U.S. 50 Corridor East
Tier 1 Draft Environmental
Impact Statement
Public Involvement
June 2016

INDEX LISTING
Note: Information is listed chronologically by date, in ascending order by section.

PRE-SCOPING
Subject/Community/Agency

Date

US 50 Tiered EIS Workshop
Community Pre-Scoping Meetings
Community Resolutions
Agency Pre-Scoping Meetings
Working Group Charter Sessions
Agency Working Group Charter Session
Community Working Group Charter Session
Agency Working Group Charter
Community Working Group Charter

September 16 and 17, 2004
April thru June 2005
June and July, 2005
May thru July 2005
August 10, 2005
September 22, 2005
November 2005
Adopted Date

SCOPING
Subject/Community

Date

Notice of Intent
Agency Scoping Meeting (Agency Scoping Report)
Public Scoping Meetings (Public Scoping Report)

January 30, 2006
February 23, 2006
February thru March 2006

OTHER PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT
Subject/Community

Date

Community Workshops Report
Working Group Meetings
Agency Working Group Meeting
Community Working Group Meeting
Community/Agency Working Group Meeting
Agency Working Group Meeting
Range of Alternatives and Screening Criteria Public
Meetings (Meetings Report)
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Albuquerque District,
Regulatory Division

August 7 thru 16, 2006
June 15, 2006
June 29, 2006
July 24 and 25, 2007
August 20, 2008
August 13 thru 22, 2007
November 2, 2015

PROCESSES AND AGREEMENTS
Subject/Community
NEPA/404 Merger Process and Agreement
Programmatic Agreement, Colorado State Historic
Preservation Officer
Correspondence

Date
May 2007
October 2007

Page 1 of 1

U.S. 50 Tiered EIS Workshop

STATE OF COLORADO
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
4201 E. Arkansas Avenue
Denver, CO 80222
(303) 757-9011

January 3, 2005
Mr. David Nicol
Division Administrator, Colorado Division
Federal Highway Administration
12300 W. Dakota Avenue, Suite 180
Lakewood, CO 80228

Re:

Proposal for Tiering the US 50 Corridor Environmental Documents
US 50 Pueblo to Kansas State Line
Project: NH0504-037, PCN: 12812

This memorandum evolved out of the 2-day US 50 Tiered EIS Workshop held September 16
and 17, 2004. The workshop was attended by:
CDOT
Dick Annand
Sharleen Bakeman
Brad Beckham
Judy DeHaven
Andy Garton
Cecelia Joy
Michael Perez
Tom Wrona
FHWA
Melinda Castillo
Chris Horn
Monica Pavlik
Mike Vanderhoof

Consultant Team
Chuck Attardo
Jonathan Bartsch
Doug Eberhart
Cheryl Everitt
Mike Falini
Tracy Hill
Brian Kennedy
Jennifer Malenky
Dave Mayfield
Mary Peters
Barry Schulz
Larry Sly
Louise Smart
Lisa Streisfeld

The workshop participants discussed all of the issues documented below, and concluded
without dissent that a Tiered EIS approach was reasonable to meet the project development
needs of the US 50 corridor. This memorandum was developed to clarify the goals for the next
phase of the US 50 program and to answer basic questions as to the approach the team will
use to ensure a successful tiered process.

Why was the US 50 corridor project initiated?
US 50 from Pueblo to the Kansas State Line is a 150-mile transportation corridor serving four
counties and ten municipalities in southeastern Colorado. The corridor, which was born from
the original Santa Fe Trail, today compliments Interstate 70 to the north and US 160 to the
south, and links the Ports to Plains corridor along SH 287 on the east with Interstate 25 on the
west. See Figure 1. US 50 provides local as well as regional connections for the distribution of
goods and services through and beyond the Lower Arkansas Valley that cannot be provided by
another facility. The agricultural based communities along US 50 are experiencing economic
and population decline. Therefore, this highway is extremely important to the communities it
serves.

Figure 1 – State of Colorado
US 50 has not ranked high in transportation investment funding as compared to other major
corridors in the state primarily because of the lack of a unified corridor improvement plan and
also due to the State’s limited transportation dollars. Historically, each community has had its
own voice and vision for addressing transportation needs and desires within their immediate
area. CDOT has responded with local improvements over the last half century as funds
became available. However, with no long-term vision or management plan for the corridor,
major transportation improvements on US 50 have been minimal. Some sections of US 50
have not had major reconstruction since 1936. Even though the corridor has not ranked high for
investment, US 50 does have safety and mobility issues that need to be addressed. Details on
safety and mobility issues along the corridor are available in the Corridor Selection Study, A
Plan for US 50 and other documents available on the previous study website at www.US50secolo.com.
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In 2000, responding to renewed local demands for a program to address safety and mobility
throughout the region, CDOT commissioned a study to bring the communities together in the
formulation of a corridor-wide vision for the highway. The Corridor Selection Study, A Plan
for US 50 is this unified vision and provides these communities a foundation for addressing
long-term transportation needs along the existing corridor and it provides CDOT a clear
understanding of the communities desires to complete the plan.

What do we want to achieve with the next phase? What are the objectives?
The objective of the next phase is to provide, within the framework of NEPA, a 150-mile corridor
location decision that CDOT and the communities can use to plan and program future
improvements, preserve right-of-way and pursue funding opportunities.

How will we meet these objectives?
CDOT proposes tiering the environmental documents to develop a broad scope analyses for the
corridor in order to address issues that are “ripe for decision” at this time. FHWA regulations
recommend a tiered approach to look at broad-scale issues such as general location, mode
choice, and area-wide air quality and land use implications [23 CFR 771.111(g)]. Section 4(f)
regulations recognize tiering may also involve lesser levels of detail to perform a preliminary
determination of 4(f) use in compliance with the US Department of Transportation Act [23 CFR
771.135(o)]. CDOT desires to integrate transportation planning with the NEPA environmental
analysis, similar to an MIS study, but bringing the environmental regulatory agencies and the
communities formally into the process. Tiering the NEPA decision-making process will allow
environmental input to shape the transportation planning decisions made by all involved
agencies and the public. This will provide a level of predictability for CDOT and the
communities that certain location decisions will not be revisited later in the process.

What are some of the other benefits and/or opportunities provided by using a Tier
1 process?
A Tier 1 process would also enable us to:
• Best characterize cumulative effects over time and across subject areas – for example,
the relationship of the road project over time to Arkansas River issues.
• Identify and address large-scale issues along the Lower Arkansas Valley.
• Present regulatory issues in a collective manner to facilitate more efficient and quicker
delivery of Tier 2 studies and projects.
• Create a corridor framework in collaboration with the communities, so they have the
ability to plan and program land use and their economic futures.
• Development of a right-of-way preservation program with the communities.
• Set consistent direction for managing and programming the corridor improvements.
• Identify and prioritize Tier 2 projects to facilitate more efficient and quicker delivery of
Tier 2 studies and projects.
• Market for potential project dollars, using political buy-in to the corridor vision.
• Establish a consistent environmental baseline database.
• Maintain community support by following through with recommendation from previous
study.
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•
•
•

Avoid segmentation.
Develop broad environmental policies and programs with regulatory agencies that would
apply to many future projects, the details and locations of which are not yet known.
Identify an ultimate corridor that may generate interest in shared corridor costs with other
agencies or utility providers, i.e., Arkansas Valley Conduit.

What issues can be decided and finalized (“ripe”) during the Tier 1 process?
•
•
•
•
•
•

A reconfirmation of the modal decision made during the last phase. This should be
conducted soon during scoping.
Determination of a preferred corridor (see below for further description).
Identification and prioritization of Tier 2 projects.
Formal agreements (IGAs, ordinances, etc.) with local jurisdictions to preserve right-ofway and long-term function of the corridor for through trips.
Agreement on performance criteria between regulatory agencies, CDOT and FHWA.
Design parameters for future Tier 2 projects, especially in regards to mitigation
(developed in conjunction with the agencies) and including best management practices
and defined operating principles.

The Tier 1 ROD is expected to include but is not limited to:
• A preferred corridor (see below for further description).
• Demonstration (through documentation) of avoidance and minimization efforts.
• Logical termini, preliminary NEPA documentation recommendations, cost estimates and
prioritization for Tier 2 sections of independent utility (SIU).
• Overarching mitigation conceptual plan and agreement from the agencies regarding their
role in mitigation.
• Typical cross section(s) along the corridor (rural and non-rural), including facility type(s).
• Access management policy and standards.
• Corridor preservation plan.

What is the definition of a preferred corridor?
The preferred corridor would be a 150-mile long corridor of variable width, depending on sitespecific constraints, that would include bypass or through-town decisions. In some instances
the preferred corridor could include multiple location choices that would be carried forward to
Tier 2 for further analysis at the appropriate time. The corridor would also identify need and
location for separated grades and future interchanges. It would be clarified throughout the
process that this corridor is not a hard line and that the corridor may shift slightly during Tier 2
evaluation and final design. However, the Tier 1 corridor would be created as narrow as
feasible to allow communities and property owners to have as much site-specific planning as
possible. We propose incorporation of an “80/20” concept to disclose flexibility. We predict that
80 percent of future construction will occur within this corridor, while 20 percent may be built
outside the corridor to accommodate changes in the future and adjustments for unknown
conditions.
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Would another planning-level or NEPA document be able to achieve the same
goals for the corridor?
A planning-level location decision without NEPA standing would not provide a reasonable level
of predictability that the location decision would hold up over any length of time. The
communities need a location decision, with appropriate flexibility, to plan and manage their
futures (e.g., land use decisions). They have also told us of their aspirations to use the plan to
sell their communities to prospective transportation-dependent employers as well as attract
funding for the future US 50 improvements. CDOT desires a clear plan with that reasonable
level of predictability to identify, prioritize and program sections of independent utility, develop
interim improvements along the corridor, as well as understand the implications of US 50
improvements to the state-wide transportation system. A corridor plan developed within the
framework of NEPA will enable CDOT to quickly identify needed projects that may be
implemented when funding opportunities arise. A planning-level location study will not provide
this needed level of predictability.
A full Tier 2 level EIS at this time would provide the level of detail to make a definitive corridor
location decision. However, the level of detail required for that EIS analysis of resources is
expensive and can become outdated; thus, the decisions based upon that information could be
put at risk. CDOT does not currently have a significant funding stream identified for the US 50
Corridor and has stated that the ultimate improvement of the entire corridor could take 40 years
or more. The level of effort required to make a 150-mile roadway alignment decision with a nontiered EIS is not appropriate at this time for the level of decisions that are needed. Additional
environmental follow-up and clearances will be required in the future for project level
evaluations no matter the level of detail we use at this time.

What are the challenges of a tiered document?
During our workshop the following list of challenges for delivering a successful tiered process
were identified. By recognizing the challenges in the beginning we will develop flexible
approaches to address each of these issues and any others that may arise.
• Obtaining resource/regulatory agency input to the process, resulting in mutual
acceptance and agreement to participate.
• Gaining interagency agreement on what is the necessary and appropriate level of effort
for evaluating each resource, based on development of clear expectations for the tiered
process.
• Getting agreement up front about what is not important or necessary to study and what
decisions can be made with broad data sources, such as GIS or remote-sensing data.
• Ensuring that commitments to the process are adhered to.
• Securing program-level mitigation and cooperation – providing for future implementation
of mitigation.
• Section 106
o Getting the proper data for decision making
o Getting SHPO on the same page.
o Determining the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for Tier 1.
• Maintaining robust public involvement throughout the Tier 1 process while addressing a
large range of issues.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Dealing with the lack of local planning and zoning and involving the communities in
planning their own futures – communities looking to the project to help them plan, rather
than having existing plans to help give direction to the project.
Managing community and agency expectations.
Addressing the question of what it means for a community to be bypassed by US 50
from the land-use, economic and social perspectives.
Reconciling the needs of the resource/regulatory agencies and the local communities.
Setting the bounds between a program (Tier 1) and a project (Tier 2), including the level
of study detail and decisions.
Preserving right-of-way over a long period of time.
Forecasting for 40 years or more – knowing what we are planning for.
Dealing with the shelf-life of the Tier 1 decision document over the extended timeframe.
Answering the question of how/whether to mitigate now for something that won’t be built
for twenty, thirty or more years.
Being stewards of tax dollars as well as stewards of the environment while maintaining a
reasonable schedule – and ensuring that we end up with something useful.

How will we address these challenges?
The issues raised were predominantly associated with the following four areas of concern: 1)
resource/regulatory agency involvement; 2) meaningful community involvement; 3) developing
and communicating a clear concise process; and 4) the viability of the decisions over time. The
bullet list below identifies our general approach to some of these issues. Additional, more
detailed discussions of specific solutions are contained in the remainder of this memorandum.
1) Resource/Regulatory agency involvement will be addressed by:
• Early partnering that will consider the importance of all agency missions and will
develop clear roles and responsibilities.
• Methods of evaluation that will be tailored to the decision(s) at hand and the low level
of design detail.
• Context statements for selected resources that will set the project focus on the “big
picture.”
• Focus on comprehensive performance standards that work for the concerns of
multiple agencies. The performance standards focus more on outcomes and results
and less on methods. For example, the performance standard for floodways could
be no net rise in base flood elevations.
2) Community involvement will:
• Build upon the trust and good relations already established by clearly explaining the
proposed process, the regulatory requirements and working with the communities to
define their roles and responsibilities. The communities will be asked to be actively
involved in various ways throughout the process including the development of
specific resource context statements, providing resolutions and/or letters of
commitment at key milestones and working actively with CDOT to develop and
implement corridor preservation.
• Include individual community visioning sessions, similar to the earlier bus tours, to
best coordinate corridor decisions with community plans.
• Maintain momentum developed during the previous study through open and
continual communication with the communities and regional/local advocates.
• Appropriately consider near-term corridor issues (less than 5 - 10 years).
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3) Explaining the process will require:
• A clear and concise explanation of the goals for both Tier 1 and 2 graphically and
with text.
• Dialogue with CDOT, FHWA, agencies and communities at multiple levels.
4) Decision-making in light of the planning horizon will be corridor-wide and context
sensitive, and will vary from community to community.

How would interagency coordination be handled under the tiered EIS approach?
The goal is to develop collaborative working partnerships with all agencies and community
representatives that are likely to have local authority, jurisdiction over resources or information
important to the success of the project. To help secure vital partnerships, these agencies will be
invited to actively participate in the tiered NEPA process and in the development of the Tier 1
EIS and subsequent Tier 2 documents. Many of these agencies have regulatory authority and
legal responsibilities that must be considered during the NEPA process and may culminate in an
application for permits following the completion of Tier 2 documents. Furthermore, in
accordance with NEPA, certain agencies must be invited to become cooperating agencies.
In order to establish effective partnerships with the agencies and communities, it is envisioned
that all of the parties will be invited to participate in either an agency or community scoping
workshop. The purpose of these workshops is to seek understanding about each agency’s and
community’s mission and specific relationship to the study area. The workshops will establish
terms of collaboration and will culminate in the development of “project charters” that takes into
account the agencies’ or communities’ respective abilities to participate. The project charters
will include a mission statement for the Tiered EIS, a description of roles and responsibilities as
participating agencies or communities engaged in a collaborative process, a plan for working
together, an agreement to provide necessary staff resources throughout the tiered process,
guiding principles, and a commitment to provide information, comments, and decisions at key
milestone points within established timeframes. The charters will spell out the signatories’
ability to receive and hold confidential pre-decisional information (that can be designated as
working documents that are outside of the Freedom of Information Act). The project charters
will focus upon cooperation and coordination, rather than detailed regulatory processes.
The agencies listed below may be invited to develop and sign the agency charter:
• Colorado Department of Transportation
• Federal Emergency Management
Agency
• Federal Highway Administration
•
National Parks Service
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
• Federal Railroad Administration
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
• Colorado Public Utilities Commission
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
• Colorado Division of Water Resources
• State Historic Preservation Office
• Native American Tribes
• Colorado Division of Wildlife
• Department of Local Affairs
• Colorado Department of Public Health
• Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway
and Environment
• State of Kansas (Whether or not to
• Natural Resource Conservation Service
include agencies from Kansas depends
• Bureau of Reclamation
on the logical termini for the Tier 1
• Central Federal Lands
study.)
• Colorado State Parks
• Bureau of Land Management
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The communities listed below will be invited to develop and sign the community charter with the
Colorado Department of Transportation:
• Prowers County
• City of Las Animas
• Bent County
• City of La Junta
• Otero County
• City of Swink
• Pueblo County
• City of Rocky Ford
• City of Holly
• City of Manzanola
• City of Granada
• City of Fowler
• City of Lamar
• City of Pueblo
As part of the charters, a conflict/dispute resolution process will be developed. When disputes
arise during the project, this explicit process will be followed to resolve concerns and/or issues
at the lowest possible level. This will be their process for resolution of issues. However, if a
dispute remains unresolved, an option to elevate the concerns through existing formalized
procedures in the NEPA, 404 permit process, etc., is available.
In addition to the charters, certain agencies will be requested to join with FHWA and CDOT in
MOAs or MOUs that will focus upon the details required to carry out specific regulations. These
MOAs/MOUs will be developed to establish agreement on specific resource methodologies
(e.g., for Section 106) and timeframes for review/comments to expedite Tier 1 and Tier 2 NEPA
documentation. These timeframes will be developed in light of the desired goals of completing
a Tier 2 Categorical Exclusion in six months, Environmental Assessment in one year and an
Environmental Impact Statement in one and one half years. The US 50 Workplan will define
which agencies might be appropriate for any such MOAs/MOUs with FHWA and CDOT. The
MOAs/MOUs will include specific descriptions of roles, responsibilities, and expectations related
to specific resources and/or regulations. The charters and the MOAs/MOUs are expected to be
in place prior to the Notice of Intent (NOI) for the Tier 1 EIS.

What is the Workplan?
The Workplan is a detailed guide for implementing the tiering process and ensuring
transportation decisions are made in collaboration with stakeholders while meeting the project
purpose and need, minimizing project costs, minimizing negative impacts from the proposed
action, and protecting and enhancing the natural and built environment. The Workplan will
expand on the discussions and understandings formed at the agency and community charter
workshops. It will clearly identify incremental and achievable milestones for both Tier 1 and Tier
2. It will also describe how we communicate, work through issues, make collaborative
decisions, and subsequently obtain buy-in from the agencies and the public for the results at
each step. Incremental buy-in on specific resources, process or project direction issues will
enable us to avoid unnecessary research and analysis, and ultimately scope and schedule
creep. Figure 2 below provides a detailed schematic diagram of our preliminary draft Workplan.
The steps for the second tier are presented with the understanding that they will be refined in
more detail during the TEIS.

Figure 2 - Preliminary Draft Workplan
Our collaborative process is designed to help participants understand the need for flexibility in
the definition and execution of the Workplan. The dynamic and iterative nature of the process
will be highlighted. Revisions will be developed, coordinated, and adopted through an agreed
upon method. The process will also reinforce the need to comprehensively address regulatory
and jurisdictional responsibilities.

How do we ensure agreements and decisions made today will withstand
bureaucratic changes and be honored by institutions over time?
Accomplishing this goal will require:
• A clearly defined process with decision and milestone points agreed to within the
charters and/or agency-specific MOAs/MOUs.
• A commitment by the agencies and communities to engage in a collaborative problemsolving effort to resolve issues and disputes.
• Agency and community involvement in determining the nature of decision/milestone
points within the context of Tier 1 to help create buy-in and build confidence in the tiering
process.
Establishing mutually agreed upon decision and milestone points should provide the agencies
and communities an opportunity to indicate:
• They agree there is adequate information to move on to the next stage.
• The project is on the right track at this point in the process.
• The project will not revisit previous decisions unless new information or substantial
changes to the project, the environment, or laws and regulations that have a bearing on
previously made decisions.
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Who from the agencies should be involved?
It would be ideal to have each agency appoint a representative who could speak with authority
for the agency or about their agency’s interests, provide effective coordination within their
agency and bring their agency’s views/approval to the decision process. However, agency
representatives that are at a high enough level to speak for their agencies may not be available
to participate as often as needed. A common practice is to delegate down (responsibility for
participation but not authority of the agency) to a lower staff level. Mid-level staff often handles
the interagency work, while upper-level staff provides sign-off. The project team will pursue the
signature of upper-level staff on the charter agreement thus documenting their commitment to
having their staff work collaboratively on this project.

Given the magnitude of this project how do we assure adequate staff resources?
We believe that the commitment of CDOT and FHWA staff resources to the project is a
significant issue that will be addressed prior to the initiation of the project. The solution to this
issue does not lie in co-locating CDOT, FHWA and consultant staff but in an efficient and well
defined process that CDOT and FHWA management give high enough priority to assure
sufficient staffing and resources are available when needed. We have a two step approach to
tackle this issue.
First, this document “Proposal for Tiering the US 50 Corridor Environmental Documents” was
developed to make sure that CDOT and FHWA are on the “same page.” Working together with
the same concepts and objectives in mind will reduce staff time spent on needless work,
misdirection, inappropriate tasks, and the redoing of work. It will help keep the team focused on
work that counts and doing it right the first time, thereby reducing the amount of staff time
committed to the project. Maintaining an open dialog with CDOT’s Executive Director, Chief
Engineer, and Director of DTD and the Division Administrator for FHWA through the TERC, and
as otherwise appropriate, will also help assure that staff resources are available and committed
when needed.
Second, A lesson learned from other projects of this magnitude is that a clear well defined
process that details the necessary oversight, key milestones, reviews, attendance at public
meetings, etc. is essential to the success of a large and complex project. Our proposed
charters, Workplan, MOAs/MOUs and resource methodologies will document the project
delivery procedures and participants’ roles and responsibilities. These documents will guide us
and the other participating agencies and/or communities through the process, defining clear
roles and responsibilities, developing communication and coordination protocols, defining a
process for conflict resolution, helping all to plan for events and key milestones, eliminating as
much of the unknowns as possible and ensuring we are as efficient as possible with staff time
and limited resources.
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What if agreements are not
forthcoming?
If agreements are not forthcoming, as
discussed above, with the regulatory and/or
permitting agencies, and/or the communities,
CDOT will reevaluate the proposed tiering
process with FHWA. CDOT may decide to
continue with the Tier 1 or end the tiering
process and proceed with another form of
NEPA documentation that may include modified
goals and study limits. The Go/No-Go decision
process is depicted in Figure 3.

What is the sequence of events for
agency and community coordination?
1. Project introduction and charter
development workshops
2. Charter agreements signed
3. Workplan refinement
4. Preliminary scoping and possible bus
tour of the corridor with agencies
5. Specific regulatory/resource agencies
Figure 3 – TEIS Go/No-GO
MOA/MOU development
6. Notice of Intent
7. Project scoping
8. Contexting of specific resources with the agencies and the public
9. Specific resource methodologies and timelines developed and agreed to by agencies
with regulatory or jurisdictional oversight
10. Follow charter, MOA/MOU and Workplan specified coordination.

How do we achieve continued community cooperation and buy-in?
Educating the communities about the importance of their role in the process will be a key aspect
of the project. The trust our team members have built in these communities over the last three
years is a critical advantage to achieving this goal. Through this rapport the team will educate
the communities about the regulatory requirements and develop the community charter that will
define their roles and responsibilities in the decision making process. We will translate the
regulatory jargon to build understanding and acceptance for viable solutions.
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How will we balance community visions with potential improvements?
We will hold a series of meetings during scoping to help define the relationship between corridor
plans and communities’ visions. We will document where and how towns want to change, what
local citizens believe should be protected, and how the project can support their goals. This
process ensures that a full range of alternatives are developed that not only provide a safe and
efficient statewide facility, but also serve local needs and interests. We will use the bus tours
and community workshops developed in the previous study to work through specific issues.

How can regulatory agencies’ and the communities’ needs be balanced?
The community is largely composed of independent farmers, ranchers, and business people.
The agencies have regulatory restrictions and responsibilities that limit their flexibility. The key
to balancing the needs of these groups will be keeping both well informed of the goals, needs,
and constraints of the other group.
In order for the regulatory agencies to prioritize resources for protection and enhancement it is
critical that they are aware of the communities’ priorities. In various forums we will provide
opportunities for agencies and the community leaders to build mutual understanding. Agencies
can gain an appreciation for the context and culture of the communities while clarifying their
regulatory and non-regulatory mandates. In return, the communities can articulate their values
and objectives to the agencies. This understanding will provide perspective that can help
reconcile both regulatory needs and the communities’ objectives.

How will this tiered transportation project be different from others?
We will incorporate the following four themes, learned from past experiences, to set
this project apart from others and ensure a successful tiered process:
1. Being open to various agency’s lessons learned with tiering and providing
flexible methods to address any identified challenges.
2. Proactively seek public and agency involvement from the initiation of the
project and maintain that involvement throughout the life of the US 50
Corridor improvements.
3. Working collaboratively with all parties to develop clear, well-defined and
understood processes with specific intermediate milestones that provide
incremental buy-in to the process and ultimately to the decisions in the TEIS.
4. Forming partnerships and/or formal agreements with specific regulatory and
permitting agencies that define roles, responsibilities and performance
standards.
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In conclusion
We believe tiering the NEPA process for the US 50 Corridor is the most appropriate and cost
effective approach to achieve the identified goals. If you concur with the approach outlined
above, we will develop the Workplan in cooperation with your staff. Following your acceptance
of the Workplan and the resolution of any issues regarding our proposed tiered process, we will
formally request FHWA approval to proceed with a Tier 1 EIS for the US 50 Corridor from
Pueblo to the Kansas State line.

Sincerely,

__________________________
Craig Siracusa
Chief Engineer

__________________________
Jennifer Finch
Division of Transportation Development

I concur:

___________________________
David Nicol
Division Administrator, Colorado Division
Federal Highway Administration

cc:

Thomas Norton, CDOT Executive Director
Margaret Catlin, CDOT Deputy Executive Director
Jennifer Webster, CDOT Office of Policy
Robert D. Torres, CDOT Region II Transportation Director
Thomas C. Wrona, CDOT Region II South Program Engineer
Andrew Garton, CDOT Region II Resident Engineer
Michael Perez, CDOT Region II Project Manager
Richard Annand, CDOT Region II Environmental Manager
Brad Beckham, CDOT Environmental Programs Branch Manager
Central Files
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Community Pre-Scoping Meetings

Notes from Action 22 meeting in La Junta on 4-26-05
Attendees:
Mike Perez (CDOT)
Karen Rowe (CDOT)
Larry Sly (PBS&J)
Coral Cosway (PBS&J)
See sign-in sheet located in the project file for other attendees
Presentation / Discussion:
Larry Sly discussed the following items:
1. The history of the US 50 project (i.e., the previous US 50 study)
2. The Strategic Corridors Initiative
a. How US 50 can fit into this Initiative
b. How utilizing this program would differ from the way transportation has
been funded along the US 50 East corridor in the past
3. CDOT’s 2030 Plan
a. Where CDOT wants “to go” with respect to major transportation corridors
b. How US 50 East fits into this Plan
4. The next step for the project – the NEPA process ending with a corridor location
decision
5. The Tiered EIS process
a. Why this process was chosen for US 50 East
b. Overview of the process
c. The necessity for communities to be involved with corridor preservation
and access management strategies
d. Benefits of this process (vs. a regular EIS)
- Communities can “sell” the corridor to potential employers and/or
other economic development interests
- Construction can continue on other Tier 2 SIU projects if an SIU
project gets held up because more study/analysis has to be done or
it needs to be re-evaluated
- EIS “shelf-life” is only approximately 3 years – a Tiered EIS has no
shelf-life
6. Go/no-go process review
a. How FHWA and/or CDOT can get out of the process if it begins to “go
bad”
b. One of the main components of the “go” pathway is community support for
the project
c. Tom Norton, CDOT Executive Director, wants to know that the
communities are “on board” with the following ideas in order for the project
to continue to move forward:
- All route options are on the table (NEPA requirement)
- Communities are willing to work with CDOT on corridor preservation

-

Communities support the recommendations in the previous US 50
study (to stay near the existing facility)
d. The goal is to find a balance among the needs of CDOT, the communities
and the resource/regulatory agencies
7. Community Involvement
a. The project needs the communities’ continued support and input
b. Community Working Group – what is it and how can communities
participate
c. Action 22 Corridor Advisors – what is it and how can Action 22 members
participate
d. The project is aware that proposing centerline mile “swaps” between
CDOT and the communities could have a significant impact on some of
the communities – agreements will be crafted between CDOT and any
community where this situation occurs
e. The project is proposing to help the corridor communities with small-scale
comprehensive land use plans for each community – this will support
corridor preservation strategies
8. Resolutions
a. The project requests that corridor communities pass a resolution in
support of the project including the ideas in 6.c. (above)
b. Deadline – the project would like to have the resolutions by the end of
August

Notes from Action 22 meeting in La Junta on 5-11-05
Attendees:
Mike Perez (CDOT)
Karen Rowe (CDOT)
Larry Sly (PBS&J)
Coral Cosway (PBS&J)
See sign-in sheet in project file for the other attendees
Presentation:
Larry Sly and Mike Perez presented the following information:
1. The history of the US 50 project – the completion of the Corridor Vision and other
reports
2. The Strategic Corridors Initiative vs. “business as usual”
a. How US 50 can fit into this Initiative
b. How utilizing this program would differ from the way transportation has
been funded along the US 50 East corridor in the past
3. The Tiered EIS process
a. Why this process was chosen for US 50 East
b. Overview of the process
c. Objectives of the project
4. Go/no-go process review
a. How FHWA and/or CDOT can get out of the process if it begins to “go
bad”
b. One of the main components of the “go” pathway is community support for
the project
c. Tom Norton, CDOT Executive Director, wants to know that the
communities are “on board” with the following ideas in order for the project
to continue to move forward:
- All route options are on the table (NEPA requirement)
- Communities are willing to work with CDOT on corridor preservation
- Communities support the recommendations in the previous US 50
study (to stay near the existing facility)
5. Community Involvement
a. The project needs the communities’ continued support and input – the
project wants to keep the same high level of public involvement that was
present during the last study
b. Community Working Group
- Membership should be one publicly-elected official from each
corridor county, city and town – if the representative needs to be a
staff member instead, the project will work with the jurisdiction on
that issue
- This person would serve as the liaison to the project from that
jurisdiction
6. Resolutions

a. The project requests that corridor communities pass a resolution in
support of the project including the ideas in 4.c. (above)
b. Deadline – the project would like to have the resolutions by the end of
August
Discussion / Questions:
The following questions were asked by the attendees during the meeting:
Question: What is the timeframe for communities to get a resolution passed?
Answer (Perez): Ideally by the end of August
Question: Will the Community Charter Agreement be a flexible (i.e., working)
document?
Answer (Sly): Most of it won’t change over time, but there may be some “tweaking” that
occurs if unforeseen situations arise
Question: Can the project liaison [serving on the Community Working Group] be
someone other than an elected official?
Answer (Sly): The project will work with communities on this issue.
Question: Can communities have more than one person on the Community Working
Group?
Answer (Perez): The project set the number of representatives at one per community so
that the size of the group wouldn’t get so large that it would impede decision making.
Question: How soon, realistically, can we expect more money to be allocated to the US
50 project?
Answer (George Temple, CDOT Region 2 Transportation Commissioner): Discussed
the status of the TABOR relief measure and the potential funding opportunities that may
be realized by projects around the state with and without the approval of the measure.
Question: Can the project team come out to our community and talk to our leadership
(council members, commissioners or trustees) about the project?
Answer (Perez and Sly): Yes. Just let someone on the project team know the date and
time of your meeting.

Community Resolutions

Agency Pre-Scoping Meetings

Notes from DOLA pre-scoping meeting in Pueblo on 6-2-05
Attendees:
Mike Perez (CDOT)
Karen Rowe (CDOT)
Larry Sly (PBS&J)
Coral Cosway (PBS&J)
Lee Merkel (DOLA)
Lee Merkel explained that DOLA’s mission is to help local governments with various
activities (not tell them what to do)
Mike Perez and Larry Sly reviewed the following project information:
•
Project history (last study/phase)
•
Why the project chose to go with a tiered approach
•
What is a tiered project?
•
The fact that the FHWA must approve the tiered approach, which they have not
done officially yet
•
Goals of Tier 1 (a corridor location decision)
•
Other things that will be discussed during the project (Tier 1 and/or Tier 2) are
corridor preservation, possible roadway trade-offs and the necessity of
communities, agencies and CDOT to work together
•
Benefits of using a tiered approach (for communities, agencies and CDOT)
•
Need for data/resource sharing to get the “most bang for everyone’s buck”
Lee Merkel suggested the following as we move forward with this project:
•
Have meetings in each community (not in central locations)
•
DOLA can participate, but cannot organize the community meetings
Other information that came up during the meeting:
•
Community Revitalization Partnership (CRP) – this is a DOLA grant program
providing $3,000 to communities (who must match that amount) for land use
planning activities. This program is featured on DOLA’s web site. Las Animas is
participating in a meeting on July 13th and 14th, and Holly will be participating in
the Fall (no date has been set yet). The possibility of the project’s participation in
Las Animas’ meeting was discussed and positively received by Lee Merkel. Lee
will keep the project “in the loop” so we can be involved in future CRP meetings
along the corridor.

Notes from BLM pre-scoping meeting in Canon City on 6-20-05
Attendees:
Mike Perez (CDOT)
Larry Sly (PBS&J)
Coral Cosway (PBS&J)
Jan Lownes (BLM)
Pete Zwaneveld (BLM)
* Dave Hallock was supposed to attend, but was out sick
Mike Perez and Larry Sly reviewed the following project information:
•
Project history (last study/phase)
•
Why the project chose to go with a tiered approach
•
What is a tiered project?
•
The fact that the FHWA must approve the tiered approach, which they have not
done officially yet
•
Goals of Tier 1 (a corridor location decision)
•
Other things that will be discussed during the project (Tier 1 and/or Tier 2) are
corridor preservation, possible “land swaps”, etc.
•
Need for data/resource sharing to get the “most bang for everyone’s buck”
Issues discussed among meeting participants:
•
BLM has initiative to get rid of all their parcels east of I-25 – this may provide
opportunities during mitigation activities
•
Most BLM land transfers are with CDOW – CDOW doesn’t pay for the land, it’s
just transferred to the agency from the BLM
•
BLM land status is constantly changing – their GIS person can help the project
keep up to date on what the BLM owns at any given time
•
Possible interest in some data swapping – GIS land ownership data for aerials
•
BLM also has original records/maps of historic ditches/canals along the corridor
•
One issue to keep in mind is mineral/oil/gas rights – when land was
homesteaded, the settlers got the surface rights, but not the subsurface rights
(these rights stayed with the Federal Government, and BLM now manages them
and the leases related to them)
•
Their agency is interested in coming to the Agency Charter Agreement
Workshop, but may not play a large role until Tier 2
•
BLM is being pushed to become a cooperating agency in projects – keep this in
mind during Charter when defining this and other related terms
•
BLM may have some interest in sensitive species along the corridor, such as the
Yellow-Billed Cuckoo (not listed, but may soon be)

Notes from SHPO pre-scoping meeting in Denver on 6-24-05
Attendees:
Mike Perez (CDOT)
Dick Annand (CDOT)
Judy DeHaven (CDOT)
Den Jepson (CDOT)
Chris Horn (FHWA)
Larry Sly (PBS&J)
Dan Corson (CHS)
Amy Pallante (CHS)
Mike Perez and Larry Sly reviewed the following project information:
•
Project history (last study/phase)
•
Goals of Tier 1 (a corridor location decision)
•
Why the project chose to go with a tiered approach and some lessons learned from
others around the country
•
Our proposed process including the development of specific resource methodologies
•
The fact that the FHWA must approve the tiered approach, which they have not done
officially yet
•
Other things that will be discussed during the project (Tier 1 and/or Tier 2) are corridor
preservation, mitigation strategies, sections of independent utility and the necessity of
communities, agencies and CDOT to work together
•
Benefits of using a tiered approach (for communities, agencies and CDOT)
•
Need for data/resource sharing to get the “most bang for everyone’s buck”
•
Other agencies we have met with and the team’s desire to understand their internal
initiatives that may pertain to US 50 ( i.e. BLM’s desire to lease property east of I-25,
DOLA’s 2-day comp planning efforts) and coordinate early and often throughout this
project
Dan Corson asked about the how the communities would be involved and several discussions
followed including:
•
The team’s relationships with the communities through the Bus Tours, Action 22 and the
recent success with community resolutions supporting the project.
•
Dan remarked that they often like to work directly with the communities. It was stated
that with the team extensive relationships with the communities they would be willing to
assist CHS in making those initial contacts.
•
The communities and Action 22’s initiative to promote heritage tourism
•
The communities’ desires to plan and develop an approach to address their long term
economic viability i.e. Fowler contracting a planner to pursue funding from the main
street program, Otero County’s new long-term planning push, Oter’s new historic
preservation ordinances, etc…
•
The team again brought up the fact that we have been asking for all parties (agencies
and communities) to share their internal initiatives. We discussed that CDOT can not
address all these issues and that our purpose is to address transportation. However, if
CDOT can be a conduit to have issues shared, find common ground and maybe bring
partnerships together that would be a benefit to all including the transportation piece.
Amy stated that even if CDOT is not going to address all these issues you may find
some excellent mitigation opportunities through this approach. All agreed.
Amy and Dan will be attending the August 10th Agency Charter Workshop.

Notes from CO Land Board pre-scoping meeting in Pueblo on 7-11-05
Attendees:
Mike Perez (CDOT)
Larry Sly (PBS&J)
Coral Cosway (PBS&J)
Mike Shay (CO Lands Board)
Issues discussed among meeting participants:
•
CO Land Board owns Section 16 parcels and its purpose is to make those
parcels make money for the State (dollars are spent on education initiatives)
•
If you’re going after Tamarisk, go after Russian Olives at the same time
•
Ark Valley Tamarisk effort must be coordinated on a watershed level and should
start from the “top” of the watershed and work its way down it in order to be
effective
•
Soil Conservation Districts are the only State agency organized on a watershed
basis – they would be a good source in the tamarisk debate and could be a
reasonable leader of the removal effort because of this organizational structure
•
Land Board interested in land swaps to acquire parcels near reservoirs to
eventually utilize for recreational purposes – they would like to get rid of grazing
properties because the land only carries that one use; thus it’s less valuable to
them
•
When they make land swaps, they try to make the swap “acreage neutral”,
swapping equal-sized parcels
•
Land Board uses BLM maps that document their holdings (not their own)
* Mike may not be an AWG member, but he is very interested in the issues of land
swaps and Tamarisk and would like to be included in those discussions.

Pre-scoping meeting with BNSF on 8/11/05 (via conference call)
Conference attendees: Larry Sly (PBSJ), Mike Perez (CDOT), Coral Cosway (PBSJ),
Gene Eliassen (BNSF), and Andy Amparan (BNSF)

Meeting information:
Primary contact for the project will be Andy Amparan. Secondary contact will be:
Gene Eliassen
303-480-6586
gene.eliassen@bnsf.com
* covers area out to Lamar and sometime to the KS state line within the US 50 project
area (Tom Chapman also covers this area, but the contacts will be Andy and Gene).
•

BNSF has scanned maps of the corridor

•

Andy/Gene reported the following statistics from BNSF operations through the US
50 project corridor:
Currently the company runs 14 trains per day from Pueblo to La Junta
Currently the company runs 9 trains per day from Las Animas to the KS
state line
The trains described above run at 79 mph
Due to upcoming activity on the corridor, both of the trains/day numbers
described above are expected to increase by 2 or 3 trains per week

•

BNSF is interested in land swaps that would allow them to reduce the number of
crossings within populated areas on US 50

•

BNSF would be interested in attending the project’s community meetings

•

Coral will send Andy and Gene general project information via e-mail.
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US 50 Corridor East
Agency Charter Workshop
August 10, 2005
8:00am to 4:00pm
(First Presbyterian Church, Colorado Springs, CO)
MINUTES
Attendees:
CDOT
Dick Annand (Region 2)
Brad Beckham (EPB)
Judy DeHaven (Region 2)
Jennifer Finch (DTD)
Mike Perez (Region 2)
Karen Rowe (Region 2)
Bob Torres (Region 2)
FHWA
Melinda Castillo
Shaun Cutting
Chris Horn
Mike Vanderhoof
Resource Agencies
Travis Black (CDOW)
Heather Dugan (State Parks)
Robert Edgar (EPA)
Susan Linner (FWS)

Tim Macklin (RC&D)
Lee Merkel (DOLA)
John Merson (State Parks)
Alison Michael (FWS)
Amy Pallante (SHPO)
Tom Peters (USFS)
Mike Shay (State Land Board)
Van Truan (USACE)
Pete Zwaneveld (BLM)
Consultants
Jonathan Bartsch (CDR)
Coral Cosway (PBS&J)
Cheryl Everitt (Wilson)
Mike Falini (Wilson)
Tracy Hill (PBS&J)
Dave Mayfield (Parametrix)
Larry Sly (PBS&J)
Louise Smart (CDR)

NOTE: Agreements have been summarized and placed at the front of each section to
provide clarity. Discussion notes follow the agreement summaries.
1.

Welcome, Introductions and Review of the Workshop Purpose and Agenda
•

The following individuals gave opening remarks:
- Chris Horn (FHWA) thanked workshop participants for attending; noted FHWA’s
support for the project; and expressed FHWA’s enthusiasm for the tiering
process being undertaken by the project team.
- Bob Torres (CDOT) thanked workshop participants for attending; and remarked
that Region 2 is happy with the path the project is taking.
- Brad Beckham (CDOT) thanked workshop participants for attending; and noted
that the tiered process is a collaborative one that will require all project interests
to work together to achieve a successful outcome.
- Jennifer Finch (CDOT) thanked workshop participants for attending; and noted
that CDOT is focusing more on corridor planning -- including meeting the needs
of the public by partnering with agencies to find opportunities for mutual gain with
respect to the environmental resources.
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Mike Perez (CDOT) discussed the purpose of the workshop and made other remarks
as follows:
- He noted that the purpose of the workshop is to bring all of the transportation and
resource agencies that have an interest in this project together to discuss how
we will successfully work together during this tiered process. He also noted that
at today’s workshop, participants will help develop a “roadmap”, or Charter, for
the project’s agency coordination activities, which will define how cooperating,
participating and interested agencies will make decisions, exchange information
and resolve issues.
- He reminded workshop participants that CDOT and FHWA will also sign this
Charter, agreeing to the same procedures, time frames, and other responsibilities
that CDOT and FHWA are asking the resource agencies to agree to.
- Finally, he called on workshop participants to be forthcoming with their ideas,
opinions and concerns as the group works through the agenda so that the project
team can fully understand each agency’s issues.
Jonathan Bartsch (Consultant) reviewed the workshop agenda.

Working Together in a Tier 1 Process

Working Together in a Tier 1 Process
AWG members agreed to collaboratively work together during the US 50 TEIS process,
including adhering to Tier 1 decisions. US 50 Tier 1 decisions include: Corridor decisions
regarding modal choice; Preferred corridor location including bypass or through-town decisions
and logical termini; Identification, prioritization, and preliminary NEPA documentation
recommendation for Tier 2 sections of independent utility; Access management policy and
standards for the corridor; Design parameters for future Tier 2 projects; and Corridor-wide
environmental strategies and performance agreements especially in regards to mitigation.
Issues remaining include incorporating the SHPO, USACE, and the FWS processes into the US
50 TEIS process. Coordination of these processes will occur at the individual agency level.
•

Larry Sly (Consultant) provided a short history of CDOT’s activities on the US 50
corridor, reviewing the following:
- The previous study, titled “Corridor Selection Study: A Plan for US 50”.
- The fact that US 50 communities have recently shown support for this project in
the form of resolutions adopted by all 14 project communities. In these
resolutions, communities expressed support for the following ideas:
1) Building off of the previous study to develop the corridor on or near the
current facility;
2) Working with CDOT to develop and implement corridor preservation;
3) An understanding that within the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
process, all alternatives must be considered; and
4) An agreement to appoint a community representative to act as a project
liaison and participate in project activities.
- The steps necessary for FHWA to give formal approval for the use of a tiered
process on this project.
- “Lessons learned” from other Tiered (or Programmatic) Environmental Impact
Statements (TEISs) around the state and the nation. A discussion followed on
this topic, and the group developed the following list of items necessary for a
successful TEIS:
1) Early and continued coordination with agencies.
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2) Clearly define the Tier 1 vs. Tier 2 decisions, resource methodologies
including levels of detail and analysis, and define products for each tier before
evaluation or data collection begins.
3) Clearly define the roles and responsibilities of the agencies before agency
coordination begins.
4) Clearly define the decision making and issue resolution procedures the
project will use early in the process.
5) Early identification of resources and avoidance opportunities.
6) All must be open to new ideas and/or creative solutions.
7) Keep focused on the project purpose and need.
8) Focus on decisions that are “ripe”.
8) Use swath for flexibility.
Dave Mayfield (Consultant) added that the long term time frame of this project (30 to
40 years) will require agencies, including CDOT and FHWA, to “do business a little
differently”. He asked workshop participants to keep this thought in mind as they’re
thinking about their agencies’ roles in this tiered process and specifically the required
levels of detail for making Tier 1 decisions.
Louise Smart (Consultant) asked workshop participants to share any experience they
have with TEISs that they feel would be relevant to this project.
- Dave Mayfield (Consultant) discussed the Newberg-Dundee Transportation
Improvement Project in Oregon. He noted that the project was similar to US 50
Corridor East because it was seeking the same location decision outcome as US
50. The Newberg-Dundee project was a planning project (there was no design
work developed beyond what was needed to ensure a safe project), and despite
not having a design-level of detail, the Tier 1 Record of Decision (ROD) was
approved.
- Tom Peters (USFS) noted that the Forest Service conducts tiered EISs, by a
different name, and has seen the following issues with respect to the general
process:
1) It’s important for the project to remain focused on the purpose and need
statement so that it continues to move toward that goal and doesn’t get sidetracked.
2) Its also important to define the parameters of the cumulative effects
evaluation early to avoid a runaway effort on this subject.
3) Make “decisive decisions”, that is, when a decision needs to be made, have a
process in place so that it gets made in a timely manner and stick to those
decisions once the project moves on.
Tracy Hill (Consultant) discussed the I-69 project through Texas, and noted that it’s
important for a tiered process to be flexible and focus on decisions that are ripe at the
time.
Louise Smart (Consultant) brought up the I-70 Mountain corridor through Colorado
and asked participants if they would share their thoughts about “lessons learned” from
that project.
- Brad Beckham (CDOT) noted the need to manage expectations with respect to
project outcomes.
- Amy Pallante (SHPO) suggested that the project develop a programmatic
agreement on Tier 1 vs. Tier 2 resource methodologies early in the process.
Don’t wait until the end of Tier 1.
- Dave Mayfield (Consultant) noted that the needs of every tiered project will differ
and encouraged workshop participants to keep their minds open to new ideas

US 50 Corridor East
Agency Charter Workshop Minutes

Page 3 of 15

•

•
•

•

•

and avenues to reach the project goals and not miss out on ‘big picture’
opportunities to address resource issues.
- Larry Sly (Consultant) noted that early coordination should include both agencies
and project communities so the agencies can keep the communities’ needs in
mind during their decision making activities.
Larry Sly (Consultant) reviewed the Tier 1 and Tier 2 decisions. He noted the following
decisions are expected in Tier 1:
- Corridor location within the study area – He noted that the project study area is
approximately 10-miles wide from I-25 in Pueblo to the Kansas state line. The
goal is to determine if the ultimate corridor proceeds through or around a
particular community. He added that the logical termini for Tier 1 has not been
determined and that the corridor width will vary depending on the adjacent
resource issues.
- Identify and prioritize sections of independent utility.
- Corridor-wide mitigation opportunities/strategies.
- Corridor preservation strategies.
The project team has consulted with the project communities about these aspects of
the project, and the communities support this approach.
Dick Annand (CDOT) reminded workshop participants that the Tier 1 document is a
planning document – it will not identify alignments, only a corridor location.
Karen Rowe (CDOT) added that Tier 1 should identify a general facility type for Tier 2
(i.e., number of lanes since modal choice may not be the predominate question for
this particular project).
Louise Smart (Consultant) asked workshop participants if they agree with the concept
of a Tier 1 vs. Tier 2 decision as it has been explained. Louise asked workshop
participants to “show thumbs” on this issue.1 There were no participants who showed
thumbs down. The following participants showed thumbs side: Amy Pallante (SHPO),
Alison Michael (FWS) and Van Truan (USACE). The remainder of the participants
showed thumbs up. The following discussion followed related to the participants who
showed thumbs side:
- Amy Pallante (SHPO) was concerned about how the Section 106 process would
be incorporated within the TEIS process. She suggested that a programmatic
agreement be signed between CDOT, FHWA and SHPO on this issue. This
agreement should outline how Section 106 and NEPA will merge, with a small
“m” because 106 doesn’t fold into NEPA processes well, for the purposes of this
project, and how to use the NEPA document as the Section 106 document
instead of completing two studies. She also reminded the project team that the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation must be notified of a project’s intent to
merge NEPA and Section 106.
- Alison Michael (FWS) is wary because of the lesser amount of detail in a Tier 1
study, but she expressed confidence that the detail question can be worked out
within the project’s intended process.
- Van Truan (USACE) is concerned about NEPA being used in lieu of the Section
404 process. He noted that Section 404(b)(1) issues should be considered during
the TEIS process in accordance with the NEPA/404(b)(1) merger agreement.
However, “where” and “how” in the process still needs to be determined. We just
need to be aware of the issue.
Mike Vanderhoof (FHWA) asked how the Newberg-Dundee project dealt with
resource impacts. Dave Mayfield (Consultant) responded that with a variable width
corridor the project used a factoring methodology that estimated likely impacts for a
resource. For instance, if the Tier 1 corridor width was twice the width of the ultimate
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Tier 2 alignment and included two historic properties the project calculated the
impacts to be 50 percent of the Tier 1 corridor, or 1 historic property. This method
gave the project team a general idea of the likely impacts, which is all the project
needed to make their planning-level (Tier 1) decisions.
Dave Mayfield (Consultant) discussed the “80/20” concept to disclose flexibility. With
this concept we predict that 80 percent of future construction will occur within this
corridor, while 20 percent may be built outside the corridor to accommodate changes
in the future and adjustments for unknown conditions.
Larry Sly (Consultant) reviewed the project schedule and discussed various key points
including the project goal of a signed ROD in 24-36 months from issuance of the NOI.
Louise Smart (Consultant) asked workshop participants if they had any questions
about what has been discussed up to this point. None were asked.

What We Have to Gain from Partnering/Cooperating

What we have to gain from partnering/cooperating
Potential partnering opportunities outlined below will be addressed in the US 50 TEIS Ad-Hoc
Committee structure.
•

Jonathan Bartsch (Consultant) asked participants to describe their agencies’
directives and/or initiatives that would be relevant to this project and the project’s goal
of taking advantage of opportunities for mutual gain.
- Brad Beckham (CDOT) stated that CDOT desires to use this project as a demo
for linking planning and NEPA, and to look for opportunities to preserve the
character and resources of this corridor over the long term such as the short
grass prairie initiative.
- Dick Annand (CDOT) noted that this project can provide an opportunity for the
corridor communities to do some long term planning, and at the same time, allow
agencies to undertake activities that will “add value” to their own resource
activities.
- Robert Edgar (EPA) reported that EPA likes to see the following in EIS activities:
1) Long term planning with respect to cumulative and secondary impacts.
2) Take induced growth potential into account.
3) Shorter, more concise documentation.
4) Produce a document that teaches the public about the resources being
discussed (i.e., more reader friendly).
4) Produce a document that can be built on in future studies and not be redone.
- Pete Zwaneveld (BLM) noted that his agency is trying to consolidate its holdings
by transferring its land east of I-25 to other entities. Along the US 50 East
corridor, he also noted that they do possess some land around the river which
could and should be reviewed for mitigation opportunities.
- Tom Peters (USFS) noted that his agency is interested in any increased traffic on
US 50 and possibly SH 109 that may end up utilizing USFS properties in the
area, especially the Comanche National Grassland. He is concerned about
increasing “unmanaged recreation” on USFS properties in the area, which would
increase his agency’s management burden (financially and on a personnel
basis). His agency is also interested in the potential for a more coordinated
interagency approach to invasive species corridor-wide.
- Tim Macklin (RC&D) reported that a large part of his agency’s mission involves
forming public/private partnerships to address issues. He would like to see this
happen around invasive species, water quality (and quantity) in the Arkansas
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River, agriculture issues, and tourism along the corridor. He added that because
his agency has significant relationships, both public and private, he is in a unique
position to be of assistance to the team as we address many of these concerns.
He would also like to see the project address questions by educating and
informing participants before that question turns into a problem.
Amy Pallante (SHPO) reported that her agency is interested in completing
context studies to understand the corridor on a higher level, instead of reviewing
individual resources piece by piece. She noted that SHPO is also interested in
streamlining the review process using GIS technology instead of hard-copy
reports (i.e., text). Amy also noted that SHPO is interested in increasing public
involvement, and having this involvement occur (i.e., contacting consulting
parties) earlier in the process. She noted that the lead agency on a project and
SHPO determine who is a consulting party for Section 106 purposes, except for
those entities who are automatically considered consulting parties which includes
the Tribes.
Travis Black (CDOW) reported that his agency is mainly concerned with the
protection of wildlife and habitats. He noted that his agency would likely serve as
an information resource to the project on these issues. He also noted that CDOW
would be interested in discussions involving tamarisk, wetland mitigation, wildlife
and habitat issues through conservation easements and fee title properties for
preservation of habitat and possible mitigation banking, and traffic impacts
(mainly safety-related).
Lee Merkel (DOLA) noted that his agency’s role in this project would primarily be
to help local governments deal with changes brought about by the improved US
50 facility. He noted that DOLA’s mission is to help local communities fulfill their
goals with respect to their communities.
Alison Michael and Susan Linner (FWS) reported that the FWS is currently
operating a short grass prairie initiative. They would like to build on that initiative.
They reported that their agency is also interested in making highways more
permeable to wildlife (thus, avoiding fragmentation) and looking at linkages.
Finally, they noted that water quality (and quantity as it impacts quality) related to
the Arkansas River is also an issue their agency is concerned about.
John Merson and Heather Dugan (State Parks) noted that their agency is trying
to attract more users to their facilities, including the John Martin Reservoir State
Park. They are specifically interested in attracting out-of-state users and
residents of Front Range communities to John Martin. They noted that the
primary interest of State Parks is to protect the resources of their facilities. They
also reported that they would be interested in activities involving corridor signage,
traffic safety, invasive species (they have tamarisk issues at their facilities) and
highlighting the Santa Fe Trail.
Van Truan (USACE) reported that the following issues are of interest to the
USACE:
1) Wildlife
2) Mitigation opportunities
3) Land swaps
4) Corridor signage/heritage tourism
Van also noted that a Tier 1 on this corridor should help all of us (agencies)
reinforce existing programs and possibly attract additional funding.
Mike Shay (State Land Board) reported that his agency manages private land
(i.e., not accessible to the public) for the purpose of growing the value of their
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holdings. He noted that his agency would be interested in discussions and
activities revolving around invasive species and land swaps.
- Chris Horn (FHWA) reported that the FHWA is currently undertaking an initiative
called Context Sensitive Solutions. He noted that this initiative is designed to help
FHWA understand the context of the impacted resources and work with resource
agencies to cooperate around resource mitigation.
- Larry Sly (Consultant) noted that US 50 project communities also have initiatives
(i.e., ideas) for the future of the resources on the corridor. He noted:
1) Heritage tourism
2) Water quality and quantity (i.e., RO systems, Ark Valley conduit, and
tamarisk)
3) Economic development
4) Community planning, including Main Street initiatives
5) Land swaps
He added that the project team will be bringing these initiatives to the Agency
Working Group so that they can be folded into agency’s discussions about
resources and partnering opportunities.
- Other items discussed included:
1) Corridor development guidelines, with buy-in from the communities to support
them
2) Data Sharing
3) Creating efficiencies through electronic communications
Jonathan Bartsch (Consultant) noted that another opportunity with respect to this
project’s agency coordination activities is the ability for multi-directional data sharing.
Jonathan noted that the project team understands that there may be some data
security or formatting issues that go along with these activities. He also noted that the
project team is willing to work these issues out with individual agencies in order to
facilitate mutually beneficial data sharing on this project.
Jonathan Bartsch (Consultant) asked workshop participants to describe any obstacles
they see to undertaking the type of agency coordination detailed above.
- Mike Vanderhoof (FHWA) suggested that adding workload to agency staff and
maintaining staff involvement would potentially be issues. He noted that the
project must ensure that agencies realize some benefit(s) to their participation in
the project.
- Tom Peters (USFS) noted that it might be difficult to get maximum participation
because of scheduling issues with respect to Agency Working Group participants
(i.e., finding a meeting time when a majority of members would be available to
attend).
- Louise Smart (Consultant) noted that one problem encountered by other projects
is agency staff turnover. She noted that it will be important for the project team to
bring new agency staff up to speed quickly when turnover occurs. She also noted
that it is important to get buy-in from the leadership of an agency as well as from
the staff attending project meetings.
- Tracy Hill (Consultant) suggested that keeping the project moving toward its
stated goal(s) is one of the most important issues for a project’s success.
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4.

Charter Elements: Decision Making

Agency Working Group Milestones
The AWG will be convened at the following project milestones:
1.
Scoping results – Confirm that that we are using previous planning conclusions as the
starting point, review comments heard during scoping, did we get all the issues? Have we
addressed them?
2.
Purpose & need (transportation) and study area – Any major agency problems? What
environmental or community issues will be in the goals and objectives?
3.
Full range of alternatives – Is there anything missing? Review screening/evaluation
criteria
4.
Preliminary corridor alternatives to be evaluated including screening/evaluation criteria
5.
Preferred corridor alternative with mitigation
AWG members requested further clarification regarding the desired action(s) at these points
(i.e., what does the project team specifically want at each of the milestones). The project team,
in consultation with individual agencies and during scoping meetings, will outline the desired
action(s) at project milestones.
Providing ‘Decisive Decisions’ at Milestones
In order to provide assurance that the project is on ‘track’ the AWG members agree to the
following:
1) All AWG members will work to reach agreement at the milestone meetings. In order to
accomplish this task, project information and the desired action(s) and/or decision
making questions will be provided in advance of the meeting.
All AWG members will be asked ‘at this point (milestone), with the information available, does
the project appear to be on the right track’?
2) AWG agreements will be recorded and highlighted in the meeting minutes and AWG
representatives will be responsible to consult within their agency regarding the
agreement(s).
Using AWG meeting minutes, AWG representatives will consult internally regarding the direction
of the project and agree to articulate their concern(s). AWG members have 10 days to provide a
response to the distributed draft minutes. Absent a response or a request for more time, the
project will move forward assuming to be on the ‘right track’. In the event that there is a
difference of opinion with a particular resource, the Issue Resolution Process can be initiated. It
will be assumed that the AWG representative has the authority to represent their agency
regarding this determination (i.e., “on the right track”) based on internal agency correspondence.
3) AWG members agreed not to revisit previous decisions unless:
• New information arises that could impact agency approval, or
• There are substantial changes to the project, environment, or laws and
regulations that have a bearing on a project decision.
4) In addition, agencies with jurisdictional authority will be consulted at each of the
milestones. Jurisdiction specific questions will be asked and written response requested by
FHWA to ensure jurisdictional agency support for the direction of the project. The level of
jurisdictional agency signature required for these agencies should be determined early in the
process if it is not the AWG liaison. Integration of jurisdictional process and issue needs with
the US 50 TEIS milestones will be coordinated on an agency by agency basis.
•
•

Larry Sly (Consultant) reviewed the project’s participation structure.
Larry Sly (Consultant) described the key milestones developed by the project team
and asked workshop participants to share their views on them. He noted that the
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•

project team is committing to “check-in” with members of the Agency Working Group
at these points to determine if they agree with the project’s activities and direction at
that time.
The group discussed the list of proposed key milestones and altered it to read as
follows:
- Scoping results – confirm that we are using previous planning conclusions as the
starting point, review comments heard scoping and ensure that all issues were
captured. Have the issues been addressed?
- Corridor-level Purpose and Need (transportation) and study area; Are there
major agency concerns? What environmental and community issues should be
included in the goals and objectives?
- Full range of corridor alternatives – Are there alternatives missing? Are the
screening/evaluation criteria reasonable?
- Preliminary corridor alternatives to be evaluated including screening/evaluation
criteria; and
- Selection of a preferred corridor alternative and mitigation measures
Louise Smart (Consultant) summarized the discussions by stating the goal of these
check-in points is to have the AWG collaboratively problem solving issues to enable
CDOT and FHWA to move forward “on track”. Individual agency written agreements at
these points will relate to their jurisdictional authority and indicate that the project
is/seems to be in compliance. The project is looking for decisive decisions that won’t
be revisited when personnel changes. She noted that it’s important for the Agency
Working Group members to understand what their agency is being asked to do at
each milestone to help manage expectations (i.e., what are they being asked to
approve and what is the outcome of that action at each milestone). The project team
will develop this information.
Jonathan Bartsch (Consultant) asked workshop participants whether they agree with
the project’s key milestones as they have been altered by the previous discussions.
He asked for participants to “show thumbs”1 on this issue. No workshop participants
showed thumbs down. The following participants showed thumbs side: Mike
Vanderhoof (FHWA).
- Mike Vanderhoof (FHWA) suggested limiting milestones to those that have been
defined, unless other agencies request additional milestones.
Discussion also occurred among workshop participants on the issue of how agencies
would provide their agreement and/or concurrence at these key milestone points.
- Alison Michael (FWS) inquired how the project was incorporating the NEPASection 404 Merger. Mike Vanderhoof (FHWA) responded that the Merger has
shared concurrence points and can be accommodated within the TEIS process.
- Robert Edgar (EPA) noted that his agency can work cooperatively within the
TEIS process and give informal approval on issues, but EPA will only make
formal comments (i.e., provide concurrence) via their independent project rating
system.
- Amy Pallante (SHPO) noted that the Section 106 process has specific,
established concurrence points built-in. She noted that her agency cannot give
formal concurrence at any other points, but it can provide an informal approval at
those times. Mike Vanderhoof (FHWA) suggested matching up Section 106
concurrence points with those in the TEIS process – basically merging Section
106 and NEPA in a similar manner as the NEPA-Section 404 Merger – in a
programmatic agreement or other document.
- Susan Linner (FWS) noted that her agency has similar issues as SHPO and EPA
relating to formal vs. informal agreement/concurrence related to Endangered
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Species Act requirements. However, she also reported that her agency can
provide informal approval at key milestones as long as it’s not labeled
“concurrence”.
- Mike Vanderhoof (FHWA) suggested that the project acquire written concurrence
from those agencies with jurisdiction, but acquire something less than that from
non-jurisdictional agencies. He also noted that the list of key milestones could be
expanded to incorporate non-transportation related milestones important to
resource agencies.
- Dave Mayfield (Consultant) suggested the project use the term “agreement”
instead of “concurrence”.
- Tom Peters (USFS) asked what was the reason for asking for this concurrence
or agreement from the agencies. Karen Rowe (CDOT) explained that this part of
the process was important to achieve the “decisive decisions”. At these
milestones it is important to get agreement to proceed so that the project doesn’t
have to revisit these decisions at a later point in the project. This issue is
especially important in order to address personnel changes within the agencies.
- Bob Torres (CDOT) reminded workshop participants that the project will simply
be asking resource agencies to acknowledge that the discussions up to that point
are acceptable to them at these key milestones and the project team would not
have to go back and revisit them later.
- Jonathan Bartsch (Consultant) suggested that agencies might be able to provide
agreement at key milestones “that the project seems to be in compliance at this
time” within the agency’s jurisdiction.
- Susan Linner (FWS) suggested having the agencies agree that “the agency has
no concerns at this time based on the information we have been provided to
date”.
- Mike Vanderhoof (FHWA) noted that these “check-in” activities at key milestones
are an outlet to allow the agencies to comment on project activities. The project
team can then reply to each agency that had comments regarding how the
project considered and/or acted upon their comments.
- Dave Mayfield (Consultant) noted that other projects have used a process where
agencies gave “conditional concurrence” on issues.
Louise Smart (Consultant) defined the term “Decisive Decisions” as a decision based
on the information we have to date, we have no concerns and the project can go
forward.
Louise Smart (Consultant) asked workshop participants for their thoughts about the
section of the Charter document that describes the conditions that would be
acceptable for revisiting project decisions (on page 3 of the draft Charter distributed to
workshop participants). The group was asked if they thought any other conditions
should be added, or if any of the conditions stated should be removed from the list.
One additional condition discussed was not meeting defined conditions (performance
criteria) that are specified and agreed to at project milestones. This condition is
addressed in the second bullet outlining “substantial changes to the project,
environment.”
Karen Rowe (CDOT) asked whether it would be useful to define which level of staff
person from each agency would provide concurrence/agreement at each key
milestone. Jennifer Finch (CDOT) noted that is might make the process too complex
and suggested that it would leave room for issues to “fall through the cracks” if the
Agency Working Group representative from each agency isn’t the person providing
the concurrence/agreement.
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5.

Larry Sly (Consultant) asked if, in an effort to avoid lengthy review times at key
milestones and the possibility of issues falling through the cracks, the Charter was
signed or agreed to by an upper level manager within each agency that would be
responsible to approve and/or sign concurrence/agreements. By signing the Charter
they would understand the proposed timeframes and this may assist in more timely
responses.
Shaun Cutting (FHWA) suggested restricting concurrence/agreement at each key
milestone to only those agencies with jurisdiction related to the milestone.
The decision was made to have the concurrence/agreement level signor or above in
each agency sign the Charter. Also, it would be assumed that the agency
representative to the AWG could represent the agency for agreement, unless stated
otherwise, at the key project milestones.

Issue Resolution Process

Issue Resolution
AWG members agreed to use the US 50 TEIS Issue Resolution process with the inclusion of a
disclaimer that states that the US 50 East Corridor TEIS process does not supersede individual
agency dispute resolution provisions.
•

•

6.

Louise Smart (Consultant) reviewed the structure of the issue resolution process and
asked workshop participants to express their ideas and concerns about it. She also
noted that the following problems have been seen on other projects with respect to
resolving issues:
1) People higher up in an agency don’t know what’s going on with the project.
2) People higher up in an agency only hear one side of the issue (from their agency’s
representative). One solution has been joint briefings.
Louise Smart (Consultant) asked workshop participants if they thought an issue
resolution process was worth having as part of the TEIS process for this project.
Participants agreed that an issue resolution process is necessary for the project and
that the proposed process was appropriate.
- Amy Pallante (SHPO) noted that Section 106 has its own issue resolution
process. She asked whether the Section 106 issue resolution process could be
incorporated into the project’s issue resolution process. Louise Smart
(Consultant) noted that it has been done in other projects before without any
problems. A disclaimer will be inserted into the Charter outlining that the US 50
TEIS Issue Resolution process does not supercede any individual agency
dispute resolution process.

Procedures of the Agency Working Group and Participant Responsibilities

Procedures of the Agency Working Group and Participant Responsibilities
AWG members agreed to the following procedures:
- 4-6 week notice for Agency Working Group meetings
- Information provided 10 business days in advance of the Agency Working Group
meetings
- Corrections to Agency Working Group meeting minutes should be provided to the
project team within 10 business days (of receiving the draft minutes)
- Internal agency review of Agency Working Group meeting minutes and other
project information should occur within 10 business days of the information being
provided to the agency.
US 50 Corridor East
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If no response is received by the project team by the established deadline, the
agency is considered to have agreed with the draft meeting minutes or other
information provided to the Agency Working Group member

NOTE: The US 50 PMT requests additional time to prepare and review the meeting
minutes before submittal to the agencies. If agreed to, meeting minutes will be
distributed no later than 10 business days after each AWG meeting.
•

•

•

•

7.

Jonathan Bartsch (Consultant) reviewed the “Procedures” section of the draft Charter
provided to workshop participants (on page 3). He asked for workshop participants to
comment on issues and/or concerns they have with this language. No comments were
made by workshop participants.
Jonathan Bartsch (Consultant) specifically asked if the time frames in this section
were acceptable to workshop participants.
- Concern was expressed from a couple of workshop participants that due to staff
vacations or other extended out-of-office events, it might be better to provide
additional time for agencies to provide comments to the project.
- Jonathan Bartsch (Consultant) noted that the project would change the number
of days agencies will be given to comment on the minutes of Agency Working
Group meetings and to review relevant information within their agency to 10
business days (instead of 5) in both instances.
Jonathan Bartsch (Consultant) asked workshop participants to note the “automatic
agreement” language in the Charter document provided to workshop participants. This
language states that if the project team does not receive comments from an Agency
Working Group member, then that agency is considered to have agreed to the issue
being considered. He asked if any of the agencies represented at the workshop has a
problem with this language. No comments were expressed by any of the workshop
participants on this issue.
Louise Smart (Consultant) summarized the discussions above by noting that the
group consensus supported the list of commitments below. She then asked workshop
participants to “show thumbs”1 for support of the commitments on the list. All
workshop participants showed thumbs up.
- Schedule AWG meetings 4-6 weeks in advance at the key milestones identified.
Also, the agency commits to either providing their designated attendee or an
informed alternate to maintain this time frame.
- Information provided 10 business days in advance of the Agency Working Group
meetings
- Corrections to Agency Working Group meeting minutes should be provided to the
project team within 10 business days (of receiving the draft minutes)
- Internal agency review of Agency Working Group meeting minutes and other
project information should occur within 10 business days of the information being
provided to the agency
- If no response is received by the project team by the established deadline, the
agency is considered to have agreed with the draft meeting minutes or other
information provided to the Agency Working Group member

Other Issues
•

Jonathan Bartsch (Consultant) reviewed the types of agencies listed in the Charter
document provided to workshop participants (on page 1), which includes cooperating
agencies, participating agencies and interested agencies. Larry Sly (Consultant) noted

US 50 Corridor East
Agency Charter Workshop Minutes

Page 12 of 15

that FHWA invites agencies to be cooperating agencies, and all cooperating agencies
are automatically participating agencies. Jonathan asked workshop participants to
note which category they expect their agency to participate in. It was clarified that this
decision is up to each agency. If participating, their agency is expected to be
represented at every milestone meeting. If just interested, it is up to that agency to
attend or not. Workshop participants responded by indicating the following (also note
that these choices are only expected – they can be changed prior to the agency
signing the Charter):
Agency
USACE
CO State Parks
FWS
DOLA
CDOW
SHPO
RC&D
USFS
BLM
EPA
CDOT
FHWA
•

Representative who spoke
on behalf of the agency
Van Truan
John Merson
Susan Linner & Alison Michael
Karen Rowe (as per Lee
Merkel)
Travis Black
Amy Pallante
Tim Macklin
Tom Peters
Pete Zwaneveld
Robert Edgar
Bob Torres
Chris Horn

Type of participation
(expected)
Participating
Interested
Participating
Interested
Participating
Participating
Participating
Participating
Interested
Participating
Participating
Participating

Another issue discussed by the group was who would sign the Charter from each
cooperating, participating and interested agency. The following information was
provided by workshop participants:
Agency
USACE
CO State Parks
FWS
DOLA
CDOW
SHPO
RC&D
USFS
BLM
EPA
CDOT
FHWA
-

Representative likely to sign the
Charter
District Engineer or Branch Chief
TBD
Colorado Field Supervisor – Susan
Linner
TBD
Director
State Historic Preservation Officer
Two levels above Tim Macklin
District Ranger – Tom Peters
TBD
Chief of NEPA group/division
Regional Director – Bob Torres
Program Delivery Engineer – Shaun
Cutting

It was determined that each agency representative would determine who within
their agency would sign the Charter and facilitate that activity once the finalized
Charter is distributed to workshop participants. All agency representatives
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8.

believed that one month from receipt of the final Charter would be sufficient to
facilitate their agency’s signature.
Louise Smart (Consultant) asked workshop participants if they had any questions,
comments, concerns or issues related to the Charter document that had not been
raised up to that point that they wished to discuss with the group. No comments were
made.
Larry Sly (Consultant) stated that the project team has proposed approximately
monthly, exact timing to be determined, “briefing sheets” to keep Agency Working
Group participants aware of project activities that aren’t directly related to their role in
the project between the milestone points. He asked if workshop participants thought
these one or two paragraph types of updates would be helpful. The consensus of the
group was that they would be helpful. Larry also noted that these briefing sheets
would be distributed by e-mail or in hard copy, depending upon the needs of specific
Agency Working Group members.
Larry Sly (Consultant) noted that the project team is considering the implementation of
an internal project team site for minutes, schedules, documents, etc. He asked
workshop participants if anyone would be interested in utilizing such a site.
Approximately 20 workshop participants indicated that they would be interested.

Review of Action Items, Next Steps and Evaluation of the Workshop
•

•

•

Larry Sly (Consultant) noted the following next steps for the project:
- Having a charter workshop meeting with the communities – scheduled for
September.
- Finalizing a Work Plan with FHWA, which will serve as a roadmap for the entire
project.
- Meeting with agencies to begin discussions on broad Tier 1 vs. Tier 2 resource
methodologies – these meetings are expected to take place over the next couple
of months and include discussions with each agency concerning the resources
within the agency’s jurisdictional authority and potential programmatic or other
interagency agreements.
- Getting the charter agreements signed by both the agencies and communities.
- Formal approval for tiering from FHWA and publishing of the Notice of Intent.
- Conducting official scoping activities with the agencies and communities.
- Checking-in with the Agency Working Group regarding scoping activities.
- Finalizing resource methodologies with the agencies (with jurisdictional
authority).
Karen Rowe (CDOT) indicated that the current project schedule sets a deadline of
October to get signatures on the finalized Agency Charter Agreement. The schedule
also includes a November deadline to publish the NOI, which would allow for scoping
meetings to take place in January.
Jonathan Bartsch (Consultant) asked workshop participants to provide feedback
about the workshop itself.
- Chris Horn (FHWA) and Tom Peters (USFS) noted that it would be helpful if the
Agency Working Group would use the same facilitators that assisted with this
workshop in order to preserve historical knowledge of the project.
- Susan Linner (FWS) requested that the meeting location for future Agency
Working Group meetings be rotated. She also suggested start times that are
more considerate of the participants who have to drive long distances to attend.
Workshop participants were asked to fill out the survey regarding communication
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and meeting preferences handed out at the beginning of the meeting, and to note
any restrictions or preferences they have.
All agree that the format used today (i.e. no power point) was productive.
However, future meeting formats depend on the information being presented. It
was agreed that these meetings would not have any attendees participating by
conference call.

Action items
Finalize the Agency Charter Agreement (Smart, Bartsch & Sly)
Obtaining signatures on the Charter from participating and interested agencies (AWG
members)
•
Scheduling follow-up meetings with individual agencies to begin discussions on broad Tier
1 vs. Tier 2 resource methodologies (Sly)
•
Outlining, drafting and finalizing programmatic agreements or other agreements with
individual resource agencies as needed (Sly, agencies, CDOT & FHWA)
•
•

__________________

1

Under the “show thumbs” process, participants turn a thumb up if they agree (thumbs up), down if they
disagree (thumbs down), and to the side if they need more information or have concerns about the issue
in question that prevents them from agreeing (thumbs side). A ‘thumbs side’ elicits further discussion
regarding what prevents a participant from agreeing and/or disagreeing.
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Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

US 50 Corridor East
Community Working Group (CWG)
September 22, 2005
(Held in La Junta, CO @ 1:00pm)
MINUTES
Attendees
Community Members:
Shirley Adams (Town of Manzanola)
Robert Freidenberger (City of La Junta)
Chuck Hitchcock (Town of Fowler)
Dan Hyatt (City of Rocky Ford)
Loretta Kennedy (Pueblo County)
Jake Klein (Otero County)
Rick Klein (City of La Junta)
William Lutz (City of Las Animas)
Sandy Lytle (Town of Swink)
Dannie McMillan (City of Lamar)
Gene Millbrand (Prowers County)
Frank Wallace (Bent County)
Jay Woodward (Town of Granada)

1.

Project Team:
Dick Annand (CDOT)
Jonathan Bartsch (CDR)
Coral Cosway (PBS&J)
Judy DeHaven (CDOT)
Cheryl Everitt (Wilson & Co)
Mike Falini (Wilson & Co)
Lori Nakanishi (Wilson & Co)
Mike Perez (CDOT)
Larry Sly (PBS&J)
George Tempel (Trans. Commission)
Bob Torres (CDOT)
Tom Wrona (CDOT)
Guests:
Avia Kallage (PACOG)
Bill Moore (PACOG)

Welcome, Introductions & Review of the Agenda
•
•

•

Jonathan Bartsch opened the meeting.
Mike Perez welcomed meeting participants and thanked them for attending,
many on their personal time. He stated the following:
- That the project team will make every effort to use CWG members’ time
efficiently.
- That to that end, the project is proposing CWG meetings at key milestones
or when the project team has something significant to share with the CWG
and need CWG members input.
- That CWG members should feel free to comment on, or provide input to,
the project team at any time during the project – not just at CWG
meetings. Mike pointed out that his contact information and the contact
information for the Consultant Project Manager, Larry Sly, is located in the
notebooks that participants picked up as they entered the meeting.
Mike Perez asked each meeting participant to introduce themselves to the rest
of the attendees.
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2.

Mike Perez thanked Rick Klein, City Manager for the City of La Junta, for
providing the food for the meeting and helping to arrange the meeting location.
Jonathan Bartsch reviewed the agenda and the purpose for today’s meeting.
Bob Torres thanked participants for attending the meeting and providing input
to the project.
George Tempel made remarks about transportation funding issues.

Project Overview
•

•

•

Mike Perez discussed the following issues related to the background of the US
50 project:
- The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) originally developed
a project focused on US 50 from Avondale to La Junta.
- After talking to communities along the corridor, CDOT determined that US
50 communities through the Valley were interconnected from Pueblo to
Holly, and because of this interconnectivity, CDOT decided to extend the
study to that larger area.
- This study resulted in a corridor vision for US 50, which included hearing
from 76% of project participants (approximately 400 citizens attended the
last series of meetings) that US 50 should remain close to the existing
facility.
- This corridor vision, as well as all of the input and information the project
team collected during this first study, has been carried over into this next
phase of the US 50 project.
Mike Perez reviewed the following issues related to the current phase of the
US 50 project:
- Because there are federal dollars involved in improving US 50, CDOT is
required to do an environmental study of the project corridor before design
and construction can begin. This is the purpose of this current phase of
the project.
- Due to the length of the corridor and the fact that CDOT does not have
construction funding for improvements at this time, the project team has
decided to complete this environmental study in two phases, or Tiers.
- Tier 1 will include a corridor-level environmental analysis resulting in a
corridor location decision. For communities along US 50, that means
determining whether US 50 will be improved through your communities, or
whether a new roadway is constructed around it. The Tier 1 study will set
the groundwork for Tier 2 projects, and Tier 1 work is set to take
approximately 3 years.
- Tier 2 projects will focus on particular sections of the Tier 1 corridor, and
this work will include any detailed environmental analysis needed for that
section and design and construction of the roadway. It’s CDOT’s opinion
that completing the Tier 1 work for the entire corridor will ultimately save
time and money, and will allow Tier 2 projects to “roll out” much more
quickly once funding for construction has been identified.
Larry Sly discussed how a corridor location decision for Tier 1 will be made. He
noted the following:
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3.

That this decision must be made with the input of both the communities
and resource agencies – because the resource agencies have legal
responsibilities to manage and/or preserve certain resources located
along the corridor.
- That this decision will be based on conclusions developed during the
previous study (i.e., the previous study will “inform” the current one). The
study is not starting over. We will build upon the previous efforts.
- That the project team will seek input from each jurisdiction in order to
develop evaluation criteria for this project that are relevant to that
community – because each community will have different opinions about
what is valuable, or important, to them.
- That this corridor location decision can be used as a planning tool by US
50 communities.
Larry Sly noted that this project is taking a different approach to improving US
50 than in the past. He noted that the project team has proposed this in order
to facilitate the larger more significant improvements needed on the corridor –
instead of continuing the current approach, which only allows for small, interim
improvements to be made with no major benefit to regional or local travel
efficiencies.
Larry Sly described the purpose of the Charter Agreement – which outlines
how the project team and the US 50 communities will work together and
exchange information during this project. He also noted that the resource
agencies participating in this project have a similar Charter Agreement.
Jonathan Bartsch asked participants if they understood and agreed with the
purpose of the Charter Agreement that was sent to them prior to the meeting,
and why such a document would be necessary on this project.
- Rick Klein noted that a Charter Agreement will help project participants
commit to the decisions made by the project.
- Robert Freidenberger stated that it also acts as a “tie back” to each
community – so that CWG members will be responsible for sharing project
information with their community.
- Jonathan Bartsch pointed out that by signing the Charter Agreement,
CWG members are actually committing to sharing project information with
others in their community – as well as bringing concerns, ideas and issues
from their community to the project team.

Community Issues
•

Jonathan Bartsch asked meeting participants representing jurisdictions to
summarize concerns or issues they are aware of from their communities that
relate to this project.
- Dannie McMillan noted that the City of Lamar is concerned about how the
improved US 50 would connect with US 287 (the Ports-to-Plains bypass),
especially the safety aspects of that intersection.
- Jay Woodward noted that the Town of Granada has economic concerns
associated with moving US 50 to an around-town location, as well as
safety concerns with an improved US 50 remaining at the current throughPage 3 of 9
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town location (related to the speed limit of the new facility). He reported
that the Town of Granada is working with the National Park Service to
have Camp Amache recognized as a national park. Finally, he noted that
the Town of Granada is interested in developing historic/heritage tourism.
Shirley Adams reported that the Town of Manzanola has economic
concerns associated with moving US 50 to an around-town location, as
well as safety concerns with an improved US 50 remaining at the current
through-town location (related to the speed limit of the new facility). She
reported that the Town of Manzanola is currently working on renovating its
Train Depot as a draw for tourists. She continued by noting that the Town
of Manzanola is interested in developing historic/heritage tourism.
Gene Millbrand reported that Prowers County is currently developing an
industrial park area. The County is also developing trails, including one
related to the Santa Fe Trail. Gene also noted that the project should keep
the future of the Arkansas Valley Conduit project in mind – the project is in
the feasibility study phase right now.
Chuck Hitchcock reported that the Town of Fowler is concerned about
how access to US 50 would change with the improved roadway, especially
if the improved roadway is configured as a split highway (like Rocky Ford’s
configuration). Chuck also noted that the Town of Fowler has economic
concerns associated with moving US 50 to an around-town location, as
well as safety concerns with an improved US 50 remaining at the current
through-town location (related to the speed limit of the new facility). He
noted the proximity of the Town’s municipal swimming pool to the current
alignment of US 50, and that the Town doesn’t want to move this facility.
Chuck also reported that the Town of Fowler has recently begun
discussions about developing a Master Plan to help define its future – the
Town has discussed promoting itself as the “Gateway to the Lower
Arkansas Valley”. Finally, Chuck noted that the Town of Fowler is looking
at the Main Street program for possible funding, as well as programs
operated by DOLA or SHPO for revitalization efforts related to its
downtown.
Dan Hyatt noted that the City of Rocky Ford would prefer an around town
option to the north for the following reasons: 1) if US 50 remains on its
current alignment and access is closed off through town, it will cut the City
in half; 2) the land south of town is where expected growth will occur; and
3) the land south of town is good farmland, and the City is concerned
about good farmlands falling out of production in their area. He also noted
that land north of town is currently in revegetation status due to a prior
water rights deal with Aurora, Colorado. Dan also noted concern for the
order in which US 50 (Tier 2) projects are completed – his hope is that
CDOT will complete passing lanes on the section to Fowler first.
Sandy Lytle reported that the Town of Swink has economic concerns
associated with moving US 50 to an around-town location, as well as
safety concerns with an improved US 50 remaining at the current throughtown location (related to the speed limit of the new facility). Sandy noted
that Swink would like to see the improved US 50 remain on its current
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alignment, although there would be concerns about access if that
happened. Sandy asked if communities would be asked to match the
funds used to improve US 50, and Bob Torres noted that the funds were
federal and state dollars – communities would not be asked to match
funds to study or construct the improved roadway (however, community
funds may be necessary for “above and beyond” items, if requested, such
as street lights, additional signage, etc.). Sandy noted that the Town of
Swink does not have a Master Plan, and is not currently working on such
a Plan.
Frank Wallace reported that Bent County has economic concerns
associated with moving US 50 to an around-town location. Frank also
noted that identifying the corridor now will provide the opportunity for
corridor preservation activities. Frank also expressed concerns about the
unsafe nature of the current 90-degree turn in US 50 through Las Animas,
and he noted that the connection between US 50 and Hwy 101 is
important to Bent County.
Jake Klein reported that Otero County is concerned about possible
impacts on irrigated farmlands, including irrigation ditches, by the
improved US 50 facility. He also noted that the County has concerns
about future travel speeds on US 50, and more specifically how they
impact fuel costs. Jake reported that Otero County also has concerns
about floodplain and traffic safety issues. Jake also noted that what
happens on other parts of the US 50 corridor (not inside Otero County)
impacts the County – so communities should think about the roadway on a
larger scale because it connects the entire Valley. Jake also noted that the
project should keep the Arkansas Valley Conduit project in mind as it
moves forward. Finally, Jake stated that Otero County is interested in how
US 50 would “tie in” to Hwy 194 (Bent’s Fort access).
William Lutz reported that the City of Las Animas just annexed 40 acres
north of the City and plans to annex another 40 contiguous acres soon.
William also reported that the City of Las Animas doesn’t want to see the
farmland south of town negatively impacted by the improved US 50
facility. It was noted that the City of Las Animas recently purchased
Tamarisk removal equipment, and that the Colorado Department of Local
Affairs (DOLA) recently held a session in the City to help them with their
planning efforts. Finally, William reported that the City of Las Animas is
renovating a historic building and looking into downtown revitalization
activities.
Rick Klein and Robert Freidenberger reported that the City of La Junta is
considered a “junction for the Lower Arkansas Valley.” Thus, the City is
concerned about the connection between US 50 and several other
roadways, including Hwys 109, 350, 10 and 194. Rick and Robert also
expressed La Junta’s interest in a truck route around the City – the City
has a Strategic Plan that outlines a route for US 50 south of town that
would connect to Hwy 109. Robert talked to a planner that has information
showing that if the accesses on and off a highway are good, then business
will actually increase after a bypass goes in.
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Loretta Kennedy reported that Pueblo County just went through a similar
study for I-25, and US 50 should be considered a priority for the region
because it serves regional needs in the same way I-25 does. She noted
that Pueblo County is concerned about the following issues: agriculture
production, right-of-way, and historic resources.
Avia Kallage expressed the Pueblo Area Council of Government’s
(PACOG’s) concern over environmental issues along the corridor,
including migratory wildlife and water quality.

4. Partnering for Progress: Communities, Resource Agencies, CDOT & the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA)
•

•

5.

Larry Sly discussed the project’s participation structure and noted that the
graphic he referenced was provided to participants in the notebooks they
picked up at the beginning of the meeting.
Larry Sly noted that the resource agencies involved in the project have
expressed a desire to talk to community leaders about issues of common
concern, including Tamarisk removal, traffic/travel safety (deer crossings, etc.),
historic/heritage tourism, data sharing, land “swaps”, and larger mitigation
opportunities that would benefit both communities and their resources.

Community Working Group: Procedures and Participant Responsibilities
•

•

Jonathan Bartsch reviewed terms that appear in the Charter Agreement that
might not be widely known outside transportation and/or environmental circles.
He noted that there is a list of terms and definitions located in the notebooks
that participants received as they arrived at the meeting. Larry Sly noted that
the project team would update this list of terms as the project moved forward in
order to keep CWG members completely informed about project activities.
Jonathan began a review of the Charter Agreement. (A copy of the Charter
Agreement was sent to participants prior to the meeting and given to each
attendee when they arrived at the meeting.)
- Jonathan noted that it is the intent of the project team to convene the
CWG at key milestones in the project – these key milestone points are
listed on page 2 of the Charter Agreement. Jonathan described each key
milestone.
- Chuck Hitchcock asked what the phrase “a higher level of authority” meant
on page 2 of the Charter Agreement – who is this? Larry Sly and Bob
Torres explained that this means representatives from CDOT and FHWA
who work at a level above the project team. Jonathan stated that the
project team will change this language to make this clear in the revised
version of the Charter Agreement.
- Jonathan Bartsch asked for “thumbs”1 in regards to the Charter
Agreement contents up to this point (i.e., through the first set of bullets on
page 2). All participants expressed “thumbs up”.
- Jonathan Bartsch reviewed the CWG participant responsibilities listed on
the bottom of page 2 of the Charter Agreement.
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Jonathan Bartsch asked for “thumbs”1 on these commitments, which all
CWG members would commit to (i.e., second set of bullets on pages 2
and 3 of the Charter Agreement). All participants expressed “thumbs up”.
- Jonathan Bartsch described the sections of the Charter Agreement
describing how the project intends to “make decisions that stick” and
outlining the composition of the CWG (as described on page 3 of the
Charter Agreement).
- Jonathan Bartsch asked for “thumbs”1 regarding whether participants
agreed with the ideas and issues represented in these sections of the
Charter Agreement. All participants expressed “thumbs up.”
- Jonathan Bartsch reviewed the CWG procedures outlined in the Charter
Agreement (as described at the bottom of page 3 of the Charter
Agreement). These procedures outline how the project team and the CWG
will establish meetings, review materials, respond to questions, and
complete other procedural functions of the CWG.
- Jonathan Bartsch reviewed the “assumption of non-objection” section in
the Charter Agreement (on page 4 of the Charter Agreement). This
section says that unless a community responds within the timeframe
provided, then the non-responding community will be recorded as having
no objection to the issue or decision under consideration unless defined
circumstances apply.
- Jonathan Bartsch reviewed the remainder of the Charter Agreement.
- Jonathan Bartsch asked participants if there was agreement on the
contents of the Charter Agreement (with Chuck Hitchcock’s change as
noted earlier). He asked for “thumbs”1 on this question. All participants
indicated “thumbs up”.
Jonathan Bartsch asked who would sign the Charter agreement from each
community.
- Dan Hyatt from Rocky Ford noted that if it’s called a “Charter,” then the
people at the meeting might not have the authority to sign for their
respective communities because the document would be considered a
legal contract.
- Larry Sly noted that the Charter is intended to be an informal contract
among project participants guiding how we will work together.
- Bill Moore suggested that the project team should review the law on this
matter before making a determination. Dan Hyatt acknowledged that he is
a licensed attorney in Colorado. (It should be noted that Dan is the City
Attorney and City Manager for the City of Rocky Ford. Thus, he is qualified
to provide legal advice on this issue, although because CDOT and/or the
US 50 Corridor East project are not his clients, this should not be
construed as legal counsel to the project.)
- Gene Millbrand asked if the document had to be called a Charter, as
opposed to a Memorandum of Understanding.
- Jonathan Bartsch asked if the group could agree to call the document a
Memorandum of Understanding instead of a Charter Agreement. The
participants agreed to this change.
-

•
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6.

What’s Next: What are the Next Steps for the Project & Community Working Group
•

•

7.

Larry Sly reviewed the procedures the project team will undertake to
revise, finalize and acquire signatures on the Memorandum of
Understanding.

Larry Sly described the following “next steps” for the project, which include
public and agency scoping meetings. He noted that these scooping meetings
will determine the project’s parameters for this phase (i.e., for the
environmental study) and confirm the use of the conclusions from the previous
study as a starting point to this phase, or Tier, of the project (so that this work
can be incorporated into this project phase without being repeated).
Larry Sly noted that the next meeting of the CWG would most likely be held
sometime in February (2006) in order to allow the project team to complete the
scoping tasks described above and compile the information for the CWG and
AWG to review.

Other Issues Discussed at the Meeting
•

•

•

•

•

Chuck Hitchcock from the Town of Fowler brought up the topic of one-way
pairing US 50, such as the current Rocky Ford configuration. Dan Hyatt of
Rocky Ford noted that this option would effectively end a community’s ability to
use the land in between the east and west bound lanes due to the access
restrictions that will accompany such a plan.
Rick Klein asked how the federal funding that U.S. Senator Wayne Allard
added to the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act:
A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) would be used for, and how these dollars
might impact this project. Bob Torres noted that CDOT and FHWA is still
reviewing the legislation and clarifying these issues.
The question was asked – if CDOT is resurfacing US 50 in spots (i.e., near
Fowler), then why not take this money and put down an additional lane? Bob
Torres explained that these two types of improvements come from different
“pots” of money. The funding for the resurfacing that is happening near Fowler
is from a pot of money for maintaining existing facilities. Additional lanes, be
they passing lanes or other additional infrastructure, can not be funded through
this pot of money.
The question was raised whether meetings such as this one were subject to
the Colorado Sunshine Law. Dan Hyatt noted that the meeting did not meet the
characteristics necessary to trigger Sunshine Law requirements. (It should be
noted that Dan is the City Attorney and City Manager for the City of Rocky
Ford. Thus, he is qualified to provide legal advice on this issue, although
because CDOT and/or the US 50 Corridor East project are not his clients, this
should not be construed as legal counsel to the project.)
Several participants stated that they are often asked funding and other similar
type question and would like some information from CDOT to address these
issue with their constituents.
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8.

The project team agreed to provide CWG members with a “Frequently Asked
Questions” (FAQ) list so that they would have a response when asked about
such issues by residents of their communities. The project team also
encouraged CWG members to send them questions at any time, and the
project team will add those questions, and their answers to the FAQ list.
Bill Moore requested that someone from the PACOG staff be added to the
Agency Working Group.

Meeting Adjourned
•

Bob Torres closed the meeting by thanking attendees for actively participating
in the project and this meeting.

Action items
•
The project team will provide CWG members with a “Frequently Asked Questions”
page, and update this page with new questions as they arise.
•
The project team will revise the Community Working Group Memorandum of
Understanding (formerly Charter Agreement) and distribute it to CWG members for
review.
__________________
1

Under the “show thumbs” process, participants turn a thumb up if they agree (thumbs up), down if they
disagree (thumbs down), and to the side if they need more information or have concerns about the issue
in question that prevents them from agreeing (thumbs side). A ‘thumbs side’ elicits further discussion
regarding what prevents a participant from agreeing and/or disagreeing.
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display of the exhibit objects at Saint
Louis Art Museum, from on or about
February 19, 2006, until on or about
May 14, 2006, and at possible additional
venues yet to be determined, is in the
national interest. Public Notice of these
Determinations is ordered to be
published in the Federal Register.
For Further Information Contact: For
further information, including a list of
the exhibit objects, contact Carol B.
Epstein, Attorney-Adviser, Office of the
Legal Adviser, U.S. Department of State
(telephone: 202/453–8048). The address
is U.S. Department of State, SA–44, 301
4th Street, SW., Room 700, Washington,
DC 20547–0001.
Dated: January 23, 2006.
C. Miller Crouch,
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Educational and Cultural Affairs, Department
of State.
[FR Doc. E6–1119 Filed 1–27–06; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4710–05–P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration
Advisory Circular 25.856–2, Installation
of Thermal/Acoustic Insulation for
Burnthrough Protection
Federal Aviation
Administration, DOT.
ACTION: Notice of issuance of advisory
circular.

cprice-sewell on PROD1PC66 with NOTICES

AGENCY:

SUMMARY: This notice announces the
issuance of Advisory Circular 25.856–2,
‘‘Installation of Thermal/Acoustic
Insulation for Burnthrough Protection.’’
The advisory circular provides
information and guidance regarding an
acceptable means, but not the only
means, of compliance with the portions
of the airworthiness standards for
transport category airplanes that deal
with the installation of thermal/acoustic
insulation.
DATES: AC 25.856–2 was issued by the
FAA Transport Airplane Directorate in
Renton, Washington, on January 17,
2006.
How To Obtain Copies: You can
download a copy of advisory Circular
25.856–2 from the Internet at http://
www.airweb.faa.gov/rgl. A paper copy
will be available in approximately 6–8
weeks from the U.S. Department of
Transportation, Subsequent Distribution
Office, M–30, Ardmore East Business
Center, 3341 Q 75th Avenue, Landover,
MD 20795.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kenna Sinclair, FAA Standardization
Branch, ANM–113, Transport Airplane
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Directorate, 1601 Lind Avenue, SW.,
Renton, Washington 98055–4056;
telephone (425) 227–1556; e-mail
kenna.sinclair@faa.gov.
Issued in Renton, Washington, on January
17, 2006.
Ali Bahrami,
Manager, Transport Airplane Directorate,
Aircraft Certification Service.
[FR Doc. 06–809 Filed 1–27–06; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–13–M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Highway Administration
Environmental Impact Statement:
Mecklenburg and Union Counties, NC
Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), DOT.
ACTION: Rescinding of Notice of Intent
and Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for proposed U.S. 74 corridor
improvements in Mecklenburg and
Union Counties, NC.
AGENCY:

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this
notice to advise the public that we are
rescinding the notice of intent and the
public notice to prepare an
environmental impact statement (EIS)
for a proposed highway project in
Mecklenburg and Union Counties,
North Carolina.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Clarence W. Coleman, P.E., Operations
Engineer, Federal Highway
Administration, 310 New Bern Avenue,
Ste 410, Raleigh, North Carolina, 27601–
1418, Telephone: (919) 856–4346.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
FHWA, in cooperation with the North
Carolina Department of Transportation
(NCDOT), is rescinding the notice of
intent to prepare an EIS for a proposed
multi-lane, controlled access highway
along the U.S. 74 corridor connecting I–
485 in Mecklenburg County to U.S. 601
in Union County, North Carolina. On
April 13, 2000, FHWA issued a notice
of intent to prepare an EIS for this
proposed project. A Draft EIS was
released in November 2003 after
resource agencies and the public
provided input and comments as part of
the project development process. The
Draft EIS evaluated several alternatives,
including: (1) No Build (2)
Transportation Systems Management
(TSM), (3) Transportation Demand
Management (TSM), (4) Mass Transit,
and (5) New Location Alternatives. A
public hearing has not been held
following the completion of the Draft
EIS. Based on the comments received
from various Federal and state agencies
and the public and a recent decision to
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change the eastern terminus of the
project form U.S. 601 to the proposed
Monroe Bypass, the FHWA and NCDOT
have agreed not to prepare a Final EIS
for the proposed U.S. 74 improvements
from I–485 to U.S. 601.
FHWA, NCDOT, and the North
Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA),
plan to prepare a new Draft EIS for the
proposed project. A notice of intent to
prepare the EIS will be issued
subsequent to this rescinding notice.
The new Draft EIS will include a toll
alternative among the full range of
alternatives that will be analyzed as
well as a change in the location of the
eastern terminus.
Comments or questions concerning
the decision to not prepare Final EIS
should be directed to NCDOT or FHWA
at the address provided in the caption,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT. To
ensure that the full range of issues
related to this proposed action are
addressed and all significant issues
identified, comments and suggestions
are invited from all interested parties.
Comments or questions concerning this
proposed action and the EIS should be
directed to the FHWA at the address
provided above.
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program Number 20.205, Highway Planning
and Construction. The regulations
implementing Executive Order 12372
regarding intergovernmental consultation of
Federal programs and activities apply to this
program.)
Clarence W. Coleman,
Operations Engineer, Raleigh, North Carolina.
[FR Doc. 06–812 Filed 1–27–06; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–22–M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Highway Administration
Environmental Impact Statement:
Pueblo, Otero, Bent, and Prowers
Counties, CO
Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), DOT.
ACTION: Notice of intent.
AGENCY:

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this
notice to advise the public that a Tier 1
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for proposed transportation
improvements in Pueblo County, Otero
County, Bent County and Prowers
County in the State of Colorado.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Chris Horn, Senior Operations Engineer,
FHWA, Colorado Division, 12300 West
Dakota Ave., Suite 180, Lakewood, CO,
80228, Telephone: (720) 963–3017. Mr.
Mike Perez, Project Manager, Colorado
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Department of Transportation, Region 2,
905 Erie Avenue, P.O. Box 536, Pueblo,
CO 81002, Telephone: (719) 546–5406.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
FHWA and the Colorado Department of
Transportation (CDOT), will prepare a
Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for transportation improvements
on U.S Highway 50 between Pueblo,
Colorado, and the vicinity of the Kansas
State line in southeastern Colorado.
U.S. is a coast-to-coast highway
recognized by the state of Colorado as a
vital link in the statewide transportation
system. The U.S. 50 corridor is
approximately 150 miles long and
connects four counties and ten
municipalities. The communities along
this corridor have primarily agricultural
based economies. The proposed
improvements to this section of U.S. 50
are intended to improve safety as well
as local, regional, and statewide
mobility. The proposed improvements
will also consider access management
strategies.
The Tier 1 EIS will incorporate the
results of a 2003 CDOT corridor
planning study that culminated in a
long-term community-developed vision
for the U.S. 50 corridor. The vision
called for a safer roadway, on or near
the exiting U.S. 50, that maintains a
reasonable traffic flow and speed for the
movement of people and goods along
and through the Lower Arkansas Valley
while providing flexibility to
accommodate future transportation
needs. Since 2003, additional
coordination with local agencies and the
public has resulted in resolutions of
support from all four counties and ten
communities and execution of a
Memorandum of Understanding with
local representatives defining
community roles and responsibilities in
the development of the Tier 1 EIS.
FHWA and CDOT have also consulted
with 11 other Federal and state agencies
that have agreed to participate
throughout the development of the Tier
1 EIS. These agencies have formally
adopted a Charter Agreement that
establishes clear expectations, identifies
roles and responsibilities, describes
procedures that support collaborative
problem-solving in a timely manner at
key project milestones, and defines an
issue resolution process. The corridor
planning study and agency charter
agreement will be made available for
review during the public and agency
scoping process described below.
The Tier 1 EIS will evaluate
alternative corridor locations and
improvements and the No-Action
alternative based upon the purpose and
need. Alternatives will be developed
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and analyzed through an extensive
agency and community outreach
process. Anticipated decisions to be
made during the Tier 1 EIS include
modal choice, selection of a preferred
general corridor location for U.S. 50,
evaluation of access management and
corridor preservations strategies, and a
plan for further action. The Tier 1 EIS
will also identify segments of
independent utility. Based on the
decisions reached during the Tier 1
process, FHWA and CDOT may proceed
with Tier 2 studies for specific projects
within those segments.
The public, as well as Federal, state,
and local agencies, will be invited to
participate in project scoping to ensure
that a full range of alternatives is
considered and that all appropriate
environmental issues and resources are
evaluated. The scoping process will
include opportunities to provide
comments on the purpose and need for
the project, potential alternatives, and
social, economic and environmental
issues of concern. Public scoping will be
accomplished through public meetings
and other community outreach
opportunities at locations throughout
the project corridor. The time and place
for these meetings will be announced in
the local media. It is anticipated that
public and agency scoping will occur in
early 2006.
Based upon input from the scoping
process, FHWA will evaluate social,
economic, and environmental impacts
of the corridor alternatives and the NoAction alternative. It is expected that
major issues to be evaluated include:
water quality, historic and other cultural
resources, economic impacts, and
farmland issues. The Tier 1 EIS will be
available for public and agency review
and comment. Information concerning
the availability of the EIS will be
published.
To ensure that the ful range of issues
related to this proposed action are
addressed and all significant issues
identified, comments and suggestions
are invited from all interested parties.
Comments or questions concerning this
proposed action and the EIS should be
directed to the FHWA or the Colorado
Department of Transportation at the
addresses provided above.
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program Number 20.205, Highway Planning
and Construction. The regulations
implementing Executive Order 12372
regarding intergovernmental consultation on
Federal programs and activities apply to this
program.)
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Issued on: January 24, 2006.
David A. Nicol,
Division Administrator, Colorado Division,
Federal Highway Administration, Lakewood,
Colorado 80228.
[FR Doc. 06–822 Filed 1–27–06; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–22–M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Railroad Administration
[Docket Number FRA–2006–23592]

Notice of Application for Approval of
Discontinuance or Modification of a
Railroad Signal System or Relief From
the Requirements of Title 49 Code of
Federal Regulations Part 236
Pursuant to Title 49 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 235 and 49
U.S.C. 20502(a), the following railroad
has petitioned the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) seeking approval
for the discontinuance or modification
of the signal system or relief from the
requirements of 49 CFR part 236 as
detailed below.
[Docket Number FRA–2006–23592]

Applicant: CSX Transportation,
Incorporated, Mr. N. Michael Choat,
Chief Engineer, Communications and
Signal, 4901 Belfort Road, Suite 130,
Jacksonville, Florida 32256.
CSX Transportation, Incorporated
seeks approval of the proposed
discontinuance and removal of the
interlocking signal system on the single
main track, Lower Savannah River
Bridge, milepost AK456.3, near
Augusta, Georgia, on the Florence
Division, Augusta Subdivision. The
proposed changes consist of the removal
of the interlocked signals at the bridge,
all associated signal equipment, and the
associated inoperative approach signals.
The authority for movements will
remain Main Track Yard Limits (Rule
193) with a maximum authorized of 15
mph.
The reason given for the proposed
changes is that the bridge has been
straight-railed, and was last opened in
1992.
Any interested party desiring to
protest the granting of an application
shall set forth specifically the grounds
upon which the protest is made, and
include a concise statement of the
interest of the party in the proceeding.
Additionally, one copy of the protest
shall be furnished to the applicant at the
address listed above.
All communications concerning this
proceeding should be identified by the
docket number and must be submitted
to the Docket Clerk, DOT Central Docket
Management Facility, Room PL–401
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US 50 Corridor East – Agency Scoping Report

US 50 CORRIDOR EAST
AGENCY SCOPING REPORT
PURPOSE
The purpose of the project’s agency scoping activities was noted on the Agency Scoping
Meeting agenda (provided to all invitees and attendees of the meeting). The purpose of scoping
was stated as “to establish a foundation for informed and meaningful agency scoping comments
that are specific to the US 50 corridor and the Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (Tier 1
EIS) process.” Additionally, the meeting agenda noted that the Agency Scoping Meeting “will:
1. Develop an understanding of the corridor, including previous planning products and
assumptions;
2. Develop an understanding of the corridor community context;
3. Focus on important agency issues; and
4. Provide clarity regarding project milestones, decision making and resource methodology
approach(es).”
FORMAT
The Agency Scoping Meeting took place on Thursday, February 23, 2006. The meeting
consisted of a bus tour of the US 50 corridor (from Pueblo to La Junta) from approximately 9:00
a.m. to 10:15 a.m. The meeting continued at the Koshare Indian Museum in La Junta from
approximately 10:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. (Not all of the La Junta meeting participants attended the
bus tour.) The meeting in La Junta included presentations by the project team and Community
Working Group (CWG) members as well as participant discussions. The meeting was lead by
members of the project team with expertise in meeting facilitation.
A comment period lasting from February 23, 2006 (the meeting date) to April 14, 2006 was
established to allow agencies to provide written comments to the project team.
MEETING NOTICES
The project team notified agency representatives of the meeting by e-mail and US Mail. The
initial “save the date” notice was sent by e-mail on January 23, 2006. The second notice was a
scoping package sent by US Mail on February 6, 2006. The scoping package included more
detailed information about the meeting and other project materials (See the “Handouts” section
below for more details on the scoping package).
The agency representatives were notified about the comment period, lasting from February 23
to April 14, 2006 at the Agency Scoping Meeting and in a follow-up e-mail.
HANDOUTS
Scoping packages were sent to agency participants two weeks prior to the Agency Scoping
Meeting date. The scoping packages included the following documents:
•
•

Cover letter / meeting invitation
Draft meeting agenda
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•
•
•
•

Map of the US 50 project area
Resource methodology overviews
Notice of Intent
Project newsletter (Winter 2006)

At the Agency Scoping Meeting, participants received the following information:
•
•
•

Meeting agenda
Map of the US 50 project area
Participant roster (individuals/agencies invited to the meeting)

MEETING ATTENDANCE
The meeting minutes were used to document attendance at the Agency Scoping Meeting. (See
Appendix A)
SCOPING COMMENTS
Scoping comments were requested from federal, state and local resource agencies. These
comments were collected by the project team in primarily in two ways – verbal discussions at
the Agency Scoping Meeting and in written form after the meeting. The deadline for written
comments was established as March 31, 2006. This deadline was subsequently extended to
April 14, 2006.
Verbal Comments (Agency Scoping Meeting)
Verbal comments made at the Agency Scoping Meeting were documented in the meeting
minutes. (See Appendix A)
Written Comments
Written comments were accepted by the project team between February 23, 2006 (the meeting
date) and April 14, 2006. The following agencies provided written comments: (See Appendix B)
US Environmental Protection Agency, US Fish & Wildlife Service and National Park Service.
Additionally, representatives from the following agencies contacted the project team (in the
manner noted) to communicate that their agency would not be submitting written scoping
comments: US Army Corps of Engineers (e-mail sent by Van Truan on April 7, 2006), Colorado
State Parks (e-mail sent by John Merson on April 7, 2006), Colorado Department of Local
Affairs (e-mail sent by Lee Merkel on April 10, 2006), Colorado Division of Wildlife (e-mail sent
by Ed Schmal on April 17, 2006), and the State Historic Preservation Office (e-mail sent by Amy
Pallante on April 17, 2006).
FOLLOW-UP
The project team will track all comments made during the scoping process for consideration as
the US 50 Tier 1 EIS process moves forward. Additional comments will be welcomed, and are
encouraged, by the project team.
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APPENDIX A – Agency Scoping Meeting Minutes
Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

US 50 Corridor East
AGENCY SCOPING MEETING
February 23, 2006
(Bus tour and meeting at the Koshare Indian Museum
in La Junta from 9:00a.m. - 4:30p.m.)
MINUTES
Attendees
CDOT:
Dick Annand *
Sharleen Bakeman
Judy DeHaven *
Dan Jepson
Mike Perez *
Karen Rowe *
George Tempel
Robert Torres *
Paul Westhoff
Bob Wilson *
Nicole Winterton *
Roland Wostl *
Tom Wrona *
FHWA:
Shaun Cutting
Chris Horn *
Mike Vanderhoof
Agencies:
Dan Corson (SHPO) *
Anita Culp (USACE) *
Patty Dunnington (State Land Board) *
Robert Edgar (EPA) *
Dave Hallock (BLM) *
Kirk Hutchinson (KDOT)
Alison Michael (FWS) *
Cindy Ott-Jones (NPS)
Tom Peters (USFS)
Beverly Rave (State Land Board) *
Randal Ristau (CDPHE) *
Ed Schmal (CDOW) *
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Connie Young-Dubovsky (FWS) *
Pete Zwaneveld (BLM) *
Community Working Group members:
Loretta Kennedy (Pueblo County)
Rick Klein (City of La Junta) – for Otero
County
Frank Wallace (Bent County)
Others:
Wayne Snider (City of La Junta)
Consultants:
Jonathan Bartsch (CDR) - Facilitator
Robert Belford (PBS&J) *
Coral Cosway (PBS&J)
Doug Eberhart (WCI) *
Cheryl Everitt (WCI)
Mike Falini (WCI) *
Bill Malley (Akin Gump) *
Dave Mayfield (Parametrix) *
Lori Nakanishi (WCI)
Larry Sly (PBS&J) *
Louise Smart (CDR) - Facilitator
* Individuals who attended the bus tour
portion of the meeting.

3

1.

Corridor Tour (Pueblo to La Junta)
•

2.

Introductions
•
•
•

3.

A number of participants (identified in the “Attendees” section above) joined the
meeting at 9:00 a.m. for a bus tour of the US 50 corridor (the Pueblo to La Junta
portion). The other participants joined the meeting at the Koshare Indian Museum in
La Junta, which began at approximately 10:30 a.m., and is detailed below.

Robert Torres and Shaun Cutting made opening remarks that included thanking
participants for their continued active participation in the project.
Louise Smart facilitated the introduction of all meeting participants to the rest of the
attendees.
Louise Smart reviewed the agenda for the meeting.

Previous Planning Efforts on US 50 East
•

•
•

Larry Sly reviewed information related to the previous planning study for US 50 East
(in PowerPoint presentation format), including:
- What the project team heard from community residents;
- The physical constraints of the corridor;
- Environmental and community issues existing on the corridor;
- The previous study’s consideration of regional corridors (north, south and
existing);
- How the regional corridor options were narrowed (i.e., how the north and south
regional corridors were eliminated in favor of the existing regional corridor, which
would keep the roadway on or near its existing location);
- The community-developed vision identified by the previous study; and
- How the project is proposing to integrate the previous planning study (and its
results e.g., the proposed study area for the EIS and the communities’ vision for
a safer facility that provides local, regional and state-wide mobility benefits) into
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process in this Tier 1
Environmental Impact Statement (Tier 1 EIS).
The project team will provide a copy of this PowerPoint presentation upon request.
Jonathan Bartsch asked participants if they had questions or concerns about this
presentation. No questions were asked or concerns expressed.
Jonathan asked to “show thumbs”1 on whether the group agreed that the following
assumptions can be carried forward into this Tier 1 EIS process:
1. The elimination of the previously-considered north and south regional corridors,
allowing this project to concentrate its efforts on the existing regional corridor;
and general parameters of the existing corridor as presented at this meeting and
shown on the maps provided to each participant.
2. The community-developed corridor vision, along with other previous planning
decisions, as presented at this meeting, combined with extensive agency and
continued community outreach and following accepted NEPA practices will result

1

Under the “show thumbs” process, participants turn a thumb up if they agree (thumbs up), down if they
disagree (thumbs down), and to the side if they need more information or have concerns about the issue
in question that prevents them from agreeing (thumbs side). A ‘thumbs side’ elicits further discussion
regarding what prevents a participant from agreeing and/or disagreeing.
US 50 Corridor East – Agency Scoping Report
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in the identification of a general location for US 50 north, through, or south of the
communities within the boundaries of the existing regional corridor.
Every participant noted thumbs up. There were no participants who noted thumbs
down or thumbs side.
4.

Community Working Group (CWG) Presentations – Contexting the Corridor
•

•

•

•

County representatives (Commissioners) of the US 50 CWG presented issues,
concerns and opportunities related to their communities, including unincorporated
areas, and this project.
A representative from Prowers County could not attend the meeting because of a
pressing bill pending in the State Legislature. Therefore, Larry Sly summarized
comments expressed to the project team by Prowers County officials in previous
project meetings and over the phone the day before this meeting. Larry noted that
Prowers County has the following issues related to this project:
- US 287 at Lamar truck route is a priority project;
- Consideration of the industrial park is needed (and transportation access to it);
- Coordinate with the Arkansas Valley Conduit project;
- There are safety issues on US 50 that should be fixed (especially between
Fowler and Pueblo);
- We’re developing a trails system with the assistance of the NPS;
- Be aware of Camp Amache, which was recently elevated to National Landmark
status and is on the national and state Registers of Historic Places;
- Improvements to US 50 is an integral part of our ability to attract needed
employers to the region, as well as the county; and
- Lamar recently attracted the Pierre Auger Cosmic Ray Project to the area.
Frank Wallace, a County Commissioner from Bent County and CWG member,
discussed the following issues:
- Safety issues on US 50, especially the 90 degree turn in Las Animas;
- Concerns about how bypasses around towns/cities might impact local
businesses and, on the same note, how better transportation might benefit their
economies;
- Their communities’ efforts to pursue heritage tourism;
- A potential economic opportunity related to wind power (i.e., wind farms) that
their communities are currently pursuing;
- The County’s citizens’ understanding that they need to be open to all economic
development opportunities even those that most communities consider less
desirable e.g., prisons, hog farms and power generation;
- The successful birding tourism effort currently underway in Bent County; and
- The fact that Bent County has a tamarisk program which has a demonstration
project next to the US 50 bridge in Las Animas. They have also contributed
dollars to the Soil Conservation Service (through the Natural Resources
Conservation Service) for a tamarisk removal effort.
Rick Klein, La Junta City Administrator and CWG member, spoke on behalf of Otero
County, and discussed the following issues:
- Recent closures of the Bay Valley Foods packaging plant in La Junta and the
Neoplan bus plant in Lamar and the impacts of these closures to the entire Lower
Arkansas Valley (i.e., the Valley);
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-

•

•

5.

The County’s unsuccessful efforts to lure a Walmart distribution center to the
region;
- How improvements to US 50 will help the economic development efforts of the
Valley as they attempt to diversify their economic base which includes the pursuit
of transportation dependant industries; and
- The efforts of the Valley communities to work together (as the Valley instead of
individual jurisdictions) on many issues, including education, water,
transportation, economic development and heritage tourism.
Loretta Kennedy, a County Commissioner from Pueblo County and CWG member,
discussed the following issues:
- The importance of the agriculture industry throughout the entire Valley, and how
vital US 50 is to that industry;
- Safety issues and accident rates related to the increasing variety of vehicles
using US 50 through the Valley (i.e., farm equipment, tourist vehicles, local
traffic, truck traffic, etc.); and
- The fact that US 50 is the main travel corridor for moving goods and people
through Pueblo County to the Valley and as a connection to the US 287 Ports to
Plains route.
- Other comments concerning US 50 beyond the limits of this project.
Jonathan Bartsch asked participants if they had questions or comments about the
CWG members’ presentations.
- Roland Wostl asked the CWG members to summarize how they envision the
future of the Lower Arkansas Valley.
- Commissioner Kennedy responded to Roland’s question by stating that Pueblo
County would like to maintain its rural nature while attracting more economic
development opportunities and diversifying its economy. The rest of the CWG
members agreed that this statement fit with their future vision of the Valley as
well.
- Commissioner Wallace added to Commissioner Kennedy’s statement by noting
that their communities should seek out industries and businesses that fit with the
nature and strengths of the Valley.
- George Tempel, CDOT Region 2 Transportation Commissioner, noted that the
communities in the Valley must realize that in order to attract economic
development, a facility with consistently higher speeds is necessary, and in order
to do that, they may have to give up a through-town alternative for improvements.

Agency Discussions
Resource Issues
•

•

Louise Smart reviewed the “action in question” for this project (i.e., a Tier 1 study vs.
Tier 2 projects). She reviewed that the action for this project is a corridor location
decision north, south or through each of the cities/towns along US 50 through the
project area. [A map was provided to participants outlining the proposed project area.]
Louise Smart asked participants to discuss what resources are truly significant to
making a corridor location decision (i.e., a Tier 1 decision). Louise asked that a
representative from each agency discuss their agency’s concerns related to this
project and proposed decisions.
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-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

SHPO – Dan Corson noted that his agency couldn’t talk on this level until
additional data collection is completed by the project team. However, he noted
that the resource methodologies do appear to reflect many of the issues being
worked out in the Programmatic Agreement. Mike Vanderhoof noted that the
project team is addressing the historic resource issues in a Programmatic
Agreement being developed among CDOT, FHWA and SHPO.
Colorado State Land Board – Beverly Rave noted that her agency’s concerns
focus mainly on whether this project would directly impact State Land Board
property, their value or future revenues generated by her agency’s land holdings.
She stated that her agency couldn’t make any decisions until she determines
what lands her agency owns that are within the project area boundaries.
EPA – Robert Edgar stated that EPA had the following concerns:
o Avoid wetlands and riparian areas;
o Don’t disturb land outside of existing facility footprints if possible (i.e.,
greenfields);
o Consider the project’s impact on low income and minority populations;
o Avoid floodplains;
o Minimize impacts associated with increased roadway maintenance; and
o Consider noise impacts to receivers associated with new locations as well as
those adjacent to the existing facility that could be closer to a future widened
facility.
USFS – Tom Peters commented that the project should ensure that the corridor
location decision does not impact potential mitigation banking opportunities. He
also cautioned the project to watch out for secondary issues involved with
disturbing new lands which may increase the spread of noxious weeds.
NPS – Cindy Ott-Jones noted that her primary concern is whether the project
would impact lands and resources, e.g., historic archaeological sites on the
southern border of the property, within the boundaries of Bent’s Old Fort National
Historic Site, which extends south to the BNSF property adjacent to the existing
US 50.
BLM – Pete Zwaneveld noted that he would like to see an overlay of BLM lands
on the project area map to view potential overlaps. He also noted that BLM does
manage lands in the Valley that are wetland/riparian areas, and because of this,
BLM would like to be involved in any future project discussions on
wetland/riparian issues and the potential for mitigation banking opportunities.
CDOW – Ed Schmal stated that CDOW had the following concerns:
o Avoid wetlands and riparian areas;
o Wildlife crossings;
o Avoid habitat fragmentation;
o Noxious weeds as discussed by Tom Peters; and
o Water quality (due to increased roadway maintenance activities).
FHWA - Mike Vanderhoof stated that besides being a co-lead agency on this
project, FHWA is also responsible for the protection of 4(f) properties. FHWA will
work with the team to refine the approach to these properties.
FWS – Alison Michael and Connie Young-Dubovsky noted that their agency is
concerned with the following issues:
o In addition to 4(f) properties, the project needs to ensure there are no impacts
to 6(f) properties. FWS admitted that the records on these types of properties
are sketchy but the team will need to ensure compliance. FWS is reviewing
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-

-

-

-

the records and identifying these lands throughout the State and may have a
better database of them by early 2007;
o Habitat fragmentation;
o Green infrastructure (i.e., linking green spaces and working them into
planning efforts – more information about this topic can be found at
www.greeninfrastructure.net);
o Impacts to migratory birds; and
o Impacts where two or more of the above issues are affected will heighten
FWS’s concern about each individual issue.
CDPHE – Randal Ristau noted that his agency’s concern is water quality. He
suggested that the project team look at technology and long-term strategies (in
Tier 2) in addition to current BMPs for ways to address salinity and drainage
issues along the corridor that might relate to the roadway.
USACE – Anita Culp noted that following issues:
o The projects resource methodologies are very detailed. However, the team
may not need to conduct photo-interpretation of adjacent wetlands. A more
appropriate strategy for Tier 1 may be to identify significant wetland/riparian
areas that should be avoided or are potential mitigation opportunities for the
project;
o Be aware of the State Wildlife Areas located along the corridor;
o Avoid floodplains, especially those around John Martin Reservoir;
o Be aware of issues associated with flood control projects in Las Animas,
Granada and Holly; and
o Avoid/minimize alternatives that have US 50 crossing back and forth over the
Arkansas River.
Roland Wostl (CDOT) commented that the project should separate tamariskinfested wetlands from native-species wetlands, treating each accordingly –
protecting the native species wetlands and not the tamarisk-infested ones. Anita
Culp agreed with this statement and added that this identification and separation
should occur during the appropriate Tier of the project, whether that’s in Tier 1 or
Tier 2.
Sharleen Bakeman (CDOT) noted that the project should keep socioeconomic
impacts in mind (i.e., tax bases of communities, impact on businesses, ROW, EJ,
etc.) as well as the pure environmental/resource issues.

SAFETEA-LU
•

Mike Vanderhoof (FHWA) discussed new provisions in the Safe, Accountable,
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) law.
He noted that the new law has various requirements including: formal agreement on
agencies’ levels of participation, input on P&N, study area, full range of alternatives,
screening criteria, preliminary alternatives and recommended alternatives and an
issues resolution process. Louise Smart noted that the Agency Working Group
Charter Agreement, which was signed by almost all of the agencies attending this
meeting, encompasses these SAFETEA-LU requirements. Mike agreed but with new
implementation guidance coming out they will need to ensure that all provisions of the
law have been met. He added that FHWA will take one last look at those
requirements.
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Ad-Hoc Resource Groups
•

•

•
•

•

Jonathan Bartsch opened a discussion among agency representatives about possible
opportunities this project would create for cooperation on resource issues. He noted
that the project is proposing to assemble Ad-Hoc Resource Groups (i.e., Groups) to
discuss these opportunities if the agencies were interested in doing this. Larry Sly
noted through the pre-scoping discussions with federal, state and local agencies as
well as private entities many similar goals and initiatives were uncovered by the
project team. The project team has looked at these as opportunities for these groups
to “partner for progress.” Larry cautioned the group about CDOT’s level of effort and
responsibility to these potential groups, clarifying that CDOT will be involved to the
point at which the efforts relate to the transportation decision. If the group reviewing
tamarisk decides to develop/coordinate a watershed approach to tamarisk, this would
not be CDOT’s responsibility to manage or fund. CDOT is willing to incorporate
applicable strategies for Tier 2 projects but CDOT’s responsibility is to manage
transportation.
At the suggestion of the agency participants, Jonathan Bartsch collapsed the working
list of opportunities into two Groups as follows:
- Natural Resource Issues Group, which would discuss the following issues:
o Invasive species
o Water quality
o Future mitigation
o Wildlife permeability and habitat fragmentation
o Land swaps
o Greenfields and green infrastructure
o Migratory birds
- Cultural Resource Issues Group, which would discuss the following issues:
o Socioeconomics
o Heritage tourism
Larry Sly reported that these Groups would meet sometime after scoping and the
scoping results meeting.
Jonathan Bartsch asked participants which agencies would be interested in
participating in the Groups listed directly above.
- The following agencies noted their interest in participating in the Natural
Resources Group: USACE, FWS, CDOW, NPS, USFS, BLM, EPA, CO State
Land Board, CDOT (including EPB) and FHWA. [Community representatives
could be added as well, as nominated by their CWG member.]
- The consensus of the meeting participants was that an Ad-Hoc Group on Cultural
Resources already exists encompassing the following agencies: SHPO, CDOT
and FHWA. The activities of this group will be determined by the programmatic
agreement being developed between these entities for this project. The NPS
representative, Cindy Ott-Jones expressed an interest in joining this Group.
Jonathan Bartsch asked participants to think about the tasks that these Groups would
engage in.
- Alison Michael suggested that the Groups could develop BMPs and identify
research opportunities.
- Sharleen Bakeman suggested that these Groups should help the project team
determine the appropriate level of detail to study an issue/resource,
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-

6.

Next Steps
•

•

7.

understanding there are a finite number of dollars to spend on any one
issue/resource.
Tom Peters noted that having a CDOT and/or FHWA representative on each
Group would help provide a “check-in” regarding the level of detail/effort needed
for each issue/resource.
Dan Corson noted that the Cultural Resource Group should use ongoing efforts
in the Valley related to heritage tourism to address issues along the corridor.
Roland Wostl pointed out that it is CDOT’s responsibility to make the connections
and look for good mitigation opportunities, but the resource agencies should take
the lead on efforts after that level of involvement.
Robert Torres stated that there must be a clear delineation between what efforts
are related to the project (i.e., what CDOT is responsible for) and what isn’t. He
also suggested the team use as much of the previous planning effort concepts as
possible when developing the full range of alternatives to avoid rework and the
communities’ ire for studying again.

Larry Sly reported that the AWG would be asked to participate in the following projectrelated activities as defined by the Agency Charter Agreement during the next 12
months (estimated):
- Scoping comments (March 2006)
- Finalize resource methodologies and programmatic agreements (July 2006)
- Scoping results milestone meeting (May 2006)
- Corridor-level purpose and need and study area milestone meeting (late
Summer/early Fall 2006)
- Full range of corridor alternatives (Fall/Winter 2006)
- Potential Ad-Hoc Resource Groups (?)
These AWG activities may be modified, if needed, by following the process defined
in the Charter.
Larry Sly reported that the AWG would be asked to participate in the following projectrelated activities beyond 12 months (estimated):
- Preliminary corridor alternatives to be evaluated, including screening and
evaluation criteria milestone meeting
- Selection of preferred corridor alternative with mitigation milestone meeting

Conclusion
•
•

•

Dick Annand thanked participants for attending the meeting and encouraged people to
continue to be involved in and attend project meetings.
Louise Smart handed out informal scoping feedback forms to participants. Resource
agency representatives were asked to complete the form and return it to the project
team. Louise noted that any comments made on the form would not replace or
override an agency’s formal scoping comments.
Participants who joined the meeting for the corridor tour from Pueblo to La Junta were
provided the same transportation back to Pueblo.
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Action items
•
The project team will develop a map including the proposed project area and public lands
within that area for the following resource agency representatives who asked for this
information: Beverly Rave, Pete Zwaneveld and Cindy Ott-Jones.
•
The project team will summarize comments made at this meeting and those received on
the informal scoping forms and through formal scoping comments. This summary of
scoping comments will be available to all meeting participants, AWG members and CWG
members in the near future.
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APPENDIX B – Written Comments
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US 50 CORRIDOR EAST
PUBLIC SCOPING REPORT
PURPOSE
The US 50 project team hosted a series of meetings during the project’s scoping activities.
These public scoping meetings are part of a broader public involvement program for the US 50
Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement, a.k.a. US 50 Corridor East. The project team includes
personnel from the Colorado Department of Transportation and its consultant partners.
The purpose of the meetings was to conduct scoping by reviewing the results of the previous
US 50 study, “A Community-Based Vision for US 50”, clarifying the goals for this process, and
collecting issues and concerns that need to be considered while developing a preferred corridor
location for US 50 through southeastern Colorado. The meetings focused heavily on obtaining
public feedback about the project.
FORMAT
The public scoping meetings took place from Monday, February 27 through Thursday, March 2
and on Tuesday, March 7 (detailed below). Each meeting was organized in an open house
format and featured informational display boards as well as aerial boards (views of areas in and
around the community hosting the meeting). Discussions were facilitated by various project
team members who explained each board to attendees. After addressing their questions,
attendees were encouraged to complete a Comment Sheet to inform the project team about
their thoughts on the project.
Monday, February 27, 2006
Granada
Time: 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Location: Granada Town Hall
Holly
Time: 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Location: Holly Town Complex
Tuesday, February 28, 2006
Lamar
Time: 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Location: Lamar Community Center
(Conference Room)
Las Animas
Time: 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Location: Las Animas High School (Cafeteria)
Wednesday, March 1, 2006
Swink
Time: 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Location: Swink School District
(Conference Room)
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La Junta
Time: 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Location: La Junta Senior Center
(Multi-Purpose Room)
Thursday, March 2, 2006
Manzanola
Time: 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Location: Manzanola High School (Auditorium)
Rocky Ford
Time: 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Location: Gobin Community Center
Tuesday, March 7, 2006
Pueblo
Time: 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Location: Pueblo Memorial Airport
(Conference Center)
Fowler
Time: 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Location: Fowler Elementary School
(Multi-Purpose Room)
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DISPLAYS
The following list identifies the displays and handouts used at the public scoping meetings:
Registration Table
Display:
Welcome, Please Sign In
Handouts:
Sign-In Sheet (See Appendix A)
Comment Sheet (See Appendix B)
Winter 2006 Newsletter (See Appendix C)
Project Managers’ Business Cards (See Appendix D)
Display Boards (See Appendix E)
* These display boards were posted on the project Web site at www.us50east.com.
US 50 Corridor Vision
Building on the Past
What is the Existing Regional Corridor?
Existing Regional Corridor Map
What You Told Us
Where do We Go from Here?
What will this Study Achieve?
Process and Schedule
Partnering for Progress
What will this Study Evaluate?
What Topics will be Included in this Study?
Aerial Maps
#1-10: Pueblo County (Pueblo, Avondale)
#11-21: Otero County (Fowler, Manzanola, Rocky Ford, Swink, La Junta)
#22-32: Bent County (Las Animas, Hasty)
#33-44: Prowers County (Lamar, Granada, Holly)
Please Tell Us
What We Need from You
How will Earmarked Transportation Dollars be Applied to US 50?
Stay Informed
Stay Involved
MEETING NOTICES
The public scoping meetings were advertised and promoted to the public through several
avenues of communication, including direct mail, cable access channels, school newsletters,
Action 22, Inc., print advertising, press releases, fliers, and letters to elected officials, as outlined
below.
Direct Mail
A project newsletter (Winter 2006) was mailed to 1,252 households and businesses along the
corridor using the US 50 contacts database. This newsletter contained dates, times and
locations for all of the public scoping meetings. (See Appendix C)
Cable Access Channels
Information regarding the public scoping meetings was sent via e-mail to the following
cable access stations on the indicated dates for inclusion in their Community Calendars:
(See Appendix F)
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•
•
•
•

Bresnan Communications – Cable Channel 12 (Lamar) – February 14, 2006
Bresnan Communications – Cable Channel 9 (La Junta) – February 14, 2006
Charter Communications – Cable Channel 37 (Bent County/Las Animas) –
February 14, 2006
Town of Holly – Cable Channel 29 – February 14, 2006

School Newsletters
Public scoping meeting information was distributed (via fax or e-mail) to numerous Southeastern
Colorado schools for use in their parent and/or staff newsletters. The following schools and/or
school districts were sent information on the dates indicated: (See Appendix G)
•
•
•
•
•

Holly High School, February newsletter – January 23, 2006
Granada K-12 School District, February 10 newsletter – January 23, 2006
Lamar School, February staff newsletter – January 23, 2006
Swink School District, February newsletter – January 23, 2006
Las Animas School District, February newsletter – January 23, 2006

Action 22, Inc.
Information regarding the public scoping meetings was also distributed by Action 22, Inc. via email in their February 20, 2006 “Monday Morning Update,” to the organization’s 500+ members.
(See Appendix H)
Print Advertising
Advertisements for the public scoping meetings were placed in the following publications on the
following dates: (See Appendix I)
Monday – Friday Newspapers:
La Junta Tribune-Democrat
Lamar Daily News
Rocky Ford Daily Gazette

Wed., February 22 and Mon., February 27, 2006
Thurs., February 23 and Mon., February 27, 2006
Fri., February 24 and Wed., March 1, 2006

Weekly Newspapers:
Bent County Democrat
Fowler Tribune
Hispania News

Thurs., February 16 and Thurs., February 23, 2006
Thurs., February 23 and Thurs., March 2, 2006
Thurs., February 23, 2006

Daily Newspaper:
The Pueblo Chieftain

Wed., March 1 and Sun., March 5, 2006

Press Releases
On February 1 and February 16, 2006, press releases were distributed to print, broadcast and
radio news outlets along the corridor (See Appendix J), including:
Print Media:
The Ag Journal
Hispania News
Lamar Daily News
Bent County Democrat
Fowler Tribune
La Junta Tribune-Democrat
The Pueblo Chieftain
Rocky Ford Daily Gazette
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Television:
KKTV, TV 11, Colorado Springs
KRDO, TV 13, Colorado Springs
KOAA, TV 5 & 30, Colorado Springs
Radio:
KBLJ – FM (92.1), La Junta
KTHN – FM (92.1), La Junta
KLMR – AM (920), Lamar
KVAY – FM (105.7), Lamar
Fliers
Meeting information was printed (in both English and Spanish) on 11x17” fliers and was posted
in numerous locations from Pueblo to Granada. (See Appendix K)
Letters to Elected Officials
On February 10, 2006, a one-page letter was distributed to 11 government officials, including
both state and federal representatives notifying them of the dates, times and locations of the
public scoping meetings. (See Appendix L)
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE COMMUNITY OUTREACH
In an effort to reach minority and low-income populations along the corridor, meeting information
was printed in both English and Spanish on 11x17” fliers and was posted in numerous locations
from Pueblo to Granada (See Appendix K). In addition, a translator was retained to be available
at each of the evening meetings, upon request.
Project Managers Larry Sly and Mike Perez traveled to Rocky Ford on Sunday, March 19, 2006
to present project information to the public following a bilingual mass at the St. Peters Catholic
Church. The presentation took place in the Parish Hall following the 1 p.m. mass. Attendance by
the member of the public was low, most likely due to poor weather moving into the area that
afternoon. (The sign-in sheet for this meeting is located in Appendix N.) The project team is
continuing to seek out avenues to reach minority and low-income populations along the corridor.
PRESS COVERAGE
Print Media
Articles about or mentioning the project and the public scoping meetings were printed as
follows: (See Appendix M)
La Junta Tribune-Democrat:
February 2, 2006, “Highway 50 project seeks public input”
February 28, 2006, “Highway 50 meetings begin”
March 2, 2006, “Highway 50 Open House Well Attended” (photo with caption only)
Rocky Ford Daily Gazette:
February 2, 2006, “CDOT Conducting Environmental Impact Studies on Hwy 50” by Susan
Pieper
March 1, 2006, “RF’s Highway 50 Meeting Thursday” by Susan Pieper
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March 3, 2006, “CDOT Holds Highway 50 East Meeting” (photo with caption only)
The Pueblo Chieftain:
February 3, 2006, “Public input requested for U.S. 50 improvement” by James Amos
February 20, 2006, “Public to get a say in highway improvements” by Anthony A. Mestas
March 8, 2006, “Residents’ main request: Four lanes for U.S. 50” by James Amos
March 19, 2006, “Don’t ease off” Editorial
Electronic Media
News stories about or mentioning the public scoping meetings were aired on two television
stations as follows: (See Appendix M for the text version of the news segments aired)
KKTV 11 News
March 7, 2006, “Highway 50 Expansion?” by Josh Earl
KRDO TV News 13
March 7 and 8, 2006, “Comments on Highway 50” by Catherine Andersen
PUBLIC MEETING ATTENDANCE
Attendance at each public meeting is detailed below. Total attendance at all of the public
scoping meetings was counted as 235. (See Appendix N for the sign-in sheets for each
meeting)
Granada: 8 citizens total (three elected officials and/or community leaders, one CDOT
employee, and four residents/business owners) attended the meeting held from
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. on Monday, February 27, 2006 in Granada.
Holly: 17 citizens total (two elected officials and/or community leaders, and 15
residents/business owners) attended the meeting held from 5:00 to 8:00 p.m. on Monday,
February 27, 2006 in Holly.
Lamar: 24 citizens total (two elected officials and/or community leaders, two PACOG
employees, one KDOT employee, one Kansas Hwy 50 Association member, and 18
residents/business owners) attended the meeting held from 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, February 28, 2006 in Lamar.
Las Animas: 39 citizens total (one member of the press, six elected officials and/or community
leaders, one PACOG employee, and 31 residents/business owners) attended the meeting held
from 5:00 to 8:00 p.m. on Tuesday, February 28, 2006 in Las Animas.
Swink: 13 citizens total (13 residents/business owners) attended the meeting held from
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. on Wednesday, March 1, 2006 in Swink.
La Junta: 35 citizens (one member of the press, five elected officials and/or community leaders,
two CDOT employees, and 27 residents/business owners) attended the meeting held from
5:00 to 8:00 p.m. on Wednesday, March 1, 2006 in La Junta.
Manzanola: 15 citizens (three elected officials and/or community leaders, one FHWA employee,
one PACOG employee, and 10 residents/business owners) attended the meeting held from
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. on Thursday, March 2, 2006 in Manzanola.
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Rocky Ford: 39 citizens (one member of the press, three elected officials and/or community
leaders, and 35 residents/business owners) attended the meeting held from 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
on Thursday, March 2, 2006 in Rocky Ford.
Pueblo: 16 citizens (three members of the press, one elected official and/or community leader,
one PACOG employee, and 11 residents/business owners) attended the meeting held from
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. on Tuesday, March 7, 2006 in Pueblo.
Fowler: 29 citizens (one member of the press, one elected official and/or community leader, and
27 residents/business owners) attended the meeting held from 5:00 to 8:00 p.m. on Tuesday,
March 7, 2006 in Fowler.
COMMENTS
The comments received at the public scoping meetings and after the meetings (before the
March 31, 2006 deadline) are summarized below. Comments could be sent to the project office
via e-mail, fax or US Mail. The project team collected 51 comment sheets and four letters. The
original (handwritten) comment forms are available for review from the project team upon
request.
The following summary is copied verbatim, including spelling errors, from the written public
comments received at, and after, the scoping meetings. “XXX” takes the place of an unreadable
word. Names and addresses have been omitted. The comments are printed by community in
the order the meetings took place. Under each community, the numbers represent a single
comment sheet (e.g., every comment numbered “1” came from the same individual).
Granada
One comment sheet was received at the Granada meeting. The sheet contained the following
comments:
Are the boundaries of the Existing Regional Corridor appropriate?
1. As long as the 4 lanes do not go directly thru town. Our businesses front the highway.

What are the issues, constraints or opportunities the project team should concentrate on
when identifying general locations for US 50 within the Existing Regional Corridor?
1. Think about farmers hauling their products to market and moving their machinery thru

town either to the north or south as some have land on both sides of Granada.

Please share with us any information you feel would be helpful as we move forward with
this study.
1. No comment

What are your comments about specific topics (including other topics not listed)?
1. National Historic Landmark = Amache. Granada’s water supply comes from our water

wells located at Amache. Town’s businesses front Hwy 50 – do not need 4 lanes through
town. Possible prison or industry 2 miles south
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How are these topics important to the future general location of US 50?
1. No comment

Where can additional information be found about these topics?
1. No comment

Do you know of any individuals with specific knowledge of these topics?
1. John Hopper – Amache. Tom Grasmick – Water. Lawrence McMillin – Sewer.

Holly
Three comment sheets were received at the Holly meeting. The sheets contained the following
comments:
Are the boundaries of the Existing Regional Corridor appropriate?
1. No - state expense & long term should demand that all access should be on the edges

of towns. Just two access in small towns would hurt more than moving road.

2. I think the Existing Regional Corridor is fine.
3. I didn’t get the number of miles involved, but the distance from our town doesn’t look

excessive and we would have easy access to our town. It would make it “quieter”
because there wouldn’t be the truck traffic.

What are the issues, constraints or opportunities the project team should concentrate on
when identifying general locations for US 50 within the Existing Regional Corridor?
1. No comment
2. I think they have covered all.
3. Things I saw were the number of railroad crossings which need to be as few as possible.

One other item I’ve thought about is what the consequences are for a highway business
such as “JR’s” here in Holly. I know they rely on truck stoppages for diesel & rest (as
well as snacks). Would lose this business? We are a quiet town for the most part.
Moving the main highway would make it safer for walkers. Since we are the lowest spot
in the state, have good utilities, etc., we could be a retirement community. We have low
taxes and affordable utilities which would be another selling point.

Please share with us any information you feel would be helpful as we move forward with
this study.
1. At state line meeting K.S., then off to the North until a meeting with 196 Highway is totaly

more viable. Long term & economicly.

2. I do believe that the 4 lane should move south of the tracks to keep from harming the

county.
3. I don’t know what plans would be for connections with Kansas at the state line. Right
now there is a park and a sharp curve & bridge plus some deteriorating road, and
Kansas has a 2-lane road, but wide shoulders.
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What are your comments about specific topics (including other topics not listed)?
1. The 50 mph through towns & villages with two accesses would be worse than

interchanges close to communities.

2. None as of now!
3. No comment

How are these topics important to the future general location of US 50?
1. No comment
2. No comment
3. No comment

Where can additional information be found about these topics?
1. No comment
2. No comment
3. No comment

Do you know of any individuals with specific knowledge of these topics?
1. No comment
2. Yes, Wesley & Pat Campbell. They are with the Historic socity.
3. No comment

Lamar
Six comment sheets were received at the Lamar meeting, and one comment sheet was
received via fax by an individual who attended the Lamar meeting. The sheets contained the
following comments:
Are the boundaries of the Existing Regional Corridor appropriate?
1. Yes to a certain point but satisfying everyone will be very challenging.
2. As always, my concern is the truck traffic through Lamar. I would love to see a truck

route off of Main Street.

3. No comment
4. It may be good to include 50 (business?) – through Avondale, Vineland and Blend. The

highway is fairly difficult to negotiate in the Pueblo region. There are 4 major routes
people refer to as “Hwy 50.”
5. Yes, I like using the existing corridor as much as possible with by-passes around Lamar
and Las Animas. Better turn lanes are needed at Hasty and more passing lanes are
needed (until the stretch is 4-lane) west of Fowler. Rocky Ford needs a better situation
too – bypass?
6. Yes, the corridor is sufficiently wide for alternative centerline alignments to be fairly
considered, especially near cities and towns.
7. As far as I can tell.
What are the issues, constraints or opportunities the project team should concentrate on
when identifying general locations for US 50 within the Existing Regional Corridor?
1. Staying as close as possible to existing highway but also aligning it to be practical.
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2. The first issue is the economic impact - the question being, “Can the small towns survive

3.
4.

5.

6.

7.

if “50” bypasses them?” As the mayor of Lamar, I believe we have to be ready for
progress. I believe we must do our own Main Street studies on how we get people to
Main Street if the highway is South or North of us.
No comment
Look at designs that not only avoid impacts to resources, but that also incorporate
them/celebrate them/educate travelers through natural resource interpretation and wayfinding tools. - Provide “truck-stop” sorts of amenities as needed on the corridor to allow
the trucking industry to stop for services within municipal boundaries of local towns for
tax revenue - and provide for “entry way” designs on local community exits if the
highway is moved around them that invite non-commercial traffic into economically
viable parts of town for services along appropriate traffic routes.
A good quality 4-lane highway is essential for our communities. I believe we missed out
on a Wal-Mart distribution center for Lamar, for instance, because our two-lane
highways are not attractive. Also many trucks try to use alternative routes to 50, because
of all the slow -downs – as do tourists. I know of many people who go out of their way to
take I-70 because it is faster - and safer. We need to attract travellers to SE Colorado
and reduce transportation costs.
(1) Mobility for through traffic on 50 with a reasonable amount of access provided for
existing communities. Developing an access control plan for each alternative route may
be necessary. (2) Preservation or equivalent restoration of significant agricultural
resources such as canals and irrigation ditches, grain storage facilities, commercial feed
lots, etc. (3) Preservation of cultural and recreational resources or provision of mitigation
and restoration. (4) Improved connectivity with US 287 Ports-to Plains corridor. (5)
Short- term safety improvements such as passing lanes on some of the existing 2-lane
sections.
I am concerned with some of the towns being bypassed, as I know how important
“traffic” is to come through, instead of around, these smaller towns. Although, I was
informed today that the extra traffic we will see should compensate by drawing larger
economic impacts. I think this will work!!

Please share with us any information you feel would be helpful as we move forward with
this study.
1. Putting is some temporary passing lanes where needed, would sure help get peoples

approval.

2. Do what you are doing now, keep us informed.
3. I think the bigest issue is to get the By Pass done the truck traffic on main street is going

to kill people soon.

4. It would be great to educate travelers about the history of the region and the landscape –

past/present/future issues/talking points about how to use/manage the landscape –
water, energy, connections between the Arkansas River and its route to the Gulf of
Mexico.
5. Please do anything you can to speed up this process. Every year we are without a 4lane prolongs how long it will take to attract business to our area.
6. No comment
7. You won’t please all the people but I give you a pat on the back by doing this much.
Talking with the concerned is the best step.
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What are your comments about specific topics (including other topics not listed)?
1. I think you have all the topics covered, and you are on the right track so all I can say is,

get it done!

2. No comment
3. No comment
4. It would be great to see some connectivity included in the design - for wildlife. Highways

can be serious barriers to migration - large scale and small scale and can fragment
habitat fairly effectively. Use of native plant material would be great too.
5. No comment
6. No comment
7. I think you will have your hands full - having to work not only with state agencies but the
Feds as well. Good luck - I would be glad to offer any help that you think I might be able
to add.
How are these topics important to the future general location of US 50?

They are very important, because everyone needs to be on the same page.
No comment
No comment
Connectivity in the west is a major issue – Growth along the Front Range has been fairly
destructive to species that require migration between the ecosystems of the mountains
and the plains.
5. No comment
6. No comment
7. There is a lot of history in the Arkansas Valley. I would hope that by making a safer &
more accessable road to this region, we will see more tourists & travelers. Hopefully
John Martin Res. will fill up & we will be able to hold more water here to draw more
weekenders to the area.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Where can additional information be found about these topics?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Get er done!
No comment
No comment
Center for Biological Diversity, Re-wilding N. America Project
No comment
No comment
State Park Division, Army Corp of Engineer, Valley Grocery - Hasty, CO

Do you know of any individuals with specific knowledge of these topics?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
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Las Animas
Eleven comment sheets and one typed letter were received at the Las Animas meeting. The
letter is located on page 25 of this document. The comment sheets contained the following
comments:
Are the boundaries of the Existing Regional Corridor appropriate?
1. Yes
2. They seem to be
3. In Las Animas it appears the north side of the corridor will have a more positive impact
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

on Las Animas especially economically.
Yes
Yes
No comment
The current corridor has served the community for 90 years and seem to be fine for the
residents.
It looks fair to all city & towns along the highway - make sure we don’t by-pass the
completely.
No
Unsure. If the route is chosen north and near our levee will the state provide help in
maintaining the levee for the communities safety?
No comment

What are the issues, constraints or opportunities the project team should concentrate on
when identifying general locations for US 50 within the Existing Regional Corridor?
1. Safety is a big factor. Bypassing smaller towns will cause them to dry up and change the

lifestyle of an area.

2. Working with land/home owners who may have to relocate. Safety. Preservation of

communities.

3. The main issue is the economic impact the location of US 50 will have on Las Animas.

The constraint faced is the lack of room south of the current location of US 50

4. 1. Viability of existing towns is primary. We need to study wether expanding Hwy. 50 will

5.
6.

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

increase the opportunity for new industry & expansion of existing industry or if the
expansion will detract from the use of local services by motorists.
1. Social & economic impact on the community 2. Existing 4 lane road.
My concern (issue) would be what housing areas would be uprooted by the highway
project? Access routes off of the new highway leading into the city. (How many?)
Highway noise.
Economic viabilaty of small rural towns.
No comment
Next to City, but not through the City
Our monuments, historical sites and access to our community to promote future
business.
No comment

Please share with us any information you feel would be helpful as we move forward with
this study.
1. No comment
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2. Continue to keep the public informed about all phases of the project. Especially once the
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

exact route is to be chosen.
No comment
No comment
Ask communities to establish a concensus on where they want the hwy
No comment
No comment
No comment
Get started on road and quite studying
No comment
No comment

What are your comments about specific topics (including other topics not listed)?
1. All areas are big concerns
2. You have done a good job identifying crucial areas of consideration. They all need to be

equally considered and studied for the best fit to the area.

3. As mentioned before, local economics is extremely important. The fear is that the new

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

11.

corridor will reduce the no. of people coming to Las Animas. The second topic is related
and that is long term regional effects in regard to economics & growth.
No comment
Good selection
Traffic noise – I have concerns about the noise and what will be done to minimize it if the
north route is choosen.
No comment
No comment
No comment
I feel instead of waisting the money studing the project they should start it. This project is
not a new subject to our community or the Ark Valley. Its been talked about for the last
17 years.
How will this affect current historical sites such as Bogsville and the museums in Las
Animas

How are these topics important to the future general location of US 50?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

9.
10.
11.

They all play a factor into the right location.
No comment
I believe the topics above are self-explanatory as to the importance of US 50’s location
No comment
All of these topics affect the quality of life and the communities’ health. And should be
evaluated as they are interelated.
With the possibility of additional traffic, what effect will the noise have on future growth
along the highway?
No comment
Not to hurt the small mom & pop business – here in Las Animas – we have a lot. We
need the pass through traffic – our quick stops, groceries, and fast food depend on this
traffic.
No comment
No comment
These historical sites are important in encouraging tourism as a resoure for Las Animas.
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Where can additional information be found about these topics?
1. No comment
2. No comment
3. The Bent County Dev. Foundation, Pioneer Historical Society, Farm Service Agency,
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Wildlife Agencies
Local economic development agencies
Bent County Development Foundation
No comment
No comment
Our county commissioners – Bent County Development. Chamber of Commerce
No comment
No comment
No comment

Do you know of any individuals with specific knowledge of these topics?
1. No comment
2. It is sad that more people don’t take an interest in the changes in their community. If

more people would come out you could have links to more knowledge.

3. I would say that most of our business owners will be knowledgeable. In regard to other

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

topics our economic dev. agency & historical society and farm service agency would be
helpful.
John Galusha, SCEDD, Pueblo; Darleen Scott, BDR, OED & IT, Burlington
The Foundation can supply this information
No comment
No comment
Bill Long – Dale Leighty – business people along our Hwy 50 now
No comment
No comment
Pioneer Historical Society

La Junta
Eight comment sheets were received at the La Junta meeting, and one typed letter was
received via US Mail by a La Junta resident soon after the meeting concluded. The letter is
located on pages 26-27 of this document. The comment sheets contained the following
comments:
Are the boundaries of the Existing Regional Corridor appropriate?
1. No comment
2. Yes, I believe they are. Any location outside those boundaries will not benefit this area,

because of small population outside the corridor.

3. Yes, very much so – the nearer to existing towns is vital to the communities economy.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Yet, keeping in mind that through-traffic must not be impeded.
No comment
Yes
Yes, I like them
Yes in that they give the communities a chance to preserve their “downtown” areas
through business routes.

US 50 Corridor East – Public Scoping Report

13

st

8. The closer to the present route would be best, i.e. bring the 4 lane elevated over 1

street - shortest route & cost (?) probably less & no more thru the south route

What are the issues, constraints or opportunities the project team should concentrate on
when identifying general locations for US 50 within the Existing Regional Corridor?
1. No comment
2. Assist areas where traffic is a problem (west of Fowler)
3. Increasing visitors to this area; enhancing tourism, particulary as water is being diverted

4.
5.
6.
7.

8.

away from agriculture. Improving (widening) the highway without having to slow to a
crawl through the small towns.
Feel existing US 50 if it were widened to 4 lanes would meet our needs without going to
expense of construction of new road way.
Stay away from the river & low lands
I think what you have on the signs are pretty adequate.
I am concerned that the “loop” concepts (southern loops) will cause people to completely
by-pass the communities along the route. However - if communities “market” their
business areas with business routes, this may be overcome. I would hope that another
topic to be considered would be Hospital Access. In the 120 mile stretch from Lamar Pueblo, it would be important to consider how people traveling the “corridor” could easily
access medical attention.
(1) Effect on economy – work to disrupt present business as little as possible. (2) 4-lane
is essential for survival of the Valley. (3) 4 lane would make the Valley attractive for
industry - retirement- as a tourist destination. Make it happen.

Please share with us any information you feel would be helpful as we move forward with
this study.
1. Highway should by-pass all the towns. It should be at least ½ mile away from town, with

the min. exits and as few curves as possible.

2. We need to keep our farming activities viable here in the Rocky Ford, Swink, La Junta

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.

areas… all of our local businesses are ag oriented. We need to try to keep our irrigation
water and bring in added activity around our farming base. Truck traffic in the area
would, perhaps, help industries to locate in this area.
Move as quickly as possible! For too many years, all we’ve heard is talk.
No comment
No comment
I recently drove I 25 to Albuquerque and I 40 to Holbrook AZ. I liked the access to the
smaller communities along the way. The access to Santa Fe didn’t appeal to me.
Population demographics & predictions are bleak at best for this entire area. A solution
to the Hiway 50 problem is needed soon or the communities along the corridor may be
decimated to a point that by-passes are not necessary!
No comment

What are your comments about specific topics (including other topics not listed)?
1. No comment
2. Raising of goats becoming a very viable business in the Swink area. There needs to be

a marketing center (and truck traffic to haul).

3. It appears you’ve listened & taken into account many of the concerns voiced by area

residents
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4. For La Junta feel that present routing of 50 through town is most fitting as out around

5.
6.
7.
8.

town you are going to be delayed with Paelo, clearances in developing farm land south
of town.
Will there be any added full time employees added to C.D.O.T forces to take care of the
added lane miles. Also added equipment.
No comment
As mentioned before AVRMC (hospital) should be considered. Historic Preservation
(see below)
No comment

How are these topics important to the future general location of US 50?
No comment
Possible slaughter house, truck traffic to market goats to users.
Very important!
No comment
Is this one step closer to privitacation with private contractors
No comment
In am Executive Director at the Arkansas Valley Community Center (Community
Centered Board providing services to Adult developmentally disabled adults in Crowley,
Bent, Otero counties). We have properties on the “old” Highway 50 in Las Animas, La
Junta & Rocky Ford. We would like to organize a Highway 50 museum association in
towns along Highway 50. We are in the talking stages, but have started to collect jpegs
of motels/rest./gas stations off of EBAY for a continuous slide show presentation.
8. No comment
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Where can additional information be found about these topics?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
Otero Museum – Don Lowman
No comment

Do you know of any individuals with specific knowledge of these topics?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

No comment
Joe Petramala, Swink, CO
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
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Manzanola
One comment sheet was received at the Manzanola meeting. In addition, one comment sheet
was sent via fax by a Manzanola resident soon after the meeting concluded. The sheets
contained the following comments:
Are the boundaries of the Existing Regional Corridor appropriate?
1. Yes
2. As long as the corridor is 1000 feet or more from residential housing.

What are the issues, constraints or opportunities the project team should concentrate on
when identifying general locations for US 50 within the Existing Regional Corridor?
1. No comment
2. Arkansas Valley Conduit should be considered in your environmental studies to offset

the expense for the pipeline to eastern Colorado. Federal funding needs to be shared.
The population of the Arkansas Valley area is too small to afford the pipeline, so working
together on your studies and plans could save the government and Arkansas Valley
considerable expense.

Please share with us any information you feel would be helpful as we move forward with
this study.
1. No comment
2. I am sending a copy of article from Pueblo Chieftain showing conduit costs.

What are your comments about specific topics (including other topics not listed)?
1. Widening US 50 to 4 lanes will probably result in increassed truck traffic, i.e. 18 wheel

trucks. Make bridges etc. wide enough for safety.

2. No comment

How are these topics important to the future general location of US 50?
1. No comment
2. The Arkansas Valley Conduit and US 50 Corridor East are in the same general location.

Where can additional information be found about these topics?
1. No comment
2. Senators

Do you know of any individuals with specific knowledge of these topics?
1. No comment
2. Senators

Rocky Ford
Thirteen comment sheets and two typed letters were received at the Rocky Ford meeting. In
addition, one comment sheet was sent via US Mail by a Rocky Ford resident shortly after the
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meeting concluded. The letters are located on pages 23 and 24 of this document. The comment
sheets contained the following comments:
Are the boundaries of the Existing Regional Corridor appropriate?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Yes, but might have to be slightly wider in some parts to accomodate 4 lanes
No comment
Needs to be as close to towns as possible but keep traffic speed up
Could
No comment
No, the Northern Corridor would seem to be more sensible as the is very little irrigated
land; cheaper purchase price.
No, the North Regional Corridor would be a far better alternative.
No comment
No comment
Yes, by all means the north route is preferable.
Yes
If that means we need not look outside the 3 proposed paths – then yes
No comment
No, repair old road & widen some leve where it is.

What are the issues, constraints or opportunities the project team should concentrate on
when identifying general locations for US 50 within the Existing Regional Corridor?
1. Try to use 4 lane parts that are already in existance not taking anymore irrigated ground

2.

3.
4.
5.
6.

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

12.

than necessary. It seems about ½ of the distance from Lamar to Pueblo is adequate (4
lanes). If it is necessary to bypass a town keep it as close as possible so businesses still
are able to attract customers. Try to avoid canals as much as possible & keep wide
sweeping loops and curves to a minimum.
The southern alternative for Rocky Ford cuts through productive farm ground & crosses
several canals. The northern route appears more feasible & there is not much farm
ground. It would also be closer to conviences. Some of the alternatives add many miles
to Hwy 50. There are not streets off of the Hwy going north thru LJ.
50-60 mph ave speed. Recomend zoning to keep commercial in towns. Get it done now!
North Route in Rocky Ford.
No comment
Should avoid going through the town of Rocky Ford, it would divide the town even more
than it is now.
The Northern Corridor seems to be better in my thinking. The south side of the river is
irrigated ground & would be taken out of production. This corridor could be combined
with the water line delivery for the Arkansas River communities.
Cost is very important, real estate costs should be less on the North corridor. Safety
could be address with fewer intersections and a higher safe speed limit.
No comment
No comment
Local economics. Parks & Public Lands
The main area that needs to be 4 lane is between Fowler & the Army Depot. If the small
towns of the valley are by-passed they will be effected negatively. Many of these towns
are struggling now. Safety should be the priority.
Rocky Ford is tetering on the edge of economic destruction as it is – with the traffic from
US 50. If it moves to Ordway – Olney Springs etc – then stick a fork in us. About all we
have now are gas stations & convenience stores. There is little value in abandoning the
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existing 4 lane portions - not much chance of returning it to productive farmland with
Aurora having taken all the water.
13. I think Hwy 50 route is OK the way it is. The main problem is the 2 lane Hwy between
Fowler and Hwy 96 Junction (Army Depot) There are only three (3) stoplights now
between Pueblo and Lamar (Rocky Ford, La Junta & Las Animas) these are no
hinderance to traffic flow. If people want to go fast across the western states they should
travel I-70 or I-40.
14. Keep Hwy wher it is. No more black top on land. W. L. Sackett
Please share with us any information you feel would be helpful as we move forward with
this study.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
The northern route seems to be the best option for Rocky Ford. It does not take a lot of
prime farmland or very many houses.
The Northern Corridor would have less impact on farms and towns
Possibly right-of-way could be shared with utility companies and the planned Arkansas
Valley Conduit.
No comment
The North route has a lot of non farming area that would be better.
No comment
This is an adequate route now with only 3 stop lights between Pueblo & Lamar.
When the route through Ordway is chosen - will you buy my house?
We need to concentrate on safety. I think 4-lane the existing 2-lane parts would be the
most efficient way to do this.
Make old road, a little wider& strater.

What are your comments about specific topics (including other topics not listed)?
1. If you can add to existing 4-lane parts connecting them cost will be less and we can get
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

it done sooner maybe in our lifetime.
No comment
No comment
Hwy 50 at Conley Road (at Walmart) north lane west bound - make it thru traffic only –
will speed up traffic. West of Nepesta to Huerfano put in couple passing lane – start dirt
work for your 4 lane highway.
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
It would have been helpful if you would have listed the topics on this form.
No comment
No comment
Do not block off our town. W. L. Sackett
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How are these topics important to the future general location of US 50?
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.

12.
13.
14.

No comment
No comment
No comment
Probably stay on old 50 - no parking on highway thru town same XXX a RR trains –
Priority – Manzanola to across Highline canal near Nepesta store. Future 50 north of Las
Animas river bridge west to 50 of Cheraw then west to join 96 west of Olney Springs –
Road cost less better drainage.
No comment
No comment
No comment
There are several domestic water co that would be disturbed. Super Hyway close to
farm houses. It would be much better to route the highway to the north of Rocky Ford.
The route that goes south of Rocky Ford goes directly over a domestic water company
and its wells. These wells are the only ones in the area that meet EPA requirements. A
large area south & east of Rocky Ford are served by this company. It would have a huge
impact on this area if we would have to deal with this situation.
No comment
All of these are important topics and need to be considered. However, if other agencies
are doing similar studies in the same areas (such as the conduit) the agencies need to
work together. Sometimes this information can be duplicated which is redundant. Use
the available resources in the most economical way.
No comment
I think if any of the towns are bypassed it will be fatal for any towns involved.
Vary poor

Where can additional information be found about these topics?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
Please contact Shirley Herman at 719.254.6242
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment

Do you know of any individuals with specific knowledge of these topics?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
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7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
No comment
Yes, Bill Sackett, 20370 Hwy 50, Rocky Ford, CO 81067

Pueblo
One comment sheet was received (via fax) by an individual who attended the Pueblo meeting.
The sheet contained the following comments:
Are the boundaries of the Existing Regional Corridor appropriate?
1. It seems there is much more prime ag land on the south side of Hwy 50 in the area on

Hwy 50 East of 51st Lane. Thus we feel it is in the best interest to expand right of way to
North side of 50 in this area.

What are the issues, constraints or opportunities the project team should concentrate on
when identifying general locations for US 50 within the Existing Regional Corridor?
1. No comment

Please share with us any information you feel would be helpful as we move forward with
this study.
1. No comment

What are your comments about specific topics (including other topics not listed)?
1. We believe that in the best interest of the tax payer and to get best use of tax moneys,

an immediate survey should be made of the Project at corner of Hwy 50 & 57th lane. It
seems a shame to build a Housing Project right where this Hwy is likely to go. It seems
this needs immediate attention!

How are these topics important to the future general location of US 50?
1. No comment

Where can additional information be found about these topics?
1. No comment

Do you know of any individuals with specific knowledge of these topics?
1. No comment
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Fowler
Three comment sheets were received at the Fowler meeting. Additionally, an e-mail message
from a Fowler resident was received by the project team during the comment period. The e-mail
message is located on page 27 of this Report. The comment sheets contained the following
comments:
Are the boundaries of the Existing Regional Corridor appropriate?
1. No comment
2. Close & improving
3. I would say yes

What are the issues, constraints or opportunities the project team should concentrate on
when identifying general locations for US 50 within the Existing Regional Corridor?
1. Specific concern would be impact of South corridor or conflict with operations at the

Fowler Airfield. 1) Airport is base of ops for ag applications & maintains a significant
chemical base during summer months. Seperation distance? 2) Anticipate an increase in
activity due to Doss Aviation/Air Force Contract. Rwy 04 traffic pattern would be over
proposed corridor. Impact?
2. You are already covering safety, environmental etc. but please remember our fragile
economy. Outlying areas/towns especially.
3. As corridor passes thru Fowler, I would suggest that widening occur down Santa Fe Ave
by moving Railroad and widening to north. This would have the least impact by taking
part of the golf course, drivers parking, bulk gas plant, Fowler Coop and a couple of
residence.
Please share with us any information you feel would be helpful as we move forward with
this study.
1. No comment
2. Dredge the Arkansas river for flood control. One of the northern universities is implacing

a Lysimeter (?) in the area; perhaps information from it will help rock bed issues.
3. No comment

What are your comments about specific topics (including other topics not listed)?
1. No comment
2. Do it well the first time. CDOT is overwhelmed statewide & no longer needs the “job

security” of repetitive repairs/painting. Use european lane markings. i R/O traffic/speed
control? At least 1 major truck stop should be built between Pueblo & Lamar. Consider
livestock load/unload area(s) in or nearby. In all towns AMAP use existing major railroad
crossings. Traffic will lead to accidents, therefore keep ground/air ambulance access
US 50 - medical facilities. Full length parallel road for slower/local traffic either as part of
or in close proximity. Population is aging & is uncomfortable/unsafe around hi-speed big
rigs. If Hwy 50 is fairly open, consider 75 mph speed limit. It will happen anyway.
3. No comment
How are these topics important to the future general location of US 50?
1. No comment
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2. Agriculture economy of this narrow irrigated valley would be drasticly effected by moving

off existing corridor and across prime farm ground.

3. No comment

Where can additional information be found about these topics?
1. No comment
2. Lysimeter: Rocky Ford Gazette early March 2005
3. No comment

Do you know of any individuals with specific knowledge of these topics?
1. No comment
2. No comment
3. No comment

Community Unknown
One comment sheet was received via US Mail after completion of the public meetings where the
community of origin was unknown. The sheet contained the following comments:
Are the boundaries of the Existing Regional Corridor appropriate?
1. Not really.

What are the issues, constraints or opportunities the project team should concentrate on
when identifying general locations for US 50 within the Existing Regional Corridor?
1. Not everyone wants to live in a big city.

Please share with us any information you feel would be helpful as we move forward with
this study.
1. I was born and raised in Las Animas CO. It pains me a great deal – if the highway was

to by-pass Las animas – La Junta – Lamar etc.

What are your comments about specific topics (including other topics not listed)?
1. If Highway 50 by-passes our small towns – it will be the end of them.

How are these topics important to the future general location of US 50?
1. No comment

Where can additional information be found about these topics?
1. No comment

Do you know of any individuals with specific knowledge of these topics?
1. No comment
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FOLLOW-UP
Future public involvement activities planned for the project include:
•
•

•
•
•

The contacts database will be updated to include public scoping meeting attendees who
signed up for the mailing list.
The project Web site, www.us50east.com, will be updated with public scoping meeting
materials. It will continue to provide an avenue for interested parties to view meeting
materials and will offer opportunities for feedback including comment and e-mail options.
The project team will continue to respond to citizen’s requests for information about the
project.
The project team will continue to coordinate with Action 22, Inc.
Future public meetings will be planned as appropriate. The next series of meetings is
currently scheduled for late 2006.
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US 50 CORRIDOR EAST
COMMUNITY WORKSHOPS REPORT
INTRODUCTION
The US 50 project team hosted a series of community workshops between August 7 and August
16, 2006. These workshops are part of a broader public involvement program for the US 50 Tier
1 Environmental Impact Statement, a.k.a. US 50 Corridor East. The project team includes
personnel from the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and its consultant partners.
Community attendance at each workshop was the responsibility of the US 50 Community
Working Group (CWG) member(s) in each community.
PURPOSE
The purpose of the workshops was to:
1.

Educate workshop participants about the following issues:
•
The link between transportation decisions and community land use;
•
The legal and regulatory requirements that must be followed on the project; and
•
How the project will use resource data to analyze corridor alternatives.

2.

Collect input from workshop participants about:
•
What’s important in their community;
•
Where the gathering places are within their community;
•
What makes their community unique (in the Lower Arkansas Valley);
•
How do residents move/travel into, out of, and within their community;
•
Where the community expects future growth/development to occur; and
•
What they want to see in their community in the future (in 20 to 30 years).

3.

Help workshop participants develop a vision for their community based on the input
collected from participants earlier in the workshop (see #2, above).

4.

Work with community residents to compare the draft corridor location alternatives with the
community’s vision to understand how each draft alternative may impact the community’s
ability to achieve that vision. (The draft corridor location alternatives presented at these
workshops were the same ones developed during the previous US 50 planning study).

5.

Collect input regarding the draft corridor location alternatives. (Each group of workshop
participants was asked specifically if they thought the draft alternatives should be altered in
any way.)

SCHEDULE
The community workshops took place from Monday, August 7 through Wednesday, August 16,
2006 in each project city and town as noted below. The meetings are listed in order by date, and
all venues were located within the community noted.
A workshop was not scheduled for the City of Lamar due to CDOT’s 287 at Lamar project. The
287 at Lamar project is an ongoing Environmental Assessment that, once complete, will
determine the alignment of US 287 around Lamar. Because US 50 and US 287 are currently,
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and will remain, the same roadway in the Lamar area, CDOT effectively has two ongoing
projects with the goal of determining a location for US 50 in Lamar. In order to avoid duplicating
work and creating conflicting direction, CDOT has decided that the 287 at Lamar project will
make the corridor location decision for US 50 in Lamar.
Fowler
Monday, August 7th (6-10 pm)
Fowler Elementary School,
multi-purpose room
601 W. Grant

Holly
Monday, August 14th (6-10 pm)
Senior and Community Center,
large conference room
129 S. Main

Rocky Ford
Wednesday, August 9th (6-10 pm)
SAGE Services Building
503 N. 9th St.

Swink
Wednesday, August 15th (6-10 pm)
Swink Town Hall / Sr. Citizens Center
321 Columbia

Manzanola
Thursday, August 10th (6-10 pm)
Manzanola High School, library
301 Catalpa

Las Animas
Wednesday, August 16th (8 am-noon)
Las Animas High School, cafeteria
300 Grove Ave.

Pueblo
Friday, August 11th (8 am-noon)
Pueblo County Conference Room
1001 N. Santa Fe Ave.

La Junta
Wednesday, August 16th (1-5 pm)
La Junta Senior Center
102 E. 2nd Street

Granada
Monday, August 14th (1-5 pm)
Granada Town Hall
105 S. Main
FORMAT
Project team members presented a limited amount of general information about the linkages
between transportation and land use1 and the National Environmental Policy Act2. The
PowerPoint presentations used to convey this information have been included in Appendix A.
While the project team did present some information, the workshops were primarily participatory
in nature. Most of the workshop time was spent in discussions with community participants
about their community’s past, present and future3. Community participants were asked to
provide their thoughts about their community. After this input was collected, project team
members summarized that information and presented the summary to participants in order to
verify the project team heard the information correctly. For more information about the specific
discussion topics, see the “Workshop Notes” section below.

1

Presented by Dave Siegel (August 7-11) or Dave Mayfield (August 14-16).
Presented by Doug Eberhart.
3
Discussions facilitated by Dave Siegel (August 7-11) or Dave Mayfield (August 14-16).
2
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PRESENTATION MATERIALS
The project team provided participants with a workshop agenda, which has been included
in Appendix B.
Presentation materials consisted of aerial maps with the following items overlaid on them:
•

•
•

Zoning or land use pattern information. (This information was collected by a
member of the project team from each of the 14 project jurisdictions between June
8 and August 2, 2006);
Certain environmental resource information; and
The draft corridor location alternatives from the previous US 50 planning study.

ATTENDANCE
Project team members who coordinated and conducted the workshops included:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Mike Perez, CDOT Project Manager (CDOT)
Larry Sly, Consultant Project Manager (PBS&J)
Coral Cosway, Project Coordinator (PBS&J)
Doug Eberhart, Resource Specialist (Wilson & Company)
Dave Siegel, Resource Specialist (Parametrix)
Dave Mayfield, Resource Specialist (Parametrix)

The project team worked with CWG members to choose the date and time for the workshop in
their community and to encourage them to invite participants representing all segments of their
community. The following is a summary of the communication between project team members
and CWG members about the workshops:
•

CWG members were provided a “heads-up” about the workshops in late May by email
(sent on May 22, 2006) or US Mail (mailed shortly after May 22, 2006).

•

CWG members were informed about the workshops, including their responsibility of
inviting participants, at the CWG meeting held on June 29, 2006 in La Junta. Not all
CWG members attended this meeting; however meeting minutes were forwarded to all
CWG members by email (sent on July 18, 2006) or US Mail (mailed shortly after July 18,
2006).

•

CWG members were informed about the workshops, including their responsibility of
inviting participants, by email (sent on July 18, 2006) or US Mail (sent shortly after July
18, 2006). The text used for both the email and letter has been included in Appendix C.
[The Lamar CWG members were contacted at this time to let them know that a meeting
would not be scheduled in their community and the reasons for that decision.]

•

CWG members (with the exception of the Otero, Bent and Prowers County
representatives) were contacted by phone in early July 2006 by a project team member
to establish a date and time for the workshop in their community. Mid-August was
chosen by the project team in order to avoid multiple fairs (county and state) and other
events. However, the specific date and time within that two-week period was ultimately
approved by a CWG member in each community.
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•

Project team members contacted a CWG member from each community to follow-up
with them regarding their efforts to invite participants to their community’s workshop.
This communication occurred between July 17 and August 4, 2006. In response to
communications with the Pueblo County CWG member, the project team sent email and
letter invitations to certain Pueblo County residents (per her request).

Total attendance for each workshop is detailed below. The sign-in sheet(s) for a particular
workshop can be found in the notes completed for each workshop, which are located in
Appendices D-L.
•
•
•

Pueblo: 0
Fowler: 9
Manzanola: 7

•
•
•

Rocky Ford: 12
Swink: 5
La Junta: 11

•
•
•

Las Animas: 11
Granada: 5
Holly: 10

WORKSHOP NOTES
Notes4 have been prepared for each workshop. The notes detail the information presented and
comments received at each workshop. Each set of notes includes:
1.

A list of workshop attendees (project team and community members)

2.

A summary of the information presented by the project team

3.

Comments provided by the community about:
•
What’s important in their community (places and gathering places)
•
What makes their community unique
•
How they want to see their community change (or stay the same) in 20-30 years

4.

A community vision (based on the information provided in #3 above)

5.

A summary of the participants’ decisions about how well each draft corridor location
alternative supports the community vision developed earlier in the workshop

6.

A summary of other issues discussed at the workshop

7.

Sign-in sheet(s)

8.

Presentation materials (aerial maps with and without participants’ comments)

The comments provided by community participants during the workshops were documented in
several ways. First, as the discussion occurred, project team members summarized participants’
comments on post-it pads located at the front of the room. Additionally, comments were
documented directly onto aerial maps, which were also located either in the front of the room or
on tables sitting directly in front of workshop participants. Finally, some project team members
took their own notes during the workshops. Comments from all of these sources have been
included in the notes completed for each workshop, which are located in Appendices D-L.

4

These are workshop notes, not minutes. The notes consist of the comments heard by the project team
only. The documents were not sent to community participants for review and/or comment.
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The Link Between Transportation
and Land Use

What’s the Link?
• Some land uses are best located near
highways – others not
• Transportation changes often lead to land
use changes including loss of community
resources
• Access changes
– Business effects (good and bad)
– Changes in daily life…getting around

Considering a Bypass?
What are the Benefits of Planning
Ahead?
• Locating desired development at the best
place
• Ensuring that you have more control over
your community’s future livability

Local Government’s Role in
Planning Ahead
Local government can lead or follow:
– It can react to individual opportunities
for development, making ad hoc
decisions, or
– it can provide community vision and
guide the future.

The Up Side of Bypasses and
Interchanges
• Can attract commercial and industrial
businesses – especially ones that rely on
through traffic and regional connections
• Can make (bypassed) downtown areas
safer and more comfortable
• Will improve long-distance travel and
enhance regional linkages: an economic
plus
• Interchanges can increase adjacent land
value

What Attracts Development?
• Viable Location
– Visibility important to retail developers
– Access, development cost, and suitable work
force may drive commercial/industrial
decisions

• Market Feasibility
– Why here? Who are the customers?
– Who and where is the competition?

• Predictable Regulatory Environment

Site Suitability

•
•
•
•
•

Site size
Access
Infrastructure and other amenities
Environmental constraints
Proximity to incompatible land uses

The Down Side of Bypasses and
Interchanges
• Can adversely affect some adjacent land
uses e.g., school playgrounds and parks
• Pressure to change zoning
• Possible harm or displacement of
resources (e.g., irrigated farm fields,
historic buildings)
• Potential losses for some bypassed
businesses

Tools for Implementing Your
Community Vision
• Zoning
• Permitting procedures
• Other ordinances
– Development Review and Approval
Processes
– Financing tools

Woodburn
Zoning Overlay
District directs
future
development

Realizing Your Community’s Vision
• Incentives to develop where the
community wants development
• Purchase or transfer of development rights
• Comprehensive planning of infrastructure
development – not just roads
• Phased implementation strategy
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US 50 Corridor East
Community Workshop
Agenda

1.

Introduction and Overview

2.

Transportation and Land Use Linkage

3.

What’s a Desirable Future for Your Community?

4.

Presentation: Regulatory and Policy

5.

Regulatory Challenges to Alternatives

6.

Break!

7.

How well do the Alternatives meet the Community Vision?

8.

Work Session: Opportunities for Community-Building

9.

Community Responsibilities

10.

Next Steps

11.

Adjourn

Subject Line: US 50 CWG members **information about a meeting in your community**
US 50 Corridor East Community Working Group (CWG) members:
I've attached a schedule for the Community Workshops that will be taking place in August in your
communities. This message also serves as a reminder to you that the US 50 project team will not be
advertising these meetings as we did for the public meetings held earlier this year. Therefore, it is
imperative that you identify at least 8 - 12 (residents of your community) and encourage them to attend
the full 4-hour session. The project team would like to have the widest possible representation of your
community at the Workshop, so please keep this in mind when you speak to other residents about the
Workshop. We will be discussing the following issues at the Workshops:
•
•
•
•

How the previous corridor alternatives can be revised based on your comments (this section of
the meeting will be spent reviewing and modifying the corridor alternatives developed during the
previous study);
The link between transportation decisions and community land use;
The legal and regulatory requirements that must be followed on this project; and
How the project will use resource data to analyze corridor alternatives.

A project team member will be following-up with you between now and the Workshop scheduled for your
community (if they haven't done so already) to estimate attendance.
Also, attached please find minutes from the June 29th CWG Milestone Meeting (3 pages). Thank you to
those CWG members who were able to attend! If you have any questions about the Workshops or
the attached minutes, please don't hesitate to contact me or another member of the project team.
As always, we appreciate your continued active participation in the US 50 Corridor East project -Coral Cosway
Planner, PBS&J
Project Coordinator, US 50 Corridor East
1 South Nevada Ave., Ste. 205
Colorado Springs, CO 80903
(719) 227-7275 ext. 319
[letter and email were sent with the attachment noted above]
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US 50 Corridor East
Community Workshop – Fowler
August 7, 2006
(Fowler Elementary School @ 6-10pm)
MEETING NOTES
Please be advised that these are “notes” from the workshop and not detailed “minutes”. Also,
while the content of the discussions is the same, the order of the discussions noted below is
different than the workshop agenda.
Attachments
At the end of these notes, the following documents have been attached: 1) the workshop sign-in
sheet; 2) the maps presented by the project team; and 3) the notes taken on the maps by
workshop participants during the workshop.
Attendees
In addition to the Fowler residents attending the meeting (who are noted on the sign-in sheet
included at the end of these notes), the following members of the US 50 project team attended:
Mike Perez, CDOT Project Manager
Karen Rowe, CDOT Resident Engineer
Larry Sly, Consultant Project Manager
Coral Cosway, Project Coordinator
Dave Siegel, Resource Specialist – Land Use
Doug Eberhart, Resource Specialist – NEPA
1. Environmental Requirements For Transportation Projects
Doug Eberhart discussed the requirements that the US 50 Corridor East project must follow
to meet Federal and State environmental regulations, as noted below.
What are the environmental requirements – What is NEPA?
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires all agencies of the Federal
Government to consider natural and social issues in decision-making on projects which may
have an impact on the human environment. Before taking action, a Federal agency must
prepare “a detailed statement on:
-

The environmental impact of the proposed action [i.e. project]; and
Alternatives to the proposed action.”

It has been determined that CDOT must complete an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
on the US 50 corridor before Federal dollars can be spent on improvements to US 50
beyond the existing maintenance and safety programs. This EIS will study the following
issues, or resources:
•
•
•
•

Transportation
Air quality
Noise
Archaeological properties

•
•
•
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Historic properties
Paleontological resources
Parks, historic properties and wildlife
refuges

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Farmlands
Floodplains
Geology
Soils
Hazardous materials
Land Use
Visual quality / Aesthetics
Pedestrians and bicyclists
Recreation
Relocation/right of way

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Socioeconomics
Energy
Wildlife and fisheries
Threatened or endangered species
Vegetation
Noxious Weeds
Water quality/water resources
Wetlands
Impacts to low-income or minority
populations

NEPA requires CDOT to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for any impacts to particular resources
(in that order!). Various Federal regulations require an extra effort be made to avoid
resources that fall into the following categories:
•
•
•
•

Historic resources
Wetlands
Parks and recreation resources
Threatened or endangered species (including their habitat)

What needs to be in the EIS?
The following elements are required in the EIS document:
•
•
•
•

Project purpose and need
Discussion of alternatives
Description of the affected environment
Analysis of the consequences of each alternative

The need for action on US 50 includes:
•
•

Mobility – impeded by competing demands for statewide through trips, regional town-totown trips, and local trips; and
Safety – to deal with areas where it’s unsafe to pass, the variability of vehicle types (e.g.
farm equipment, passenger vehicles and large freight trucks), roadway configurations
and road access.

The purpose for action is to make US 50 a safe roadway for carrying people and goods at
consistent free-flow travel speeds in a manner that meets statewide, regional and local
mobility needs.
Per NEPA requirements, a full range of reasonable alternatives for US 50 must be
considered. A proposed action will be identified from among the following:
•
•
•

Highway alternatives
Non-highway solutions
No-action alternative

CDOT will screen out alternatives using criteria based on the purpose and need (above) and
on environmental “fatal flaws” (resource issues noted above). The remaining alternatives will
be evaluated fairly and comprehensively.
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2. Transportation and Land Use Linkage
Dave Siegel discussed the linkage between transportation and land use in the Town of
Fowler as noted below. It should be noted that this discussion is not part of the formal NEPA
process. CDOT will ultimately consider alternatives based on NEPA requirements (as noted
above) as well as community input.
What’s Important in Fowler?
Places
•
Main Street
•
Schools
•
Community Center *
•
Park *
•
Museum *
•
Golf Course *
•
Churches
•
Restaurants
•
Hwy 167
•
Co-op
•
Library *
* These locations are also considered community gathering places.
Things
People
•
Quality of life
•
Opportunities (growth, tourism and proximity to Pueblo)
•
Walkability
•

What Sets Fowler Apart from Other Communities?
Quiet
•
People
•
Access to the Front Range
•
Safety
•
Community support
•
Good schools (and residents support school activities)
•
Community pride
•
Main Street
•

How Do You Want to See Fowler Change in the Future?
•
Wider range of housing (so more families can move in)
•
Some growth, but control the growth and keep the Town walkable
•
Maintain a family-oriented atmosphere
•
Keep incompatible uses separate (zoning)
•
Access to US 50
•
Vital storefront Main Street
•
Maintain agricultural and ranching activities
•
Gateway to southeastern Colorado
•
More tourism
•
Maintain walkability
•
Maintain good schools
•
Bedroom community for Pueblo
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Fowler Vision
A thriving, stable, small town that serves as:
1. A center for the region’s farming and ranching community;
2. The gateway to southeastern Colorado; and
3. A safe and quiet place to raise a family, with a wide range of housing, and within
close proximity to regional employment centers.
A community with many amenities, Fowler’s historic Main Street is the community’s “heart”,
one that is:
1. Walkable;
2. A local and regional destination; and
3. Accessible to major transportation routes.
What Can the Community Do to Make this Vision of Fowler Happen?
•
Facilitate a wider range of housing
•
Make the Town more attractive
•
Promote the Town (make it more visible and promote it as a gateway to SE Colorado)
•
Work toward a more stable water supply
•
Promote the Town’s amenities (park, etc.)
•
Develop a welcome center
How Well Does Each Draft Alternative Support Fowler’s Community Vision?
Residents were asked if the draft alternatives being presented at this meeting were
reasonable. (The draft alternatives were the same ones developed with help from the
communities during the previous US 50 planning study.) There were no objections or
requests to change the draft alternatives as they were presented by the project team. The
following issues were noted about the draft alternatives:
•
•
•

The northern draft alternative imposes the least amount of change to the Town (overall).
The southern draft alternative is less desirable.
Future farming activities will have an impact on which draft alternative is better than the
others. If the farming industry in Town declines (due to water issues or farmers’
descendents not wanting to carry on the businesses), then the southern option will be
better. However, there was disagreement at the meeting as to the likeliness of farming
activities declining in Town over the next 20 years.

Residents were asked to evaluate the draft alternatives based on how they matched (i.e.
would help achieve) the vision they determined (noted above). For this exercise, the
following scale applied:
= very well
= sort of, but...
= not very well
It is important to note that issues concerning the natural and built environment were not
primary factors when these evaluations were made.
Themes
Supports farming & ranching

North Alt.

Safe & quiet
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South Alt.

Through Alt.

Vibrant Main St.
Range of housing
Ease of access to US 50
Ease of access to SH 167
Supports growth of tourism
Supports walkable Town & Main St.
Other Transportation and Land Use Linkage Issues
The following is a summary of other issues Fowler residents discussed at the meeting:
•
•

•
•
•

Being able to see the Town is crucial.
The main growth that has occurred in Town has happened at the corners of farmland
south of Town. This land is being used to build housing large enough for families
(because there isn’t enough of that type of housing in Town now).
Ease of access to US 50 is important.
Walkable Main Street is important.
Signage at the ends of Town (to let people know what’s in Town) will be important.

3. Other Issues
As a follow-up to the request to use the SAFETEA-LU earmarked money to build passing
lanes along US 50, the following issues were noted:
•
•

•
•

•
•

The US 50 EIS and the process used to determining the appropriate use of the
SAFETEA-LU earmarked funds are two different processes.
NEPA studies are required for any improvements. However, to ensure the earmarked
dollars are used within the allotted time frames (e.g. 2009) any improvements to US 50
with those funds must have a safety need.
CDOT Safety and Traffic Engineering staff are currently in the process of revisiting the
previous Safety Report done for US 50 in 2003.
Safety and Traffic Engineering staff were asked if additional analysis would be done to
investigate and identify new potential safety and hazard locations and passing lane
needs and/or opportunities. A benefit/cost ratio needs to be performed to determine the
best location to spend the safety funds where it will have the greatest benefit. CDOT
should have some safety projects identified by Fall (2006). CDOT (Mike Perez or Karen
Rowe) will keep the communities up-to-date on the earmarked funds, keeping in mind
that the Transportation Planning Regions will also play a role in approving how these
funds are spent.
Day-to-day maintenance of highways is ongoing for US 50 and is done using specific
funds. Widening cannot be done with these funds.
The SAFETEA-LU money was earmarked to be used in specific parts of the corridor
($12 million between Las Animas and Lamar and $10 million along the 150-mile
corridor). It is anticipated that a small portion of this money may be used to fund
the efforts of the ongoing Tier 1 EIS (NEPA process).
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Sign-In Sheet
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Maps Presented by the Project Team
Zoning – Town of Fowler
Zoning information provided to the project team by the Town of Fowler.

Draft Corridor Location Alternatives – Town of Fowler

Page 7 of 8

Notes Taken on the Maps Presented by the Project Team
Color key for written notes:
Transportation linkages (purple)
Important areas (red)
Important places (black)
What’s Important to Fowler?
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Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

US 50 Corridor East
Community Workshop – Rocky Ford
August 9, 2006
(SAGE Services Building @ 6-10pm)
MEETING NOTES
Please be advised that these are “notes” from the workshop and not detailed “minutes”. Also,
while the content of the discussions is the same, the order of the discussions noted below is
different than the workshop agenda.
Attachments
At the end of these notes, the following documents have been attached: 1) the workshop sign-in
sheet; 2) the maps presented by the project team; and 3) the notes taken on the maps by
workshop participants during the workshop.
Attendees
In addition to the Rocky Ford residents attending the meeting (who are noted on the sign-in
sheet included at the end of these notes), the following members of the US 50 project team
attended:
Mike Perez, CDOT Project Manager
Larry Sly, Consultant Project Manager
Coral Cosway, Project Coordinator
Dave Siegel, Resource Specialist – Land Use
Doug Eberhart, Resource Specialist – NEPA
1. Environmental Requirements For Transportation Projects
Doug Eberhart discussed the requirements that the US 50 Corridor East project must follow
to meet Federal and State environmental regulations, as noted below.
What are the environmental requirements – What is NEPA?
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires all agencies of the Federal
Government to consider natural and social issues in decision-making on projects which may
have an impact on the human environment. Before taking action, a Federal agency must
prepare “a detailed statement on:
-

The environmental impact of the proposed action [i.e. project]; and
Alternatives to the proposed action.”

It has been determined that CDOT must complete an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
on the US 50 corridor before Federal dollars can be spent on improvements to US 50
beyond the existing maintenance and safety programs. This EIS will study the following
issues, or resources:
•
•
•
•

Transportation
Air quality
Noise
Archaeological properties

•
•
•
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Historic properties
Paleontological resources
Parks, historic properties and wildlife
refuges

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Farmlands
Floodplains
Geology
Soils
Hazardous materials
Land Use
Visual quality / Aesthetics
Pedestrians and bicyclists
Recreation
Relocation/right of way

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Socioeconomics
Energy
Wildlife and fisheries
Threatened or endangered species
Vegetation
Noxious Weeds
Water quality/water resources
Wetlands
Impacts to low-income or minority
populations

NEPA requires CDOT to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for any impacts to particular resources
(in that order!). Various Federal regulations require an extra effort be made to avoid
resources that fall into the following categories:
•
•
•
•

Historic resources
Wetlands
Parks and recreation resources
Threatened or endangered species (including their habitat)

What needs to be in the EIS?
The following elements are required in the EIS document:
•
•
•
•

Project purpose and need
Discussion of alternatives
Description of the affected environment
Analysis of the consequences of each alternative

The need for action on US 50 includes:
•
•

Mobility – impeded by competing demands for statewide through trips, regional town-totown trips, and local trips; and
Safety – to deal with areas where it’s unsafe to pass, the variability of vehicle types (e.g.
farm equipment, passenger vehicles and large freight trucks), roadway configurations
and road access.

The purpose for action is to make US 50 a safe roadway for carrying people and goods at
consistent free-flow travel speeds in a manner that meets statewide, regional and local
mobility needs.
Per NEPA requirements, a full range of reasonable alternatives for US 50 must be
considered. A proposed action will be identified from among the following:
•
•
•

Highway alternatives
Non-highway solutions
No-action alternative

CDOT will screen out alternatives using criteria based on the purpose and need (above) and
on environmental “fatal flaws” (resource issues noted above). The remaining alternatives will
be evaluated fairly and comprehensively.
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2. Transportation and Land Use Linkage
Dave Siegel discussed the linkage between transportation and land use in the City of Rocky
Ford as noted below. It should be noted that this discussion is not part of the formal NEPA
process. CDOT will ultimately consider alternatives based on NEPA requirements (as noted
above) as well as community input.
What’s Important in Rocky Ford?
City Hall
•
Gobin Building *
•
Fairgrounds *
•
Golf course
•
Schools (especially the football field)
•
Babcock Park *
•
Library/Museum
•
Cemetery
•
Post Office
•
Grand Theater *
•
Main Street *
* These locations are also considered community gathering places.
•

What Sets Rocky Ford Apart from Other Communities?
Fairgrounds
•
Main Street (commercial area mostly on US 50)
•
Grand Theater
•
Gobin Building/community center
•
Farms and produce
•
Farm markets
•

How Do You Want to See Rocky Ford Change in the Future?
•
Fairgrounds upgraded and used more
•
Light manufacturing as part of the economy
•
Farmland still important to the economy
•
Grand Theater
•
More employment within the City
•
More families/more youth
•
Improved US (Hwy) 50
•
More housing (affordable and retirement)
•
Parks as the center of the City’s activity
•
Walking paths
•
Main Street (more active/vibrant and walkable)
Rocky Ford Vision
Rocky Ford is a community that reflects pride in its past and looks forward to its future.
Its historic main street is the “heart” of the community, which is walkable and pedestrianoriented, a gathering place for the community, and the envy of other towns along US 50.
The community’s economy is diverse, with a range of light manufacturing, a strong
agricultural-related business sector, a thriving tourism industry, and a wide range of housing
for families and retired citizens.
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Rocky Ford is rich in amenities, a place that values “community” through its churches,
schools, fairgrounds, parks and historic resources, and a good place to raise a family.
What Can the Community Do to Make this Vision of Rocky Ford Happen?
•
Create a downtown revitalization plan
•
Create a community master plan
•
Identify infrastructure improvements
•
Examine possible funding sources for these activities
How Well Does Each Draft Alternative Support Rocky Ford’s Community Vision?
Residents were asked if the draft alternatives being presented at this meeting were
reasonable. (The draft alternatives were the same ones developed with help from the
communities during the previous US 50 planning study.) The following issues were noted
about the draft alternatives:
•
•

The north draft alternative could be moved farther south (closer to the City).
The community may be interested in slower speeds on US 50 if the through route is
chosen.

Residents were asked to evaluate the draft alternatives based on how they matched (i.e.
would help achieve) the vision they determined (noted above). For this exercise, the
following scale applied:
= very well
= sort of, but...
= not very well
It is important to note that issues concerning the natural and built environment were not
primary factors when these evaluations were made.
Themes
Provides access to downtown and
Main Street
Supports a walkable downtown
Supports a vibrant, active Main Street

North Alt.

Supports future light manufacturing
Supports future agriculture-based
businesses
Supports tourism
Protects historic resources
Has a low impact on schools
Has a low impact on parks
Has good access to fairgrounds
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Through Alt.

South Alt.

Other Transportation and Land Use Linkage Issues
The following is a summary of other issues Rocky Ford residents discussed at the meeting:
•
•

The City has some potential development opportunities for a housing development and
golf course between the current City boundaries and the south draft alternative.
The City would like to see an industrial park be developed north of the City (north of the
presented north draft alternative).

3. Other Issues
As a follow-up to the request to use the SAFETEA-LU earmarked money to build passing
lanes along US 50, the following issues were noted:
•
•

•
•

•
•

The US 50 EIS and the process used to determining the appropriate use of the
SAFETEA-LU earmarked funds are two different processes.
NEPA studies are required for any improvements. However, to ensure the earmarked
dollars are used within the allotted time frames (e.g. 2009) any improvements to US 50
with those funds must have a safety need.
CDOT Safety and Traffic Engineering staff are currently in the process of revisiting the
previous Safety Report done for US 50 in 2003.
Safety and Traffic Engineering staff were asked if additional analysis would be done to
investigate and identify new potential safety and hazard locations and
passing lane needs and/or opportunities. A benefit/cost ratio needs to be performed to
determine the best location to spend the safety funds where it will have the greatest
benefit. CDOT should have some safety projects identified by Fall (2006). CDOT (Mike
Perez or Karen Rowe) will keep the communities up-to-date on the earmarked funds,
keeping in mind that the Transportation Planning Regions will also play a role in
approving how these funds are spent.
Day-to-day maintenance of highways is ongoing for US 50 and is done using specific
funds. Widening cannot be done with these funds.
The SAFETEA-LU money was earmarked to be used in specific parts of the corridor
($12 million between Las Animas and Lamar and $10 million along the 150-mile
corridor). It is anticipated that a small portion of this money may be used to fund
the efforts of the ongoing Tier 1 EIS (NEPA process).
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Sign-In Sheet
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Maps Presented by the Project Team
Zoning – City of Rocky Ford
Zoning information provided to the project team by the City of Rocky Ford.
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Zoning – City of Rocky Ford (east side of the City)
Zoning information provided to the project team by the City of Rocky Ford.
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Draft Corridor Location Alternatives – City of Rocky Ford
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Draft Corridor Location Alternatives – City of Rocky Ford (east side of the City)
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Notes Taken on the Maps Presented by the Project Team
Color key for written notes:
Transportation linkages (purple lines)
Important areas (red)
Important places (purple “x”)
Draft alternative suggestions (black)
What’s Important to Rocky Ford?
No notes were taken on the portion of the aerial maps that cover the east side of town.
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Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

US 50 Corridor East
Community Workshop – Manzanola
August 10, 2006
(Manzanola school library @ 6-10pm)
MEETING NOTES
Please be advised that these are “notes” from the workshop and not detailed “minutes”. Also,
while the content of the discussions is the same, the order of the discussions noted below is
different than the workshop agenda.
Attachments
At the end of these notes, the following documents have been attached: 1) the workshop sign-in
sheet; 2) the maps presented by the project team; and 3) the notes taken on the maps by
workshop participants during the workshop.
Attendees
In addition to the Manzanola residents attending the meeting (who are noted on the sign-in
sheet included at the end of these notes), the following members of the US 50 project team
attended:
Mike Perez, CDOT Project Manager
Larry Sly, Consultant Project Manager
Coral Cosway, Project Coordinator
Dave Siegel, Resource Specialist – Land Use
Doug Eberhart, Resource Specialist – NEPA
1. Environmental Requirements For Transportation Projects
Doug Eberhart discussed the requirements that the US 50 Corridor East project must follow
to meet Federal and State environmental regulations, as noted below.
What are the environmental requirements – What is NEPA?
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires all agencies of the Federal
Government to consider natural and social issues in decision-making on projects which may
have an impact on the human environment. Before taking action, a Federal agency must
prepare “a detailed statement on:
-

The environmental impact of the proposed action [i.e. project]; and
Alternatives to the proposed action.”

It has been determined that CDOT must complete an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
on the US 50 corridor before Federal dollars can be spent on improvements to US 50
beyond the existing maintenance and safety programs. This EIS will study the following
issues, or resources:
•
•
•
•
•

Transportation
Air quality
Noise
Archaeological properties
Historic properties

•
•
•
•
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Paleontological resources
Parks, historic properties and wildlife
refuges
Farmlands
Floodplains

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Geology
Soils
Hazardous materials
Land Use
Visual quality / Aesthetics
Pedestrians and bicyclists
Recreation
Relocation/right of way
Socioeconomics

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Energy
Wildlife and fisheries
Threatened or endangered species
Vegetation
Noxious Weeds
Water quality/water resources
Wetlands
Impacts to low-income or minority
populations

NEPA requires CDOT to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for any impacts to particular resources
(in that order!). Various Federal regulations require an extra effort be made to avoid
resources that fall into the following categories:
•
•
•
•

Historic resources
Wetlands
Parks and recreation resources
Threatened or endangered species (including their habitat)

What needs to be in the EIS?
The following elements are required in the EIS document:
•
•
•
•

Project purpose and need
Discussion of alternatives
Description of the affected environment
Analysis of the consequences of each alternative

The need for action on US 50 includes:
•
•

Mobility – impeded by competing demands for statewide through trips, regional town-totown trips, and local trips; and
Safety – to deal with areas where it’s unsafe to pass, the variability of vehicle types (e.g.
farm equipment, passenger vehicles and large freight trucks), roadway configurations
and road access.

The purpose for action is to make US 50 a safe roadway for carrying people and goods at
consistent free-flow travel speeds in a manner that meets statewide, regional and local
mobility needs.
Per NEPA requirements, a full range of reasonable alternatives for US 50 must be
considered. A proposed action will be identified from among the following:
•
•
•

Highway alternatives
Non-highway solutions
No-action alternative

CDOT will screen out alternatives using criteria based on the purpose and need (above) and
on environmental “fatal flaws” (resource issues noted above). The remaining alternatives will
be evaluated fairly and comprehensively.
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2. Transportation and Land Use Linkage
Dave Siegel discussed the linkage between transportation and land use in the Town of
Manzanola as noted below. It should be noted that this discussion is not part of the formal
NEPA process. CDOT will ultimately consider alternatives based on NEPA requirements (as
noted above) as well as community input.
What’s Important in Manzanola?
Places
•
School *
•
Market
•
Churches
•
Railroad Depot
•
Park *
•
Main Street *
•
Colorado Feeds
•
Fire Department *
* These locations are also considered community gathering places.
What Sets Manzanola Apart from Other Communities?
•
Quiet
•
People (friendly)
•
Safe (low crime)
•
Affordable housing
•
History
•
Sense of community
•
Agricultural center
•
Sub-region/area center (for market, fuel, services and restaurant)
•
Migrant housing
How Do You Want to See Manzanola Change in the Future?
Retirement housing
•
More agricultural-based businesses
•
Human capital (give kids opportunities so they stay in town)
•
Independent, strong, modern (state-of-the-art) school system
•
Friendly place to live
•
Good transportation (highway connection)
•
Stable economy
•
Walkable (for pedestrians and bicycles)
•
Large, family-sized lots (housing)
•
More social activities and opportunities
•
Attractive Main Street (with more businesses)
•
Remain the best kept secret in the Valley
•

Manzanola Vision
Manzanola is a stable, quiet and safe community, family oriented, home to a wide range of
citizens, both young and old.
Proud of its agricultural past and its historic structures and gathering places, Manzanola
looks to a future with a strong, independent school system, affordable housing, and good
transportation connections to regional employment and educational opportunities.
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Manzanola’s economy is stable and diverse, providing living-wage jobs in a variety of
employment opportunities and in agricultural-related businesses.
Main Street and downtown Manzanola is attractive, with a variety of businesses and social
opportunities serving the community and the surrounding area.
The “best kept secret in the Valley,” Manzanola is a great place to raise a family.
What Can the Community Do to Make this Vision of Manzanola Happen?
Explore opportunities to receive revitalization grants
•
Inventory structures and resources
•
Identify connections
•
Identify development opportunities
•
Develop a comprehensive plan
•
Develop a Town vision with broader community participation
•

How Well Does Each Draft Alternative Support Manzanola’s Community Vision?
Residents were asked if the draft alternatives being presented at this meeting were
reasonable. (The draft alternatives were the same ones developed with help from the
communities during the previous US 50 planning study.) There were no objections or
requests to change the draft alternatives as they were presented by the project team.
Residents were asked to evaluate the draft alternatives based on how they matched (i.e.
would help achieve) the vision they determined (noted above). For this exercise, the
following scale applied:
= very well
= sort of, but...
= not very well
It is important to note that issues concerning the natural and built environment were not
primary factors when these evaluations were made.
Themes
More agriculture-related businesses

North Alt.

Revitalize downtown
Supports a walkable, bikeable,
downtown
Quiet and safe community
Good access to regional employment
and educational opportunities
Supports quality schools
Protects historic resources
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Through Alt.

South Alt.

Other Transportation and Land Use Linkage Issues
The following is a summary of other issues Manzanola residents discussed at the meeting:
•

Most of the Town’s growth will occur south of town (south of their current zoned area).

3. Other Issues
As a follow-up to the request to use the SAFETEA-LU earmarked money to build passing
lanes along US 50, the following issues were noted:
•
•

•
•

•
•

The US 50 EIS and the process used to determining the appropriate use of the
SAFETEA-LU earmarked funds are two different processes.
NEPA studies are required for any improvements. However, to ensure the earmarked
dollars are used within the allotted time frames (e.g. 2009) any improvements to US 50
with those funds must have a safety need.
CDOT Safety and Traffic Engineering staff are currently in the process of revisiting the
previous Safety Report done for US 50 in 2003.
Safety and Traffic Engineering staff were asked if additional analysis would be done to
investigate and identify new potential safety and hazard locations and
passing lane needs and/or opportunities. A benefit/cost ratio needs to be performed to
determine the best location to spend the safety funds where it will have the greatest
benefit. CDOT should have some safety projects identified by Fall (2006). CDOT (Mike
Perez or Karen Rowe) will keep the communities up-to-date on the earmarked funds,
keeping in mind that the Transportation Planning Regions will also play a role in
approving how these funds are spent.
Day-to-day maintenance of highways is ongoing for US 50 and is done using specific
funds. Widening cannot be done with these funds.
The SAFETEA-LU money was earmarked to be used in specific parts of the corridor
($12 million between Las Animas and Lamar and $10 million along the 150-mile
corridor). It is anticipated that a small portion of this money may be used to fund
the efforts of the ongoing Tier 1 EIS (NEPA process).
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Sign-In Sheet
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Maps Presented by the Project Team
Zoning – Town of Manzanola
The project team presented an aerial map of Manzanola with only the Town’s zoning on it. This map was
given to Mayor Shirley Adams at the conclusion of the meeting for the Town’s use.
Zoning & Draft Corridor Location Alternatives – Town of Manzanola
Zoning information provided to the project team by the Town of Manzanola.

Notes Taken on the Maps Presented by the Project Team
What’s Important to Manzanola?
Color key for written notes:
Transportation linkages (purple)
Important areas and places (red)
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Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

US 50 Corridor East
Community Workshop – Pueblo
August 11, 2006
(Pueblo County Conference Room @ 8:00am-noon)
MEETING NOTES
Attachments
None.
Attendees
Two Pueblo (City and County) residents showed up for the workshop: Pueblo County
Commissioner, and CWG member, Loretta Kennedy and County Public Works Director Greg
Severance. The following members of the US 50 project team attended:
Bob Torres, CDOT Regional Transportation Director
Tom Wrona, CDOT South Program Engineer
Mike Perez, CDOT Project Manager
Karen Rowe, CDOT Resident Engineer
Larry Sly, Consultant Project Manager
Coral Cosway, Project Coordinator
Dave Siegel, Resource Specialist – Land Use
Doug Eberhart, Resource Specialist – NEPA
Workshop Discussion
Due to the limited number of people attending (see “Attendees section above), CDOT decided
to cancel this workshop.
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Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

US 50 Corridor East
Community Workshop – Granada
August 14, 2006
(Granada Town Hall @ 1-5pm)
MEETING NOTES
Please be advised that these are “notes” from the workshop and not detailed “minutes”. Also,
while the content of the discussions is the same, the order of the discussions noted below is
different than the workshop agenda.
Attachments
At the end of these notes, the following documents have been attached: 1) the workshop sign-in
sheet; 2) the maps presented by the project team; and 3) the notes taken on the maps by
workshop participants during the workshop.
Attendees
In addition to the Granada residents attending the meeting (who are noted on the sign-in sheet
included at the end of these notes), the following members of the US 50 project team attended:
Mike Perez, CDOT Project Manager
Karen Rowe, CDOT Resident Engineer (portion of the meeting only)
Larry Sly, Consultant Project Manager
Coral Cosway, Project Coordinator
Dave Mayfield, Resource Specialist – Land Use
Doug Eberhart, Resource Specialist – NEPA
1. Environmental Requirements For Transportation Projects
Doug Eberhart discussed the requirements that the US 50 Corridor East project must follow
to meet Federal and State environmental regulations, as noted below.
What are the environmental requirements – What is NEPA?
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires all agencies of the Federal
Government to consider natural and social issues in decision-making on projects which may
have an impact on the human environment. Before taking action, a Federal agency must
prepare “a detailed statement on:
-

The environmental impact of the proposed action [i.e. project]; and
Alternatives to the proposed action.”

It has been determined that CDOT must complete an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
on the US 50 corridor before Federal dollars can be spent on improvements to US 50
beyond the existing maintenance and safety programs. This EIS will study the following
issues, or resources:
•
•
•
•
•

Transportation
Air quality
Noise
Archaeological properties
Historic properties

•
•
•
•
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Paleontological resources
Parks, historic properties and wildlife
refuges
Farmlands
Floodplains

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Geology
Soils
Hazardous materials
Land Use
Visual quality / Aesthetics
Pedestrians and bicyclists
Recreation
Relocation/right of way
Socioeconomics

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Energy
Wildlife and fisheries
Threatened or endangered species
Vegetation
Noxious Weeds
Water quality/water resources
Wetlands
Impacts to low-income or minority
populations

NEPA requires CDOT to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for any impacts to particular resources
(in that order!). Various Federal regulations require an extra effort be made to avoid
resources that fall into the following categories:
•
•
•
•

Historic resources
Wetlands
Parks and recreation resources
Threatened or endangered species (including their habitat)

What needs to be in the EIS?
The following elements are required in the EIS document:
•
•
•
•

Project purpose and need
Discussion of alternatives
Description of the affected environment
Analysis of the consequences of each alternative

The need for action on US 50 includes:
•
•

Mobility – impeded by competing demands for statewide through trips, regional town-totown trips, and local trips; and
Safety – to deal with areas where it’s unsafe to pass, the variability of vehicle types (e.g.
farm equipment, passenger vehicles and large freight trucks), roadway configurations
and road access.

The purpose for action is to make US 50 a safe roadway for carrying people and goods at
consistent free-flow travel speeds in a manner that meets statewide, regional and local
mobility needs.
Per NEPA requirements, a full range of reasonable alternatives for US 50 must be
considered. A proposed action will be identified from among the following:
•
•
•

Highway alternatives
Non-highway solutions
No-action alternative

CDOT will screen out alternatives using criteria based on the purpose and need (above) and
on environmental “fatal flaws” (resource issues noted above). The remaining alternatives will
be evaluated fairly and comprehensively.
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2. Transportation and Land Use Linkage
Dave Mayfield discussed the linkage between transportation and land use in the Town of
Granada as noted below. It should be noted that this discussion is not part of the formal
NEPA process. CDOT will ultimately consider alternatives based on NEPA requirements (as
noted above) as well as community input.
What’s Important in Granada?
•
Downtown
•
School *
•
Camp Amache National Historic Site
•
Migrant school
•
Park *
•
Complex *
•
Restaurants (Shorty’s and Duvall’s)
* These locations are also considered community gathering places.
What Sets Granada Apart from Other Communities?
•
Camp Amache National Historic Site
•
Wildlife
•
Hunting
•
Restaurants that draw from region
How Do You Want to See Granada Change in the Future?
•
Maintain water (for irrigation)
•
Tourism (Amache, Sand Creek, Santa Fe Trail and other historic resources)
•
Hunting
•
Birding
•
More commercial
•
Diverse jobs
•
Agricultural center
•
Attract regionally significant business/industry
•
Improved housing stock
Granada Vision
Granada is a community that values its agricultural tradition and downtown businesses.
Granada recognizes its importance as a gateway to Camp Amache and adjacent wildlife
areas.
It looks forward to diversifying its economic base by attracting a regionally significant
employer and capitalizing on tourism opportunities.
It sees future growth opportunities primarily south and east of town, accommodating
commercial, industrial, and residential uses.
How Well Does Each Draft Alternative Support Granada’s Community Vision?
Residents were asked if the draft alternatives being presented at this meeting were
reasonable. (The draft alternatives were the same ones developed with help from the
communities during the previous US 50 planning study.) There were no objections or
requests to change the draft alternatives as they were presented by the project team.
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Residents were asked to evaluate the draft alternatives based on how they matched (i.e.
would help achieve) the vision they determined (noted above). For this exercise, the
following scale applied:
= very well
= sort of, but...
= not very well
It is important to note that issues concerning the natural and built environment were not
primary factors when these evaluations were made.
Themes
Camp Amache

North Alt.

Through Alt.

South Alt.

Wildlife refuge
Downtown restaurants
Linkages across US 50 (downtown)
Commercial growth
Industrial
School
Park
Agriculture
Other Transportation and Land Use Linkage Issues
The following is a summary of other issues Granada residents discussed at the meeting:
•

The Town’s future growth is most likely to take place to the southeast or due south of
Town (see green markings on the attached participant drawing).

3. Other Issues
As a follow-up to the request to use the SAFETEA-LU earmarked money to build passing
lanes along US 50, the following issues were noted:
•
•

•
•

The US 50 EIS and the process used to determining the appropriate use of the
SAFETEA-LU earmarked funds are two different processes.
NEPA studies are required for any improvements. However, to ensure the earmarked
dollars are used within the allotted time frames (e.g. 2009) any improvements to US 50
with those funds must have a safety need.
CDOT Safety and Traffic Engineering staff are currently in the process of revisiting the
previous Safety Report done for US 50 in 2003.
Safety and Traffic Engineering staff were asked if additional analysis would be done to
investigate and identify new potential safety and hazard locations and passing lane
needs and/or opportunities. A benefit/cost ratio needs to be performed to determine the
best location to spend the safety funds where it will have the greatest benefit. CDOT
should have some safety projects identified by Fall (2006). CDOT (Mike Perez or Karen
Rowe) will keep the communities up-to-date on the earmarked funds, keeping in mind
that the Transportation Planning Regions will also play a role in approving how these
funds are spent.
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•
•

Day-to-day maintenance of highways is ongoing for US 50 and is done using specific
funds. Widening cannot be done with these funds.
The SAFETEA-LU money was earmarked to be used in specific parts of the corridor
($12 million between Las Animas and Lamar and $10 million along the 150-mile
corridor). It is anticipated that a small portion of this money may be used to fund
the efforts of the ongoing Tier 1 EIS (NEPA process).
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Sign-In Sheet
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Maps Presented by the Project Team
Land Use Patterns – Town of Granada
The project team presented an aerial map of Granada with only the Town’s land use patterns on it. This
map was provided to a workshop participant at the conclusion of the meeting for the Town’s use.
Land Use Patterns & Draft Corridor Location Alternatives – Town of Granada
Land use pattern information was taken from the Prowers County Master Plan, which was provided to the
project team by Prowers County.

Notes Taken on the Maps Presented by the Project Team
What’s Important to Granada?
Color key for written notes:
Transportation linkages (purple)
Important areas and places (red)
Future growth areas (green)
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Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

US 50 Corridor East
Community Workshop – Holly
August 14, 2006
(Holly Senior/Community Center @ 6-10pm)
MEETING NOTES
Please be advised that these are “notes” from the workshop and not detailed “minutes”. Also,
while the content of the discussions is the same, the order of the discussions noted below is
different than the workshop agenda.
Attachments
At the end of these notes, the following documents have been attached: 1) the workshop sign-in
sheet; 2) the maps presented by the project team; and 3) the notes taken on the maps by
workshop participants during the workshop.
Attendees
In addition to the Holly residents attending the meeting (who are noted on the sign-in sheet
included at the end of these notes), the following members of the US 50 project team attended:
Mike Perez, CDOT Project Manager
Larry Sly, Consultant Project Manager
Coral Cosway, Project Coordinator
Dave Mayfield, Resource Specialist – Land Use
Doug Eberhart, Resource Specialist – NEPA
1. Environmental Requirements For Transportation Projects
Doug Eberhart discussed the requirements that the US 50 Corridor East project must follow
to meet Federal and State environmental regulations, as noted below.
What are the environmental requirements – What is NEPA?
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires all agencies of the Federal
Government to consider natural and social issues in decision-making on projects which may
have an impact on the human environment. Before taking action, a Federal agency must
prepare “a detailed statement on:
-

The environmental impact of the proposed action [i.e. project]; and
Alternatives to the proposed action.”

It has been determined that CDOT must complete an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
on the US 50 corridor before Federal dollars can be spent on improvements to US 50
beyond the existing maintenance and safety programs. This EIS will study the following
issues, or resources:
•
•
•
•
•

Transportation
Air quality
Noise
Archaeological properties
Historic properties

•
•
•
•
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Paleontological resources
Parks, historic properties and wildlife
refuges
Farmlands
Floodplains

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Geology
Soils
Hazardous materials
Land Use
Visual quality / Aesthetics
Pedestrians and bicyclists
Recreation
Relocation/right of way
Socioeconomics

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Energy
Wildlife and fisheries
Threatened or endangered species
Vegetation
Noxious Weeds
Water quality/water resources
Wetlands
Impacts to low-income or minority
populations

NEPA requires CDOT to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for any impacts to particular resources
(in that order!). Various Federal regulations require an extra effort be made to avoid
resources that fall into the following categories:
•
•
•
•

Historic resources
Wetlands
Parks and recreation resources
Threatened or endangered species (including their habitat)

What needs to be in the EIS?
The following elements are required in the EIS document:
•
•
•
•

Project purpose and need
Discussion of alternatives
Description of the affected environment
Analysis of the consequences of each alternative

The need for action on US 50 includes:
•
•

Mobility – impeded by competing demands for statewide through trips, regional town-totown trips, and local trips; and
Safety – to deal with areas where it’s unsafe to pass, the variability of vehicle types (e.g.
farm equipment, passenger vehicles and large freight trucks), roadway configurations
and road access.

The purpose for action is to make US 50 a safe roadway for carrying people and goods at
consistent free-flow travel speeds in a manner that meets statewide, regional and local
mobility needs.
Per NEPA requirements, a full range of reasonable alternatives for US 50 must be
considered. A proposed action will be identified from among the following:
•
•
•

Highway alternatives
Non-highway solutions
No-action alternative

CDOT will screen out alternatives using criteria based on the purpose and need (above) and
on environmental “fatal flaws” (resource issues noted above). The remaining alternatives will
be evaluated fairly and comprehensively.
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2. Transportation and Land Use Linkage
Dave Mayfield discussed the linkage between transportation and land use in the Town of
Holly as noted below. It should be noted that this discussion is not part of the formal NEPA
process. CDOT will ultimately consider alternatives based on NEPA requirements (as noted
above) as well as community input.
What’s Important in Holly?
Senior/Community Center *
•
School *
•
Downtown
•
Churches
•
Race track *
•
Gateway Park
•
Ball fields
•
Co-op
•
Railroad depot
•
Nursing home
•
John Deere plant
•
Lumber yard
•
Jrs/Jacks *
•
Cemetery
•
Doctor’s office
* These locations are also considered community gathering places.
•

What Sets Holly Apart from Other Communities?
First town as you enter Colorado from the east (gateway to Colorado)
•
Lowest elevation in Colorado
•
Santa Fe Trail
•
Railroad
•
Horse track
•

How Do You Want to See Holly Change in the Future?
•
“What Holly used to be”
•
Active horse track
•
Better regional linkages
•
More industrial and commercial diversity
•
More housing
•
More regional attractions
•
Motel, hotel and/or RV park
•
More restaurants
Holly Vision
Holly is an important gateway to the State of Colorado.
Holly has pride in its history, including the railroad, Holly Sugar, and its agricultural origins.
Holly seeks to recapture its past commercial and industrial diversity.
Holly is a family-oriented community with facilities for all generations, including good
schools, ball fields and senior centers.
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Holly would like to grow as more of a regional destination for business and recreation,
possibly for the horse track, motocross, Blue Grass Festival, energy development, overnight
accommodations and restaurants.
What Can the Community Do to Make this Vision of Holly Happen?
Power plant
•
Salsa plant
•
Revitalize downtown
•
Santa Fe Trail
•
Bed and breakfast
•
Blue Grass Festival
•

How Well Does Each Draft Alternative Support Holly’s Community Vision?
Residents were asked if the draft alternatives being presented at this meeting were
reasonable. (The draft alternatives were the same ones developed with help from the
communities during the previous US 50 planning study.) The following issues were noted
about the draft alternatives:
•

•

All of the alternatives should stay north of the Gateway Racetrack so US 50
improvements don’t interfere with it. The Town currently stages its municipal fireworks
display there.
The North alternative needs to avoid the State Wildlife Area (SWA), but it should be
pushed north of the SWA, not south between the SWA and the current town limits
because there’s not enough room for that.

Residents were asked to evaluate the draft alternatives based on how they matched (i.e.
would help achieve) the vision they determined (noted above). For this exercise, the
following scale applied:
= very well
= sort of, but...
= not very well
It is important to note that issues concerning the natural and built environment were not
primary factors when these evaluations were made.
Themes
Downtown revitalization

North Alt.

Churches
Industrial
Co-op / Agriculture
Residential – existing
Regional tourism
School
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Through Alt.

South Alt.

Other Transportation and Land Use Linkage Issues
The following is a summary of other issues Holly residents discussed at the meeting:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The co-op in Holly is a regional facility now because others in neighboring communities
have closed.
There are opportunities for commercial growth west of Town (around US 50).
There are opportunities for residential development northeast of Town.
They have a plan for recreation trails (Prowers County Trails Plan)
There is an opportunity to locate a coal refinery northwest of town (outside the aerial
presented at this meeting)
Holly is working toward obtaining a downtown revitalization grant.
Best farmland is north of Town.

3. Other Issues
Participants noted that the stretch of US 50 from Holly to the Kansas State Line is in very
poor condition, and it has been for some time. Mike Perez was asked if he would respond to
that point. Mike responded that CDOT has a repaving schedule, and he would check to see
where that stretch of US 50 is on the schedule.
As a follow-up to the request to use the SAFETEA-LU earmarked money to build passing
lanes along US 50, the following issues were noted:
•
•

•
•

•
•

The US 50 EIS and the process used to determining the appropriate use of the
SAFETEA-LU earmarked funds are two different processes.
NEPA studies are required for any improvements. However, to ensure the earmarked
dollars are used within the allotted time frames (e.g. 2009) any improvements to US 50
with those funds must have a safety need.
CDOT Safety and Traffic Engineering staff are currently in the process of revisiting the
previous Safety Report done for US 50 in 2003.
Safety and Traffic Engineering staff were asked if additional analysis would be done to
investigate and identify new potential safety and hazard locations and passing lane
needs and/or opportunities. A benefit/cost ratio needs to be performed to determine the
best location to spend the safety funds where it will have the greatest benefit. CDOT
should have some safety projects identified by Fall (2006). CDOT (Mike Perez or Karen
Rowe) will keep the communities up-to-date on the earmarked funds, keeping in mind
that the Transportation Planning Regions will also play a role in approving how these
funds are spent.
Day-to-day maintenance of highways is ongoing for US 50 and is done using specific
funds. Widening cannot be done with these funds.
The SAFETEA-LU money was earmarked to be used in specific parts of the corridor
($12 million between Las Animas and Lamar and $10 million along the 150-mile
corridor). It is anticipated that a small portion of this money may be used to fund
the efforts of the ongoing Tier 1 EIS (NEPA process).
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Sign-In Sheet
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Maps Presented by the Project Team
Land Use Patterns – Town of Holly
Land use pattern information was taken from the Prowers County Master Plan, which was provided to the
project team by Prowers County.

Draft Corridor Location Alternatives – Town of Holly
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Notes Taken on the Maps Presented by the Project Team
Color key for written notes:
Transportation linkages (purple)
Important areas and places (red)
Future growth areas (green)
Draft alternative suggestions (black)
What’s Important to Holly?
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Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

US 50 Corridor East
Community Workshop – Swink
August 15, 2006
(Swink Town Hall/Senior Citizens Center @ 6-10pm)
MEETING NOTES
Please be advised that these are “notes” from the workshop and not detailed “minutes”. Also,
while the content of the discussions is the same, the order of the discussions noted below is
different than the workshop agenda.
Attachments
At the end of these notes, the following documents have been attached: 1) the workshop sign-in
sheet; 2) the maps presented by the project team; and 3) the notes taken on the maps by
workshop participants during the workshop.
Attendees
In addition to the Swink residents attending the meeting (who are noted on the sign-in sheet
included at the end of these notes), the following members of the US 50 project team attended:
Mike Perez, CDOT Project Manager
Larry Sly, Consultant Project Manager
Coral Cosway, Project Coordinator
Dave Mayfield, Resource Specialist – Land Use
Doug Eberhart, Resource Specialist – NEPA
1. Environmental Requirements For Transportation Projects
Doug Eberhart discussed the requirements that the US 50 Corridor East project must follow
to meet Federal and State environmental regulations, as noted below.
What are the environmental requirements – What is NEPA?
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires all agencies of the Federal
Government to consider natural and social issues in decision-making on projects which may
have an impact on the human environment. Before taking action, a Federal agency must
prepare “a detailed statement on:
-

The environmental impact of the proposed action [i.e. project]; and
Alternatives to the proposed action.”

It has been determined that CDOT must complete an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
on the US 50 corridor before Federal dollars can be spent on improvements to US 50
beyond the existing maintenance and safety programs. This EIS will study the following
issues, or resources:
•
•
•
•
•

Transportation
Air quality
Noise
Archaeological properties
Historic properties

•
•
•
•
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Paleontological resources
Parks, historic properties and wildlife
refuges
Farmlands
Floodplains

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Geology
Soils
Hazardous materials
Land Use
Visual quality / Aesthetics
Pedestrians and bicyclists
Recreation
Relocation/right of way
Socioeconomics

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Energy
Wildlife and fisheries
Threatened or endangered species
Vegetation
Noxious Weeds
Water quality/water resources
Wetlands
Impacts to low-income or minority
populations

NEPA requires CDOT to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for any impacts to particular resources
(in that order!). Various Federal regulations require an extra effort be made to avoid
resources that fall into the following categories:
•
•
•
•

Historic resources
Wetlands
Parks and recreation resources
Threatened or endangered species (including their habitat)

What needs to be in the EIS?
The following elements are required in the EIS document:
•
•
•
•

Project purpose and need
Discussion of alternatives
Description of the affected environment
Analysis of the consequences of each alternative

The need for action on US 50 includes:
•
•

Mobility – impeded by competing demands for statewide through trips, regional town-totown trips, and local trips; and
Safety – to deal with areas where it’s unsafe to pass, the variability of vehicle types (e.g.
farm equipment, passenger vehicles and large freight trucks), roadway configurations
and road access.

The purpose for action is to make US 50 a safe roadway for carrying people and goods at
consistent free-flow travel speeds in a manner that meets statewide, regional and local
mobility needs.
Per NEPA requirements, a full range of reasonable alternatives for US 50 must be
considered. A proposed action will be identified from among the following:
•
•
•

Highway alternatives
Non-highway solutions
No-action alternative

CDOT will screen out alternatives using criteria based on the purpose and need (above) and
on environmental “fatal flaws” (resource issues noted above). The remaining alternatives will
be evaluated fairly and comprehensively.
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2. Transportation and Land Use Linkage
Dave Mayfield discussed the linkage between transportation and land use in the Town of
Swink as noted below. It should be noted that this discussion is not part of the formal NEPA
process. CDOT will ultimately consider alternatives based on NEPA requirements (as noted
above) as well as community input.
What’s Important in Swink?
School *
•
Post Office
•
Downtown “core”
•
Church *
•
Community Center *
•
Fruit stand
•
Park
•
Business center (there are currently 80 businesses in the community)
•
Library
•
Fire depot
•
Agriculture
•
Holly Sugar tower
•
Water tower
* These locations are also considered community gathering places.
•

What Sets Swink Apart from Other Communities?
•
School (“Princeton of the prairie”; 45% of students come from out of the district, and
there’s a waiting list to get in)
•
Summer recreation programs
•
Bedroom community
•
Agriculture (produce)
•
Strong family connections
•
Strong history
•
Community pride
How Do You Want to See Swink Change in the Future?
•
More residential
•
Parks
•
Community recreation center
•
Mixed industrial and/or light manufacturing activities
•
Shops (downtown plaza)
•
Restaurants
•
School expansion
•
Golf
•
Motel
Swink Vision
Swink is a proud, active community with strong family roots in agriculture.
It sees itself as the premier residential community for the region, supported by an
outstanding school knows as the “Princeton of the prairie.”
Swink will capitalize on its regional draw to attract more industrial and commercial
development, including a downtown plaza with restaurants and shops.
Page 3 of 7

Swink will build on family-oriented opportunities for recreation, including parks, a recreation
center, and an expanding school program.
How Well Does Each Draft Alternative Support Swink’s Community Vision?
Residents were asked if the draft alternatives being presented at this meeting were
reasonable. (The draft alternatives were the same ones developed with help from the
communities during the previous US 50 planning study.) The following issues were noted
about the draft alternatives:
•

In-Town alternative – go up and over the Town (i.e., an elevated roadway) and come
back down to grade-level once US 50 leaves the downtown core of Swink.

Residents were asked to evaluate the draft alternatives based on how they matched (i.e.
would help achieve) the vision they determined (noted above). For this exercise, the
following scale applied:
= very well
= sort of, but...
= not very well
It is important to note that issues concerning the natural and built environment were not
primary factors when these evaluations were made.
Themes
School

North Alt.

Through Alt.

South Alt.

Agriculture
Residential – existing
Residential – future
Future business development
Industrial redevelopment
Parks / recreation
Regional “draw”
Emergency services (fire)
Water
Noise
Safety
= ¾ of a circle.

Other Transportation and Land Use Linkage Issues
The following is a summary of other issues Swink residents discussed at the meeting:
•
•
•

Most of the Town’s expansion is to the west.
Opportunity to locate a park or expand the Town south (of the current Town zoning).
Possible development on the east side of Town north of US 50 (and east of the current
Town zoning).
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•

Residential expansion is occurring south of town (see notes drawn by participants below
for the exact location).

3. Other Issues
Participants expressed concern about safety issues related to the intersection of US 50 and
Columbia Avenue in Swink. Children cross at that intersection frequently. CDOT has been
out monitoring conditions at the intersection, but workshop participants noted that they
monitored at off-hours (e.g., not at times of peak use). Workshop participants suggested that
CDOT monitor conditions from 6:00-8:00 am and from 3:30-4:00 pm. Mike Perez noted he
would respond to workshop participants about this issue.
As a follow-up to the request to use the SAFETEA-LU earmarked money to build passing
lanes along US 50, the following issues were noted:
•
•

•
•

•
•

The US 50 EIS and the process used to determining the appropriate use of the
SAFETEA-LU earmarked funds are two different processes.
NEPA studies are required for any improvements. However, to ensure the earmarked
dollars are used within the allotted time frames (e.g. 2009) any improvements to US 50
with those funds must have a safety need.
CDOT Safety and Traffic Engineering staff are currently in the process of revisiting the
previous Safety Report done for US 50 in 2003.
Safety and Traffic Engineering staff were asked if additional analysis would be done to
investigate and identify new potential safety and hazard locations and passing lane
needs and/or opportunities. A benefit/cost ratio needs to be performed to determine the
best location to spend the safety funds where it will have the greatest benefit. CDOT
should have some safety projects identified by Fall (2006). CDOT (Mike Perez or Karen
Rowe) will keep the communities up-to-date on the earmarked funds, keeping in mind
that the Transportation Planning Regions will also play a role in approving how these
funds are spent.
Day-to-day maintenance of highways is ongoing for US 50 and is done using specific
funds. Widening cannot be done with these funds.
The SAFETEA-LU money was earmarked to be used in specific parts of the corridor
($12 million between Las Animas and Lamar and $10 million along the 150-mile
corridor). It is anticipated that a small portion of this money may be used to fund
the efforts of the ongoing Tier 1 EIS (NEPA process).
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Sign-In Sheet
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Maps Presented by the Project Team
Zoning – Town of Swink
The project team presented an aerial map of Swink with only the Town’s zoning on it. This map was
provided to a workshop participant at the conclusion of the meeting for the Town’s use.
Zoning & Draft Corridor Location Alternatives – Town of Swink
Zoning information provided to the project team by the Town of Swink.

Notes Taken on the Maps Presented by the Project Team
What’s Important to Swink?
Color key for written notes:
Transportation linkages (purple)
Important areas and places (red)
Future growth areas (green)
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Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

US 50 Corridor East
Community Workshop – Las Animas
August 16, 2006
(Las Animas High School @ 8am-noon)
MEETING NOTES
Please be advised that these are “notes” from the workshop and not detailed “minutes”. Also,
while the content of the discussions is the same, the order of the discussions noted below is
different than the workshop agenda.
Attachments
At the end of these notes, the following documents have been attached: 1) the workshop sign-in
sheet; 2) the maps presented by the project team; and 3) the notes taken on the maps by
workshop participants during the workshop.
Attendees
In addition to the Las Animas residents attending the meeting (who are noted on the sign-in
sheet included at the end of these notes), the following members of the US 50 project team
attended:
Mike Perez, CDOT Project Manager
Larry Sly, Consultant Project Manager
Coral Cosway, Project Coordinator
Dave Mayfield, Resource Specialist – Land Use
Doug Eberhart, Resource Specialist – NEPA
1. Environmental Requirements For Transportation Projects
Doug Eberhart discussed the requirements that the US 50 Corridor East project must follow
to meet Federal and State environmental regulations, as noted below.
What are the environmental requirements – What is NEPA?
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires all agencies of the Federal
Government to consider natural and social issues in decision-making on projects which may
have an impact on the human environment. Before taking action, a Federal agency must
prepare “a detailed statement on:
-

The environmental impact of the proposed action [i.e. project]; and
Alternatives to the proposed action.”

It has been determined that CDOT must complete an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
on the US 50 corridor before Federal dollars can be spent on improvements to US 50
beyond the existing maintenance and safety programs. This EIS will study the following
issues, or resources:
•
•
•
•

Transportation
Air quality
Noise
Archaeological properties

•
•
•
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Historic properties
Paleontological resources
Parks, historic properties and wildlife
refuges

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Farmlands
Floodplains
Geology
Soils
Hazardous materials
Land Use
Visual quality / Aesthetics
Pedestrians and bicyclists
Recreation
Relocation/right of way

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Socioeconomics
Energy
Wildlife and fisheries
Threatened or endangered species
Vegetation
Noxious Weeds
Water quality/water resources
Wetlands
Impacts to low-income or minority
populations

NEPA requires CDOT to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for any impacts to particular resources
(in that order!). Various Federal regulations require an extra effort be made to avoid
resources that fall into the following categories:
•
•
•
•

Historic resources
Wetlands
Parks and recreation resources
Threatened or endangered species (including their habitat)

What needs to be in the EIS?
The following elements are required in the EIS document:
•
•
•
•

Project purpose and need
Discussion of alternatives
Description of the affected environment
Analysis of the consequences of each alternative

The need for action on US 50 includes:
•
•

Mobility – impeded by competing demands for statewide through trips, regional town-totown trips, and local trips; and
Safety – to deal with areas where it’s unsafe to pass, the variability of vehicle types (e.g.
farm equipment, passenger vehicles and large freight trucks), roadway configurations
and road access.

The purpose for action is to make US 50 a safe roadway for carrying people and goods at
consistent free-flow travel speeds in a manner that meets statewide, regional and local
mobility needs.
Per NEPA requirements, a full range of reasonable alternatives for US 50 must be
considered. A proposed action will be identified from among the following:
•
•
•

Highway alternatives
Non-highway solutions
No-action alternative

CDOT will screen out alternatives using criteria based on the purpose and need (above) and
on environmental “fatal flaws” (resource issues noted above). The remaining alternatives will
be evaluated fairly and comprehensively.
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2. Transportation and Land Use Linkage
Dave Mayfield discussed the linkage between transportation and land use in the City of Las
Animas as noted below. It should be noted that this discussion is not part of the formal
NEPA process. CDOT will ultimately consider alternatives based on NEPA requirements (as
noted above) as well as community input.
What’s Important in Las Animas?
Places
•
Schools *
•
Downtown (business district)
•
Bents Fort Inn *
•
Fairgrounds *
•
Community center *
•
Park / pool *
•
Golf course *
•
Ball fields *
•
Skeet range
•
Senior/community centers
•
Boggsville (south of Town on Hwy. 101)
•
Museum
•
Bents Fort
•
John Martin Reservoir (State Park)
•
Cemetery
•
Nursing home
•
Church
•
VFW *
* These locations are also considered community gathering places.
Employers
•
Prison (CCA)
•
County Jail/drug treatment center
•
Hog farm (south on Hwy. 101)
•
Convenience stores
What Sets Las Animas Apart from Other Communities?
•
People (this is a family town)
•
History
•
Boggsville
•
Museum
•
Quiet
•
Safe
•
Close to other regional centers
•
Centrally-located in the Valley
•
Diverse economy
•
Birding (#1 county in Colorado for number of bird species found; top 10 in the country)
How Do You Want to See Las Animas Change in the Future?
Energy development (power plant)
•
Medical facilities
•
Moderate population growth
•
More amenities (parks, outside recreation, better fishing, more birding)
•

Page 3 of 9

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Clean up the Town”
More housing
Downtown revitalization
Sidewalk improvements
Safe routes to school
Walking trail improvements (including J.M. Reservoir State Park trail)
Increased tourism
Bike trail along US 50 to J.M. Reservoir State Park
More employment opportunities (“stop exporting our kids”)

Las Animas Vision
Las Animas is a family-oriented Town that is quiet and safe with recreational activities for all
ages. The high school serves as a very important focus for the community.
Las Animas is well-situated in southeastern Colorado and is a gathering place for regional
activities. It is also central to places of statewide and national significance, including
Boggsville, Bents Old Fort (National Historic Site), and John Martin Reservoir (State Park).
To attain moderate growth, Las Animas recognizes the importance of further diversifying its
employment base with improved industrial, commercial and tourism opportunities (including
its significant historical sites). It also recognizes that revitalization of the downtown is central
to improving the community.
Families will prosper here with more amenities like improved sidewalks and trails, an
upgraded pool, and better fishing.
How Well Does Each Draft Alternative Support Las Animas’ Community Vision?
Residents were asked if the draft alternatives being presented at this meeting were
reasonable. (The draft alternatives were the same ones developed with help from the
communities during the previous US 50 planning study.) The following issues were noted
about the draft alternatives:
•

•

•

Additional through-town alternative #1: Bill Long, a workshop participant, was interested
in looking at a draft alternative that keeps US 50 in the City (i.e., in-town) with limited
access and a 35 mph speed limit. Workshop participants determined the following is true
for this suggested alternative (see scale in the next section, below):
1. Preserves rural community ( )
2. Maintains or improves existing business ( )
3. Cost ( )
4. Impact to residential property ( )
5. Impact to safety ( )
6. Possibility of property takings ( )
7. Impact to historical resources ( )
Additional through-town alternative #2: Use a draft alternative presented for the portion
of US 50 that runs east-west through the City, and use the current US 50 location for the
north-south portion.
Additional north of town alternative: Workshop participants suggested using existing
highways northwest of the City (Hwy. 194) then go north of the City on the north draft
alternative presented.
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Residents were asked to evaluate the draft alternatives based on how they matched (i.e.
would help achieve) the vision they determined (noted above). For this exercise, the
following scale applied:
= very well
= sort of, but...
= not very well
It is important to note that issues concerning the natural and built environment were not
primary factors when these evaluations were made.
Themes
Residential – existing

North Alt.

Through Alt.

South Alt.

Downtown revitalization
Quiet
Safety (for pedestrians)
Schools
Employment opportunities
Recreation
Tourism
Local mobility/access
Heritage
Residential – future
Flooding
Other Transportation and Land Use Linkage Issues
The following is a summary of other issues Las Animas residents discussed at the meeting:
•
•

•

The City is looking at the possibility of a walking/biking trail along US 50 to J.M.
Reservoir State Park.
The following development opportunities were noted:
1. North of the City (north of current residential zoning);
2. West of the fairgrounds (currently zoned residential); and
3. West of the City (west of current zoning) along US 50.
Bent County and/or the City of Las Animas cannot afford to maintain bridges (if a
roadway swap occurs).

3. Other Issues
As a follow-up to the request to use the SAFETEA-LU earmarked money to build passing
lanes along US 50, the following issues were noted:
•
•

The US 50 EIS and the process used to determining the appropriate use of the
SAFETEA-LU earmarked funds are two different processes.
NEPA studies are required for any improvements. However, to ensure the earmarked
dollars are used within the allotted time frames (e.g. 2009) any improvements to US 50
with those funds must have a safety need.
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•
•

•
•

CDOT Safety and Traffic Engineering staff are currently in the process of revisiting the
previous Safety Report done for US 50 in 2003.
Safety and Traffic Engineering staff were asked if additional analysis would be done to
investigate and identify new potential safety and hazard locations and
passing lane needs and/or opportunities. A benefit/cost ratio needs to be performed to
determine the best location to spend the safety funds where it will have the greatest
benefit. CDOT should have some safety projects identified by Fall (2006). CDOT (Mike
Perez or Karen Rowe) will keep the communities up-to-date on the earmarked funds,
keeping in mind that the Transportation Planning Regions will also play a role in
approving how these funds are spent.
Day-to-day maintenance of highways is ongoing for US 50 and is done using specific
funds. Widening cannot be done with these funds.
The SAFETEA-LU money was earmarked to be used in specific parts of the corridor
($12 million between Las Animas and Lamar and $10 million along the 150-mile
corridor). It is anticipated that a small portion of this money may be used to fund
the efforts of the ongoing Tier 1 EIS (NEPA process).
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Sign-In Sheet
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Maps Presented by the Project Team
Zoning – City of Las Animas
The project team presented an aerial map of Las Animas with only the City zoning on it. This map was
provided to Mayor Lawrence Sena at the conclusion of the meeting for the City’s use.
Zoning & Draft Corridor Location Alternatives – City of Las Animas
Zoning information provided to the project team by the City of Las Animas.

Notes Taken on the Maps Presented by the Project Team
What’s Important to Las Animas?

Color key for written notes:
Transportation linkages (purple)
Important areas and places (red)
Future growth areas (green)
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Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

US 50 Corridor East
Community Workshop – La Junta
August 16, 2006
(La Junta Senior Center @ 1-5pm)
MEETING NOTES
Please be advised that these are “notes” from the workshop and not detailed “minutes”. Also,
while the content of the discussions is the same, the order of the discussions noted below is
different than the workshop agenda.
Attachments
At the end of these notes, the following documents have been attached: 1) the workshop sign-in
sheet; 2) the maps presented by the project team; and 3) the notes taken on the maps by
workshop participants during the workshop.
Attendees
In addition to the La Junta residents attending the meeting (who are noted on the sign-in sheet
included at the end of these notes), the following members of the US 50 project team attended:
Mike Perez, CDOT Project Manager
Larry Sly, Consultant Project Manager
Coral Cosway, Project Coordinator
Dave Mayfield, Resource Specialist – Land Use
Doug Eberhart, Resource Specialist – NEPA
1. Environmental Requirements For Transportation Projects
Doug Eberhart discussed the requirements that the US 50 Corridor East project must follow
to meet Federal and State environmental regulations, as noted below.
What are the environmental requirements – What is NEPA?
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires all agencies of the Federal
Government to consider natural and social issues in decision-making on projects which may
have an impact on the human environment. Before taking action, a Federal agency must
prepare “a detailed statement on:
-

The environmental impact of the proposed action [i.e. project]; and
Alternatives to the proposed action.”

It has been determined that CDOT must complete an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
on the US 50 corridor before Federal dollars can be spent on improvements to US 50
beyond the existing maintenance and safety programs. This EIS will study the following
issues, or resources:
•
•
•
•
•

Transportation
Air quality
Noise
Archaeological properties
Historic properties

•
•
•
•
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Paleontological resources
Parks, historic properties and wildlife
refuges
Farmlands
Floodplains

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Geology
Soils
Hazardous materials
Land Use
Visual quality / Aesthetics
Pedestrians and bicyclists
Recreation
Relocation/right of way
Socioeconomics

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Energy
Wildlife and fisheries
Threatened or endangered species
Vegetation
Noxious Weeds
Water quality/water resources
Wetlands
Impacts to low-income or minority
populations

NEPA requires CDOT to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for any impacts to particular resources
(in that order!). Various Federal regulations require an extra effort be made to avoid
resources that fall into the following categories:
•
•
•
•

Historic resources
Wetlands
Parks and recreation resources
Threatened or endangered species (including their habitat)

What needs to be in the EIS?
The following elements are required in the EIS document:
•
•
•
•

Project purpose and need
Discussion of alternatives
Description of the affected environment
Analysis of the consequences of each alternative

The need for action on US 50 includes:
•
•

Mobility – impeded by competing demands for statewide through trips, regional town-totown trips, and local trips; and
Safety – to deal with areas where it’s unsafe to pass, the variability of vehicle types (e.g.
farm equipment, passenger vehicles and large freight trucks), roadway configurations
and road access.

The purpose for action is to make US 50 a safe roadway for carrying people and goods at
consistent free-flow travel speeds in a manner that meets statewide, regional and local
mobility needs.
Per NEPA requirements, a full range of reasonable alternatives for US 50 must be
considered. A proposed action will be identified from among the following:
•
•
•

Highway alternatives
Non-highway solutions
No-action alternative

CDOT will screen out alternatives using criteria based on the purpose and need (above) and
on environmental “fatal flaws” (resource issues noted above). The remaining alternatives will
be evaluated fairly and comprehensively.
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2. Transportation and Land Use Linkage
Dave Mayfield discussed the linkage between transportation and land use in the City of La
Junta as noted below. It should be noted that this discussion is not part of the formal NEPA
process. CDOT will ultimately consider alternatives based on NEPA requirements (as noted
above) as well as community input.
What’s Important in La Junta?
•
Courthouse
•
Downtown
•
Senior Center *
•
Schools
•
Jr. College *
•
Parks (9) * (including Potter Park)
•
Hospital
•
Churches (30+) *
•
Recreational areas (ball field, etc.)
•
Pool
•
Commercial areas (including La Junta Livestock)
•
City Hall
•
Industrial park/airport
* These locations are also considered community gathering places.
What Sets La Junta Apart from Other Communities?
•
Transportation hub (highway and rail connections)
•
Kiva (Koshare Indian Museum)
•
Jr. College
•
Livestock auction
•
Racetrack (north of the City)
•
Hospital
How Do You Want to See La Junta Change in the Future?
Retain water rights
•
Growth in residential, commercial and industrial
•
Attractive place to live for retirees
•
More efficient transportation hub
•
Attract a population that includes all ages
•
Population growth that is within the capacity of the infrastructure
•
Increased tourism for:
1. Dino tracks
2. Comanche National Grassland
3. Bent’s Old Fort National Historic Site
•
Opportunities for youth (recreation, employment and entertainment)
•

La Junta Vision
La Junta was, and is, the transportation hub for southeastern Colorado – for both highways
and rail. We seek to improve on this with a safer, more efficient transportation system.
For its size, La Junta has a wealth of community resources, such as the Jr. College,
hospital, golf course, airport, Koshare Indian Museum Kiva and numerous parks. The Santa
Fe Trail traverses the City.
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La Junta wants to expand upon its diverse economy, attracting tourism and continuing to
make this an attractive place for retirees.
La Junta sees moderate growth, including jobs and entertainment opportunities for all ages.
How Well Does Each Draft Alternative Support La Junta’s Community Vision?
Residents were asked if the draft alternatives being presented at this meeting were
reasonable. (The draft alternatives were the same ones developed with help from the
communities during the previous US 50 planning study.) The following issues were noted
about the draft alternatives:
•
•

La Junta has a proposed truck route in its comprehensive plan that runs between the
two south draft alternatives presented.
A letter from Jerre Church, La Junta resident, was received by the project team at this
workshop. The letter includes general comments on the future of US 50 through
southeastern Colorado, and it has been included at the end of these notes.

Residents were asked to evaluate the draft alternatives based on how they matched (i.e.
would help achieve) the vision they determined (noted above). For this exercise, the
following scale applied:
= very well
= sort of, but...
= not very well
It is important to note that issues concerning the natural and built environment were not
primary factors when these evaluations were made.
Themes

North Alt.

Through Alt.

South Alt.
(north)

South Alt.
(south)

Downtown
Transportation connections
(highway)
Job growth
Tourism businesses
Schools
Industrial park connections
US 50 businesses
Residential – existing
Growth areas
Livestock auctions
Other Transportation and Land Use Linkage Issues
The following is a summary of other issues La Junta residents discussed at the meeting:
•

The following comments were noted about future development:
1. Southwest is most likely growth area;
2. Residential growth is likely west of the City; and
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A future truck route south of the City is included in the La Junta comprehensive
plan.
The City currently has issues with trucks tipping over on Hwy. 10.
There are safety issues associated with Hwy. 350 and Hwy. 109 on the south side of the
City.
3.

•
•

3. Other Issues
As a follow-up to the request to use the SAFETEA-LU earmarked money to build passing
lanes along US 50, the following issues were noted:
•
•

•
•

•
•

The US 50 EIS and the process used to determining the appropriate use of the
SAFETEA-LU earmarked funds are two different processes.
NEPA studies are required for any improvements. However, to ensure the earmarked
dollars are used within the allotted time frames (e.g. 2009) any improvements to US 50
with those funds must have a safety need.
CDOT Safety and Traffic Engineering staff are currently in the process of revisiting the
previous Safety Report done for US 50 in 2003.
Safety and Traffic Engineering staff were asked if additional analysis would be done to
investigate and identify new potential safety and hazard locations and
passing lane needs and/or opportunities. A benefit/cost ratio needs to be performed to
determine the best location to spend the safety funds where it will have the greatest
benefit. CDOT should have some safety projects identified by Fall (2006). CDOT (Mike
Perez or Karen Rowe) will keep the communities up-to-date on the earmarked funds,
keeping in mind that the Transportation Planning Regions will also play a role in
approving how these funds are spent.
Day-to-day maintenance of highways is ongoing for US 50 and is done using specific
funds. Widening cannot be done with these funds.
The SAFETEA-LU money was earmarked to be used in specific parts of the corridor
($12 million between Las Animas and Lamar and $10 million along the 150-mile
corridor). It is anticipated that a small portion of this money may be used to fund
the efforts of the ongoing Tier 1 EIS (NEPA process).
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Letter Received at the La Junta Community Workshop
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Sign-In Sheet
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Maps Presented by the Project Team
Zoning – City of La Junta
Zoning information provided to the project team by the City of La Junta.
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Zoning – City of La Junta (east side of the City)
Zoning information provided to the project team by the City of La Junta.
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Draft Corridor Location Alternatives – City of La Junta
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Draft Corridor Location Alternatives – City of La Junta (east side of the City)
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Notes Taken on the Maps Presented by the Project Team
Color key for written notes:
Transportation linkages (purple)
Important areas and places (red)
Future growth areas/plans (green)
What’s Important to La Junta?
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What’s Important to La Junta? (east side of the City)
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Working Group Meetings

Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

US 50 Corridor East
Agency Working Group
June 15, 2006
(Held at CDOT Region 2 CMC @ 10:00am)
MINUTES
Attendees
CDOT:
Dick Annand
Sharleen Bakeman
Karen Rowe

Agencies:
Travis Black (CDOW)
John Merson (CO State Parks)
Van Truan (USACE)

FHWA:
Shaun Cutting
Chris Horn
Mike Vanderhoof

Consultants:
Jonathan Bartsch (CDR)
Coral Cosway (PBS&J)
Mike Falini (WCI)
Larry Sly (PBS&J)

1. Introductions, Agenda Review, and Review of Agency Charter Agreement provisions
relevant to this Milestone
•

2.

Jonathan Bartsch facilitated introductions and explained the purpose of the meeting,
noting that this meeting represents milestone #2 under the Charter Agreement.

US 50 TEIS Update
•

•

•

Larry Sly presented the following updates and issues for discussion:
1. The project’s Notice of Intent was published on January 30, 2006.
2. The project team completed scoping activities, and sent AWG members copies
of the Agency Scoping Report and the Public Scoping Report, which detail those
activities and the results.
3. The scoping results milestone meeting (Agency Charter milestone #1) was
cancelled based on the responses the project team received from the AWG on
that subject.
4. The only agency that provided substantial scoping comments to the project team
in writing was EPA.
5. The project team is continuing to work on a Tier 1 Programmatic Agreement with
SHPO that will clarify the project’s historic resources activities for this Tier 1 EIS.
Jonathan Bartsch asked if anyone had any comments or questions about the scoping
reports provided to them by the project team.
- Van Truan commented that the information contained in the reports was what he
expected.
Dick Annand asked about the status of the participating and cooperating agency
letters that were to be sent by FHWA.
- Larry Sly noted that the SAFETEA-LU law required FHWA to invite certain
agencies to become participating or cooperating agencies on the project. Larry
also briefly described how such a change may impact the participation level for
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•

3.

Project Study Area
•

•

•

•

4.

the agency representatives attending the meeting, including cooperating status
for the USACE.
- It was stated that CDOT, FHWA and USACE have determined that the
NEPA/404 merger would be appropriate to enact for the US 50 TEIS project. A
meeting will be set up soon that will include Don Borda (USACE) to discuss the
appropriate steps for the Tier 1 portion of the project.
- Chris Horn noted that the letters have been sent, and the deadline for response
[federal agencies only] is June 21st.
Van Truan asked the project team if they could schedule a corridor tour for agency
representatives sometime after the preliminary corridor alternatives are selected but
before the preferred alternative is chosen.
- Larry Sly noted that this would be very appropriate for the Milestone #4 meeting
as the team screens, in more detail, the reasonable range of alternatives. A twoday field trip would help resource agency staff understand the trade-offs between
resources during the Tier 1 EIS evaluation process.
- Project team members attending this meeting agreed to do this.

Jonathan Bartsch presented the project area (i.e., study area) and noted that it’s the
same project area that was presented at the Agency Scoping Meeting that took place
in La Junta on February 23rd.
Karen Rowe asked to have the project area defined.
- Dick Annand noted that the project area is the area within which all the corridor
alternatives will be located.
- Mike Vanderhoof noted that he didn’t have any objection to the definition of
project area as stated by Dick Annand.
Mike Vanderhoof asked how wide the project area is.
- Larry Sly replied that the project area is generally from 2 to 5 miles wide, and the
width was derived directly from the results of the previous US 50 planning study.
- Mike Vanderhoof asked about the probability that any of the project’s corridor
alternatives could fall outside the project area presented at this meeting.
- Mike Falini responded to Mike Vanderhoof’s question about the probability of the
project’s alternatives falling outside the presented project area by noting that the
probability is low.
Shaun Cutting asked how the resource analysis areas would be developed.
- Larry Sly responded that each resource will have its own analysis area based on
the issues associated with the resource. Larry also noted that these analysis
areas are being developed in consultation with the resource agencies.

Draft Purpose & Need
•

•

Jonathan Bartsch asked participants to review the draft purpose and need statement
provided in a hand-out. [This was the same purpose and need statement provided to
participants in the email invitation to this meeting, which was sent on May 17th by
email.]
John Merson expressed concern that the purpose and need says “in the vicinity of the
Kansas State Line”. John asked how the coordination with Kansas would work.
- Larry Sly noted that the project team has been communicating with officials from
the Kansas Department of Transportation and FHWA about the project. Larry
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•

•

•

•

5.

also noted that a representative from the Kansas Department of Transportation
attended the Agency Scoping Meeting in La Junta on February 23rd.
Travis Black noted that the project should be aware of the following issues: 1) TriState’s activities to build a power plant in southeastern Colorado; and 2) Deer-vehicle
collisions occurring along the US 50 corridor. Travis noted that he wasn’t sure if the
purpose and need was the proper place to include details about these issues.
- Mike Vanderhoof noted that the purpose and need statement should be an
outline of the purpose and need chapter and focus on the transportation related
purpose and need for the project.
- Sharleen Bakeman noted that the project should keep these issues in mind, but
they shouldn’t be discussed in the purpose and need unless the issues are a
significant part of the project need, or the problem is significantly higher along the
existing US 50 facility than is reasonably expected for a rural facility like US 50.
- The meeting participants determined that these issues should be considered
when putting together strategies for Tier 2, but not directly stated in the Tier 1
purpose and need.
Jonathan Bartsch asked the agency representatives to comment on the purpose and
need presented and if it was sufficient for their jurisdictional purposes, as required for
Milestone #2 in the Agency Charter.
- Van Truan, Travis Black and John Merson stated that they thought the purpose
and need statement presented was fine and would be sufficient.
Mike Vanderhoof noted that, as a cooperating agency, USACE would be required to
approve the purpose and need chapter.
- Van Truan noted that USACE would only want to approve the purpose and need
statement, not the chapter.
Mike Vanderhoof asked about the timeframe for the development of a draft purpose
and need chapter.
- Larry Sly reported that he expects to have a purpose and need chapter ready by
the end of the month.
- Mike Vanderhoof noted that USACE, FHWA, CDOT and the consultant staff
would have to discuss the purpose and need chapter.

Coming Events and Other Issues
•

•

Larry Sly reviewed the project schedule [a version of the project schedule was
provided as a handout to meeting participants]. Larry reviewed timeframes for the
following project activities:
1. Community Workshops
2. Data collection
3. Full range of (corridor) alternatives
4. Milestone meeting #3 (full range of corridor alternatives)
5. Public meetings (to present the full range of corridor alternatives and a fatal flaws
analysis)
6. Resource data impacts analysis
7. Document delivery (resource technical reports)
8. Milestone meeting #4 (preliminary corridor alternatives and screening criteria)
9. Corridor tour for resource agency staff (at Van Truan’s suggestion)
10. Draft EIS
Larry Sly noted that the project team also envisioned meetings of the Ad-Hoc
Resource Committees to begin soon, focused around issues of common concern to
project partners.
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•

•

Van Truan noted that USACE would like to be involved in any Ad-Hoc Resource
Committee meetings on tamarisk.
- It was noted by a meeting participant that there will be a statewide tamarisk
meeting occurring in Ft. Collins in October.
- Larry Sly stated that the project team will look into scheduling an Ad-Hoc
Resource Committee meeting on tamarisk during this timeframe in Ft. Collins to
capitalize on the opportunity of having all the state’s tamarisk interests in one
place.
Larry Sly noted that the project team has been talking to conservation organizations to
obtain the locations of conservation lands within the project area. Larry asked meeting
participants how they would like to proceed regarding including these organizations in
project meetings (i.e., AWG meetings) as the team reviews potential early mitigation
opportunities.
- The group decided to identify the minimum level of banking area needed for the
US 50 project before bringing these groups into project discussions.

Action Items
•
•

CDOT, FWHA and USACE will coordinate the approval of the purpose and need chapter by
USACE once CDOT (Region 2 and EPB) and FHWA have reviewed the document.
Larry Sly will determine whether it will be possible to organize an Ad-Hoc Resources
Committee meeting on the tamarisk issue during the statewide tamarisk meeting in Ft.
Collins in October.
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Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

US 50 Corridor East
Community Working Group
June 29, 2006
(Held at the La Junta City Council Chamber @ 10:00am)
MINUTES
Attendees
CDOT:
Sharleen Bakeman (EPB)
Judy DeHaven (Region 2)
Mike Perez (Region 2)
Karen Rowe (Region 2)

Consultants:
Coral Cosway (PBS&J)
Doug Eberhart (WCI)
Larry Sly (PBS&J)
Others:
Chuck Hitchcock
Don Rizzuto
Buffie McFadyen
Christine Nesbit
Mike Harris

CWG Members:
Jake Klein (Otero County)
Gene Millbrand (Prowers County)
Ralph Knight (Fowler)
Robert Friedenberger (La Junta)
Rick Klein (La Junta)
Lawrence Sena (Las Animas)
Bill Lutz (Las Animas)
1.

Meeting Purpose, Introductions, Agenda Review & Community MOU Review
•
•
•
•

2.

Project Study Area
•

3.

Larry Sly reviewed the purpose of this meeting, which was printed at the top of the
agenda provided to participants.
Meeting participants introduced themselves to the group.
Larry Sly reviewed the agenda for the meeting.
Larry Sly noted that this meeting was being held in accordance with the Community
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) milestone #2.

Larry Sly presented a map with the project area and noted that the project study area
was presented during the public scoping meetings held in each of the 10 corridor
cities/towns. The project asked for comments at that time and received none;
therefore, the project area would not be revisited at this meeting.

Draft Purpose & Need
•

Doug Eberhart stated the following about the project’s purpose and need:
- Federal law requires the project to produce a purpose and need;
- The project’s purpose describes what the project intends to achieve, and the
project’s need describes the problems that the project will solve.
- The corridor location alternatives selected for detailed analysis and, therefore, the
one ultimately chosen, must meet this purpose and need. Doug reiterated that the
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•

•

4.

Coming Events and Other Issues
•

•

5.

alternative(s) must meet all of the needs outlined in the purpose and need, not only
a portion of them.
Doug Eberhart reviewed the draft purpose and need proposed by the project team for
the US 50 Corridor East project. [The draft purpose and need was provided as a
handout to meeting participants.]
Larry Sly asked if participants thought the draft purpose and need is sufficient for the
project and asked for comments on it.
- Rick Klein suggested the following change: in paragraph 3 (on the handout),
make it more clear that the Tier 1 EIS is a NEPA study also, so that it is
consistent with the language “Tier 2 NEPA studies” later in that paragraph.
- The project team agreed to change the text in that paragraph from “Tier 1 EIS” to
“Tier 1 EIS NEPA study” to clarify that issue.

Larry Sly discussed the upcoming Community Workshops, scheduled in each project
community in mid-August, including the following:
- The project team would be asking CWG members to help get people to the
workshop in their community, and the invitees should represent a broad
spectrum of the community including those traditionally underrepresented income
and minority groups.
- The project team is hoping for 8-10 people, which would provide a large enough
group to have a working session (i.e., with attendees participating in
discussions), but not one that is so large that the group isn’t able to actively
participate in the discussion.
- Because the second half of the Workshop will build on the information presented
during the first half of the Workshop, the project team is requesting that
Workshop participants commit to attend the entire 4 hour meeting, not just a
portion of it.
- Discussions will focus on the following issues:
1. Land use issues within each community and the trade-offs associated with
land-use and transportation decisions;
2. Resource data the project has collected;
3. Laws the project must follow to complete this project and use Federal funds;
and
4. Alternatives discussed during the previous study and how those might be
modified given the information above.
Larry noted that the next round of public meetings for the project would likely be in
November which will include the results of these meetings.

Other Issues
•

Rick Klein noted that it’s important that CDOT put some of the SAFETEA-LU money
earmarked for US 50 toward something “on-the-ground” for residents of the Lower
Arkansas Valley. Rick expressed concerns that if CDOT doesn’t show some “progress
in pavement” on US 50 with the SAFETEA-LU dollars, the project might loose the
strong community support it currently holds.
- Karen Rowe responded by noting that CDOT has heard the communities’
concerns, and is looking at what might be possible on this issue. However, there
are funding (and possibly policy) issues that CDOT cannot easily change that
effect this issue as well.
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Chuck Hitchcock added that if CDOT wants community officials to “politic” for this
project within their communities, the agency has to provide those officials, including
himself, with the tools to do that, and at this point, the only tool that will work is
“action on the ground” on US 50.
- Several CWG members requested that CDOT apply a large portion of the $22
million SAFETEA-LU to passing lanes between Fowler and US 96. It was stated
that those improvements would go a long way towards building support within their
communities. It was requested that the money not all be placed on US 287.
- Most of the other CWG members attending the meeting expressed agreement with
Rick and Chuck’s comments above.
- Karen Rowe noted that $12 million of the SAFETEA-LU money is earmarked for
US 50 between Las Animas and Lamar, and because of this, these funds cannot
be used near Fowler.
Rick Klein and Jake Klein asked about roadway design standards involving medians
on 4-lane roadways. They asked if there were standards for that type of design, and
why the standard might be different in different places. (They were specifically
discussing why similar roadway facilities in Denver and in the Lower Arkansas Valley
have different types of medians.)
- Karen Rowe responded that the roadway design “industry” uses the American
Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) guidelines, for
roadway design. However, several factors are taken into account when selecting
the type of highway facility to build. Karen noted that design standards are used as
a guide, but how those guidelines are implemented on each project also depends
on the environment, and other factors, related to the needs of each project.
- Karen Rowe responded to the question involving the difference between the
medians used in Denver and in the Valley by explaining that driver expectations
and space constraints are different in urban and rural areas. Karen continued by
noting that a divided highway with a wide median is more desirable and safer in a
rural setting, in part, because drivers expect that type of facility when they drive on
a rural highway.
Rick Klein and Jake Klein asked if communities can get some of the data being
collected by the project to help them tackle issues their communities are facing along
the corridor.
- Larry Sly responded that the project is going to pursue data sharing with the
communities as much as possible and would supply available GIS information to
the City of LaJunta.

Action Items
•
•

Contact La Junta and deliver ReGAP data and other environmental data.
CDOT to follow-up with meeting attendees regarding any decision made on possible
passing lanes near Fowler.
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US 50 Corridor East
AWG/CWG Milestone #3 and #4 Meeting
July 24-25, 2007

MINUTES

This was a combined meeting of the Agency Working Group (AWG) and Community Working
Group (CWG). Meeting topics included those associated with milestones #3 and #4 in the
Agency Charter Agreement and Community Memorandum of Understanding. The meeting was
held in two parts, and office-based meeting held in Pueblo at the Southeast Colorado Heritage
Center and a corridor tour of US 50 from Pueblo to just west of the Kansas state line.

OFFICE-BASED MEETING – July 24, 2007
Attendees
CDOT:
Judy DeHaven (R2)
Tim Harris (R2)
Karen Rowe (R2)
FHWA:
Michael Davies
Chris Horn
AWG members:
Susan Linner (USFWS)
Tim Macklin (NRCS)
John Merson (State Parks)
Alison Michael (USFWS)
Hugh Osborne (NPS)
Jody Ostendorf (EPA)
Mike Smith (CDOW)
Van Truan (USACE)

CWG members:
Jake Klein (Otero County)
Rick Klein (La Junta)
Consultants:
Coral Cosway (PBS&J)
Doug Eberhart (WCI)
Cheryl Everitt (WCI)
Mike Falini (WCI)
Rich McEldowney (PBS&J)
Larry Sly (PBS&J)
Karissa Tanner (WCI)
Others:
Bill Jackson (La Junta)

1. Introductions
•
•

Larry Sly discussed the purpose of this meeting, the topics on the agenda, and the
schedule of the corridor tour.
Tim Harris welcomed participants to the meeting and thanked them for their continued
participation in the project. Tim also noted that the US 50 Corridor East project is
important to CDOT Region 2 for the following reasons:
- US 50 is an important roadway for the entire southeastern Colorado region.
- CDOT has more project needs then it has revenue to fill those needs, and this Tier 1
EIS will help CDOT prioritize the needs on US 50.
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•

Larry Sly facilitated the introductions of the meeting participants.

2. Project Update
•
•
•

•

Karen Rowe reviewed CDOT’s activities on US 50, including passing lanes between
Pueblo and Fowler, bridge replacements, and resurfacing efforts.
Larry Sly reviewed the project schedule. He noted that it’s the same schedule that the
project team showed the AWG and CWG at their first meeting.
Larry Sly highlighted some of the key areas that the project team has been working on
since the last AWG and CWG meetings many of which will be discussed on the tour:
- Developing and executing a Tier 1 programmatic agreement with SHPO and
completing a field reconnaissance survey of historic resources.
- Developing and utilizing a desktop functional assessment methodology with the
FHWA, USACE, CDOW, EPA and USFWS for wetland/riparian areas in the project
area.
- Initiating the NEPA/404 merger agreement between CDOT, FHWA and USACE.
- Organizing and facilitating community workshops in communities along US 50 to
discuss the communities’ current and future land uses, requirements of the NEPA
process, and how decisions about US 50 could impact their land use.
Larry Sly reported that the project team will be working on the following activities after
this AWG/CWG meeting:
- Refining the purpose and need, range of alternatives and screening criteria based on
the comments heard at this meeting (if necessary)
- Organizing and holding public meetings along the corridor on the same topics being
discussed at this meeting
- Drafting the DEIS

3. Purpose and Need Review
•
•

Doug Eberhart reviewed the project’s proposed purpose and need statement [Board 1].
Doug Eberhart reviewed the conflicts that currently exist on US 50 between different
users of the roadway [Board 2]. Doug noted that these conflicts, not congestion, create
the safety and mobility issues that currently exist on US 50.
- Hugh Osborne asked if non-motorized users of US 50 will be taken into account by
the project. He noted that NPS would like to see these users considered in the final
plans. Hugh also noted that as NPS projects planned in the US 50 communities
proceed, mainly in Prowers County, there will likely be more pedestrian traffic
crossing US 50 in the future.
- Larry Sly responded to Hugh Osborne’s question and noted that the project is taking
non-motorized users into account, including pedestrians and equestrians. He
continued by noting that during the community workshops, most of the communities
wanted a more walkable downtown, and this information will be considered in the
EIS.
- Jake Klein reported that agricultural equipment on US 50 is a big problem. He
explained that this equipment frequently moves slowly and takes up the shoulder and
part of the driving lane so other drivers can’t pass. He noted that accidents occur
because drivers try unsafe passing maneuvers to get around this equipment.
- Karen Rowe noted that the speed study for the passing lanes in Otero/Pueblo
County found that 15 percent of the vehicles were travel below 15 mph in a 65 mph
speed zone and that this variation in travel speeds is a significant safety concern.
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4. Range of Alternatives and Screening Criteria Review
•

•

•

•

•

•

Doug Eberhart reviewed the steps the project took to develop the proposed range of
alternatives based on the purpose and need, including regional corridor location,
transportation type, through town or bypass, roadway type, screening criteria, corridor
location options (for each community and each link between communities) [Board 3].
Doug Eberhart reviewed the regional corridor location alternatives and the reasons why
the north and south regional alternatives were eliminated and the “on or near the existing
US 50” alternative was carried forward for further consideration [Board 4].
- There were no comments from participants about the proposed decision to eliminate
the north and south regional alternatives from further consideration.
Doug Eberhart reviewed the transportation type alternatives and the reasons why TSM
and mass transit (including rail) were eliminated and the highway improvements
alternative was carried forward for further consideration [Board 5].
- Jake Klein reported that Amtrak operates along the corridor, but trains only stop in La
Junta and Lamar.
- Doug Eberhart reported that bus travel is occurring on US 50, and usage rates (as a
percentage of the area’s population) are higher than they are in Colorado’s
metropolitan areas; therefore, this level is not likely to increase by adding additional
bus service along US 50.
Doug Eberhart reviewed the through town or bypass decision as it was applied to the
city of Rocky Ford. He noted that the project team is proposing to apply the same criteria
(based on the proposed purpose and need) to all of the US 50 communities. Doug noted
that this screening resulted in the elimination of all through town alternatives in each of
the US 50 communities [Board 6].
- Rick Klein asked if there is another term instead of “bypass” that the project team
can use to describe the out-of-town alternatives because that word has a negative
connotation.
- Various meeting participants discussed the possibility of using other terms, including
“truck route” or “reliever route” to describe the out-of-town alternatives.
- Mike Falini noted that the alternatives being presented today are the same ones that
CDOT developed with the communities during the previous planning study.
- Doug Eberhart reviewed the preliminary environmental impacts that have been
identified for the proposed alternatives in Rocky Ford.
Mike Falini reviewed the roadway type alternatives and the reasons why all of the
alternatives were eliminated except the rural expressway [Board 7].
- Michael Davies noted that the project should make it clear to the public that while a
four-lane option (i.e., the rural expressway) would be the recommended ultimate
roadway type, that doesn’t preclude CDOT from building a two-lane facility as an
interim solution until appropriate funding can be found to construct the ultimate (i.e.,
rural expressway) facility.
- Jake Klein noted that the passing lanes CDOT is planning to build between Pueblo
and Fowler don’t relieve issues related to agricultural equipment using US 50
because there are little or no agricultural vehicles using that section of the roadway.
Doug Eberhart reviewed the proposed screening criteria [Board 8]. He noted that the
proposed criteria are focused on only major issues that would impact the location of the
improved roadway. He reported that the project team is proposing to use these criteria to
evaluate the remaining alternatives (i.e., out-of-town roadway alternatives).
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Hugh Osborne asked if economics was being considered as part of the screening
process.
Larry Sly reported that the team has been reviewing numerous national rural bypass
studies, many with before and after evaluations, that have found that bypasses don’t
significantly impact communities’ economies. He noted that these studies show that
the condition of a community before a bypass is constructed is generally the same
after the bypass is constructed (i.e., those in decline continue to decline, those doing
well continue to thrive).
Rick Klein stated that it’s important to keep in mind that changes in US 50 will have
an impact on the economies of the downtown areas of US 50 communities.
Larry Sly noted that the project team has been tasked with developing a list of
strategies, based on these national studies, that the communities can implement,
such as ordinances, signing, and other tools to help them preserve their downtown
business districts, preserve the corridor, and address their various economic issues.
He added that the studies do indicate that active management of the bypass,
including surrounding areas, by the communities tended to minimize the negative
affects and accentuate the positive affects of the bypasses.
Alison Michael noted that the proposed screening criteria involve direct impacts, and
she asked how the project would take indirect impacts into account.

CORRIDOR TOUR – July 24-25, 2007
Attendees
CWG members:
Robert Freidenberger (La Junta)
Jake Klein (Otero County)
Rick Klein (La Junta)

CDOT:
Judy DeHaven (R2)
Timothy Harris (R2)
Mike Perez (R2)
Karen Rowe (R2) – first day only
FHWA:
Michael Davies – first day only
Chris Horn
AWG members:
Susan Linner (USFWS)
John Merson (State Parks)
Alison Michael (USFWS)
Hugh Osborne (NPS)
Jody Ostendorf (EPA)
Amy Pallante (SHPO) – Las Animas stop only
Mike Smith (CDOW)
Van Truan (USACE)

Consultants:
Dawn Bunyak (Bunyak Research) – Las
Animas only
Coral Cosway (PBS&J)
Doug Eberhart (WCI)
Mike Falini (WCI)
Rich McEldowney (PBS&J)
Larry Sly (PBS&J)

The purpose of the corridor tour was to enable the AWG members to put the existing resource
issues in context so they are better able to understand how changes to US 50 may impact those
resources. The corridor tour included the following stops where informal discussions took place
on the issues noted:
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Tour Stop

Issue Discussed

Day 1 – July 24, 2007
Pueblo County
Fowler
Rocky Ford
Swink
La Junta
Otero County

Issues related to a proposed alternative located north of the airport
Floodplain issues
Community impacts
Farmland resources
Economic issues
Cultural resources (Old Bent’s Fort NHS)

Day 2 – July 25, 2007
Las Animas
Las Animas
Bent County
Lamar
Prowers County
Granada
Holly

Historic resources
Wetland/riparian resources
Recreational resources (John Martin Reservoir State Park)
Wildlife issues and a 287 at Lamar project update
Wildlife refuges and wetland/riparian resources
Cultural resources (Camp Amache NHL)
Tornado damage to the town from the March (2007) storm
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US 50 Corridor East
Agency Working Group
August 20, 2008
(Held at CDOT Region 2 CMC, Colorado Springs @ 9:30am)
MINUTES
Attendees
CDOT:
Dick Annand (CDOT Region 2)
Judy DeHaven (CDOT Region 2)
Don Garcia (CDOT Region 2)
Becky Pierce (CDOT EPB)
Karen Rowe (CDOT Region 2)
Bryan Roeder (CDOT EPB)
FHWA:
Chris Horn

Consultants:
Coral Cosway (PBS&J)
Doug Eberhart (WCI)
Rich McEldowney (PBS&J)
Larry Sly (WCI)
Carrie Wallis (PBS&J)
Agencies:
Susan Linner (USFWS)
Alison Michael (USFWS)
John Valentine (CO State Land Board)
John Merson (CO State Parks)
Jody Ostendorf (EPA)

Action items
• The project team will draft mitigation strategies for AWG review and comment, either through
e-mail or at another AWG meeting.
• The consultant team, under the direction of CDOT Region 2, will consult with CDOW and
USACE on the questions posed at this meeting to attending agencies. The project team will
provide CDOW and USACE’s comments to the agencies who attended this meeting after
this consultation takes place.
• Jody Ostendorf will research EPA’s thoughts on the questions posed to agency participants
at this meeting and discuss that information with the project team.

1. Project Update
•

Larry Sly provided a project update. He noted the following:
- This meeting is occurring in preparation for the next AWG milestone under the
Agency Charter Agreement, which will be the selection of a preferred alternative and
determination of mitigation strategies for all resources to be included in the EIS. This
meeting starts the process of developing these strategies and will focus on wetland,
riparian, and biological resources. The actual milestone meeting will not occur until
after the DEIS is published, which is expected to occur early next year (2009).
- The project team continues to work with USACE, EPA and USFWS under the terms
of the NEPA/Section 404 Merger Agreement.
- The project team continues to work with the SHPO under the terms of the SHPO Tier
1 Programmatic Agreement.
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The prime and unique farmland data obtained by the project team from NRCS
indicated that a large percentage of the US 50 project area is considered prime and
unique farmland. Responding to public and agency comments, the project team has
been working with an agricultural economist to identify productivity values for that
farmland in order to differentiate the farmland. One example is that the farmland
south of Swink is not only the best farmland along the US 50 corridor, but there are
only a few similar areas of farmland within a 5 state area that includes Colorado.
Dick Annand noted that the DEIS will include mitigation strategies intended to guide
specific mitigation activities that will be further defined and implemented during Tier 2
projects.

2. Mitigation Strategies
•

•

•

•

Rich McEldowney reviewed the following with respect to this Tier 1 mitigation effort:
- This is a planning level effort.
- Avoidance options exist during Tier 2. The Tier 1 alternative is 1,000 feet wide, and
CDOT will need at most 250 feet for the roadway alignment during Tier 2. Thus,
there is room for CDOT to position the alignment to avoid and/or minimize resources
when alignments are identified during Tier 2 projects.
- Because of the avoidance options noted above, the impacts stated during this
presentation overstate the impacts. The project team estimated impacts in a
conservative manner that favored the resource.
- It was also clarified that the wetland and riparian impacts shown are combined into
one number. Rough estimates at this time are that wetlands constitute approximately
60 percent of these impacts.
Dick Annand noted that at this Tier 1 level, CDOT would like to look at mitigation options
from a broader perspective, looking at partnering with other agencies and organizations
to do more with CDOT’s mitigation dollar.
Rich McEldowney asked participants what initiatives, if any, their agencies were
conducting that might be relevant to mitigation efforts for US 50.
- Susan Linner noted that the USFWS is interested in promoting connectivity. She also
noted that the agency is working on a program to identify strategic conservation
areas around the state – critical habitat and species would be identified for each
area, and USFWS would target their work in those areas to those critical habitats
and species. Susan noted that right now, the US 50 project area falls within the
strategic conservation area bounded by I-70 to the north, I-25 to the west, and
unknown southern and eastern borders, probably crossing state lines.
- John Valentine noted that the Colorado State Land Board owns property along US
50 and in areas away from the corridor. He noted that the agency could put an
easement on top of State Land Board property and preserve the habitat in perpetuity.
He also noted that his agency is involved in tamarisk removal efforts, and assistance
with that could also serve as mitigation. John noted that the State Land Board is
interested in consolidating its holdings and would be interested in participating in
CDOT mitigation that could also serve that purpose.
Dick Annand asked participants if CDOT could mitigate for one type of resource by
improving another resource or mitigate off-site for impacts.
- Susan Linner noted that USFWS mitigation policy is clear that the mitigation should
stay on site, but the agency would be willing to talk about mitigating one resource for
another, depending on the resources involved and the type of mitigation.
- Chris Horn noted that FHWA is open to alternative ways to mitigation impacts.
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Jody Ostendorf noted that EPA would like to see the wetland value and function
being lost replaced in geographic proximity to the corridor so you’re not changing the
function of the area where the impact is occurring.
- Susan Linner noted that new joint USACE-EPA mitigation policy allows your
mitigation to be out-of-kind.
Larry Sly noted that there are also other issues that need to be resolved during the
wetlands mitigation process. One of these issues is the fact that not all of the wetlands
impacted during Tier 2 projects will be jurisdictional. Another is that many of the
wetlands identified by the project team exist only due to the current, but not permanent,
condition of an associated irrigation canal (i.e., if the conditions related to the canal
change, then the wetland would no longer exist). Larry noted that USACE is currently in
the process of reviewing various eastern plains waterways to determine whether they’re
jurisdictional; however, USACE does not have jurisdiction over irrigation canals.
John Valentine noted that doing mitigation close to US 50 might not be the best idea
because the agricultural activities already taking place in this area might make it difficult
to maintain or be incompatible. He also noted that mitigation near US 50, for the reason
stated above, might not provide as good of an ecosystem improvement or protection
compared with mitigating in areas off of the US 50 corridor or away from the
agriculturally dominated areas (e.g. placing a 40 acre prairie dog mitigation site
surrounded by farmland might not be an appropriate mitigation measure).
Jody Ostendorf noted that the EPA is concerned that: 1) mitigation is sufficient for the
impacts; 2) the impairment status of the Arkansas River is considered; 3) induced growth
along the corridor is considered; and 4) air quality is discussed, although she doesn’t
think it will be an issue on this project.
Rich McEldowney asked if there is a hierarchy of habitat and/or species that the project
team should/could use to prioritize mitigation activities, such as habitats that are less
abundant or species under more pressure than others.
- Susan Linner noted that it’s the project team’s responsibility to prioritize mitigation
goals, and only after that is complete can USFWS comment on strategies to
implement those goals.
- Alison Michael noted that USFWS would like to see the project team leverage their
habitat mitigation with other organizations’ efforts.
- Larry Sly noted that communities along US 50 are beginning to think about things
like birding trails and heritage tourism, and that the project team could also work with
them on mitigation opportunities that work with those efforts.
- Larry Sly noted that the project team could also look at enhancement of existing
properties as mitigation, such as the birding activities currently going on a John
Martin Reservoir State Park.
Rich McEldowney asked if there are “keystone species” that could be a focus of the
project’s mitigation efforts.
- John Valentine noted that he doesn’t like using keystone species because the focus
of the activities becomes that species and not the entire ecosystem.
- Jody Ostendorf noted that a keystone species is supposed to be a surrogate for the
entire ecosystem, so focusing on that species tells you how healthy the ecosystem
is.
- Susan Linner noted that USFWS is moving from an ecosystem wide focus to looking
more at particular species.
Rich McEldowney reviewed mitigation issues that were discussed with the USACE at the
project’s last milestone meeting under the terms of the NEPA/Section 404 Merger
Agreement. These included:
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Wetland mitigation bank needs to be established in a way that ensures its long-term
management for conservation purposes (i.e., not recreation)
- Wetland bank could be used for multiple transportation projects
- Wetland mitigation crediting will be more favorable if done in the same watershed
- Wetland mitigation can be based on functional credits
- Wetland mitigation needs to be linked to a water of the U.S.
- Wildlife crossing structures may be appropriate as a mitigation package in some
locations
Rich McEldowney asked if habitat banking is a viable mitigation strategy for the US 50
project.
- Susan Linner noted that USFWS supports the concept, but there would be many
details to work out if it’s chosen as an option.
Rich McEldowney asked if habitat banking can be accomplished as a network (i.e., a
series of smaller areas) or as one large block of land, and if the agencies present had a
preference for one over the other.
- Susan Linner noted that it would depend on what type of mitigation is being done
and what type of parcels are available at the time.
- Bryan Roeder noted that a strategy focusing on multiple species on the same parcel
would be more efficient.
Rich McEldowney asked participants what they thought about early mitigation
opportunities, such as wildlife crossings (new or enhancements), noxious weed control,
or others.
- Judy DeHaven asked participants if CDOT considers early mitigation, could that
count against future impacts?
- Susan Linner noted that the project should prioritize its mitigation, start with the
habitat types you need to mitigate for, look at the regulations associated with those
habitat types, and choose how you want to go about mitigating for it.
- Rich McEldowney noted that the US 50 project team would like agencies’ input into
that prioritization.
- Jody Ostendorf noted that EPA just wants to know that the project has developed
priorities, why those priorities were chosen, and that the appropriate agencies were
coordinated with during the effort.
Rich McEldowney asked how partnering on mitigation opportunities could fulfill CDOT’s
future mitigation obligations, accomplish your agency’s initiatives or requirements, and
incorporate other broad level planning actions all at the same time.
- Susan Linner noted that the project team should ask non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) and other entities this question once the project team has
defined their mitigation priorities.
- John Valentine noted that his agency is involved with a tamarisk removal project that
CDOT could participate in.
Rich McEldowney asked if agreements are needed to ensure that the project’s mitigation
strategies, and any associated mitigation credits that CDOT may accrue through their
implementation, are followed.
- Susan Linner noted that the project could establish an inter-agency team to review
early mitigation efforts.
- Larry Sly noted that the project team will be asking agencies to sign-off on the
project’s mitigation strategies, which will be included in the DEIS.
Rich McEldowney noted that the consensus of the group seemed to be that the project
team would draft mitigation strategies, and the agencies would review and comment on
those strategies, either through e-mail or at another AWG meeting.
- The group agreed with Rich McEldowney’s assessment noted above.
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Susan Linner noted the following related to the USFWS’s preferences for mitigation
strategies: 1) First avoid impacts to the maximum extent possible (especially to high
priority resources), then minimize, then mitigate; 2) If you have to mitigate, on-site and
in-kind is most preferred; off site and out-of-kind is the least preferred, and as such
requires larger mitigation ratios; and 3) In developing your mitigation, follow the concepts
of conservation reserve design, such as one large parcel is better than several small
ones (generally), and the importance of maintaining habitat connectivity.

3. Other
•

Susan Linner asked if the project team could attach USACE and CDOW’s answers to
the questions asked at this meeting to the meeting minutes.

4. Next Steps
•
•

Confer with the CDOW and USACE on an agreed upon direction for future
conversations about this topic.
Develop draft mitigation strategies that would be reviewed by the agencies participating
in the US 50 AWG.
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U.S. 50 Corridor East
Range of Alternatives and Screening Criteria Public Meetings Report

PURPOSE
The U.S. 50 project team hosted a series of meetings while developing the project’s
range of alternatives and screening criteria. These public meetings are part of a broader
public involvement program for the U.S. 50 Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement,
a.k.a. U.S. 50 Corridor East. The project team includes personnel from the Colorado
Department of Transportation and its consultant partners.
The purpose of these meetings was to obtain public input regarding the proposed
purpose and need, range of alternatives, and screening criteria.

SCHEDULING AND FORMAT
Public meetings were held in 10 communities along the corridor from Monday, August
13 through Wednesday, August 22 (detailed below). The meeting venues were selected
by considering size, location, availability, general acceptance by most populations in the
community, the project schedule, community and school schedules, accessibility, and
budget. More detail about the meeting venue selection and scheduling process has
been included in Appendix A.
Each meeting was organized in an open-house format and included a sign-in table,
informational display boards, aerial maps of the host community, surrounding areas and
adjacent communities, a table to facilitate the submission of written comments, activities
for the children of attendees, and light snacks. Project team members were present to
explain the content of the displays, to answer questions, and to encourage public
comment.
Granada
Monday, August 13, 2007
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Town Hall
105 S. Main

Swink
Tuesday, August 14, 2007
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Swink School (multipurpose room)
610 Columbia

Holly
Monday, August 13, 2007
5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Holly Senior & Community Center
129 S. Main

Las Animas
Tuesday, August 14, 2007
5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Bent County/Las Animas Senior Center
1724 W. Ambassador Thompson Blvd.

U.S. 50 Corridor East – Range of Alternatives and Screening Criteria Public Meetings Report

1

Lamar
Monday, August 20, 2007
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Community Center (multipurpose room)
610 S. 6th Street

Rocky Ford
Tuesday, August 21, 2007
5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Jefferson Middle School (cafeteria)
901 S. 11th Street

La Junta
Monday, August 20, 2007
5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Otero Junior College
(student center banquet room)
2001 San Juan Ave.
(wheelchair access on east side)

Pueblo
Wednesday, August 22, 2007
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Southeast Colorado Heritage Center
201 W. B Street

Manzanola
Tuesday, August 21, 2007
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Manzanola High School (library)
301 S. Catalpa

Fowler
Wednesday, August 22, 2007
5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Fowler Elementary School
(all-purpose room)
601 W. Grant Ave.

DISPLAYS AND HANDOUTS
Displays included boards pertaining to the project in general and boards specific to each
host community. The primary purpose of the handouts was to encourage individuals to
provide comments to the project team. The displays and handouts are described below,
with examples attached in appendices as noted. After the conclusion of the last
meeting, the displays were posted on the project Web site at www.us50east.com.
Sign-in Table
Display:
Handouts:

Welcome, Please Sign In
Sign-in Form (see Appendix B)
Comment Sheet (see Appendix C)
Postcard listing the dates, times, and locations of all the public
meetings (see Appendix D)
Project Managers’ Business Cards

Display Boards
Several display boards were common to each meeting, and several were specific to
each community. Copies of all the boards presented are included in Appendix E
(common boards) and Appendix F (community specific boards) in DVD format.
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Boards common to all meetings included:
Corridor Vision
Corridor Map
Development of U.S. 50 Alternatives
Process and Schedule
Purpose and Need
Speed and Access Needs
Screening Criteria
Regional Corridor Location
Transportation Type
Through Town Typical Sections
Around Town Typical Sections
Screening Criteria – How to Measure It
Roadway Type
Future U.S. 50 Access Decisions
U.S. 50 Passing Lane Construction
SAFETEA-LU
What's Next?
Stay Involved
Boards specific to each community included:
Corridor comparison boards showing all of the proposed alternatives for the host
community and their adjacent communities were shown in Holly, Granada, Las Animas,
Swink, La Junta, Rocky Ford, Manzanola, and Fowler.
General location comparison boards showing potential impacts of the around town
alternatives for the specific host community and their adjacent communities were shown
in Holly, Granada, Las Animas, Swink, La Junta, Rocky Ford, Manzanola, and Fowler.
Through town alternatives boards showing the eliminated through town alternatives and
their potential impacts consisted of aerial photography overlaid with semi-transparent
color representing the possible corridors and resources. The following alternatives were
shown:
Holly 1 hold south shift north
Holly 2 hold north shift south
Holly 3 railroad option
Granada 1 hold north shift south
Granada 2 hold south shift north
Granada 3 railroad option
Las Animas 1 hold south and east shift north and west
Las Animas 2 hold north and west shift south and east
Las Animas 3 hold railroad south shift west option
La Junta 1 hold south shift north
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La Junta 2 hold north shift south
Swink 1 hold south shift north
Swink 2 hold north shift south
Swink 3 railroad option
Rocky Ford 1 eastbound hold north shift south
Rocky Ford 2 eastbound hold south shift north
Rocky Ford 3 westbound hold north shift south
Rocky Ford 4 westbound hold south shift north
Manzanola 1 hold south shift north
Manzanola 2 hold north shift south
Manzanola 3 railroad option
Fowler 1 hold south shift north
Fowler 2 hold north shift south
Fowler 3 north and south railroad options
Around town alternatives boards showing their potential impacts consisted of aerial
photography overlaid with semi-transparent color representing the possible corridor
alternatives and resources. The following alternatives were shown:
Holly north and south
Granada north and south
Las Animas north and south
Rocky Ford north and south
Swink north and south
La Junta north, south 1, south 2 and south 3
Manzanola north and south
Fowler north and south
Pueblo (from the 47 bypass to SH 96) north and existing
Rural corridor aerials showing the areas between the cities and towns and the
alternatives and resources within these areas. Those areas included:
Holly to the Kansas state line
Granada to Holly
Lamar to Granada (shown on two separate boards)
Las Animas to Lamar (shown on two separate boards)
La Junta to Las Animas
Manzanola to Rocky Ford
Fowler to Manzanola
SH 96 to Fowler (shown on two separate boards)
Comment Table
There was a comment table set up at each meeting. On the table was a display board
asking for the public to submit comments, comment forms, and pens.
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Children’s Table
There was a children’s table set up at each meeting. On the table were coloring books,
crayons, paper, and snacks. Advertisements for these meetings noted that children
were welcome.

MEETING NOTICES
The meetings were announced utilizing several avenues, including a direct mail
postcard, print advertising, press releases, letters to elected officials, Action 22, fliers,
electronic (online and television) community calendar listings, and the project’s public
web site. Disseminating information through the local schools was not possible because
schools along the corridor were not in session. Each of these announcement methods is
discussed in more detail below.
Direct Mail
Postcard announcements were mailed to 1,324 households and businesses along the
U.S. 50 corridor, using the project database as the mailing list. The postcards included
an invitation to attend, times and locations, contact information, and text regarding
Americans with Disabilities Act accommodations and an offer of translation services.
Print Advertising
Advertising space was purchased in newspapers along the corridor, as well as two
papers that reach Spanish-speaking members of the Southern Colorado Community. A
sample ad is included in Appendix G. The publications’ run dates were as follows:
The Pueblo Chieftain: Sundays, August 12 and 19
Caminos de Southern Colorado: Wednesday, August 7
La Junta Tribune-Democrat: Fridays, August 10 and 17
Bent County Democrat: Thursdays, August 2 and 9
The Fowler Tribune: Thursdays, August 9 and 16
Lamar Ledger: Fridays, August 10 and 17
Rocky Ford Daily Gazette: Fridays, August 10 and 17
Hispania News: Thursdays, August 2 and 9
Press Releases and Media Alerts
Press releases and media alerts were sent to 30 media outlets along the corridor.
These included print, radio, and television stations along the corridor, which are listed
below. Additional information about these outlets is included in Appendix H.
Print Media:
Bent County Democrat
La Junta Tribune-Democrat
Fowler Tribune
Ag Journal
Hispania News
Rocky Ford Daily Gazette
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Lamar Ledger
Pueblo Chieftain
Caminos de Southern Colorado
Radio Stations:
Cherry Creek Radio – KLMR AM (Lamar)
KBLJ AM (La Junta)
KTHN FM (La Junta)
KCSJ 590 AM (Pueblo)
KGHF AM (Pueblo)
KDZA FM (Pueblo)
KTSC FM Radio (Pueblo)
KNKN FM (Pueblo)
KRMX AM (Pueblo)
KFVR FM (La Junta)
KVAY FM (Lamar)
KANZ FM (Garden City, Kansas; translator in Lamar)
Broadcast Television:
KKTV (Colorado Springs and Pueblo)
KOAA (Colorado Springs and Pueblo)
KRDO (Colorado Springs and Pueblo)
Cable Access Channels:
Lamar Channel 12 (Bresnan Communications)
Pueblo cable access channels 17 and 19
La Junta Channel 9 (Bresnan Communications)
Las Animas (Bent County) Channel 37 (Charter Communications)
Communication with Elected Officials
A letter updating the project’s activity during the last year and announcing the upcoming
meetings was mailed to the following state and federal elected officials on July 31,
2007:
State Senator Greg Brophy
State Representative Dorothy Butcher
State Representative Cory Gardner
State Senator Ken Kester
State Representative Buffie McFadyen
State Representative Wesley McKinley
State Senator Abel Tapia
U.S. Senator Wayne Allard
Congresswoman Marilyn Musgrave
Congressman John Salazar
U.S. Senator Ken Salazar
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A copy of this letter has been included in Appendix I. Additionally, an e-mail was sent to
State House Transportation Committee Chair Buffie McFadyen about the meetings, and
this e-mail has also been included in Appendix I.
Action 22
Action 22 is an advocacy organization for 22 counties in southeastern Colorado,
including Pueblo, Otero, Bent and Prowers counties. Action 22 distributed information
regarding these meetings in their Monday Morning Update on August 13, 2007. The email update is distributed to approximately 500 organizational members. A copy of the
notification is included in Appendix J.
Fliers
Fliers printed separately in English and in Spanish were posted at more than 100
locations along the corridor, including convenience stores, markets, health centers, and
community centers. The 11-inch by 17-inch fliers were posted as part of the project’s
environmental justice outreach effort, although the exposure reached beyond these
populations. The fliers were also mailed for posting at the three churches along the
corridor that provide services in Spanish and to three local growers to post for their
workers. A full list of posting locations and copies of the fliers are included in Appendix
K.
Public Service Announcements
A copy of the media alert, in the form of a public service announcement, was sent to the
four community cable access channels along the corridor so they could include them in
their community calendar listings. Announcements were also sent to three radio stations
(KRCC, High Plains Radio, and KFVR). More detail about these outlets can be found in
Appendix H.
Online Community Calendar Listings
Meeting information was submitted to the three broadcast television stations for
inclusion on their Internet-based community calendars. Examples of these listings are
included in Appendix N.
Project Web Site
Meeting information was posted on the project Web site’s main page starting on July 26,
2007. The official press release was also posted to the Web site on August 6, 2007.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE COMMUNITY OUTREACH
The U.S. 50 Tier 1 EIS project team strives to reach out to people who, if not
encouraged, might not prefer to attend meetings or provide input for various reasons.
While not exclusively focused on reaching minority and low-income populations, the
strategy for scheduling the public meetings and communicating the information
incorporated outreach to these populations. The following issues were taken into
consideration during the planning process:
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Meeting venue selection incorporated accessibility and perceived inclusiveness for all
populations.
Meeting announcements and communications included alternate methods of outreach,
such as posting flyers in targeted locations and providing information in English and in
Spanish. Posting locations were selected based on interviews with local officials and
residents who helped the project team pinpoint suitable locations that would reach the
potential low-income and minority populations. Details of the fliers and posting locations
can be found in Appendix K.
Spanish-speaking radio stations were incorporated, and a special public service
announcement in Spanish was created. This announcement was sent to KFVR (“El
Tigre”) for inclusion in the regular morning announcements.
A local English-speaking radio station, KBLJ in La Junta, regularly airs interviews
accompanied by on-air Spanish translators. The project team conducted an interview on
August 20, 2007.
All communications included a paragraph in Spanish explaining that all reasonable
accommodations would be made for people with disabilities and those who require
Spanish translation.
A member of the project team attending all public meetings was prepared for basic
translation services as needed.

RESULTING MEDIA COVERAGE AND EXPOSURE
News stories covering the meetings included those printed in local newspapers, on
radio stations, and on television. These items are described in more detail below.
Print Media
The stories listed below are included in Appendix L.
Pueblo Chieftain, July 31, 2007, Meetings to discuss changes for U.S. 50
La Junta Tribune-Democrat, August 1, 2007, Highway 50 meetings planned around state
Bent County Democrat, August 2, 2007, Highway 50 meetings planned
Pueblo Chieftain, August 2, 2007, Highway 50 [Editorial]
La Junta Tribune-Democrat, August 8, 2007, U.S. Highway 50 discussion continues
La Junta Tribune-Democrat, August 14, 2007, How will Hwy 50 change?
La Junta Tribune-Democrat, August 15, 2007, Citizens able to comment on proposed
changes to Hwy 50
Pueblo Chieftain, August 22, 2007, Emotions mixed at highway meeting
Rocky Ford Daily Gazette, August 23, 2007, Highway 50 Corridor East Meeting in
Manzanola Draws Six
Pueblo Chieftain, August 23, 2007, U.S. 50 may loop north of airport
Pueblo Chieftain, August 25, 2007, Salazar plans visit to Fowler for U.S. 50 discussion
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La Junta Tribune-Democrat, August 27, 2007, Hwy 50 plan draws concern
Rocky Ford Daily Gazette, September 4, 2007, Highway 50 Issue Continues To
Frustrate Residents
Rocky Ford Daily Gazette, September 4, 2007, Susan’s Musings [Editorial]
Radio
KLMR (Lamar) 920 AM, August 10, 2007, Telephone interview on morning show
“Anything Goes”
KBLJ (La Junta) 1400 AM, August 20, 2007, In-person interview with Spanish
translation on morning show “This, That and the Other” (“TTO”)
Television
A transcript of the story listed below is included in Appendix M.
KKTV, August 14, 2007, Highway 50 Expansion Project Public Meetings (news story at
5:30 and 10 p.m.; transcript posted on Internet site with the meeting schedule)

MEETING ATTENDANCE
Attendance at each meeting is detailed below. Attendance at all public meetings totaled
302 individuals. The completed sign-in forms for each meeting are included in Appendix
O. A summary of each meeting’s attendance has been provided below:
Granada: 10 people attended this meeting, including nine community residents and one
CDOT employee (Paul Westhoff, CDOT Region 2, Lamar). This meeting was held on
Monday, August 13, 2007 from 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Holly: 24 people attended this meeting, including 23 community residents and one
representative from an energy company with interests in the area. This meeting was
held on Monday, August 13, 2007 from 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Swink: 17 people attended this meeting, including 16 community residents and one
media representative. This meeting was held on Tuesday, August 14, 2007 from 10:30
a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Las Animas: 29 people attended this meeting, including 28 community residents and
one CDOT employee (Karen Rowe, CDOT Region 2, Pueblo). This meeting was held
on Tuesday, August 14, 2007 from 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Lamar: 18 people attended this meeting, including 17 community residents and one
media representative. This meeting was held on Monday, August 20, 2007 from 10:30
a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
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La Junta: 53 people attended this meeting, including 50 community residents, one
CDOT employee (Tom Wrona, CDOT Region 2, Pueblo), and two media
representatives. This meeting was held on Monday, August 20, 2007 from 5:00 to 8:00
p.m.
Manzanola: 13 people attended this meeting, including 12 community residents and one
media representative. This meeting was held on Tuesday, August 21, 2007 from 10:30
a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Rocky Ford: 47 people attended this meeting, including 46 community residents and
one media representative. This meeting was held on Tuesday, August 21, 2007 from
5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Pueblo: 27 people attended this meeting, including 22 community residents, three
CDOT employees (Karen Rowe, Tom Wrona and Jason Ahrens, CDOT Region 2,
Pueblo), and two media representatives. This meeting was held on Wednesday, August
22, 2007 from 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Fowler: 64 people attended this meeting, including 63 community residents and one
media representative. This meeting was held on Wednesday, August 22, 2007 from
5:00 to 8:00 p.m.

COMMENTS
Comments resulting from the public meetings were gathered during the meetings and
for a two-week period after the last meeting. Comments could be submitted in person,
via fax, e-mail, U.S. mail, or through the project Web site.
During this comment period, the project team received 69 comments, which included
forms submitted at the meetings, letters, e-mails, and faxes. The comment sheets were
intended to elicit information on the proposed alternatives, screening criteria, and
resources evaluated. The respondents, however, were not restricted to these topics and
were encouraged to give us their thoughts on other project-related topics.
Comments were transcribed verbatim (with spelling errors) and are included in
Appendix P. Names and addresses have been omitted from the transcription to protect
the privacy of the individual commenting.
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FOLLOW-UP
The project team will review the comments received, respond to those specific
questions either individually or in a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) page on the
project’s public Web site, and use them to refine the proposed alternatives.
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Appendix A
Meeting Schedule Rationale

U.S. 50 Tier 1 EIS
Public Meetings August 2007 Scheduling and Facility Rationale

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION
The following items were considered in scheduling the public meetings:
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

Possible public meeting facilities available in the towns and cities of Pueblo,
Fowler, Manzanola, Rocky Ford, Swink, La Junta, Las Animas, Lamar, Granada
and Holly
Facilities that are compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
Facilities that are large enough to accommodate the project team, the display
materials, and the estimated number of attendees
Facilities that are inclusive and do not alienate members of the population
Significant events and meetings already happening in and around the targeted
towns and cities that might be barriers to participation
Significant events and meetings that affect the key members of the project team
and might be barriers for their participation, affecting the quality of information
available to meeting attendees
A schedule that provided the best use of budgetary resources

SELECTION
The meeting coordinators accounted for a number of scheduling constraints and
physical facility amenities when determining the meeting times and places.
Scheduling
The timing of the public meetings was important in keeping the project on schedule for
the next stage. The meetings should happen as soon as possible after the preliminary
preferred corridor location alternatives presentation to the working and agency groups,
which occurred in July of 2007. In anticipation of approval of the preliminary preferred
corridor location alternatives, meeting coordination and scheduling began in June of
2007 due to the possible difficulty in confirming the school facility schedules over the
summer.
When it was time to focus on specific time periods, the first consideration was the
availability of the possible venues. Then, the project team consulted the state and
county fair schedules, the school year schedule, the county commissioner meetings, the
city council and town trustees’ meetings for each respective community. A 3-month
calendar of these schedules follows at the end of this appendix.
Finally, the schedules of the key project team members were consulted to assure that
each community receives a comparable quality-level of information during the meetings.

Accessibility
The facilities selected were all ADA-compliant, and were in reasonably convenient
locations for each community. Several of the smaller communities had only one facility
large enough to accommodate the meetings and that met these requirements.
Where there were additional options, the coordination team also considered the
availability of parking facilities and the facility’s perceived friendliness to the general
population and to low-income and minority populations.
Budgetary considerations
If there was more than one acceptable facility in a community and all contributing
factors were comparable, the facility with the lower rental rate was selected.
To make the best use of the mailing and notification budget, the project team scheduled
meetings within a two-week time period so that only one mailing and cluster of
advertising would serve as notice for all meetings.
Also considered were the number of overnight hotel stays and efficiency of the driving
time and mileage between meetings.
Timing
Several communities were targeted as needing evening times for their meetings, due to
the community involvement expected. Those communities were Las Animas, La Junta,
Rocky Ford and Fowler. Holly was also included in the list of meetings held in the
evening in order to maximize the mileage budget by pairing it with the meeting in
Granada. The three-hour timeframe of 5 to 8 p.m. was targeted so that the meeting
would reach people who work during the day as well as people who were wary of
driving at night.
Daytime meeting times were chosen for the communities of Granada, Lamar, Swink,
Manzanola and Pueblo. The daytime meeting time of 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. was
chosen so that the meeting would be available for people mid morning, and for those
who would like to attend during the lunch hour.

July 2007
Sun

Mon

1

2

3

Otero Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
1:30 p.m.; La Junta
City Council, 7:30
p.m.

Pueblo
Commissioners
Mtg., 9 a.m.

9

10

11

12

Otero Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
1:30 p.m.; Fowler
Town Council Mtg., 6
p.m.; Lamar City
Council, 7 p.m.;
Swink Council Mtg.,
7 p.m.; La Junta City
Council, 7:30 p.m.

Pueblo
Commissioners
Mtg., 9 a.m.;

Bent Co.
Commissioner Mtg.,
1 p.m.; Holly Town
Council, 7 p.m.;
Granada Town
Council Mtg.,
7:30 p.m.

Pueblo
Commissioners
Mtg., 9 a.m.

16

17

18

19

Otero Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
1:30 p.m.

Pueblo
Commissioners
Mtg., 9 a.m.

8

15

Tue

Prowers County
Commissioners Mtg.,
9 a.m.; Pueblo
Council Mtg., 5:30
p.m., Las Animas
Council Mtg., 7 p.m.;
Rocky Ford City
Council Mtg., 7 p.m.

Wed
4

Thurs
5

Fri

Sat

6

7

13

14

20

21

27

28

Pueblo
Commissioners
Mtg., 9 a.m.

Prowers County
Commissioners Mtg.,
9 a.m.; Pueblo
Commissioners
Mtg., 9 a.m.

22

29

23

24

25

26

Otero Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
1:30 p.m.; Fowler
Town Council Mtg., 6
p.m.; Lamar City
Council, 7 p.m.

Pueblo
Commissioners
Mtg., 9 a.m.;

Bent Co.
Commissioner Mtg.,
10 a.m.

Prowers County
Commissioners Mtg.,
9 a.m.; Pueblo

30

31

Pueblo Council Mtg.,
5:30 p.m.; Rocky
Ford City Council
Mtg., 7 p.m.
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Commissioners
Mtg., 9 a.m.

Bent County Fair &
Rodeo, Las Animas

Bent County Fair &
Rodeo, Las Animas

Bent County Fair &
Rodeo, Las Animas;
Otero Co. Comm.
Mtg., 1:30 p.m.;

Bent County Fair &
Rodeo, Las Animas;
Pueblo
Commissioners
Mtg., 9 a.m.
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Lamar, Las Animas,
Manzanola & Holly
1st day of school;
Otero Co. Comm.
Mtg., 1:30 p.m.

Pueblo Co. Comm.
Mtg., 9 a.m.; Prowers
Co. Comm. Mtg., 9
a.m.;

21

Bent County
Commissioners Mtg.,
10 a.m.

22

Arkansas Valley Fair,
Rocky Ford

15

Prowers Sand &
Sage Fair & Rodeo,
Lamar; Bent Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
1 p.m.; Granada
Town Council, 7:30
p.m.

Colorado State
Fair, Pueblo

24

23
Fowler & Granada 1st
day of school;
Pueblo Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
9 a.m.;

Arkansas Valley Fair,
Rocky Ford

17

Prowers Sand &
Sage Fair & Rodeo,
Lamar

10

Bent County Fair &
Rodeo, Las Animas;
Prowers Sand &
Sage Fair & Rodeo,
Lamar

3

Fri

Arkansas Valley Fair,
Rocky Ford; Pueblo
Co. Commissioners
Mtg., 9 a.m.;

16

Prowers Sand &
Sage Fair & Rodeo,
Lamar; Pueblo Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
9 a.m.; Prowers Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
9 a.m.

9

Bent County Fair &
Rodeo, Las Animas;
Pueblo Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
9 a.m.

8

2

Bent County Fair &
Rodeo, Las Animas;
Bent County
Commissioners Mtg.,
1 p.m.; Holly Town
Council Mtg., 7 p.m.

Thurs

1

Wed
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20

Arkansas Valley Fair,
Rocky Ford

Pueblo Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
9 a.m.; Las Animas
Council Mtg., 7 p.m.;
Rocky Ford Council
Mtg.,
7 p.m.

Otero Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
1:30 p.m.; Pueblo
City Council Mtg.,
5:30 p.m.; Fowler
Town Council Mtg.,
6 p.m.; Swink City
Council, 7 p.m.; La
Junta City Council,
7:30 p.m.

19

14

13

12

Prowers Sand &
Sage Fair & Rodeo,
Lamar; Pueblo Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
9 a.m.

Prowers Sand &
Sage Fair & Rodeo,
Lamar; Otero Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
1:30 p.m.; La Junta
City Council, 7:30
p.m.

Prowers Sand &
Sage Fair & Rodeo,
Lamar

7

6

5

Tue

Mon

Sun

August 2007

Colorado State Fair,
Pueblo

25

Arkansas Valley Fair,
Rocky Ford

18

Prowers Sand &
Sage Fair & Rodeo,
Lamar

11

Bent County Fair &
Rodeo, Las Animas;
Prowers Sand &
Sage Fair & Rodeo,
Lamar

4

Sat

CO State Fair,
Pueblo; Rocky Ford,
Swink, Pueblo (D 60),
& La Junta (MS/HS)
1st day of school;
Otero Co. Comm.
Mtg., 1:30 p.m.;
Pueblo City Council,
5:30 p.m.; Fowler
Town Council Mtg.,
6 p.m.

CO State Fair,
Pueblo

CO State Fair,
Pueblo; Pueblo Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
9 a.m.; Rocky Ford
Council Mtg.,
7 p.m.

28

La Junta Elem. 1st
day of school

CO State Fair,
Pueblo

29
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27

26
CO State Fair,
Pueblo, Prowers Co.
Comm. Mtg., 9 a.m.

30
CO State Fair,
Pueblo

31

Pueblo County
Comm. Mtg., 9 a.m.;
Prowers Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
9 a.m.; Las Animas
Council Mtg., 7 p.m.;
Rocky Ford Council
Mtg., 7 p.m.

Otero Co. Comm.
Mtg., 1:30 p.m.;
Pueblo City Council,
5:30 p.m.; Fowler
Council Mtg., 6 p.m.;
Lamar City Council,
7 p.m.; Swink
Council Mtg., 7 p.m.;
La Junta City
Council, 7:30 p.m.

25
Pueblo County
Comm. Mtg., 9 a.m.;
Rocky Ford Council
Mtg., 7 p.m.

Otero Co. Comm.
Mtg., 1:30 p.m.;
Pueblo City Council,
5:30 p.m.; Fowler
Council Mtg., 6 p.m.;
Lamar City Council,
7 p.m.

Pueblo County
Comm. Mtg., 9 a.m.

Otero Co. Commi.
Mtg., 1:30 p.m.

24

18

17

Bent County
Commissioners Mtg.,
10 a.m.

26

19

Pueblo County
Comm. Mtg., 9 a.m.;
Prowers Co. Comm.
Mtg., 9 a.m.

27

Pueblo Co. Comm. .,
9 a.m.; Prowers Co.
Comm.., 9 a.m.

20

Pueblo County
Commissioners Mtg.,
9 a.m.

13

12
Bent County
Commissioners Mtg.,
1 p.m.;
Granada Town
Council Mtg., 6 p.m.

Pueblo County
Commissioners Mtg.,
9 a.m.

6

Thurs

Bent County
Commissioners Mtg.,
1 p.m.; Holly Town
Council Mtg., 7 p.m.

5

Wed

US 50 Corridor East
2007 State/County Fair Schedule/1st Day of School/Commissioner/Council Mtgs.

Holly Gateway Fair

30

23

16

11

10

9

Pueblo County
Commissioners Mtg.,
9 a.m.; Otero Co.
Commissioners Mtg.,
1:30 p.m.

Colorado State Fair,
Pueblo;

Colorado State Fair,
Pueblo

4

3

2

Tue

Mon

Sun

September 2007

Holly Gateway Fair

28

21

14

7

Fri
1

Holly Gateway Fair

29

22

15

8

Colorado State Fair,
Pueblo

Sat

Appendix B
Sign-In Form

Company Affiliation
(if applicable)

Meeting Date: ___________________

Full Name

Address
(street, city, state & zip)

Meeting Location: ___________________________________

Phone Number
(with area code)

COMMUNITY MEETING

E-Mail

Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812.

This list is part of the public record for this project. Please print legibly

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Put on
Mailing
List?

Appendix C
Comment Sheet

COMMENT SHEET
Your issues and comments help guide the decision-making process. You may submit comments by:
o Leaving this form in the comment box;
o Mailing this form to: US 50 Corridor East, 5755 Mark Dabling Blvd., Suite 220, Colorado
Springs, CO 80919-2200;
o Faxing this form to: 719-520-0108;
o E-mailing your comments to us50einfo@wilsonco.com;
o OR, writing to us at the address above.

We have evaluated a range of alternatives and shared the results with you. Please give us
your thoughts on the alternatives and the screening criteria we used.
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
Are there any additional resources we should evaluate as part of the screening?
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
Are there other issues or ideas you would like to share with us?
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
Please feel free to continue your comments on the back of this sheet.

May we contact you to clarify your comments, if necessary?

Name: ____________________________________________

Phone #: ________________________________

Address: ___________________________________________

City and Zip: _____________________________

Community Meetings, August 2007
Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12

Appendix D
Postcard

U.S. Department of Transportation

Federal Highway
Administration

Appendix E
Display Boards
(included digitally)

Appendix F
Community Aerial Maps
(included digitally)

Appendix G
Sample Print Advertisement

Monday, August 20
10:30 a.m. - 1:30 p.m.
Community Center
(multipurpose room)
610 S. 6th Street

U.S. Department of Transportation

Federal Highway
Administration

Wednesday, August 22
5 - 8 p.m.
Fowler Elementary
(all purpose room)
601 W. Grant Ave.

Fowler

Wednesday, August 22
10:30 a.m. - 1:30 p.m.
Southeastern Colorado
Heritage Center
201 W. B Street

Pueblo

Tuesday, August 21
5 - 8 p.m.
Jefferson Middle School
(cafeteria)
901 S. 11th Street

Rocky Ford

Acomodaciones razonables serán proveídas cuando lo requieren para personas con deshabilidades y
para quienes que necesiten traducción al español. Por favor, llame al 1-866-GO50NOW (1-866-465-0669)
si usted requiere acomodación especial o traducción para participar en esta reunión.

Contact Us: Toll-free number: 1-866-GO50NOW (866-465-0669)
Web site: www.us50east.com
E-mail: us50einfo@wilsonco.com
Mail: US 50 Corridor East, 5755 Mark Dabling Blvd. Ste. 220
Colorado Springs, CO 80919

Reasonable accommodations will be provided upon request for people with disabilities and for
those who require Spanish translation. Please call 1-866-GO50N0W (1-866-465-0669) if you
require special accommodations or translation to participate in this meeting.

Tuesday,August 14
10:30 a.m. - 1:30 p.m.
Swink School
(multipurpose room)
610 Columbia

Swink

Tuesday, August 21
10:30 a.m. - 1:30 p.m.
Manzanola High School (library)
301 S. Catalpa

Manzanola

Lamar

Monday, August 13
5 - 8 p.m.
Holly Senior
& Community Center
129 S. Main

Holly

Monday, August 20
5 - 8 p.m.
Otero Jr. College
(student center banquet room)
2001 San Juan Ave.
(wheelchair access on east side)

La Junta

Tuesday, August 14
5 - 8 p.m.
Bent County/Las Animas
Community Center (gym)
1724 Ambassador Thompson Blvd.

Las Animas

Monday, August 13
10:30 a.m. - 1:30 p.m.
Town Hall
105 S. Main

Granada

You can make a difference. Drop in any time during the meetings. Children are welcome.

You've helped us develop options for US 50 and we've identified the related impacts.
We are eliminating alternatives based on those impacts. Help us decide.

We're making decisions. You need to come!

Caminos de Southern Colorado - tracking number 2059307

Appendix H
List of Media Outlets

Bent County
Democrat

La Junta
TribuneDemocrat

Fowler Tribune

Ag Journal

Hispania News

Rocky Ford
Daily Gazette

Lamar Ledger

Pueblo
Chieftain
Pueblo
Chieftain

Newspaper

Newspaper

Newspaper

Newspaper

Newspaper

Newspaper

Newspaper

Newspaper

U.S. 50 Media List

PR=Press Release
MA=Media Alert

Newspaper

Media name

Type

Daily paper

Serves Bent County and Las Animas.
Part of La Junta Tribune-Democrat
family of papers. Published Thursdays
Published weekdays out of La Junta.
Serves Otero County, including La Junta,
Swink, Rocky Ford, Manzanola. Part of
the La Junta Tribune-Democrat family of
papers.
Weekly paper published Thursdays. Part
of the La Junta Tribune-Democrat family
of papers.
Agricultural paper published Fridays.
Somehow affiliated with La Junta
Tribune-Democrat family of papers.
Weekly newspaper, distributed on
Thursdays. Headquarters in Colorado
Springs. Distribution area covers Pueblo,
Lamar, La Junta, Rocky Ford
Newspaper out of Rocky Ford. Serves
Otero and Crowley counties, including
Manzanola and Swink.
Owned by Prairie Mountain Publishing.
Published Wednesdays and Fridays.
Serves Prowers County, Lamar, Wiley,
Granada and Holly?
Daily paper

Description

US 50 list of media outlets for public meetings August 2007

Larry Lopez, city
editor
Anthony Mestas,
reporter

Mary Breslin editor

Susan Pieper,
editor

Bob Armendariz,
editor

Pat Ptolemy,
editor, publisher

Candi Miell, editor

Candi Miell, editor

Contact name/
title
Dan Cunningham,
editor

anthonym@chieftain.com

city@chieftain.com

editor@lamarledger.com

news@rockyforddailygazette.com

editor@hispanianews.com

ag-edit@centurytel.net

editor@lajuntatribunedemocrat.com

editor@lajuntatribunedemocrat.com

bcd@lajuntatribunedemocrat.com

E-mail address

1

PR 7-26
MA 8-13
PR 7-26
MA 8-13

PR 7-26
MA 8-7
MA 8-13

PR 7-26
MA 8-13

PR 7-26
MA 8-7

PR 7-26
MA 8-7

PR 7-26
MA 8-13

PR 7-26
MA 8-13
MA 8-7

PR 7-26
MA 8-7

Sent

Cherry Creek
Radio – KLMR

KBLJ AM

KTHN FM

KCSJ 590 AM

KGHF AM

KDZA FM

KTSC FM
Radio
KNKN FM

KRMX AM

KFVR

KVAY FM

KANZ FM 90.7

Radio

Radio

Radio

Radio

Radio

Radio

Radio

Radio

Radio

Radio

Radio

Radio

U.S. 50 Media List

PR=Press Release
MA=Media Alert

Media name

Type

“El Tigre” station – programming in
English and Spanish. Reaches middle of
corridor.
“Your Valley County” broadcasts from
Lamar
High Plains Radio – headquarters
Garden City, Kan., translator in Lamar.
Reaches eastern part of corridor

“Ranchero” sister station of KNKN

News talk radio, Clear Channel station
out of Pueblo
Clear Channel station out of Pueblo. All
sports
Oldies. Clear Channel station out of
Pueblo
University of Southern Colorado radio
station. Hip hop.
“Radio Lobo” sister station of KRMX

Sister station to KBLJ (La Junta).
“Thunder Country” country music format

AM and FM station out of Lamar.
Includes radio show called “Anything
Goes,” which airs 7:05 – 8 a.m.
weekdays.
“Arkansas Valley Oldies” includes radio
show TTO (This, That and the OtherTTO). Broadcasts from La Junta. Sister
station to KTHN

Description

Russ Baldwin,
news director
John O'Sullivan,
Public Service
Director

Steve Brown,
traffic mgr
Amy G. – fax –
(719) 254-6303

Steve Brown,
traffic mgr

Pat McGee,
station manager,
and on-air sports
show
Tony Wright, PSA
announcer
Tony Wright, PSA
announcer
Tony Wright, PSA
announcer
Matt Garbiso

Pat McGee,
station manager,
Adrian Hart, on
air, sales
associate

Contact name/
title
Eric Stone, news
director
719-336-2206

psa@hppr.org

news@kvay.com

Fax the PSA and she’ll have an onair personality read it.

elgatonegro@amigo.net

elgatonegro@amigo.net

matt.garbiso@colostate-pueblo.edu

tonywright@clearchannel.com

tonywright@clearchannel.com

tonywright@clearchannel.com

kblj@rural-com.com

kblj@rural-com.com

estone@cherrycreekradio.com

E-mail address

2

PR 7-26
MA 8-7
PR 7-26
No MA

PR 7-26
MA 8-13
No PR
MA 8-15

PR 7-26
MA 8-13
PR 7-26
MA 8-13
PR 7-26
MA 8-13
PR 7-26
MA 8-13
PR 7-26
MA 8-13

PR 7-26
MA 8-7

PR 7-26
MA 8-7

PR 7-26
MA 8-7

Sent

KOAA

KOAA

KKTV

KKTV

KRDO TV

Pueblo cable
access
channels 17
and 19
Bresnan
communication
s, cable access
channel 12
Bresnan
communication
s, cable access
channel
Charter
Communicatio
ns Channel 37
(PIO Channel)

TV

TV

TV

TV

TV

TV

U.S. 50 Media List

PR=Press Release
MA=Media Alert

TV

TV

TV

Media name

Type

Serves Las Animas and Bent County

Serves La Junta west to Fowler and
surrounding area

Pueblo cable channels. Managed by
Pueblo Community College. Channel 17
is government and Channel 19 is
community.
Serves Lamar, Holly Granada

Southern Colorado

Southern Colorado

Southern Colorado

Southern Colorado

Southern Colorado

Description

Sue

Brice Hiigel

Brice Hiigel

Contact name/
title
Cindy Aubrey,
news director
Elaine Sheridan,
assignment editor
Melinda Dionne,
assignment editor
Nick Matesi, news
director
Dave Rose, news
director
Scott Richards

admin@bentcounty.org

bhiigel@bresnan.com

bhiigel@bresnan.com

scott.richards@pueblocc.edu

d.rose@krdotv.com

nmatesi@kktv11news.com

news@kktv11news.com

news@koaa.com

caubrey@koaa.com

E-mail address

3

PR 7-26
No MA

MA 8-1
No MA

MA 8-1
No MA

PR 7-26
MA 8-13
PR 7-26
MA 8-13
PR 7-26
MA 8-13
PR 7-26
MA 8-13
PR 7-26
MA 8-13
PR 7-26
No MA

Sent

Appendix I
Communication with Elected Officials

STATE OF COLORADO
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Region 2
905 Erie Avenue
Pueblo, CO 81001
(719) 546-5452
FAX (719) 546-5456

July 31, 2007
Name
Title
Address
City, State, ZIP

Dear ____:
The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are
working in partnership with resource agencies, communities and the general public to develop and
analyze proposed improvements to U.S. 50. The project will complete a Tier 1 Environmental Impact
Statement (Tier 1 EIS) for U.S. 50 between I-25 in Pueblo and the vicinity of the Kansas state line. The
project is building on the 2003 Community-Based Vision for U.S. 50 developed in partnership with the
corridor communities.
In the past year, the team has:
•
•
•
•
•

Refined the project’s purpose and need statement through collaboration with the communities and
agencies
Developed a full-range of corridor location routes
Developed screening criteria from the purpose and need, against which each proposed corridor
location route has been measured
Identified the impacts of each of the proposed U.S. 50 corridor location routes
Eliminated potential through-town routes from further consideration due to irreversible negative
impacts that could not be overcome in the future.

This information, along with each community’s corridor location routes, will be presented in a series of
public meetings taking place August 13 through August 22, 2007. These meetings will provide
opportunities for members of each community to review and comment on this information.
If you have any questions at this time, please contact one of the team members at 1-866-GO50NOW (1866-465-0669), or visit the project Web site at www.us50east.com.
Most sincerely,

Michael B. Perez
Project Manager

xc:

Harris (R2 RTD)
Wrona (R2 SPE)
Rowe (2210 RE) / File
Central Files

Schaarschmidt, Gina T.
From:

Schaarschmidt, Gina T.

Sent:

Tuesday, July 31, 2007 3:33 PM

To:

'buffie2006@hotmail.com'

Cc:

Everitt, Cheryl A.

Subject:

U.S. 50 Highway project public meetings

Attachments: McFadyen letter.doc
Dear Representative McFadyen:
The Colorado Department of Transportation is holding a series of public meetings in August regarding a plan for proposed
improvements to U.S. 50 from Pueblo to the Kansas state line. We have mailed a hard copy of the attached letter to your official
address in Denver, but wanted to notify you via e-mail in case your office mail wouldn’t reach you in time.
Sincerely,
Gina Schaarschmidt
Wilson & Company
5755 Mark Dabling Blvd., Colorado Springs CO 80919
719-520-5800, 719-520-0108 fax
www.wilsonco.com

8/15/2007

Appendix J
Action 22 Announcement

Schaarschmidt, Gina T.
From:

Action 22, Inc. [cathy@action22.org]

Sent:

Monday, August 13, 2007 11:46 AM

To:

Schaarschmidt, Gina T.

Subject:

FW: Monday Morning Update

Importance: High

MONDAY MORNING
UPDATE
August 13, 2007
A Leader In Shaping the Future of Southern Colorado

7 – 1.888.799.179
www.action22.org

QUOTE OF THE WEEK: “There is no more independence in politics than
there is in jail.” -- Will Rogers
IN THIS WEEK’S ISSUE:
•

LEADERS FOR SOUTHERN COLORADO WANTED

•

ACTION 22 ANNUAL CONFERENCE

•

HWY 50 PUBLIC MEETINGS

•

COLORADO HARVESTING ENERGY TOWN MEETINGS

•

FOUNTAIN CREEK TASK FORCE MEETINGS

•

POSITION OPENING

•

COLORADO RURAL HEALTH CARE GRANT COUNCIL

•

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE ANNOUNCES ENERGY RELATED FUNDING OPPORTUNITY

•

TOURISM CONFERENCE

•

CONGRESSIONAL NEWS
o

ESTATE TAX BILL and other

NEWS FROM ACTION 22
LAST CALL FOR APPLICATIONS

WANTED

Leaders for Southern Colorado (LSC)
8/15/2007

The future of Southern Colorado depends on leaders who :
•
Know the entire region
•
Understand a wide range of issues such as water, public lands, Economic Development, and Agriculture
•
Knowledge of public policy and advocacy skills
Apply today for the
SOUTHERN COLORADO LEADERSHIP PROGRAM
Sponsored by
The Action 22 Foundation, Inc., in cooperation with Regis University-Institute on the Common Good Colorado Institute of Public
Policy and Colorado Institute of Public Policy -CSU LEADERSHIP PROGRAM October 2007-April 2008 at CSU-Pueblo, 2200 Bonforte
Blvd., Pueblo.
Why Choose the LSC?
•
The LSC addresses regional issues.
•
The LSC stresses hands-on learning experiences.
•
The LSC builds collaboration across county lines
•
The LSC is solution-oriented and pragmatic
The dates of the program are as follows:
•
October 26-27
•
November 16-17
•
January 11-12

February 8-9
March 14-15
April 11-12

Curriculum Highlights
The curriculum is a blend of individual leadership development skills, public development and advocacy.
Individual Leadership Skills. Who and What is Southern Colorado? Introduction to economic, social and
political reality of Action 22 region. Diverse leadership styles; Tools for self care and balance when one is at the center of the
community. Mapping the landscape: working with diverse governmental entities (including special districts) Part 1 Developing
one’s personal vision and integrating it with the vision of the community. Developing and living out a personal code of ethics
Mapping the landscape – Part 2: Working with other sectors: nonprofits, foundations, and corporations. Conversation with regional
legislator or other leaders. Dialogue and Collaboration Tools: Strategies for getting community input and buy-in to develop
integrated solutions; how to avoid potential conflict before it occurs. Identifying core issues facing the Action 22 region.
$150 discount if application is received by august 24.
Tuition for the 6-month program is $450 per person – Action 22 Member Discount tuition $350 -- includes all sessions and meals.
Special rate lodging will be available to participants. For More Information, Contact: Cathy Garcia, Executive Director, Action 22
Foundation, at cathy@action22.org or 1.888.799.1799.

ANNUAL CONFERENCE SEPTEMBER 28-29
The Action 22 Annual Conference is scheduled for September 28-29 at the Double Eagle Hotel and Conference Center, Cripple
Creek. A great line-up of speakers and sessions are scheduled. More information in the next Monday Morning Update.

NEWS FROM AROUND THE REGION

HWY. 50 MEETINGS
DECISIONS ARE BEING MADE. YOU NEED TO ATTEND!!
Monday, August 13

10:30 – 1:30 p.m.
5:00 – 8:00 p.m.

Tuesday, August 14

10:30 – 1:30 p.m.
Swink School, 610 Columbia
5:00 – 8:00 p.m.
Community Ctr, 1724 W Amb Thompson

Monday, August 20

10:30 – 1:30 p.m.
5:00 – 8:00 p.m.

8/15/2007

Town Hall, 105 S. Main
Senior & Community Ctr, 129 S Main

Community Ctr, 610 S 6th St
Otero Junior College Student Ctr

Granada
Holly
Swink
Las Animas
Lamar
La Junta

Tuesday, August 21

10:30 – 1:30 p.m.
High School Library, 301 S. Catalpa
5:00 – 8:00 p.m. Jefferson Middle School, 901 S. 11th St.

Manzanola
Rocky Ford

Wednesday, August 22

10:30 – 1:30 p.m.
SE Colo Heritage Ctr, 210 W B Street
5:00 – 8:00 p.m.
Elementary School, 601 W Grant

Pueblo
Fowler

www.us50east.com

Partnering for Progress

1.866.GO50NOW

E-Mail

us50einfo@wilsonco.com

COLORADO HARVESTING ENERGY NETWORK TOWN MEETINGS
We would like to draw your attention to a series of very important meetings taking place around the state in the next few weeks
and to urge your attendance.
The Colorado Public Utilities Commission (PUC) and the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC) will be traveling to eight
communities starting next week on a joint “listening tour” to hear from Coloradans about important energy issues.
This is a critical time for people in rural areas of Colorado to let state regulators know of their interest in renewable energy
supplies such as wind, biomass and solar power. With the more than two dozen new laws passed last spring to encourage energy
conservation and renewable energy, the opportunities are great for regulators to ensure that all parts of the state benefit from the
new energy economy. Whether you are interested in developing a community project or just interested in encouraging Colorado to
add more renewables to its energy portfolio, we urge you to attend these unprecedented meetings and make your voice heard.
The PUC and OCC are soliciting opinions on topics such as the selection of new electric generation resources, siting of new
transmission lines, encouraging energy efficiency measures, low-income issues, and other energy issues that are important to
Colorado utility customers. The agencies also are interested in hearing consumers’ thoughts about the impact that PUC decisions
on these issues might have on consumers’ electric and natural gas bills.
PUC Chairman Ron Binz, Commissioner Polly Page, Commissioner Carl Miller and OCC Director Jim Greenwood will attend the
meetings, along with other PUC and OCC staff members. Local governmental, legislative and economic development leaders
have been invited to participate.
The meetings are open to the public and there is no charge to attend. A complete list of meeting dates, times and locations
follows:
“Colorado’s New Energy Economy – The Path Forward”
PUC/OCC Town Meetings

Date

Town

Time

Location

Aug. 14
(Tuesday)

Windsor

7-9 p.m.

Windsor Community Center, 250 11th St., Pine Room.

Aug. 21
(Tuesday)

Yuma

7-9 p.m.

Yuma Community Center, 421 E. 2nd Ave.

Aug. 28
(Tuesday)

Springfield

7-9 p.m.

Community Resource Center, 1260 Main St.

Aug. 29
(Wednesday)

Alamosa

7-9 p.m.

Alamosa Family Recreation Center, 2222 Old Sanford Rd.

Aug. 30
(Thursday)

Canon City

7-9 p.m.

Garden Park High School, 201 N. 6th St.

Sept. 11
(Tuesday)

Steamboat
Springs

7-9 p.m.

Yampa Valley Electric Association, community room, 32 Tenth St.

Sept. 12
(Wednesday)

Montrose

7-9 p.m.

Delta Montrose Electric Association, meeting room, 11925 6300
Road.

Sept. 13
(Thursday)

Vail

7-9 p.m.

Donovan Pavilion, 1600 S. Frontage Rd.

John Covert
Colorado Harvesting Energy Network
303-283-3524

8/15/2007

FOUNTAIN CREEK TASK FORCE AUGUST SCHEDULE
Friday, August 17th
1-4 p.m.
Consensus Committee
Location: Cheyenne Mountain State Park
Topics: Preliminary recommendations from the Army Corps; mapping
THURSDAY, August 23rd
9 a.m. to 12 p.m.
Water Quantity Working Group
Location: Fountain City Hall
Topic: Sediment transport
1-4 p.m.
Land Use/Environment Working Group
Location: Fountain City Hall
Topic: Wetlands opportunities; planning efforts by CDOT in the upper watershed
Note: The Water Quality Working Group has merged with the Water Quantity Working Group.

8/15/2007

HEATHER BERGMAN [HBERGMAN@KEYSTONE.ORG]

NEWS FROM AROUND THE STATE
Executive Vice President
Colorado Association of Conservation Districts (CACD)
Opening. If you are interested, please let Cathy @ Action 22 know and she will send you the announcement.

COLORADO RURAL HEALTH CARE GRANT COUNCIL
In 2006, UnitedHealth Group committed to donate $7,500,000 over six years to the State of Colorado to help remedy deficiencies
in access to health care for rural and underserved Coloradans. Governor Ritter signed an Executive Order creating the Colorado
Rural Health Grant Council for the purpose of determining funding priorities and making grants from the donated funds.
The Grant Council will include representatives from UnitedHealth Group, the Division of Insurance, the Governor's Office of Policy
and Initiatives and the Departments of Health Care Policy and Financing, Public Health and Environment and Local Affairs. The
Governor may appoint up to six additional members.
If you or someone you know is interested in serving, please submit an application or nomination to the Governor's Office of
Boards & Commissions no later than Monday, August 20th. To access a copy of the application / nomination form please visit:

http://www.colorado.gov/governor/pdf/B&C-Application.pdf
Cody Belzley, Senior Policy Analyst for Health Care, Office of Governor Bill Ritter, Jr., 303.866.5856 (direct dial)
cody.belzley@state.co.us

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE ANNOUNCES ENERGY RELATED FUNDING OPPORTUNITY
The Colorado Agricultural Value Added Development Board has announced the availability of $500,000 in grant funding to
promote agricultural energy related projects. The Board administers the Advancing Colorado’s Renewable Energy (ACRE)
program which provides funding to promote energy-related projects beneficial to Colorado’s agriculture industry; funds will be
allocated in three categories: feasibility studies, project participation, and research.
A matching contribution of at least 10 percent of the total project budget is required and applications must be received by
September 17, 2007. For an application and guidelines, visit www.coloradoagriculture.com or contact the CO Department of
Agriculture Markets Division at (303) 239-4117

YOU ARE INVITED -- COLORADO'S BIOSCIENCE COMMUNITY
Join some of the state's leading life science, business and economic development experts to explore the bioscience industry here
in Colorado and our future as a leader in bioscience innovation in the United States.
Building on
the Foundation
August 28, 2007
1:00pm - 5:00pm
Denver Athletic Club
Grand Ballroom & Sun Deck
1325 Glenarm Place
Denver, CO 80204
Free of Charge
Reception to Follow
Speakers Include:
David K. Rosen, D.V.M.
Head, Development & Commercial Strategic Alliances
Pfizer Global Research & Development
Pfizer, Inc.
Dave Bengston

8/15/2007

Vice President, Colorado Operations
Amgen
David Perez
President & CEO
Gambro BCT
Larry Edward Penley, Ph.D.
President
Colorado State University
Chancellor
Colorado State University System
To RSVP, view the current agenda, and get directions, visit:
www.cobizbio.org
For more information: e-mail: info@cobizbio.org
or call: 303-459-7286

GOVERNOR’S 2007 COLORADO TOURISM CONFERENCE
And The Award Goes To . . .
There is still time to nominate individuals and communities that have made a significant contribution to the state’s tourism efforts.
The categories include Outstanding Individual Contribution, Outstanding Community Tourism Initiative, Outstanding Tourism
Volunteer and the Colorado Tourism Office Board Chairman’s Award.
Nomination forms are due by 4:00pm on August 17, 2007 and can be found at: www.colorado.com/govconf.
Online Registration for the Governor’s 2007 Colorado Tourism Conference is Available . . .
Register online now for the Governor’s 2007 Colorado Tourism Conference in Grand Junction, October 10-12 at the Two
Rivers Convention Center. Register early to take advantage of the “early bird" rate.
Participate in the Silent Auction . . .
Donate items such as lodging packages, gift baskets, souvenirs, wine, attraction tickets, lift tickets, unique arts and crafts, or
advertisements to help promote your community or organization to over 500 tourism professionals. Contact Jacque Spacek at
970-858-9335 Ext. 10 or fruitaco@yahoo.com to participate.
Have you checked out the Agritourism MiniConference yet? If you haven’t heard about this exciting conference taking place
before the Governor’s Tourism Conference, click here:
<http://www.ag.state.co.us/mkt/agritourism/07MiniConference.html>

Sara Bell Tourism Program Specialist Colorado Tourism Office/ Colorado Office of Economic Development & International Trade
1625 Broadway, Suite 2700 Denver, CO 80202 P: (303) 892-3877 F: (303) 892-3848
sara.bell@state.co.us www.colorado.com www.advancecolorado.com

CONGRESSIONAL NEWS
SEN. SALAZAR FIGHTS FOR FAMILY FARMS AND RANCHES/ HIS BIPARTISAN BILL EXEMPTS
THEM FROM ESTATE TAX
WASHINTON, D.C. August 6, 2007 – The value of farmland in many regions of the country has skyrocketed in recent years, and because of
that increase in value, the federal estate tax can hit family farms and ranches especially hard. Because many farming and ranching families do
not have sufficient assets to be able to pay the federal estate tax in the event the estate-holder passes away, the tax can force family farmers
and ranchers to sell all or part of their operation in order to foot the bill.
Last week, United States Senators Ken Salazar (D-CO) and Pat Roberts (R-KS) introduced the Family Farm and Ranch Act of 2007, which
grants an estate tax exemption for family farms and ranches that stay in the family and continue operations after the original estate-holder
passes away.
“It is extremely disheartening to see our Nation’s farmers and ranchers being forced to sell their land simply because they cannot
bear the financial burden of the estate tax,” said Senator Salazar. “By exempting family-owned and operated farms and ranches that
stay in the family from the estate tax, we will ensure that those who choose to continue the agricultural tradition of their forefathers
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are allowed to do so.”
“As farms are passed down among the generations, estate taxes have made it increasingly harder to keep the operation in the family,”
Senator Roberts said. “This legislation will go a long way to keep our young people farming into the future, preserving our rural way of
life and our rural communities.”
Under the Family Farm and Ranch Act of 2007, a farmer or rancher would not have to pay any estate tax as long as the following conditions
are met:
¾

In the past eight years before the decedent’s death, the decedent or a member of his/her family owned the farm for a cumulative period
of at least five years;

¾

In the past eight years before the decedent’s death, the decedent or a member of his/her family must have been actively involved in the
management and operation of the farm for a cumulative period of at least five years;

¾

The decedent or a member of his/her family must be using the land for farming purposes on the date of his death;

¾

At the time of his/her death, the decedent must be a U.S. citizen or legal resident of the U.S.

¾

EITHER (1) for at least three of the last five taxable years of the decedent’s life, over 50 percent of his/her income was acquired
through the business of farming, OR (2) the qualified farmland comprises over 50 percent of the decedent’s adjusted gross estate at the
time of death

Moreover, to ensure that people do not take advantage of this exemption, this legislation would institute a “recapture tax” in the event that the
heir disposes of any interest in the farmland to anyone outside his family, and/or the heir ceases to use the property for farming purposes.
“Meaningful financial relief for family farms and ranches, as well as for small business, must be part of Congress’ effort to
comprehensively and responsibly reform the estate tax,” said Senator Salazar. “This bill signals an important first step in the right
direction.”
Senators Mike Crapo (R-ID) and Dianne Feinstein (D-CA) have also signed on as co-sponsors to the Family Farm and Ranch Act of 2007.
Congressman John Salazar of Colorado (D-03) has introduced similar legislation in the United States House of Representatives. The text of the
Senate version can be found here.

ACTION 22 NEW MEMBERS AND RENEWALS
WELCOME NEW MEMBERS Since June 1, 2007
Colorado Rural Health Center – Denver
THANK YOU Membership Renewals June 15-August 1, 2007
Leverington & Associates
Cripple Creek Casino Association

Pfizer, Inc.
Upper Rio Grande Economic Development

Greenhorn Electric

Architectural Innovators

Las Animas School District
Spanish Peaks Regional Medical Center
City of Walsenburg
Trinidad/Las Animas County Commerce
Arkansas River Power Authority
Lindsay J. Case
Short, Elliott, Hendrickson, Inc.

Rocky Mountain Steel
Bent’s Fort Inn
Conejos County Commission
SECAHEC
Pueblo Community College
Joanne G. Ballard
City of Colorado Springs

2007 CALENDAR
RECURRING MEETINGS
2nd Friday of each month, 12-1:30 p.m. – Colorado Economic Leadership Coalition Meetings, location varies, Denver
2nd Thursday of each month, 1 p.m. – Upper Arkansas Water Conservancy Meetings, 339 East Highway 50, Salida
3rd Wednesday of each month, 10 a.m. – Lower Arkansas Water Conservancy Meetings, 801 Swink Avenue, Rocky Ford
4th Thursday of each month, 10 a.m. – Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District meetings, 31717 United Avenue,
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Pueblo
UPCOMING EVENTS
September 7-8
Club 20 Fall Conference www.club20.org
September 13-14
Progressive 15 Fall Conference www.progressive15.org
September 19-21
Great Plains International Conference – Trade, Travel, Transportation. Adam’s Mark Hotel, Denver More information:
www.regonline.com/GPIC Conference is Presented by the Ports to Plains Trade Corridor Coalition, Texas Dept of Transportation, and the
Colorado Department of Transportation.
September 27-30
"Where the Mountain Branch Crosses the Purgatoire" Santa Fe Trail Association Symposium 2007, Trinidad, CO
www.santafetrailscenicandhistoricbyway.org
September 28 – 29
Action 22 Annual Conference – Double Eagle Hotel, Cripple Creek
October 1-4
2007 HOUSING COLORADO NOW CONFERENCE, VAIL, COLORADO www.housingcolorado.org.
October 30-31
Ft. Carson Community Sustainability Conference, Sheraton Hotel, Colorado Springs More info: Christopher Juniper
cjuniper@natcapsolutions.org
October 30
Colorado's New Energy Economy: The Path Forward Marriott City Center, Denver

https://ssl.electricstores.com/ceafnew/conf/registration.asp
November 1-2
Committee Summit, TBA, Trinidad
November 15-16
2007 Colorado State Brownfields Conference
in Denver. More details about this event can be found at www.ColoradoBrownfieldsFoundation.org.
November 26-28
CCI Winter Conference, Colorado Springs www.ccionline.org

2008
January
23 – ACTION 22 LEGISLATIVE DAY AT THE CAPITOL.
June 9-11
CCI Summer Conference, Vail, Vail Cascade
June 17-21, 2008

CML Summer Conference, Steamboat Springs
March 6-9
Colorado RV, sports, Boat & Travel Show, National Western Complex, Denver For information: info@iei-expos.com
March 27-28
Committee Summit, Lower Arkansas Valley Region
July 17-18
Committee Summit, Upper Arkansas Valley Region
September 26-27
Action 22 Annual Conference, Pueblo
October 23-24
Committee Summit – North Front Range Region

MONDAY MORNING UPDATES
Brought to you by the INVESTMENT in the future of Southern Colorado by its Members. If you are interested in learning on how
you can become involved in Action 22, click here; visit the website: www.action22.org and click on Membership or contact
Cathy Garcia, President/CEO, for a visit and/or presentation.
Cathy Garcia
President/CEO
Action 22, Inc.
PO Box 4097
Pueblo, CO 81003
719.560.9897
1.888.799.1799
fax: 719.546.1558
cell phone: 719.821.2573
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www.action22.org
www.coloradosfrontier.com

A LEADER FOR THE FUTURE OF SOUTHERN COLORADO
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Appendix K
Fliers and List of Posting Locations

Toll-free number:
1-866-GO50NOW
(866-465-0669)
Fax (attention: U.S.
50): 719-520-0108
Web site:
www.us50east.com
E-mail: us50einfo
@wilsonco.com
Mail:
US 50 Corridor East
5755 Mark Dabling
Blvd. Ste.220
Colorado Springs,
CO 80919

Contact us! (Take one)
Toll-free number:
1-866-GO50NOW
(866-465-0669)
Fax (attention: U.S.
50): 719-520-0108
Web site:
www.us50east.com
E-mail: us50einfo
@wilsonco.com
Mail:
US 50 Corridor East
5755 Mark Dabling
Blvd. Ste.220
Colorado Springs,
CO 80919

Fowler

Por favor, llame al 1-866-GO50NOW
(1-866-465-0669) si usted requiere acomodación
especial o traducción para participar en esta
reunión.

Acomodaciones razonables serán proveídas
cuando lo requieren para personas con
deshabilidades y para quienes que necesiten
traducción al español.

The information presented will be made
available on the project Web site,
www.us50east.com, soon after the
conclusion of the last meeting.

Can't attend a meeting?

Wednesday, Aug. 22, 5-8 p.m.
Fowler Elementary School
(all-purpose room)
601 W. Grant Ave.

Toll-free number:
1-866-GO50NOW
(866-465-0669)
Fax (attention: U.S.
50): 719-520-0108
Web site:
www.us50east.com
E-mail: us50einfo
@wilsonco.com
Mail:
US 50 Corridor East
5755 Mark Dabling
Blvd. Ste.220
Colorado Springs,
CO 80919

Toll-free number:
1-866-GO50NOW
(866-465-0669)
Fax (attention: U.S.
50): 719-520-0108
Web site:
www.us50east.com
E-mail: us50einfo
@wilsonco.com
Mail:
US 50 Corridor East
5755 Mark Dabling
Blvd. Ste.220
Colorado Springs,
CO 80919

Toll-free number:
1-866-GO50NOW
(866-465-0669)
Fax (attention: U.S.
50): 719-520-0108
Web site:
www.us50east.com
E-mail: us50einfo
@wilsonco.com
Mail:
US 50 Corridor East
5755 Mark Dabling
Blvd. Ste.220
Colorado Springs,
CO 80919

Toll-free number:
1-866-GO50NOW
(866-465-0669)
Fax (attention: U.S.
50): 719-520-0108
Web site:
www.us50east.com
E-mail: us50einfo
@wilsonco.com
Mail:
US 50 Corridor East
5755 Mark Dabling
Blvd. Ste.220
Colorado Springs,
CO 80919

The U.S. 50 Corridor East Project is focused on planning the future of transportation in the Lower Arkansas
Valley. CDOT is Partnering for Progress by bringing together communities, public officials, regulatory agencies
and citizens to identify a corridor location for an improved U.S. 50 that effectively balances the diverse needs.

Please call 1-866-GO50NOW (1-866-465-0669)
if you require special accommodations or
translation to participate in these meetings.

Reasonable accommodations will be provided
upon request for people with disabilities and for
those who require Spanish translation.

Monday, Aug. 20, 5-8 p.m.
Otero Junior College
(student center banquet room)
2001 San Juan Ave.
(wheelchair access on east side)

La Junta

Monday, Aug. 20, 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Community Center (multipurpose room)
610 S. 6th Street

Lamar

Tuesday, Aug. 14, 5-8 p.m.
Bent County/Las Animas
Community Center (gym)
1724 W. Ambassador Thompson Blvd.

Las Animas

Pueblo
Wednesday, Aug. 22,
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Southeastern Colorado Heritage Center
201 W. B Street

Swink
Tuesday, Aug. 14, 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Swink School (multipurpose room)
610 Columbia

Rocky Ford
Tuesday, Aug. 21, 5-8 p.m.
Jefferson Middle School (cafeteria)
901 S. 11th Street

Holly
Monday, Aug. 13, 5-8 p.m.
Holly Senior & Community Center
129 S. Main

Manzanola
Tuesday, Aug. 21, 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Manzanola High School (library)
301 S. Catalpa

Granada
Monday, Aug. 13, 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Town Hall
105 S. Main

Drop in any time during the meetings. Children are welcome.

You’ve helped us develop options for U.S. 50 and
we’ve identified the related impacts.
We are eliminating alternatives based on those impacts.
Help us decide. You can make a difference.

We're making decisions.
You need to come!

Toll-free number:
1-866-GO50NOW
(866-465-0669)
Fax (attention: U.S.
50): 719-520-0108
Web site:
www.us50east.com
E-mail: us50einfo
@wilsonco.com
Mail:
US 50 Corridor East
5755 Mark Dabling
Blvd. Ste.220
Colorado Springs,
CO 80919
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Pueblo
Miércoles, Agosto 22,
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Southeastern Colorado Heritage Center
201 W. B Street

Swink
Martes, Agosto 14, 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Swink School (multipurpose room)
610 Columbia

Toll free
1-866-GO5ONOW
(866-465-0669)
Fax (attention: U.S.
50): 719-520-0108
Correo electrónico:
Us50einfo
@wilsonco.com
Página de Internet:
www.us50east.com
Correo Postal:
U.S. 50 Corridor
East Project
5755 Mark Dabling
Blvd. Ste. 220
Colorado Springs,
CO 80919-2200

Toll free
1-866-GO5ONOW
(866-465-0669)
Fax (attention: U.S.
50): 719-520-0108
Correo electrónico:
Us50einfo
@wilsonco.com
Página de Internet:
www.us50east.com
Correo Postal:
U.S. 50 Corridor
East Project
5755 Mark Dabling
Blvd. Ste. 220
Colorado Springs,
CO 80919-2200

¡Contáctenos! (Tome uno)
Toll free
1-866-GO5ONOW
(866-465-0669)
Fax (attention: U.S.
50): 719-520-0108
Correo electrónico:
Us50einfo
@wilsonco.com
Página de Internet:
www.us50east.com
Correo Postal:
U.S. 50 Corridor
East Project
5755 Mark Dabling
Blvd. Ste. 220
Colorado Springs,
CO 80919-2200

Por favor, llame al 1-866-GO50NOW
(1-866-465-0669) si usted requiere
acomodación especial o traducción para
participar en esta reunión.

¿No puede asistir a una reunión?

Toll free
1-866-GO5ONOW
(866-465-0669)
Fax (attention: U.S.
50): 719-520-0108
Correo electrónico:
Us50einfo
@wilsonco.com
Página de Internet:
www.us50east.com
Correo Postal:
U.S. 50 Corridor
East Project
5755 Mark Dabling
Blvd. Ste. 220
Colorado Springs,
CO 80919-2200

Toll free
1-866-GO5ONOW
(866-465-0669)
Fax (attention: U.S.
50): 719-520-0108
Correo electrónico:
Us50einfo
@wilsonco.com
Página de Internet:
www.us50east.com
Correo Postal:
U.S. 50 Corridor
East Project
5755 Mark Dabling
Blvd. Ste. 220
Colorado Springs,
CO 80919-2200

El Proyecto “U.S. 50” se centra en planear el
futuro del transporte en el valle más bajo de
Arkansas. CDOT es “Partnering for Progress” y
está reuniendo a las comunidades, oficiales
públicos, agencias regulatorias, y ciudadanos
para identificar una localización del corredor
para una mejorada “U.S. 50” que efectivamente
nivele las diversas necesidades.

La información presentada en las reuniones estará
disponible en la página de Internet del proyecto:
www.us50east.com inmediatamente después de la
conclusión de la última reunión pública.

Toll free
1-866-GO5ONOW
(866-465-0669)
Fax (attention: U.S.
50): 719-520-0108
Correo electrónico:
Us50einfo
@wilsonco.com
Página de Internet:
www.us50east.com
Correo Postal:
U.S. 50 Corridor
East Project
5755 Mark Dabling
Blvd. Ste. 220
Colorado Springs,
CO 80919-2200

Acomodaciones razonables serán proveídas
cuando lo requieren para personas con
deshabilidades y para quienes que necesiten
traducción al español.

La Junta
Lunes, Agosto 20, 5-8 p.m.
Otero Junior College
(student center banquet room)
2001 San Juan Ave.
(acceso de silla ruedas por el lado este)

Lamar
Lunes, Agosto 20, 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Community Center (multipurpose room)
610 S. 6th Street

Fowler
Miércoles, Agosto 22, 5-8 p.m.
Fowler Elementary School
(all-purpose room)
601 W. Grant Ave.

Rocky Ford
Martes, Agosto 21, 5-8 p.m.
Jefferson Middle School (cafeteria)
901 S. 11th Street

Holly
Lunes, Agosto 13, 5-8 p.m.
Holly Senior & Community Center
129 S. Main

Las Animas
Martes, Agosto 14, 5-8 p.m.
Bent County/Las Animas
Community Center (gym)
1724 W. Ambassador Thompson Blvd.

Manzanola
Martes, Agosto 21, 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Manzanola High School (library)
301 S. Catalpa

Granada
Lunes, Agosto 13, 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Town Hall
105 S. Main

Visítenos en cualquier momento durante las reuniónes públicas.
Los niños son bienvenidos.

Usted nos ha ayudado a desarrollar opciones para el
Proyecto “U.S. 50” y nosotros hemos identificado los
impactos relacionados. Estamos eliminando las alternativas
basadas en esos impactos. Ayúdenos a decidir.
Usted puede hacer una diferencia.

Estamos haciendo decisiones.
¡Usted necesita venir!

Toll free
1-866-GO5ONOW
(866-465-0669)
Fax (attention: U.S.
50): 719-520-0108
Correo electrónico:
Us50einfo
@wilsonco.com
Página de Internet:
www.us50east.com
Correo Postal:
U.S. 50 Corridor
East Project
5755 Mark Dabling
Blvd. Ste. 220
Colorado Springs,
CO 80919-2200
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Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

Environmental Justice
Flyer Posting Locations
August 2007
Holly
Business/Organization

Address

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

100 E. Santa Fe
302 S Main
302 S. Main
101 N. Main
101 E. Colorado
120 E. Colorado
206 S. Main

Post Office
Holly City Clerk
Holly Library
Colorado East Bank & Trust
Porky’s Parlor
J.R.’s County Store
Reyman’s Grocery & Market

Granada
Business/Organization

Address

8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

105 E. Goff
105 E. Goff
111 S. Main
200 E. Main
200 W. Snowden

Stop 2 Shop
Colorado East Bank & Trust
Post Office
Kinfolk Kottage
Shorty’s Café

Lamar
Business/Organization

Address

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

407 E. Olive
104 E. Parmenter
2401 S. Main
1001 S. Main
1001 S. Main
1031 N. Main
4th and Colorado
607 Salvage
1001 S. Main #21
407 E. Olive
610 S. 6th Street
Train Depot
411 S. Main Street
300 Salvage Ave.
1115 N. Main PO
204 S. 6th Street
1107 S. Main
300 N. Main
906 E. Olive
1432 E. Olive

Comm. Resource & Senior Ctr
Lamar Library
Lamar Community College
Food Stamp Issuance
Social Services
Best Western Cow Palace Inn
Post Office
Head Start
Domestic Safety Center
Santa Fe Trail Laundromat
Community Center
Chamber of Commerce
Valley State Bank
Alco Discount Store #356
Hickory House Restaurant
Lamar Thriftway
Loaf n Jug #57
Loaf n Jug #58
Safeway #1721
Wal-Mart #2672

Environmental Justice Flyer Posting Locations

Facility Type
GOV
GOV
GEN
GEN
GEN
F
F

Facility Type
F
GEN
GOV
GEN
GEN

Facility Type
GEN
GEN
GEN
GEN
CS
GEN
GOV
CS
CS
CS
GEN
GEN
GEN
GEN
F
GEN
F
F
F
F

Date Posted
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07

Date Posted
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07

Date Posted
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07
7/25/07

1

Hasty
Business/Organization

Address

33. Valley Grocery

100 S. Main

Las Animas
Business/Organization

Address

34. Bent County/ Las Animas
Community Center
35. Bent County Courthouse
36. Bent County District Library
37. Bent County HealthCare Center
38. Coin Laundry
39. Las Animas Municipal Bldg.
40. Post Office
41. Sunshine Village Apartments
42. Thaxton’s Market
43. TNT Hardware
44. Val-U-Med Healthmart
45. Loaf n Jug #59

47. Western Convenience Store 121

1724 Ambassador
Thompson Blvd.
725 Carson Ave
306 W. 5th
810 Third Street
741 Carson Ave.
532 Carson Ave.
513 W. 6th
125 Locust Ave.
117 N. Bent Ave.
346 5th St.
159 N. Bent Ave.
415 Ambassador
Thompson Blvd.
1033 Ambassador
Thompson Blvd.
356 Bent Ave.

La Junta
Business/Organization

Address

48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.

1500 San Juan
517 Colorado Av
200 Burshears
1701 Lincoln Av
27948 Frontage Rd
324 Colorado Ave
412 Colorado Ave F
215 Raton
522 Colorado Ave
US 50
918 W. 3rd Street
101 N. Main
315 W. 2nd Street
6 Conley Road
712 E. 3rd
25388 Road 24.5
202 Lincoln Avenue
33481 Hwy 194

46. Sixty-Six Food Plaza #2

Arkansas Valley Community Center
Associated Charities
Child Development Services/Head Start
College Overlook Apartments
Felisa's Mexican Food & Lounge
Post Office
Ringo's Shop N' Save Discount Foods
Rocky Mountain SER
Woodruff Memorial Library
Family Dollar Store
Loaf n Jug #13
Loaf n Jug #16
Safeway #3723
Wal-Mart 1384
Quickee Foods #6
Hanagan Farm Market #2
La Junta Catholic Parish
Gary Shane Farms

Environmental Justice Flyer Posting Locations

Facility Type

Date Posted

F

7/25/07

Facility Type

Date Posted

GEN
GOV
GEN
GEN
GEN
GOV
GOV
GEN
F
GEN
GEN
F

8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
dropped off 8/3
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07

F

8/3/07

F

8/3/07

Facility Type

Date Posted

GEN
CS
CS
GEN
GEN
GOV
F
CS
GEN
GEN
F
F
F
F
F?
F
CH
F

8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
dropped off 8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
mailed 7-27
mailed 7-27
mailed 7-27

2

Swink
Business/Organization

Address

66. Swink Town Hall/Senior Center
67. Post Office
68. Sixty Six Food Plaza

301 Columbia Ave.
302 Columbia Ave.
205 Columbia Ave.

Rocky Ford
Business/Organization

Address

69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.

105 N. Main
702 Sandia Dr.
401 N. 9th
800 Chestnut Ave.
1207 Elm Ave
409 S. Main
1275 Elm Ave.
305 N. 10th Street
203 S. Main
801 Chestnut St.
309 N. Main
1209 Swink Ave.
405 N. Main St.
28183 Road 24.5

Chamber of Commerce
Plaza Nueva Apartments
Post Office
Rocky Ford Food Market
Phillips 66
Tri-County Family Care Center
Family Dollar Store
Loaf n Jug #49
City Administration Building
Colorado Workforce Center
Harris Pharmacy
St. Peter’s Catholic Church
D.V. Burrell Seed Growers Co.
Lusk Farms

Facility Type
GEN
GOV
F

Facility Type
GEN
GEN
GOV
F
F
CS
GEN
F
GEN
GEN
GEN
CH
GR
GR

Date Posted
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07

Date Posted
mailed 8-6
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
8/3/07
mailed 7-27
mailed 7-27
mailed 7-27

Manzanola
Business/Organization
83. Bauserman's Farm Market
84. Post Office

Address
11786 US Hwy 50
103 S. Park

Facility Type
F
GOV

Date Posted
8/3/07
8/3/07

Fowler
Business/Organization

Address

Facility Type

Date Posted

85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.

Fowler Co-Op Association
215 W Santa Fe Av
Jack's Grocery
214 Main
Post Office
123 Main
Loaf N Jug
US 50/Cranston Ave.
Phillips 66
204 E Cranston Ave
Cenex Gas Station
US 50/Cranston Ave.
Tri-County Housing Inc
34385 Hwy 167
Mary Queen of Heaven Catholic Church 602 7th Street

Avondale
Business/Organization

Address

93. Post Office
94. Health Department WIC
95. Loaf ‘N Jug #15

320 Avondale Blvd.
328 Avondale Blvd.
243 HWY 50 E.

Environmental Justice Flyer Posting Locations

F
F
GOV
F
F
F
CS
CH

Facility Type
GOV
CS
F

8/7/07
8/7/07
8/7/07
8/7/07
8/7/07
8/7/07
8/7/07
mailed 7-27

Date Posted
8/7/07
8/7/07
8/7/07

3

Pueblo
Business/Organization

Address

96.
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.
102.

108 Baxter Rd.
36031 E. US Hwy 50
33rd Lane, SH 96
207050 E. Highway 50
25100 E. Highway 50
31918 US Hwy 50
25140 US Hwy 50

Phillips 66 Acorn Food
Loaf ‘N Jug
Meadowbrook Trailer Park
Mesa Lagree’s
JR’s Country Store
Conoco Loaf ‘N Jug
Mesa Pharmacy/ U.S. Post Office

Facility Type
F
F
GEN
F
F
F
F/GOV

Date Posted
8/7/07
8/7/07
8/7/07
8/7/07
8/7/07
8/7/07
8/7/07

Key:
Church (CH)
Community Services (CS)
Food (F)
General (GEN)
Government (GOV)
Grower/farm (GR)

Environmental Justice Flyer Posting Locations
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Appendix L
Print Media Stories

La Junta Tribune Democrat
August 14, 2007

Rocky Ford Daily Gazette
August 23, 2007

Pueblo Chieftain
August 25, 2007

Rocky Ford Daily Gazette
September 4, 2007

Appendix M
Available Television Transcripts

Powered by

Highway 50 Expansion Project Public Meetings
Posted: 5:35 PM Aug 14, 2007
Last Updated: 4:42 PM Aug 14, 2007
Reporter: Josh Earl
Email Address: jearl@kktv11news.com

It’s a project that could change the landscape of the Arkansas Valley and its moving forward. Plans to
expand Highway 50 into a four-lane expressway from Pueblo to the Kansas line are currently in the
process and could be finalized soon.

A|A|A

It’s a complicated process and will take a lot of work to figure out where the new road will go. The Colorado
Department of Transportation has all but eliminated the option of going using the existing path of the highway
because it would require demolishing homes and businesses along the corridor. That leaves the option of going
around the ten communities along that stretch of road, a decision that may have a large economic impact.
Many businesses in the valley rely on that highway traffic and taking it away might mean some business would
have to relocate or shut its doors completely. Everyone in the region seems to be in agreement that a new highway is
needed, but it will be a difficult sell to those whose land will have to go in the process. Moving the road outside of
those towns will impact farm and ranch land in the area.
C-DOT is holding ten town meetings in the month of August to give people who live in the area a chance to weigh
in on the plans. Several meetings have already been held in Granada, Holly, Las Animas and Lamar.
Here is a list of the remaining meetings:
Lamar
Monday, Aug. 20
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Community Center (multipurpose room)
610 S. 6th Street
La Junta
Monday, Aug. 20
5-8 p.m.
Otero Junior College
(student center banquet room)
2001 San Juan Ave.
(wheelchair access on east side)
Manzanola
Tuesday, Aug. 21
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Manzanola High School (library)
301 S. Catalpa

Rocky Ford
Tuesday, Aug. 21
5-8 p.m.
Jefferson Middle School (cafeteria)
901 S. 11th Street
Pueblo
Wednesday, Aug. 22
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Southeast Colorado Heritage Center
201 W. B Street
Fowler
Wednesday, Aug. 22
5-8 p.m.
Fowler Elementary School
(all-purpose room)
601 W. Grant Ave.

Find this article at:
http://www.kktv.com/home/headlines/9159681.html

Check the box to include the list of links referenced in the article.
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U.S. Highway 50 Public Meetings August 13 - 22
Aug 8, 2007 03:42 PM MDT

Event Contact Phone Number: 866-GO50NOW (866-465-0669)
Event Contact E-mail: us50einfo@wilsonco.com
Name of Event: U.S. 50 Highway Public Meeting
Event Dates, Locations & Times: Listed Below
Event Information: CDOT is hosting a series of public meetings to present possible corridor
options for U.S. 50 from Pueblo to the Kansas state line, their potential affects on community
resources and options to carry forward. CDOT wants to hear from the communities regarding the
remaining options and the criteria for evaluating those options. The meetings will be held in
open-house format; anyone interested may attend any of the meetings and drop in any time
during them. Children are welcome.
Meeting dates and times:
August 13: Granada Town Hall, 105 S. Main, Granada. 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
August 13: Holly Senior and Community Center, 129 S. Main, Holly. 5:00 - 8:00 p.m.
August 14: Swink School multipurpose room, Swink. 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
August 14: Bent/Las Animas Community Center gym, 1724 Ambassador Thompson Blvd., 5:00 8:00 p.m.
August 20: Lamar Community Center (multipurpose room), Lamar 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
August 20: Otero Junior College (student center banquet room), 2001 San Juan Ave., 5:00 8:00 p.m.
August 21: Manzanola High School library, 301 Catalpa, Manzanola. 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
August 21: Jefferson Middle School cafeteria, 901 S. 11th Street, Rocky Ford. 5:00 - 8:00 p.m.
August 22: Southeastern CO Heritage Center, 201 W. B Street, Pueblo. 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
August 22: Fowler Elementary School all purpose room, 601 W. Grant Ave., Fowler. 5:00 - 8:00
p.m.
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U.S. 50 Highway Public Meeting
8/13/2007
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
CDOT is hosting a series of public meetings to present possible
corridor options for U.S. 50 from Pueblo to the Kansas state line,
their potential affects on community resources and options to carry
forward. CDOT wants to hear from the communities regarding the
remaining options and the criteria for evaluating those options. For
more, e-mail us50einfo@wilsonco.com.
Location: Town Hall, 105 S. Main
City: Granada
VISIT THEIR WEBSITE >>
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News First bears no responsibility for changes in dates, times or plans of these
events.
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U.S. 50 Highway Fowler Public Meeting
8/22/2007
5:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.
CDOT is hosting a series of public meetings to present possible
corridor options for U.S. 50 from Pueblo to the Kansas state line,
their potential affects on community resources and options to carry
forward. CDOT wants to hear from the communities regarding the
remaining options and the criteria for evaluating those options. The
meetings will be held in open-house format; anyone interested may
attend any of the meetings and drop in any time during them.
Children are welcome. E-mail us50einfo@wilsonco.com
Location: Fowler Elementary School all purpose room, 601
Grant Ave.
City: Fowler
Cost: Free
VISIT THEIR WEBSITE >>
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Submit your event to be included on our Community Calendar
Search
Search Term:
Search
Information on the News First Community Calendar is submitted by viewers.
News First bears no responsibility for changes in dates, times or plans of these
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Highway 50 Las Animas Meeting
8/14/2007
5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
CDOT is hosting a series of public meetings to present possible
corridor options for U.S. 50 from Pueblo to the Kansas state line,
their potential affects on community resources and options to carry
forward. CDOT wants to hear from the communities regarding the
remaining options and the criteria for evaluating those options. The
meetings will be held in open-house format; anyone interested may
attend any of the meetings and drop in any time during them.
Children are welcome.
Location: Bent County/Las Animas Community Center gym,
1724 Ambassador Thompson Blvd.
City: Las Animas
Cost: Free
VISIT THEIR WEBSITE >>

Back to the Community Calendar
Submit your event to be included on our Community Calendar
Search
Search Term:
Search
Information on the News First Community Calendar is submitted by viewers.
News First bears no responsibility for changes in dates, times or plans of these
events.

Jump to Japan»
Cripple Creek Honors
America's Armed
Forces»
Colorado State Fair»
Pikes Peak Challenge»
SoCoAds.com
listings
Vehicles (997)
Real Estate (454)
Employment (3495)
Rentals (484)
Merchandise (2588)
Services (183)

$2.73 9

WEATHER FIRST 5/30
Colorado Springs

Pueblo

74.7°

90.9°

Wednesday Aug 15, 2007 3:26:31 PM
KOAA.com
News First
Weather First
Traffic
Traffic Cams
Sports
Programming
News Cams
Community Calendar
Features
Video
Photos
Contests
Search

Make This My Homepage

U.S. 50 Highway Lamar Public Meeting
8/20/2007
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
CDOT is hosting a series of public meetings to present possible
corridor options for U.S. 50 from Pueblo to the Kansas state line,
their potential affects on community resources and options to carry
forward. CDOT wants to hear from the communities regarding the
remaining options and the criteria for evaluating those options. The
meetings will be held in open-house format; anyone interested may
attend any of the meetings and drop in any time during them.
Children are welcome. E-mail us50einfo@wilsonco.com
Location: Lamar Community Center, 610 S. 6th Street
City: Lamar
Cost: Free
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U.S. 50 Highway Swink Public Meeting
8/14/2007
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
CDOT is hosting a series of public meetings to present possible
corridor options for U.S. 50 from Pueblo to the Kansas state line,
their potential affects on community resources and options to carry
forward. CDOT wants to hear from the communities regarding the
remaining options and the criteria for evaluating those options. The
meetings will be held in open-house format; anyone interested may
attend any of the meetings and drop in any time during them.
Children are welcome. E-mail us50einfo@wilsonco.com
Location: Swink School (multipurpose room) 610 Columbia
City: Swink
Cost: Free
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U.S. 50 Highway Rocky Ford Public Meeting
8/21/2007
5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
CDOT is hosting a series of public meetings to present possible
corridor options for U.S. 50 from Pueblo to the Kansas state line,
their potential affects on community resources and options to carry
forward. CDOT wants to hear from the communities regarding the
remaining options and the criteria for evaluating those options. The
meetings will be held in open-house format; anyone interested may
attend any of the meetings and drop in any time during them.
Children are welcome. E-mail us50einfo@wilsonco.com
Location: Jefferson Middle School cafeteria, 901 S. 11th Street
City: Rocky Ford
Cost: Free
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U.S. 50 Highway Pueblo Public Meeting
8/22/2007
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
CDOT is hosting a series of public meetings to present possible
corridor options for U.S. 50 from Pueblo to the Kansas state line,
their potential affects on community resources and options to carry
forward. CDOT wants to hear from the communities regarding the
remaining options and the criteria for evaluating those options. The
meetings will be held in open-house format; anyone interested may
attend any of the meetings and drop in any time during them.
Children are welcome. E-mail us50einfo@wilsonco.com
Location: Southeastern Colorado Heritage Center, 201 W. B.
Street
City: Pueblo
Cost: Free
VISIT THEIR WEBSITE >>
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U.S. 50 Highway Manzanola Public Meeting
8/21/2007
10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
CDOT is hosting a series of public meetings to present possible
corridor options for U.S. 50 from Pueblo to the Kansas state line,
their potential affects on community resources and options to carry
forward. CDOT wants to hear from the communities regarding the
remaining options and the criteria for evaluating those options. The
meetings will be held in open-house format; anyone interested may
attend any of the meetings and drop in any time during them.
Children are welcome. E-mail us50einfo@wilsonco.com
Location: Manzanola High School library, 301 S. Catalpa
City: Manzanola
Cost: Free
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U.S. 50 Highway La Junta Public Meeting
8/20/2007
5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
CDOT is hosting a series of public meetings to present possible
corridor options for U.S. 50 from Pueblo to the Kansas state line,
their potential affects on community resources and options to carry
forward. CDOT wants to hear from the communities regarding the
remaining options and the criteria for evaluating those options. The
meetings will be held in open-house format; anyone interested may
attend any of the meetings and drop in any time during them.
Children are welcome. E-mail us50einfo@wilsonco.com
Location: Otero Junior College (student center banquet room),
2001 San Juan Ave. (wheelchair access on east side)
City: La Junta
Cost: Free
VISIT THEIR WEBSITE >>
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U.S. 50 Highway Public Meeting
8/13/2007
5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
CDOT is hosting a series of public meetings to present possible
corridor options for U.S. 50 from Pueblo to the Kansas state line,
their potential affects on community resources and options to carry
forward. CDOT wants to hear from the communities regarding the
remaining options and the criteria for evaluating those options. The
meetings will be held in open-house format; anyone interested may
attend any of the meetings and drop in any time during them.
Children are welcome. E-mail us50einfo@wilsonco.com
Location: Holly Senior & Community Center, 129 S. Main
City: Holly
Cost: Free
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Appendix P
Transcribed Comments

Public Meeting 2007 Transcribed Comments
Granada
Two comment sheets were received at the Granada meeting. The sheets contained the
following comments:
We have evaluated a range of alternatives and shared the results with you. Please
give us your thoughts on the alternatives and the screening criteria we used.
1. Highly recommend the Route Go South of Granada rather than North.
2. After viewing the two proposed routings – for economically consideration, I
choose the southern route around Granada, it has the least amount of water to
cross.
Are there any additional resources we should evaluate as part of the screening?
1. NO
2. Check out the old jail and firehouse on highway 50 just east of Granada
Stop*2*Shop. It has historical value even though it is not listed by the Historical
Society.
Are there other issues or ideas you would like to share with us?
1. NO
2. Should the routing go to the south this routing will cross county road 25 which is
the farmers route to the elevators and for moving their big equipment to and from
the fields. Many farmers own or lease land on either side of Granada.

Holly
Nine comment sheets were received at the Holly meeting. The sheets contained the
following comments:
We have evaluated a range of alternatives and shared the results with you. Please
give us your thoughts on the alternatives and the screening criteria we used.
1. The screening criteria is accurate, & the alternatives leave a lot of options open
for change.
2. No comment
3. You have been efficient at inspecting & judging the best route
4. I think it is a great idea to move to a 4 Lane expressway. With the amount of
traffic and access needs, I agree that it is the best alternative and it will have
profound effects for the region.
5. Thoughtful & well presented.
1

6.
7.
8.
9.

Very informative and well presented.
Very good – very informational – clear & defined
They Are Very Nice Alternatives
The maps and explanation signs were well done. I like the idea of passing lanes
on the present highway as you indicated on the roadway between Fowler and
Pueblo area. They have a lot of passing lanes in Kansas, particularly between
Syracuse and Lakin that help a lot in traveling this highway. I think that there
several areas on highway 50 where this can be used. As a former businessman in
Holly, we rely on the highway to bring business to our area, something that could
be missed by diverting the highway around the town.

Are there any additional resources we should evaluate as part of the screening?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

No
No comment
If you stay straight east & west of Holly the South Route would be the best.
No comment
? [sic]
Not sure
No
None that I can think of.
If we must have the highway diverted around the town, I think the south route
would be the best, though it would require building two railroad viaducts to get
over the railroad. If the highway could go far enough south to be adjacent to the
flood dike built in 1965 after the flood, then the road could help strengthen this
dike for even better protection of the town from the river and Butte Creek.
Though it would require more fill this way, perhaps some savings could be
realized by having a more elevated roadway. I would prefer this route rather than
going north where there is more water, more buildings, etc.

Are there other issues or ideas you would like to share with us?
1. Try and avoid as many residential & business areas as possible, specifically the
homes outside of town, where there is a lot of room to move the roadway.
2. Why not saucer the curbs to make easier parking and widen Highway 50 thru
town.
3. I discussed a Route above The Buffalo Canal between the cemetery. My property
Runs 2 miles From Rd 35 East. It would avoid more houses if you go north.
4. For Holly, I believe your south proposal would have the best outcome based on
the effects of the community and its patterns of growth.
5. I would prefer the highway to be built on the south side of town. Holly’s town
growth is to the north.
6. For the Holly area, I believe the south route would be a better choice because of
lesser population.
7. No – everything was good
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8. I think the south route is the best idea.
9. If the highway is to be diverted around the town, could businesses such as JR’s in
Holly be able to build a rest area-business outside the town so they could enable
travelers to use their facilities such as rest rooms, gas station, refreshments, etc? I
know that many people stop at this place in Holly when they are traveling thru
town. I just wonder if there would be a property available for them. I am sure
those traveling through the area wouldn’t divert unless they know of the place.

Swink
Two comment sheets were received at the Swink meeting. The sheets contained the
following comments:
We have evaluated a range of alternatives and shared the results with you. Please
give us your thoughts on the alternatives and the screening criteria we used.
1. These changes are necessary. Having these informational meetings will help
communites prepare for future economic impact.
2. No comment
Are there any additional resources we should evaluate as part of the screening?
1. No comment
2. Traffic count on Columbia Ave to see the danger at crossing
Are there other issues or ideas you would like to share with us?
1. No comment
2. As the Swink School Superintendent I have many concerns:
1. Highway to close to school. Noise level. Why locate highway by a
school?
2. Instead of building a new highway why not improve the existing highway
& make it four lanes from Kansas to Pueblo? This will be using $ more
effective.
3. New Highway will kill the businesses in town
4. Safety for students that have to cross the highway when trucks are driving
over 65 MPH.

Las Animas
Ten comment sheets were received at the Las Animas meeting. The sheets contained the
following comments:
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We have evaluated a range of alternatives and shared the results with you. Please
give us your thoughts on the alternatives and the screening criteria we used.
1. I feel the north route will impact less land using the northern option. You are
“right on” with the screening criteria.
2. It was very informative. The south corridor seems to be the better idea.
3. The alternatives have been well planned.
4. No comment
5. Cultural & social factors of the town should be part of the study.
6. Benefits for regional travelers, improved safety, local users may not see as great
of benefit (except for safety), improved mobility between towns.
7. I think the concerns will be addressed by a 4-lane expressway for the most part.
The local users wont gain much benefit from the new, but will gain from less
congestion on old Hwy 50.
8. I think a lot more consideration was given to traffic getting through than to the
impacts on the local community.
9. I was very disappointed in the choices presented at the Las Animas Community
meeting and the methods in which they were presented. All of the maps showed
1000’ right of ways, which gave the public the impression that entire city blocks
would have to be bulldozed, which is not the case, especially where four lanes
already exist. Moving Highway 50 out of our small, rural communities is a recipe
for economic disaster and I was very disappointed that economic impacts were
not addressed in any way. Our organization is in full support of keeping Highway
50 located in the community of Las Animas, as well as Hasty. The other concerns
and reasons for alternate routes that were brought up do not supersede the
economic health of an entire region. By moving out of town, the lack of traffic
would have detrimental impacts on 46 businesses directly and many more
indirectly.
10. No comment
Are there any additional resources we should evaluate as part of the screening?
1. No comment
2. No comment
3. Time element – when change is started through the towns – how many months are
anticipated?
4. No comment
5. Possibly considering or incorporating better access to Bent’s Old Fort to help
increase visitation.
6. Reconsider/Re-evaluate the direction of growth. Most residential growth is
occuring North and West of the City. Commercial growth is occuring North of
downtown.
7. Reconsider the direction that you have been told growth is expected. I believe it
will likly be to the North and West not northeast as you have been told.
8. Look at a narrower corridor through town with a wider curve.
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9. When evaluating additional resources, economic impacts must be a considering
factor, as well as potential incoming businesses. I also believe that the public
needs to understand what is involved in acquiring the land needed for the
“alternative” routes.
10. No comment
Are there other issues or ideas you would like to share with us?
1. We still need good access into and out of town as well as keeping Ambassador
Thompson 4 lane for local. We would need other access points into town, if
possible.
2. We need to leave the road through town but I’m not sure there would be funding
to maintain it.
3. What kind of value will be placed on property that the high-way will need?
4. Don’t waste any more money, skip the towns and widen area’s not within a city or
town.
5. The souther route would create a physical split in the town which could impact
social & cultural differences. The railway to a certain degree does this today. i.e.
across the tracks
6. The southern route is most appealing in my opinion. Access points throughout
the middle of town would benefit our commercial businesses more than just one
on each end.
7. The southern route at this time appears to be the best option for long term growth,
& business retention.
8. I think that it would be best to consider more using what we already have. Also,
to see what con be done for businesses etc…in town. I think that bypassing the
small towns, but going through large ones isn’t nessesarily good for the
community. If you have to do it I would prefer the north route for minimal
impact.
9. We feel very strongly that if Highway 50 is re-routed outside of the community,
then our small community must be allowed better means of marketing our area to
bring the traffic into town. This includes, but is not limited to, the restructuring of
the signage process/requirements on the Highway 50 Scenic and Historic Byway.
10. I had to miss the corridor meeting here a few weeks ago due to several conflicting
engagements at the same time. Just want to confirm that the study committee is
committed to bypassing Las Animas with either a northern or southern route
around town. I suppose there is no idea of when funding would get actual
construction underway here.

Lamar
One comment sheet was received at the Lamar meeting. The sheet contained the
following comments:
We have evaluated a range of alternatives and shared the results with you. Please
give us your thoughts on the alternatives and the screening criteria we used.
1. Everything seems to be on the right track.
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Are there any additional resources we should evaluate as part of the screening?
1. Very well presented.
Are there other issues or ideas you would like to share with us?
1. The truck by Pass around Lamar.

La Junta
Eight comment sheets were received at the La Junta meeting. The sheets contained the
following comments:
We have evaluated a range of alternatives and shared the results with you. Please
give us your thoughts on the alternatives and the screening criteria we used.
1. I noticed that you spent time and money documenting ideas which you did not
use. I also see that that you spent tax-payer dollars to feed us and to supply an
area for children to play in. I believe that your screening criteria is good.
However, you should find out how many people are willing to sell their property
to you.
2. No comment
3. All routes other than those currently in use should be scrapped. The only
improvement necessary is to 4 lane those portions that do not currently have 4
lanes.
4. Use no alternet routes stay on old Hyway widen it only. Like between Rocky ford
& Manzanola.
5. I appreciate your study of historical structures, community assets, homes &
businesses that could be impacted by expanding a highway.
6. It is difficult to evaluate the alternatives with no estimated costs.
7. No comment
8. No comment

Are there any additional resources we should evaluate as part of the screening?
1. You should evaluate the potential land available based on what land you would be
able to get ahold of. If you intend to take it by force, you will be answered I am
sure.
2. No comment
3. Pay more attention to those who have been in our area noting historical sites. Do
not distrub [disturb?] our historical heritage.
4. Forgot the environmental impact of the wild life and other arias of land damges.
6

5. Highways must remain CLOSE to town. Travelers should be able to see the town
as they drive past on the highway. Just a sign that indicates there is a town
somewhere over the hill is not enough.
6. $
7. No comment
8. No comment
Are there other issues or ideas you would like to share with us?
1. You should make an effort to use land sold to you only, although I realize that this
will severly hamper your expansion efforts and that you probably will not attempt
to do it. The people in this area are already opposed to theft, especially if it is
done by the organization which is supposed to protect us.
2. Consideration should be given to building a raised 4 lane above 1st street. 1) right
of way – should be less costly, 2) farms and ranchers would not be disrupted and
wasted, 3) there would be fewer over passes. As much as possible the present
Highway 50 road bed should be utilized.
3. Are you truly in league with the Army to ruin this valley!
4. If you can NOT keep it all where it is and widen it to a four lane just leave it alone
and not do anything I see only damage to the comunitys and the landowner
around this project if you change where the Hyway is now. This is just like Pione
Caynon. You will just distroy 100 yr farm & ranches and many farm will go out
of biusness with not enough compensation for them to start over and your line of
people will have the option of going through the towns. I have seen the biusness
routes the are never used except for trach that have to go to that town and maybe
some one that is lost so it will hurt the communityes.
5. I would like to see highway traffic closer to town. Could you elevate the roadway
over the town as is done in Colo. Spgs, Pueblo, Denver, etc? Could you consider
buying right of way thru La Junta that is on south side of present roadway
(relocating businesses to 2nd st or 3rd st) so the highway could go thru town? I can
see 3 or 4 accesses to the highway from town. (Each end of town, Colorado Ave
& Hwy 350.)
6. Integrate passing lanes to be built in next 2 years between Fowler & Pueblo into
long range 4 lane plan.

7. We attended the information session at Otero Jr. College Aug. 20. After some
thought, we prefer that the U.S. 50 corridor, east and west, be built on the existing
US 50 through town, buying necessary right-of-way from unused BNSF land
adjoining the present highway, if necessary. We DO NOT WANT the southern
routes suggested. This would mean forced occupation of farm/ranch/personal
property, and we have had enough of that high-handedness from the Army.
8. I would just like to see a nice interstate from Pueblo to Lamar. The plans that I
saw where the route “dips” in at each town is not acceptable. The desired result is
to have quick and safe transportation across this part of the State. That will not be
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achieved unless a direct route is followed. Also by “dipping” into each town the
cost must be much higher.

Manzanola
Two comment sheets were received at the Manzanola meeting. The sheets contained the
following comments:
We have evaluated a range of alternatives and shared the results with you. Please
give us your thoughts on the alternatives and the screening criteria we used.
1. Work with pipeline Right.A.Ways. Flood on North side is about due in the next
few years.
2. Prefer North Route.
Are there any additional resources we should evaluate as part of the screening?
1. Check with water wells (Locations) and valley water supply lines.
2. No comment
Are there other issues or ideas you would like to share with us?
1. Use right-aways from county roads for Hyway. The longer you TAKE – the more
it cost!
2. South corridor would affect drainage from high line canal & also Otero Canal.
North side is watered with pumps & wells. Would it affect conduit [?] water
system planned for the northside.

Rocky Ford
Thirteen comment sheets were received at the Rocky Ford meeting. The sheets contained
the following comments:
We have evaluated a range of alternatives and shared the results with you. Please
give us your thoughts on the alternatives and the screening criteria we used.
1. Start Nepesta – 2 mile west – (Parell [?] – Power line) to So of RR on Hwy 71 – 3
mile So of Swink then east across Hy ten & to 350 – where it crosses Otero then
east around LJ & back to Hwy 50 near gas pumping station. Why- Cost of right of
way – Drainage & good ground to put road on – 80 percent of road can be built
with out traffic interference – fewer cross roads – ditches – canals, gas lines –
power lines – phone lines.
2. Screening criteria is appropriate. I would like to see South Corridor #2 for La
Junta. It allows for expansion of the city for purposes of economic growth.
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3. Establish priorities. Number 1 – 4 lane from Manzanola to the Pueblo ordinance
depot. Number 2 – 4 lane Bent County line to Las Animas.
4. Well thought out and acceptable routing
5. Take the Hwy north of Rocky Ford – between the city & the river.
6. I don’t like any of the alternatives around R.F. & Swink. Best case would be the
North Corredors for both towns.
7. The maps are outdated, there are wetlands indicated that are gravel pits or haven’t
seen water in yrs. Taking Hwy 50 out of the communities will have a huge
impact on the economy.
8. I am glad the through town alternatives hae been eliminated. The northern route
that bypasses Rocky Ford seems like the best alternative for the viability of the
town. It also does not take out as much productive farm land.
9. No comment
10. There has been alot of changes since the first meeting showing the possible
routes.
11. The best approach is to connect existing 4 lane parts of 50 between Pueblo and
Lamar roughly 1/3 to 1/2 is already done (works fine) and there would be little
need to wipe out farm land and houses. Some will be necessary but not as much
as all the land taken out by going around.
12. I definately want the road to go south.
13. No comment
Are there any additional resources we should evaluate as part of the screening?
1. No comment
2. It appropriate to access exits to be positioned to be able to get to the towns for
business and residential users. Larger populations centers need adequate exits and
entry avenues to the U.S. 50 Corridor.
3. No comment
4. No
5. No comment
6. No comment
7. Evaluate the number of farmers you will be impacting.
8. No comment
9. I feel cost wise your best value would be stay North of Ark river and run pretty
much a straight line from Boone to North of Las Animas and utilize the existing
corridor (Hwy 50) to Lamar.
10. No comment
11. Speed will be about the same from A to B in time because it is so much further
around. Keep it a straight line near the existing 50. Shortest time & distance.
Our businesses will then have a chance. Straight line roads have always worked
best instead of winding all over.
12. No comment
13. No comment
Are there other issues or ideas you would like to share with us?
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1. If you go N. RF. Swink Manzanola Fowler Right of way costs are higher –
drainage ? road ???? is bad – higher maintanes. Just look at Colo Spge – I-25 –
should have went east of town & around Spgs & Fountain. When puting passing
lanes west Fowler – Do didn’t work[?] for 4 lanes same time. Save a lot of
money. Nuff said.
2. Look to the possibility of a truck stop exit for La Junta since we have a livestock
operations and manufacturing concerns that truck materials and products out of
La Junta and its Industrial Park. The importance of improving this Corridor
cannot be overstated. Relegating US 50 to second class status is unacceptable. If
it is improved, it will be used as growth on the Front Range continues to the
south. Pueblo in the last twenty has greatly expanded and will continue to grow.
Trinidad is on the cusp of growth as well. It’s going to happen and we need to
prepare for the future. Hopefully, this will happen in a timely fashion and not in
crisis management. We need to neet the needs, not respond after the fact. Future
thinking needs to happen! US Highway 50 is a National Corridor and should be
recognized. Colorado needs this improvement today. We should not wait any
longer to invest in this State transportation resource.
3. #1 the intersection safety where proposed 50 leaves current 50. #2 impact on
local business.
4. Northern route around Rocky Ford is still the most acceptable.
5. Just get us some passing lanes & we’ll be happy for the next 50 years!
6. No comment
7. Between Pinon Canyon expansion & CDOT we can all close our doors. We need
to 4 lane the areas that are 2 lane now or add a passing lane. This huge interstate
project is not needed.
8. The main issues are keeping the viability of the towns if possible. If the by passes
go too far away from the towns, the towns will dry up. Interstate 40 is a good
example.
9. No comment
10. Check impact to animals in feed lots or on pastures. Find the route which will
affect the least number of residents and businesses. Also, try to get a route where
the price of the properties would be reasonable.
11. Even if you have to slow down thru town it won’t add much time to the trip
perhaps 1 minute more for larger towns. I don’t want to see all the small towns
dry up. Cost to build an improved route where it is has to be much cheaper than
all new slab.
12. We bought our place to get away from traffic noise – if you go north you will
have to deal with buying our place or a nervous breakdown.
13. Please send me the links to your bypass studies. Would like to receive info on
commercial impact as a result of these types of changes.

Pueblo
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Three comment sheets were received at the Pueblo meeting. The sheet contained the
following comments:
We have evaluated a range of alternatives and shared the results with you. Please
give us your thoughts on the alternatives and the screening criteria we used.
1. No comment
2. No comment
3. I did have a very positive reaction to the idea that the highway might be relocated
North of the Pueblo Air Port. May I offer my observations? Why not use the
roadway already in place for the first few miles, renumbering State Road 47 to
become the new route for US 50? Of course, new routes would be needed to
carry the road past the air port, but there would be a number of advantages in
using Road 47 for the first section of the new US 50. First, an excellent exit from
I 25 is already in place. Should the decision be made to keep the present exit for
the renewed US 50East, an entirely new exchange with I 25 would be needed,
costing a very large sum of money. The present exit for US 50 has dangerously
sharp curves and is far below current standards for a major highway. Second, the
present design of Route 47 offers a four lane, divided roadway for a number of
miles East of Pueblo. Third, I believe plans are already underway to extend Route
47 to the Army Depot. It should be fairly inexpensive to establish a good design
on past the Depot and on to the needed route East. Of course, the problems of
traffic through to cities to the East still must be solved. Fourth, the renumbering
of Route 47 to become the new US 50 East would eliminate one of the more
confusing highway interchanges in Pueblo. Often, when directing visitors to the
University, we have to inform visitors that they should take #47 East, which is the
same exit as US 50 West. How nice it would be to remove that confusion of the
exit by having it serve US 50 both East and West! Fifth, If a number for the
present US 50 East is needed, that route could become the renumber road #47. I
trust that the good planning will continue for the more useable route for the future
US 50 East.
Are there any additional resources we should evaluate as part of the screening?
1. No comment
2. No comment
3. No comment
Are there other issues or ideas you would like to share with us?
1. On Hwy 50 I would suggest extending passing lane East of 341 thur Thompson
arroya to top of hill on east to decrease sun effects at morning & evenings.
2. At this time, I am unsure whether my property will be involved, to what extent
there will be any involvement of the property or if the access to my property will
remain the same. There have been considerable problems historically with the
on/off ramp through which I have access to my land. Over the years, there have
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been numerous accidents, some of which were fatal. Should you be dealing with
the on/off ramp leading to my property, I would use this opportunity to request
any changes which would take place would improve the safety of the access.
3. No comment

Fowler
Nineteen comment sheets were received at the Fowler meeting. The sheets contained the
following comments:
We have evaluated a range of alternatives and shared the results with you. Please
give us your thoughts on the alternatives and the screening criteria we used.
1. I would prefer the north side of Fowler. East of the cemetery going North of
Otero canal. Then follow the Otero canal West of Fowler & then back south to
the existing Hwy 50.
2. Moving south of Fowler will take the heart of the main farming area. Fowler is a
farming base town and this is taking that away. Keep it to the North.
3. North Corridor would have by far the least impact. Far fewer structures, land
owners. North route would destroy my grandmas and parents homes and would
still be more favorable.
4. For the fowler corridor I feel the best option is the North Route. This will impact
the Fowler area the least and have the least impact on the most productive farm
ground. Please use the North Corridor.
5. The North route will have the least impact on my home and farm. I think the
people of Fowler desire the North Route Corridor as the best alternative.
6. The Pueblo alternative – north of the airport is a very good option. The north
corridor option for Fowler seems good.
7. In reference to the alignment in the area of the Pueblo airport I prefer the North
Route.
8. The South Route is longer and would probably be more costly. There are historic
farm homes in the proposed area.
9. I prefer the North corridor around Fowler.
10. No comment
11. No comment
12. Thank goodness for the three miles!
13. Passing lanes will be real good from 59th Lane East. The passing lanes should go
to Lane 66.
14. I like the North Corridor which would go on the North side of Fowler Golf
Course.
15. The preference I see would be to pursue the North Corridor along Fowler. It is far
less invasive to the farming community & farm ground. Dividing up farm ground
would effectively ruin that use of the land, and would be very expensive.
16. No comment
17. No comment
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18. No comment
19. My main concern is the route around Fowler. The south will affect more farms
and to me more economic impact for locals. The north is more desirable to me
but you have to deal with the RR, Otero ditch & flood plain. That route would
affect far less people.
Are there any additional resources we should evaluate as part of the screening?
1. Our property is located south of the Otero & North of RR. Taking our property
would aslo affect our business, located on Santa Fe Ave. Jensen’s Blue Ribbon
Processing.
2. Try to keep the value of the farming base as a concern.
3. No comment
4. I feel that the r [end]
5. No comment
6. No comment
7. No comment
8. No comment
9. No comment
10. No comment
11. No comment
12. I live at 65th and my first concern is safety for travel to Pueblo from Fowler and
also those who travel to Pueblo from farther down in the valley. It is very
difficult to go east out of our property because we can’t see traffic coming from
the west. (Highland Canal)
13. I think that the North Corridor going thru Fowler would be better route.
14. The passing lanes from East of the Huerfano River to Thompson Arroyo Cor [?]
Lane 62 plus is a super, safe idea.
15. Consider the economic impact & promoting of the business in the community. I
would consider essential to make easy access to the “Business 50” for access of
travelers to opt to drive through Fowler!
16. Only fair to purchase property at actual value of property other than taxable
valuations.
17. Increase value of property in Fowler.
18. Use actual property values and not taxable values.
19. Economic impact for farms going north & south.
Are there other issues or ideas you would like to share with us?
1.
2.
3.
4.

No comment
No comment
North route should pass north of CEMETARY! Would save 6 homes.
The South Route will affect my Parents farm & home. My brothers farm & home
and my home.
5. No comment
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6. We have always felt that going north of the river starting at the Chemical Depot
would be of less impact – cheaper land and a clean shot to Las Animas.
7. No comment
8. Why not just widen the highway with the land currently along the highway? Are
the houses designated as historical in Fowler actually worth saving? Have the
owners been approached about selling?
9. No comment
10. 4-Lanes thru Santa Fe Street So. of rail way
11. I would like to see the Old Hiway (Santa Fe Route) put in to our New 4 lane Rt. I
feel this would save the state a lot of money & make it safe for us all.
12. I taught in Fowler for 33 years and at least once a week someone would pass me
on the double yellow line toward 66th lane. I found it very heart breaking to
empty the desk of a child in my class that died on the highway. Practically all
shopping has to be done in Pueblo for our families. Also the trucks need safer
traveling in this area.
13. No comment
14. I am not in favor of the South Corridor around and over the Oxford Ditch. Too
much ruined farmland and diversion of water for crops. I do appreciate your
plans but we need action.
15. No comment
16. No comment
17. By-pass Fowler – South Corridor
18. Need to put school bus signs on Hwy 50 at about the Pueblo and Otero County
line to 68th lane.
19. No comment
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

ALBUQUERQUE DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
SOUTHERN COLORADO REGULATORY OFFICE
200 S. SANTA FE AVENUE, SUITE 301
PUEBLO, COLORADO 81003

November 2, 2015
Regulatory Division
SUBJECT: Action No. SPA-2005-00484-SCO, CDOT - US Highway 50 CORRIDOR
EAST Tier 1 EIS review

John Cater
Federal Highway Administration
12300 W. Dakota Avenue, Suite 180
Lakewood, CO 80228
Mr. Cater:
I am writing this letter in response to your July 22, 2015 letter requesting review and
comments by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Regulatory Division (Corps
Regulatory) as a cooperating agency in the agency review the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed CDOT - US Highway 50 Corridor East, from Pueblo to
the Kansas state line. We have assigned Action No. SPA-2005-00484-SCO to this
project. Please include this number in all future correspondence concerning this
project.
As a cooperating agency, we have reviewed the draft EIS and have no problems
with the Tier 1 proposal, as described in the document for impacts to waters of the
United States, including wetlands. Since the Least Damaging Environmentally
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) has not been eliminated, future reviews of the LEDPA
within Tier II will be addressed in the alternative review according to the Clean Water
Act Section(b)(1) Guidelines ((b)(1) Guidelines) to ensure compliance with our National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review.
We encourage continued coordination with Corps Regulatory staff during Tier II
review of the EIS. If an individual 404 permit (IP) is required, the EIS should incorporate
an alternatives analysis that meets the requirements of the (b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR
Part 230), which are the substantive criteria for discharges of dredged or fill materials
into waters of the United States. The (b)(1) Guidelines state that “…no discharges of
dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the
proposed discharge which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem,
so long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental
consequences. An alternative is practicable if it is available and capable of being done
after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall
project purposes…”

-2-

If you have any questions feel free contact me at 719-543-6915 or by e-mail at
van.a.truan@usace.army.mil.
Sincerely,

Van Truan
Chief, Southern Colorado
Regulatory Office

NEPA/404 Merger
Process and Agreement

Programmatic Agreement, Colorado
State Historic Preservation Officer

Correspondence

Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

January 25, 2007
Mr. Mark Rodman
Executive Director
Colorado Preservation Incorporated
333 West Colfax, Suite 300
Denver, CO 80202
Dear Mr. Rodman:
The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) will be convening a meeting to discuss historic
preservation issues related to the US Highway 50 Corridor East project. This undertaking is a joint effort
by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and CDOT to develop a Tier 1 Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the US 50 corridor between the City of Pueblo and near the vicinity of the
Colorado/Kansas state line. As a consulting party for the project under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, you are cordially invited to the meeting:
When:

February 15, 2007 (9:30am – noon)

Where:

John W. Rawlings Museum
560 Bent Avenue
Las Animas, CO

This meeting is intended to provide an overview of the project’s activities related to historic properties
along the US 50 corridor. At the meeting, project team members, including Dan Jepson, CDOT Cultural
Resource Section Manager, and project historians will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Provide an overview of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 EIS;
Discuss the role of consulting parties in the Section 106 process;
Present data and information that the project team has collected related to historic resources
along the US 50 corridor;
Ask for your input to identify additional archaeological and historic resources of significance
along the US 50 corridor; and
Review a draft programmatic agreement being developed by CDOT, FHWA and the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). This agreement outlines how the project intends to identify
historic properties for the Tier 1 EIS and assess potential impacts to those resources.

If you have questions about the Section 106 process, please contact CDOT Cultural Resource Section
Manager Dan Jepson at (303) 757-9631. If you are interested in more information about the US 50
Corridor East project in general, please contact me at (719) 546-5406. We appreciate your interest in the
th
US 50 Corridor East project and look forward to seeing you on February 15 .
Sincerely,

Michael B. Perez
CDOT Project Manager

Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

February 7, 2007
Mr. Dwight L. Gardner
Chairman
Southeast Colorado Regional Tourism Group
1840 W. Ambassador Thompson Blvd.
Las Animas, CO 81054
Dear Mr. Gardner:
The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) will be convening a meeting to discuss historic
preservation issues related to the US Highway 50 Corridor East project. This undertaking is a joint effort
by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and CDOT to develop a Tier 1 Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the US 50 corridor between the City of Pueblo and near the vicinity of the
Colorado/Kansas state line. As a consulting party for the project under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, you are cordially invited to the meeting:
When:

February 15, 2007 (9:30am – noon)

Where:

John W. Rawlings Museum
560 Bent Avenue
Las Animas, CO

This meeting is intended to provide an overview of the project’s activities related to historic properties
along the US 50 corridor. At the meeting, project team members, including Dan Jepson, CDOT Cultural
Resource Section Manager, and project historians will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Provide an overview of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 EIS;
Discuss the role of consulting parties in the Section 106 process;
Present data and information that the project team has collected related to historic resources
along the US 50 corridor;
Ask for your input to identify additional archaeological and historic resources of significance
along the US 50 corridor; and
Review a draft programmatic agreement being developed by CDOT, FHWA and the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). This agreement outlines how the project intends to identify
historic properties for the Tier 1 EIS and assess potential impacts to those resources.

If you have questions about the Section 106 process, please contact CDOT Cultural Resource Section
Manager Dan Jepson at (303) 757-9631. If you are interested in more information about the US 50
Corridor East project in general, please contact me at (719) 546-5406. We appreciate your interest in the
th
US 50 Corridor East project and look forward to seeing you on February 15 .
Sincerely,

Michael B. Perez
CDOT Project Manager

Project No. NH 0504-037
Sub Account No. 12812

February 08, 2007
Mr. Roger Jones
Economic Development Director
c/o Mrs. Ellen Jones
Prowers County Development, Inc.
201 South Main
Lamar, CO 81052
Dear Mr. Jones:
The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) will be convening a meeting to discuss historic
preservation issues related to the US Highway 50 Corridor East project. This undertaking is a joint effort
by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and CDOT to develop a Tier 1 Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the US 50 corridor between the City of Pueblo and near the vicinity of the
Colorado/Kansas state line. As a consulting party for the project under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, you are cordially invited to the meeting:
When:

February 15, 2007 (9:30am – noon)

Where:

John W. Rawlings Museum
560 Bent Avenue
Las Animas, CO

This meeting is intended to provide an overview of the project’s activities related to historic properties
along the US 50 corridor. At the meeting, project team members, including Dan Jepson, CDOT Cultural
Resource Section Manager, and project historians will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Provide an overview of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 EIS;
Discuss the role of consulting parties in the Section 106 process;
Present data and information that the project team has collected related to historic resources
along the US 50 corridor;
Ask for your input to identify additional archaeological and historic resources of significance
along the US 50 corridor; and
Review a draft programmatic agreement being developed by CDOT, FHWA and the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). This agreement outlines how the project intends to identify
historic properties for the Tier 1 EIS and assess potential impacts to those resources.

If you have questions about the Section 106 process, please contact CDOT Cultural Resource Section
Manager Dan Jepson at (303) 757-9631. If you are interested in more information about the US 50
Corridor East project in general, please contact me at (719) 546-5406. We appreciate your interest in the
th
US 50 Corridor East project and look forward to seeing you on February 15 .
Sincerely,

Michael B. Perez
CDOT Project Manager

