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A federal agency may publish a notice in the Federal Register, pursuant to 23 USC
§139(1), indicating that one or more federal agencies have taken final action on permits,
licenses, or approvals for a transportation project. If such notice is published, claims
seeking judicial review of those federal agency actions will be barred unless such claims
are filed within 180 days after the date of publication of the notice, or within such
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of the federal agency action is allowed. If no notice is published, then the periods of
time that otherwise are provided by the federal laws governing such claims will apply.
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

-A-
AADT Annual Average Daily Traffic
AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
ACBM Asbestos-Containing Building Materials
ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
ADAAG Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines
ADT Average Daily Traffic
AM Morning
AMI Area Median Income
APE Area of Potential Effects
AST Aboveground Storage Tank
ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials
AUM Animal Unit Months
-B-
B Business Route
BA Biological Assessment
BCC Birds of Conservation Concern
BFE Base Flood Elevation
BLM Bureau of Land Management
BMP Best Management Practice
BO Biological Opinion
BOD Biological Oxygen Demand
BP Before the Present
=Co
CAA Clean Air Act
CAQCC Colorado Air Quality Control Commission
CBM Coal Bed Methane
CCR Code of Colorado Regulations
CDBG Community Development Block Grant
CDOT Colorado Department of Transportation
CDOW Colorado Division of Wildlife
CDPHE Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
CDPS Colorado Discharge Permit System
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
cfs Cubic Feet per Second
CGS Colorado Geological Survey
CHS Colorado Historical Society
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CLOMR
CMAQ
CNAP
CNHP

co

CORA
CORRACTS
CR

CRS

CWA

aB
dBA
DE
DOI
DOL

DOT
DPM

ECS
EJ
EO
EPA
ESA

FEIS
FEMA
FHWA
FIRM
FOIA
FOR
FPPA

GIS

gpm
gps

HABS
HAER
HAP
HB
HC
HHS

Conditional Letter of Map Revision
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Colorado Natural Areas Program
Colorado Natural Heritage Program
Carbon Monoxide
Colorado Open Records Act
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Corrective Action
County Road
Colorado Revised Statutes
Clean Water Act

-D-
Decibel
Hourly A-weighted Sound Level in Decibels
Diesel Exhaust
US Department of the Interior
US Department of Labor

US Department of Transportation
Diesel Particulate Matter

-E-
Erosion Control Supervisor
Environmental Justice
Executive Order
US Environmental Protection Agency
Endangered Species Act

-F-

Final Environmental Impact Statement
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Highway Administration

Flood Insurance Rate Map

Freedom of Information Act

Final Office Review

Farmland Protection Policy Act

=G o
Geographic Information Systems
Gallons Per Minute
Global Positioning System
-H-

Historic American Buildings Survey
Historic American Engineering Record
Hazardous Air Pollutant

House Bill

Hydrocarbons

Health and Human Services
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HOV

IAR
INWMP
RIS
ISA

ITS

LEDPA
L(eq)
Leq(h)
LOMR
LOS
LUST

MBTA
MESA
Hg/m?
pm
uS/cm
MLS
MMI
MOA
MP
Mph
MS4
MSAT
MSE

NAAQS
NAC
NAGPRA
NDIS
NEPA
NESHAP
NFIA
NFIP
NFRAP
NHPA
NLEV
NO:
NOA
NOI

High Occupancy Vehicle

Interstate Access Request
Integrated Noxious Weed Management Plan
Integrated Risk Information System
Initial Site Assessment
Intelligent Transportation Systems

-L-
Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
Equivalent continuous noise level
Hourly equivalent sound level
Letter of Map Revision
Level of Service
Leaking Underground Storage Tank

-M -
Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Modified Phase | Environmental Site Assessment
Micrograms per Cubic Meter
Micrometers
Micro-Siemens per Centimeter
Multiple Listing Service
Multihazard Mapping Initiative
Memorandum of Agreement
Milepost
Miles Per Hour
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
Mobile Source Air Toxics
Mechanically Stabilized Earth

-N -
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Noise Abatement Criteria
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
Colorado Natural Diversity Information Source
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
National Flood Insurance Act
National Flood Insurance Program
No Further Remedial Action Planned
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
National Low Emission Vehicle
nitrogen dioxide
Notice of Availability
Notice of Intent
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NOx Oxides of Nitrogen
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NPL National Priority List
NPS National Park Service
NR-A Non-Rural Principal Highway
NRC National Resource Center
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
NSJB Northern San Juan Basin
-0-
Os Ozone
OAHP Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
oIS QOil Inspection Survey
OPS Colorado Department of Labor and Employment's Division of Oil and Public Safety
-P-
ppb Parts Per Billion
ppm Parts Per Million
PA Programmatic Agreement
Pb Lead
PCA Potential Conservation Area
PCB Polychlorinated Biphenyl
PL Public Law
PM Evening
PM2s Particulate Matter with an Aerometric Diameter Less Than 2.5 Microns
PMio Particulate Matter Less Than 10 Microns in Diameter
-R-
R-A Regional Highway
REC Recognized Environmental Conditions
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
REDDSC Region 9 Economic Development District of Southwest Colorado, Inc.
RCRIS Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System
RFG Reformulated Gasoline
RIP Recovery Implementation Plan
ROD Record of Decision
ROW Right-of-Way
RTP Regional Transportation Plan
RV Recreational vehicle
-S-
SAFETEA-LU Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users
Satisfi Satisfi Environmental Information
SB Senate Bill
SDEIS Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act
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SDO
SEIS
SEO

SGPI
SH

SHPO
SIP
SMART
S0z
SPUI
STIP
STP
SUCAP
SUIT
SWMP

T&E
TCM
DM
THP
THPO
TIP
TMDL
TNM
TSM
TSS

Uniform Act
URS
us

US 160
US 550
USACE
usc
USDA
uUsboT
USFS
USFWS
USGS
UST

VISTA
VMT

State Demography Office
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
State Engineer’s Office

Shortgrass Prairie Initiative
State Highway

State Historic Preservation Officer

State Implementation Plan

Safe Multimodal Aesthetic Regional Transportation
Sulfur Dioxide

Single-Point Urban Interchange

State Transportation Implementation Program
Surface Transportation Program

Southern Ute Community Action Plan

Southern Ute Indian Tribe

Stormwater Management Plan

Threatened and Endangered
Transportation Control Measure
Transportation Demand Management
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Transportation Implementation Program
Total Maximum Daily Load
Traffic Noise Model
Transportation system management
Total Suspended Solids

-U-

Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987

URS Corporation

United States

US Highway 160

US Highway 550

US Army Corps of Engineers

US Code

US Department of Agriculture

US Department of Transportation
US Forest Service

US Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service
US Geological Service
Underground Storage Tank

VISTA information system
Vehicle Miles Traveled
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VOCs Volatile Organic Compounds
VRM Visual Resource Management
-W-
WHI Weighted Hazard Index
WQCC Water Quality Control Commission
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Executive Summary

Introduction

The US Highway 550 (US 550) South Connection to US Highway 160 (US 160)
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) supplements information
contained in the US Highway 160 from Durango to Bayfield Environmental Impact
Statement and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation signed by the Federal Highway
Administration on May 12, 2006 (2006 US 160 EIS). This SDEIS addresses impacts that
were not previously evaluated or that have been changed based on revisions to the
design. These impacts are confined to a limited portion of the project where US 550
connects to US 160 east of Durango, Colorado.

On November 7, 2006, FHWA signed the US Highway 160 (US 160) from Durango to
Bayfield Record of Decision. This SDEIS is being prepared because of issues that have
come to light during preliminary design of the US 550 South connection to US 160 based
on the alternative selected in the 2006 US 160 ROD. These issues include (1) a gas well
constructed in the US 550 alignment of the preferred alternative from the 2006 US 160
EIS, and (2) in 2008, the portion of the Marie J. Webb Ranch (Webb Ranch) property on
Florida Mesa was determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). The US 550 alignment selected in the 2006 US 160 ROD that connects to US
160 crosses this historic property.

The Selected Alternative from the 2006 US 160 ROD on US 160 is 16.2 miles, extending
from milepost (MP) 88.0, located east of Durango, to MP 104.2, located east of Bayfield.
The Selected Alternative extends four lanes on US 160 to east of Bayfield, generally
along the existing alignment with an alignment to the south in Gem Village from MP
100 to MP 101. It also includes reconstruction of the US 160/ US 550 (south) intersection
as an interchange and a new section of US 550 that is necessary to connect the
interchange on US 160 to the US 550 corridor south of Durango. The proposed action in
this SDEIS revises the location and length of US 550 from south of County Road (CR)
220 to where it connects to US 160. The proposed action on US 550 in the SDEIS is
slightly longer than that selected in the 2006 US 160 ROD to allow for a design shift that
lessens impacts and avoids a gas well. With the design shift described in this SDEIS,
the length of US 550 now extends from the previous 1.2 miles long to the proposed 1.5
miles long. The realigned portion of US 550 would be improved from a two-lane to a
four-lane highway.

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the project identified in the 2006 US 160 Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is to improve conditions for the traveling public within the corridor.
Specifically, the purpose of the project is to:
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» Increase travel efficiency/capacity to meet current and future needs.

» Improve safety for the traveling public by reducing the number and severity of
crashes.

» Control access for safety and mobility improvements.

The need for this project is based on the projected increased travel demands on
highway capacity and efficiency, and the existing substandard design that contributes
to accidents associated with roadway deficiencies. This document re-evaluates the basis
of the need based upon the most recent data on population, traffic volumes, and the
number and severity of crashes. The re-evaluation of updated information confirms the

basis of need as described above and in the 2006 US 160 EIS.

Alternatives Development and Analysis

The SDEIS focuses on the connection of US 550 to US 160 and the portion of US 550
needed to connect US 550 to the US 160 corridor. Reasonable alternatives have been
developed for the US 550 south connection to US 160 that meet the purpose and need
for the project. Other alternatives have been considered and dismissed. The No Action
Alternative is considered throughout the alternative development process as a basis for
comparison. The goal of the alternative development was to arrive at a Preferred
Alternative that is reasonable, satisfies the project purpose and need, and minimizes
environmental impacts.

Consistent with the 2006 US 160 EIS, the development of alternatives in the SDEIS
merge the analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) with Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). The merger process in the 2006 US 160 EIS
demonstrated to the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) that the Preferred
Alternative under NEPA was also the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative (LEDPA) under the CWA. A Section 404 permit under the CWA was
obtained for the corridor in conjunction with signing of the 2006 US 160 ROD.
Alternatives developed for the SDEIS address CWA requirements in addition to NEPA.

The SDEIS includes two screening levels. The first screening level is based on purpose
and need and other criteria for determining whether an alternative is reasonable under
NEPA such as logistics and cost. This screening level is similar to the Feasibility
Alternatives screening in the 2006 US 160 EIS. The second screening level in the SDEIS
evaluates alternatives based on NEPA, CWA and Section 4(f) criteria. This screening
level is similar to the Preliminary Alternatives screening level from the 2006 US 160 EIS.
The second screening level in the SDEIS, however, also considers Section 4(f) criteria
which are new for this document. The second level screen is used in the SDEIS to
identify the Preferred Alternative.
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All the reasonable alternatives are in the Grandview Section. The Grandview Section
includes US 160 from approximately mile marker 88 west of the US 160/ US 550 (south)
intersection to the State Highway 172 (SH 172)/ CR 234 intersection, and US 550 from
south of CR 220 to US 160. All the alternatives in the Grandview Section include the
existing Grandview Interchange, single point urban interchanges (SPUIs) at CR 233
(Three Springs) and SH 172/CR 234, and four lanes on US 160. The reasonable
alternatives considered in this SDEIS include the Revised G Modified Alternative,
Revised F Modified Alternative and the Eastern Realignment Alternative. These
alternatives are summarized below and illustrated on Figure ES-1.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative assumes completion of the US 160 project as defined in the
Record of Decision with the exception of the connection of US 550 to US 160. Auxiliary
lanes are included between the west project limit and the interchange at CR 233 (Three
Springs). The additional auxiliary lanes are considered a design variation of the
alternatives described in the 2006 US 160 EIS. The additional auxiliary lanes, which
extend from the west limit of the project to the CR 233 (Three Springs) Interchange, are
needed for each of the alternatives in the SDEIS based on updated traffic analyses (see
Appendix C), and, therefore, were not part of the screening of alternatives within this
document. The auxiliary lanes can be added within the right-of-way and identified
footprint of the alternatives in the 2006 US 160 EIS. The Grandview Interchange
addresses development along US 160 without the connection of US 550. In this case,
US 550 remains on its current alignment where poor geometry, low design speeds and
two lane capacity, on a north facing steep grade presents capacity and safety issues. See
Chapter 1 of this document for more information on the problems associated with the
current alignment.

Revised G Modified Alternative

The Revised G Modified Alternative connects US 550 to US 160 via the Grandview
Interchange. This alternative was considered for detailed analysis in the 2006 US 160
EIS. The Revised G Modified Alternative is essentially the same alternative as that
selected in the 2006 US 160 ROD but it has been revised to avoid a gas well that was
installed in the alignment selected in the 2006 US 160 ROD. For these reasons,
“Revised” has been added to the title of this alternative.

Revised F Modified Alternative

The F Modified Alternative was the other alternative in the Grandview Section
considered for detailed analysis in the 2006 US 160 EIS. US 550 crosses Florida Mesa
and connects to US 160 at the CR 233 (Three Springs) Interchange. Frontage roads
parallel the alignment from US 160 south for about a mile. These roads provide local
access to the properties south of US 160. The Revised F Modified Alternative is the same
as in the 2006 US 160 EIS except it includes the Grandview Interchange. The
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Figure ES-1. Reasonable Alternatives Considered In this SDEIS
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Grandview Interchange is included in this alternative as traffic analyses updated to
2030 indicate that three interchanges are needed in the Grandview Section even without
a US 550 South Connection (Appendix C). For these reasons, “Revised” has been added
to the title of this alternative.

Eastern Realignment Alternative

The Eastern Realignment Alternative was developed specifically to avoid the Webb
Ranch, a historic resource and Section 4(f) property. US 550 connects to US 160 at the
CR 233 (Three Springs) Interchange but has a different US 550 south alignment when
compared to the Revised F Modified Alternative. Frontage roads parallel the alignment
from US 160 to CR 220. These roads provide local access to the properties south of

US 160.

Identification of Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative in this SDEIS is the Revised G Modified Alternative
(Preferred Alternative) similar to the G Modified Alternative identified as the Preferred
Alternative in the 2006 US 160 EIS. Revised G Modified Alternative has the least
amount of impacts to residents and businesses, the least amount of impacts to irrigated
farmlands, wildlife habitat and wetlands. It also appears to be the least harm
alternative under Section 4(f). Of the three alternatives, the Eastern Realignment
Alternative has the most impacts to residents and businesses, wetlands, wildlife habitat,
irrigated farmlands and it also is the most costly. The Eastern Realignment Alternative
also has more Section 4(f) uses compared to the Revised G Modified Alternative. The
Revised F Modified Alternative is the lowest cost alternative but compared to the
Revised G Modified Alternative, it has more impacts to residents and businesses, more
use of Section 4(f) properties, approximately 16 times the impact to wetlands (0.033
acres vs. 0.53 acres), and more impacts to wildlife habitat. Based on these reasons, the
Revised G Modified Alternative is the Preferred Alternative, appears to be the LEDPA
and appears to be the least harm alternative under Section 4(f).

Although a Preferred Alternative has been identified in this SDEIS, no final decision
will be made until after comments have been received during the public and agency
review period. The final decision will be documented in a Record of Decision.

Impacts and Mitigation

In compliance with NEPA, the existing conditions of the human and natural
environment that could be impacted, beneficially or adversely, by the action
alternatives were identified and analyzed. In addition, cumulative impacts of this
project with other projects or activities in the past, present, or reasonably foreseeable
future were considered.
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The environmental impacts identified in Chapter 4 are based on the alternative designs
contained in Chapter 2. The alternative designs evaluated in the NEPA portion of this
analysis have been developed with different southern termini along US 550, resulting in
different lengths, depending on where they deviate from US 550. These southern
termini are different than those used in Chapter 5 Section 4(f), which were developed
with common southern termini in order to allow for equal comparison among
alternatives as it relates to their differing uses of Section 4(f) properties in this area. As
a result, some of the impact quantities discussed in Chapter 4 are different than those
contained in Chapter 5. These different southern termini as used in Chapter 5 could
also be used for the US 550 EA project, if a different Preferred Alternative is selected for
the US 550 South Connection to US 160 Project.

The primary resources of concern for this project identified in the 2006 US 160 EIS
include wetlands and water resources; socioeconomics and relocations; environmental
justice; wildlife and fisheries; threatened, endangered and sensitive species; and visual
resources. The historic resources identified in the study area led in part to the
preparation of the US 550 Connection to US 160 at Farmington Hill Draft Section 4(f)
Evaluation and this SDEIS and are, therefore, also considered a primary resource of
concern. A key element of the selection of these resources was the evaluated
significance of the impacts to the resource. For example, water quality is recognized as
an important resource, and impacts to water quality from all alternatives are evaluated
in the 2006 US 160 EIS. However, short-term and long-term construction and indirect
impacts to water quality will be mitigated through the implementation and
maintenance of permanent best management practices (BMPs) for stormwater
management. Therefore, water quality is not included as a “primary resource of
concern” for this project. A summary of mitigation measures for each resource category
is found in Table 4-14, Summary of Mitigation Measures, in Chapter 4.

Impacts and mitigation measures for the primary resources of concern are summarized
below. The impact assessment is strictly limited to the US 550 and US 160 connection
(i.e. the proposed action) and is not directly comparable to the impacts disclosed in the
2006 US 160 EIS which broke out impacts for the entire Grandview Section.

Wetlands and Water Resources: Approximately 0.03 acres of wetland would be
impacted by the Revised G Modified (Preferred) Alternative —the fewest of the action
alternatives. Wetland impacts range from 0.03 acres for the Revised G Modified
(Preferred) Alternative to 3.2 acres for the Eastern Realignment Alternative. High value
functions that receive the greatest level of impact under the action alternatives include
general wildlife habitat, threatened and endangered species habitat, groundwater
discharge/recharge and sediment/nutrient/toxicant retention or removal (see Table 4-
5, Table 4-6, and Table 4-7 for summaries of wetland and functional impacts for the
action alternatives being considered.). Temporary impacts will likely be incurred during
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construction due to operation of construction equipment within wetlands, and will be
determined during final design. Indirect impacts to wetlands may occur from sediment
discharges associated with stormwater, erosion, hydrologic modifications, noxious
weed establishment, and habitat degradation from litter, trash, noise, or diminished
diversity. These indirect impact factors are discussed in greater depth in the 2006 US
160 EIS. The majority of these impacts can be reduced or eliminated through mitigation
measures discussed below.

Direct impacts to wetlands will occur from wetland fills for highway construction. The
amount of wetland impacts associated with the Revised G Modified (Preferred)
Alternative (0.03 acre) is relatively minor when compared to overall impacts for the
entire US 160 Durango to Bayfield corridor (20.9 acres) or the Grandview Section (7.32
acres). Efforts to further reduce these impacts will be addressed in conjunction with
final design of phased construction projects.

The functional analysis of wetland impacts indicates that moderate and high functions,
as well as total acres of wetland impacts, are fewer for the Revised G Modified
(Preferred) Alternative than other action alternatives (see Table 4-5, Table 4-6, and Table
4-7 in Chapter 4, for more detail).

No change is anticipated in wetland cumulative impacts as described in Section
4.23.10.3 of the 2006 US 160 EIS.

The 2006 US 160 EIS includes a discussion of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures and the preference for applying these measures in the stated order for both
jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetlands in compliance with Executive Order
11990. The avoidance and minimization measures presented in the 2006 US 160 EIS are
applicable to future phased projects and are also a condition of the Section 404
Individual Permit for the corridor. The Section 404 Permit requires submittals for US
160 phased construction projects including a description of the methods taken to further
avoid and minimize impacts to waters of the US taking into considerations cost, existing
technology, and logistics in light of the overall project purpose. Compensatory
mitigation for unavoidable wetland and waters of the US impacts will be conducted in
accordance with current USACE mitigation policies. The permit contained conditions
that required coordination with the USACE on each construction project, including
submittal of detailed impact plans and a final mitigation and monitoring plan.

BMPs for sediment control and sediment reduction techniques will be incorporated into
the alternatives. These measures will ensure that sedimentation and siltation caused
during the construction phase is reduced and water quality impacts are limited.
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Socioeconomics and Relocation (including Environmental Justice): No community
resources (sewer, water, school, churches, fire stations, police stations, and others) will
be relocated or impeded due to any action alternative. Any action alternative would
provide additional jobs during construction. Additionally, a connection between US
160 and US 550 may facilitate existing and planned commercial, mixed commercial and
industrial, medium density residential, and mixed use land use development
immediately adjacent, north and south, of the interchange (La Plata County, 2011). This
could encourage growth and development, potentially creating new jobs.

All of the action alternatives transect more than one functional ranch and will cause
permanent loss of land. All action alternatives will also cross irrigation ditches in the
study area.

The majority of the potentially impacted residences in the study area are single family
homes and one is a mobile home. Since it was determined that more than half of all
low-income families in La Plata County reside in mobile homes, there is a possibility
that some of the impacted individuals are considered low-income.

The Revised G Modified (Preferred) Alternative has no residential or business
relocations, which is less than four residential relocations and one displaced gas well for
the Revised F Modified Alternative and six residential relocations and displacement of a
commercial gravel pit for the Eastern Realignment Alternative.

Any relocations, residential and business, if conducted, would be completed in
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance Act and CDOT would provide
relocation benefits and assistance to any impacted individuals. More detailed
information on mitigation for socioeconomic resources can be found in Section 4.3.2.7 of
the 2006 US 160 EIS. No additional mitigation is required.

Functional irrigation systems will be restored during construction with no permanent
interruption of service. Any temporary inability to maintain irrigation service will be
compensated for the lost value of the crops affected. A farm equipment/livestock
underpass will be installed on the Webb Ranch beneath US 550 to provide passage for
continued farming and ranching operations and livestock.

Wildlife and Fisheries: Short-term, localized impacts to wildlife are expected during
construction of any of the action alternatives. Removal (and restoration) of vegetation
and increased noise and activity from the highway construction could cause temporary
and permanent displacement of individuals from these areas. Construction activities
have the potential to alter breeding behavior and destroy nests of bird species protected
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), including raptors. Since the MBTA
protects all bird species except the house sparrow, the European starling, the domestic
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pigeon, and the monk parakeet, it is reasonable to assume that MBTA protected bird
species occur within the project area. Wildlife would incur adverse impacts from loss of
habitat due to expansion of the existing highway and the addition of access roads and
driveways. In addition to habitat loss, the highway improvements would accommodate
high traffic densities with an associated increase in mortality from vehicle collisions
and/or avoidance of the highway. Increases in traffic volume and speed are positively
correlated to increases in vehicle-wildlife collisions. The highway itself can create a
physical barrier to the movements of small, medium and large animal species.

Implementation of the Revised G Modified (Preferred) Alternative would result in
direct impacts to wildlife from the loss of approximately 36.6 acres of pifion-juniper
woodlands, and 0.03 acres of wetlands. This is less impact to habitat used by wildlife
than for the Revised F Modified Alternative which would result in impacts of
approximately 39.3 acres of pifion juniper woodlands and 0.53 acres of wetlands.
Construction of the Eastern Realignment Alternative would result in the most impact to
wildlife with approximately 49.1 acres of pifion-juniper woodlands and 3.2 acres of
wetlands lost as wildlife habitat.

The project area serves as range for various wildlife species. The design carried
forward in the 2006 US 160 EIS identified 3 locations for wildlife crossings in the
Grandview Section. Two of these crossings will be included along the Revised G
Modified (Preferred) Alternative alignment on US 550 south of US 160. These wildlife
crossing locations have been moved east with the Revised G Modified (Preferred)
Alternative alignment design, and will be situated in the same general locations along
the alignment as what was originally proposed. Deer exclusionary measures will be
placed along the entire length of the Revised G Modified (Preferred) Alternative (with
breaks for major road crossings) to funnel animals into the proposed wildlife crossing
locations.

All raptor species are protected under the MBTA, which prohibits removing or
disturbing active nests except under permit from the US Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS). Raptor nest surveys will be completed prior to start of construction to
identify active nests and potential areas where seasonal restrictions on construction
may be required. If nests are located in the study area, protective seasonal buffer zones
in compliance with those recommended by the CDOW will be established around
active nests during construction to avoid disturbance to individual birds while nesting.

To the extent possible, vegetation removal activities will be timed to avoid the
migratory bird breeding season (April 1 through August 31). Areas that must be
scheduled for vegetation removal between April 1 and August 31 shall be surveyed for
nests and cleared by a qualified biologist prior to initiation of work. If active nests are
identified a 50-foot buffer will be required. Appropriate inactive nest removal and
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hazing/exclusion measures shall be incorporated into the work to avoid the need to
disturb active migratory bird nests.

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species: Since habitat for federally listed
threatened, endangered, or candidate species was not identified within the Revised F
Modified Alternative or the Revised G Modified (Preferred) Alternative alignments
study area, these alternatives would have No Effect on listed species. The Eastern
Realignment Alternative would impact 1.1 acres of suitable southwestern willow
flycatcher habitat. Presence/absence surveys in these sites has not occurred, but would
be conducted prior to the implementation of this alternative. Assuming that
presence/absence surveys do not identify threatened southwestern willow flycatchers
utilizing the identified areas, it is probable that the removal of portions of or all of these
patches from the construction and operation of the highway system May Affect, but is
Not Likely to Adversely Affect this species. If survey efforts indicate the identified habitat
patches are occupied, then it is probable that these impacts would likely be determined
to May Affect, and is Likely to Adversely Affect the southwestern willow flycatcher.
Formal consultation with USFWS would establish and formalize the determination of
effects for this species.

Bald eagles, a state-listed species which is also protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act, may be attracted by roadkilled wildlife, which makes them vulnerable
to injury or death from vehicle collisions. The potential for vehicle collisions with bald
eagles would decrease under all action alternatives, as wildlife exclusionary fencing will
be included in the highway design. Construction of the Revised G Modified (Preferred)
Alternative may impact, but is unlikely to significantly impact bald eagles. No known
nests or communal roost sites would be impacted. Approximately 81.4 acres of bald
eagle winter range/foraging, and approximately 51.3 acres of bald eagle winter
concentration area would be removed as a result of this alternative. The Revised F
Modified Alternative would have similar impacts to bald eagles as the Revised G
Modified (Preferred) Alternative. This alternative would not impact any known nests
or communal roost sites, but would remove approximately 91.4 acres of bald eagle
winter range/foraging and 20.6 acres of bald eagle winter concentration area. The
Eastern Realignment Alternative would impact 114.4 acres of bald eagle winter range
and 19.6 acres of bald eagle winter concentration area. Given the abundance and close
proximity of habitat in the area, these alternatives would not reduce the size or overall
distribution of the wintering population.

Bald eagle nest surveys will be conducted within 0.5 mile of the study area prior to
starting construction. If an active or inactive nest is identified, a 0.5-mile buffer will be
required around the nest, and seasonal restrictions on construction in the area will be
implemented. Seasonal restrictions will coincide with Raptor Buffer Guidelines
established by the CDOW. If bald eagle nocturnal roosts are identified, construction
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activity will be restricted within 0.25 mile of active nocturnal roost sites between
November 15 and March 15, if bald eagles are present. Perch and roost trees removed
during construction will be replaced at a 2:1 ratio with an appropriate tree species, such
as cottonwood.

Visual Resources: Visual impacts that could be associated with any of the action
alternatives include temporary visual impacts due to construction activities, slope cuts
and fills, expansion of paved areas, removal of trees and vegetation, the addition of new
structures, and the addition of new roadway alignments in rural areas.

The Preferred Alternative would relocate US 550 from the west face of Farmington Hill
to the top of Florida Mesa, eventually descending the north side of Farmington Hill
approximately 3,200 feet east of the existing intersection. On the relocated alignment,
impacts to visual resources would occur from large areas of cut-and-fill that will be
necessary, by enlarging the roadway in areas to accommodate access roads and
expanded intersection features, widening the roadway from two to four lanes, and by
moving traffic closer to residences.

Both the Preferred Alternative and the Revised F Modified Alternative pass through a
landscape that appears mostly natural, with scattered rural residences. Building a
roadway in this area would introduce a major built-up feature that would impact the
existing scenery and would impact the views of residences on Farmington Hill and
developments in Grandview. This Revised F Modified Alternative also requires access
roads on both sides of the roadway, increasing the area of disturbance to the landscape.
Scenic integrity would be heavily altered, which would impact more local residences
than the Preferred Alternative.

Impacts from the Eastern Realignment Alternative are similar to those described for the
Revised F Modified Alternative. The Eastern Realignment Alternative is a longer
roadway that requires frontage roads along the northern portion of the alignment. This
alternative would have the most residences and rural landscape with visual impacts.

Visual contrasts created by the action alternatives would be additive to the existing
condition. However, measures will be taken to mitigate visual impacts to the extent
possible. Construction of cut-and-fill slopes will be minimized and the cut line will be
blended into the existing terrain. Revegetation will occur as soon as possible after
construction to stabilize soils and reduce visual contrasts. Retaining walls and bridge
structures will include design features to add to the scenic quality of the built area.
Architectural guidelines were required by the 2006 US 160 EIS and were developed for
the Grandview Interchange. Removal of adjacent roadside vegetation will be
minimized, where possible. Areas that will lose vegetation that provides important
visual screens will be revegetated with taller plant species (trees and shrubs) that can
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serve the same function. These areas will be determined in final construction plans.
The original US 550 alignment at Farmington Hill will be obliterated and revegetated
with native species, including shrubs and trees.

Historic Preservation: Three archaeological sites located adjacent to the existing US 550
alignment near the south terminus of the action alternatives would be directly affected
by earth moving activities for all action alternatives. All sites are eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The Revised G Modified (Preferred)
Alternative would directly affect the fewest (six) NRHP-eligible archaeological sites
(BLP9588, 5LP9589 and 5LP9590 in addition to the three listed above). The Revised F
Modified Alternative would directly affect nine NRHP-eligible archaeological sites and
the Eastern Realignment Alternative would directly affect eight sites. Controlled data
recovery excavations at each site will effectively mitigate the adverse effect, as
stipulated in the draft Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement executed for the project
(see Appendix H).

At such time as one or more NRHP eligible archaeological sites referenced above is
within the limits of a planned and funded construction project and therefore in danger
from earth-moving activities, an Archaeological Data Recovery Plan defining the
methodology and goals for excavation will be completed according to all Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Documentation, and
Colorado Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation procedures and protocols.
The plans will be reviewed and approved by the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) prior to issuance of an excavation permit and initiation of controlled
excavations. The consulting parties and tribal governments will also be provided the
opportunity to review and comment on the excavation plan(s) prior to implementation.

No human remains, associated or unassociated funerary objects or sacred objects, or
objects of cultural patrimony are expected to be encountered during construction. If
such items are discovered, work will cease in the vicinity of the find and all appropriate
coordination will ensue with the SHPO, consulting parties and tribal governments, and
other involved entities, as necessary.

The historic properties affected by the project are ranches, a residential property, and
ditches located on Florida Mesa (see Figure 4-12). All action alternatives would result in
an adverse effect to the Craig Limousin Ranch, and no adverse effect to the Co-op Ditch.
The SHPO has concurred with this determination (see Appendix A). The amount and
location of effects to these properties varies by alternative.

In addition to the impacts common to all action alternatives, the Revised G Modified
(Preferred) Alternative also impacts the Webb Ranch. CDOT has determined that the
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Revised G Modified (Preferred) Alternative results in an adverse effect to this historic
ranch. The SHPO has concurred with this finding (see Appendix A).

In addition to the impacts common to all action alternatives, the Revised F Modified
Alternative impacts the Clark Property, the Schaeferhoff-Cowan Ranch, the Webb
Ranch, and the Webb-Hotter Lateral Ditch. CDOT has determined that the Revised F
Modified Alternative results in an adverse effect to these historic resources. The SHPO
has concurred with this determination (see Appendix A).

In addition to the to the impacts common to all action alternatives, the Eastern
Realignment Alternative impacts the Schaeferhoff-Cowan Ranch, and the Webb-Hotter
Lateral Ditch. CDOT has determined that the Eastern Realignment Alternative results in
an adverse effect to the Schaeferhoff-Cowan Ranch and a no adverse effect to the Webb-
Hotter Lateral Ditch. The SHPO has concurred with this determination (see Appendix
A).

Impacts to historic resources will be mitigated through archival documentation and
interpretive signage. Efforts to minimize harm to historic and archaeological properties
will be assessed during the final design phase and may include, but not be limited to,
narrower roadway width, use of retaining walls, steeper slopes, and creative underpass
and irrigation design, as applicable. Contributing features of historic properties will be
protected during construction and avoided to the extent practicable.

Section 4(f) Evaluation

The intent of Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (as
amended) is to avoid use of public parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl
refuges, and historic sites by transportation projects. Section 4(f) specifies that a
transportation program or project requiring the use of Section 4(f) properties may be
approved only if there is no feasible and prudent alternative to using that land, and the
project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the resource. Several options
were explored to avoid or minimize impacts to these resources. A US 550 Connection to
US 160 at Farmington Hill Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation was completed in March 2011 for
the six historic properties that would be impacted by the project. These properties
include three historic ranches (Webb Ranch, Craig Limousin Ranch, and Schaeferhoff-
Cowan Ranch), one historic residential property (the Clark Property), and two ditches
(Webb-Hotter Lateral Ditch and Co-op Ditch). Because these historic resources make
up the land surrounding the proposed action, neither the Preferred Alternative nor the
other action alternatives would avoid the properties entirely. The Revised G Modified
(Preferred) Alternative would result in the fewest direct use of historic resources (three),
followed by the Eastern Realignment Alternative (direct use of four historic resources),
with the Revised F Modified Alternative resulting in the direct use of all six historic
resources. A revised Section 4(f) Evaluation is included in the SDEIS.
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Public Involvement

Public involvement activities conducted during the SDEIS include a newsletter
distribution to property owners in the project area, meeting with the Durango Herald,
press releases, SEIS web page, presentations at two La Plata County Alliance meetings,
and receipt of four phone calls/emails from members of the public.

This SDEIS is available for a 45-day review and comment period, and a public hearing
will be held during this time. The Notice of Availability (NOA) for this SDEIS, the
comment period, and public hearing date and location has been announced via
postcards (in English and Spanish); web site; press releases; email announcements to
regional towns, counties, and elected officials; and publication in the Federal Register
and local media (news and radio). The NOA begins the comment period; the SDEIS will
be distributed at least 15 days prior to the public hearing.

Written comments received during the 45-day comment period of the SDEIS, as well as
written and verbal comments received at the public hearing, will be included as an
official part of the project record, and documented in the Supplemental Final
Environmental Impact Statement (SFEIS). A final newsletter will be distributed
announcing the results of the SFEIS and next steps, the website will be updated, and
press release will be distributed.

After receipt and full consideration of public and agency comments on the SFEIS, an
alternative will be selected for implementation. The selected alternative, the basis for its
selection, and the response to agency and public comments will be documented in the
Record of Decision.

Agency Coordination

Coordination with federal and state agencies and Native American tribal governments
has been ongoing throughout both the 2006 US 160 EIS and this Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) process. The Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP) has elected to participate in the consultation process under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Correspondence with these
agencies and Tribes is documented in Appendix A.

FHWA and CDOT have coordinated with the USACE on the SEIS. An initial meeting
was held with the USACE on April 26, 2011 to determine how to coordinate on the
SDEIS. Consistent with the signed 2008 NEPA /404 Merger Agreement Document, it
was determined that USACE would provide a separate concurrence on the SDEIS prior
to publishing the Record of Decision. FHWA and CDOT requested concurrence from
the USACE on the process leading to the Preferred Alternative in a letter dated August
15, 2011. Concurrence was requested on the project purpose and need, alternative
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evaluated in detail and that the Preferred Alternative appears to be the LEDPA. The
USACE provided concurrence on all three points in a letter dated September 8, 2011.

Other agencies, such as the USFWS and the Natural Resources Conservation Service,
(NRCS) have been consulted with regarding updated information for special status
species and prime farmlands. Correspondence with these agencies is included in
Appendix A. State and federal agencies will continue to be consulted with throughout
the process as needed.
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1.0 Purpose and Need

1.1 Introduction

A supplement to an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required whenever there are substantial
changes relevant to environmental concerns or significant new circumstances or
information bearing on the proposed action or its impacts that was not identified in the
most recently distributed version of the draft or final EIS (40 CFR §1502.9(c)). The
Supplemental EIS (SEIS) needs to address only those changes or new information that
are the basis for preparing the supplement and were not addressed in the previous EIS
(23 CFR §771.130(a)).

In 2006 the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) signed the US Highway 160 (US
160) from Durango to Bayfield Final Environmental Impact Statement (2006 US 160 EIS)
and the US Highway 160 (US 160) from Durango to Bayfield Record of Decision (2006
US 160 ROD). Due to its size the project was broken into phases for final design and
construction. During final design for one phase of the project it was discovered that
certain ranches and a residential property were eligible for protection under Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Accordingly, consultation began
under Section 106 of the NHPA, and an evaluation under Section 4(f) of the Department
of Transportation Act of 1966 (23 USC 138) was initiated. Therefore, a Draft Section 4(f)
Evaluation was prepared and completed on March 21, 2011, and this Draft
Supplemental EIS is being prepared.

The US Highway 550 (US 550) South Connection to US 160 Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) supplements information contained in the
2006 US 160 EIS and 2006 US 160 ROD. This SDEIS has been prepared in compliance
with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing NEPA (40
CFR 1500 et seq.), FHWA'’s environmental impact and related regulations (23 CFR Parts
771 and 774 et seq.), the FHWA Technical Advisory T 6640.8A (Guidance for Preparing
and Processing Environmental and Section 4[f] documents), and other applicable laws.

This SDEIS addresses impacts that were not previously evaluated or that have been
changed based on revisions to the design. This SDEIS also addresses impacts of newly
defined alternatives on previously unidentified historic and archaeological resources.
These impacts are confined to a limited portion of the project where US 550 connects to
US 160 east of Durango, Colorado. Based on a Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation dated
March 21, 2011, and after the comment period on this document was complete, FHWA
determined that the proposed action would result in significant environmental impacts
to historic and Section 4(f) properties which were not evaluated in the 2006 US 160 EIS
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and 2006 US 160 ROD. This SDEIS is therefore focused on evaluating this part of the
corridor and changes identified in this area since the US 160 ROD was completed. More
specifically, the SDEIS covers:

» A shift in the alignment of one US 550 south connection to US 160 alternative to
avoid a gas well on the historic Webb Ranch.

» The discovery of additional historic and archaeological resources in the project
vicinity of where US 550 connects to US 160.

This chapter includes the proposed action, provides a brief history of the project, and
describes the purpose and need. Results of reevaluations that have been performed for
projects built in the US 160 corridor since the 2006 US 160 ROD are also included to
represent an up-to-date consideration of the effect on the human environment.

The project is located in La Plata County, Colorado and includes the connection of

US 550 to US 160, approximately a half of a mile east of Durango, Colorado (see Figure
1-1). US160 is a National Highway System route and is the only principal east-west
highway in southern Colorado. It includes two westbound lanes and two eastbound
lanes east of Durango in an area known as Grandview. US 550 is the principal north-
south highway in the western portion of Colorado, extending from the New Mexico
state line to Grand Junction. US 550 is a narrow two-lane highway with limited
shoulders south of Durango and connects to US 160 at an intersection approximately 16
miles north of the New Mexico state line. This intersection is locally known as
Farmington Hill. Because there is another intersection of US 550 and US 160 in
Durango, the intersection of US 550 to US 160 at this location is hereinafter referred to
as Farmington Hill or the US 160/ US 550 (south) intersection. The alignment of US 550
as it connects to US 160 is hereinafter referred to as the US 550 south alignment or

US 550 south connection to US 160.

1.2 Proposed Action

The Selected Alternative from the 2006 US 160 ROD on US 160 is 16.2 miles, extending
from milepost (MP) 88.0, located east of Durango, to MP 104.2, located east of Bayfield.
The Selected Alternative extends four lanes on US 160 to east of Bayfield, generally
along the existing alignment with an alignment to the south in Gem Village from MP
100 to MP 101. It also included reconstruction of US 160/ US 550 (south) intersection as
an interchange and a new section of US 550 necessary to connect the interchange on
US 160 to the US 550 corridor south of Durango.

The proposed action in this SDEIS revises the location and length of US 550 from south
of CR 220 to where it connects to US 160. The proposed action on US 550 in the SDEIS is
slightly longer than that selected in the 2006 US 160 ROD to allow for a design shift that
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Figure 1-1. US 160 Corridor Regional Map
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lessens impacts and avoids a gas well. In the 2006 US 160 EIS and 2006 US 160 ROD,
the length of US 550 was described as being 1.2 miles long. With the design shift
described in this SDEIS, the length of US 550 is 1.5 miles long. The realigned portion of
US 550 would be improved to a four-lane highway.

1.3 Background

This SDEIS is being prepared because of issues that have come to light during
preliminary design of the US 550 connection based on the alternative selected in the
2006 US 160 ROD. These issues include (1) a gas well constructed in the US 550
alignment of the preferred alternative from the 2006 US 160 EIS, and (2) in 2008, the
portion of the Marie J. Webb Ranch (Webb Ranch) property on Florida Mesa was
determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The US 550
alignment selected in the 2006 US 160 ROD that connects to US 160 crosses this historic
property. A brief history of the project is described as follows:

A Feasibility Study that included the US 160 corridor from Durango to Bayfield and

US 550 from the New Mexico Stateline to Durango was completed in 1999. The
Feasibility Study was a planning level study that identified broad recommendations
and strategies. The Feasibility Study recommended widening US 160 between Durango
and Bayfield from two lanes to four lanes, and constructing an interchange for the
connection of US 550 to US 160. The study recommended the interchange be
constructed generally near the existing location of the US 160/US 550 (south)
intersection also known as Farmington Hill. These recommendations were carried into
the subsequent NEPA processes for US 160 between Durango and Bayfield, and US 550
south of Durango for further evaluation and study.

The NEPA process for US 550 south of Durango was an Environmental Assessment
(EA) completed to a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) in 2005. Improvements
to US 550 included widening from two to four lanes along the existing highway from
the New Mexico state line to MP 15.4.

For the US 160 project between Durango and Bayfield, a preliminary Environmental
Assessment (EA) was prepared between February 1999 and January 2002. The study
area for this corridor included the connection of US 550 to US 160 east of Durango. A
portion of US 550 was included in this study only as needed to connect it to the US 550
alignment described in the US 550 EA and FONSI. Based on the US 160 preliminary EA
and the environmental impacts, the FHWA determined that an EIS was the appropriate
level of NEPA documentation for this project.

The EIS process commenced with publication of the notice of intent to prepare an EIS in
the Federal Register on December 24, 2002. A public and agency scoping meeting was
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held on March 5, 2003 to identify public and agency issues. On September 23, 2005, the
Draft EIS/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation was made available to the public. A public
hearing was held on the Draft EIS/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation on October 13, 2005.
The US Highway 160 Durango to Bayfield Final EIS/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation (2006 US
160 EIS) was signed in May 2006. The 2006 US 160 EIS was made available for public
review on May 26, 2006 with a public hearing on June 7, 2006. The US Highway 160 from
Durango to Bayfield Record of Decision (2006 US 160 ROD) was signed by FHWA on
November 7, 2006. The 2006 US 160 EIS and 2006 US 160 ROD are available at

http:/ /www.coloradodot.info/ projects/us160eis. The US 160 ROD limitation on
claims notice was published in the Federal Register on May 14, 2007 and was not legally
challenged within the 180-day statute of limitations timeframe.

Based on the approved 2006 US 160 ROD, the US 160 corridor would receive phased
improvements to a 16.2 mile segment of US 160 between Durango and Bayfield in La
Plata County, Colorado (see Figure 1-2). The Selected Alternative in the 2006 US 160
ROD included four lanes on US 160 between Durango and Bayfield and on the US 550
south alignment, generally along the existing roadway. The corridor was divided into
four sections: Grandview, Florida Mesa and Valley, Dry Creek and Gem Village, and
Bayfield. The Selected Alternative in the 2006 US 160 ROD is a combination of the
preferred alternatives for each project section. The Grandview Section is located in the
western part of the corridor on US 160 from MP 88.0 west of the Farmington Hill
intersection to State Highway 172 (SH 172)/County Road 234 (CR 234) (i.e., Elmore’s
Corner). It includes a segment of US 550 that extends from just south of County Road
220 (CR 220) to US 160 (i.e., US 550 connection to US 160). This section is labeled
“Grandview” as it is in the Grandview area which consists of the area east of
Farmington Hill straddling US 160 to both the north and south to CR 234 and SH 172
intersection (City of Durango 2004). The preferred alternative in the Grandview Section,
G Modified, included a trumpet interchange of US 160 and US 550 approximately 0.6
mile east of the current US 160/US 550 (south) intersection, and single-point urban
interchanges at County Road 233 [CR 233 (Three Springs)] and SH 172/ County Road
234 (CR 234) (see Figure 1-2).

Due to the length and cost of the Selected Alternative, construction was broken into
phases, consisting of smaller independent construction projects. After the 2006 US 160
ROD was completed, CDOT designed and began construction of a portion of the
trumpet interchange approximately 0.6 mile east of Farmington Hill on US 160. CDOT
also began design for the connection of US 550 to US 160. During the design process, a
gas well was discovered within the alighment selected in the 2006 US 160 ROD. The US
550 connection was redesigned to avoid this gas well. As part of the design process for
the US 550 connection to US 160, and in response to changing criteria for identifying
qualifying resources under Section 106 of NHPA, CDOT re-assessed environmental
impacts and conditions. In 2008, a portion of the Marie J. Webb Ranch (Webb Ranch)
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Figure 1-2. Preferred Alternative from the 2006 US 160 EIS, Grandview Section
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was identified as an eligible historic resource under Section 106 of the NHPA (see
Appendix A). In addition, an independent cultural resources inventory was conducted
on behalf of the Webb family on the western portion of the ranch that identified a
number of previously unrecorded archaeological sites (SEAS, 2008). Based on the SEAS
Report, a formal inventory of these sites was conducted, as described in Appendix A.
Under the selected alternative for the Grandview Section of the 2006 US 160 ROD, the
historic Webb Ranch is crossed by the US 550 south connection to US 160, which would
be a use of the property under Section 4(f) the Department of Transportation Act of 1966
as amended [Section 4(f)] and triggered the requirement to prepare a Section 4(f)
evaluation. In consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), CDOT
determined that the Preferred Alternative in the 2006 US 160 EIS would result in an
adverse effect to the Webb Ranch as defined in 36 CFR 800.5. Because of this new
information, the Preferred Alternative from the 2006 US 160 EIS is now being reassessed
with other alternatives in the vicinity of the US 550 south connection to US 160.

Construction on the interchange located approximately 0.6 mile east of the existing

US 160/ US 550 (south) intersection is expected to be completed in 2012. The
interchange (“Grandview Interchange”) is being completed to provide safe and direct
access to existing and planned development (including a regional retail center, three
schools, a 5,467 unit residential development, a hospital, and a park) to the north. The
Grandview Interchange currently being constructed does not include a connection to
US 550. It accommodates future projected seasonal traffic volumes on US 160 (of 85,910
vehicles a day), facilitates east-west travel and provides safe and direct access to current
and future development (including a regional medical hospital, two banks, commercial
and office developments, and a several-hundred unit residential development) north
and south of US 160 in the Grandview Section.

Documentation of the need for the Grandview Interchange even without a US 550
connection is provided in an FHWA memorandum from Doug Bennett to Karla Petty
dated December 12, 2008 (see Appendix B) and in the Year 2030 Traffic Operations
Analysis for Alternatives of the US 160 FEIS (SEH, 2010) provided in Appendix C. This
analysis makes it clear that completion of the Grandview Interchange can proceed
without a connection to US 550 South and that the US 550 South Connection to US 160
can proceed in an independent manner from the Grandview Interchange. Each has
independent utility from the other.

FHWA approved the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation on March 22, 2011. Based on the
evaluation, FHWA determined that the Selected Alternative from the 2006 US 160 ROD
would result in significant environmental impacts to historic and Section 4(f) properties
which were not evaluated in the 2006 US 160 EIS and 2006 US 160 ROD. According to
23 CFR §771.130(a)(2), this determination requires a SEIS be prepared. As explained in a
letter from FHWA to CDOT dated April 5, 2011, the SEIS will only cover a limited
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portion of the overall project. The SEIS is limited to the US 550 south connection to US
160 at Farmington Hill where these new significant environmental impacts are located.
Per 23 CFR 771.130(f) the preparation of this supplement shall not: (1) Prevent the
granting of new approvals; (2) Require the withdrawal of previous approvals; or (3)

Require the suspension of project activities; for any activity not directly affected by the
supplement (see Appendix A).

1.4 Project Status of 2006 US 160 EIS and ROD

Several projects that are part of the Selected Alternative have been built since the US 160
ROD was completed in 2006. Information on these projects is provided to represent an
up-to-date consideration of the Selected Alternative and its effects on the human
environment. These projects include the Grandview 4th Lane Project, the Grandview
Ramp B Project, the CR 222/223 Intersection Project, and the Grandview Phase 3
Project. The location of these projects is provided on Figure 1-3. A brief description of
each project is provided in the following sections as it relates to a reevaluation of project

impacts and project scope. Additional information on the reevaluation of these projects
is provided in Appendix D.

Figure 1-3. Projects in the US 160 Corridor Constructed Since the 2006 US 160 ROD
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1.4.1 Grandview 4™ Lane Project

The Grandview 4th Lane Project included roadway improvements to meet current
design standards and partial construction of the Grandview Interchange on US 160
between Mile Post (MP) 88.0 and 89.5. Work included the following construction
components: utility relocations, geotechnical investigations, earthwork, drainage
improvements, resurfacing, signing, striping, signalization, lighting, bridge structures,
landscaping, guardrail, retaining walls, and wetland mitigation. The project resulted in
the addition of a 4t lane through the US 160/550 (south) intersection that ties into the
existing four lanes to the west. Four bridge ramps were built over Wilson Gulch to tie
into a roundabout proposed for subsequent phases. Retaining walls were constructed
at various locations along the roadway to limit impacts and right-of-way requirements.

FHWA provided concurrence on the environmental compliance and certification on
December 18, 2007. The Grandview 4th Lane Project was a Modified Design/Build
project within the limits of the Selected Alternative for the Grandview Section in the
2006 US 160 ROD. The Design/Build contract incorporated required mitigation for
project impacts and applicable restrictions, conditions, and permit submittals by the
Contractor consistent with the FHWA approved 2006 US 160 EIS and 2006 US 160 ROD.
Construction of the Grandview 4t Lane Project was completed in the late fall 2010.

1.4.2 Ramp B

The Ramp B Project included partial construction of a two-way ramp (Ramp B) and an
access road to meet current design standards for the Grandview Interchange. The
change from a “T” intersection to a roundabout design within the same footprint
analyzed in the 2006 US 160 EIS provided better capacity, functionality, and traffic
movement. Minor design changes to the ramp to accommodate the access road were
within the 2006 US 160 EIS anticipated right of way (ROW) and did not result in
additional impacts beyond those disclosed in the 2006 US 160 EIS. The Ramp B Project
was the second phase of completion for a future functional interchange that will
eventually allow a connection between the north and south sides of Grandview.
Excavated fill material for the construction of Ramp B was hauled and placed to the
north of US 160 for the future roundabout component of the interchange.

FHWA concurrence on the Re-evaluation for the Ramp B Project was provided by on
April 9,2009. As stated in the Re-evaluation, clearances for noise, archaeology, and
paleontology were readdressed based on the final design plans that included changes to
Ramp B and an extended access road. Mitigation commitments from the 2006 US 160
EIS required that additional noise analyses be conducted for Gohn’s Homestead Mobile
Home Park to determine whether moving Ramp B closer to these residential properties
and extending the access road warranted additional noise mitigation. Based on the
noise analysis, no additional or new receivers would be impacted and noise mitigation
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was still considered not feasible or reasonable (see Appendix D). The archaeology and
paleontology clearances for this project included additional on the ground
reconnaissance to assess potential resources on previously unsurveyed Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) lands. Based on the revised design, the ROW on BLM property
was reduced to avoid identified cultural sites, and coordination on potential
paleontological sites on BLM land was completed without the need for a Paleontology

Monitor during construction. Construction on the Ramp B Project was completed in fall
2010.

1.4.3 US 160 at CR222/CR223

The US 160 at CR 222/CR 223 Project addressed safety improvements to the County
Road (CR) 222 and 223 intersection with US 160, located approximately 10 miles east of
Durango. This intersection was identified in the 2006 US 160 EIS as being a safety
concern because the site distance is less than 200 feet east of the intersection, and
because of sharp skewed approach angles to US 160 for both of the county roads. The
intersection had a high accident history before it was improved.

The US 160 at CR 222/2223 Project relocated the county road intersection
approximately one mile east of the previous location on US 160. The new intersection
location increases horizontal sight distance to a minimum of 822 feet and includes new
connections for the county roads. The county road connections were designed
perpendicular to US 160 to improve safety for vehicles entering US 160. The US 160 at
CR 222/CR 223 Project also included roadway improvements to meet current design
standards and consolidation of property accesses to address access control requirements
of the purpose and need statement in the 2006 US 160 EIS. Widening US 160 to four
lanes to meet the future capacity requirement of the purpose and need statement will be
completed at a later date, as funding and budgets allow.

FHWA provided concurrence on the Re-evaluation for the US 160 at CR 222/CR 223
Project on November 20, 2009. The affected environment between the signing of the
ROD and project advertisement changed slightly based on the project area containing
potential habitat for a new Candidate species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA),
the New Mexico meadow jumping mouse. In addition, an established Red-tailed
hawk’s nest was identified in close proximity to the US 160 at CR 222 /CR 223 Project,
and a small population of Gunnison’s prairie dog inhabited the project area. Additional
mitigation measures were developed to reduce impacts to these resources as required in
the 2006 US 160 EIS. Mitigation measures included seasonal restrictions on construction
within habitat for the New Mexico meadow jumping mouse and the Red-tailed hawk
and passive hazing of Prairie dogs to relocate individuals outside the limits of
disturbance. The impacts to these resources were minimized by implementing the
timing and hazing measures described and were not considered significant to warrant
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preparation of a SEIS. Construction on this project is anticipated to be completed
during the summer of 2011.

1.4.4 Grandview Phase 3

The Grandview Phase 3 Project includes the final phase of construction between
mileposts 88.0 to 89.6 on US 160 in Grandview which will complete the Grandview
Interchange, including a highway access road tying into Ramp B. The Grandview
Phase 3 Project will result in a functional interchange that will provide access north and
south of US 160. The Grandview Phase 3 Project is adjacent and within the same project
area as the Grandview 4th Lane and Ramp B projects. The new access road area
includes new disturbance of north facing forested slopes that fall within the 2006 US 160
EIS anticipated ROW. The Grandview Phase 3 Project includes completion of
roundabout fills, subgrade placement, paving of existing ramps and roundabout,
construction of Walls A, B, and C, completion of a southern access road to Ramp B,
drainage, lighting, landscaping, tree replacement, and guardrail installation.

FHWA provided concurrence on the Re-evaluation for the Grandview Phase 3 Project
on October 21, 2010. There were no discernable changes to the affected environment or
setting between the 2006 US 160 ROD and the Grandview Phase 3 Project advertisement
that warranted additional studies or a Supplemental EIS. Notable changes to the
project design for the Grandview Interchange as noted in the discussion for Ramp B
includes a roundabout instead of a “T” intersection and direct connection of an access
road south of US 160 to Ramp B. These design changes were previously addressed and
received FHWA concurrence in conjunction with the design and Re-evaluation for
Ramp B.

The Grandview Phase 3 Project had no effect on the additional ESA candidate species
the New Mexico meadow jumping mouse and did not warrant formal or informal
consultation with USFWS. Additional clearances that addressed changes to the
roundabout and Ramp B access road included cultural resources, paleontology, noise,
and Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) coordination of proposed reptile and
amphibian (herpetofauna) and small mammal crossings. With the exception of the
CDOW coordination, all other clearances were addressed in conjunction with prior
Ramp B clearances that addressed the design that is currently being constructed during
Phase 3. Completion of construction on the Grandview Phase 3 Project is anticipated in
the fall of 2011.

For each of the above listed projects, FHWA determined that the US 160 ROD was
valid. No new significant impacts were identified. Results of the reevaluations for
these projects and additional documentation are contained in Appendix D.
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1.5 Purpose and Need Statement

Proposed improvements to the US 160 Durango to Bayfield corridor were analyzed in
the 2006 US 160 EIS in accordance with FHWA regulations (23 CFR Part 771, et seq.) as a
means to improve conditions for the traveling public within the corridor. The purpose
and need for this project remains unchanged from the 2006 US 160 EIS. Specifically, the
purpose of the project is to:

» Increase travel efficiency/capacity to meet current and future needs.

» Improve safety for the traveling public by reducing the number and severity of
crashes.

» Control access for safety and mobility flow improvements.

The basis of the need is described in the 2006 US 160 EIS. This SDEIS re-evaluates the
basis of the need based upon updated data and reflects the most recent information on
population, traffic volumes and the number and severity of crashes. Projected traffic
volumes in the Grandview Section have been updated from 2025 to 2030 in the SDEIS;
these projections are included in Appendix C. Travel efficiency and capacity and safety
issues are updated in the SDEIS for US 550 and US 160 in the Grandview area as
described below. The updated information confirms the basis of need as described in
the 2006 US 160 EIS.

1.6 Basis of Need

Population growth in La Plata County is placing increasing demand on the
transportation system. This trend described in the 2006 US 160 EIS is reconfirmed in the
SDEIS based on more recent population data from the Colorado Demography Section
(CDS). In the 2006 US 160 EIS, the population was expected to increase from 45,614 in
2001 to 74,464 by 2025. According to more recent CDS data (CDS, 2011), the population
of La Plata County is projected to increase from 51,334 in 2010 to 79,762 in 2030. Much
of this growth is anticipated along the US 160 project corridor.

The 2006 US 160 EIS described anticipated growth in the Grandview area based on the
Grandview Area Plan (City of Durango 2004). The plan anticipates a regional retail
center, three schools, a 5,467 unit development, a hospital and a park. Since the 2006
US 160 ROD, the hospital was completed and approximately 116 housing units, and
229,300 square feet of office and commercial buildings have been constructed. Most of
the development that has occurred and is anticipated to occur within the next 20 to 30
years is part of the Three Springs development north of US 160. In addition,
approximately 1,700 housing units and commercial uses are planned over the next 20
years for Ewing Mesa, a large tract of undeveloped land about 1 mile north of
Farmington Hill.
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The growth in population and associated commercial and office-related facilities are the
major reasons for the expected traffic volume increases throughout the county and
especially along the US 160 project corridor. Tourism traffic is anticipated to remain
high during the summer months, and would likely increase as the number of resort and
recreational facilities increases in the region.

All the above factors contribute to changes in traffic in the area.

1.6.1 Travel Efficiency and Capacity

The 2006 US 160 EIS describes the importance of US 550 and US 160 in southwestern
Colorado. As described in the 2006 US 160 EIS, the need for capacity improvements is
based on an increase in demand that would exceed capacity by 2025. This SDEIS
updates the capacity information to 2030 for US 550 and US 160 near the current
intersection location. Based on the updated information in the SDEIS, capacity is
expected to be exceeded in 2030 based on projected traffic volumes and the level of
service on the highway and at key intersections such as US 160 at US 550 (south).

1.6.1.1. Traffic Volume

The Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes described in the 2006 US 160 EIS
were based on 2001 data from the CDOT traffic counting station No. 217, located at

US 160 MP 101.30 between Gem Village and Bayfield. At the time the 2006 US 160 EIS
was being prepared, this counter was the only automated traffic recorder (ATR) station
in the US 160 corridor. This traffic counter is referred to as the Gem Village ATR.
Traffic volumes in other sections of the corridor including the western portion near the
US 550/ US 160 (south) intersection were estimated in the 2006 US 160 EIS based on
extrapolation and/or short duration counts.

In 2009 an ATR (the “Durango ATR”) was installed at MP 84.4 on US 160 just west of
the US 550/ US 160 (south) intersection. The projected traffic volumes in this SDEIS are
based on the actual data from the Durango ATR which was correlated with recent short
term traffic counts in the Grandview Corridor. Historic trends in growth rate in the
SDEIS are based on extrapolated information from annual short term traffic counts in
the corridor, population statistics in the area, and traffic counts from both the Gem
Village and Durango ATRs.

The peak season daily traffic volume in 2009 was approximately 25 percent above the
AADT based on traffic counts at the “Durango” ATR at MP 84.4. This confirms the
seasonal differences above the AADT for traffic on US 160 and the need to
accommodate heavier traffic volumes in the summer. For these reasons, capacity needs
are based on seasonal daily traffic volumes (SDTV).

Purpose and Need | 1-13



US 550 South Connection to US 160
SUPPLEMENT to the US Highway 160 from Durango to Bayfield EIS October 2011

Based on updated information for the SDEIS, the AADT in the corridor continues to
increase with an AADT of 22,300 vehicles per day (vpd) near the current US 160/US 550
(south) intersection in 2009 as compared to 19,200 vpd in 2001 (CDOT, 2011). Figure
1-4 provides updated information for the SDEIS and shows the expected growth rate in
both seasonal and non-seasonal annual daily traffic versus the actual AADT based on
collected data between 2001 and 2010. The graph shows that from 2001 to 2003,
measured traffic volumes remain nearly constant or exhibited a slight decrease; from
2003 to 2006, US 160 experienced a sharper than average increase in traffic volumes;
from 2006 to 2008, traffic volumes increased on US 160 at a rate equal to the overall
increasing trend in both the seasonal and non-seasonal traffic volumes; and from 2008
to 2010, traffic volumes decreased sharply. Though there are fluctuations in traffic
volumes between each year, viewing the dataset as a whole shows that there is a
general trend of increasing volumes per year based on the statistical trendline analysis.
The average growth rate using linear regression analysis is approximately 2 percent per
year. By comparison, the average annual growth rate from the CDOT website for US
160 in Grandview is 2.25 percent per year (CDOT, 2011). The average annual growth
rate on CDOT’s web site is calculated based on historic annual short-term traffic count
data collections and statistical analysis of this data to project the future growth of the
highway corridor. Based on a growth rate of 2.25 percent and taking into account the
development in Grandview and more current traffic data, the seasonal ADT on US 160
in 2030 is expected to be 85,910 vpd. This compares to 91,450 vpd projected for 2030
based on the data and trends from the 2006 US 160 EIS. It also compares to 87,900 vpd
projected for 2025 from the 2006 US 160 EIS. More information on how these numbers
have been derived is provided in the memo US 160 and US 550 Year 2030 Traffic Volume
Verification (SEH, 2011) in Appendix C.

Figure 1-4. Annual Daily Traffic Expected Growth Rate on US 160

Background Volume Forecasts Using Linear Trendline Analysis
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The traffic volumes on US 550 just south of the US 550/ US 160 (south) intersection
continue to grow with an AADT of 7,549 in 2001 compared to an AADT of 8,400 vpd in
2009 (CDOT, 2011). The seasonal adjustment for US 550 was derived from daily traffic
volumes collected from the “Stateline” ATR in 2010 on US 550 at the New Mexico State
Line, approximately 15 miles from the intersection of US 550 and US 160. Actual short
term AADT volumes on US 550 within the study area of this document were collected
yearly between 2001 and 2010. The actual short term AADTs were plotted on a graph
and a linear trend line was used to forecast the volumes to the year 2030. The trend line
was statistically calculated to represent the linear line that best fits the CDOT AADT
dataset. Figure 1-5 shows the actual short term CDOT AADTs versus the non-seasonal
and seasonal forecasted volumes for US 550. The graph shows a consistent increase in
yearly traffic volumes between 2000 and 2009 (10-year period) using the short-term
counts. The variability in the years 2005 (sharp increase) and 2010 (sharp decrease) can
be attributed to increased or decreased local and visitor travel that happened to occur
during the 5- to 10-day count period in each of those years. These anomalies do not
necessarily represent the traffic growth for the entire year since the remaining 355 days
may have been normal and these counts could have happened to catch the 5 to 10
highest or lowest travel days in each of those years. This data is best analyzed using
several years of data, in this case 10 years, to develop a statistical trend line to exclude
anomalies that could create erroneous growth projections.

Figure 1-5. Annual Daily Traffic Expected Growth Rate on US 550

Background Volume Forecasts Using Linear Trendline Analysis
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The annual average growth rate for US 550 from the CDOT website is 1.3 percent versus
the trend line analysis which is approximately 1.6 percent. With the new Stateline ATR
data becoming available in 2010 and using these factors, the seasonal ADT for US 550 in
2030 is expected to be 19,550 vpd based on traffic growth prediction and planned
development in the Grandview area. This compares to 20,550 vpd projected for 2030
based on the data and trends from the US 550 EA completed in 2005. More information
on how these numbers have been derived is provided in the memo US 160 and US 550
Year 2030 Traffic Volume Verification (SEH, 2011) in Appendix C.

Future peak season traffic volumes are shown in Table 1-1, Existing and Projected SDTV
and level of service (LOS). In summary, the SDTV for 2025 in the 2006 US 160 EIS was
projected to be 87,900 vpd on US 160 near Farmington Hill which would equate to
91,450 vpd in 2030. Based on the updated 20-year growth factor, the current projection
is that there will be 85,910 vpd on US 160 near Farmington Hill in 2030. For US 550
south of the US 160/ US 550 (south) intersection, the SDTV from the US 550 EA for 2025
was projected to be 15,583 vpd which equates to 20,550 vpd in 2030. Based on the
updated data, the current SDTV projection for US 550 is 19,550 vpd in 2030. Although
the updated projections for both US 160 and US 550 are slightly lower than that
described in the 2006 US 160 EIS, traffic forecasts for this SDEIS still show a two- to
three-fold increase in traffic by 2030.

Table 1-1. Existing and Projected Seasonal Daily Traffic Volumes and LOS
i 2010 2030
Location
SDTV* LOS SDTV* LOS
US 160 west of SH 172/CR 234 37,575 B 85,910 F
US 550 §outh of US 160/US 550 (south) 8.985 B 19550 E
intersection

*Seasonal Daily Traffic Volume

Traffic analyses have also been completed since the 2006 US 160 EIS to determine the
following: (1) confirmation of traffic modeling results for the Grandview Section
alternatives evaluated in the 2006 US 160 EIS to the year 2025; (2) evaluation of
alternatives from the 2006 US 160 EIS in the Grandview Section and to determine if they
meet the capacity requirement for the purpose and need in the year 2030; (3)
determination of whether three interchanges are necessary in the Grandview Section
based on 2030 traffic volumes; and (4) evaluation of alternatives considered for the SEIS
and the Section 4(f) evaluation to determine if they meet the capacity requirement of the
purpose and need in the year 2030.

Traffic analyses indicate that the alternatives in the Grandview Section require auxiliary
lanes in each direction to extend from the west limit of the Grandview Section to the
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CR 233 (Three Springs) Interchange (see Appendix C). The auxiliary lanes can be added
within the right-of-way and identified footprint of the alternatives in the 2006 US 160
EIS and do not create additional impacts that have not been disclosed in the 2006 US
160 EIS.

Traffic and engineering analyses also demonstrate the need for three interchanges in the
Grandview Section regardless of the location of the US 550/ US 160 connection (see
Appendices Cand E). In the 2006 US 160 EIS, interchanges were identified at SH

172/ CR 234 Interchange (Elmore’s Corner Interchange), US 160/ CR 233 [CR 233 (Three
Springs Interchange)], and the US 550/US 160 connection (now titled the Grandview
Interchange without the US 550 connection). The location of these interchanges is
shown on Figure 1-2.

1.6.1.2. Highway Level of Service

LOS is designated by letter codes ranging from A for excellent conditions to F for
extremely poor conditions. LOS A signifies a free-flow condition with no slowing or
interference to traffic, while LOS F represents a complete breakdown in traffic flow and
in the worst case, traffic jams. Factors influencing LOS are the percentage of trucks and
other large vehicles, volume of traffic, directional distribution of traffic, type of terrain,
roadway geometry, number of access points, signalization, and number of through
lanes.

US 160 west of the SH 172 /CR 234 intersection is considered to be urban because of
anticipated growth and existing and future annexation plans of Durango (Grandview
Area Plan, 2004). A LOS of D is generally the lowest acceptable operating level for an
urban highway (see Appendix C). For this SDEIS, the LOS on US 160 in the urban
Grandview Section has been updated based on traffic data collected in 2009 and
projected to 2030.

As shown in Table 1-1, in 2010 the US 160 highway section through Grandview and the
US 550 roadway connecting to US 160 were operating at LOS B. Based on recorded
traffic volume growth trends, if left unimproved, future peak-period traffic volumes on
this existing facility would fall below the minimum acceptable LOS of D. Peak periods
are defined as the AM and PM rush hours of a typical weekday. Future 2030 traffic
volumes on US 160 will exceed the threshold of 57,000 AADT to be able to operate at a
LOS D or better. Future 2030 traffic volumes on US 550 will exceed the threshold of
13,500 AADT to be able to operate at a LOS of D or better.

1.6.1.3. Intersection Level of Service

The overall operation level of service of highways corridors cannot be adequately
determined without investigating the operational capacities of the intersections along
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the highway corridor. If an intersection in the corridor does not operate effectively then
this operational deficiency will affect the entire level of service for the corridor during
peak travel periods. Intersection analysis consists of estimating the traffic-carrying
ability of an intersection. The methodology of analyzing signalized intersections is
described below.

The capacity of a highway is primarily related to roadway geometrics and traffic
patterns at the intersection. For signalized intersections, time allocation is an additional
element of capacity determination. The LOS is evaluated on the basis of average
stopped delay per vehicle. Delays can cause increased travel time, additional fuel
consumption, degradation of air quality, and driver frustration.

LOS is also dependent on quality of vehicle progression, signal cycle length, and the
ratio of vehicle flow rate to intersection capacity. Generally, LOS is determined for both
the AM and PM peak-hour traffic volumes. Intersection LOS criteria are shown in
Table 1-2, Signalized Intersection Level of Service. According to generally accepted
standards, for this highway, the minimum acceptable future-year urban signalized
intersection operation is LOS D for both the AM and PM peak periods.

Table 1-2. Signalized Intersection Level of Service

At LOS A, there is very good progression through the intersection. Most vehicles arrive during the green phase; most do not
have to stop. Vehicle delay is 10 seconds per vehicle or less.

At LOS B, more vehicles stop than in LOS A, but generally there is still good progression. Delay ranges from 10 to 20
seconds per vehicle.

At LOS C, the number of vehicles stopping is significant, although many still pass through the intersection. Delay ranges
from 20 to 35 seconds per vehicle.

At LOS D, the influence of congestion becomes more noticeable. Many vehicles stop and the proportion of vehicles that do
not stop declines. Some vehicles do not make it through the intersection in one cycle length. The range for delay is 35 to 55
seconds per vehicle, which is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay.

At LOS E, there are longer delays of 55 to 80 seconds per vehicle, poor vehicle movement between signalized intersections,
and individual cycle failures.

At LOS F, vehicle arrival rates exceed the capacity of the intersection. This condition is considered unacceptable to most
drivers. Delay is greater than 80 seconds per vehicle.

Source: Transportation Research Board. 2000.

The intersections in the urban sections of the project corridor were evaluated. The
signalized intersection LOS analysis was updated to 2010 and projected to 2030 to
evaluate operations at the intersection of US 160 with US 550 (south). The forecasted
seasonal 2030 traffic volumes were analyzed to determine if LOS ratings would be
above, at, or below the preferred LOS D. The results of this analysis are shown in Table
1-3.
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Table 1-3. Signalized Intersection Level of Service Summary
2030 LOS
Signal Location zoAll\;)/:gﬁs No Improvements
AM/PM
US 160 at US 550 (south) (Farmington Hill) B/B FIF

If unimproved, future signalized intersection operations at the US 160/US 550 (south)
would fail during the peak periods in 2030.

1.6.1.4. Travel Efficiency and Capacity Needs Summary

In summary, this SDEIS confirms the need for capacity as described in the 2006 US 160
EIS to meet future transportation demands. Based on updated traffic volumes and LOS
data, demand would exceed capacity by 2030 on US 550 and US 160 in the Grandview
Section and at the US 160/ US 550 (south) intersection. Traffic volumes are expected to
more than double over the next 20 years as residential and commercial development
increases. These increases in traffic volume are expected to result in failing levels of
service —below LOS D for urban highways!. Consequently, traffic operations would be
unacceptable to most drivers at peak periods.

1.6.2 Safety

Safety is a key aspect of project purpose and need. The 2006 US 160 EIS describes the
safety issues in the corridor. As described in the 2006 US 160 EIS, US 160 has numerous
uncontrolled accesses; lack of shoulders, no turning lanes, identified conflicts between
wildlife and vehicles; and steep grades with insufficient lanes for passing. These
problems are compounded by the increasingly high traffic demands that are being
placed on this section of highway. Design improvements are needed for US 160 to
reduce both the accident rates and the severity of the crashes. These improvements will
need to include measures to decrease collisions between wildlife and vehicles.

The safety issues on US 550 from CR 220 to US 160, and on US 160 from west of the US
160/ US 550 (south) intersection to east of the CR 233 (Three Springs) intersection are
summarized and updated for this SDEIS. In the 2006 US 160 EIS, data was provided for
the period of December 31, 1996 to December 31, 2001. This information has been
updated in the SDEIS for the period January 1, 2005 to December 31, 2009, the most
recent accident data available in CDOT’s database.

1 US 160 east of the Grandview Section is considered to be a rural, a LOS C or below is considered to be failing for this part of the
corridor.
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The updated information for US 550 and US 160 near Farmington Hill confirms that the
same safety issues and trends have continued to occur over the last few years (2005 to
2009) as were the case between 1996 and 2001.

1.6.2.1. US 550 from CR 220 to US 160

The section of US 550 extends south from the
US 160/ US 550 (south) intersection as a two-
lane highway, ascending from the Animas
River Valley to the Florida Mesa in an area
known as Farmington Hill (see Photo 1-1).
The roadway is cut into the side of the
Farmington Hill hillside and follows the sharp
horizontal curves of the hillside at a steep
grade, rising over 200 feet in approximately
0.66 mile. There are minimal paved shoulders
of 2 feet or less. The traversable ground 4 el
surface outside the roadway is as narrow as5  Photo 1-1. Section of US 550

feet or less in many places, and only one-third

of the roadway section has guardrail along the downward slope of the hillside leaving
little room for driver error or emergency stops. Outside the traversable area, the
hillside both above and below the roadway is steep: approximately 34 degrees (the
hillside slope either drops or rises one foot vertically for every three feet of horizontal
movement off the edge of pavement). The bottom toe of the hillside below the roadway
ranges from 46 to 290 feet below the roadway. The existing roadway runs primarily
along the north-facing slope of the hillside, this location of the road surface receives less
direct sunlight and is prone to icing in the winter. The steep hillside above the roadway
is comprised of decomposed shale overlain by sandy cobbles and boulders, which are
prone to falling/erosion onto the roadway surface, creating hazards for drivers.
Because of the sharp horizontal curves, driver visibility along the road is short—as little
as 100 feet at some locations; hence, at 30-miles per hour (mph), the posted travel speed,
drivers have only 2 seconds to react to roadway hazards.

The roadway conditions are factors in the type and severity of crashes occurring on

US 550 [see Figure 1-6 (a and b), US 550 Weighted Accident Concentration Graph].
Figure 1-6 (a and b) indicates that 38.9 percent of the crashes on US 550 between MP 14
and MP 16.56 were on the steep winding decent to the Farmington Hill intersection (MP
15.8 to MP 16.56) 91 percent of the crashes on the US 550 decent to the intersection are
related to the steep winding roadway, icing conditions, and roadway obstructions that
contribute to drivers losing control of their vehicles. If drivers lose control, the narrow
shoulders, lack of guardrails, and steep embankments make it difficult for them to
regain control once their vehicles leave the roadway. Figure 1-6 (a and b) also indicates
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Figure 1-6a.
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Figure 1-6b.  US 550 Crash Type and Severity
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a spike of crashes that occur around MP 14.2. Specific analysis of this location found
that 9 of the 11 crashes recorded in the last five years were wildlife collisions.

1.6.2.2. US 160 from West of the US 160/US 550 (South) Intersection
to East of the CR 233 (Three Springs) Intersection

The safety issues on US 160 near the US 160/ US 550 (south) intersection are also
updated for the SDEIS. As stated in the 2006 US 160 EIS, this area is an area of
increasing development and has the highest traffic volumes in the US 160 corridor.
Based on the updated information for the SDEIS, traffic volumes are expected to more
than double within the next 20 years (see Section 1.6.1). Uncontrolled access and lack of
turning lanes contribute to the safety issues on US 160 from MP 87.8 to MP 90.6 in the
Grandview area (see Appendix C). Figure 1-7 (a and b) indicates that the highest
prevalence of crashes on US 160 in this area are rear-end (39 percent), Wildlife (18
percent), Fixed Objects (12 percent), Sideswipe (Same Direction) (10 percent), and
Approach Turn (8 percent). Combined, these crashes account for over 69 percent of the
total crashes. Most of these crashes can be related to the numerous accesses and
intersections along the corridor. A lack of turning lanes for vehicles leaving or entering
the roadway, and unsafe passing due to the frequent entering and exiting of vehicles
from the numerous accesses and intersections creates additional safety issues along this
corridor.

Safety Needs Summary

The US 160 corridor and US 550 south alignment to US 160 projected to 2030 are
expected to have a higher than average number and severity of crashes when compared
to other similar highways in the state of Colorado (see Appendix C). The higher
number and severity of crashes is attributed to a lack of highway shoulders, turning
lanes, limited sight distances, clear zones, collisions with wildlife, and steep grades with
insufficient lanes for passing. In addition, many of the accesses and intersections
include steep grades, limited sight distance, sharp angles and lack of left turn storage
lanes and right turn acceleration/deceleration lanes. The accident analysis from the
2006 US 160 EIS has been updated as documented in Appendix C. The same safety
issues and crash trends have continued to occur in the last few years (2005 to 2009) as
were the case between 1996 and 2001.

1.6.3 Access

Access is a part of project purpose and need. The 2006 US 160 EIS describes the
uncontrolled access issues in the US 160 corridor. This is a result of a high density of
undefined business and private accesses, terrain features that affect sight distance, areas
with poorly defined accesses and anticipated future density of development along the
corridor. All of these features contribute to the accident rates and accident distribution
along the US 160 corridor. As described in the 2006 US 160 EIS, there are 57 access
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Figure 1-7a.  US 160 Crash Location and Weighted Accident Concentration
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Figure 1-7b.  US 160 Crash Type and Severity
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points in the Grandview Section. This number of access points has remained nearly
unchanged (slight increase) from the 2006 US 160 EIS. Access conditions also have not
changed for the US 550 south alignment and its connection to US 160. US 550 south of
US 160 has fewer accesses due to the rural nature of the roadway and geographic
constraints (steep slopes) that prevent access from being made along portions of the
roadway.

Supporting documentation and detailed descriptions of the purpose and need for the
corridor project are found in Chapter 1 of the 2006 US 160 EIS.
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2.0 Alternatives

The SDEIS supplements the 2006 US 160 EIS. The SDEIS is being prepared to address
significant environmental impacts to historic and Section 4(f) properties not evaluated
in the 2006 US 160 EIS and 2006 US 160 ROD.

This chapter describes and compares alternatives for the US Highway 550 (US 550)
south alignment to connect to US Highway 160 (US 160). It defines new alternatives
developed to avoid or minimize impacts to newly identified historic and archaeological
resources. It defines differences between the alternatives analyzed in detail and
identifies a preferred alternative. It also discloses additional alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed study while providing the rationale for their dismissal.

2.1 Background

Chapter 2 of the 2006 US Highway 160 from Durango to Bayfield EIS (2006 US 160 EIS)
evaluates a range of alternatives, describes why some alternatives were eliminated from
detailed study, identifies reasonable alternatives carried forward for detailed study, and
identifies the preferred alternative based on a comparison to other reasonable
alternatives. The 2006 US 160 EIS used several screening levels to arrive at the
advanced alternatives including a Corridor screening level, a Feasibility Alternatives
screening level and a Preliminary Alternatives screening level. In the Corridor
screening level, broad strategies were evaluated such as transportation system
management and transportation demand management, alignment shifts, and typical
sections for the entire corridor. The Feasibility Alternatives screening level screened
alternatives based on the purpose and need and whether the alternatives had
unacceptable environmental or social impacts compared to other alternatives. The
Preliminary Alternatives screening level evaluated alternatives based on combining
criteria for NEPA and the Clean Water Act (CWA) such as practicability criteria for
logistics, cost and environmental consequences. More detail on screening of the
alternatives is documented in Chapter 2 of the 2006 US 160 EIS.

The 2006 US 160 EIS merged analysis under the NEPA with Section 404 of the CWA as
outlined in the NEPA /404 Merger Agreement (updated in 2008) between CDOT,
FHWA and the USACE. The merger process demonstrated to the USACE that the
Preferred Alternative under NEPA was also Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) under the Clean Water Act. A Section 404 permit
under the Clean Water Act was obtained for the corridor in conjunction with signing of
the 2006 US Highway 160 from Durango to Bayfield Record of Decision (2006 US 160
ROD). Appendix A of this document includes a letter from the USACE concurring with
the first three steps in the merger process, including agreement that the Preferred
Alternative appears to be the LEDPA.
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2.2 Process for the Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) and Alternative Analysis

In this SDEIS, a range of alternatives is considered for the US 550 south alignment to
US 160, including some alternatives not considered during the 2006 US 160 EIS. The
SDEIS evaluates the affected area and impacts located in this US 550/ US 160 south
connection area.

The SDEIS does not reanalyze project alternatives for the Florida Mesa and Valley
Section, the Dry Creek and Gem Village Section or the Bayfield Section as those were
tully evaluated in the 2006 US 160 EIS. In addition, the SDEIS does not reanalyze
alternatives or impacts for the entire Grandview Section. For the SDEIS, the focus is on
the connection of US 550 to US 160 and the portion of US 550 needed to connect from
US 160 to the US 550 corridor described in the US 550 Environmental Assessment (EA)
and Finding of Significant Impact (FONSI).

The SDEIS includes two screening levels: a first screening level based on purpose and
need and other criteria for determining whether an alternative is reasonable under
NEPA such as logistics and cost. This screening level is similar to the Feasibility
Alternatives screening in the 2006 US 160 EIS in that it focuses on whether the
alternative meets the purpose and need for the project. The second level screen in the
SDEIS evaluates alternatives based on NEPA, CWA and Section 4(f) criteria. This
screening level is similar to the Preliminary Alternatives screening level from the 2006
US 160 EIS in that it considers practicability criteria under the CWA. The second
screening level in the SDEIS, however, also considers Section 4(f) criteria which are new
for this document. The second level screen is used in the SDEIS to identify the Preferred
Alternative.

2.3 Elements Common to All SDEIS Alternatives in the Grandview Section

The Grandview Section includes US 160 from the west project limit at approximately
mile marker 88 west of the US 160/US 550 (south) intersection to the State Highway 172
(SH 172) / County Road 234 (CR 234) intersection, and US 550 from south of County
Road 220 (CR 220) to US 160 (see Figure 2-1). For this SDEIS, all the alternatives in the
Grandview Section include the existing Grandview Interchange, single point urban
interchanges (SPUIs) at County Road 233 (CR 233) (Three Springs) and SH 172/CR 234,
and four lanes on US 160.

Traffic and engineering analyses also demonstrate the need for the three interchanges in
the Grandview Section regardless of the location of the US 550 south connection to

US 160 (see Appendices C and E). In the selected alternative from the 2006 US 160
ROD, interchanges were identified at US 160/SH 172 (SH 172/ CR 234 Interchange),

US 160/ CR 233 [CR 233 (Three Springs)], and the US 550/ US 160 connection (this is
now the location of the “Grandview Interchange,” which has been built without the
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Figure 2-1. Preferred Alternative from the 2006 US 160 EIS, Grandview Section
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US 550 south connection). The location of these interchanges is shown on Figure 2-1.
US 160 remains on the existing alignment except near the SH 172 /CR 234 intersection,
where it is shifted north to avoid Crestview Memorial Gardens. US 550 will be four
lanes throughout the entire project area addressed in this supplement.

Although the two SPUIs at CR 233 (Three Springs) and SH 172/CR 234 are included as
part of the Grandview Section alternatives they are not discussed further as part of this
analysis because the focus of the SDEIS is on the impacts of the connection of US 550
south alignment to US 160. The alternatives are different mainly in the location of the
US 550 south alignment, where it connects to US 160, and how it connects to US 160.
Alternatives for the alignment and connection of US 550 to US 160 are revised or added
based on the newly identified impacts.

2.4 Alternatives for the US 550 South Connection to US 160

This section describes the alternatives considered for the US 550 south alignment and its
connection to US 160. Alternatives evaluated in the SDEIS include those alternatives
advanced in the US 160 EIS, those further developed based on additional design
information for the US 550 south alignment and its connection to US 160, and those that
were developed specifically to avoid or minimize use of Section 4(f) properties near the
US 550/ US 160 connection. These alternatives are described below.

2.4.1 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative assumes completion of the US 160 project as defined in the
Record of Decision with the exception of the connection of US 550 to US 160. Auxiliary
lanes are included between the west project limit and the interchange at CR 233 (Three
Springs). The additional auxiliary lanes are considered a design variation of the
alternatives described in the 2006 US 160 EIS. The additional auxiliary lanes, which
extend from the west limit of the project to the CR 233 (Three Springs) Interchange, are
needed for each of the alternatives in the SDEIS based on updated traffic analyses (see
Appendix C), and, therefore, were not part of the screening of alternatives within this
document. The auxiliary lanes can be added within the right-of-way and identified
footprint of the alternatives in the 2006 US 160 EIS. The Grandview Interchange
addresses development along US 160 without the connection of US 550. In this case,
US 550 remains on its current alignment where poor geometry, low design speeds and
two lane capacity, on a north facing steep grade presents capacity and safety issues. See
Chapter 1 of this document for more information on the problems associated with the
current alignment.

2.4.2 US 550 at US 160 At-Grade Intersection Alternative

This alternative includes a revised US 550 at US 160 signalized intersection at its current
location (Feasibility Alternative 1B in the 2006 US 160 EIS). The intersection includes
double turn lanes from US 160 westbound to US 550 southbound, triple turn lanes from
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US 550 northbound to US 160 westbound and single turn lanes from US 160 eastbound
to US 550 southbound and US 550 northbound to US 160 eastbound (see Figure 2-2).

This alternative includes several design variations submitted to FHWA from Mr.
McNeill on behalf of the Webb Ranch: T.1.4, T.1.6, and T.4.4. Each design variation
illustrates US 550 intersecting US 160 as an at-grade intersection at the existing

US 550/ US 160 intersection location. The intersection geometry is also the same for
T.1.4, T.1.6 and T.4.4 as illustrated on Figure 2-2. The differences occur in the percent
grade and radius for 2 curves: one approximately 500 feet away from the US 550/

US 160 (south) intersection where the horizontal curvature and grade varies (the lower
curve) and the other at the top of the mesa where the highway first starts descending
the hillside (the upper curve). The design variations are described as follows:

» Design Variation T.1.4 includes a 1050-foot radius for the lower curve and a 700-
foot radius for the upper curve with a four percent uniform grade throughout
both curves.

» Design Variation T.1.6 includes a 925-foot radius for the lower curve and a 700-
foot radius for the upper curve with a six percent uniform grade throughout both
curves.

» Design Variation T.4.4 includes a 1250-foot radius for the lower curve and a
1000-foot radius for the upper curve with a four percent uniform grade
throughout both curves.

2.4.3 Partial Interchange at the Existing US 550/US 160 (South) Intersection
Alternative

This alternative includes a partial interchange at the existing US 550/ US 160 location.
This alternative proposes to modify the signalized intersection at US 160/ US 550 by
eliminating the left turn movement from northbound US 550 to westbound US 160 and
replacing it with a loop ramp to service the left turn volumes at the intersection.

This alternative (illustrated on Figure 2-3) includes several design variations submitted
to FHWA from Mr. Thomas McNeill on behalf of the Webb Ranch: T.2.4, T.2.6, T.3.4,
and T.3.6. Each design variation illustrates US 550 intersecting US 160 as an at-grade
intersection at the existing US 550/ US 160 intersection location but with a flyover to
accommodate the northbound left turn movement. The differences in the “T” design
variations occur in the percent grade and radius for 2 curves: one approximately 500
feet away from the US 550/ US 160 (south) intersection where the horizontal curvature
and grade varies (the lower curve) and the other at the top of the mesa where the
highway first starts descending the hillside (the upper curve). The design variations are
described as follows:
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Figure 2-2. US 550 at US 160 At-Grade Intersection Alternative
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Figure 2-3. Partial Interchange at the Existing US 550/US 160 (South) Intersection Alternative
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» Design Variation T.2.4 includes a 1050-foot radius for the lower curve and a 700-
foot radius for the upper curve with a four percent uniform grade throughout
both curves. The location of the flyover has half of the loop on each the north
and south side of US 160 and traffic flow is in a counterclockwise direction with
the flyover crossing US 160 approximately 1,300 feet (1/4 mile) east of the
US 550/ US 160 intersection.

» Design Variation T.2.6 includes a 925-foot radius curve for the lower curve and
700-foot radius for the upper curve with a six percent uniform grade throughout
both curves. The location of the flyover has half of the loop on each the north
and south side of US 160 and traffic flow is in a counterclockwise direction with
the flyover crossing US 160 approximately 1,300 feet (1/4 mile) east of the US
550/ US 160 intersection.

» Design Variation T.3.4 includes a 1050-foot radius for the lower curve and a 700-
foot radius for the upper curve with a four percent uniform grade throughout
both curves. The location of the flyover loop is entirely on the north side of
US 160 and traffic flow is in a clockwise direction with the flyover crossing US
160 approximately 500 feet east of the US 550/US 160 intersection.

» Design Variation T.3.6 includes a 925-foot radius curve for the lower curve and
a 700-foot radius for the upper curve with a six percent uniform grade
throughout both curves. The location of the flyover loop is entirely on the north
side of US 160 and traffic flow is in a clockwise direction with the flyover
crossing US 160 approximately 500 feet east of the US 550/US 160 intersection.

2.4.4 Revised Preliminary Alternative A

The Revised Preliminary Alternative A is illustrated on Figure 2-4. It includes a grade-
separated trumpet interchange at the existing US 550/ US 160 (south) connection.
Revised Preliminary Alternative A is the same as in the 2006 US 160 EIS for the US 550
alignment and the connection to US 160. “Revised” has been added to title of this
alternative to reflect inclusion of the Grandview Interchange.

2.4.5 G Modified/Revised G Modified Alternative

This alternative has undergone several design variations. G Modified was the Selected
Alternative in the 2006 US 160 ROD. It connects US 550 to US 160 via the Grandview
Interchange which is approximately 0.6 miles east of the existing US 160/US 550 (south)
intersection. Early in the project development process for the 2006 US 160 EIS, the
alternative was modified to follow the western edge of the Webb Ranch to minimize
impacts to the ranch.
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Revised G Modified Alternative is essentially the same alternative but it has been
revised to avoid a gas well that was installed in the alignment selected in the 2006

US 160 ROD. Revised G Modified Alternative is illustrated on Figure 2-5. The revision
to the alternative, in addition to avoiding the gas well, has approximately 4 acres fewer
impacts to wildlife habitat and 0.11 acres less impacts to wetlands as compared to the
original alignment in the 2006 US 160 EIS. The Revised G Modified Alternative is what
is considered in the SDEIS.

2.4.6 F Modified/Revised F Modified Alternative

F Modified Alternative was the other alternative in the Grandview Section considered
for detailed analysis in the 2006 US 160 EIS. US 550 crosses Florida Mesa and connects
to US 160 at CR 233 (Three Springs) Interchange. Frontage roads parallel the alignment
from US 160 south for about a mile. These roads provide local access to the properties
south of US160. Like G Modified, F Modified Alternative also impacts a gas well on
the Webb Ranch so design adjustments to avoid the gas well were considered. The
feasibility of avoiding the gas well was explored and not incorporated into this
alternative because a shift to the north results in the acquisition of four additional
residences and a shift to the south requires acquisition of two additional residences.

Revised F Modified Alternative is the same as in the 2006 US 160 EIS except it includes
the Grandview Interchange. For these reasons, “Revised” has been added to the title of
this alternative. The Revised F Modified Alternative is illustrated on igure 2-6.

2.4.7 Eastern Realignment Alternative

The Eastern Realignment Alternative is shown on Figure 2-7. This alternative was
developed specifically to avoid the Webb Ranch, a historic resource and Section 4(f)
property. US 550 connects to US 160 at the CR 233 (Three Springs) Interchange but has
a different US 550 south alignment when compared to the Revised F Modified and
Revised G Modified Alternatives. Frontage roads parallel the alignment from US 160 to
CR 220. These roads provide local access to the properties south of US 160 along the
new US 550 alignment.

2.4.8 \Western Realignment Alternative

This alternative, shown on Figure 2-8, relocates the existing US 160/ US 550 (south)
intersection to the west where it would intersect US 160 with a directional interchange.
This alternative was specifically developed to avoid the historic ranches and other
Section 4(f) properties on top of Florida Mesa. This alternative diverges from the
current US 550 at approximately milepost 13.17 on the top of Florida Mesa before
descending into the Animas Valley where it parallels the Animas River to the north and
connects to US 160 at approximately milepost 88.0, approximately 0.5 mile west of the
existing US 160/ US 550 (south) intersection.
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Figure 2-5. Revised G Modified Alternative
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Figure 2-6. Revised F Modified Alternative
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Figure 2-7. Eastern Realignment Alternative
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Figure 2-8. Western Realignment Alternative
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2.5 Screening Process to Arrive at Alternatives Advanced for Detailed Study

2.5.1 Combining Requirements of the NEPA, Clean Water Act, and Section 4(f)
of the Transportation Act of 1966

An EIS must rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives to
the action, discuss the reasons why other alternatives are eliminated from detailed
study, and identify a preferred alternative (40 CFR § 1502.14, 23 CFR § 771.123 and 23
CFR § 771.125). The screening process for NEPA therefore considers what is a
“reasonable” alternative to be carried forward for detailed study. The NEPA screening
process for the SDEIS considers what is a “reasonable” alternative and takes into
consideration environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives. One of the main
factors in determining if an alternative is reasonable is if it meets the purpose and need
for the project; if it does not meet the purpose and need it is not considered to be
reasonable. There are other factors that also are relevant in evaluating whether an
alternative is reasonable such as cost, safety and the engineering difficulty for
construction. These factors are similar, sometimes identical, to the factors in
determining whether an alternative is considered a practicable alternative under the
Clean Water Act’s LEDPA analysis.

In the 2006 US 160 EIS screening process, requirements of NEPA and the Clean Water
Act were merged. For the SDEIS, those same screening criteria are used with the
addition of factors related to Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act of 1966, as amended
[Section 4(f)]. Both the Clean Water Act and Section 4(f) are substantive laws in that
they require specific outcomes. A brief description of the processes is described below.

The Clean Water Act requires approval from the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
for a discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States. The USACE
can only approve the alternative that has the least impact on aquatic systems, so long as
that alternative is “practicable” and does not have other significant adverse
environmental consequences. This alternative is known as the Least Environmentally
Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). The guidelines for approving the LEDPA
are found at 40 CFR 230 implementing Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act. These
guidelines require that no discharge 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. Furthermore, an alternative is only considered to be
“practicable” if “it is available and capable of being done, taking into consideration cost,
existing technology and logistics in light of overall project purposes.” For Clean Water
Act requirements, the screening process in the SDEIS, therefore considers alternatives
and whether they are “practicable.” This is intended to show that any alternative that is
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screened out as not being reasonable also is not practicable, and therefore could not be
the LEDPA.

Section 4(f) is also considered in the screening process. Section 4(f) protects significant
historic sites such as the historic ranches, residential property, and ditches discovered
since completion of the 2006 US 160 ROD near the US 550 at US 160 connection. It
requires avoidance of historic sites, except when there is “no prudent and feasible”
avoidance alternative (23 CFR Part 774). Chapter 5 of this SDEIS describes criteria used
to identify prudent and feasible avoidance alternatives. Based on information to date,
there does not appear to be a prudent and feasible avoidance alternative. A “use”
occurs when a project permanently incorporates land from a Section 4(f) property. The
screening process considers “use” of the historic ranches, residential property, and
ditches protected under Section 4(f) as well as other 4(f) properties and environmental
factors.

2.5.2 Screening Levels

Alternatives were evaluated in a two-step process. The first step evaluated alternatives
to determine if they are “reasonable” and therefore advanced for detailed study in the
SDEIS. The first step evaluates the alternatives based on whether they meet the
purpose and need or have other issues such as logistical problems or substantially
greater costs. Alternatives screened out at this level are not considered reasonable
under NEPA or practicable under the Clean Water Act. Criteria in the first step are
described below.

In the second level screening, the alternatives were compared using criteria under
NEPA and the Clean Water Act (CWA) to identify the Preferred Alternative. This
level also considers use of the Section 4(f) properties discovered after the US 160 ROD.

2.5.3 Screening Level 1: Evaluation for Purpose and Need, Logistics and Cost

The alternatives in the SDEIS were first evaluated for whether they meet the purpose

and need for the project and whether they have other issues such as logistical problems
or substantially greater costs. This step considers what a reasonable alternative is under
NEPA. The criteria for purpose and need, cost, and logistics are described in Table 2-1.

These same criteria can also be used to determine what a practicable alternative is for
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. One reason an alternative is unreasonable under
NEPA if it does not meet the purpose and need. Likewise under the CWA, 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.” If an alternative does not meet the overall purpose and need it is not
considered to be practicable. An alternative may also not be practicable based on cost,
existing technology, or logistics. Cost and logistics are included in this screening level.
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All the alternatives can be built with existing technology so this criteria is not included
in this step.

Table 2-1. Criteria for Purpose and Need, Logistics and Cost
Criterion | Description
Purpose and Need
Capacity Provide a 2030 peak hour LOS D.
Safety Improve existing design and safety deficiencies to current standards and not create an unsafe

condition by increasing conflict opportunities between vehicles, vehicles and wildlife, or between
vehicles and other objects.

Access control Meet or exceed the minimum CDOT, FHWA, and AASHTO spacing, access, and operational
requirements.

Other Criteria

Logistics Maintain access and provide mobility during construction and not have challenging technical
issues for construction. Challenging technical issues include slope instability, or the need to
remove large amounts of material compared to other alternatives.

Cost Cost should not be substantially greater than other alternatives. Substantially greater costs are
considered to be at least 200 percent higher or at least twice the cost compared to the lowest cost
alternative

Alternatives that met the purpose and need and the cost and logistics requirements
were advanced to the next stage of analysis. Alternatives not advanced were
considered to be unreasonable under NEPA and not practicable under the Clean Water
Act.

2.5.3.1. No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative assumes completion of the US 160 project as defined in the
2006 US 160 ROD with the exception of the connection of US 550 to US 160. US 550
remains on its current alighment where poor geometry, low design speeds and two lane
capacity, on a north facing steep grade presents capacity and safety issues. Therefore,
the No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the project. The No
Action Alternative, however, is assessed and used as a baseline for environmental
analysis and represents what would exist if no action were taken as a result of this
SDEIS. It is carried forward for detailed study as a basis of comparison with the other
alternatives.

2.5.3.2. US 550 at US 160 At-Grade Intersection Alternative

This alternative includes an at-grade intersection at the existing location of US 550 to US
160. This alternative is evaluated first for whether it meets capacity, safety and access
requirements of the purpose and need. For capacity, traffic analyses for the at-grade
intersection alternatives, including design variations T.1.4, T.1.6, T.4.4, fail to meet the
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capacity requirements for the project purpose and need (see Appendix C). This
alternative is expected to operate at LOS D during the morning peak period and LOS E
during the evening peak period in 2030 which does not meet the requirement of a LOS
D or better (see Appendix C). For safety, the alternative includes several design
variations with different horizontal and vertical grades. The upper curve is the curve
that creates the safety issues. All design variations, including the design with the
flattest upper curve (T.4.4 with a 1000-foot horizontal radius and a four percent vertical
grade), provide either a 30 mph or 35 mph design speed (see Appendix E). The design
speed for US 550 south of this location is 70 mph consistent with the AASHTO
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (AASHTO, 2004). The large reduction in
design speed from 70 mph to 30 mph or 35 mph creates an unsafe condition and is
unacceptable for the design of roadways (AAHSTO, 2004). In addition to the sharp
curves, this alternative includes an eight percent cross-slope as the roadway curves,
four percent vertical grades and north facing steep slopes, all of which combine to
produce unacceptable safety problems, particularly in the winter. All of these safety
problems will continue to worsen as traffic volumes grow. This alternative does not
sufficiently improve existing design and safety deficiencies to existing standards and,
therefore, does not meet the safety requirement of purpose and need. For access, access
control is included in the alternative and it therefore meets the access requirement of
purpose and need.

Regarding the screening element of logistics, this alternative has challenging
geotechnical issues with known subsurface water problems (springs) which create
drainage and slope stability problems. This alighment requires the construction of
retaining walls approximately 85 feet tall due to topography. Constructing the walls in
these difficult conditions is technically challenging. It also has logistical issues related
to constructability. Due to the existing narrow roadway and technical challenges
associated with maintaining traffic while constructing the new roadway on such a steep
slope, temporary detours during construction are required. Traffic would be rerouted
from US 550 onto CR 220 for a period of two years. This forces Durango bound traffic,
including emergency service providers, to travel nearly seven miles out of direction for
each trip into or out of Durango. County Road 220 (CR 220) is a narrow county road
with poor sight distance, no shoulders, and numerous access points for residential
driveways. The two-year detour results in additional costs to drivers, access restrictions
and disruptions to the residents and farming operations along CR 220, delays to the
provision of emergency services, notable congestion at the CR 220/SH 172 intersection,
SH 172/ CR 234 Interchange, and CR 233 (Three Springs) Interchange, and safety
problems along CR 220, which was not designed to carry large amounts of traffic.
Additional details are found in Appendix E.

This alternative is not expected to result in costs substantially greater than other
alternatives.
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In summary, this alternative does not meet the capacity and safety requirements for the
purpose and need. In addition, it has logistical problems that do not make it
reasonable. For these reasons, it is not a reasonable alternative and is not carried
forward to the next screening level. Likewise this alternative would not be the LEDPA
as these problems make it not practicable under the CWA.

2.5.3.3. Partial Interchange at the Existing US 550/US 160 (South) Intersection
Alternative
The Partial Interchange at the Existing US 550/US 160 (South) Intersection Alternative
includes a partial interchange that connects US 550 to US 160 at the existing intersection
location. Design variations T.2.4, T.2.6, T.3.4, and T.3.6 are included in this analysis. All
these design variations have a tight upper curve with a 700-foot radius and either a four
or six percent grade. This alternative is evaluated first for whether it meets capacity,
safety and access requirements of the purpose and need. For capacity, traffic analyses
show that this alternative meets the capacity requirements for the project purpose and
need (see Appendix C). Overall, this intersection alternative is expected to operate at
LOS A during the morning peak period and LOS A during the evening peak period in
2030 which meets the requirement of a LOS D or better. For safety, as discussed in
Appendix E, this on-alignment alternative with a tight upper curve also requires a 35
mph reduction in speed in a short distance and has the same issues as described for the
US 550 at US 160 At-Grade Intersection Alternative. US 550 would remain near its
current alignment where in addition to the sharp curves, this alternative includes an
eight percent cross-slope as the roadway curves, four percent vertical grades and north
facing steep slopes, all of which combine to produce unacceptable safety problems,
particularly in the winter so this alternative does not meet the safety requirement for
purpose and need. For access, access control is included in the alternative and it
therefore meets the access requirement of purpose and need.

Regarding the screening element of logistics, this alternative has the same geotechnical
problems and constructability issues described for the US 550 at US 160 At-Grade
Intersection Alternative. Because it is on the same alignment as the US 550 at US 160
At-Grade Intersection Alternative, it has subsurface water with drainage and slope
stability issues. It also requires temporary detours during construction onto CR 220 as
described for the US 550 at US 160 At-Grade Intersection alternative. Additional details
are found in Appendix E.

Additionally, cost is a relevant factor in determining whether an alternative is
reasonable or practicable. The Partial Interchange at the Existing US 550/ US 160
(South) Intersection Alternative is expected to cost $230,790,000. This compares to
$77,598,000 for Revised G Modified, $77,429,000 for Revised F Modified, and
$93,106,000 for the Eastern Realignment (see Table 2-3 in Section 2.5.4 and Appendix E).
The Partial Interchange at the Existing US 550/ US 160 (South) Intersection Alternative
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is more expensive than these alternatives because it requires building a new interchange
whereas the Revised G Modified, Revised F Modified and the Eastern Realignment
alternatives connect to interchanges already planned or built in Grandview. In addition,
it requires upgrading and modifying CR 220 for use as a detour, which would not be
required for Revised G Modified, Revised F Modified and the Eastern Realignment
alternatives (see Figure 2-9). Other elements that increase costs for the Partial
Interchange at the Existing US 550/US 160 (South) Intersection Alternative include
large retaining walls of approximately 85 feet and the need to maintain access to
businesses along US 160 near MP 88. For these reasons, the estimated cost for the Partial
Interchange at the Existing US 550/US 160 (South) Intersection Alternative is about 3
times the cost of the least expensive alternative, Revised F Modified. Cost is therefore
also a factor in why this alternative is not reasonable. Additional detail on the cost
estimate for this alternative is included in Appendix E.

In summary, this alternative does not meet the safety requirements for purpose and
need. In addition, it has logistical problems and substantially higher costs compared to
other alternatives. For these reasons, it is not reasonable and is not carried forward for
detailed analysis. Likewise this alternative would not be the LEDPA as these problems
make it not practicable under the CWA.

2.5.3.4. Revised Preliminary Alternative A

Revised Preliminary Alternative A includes a grade separated trumpet interchange at
the existing US 550/ US 160 (south) intersection location. This alternative is on the same
alignment as the US 550 at US 160 At-Grade Intersection Alternative and the Partial
Interchange at the Existing US 550/ US 160 (South) Intersection Alternative. This
alternative is evaluated first for whether it meets capacity, safety and access
requirements of the purpose and need. For capacity, traffic analyses show that this
alternative meets the capacity requirements for the project purpose and need (see
Appendix C). This alternative is expected to operate at LOS B during the morning peak
period and LOS C during the evening peak period in 2030 which meets the requirement
of a LOS D or better (see Appendix C). For safety, as discussed in Appendix E, this on-
alignment alternative has the same issues described for the US 550 at US 160 At-Grade
Intersection Alternative and the Partial Interchange at the Existing US 550/ US 160
(South) Intersection. US 550 would remain near its current alignment where a large
reduction in design speed from 70 mph to either 30 mph or 35 mph creates an unsafe
condition and is unacceptable for designing roadways (Geometric Design of Highways
and Streets, AAHSTO, 2004). In addition to the sharp curves, this alternative includes
an eight percent cross-slope as the roadway curves, four percent vertical grades and
north facing steep slopes, all of which combine to produce unacceptable safety
problems, particularly in the winter so this alternative does not meet the safety
requirement for purpose and need. This alternative is, however, safer than the Partial
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Figure 2-9. Detour Route for Construction
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Interchange at the Existing US 550/ US 160 (South) intersection. The Partial Interchange
at the Existing US 550/ US 160 (South) Intersection requires the westbound US 160 to
southbound US 550 traffic to make left turns across oncoming traffic with a signal.
Revised Preliminary Alternative A eliminates the left-turning conflicts. For access,
access control is included in the alternative. It therefore meets the access requirement of
the purpose and need.

Regarding the screening element of logistics, this alternative has the same geotechnical
problems and constructability issues as described for the US 550 at US 160 At-Grade
Intersection Alternative and the Partial Interchange at the Existing US 550/ US 160
(South) Intersection Alternative. Because it is on the same alignment, it has subsurface
water with drainage and slope stability issues. It also requires temporary detours
during construction onto CR 220 as described for the other two on-alignment
alternatives. Additional details are found in Appendix E. For these reasons it is not a
reasonable alternative.

As noted above, the criteria for cost is also relevant to whether an alternative is
reasonable. The Revised Preliminary Alternative A is expected to cost $232,870,000.
This compares to $77,598,000 for Revised G Modified, $77,429,000 for Revised F
Modified, and $93,106,000 for the Eastern Realignment (see Table 2-3 in Section 2.5.4
and Appendix E). The Revised Preliminary Alternative A is more expensive than these
alternatives because it requires building a new interchange whereas the Revised G
Modified, Revised F Modified and the Eastern Realignment alternatives connect to
interchanges already planned or built in Grandview. In addition, this alternative
requires upgrading and modifying CR 220 for use as a detour which would not be
required for Revised G Modified, Revised F Modified and the Eastern Realignment
alternatives. Other elements that increase costs for Revised Preliminary Alternative A
include large retaining walls of approximately 85 feet and the need to maintain access to
businesses along US 160 near MP 88. For these reasons, the estimated cost for the
Revised Preliminary Alternative A is about three times the cost of the least expensive
alternative, Revised F Modified. This cost is substantially higher than other alternatives
being considered. Therefore based upon the above factors, this alternative including
the cost criteria, this is not a reasonable alternative. Additional detail on the cost
estimate for this alternative is included in Appendix E.

In summary, this alternative does not meet the safety requirements for purpose and
need. In addition, it has logistical problems and substantially higher costs compared to
other alternatives. For these reasons, it is not reasonable and is not carried forward for
detailed analysis. Likewise this alternative would not be the LEDPA as these problems
make it not practicable under the CWA.
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2.5.3.5. Revised G Modified Alternative

The Revised G Modified Alternative connects US 550 to US 160 via the Grandview
Interchange. This alternative is evaluated first for whether it meets capacity, safety and
access requirements of the purpose and need. For capacity, traffic analyses show that
this alternative meets the capacity requirements for the project purpose and need (see
Appendix C). This alternative is expected to operate at LOS A during the morning peak
period and LOS A during the evening peak period in 2030 which meets the requirement
of a LOS D or better (see Appendix C). For safety, it meets the criteria of improving the
existing deficiencies to current standards and does not create an unsafe condition. In
addition, it does not have the on-alignment issues described for the US 550 at US 160
At-Grade Intersection Alternative, the Partial Interchange at the Existing US 550/ US 160
Intersection Alternative, or Revised Preliminary Alternative A. This alternative meets
the safety requirements for purpose and need. For access, access control is included in
the alternative. It therefore meets the access requirement of purpose and need.

This alternative meets the criteria for logistics. It does not have geotechnical or slope
stability problems and does not require detouring of US 160 traffic onto CR 220 during
construction. This alternative can be built with traffic maintained on the existing

US 550 alignment until it is completed.

For the criteria for cost, the Revised G Modified is one of the lowest cost alternatives
and is not expected to result in costs substantially greater than the other alternatives
(see Table 2-3 in Section 2.5.4 and Appendix E).

In summary, this alternative meets all aspects of the purpose and need, and meets the
requirements for logistics and cost. This alternative is reasonable and is carried forward
for further analysis.

2.5.3.6. Revised F Modified Alternative

The Revised F Modified Alternative connects US 550 to US 160 via the SPUI interchange
at CR 233 (Three Springs). This alternative is evaluated first for whether it meets
capacity, safety and access requirements of the purpose and need. For capacity, traffic
analyses show that this alternative meets the capacity requirements for the project
purpose and need (see Appendix C). This alternative is expected to operate at LOS B
during the morning peak period and LOS C during the evening peak period in 2030
which meets the requirement of a LOS D or better. For safety, this alternative meets
the criteria of improving the existing deficiencies to current standards and does not
create an unsafe condition. In addition, it does not have the on-alignment issues
described for the US 550 at US 160 At-Grade Intersection Alternative, the Partial
Interchange at the Existing US 550/ US 160 Intersection Alternative, or Revised
Preliminary Alternative A. This alternative meets the safety requirements for purpose
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and need. For access, access control is included in the alternative. It therefore meets the
access requirement of purpose and need.

This alternative meets the criteria for logistics. It does not have geotechnical or slope
stability problems and does not require detouring of US 160 traffic onto CR 220 during
construction. This alternative can be built with traffic maintained on the existing

US 550 alignment until it is completed.

For the criteria for cost, the Revised F Modified Alternative is the lowest cost alternative
(see Table 2-3 in Section 2.5.4 and Appendix E).

In summary, Revised F Modified Alternative meets all aspects of the purpose and need,
and meets requirements for logistics and cost. This alternative is reasonable and is
carried forward for further analysis.

2.5.3.7. Eastern Realighment Alternative

The Eastern Realignment Alternative connects US 550 to US 160 via the SPUI at CR 233
(Three Springs). This alternative is evaluated first for whether it meets capacity, safety
and access requirements of the purpose and need. For capacity, traffic analyses show
that this alternative meets the capacity requirements for the project purpose and need
(see Appendix C). This alternative is expected to operate at LOS B during the morning
peak period and LOS C during the evening peak period in 2030 which meets the
requirement of a LOS D or better. For safety, it meets the criteria of improving the
existing deficiencies to current standards and does not create an unsafe condition. In
addition, it does not have the on-alignment issues described for the US 550 at US 160
At-Grade Intersection Alternative, the Partial Interchange at the Existing US 550/ US 160
Intersection Alternative, or Revised Preliminary Alternative A. This alternative meets
the safety requirements for purpose and need. For access, access control is included in
the alternative. It therefore meets the access requirement of purpose and need.

This alternative meets the criteria for logistics. It does not have geotechnical or slope
stability problems and does not require detouring US 160 traffic onto CR 220 during
construction. This alternative can be built with traffic maintained on the existing

US 550 alignment until it is completed.

For the criteria for cost, the Eastern Realignment costs $93,106,000. This cost is
approximately 20 percent higher than the lowest cost alternative, Revised F Modified
Alternative which costs $77,429,000. It is not, however, several times higher like other
alternatives being considered. It is, therefore, not expected to result in costs
substantially greater than other alternatives (see Table 2-3 in Section 2.5.4 and Appendix
E).
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In summary, the Eastern Realignment Alternative meets all aspects of the purpose and
need, and meets requirements for logistics and cost. This alternative is reasonable and is
carried forward for further analysis.

2.5.3.8. Western Realignment Alternative

The Western Realignment Alternative diverges from the current US 550 at
approximately milepost 13.17 on the top of Florida Mesa (approximately two miles
south of where the Eastern Realignment Alternative diverges from US 550) before
descending into the Animas Valley where it parallels the Animas River to the north and
connects to US 160 at approximately milepost 88.0, approximately 0.5 mile west of the
existing US 160/US 550 (south) intersection. Two new bridge crossings of the Animas
River are required in addition to an interchange at the US 160 connection and an
intersection or interchange at the US 550 South Connection. Two of the ramps from the
interchange terminate approximately 700 feet from the existing River Road signalized
intersection on US 160.

This alternative is evaluated first for whether it meets capacity, safety and access
requirements of the purpose and need. The US 550 south connection to US 160 at
approximately milepost 88.0 presents safety and operational problems that do not meet
the capacity or safety requirements of the project purpose and need (Year 2030 Traffic
Operations Analysis for the US 550 at US 160 Alternatives, SEH, 2010, in Appendix C). The
proximity of the exiting intersection at River Road north of the proposed interchange
creates queue conflicts, congestion, and backups on the northbound-to-westbound
interchange ramp. River Road is the first intersection encountered when entering
Durango from the south and east where Home Depot and a large subdivision along the
Animas River already contribute to traffic conflicts. The interchange ramp would end
very close (700 feet) from the River Road intersection. The addition of more conflicts in
this already congested area would create unacceptable traffic and safety conditions
inconsistent with the project purpose and need. A detailed explanation of traffic and
safety problems associated with the Western Realignment Alternative is provided in
Appendices C and E. The alternative does include access control and therefore meets
the access requirement for purpose and need.

This alternative meets the criteria for logistics. It does not have geotechnical or slope
stability problems and does not require detouring US 160 traffic onto CR 220 during
construction. This alternative can be built with traffic maintained on the existing US
550 alignment until it is completed. However, the Western Realignment Alternative
does have some logistical challenges. The Western Realignment Alternative will require
a large amount of excavation and fill. This alignment cuts through the Florida Mesa
where it has a drop in elevation of approximately 210 feet from the high point of the
alignment on the mesa to the low point of the alignment near US 160. This compares to
a drop in elevation from the high point of the alignment on the mesa to the low point of
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the alignment near US 160 of approximately 90 feet for the Revised G Modified
Alternative and approximately 120 feet for Revised F Modified and Eastern
Realignment Alternatives. The drop in elevation of approximately 210 feet for the
Western Realignment Alternative occurs within less than a half of a mile (see Table 2-2).

Table 2-2. Comparison of Logistics
etV Approximatg Drop in Estimate_d Earthwork
Elevation (cubic yards)
Western Realignment 210 feet 3,541,000
Revised G Modified 90 feet 1,600,000
Revised F Modified 120 feet 2,247,000
Eastern Realignment 120 feet 2,742,000

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials Policy on Design
(AASHTO, 2004) discusses maximum grades for freeways. For a design speed of 70
mph, in rolling terrain, the maximum grade is four percent. However, in areas that are
constrained by terrain, a 5 percent grade can be used (AASHTO, 2004). To achieve a
grade of five percent, approximately 3,541,000 cubic yards of material would need to be
removed from the hillside. This equates to approximately 236,084 truckloads of
material at 15 cubic yards per truck. If it is assumed that the material is removed, and
that the material could be moved at a rate of 10 truckloads per hour, at 8 hours per day
for a 5-day workweek, it would take 197 workdays or 9.5 months to move all this
material. This compares to approximately 1,600,000 cubic yards of material that would
need to be removed for Revised G Modified Alternative, 2,247,000 cubic yards of
material that would need to be removed for F Modified Alternative, and 2,742,000 cubic
yards for the Eastern Realignment Alternative.

For the cost criteria, the Western Realignment Alternative is expected to cost
$326,931,000 which is the highest cost for the alternatives being considered in this
SDEIS. This compares to $77,598,000 for Revised G Modified, $77,429,000 for Revised F
Modified, and $93,106,000 for the Eastern Realignment (see Table 2-3 in Section 2.5.4
and Appendix E). The Western Realignment Alternative is more expensive than these
alternatives because it requires building a new interchange whereas the Revised G
Modified, Revised F Modified and the Eastern Realignment alternatives connect to
interchanges already planned or built in Grandview. In addition, this alternative
requires two new river crossings, replacement of two gas wells, modification to the
signal at River Road, and more acquisition of residential properties. For these reasons,
the estimated cost for the Western Realignment Alternative is 4.2 times the cost of the
least expensive alternative, Revised F Modified. This cost is substantially higher than
the other alternatives being considered. Additional detail on the cost estimate for this
alternative is included in Appendix E.
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In summary;, this alternative does not meet the capacity or safety requirements for

purpose and need. In addition, it has logistical problems and substantially higher costs
compared to other alternatives. For these reasons, it is not reasonable and is not carried
forward for detailed analysis. It is also not practicable under the CWA.

2.5.4 Summary of Analysis for Purpose and Need, Logistics and Cost

Four alternatives were found not reasonable and therefore eliminated and not carried
further for detailed study in the first screening level (see Table 2-3). These alternatives
included US 550 at US 160 At-Grade Intersection Alternative, the Partial Interchange at
the Existing US 550/ US 160 (South) Intersection Alternative, Revised Preliminary
Alternative A, and the Western Realignment. None of these alternatives meet the
purpose and need for the project and they all also have other logistics problems.
Additionally, three of the eliminated alternatives, the Partial Interchange at the Existing
US 550/ US 160 Intersection (South) Alternative, Revised Preliminary Alternative A, and
the Western Realignment Alternative also have substantially greater costs as compared
to the other alternatives. Based on the analysis, the No Action Alternative, Revised G
Modified Alternative, Revised F Modified Alternative and the Eastern Realignment
Alternative were carried forward for additional consideration.

Table 2-3. First Screening Level
Meets Purpose and Need Meets Other Criteria
; Cost
Alternative Capacity/ Access - .
EOS Y Safety Control Logistics | (estimated costin | Screening Result
parentheses)

No Action No No No Yes Yes Carried Forward*

US 550 at US 160 At-Grade

Intersection Alternative No No Yes No Yes** Dismissed

Partial Interchange at the US

550/US 160 Existing No

Intersection Alternative Yes No Yes No ($230,790,0000) Dismissed

Revised Preliminary Alternative No

A Yes No Yes No ($232,870,000) Dismissed
Yes

Revised G Modified Yes Yes Yes Yes ($77,589,000) Carried Forward
Yes

Revised F Modified Yes Yes Yes Yes ($77,429,000) Carried Forward
Yes

Eastern Realignment Yes Yes Yes Yes ($93,106,000) Carried Forward
No

\Western Realignment No No Yes Yes ($326,931,000) Dismissed

*For comparison purposes

**Cost not expected to be substantial compared to the other alternatives
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The USACE provided concurrence on the project purpose and need in a letter dated
September 8, 2011. A copy of the concurrence letter is included in Appendix A.

2.5.5 Screening Level 2: Evaluation for Clean Water Act and Section 4(f) Criteria

In the second level screening, the alternatives were further evaluated for criteria under
the CWA and Section 4(f) to identify the Preferred Alternative. This step compares the
alternatives based on environmental consequences such as impacts to wetlands and use
of the Section 4(f) properties discovered after the 2006 US 160 ROD.

For the CWA requirements, the screening criteria in Table 2-4 were applied to those
alternatives advanced from the first screening level. These screening criteria are the
same as used in the 2006 US 160 EIS. The logistical criteria are expanded to include
social feasibility. Logistics criteria considered in the first step are repeated here for
comparative purposes.

Within each criterion, data for each alternative were collected to equally compare the
alternatives. The impacts are compared for the US 550 south alignment to US 160 and
do not include the three interchanges or four lanes and auxiliary lanes through
Grandview. For construction mobility and technical challenges, the ease of traffic
movement during construction was considered as well as slope instability or
requirement to move large amounts of material. Construction mobility impacts were
considered to be major or minor. For social feasibility, the number of residential and
business relocations was estimated. Community cohesion, public input, and major
constraints were also considered in this criterion. For cost, the cost was estimated and
included for comparison. Additional details on how the costs were estimated in
provided in Appendix E. For the aquatic ecosystem, the quantity of wetlands and
waters of the US was estimated. This estimate included all potential wetlands and
waters of the US, regardless of jurisdictional status. For the natural environment
criterion, two different quantities, irrigated farmland and wildlife habitat, were used.
These two quantities were selected because of their importance in the project corridor.

A summary of the Section 4(f) use is also compared. The screening criteria for Section
4(f) are included in Table 2-5. These criteria are newly applied since completion of the
2006 US 160 EIS process. This information includes the number of Section 4(f)
properties used by the alternative, the type of property (i.e. historic ranch, residential
property, or ditch), acres of impact to the historic ranches and residential property, and
linear feet used of the historic ditches.

The USACE provided concurrence on the revised screening of alternatives in a letter
dated September 8, 2011. A copy of the concurrence letter is included in Appendix A.
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Table 2-4.

Screening Criteria for Section 404 of the Clean Water Act

Screening
Category

Criterion Description Rationale/Basis for Screening Criterion

Practicability—Logistics

L1

Maintain access and provide mobility during construction and not
Construction mobility and technical | have challenging technical issues for construction. Challenging
challenges technical issues include slope instability, or the need to remove
large amounts of material compared to other alternatives.

L2

Avoid and minimize impacts to minority and low-income
Social feasibility households, community cohesion, residences, and businesses as
compared to other alternatives.

Practicability—Cost

C1

Cost should not be substantially greater than other alternatives.
Substantially greater costs are considered to be at least 200
percent higher or at least twice the cost compared to the lowest
cost alternative.

Estimated cost

Environmental Consequences

EC2

Avoid and minimize impacts to the aquatic ecosystem as compared
to other alternatives. An alternative may be screened if there is a
Aguatic ecosystem similar alternative that performs the same function but has a better
opportunity to avoid and minimize direct and indirect impacts to the
aquatic ecosystem.

EC3

Avoid and minimize impacts to the natural environment, such as
drainage, native soils, or wildlife habitat. To advance, an

Natural environment alternative must not result in unacceptable environmental impacts
to the natural environment as compared to other alternatives that
perform the same function with fewer impacts to the environment.

Table 2-5.

Screening Criteria for Section 4(f)

Criterion

Description

Number

The number of Section 4(f) properties.

Type

Identifies the type of Section 4(f) property which is a historic ranch, residential property, or historic
ditch.

Total Acreage

The total acres of impact to the historic ranches and residential property.

Linear Feet of Use The amount of feet used for the historic ditches.

2.5.6 Comparison of the Alternatives and Identification of the Preferred
Alternative

A comparison of the three alternatives is shown in Table 2-6. All three alternatives are
considered to be reasonable and are carried forward for detailed study in the SDEIS.
These three alternatives include Revised G Modified Alternative, Revised F Modified
Alternative, and the Eastern Realignment Alternative. Revised G Modified Alternative
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connects US 550 to US 160 via the Grandview Interchange. Revised F Modified and the
Eastern Realignment alternatives connect US 550 to US 160 at the single-point urban
interchange at CR 233 (Three Springs). For all three alternatives, US 160 is four lanes
from the west project limit to the CR 233 (Three Springs) Interchange with auxiliary
lanes. US 160 would remain on the existing alignment except near the SH 172/CR 234
intersection, where it would be shifted north to avoid Crestview Memorial Gardens.

Table 2-6. Summary of Second Level Screening
Social Aquatic
Construction | Feasibility Ecosystems Environmental
Mobility (L1) (L2) Cost (C1) (EC2) Consequences (EC3)
Residential/ Irrigated Wildlife
Business | Estimated Cost | Wetlands | Farmland | Habitat |[Summary of Section
Alternative Impacts Relocations (millions) (acres) (acres) (acres) 4(f) Use

No Action None None None None None None None
2 ranches

Revised G , Total acreage: 64.1

Modified Minor 0/0 $77,598,000 0.033 115 36.6 1 ditch
Linear feet: 488
3 ranches

. 1 residential property
Revised F . )
. Minor 41 $77,429,000 0.53 311 39.3  [Total acreage: 95.4

Modified _
2 ditches
Linear feet: 3,007
2 ranches
Total acres: 63.6

. Eastern Minor 6/1 $92,106,000 3.2 35.1 29.1 ,

ealignment 2 ditches

Linear feet: 2,101

The main difference between the Revised F Modified Alternative, Revised G Modified
Alternative, and the Eastern Realignment Alternative is the location of the US 550
alignment and where it connects to US 160. In the Revised F Modified Alternative,

US 550 would cross the top of the Florida Mesa. The Eastern Realignment Alternative
also crosses the top of Florida Mesa but has a different US 550 south alignment which is
more to the east compared to the Revised F Modified Alternative. In Alternative G
Modified, US 550 would skirt the western edge of the Florida Mesa. Of the three
alternatives, the Eastern Realignment Alternative has the most impacts to residents and
businesses, wetlands, wildlife habitat, irrigated farmlands and it also is the most costly
(see Table 2-6). The Eastern Realignment Alternative also has more Section 4(f) use
compared to the Revised G Modified Alternative. The Revised F Modified Alternative is
the lowest cost alternative (although it is only slightly less costly), but compared to the
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Revised G Modified Alternative, it has more impacts to residents and businesses, affects
more Section 4(f) properties, has approximately 18 times the impact to wetlands (0.53
acre vs. 0.03 acre), and more impacts to wildlife habitat (see Table 2-6). Based on these
reasons, Revised G Modified is the preferred alternative, appears to be the LEDPA and
has less use of Section 4(f) properties compared to Revised F Modified Alternative and
the Eastern Realignment Alternative. See Figure 2-10 for a graphical representation of
the three reasonable alternatives considered for detailed study in the SDEIS.

The USACE provided concurrence that the Preferred Alternative appears to be the
LEDPA in a letter dated September 8, 2011. A copy of the concurrence letter is included
in Appendix A. Although a Preferred Alternative has been identified in this SDEIS, no
final decision will be made until after comments have been received during the public
and agency review period. The final decision will be documented in a Record of
Decision.

2.6 Funding Status

The approximate cost for Revised G Modified Alternative (Preferred Alternative) for the
US 550 south connection to US 160 is $77,429,000. The proposed improvements have
been identified as a priority for funding in the State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) and the Southwest Transportation Region (TPR) Preferred Plan
(Southwest TPR 2030 Transportation Plan). In the STIP, $200,000 of funding is identified
in 2012 for design and $2.54 million of funding is planned for right-of-way acquisition
in 2017 for this project.
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Figure 2-10. Reasonable Alternatives Considered for Detailed Study in the SDEIS
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3.0 Affected Environment

As discussed in Section 1.1, this Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(SDEIS) is being prepared to address impacts that were not previously evaluated or that
have been changed based on revisions to the design since the 2006 US Highway 160
from Durango to Bayfield EIS (2006 US 160 EIS) and 2006 US Highway 160 from
Durango to Bayfield Record of Decision (2006 US 160 ROD). The Grandview Section
starts at milepost 88.0 on US 160 west of the US Highway 550 (US 550)/US 160 (south)
intersection and ends approximately 3 miles east of the State Highway (SH) 172/
County Road (CR) 234 intersection. The study area in this SDEIS focuses on the affected
environment and impacts along the US 550 alignment from where it diverges from US
550 south of CR 220 to where it connects to US 160. As discussed in the resource-
specific methodologies in Chapter 3, the study area for the impact analyses generally
consists of the US 550 south alignment footprint (for example, area of disturbance
including temporary construction impacts) for each alternative. However, several
resources require larger study areas and those are described for each resource. For
example, the study area for noise impacts includes analysis for noise sensitive receptors
located within 500 feet of the alternative footprints. The generalized study area for the
majority of resources is shown on Figure 3-1. It includes an area that covers the three
alternatives discussed in the following sections and encompasses an area approximately
1.8 miles wide by 2.3 miles in length. It does not include the Grandview and Three
Springs Interchanges because these areas are included as part of the No Action
Alternative. For certain resource impact assessments, such as wetlands, this area was
decreased to address only the resources within 300 feet on either side of the alternative
centerline that could be impacted by the alternative. For other resources such as noise
and air quality, the study area was expanded to incorporate additional areas that are
part of the No Action alternative but have a bearing on the resource impact assessment.
See the Methodology sections below for resource-specific study areas.

This chapter describes the existing conditions of the human and natural environment
that could be impacted, beneficially or adversely, by the No Action, Revised G
Modified, Revised F Modified, and Eastern Realignment alternatives. The impacts and
environmental consequences of the No Action and action alternatives are described in
Chapter 4.

3.1 Land Use

The way land is developed and used for various activities (e.g., residential, commercial,
industrial, parks and open space) affects quality of life and the environment. Land use
topics include: designations created by a state, county or city through land use plans
(General Plans, Comprehensive Plans, etc.), zoning, future land use and growth
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Figure 3-1. Farmland in the Study Area
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management areas, conservation easements, urban infrastructure service boundaries,
annexation plans, and past, existing, and future development trends. The planning,
design, and construction of roads and highways, as well as other transportation modes,
is often based on land use development patterns and trends and affects existing land
uses and plans and proposals for future development. Safe and efficient travel, whether
by walking, public transportation, taking a car, an airplane, or a bike, is also influenced
by the types and patterns of land uses.

3.1.1 Methodology

The study area for land use in the SDEIS affected environment section consists of the
Grandview Area. The study area for the impacts analysis consists of the alternative
footprints, including areas that would be impacted during any construction activities.
There were no changes to the methodology used for land use since the 2006 US 160 EIS
and 2006 US 160 ROD. See Section 3.1 of the 2006 US 160 EIS for more information.

3.1.2 Regulatory Update and Coordination

There have been no regulatory updates since the 2006 US 160 EIS and 2006 US 160 ROD.
There was no coordination required or conducted for the SDEIS.

3.1.3 Current Conditions

Land use in the study area is continuing to develop with commercial and residential
uses. The 2006 US 160 EIS described anticipated growth in the Grandview Area based
on the Grandview Area Plan (City of Durango, 2004). The plan anticipated more than
5,467 new residential units, a regional retail center, three schools, a hospital, and a park.
Since the 2006 US 160 ROD, the hospital was completed and approximately 116 housing
units and 229,300 square feet of office and commercial buildings have been constructed
consistent with the Grandview Area Plan. The development is expected to reach full
build-out by 2030. In addition, approximately 1,700 housing units and commercial uses
are planned over the next 20 years for Ewing Mesa, a large tract of undeveloped land
about one mile north of Farmington Hill. This development largely affects traffic
projections into and out of the Durango and Grandview Area even though it is outside
the SDEIS study area.

The region is also a recreation destination and the number of recreational sites and
resorts is increasing. These recreational areas include campgrounds, forest lands, and
parks.

3.2 Farmland

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has established four different
classifications of farmlands including: Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide Importance, and Farmlands of Local Importance as defined in the 2006
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US 160 EIS. This section presents a description of the study area as it relates to these
designations.

3.2.1 Methodology

The study area for farmlands in the SDEIS affected area extends approximately %4 mile
west of Revised G Modified and approximately Y4 mile east of the Eastern Realignment
and includes the majority of areas between as shown on Figure 3-1. Impacts to this
resource presented in Chapter 4 are based on the alternative footprints, including areas
that would be impacted during any construction activities. Aerial photographs with
1:200 scale superimposed with each of the proposed alignments were used to inventory
areas of irrigated farmland. The majority of agricultural lands on Florida Mesa are
supported by irrigation water. Irrigation water is either derived from the Florida River
that supplies a series of ditches, canals, and ponds or pumped groundwater. Water is
generally delivered to crops through flood irrigation, sprinklers, center pivot, or wheel
rolling irrigation systems. On aerial photographs, these areas are discerned by
geometric patterns depending on the type of irrigation or crops, uniform coloration, and
lack of trees indicative of cropland.

General knowledge of the area and terrain supplemented by aerial photographs and
ground verification was utilized to quantify irrigated farmland. No attempt was made
to differentiate between irrigated and non-irrigated farmland and both lands received
equal consideration. Equal consideration was also given to types of crops grown. All
agricultural lands that fall within the toes of slope of the proposed alignment are
considered to be removed from production for purposes of estimating impacts. Impact
areas were quantified using Global Information System (GIS) technology to calculate
the size of the areas where mapped irrigated farmlands intersect with the proposed
highway design. Impacts to irrigated farmlands are discussed in Section 4.2. Areas of
mapped farmland are shown on Figure 3-1.

3.2.2 Regulatory Update and Coordination

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FFPA) of 1981, as amended, is intended to
minimize the extent to which Federal activities contribute to the conversion of
agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. The NRCS is the coordinating agency for the
FFPA on Federally funded projects, including the SDEIS.

The NRCS uses a land evaluation and site assessment system to establish a farmland
conversion impact rating score on proposed areas of federally funded and assisted
projects. The score is used as an indicator whether to consider alternative sites if the
potential adverse impacts on farmlands exceed recommended allowable levels. The
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) coordinated with the NRCS utilizing
Form AD-1006 Farmland Conversion Impact Rating to determine the significance of
irrigated farmland impacts.
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3.2.3 Current Conditions

The 2006 US 160 EIS identified 1.7 acres of prime farmland in the project corridor in
Bayfield at the US 160/ CR 501 intersection. No additional prime farmlands within the
study area have been designated since that time. The SDEIS study area does not
contain any prime or unique farmlands as mapped by the NRCS. This includes
irrigated lands on Florida Mesa for the US 160 at US 550 south connection along the
Revised G Modified, Revised F Modified, and Eastern Realignment alternatives.

The NRCS identified a total of 339,831 acres of irrigated cropland and pasture in La
Plata County (NRCS, 2011). Of this amount, 76,722 acres are within Government
jurisdiction and 66,025 acres are irrigated and considered of local or statewide
importance (NRCS, 2011).

Although the study area is not considered Prime Farmland, it includes farmland that is
considered to be Farmland of Statewide Importance. This includes lands that are
important for the production of food, feed, fiber, forage and oilseed crops. The study
area on top of Florida Mesa has numerous ranch properties that are irrigated for
purposes of providing crops. Irrigated farmlands have been identified on important
ranch properties that are within the limits of disturbance for the Revised G Modified,
Revised F Modified, and Eastern Realignment alternatives. Each of these ranches
provides production of mostly forage for livestock feed. Areas off the top of the mesa
are generally too steep and vegetated by pifion-juniper forest to be of value as farmland.

3.3 Socioeconomics

Socioeconomics addresses both social and economic resources. This includes
population, housing, utilities, public services, and employment opportunities. More
information on socioeconomics can be found in Section 3.3 of the 2006 US 160 EIS.

3.3.1 Methodology

For the affected environment, the study area for socioeconomics includes La Plata
County as a whole. In the 2006 US 160 EIS, 2000 US Census data from the Colorado
Demography Service (currently known as the State Demography Office [SDO]) was
used to determine current and projected population and housing numbers, as well as
average income of La Plata County residents. Since the time of the 2006 US 160 EIS a
new census has been completed. For the SDEIS, all available 2010 US Census data from
the SDO was used. This includes current populations, projected populations, and
available housing units in La Plata County.

Impacts described for the action alternatives are based on a study area of 300 feet on
either side of the centerline of each alignment and varies based on the location of the
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alternative and the topography. Residential impacts are based on the toes of slope
intersecting with structures.

3.3.2 Regulatory Update or Coordination

There were no new Federal, state, or local regulations concerning socioeconomics since
the time of the 2006 US 160 EIS. No agency coordination was required or conducted for
the SDEIS.

3.3.3 Current Conditions

No community resources (sewer, water, school, churches, fire stations, police stations,
and others) are located in the project area. The area south of US 160 consists primarily
of large working ranches, with some residential properties, gas wells, and an
operational gravel pit. Figure 3-2 shows the location of some of these features. The area
north of US 160 is primarily developed. There are some businesses, residential and
mixed use properties, as well as the Mercy Hospital complex (SDO, 2011).

According to 2010 US Census data from the SDO (SDO, 2011), the current population in
La Plata County is 51,344 which is an increase of 7,393 or 16.82 percent from the 2000
Census. The projected population for La Plata County in 2030 is 79,762; while the 2000
Census projected the 2020 population to be 68,156. The SDO estimates there are 25,860
housing units in La Plata County which is an increase of 5,095 or 24.5 percent from 2000.
The study area is comprised of large ranches where residences are spread out from one
another, there are no public services (sewer, water, school, churches, fire stations, police
stations, and others) located in the study area (SDO, 2011), and there are minority and
low-income populations in the study area.

At the time of the SDEIS, the US Census had not released updated block group
information including income, census tract, or estimated future housing data.
Therefore, the data contained in Section 3.3.3 of the 2006 US 160 EIS is the most recent
data available and is summarized below.

The study area is located in Block Group 4, Census Tract 9707.02. The Colorado
Demography Service reported that the estimated per capita income in La Plata County
in 2000 was $26,517. According to the 2000 US Census, the median household yearly
income for Bock Group 4, Census Tract 9707.02 was $37,931. Although there were fewer
persons in La Plata County below the state median poverty level, Block Group 4,
Census Tract 9707.02 had higher percentages of people in poverty (9.5 percent) than the
county (8.5 percent) and the state (9.3 percent). The 2000 low-income threshold for a
family of four for La Plata County, based on 50 percent of area median income was
$20,080; therefore, this block group would not be considered an environmental justice
community.
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Figure 3-2. Study Area Features
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In 2000 approximately 89.3 percent of Block Group 4, Census Tract 9707.02 considered
themselves to be Caucasian; therefore, there is a small percentage of the population that
could be considered minority. For more information on low-income and minority
populations in the study area, please see section 3.3.3.4 of the 2006 US 160 EIS.

3.4 Recreation

Recreation areas include places where people go to recreate. These areas can include
places such as parks, lakes, and forest lands, among others. Recreational activities can
include things such as fishing, hiking, and boating.

3.4.1 Methodology

The study area for the SDEIS affected environment section consists of the recreation
options in the region. The study area for the impacts analysis consists of the alternative
footprints, including areas that would be impacted during any construction activities.
There were no changes to the methodology used for recreation since the 2006 US 160
EIS and 2006 US 160 ROD. Recreation plans and uses were verified for the study area.
See Section 3.4 of the 2006 US 160 EIS for more information.

3.4.2 Regulatory Update and Coordination

There have been no regulatory updates since the 2006 US 160 EIS and 2006 US 160 ROD.
There was no coordination required or conducted for the SDEIS.

3.4.3 Current Conditions

US 160 provides access to numerous recreational activities and recreation sites in the
region. Year-round activities include hiking, fishing/ice fishing, ice climbing,
snowmobiling, skiing, biking, kayaking, camping, and hunting. Tourism is anticipated
to remain high during the summer months and would likely increase as the number of
resort and recreational facilities increases in the region. There are no recreation sites in
the study area.

3.5 Air Quality

The existing air quality conditions for the study area are assessed within the 2006

US 160 EIS, Section 3.5. This SDEIS presents the revised US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) air quality standards (EPA, 2010) and Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) interim Mobile Source Air Toxic (MSAT) Guidance (FHWA, 2009) changes that
have occurred since the 2006 US 160 EIS. Local ambient air quality monitoring
information was updated to currently available data (Colorado Department of Public
Health and Environment [CDPHE], 2009) and fugitive dust was added to the air quality
analyses included in Section 4.5.
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3.5.1 Methodology

For the affected environment, the study area for air quality includes a regional
assessment for the overall Grandview Area. The analysis from the 2006 US 160 EIS was
used to update the inventory analyses based upon linear trends in traffic and vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) growth from year 2025 to 2030. Based on 2009 traffic data, the
estimated daily VMT within the study area have decreased slightly (approximately two
percent) from 2025 to the revised design year of 2030. The expected 2030 VMT for the
study area action alternatives is 279,180 miles. Fugitive dust was not calculated for the
2006 US 160 EIS. The EPAs AP-42 formulae were used to calculated fugitive dust for
the SDEIS.

Impacts described for the action alternatives are also based on a regional scale. No
micro-scale dispersion analyses were conducted. As cited in the 2006 US 160 EIS, the
findings from the US Forest Service’s and Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM’s)
Northern San Juan Basin Coal Bed Methane Project (ROD issued in 2007) show that
concentrations of ozone are increasing as a result of oil and gas development, and thus
impact analysis for this project includes analysis of ozone precursor emissions of
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). The MSAT
formaldehyde has also been identified by recent studies as a pollutant increasing in the
region and is included in this analysis. Fugitive dust was calculated based upon 2030
traffic projections for the US 160 and US 550 corridors within the study area.

3.5.2 Regulatory Update and Coordination

The study area continues to be classified by EPA as attainment or
attainment/unclassified for all criteria pollutant National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). Since the issuance of the 2006 US 160 EIS, the EPA has revised the
NAAQS for the criteria pollutants of carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide,
particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter and less than 2.5 microns in
diameter (PM10 and PMz5, respectively), ozone, and sulfur dioxide to reflect the most
current understanding of human health and environmental effects from pollutant
emissions. Table 3-1 summarizes these new, more stringent NAAQS. Of these criteria
pollutants, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, and ozone
precursors are primarily related to mobile sources (vehicle tail pipe and evaporative
emissions, brake and tire wear, etc.). Ozone is not directly generated from vehicle
engine combustion like most pollutants. Ground level ozone is formed in the lower
atmosphere by a photochemical process combining precursor emissions of VOCs and
NOx and intense sunlight.
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Table 3-1. NAAQS Criteria Pollutants
Primary Standards Secondary Standards
Averaging
Pollutant Level Averaging Time Level Time
9 parts per million (ppm)
(20 milligrams per cubic meter 8-hour®
/m3
Carbon [mg/m?]) None
Monoxide 35 ppm
(40 milligrams per cubic meter 1-hour®
[mg/m3))
0.5 micrograms per cubic Rolling 3-Month Average Same as Primar
Lead meter (Lug/m3)@ g : y
1.5 pg/m3 Quarterly Average Same as Primary
. Annual ;
i ®
g:ggi%zn 53 parts per billion (ppb) (Arithmetic Average) Same as Primary
100 ppb 1-hour® None
PMzo 150 pg/m3 24-hour®) Same as Primary
Annual® .
3
PMas 15.0 pg/m (Arithmetic Average) Same as Primary
35 pg/im3 24-hour® Same as Primary
0.075 ppm hour® .
(2008 standard) 8-hour Same as Primary
Ozone 0.08 ppm hour©) .
(1997 standard) 8-hour Same as Primary
0.12 ppm 1-hour(t0) Same as Primary
Annual
Sulfur 0.03 ppm (Arithmetic Average) 0.5 ppm 3-hour®
Dioxide 0.14 ppm 24-hour®
75 ppb(y) 1-hour None

Source: EPA, 2010

(1) Not to be exceeded more than once per year.
(2) Final rule signed October 15, 2008.

(3) The official level of the annual NO2 standard is 0.053 ppm, equal to 53 ppb, which is shown here for the purpose of clearer
comparison to the 1-hour standard
(4) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average at each monitor within
an area must not exceed 100 ppb (effective January 22, 2010).

(5) Not to be exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years.
(6) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the weighted annual mean PM, s concentrations from single or multiple

community-oriented monitors must not exceed 15.0 pg/m®.

(7) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations at each population-oriented monitor
within an area must not exceed 35 pg/m? (effective December 17, 2006).
(8) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone concentrations
measured at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.075 ppm (effective May 27, 2008).

(9) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone concentrations
measured at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.08 ppm. The 1997 standard—and the implementation
rules for that standard—uwill remain in place for implementation purposes as EPA undertakes rulemaking to address the transition
from the 1997 ozone standard to the 2008 ozone standard.EPA is in the process of reconsidering these standards (set in March

2008).

(10) EPA revoked the 1-hour ozone standard in all areas, although some areas have continuing obligations under that standard
("anti-backsliding"). (11) Final rule signed June 2, 2010. To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 99th percentile of the
daily maximum 1-hour average at each monitor within an area must not exceed 75 ppb.
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3.5.3 Current Conditions

Particulate matter generated from unpaved gravel roads, re-entrained excess roadside
sand from winter sanding operations, and wind entrained dust from agricultural,
ranching and construction activities are the most common PMjo sources within the
study area. In 2009, the average daily PMio concentration from the nearest monitoring
site in Durango was 23.2 ug/ms3; however, this site recorded a maximum concentration
of 203 ng/ms3, exceeding the 150 pg/m3 24-hour standard. A violation of the standard
did not occur because the NAAQS average the weighted 98th percentile values over a
three-year interval.

Eight-hour ozone levels have not violated the NAAQS at the two monitors within La
Plata County since 1998. A monitor in La Plata County has recorded 2 single days (first
maximum concentration) over the 8-hour ozone standard in 2006 and 2007. However,
due to the formula used to calculate the NAAQS, which uses the fourth maximum
concentration over a three-year averaging interval, no violation occurred. In 2013
revised primary and new secondary standards for ground-level 8-hour ozone may be
announced.

New FHWA interim MSAT Guidance (FHWA, 2009) has been developed since the 2006
US 160 EIS and is as follows:

Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean
Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that the EPA
regulate 188 air toxics, also known as hazardous air pollutants. The EPA has assessed
this expansive list in their latest rule on the Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from
Mobile Sources (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 2007) and
identified a group of 93 compounds emitted from mobile sources that are listed in their
Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS)

(http:/ /www.epa.gov/ncea/iris/index.html). In addition, EPA identified seven
compounds with significant contributions from mobile sources that are among the
national and regional-scale cancer risk drivers from their 1999 National Air Toxics
Assessment (http:/ /www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/natal999/). These are acrolein, benzene,
1,3-butadiene, diesel particulate matter plus diesel exhaust organic gases (diesel PM),
formaldehyde, naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter. While FHWA considers
these the priority MSATS, the list is subject to change and may be adjusted in
consideration of future EPA rules.

The 2007 EPA rule mentioned above requires controls that will dramatically decrease
MSAT emissions through cleaner fuels and cleaner engines. According to an FHWA
analysis using EPA's MOBILE6.2 model, even if vehicle activity (VMT) increases by 145
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percent as assumed, a combined reduction of 72 percent in the total annual emission
rate for the priority MSAT is projected from 1999 to 2050, as shown on Figure 3-3.

Figure 3-3. National MSAT Emission Trends 1999 to 2050 for Vehicles Operating on Roadways
Using EPA's Mobile6.2 Model
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Source: US Environmental Protection Agency. MOBILE6.2 model run 20 August 2009.

Notes:

(1) Annual emissions of polycyclic organic matter are projected to be 561 tons/year for 1999, decreasing to 373 tons/year for 2050.
(2) Trends for specific locations may be different, depending on locally derived information representing vehicle-miles travelled,
vehicle speeds, vehicle mix, fuels, emission control programs, meteorology, and other factors

Air toxics analysis is a continuing area of research. While much work has been done to
assess the overall health risk of air toxics, many questions remain unanswered. In
particular, the tools and techniques for assessing project-specific health outcomes as a
result of lifetime MSAT exposure remain limited. These limitations impede the ability to
evaluate how the potential health risks posed by MSAT exposure should be factored
into project-level decision-making within the context of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA).

Nonetheless, air toxics concerns continue to be raised on highway projects during the
NEPA process. Even as the science emerges, we are duly expected by the public and
other agencies to address MSAT impacts in our environmental documents. The FHWA,
EPA, the Health Effects Institute, and others have funded and conducted research
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studies to try to more clearly define potential risks from MSAT emissions associated
with highway projects. The FHWA will continue to monitor the developing research in
this emerging field.

3.6 Traffic Noise Analysis

A traffic noise impact is considered to occur when any noise sensitive receptor is
subjected to either 1) existing or future noise levels that approach or exceed the noise
abatement criteria (NAC), or 2) future noise levels that substantially exceed the existing
noise levels (CDOT, 2011). Typically this interference occurs for various land uses at
thresholds defined by NAC as summarized in Table 3-2. Traffic noise analysis
methodology and NAC were described in Section 3.6 of the 2006 US 160 EIS.

Table 3-2. CDOT Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC)
Category Leq(h), dBA* Description of Activity Category
Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an
A 56 (Exterior) important public need and where preservation of those qualities is essential if the
area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.
B 66 (Exterior) Residential.

Active sports areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, cemeteries, day
care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of
C 66 (Exterior) worship, playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional
structures, radio studios, recording studios, recreational areas, Section 4(f) sites,
schools, television studios, trails, and trail crossings.

Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, places of
D 51 (interior) worship, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio
studios, recording studios, schools, and television studios.

Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other developed lands, properties or
activities not included in A-D or F. .

E 71 (Exterior)

Agriculture, airport, bus yards, emergency services, industrial, logging,
F NA maintenance facilities, manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities, ship yards,
utilities (water resources, water treatment, electrical), and warehousing.

G NA Undeveloped lands that are not permitted for development.

*Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level in Decibels, Reflecting a 1 dBA “Approach” Value from FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria, 23
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 772 (CDOT, 2011)

3.6.1 Methodology

For the affected environment, the study area for noise includes the footprint plus a
distance outward that would include all reasonable expected noise impacts to occur (at
least 500 feet on each side) for each of the action alternatives being considered in the
SDEIS.

FHWA requires that Traffic Noise Model Version 2.5 (TNM2.5) software replace use of
the previously endorsed noise modeling software, STAMINAZ2.0. The 2006 US 160 EIS
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noise analyses were completed in STAMINAZ2.0. Because the modeling technology has
changed, the 2006 US 160 EIS existing noise conditions generated by the STAMINA2.0
software have been validated by re-modeling the original data using TNM2.5. The
existing condition represents the noise levels present in the study area in the year 2001.
The 2006 US 160 EIS STAMINAZ2.0 noise data input files were imported into TNM2.5.
The data include major roadways, roadway-specific traffic volumes of automobiles and
light trucks, medium trucks, and heavy trucks, noise-sensitive receptor locations, and
feature elevations. All results are reported in hourly A-weighted decibels (dBA).

The noise level results of the 2006 US 160 EIS STAMINAZ2.0 model run were compared
to those of the TNM2.5 model run. Any modeling sites with results differing by 3 dBA
or less indicate that the noise levels generated by each model are considered
representative and valid. The validation modeling incorporated 48 receptor locations.
Of these, all but five compared locations were within the 3 dBA tolerance, a 90 percent
agreement. The out-of-tolerance sites differed by between 3.1 and 5.6 dBA and involved
isolated receptor locations with terrain changes. Because 90 percent of sites were within

valid tolerance, the existing condition noise levels are considered to consistent between
the 2006 US 160 EIS and the SDEIS and no further modeling adjustments are required.

Noise impacts were evaluated for noise sensitive receptors located within 500 feet of the
proposed alternative footprints, concentrating on first and second row receptor
locations fronting the primary roadway network, excluding local service roads.

3.6.2 Regulatory Updates and Agency Coordination

Effective on July 13, 2011, CDOT revised Noise Analysis and Abatement Guidelines
(CDOT, 2011) will be implemented on new projects per the new 23 CFR 772 noise
regulations. Because this is a supplemental evaluation that requires a new decision
document, the new regulations apply. CDOT and FHWA have approved the use of the
2011 CDOT Noise Analysis and Abatement Guidelines (CDOT, 2011) in the SDEIS,
which is a newer guidance than was used for analysis and mitigation in the 2006 US 160
EIS. Note: for portions of the 2006 US 160 EIS and ROD that are not covered by this
SDEIS, the previous noise guidance will continue to apply.

3.6.3 Current Conditions

Existing 2001 Baseline noise levels range from 47.2 to 60.6 dBA, which are all below the
NAC threshold considerations for impacts caused by traffic noise. The SDEIS evaluated
122 receptor locations in the study area, augmenting the receptors evaluated in the 2006
US 160 EIS. A list of individual receptor results are found in Section 4.6, Traffic Noise
Analysis, and the Noise Technical Addendum (Appendix F).
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3.7 Wetlands and Water Resources

The original Wetland Delineation completed for the 2006 US 160 EIS was completed in
1999 and 2000 (URS, July 2002). The report included a detailed assessment of corridor
wide wetlands and waters of the US including an analysis of wetland functional values.
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) provided concurrence of the estimate of
wetlands and waters of the US on November 26, 2002, subject to final verification as
specific projects are designed and developed for construction.

3.7.1 Methodology

The wetland and waters of the US assessment for the 2006 US 160 EIS relied on the
approved Wetland Delineation (URS, July 2002) for baseline data on existing wetlands
for the Revised G Modified and Revised F Modified alternatives. The Eastern
Realignment Alternative was not previously surveyed for the presence of wetlands and
required an intensive pedestrian survey of the proposed alignment. Wetland surveys
along the action alternative alignments were inspected during the spring of 2010 to
confirm the current status of wetlands occurrence for previously surveyed wetlands
and delineate new wetland areas not previously surveyed. Wetlands were identified in
the field by conducting pedestrian surveys along each of the proposed alignments.
Aerial photographs with superimposed alternative alignments were used to guide field
surveys. A corridor approximately 300 feet on either side of the centerline of each
alternative was inventoried for the presence of wetlands. All previously identified
wetlands were verified to confirm that wetland areas still existed in similar extent.
Wetland determinations and delineations were based on examination of vegetation,
soils, and hydrology. The perimeters of wetland habitat areas were surveyed with a
hand held Trimble Global Positioning System (GPS) unit capable of sub-meter accuracy
following data correction. Surveyed control points from CDOT right-of-way (ROW)
were used as spatial reference points. Figure 3-4 (a and b) and Figure 3-5 (a, b, and c)
include the wetland and waters of the US study area and wetland features identified
along each of the proposed alternative alignments. The action alternative alignments
were subsequently overlaid on the study area wetlands and areas that fall within the
toes of slope for the alternative are considered wetland impacts. These impacts are
discussed in Chapter 4.

3.7.2 Regulatory Update and Coordination

Wetland Delineations under the 2006 US 160 EIS were prepared in accordance with the
USACE Wetland Delineation Manual (USACE, 1987). In April 2008, the USACE issued
the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation
Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region which was finalized in May
2010. Wetland delineations completed in 2010 were conducted in accordance with the
updated manual. The Regional Supplement was designed to improve the accuracy and
efficiency of wetland delineation procedures and to bring the manual up to date with
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Figure 3-4a.  Wetland and Waters of the US Study Area, Revised F Modified and Revised G Modified
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Figure 3-4b.  Wetland and Waters of the US Study Area, Revised F Modified and Revised G Modified
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Figure 3-5a. Wetland and Waters of the US Study Area, Eastern Realignment
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Figure 3-5b.  Wetland and Waters of the US Study Area, Eastern Realignment
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Figure 3-5c.  Wetland and Waters of the US Study Area, Eastern Realignment
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current knowledge and practice and not to change the way wetlands area defined or
identified. Wetlands delineated under the 1987 manual are still classified as wetlands
under the new manual.

Formal coordination with the USACE will occur for wetlands in a manner consistent
with the approval letter for the 2002 Wetland Delineation. As plans are developed for
specific projects, updated Wetland Delineations will be submitted for verification of
boundaries and jurisdictional status and all applicable plan submittals will be provided
to the USACE for approval prior to construction.

3.7.3 Current Conditions

Wetlands along the action alternative alignments were generally consistent with the
approved Wetland Delineation Report prepared for the 2006 US 160 EIS with several
minor exceptions.

» Wetlands G1 and G2 in the original 2006 US 160 EIS along the Revised F
Modified Alternative alignment were originally estimated wetlands based on
aerial photography interpretation. Due to limited access to the property at the
time of the 2006 US 160 EIS, on the ground verification was never completed. In
2010 the original estimated areas were more accurately delineated based on
examination of wetland parameters including vegetative, soils and hydrology
indicators. Portions of the previously estimated irrigation related features did
not possess the necessary characteristics over the original estimated area to
qualify as wetlands and their extent has been redefined from the 2006 US 160
EIS. Specifically, G-1 was reduced in size (i.e. now renamed as wetlands ER-12
and ER-13), and G-2 was eliminated as a wetland. See Figure 3-4b.

» Six additional wetland areas (F Mod-1, F Mod-2, and F Mod-3, ER-12, ER-13 and
ER-14) along the Revised F Modified Alternative alighment were delineated and
are shown on Figure 3-3b. These wetlands appear to be irrigation related
features including a small swale, several irrigation ditches, and a pond. All these
features exhibited vegetation, soils, and hydrology parameters to qualify as
wetlands.

» Wetlands along the Eastern Realignment Alternative were never previously
delineated because this alternative was not analyzed in the 2006 US 160 EIS. In
conjunction with the Section 4(f) Evaluation, wetlands along the entire Eastern
Realignment Alternative were delineated and mapped as shown on Figure 3-5 (a,
b, and c). A total of 14 wetland areas (ER-1 through ER-14) were mapped within
the proposed alignment.

Within the three alternatives carried forward in the SDEIS, a total of 9.48 acres of
wetlands have been delineated within the combined study areas for the alternatives.
Updated wetland characterization data that identifies the recently delineated wetlands

Affected Environment | 3-21



US 550 South Connection to US 160
SUPPLEMENT to the US Highway 160 from Durango to Bayfield EIS October 2011

with respect to wetland types, classification, size, functional type, and a functional
assessment are presented in Table 3-3 and Table 3-4. The tables include only wetlands
that are in proximity to alternatives carried forward in the SDEIS.

The six additional delineated wetlands along the Revised F Modified Alternative (F
Mod-1, F Mod-2, and F Mod-3, ER-12, ER-13, ER-14) are relatively minor irrigation
features with associated wetlands that include a total combined area of 0.95 acres.
Wetland F Mod-1 is a small swale dominated by cattails located on the Schaeferhoff-
Cowan Ranch access road. Ponding of water at the culvert inlet provides supporting
hydrology and soils are characterized by low chroma color and redox depression hydric
indicators. The mapped soil unit is the Falfa clay loam three percent to eight percent
slopes, which is a listed hydric soil under Criterion 2 in La Plata County that occurs in
depressional landforms (NRCS, 2010). Soils listed under Criterion 2 require on-the-
ground confirmation of hydric indicators to be considered a wetland soil.

Wetlands ER-12, and ER-13 (formerly identified as G-1 in the 2006 US 160 EIS) are
located on an irrigation ditch that was refined in size from the 2006 US 160 EIS
estimated area. During the site inspection the ditch was recently cleaned and repaired
and much of the vegetation had been removed. The portion of the ditch that was
mapped as wetlands had adequate vegetation remaining to be considered wetlands.
The remaining vegetation consisted of sedges, rushes and small scattered willow
patches supported by irrigation hydrology. Soils consisted of the mapped Falfa clay
loam three percent to eight percent slopes with depleted matix hydric soil indicators.

Wetlands F Mod-2 and F Mod-3 include a small irrigation drainage feature on the Webb
Ranch that drains to a small irrigation pond. The entire pond is mapped as wetland
due the shallow depth and fluctuating water levels that influence the size of fringe
wetlands. The ditch vegetation is dominated by sedges and rushes and the pond fringe
by bulrushes. Both wetland area soils indicated depleted matix hydric soil indicators
and are supported by irrigation drainage hydrology. The mapped soil unit is the Falfa
clay loam three percent to eight percent slopes consistent with wetland F Mod-1.

Additional data on all other wetlands previously delineated in the study area and
detailed soils data for the Falfa clay loam are provided in the 2006 US 160 EIS.

Wetlands delineated along the Eastern Realignment Alternative were not previously
addressed in the 2006 US 160 EIS and data summaries are included in Table 3-3 and
Table 3-4. Several of the wetland complexes are relatively extensive and provide
suitable habitat for threatened and endangered species. The vast majority of wetlands
along the Eastern Realignment Alternative are a function of the large irrigation network
on Florida Mesa. All of the preliminarily identified wetlands exhibited vegetation, soils,
and hydrology parameters that meet the criteria for wetlands. For purposes of Section
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Table 3-3. Summary of Wetlands in the Study area Associated with Alternatives Revised F Modified, Revised G Modified, and
the Eastern Realignment (URS, 2002 and CDOT, 2010)
Size Size i i
Welgi)nd (sq. ft) i) Clai(;\il}lii;dtlignm Wetland Type F:Jgsggga Notes and Observations
1b-3 15,648 0.36 PEM Hillside seep HS-3 Travertine like deposits, and dead junipers
1b-7 964 0.02 PEM Roadside ditch RD-2 Spring fed, probably rerouted natural drainage
1b-9a 880 0.02 PEM In irrigation ditch D-3 Small field ditch
1b-9b 1,846 0.04 PEM Pond fringe p-2 Stock pond
lc-1 1,878 0.04 PSS/PEM Wet valley WV-3 Stock pond drainage ponded at culvert inlet
1c-2a 2,299 0.05 PEM Pond fringe P-2 3 stock ponds in or adjacent to natural drainage
1c-2b 2,004 0.05 PEM Wet valley WV-5 gg;‘#'ofﬁrfggfe'g?‘é'lzg into middle stock pond (1c-
1c-3a 407 0.01 PEM Sewage lagoon SL-2 Residential lagoon
1c-3b 382 0.01 PSS/PEM Pond fringe p-2 Recreational pond
2b-1a 8,614 0.20 PEM Pond fringe p-2 Stock pond in upland area
2b-1b 1,238 0.03 PEM Wet valley WV-5 Next to pond 2b-1b, linear depression
2b-2 2,823 0.06 PSS/PEM In irrigation ditch D-4 Portions of 3 ditches
261 983 0.02 PEM Roadside depression | RD-4 r;zlr;g d”at“ra' drainage, dammed by US 550,
2.2 345 0.01 PEM Roadside depression RD-3 ggg)all depression in wooded triangle at US 550/ CR
2¢-3 3,127 0.07 PEM Pond fringe p-2 Stock pond shore unvegetated due to trampling
3p-1 13,653 0.31 PSS/PEM I()rcgra;lté?,c ditch and D-4 \S{\ée;trl)elgrcfe geotxvigg :2?:12;?”% 2 ditches, along
3b-2 1,218 0.03 PSS/PEM In irrigation ditch D-4 Ditch upstream of 3b-1
3b-3 9,408 0.22 PSS/PEM In irrigation ditch D-4 Ditch downstream of 3b-1
3b-4 5,400 0.12 PEM Pond fringe p-2 Stock pond, wetland on edge of pond
4-1b 815 0.02 PSS/PEM Stream fringe SF-4 Small reservoir upstream
F Mod 1 5,662 0.13 PEM Roadside ditch RD-3 Ponding area at culvert inlet
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Table 3-3. Summary of Wetlands in the Study area Associated with Alternatives Revised F Modified, Revised G Modified, and
the Eastern Realignment (URS, 2002 and CDOT, 2010)
Wetland Size Size Cowardin Functiona :
Do (sq. ft) i) Classification® Wetland Type | Typeo Notes and Observations

F Mod 2 1,306 0.04 PEM In irrigation ditch D-3 Ditch upstream of pond F Mod 3

F Mod 3 5,880 0.14 PEM Pond & pond fringe p-2 Pond fringe and shallow manmade pond
ER-1 36,590 0.84 PSS In irrigation ditch RD-2 Willow habitat along Co-op ditch
ER-2 8,276 0.19 PSS In irrigation ditch RD-2 Willow habitat along lateral ditch
ER-3 8,276 0.19 PSS In irrigation ditch RD-2 Willow habitat along lateral ditch
ER-4 11,761 0.27 PEM/PSS In irrigation ditch RD-2 Willow habitat along lateral ditch
ER-5 108,900 25 PEM Ditch seep DS-1 Large wet meadow from ditch seepage
ER-6 34,848 0.80 PEM/PSS Roadside ditch RD-2 Mixed willow/emergent habitat along road ditch
ER-7 871 0.02 PEM In irrigation ditch D-3 Small lateral ditch with cottonwood overstory
ER-8 10,019 0.23 PSS In irrigation ditch RD-2 Willow habitat along Co-op ditch
ER-9 12,197 0.28 PEM Egsctz rseeep in wooded DS-1 Ditch seepage within scrub oak woodlands
ER-10 21,344 0.49 PEM Egg{sj rseeep wooded DS-1 Ditch seepage within scrub oak woodlands
ER-11 46,173 1.06 PSS In irrigation ditch D-4 Willow habitat along Co-op ditch
ER-12 12,632 0.29 PEM/PSS In irrigation ditch D-3 ?’Xt'gf;’:’ and emergent habitat along Webb-Hotter
ER-13 9,148 0.21 PEM/PSS In irrigation ditch D-3 ﬁ'!?ﬁ and emergent habitat along Webb-Hotter
ER-14 5,227 0.12 PEM H|II§|de SEeep near HS-4 Hillside seepage from irrigation or septic system

residence
Total Area 413,042 9.49

Wsee Figure 3-4 (a and b) and Figure 3-5 (a, b, and c) for wetland locations.
@cCowardin et. al. 1979

PSS—~Palustrine scrub-shrub
PEM—Palustrine emergent
®Functional Wetland Types

WV-3 Small wet valley, some shrubs present

WEF-3 Large >1 acre wetland along perennial stream, mixed/shrub emergent

WV-5 Small wet valleys, emergent vegetation only
D-3 Ditches in upland areas with emergent vege