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PROPERTY OWNER/RESIDENTIAL  
ISSUE TASK FORCE MEETING #3 SUMMARY 

February 15, 2023 

The third meeting of the Property Owner/Residential Issue Task Force (ITF) was held via Zoom 
videoconference on February 15, 2023, from 3:00 – 5:00 p.m. This meeting was interactive and 
combined a presentation by the project team with comment opportunities. The draft concepts were 
reviewed (they had been presented at the second meeting of this group) and newly developed refined 
options for some sites and design options for Blue Hill sites were shared, along with a summary of 
differentiators found during the design option evaluation. Participants were asked to share their 
thoughts on the refined options and Blue Hill options, and to give suggestions for best presenting this 
information at the upcoming public meetings. The final portion of the meeting was reserved for 
answering audience questions and gathering comments. Nearly 20 members of the public attended.  

All ITF members (including those unable to attend) received a link to the presentation following the 
meeting and the same in-meeting survey was open for two additional days. The presentation and survey 
results are attached to this summary in Appendix A. Comments from the meeting chat are listed below 
in the Chat Comments section. Questions from the chat are listed in the open discussion portion if they 
were addressed at that time. Written comments are listed as typed by the participant with some minor 
spelling and capitalization errors corrected. The comments/responses and questions/answers in the 
group discussion section were summarized without compromising the speaker’s intent.   

CHAT COMMENTS 
 Speed mitigation is needed. Speed mitigation is surely less expensive. 

 Speed is a huge factor all the way across Cottonwood! We do not need I-70 coming through every 
time it’s closed. Local traffic only! 

OPEN DISCUSSION 
 Question: Has the final environmental or natural resources report been completed at this point? If 

so, could a copy of it be posted online? 

 Answer: This project will not have a separate environmental scan or environmental evaluation 
report. The information gathered for the environmental evaluation and coordinated with the 
Natural Resources ITF is in presentations to that group. The presentations and notes from those 
meetings are on the project web page and information will be included in the Concept Design 
Report.  

 Question: What will the next public meeting involve? Will homeowners be able to provide input on 
the plans presented at that phase? 
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 Answer: The design concepts presented today and the evaluation of those concepts will be 
shown at the public open house meetings. Today, we showed the highlights of evaluation 
differentiators in the presentation. We will share the full evaluation for each option at the 
meetings. We are hoping to have one meeting in Glenwood Springs and one in Gypsum – 
possibly on back-to-back nights. Everyone on the ITF list will receive an email advertising the 
dates/times and the advertisements will be shared many other ways.  

In addition to the public meetings, we're also gathering feedback from adjacent owners through 
direct coordination. All of the input will be rolled up, considered, and documented in the final 
report. The documentation of all the feedback will be provided to the counties so they can use it 
to inform their decisions.  

 Question: The plans state that additional right-of-way or easements may be required for 
construction. Can you provide an estimate of how much additional land would be required aside 
from what is represented on the plans? 

 Answer: We are at a very high level of design. Temporary or construction-type easements are 
determined during final design. Many more specifics will be determined in final design and the 
environmental evaluation may show other things that need to happen adjacent to the roadway 
to avoid or mitigate impacts. We cannot even give a guess at that type of information at this 
point. Lines shown in the design options are based on a concept level of design. Things can still 
change if improvements move forward with more design, such as a wall versus grading, or based 
on how things would be constructed.  

 Question: Will the old roadways, or the pieces that are no longer being used, be re-vegetated or 
maintained as a pull-off? There were some concerns with it becoming a pull-off. 

 Answer: That would need to be determined if the projects move forward. The original intent 
would be that those areas would be re-vegetated or taken back to their natural vegetation. 
However, if a pull-out would help with safety it could be considered. We heard from the 
Sheriff’s representatives that one reason they don't increase enforcement along here is that 
they don't have places to park because the road is too narrow. This project is not at a level 
where pull-out versus revegetation will be determined and improvements were not proposed 
with the intent of creating pull-out areas along the curves. 

 Question: Will there be a joint session with the Commissioners of both the counties for discussion 
about their perceptions and likelihood of actually funding any of the options? Are the Garfield 
County Commissioners interested in pursuing and funding any of the sites in Garfield County? 

 Answer: We haven't heard about talks around a joint meeting between the boards, though that 
doesn't mean it's not going to happen. The counties likely want to wait to see what is 
documented in this project’s report and decide direction from there.  

Garfield County hasn't been as interested as Eagle County in finding funding at this time. This 
could partially be because Blue Hill and some of the more significant problems are on the Eagle 
County side. This is not to say that Garfield County isn't interested in improving some of their 
sites, but Garfield County does not intend to select options as part of this process. They want to 
leave all options on the table until they're ready to actually do something. Eagle County is in the 
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opposite court right now. They are interested in making improvements, so they will likely select 
options as part of this process. 

 Question: Please summarize the total grant money expected to go to the Blue Hill site. 

 Answer: As it currently stands, CDOT is applying for $5M for the improvements at Eagle County 
Site 2. There is another grant not yet advertised that CDOT is watching, and the draft plan at this 
time is to ask for $23M for Blue Hill from that possible grant, but these things tend to change. 
That will be $23M out of an $80-ish million-dollar grant application that would focus the rest of 
the funds on I-70, Glenwood Canyon, and the designated detour on Highways 9 and 40.  

 Question: How do you propose to work with the counties to foster collaboration instead of creating 
a piecemeal approach? 

 Answer: These are individual sites and they are individual projects, but that is not piecemeal. 
They have independent utility and safety improvements are associated with each of them. This 
process was meant to give a big-picture look, determine core values and concerns, and make 
decisions at each site about how to balance all those core values. Improvements can be adjusted 
as needed for each site. How the county moves forward if they are granted money is up to 
them, but they will take all the information we've gathered so far and use that to inform their 
design. 

 Question: Could you remind me which sections involve the Crystal River Ranch property? I think it 
was the upper 2 sections, near the top of the pass, but I didn't see any reference to them on your 
graphics today. It was more BLM sites.  

 Answer: Eagle County Site 4 (corrected answer).  

 Question: Can you remind me what was the cost estimate for Sites #4, 5, and 6?  

 Answer: Site #4 is $250,000 to $400,000. Site 5 Option 1, off alignment, is $350M to $360M. Site 
5 Option 2, closer to on-alignment, is $55M to $59M. Site 6 is mostly BLM. 

 Question: Given that this was just 5% design level and doesn't even include all right-away costs, at 
some point the counties are going to make some decisions about options they like or whether they 
want to go forward. So there's a big gap, between that decision making process and then taking 
grant money and starting construction. So what happens to get it to the next level of cost estimate, 
and then environmental study that has to go through a big process? 

 Answer: Using the example of Blue Hill, with large costs, part of that grant money would be for 
design and environmental study costs. That would go to the counties and they would take it 
from the current 5% design and complete necessary environmental studies and design, and 
move into construction if sufficient money is available. This is similar for the other locations, 
though obviously much smaller scale. The counties could move forward with their own funding 
to complete design and move into construction on smaller improvements. The approach would 
be up to them at that point. 

 Question: I just want to confirm it's the county that would go to the next step of cost estimating and 
going through the environmental study… that happens at the county level? 
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 Answer: This project put together the high-level cost estimates we presented. Yes, further 
design refinement from this point would be through the counties. 

 Comments: My property is on Site Design 4, on both sides of the curve in the road. Please bring the 
graphic up. [Summary of each main comment point follows] 

 Last winter we had a tractor trailer rollover right in our driveway. It shut down county road 100 
for 2 days.  

 A little background on me, I've got 7 years in with Pitkin County Road and Bridge. I worked for 
Peter Kiewit in Glenwood Canyon on and off for 7 years, had 22 years at State of Colorado on 
Hoosier Pass and Summit County area Vail Pass – so I know design and building. 

 I had the county come in and they put in chevrons to denote that corner. I asked them to put in 
a speed limit sign up above. It should be 25 miles per hour. The speed will increase with 
improvements. People cut the corner now, so you can’t see stripes on the road. There is a lot of 
pavement going toward the guardrail that isn’t used because people cut the corner. There is a 
big problem if a road is not maintained with delineation and correct signage.  

 In June of 2017 I went to the County Commissioners to request traffic counts. We had over 
10,000 vehicle trips in a week on County Road 100. The County Road average speed limit is 35 
mph, the fastest vehicle was 56 mph. The sheer volume of traffic has only increased over the 
last 5-6 years. Only cops, speed bumps/dips, or another bumper will slow people down. Get 
speed taken care of and this project isn’t needed.  

 On Site #3, on the corner where all the driveways come in, the shoulders need to be maintained. 
If the road was maintained, there is no need for any development on this road.  

 Using Spring Valley Road would be better than using Catherine Store, because that road is wide, 
has big shoulders, and has good visibility. This project is not needed and isn’t common sense. I 
don’t want changes on my road. This area has a lot of wildlife including mountain lion, big 
horned sheep, deer, wild turkeys.  

 If you remove dirt from the hillside on Garfield County Site 5, people will speed more.  

 You put guardrail around my driveway in the design. There is erratic traffic around the corner. 
I’ve lost pinyon trees that have been there for over 40 years and people run into the 400–500-
pound boulders I put there.  

 The first snowstorm this year, almost on the straight stretch, we had a driver shoot off the road 
in the same spot my grandkids were waiting for the bus 10 minutes earlier. She took out some 
fence posts. It was someone who lives in Missouri Heights.  

 Response: We’re capturing all of these concerns that you’ve said and it is all really good 
feedback. It sounds like you’re thinking enforcement and maintenance would be a better 
solution than the designs concepts.  

 Absolutely right. I want two speed bumps right out here in front of where the school bus stops 
and another one up on the lower side of this corner. That would be the best expenditure of any 
money put on this road short of having the work crews get out here and start doing their 
delineation, start cutting the vegetation back, start addressing with verticals on the pavement, 
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plowing and maintaining the shoulders. I welcome the project team to come look at it in person 
with me.  

 Question: Will there be any specific recommendations for enforcing this speed? We know that 
there’s not a lot of law enforcement, they have other things to do, so why not use speed bumps? 
We need an actual physical impediment to slow down all of the people who are speeding. So, is 
there going to be a recommendation specifically addressing speed in any of these areas?  

 Answer: We did look into a few options around the speed limit or the speeding problem. It's 
posted at 25-mph but most people are speeding along the road which is creating a problem in 
and of itself with the speeding issue. We looked at signage options and sat down with 
enforcement officials from Eagle County and Garfield County to talk about what could be done. 
One of their major issues is there's not a lot of good places to pull someone over due to the 
narrow road, so they could create a bigger safety issue if they pull someone over where 
someone could come around a corner and hit them. Identifying locations for them to sit and pull 
people over is something for the counties in the future. We did reach out to Garfield County 
Road and Bridge about the idea of speed bumps. It sounds like they have a little bit of history 
with it. They did have a property owner put in some dips near their home and it sounded like it 
really only helped immediately, a couple hundred feet before and after the dip. Eventually, the 
owner just hears people start squealing breaks before they hit the dip and then hears the engine 
speeding back up on the way back out. The property owner subsequently went back in and 
added about four more dips and they are having the same result. So, it sounds like that hasn't 
been super successful. Speed mitigation will be a topic in the report. We've talked to both 
counties about it, and they're going to do what they can to help with this. 
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Appendix A 

Property Owner/Residential Issue Task Force 
Meeting #3 Presentation and  

Interactive Survey Results 
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