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Date Correspondence

January 4, 2008 Letter to SHPO from CDOT re: Webb Ranch Eligibility and Effects

January 4, 2008 Letter to La Plata CHS from CDOT re: Webb Ranch Eligibility and Effects

January 14, 2008 Response letter from SHPO to CDOT  re: Webb Ranch Eligibility and Effects

April 27, 2009 Letter to ACHP from FHWA re: Webb Ranch

November 9, 2009 Letter to SHPO from CDOT re: Eastern Realignment Alternative Eligibility and Effects

November 9, 2009 Letter to Thomas McNeill, Esq. from CDOT re: Eastern Realignment Alternative Eligibility and Effects

November 9, 2009 Letter to Peggy Cooley from CDOT re: Eastern Realignment Alternative Eligibility and Effects

November 9, 2009 Letter to The Hopi Tribe from CDOT re: Eastern Realignment Alternative Eligibility and Effects

November 9, 2009 Letter to Pueblo of Laguna from CDOT re: Eastern Realignment Alternative Eligibility and Effects

November 9, 2009 Letter to Southern Ute Tribe from CDOT re: Eastern Realignment Alternative Eligibility and Effects

November 23, 2009 Response letter from The Hopi Tribe to CDOT

December 1, 2009 Response letter from SHPO to CDOT

December 3, 2009 Response letter from Pueblo of Laguna to CDOT

December 11, 2009 Letter from SHPO to CDOT re: resouce 5LP.6666

January 25, 2010 Letter to ACHP from FHWA re: Eastern Realignment Alternative Eligibility and Effects

August 5, 2010 Letter to Daniel Gregory (on behalf of Webb family attorney, Edward Pappas) from CDOT re: Webb 
Ranch

August 6, 2010 Letter to Peggy Cooley from CDOT re: Revised G Alternative and Revised F Modified Alternative 
Eligibility and Effects

August 6, 2010 Letter to Southern Ute Indian Tribe from CDOT re: Revised G Alternative and Revised F Modified 
Alternative Eligibility and Effects

August 6, 2010 Letter to The Hopi Tribe from CDOT re: Revised G Alternative and Revised F Modified Alternative 
Eligibility and Effects

August 6, 2010 Letter to Pueblo of Laguna from CDOT re: Revised G Alternative and Revised F Modified Alternative 
Eligibility and Effects

August 6, 2010 Letter to SHPO from CDOT re: Revised G Alternative and Revised F Modified Alternative Eligibility and 
Effects

August 16, 2010 Response letter from The Hopi Tribe to CDOT re: Revised G Alternative and Revised F Modified 
Alternative Eligibility and Effects

August 25, 2010 Response letter from SHPO to Jane Hann re: Revised G Alternative and Revised F Modified Alternative 
Eligibility and Effects
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September 21, 2010 Letter to Shannon Bennett from CDOT

September 22, 2010 Letter to ACHP from FHWA re: Revised G Alternative and Revised F Modified Alternative Eligibility and 
Effects

September 29, 2010 Response letter from Webb family attorney, Edward Pappas, to CDOT re: Revised G Alternative and 
Revised F Modified Alternative Eligibility and Effects

October 8, 2010 Response letter from CDOT to Webb family attorney, Edward Pappas, re: Revised G Alternative and 
Revised F Modified Alternative Eligibility and Effects

October 26, 2010 Response letter from Webb family attorney, Edward Pappas, to CDOT re: Revised G Alternative and 
Revised F Modified Alternative Eligibility and Effects

November 1, 2010 Letter to Shannon Bennett from CDOT re: site forms for Clark Ranch property

November 7, 2010 Response letter from Shannon Bennett to CDOT

November 9, 2010 Response letter from CDOT to Webb family attorney, Edward Pappas, re: Webb Ranch

December 8, 2010 Follow-up letter to SHPO from CDOT re: Eastern Realignment Alternative, Revised G Modified 
Alternative, and Revised F Modified Alternative Eligibility and Effects

December 8, 2010 Letter to Webb family attorney, Edward Pappas, from CDOT re: Eastern Realignment Alternative, 
Revised G Modified Alternative, and Revised F Modified Alternative Eligibility and Effects

December 9, 2010 Letter to Shannon Bennett from CDOT re: Revised G Alternative and Revised F Modified Alternative 
Eligibility and Effects

December 9, 2010 Letter to Peggy Cooley from CDOT re: Revised G Alternative and Revised F Modified Alternative 
Eligibility and Effects

December 9, 2010 Letter to The Hopi Tribe from CDOT re: Eastern Realignment Alternative, Revised G Modified 
Alternative, and Revised F Modified Alternative Eligibility and Effects

December 9, 2010 Letter to Joel Craig from CDOT re: Revised G Alternative and Revised F Modified Alternative Eligibility 
and Effects

December 9, 2010 Letter to Philip S. Craig from CDOT re: Revised G Alternative and Revised F Modified Alternative 
Eligibility and Effects

December 9, 2010 Letter to Pueblo of Laguna from CDOT re: Revised G Alternative and Revised F Modified Alternative 
Eligibility and Effects

December 9, 2010 Letter to Southern Ute Indian Tribe from CDOT re: Revised G Alternative and Revised F Modified 
Alternative Eligibility and Effects

December 16, 2010 Response letter from SHPO to CDOT re: Webb Ranch

December 16, 2010 Response letter from FHWA to Webb family attorney, Edward Pappas, re: comments

January 4, 2011 Response letter from Pueblo of Laguna to CDOT

January 29, 2011 Letter to ACHP from FHWA transmitting documentation for Finding of Adverse Effect (DAE)

February 8, 2011 Response letter from ACHP to FHWA re: Webb Ranch (Documentation for Finding of Adverse Effect)
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February 24, 2011 Western Alternative E-mail File Search Results (from Lisa Schoch)

March 24, 2011 Letter to Willie Taylor (USDOI) from FHWA re: Section 4(f) Evaluation

March 25, 2011 Letter to Sabrina Hicks (CDOT) from Thomas McNeill re: proposed realignment

March 30, 2011 Letter to Reid Nelson (ACHP) re: Draft MOA and Section 4(f) Evaluation

April 5, 2011 Letter to CDOT from FHWA re: Detemination of Need for SEIS

April 7, 2011 Letter to Antonia Clark from FHWA re: Draft Memorandum of Agreement and Draft Section 4(f) 
Evaluation

April 7, 2011 NRCS coordination re: farmland impacts

April 14, 2011 Letter to CDOW from CDOT requesting species list

April 15, 2011 Letter to FHWA from Thomas McNeill re: FHWA Response to ACHP February 8, 2011, letter

April 15, 2011 USFWS letter to Kerrie Neet re: T&E/species list

April 21, 2011 Letter to Consulting Parties/ACHP re: US 160 review extension and SEIS announcement

April 26, 2011 Response letter from Pueblo of Laguna to FHWA for SEIS

April 29, 2011 Letter from DOI to FHWA re: comments on the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

May 27, 2011 Letter to Robert Stewart (USDOI) re: Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

May 31, 2011 Letter from ACHP to FHWA re: comments on Draft MOA and Section 4(f) Evaluation

August 15, 2011 Letter to Lynn Woodell (BLM) from John Cater (FHWA) re: cooperating agency update for SEIS

August 15, 2011 Letter to Kara Hellige (USACE) from John Cater (FHWA) re: Corps request for concurrence

August 18, 2011 Additional Section 106 consultation (letter to Edward Nichols, SHPO, from Jane Hann)

August 19, 2011 Additional Section 106 consultation (letter to Shannon Bennett, from Jane Hann)

August 19, 2011 Additional Section 106 consultation (letter to Philip S. Craig, from Jane Hann)

August 19, 2011 Additional Section 106 consultation (letter to Joel Craig, from Jane Hann)

August 19, 2011 Additional Section 106 consultation (letter to Peggy Cooley, from Jane Hann)

August 19, 2011 Additional Section 106 consultation (letter to Edward Pappas, from Jane Hann)
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August 19, 2011 Additional Section 106 consultation (letter to Leroy Shingoitewa, The Hopi Tribe, from Jane Hann)

August 19, 2011 Additional Section 106 consultation (letter to Richard B. Luarkie, Pueblo of Laguna, from Jane Hann)

August 19, 2011 Additional Section 106 consultation (letter to Pearl Casias, Southern Ute Indian Tribe, from Jane Hann)

August 19, 2011 Additional Section 106 consultation site forms (5LP6654_1)

August 19, 2011 Additional Section 106 consultation site form attachments (5LP6654_1)

August 24, 2011 Additional Section 106 consultation (reply letter from Edward Nichols, SHPO, to Jane Hann)

September 8, 2011 Letter from USACE to John Cater, FHWA re: concurrence points

September 14, 2011 Letter from FHWA to Reid Nelson, ACHP re: eligibility and effect
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From: Schoch, Lisa [Lisa.Schoch@dot.state.co.us]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2011 2:52 PM
To: Jankowski, Paul; Neet, Kerrie; Gibson, Stephanie P
Cc: Jepson, Daniel
Subject: Western Realignment Alternative
Attachments: West Alt (Email) File Search Results.pdf

Hi everyone: 
  
A file search for the proposed Western Realignment Alternative was completed in 2009 (see attached pdf file), and at that time Dan 
Jepson indicated that were we to complete an intensive‐level inventory for that alignment, it’s likely that additional historic 
properties would be identified. 
  
With regard to the railroad along the Animas River‐‐ two segments of which were identified in the 2009 file search 
(5LP2581.3/5LP2581.4‐‐ preliminary research indicates that the railroad is the Farmington Branch of the Denver & Rio Grande 
Western that extended from Durango to Farmington, NM.    It was initially constructed in 1905, was abandoned in the late 1960s , 
and materials were removed in the early 1970s.  That said, there are seven segments of the railroad identified in the OAHP Compass 
database, suggesting that there are still some materials left along the railroad alignment to document.  Resource 5LP2581.4, for 
example, is identified as a railroad trestle.  (Although evidence indicates it has been largely destroyed).  
  
Because this is a linear resource that extends well outside of our project area, we would assume that the entire railroad is significant 
for its historical associations, and would need to conduct field survey on the segment within the APE for the Western Realignment 
Alternative to determine if it has the integrity to support the significance of the overall railroad.  Even if there is no integrity to the 
railroad segment in the APE, we’d still treat the entire railroad as an eligible resource, an approach that is consistent with how we 
evaluate all linear resources in consultation with SHPO.  So, pending an intensive‐level survey,  the RR would qualify for Section 4(f) 
protection. 
  
If you need additional information, let me know. 
  
Thanks 
Lisa 
  
  
Lisa Schoch, Senior Historian 
Environmental Programs Branch 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Denver, CO 80222 
303-512-4258 
  
  
  



From: Jepson, Daniel
To: Cross, Steven; 
cc: Neet, Kerrie; Archuleta, Edward; 
Subject: Western Realignment Alternative File Search Results
Date: Wednesday, December 02, 2009 9:54:00 AM
Attachments: Western Alternative File Search Results.pdf 

Western Alternative File Search Data.pdf 

Steven –
 
Attached are two files containing historic properties file search results for the 
Western Realignment Alternative, per your request.  The first file contains a 
May 22, 2009 Email I sent to Kerrie and Ed that generally outlines the data, 
as well as a portion of the Loma Linda 7.5’ USGS quadrangle showing the 
locations of each site (site numbers highlighted in yellow).  All other site 
locations appear to be well outside the corridor and any associated Area of 
Potential Effects we might establish for the alternative.  The second file is a 
tabular version of the site info that contains general legal locations and 
National Register eligibility determinations; I don’t have these coordinates in 
shape files.
 
Please note that in the May Email I indicated the presence of 11 sites either 
within or near the proposed Western Realignment corridor, whereas the data 
table attached here references 12 sites.   I didn’t previously include historic 
site 5LP5652 in that total  (located adjacent to existing US 160 west of the 
US 550 intersection), but it’s listed here since possible improvements to US 
160 associated with this alternative could impact it.
 
Please let me know if you have questions—thanks –
 
Dan

mailto:/O=CDOT/OU=HEADQUARTERS/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=EXCHANGE RECIPIENTS/CN=JEPSOND
mailto:/O=CDOT/OU=DURANGO/cn=Recipients/cn=crosss
mailto:/O=CDOT/OU=DURANGO/cn=Recipients/cn=Exchange Recipients/cn=NeetK
mailto:/O=CDOT/OU=GRANDJUNCTION/cn=Recipients/cn=Exchange Recipients/cn=ArchuletaE












US 550/160 Western Realignment Alternative 
Known Historic Properties Data 


 
Site No. Site Type NRHP Eligibility Legal Loc. 


5LP442 Prehistoric camp Officially Not Eligible T34N, R9W, S. 18 
5LP1131.8 D&RGW Railroad segment Officially Eligible T34N, R9W, S. 10 
5LP1131.22 D&RGW Railroad segment Officially Not Eligible T34N, R9W, S. 9 
5LP2096 Isolated Find Field Not Eligible (by 


definition, isolates are 
not eligible) 


T34N, R9W, S. 8U 


5LP2581.3 D&RGW- Farmington 
Branch segment 


Officially Not Eligible T34N, R9W, S. 18 


5LP2581.4 D&RGW trestle None T34N, R9W, S. 8U 
5LP5650 Historic residence Officially Not Eligible T34N, R9W, S. 9 
5LP5651 Historic residence Officially Not Eligible T34N, R9W, S. 9 
5LP5652 Historic granary Officially Not Eligible T34N, R9W, S. 9 
5LP6626 Historic residence Officially Not Eligible T34N, R9W, S. 20 
5LP6627 Historic residence Officially Not Eligible T34N, R9W, S. 20 
5LP6654 US Highway 550 Field Not Eligible T34N, R9S, S. 


(various) 
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Figure:  Alternatives to be Considered in the SEIS 

 



 













 





































































 

































 




