45H (SREP)
Maintenance of wildlife crossings should be a priority to ensure their effectiveness. Often well
placed and well designed structures become ineffective due to lack of maintenance.
Coordination with the maintenance department to conduct regular maintenance checks of
wildlife crossings will ensure that the structures are effective in the long-term. This was one of
the overarching points made at the Rockies Wildlife Crossing Field Course hosted by SREP and
held in Payson, AZ in April of 2005.
The course drew a total of 138 participants from 16 U.S. states and three Canadian provinces,
including biologists, engineers, consultants, agency officials, non-profits and foundations, as
well as delegates from FHWA headquarters, division offices and state transportation agencies.
CDOT’s R5 wildlife biologist, Jon Holst, attended this course. For more information and
proceedings of the course, go to http://itre.ncsu.edu/CTE/gateway/rockies_index.asp.
Response 45H
CDOT maintenance personnel currently maintain existing culverts and will maintain the culverttype crossing structures installed for this project. CDOT has a process to review and rank the
structure and function of large concrete culverts and bridge structures every 2 years to ensure
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that they are replaced as soon as possible when they become structurally or functionally
obsolete.

Comment 45I (SREP)
Habitat leading up to crossing structures in the “linkage approaches” should be managed
appropriately so that the structures are effective and useful in perpetuity. If land management
does not protect wildlife habitat in linkage approaches, the structures will be completely useless
because no wildlife will be able to access the structures. CDOT should engage with local,
regional and state governments as well as private landowners to ensure that critical habitat in the
linkage approaches is protected in perpetuity. This is a role that SREP would be happy to assist
with as an NGO.
Response 45I
Large crossing structure locations were selected partly based on land ownership (as well as
problem crossing locations). While CDOT cannot control private developments adjacent to the
highway corridor, where proposed crossing structures do not border public lands managed for
wildlife habitat, CDOT will contact the adjacent landowners prior to installing the crossing
structures to evaluate opportunities to maintain structure approaches and improve the long-term
effectiveness of the proposed crossing structure. Where necessary and appropriate, CDOT may
work with other non-governmental organizations as you describe.

Comment 45J (SREP)
The installation of fencing with multiple crossing structures along the US 160 Corridor is
commendable. Scientific research states that in order to effectively increase landscape
permeability for wildlife and reduce AVCs, multiple crossing structures in addition to wildlife
fencing is necessary. Fencing is recommended by several investigators and shown to reduce
road mortality, preventing animals from crossing roads, directing animals to cross at grade in
specific locations, or directing wildlife to overpasses and overpasses (Lyren and Crooks 2002,
FHWA 2000). Fencing has been shown to reduce roadkill by 80 percent in Banff National Park
(Guterman 2002).
In order to prevent animals from breaching the fence, the DEIS should recommend regular
maintenance. Holes and damage to wildlife fencing will make wildlife crossings completely
ineffective as animals will be able to make their way into the highway. If animals are caught in
the highway, escape ramps are recommended. The DEIS recognizes the importance of escape
ramps on page 4-91. Again, the importance of maintaining wildlife fencing was one of the
overarching points made at the Rockies Wildlife Crossing Field Course hosted by SREP and held
in Payson, AZ in April of 2005 (http://itre.ncsu.edu/CTE/gateway/rockies_index.asp).
Response 45J
Once constructed, CDOT will have a program of regular maintenance for the proposed wildlife
fence. CDOT recognizes that maintenance of wildlife fencing is essential to maintain the
effectiveness of crossing structures, and that regardless of the condition of the wildlife fence,
some animals will get inside the fence. To deal with this, one-way earthen escape ramps will be
constructed at regular intervals inside the fenced area to allow trapped animals to escape (see
changes to Section 4.11.7, Mitigation). Additionally, crash gates or sections of removable fence
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will be spaced between underpass locations to allow the fence to be opened up in the event that
an extreme weather event traps migrating animals in areas on one side of the fence where they
can’t cross at underpass locations (see changes to Section 4.11.7. Mitigation).

Comment 45K (SREP)
When a stretch of fencing ends, it should taper off into the landscape and guide animals out of
the highway Right of Way. Fencing that ends along the highway can create a safety hazard as
animals stack along the fence and then cross at grade at the fence’s end. Tying fences into
existing landscape features, or “Linear Wildlife Guideways” (drainage, berms, etc.), will guide
animals out of the highway and into habitat.
Response 45K
Current plans provide for fence ends to taper off into the landscape or tie into existing landscape
features. CDOT recognizes that even with these features, some animals will choose to travel
along the fence and cross at grade where the fence terminates. Additional features, such as riprap type material, may be used between fence ends and the roadway to discourage animals from
entering the ROW at these locations and getting trapped within the fenced area.

Comment 45L (SREP)
CDOT’s collection of AVC data along US 160 is commendable, and we support CDOT’s
initiative to continue collecting this invaluable data into the future. SREP has also developed
education and outreach tools for drivers about wildlife on the move. To date, we have
distributed 58,000 driver safety tip sheets and posters throughout Colorado. Some of these
posters are hanging in your R5 office. If CDOT R5 would like additional posters or safety tip
sheets for distribution we would be happy to provide them to you.
Response 45L
CDOT may request more posters or safety tip sheets in the future.

Comment 45M (SREP)
The DEIS addresses compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), which states that
it is unlawful “by any means or manner to pursue, hunt, take, capture (or) kill” any migratory
birds except as permitted by regulations issued by the Service. Most migratory bird nesting
activity occurs during the period of April 1 to August 15. We would like to reiterate the US Fish
& Wildlife Service’s letter recommending that “if the proposed construction project is planned to
occur during the primary nesting season or at any other time which may result in the take of
nesting migratory birds, (the Service recommends) that the project proponent (or construction
contractor) arrange to have a qualified biologist conduct a field survey of the affected habitats
and structures to determine the absence or presence of nesting migratory birds. Surveys should
be conducted during the nesting season.” The Service’s Colorado Field Office should be
contacted immediately for further guidance if a field survey identifies the existence of one or
more active bird nests that cannot be avoided by the planned construction activities.
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Response 45M
Comment noted. In accordance with CDOT policy, if active migratory bird nests are identified
during construction the USFWS will be contacted immediately.

Comment 45N (SREP)
We commend the revegetation of Farmington Hill with the eastern realignment of US 550 in the
preferred alternative. This revegetation will provide much needed habitat for wildlife that will
be displaced by the new US 550 route.
Response 45N
Comment noted.

Comment 45O (SREP)
In conclusion, we would like to commend CDOT for its thoughtful and thorough
recommendations to reduce the barrier effect on wildlife. We would also like to reiterate our
commitment to lend our support and expertise in long-range planning as well as the construction
of crossing structures on US 160 and 550.
Response 45O
Comment noted.

Comment 46A (CDOW)
Roads affect wildlife directly and indirectly by creating barriers to movements and facilitating
mortality through vehicle collisions and due to habitat fragmentation, habitat loss, displacement
and habitat avoidance. This 16-mile stretch of highway bisects winter and severe winter range
for elk and mule deer and crosses two riparian corridors, the Pine and Florida. Habitat types
within the highway corridor include pinyon-juniper woodland, sagebrush shrubland, riparian and
wetland. These habitat types support a diverse wildlife resource including: mule deer, elk,
mountain lion, black bear, coyote, bobcat and a variety of songbirds, raptors and small mammals.
Response 46A
Comment noted.

Comment 46B (CDOW)
Deer and elk are wide-ranging ungulates, crossing Highway 160 going to and from summer and
winter range during seasonal migrations. Further, as Highway 160 bisects what CDOW has
defined as winter range, these large ungulates cross the highway during the winter as part of their
daily movements. Deer and elk are essential to economy of the State and are particularly
important to the rural economy. Long term sustainability of deer and elk herds in Southwest
Colorado is important. We appreciate CDOT’s careful examination of natural landscape
features, roadkill and CDOW data to determine where wildlife crossings would minimize the
“barrier effect” of the highway. CDOT’s preferred alternatives call for 19 wildlife crossings and
limited use of exclusion fencing. Where exclusion fencing is used, it is associated with crossings
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to facilitate movement, and ramps, should animals become trapped on the highway-side of the
fence. Crossings are designed with sufficient size to encourage wildlife movement.
Riparian corridors and wetlands are extremely valuable wildlife habitat types in the arid west.
Both habitats provide nesting cover for migratory birds, moist conditions and associated
vegetation for amphibians. Additionally, riparian corridors provide large roost trees and perches
for raptors, movement corridors for large and medium sized mammals and fish habitat within the
river channel. Wetlands perform important environmental functions, such as improving water
quality, in addition to the wildlife habitat they provide. We noted and appreciate CDOT’s
consideration and mitigation for impacts to riparian areas and wetlands, including reducing the
width of the median from milepost 98-99, shifting alignment to avoid wetlands and using
appropriate design criteria. Further compensatory mitigation and CDOT’s policy to replace all
permanently impacted wetlands, regardless of their jurisdictional status under the CWA will
minimize impacts to wildlife.
We recommend leaving as many tall trees and snags as possible for raptor use. As proposed in
the DEIS, CDOT will replace individual raptor perch trees at a 2:1 ratio. Additionally, they will
place perch poles at a 1:1 ratio to mitigate for the loss of perching opportunities until
replacement perch trees mature.
Response 46B
CDOT will avoid taking of tall trees and snags to the extent possible (see changes to Section
4.11.7, Mitigation), and will replace individual raptor perch trees and place perch poles as
described in your comment.

Comment 46C (CDOW)
Timing of construction is particularly important to some species, such as migratory birds that
might nest in or near the highway corridor. Displacement of birds during the nesting season
could result in nest abandonment.
Where Gunnison’s prairie dogs exist along the highway corridor, they will be affected during
construction. We recommend that the prairie dogs be relocated or humanely killed before any
earth-moving occurs.
Response 46C
See Section 4.11.7, Mitigation, for CDOT’s commitment to remove vegetation in construction
areas outside of the nesting season for migratory birds and avoid potential impacts to nesting
migratory birds. It is CDOT policy to relocate or humanely kill Gunnison’s prairie dogs before
any earth-moving occurs.

Comment 46D (CDOW)
Bald eagles are opportunistic feeders and can be seen feeding on roadkill deer along the highway
in winter. Likewise, smaller raptors will feed on smaller roadkill, such as rabbits. CDOT
maintenance crews can minimize impacts to eagles and other raptors by quickly removing
carrion from the traveled portion of roadway.
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Response 46D
CDOT maintenance crews typically remove roadkill deer and elk from the highway within
24 hours. This practice will continue once the highway improvements are constructed. Smaller
animals are often not removed as quickly, however, CDOT anticipates that the deer fencing and
small mammal fencing that will be installed will reduce the amount of roadkill in general and
reduce impacts to eagles and other raptors (see response to Comment 45D).

Comment 46E (CDOW)
Uncontrolled infestations of noxious weeds permanently alter native plant communities upon
which wildlife depends. Studies have proven that bird populations suffer due to lack of food and
increased predation when aggressive non-native plants infest native habitats. We appreciate that
CDOT will develop a project-specific noxious weed management plan that includes early
detection and initial control of weed infestations. Such a plan is critical to successful weed
control. Further a cleaning program for all work vehicles, construction and drilling equipment to
remove seeds and/or pieces of noxious weeds helps minimize the introduction and spread of
noxious weeds, as well as the need for costly weed control, later. We also appreciate the
preventive measures taken to reduce the spread of noxious weeds including reclaiming disturbed
areas as soon as construction is finished, using weed-free topsoil and certified weed-free mulch
for reclamation. CDOT’s continued commitment to monitoring wildlife crossing use, roadkill,
noxious weeds and other habitat changes will ensure the least impact to wildlife along the
Highway 160 corridor.
Response 46E
As stated in the FEIS, the project specific Noxious Weed Management Plan will address
contractor requirements for cleaning vehicles and equipment prior to arriving on the
construction site to prevent the spread of noxious weeds. Contractors that arrive on location
with dirty equipment will be required to clean their equipment at an offsite location at no cost to
CDOT as stated in Section 4.10.7, Mitigation.

Comment 47A (BLM)
The comments I made in June 2005 have been addressed in the DEIS you gave me today. The
DEIS stipulates that design modifications occurred after the initial fieldwork that incorporated
unsurveyed land, and that those new portions of the project would be surveyed prior to the Final
EIS. CDOT will need to send a copy of the cultural resource report for any additional survey
that includes BLM lands.
Response 47A
The additional unsurveyed area includes a small piece of Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
land along Wilson Gulch. CDOT cultural resources staff performed a survey in this area in
November 2005. A copy of this report has been provided to the BLM.
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Comment 48A (BLM)
Sec. 3.1 “Land Use”
Add info on existing BLM Right-of-way is 300’ in total width. Areas identified as “Conceptual”
ROW will require that CDOT apply to the BLM to Amend the existing BLM ROW to include
the additional areas needed for the CDOT project.
Response 48A
A sentence was added at the end of Section 3.1, Land Use, to describe the total width of the
existing ROW on BLM land.

Comment 48B (BLM)
3.1.2. The BLM is administered under the 1985, San Juan/San Miguel Resource Management
Plan, and the 2000 Grandview Ridge Coordinated Resource Management Plan.
Response 48B
The titles of the plans noted in Section 3.1, Land Use, have been updated based on the comment.
Also, descriptions of these plans have been incorporated in Section 3.1.2, Land Use Plans Within
and Adjacent to the Highway Corridor.

Comment 48C (BLM)
In Table 4.1.1, list Number of Parcels on BLM as “3”. Is this 3 acres? And is this 3 acres
outside of the existing ROW on BLM? Or is this 3 new acres which are currently outside of the
existing ROW on BLM?
Response 48C
To clarify, the BLM and La Plata County parcels have been placed in separate rows in Table
4.1.1, Grandview Section Alternative G Modified (Preferred Alternative) Land Use Impacts, and
the number of BLM parcels has been entered as 1. This change was also applied to Table 4.1.2,
Grandview Section Alternative F Modified Land Use Impacts. These tables do not list acreage,
but rather just list the number of parcels by Land Use Type.

Comment 48D (BLM)
4.1.5.1., Table 4.1.5, The table lists “1” BLM parcel which makes sense. I think you need to
describe how much of the new work is within the existing BLM ROW, and how much is outside
of the ROW and which would require additional ROW from BLM.
Response 48D
Changed Section 4.1.5.1, Alternative H (Preferred Alternative), to indicate the additional ROW
required, and to note the impact to BLM land that would be taken out of production as an animal
unit month (AUM). In addition, Section 4.1.3, Grandview Section, was updated as appropriate
to indicate the amount of additional ROW required.
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Comment 48E (BLM)
Table 4.20.1 “Recreation Resources.” Split out the 2 BLM parcels. The Grandview parcel is
small (approx 20 acres) and has limited use due to its location and lack of good access; it is not
grazed or used for wood gathering or recreation.
Response 48E
The text in Table 4.20.1, Summary of Impacts to BLM Lands, has been updated to discuss the
BLM parcels separately and to include the information provided regarding the parcel in the
Grandview section. In addition, changes have been made in Section 3.4, Recreation, and Section
4.1.3.1, Alternative G Modified (Preferred Alternative), to incorporate the information provided.

Comment 48F (BLM)
4.24 Permits. Identify the existing BLM ROW with 300’ width. Any CDOT activities outsides
of that ROW will require that CDOT apply to the BLM to Amend the ROW to include the
additional use areas.
Response 48F
Text added to Section 4.24, Permits, per the comment.

Comment 48G (BLM)
In general, we need to indicate the existing ROW from BLM as being 300’ in width, and identify
those areas which are outside of that ROW, and for which CDOT will have to get additional
BLM authorization.
Response 48G
Text has been added to the following sections to indicate the existing ROW from the BLM is
300 feet wide: Section 3.1, Land Use, per comment number 48A; at the end of Section 4.12.2
Impacts Common to All Alternatives; and in Section 4.20, Impacts to BLM Land, in response to
comment numbers 48F and 49E. Sections 4.1.3, Grandview Section, and 4.1.5, Dry Creek and
Gem Village Section, have been updated to indicate the additional ROW acreage required. This
information has also been incorporated into Section 4.20, Impacts to BLM Land.

Comment 49A (BLM)
If BLM is to rely upon this EIS as adequate NEPA documentation for future approvals to CDOT
for ROW expansion/amendment, those impacts of expansion need to be clearly distinguished,
described and analyzed within the EIS. I am satisfied that any construction or expansion of the
highway within the existing ROW across BLM parcels is adequately analyzed, however, there
are several specific locations where maps show a conceptual ROW that extends onto BLM
beyond the existing ROW. These locations are:
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Highway Section

Figure

Grandview Section

Figure 2.5.5

South of highway at Ramp B entrance, west of John’s
Homestead Mobile Home Park; and north of highway at
Ramp C entrance

Grandview Section

Figure 2.5.13

North side between highway and Wilson Gulch, across
highway from John’s Homestead Mobile Home Park

Dry Creek Section

Figures 2.5.24
and 2.5.31

North of highway at west BLM boundary; and both sides
of highway at drainage just east of Piñon Compressor
access road

Figure 2.5.25

One location south of the highway at west BLM
boundary at Mayhan Gate; and one location north of
highway just west of Matchline C

Dry Creek Section

(Note figure number is
listed incorrectly as
2.2.25 on the map)

Description of Location

and 2.5.32
Dry Creek Section

Figures 2.5.26
and 2.5.33

At CR223 proposed intersection both sides of the
highway – it is unclear to me exactly where the BLM
boundary is located, but the conceptual ROW appears to
extend onto BLM

Response 49A
In response to specific notes made in comments 48 and 49, all figures have been updated to show
the boundaries of the BLM land, and the text has been updated/clarified to describe the
additional ROW required for the project, as well as the impacts that would occur within the new
ROW.

Comment 49B (BLM)
The mapping of the BLM parcel boundaries in Figures 1.2.1 and 1.2.3 is an excellent addition
from the Administrative DEIS. (It would also be helpful for the BLM boundaries to be shown on
all the Figures.) But beyond the maps, further disclosure of new BLM impacts is also required in
the narrative. How many acres of additional ROW on BLM will be required under each
alternative? Are there specific impacts to wetlands, T&E habitat, archeological sites, etc. within
these expanded areas?
Response 49B
The BLM boundaries have been incorporated in all applicable figures. Resource-specific
impacts are discussed in Table 4.20.1, Summary of Impacts to BLM Lands. The Land Use part
of Table 4.20.1, Summary of Impacts to BLM Lands, has been updated to indicate the acreage of
additional ROW required, as have sections 4.1.3, Grandview Section, and 4.1.5, Dry Creek and
Gem Village Sections.

Comment 49C (BLM)
The addition of Table 4.20.1 is also excellent, and seems that the information I am asking for
could easily be added to, or clarified in this table. What do the acreage figures found throughout
this table refer to? Are they new surface disturbance within the existing ROW, or are they the
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total acreage of the new conceptual ROW, or are they new surface disturbance in both the
existing and conceptual ROW, or do they reflect some other calculation? From the BLM’s
perspective, anything that CDOT carries out within the existing ROW is already authorized
under the old ROW – so what BLM is most concerned about at this time are additional
authorizations needed beyond the ROW, and that those impacts are clearly differentiated from
impacts within the existing ROW.
Response 49C
Text has been added at the end of the paragraph preceding the table to note that all acreages
presented in the table represent impacts associated with expanding the conceptual ROW beyond
the existing ROW. The Land Use part of Table 4.20.1, Summary of Impacts to BLM Lands, has
been updated to indicate the acreage of additional ROW required, as have Section 4.1.3,
Grandview Section, and Section 4.1.5, Dry Creek and Gem Village Sections.

Comment 49D (BLM)
Alternative G – Land Use – how many acres of additional ROW?
Response
Information provided per comment.
Visual Resources – no mention is made of the impacts of the new entrance ramps that would be
located on BLM.
Response
Information provided per comment, both in Table 4.20.1, Summary of Impacts to BLM Lands,
and Section 4.1.3.1, Alternative G Modified (Preferred Alternative).
Recreation Resources – The description of this parcel at Grandview is incorrect. There is no
grazing or recreational use on this parcel that is bisected by the highway. It is not really used for
anything.
Response
Information provided per comment, both in Table 4.20.1, Summary of Impacts to BLM Lands,
and Section 3.4, Recreation.
Alternative F – Land Use – Figure 2.5.13 shows conceptual ROW on BLM north of the highway,
but the table says there would be no effect to BLM. How many acres of additional ROW?
Response
Information provided per comment.
Visual Resources – The impacts would not be the same as Alt. G because the entrances ramps do
not exist in this alternative.
Response
Table 4.20.1, Summary of Impacts to BLM Lands, revised per comment.
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Recreation Resources – The description of this parcel at Grandview is incorrect. There is no
grazing or recreational use on this parcel that is bisected by the highway. It is not really used for
anything.
Response
Information provided per comment, both in Table 4.20.1, Summary of Impacts to BLM Lands,
and Section 3.4, Recreation.
Alternatives H & C – Land Use – how many acres of additional ROW?
Response
Information provided per comment.
Water Resources – The table says none of the crossings would occur on BLM, but I would like
the boundaries to be re-investigated, because I was under the impression that the Dry Creek
crossing is (barely) on the BLM corner.
Response
Information provided per comment.
Visual Resources – The new CR 223 intersection would impact the same corner of BLM and
should be discussed. Again, the exact boundaries of the BLM in this location need to be
determined.
Response
Information provided per comment, both in Table 4.20.1, Summary of Impacts to BLM Lands,
and Section 4.1.5, Dry Creek and Gem Village Section.

Comment 49E (BLM)
Section 4.24, p. 4-182 – Permits — doesn’t mention that amendments to the existing ROW from
BLM will be needed.
Response 49E
Text added to Section 4.24, Permits, per the comment.

Comment 49F (BLM)
I also did not read anything about Temporary Use Areas on BLM that may be needed during
construction. If truly none are to be required, that is fine, but if they will be needed they should
be included in the EIS at this time instead of asking for them at a later date when construction is
imminent. If they are not included in the EIS, then BLM would have to conduct another NEPA
analysis at that time.
Response 49F
Temporary Use Areas will not be located on BLM land. No changes have been made.
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Comment 49G (BLM)
It appears as if the Wildlife Report or Biological Assessment (BA)/BE is not written yet. BLM
would also like to review that document when it is prepared to ensure that it will suffice for BLM
wildlife analysis, including all categories of species that BLM must analyze.
Response 49G
BLM will be provided a copy of CDOT’s BA and the Biological Opinion from US Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS). The BA follows CDOT’s standard format for BAs, which addresses
only potential effects to Federally-listed Threatened and Endangered Species. Potential impacts
to BLM sensitive species and migratory birds are analyzed in the EIS itself. A Biological
Evaluation (BE) has been prepared for BLM sensitive species and migratory birds and is
included in Appendix H, Biological Assessment, Biological Evaluation, and Biological Opinion.
Thus, the conservation measures for Federally-listed Threatened and Endangered Species are
contained in the BA and Biological Opinion, while the EIS and BE contain the mitigation
commitments for BLM sensitive species and migratory birds.

Comment 50A (Otten Johnson, Webb Ranch)
As we discussed in our meeting several weeks ago, I represent the owners of the Webb ranch, the
parcel most of which is located immediately south and east of the present interchange between
highways 160 and 550. The draft EIS references above contemplates a long-considered
relocation of the interchange between those highways, a relocation which potentially can have
profound implications for the Webb Ranch and its development. Please consider this letter the
owners’ response to the draft EIS.
As we discussed, after long contemplation, the owners have come to the conclusion that, given
the recent growth in the City of Durango and surrounding areas, their ranch is in a prime
location, suitable for significant development. Although the ranch was home to them in their
childhood, they realize that its best possible future will probably be realized through responsible
development. They have viewed this draft EIS -- including the so-called “preferred alternative” - from that perspective.
As I also mentioned to you, to explore the various options for development of their property, the
owners are in the process of assembling a team of development consultants, including a land
planning firm. In ideal terms, before responding to the draft EIS and its preferred alternative,
they would have liked to have finished that planning exercise and understood from their planners
the optimum location for a relocated interchange.
I understand from you, however, that given planning and budget constraints, the final
configuration for a relocated interchange and its construction are, in all likelihood, four or more
years off, and that a supplementary EIS for that interchange may be required. That leaves a great
deal of time for the owners to do their planning, and for their planners to explore preferable
solutions for the interchange and the roads leading to it. On behalf of the owners, therefore, I ask
that CDOT keep an open mind as to possible interchange locations and configurations, with the
caveat that the owners understand that any solution chosen will have to work for CDOT as well
as for them and their plan. My understanding from our meeting is that this type of flexibility is,
indeed, possible.
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In additional response to the draft EIS, I pass along a letter from the owners’ traffic engineer
raising questions about the necessity for a relocated interchange under any circumstances. I pass
the letter along for informational purposes and in a collaborative spirit and not to change the
owner’s basic position. They are operating under the assumption that the interchange will
continue to be a priority for CDOT and an item of discussion, and their plan, if it is acceptable to
CDOT, is to coordinate their land planning with CDOT’s need to find a solution that works for
both parties. In light of yesterday’s voting results, we believe that a continuation of our
cooperative dialogue is the best approach and in everyone’s best interests.
Response 50A
Your willingness to work together is appreciated. All parties involved agree to work toward the
best solution that provides reasonable access from your property in accordance with state
statutes and rules in place at the time you are ready to request access.
With regard to the US 160/US 550 (south) intersection, otherwise known as Farmington Hill,
eight intersection/interchange configurations and locations were evaluated at the
US 160/US 550 (south) intersection. Grandview Alternative G Modified is the preferred
alternative because it meets the capacity, safety, and access control purpose and need; has less
out-of-direction travel, less wetland impacts, less irrigated farmland impacts and has the least
residential and business relocations compared to Alternative F Modified, the other alternative
evaluated in detail in the EIS.
A supplemental EIS would be required if it is determined that (1) changes to the proposed action
would result in significant environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the EIS, or (2) new
information or circumstances relevant to environmental concerns and bearings on the proposed
action or its impacts would result in significant environmental impacts not evaluated in the EIS
(23 CFR §771.130). In the event a supplemental EIS is required, CDOT will work with you,
other members of the public, and local, state and federal agencies to come up with a solution
that meets the purpose and need for the project while taking into account the social, economic,
and environmental impacts of the project, and requirements of other environmental laws and
regulations.

Comment 50B (Otten Johnson, Webb Ranch)
It was good to talk to you yesterday. As we discussed I have reviewed the EIS as it pertains to
the intersection of 160/550. My review indicates there are a number of deficiencies with the
operational analysis, including the fact that I could not find the Year 2025 analysis for the nobuild scenario. Of particular concern is the use of a 6 percent annual growth rate to project
traffic volumes on US 160 in the Year 2025. In fact, CDOT counts at the intersection of 160/550
indicate that a 2 percent annual growth factor has occurred between 1995 and 2000. Assuming
this annual growth rate until the Year 2025, the Farmington Hill intersection will operate at
Level of Service C in the Year 2025, not LOS F as indicated in the EIS. This discrepancy calls
to question the very need to relocate US 550 and construct a very expensive interchange. I
should call to your attention that the CDOT 20 year growth factor for this section of US 160 as
shown on their web page is also a 2 percent annual growth rate.
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While I am hopeful that a reasonable compromise will be reached for the Farmington Hill
Intersection, I think it is important to preserve your opportunity as an impacted land owner to
question the justification for any major highway improvements at this location.
Response 50B
The No Action intersection analyses for the intersection of US 160/US 550 is included in
Attachment E-1 (2025 Grandview Section, No Action Alternative, Intersection Analyses) of
Appendix A in the EIS.
The CDOT website you reference and the percentage growth rates on the website are based on
traffic data from the last 10 to 15 years and a linear projection of that data. This data is useful
for general traffic volume predictions but does not provide an accurate prediction of traffic
volumes in areas where there is a change in land use and growth such as the Farmington Hill
intersection and Grandview. The land use in Grandview is currently agricultural, light industry
and low density residential. In the next 20 years, the Grandview area is expected to have 2,536
new housing units, a hospital, associated medical facilities, commercial facilities, parks and
schools. Traffic volumes related to growth and this change in land use cannot be accurately
predicted using a straight line projection based on historic traffic volumes. The EIS uses a
sophisticated traffic model which more accurately predicts the traffic volumes because it is
based on land use projections and the expected growth in Grandview. Through coordination
with the City of Durango and La Plata County, the trips generated by the Grandview
development in the next 20 years were estimated using background volumes, and proposed land
uses, and based on the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual. Traffic
engineers use this manual to estimate the number of trips generated by a particular land use,
which is supported by data collected over many years and in numerous locations throughout the
U.S. Within each planning sub-area of the Grandview Area Plan, land uses in the proposed
Grandview development were identified by type (e.g., commercial, single family, etc.). The Trip
Generation Manual was then used to estimate the number of trips generated by the Grandview
development.
In addition to the number of trips generated, the traffic model included an estimate of the
internal capture rate within Grandview. Internal capture is the number of trips that would stay
within the development instead of making a trip outside of the development. With the variety of
land uses available, a resident may be able to go from their home to shopping, entertainment, or
restaurants without leaving Grandview. This reduces the number of trips on US 160. Based on
the planned land use, an internal capture rate was assumed for each sub-area, with the overall
internal capture rate of the Grandview development being approximately equal to State Highway
Access Code recommendations.
The number of trips generated by the Grandview development was added to the background
volume to estimate the total number of trips. The background volume is the number of trips
generated by overall growth and development in the project area. A typical background volume
of 2 percent is reflected in the 2 percent growth rate shown on the CDOT web site. Due to the
amount of development expected in the Grandview area over the next 20 years, the analysis
described above was used to estimate the total number of trips on US 160. This project specific
information was used to estimate impacts in this EIS.
Based on these estimates, the Grandview development is expected to generate 101,000 daily trips
by 2025. When compared to existing traffic volumes, this reflects a 6 percent growth rate in the
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Grandview area. The proposed improvements (an interchange, additional lanes, signalized
intersections, and access roads) at the US 160/US 550 (south) intersection and along US 160
would accommodate this increase in trips and meet the purpose and need of the project.

Comment 51A (USACE)
I wanted to emphasize item number 4, of my November 7, 2005 letter, regarding the
implementation of permanent stormwater features, such as depressional medians which would be
designed to capture and treat stormwater runoff. If the medians could not be used in this fashion,
we recommend that CDOT design other stormwater facilities to be located outside wetland areas.
Response 51A
CDOT will incorporate appropriate BMPs into detailed construction plans as required under
our MS4 Permit for New Development and Redevelopment projects. The use of vegetated
depressed medians provides an effective BMP for treatment or pretreatment and discharge of
roadway runoff. The design of vegetated, depressed medians, with or without storm drain outlets
will be dependant on the hydraulics and capture volume analysis. In areas where the medians
require an outlet drain, the discharge will be directed to allow additional treatment (vegetated
swales, rip rap, or basins) before entering wetlands or surface waters. (See response to comment
33D for additional details on stormwater management.)

Comment 51B (USACE)
Please also provide me with the calculation of the overall impacts to “high quality” wetlands
within the CDOT corridor. I believe most of the impacts to high quality wetlands will occur
within the 1 mile stretch of Dry Creek as discussed in our meeting last week. CDOT did not
have the impact calculation for that distinct area during our conversation. Could you provide
me, along with USEPA, with the quantity of impact your preferred alternative would have to the
Dry Creek wetland complex, along with the overall impacts to wetlands designated as “highquality.” Your DEIS should also explain what special precautions you will be taking to avoid
and minimize direct and indirect impacts to these areas.
Response 51B
Two characteristics were used to define high quality wetlands in the corridor; wetlands with two
or more high functions that were larger than 0.05 acre (total area), and wetlands with one high
function and four or more moderate functions, that were larger than 0.5 acre (total area) or part
of a large riparian complex. Using this definition, approximately half (11 acres) of the wetlands
in the corridor are considered high quality. Of these, approximately half (5 acres) occur in the
Dry Creek and Gem Village section. The next highest area of impact (approximately 3.5 acres)
occurs in Wilson Gulch in the Grandview section. The table below shows the high quality
wetlands and the acres impacted.
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Summary of Impacts to High Quality Wetlands

Lower Wilson Gulch

2

4

0.38

0.09

0.03

1b-2

Lower Wilson Gulch

3

3

0.82

0.82

0.82

1b-8

Lower Wilson Gulch

3

3

1.14

0.62

0.62

2-3

Lower Wilson Gulch

3

4

1.06

3-1a

Middle Wilson Gulch

2

2

0.43

3-4

Artesian Valley

1

4

17.18

4-4

Middle Wilson Gulch

3

3

4-5

Upper Wilson Gulch

3

5-5

Upper Wilson Gulch

G-3

Middle Wilson Gulch

Location

Total Size
(Acres)

1a-1

Wetland
Number

Number of
Moderate
Functions

Other
Alternatives

Impacts
(Acres)
Preferred
Alternatives

Upgrade for
size or part of
complex?

Number of
High Functions

Rationale for High Quality

Grandview Section

0.02
0.04
Yes

0.42

0.42

1.38

1.00

1.00

3

0.33

0.12

0.15

2

4

0.13

0.13

0.13

1

4

NA

0.32

0.32

3.56

3.51

Yes

Subtotal
Florida Mesa and Valley Section
12-4

West slope of Florida Valley

2

4

0.83

0.23

13-1

Florida River

5

2

0.08

0.01

0.01

13-2

Florida River

3

3

0.01

0.01

0.01

13-4

Florida River

3

4

0.16

0.07

0.07

13-12

Long Hollow

3

1

0.08

0.01

Subtotal

0.10

0.32

Dry Creek and Gem Village Section
14-2

Long Hollow

3

3

1.09

0.59

0.59

15-2

Tributary of Long Hollow

2

4

0.35

0.10

0.10

22-2a

Upper Dry Creek Valley

1

5

6.47

0.17

0.17

22-4

Upper Dry Creek Valley

1

5

4.8

Yes
Yes

1.75

1.75

0.24

0.24

22-5

Upper Dry Creek Valley

1

5

0.63

Yes

23-5

Upper Dry Creek Valley

1

5

2.05

Yes

0.51

0.51

23-6

Upper Dry Creek Valley

1

5

1.05

Yes

0.69

0.69

1.06

Yes

0.42

0.42

0.66

0.25

5.13

4.72

24-2

Upper Dry Creek Valley

29-5

Valley of Unnamed
Tributary of Dry Creek

1

Yes
1

Subtotal
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Impacts
(Acres)
Other
Alternatives

1.31

0.23

0.15

0.15

3

0.44

0.05

0.05

3

4

2.35

0.28

0.5

1

5

0.32

Yes

0.07

0.06

0.02

0.83

0.29

0.21

Subtotal

2.17

3.11

Total

10.96

11.66

Location

Total Size
(Acres)

1.31

Wetland
Number

Number of
Moderate
Functions

Preferred
Alternatives

Upgrade for
size or part of
complex?

Number of
High Functions

Rationale for High Quality

Bayfield Section
30-2

Valley of Unnamed
Tributary of Dry Creek

1

6

10.82

31-1

Los Pinos River Valley

5

2

31-9

Los Pinos River Valley

3

31-10

Los Pinos River Valley

31-13

Los Pinos River Valley

Yes

32-2

Los Pinos River Valley

1

4

6.01

Yes

32-12

Los Pinos River Valley

1

4

1.48

Yes

High quality wetlands in Wilson Gulch and Dry Creek were avoided and impacts minimized
through the use of bridges instead of box culverts, locating intersections to minimize impacts to
the larger wetland complexes, use of guardrail and retaining walls to minimize the roadway
disturbance, narrowing the highway median to the extent possible without compromising safety,
and through the purchase of access control lanes to limit future development impacts (See
Section 4.7.7.5, Avoidance and Minimization Measures). During final design, the roadway
embankment and retaining walls will be designed to maintain the groundwater hydrology of the
remaining wetlands. These designs will be evaluated in project-specific Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan submittals. In addition, Table 4.25.2, Summary of Mitigation Measures, in the
FEIS presents a summary of wetland mitigation commitments that include measures to avoid and
minimize impacts during construction.

Comment 52A (USEPA)
The DEIS analyzes 17.4 miles of improvements, divided into four sections (Grandview, Florida
Mesa and Valley, Dry Creek and Gem Village, and Bayfield), with three alternatives, including
the no-action alternative, studies for each section. Preferred alternatives are indicated for each
section. Overall, the DEIS is well-organized and thorough in the information it provides.
However, EPA has concerns regarding how the highway improvement design impacts wetlands,
during and after construction, indirectly as a result of induced growth, and cumulatively. EPA is
also concerned about cumulative impacts to air quality from projected increased traffic flows,
and the foreseeable emissions from oil and gas development on the Southern Ute Reservation.
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Response 52A
CDOT and FHWA have coordinated with EPA to address their comments. See below for
detailed responses. EPA has indicated these responses adequately address their comments.

Comment 52B (USEPA)
As the DEIS states, the NEPA/404 merger process is intended to demonstrate to the USACE that
the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative is the Preferred Alternative (2.1.1).
Throughout this process, EPA provided extensive comments on design changes that would have
reduced wetland impacts, especially in the Dry Creek area. These comments warranted
evaluation of an alternative that avoided wetlands losses, which is preferable to the wide-scale
mitigation suggested in the DEIS, and required for a CWA Section 404 permit. EPA
recommends that the decision process for eliminating a no-median alternative be documented in
the final EIS.
Response 52B
Median barrier is a measure of last resort in highway design. The existence of median barriers
does not mean they are a desirable condition, or one that CDOT would wish to create on a newly
re-designed and re-constructed roadway. However, they are necessary in certain conditions.
AASHTO’s Roadway Design Guide (2002) states that “…a median barrier should be installed
only if the consequences of striking the barrier are expected to be less severe than if no barrier
existed.” Providing a “clear zone” outside the travel lanes for errant vehicles to recover from
loss of control without striking an object is one of the most important aspects of highway safety.
Placing a solid object, such as a barrier, tree, sign, etc., within this clear zone creates a
potential hazard; nearly 11,000 people die each year in collisions with such objects (AASHTO
2002). Roadway curves aggravate the situation because loss of driver control is more likely. In
addition, a solid barrier reduces the ability of a driver to see objects on the roadway ahead
around a curve, reducing the decision and stopping sight distances prescribed by AASHTO.
In light of these requirements, only a raised median was used on the project, and then only
where necessary. A barrier or raised median was not considered as an alternative for the entire
length of the corridor primarily because it would require a controlled access facility along the
entire corridor. Instead of providing right-in/right-out access throughout the corridor and full
movement access at approximately 1-mile intervals, on a controlled access roadway access is
provided through a series of frontage roads and/or ramps. This typical section (roadway with
ramps and/or frontage roads) would be wider (approximately 300 feet) and require more ROW
than the proposed typical sections, which are a maximum of approximately 190 feet.
According to the AASHTO Roadside Design Guide (AASHTO 2002), a median barrier should be
installed only if striking the barrier is less severe than the consequences that would result if no
barrier existed. Typically, a median barrier is installed in areas with high traffic volumes
(greater than 20,000 average daily traffic [ADT]), narrow medians, or a history of crossover
accidents.
In addition, the public has expressed their desire to maintain the rural character of US 160 and
stated that they preferred a wide median for this project.
Also see response to comment 33A.
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Comment 52C (USEPA)
EPA’s policy is to rate the preferred alternative(s), which in this case includes ratings for each
section. EPA rates each of the preferred alternatives an EC-2 (environmental concerns,
insufficient information). The EC rating is recommended because the review has identified
environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to adequately protect the environment.
These are described in the attached comments. EPA has concerns with Dry Creek and Gem
Village Section Alternative H because the preferred alternative does not include a practicable
alternative that is designed to avoid wetland losses, as EPA recommended during the negotiation
process.
For all four sections’ preferred alternatives, the review finds that the DEIS provides insufficient
information on cumulative impacts to wetlands, wildlife, and habitat from growth from improved
highway construction. The DEIS also fails to provide all available, relevant monitoring data that
assesses the cumulative impacts from the project on air quality. In particular, the DEIS does not
discuss or analyze impacts from the anticipated emissions from this highway project and the
future North San Juan Basin Coal Bed Methane Project, which will add significant amounts of
carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxides to the air, impacting area ozone levels.
Thank you for considering these comments, which are provided to assist FHWA in designing a
highway improvement project that protects resources while meeting the purpose and need for
action. EPA’s review and participation in the US Highway 160 from Durango to Bayfield
project will be coordinated by Jody Ostendorf (303 312-7814) of my staff. Please feel free to
contact her regarding these comments or future EPA involvement in this project.
Response 52C
Comment noted. See below for detailed responses.

Comment 52D (USEPA)
Chapter 2 (page 2-3) NEPA/404 Merger Process:
This section identifies the “pilot” use of a NEPA/404 merger process on the US Highway 160
DEIS. This process is designed to ensure that agencies give early consideration to 404(b)(1)
Guidelines and avoid holding up the project. This involved frequent communication with federal
and state agencies regarding Clean Water Act Section 404 requirements for both the NEPA
documentation and highway design. The effort was intended to provide adequate documentation
by FHWA/CDOT to ensure the USACE’s CWA Section 404 NEPA analysis is taken into
account early in the process. Despite these efforts, EPA concludes that the analysis for
determining the least damaging practicable alternative is not adequately documented in the
DEIS. While we agree that the existing alignment is likely a less damaging alternative
conceptually, we do not agree that the highway design in the preferred alternative is the least
damaging alternative due to the exceptionally wide footprint associated with the “rural” highway
design.
Response 52D
See responses to comments 33A and 52B.
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Comment 52E (USEPA)
Chapter 4 (page 4-5) Environmental Consequences and Mitigation:
The document does state however, that the preferred highway footprint is based on conceptual
design and that there could be changes with final design to avoid and reduce wetland impacts.
Throughout the NEPA/404 merger process we have made known our concern that this assertion
in the DEIS does not provide enough assurance that impacts to aquatic resources will be further
avoided or minimized. Because this is a requirement of the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, it
would be prudent to provide this documentation in the DEIS for public comment and review.
Response 52E
The conceptual design incorporates avoidance and minimization measures for impact areas
where the greatest reduction in impacts could be achieved. Additional avoidance and
minimization measures will achieve smaller increments in impact reduction because the most
obvious areas of impact reduction have been incorporated into the conceptual design. Further
avoidance and minimization cannot be achieved on a conceptual design level. For this reason,
estimated wetland impacts represent the worse-case impact scenario subject to further reduction
during detailed design.
CDOT has committed to further avoid or minimize impacts during final design. This is stated in
the last sentence of the third paragraph of Section 4.7.2.1, Direct Impacts, in Section 4.7.7.5,
Avoidance and Minimization Measures, and in Table 4.25.2, Summary of Mitigation Measures.

Comment 52F (USEPA)
We are particularly concerned about the wetlands impacts proposed at the Dry Creek area
(approximately eight acres) just west of Gem Village (Figure 3.7.9). CDOT is proposing
wetland mitigation in the Dry Creek wetland vicinity (i.e., expanding the existing wetlands, page
4-61) which may be adequate, but avoidance and minimization of adverse impacts must be
documented before mitigation can be considered. The DEIS does not provide documentation
clearly demonstrating that the highway design in the Dry Creek area could not be designed
without a median to reduce wetlands impacts.
Response 52F
See response to comment 33A.

Comment 52G (USEPA)
Mitigation commitments for unavoidable wetland impacts should include CDOT’s role in
constructing, monitoring and preserving wetlands in perpetuity. Mitigation for the highway
project should be constructed prior to wetland impacts to avoid lag times and delays in wetland
function. Conservation easements should be in place prior to wetland construction activities to
ensure wetlands remain for the life of the project.
Response 52G
In Section 4.7.8, Mitigation, CDOT commits to constructing wetlands prior to or concurrently
with impacts, monitoring the wetlands, and to protecting those wetlands in perpetuity. These
commitments have been added to Table 4.25.2, Summary of Mitigation Measures. CDOT’s
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intent and goals for wetland mitigation will be to purchase property or enter into agreements
with wetland banking institutions prior to construction of projects that impact wetlands. Without
a formal Record of Decision (ROD) on the FEIS, FHWA cannot release available funds to be
used for purchase of property or mitigation credits. Once a ROD is authorized, CDOT will
pursue mitigation opportunities for the entire corridor in advance of construction (also see
responses to Comments 11A, 14A, and 33C).

Comment 52H (USEPA)
Page 4-163 Present and Future Wetland Cumulative Impacts:
As discussed at the 11-9-2005 meeting, EPA finds the cumulative impacts summation for
wetlands could be improved by putting it into context. Where it estimates 700-800 total acres of
wetlands disturbed from activities occurring within the last 5-10 years and those activities
occurring in the next 20 years, that number would be more meaningful if it were stated as a
percentage of total wetlands in the corridor.
Response 52H
The 700-800 acres is the total of all the projects listed in the cumulative impacts wetland section.
Detailed wetland data do not exist for La Plata County as was available for the SH 9 Frisco to
Breckenridge EIS. Although this information is not available for La Plata County, the Colorado
Natural Heritage Program (CNHP) has conducted a survey in the county to identify Potential
Conservation Areas (PCA). In identifying a PCA, the goal of the CNHP is to identify a land area
that can provide the habitat and ecological needs upon which a particular element or suite of
elements depends for their continued existence. PCAs may not provide the best context for
cumulative impacts to wetlands because surveys were limited to one growing season, and a PCA
was only surveyed if the landowner provided access. Therefore, there may be some PCAs that
exist on private land but were not surveyed because landowners denied access. Additionally, not
all of the PCA may be considered a wetland. However, because supporting wetland data are not
available for this project, the PCAs were used to put the wetland impacts into context. The
Colorado Natural Heritage Program estimates there are 16,166 acres of potential conservation
areas within La Plata County. This number has been added to the discussion in Section
4.23.10.3, Overall Wetland Cumulative Impacts.

Comment 52I (USEPA)
Early in the NEPA/404 merger process we asked for an analysis that considered reasonably
foreseeable development impacts for private parcels in the corridor (including access to the
highway from these developments). Instead, the DEIS speculates (pg 4-163) that community
expansion would not likely result in substantial wetland losses based on Section 404 permitting.
The federal permitting program does not protect all wetlands and significant wetland losses can
occur from unregulated activities, including removing irrigation water for residential
development, filling isolated (unregulated) wetlands for any purpose, unauthorized filling of
wetlands, dredging wetlands for ponds, and draining wetlands. The EIS should include specific
analysis that identifies private parcels and potential worst-case development impacts on
wetlands. As an example, refer to the Highway 9 Frisco to Breckenridge DEIS, pages 4-105 to
4-110, http://www.dot.state.co.us/HWY9f2b/.
G2-65

US 160 Final EIS, May 2006

SECTIONTWO

Comments and Responses

Response 52I
The SH 9 Frisco to Breckenridge EIS methodology was modified slightly to allow for differences
between that project and US 160. Unlike the US 160 project, SH 9 is located in a single
watershed, with detailed wetland and land use data readily available. Despite these differences,
a similar methodology was used for US 160 as the best available option to evaluate cumulative
impacts to wetlands. Using La Plata County planning data, a list of “reasonably foreseeable”
projects within three miles of US 160 was created. Using mapping of Potential Conservation
Areas from the Colorado National Heritage Program, impacts to wetlands in La Plata County
from this future development was estimated. Of the estimated 16,166 acres of wetlands in La
Plata County, approximately 543 acres (3.4 percent) would be impacted by the listed
“reasonably foreseeable” projects. This information and analysis has been added to Section
4.23.10.2, Present and Future Wetland Cumulative Impacts.
In addition, a discussion of induced growth and effects has been added to Section 4.23.6.2,
Present and Future Land Use Cumulative Impacts. Potential growth rates, development
densities, and conversion of agricultural/rural land to residential/commercial land uses are
discussed in this section.

Comment 52J (USEPA)
The DEIS does not adequately address cumulative impacts to wetlands resulting from reasonably
foreseeable development and associated access points along Highway 160. CDOT has stated
that they will be looking at their procedures and policy on the approval of access roads. EPA
considers the appropriate scope of analysis in this case and under the Section 404 permit to
include all aquatic resource impacts under federal control and responsibility which, when viewed
cumulatively, are significant. Because future access points can result in additional wetland
impacts, we recommend that an analysis be completed that discloses potential worst-case
impacts to wetlands (with appropriate mitigation) or that CDOT commit to no additional wetland
impacts associated with this project, including future access. Without these assurances, a single
and complete project will not be presented for 404 permitting purposes. Access restrictions in
wetland areas would be considered for mitigation for indirect adverse impacts associated with
the roadway expansion.
Response 52J
See responses to comments 33D and 52I.

Comment 52K (USEPA)
All the analysis needed for a 404 permit should be done in conjunction with the FEIS process,
and completed prior to the signing of a ROD. For this project, we will need the details of a
wetlands mitigation plan coordinated through all the appropriate agencies, prior to the signing of
the ROD.
Response 52K
CDOT will apply for a Section 404 permit and obtain approval from the USACE prior to
signature of the ROD. The EIS shows areas of conceptual mitigation based on site selection in
areas that are suitable and contiguous with other wetland areas while providing the greatest
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benefit to the ecosystem on a watershed basis. CDOT does not currently own these properties
although some of the property owners have expressed a desire to mitigate wetlands on their
property (see response to comments 11A and 14A). As stated in response to comment 52G, it is
not possible to purchase these properties in advance of the ROD. Although CDOT may
negotiate certain terms of purchase or use of properties for mitigation, it may not be possible to
investigate and evaluate these properties for detailed mitigation design in advance of the ROD.
Without access to a registered wetland mitigation bank in this region, it is also not possible to
work out agreements and purchase credits in advance of the ROD. CDOT’s discussions with the
USACE have indicated that prior to construction, detailed mitigation plans would be developed
for USACE approval to assure appropriate and functional replacement of wetland impacts (see
Section 4.7.8, Mitigation, for a list of items to be included in these detailed mitigation plans).
The USEPA could also be included in this effort to allow a review and approval process of
CDOT’s mitigation measures in advance of impacts.

Comment 52L (USEPA)
Section 3.5 and Table 3.5.1:
EPA recommends that the FEIS include all available and relevant air monitoring data, such as
data from the DEIS for the Northern San Juan Basin Coal Bed Methane Project (NSJB CBM
Project) which is related to this project. In Table 4-1, page 31 of that DEIS, the Air Quality
Impact Assessment Technical Support Document may be used for this project to estimate
background concentrations expected in the highway project area in the future.
Response 52L
The suggested table, which contains air quality measurement data from the monitoring station in
Ignacio, has been added to Section 4.23.9.1, Past Air Quality Cumulative Impacts.

Comment 52M (USEPA)
The air impacts (consequences) section is relatively incomplete. Although the emissions from
this project do not cause or contribute to a violation of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards, EPA requires that the impacts of the project be assessed. The analysis only compares
the impacts as they relate to each alternative and, in this project, all alternatives have nearly the
same VMT and thus emissions. The analysis should show the emission trends for the
alternatives, including the no-build compared to the current air quality status and estimated
emissions.
Response 52M
In response to this comment, an analysis of emission trends for volatile organic compounds
(VOCs), nitrogen oxide (NOx), and formaldehyde was prepared for existing conditions (2001),
2025 No-Action, and 2025 Preferred Alternatives. This analysis is included in Appendix I, Air
Quality and the results discussed in Section 4.5, Air Quality.

Comment 52N (USEPA)
The analysis asserts that EPA regulations will eventually result in a much cleaner vehicle fleet
and therefore all the alternatives will result in a decrease in emissions. A quantitative analysis
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should be done to support this assertion considering the very large increase in traffic anticipated.
In one location, US 160 west of CR 222/223 west, daily traffic counts are expected to quadruple.
This analysis could be done using MOBILE6.2 and estimated VMT. While specific vehicle fleet
information may not be available for this project area to determine the emission factors, an EPA
default fleet or an analogous fleet such as a Colorado Springs or Denver vehicle mix used with
MOBILE6.2 to estimate emission factors could be used to estimate the emission trends for this
project.
Response 52N
Using MOBILE6.2, an analysis of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), nitrogen oxide (NOx),
and formaldehyde was prepared for existing conditions (2001), 2025 No-Action, and 2025
Preferred Alternatives. This analysis demonstrates that emissions would be reduced in all the
action alternatives. Due to increased traffic volumes, decreasing travel speeds, and increasing
intersection delay, formaldehyde and VOC emissions increase in the No Action Alternative. NOx
emissions are lower in the No Action Alternative because of the larger decline in NOx emission
rates and because the NOx emission rates are not as sensitive to speed. This analysis is included
in Appendix I, Air Quality and the results discussed in Section 4.5, Air Quality.

Comment 52O (USEPA)
The major issue not addressed in this DEIS is some discussion and analysis of the cumulative
impacts resulting from the anticipated emissions of this highway project and the NSJB CBM
Project. The coal bed methane project will add significant amounts of nitrogen oxide (up to
2,087 tons per year) and carbon monoxide (over 2,100 tons per year), depending on the final
project alternative. These additional emissions are important for assessing impacts to the ozone
levels in the area. The most recent monitoring data included in the DEIS indicate current ozone
concentration at 80 percent of the standard. This is a high level considering the low density of
urban development and population distribution for the area. In addition, the project will add
mobile source air toxics (MSATs) to those estimated to be emitted from the coal bed methane
project. In particular, the NSJB CBM Project DEIS analyzed formaldehyde emissions. In any
case, this DEIS should consider the air quality impacts of the NSJB CBM Project when
considering long-term emission trends in and around the highway facility.
Response 52O
The US 160 project is expected to reduce emissions, including formaldehyde. Projected
emission levels from the NSJB CBM EIS, Southern Ute Indian Reservation Oil and Gas
Development EIS, and the US 160 analysis have been added to Section 4.23.9.3, Overall Air
Quality Cumulative Impacts.
The issue of NSJB CBM carbon monoxide (CO) emissions was raised in the context of their
potential contribution to higher ozone levels in the area. CO is not typically analyzed as a
precursor to ambient ozone formation; however, an analysis of project-related VOC and NOx
ozone precursor emissions was prepared. Finally, the 2,100 tons per year (or 6 tons per day) of
CO emissions from the NSJB CBM project, taken with any CO emissions from US 160, would not
be expected to lead to violations of the CO standard in the area. Denver currently experiences
approximately 1,900 tons of CO emissions each day during the winter season but has not
monitored violations of the CO standard.
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Comment 52P (USEPA)
This DEIS offers a good qualitative discussion of MSATs and the potential impacts of most
highway projects. More analysis for this specific project would be helpful, such as discussion of
potential MSAT receptors including homes, businesses and schools within 100 yards of the
highway. As stated above, specific attention should be given to formaldehyde emissions from
this project as these were estimated to be increasing as a result of the NSJB CBM Project.
Response 52P
An analysis of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), nitrogen oxide (NOx), and formaldehyde was
prepared for existing conditions (2001), 2025 No-Action, and 2025 Preferred Alternatives. This
analysis included information from the NSJB CBM EIS that shows increasing formaldehyde
emissions. While cumulative impacts to air quality may result in localized increases in MSATs,
the proposed US 160 Action Alternatives would cause a decrease in MSAT levels for sensitive
receptors near the highway. Specifically, formaldehyde emissions would be reduced, resulting in
no impacts to sensitive receptors. See Appendix I, Air Quality, and Section 4.5, Air Quality, for
the air quality analysis and a detailed discussion of the results.

Comment 52Q (USEPA)
Statements regarding the general decrease in air toxics should be referenced. For example, a
reference should be given in the second paragraph page 4.33 relating to “reduce MSAT
emissions by 67 to 90 percent.” This type of statement should be expanded to explain how,
despite the quadrupling (US 160 west of CR 222/223 west) of traffic, emissions will be reduced.
If there are receptors such as homes, businesses or schools that could be impacted by MSATs,
then MOBILE6.2 emission factors should be used to estimate the quantitative change in MSAT
emissions. While it is true that the MSAT emissions of the vehicle fleet in general, will be
reduced, increases in traffic and congestion may cause MSAT to increase. General statements
that MSATs will be reduced under all alternatives require some supporting analysis.
Response 52Q
Using MOBILE6.2, an analysis of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), nitrogen oxide (NOx),
and formaldehyde was prepared for existing conditions (2001), 2025 No-Action, and 2025
Preferred Alternatives. This analysis is included in Appendix I, Air Quality and the results
discussed in Section 4.5, Air Quality. The 67 to 90 percent reduction in MSAT emissions
reflected national trends. This text has been changed to reflect data from the project-specific
analysis (a 30 percent reduction). In addition, text throughout Section 4.5.3.1, Project Level
MSAT Discussion, has been changed to reflect the project-specific analysis and provide
supporting information.

Comment 52R (USEPA)
EPA disagrees with some statements in this DEIS regarding air toxics. For example, on page
3-20 the DEIS states that “…accurate and reliable estimates of actual human health or
environmental impacts from transportation projects and mobile source air toxics are not
scientifically possible at this time,” and in the first sentence in the second paragraph on page
4-33 the DEIS states that “…reliable quantitative methods do not exist to accurately estimate the
health impacts of MSATs.” While a full assessment is not required in every case and is not
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necessary for this project, EPA contends that methods do exist to fully assess the human health
risk from MSATs associated with transportation projects. In addition, the health impacts of
MSATs are widely accepted. This concept should be clarified in the page 3-20 citation noted
above.
Response 52R
FHWA acknowledges that EPA and FHWA disagree on the availability and appropriateness of
available tools for MSAT impact analysis. FHWA’s Mobile Source Air Toxics Interim Guidance,
issued by FHWA on February 3, 2006, identifies several reasons why MSAT health risk
assessment is not likely to produce meaningful results given the present state of the science.
FHWA and EPA will continue to work on a way to resolve these differences.

Comment 52S (USEPA)
As the DEIS states in 4.23.4.1, La Plata County’s population increased 36.1 percent between
1980 and 2000. While it is true that the populations of Grandview, Gem Village and Bayfield –
the three communities along the project’s corridor – would be increasing regardless, the induced
growth and changes to land values and use caused by this project should be evaluated for their
indirect effects. In addition to the wetlands and air quality impacts mentioned above, this
includes induced residential, commercial and industrial growth and land use changes that affect
wildlife habitat loss and fragmentation, and loss of rural character and farmland. Specifically,
the EIS should better identify sensitive environmental resources that may be impacted by the
eventual build-out around access points along the highway corridor.
Response 52S
In response to this comment, a discussion of induced growth and effects has been included in the
FEIS. Due to land use plans that allow higher densities of development and the availability of
centralized water and sewer systems, growth along the US 160 corridor is expected to occur
primarily in Grandview and Bayfield. The conversion of agricultural/rural land to
residential/commercial land in these areas would cause loss of sensitive environmental
resources, such as wetlands and winter habitat for mule deer and elk, to occur faster than
expected. Impacts from this development would be mitigated through access control measures,
existing land use planning, and growth management policies. See Section 4.23.6.2, Present and
Future Land Use Cumulative Impacts for the complete analysis, and Section 4.23.71, Mitigation,
for proposed mitigation measures.

Comment 52T (USEPA)
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations require the EIS to describe the “means to
mitigate adverse environmental impacts” (40 CFR 1502.16(h)). Much of the mitigation for
indirect effects may be subject to the authorities of affected cities and La Plata County. If
analysis of indirect induced growth effects occurs before the highway project is completed, the
cities/county will be better able to plan effectively for future growth and develop mitigation
measures for impacts from induced growth.
While the DEIS identifies some mitigation techniques, it focuses mainly on the inevitability of
growth in La Plata County, stating in 4.23.5.2 that the current mix of agricultural, rural, suburban
and urban land in the project corridor is projected to become entirely urbanized in the next 20
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years. It further states that residential properties closest to the project corridor are likely to
become converted to commercial uses.
By offering the cities/county adequate notice of the foreseeable environmental consequences of
this project, the EIS can give city and county officials the opportunity to better plan and
implement protective and corrective measures. It is unclear from the DEIS what mitigation
techniques are currently employed by the affected cities and La Plata County, but the EIS might
identify possibilities such as:
•

Access controls (location of interchanges)

•

Context sensitive designs

•

Local land use plans that affect or regulate new development

•

Zoning controls

•

Transfer of development rights

•

Growth management regulation (public facilities ordinances, development moratoria, urban
growth boundaries, extraterritorial zoning/annexation)

•

Resource management and preservation regulations

•

Land acquisition and conservation easements

•

Incentives for brownfield/infill development

•

Development fees and exactions.

Response 52T
A new section, 4.23.17, Mitigation, has been added to the text. Where appropriate, these
mitigation measures have been added to that section and Table 4.25.2, Summary of Mitigation
Measures.

Comment 52U (USEPA)
Use of liquid deicers may negatively impact drinking water sources through contamination of
shallow groundwater connections and through direct input to the specified receiving waterbodies,
all of which are designated as drinking water sources. Therefore, corrosion inhibitors present in
liquid deicers proposed for use along the project corridor should be evaluated for the presence of
chemical constituents which exceed drinking water MCLs. Known contaminants in corrosion
inhibitors include arsenic (As), cadmium (Cd), chromium (Cr), iron (Fe), manganese (Mn), lead
(Pb), and copper (Cu). Because metals associated with liquid deicer use are persistent and/or
bioaccumulative, significant chronic or cumulative impacts to aquatic life may also result where
other sources of metal pollution are present (Source: “Storm and Ground Water Impacts of
Chemical Deicers in Missoula, MT.” www.co.missoula.mt.us/wq/FAQ/deicer.pdf).
To determine whether this project will negatively impact groundwater, the EIS should identify
which deicers will be used on the highway and the heavy metals concentration in each, similar to
the table below. While it may be impossible to accurately model the destination and transport of
all of the chemicals in the deicer with enough accuracy to determine whether there will be an
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exceedance of MCLs in a USDW (underground source of drinking water), the EIS should
disclose what chemicals will be applied to the road and in what amount.

Table is illegible
Response 52U
CDOT uses several types of solid and liquid chloride and acetate deicers depending on
temperatures, location, traffic, equipment availability, and other factors. A discussion of these
deicers and their chemical constituents has been added to the water quality section in Section
4.8.2.3, Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives.

Comment 52V (USEPA)
Temporary sediment basins or infiltration swales should be considered where US 160 crosses the
Florida and Los Pinos rivers to decrease the contaminant (e.g., sediment, total dissolved solids
[TDS]) loading in stormwater runoff and to reduce the erosive potential of stormwater runoff
from newly developed impervious surfaces.
Response 52V
The use of permanent BMPs will be considered during all phases of the US 160 Durango to
Bayfield improvements as required by CDOT's MS4 Permit. As stated in Section 4.8.2.8,
Mitigation, permanent BMPs, including grass swales and detention basins, will be considered as
mitigation for the US 160 project. Preliminary assessment of the Florida River bridge
improvements indicates that installation of settling ponds or basins would require the removal of
wetlands and riparian vegetation for construction of permanent BMPs and access roads for
maintenance. Shallow groundwater and location within the 100-year floodplain also precluded
the use of settling basins. Practicable measures for permanent BMPs at the Florida River
include bridge deck drains that discharge into vegetated swales and use of natural vegetation
and undisturbed areas to promote groundwater recharge. Additional measures will be explored
for the Florida and Los Pinos rivers during final design.

Comment 52W (USEPA)
Limited water quality data is available for Wilson Gulch, the Animas River, the Florida River,
and Los Pinos River downstream of US Highway 160. Structures and/or automated sampler
devices which enable the monitoring of pollutants of concern (TDS, Cu, Zn, TSS, Pb, As, Cd,
Cr, Mn) at outlet structures may be appropriate for ascertaining water quality impacts from
stormwater runoff. Areas where monitoring should be considered include the mouth of Wilson
Gulch as it enters the Animas River and any major stream crossings throughout the project
corridor.
Response 52W
CDOT used the Driscoll model to calculate potential pollutant loadings from roadway runoff at
existing crossings under current and future conditions (Table 4.8.6 Required Removal for No
Increase in Mass Loading of Pollutants). The increase between current and future loadings was
used to estimate the required pollutant removals necessary to maintain existing pollutant
loadings. The results of the Driscoll model were compared to various BMP removal efficiencies
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and showed that structural BMPs can be effective in reducing pollutants from roadway runoff.
Depending on the BMPs utilized, pollutant loading reductions to preconstruction levels may be
accomplished. Adherence to CDOT’s MS4 permit, Stormwater Quality Guide, and
Specifications 208 and 107.25 assure that effective structural and non-structural BMPs will be
implemented and maintained during construction as well as post-construction and will be
addressed in the detailed design. This in turn will ensure compliance with the CWA.
Monitoring of the permanent BMPs is an effective way to ascertain the water quality impacts
from stormwater runoff. Other monitoring methods, such as automated sampler devices at
major stream crossings, would monitor pollutant levels at these locations. However, these levels
would be a result of many other factors and projects, not a measure of the US 160 BMP
effectiveness. Section 4.8.2.8, Mitigation, includes CDOT’s commitment to implementation and
monitoring of permanent BMPs.

Comment 52X (USEPA)
We recommend that the details of the stormwater pollution prevention plan be reviewed and/or
coordinated with the city of Durango’s municipal stormwater program.
Response 52X
Portions of the Grandview area are or will be annexed into the City of Durango as development
of Three Springs Development and Mercy Medical Center continues. The City of Durango
currently has a Qualifying Local MS4 Program approved by CDPHE to address Phase II
Stormwater Regulations. Projects disturbing greater than 0.5 acre within the city limits of
Durango are required to obtain coverage under a separate Stormwater Permit and comply with
the conditions of the city’s program including preparation and approval of a stormwater
management plan and installation of permanent BMPs for projects within city limits. Project
construction within the city limits of Durango will be coordinated with the city as required.

Comment 52Y (USEPA)
The DEIS documents that CDOT did a thorough job of conducting outreach to minority and lowincome, and tribal populations. These groups were identified and involved early in the scoping
process. Furthermore, EPA commends the use of bilingual outreach materials and interpreters at
public meetings, and early coordination with the Southern Ute Indian Tribal government.
Response 52Y
Comment noted.

Comment 53A (DOI)
Page 3-31 [pdf page 118], Section 3.8.2 Water Quality, last sentence
The sentence states that none of the United States Geological Survey (USGS) stations has realtime data as of 2003; data for station 09353800, Los Pinos River near Ignacio, Colorado,
continues to be collected and are now available in real-time on the internet at:
http://nwis.waterdata.usgs.gov/co/nwis/uv?site_no=09353800.
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Response 53A
The sentence has been changed to reflect that real-time data is available for this station.

Comment 53B (DOI)
Page 4-73, Section 4.8.2.1 Driscoll Method and Results
The use of the Driscoll method as a screening tool for identifying potential water-quality
concerns is appropriate; however, the presentation of the modeling results could be improved by
including predicted EMCs (event mean concentration) for all constituents that can be estimated
using this methodology, including oil and gas, BOD, nutrients, and other trace elements, and
comparing those estimated concentrations with applicable State water-quality standards for each
potentially-affected stream segment. Further, it would be beneficial if the rationale for the
assumptions that “total copper and total zinc provide an overall picture of the water quality
impacts associated with the proposed roadway improvements,” that the “relative water quality
impact of TSS would be similar to the impact of these two heavy metals,” and that “oil and
grease are minor when compared to TSS and heavy metals” also be included in the draft EIS.
Response 53B
A review of the Driscoll model by a CDOT Environmental Specialist states that, “Except in
highly mineralized areas, the metals (Cu and Zn) are the best indicators of highway pollution
runoff. TSS and phosphorous have other sources and should not be considered unless there are
site-specific data for highway runoff” (Huyck 2004). Toxicants that may be estimated using the
Driscoll method include Cu, Pb, and Zn; however, the data used to develop lead runoff from
highways were collected while leaded gasoline was commonplace and is estimated to overpredict impacts by a factor of hundreds of times given today’s gasoline (Huyck 2004).
Therefore, only copper and zinc were used as an indication of impacts from the proposed
project.
The same review also states that, “The Driscoll model assumes that 100% of the dissolved
metals that enter the receiving stream from highway runoff remain dissolved. Common chemical
reactions…may sequester the dissolved metals, particularly in the case of copper. Thus, the
Driscoll model significantly overpredicts the concentrations of dissolved metals in the receiving
stream” (Huyck 2004). In addition, the model assumes that the receiving stream is pristine. If
site-specific data for ambient conditions in the receiving stream are available, they can be input
into the model to account for this assumption. However, if site-specific data are not available
(the case on the US 160 project), the Driscoll model may underpredict concentrations.
Contaminants that are analyzed in this EIS are specific to roadway runoff, are quantifiable, and
allow for comparison of alternatives.
Loadings allow for comparison among alternatives without making assumptions about in-stream
chemical reactions or pre-existing conditions. Using event mean concentrations creates the
temptation to compare them with State Water Quality Standards, which is unreliable for the
reasons noted above. Also, these are for storm- or snowmelt-related runoff, which is an acute
event, not a chronic condition. For these reasons, the model results are reported as loadings
rather than concentrations.
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Comment 53C (DOI)
Endangered Species Act
We appreciate the coordination between Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), CDOT and Federal
Highway Administration throughout the development of this DEIS, and value the efforts made to
address FWS concerns.
We support your efforts to address wildlife crossings and in particular the number proposed. A
considerable amount of effort has been expended to ensure that the crossings will work in terms
of proper size and location. The crossings should however, be monitored for several years to
further determine their effectiveness as it takes animals a few years to become accustomed to
using them.
The document indicates that wildlife crossings will definitely be constructed. However, because
it will be some time before the project is built, the number, locations and design should be
reevaluated in the final design just as the project is to be implemented in case minor changes are
needed to ensure maximum benefit to wildlife. It would help if the following sentence found on
page 4-100, “The number, locations, and type of crossings that will be constructed will be
identified during the final design,” were changed to reflect the Colorado Department of
Transportation’s commitment to construct wildlife crossings, but that these final details
regarding number, location, and design will need to be determined at the time of project
implementation.
A table of impacts to the federally listed Southwestern Willow Flycatcher would be useful.
Maps showing the locations and delineations of the affected habitat patches before and after
construction would help to visualize the effects to the birds.
Response 53C
See responses to comments 24A, 24B, and 24C.

Comment 53D (DOI)
Section 4(f) Comments
The Department recognizes and appreciates the coordination conducted with Federal, State, and
local agencies, and the general public. We acknowledge that you have consulted with the
Colorado State Historic Preservation Office, who concurred with your determinations of
eligibility and effect. We also appreciate that you have stepped outside the box to incorporate
creative mitigation measures into this project to minimize adverse effects to the historic ditches,
specifically the Public Information Notice describing the role of irrigation in the settlement of the
region. The Department of the Interior appreciates when agencies go above and beyond
incorporating typical mitigation measures for the preservation of historic properties.
Following our review of the Section 4(f) Evaluation, we concur that there is no feasible or
prudent alternative to the Preferred Alternative selected in the document, and that all measures
have been taken to minimize harm to these resources. We appreciate the opportunity to review
this document and look forward to reviewing the final document once a Preferred Alternative has
been selected.
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Response 53D
This letter has been included in the Addendum to Appendix E, Historic Preservation
Correspondence. A reference to the letter has been added to Section 5.6, Coordination, and the
conclusion is described in Section 5.7, Section 4(f) Determination.
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2

MS. GRAHAM:

I want to welcome you all to the

public hearing tonight.

My name is Tammy Graham.
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I'm
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an independent facilitator hired by CDOT to facilitate

4

tonight.

5

CDOT staff could stand up and introduce yourselves,

6

who you are, what you do with CDOT.

First and foremost I'm wondering if all the

7

(Staff introduces themselves.)

8

MS. GRAHAM:

We're going to have a 30 to

9

45-minute presentation by the CDOT staff, kind of an

10

overview of the project, and following that we'll be

11

hearing your comments.

12

hearing, we have a recorder here.

13

this information.

14

Since this is a formal public
And I'll repeat

But, following the staff presentation, if you

15

have signed up in the back and hopefully everyone has

16

signed in, if you signed in to make a public comment,

17

that will be an opportunity for you to come up to the

18

microphone, state your name, and make your comments.

19

If you didn't sign up and you still want to

20

make a comment, that's fine, you can raise your hand

21

at the end of the period, when everyone else has made

22

comments who signed up and said they want to make

23

comments, you also can make your comments.

24
25

If you're not comfortable speaking in front
of a large group of people, you can at the end of the
3

1

public comment period just go sit with Jan over there,

2

she'll take your comments directly, any comments that

3

you might have.

4

line, you can submit them in the written fashion, so

5

there's a lot of different ways that your comments can

6

be heard.

7

You can also submit your comments on

We have an open house.
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8

that everybody came during the open house to ask

9

questions and familiarize yourself with the project.

10

We won't be taking any formal questions or any

11

questions formal or informal during the staff

12

presentations or the public comment.

13

stay afterwards to answer any questions that you might

14

have.

The staff will

15

But, since this is a formal public hearing,

16

we're really going to focus on taking your comments.

17

And they will be reflected in the EIS itself.

18

terms of questions, those will happen and those will

19

happen at the end of the hearing and the staff will

20

stick around.

21

But, in

Any questions so far?

Okay.

Without further ado I'm going to turn

22

it over to Keith Powers, the program engineer for

23

CDOT.

24
25

MR. POWERS:
meeting.

Again welcome to tonight's

I'm actually glad to see a lot of folks
4

1

here.

2

nobody had shown up on other projects.

3

to see the input because this is actually project as

4

far as the buy in.

5

comments will help shape how this course will look

6

from here on out.

7

down front here.

8

everybody stays out of the front pew.

9

We've had some of these meetings where actually
So it's great

And the importance of your

Of course, we have plenty of seats
It must be like church, you know,

Anyway, throughout the presentation tonight,

10

you're going to hear different acronyms like the one

11

that's already been used EIS or DEIS.
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and attorneys, we all love to use them, but we'll try

13

to keep it simple and I'll try to translate as we can

14

along.

15

DEIS is basically the draft environmental

16

impact statement.

17

the long term.

18

the condensed version of what you see around here on

19

all these boards to try to go through it as such.

20

It's a whole lot easier to say than

Tonight we're going to be presenting

In addition to the poster boards you see,

21

there are some mapping, I'm not sure which table it's

22

on, as far as right-of-way mapping, noise study

23

information.

24

the boards, try to find what interests you, and get

25

your comments into the record as such.

I encourage you to take a look at all

And as
5

1

mentioned before our staff will be around after the

2

presentation to talk to you, listen, see what you have

3

to say.

4

As this is a formal meeting, we will be

5

recording the information as we stated before.

And

6

all of this information gets wrapped up into what will

7

be called the final environmental impact statement

8

which hopefully will lead us to what we call a record

9

of decision.

And we need to have the record of

10

decision completed and finalized before we can start

11

any of the final design on the corridor.

12

the requirements.

13

It's one of

What the record of decision is or ROD, it's

14

the template or the instructions for the designers

15

that they will follow and actually get into the final

16

design process.

Sometimes there are the situation
Page 4
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17

where some assembly is required.

18

the those.

19

some reason.

20

later as far as the need for it and get into it.

21

And that's one of

We have to have the instructions first for
And Kerrie will get into that a little

The first slide behind me covers what we'll

22

be talking about tonight, spanning the range as to why

23

we're doing this project and what will be happening in

24

the future.

25

Let me go on to the next one.

I'm not going
6

1

to read these, hopefully you can pick up on them.

2

We're currently in step two of a four-step process.

3

Fortunately this isn't one of those 12-step ones that

4

I have a feeling some of us are going to be wanting to

5

be going through after we get done here.

6

We're nearing the end of the actual

7

environmental process.

8

here.

9

nearing the end of the process.

10

We'll let some folks come in

Plenty of seats down front, folks.

We're

Where this actually

started, in 1999 the feasibility study was completed.

11

That work was handed off and went into what

12

is called the NEPA, National Environment Policy Act

13

process which supplies the EIS that we're currently

14

under.

15

alternatives, evaluate them, screen out different

16

issues because of what may be a cultural site,

17

environmental justice issues, wetlands, roadway

18

geometry.

19

we'll call the most reasonable solution that minimizes

20

the impacts to meet the current need of the corridor.

An EIS is where we look at all of the feasible

We look at everything to come up with what
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And I think we're on to the next one now.

21
22

The corridor location, I'm going to use one of these

23

pointy things here and hopefully this works out.

24

start out on the west end of the corridor.

25

is familiar with the Farmington Hill area and the

We

Everybody

7
1

junction.

2

Shell station out there.

3

included.

4

And end up just east of Bayfield past the
And everything in between is

There is also one short section on the

5

previous map of 550 from where County Road 220 comes

6

in to make that connection work.

7

status.

8

EIS closes November 7.

9

So the project

Our comment period for this portion of the

We're looking for all the written comments

10

and verbal comments to be in at that time.

11

a web site set up, the web address is up here.

12

we'll probably put this slide up again at the end of

13

the presentation so you can write it down.

14

We do have
And

You can also make comments through the web

15

site by filling in the form and hitting the submit

16

button.

17

goes, it ends up on Patty's computer for her to

18

download and then pass out.

In case you're wondering where it actually

19

One thing I did find out in checking out the

20

web site is you do need to enter the address as it is

21

shown including the capitalization and the slashes.

22

Otherwise you may get a system error saying you can't

23

find it.

24
25

One of the other things to note is the files
on the web site can be quite large.
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1

to open up some of the documents, you may want to go

2

grab a cup of coffee or a cold one because I think one

3

of them is almost a half a gig in size.

4

a little overwhelming.

5

So it can be

The other thing is that we talked about the

6

record of decision being needed before we can begin

7

the final design process.

8

funding that's available for the corridor.

9

we have in the upcoming bonding issue two selected

10
11

And the final issue is the
Currently

locations within this corridor for improvement.
One is the fourth lane through Farmington

12

Hill, there at the junction where 550 comes in.

13

the second is the relocation of the intersection of

14

County Road 222/223.

15

for moving forward should that issue be selected.

16

And

They were put into that package

The other issue for funding in this area is

17

the current transportation bill.

18

million I believe in earmarks stated for this.

19

that currently is in a pending status depending upon

20

the current funding allocation, depending on what they

21

do with the Katrina relief issue and other issues

22

around the nation.

23

So it's unknown.

There is roughly 6.8
But

As far as funding for the

24

full package you see here, it isn't in the near

25

foreseeable future as far as the way it's currently
9

1

programmed.

But hopefully we can get some as things

2

come down the road.
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The next slide that comes up, purpose and

3
4

need.

Looking at the slide, you know, it is sort of

5

succinctly up there with what we're doing.

6

sort of paraphrase it, we're looking for the best

7

solution for the corridor to cover road safety,

8

traffic issues, access, and the other aspects that

9

come up for the commuters between Bayfield and Durango

But, to

10

and points in between.

11

and from the locations you wish to go to as quickly

12

and as safely as possible.

13

But we're trying to get you to

And part of this purpose and need, we'll go

14

through a few slides here to indicate some of the

15

issues that will actually drive us.

16

efficiency.

17

I happen to drive it myself from the Grandview area,

18

and getting into morning rush hour back and forth.

19

One is traffic

And I know many of you commute the road.

This is a photo of the Grandview area before

20

we made the improvements.

21

of the morning and evening rush hours that take place

22

along the corridor.

23

I think it's pretty typical

The next issue that comes up is the safety

24

one.

It's a wide open stretch, a lot of access

25

points.

And we're looking at improving the geometry,
10

1

straightening out the curves and grades, clearing up

2

the roadside obstacles, the trees, the rocks,

3

including the wildlife that occurs in a lot of this

4

area.

5

An example is in the Florida Valley.

Fifty

6

percent of the accidents or crashes that occur in that

7

section of roadway are animal deaths.
Page 8

So we did have

Transcript.txt
8

a picture of a deer we were going to put up here.

9

But, being as it's coming up hunting season, we didn't

10

want to give away his location as far as where he's

11

at.

12

garden has disappeared lately, you'll know which deer

13

we're talking about.

14

For those of you who do live in Bayfield, if your

The other issue that gets to be a big concern

15

is access control on these projects.

16

slide of the Grandview area that were recently

17

completed, you'll notice that there are a lot of

18

driveways coming out to the road.

19

While this is a

The future project looks to minimize those

20

access points, control them, bring them in at select

21

locations where it will be a little safer, and

22

maintain the traffic on the main highway.

23

As traffic grows, even in the area around

24

Grandview, it will become more and more difficult to

25

make that left turn out safely.

And it's just a fact
11

1

of life, as you get more and more people on the road,

2

the opportunity to make the turns become less and

3

less.

4

If you'll notice, the intersections and

5

interchanges on the boards look to alleviate that

6

especially with the frontage roads that connect into

7

them and try to make it a working solution.

8
9

Now we get to the heart of the section of our
presentation.

The following slides go through what we

10

have come to call and what we are presenting as our

11

preferred alternatives.

And this is through the
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selection process, the screening where we've asked the

13

questions of which works better than the other ideas

14

we have on the board.

15

In general we'll be talking about -- for the

16

whole corridor, we're looking at a four-lane highway

17

of some sort.

18

section with paved median.

19

Florida Valley it widens out into a divided four-lane

20

section with plenty of room to pull U-turns.

21

more width, country appeal.

22

The Grandview area is a narrower
You get out into the

A little

Coming through the Gem Village area and then

23

toward Bayfield, once again it narrows down to fit the

24

terrain, where we had to miss cultural sites,

25

wetlands.

So the geometry changes.

But in general
12

1

it's four lanes, adequate shoulders for turning,

2

appropriate intersections and interchanges, and

3

frontage roads, if required, to maintain access to the

4

property owners.

5

To simplify things we'll be looking at

6

roughly four sections.

7

or more smaller sections of roadway.

8

the areas, the Grandview area, the Florida Mesa and

9

Valley to the Dry Creek area, Dry Creek to Gem

10
11

I think we started out with 12
But looking at

Village, and then Bayfield area.
If we take a look at the alternatives that

12

were done for the Grandview area along with the

13

Florida Mesa area, there's about a baker dozen of

14

alignments here.

15
16

All these dotted lines were alternatives that
were looked at as far as where the road could go to
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make it fit through here which meant that a lot of

18

ideas came forward and a lot of looking at the

19

different alternatives, the grades, the geometry, the

20

wildlife, the wetlands, and just about everything else

21

you can think of that will be involved in the process

22

were evaluated to come up with what we're proposing.

23

The first section we're going to take a look

24

at is Grandview.

25

winter is coming.

Notice this slide what's coming,
As everybody knows and as I've
13

1

learned driving through here, this can be a very

2

congested area.

3

gets even worse.

4

And, when the weather turns bad, it

The typical section through this area would

5

be again four lanes, an appropriate median width,

6

providing a turn lane, adequate shoulders for

7

breakdowns and for the cyclists to use.

8

what's not shown on here is frontage and access roads

9

to maintain the access.

In addition

10

And this is one of the preferred alignments

11

that we're showing as far as the connection with 550

12

and 160 to Farmington Hill.

13

being the one that functions the best and has the

14

least environmental impacts of the proposal.

This one came out as

15

Some of the nice features about this is it is

16

a wide open grade, easy access down, the hospital area

17

is over in here, you can make things work.

18

taken care of the wildlife issues in both these areas

19

that we currently have problems.

20

Wilson Gulch is maintained, in fact, enhanced in some
Page 11
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So it was a best fit with the least impacts.
Conversely we looked at one of the alignments

23

that came in at the Three Springs signal.

I think you

24

can see here there's a major connection down through

25

the hillside and a greater impact to all residents in
14

1

the community in this case.

2

One thing that did come out of the analysis

3

of this intersection is that the tight urban

4

interchange design that was looked at here will fit

5

the preferred alternative.

6

major connections out to the south and some of the

7

frontage roads added on to it.

8
9

We just won't have the

Moving on the next area is the Florida Mesa
section which goes from roughly Elmors Corner to very

10

near the Dry Creek crossing.

11

picture of the County Road 222/223 intersection with

12

the site distance problem, the fact that you cannot

13

see over the hill.

14

bad in the sunrise/sunset situations as you crest the

15

hill coming this way.

16

This happens to be a

And I know this to be particularly

You just can't see.

In this area we're looking at widening out

17

the roadway, having more site distance with the

18

situation, the wider shoulders.

19

here is wide enough that trucks and folks with RVs can

20

make the U-turns to get to their access points that

21

may be on the side of the road.

22

locations established throughout the corridor for

23

that.

24
25

The median width in

And there are U-turn

An example of one of the proposed
improvements that was preferred is the relocation of
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1

County Road 222/223 into the River Valley east of the

2

Florida River.

3

excellent sight distance, and the two local county

4

roads, county road -- it's 510 and 223 are in fairly

5

close proximity to do the connection.

6

The location is fairly wide open, has

This is one of the projects that we do have

7

on the C and D bonding list for inclusion if this gets

8

built.

9

the relocation going west of the existing location up

10
11

Conversely, on the next slide, we looked at

in the farmland here.
This alignment was deemed not to be the best

12

because of the excessive land take, the massive cuts

13

that would be required, their depth.

14

growth at this intersection is such that we need a

15

signal on, you're stopping on a fairly steep grade.

16

While it works, if just doesn't work as well as being

17

in the valley.

18

If the future

Moving on to the section of Gem Village/Dry

19

Gulch, once again we looked at various alternatives

20

primarily around the Gem Village area, the different

21

alignments in tying into this section.

22

As you can see on this slide, Gem Village is

23

a very neat little community set alongside the road.

24

It has its own little infrastructure.

25

close to the roadway through here.

But it's very

It has its
16

1

frontage roads that are set up.

2

section of roadway to make something work.
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But being good engineers we figured out a way

3
4

to do it.

5

slide, we can make four lanes fit through here, drill

6

the walls in, put in the frontage roads.

7

you'll see in one of the following slides, the impacts

8

were just deemed to be too great to impose that on the

9

community.

10

And if you look at this section of the

But, as

Instead we preferred to put in a bypass

11

around the section of town.

12

the one that came through as being the best preferred.

13

It leaves the town section pretty much intact just the

14

way it is today.

15

It swings to the south is

The other alternative that the slide

16

previously showed, we can make it fit.

17

it takes out one-half of the block.

18

there, it's just something that would not come out.

19

think it was something like eight businesses and 15

20

homes for this alignment would be impacted.

21

But basically

And we can't go

Now we come to the Bayfield area.

I

Again a

22

nice close knit community, has its own attributes.

23

And we need to maintain the access and the situation.

24

The cross-section of this area will be very similar to

25

what's going on with Grandview.
17

1

We narrowed up the roadway to stay within

2

close proximity, median widths would account for left

3

turn lanes, again there's room for the intersections,

4

interchanges, and the frontage roads that may be

5

necessary.

6
7

The preferred alternative that is in here is
to utilize an intersection with a roundabout situation
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to connect to the south roads, maintain the two lanes

9

through here.

Now, one thing that's not shown is the

10

maintaining of the access into the commercial center

11

at this point.

12

maintained until traffic volumes get to the point

13

where that becomes a problem.

14

And, for a period of time, that can be

But hopefully by that time, and based upon

15

the planning and talking to the local town, then we'll

16

have the connection from the Shell station brought

17

back through and then that way the access on that side

18

of the road can be maintained in a better manner.

19

Conversely one of the alternatives that was

20

not preferred was the building of an actual

21

interchange just over the hill in the valley.

22

of wetland takes.

23

local roadway systems and it's just a much larger

24

greater impact and would not function as well.

25

A lot

The tie in is not as neat in the

Now I'll turn it over to Kerrie.
18

1

MS. NEET:

Thanks, Keith.

What I'm going to

2

talk about tonight is kind of the natural and social

3

environments and the impacts of the project on the

4

natural and social environments.

5

the main reasons for doing an EIS.

6

me okay.

7

And this is one of
Can everybody hear

We really are wanting to make the best

8

decision that looks at the impacts of our project.

9

And we look at a wide range of resources.

I think in

10

this document I sat through and counted them, there's

11

18, if anyone is interested.

But, you know, a wide
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range of issues, everything from noise impacts to

13

wetland impacts to historic property impacts, I mean

14

we look at everything to really make the best decision

15

we can for the corridor.

16

For this particular corridor, there were five

17

primary areas of concern.

And these are listed up

18

here.

19

more detail if you're interested, we have more detail

20

on the poster boards as well as in the document

21

itself.

And I'll go through these each.

22

Okay.

And there is

If you look at this picture, this is a

23

picture at the County Road 223 Dry Creek area facing

24

west towards Durango.

25

wetlands.

And this area has a lot of

And I'll point those out for you.

Right in
19

1
2

here.

So essentially on both sides of the road.
Some of those are really high quality

3

wetlands, they're meadow wetlands, they're very hard

4

to replace, they're very high quality.

5

thing we do, when we do a corridor project and we're

6

looking at wetlands, we figure out and work with the

7

designers and say, okay, how can we avoid and minimize

8

our impact to wetlands.

9

The first

And, on this particular project, what we've

10

done to minimize impacts is use of guardrail,

11

retaining walls.

12

the median.

13

Engineers and get permanent (unintelligible).

14

So that's a big part of it.

In this area we actually narrowed

We also have to work with the Corps of

We need to

15

demonstrate to them that we are picking an alternative

16

that has the least environmental damage to the aquatic
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resource as practicable.

18

closely with the Corps on this, the Corps of

19

Engineers, and they are a cooperating agency with us

20

on this.

21

So we have worked very

Mitigation, we mitigate for wetlands, pretty

22

much anything we take we replace.

So we will go out

23

there and build and replace wetlands that we impact.

24

Again our first look is what can we do to avoid and

25

minimize.

And, when we can't do anything else, we
20

1

actually go in and replace.

And the CDOT policy is to

2

replace everything, whether it's covered under the

3

(unintelligible) or not, we replace all wetlands.

4

This is a picture at the top of the hill

5

looking over the Florida River.

6

Road 222/223 facing east.

7

picture, that's the Florida River.

8

all the trees.

9

that's a very important area for wildlife.

10

It's just past County

And, if you look in the
And you can see

And obviously that's probably --

The main impact of our project to wildlife is

11

lots of native vegetation and essentially the

12

restriction of wildlife movement.

13

elk in this area, they tend to migrate north, they

14

move north in the summer up in the mountains and they

15

move south down in the lowlands in the winter.

16

along the Florida River in the summertime, they're

17

moving forth and they're coming south in the winter.

18

And so that creates conflicts when you have

19

an east/west road.

20

and you've got an east-west road.

The deer and the

So,

You have animals going north/south
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that in this area we have -- a high percentage of the

22

safety data is wildlife deaths.

23

For deer and elk and other large animals,

24

what we're doing to mitigate our impacts is we're

25

putting in a number of underpasses or we're actually
21

1

modifying some of our bridge structures so they can be

2

used by wildlife.

3

We're also including fencing with that.

So

4

wherever we have underpasses we're including fencing

5

on both sides to actually funnel them to the

6

underpass.

7

Wildlife and Fish and Wildlife Services on this.

8

actually have in the document, we committed to about

9

20.

10

And we work closely with Division of
We

Threatened, endangered, and sensitive

11

species.

12

of him already, that's a southwestern willow

13

flycatcher.

14

our area.

15

in the corridor and it's been documented the presence

16

of this bird.

17

This little bird here, you might have heard

And that is an endangered bird found in
We've actually -- it's actually been noted

The habitat of the southwestern willow

18

flycatcher is willow habitat.

19

shows a good patch of the willow habitat.

20

species we evaluated in this document is the bald

21

eagle, yellow billed cuckoo bird, burrowing owls, and

22

Knowlton cactus.

23

removal of suitable habitat mainly along the corridor.

24
25

The right-hand picture
Other

The main impact on these species is

We've got a lot of mitigation commitments in
the document for threatened, endangered, and sensitive
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1

species.

2

Wildlife Service on this as well.

3

when we do phase the projects -- Keith talked about

4

some of the smaller projects we may be doing in the

5

next few years.

6

And we do have to work closely with Fish and
What we'll do is,

We'll go out and survey before we do those

7

projects and we'll survey for the southwestern willow

8

flycatcher and the bald eagle, et cetera.

9

of these species are found or active nests or inactive

And, if any

10

nests for the bald eagle is found, we'll create a

11

buffer zone around that particular bird or that

12

particular habitat and that -- what I mean by buffer

13

zone is we'll say okay -- and this is identified by

14

Division of Wildlife and Fish and Wildlife Service,

15

there are certain -- for example, the bald eagle, half

16

mile.

17

But we would say, if we found a nest, we

18

would say we would require that.

19

actually do construction of the project during the

20

breeding season within a half mile of that nest.

21

And you couldn't

For the southwestern willow flycatcher, we'll

22

be doing annual surveys of all the habitat we find

23

along the corridor and we'll replace the habitat.

24
25

Visual impacts.

This is one of those

resource issues that usually doesn't get a lot of
23

1

attention.

2

corridor.

But it is a significant one in this
When you build a highway, when you widen a
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road, when you add interchanges, guardrails, access

4

roads, retaining walls, you increase the scale of

5

dominance of the highway in the shed.

6

We have committed to mitigation in this

7

document for visual impacts such as, for example, if

8

we cut through a hillside or we cut through a bank,

9

then we would, you know, kind of blend that cut line

10

into the surrounding terrain, the surrounding hill.

11

And we would revegetate that as soon as possible.

12

And certainly we would revegetate partly for

13

stabilization, but it would also be for the visual

14

contrast.

15

would include design features that would add to the

16

scenic quality.

17

And, for retaining walls and bridges, we

One good example of that is, if you go south

18

on 550 towards Aztec or Farmington, right at the state

19

line we put in some retaining wall as part of that

20

project.

21

they really add to the scenic quality.

22

And I personally think those are beautiful,

Next time you go down there, look at them.

23

But they really blend well in with the surrounding

24

rock types, they look like the surrounding rock

25

formations.

And that's a good way to enhance your
24

1

visual quality.

2

The last resource area I wanted to talk

3

about, and this is more of a social environment.

4

kind of divided it into two.

5

was talking about previously were impacts to natural

6

environment.

7

that is very important to us.
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9

And social and environmental justice, under
the Civil Rights Act in Executive Order signed by

10

President Clinton in 1994, we must really when we're

11

doing a project look at the impact of our proposed

12

action and make sure we're not causing a

13

disproportionately high and adverse environmental

14

effect on protected communities such as minority or

15

low income populations.

16

And we've taken a real broad look at this

17

corridor.

18

this corridor and really take the social environment

19

seriously.

20

We've tried to work with all communities in

And I've got several examples of that.

Keith mentioned Gem Village.

Well, the

21

preferred alternative we're looking at is not

22

necessarily the cheapest alternative, but it has the

23

least amount of impact on that community.

24

it to the south.

25

impacting any businesses versus, if we go through

We bypass

And that means we don't end up

25
1

town, we impact nine businesses.

2

as many residents.

3

We also impact half

Another example of meeting with communities

4

and working with communities is the Narrow Gauge

5

Mobile Home Park.

6

the residents that showed up at that meeting were

7

concerned about the access that we were looking at for

8

their communities.

9

them.

10
11

During the scoping meeting in 2003,

And so we went out and we met with

And we changed the access.
And we ended up reducing our impacts to those

communities significantly.

Our original plan had
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about 18 homes that we would be taking.

13

changed the access, we were down to zero permanent

14

homes being taken.

We would have to relocate three

15

homes temporarily.

But no permanent impacts.

16

Well, when we

So, you know, I think these are good examples

17

and there's many more.

18

quite a bit on coming up with our preferred

19

alternatives there.

20

communities and we will continue to.

21

We've worked with Bayfield

We have worked with the

With that I'll turn it over to Shane because,

22

even though we work with communities, we do have

23

impacts.

24

to take homes.

25

do have impacts.

We do have to acquire property, we do have
We can't avoid it completely.

And we

So Shane will go over the
26

1

acquisition and right-of-way process.

2

MR. HARRIS:

Thanks, Kerrie.

I want to give

3

you an overview of the right-of-way process.

But,

4

before we get into that, I want to emphasize that this

5

study area, once it's approved, won't be built all at

6

the same time.

7

years, most of it having to do with highway funding.

It will be phased in over several

8

So once we get highway funding and it's in

9

place and we start designing the project, then this

10

right-of-way process kicks in.

11

As you can see there's a lot of paperwork in

12

this slide.

And that's really kind of how I define

13

the right-of-way process, is we have a lot of

14

analysis, justifications, and reports.

15

going to go through each one of these bullet items

16

here.
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The first item, right-of-way plans, is based

18

on the actual design, what was needed to build the

19

highway, whether it's widening or a bridge or

20

something like that or new alignment.

21

based on what's needed for construction.

22

Our plans are

Now, it will be done with a route survey,

23

proposed boundary survey, it will be done by a

24

professional land survey.

25

level.

So it's done to a very high

27
1

And then finally each property or each or

2

each owner will be described, each piece of property.

3

And you can see that there in the plan.

4

And, with the different colors here, kind of

5

the yellow, the purple, each one of those are separate

6

descriptions for the properties that we need to

7

acquire.

8
9

And usually there are takings like this.
So, once we have the property identified,

what needs to be acquired, then we start with

10

appraisals.

11

appraisal prepared.

12

another appraiser.

13

there.

14

get an appraisal at the department's cost if their

15

property is valued at $5,000 or more.

16

The department has their own independent
And then that is reviewed by
So a couple levels are checked

The property owner also has an opportunity to

So, once we get it appraised, then we go and

17

make an offer.

Offers are in writing.

18

allow sufficient time to negotiate that.

19

days is expected for us, in our minds is an adequate

20

amount of time.
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Thirty days may not seem like a lot of time.

22

But, with the appraisal process and everything else

23

that's involved, the property owner knows it's coming,

24

it's nothing new to them.

25

picture here, a real estate specialist, acquisition

And, as we see in this

28
1

specialist will offer to meet with the property owners

2

in their home or wherever it's convenient.

3

finally CDOT pays those closing costs.

And then

4

At the same time, we're working with tenants

5

and owners if their homes or businesses are impacted.

6

We're working with them to find them a new place to go

7

and to relocate.

8

actually require that, but sometimes it does.

9

And not all of our acquisitions

And so for each category, whether it's

10

residential or business, there are certain benefits.

11

And those are pretty much defined.

12

through a new -- some new changes with that.

13

actually were able to increase some of those

14

(unintelligible).

15

We just went
And we

So the relocation assistance really is broken

16

down into two areas.

17

it's also advisory services to help people find new

18

locations.

19

days to find an alternative location.

20

It's financial assistance and

Each person will be allowed at least 90

Then this last slide, the reason I put that

21

up there is so that you know that there's a lot of

22

rules, regulations, and guidelines that we follow when

23

we institute this program.

24

what we refer to as the Uniform Act.

25

This first item here is

We would like to say it's fair and equitable,
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1

but really -- it really treats everybody the same,

2

it's uniform so everybody gets treated the same.

3

try to do our best to help everybody out in their

4

circumstances, but we just can't cover everything.

5

We have federal highway regulations, state

6

regulations, and we have our own internal CDOT

7

right-of-way manual.

8
9

We

And also this was just a brief overview.

So,

if you want some more information tonight, we have

10

some brochures here, both acquisition and relocation.

11

And you're welcome to pick one of those up.

12
13

MS. GRAHAM:

Thanks.

Thank you, Kerrie, Keith, and

Shane.

14

Now we're going to move to the public comment

15

portion of the evening.

16

hold onto them, the staff will be around afterwards

17

for specific questions or you can always call CDOT and

18

ask those.

19

Again, if you have questions,

Tonight most importantly is that we get the

20

comments from you, the public.

21

statements, issues that you want to make sure that

22

CDOT is looking at.

23

Your thoughts, your

So how we're going to do this, when each of

24

you came in, you signed a sign-in sheet.

And some of

25

you noted on there that you wanted to make a comment
30

1

tonight.

If you didn't make a comment on there, at

2

the end of the evening, after we take the comments
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that people who said they did want to comment, we'll

4

give you an opportunity.

5

As I mentioned before, if you're not

6

comfortable speaking at the microphone, you can

7

address Jan, our recorder, after the meeting, sit with

8

her, and make your comment.

9

Again the other ways you can comment, the

10

third page of the handout that was at the front, you

11

can write your comments on there and submit them.

12

can go online and submit them.

13

November 7.

14

mailed in, must be postmarked by November 7.

15

You

You have until

All comments must be postmarked, if
Okay.

So what I'm going to do is I'm going to go

16

through this list of the folks that marked

17

specifically that they did want to make a comment.

18

What I'm going to ask you to do is, when I call your

19

name, come up to the microphone here in the center

20

aisle, state your name for the record, and speak into

21

the microphone, mostly so that Jan can hear you to

22

make sure she can get your comment accurately.

23

You'll have five minutes per person to make

24

comments which should be hopefully plenty of time.

25

Any questions about the comment, how the comment
31

1

period will work?

2

Brett Boyer.

Okay.

So we have a maybe next to

Brett, are you still here?

3

MR. BOYER:

4

MS. GRAHAM:

5

MR. BOYER:

Yes.
Is that maybe yes?
I wanted to hear what you had to

6

said first.

I'll put a lot of my comments written

7

down and give them to you. But I think I do want to
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mention the Commerce Drive access that you showed

9

there for long term, it shows it closed as a preferred

10
11

alternative.
And I wanted to for the record strenuously

12

object to that, that instead of looking to close that,

13

that you look for ways to engineer to keep that open.

14

The intersection is -- would be a high impact closure

15

for the community.

16

As you mentioned with Gem Village, that we

17

have a lot of our commercial center right there.

We

18

are growing east and west from that area.

19

other intersections that are proposed, one to the

20

east, it would be a half mile either way, you would

21

have to go all the way around to get to the key

22

business areas.

But the

23

So I want to object to any closure of that

24

and (unintelligible) that would say that we work to

25

keep that open.

For example, Colorado which is the
32

1

frontage road right there, that perhaps that's riding

2

right out or perhaps that's closed, but you keep

3

Commerce Drive open.

4

intersection there.

5

I would like to see a lighted

There should be plenty of right-of-way there

6

to make that work.

7

that open.

8

issues to the west on the parks and got some language

9

in on that.

10
11

So the long term I want to keep

I appreciate your staff who worked on some

So continue to do that.

But I was disappointed to see on the
preferred alternative that Commerce Drive is closed
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because that is key to our community.

13

grocery store there, the bank right there, the gas

14

station, a lot of other things.

15

working to close it, work to keep it open.

16

We have the

And so, instead of

The roundabout at eight corners.

Perhaps

17

some language that that is looked at as either a

18

roundabout or another appropriate intersection.

19

intersection we currently have there that's a

20

roundabout has mixed response in the community.

21

The

And a future roundabout may be looked upon

22

negatively, I can't say at this point.

So I would

23

like to leave that open to another appropriate

24

intersection or a roundabout.

25

comments.

So those are my

Thank you.
33

1
2

MS. GRAHAM:

Thank you, Brett.

Clark?

3

MS. CLARK:

4

MS. GRAHAM:

5
6

Is it Antonia

I think I'll mail in my comments.
Okay.

Carol McWilliams.

Carol.

State your name for the record, please.
MS. McWILLIAMS:

Carol McWilliams, I live on

7

County Road 509 just southwest of Bayfield.

8

mainly I want to comment to echo what Brett Boyer just

9

said with the concern about possibly closing the

10
11

But

Commerce Drive access.
Currently that is the primary access for the

12

entire north side of our town.

It's been an issue for

13

several years as we've been discussing these proposed

14

highway improvements.

15

process all along.

16

Bayfield Area Chamber of Commerce I think in 1999 and
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2000.

18

So I was seriously involved with it then

19

because of the impact this would have on our

20

businesses and on the ability of residents to

21

circulate from the north side and south side of the

22

town.

23

The highway through Bayfield was designated

24

as an expressway I believe in October of 1999.

And

25

that was over the very strenuous objection from the
34

1

town.

2

ultimately closing this I believe, because that

3

requires a one-mile space in between accesses.

4

And that's one of the justifications for

And I would note that then Mancos which also

5

has the expressway designation and has been through an

6

awful lot of the same concerns with their Highway 84

7

intersection, that they seem to have full access on

8

the east end of town and west of the town, both of

9

which are well within a mile of that Highway 84

10

stoplight.

11

to keeping that intersection open and the town would

12

prefer a full movement intersection for that.

13

And so I would like serious consideration

And another concern I have that I know has

14

been expressed in the past is, when properties are

15

designated for ultimate acquisition, that that affects

16

the property values of those even though that actual

17

acquisition might not happen for years.

18

becomes a major problem for the property owners.

19

that (unintelligible).

20

MS. GRAHAM:

Thank you, Carol.
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Neil Gonzalves? How do you pronounce your

21
22

name?

23

MR. GONZALVES:

24

MS. GRAHAM:

25

MR. GONZALVES:

Gonzalves.

Gotcha.
I live on County Road 222 and
35

1

actually was involved in designing a lot of these

2

alignments years ago during the feasibility.

3

quite surprised that alternative A is even still up on

4

the board.

5

and 222 are pretty severe.

6

I'm

The grades to get from 223 up to the top

I get cars in my yard every year because I

7

live right up against 222, my house is backed up

8

against it.

9

ago, I never dreamed that cars would come off that

When we bought that house seven years

10

road.

Consistently we have about one car a year

11

coming off that.

12

Years ago I asked Mike Russell who was the

13

county engineer to please put a guardrail up there.

14

And there's been no action.

15

you know, funneling cars from on top of the hill

16

coming right around that corner and they will end up

17

on my property.

18

Alternative A would be,

However, that corner is a little north of my

19

house, you know, luckily.

20

surprised that alternative is still there other than,

21

if you only had alternative C up, it wouldn't be an

22

alternative, it would be, you know, the selected

23

choice.

24
25

So I'm just really

The grade and everything else on the highway
coming around the corner, 222 freezes up instantly
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1

when the sun goes down.

2

the highway is wet, they think everything is okay,

3

they come around that corner.

4

People come off the highway,

And we've had head-ons.

And I actually had a car in my yard this year

5

this spring, the weather wasn't even an issue.

6

car came off the road and almost took my garage out.

7

And so I just really very strongly suggest that that

8

alternative be done away with and that alternative C

9

which seems to be much more practical be adopted.

10

The

That's it.

11

MS. GRAHAM:

Thank you, Neil.

12

Harry Goff.

Is Harry still here?

13

If you can restate your name.

14

MR. GOFF:

My name is Harry Goff.

I live

15

here in Durango, but my wife and I own property just

16

east of Bayfield.

In fact, it's the very last --

17

MS. GRAHAM:

18

MR. GOFF:

Sorry.
We own property east of Bayfield.

19

In fact, it's the very last tract where this project

20

terminates.

21

right word from four lane back to two lane.

22

And you have a transition I guess is the

My concern there is there is a wetlands on

23

the property which I'm interested in keeping.

And the

24

widening there apparently will cut into that wetlands.

25

And I recognize from one of the earlier statements
37

1

that one of the things you can do is try to avoid them

2

by walls and so forth.
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And I would like to have you consider if

3
4

that's a possibility.

5

would like to have the mitigation or replacement or

6

enhancement or whatever it is done on the property.

7

know sometimes you go buy lands other places and try

8

to do it all in one place.

9

done on the property.

10

But secondly, if it isn't, I

I

But I would prefer it be

The other consideration I have, and I'm not

11

sure, I guess it belongs in tonight's discussion.

12

But, as far as I can tell, it shows a raised median,

13

even though it is transition.

14

cut off three accesses that I have on that property.

15

And there is no frontage road shown to take the place

16

of getting to those three accesses.

17

And what that does is

So either I'd like to have you remove the

18

median or provide another way to get to those

19

accesses.

20

Thank you.
MS. GRAHAM:

21

Greg Cathberg.

22

begins with a B.

23

Greg?

Okay.

Still here?

Brush?

MR. BRUSH:

Thank you.

It looks like

Okay.

Jerry it

Jerry.

I'm Jerry Brush, I teach at

24

Bayfield, I live up on the Grandview area.

And,

25

having driven this corridor for 20 years, I've got a
38

1

lot of observations and insights.

2

alternatives look very good for the most part.

3

The preferred

I can echo what the former person said about

4

the roundabout.

Bayfield, I teach at the high school.

5

And the kids love bailing right over the top of it

6

when they cannot get caught.

7

think that it is not the best alternative.
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9

And particularly when you look at the eight
corners intersection and buck highway, a roundabout

10

there could be very much a worst case scenario.

11

roundabout that we have works.

12

The

But I think one at eight corners would be a

13

lot more congested and a lot more difficult to

14

negotiate on a busy morning unless it's made wide

15

enough to handle big trucks.

16

you have space to make a wide roundabout right there

17

without taking out the Baptist church.

18

And I don't think that

The other issues I looked at, the wildlife

19

movement.

20

going through that corridor.

21

going to mitigate wildlife movement is really

22

important and making room for the wildlife is

23

essential.

24
25

I have only hit one deer in my 20 years
And knowing that you're

You cannot not do that.
much appreciated.

And the fencing is

I love watching the elk in there,
39

1

but I hate thinking about hitting one of those

2

animals.

3

The intersections for 222/223, again to echo

4

what someone formerly said, I have witnessed several

5

accidents at the top of the hill where people are

6

coming off of one of those roads onto the highway.

7

And that is -- we've got to find an alternative to

8

that intersection.

9

is much, much preferred.

10
11

And getting it down by the river
That's also going to impact

the wildlife and wetlands.
Access for all the residents on the road who
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currently have a driveway right onto the road, the

13

current Grandview project has very heavily impacted my

14

personal access and access for Florida Baptist church.

15

At one point in the design phase of the

16

Grandview corridor, the hill between the church and

17

the KOA campground was going to be cut down.

18

was one more meeting held after we pretty well nailed

19

down that alternative of cutting down the hill.

20

was one more meeting.

21

There

There

I was in the midst of a church instruction

22

project and didn't make it to that meeting.

And the

23

hill changed into a widening of the hill which has

24

been completed and the paving is about done there.

25

But it created some -- well, it didn't fix any of the
40

1
2

current problems that we have.
And I'm interested in how, because I haven't

3

heard how that process happened, that that hill

4

widening alternative came to be instead of cutting the

5

hill down.

6

to happen at the fourth -- or the third stage of this

7

process, when you actually get down to designing the

8

actual road.

9

of changes are made at a meeting after the fact.

10

And I'm really interested in what is going

Will people be informed if these kinds

It was really upsetting when I found out the

11

hill would be cut down and I couldn't make it to the

12

meeting where that decision was made.

13

The other thing that I think is really

14

crucial is just a comment.

And that is that I was

15

told that CDOT is not in the business of building

16

frontage roads.

And many of these drawings here show
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frontage roads.

18

When did CDOT get in the business of building

19

frontage roads.

And why didn't the frontage roads

20

happen in Grandview.

21

alternative to just build frontage roads, leave the

22

highway the way it was, and get the school buses and

23

people who are turning left to get into their driveway

24

off the road.

25

more sense.

That would have been much better

That still seemed to make a whole lot
And that's all I have to say.
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1

MS. GRAHAM:

Okay.

Thank you.

Matt Leader.

2

MR. LEADER:

I'm going to hold my comments.

3

I got here so late, I haven't had a chance to hear

4

everything.

5

MS. GRAHAM:

6

MR. WHITE:

Okay.

Wally White.

Thank you.

Wally White on High

7

Llama Lane.

8

I'm going to echo a couple of things that I've heard.

9

And my comments are strictly private.

The roundabout in Bayfield to me is a

10

disaster.

11

have roundabouts back there that you can actually get

12

around.

13

Volkswagen, it's incredibly difficult.

14

I've driven a lot back East.

And they do

If you drive anything larger than a

I happen to have a large pickup.

And you can

15

hardly drive around in the kind of vehicles we have

16

here.

17

roundabout would be adequate as the gentleman just

18

commented on.

19

we've needed here for a long time.

20

So I'm not sure that the other proposed

The wildlife crossings is something

And in light of the fact that this is really
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a long-term project and we are facing actually

22

cutbacks if we don't pass C and D, which I encourage

23

everybody here to support because without C and D we

24

aren't going to see any improvements in Farmington

25

Hill in addition to a lot of other problems that we'll
42

1

be facing.

2

But I do want to comment briefly on a couple

3

of things that are going on right now in the Grandview

4

area.

5

long term.

6

on the alternatives.

7

I don't know if they can be addressed in the
But I notice that you don't have them here

And one happens to be a stoplight that has

8

been talked about at South Fork Ranch if and when that

9

property is annexed by the city.

The proposal is to

10

bring High Llama Lane east from its present location

11

and then up south to the present entrance of South

12

Fork Ranch and have a stoplight there.

13

I did not see that addressed and I'm

14

wondering how that's going to figure in in the short

15

term because we're looking at probably within the next

16

couple of years that project getting underway.

17

The other thing is that some of the accesses

18

along I would say the north side of the highway, and

19

I'm obviously familiar with the one at High Llama Lane

20

as they're constructing it right now, has some what I

21

consider complications.

22

The grade coming up on High Llama Lane is

23

quite steep.

So, when you get up to the highway,

24

there's going to be a very, very small area to stop

25

and try and get out on the highway during severe
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1

weather.

2

there are going to have a heck of a time trying to

3

pull out onto the highway.

4

I'm afraid that any of the residents up

The turn lane there is a wonderful safety

5

factor.

6

have to look in my rear-view mirror anymore all the

7

time.

8

a lot.

9

And I really commend you on that.

I don't

It's a real pleasure, it takes the pressure off

Also I know that everybody has been really

10

busy out there.

But I'm wondering, you have built an

11

access for C&J gravel there or a turn lane.

12

now it looks like a dirt road.

13

of moisture recently.

But right

I know we've had a lot

14

But there is a tremendous amount of gravel

15

and dirt being carried onto the highway both in the

16

turn lane and the downhill lanes.

17

problem as we have with windshields and other issues,

18

I'm wondering when we might see some sweeping of that

19

area and if that's -- I don't know how that will be

20

continuing in the future because obviously the gravel

21

operations will be continuing there.

22

And, as much

And, you know, if you see that type of

23

deposits of gravel and dirt out on the highway on a

24

continual basis, I think it will create a safety

25

issue.

I don't know how you might consider that.

But
44

1
2

I encourage you to take a look at it.
MS. GRAHAM:

Thank you.
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those who had expressly decided that they wanted to

4

make a comment.

5

that would like to make a comment.

6

up to the microphone and state your name.

7

NEELY:

Anyone that hasn't made a comment yet
Yeah.

Please step

I'm Jan Neely from the general

8

Bayfield area.

9

things that Carol said and people have said about the

10

And I would just ditto a number of

roundabout which I find very (unintelligible).

11

The other comments are on my own property.

12

You showed that slide on Dry Creek and commented on

13

the wetlands as being very high quality.

14

on both sides of the road and that whole length there.

15

They're mine

And I have a real interest in what you do.

16

If you widen the road at all, you're in the wetlands.

17

And the way that you have sketched out realigning the

18

county road coming in looks dangerous from where I

19

look at it every day.

20

consideration.

21

extent possible on the same tract of land.

22

So I think wetlands are a major

I would like them replaced to the

The highway, when it was rearranged from

23

where it used to be on 243 changed the piping of Dry

24

Creek under Highway 160.

25

there.

Highway 160 was extended

And that changed the drainage of that whole
45

1

area south of the road very substantially.

2

continued to change for the years I've been there.

3

And it has

And so that's one where I would really like

4

to personally meet with the people who are considering

5

what to do and take a good look at what has changed in

6

these years and what is possible.

7

The highway -- I've been to a number of these
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meetings.

And basically I approve of most of the

9

changes that are being made.

I used to be able to

10

drive home half asleep and enjoy the country.

And now

11

it sometimes takes me 15 minutes to get out of my

12

driveway.

13

Thank you very much.

14

MS. GRAHAM:

15

MS. CLARK:

So I care that we're fixing this highway.

You want to comment now.
My name is Antonia Clark.

16

at 589 County Road 220.

17

although my offices are in Grandview, my biggest

18

concern is the realignment of Farmington Hill.

I live

19

And my biggest concern is,

And I would think -- first ever all I would

20

think a much bigger priority would be the increased

21

number of lanes coming through Grandview at the bottom

22

of Farmington Hill and then the traffic flow from the

23

bottom of Farmington Hill into town especially through

24

Bodo.

25

I think you've got some huge traffic issues
46

1

there that are a lot more important than Farmington

2

Hill.

3

the city limits at 8:25.

4

Hill.

5

I left my house this morning at 8:15, I was at
I drove down Farmington

I waited for one stoplight.
If I'm -- if I'm trying to get to town at

6

eight o'clock, I leave five minutes early because it's

7

a little more congested at eight o'clock.

8

Farmington Hill is not a big deal as far as people

9

having to wait, certainly not worth putting millions

But

10

of dollars to save people five minutes of sitting at a

11

traffic light.

So I don't think the time and
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congestion coming down from Farmington Hill is a huge

13

issue.

14

I hear -- often I hear the argument, well,

15

we're talking 20 years in the future, we're really

16

thinking forward.

17

our traffic plans for today 20 years ago which I'm

18

sure we did, but I think we would find things much

19

different five years ago if you look at the City of

20

Durango's comprehensive plan which was adopted I guess

21

1995, 1997.

22

know how you can set in concrete a plan that is 20

23

years off.

24
25

And I think, if we had been making

Things have changed vastly.

So I don't

I hear a lot of people say or a lot of the
arguments is that the cost -- I wonder why you're not
47

1

going to look at a flyover coming down the current

2

alignment or some alignment that's very close.

3

look at some sort of a flyover that brings you into

4

160.

5

And

And I hear, oh, that's way, way too

6

expensive.

But I can't imagine that it's more

7

expensive than buying that ranch from an owner who is

8

determined not to sell it who wants to preserve it and

9

buying all that property, doing all that roadwork, and

10

digging enormous trenches that you're going to have to

11

dig to get your slopes from the top of the mesa down

12

to 160.

13

I can't imagine that a flyover from the top

14

of Farmington Hill down to the bottom of the hill is

15

that much more expensive than going through all that

16

construction.
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And one more comment is I think that who

18

knows what's going to happen to Grandview.

19

pretty clear that there's going to be a lot of growth

20

in Grandview and there's going to be a lot more

21

traffic coming through Grandview because of Bayfield,

22

Pagosa Springs, the enormous amount of growth that's

23

going to happen out there, the commercial development

24

that's going to happen out there.

25

But it's

A friend of mine used to say Durango is going
48

1

to become a suburb of Grandview.

2

quite going to happen.

3

going to be substantial.

4

are going to be substantial.

5

I don't think that's

But it's the growth there is
There's traffic issues that

So I don't quite understand why you take

6

traffic coming from Farmington, take the people that

7

want to go west and take them east and drop them right

8

into the middle of all the growth that's going to

9

happen in that area to bring them back down past

10

Farmington Hill instead of just realigning Farmington

11

Hill itself.

12

And then I guess my last comment is that I

13

think -- not that maybe the state of Colorado really

14

cares.

15

county is that people want to preserve open space,

16

they want to preserve their quality of life, they want

17

to preserve agriculture.

18

But I think that the general consensus in this

And so -- and we've spent a lot of time,

19

people in this county spent a lot of time fighting

20

developers who took their own land and wanted to
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And we have -- the community in general

21

subdivide it.

22

has fought a lot of that growth and development.

23

And I think, when you've got a landowner who

24

does not want to develop his property and has wanted

25

to keep their name and wanted to keep it an open space
49

1

at the very entrance of Durango, and I think it would

2

be a travesty to then take that property away from him

3

and put a four-lane highway through it; because I

4

guess I just think that it would be an unfortunate

5

thing to take a piece of property that somebody wants

6

to preserve and develop it or destroy it.

7

So that you -- and oh, sorry, one more.

I

8

think that, with all the planning and growth that

9

we're trying to do in the county, I think it's very

10

clear that Grandview is going to have a lot of growth.

11

And hopefully people voice all the time that they want

12

to maintain the rural character of the La Plata County

13

as much as possible.

14

I think, by having the mesa and Grandview at

15

two different levels, that's possible.

16

you take a four-lane highway from the top of that mesa

17

and drop it into Grandview which is an exploding area,

18

you're just going to bring all that growth and we're

19

just going to be one great big sprawl from Durango to

20

Farmington.

Thank you.

21

MS. GRAHAM:

22

that wants to make a comment?

23

restate your name.

24
25

I think, when

Anyone else who hasn't spoken

MR. GONZALVES:
mention trucks.

No.

Sir.

Neil Gonzalves.

Could you

Did I

You know, I was talking about cars on
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1

222.

2

and there are subdivisions going in between 172 and

3

160 along 222, it's only a matter of time before a

4

cement truck or a semi truck pulling a lowboy or a

5

track hoe or, you know, any of the other construction

6

equipment that is coming up and down that hill

7

regularly goes off that hill and causes some serious

8

damage or loss of life.

9

concern.

10

Since the use of putting in the concrete plant

11

That's it.

Thank you.

MS. GRAHAM:
a comment?

12

Anyone else tonight want to make

Yes, sir.

MR. BRUSH:

I mean cars are not the only

Restate your name.
I'm Jerry Brush.

One thing I

13

forgot to say earlier, one of the things that

14

frustrates me about highway construction projects, and

15

I understand budgets is a big piece of it, but it

16

seems that we do a piece of road and we get it done

17

pretty nicely and we stop and we move all the

18

equipment off somewhere else and do another piece of

19

road somewhere else.

20

The C and D proposal that you guys gave us so

21

generously tonight reflects that.

22

four miles between Bondad and Durango.

23

do about 24 miles, don't we, to finish the whole

24

thing.

25

You know, you do
And we need to

And it seems like, when you pull in a
51

1

construction crew, that costs a lot of money.

2

bid that as part of their cost.
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Five or ten years later you come

3

you move them out.

4

back and do four more miles.

5

moving expense every time.

6

And you're paying that

And there are some environmental impacts

7

every time you move all that equipment.

Especially

8

the fuel costs going up.

9

got them here, let's get the job done, finish it

It seems like, when we've

10

completely, and then get them out of here.

11

don't see anybody back in here for ten years until we

12

need to reveneer the road.

13

MS. GRAHAM:

Anyone else?

And let's

I do want to just

14

remind you, if you weren't in a place here where you

15

had your thoughts together to make comments tonight,

16

again the way to do that is written comments on the

17

forms that are at the front, the third page there,

18

submit them online, you can talk to Jan over here

19

afterwards if you want to make an individual comment.

20

And we really encourage you to do so.

21
22

One more comment?

Okay.

State your name,

please.

23

MR. MILLS:

My name is Tom Mills.

I would

24

just like to echo one of the previous speakers about

25

Farmington Hill.

Just to add another voice towards
52

1

keeping the hill where it is but refiguring it so that

2

it works.

3

I like the flyover and merged lanes.
As much dirt that has to be moved to build

4

highways, you could move it all in one place right

5

there at the hill, regrate it, and make it flyover and

6

merge more gently.

7

Grandview real easily from there.
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9

Drivers from the south don't need to go east
to go west, they just need to turn through the gulch

10

and get to town with, you know, easy right lane merge

11

going up to Grandview so that there's access to the

12

hospital, the all new commercial zone that's there.

13

There's no denying that there needs to be access to

14

that commercial zone.

15

done more closely to where it is right now.

16

MS. GRAHAM:

Thank you.

Anybody else?

Going

17

once.

18

tonight.

19

question for the staff, they're here to answer that.

20

So I want to encourage you to do that.

21

night.

22

Okay.

But I think it could be easily

I want to thank you all for coming

Again I want to encourage you, if you have a

Have a good

(At 6:50 p.m. the hearing was closed.)
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1
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2
3
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4

HEREBY CERTIFY THAT ON October 13, 2004, the hearing

5
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6
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7
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8
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9

of this hearing.

10
11
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13

this matter.
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