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1.1 Background
US Highway 285 (US 285) has long been recognized as one of the principal mountain corridors
leading to and from the Denver metropolitan area.
It is heavily used by local residents living along the
corridor and by regional travelers and recreationists
from other parts of the state. This is an historic route
that has been used by travelers in the region for
well over a century.
The Colorado Department of Transportation
(CDOT) is considering improvements to an approximate 14.7-mile section of US 285 in Jefferson and
Park Counties between Foxton Road near Conifer
and the town of Bailey to match a newly improved
section of US 285 from Parmalee Gulch Road to
Conifer.

1.2 Study Area Description
US 285 is a rural highway passing through the central portion of the state of Colorado. It begins in the
Denver metropolitan area and runs southwest to US
24 at Antero Junction and then continues south
through Alamosa to the Colorado-New Mexico state
line (see Figure 1-1 for the location of this roadway
in relation to Denver and a location of the study
area). The study area for this Environmental Assessment (EA) is the 14.7-mile section of US 285 from
Foxton Road near Conifer (Milepost [MP] 235.2)
south through the town of Bailey (MP 220.5). It runs
through a mountainous area that is characterized by
steep grades, sharp curves and narrow sections of
rock cut.
The roadway in the study area is classified by
CDOT as a two-lane rural highway and serves as
the major transportation corridor for both local and
regional travelers. There are limited passing opportunities at specific locations and traffic congestion
has become a major problem. There are very few
intersecting roadways through the corridor's mountainous terrain that have connectivity to other major
highway corridors. Within the study area, only Pine
Valley Road and Foxton Road connect south of the

corridor to SH 67 at Deckers. All other intersecting
roads simply serve the land adjacent to US 285. The
Jefferson County portion lies within the Denver
Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) planning region, and the Park County portion is within
the Central Transportation Planning Region.

1.3 Overview of Purpose and
Need
The primary purpose and need for improvements to
this section of US 285 is to improve safety and
reduce congestion.
The average for accident rates along the study area
over the past five years has been higher than the
statewide average rate for this type of road by at
least 50%. Although the types of accidents vary
from location to location, the overall trend is that
accidents are increasing, both in numbers and in
severity. Current traffic volumes are in excess of
anticipated volumes when the road was designed
and built. This has resulted in roadway design deficiencies as well as access and intersection deficiencies and increasing congestion.
With the continued growth along the US 285 corridor, traffic volumes are increasing. For the overall
corridor, the annual average daily traffic increased
from 1990 to 2002 by 3.4% to 5.7% per year; the
overall daily traffic counts increased by 49% to
95%. This trend is expected to continue as development and population growth increases.
Traffic operations have deteriorated progressively as
traffic volumes have increased. Most of the northern
end of the study area experiences noticeable congestion during peak hours and peak seasons, and
travel delays are prevalent. This is mainly because
US 285 was not designed to accommodate the current volume of traffic. There is a lack of adequate
turning and passing lanes, and several of the intersections were not designed for the number of vehicles accessing the highway from adjoining developments and recreational areas. These conditions are
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Executive Summary
This Environmental Assessment (EA) assesses the
impact of the proposed action regarding US 285
and is sponsored by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).
This EA presents information about the anticipated
impacts of a No-Action Alternative and a Preferred
Alternative. It will be circulated to the public and to
agencies for comment. A Final Decision Document
will then be prepared which responds to comments
received, documents the final agency decision on
an alternative, updates the impacts analysis, and
commits to mitigation.
This Executive Summary highlights the major findings of this EA related to:
 Purpose and Need
 Other Major Governmental Actions
 Alternatives Considered (including the Preferred Alternative)
 Environmental Consequences
 Public and Agency Coordination
 Unresolved Issues
 Other Federal Actions
Purpose and Need
The primary purpose of the US 285 (Foxton Road to
Bailey) EA is to improve travel time and enhance
safety along the 14.7 mile stretch, while causing the
least disruption to neighboring residents and businesses. US 285 is currently operating near capacity
in the northern ends of the corridor for several
hours of the day, with an average daily traffic volume in the Year 2000 of 21,000 (weekday) and
24,000 (weekend). These traffic volumes result in
operations on weekends and during peak travel
times on weekdays that are noticeably congested,
especially in the northern part of the study area.
Residents often report great difficulty getting out of
side access roads onto US 285. In the Year 2025, in
the northern end of the corridor, traffic volumes are
projected to be 47,000 (weekday) and 54,000
(weekend).

Accident rates along this stretch of US 285 are 50 to
80% higher than statewide average accident rates.
Accident types in the study area are those typically
encountered on rural highways -- fixed object, wild
animal collisions and rear collisions. Some accidents are due to deficient roadway conditions, with
curves that are below standards and insufficient
clear zones.
The US 285 study area traverses portions of both
Park and Jefferson Counties. Park County is among
the fastest growing counties in the nation in terms of
population and employment growth. Suburban
mountain areas close to the Denver metropolitan
area have become increasingly popular over the last
ten years, causing increased demand on facilities
like US 285.
This project follows a widening project on US 285
from Parmalee Gulch Road to Conifer. This project
spanned the planning years of 1970 - 1975 and
took 12 years to construct. Completion of the 4-lane
facility occurred in June of 2003.
Other Major Governmental Actions
There are several other major governmental actions
proposed in the vicinity of the US 285 project.
These include:
1.

The Guanella Pass Road Improvements
Project. The FHWA has completed the
NEPA process for a project that includes
minor improvements to the road connecting the Town of Georgetown with Grant,
which is 10 miles south of the southern
terminus of the US 285 project. Construction began in June 2004.

2.

Staunton State Park Improvements. Staunton State Park is located several miles
northwest of the intersection of US 285
and Elk Creek Road. The Parks and Outdoor Recreation Division of the Colorado
Department of Natural Resources is planning improvements to the State Park. No
funding or timing for these improvements
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has been set, although there has been
recent interest in accelerating these
improvements.
3.

I-70 Mountain Corridor Programmatic EIS.
Improvements are being considered to I70 through the mountains, the next major
highway to the north. The EIS is in development and will be released for public
and agency review in 2004.

4.

Based on recent accident issues, the Colorado Department of Transportation
(CDOT) has decided to make some
interim improvements on US 285 in the
study area. These are further defined in
Section 2.4.1 on page 2-8.

Alternatives Considered
Numerous alternatives were developed and evaluated during the process of the EA and also during
the process of the US 285 (Foxton Road to Fairplay)
Feasibility Study, which was conducted during the
periods of 2000 to 2002. These included a full
range of improvements to the highway system,
alternatives for grade-separated intersections, alternatives for transportation demand management, bus
and park-n-Ride alternatives and access management alternatives. These are documented in Chapter Two of this document. A significant amount of
public and agency involvement was undertaken
during the Feasibility Study and this EA process to
develop and evaluate these alternatives.
The alternatives that are evaluated in this EA are the
No-Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative
which was the recommended alternative from the
Feasibility Study. The No-Action Alternative
includes some minor improvements to US 285 and
the proposed construction of a grade-separated
intersection at Wandcrest Drive, to serve the new
Villages at Sunset development.
The Preferred Alternative assumes four-through
lanes (for 10.8 miles) between Foxton Road and the
top of Crow Hill and two-through lanes with a passing lane between Bailey and the top of Crow Hill
(for 2.2 miles). The typical section includes a grassy
depressed median. Auxiliary lanes and frontage
roads are provided in some locations. A runaway
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truck escape ramp is planned along southbound
285 just north of Bailey. Several alignment shifts
have been included to improve travel around tight
curves. Seven locations of grade-separated intersections have been included: at Green Valley Ranch,
Richmond Hill, Kings Valley, Shaffers Crossing, Elk
Creek School, Pine Junction and Deer Creek. Intersections will be improved and access management
will be included, including U-turn locations placed
along the corridor. Transportation demand management actions to be included are the provision of
Advanced Traveler Information Systems and a commitment during construction for advertisements to
encourage carpooling, vanpooling and telecommuting. Wildlife crossings of the improved US 285 are
proposed in five locations, (see Figure 3-18 on
page 3-87) with accommodations also made for
smaller mammals in other locations. Numerous
bridges and retaining walls are planned, as well as
landscaping and lighting. More details can be found
in Chapter 2 of the EA.
The Clean Water Act, Section 404 (b) (1) Guidelines
were followed prior to any alternatives being eliminated.
Mergers
Two mergers with federal agency processes were
undertaken on this project:
 A National Historic Preservation Act, Section
106, merger was undertaken with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, to merge this
NEPA process with Section 106 regulations. As
a result of this merger, the Preferred Alternative
avoids all impacts to historic properties.
 A Clean Water Act, Section 404, merger was
undertaken with the US Army Corps of Engineers. As a result of this merger, the Preferred
Alternative was able to avoid impact to up to
three acres of wetlands, while enhancing
wildlife habitat values.
Environmental Consequences
The major environmental impacts of the Preferred
Alternative are summarized below:
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1.

Travel times are projected to improve in
most parts of the study area by between
37 and 74%, with the most improvement
in the northern part of the study area. Similarly, vehicle hours of travel are projected
to decrease by 42 to 43%.

2.

The Preferred Alternative will increase the
demand for development, particularly in
the vicinity of the new grade-separated
intersections. In most of these areas, the
counties have plans for mixed use development to occur. The widening will support these plans.

3.

One business and three residences would
be acquired and relocated with the Preferred Alternative.

4.

Total carbon monoxide concentrations are
lower in the future with the Preferred
Alternative as compared to the No-Action
Alternative.

5.

A total of 52 residential properties and
three commercial properties would be
impacted by noise increases. Noise
increases of between 3 and 8 decibels are
likely.

6.

7.

The Preferred Alternative would result in a
permanent loss of approximately 0.727
acre of wetlands in the study area (if the
Shaffers Crossing Variation I is chosen) or
a permanent loss of approximately 0.739
acre of wetlands (if the Shaffers Crossing
Variation II is chosen). There would be
temporary loss of approximately 1.130
acres of wetlands (for either variation).
The permanent wetland impact will be
mitigated on a 1:1 basis and the temporary impact will be restored.
There are 22 identified floodplain impacts
within the project limits. Floodplain
impacts are of two varieties. The first type
of impact occurs at locations where the
stream crosses directly under the roadway. The second type occurs in areas
where the floodplain runs longitudinally
along the proposed roadway and new

roadway fill is located in the existing
floodplain. There are 10 impacts at stream
crossings and 6 longitudinal impacts for
this project. Based on the hydraulic analysis performed in these areas it has been
determined that no significant floodplain
impacts occur, therefore a floodplain finding is not needed.
8.

The loss of wildlife habitat along the highway will only slightly decrease the overall
value of wildlife habitat in the study area,
as the value of the habitat directly adjacent to the highway is marginal in most
locations. The greatest impacts to wildlife
habitat along the study area will occur at
riparian or wetland locations. The Preferred Alternative will increase the width
of the highway, but due to added wildlife
crossings, there will be greater permeability over what now exists.

9.

Short and long term changes to the existing visual character would occur.

10. There would be no effect to any historic or
archaeological properties.
11. One of the acquisitions is a noted hazardous materials concern.
12. No direct impacts to publicly-owned parks
and recreation properties would occur.
13. Cumulative impacts to land use, wildlife,
wetland and water quality have been
identified. The project is likely to contribute to the ongoing development of the
area from a natural mountainous area into
an area used for residential and commercial development. The project is not anticipated to cause a significant cumulative
effect on the resources examined.
Mitigation measures for all of these impacts have
been identified and are included in Chapter 3 of the
document. These include:
 Acquisition of private property will be consistent with the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 as amended;
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 Noise mitigation is recommended in the Wisp
Creek area;

3.

 Wetlands impacted will be mitigated on a 1:1
basis;
 Wildlife crossings are being included to alleviate wildlife impacts.
Public and Agency Involvement
The project has been undertaken with a great deal
of involvement from the public and from agencies.
Many letters have been received, hundreds of people have attended the three public workshops that
have been held, many neighborhood and business
group meetings have been held and there have
been over 6,400 visitors to the project Web site
(www.US285.com) as of June 30, 2004. In addition,
numerous meetings have been held with state and
federal agencies, as well as the counties. This extensive involvement has resulted in new alternatives
being developed, refinements made to alternatives
already developed and mitigation measures being
developed. Final selection of a preferred alternative
will not be made until comments have been
received and issues have been fully resolved.
A Value Engineering Study was conducted for the
project in January 2003. The participants in the
study included representatives from two community
groups -- Preserve Our Mountain Community and a
Park County community representative. Agency
representatives included Regional Transportation
District (RTD) and Park County Road and Bridge
Department. This study included analysis of the
project's alternatives and recommendations for
alternatives and actions to be considered. Many of
these recommendations have been incorporated
into the Preferred Alternative.
Unresolved Issues
The following issues are unresolved:
1.

The preferred configuration of the Elk
Creek access road at Shaffers Crossing has
not been identified.

2.

The preferred configuration at Green Valley Ranch has not been identified.
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Regional air quality conformity analysis
are needed after a first phase project has
been identified and funding has been programmed.

Other Federal Actions
Other federal actions that are required to implement the Preferred Alternative are:
1.

Issuance of a Section 404 permit (required
from the US Army Corps of Engineers).
Application for this permit has been
made.

2.

Issuance of a Conditional Letter of Map
Revision and Letter of Map Revision (from
the Federal Emergency Management
Agency).
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CDOT as a two-lane rural highway and serves as
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With the continued growth along the US 285 corridor, traffic volumes are increasing. For the overall
corridor, the annual average daily traffic increased
from 1990 to 2002 by 3.4% to 5.7% per year; the
overall daily traffic counts increased by 49% to
95%. This trend is expected to continue as development and population growth increases.
Traffic operations have deteriorated progressively as
traffic volumes have increased. Most of the northern
end of the study area experiences noticeable congestion during peak hours and peak seasons, and
travel delays are prevalent. This is mainly because
US 285 was not designed to accommodate the current volume of traffic. There is a lack of adequate
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Figure 1-1: Project Location and Study Area
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expected to worsen as growth continues along the
corridor.
Alleviating traffic congestion is a high priority for
Jefferson and Park Counties to keep this area desirable for residential, business, and recreational uses.
Some of the main deficiencies include:
 The road was not designed to handle the high
traffic volumes now occurring and projected in
the future.
 There are inadequate shoulders and clear zones
for emergency use in many parts of the study
area.
 Access points along the highway were originally designed for lower traffic volumes. Many
are now used for multiple residences and other
types of development along US 285 and do not
meet standards for merging onto and off of the
road.
 Traffic signals have been installed at locations
with less than desirable geometric conditions.
For example, the signal at Deer Creek Road is
adjacent to a curve, making it difficult to see.
 Crow Hill is very steep (up to 7% grade) with a
number of sharp curves and steep, intersecting
roads and drives.
 Opportunities to pass are limited mostly to
passing lanes on uphill grades.
 Queues build up because of the speed differential of vehicles on the steep hills. This is particularly compounded on steep down grades which
generally do not have any passing lanes.
 Sight distance is not adequate in Bailey because
of on-street parking through town and a high
number of access points. Due to parked vehicles, people driving through Bailey at the
posted speed limit have difficulty seeing and
safely accommodating vehicles pulling onto US
285.
 There are several curves with design speeds
lower than the posted speed, many of these
with differences of greater than 10 mph. These
curves increase the potential for accidents.

 Increasing traffic volumes reduce the ability
of US 285 to adequately serve the need for an
emergency evacuation related to wildfires.

1.4 Roadway Characteristics
The 14.7-mile US 285 study area is a two-lane rural
highway. There are passing opportunities along specific stretches of the highway that total approximately half of the length of the study area.
Horizontal and vertical sight distance deficiencies
exist throughout the study area, but primarily at
intersecting roads and drives.

1.4.1

Roadway Classification and
Highway Access

Roadways are grouped according to the relative
importance of the movement and access functions
provided on the facility. High functional classifications are assigned to roadways that provide regional
mobility at higher speeds with more restrictive
access control. Those roadways providing access to
adjacent property are generally assigned a low functional classification and typically have low speeds
and more lenient access control.
The CDOT State Highway Access Code classifies
state highway facilities into eight highway categories for access control purposes. The number, spacing, type, and location of access and traffic controls
have a direct and often significant effect on the
capacity, speed, and safety of the highway. The
location, operations and design standards within
each category are necessary to ensure that the highway will continue to function at the category
assigned. The current CDOT classification of US
285 in the study area is mostly Regional Highway
(R-A), with a short segment of Non-Rural Principal
Highway (NR-A) through Bailey. The roadway functional characteristics of the two category designations in the study area are:
 Category R-A: Regional Highway. This category is appropriate for use on highways that
have the capacity for medium to high speeds
and relatively medium to high traffic volumes
over medium and long distances in an efficient
and safe manner. They serve interregional,
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intraregional, and intercity travel needs. Direct
access to abutting land is subordinate to providing service to through traffic movements. This
category is normally assigned to National Highway System routes, significant regional routes
in rural areas, and other routes of regional or
state significance.
 Category NR-A: Non-Rural Principal Highway. This category is appropriate for use on
non-rural highways that have the capacity for
medium to high speeds and provide for
medium to high traffic volumes over medium
and long distances in an efficient and safe
manner. They serve interregional, intraregional, intercity, and intracity travel needs in
suburban and urban areas as well as serving
as important major arterials in smaller cities
and towns. Direct access to abutting land is
subordinate to providing service to through
traffic movements. This category is normally
assigned to National Highway System routes,
and other routes of regional or state significance.
Most of the existing accesses within the study area
were constructed prior to the adoption of the CDOT
State Highway Access Code and therefore have
been “grandfathered.” The functional classification
of these accesses varies from seldom-used field
accesses and lightly traveled private driveways to
well-traveled county road intersections. Intersecting
roads consist of county roads and town roads, most
of which are stop-controlled but some of which are
signalized. The number of accesses per mile varies
greatly among the different segments, with the
greatest concentration of accesses occurring within
Bailey.
In May 2002 the Colorado Transportation Commission approved the reclassification of US 285 to an
expressway from Foxton Road north to SH 8. Previously this section of US 285 was classified as a
Regional Highway (R-A)/Non-Rural Principal Highway (NR-A). The expressway classification allows
CDOT more control regarding access location and
type along this section of US 285. No changes in
classification were made along the section of US
285 being studied in this EA; however, once
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improvements have been completed, this section is
planned to be reclassified to match the segment
north of Foxton Road. Figure 1-2 depicts the access
category classifications for the US 285 study area.

1.4.2

Existing Roadway Conditions

The focus for characterizing existing roadway conditions was to identify deficiencies in roadway geometric elements that would be included in the
development of improvements for safety and capacity along the US 285 study area. The primary categories relate to typical sections, horizontal and
vertical alignment, and additional design features,
based on an anticipated design speed along the
study area of 55 miles per hour.
The following descriptions are provided here to
introduce the reader to details referred to in the subsequent sections.
Clear Zone. The clear zone is a recovery zone for
an errant vehicle leaving the travel way. It starts at
the outer edge of the travel lane with the shoulder
and continues on to a physical barrier or obstruction. The desired clear zone is defined according to
the road's designed speed limit. In addition, the
higher the level of traffic, the higher the clear zone
requirements. Along the US 285 study area, the
clear zone standard for 55 mph design speed is 32
feet. Allowances are made for the more mountainous zones, where the acceptable clear zone can be
as little as 22 feet, depending on specific conditions. Currently, for the section of roadway from
Foxton Road to the top of Crow Hill, an acceptable
clear zone exists along 12.5% of the northbound
roadway and 15.7% of the southbound roadway.
From the top of Crow Hill through Bailey, only
2.7% of the northbound and 6.2% of the southbound roadway has an acceptable clear zone. This
is because of the steep grade and the fact that one
side of the highway is adjacent to a wall of rock.
The rural character through this corridor lends itself
to higher speeds of travel. Without an adequate
clear zone, the potential for severe accidents is
greater. A clear zone can be accommodated by providing unobstructed access beyond the shoulder or
by providing a continuous barrier.
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Shoulder. Shoulders are primarily a safety element
for emergency use when vehicles need to pull off
the roadway. They are designed to be the same
grade as the adjoining lane, and are preferably
paved. In mountainous areas with multiple curves,
the width of the shoulder becomes more critical.
The desired shoulder width is defined according to
the road's designed speed limit. Along the study
area, the shoulder requirement for 55 mph design
speed is 10 feet. Currently, for the section of roadway from Foxton Road to the top of Crow Hill,
acceptable shoulders exist along 24.4% of the
northbound roadway and 24.1% of the southbound
roadway. From the top of Crow Hill through Bailey,
26.1% of the northbound roadway and 17.6% of
the southbound roadway have acceptable shoulders.
Horizontal Curves. The radius of a horizontal curve
determines the sight distance for that particular
stretch of roadway and the vehicle's ability to negotiate the alignment at a particular speed. A function
of horizontal curvature is super elevation--the
“banking” of a curve to keep a vehicle from sliding
off the curve. The desired radius of horizontal
curves is defined according to the road's designed
speed limit. Of the 39 curves in the study area, 21,
or 54%, of these meet curve criteria at a design
speed of 55 mph.
There are two locations where the horizontal curves
are especially inadequate:
 Crow Hill has numerous tight curves on a steep
grade (MP 222.1 to MP 224.0). Southbound
vehicles on US 285 must negotiate a steep
6.95% grade down Crow Hill, then a relatively
sharp (40 to 45 mph) curve at the bottom of the
hill at the entry to Bailey. Vehicles traveling
southbound down the hill frequently exceed
the posted speed limit, which ranges from 40
mph to 50 mph, then must slow to as little as
15 to 20 mph because of traffic and pedestrian
activity at the multiple access points through
Bailey.
 Roland Curve is substandard (MP 226.5). It is
a 45 mph design surrounded by 55 mph
posted speed.
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Vertical Curves. The radius of vertical curves also
determines the sight distance for that particular
stretch of roadway. The desired vertical curves are
defined according to the road's designed speed
limit. There is only one location with significant
vertical curve deficiencies in the study area. Crow
Hill is a steep climb leading to a signal near the top
of the hill. Because of the vertical curve, it is very
difficult for motorists arriving at the top of the hill to
see the signal in enough time to react to it.
Passing Lanes. Passing lanes can be placed on a
roadway where there are steep grades or where
congestion is known to exist. Along US 285 there
are passing lanes for approximately half of the study
area length.

1.5 System Connectivity
The Foxton Road to Bailey section of US 285 is an
integral part of the overall state highway network.
As can be seen in Figure 1-1 on page 1-2, US 285
links the Denver metropolitan area with the southern part of the state. This corridor is heavily used by
regional travelers, various recreationists, and local
residents.
The section of roadway north of Foxton Road has
been widened to a 4-lane expressway with a
depressed, vegetated median. Improvements were
made to shoulders and clear zones as well.
Driver expectancy is an issue as drivers transition
onto the unimproved section of US 285. Since US
285 has been improved north of Foxton Road, there
is an expectancy of drivers for improvements to
continue south along the corridor.

1.6 Traffic Volumes and Patterns
Traffic on US 285 is related to development activity
as well as the unique attractiveness of the scenic,
cultural and recreational features along and adjacent to the study area.
The US 285 study area is typical of most mountainous, populated areas in Colorado reflected by the
lack of parallel and intersecting roadways to provide alternative points of access to the communities
in the study area. Therefore, the US 285 corridor
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serves both the long-distance through travel needs
of the state highway traveler and the community circulation and access needs of the residents and business patrons of the adjacent communities.

increase in annual average daily traffic between
1990 and 2002 ranged from 3.4% to 5.7%. The corresponding overall growth rate along the study area
ranged from approximately 49% to 95%.

1.6.1

In 1990, two of the eight locations counted
exceeded 10,000 AADT. By 2002, five of the eight
locations exceeded that number.

Historical Traffic Volumes

CDOT provided annual average daily traffic (AADT)
volumes for the US 285 study area for the years
1990 through 2002. As seen in Table 1-1, the
Table 1-1: Historical AADT

Milepost

Approximate Location

Annual
Annual
Overall
Overall
1990 Two- 1995 Two- 2002 Two- Average
Average
Percent
Percent
Way AADT Way AADT Way AADT Percent
Percent
Increase
Increase
(vehicles)
(vehicles)
(vehicles) Increase
Increase
5 Yrs
12 Yrs
5 Yrs
12 Yrs

220.6

Co Road GL2, Glenisle

2,450

3,400

4,250

6.8

39

64.7

73

221.9

Co Road 64, Bailey

3,500

4,750

5,200

6.3

36

3.4

49

222.2

Co Road 68, Bailey

4,200

4,750

6,350

2.5

13

3.5

51

224.9

Co Road 72, to Friendship
Ranch

6,250

7,450

12,200

3.6

19

5.7

95

229.0

Mt. Evans Boulevard/Pine
Valley Road, Pine Junction

8,800

10,900

13,700

4.4

24

3.8

56

231.0

Elk Creek Road at Shaffers
Crossing

9,650

12,000

17,100

4.5

24

4.9

77

234.3

Wagon Trail Road, Co Road
GV12, Green Valley

12,200

15,100

18,600

4.4

24

3.6

52

235.2

Foxton Road, Co Road 97

12,500

16,300

19,250

5.5

30

3.7

54

Source: Colorado Department of Transportation.Existing Traffic Volumes

1.6.2

Existing Traffic Volumes

In the summer and fall of 2000, Counter Measures,
Inc., collected traffic count data to determine existing weekday and weekend average daily traffic
(ADT) volumes within the study area. Table 1-2 on
page 1-9 shows traffic counts for the study area. The
weekday ADT traffic volumes represent an average
of the counts collected from Tuesday through
Thursday. The weekend ADT traffic volumes represent an average of the counts collected Saturday
and Sunday. Based on historical data and study
needs, existing ADT volumes have been developed
for each of seven analysis segments in the US 285
study area. These volumes are shown on Figure 1-3.

The data in Table 1-2 indicate that both the 2000
summer and fall ADT volumes on US 285 exceed
the 1999 AADT between Bailey and the top of
Crow Hill. For the remainder of the corridor, the
summer 2000 volumes are higher and the fall volumes are lower.
The largest side street traffic volume in the study
area is on Deer Creek Road north of Bailey with
approximately 5,900 vehicles per day (vpd). Additional side streets with notable volumes in the area
are Mt. Evans Boulevard, Pine Valley Road, and Elk
Creek Road.
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Table 1-2: 1999 AADT and 2000 ADT
Study Segment

CDOT AADT
1999

2000 ADT Counts
Weekday
Summer

Weekday
Fall

Weekend
Summer

Weekend
Fall

Bailey to Top of Crow Hill

5,500

7,400

7,800

12,100

8,900

Top of Crow Hill to Shaffers Crossing

13,400

14,700

10,800

18,700

11,200

Shaffers Crossing to Foxton Road

17,800

21,100

17,700

24,200

17,700

Source: Colorado Department of Transportation (1999 AADT) and Counter Measures, Inc. (2000 ADT).

There were some additional traffic counts collected
in August of 2002 at some specific intersections that
were used for design purposes. These new counts
are consistent with the previous traffic counts and
the established trends.

1.7 Traffic Operations
Various conditions affect traffic operations, including the type of roadway, number of vehicles, ability
of vehicles to pass other slow-moving vehicles, percentage of trucks, vehicle speeds, roadway grade,
and weather conditions. Traffic operations along the
US 285 study area were observed to vary by location, season, time of day, and travel direction.
Vehicle speeds and vehicle queue data were collected along the entire US 285 study area with a
Global Positioning System (GPS) receiver to document speed and location information.
The peak hour volumes along the US 285 study
area collected in summer (July) and fall (October)
2000 were used to determine the roadway Level of
Service (LOS).

1.7.1

Roadway Segment Level of
Service (LOS)

Highway traffic operations are expressed in terms of
Level of Service (LOS) as defined by the Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research
Board, National Research Council, updated 2000. It
is a congestion measure used to describe service
quality and is based on three parameters: average
travel speed, percent time delay, and capacity utilization. LOS is expressed in letter codes ranging
from A for excellent conditions to F for extremely
poor conditions. LOS A represents the free-flow

condition when there is no slowing or interference
to the traffic. LOS F represents a complete breakdown in the flow of traffic and in some extreme
cases a complete stop condition (traffic jam).
A graphical representation of each roadway LOS
category as defined in the HCM is displayed in
Figure 1-4. A graphical representation of each intersection LOS category is displayed in Figure 1-5.
As explained in Section 1.4.1 on page 1-3, the US
285 study area is classified as a two-lane rural highway. Traffic operations on two-lane highways are
unique because traffic flow in one direction influences the traffic flow in the other direction. As traffic volumes increase, the demand for passing
increases, while the passing capacity decreases.
This results in reduced travel speeds for motorists.
For this reason, the HCM recommends that three
parameters be considered when assessing the LOS
on two-lane rural highways:
 Average travel speed - the average speed of a
traffic stream.
 Percent time delay - the average percent of time
that all vehicles are delayed while traveling in
platoons due to the inability to pass.
 Capacity utilization - the ratio of the demand
flow rate to the capacity of the facility.
In addition to being classified as a two-lane rural
highway, the US 285 study area is characterized by
several climbing lanes. The presence of a climbing
lane increases the directional capacity and generally improves the LOS over that calculated by the
two-lane methodology. Climbing lanes are located
in the following segments:
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Figure 1-4: Roadway LOS Definitions
LOS
A

B

Roadway Segment Operating
Characteristics
Free flow, low traffic density,
passing demand well below
passing capacity, no platoons of
three or more vehicles, drivers
delayed less than 30% of time by
slow moving vehicles.

A

Minimum delay, stable traffic
flow, passing demand equals
passing capacity, drivers delayed
up to 45% of time by slow
moving vehicles.

B
C

D

E

Stable condition, movements
somewhat restricted due to higher
volumes, but not objectionable
for motorists, noticeable increases
in platoon formation, size, and
frequency, percent time delays up
to 60%. Goal for 2025 weekday
traffic operations in rural and
mountainous areas.

C

Movements more restricted,
passing demand is very high
while passing capacity
approaches zero, platoon sizes of
5 to 10 vehicles are common,
turning vehicles cause shockwaves in traffic stream, percent
time delays approach 75%.

D

Actual capacity of the
roadway, involves delay to over
75% of motorists, passing is
virtually impossible, platooning
becomes intense.

E
F

Forced flow with demand
volumes greater than capacity
resulting in severe congestion, no
passing opportunities and long
platoons.

F
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Figure 1-5: Intersection LOS Definitions
LOS
A

Intersection Operation
Characteristics
No vehicle waits longer than one
signal indication.

A

B

On a rare occasion, vehicles wait
through more than one signal
indication.

B
C

Intermittently, vehicles wait through
more than one signal indication,
occasionally backups may develop,
traffic flow still stable and acceptable.

C
D

E

Delays at intersections may become
extensive, but enough cycles with
lower demand occur to permit
periodic clearance, preventing
excessive backups. Goal for
maximum level of congestion 2025
weekday traffic operations in rural
and mountainous areas.

D

Very long queues may create lengthy
delays.

E

F

Backups from locations downstream
restrict or prevent movement of
vehicles out of approach creating a
"gridlock" condition.

F
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 Crow Hill to Bailey - Northbound climbing lane
 Deer Creek to Crow Hill - Southbound climbing lane
 Pine Junction to Wisp Creek - Northbound
climbing lane
 Shaffers Crossing to Pine Junction - Southbound
climbing lane
 Richmond Hill to Shaffers Crossing - Northbound climbing lane
 Foxton Road to Richmond Road - Southbound climbing lane (Green Valley to Richmond Hill)

AM and PM peak periods both have similar LOS to
the weekday summer AM and PM peak period.

The results of the two-lane and climbing lane LOS
analysis are shown in Table 1-3.

The LOS of major intersections with US 285 were
evaluated for existing conditions based on weekday
summer PM peak hour traffic characteristics. Signalized intersections are evaluated with an overall
intersection operation rating, and unsignalized
intersections are rated for each minor approach's
operation. Table 1-4 contains the results.

Table 1-3: Existing PM Peak Level of
Service on US 285

Segment

Year 2000 Existing
Conditions
North
bound

South
bound

Bailey to Crow Hill

C

C

Crow Hill to Deer Creek

D

D

Deer Creek to Wisp Creek

C

E

Wisp Creek to Pine Junction

D

D

Pine Junction to Shaffers Crossing

E

E

Shaffers Crossing to Richmond Hill

E

E

Richmond Hill to Foxton Road

E

E

LOS E or F results in noticeable delays for motorists
and emergency vehicles, a greater number of accidents, and higher air pollution. Residents report
great difficulty driving from their houses to US 285.
The CDOT Design Manual indicates that mountainous roadways should be designed with a goal of
LOS C weekday conditions. This is not achieved
with existing conditions in the study area.

1.7.2

Key Intersection LOS

Table 1-4: Existing PM Peak Level of Service
of Intersections
Minor
Approach

Year 2000
Existing
Conditions

Northbound

C

Southbound

B

PCR 68

Northbound

B

Parkview

Northbound

B

Mable Lane

Southbound

B

Overall

B

Wisp Creek

Northbound

C

Wandcrest

Northbound

B

Intersection of US 285 and:

Park County Road (PCR) 64

The existing operations range from LOS B to E in
the southern sections of the corridor to D to F in the
northern portions of the corridor. This is for the
weekday summer PM peak period that is representative of the highest peak period volumes that occur
consistently in the corridor.

Deer Creek/PCR 43
(Signalized)

Mt Evans Blvd. (Signalized)

Overall

B

Operational analyses for other periods show different results. In general, AM peak periods have
improved LOS since overall traffic volumes are
lower. The weekend (Saturday) summer AM peak
period has similar LOS to the weekday summer PM
peak period. The weekend (Sunday) summer PM
peak period has the worst LOS but occurs relatively
infrequently throughout the year. The fall weekday

Elk Creek Road (at Shaffers
Crossing)

Northbound

E

Southbound

C

Kings Valley West

Southbound

C

Kings Valley East

Southbound

F

Northbound

C

Southbound

F
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Table 1-4: Existing PM Peak Level of Service
of Intersections (Continued)
Minor
Approach

Year 2000
Existing
Conditions

Northbound

C

Southbound

F

Northbound

B

Intersection of US 285 and:

Springs Road
Wagon Trail

Existing LOS at intersections is generally in acceptable ranges except for Elk Creek Road, Kings Valley
Road, Richmond Hill Road, and Springs Road. At
these four intersections, the LOS on the roads
approaching US 285 is either LOS E or F.

1.7.3
1.7.3.1

Study Area Travel Times/
Speed
Travel Times

Travel time runs were conducted in the summer of
2000 for weekend and weekday peak and non-peak
periods. Figure 1-6 shows the difference between
non-peak and peak travel times of northbound and
southbound traffic for each study segment during a
weekday and weekend. This difference is referred
to as delay.
Weekday. Generally, it was observed that along the
study area, peak period travel times were 5% to
20% greater than non-peak travel times.
Weekend. The peak travel time for the southbound
direction occurred on Saturday. The most significant travel time delay was observed between Crow
Hill and Shaffers Crossing - approximately 2 minutes of delay on the 5.6-mile section. This is approximately 35% greater than non-peak travel time.
The peak travel time for the northbound direction
occurred on Sunday. The most significant travel
time delay was observed between Shaffers Crossing
and Foxton Road - approximately 10.5 minutes of
delay on the 5.1-mile section. This is approximately
200% greater than non-peak travel time.
The delays during the weekday and weekend peak
periods generally resulted from under-capacity of
the road and the conflict caused by traffic turning

from or onto US 285 from intersection roads or
driveways.

1.7.3.2

Vehicle Speeds

Vehicle speeds were monitored along the study
area in the summer of 2000 for weekend and weekday peak periods.
Weekday. Figure 1-7 shows the weekday peak
period vehicle speeds along the US 285 study area.
During the weekday, peak period vehicle speeds
generally are greater than 50 mph. Posted speeds
are shown for reference.
Weekend. Figure 1-8 shows the weekend peak
period vehicle speeds along the US 285 study area.
In the study area, weekend peak period vehicle
speeds range from greater than 50 mph between
Bailey and Pine Junction to less than 35 mph near
Foxton Road. Posted speeds are shown for reference.
Although vehicle speeds north of Pine Junction can
exceed 55 mph, these speeds are considered unstable due to the high traffic volumes and limited ability to pass. Minor disturbances to traffic can cause
large reductions in vehicle speeds.

1.7.4

Vehicle Queue Lengths

Freedom of vehicle movement and safety of operations on two-lane highways, besides being regulated by the length and frequency of passing
sections, are adversely affected by slow-moving traffic that impedes following vehicles. Vehicle queue
data were collected along the US 285 study area
during peak time periods to identify locations
where vehicle queues are prevalent.

1.7.4.1

Passing Opportunities

Actual passing opportunities depend on sight distance and the availability of gaps in the opposing
traffic stream. Variable travel speeds occurring on a
roadway create platoons, or moving queues, as
faster vehicles catch up with slower ones and they
are unable to pass the slower-moving vehicles. As
the number of vehicles in a queue increases, passing opportunities are reduced for both directions of
travel, and delay is increased.
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Figure 1-6: Travel Times During Weekday and Weekend Peak Hours

18

Weekday Southbound
Summer Travel Time

18

Non-Peak Travel Time
16

Non-Peak Travel Time

Weekday Peak Travel Time

16

12

10

8

6

12
10
8
6

4

4

2

2

0

Bailey to Top of
Crow Hill
(2.8 miles)

Top of Crow Hill to
Shaffers Crossing
(5.6 miles)

0

Shaffers Crossing to
Foxton Road
(5.1 miles)

Weekend Southbound
Summer Travel Time

Shaffers Crossing to
Foxton Road
(5.1 miles)

Non-Peak Travel Time

Weekend Peak Travel Time

16

Weekend Peak Travel Time

14

Travel Time (minutes)

Travel Time (minutes)

Top of Crow Hill to
Shaffers Crossing
(5.6 miles)

18

14

12

10

8

6

12

10

8

6

4

4

2

2

0

Bailey to Top of
Crow Hill
(2.8 miles)

1-14
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Figure 1-7: Weekday Peak Speeds
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Figure 1-8: Weekend Peak Speeds
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Roadway striping on the US 285 study area currently prohibits passing for 64% of the roadway in
the northbound direction and 52% in the southbound direction. Table 1-5 shows the percent nopassing zones by study segment. As noted earlier,
the existing climbing lanes on US 285 were treated
as passing areas for analysis purposes.

1.8.1.1

Table 1-5: No Passing Zones

Additional information on the travel forecasting
model, including growth factors, model calibration,
trip generation, trip distribution and comparisons to
travel projections of other studies, is presented in
Appendix D.

Study Segment

Length
(miles)

Bailey to Top of
Crow Hill

2.82

Top of Crow Hill to
Shaffers Crossing

5.57

Shaffers Crossing to
Foxton Road

5.07

1.7.4.2

Travel forecasts for the US 285 study area were estimated by using a software package that uses production and attraction zones and allows future
traffic scenarios to be developed based on different
land use, trip generation, and trip distribution
inputs.

Direction

Percent NoPassing
Zone

SB

45%

NB

5%

1.8.1.2

SB

4%

NB

55%

SB

56%

NB

89%

Travel demand was developed for two separate
land use scenarios: Existing Zoning and Re-Zoning.
These scenarios reflect different land use development patterns that could take place in the study
area. The Re-Zoning Scenario results in greater traffic demands in the southern portion of the study
area. Both land use forecasts are evaluated against
the No-Action Alternative to account for the range
of variables that cannot be adequately predicted.
These variables include the effect of highway
improvements on traffic growth (induced demand)
and land use decisions. The two land use scenarios
are discussed further in Section 3.1.4 on page 3-5.

Vehicle Queues

Summer weekend traffic along the study area experiences larger queues than does weekday traffic.
Most notably, during the Friday PM peak period,
the southbound direction of travel near Foxton
Road was observed to have a vehicle queue of 790
cars; a northbound queue of 710 cars was observed
on Sunday afternoon. It should be noted that queue
data were collected prior to completion of previous
roadway improvements, such as the removal of the
traffic signal at Foxton Road. This may have affected
the data. Because of the infrequency of these conditions, vehicle queuing is not a measure of operational effectiveness in the US 285 study area.

1.8 Travel Forecasts
1.8.1

Travel Forecasting Model

Traffic Volumes

The existing and projected land use characteristics
of Jefferson and Park Counties along the US 285
study area create unique travel patterns and operations. Both counties contain low-density residential
development along with access to a variety of recreational uses. The unique attractiveness of the area
continues to create a great demand for residential
growth, tourism, and recreational activities, resulting in higher traffic volumes.

1.8.1.3

Land Use Scenarios

Summer Weekday Traffic
Volumes

The traffic forecasting process produced two sets of
2025 summer weekday travel demand values for
the roadway; one for each land use scenario. Summer weekday volumes are used for design purposes
as they represent consistently high values. It was
found that these demand values could be met by
the roadway facility proposed by the Preferred
Alternative. Therefore, the projected roadway volumes for the Preferred Alternative were set equal to
the forecasted demand. For the No-Action Alternative it was found that these demand values could
not be met by the roadway facility for some of the
study sections. The resulting No-Action Alternative
traffic volume forecasts, Figure 1-9, account for the
two different land use scenarios and the effect of
capacity constraints.
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The range of traffic volumes for the Preferred Alternative accounts for the two different land use scenarios, as presented in Figure 1-10.
The No-Action Alternative does not provide the
capacity to accommodate the future volumes in the
northern portions of the study area under either
land use scenario. The unmet demand south of
Richmond Hill ranges from 1,200 to 1,400 vpd.
Peak spreading from the PM peak hour to adjacent
hours varies by segment up to 1,000 vpd. The anticipated consequences of this capacity constraint
under the No-Action Alternative range from
changes in travel behavior to changes in land development. It is difficult to predict the overall effect on
traffic because the extent of any particular consequence is unknown. Regardless of the zoning scenario evaluated, the likely consequences (some of
which could be considered beneficial) of the NoAction capacity constraint include:
 Peak Hour Traffic Volume. Since the NoAction Alternative roadway in the northern segments cannot accommodate the forecasted
demand, the peak hour traffic volumes would
be reduced to the level of roadway capacity. At
capacity, traffic flow is very unstable, so the
projected volumes are best estimated with a
range of values rather than a single number.
 Peak Spreading. The congestion would cause
travelers to make some trips at other times
resulting in a different time distribution of daily
traffic. In effect, the hours of peak demand are
lengthened. The extent of the peak spreading is
dependent upon many factors, including level
of congestion, trip lengths, and trip purposes.
 Change in Travel Behavior. The capacity constraint may result in more telecommuting, internet shopping, and other behavioral changes by
travelers to reduce the number of trips they
make on the congested highway.
 Change in General Land Use in the Study
Area. Over time, overall land use levels in the
study area would not be expected to grow as
fast as with an uncongested roadway.
 Change of General Land Use Outside the
Study Area. Over time, second homes or desti-
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nation land uses would not be expected to
grow as fast as with an uncongested roadway.
This would be due to increased travel times for
trips through the study area.
 Change in Jobs-to-Housing Balance in the
Study Area. In addition to the overall level of
land use, the mix of expected land use could
change over time. Because of congestion in
parts of the study area, more people may look
for jobs within the study area to avoid the
congestion. This would change the composition of overall trip purposes and trip lengths.
In addition, the location of land uses within
the study area could change because of the
roadway congestion.
Given these uncertainties, the future daily NoAction Alternative traffic volumes were approximated by an analysis that considered the directional
capacity, the observed time-of-day volume patterns,
and the demand volume forecasts for each analysis
segment in the corridor. The analysis determined
that the roadway with the No-Action Alternative
would be over capacity from Foxton Road to Pine
Junction. Projected peak volumes above capacity
were spread up to two adjacent hours, and the
remaining volume was suppressed. A range of volumes was developed, where the high end assumed
only the over-capacity segments would be affected,
and the low end assumed that the suppression of
trips would propagate throughout the corridor. The
range also included the effect of the Existing Zoning
and Re-Zoning Scenarios. Further information on
the capacity constraint assumption process for the
No-Action Alternative can be found in the technical
report, “US 285 No-Action Alternative Volume
Forecast Adjustments,” June 2004. (All references
in this section are cited in the technical report.)
The Preferred Alternative accommodates the projected traffic volumes. These volumes are highest
on the north end of the study area between Richmond Hill and Foxton Road, between 44,800 and
47,300 vpd in 2025. At the other end of the study
area near Bailey, the projected volumes are
between 14,000 and 15,400 vpd.
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1.8.1.4

Seasonal, Weekend and Hourly
Variations

Variations in travel demand from the summer weekend average daily traffic can be estimated using
existing factors. Existing seasonal and weekend factors are shown in Table 1-6 and can be calculated
from the traffic volume information summarized in
Section 1.6.2 on page 1-7.

based on trip generation and distribution at these
major access points. Table 1-7 summarizes existing
year 2000 count volumes and projected 2025 volumes using both the Existing Zoning Scenario, and
the Re-Zoning Scenario for selected side streets.
Table 1-7: Projected 2025 Traffic Volumes
for Side Streets

Table 1-6: Seasonal and Weekend Traffic
Variation Factors
Study Segment

ADT Factors Applied to Summer
Weekday Volumes
WeekWeekday WeekWeekend
Summer day Fall
end Fall
Summer

Bailey to Top of
Crow Hill

1.0

Top of Crow Hill
to Shaffers
Crossing

1.0

0.73

1.40

0.76

Shaffers Crossing
to Foxton Road

1.0

0.83

1.15

0.84

1.05

1.64

1.20

These factors illustrate that this study area carries
heavy recreational traffic on the summer weekends.
During the fall months, traffic is lower for the northern segments of US 285 and slightly higher for the
segment between Bailey and the top of Crow Hill.
PM peak hour volumes are estimated based on
existing counts to be 8% of the daily volumes.
Peak hour forecasts are used for design purposes
as they represent the highest consistent volume
throughout the study area. This means that during weekend summer periods and for weekend
fall periods between Bailey and the top of Crow
Hill, travel demand may result in worse roadway LOS than shown for either the No-Action or
Preferred Alternative.

1.8.1.5

Travel Projections - Side
Streets

Existing 24-hour and PM peak hour turning movement counts were obtained on major side streets
along the study area. These link volumes were forecasted from the base turning movement counts

Location

Weekday
Weekday
Summer
2025
2025
2000 Projection
Projection
ADT
Existing
Re-Zoning
Zoning

PCR 64

1,200

2,300

2,300

Deer Creek Road

5,900

8,000

7,400

Pine Valley Road

2,400

5,900

4,700

Mt. Evans Boulevard

3,800

7,200

6,700

Elk Creek Road south
of US 285

800

3,700

3,600

Elk Creek Road north
of US 285

1,300

2,600

2,600

Source: PBS&J

1.8.1.6

Travel Projections Consideration of Other Studies

To gain a sense of greater validity in the traffic estimates and projections used for this EA, other
projects that have occurred on or near the US 285
study area were identified. Traffic volumes and projections from the identified projects were compared
with those produced in conjunction with this EA.
The comparisons of these other projects' findings
with those in this EA are discussed in Appendix D.

1.8.2

Level of Service

Roadway operations projected for 2025 were evaluated for the US 285 study area using the No-Action
Alternative roadway laneage. The evaluation
included roadway level of service (LOS) analysis for
each of the study area segments. In addition, the projected peak hour intersection LOS operations were
determined at the primary signalized intersections.
LOS results are shown for peak hour weekday traffic
forecasts, as they represent the highest consistent
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operating conditions throughout the study area.
Peak hour weekday traffic is also used for design
purposes. This means that during weekend summer
periods and weekend fall periods between Bailey
and the top of Crow Hill, travel demand may result
in worse operating conditions than shown for either
the No-Action or Preferred Alternatives. However,
as discussed in Section 1.8.1.3 on page 1-17, the
No-Action Alternative cannot provide roadway
capacity for projected 2025 summer weekday traffic
volumes, resulting in a suppressed demand.
Increased demand during summer weekends would
result in more suppressed demand.

1.8.2.1

Table 1-8 summarizes the 2025 roadway peak hour
LOS conditions assuming roadway conditions
under the No-Action Alternative.
Table 1-8: No-Action PM Peak Level of
Service on US 285
2025
2025
No-Action LOS No-Action LOS
Existing Zoning Revised Zoning
North- South- Northbound bound bound

Southbound

Bailey to Crow Hill

D

D

C

C

Crow Hill to Deer
Creek

D

D

D

D

Deer Creek to Wisp
Creek

D

E

D

E

Wisp Creek to Pine
Junction

E

E

E

E

Pine Junction to
Shaffers Crossing

F

F

F

F

Shaffers Crossing to
Richmond Hill

F

F

F

F

Richmond Hill to
Foxton Road

B

D

B

C

*Assumes No-Action Alternative improvements, including a
4-lane cross-section. Refer to Section 2.4.1 on page 2-8 for
details.

The LOS of the roadway would generally deteriorate to E and F conditions. The northern portions of
the corridor would have travel demands that
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1.8.2.2

Intersection LOS

Table 1-9 summarizes the 2025 intersection peak
hour LOS conditions assuming existing roadway
conditions.
Table 1-9: No-Action PM Peak Level of
Service of Intersections
Minor
Approach

2025
No-Action
LOS

Northbound

F

Southbound

F

PCR 68

Northbound

C

Parkview

Northbound

C

Mable Lane

Southbound

C

Overall

B

Wisp Creek

Northbound

F

Wandcrest

Northbound

C

Overall

B

Northbound

F

Southbound

F

Kings Valley West

Southbound

F

Kings Valley East

Southbound

F

Northbound

F

Southbound

F

Northbound

F

Southbound

F

Northbound

F

Intersection of US 285 and:

Roadway LOS

Segment

exceeded the roadway capacity resulting in long
delays, extreme congestion, poor LOS, spreading of
peak period traffic, and suppressed demand. LOS C
is the goal for rural and mountainous roadways.

PCR 64

Deer Creek/PCR 43 (Signalized)

Mt Evans Blvd.(Signalized)
Elk Creek

Richmond Hill
Springs Road
Wagon Trail

The roadway LOS analysis indicates that most of the
intersections in the study area will operate at LOS F
during the summer weekday peak periods, particularly for the northern portions of the study area if no
improvements are made along US 285.
For a detailed analysis of the travel demand for the
US 285 study area, please see the Travel Demand
Technical Report, April 2003.
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1.9 Safety
The five-year accident history along the study area
indicates that accident frequency is greater than the
statewide average for similar type facilities. The
average driver's ability to safely navigate US 285 is
compromised by high traffic volumes combined
with inconsistent lane configurations, deficient
roadway geometry, mountainous terrain, speed
zone variations, winter weather conditions and frequent access points.
Several recent fatalities on US 285 have raised the
public awareness and have prompted concerned
citizens to push for safety improvements. In preparing the accident history analysis for this EA, CDOT
examined the accident history for a period from January 1, 1997, to December 31, 2001. The following
sections detail the accident types, rates, characteristics and contributing factors of the accidents that
have occurred along US 285 over the five-year
period.

1.9.1

Accident Rate

For the five-year analysis period, this portion of US
285 study area demonstrates accident rates nearly
double the statewide averages for similar type facilities in total number of accidents, property damage
only, injury, and fatality accidents. Contributing factors to the accident frequency in the study area are
high traffic volumes, curvilinear roadway alignment,
and mountainous environment.

1.9.2

Weighted Hazard Index

The weighted hazard index (WHI) is an index that
accounts for accident rate and severity. Different
factors are applied for property damage only, injury,
and fatality accidents to weigh each of these collision types. The weighted total is then used to calculate a rate (similar to the accident rate) that
expresses the severity of the accidents in the analysis area. Zero is considered the 'normal' point,
where accidents in the analysis area are of the same
severity as the statewide average. Thus, a negative
WHI indicates that accidents are less severe than
the statewide average, and a positive WHI indicates
that accidents are more severe than the statewide
average. See Table 1-10.

Table 1-10: Weighted Hazard Index
Comparison
Weighted
Hazard Index

More or Less
Severe than
Statewide
Average?

MP 221.55 to 224.23
Bailey to Crow Hill

0.34

More

MP 234.23 to MP 225.35
Crow Hill to Deer Creek

4.67

More

MP 225.35 to MP 227.94
Deer Creek to Wisp
Creek

-1.15

Less

MP 227.94 to MP 229.01
Wisp Creek to Pine
Junction

2.64

More

MP 229.01 to 230.99
Pine Junction to Shaffers
Crossing

0.48

More

MP 230.99 to 233.43
Shaffers Crossing to
Richmond Hill

1.40

More

MP 233.43 to MP 235.23
Richmond Hill to Foxton
Road

0.92

More

Statewide Average Rate
(1977)

0.00

Location

Source: Colorado Department of Transportation

1.9.3

Accident Severity

There were 540 accidents reported in the US 285
study area over the five-year analysis period: 18
were fatal, 165 involved personal injury, and 363
resulted in property damage only.

1.9.4

Accident Type

Accident types in the study area exhibit trends similar to other rural highways. The major accident
types identified were rear end - 11%, wild animal 12%, overturning - 21%, fixed object - 36%, and
other (broadside, sideswipe, approach turn, head
on, and other) - 20%. A significant number (38%) of
the accidents occurred at either intersections or
access points. Rear-end accidents were the most
predominant type accident at these locations.
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The highest-frequency accident locations were
between MPs 224.23 and 225.35 (between Crow
Hill and Deer Creek), with rear-end, broadside, and
wild animal type accidents. The highest number of
intersection accidents was at County Roads 43 and
72, north of Bailey. Intersection-related accidents
result from the higher traffic volumes and a high
number of accesses in this section of the study area.
Figure 1-12 shows a summary of accident locations
and types.

1.10 Growth
The US 285 study area traverses portions of both
Park and Jefferson Counties. Both of the counties
are among the fastest growing counties in Colorado
in terms of population and economic growth.
Although both counties have grown since the
1930s, the highest rate of growth has occurred since
1990 (see Figure 1-11). This growth has placed an
increased demand on US 285, in large part creating
the need to improve the facility.
Figure 1-11: Historic Population Growth
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Employment opportunities along the US 285 study
area are mainly in the service and retail industry,
such as grocery stores, gas stations, and restaurants,
causing most residents to commute along the US 285
corridor to the Denver metropolitan area for jobs.
However, small specialty retail businesses are thriving along the corridor, making the community centers of Pine Junction and Conifer attractive to local
residents. As these community centers continue to
develop economically, especially in the service
industry, traffic along the US 285 study area will continue to increase as residents in smaller neighboring
communities travel to these areas for services.
Park County is one of the fastest growing counties
in the nation. The 1990 Census reported 7,174 residents; the 2000 Census reported 14,523 - an
increase of 102% within 10 years.

6

0

Jefferson County's total population grew consistently between the years of 1990 and 2000. The
Colorado Department of Local Affairs reported in
1990 a population of 438,340; the 2000 Census
reported 527,026 - an increase of 20% within 10
years. A high rate of population growth has
occurred as communities along the US 285 study
area have grown in popularity. The majority of
growth along US 285 has resulted in the development of new residential units. In addition, commercial and retail development has occurred to support
the residential growth.

1.10.2 Park County

8

0

1.10.1 Jefferson County

1930

1940

1950

1960

1970

1980

Most of the growth has occurred in the unincorporated areas of the county. According to demographic data reported by Park County, nearly three
quarters of the county population lives in the Platte
Canyon area in the unincorporated communities of
Bailey, Shawnee, and Pine Junction. Much of the
new short-term growth is projected to occur in
these areas as well. The main source of employment in Park County is in the retail trade sector,
closely followed by construction and government
service. New jobs are being created in the wholesale trade, hotel and lodging and other service
industries. There is much support for the expansion
of tourism and support activities in Park County, as
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Figure 1-12: Specific High-Frequency Accident Locations and Accident Types
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the county has numerous natural, cultural and historic resources to make heritage tourism a viable
part of its future economy. Additional tourism support activities, such as lodging and eating/drinking
establishments, would be ideally located along the
US 285 corridor. Currently, the demand for goods
and services is larger than the supply. Retail growth
in the Platte Canyon region of Park County is
expected to expand and follow the trend in Jefferson County to meet the demand of increased residential growth.

1.11 Transit Service

This retail growth likely will be concentrated
around existing commercial development in Pine
Junction, Bailey and near Crow Hill.

Table 1-12: Existing Bus Service

Continued growth in residential development and
the relative lack of significant employment opportunities, will cause the US 285 study area to continue
to experience traffic growth, as both residents and
tourists use the highway as a through route.

1.10.3 Study Area Residential and
Commercial Growth
For the purpose of the traffic model, trip generating
units (single or multi-family residential) or gross
leasable area (GLA) were used as inputs rather than
population and employment figures. The resulting
trip generation for the Existing Zoning and Re-Zoning Scenarios is summarized in Table 1-11 below.
These figures represent the growth in the number of
units or GLA for the respective counties between
2002 (base year for land use data) and 2025.
Table 1-11: Study Area Residential and
Commercial Growth
Existing Zoning
(2025)

Re-Zoning (2025)

Residential Retail Residential Retail Office Industrial
Units
GLA
Units
GLA* GLA*
GLA*
Jefferson
County

1,641

537

1,348

612

361

77

Park
County

1,034

232

743

647

917

0

Study
Area
Totals

2,675

769

2,091

GLA is expressed in thousands
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1,259 1,278

77

RTD provides bus service in Jefferson County along
US 285 from the RTD boundary at Pine Junction to
the north. No commuter bus service is provided to
Park County. Three bus routes serve the area:
Routes C and U serve Pine Junction, and Route Z
serves the Aspen Park park-n-Ride (outside the
study area limits but serving commuters within the
study area). Route C serves the highest number of
commuters (see Table 1-12).

Route

From

To

Average
Number
Study Area Parkof
n-Ride Stops
Weekday
Riders

C

Pine
Junction

Denver Aspen Park
Civic
Mountain View
Center Pine Junction

460

U

Pine
Junction

Denver Aspen Park
Tech
Mountain View
Center Pine Junction

193

Z

Aspen
Park

Denver
Aspen Park
Civic
Center

276

Source: Denver Regional Transportation District, 2001.

The Pine Junction park-n-Ride and the Mountain
View park-n-Ride are currently fully utilized on
weekdays even though RTD bus service to the Denver metropolitan area is only provided during peak
periods (5:15 a.m. to 7:30 a.m. and 5:30 p.m. to
7:30 p.m.). The Pine Junction park-n-Ride is 98%
utilized on a weekday with an average of 90 of the
92 parking spaces full. Mountain View park-n-Ride
is 27% utilized on a weekday, with 50 out of the
183 spaces full. The Aspen Park park-n-Ride, just
outside the study area limits, is 55% utilized on a
weekday, with an average of 89 of the 162 spaces
full.
Buses currently experience significant travel time
delay due to congestion along US 285 during peak
hours. However, the demand for additional regional
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bus service exists and is likely to increase with additional growth and congestion.

1.13.2 Park County Road Needs
Study (2000)

Local transit service is only provided to seniors
through call-n-Ride programs through the Park
County Senior Coalition and the Jefferson County
Senior Resource Center.

This plan does not specifically mention any suggested improvements to the section of US 285
between Pine Junction and Bailey. It does, however, state that US 285 at Wandcrest Road has the
highest traffic volumes in the county and that
between 1996 and 1998 traffic volumes increased
8.5% on state highways in the county.

1.12 Pedestrian, Bicycle and
Equestrian Facilities
Equestrian and dirt bike trails traverse much of the
area; however, pedestrian or bicycle trails between
key activity centers and urban areas are lacking. In
March 2000, Colorado Bicycle Corridors: An Analysis of the State Highway System to Determine Highways Used by Bicyclists and Highway Recommended Shoulder Improvements was published by
the CDOT Bicycle/Pedestrian Program. This report
lists US 285 in the top 15% of all highways used by
bicyclists and the top 15% of all highways in Colorado needing shoulder improvements.
No pedestrian facilities are provided along US 285,
and streets that cross the highway lack pedestrian
crosswalks. Bicyclists, equestrians, and pedestrians
utilize unpaved shoulders along US 285 that pose
unsafe conditions. The newly improved segments of
US 285 north of Conifer include 10-foot paved outside shoulders that are used by bicyclists. However,
separate pedestrian facilities have yet to be constructed along the US 285 corridor.

1.13 Compatibility with
Transportation Plans
This section describes how various transportation
planning documents relate to proposed improvements in the US 285 study area.

1.13.1 Countywide Transportation
Plan Addendum for Jefferson
County (2002)

1.13.3 DRCOG 2025 Plans
The DRCOG Metro Vision 2025 plan shows the
ideal highway network for the six-county Denver
metropolitan area. This plan shows the section of
US 285 from Foxton Road south to the Jefferson
County line as a major regional 4-lane highway.
The Jefferson County portion of the US 285 study
area is included in the conforming fiscally constrained 2025 Interim Denver Regional Transportation Plan.

1.13.4 Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program
The 2003-2008 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for the Denver metropolitan area
includes $15 million for the US 285 project. This is
primarily for the No-Action interim improvement.
Approximately $5 million is available for near term
implementation of this action. Long term implementation is funded through the statewide plan.
Approximately $79 million is shown in the current
statewide plan for work along US 285 in both counties.
Prior to approval of a Final Decision Document
(such as a Finding of No Significant Impact), the
cost for the portion of the project that is in the Final
Decision Document will be included in the TIP, the
Regional Transportation Plan(s) and the Statewide
Plan.

The Jefferson County portion of US 285 is included
in this plan as a four-lane facility. The Preferred
Alternative is consistent with this plan.
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Chapter 2: Alternatives
2.1 Introduction
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
requires that a range of alternatives, including reasonable alternatives and a No-Action Alternative, be
presented and evaluated in detail. The Council on
Environmental Quality has defined reasonable alternatives as those that are practical or feasible from a
technical and economic standpoint and achieve the
Purpose and Need for the Project.

 CDOT Lakewood Residency Office
9858 W. Girton Drive,
Lakewood, CO 80227-4326
phone: 303/988-5474
 Jefferson County Department
of Highways and Transportation
100 Jefferson County Parkway, Suite 3500
Golden, CO 80419-3550
phone: 303/271-8470

This chapter describes the process used to identify
the reasonable alternatives that are fully assessed in
the EA and provides the assumptions used to
develop each of these alternatives.

 Park County Road and Bridge Department
1246 County Road 16
Fairplay, CO 80440
phone: 719/836-4276

Copies of the technical reports referenced in this
chapter are available by request from CDOT Region
1 and at the locations listed below. Aerial photobased drawings of the Preferred Alternative are
located in Appendix C. Engineering plan sheets
showing the alternatives described in Section 2.4 on
page 2-7 are available for public inspection at the
following locations and/or by request from CDOT
Region 1:

 Jefferson County Library
Highway 73 at Buffalo Park Road
Evergreen, CO 80439
phone: 303/674-0780

 CDOT Headquarters
Public Information Offices
4201 East Arkansas St., Room 277
Denver, CO 80222
phone: 303/757-9228
 CDOT Region 1
Planning and Environmental Division
18500 East Colfax Avenue
Aurora, CO 80011
phone: 303/757-9371
 CDOT Environmental Programs Branch
1325 S. Colorado Blvd., Suite B-400
Denver, CO 80222
phone: 303/757-9259

 Jefferson County Library (Conifer Library)
10441 Highway. 73
Conifer, CO 80433
phone: 303/982-5310
 Park County Library
P.O. Box 282
350 Bulldogger Road
Bailey, CO 80421
phone: 303/838-5539
 FHWA Colorado Division Office
12300 W. Dakota Ave., Suite 180
Lakewood, CO 80228
phone: 720/963-3000

2.2 Alternatives Development
and Screening Process
Figure 2-1 on page 2-2 illustrates the alternatives
development and screening process used for the EA.
The NEPA scoping process began with the Notice of
Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS, which was published
in the Federal Register on July 12, 2002. An amendment to the NOI stating that it is now an EA was published on December 24, 2003. The reason this
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Figure 2-1: Alternatives Screening Process
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change was made is that prior to finalizing the Draft
EIS, it became apparent that no significant impacts
would occur as a result of this action.
The scoping process included numerous public
meetings, resource agencies meetings, local agencies
meetings, and meetings with local business owners.
The process to develop and screen alternatives consisted of three steps:
1.

2.

3.

All possible options, or the range of options,
were identified. After identifying the entire
range of alternative options, the range was
prescreened to eliminate alternatives with fatal
flaws (including exorbitant cost, non-responsiveness to Purpose and Need, and unacceptable environmental or community impacts).
More detailed development of the remaining preliminary alternatives was completed to identify those alternatives that
were practical or feasible from a technical
and economic standpoint. A part of this
process was a convening of a Value Engineering (VE) Team. The VE Team consisted of engineers and planners
unaffiliated with the project, representatives from Jefferson and Park Counties,
and neighborhood representatives. They
met for a week to review the alternatives
developed to date and to recommend
changes.
The remaining reasonable alternatives
were technically defined to a level sufficient to fully evaluate their environmental, social and economic impacts.
Evaluation of the Preferred Alternative,
along with full evaluation of the NoAction Alternative, is included in Chapter
3.0 of this EA. Section 404 (b) (1) Guidelines were closely followed during this
process.

2.2.1

Evaluation Screening Criteria

Evaluation screening criteria for the US 285 EA
were developed based on project needs and scoping input. These are listed in Table 2-1.
Grade-separated intersection options served specific access and mobility needs and a similar set of
evaluation criteria was developed for them.These
criteria are shown in Table 2-2.

2.2.2

Alternatives Screening
Results

The project team (design and environmental specialists) refined the alternatives and measured their
effectiveness through data collection, analysis and
use of the screening criteria. The alternatives developed by the project team gained concurrence at the
larger Project Steering Group meetings. The evaluation criteria and measures of effectiveness were
applied to the alternatives, as appropriate, for final
screening, and a Preferred Alternative was recommended for full evaluation. Description of this alternative appears in Section 2.4.2 beginning on page
2-9 of this document.
Figure 2-2 on page 2-6 illustrates the screening process used.
Complete documentation of the process and associated technical analysis can be reviewed in the Alternatives Development Technical Report, March
2004. (All references in this section are cited in the
technical report.)
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Table 2-1: Evaluation Criteria and Measures of Effectiveness Used to Screen Alternatives
Evaluation Criteria

Measures of Effectiveness

Safety

Is there provision for limited access?
Does the alternative improve the substandard design of the shoulders, clear zones and sight
distance?
Does the alternative provide safe local access?
Does the alternative minimize the potential for conflict at access and frontage roads?
Is there provision for safe access locations?
Does the alternative meet driver expectancy?
Is the alternative consistent with CDOT design standards and access control?

Environment

Would the alternative maintain or enhance rural character?
Is the alternative consistent with local plans?
Would the alternative cause noise impacts?
Would the alternative impact wetlands?
Would the alternative maintain or enhance visual quality?
Would the alternative impact historic property?

Local Travel Demand

Would the alternative improve congested conditions?
Would the alternative provide increased capacity?
Would the alternative reduce delay?
Would the alternative accommodate future planned growth?
Would the alternative minimize out-of-direction travel?
Would the alternative improve weekday peak travel time?

Recreational Travel
Demand

Would the alternative reduce congestion?
Would the alternative provide increased capacity?
Would the alternative reduce delay?
Would the alternative improve weekday peak travel time?

Multi-modal
Transportation

Would the alternative improve bus transit service?
Would the alternative provide more non-motorized travel opportunities?
Would the alternative provide connectivity to key activity centers by providing bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?

Implementable

What are the capital and operating costs associated with the alternative?
What is the availability of funding sources?
Would this alternative minimize traffic construction impacts?
Would this alternative be politically feasible?
Would this alternative minimize right-of-way impacts?
Would there be opportunities to phase construction with this alternative?
Would this alternative minimize impacts to utilities?
Would this alternative have the support of the public?
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Table 2-2: Evaluation Criteria and Measures of Effectiveness used to Screen Grade
Separation Alternatives
Evaluation Criteria

Measures of Effectiveness

Would the grade-separated intersection (GSI) reduce delay and accommodate traffic demand?
Would the GSI be compatible with local business interests and provide ample residential access?
Operations and Safety Would the GSI minimize out-of-direction travel?
Would the GSI minimize conflict between access locations and frontage roads?
Criteria
Would the GSI have safely located accesses?
Would the GSI alternative meet driver expectancy with easily understood signage?
Design and
Construction Criteria

Would the GSI alternative be constructable?
Would the GSI alternative minimize impacts to right-of-way?
Would the GSI alternative minimize cost?
Would the GSI alternative minimize relocations?

Environmental
Criteria

Would the GSI alternative minimize visual impact?
Would the GSI alternative minimize the impact wetlands?
Would the GSI alternative minimize the impact floodplains?
Would the GSI alternative minimize disturbance to hazardous material areas?
Would the GSI alternative minimize impacts to T and E species?
Would the GSI alternative minimize impacts to historical/archaeological and paleontological
resources?

2.3 Coordination and
Involvement Process
Technical and public input was used to develop
recommendations for alternatives development and
screening (see Figure 2-3). The process included
meetings with stakeholders comprising resource
agencies and local agencies, business groups and
the general public to discuss possible alternatives,
the evaluation of alternatives, issues such as impacts
to the community and cost, the refinement of alternatives and possible mitigation. More than 45 meetings were held.

2.3.1

Project Steering Group

The primary role of the Project Steering Group (PSG)
is to make recommendations regarding decision
making to FHWA throughout the NEPA process. The
PSG is comprised of representatives from the following groups: CDOT, FHWA, RTD, Jefferson County,
Park County, Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG), and the project team consultants.

2.3.2

General Public Outreach

 Large Public Meetings - Large meetings with the
general public were held three times during key
points in the process to provide input back to the

project team. These meetings were held on the
following dates: July 30, 2002, February 12,
2003 and August 13, 2003.
 Meetings with Neighborhood Groups, Business
Organizations and Special Interest Groups.
These meetings were held throughout the process to obtain input on all of the options and
alternatives being considered and impacts or mitigation measures.
 Project Newsletters. The newsletters were prepared to provide updates on project issues and
process. These newsletters were sent out to a
mailing list of over 800 people as follows:
Newsletter #1 January 2003. Project update and
introduction of preliminary project alternatives.
Newsletter #2 July 2003. Project update, public
workshop information, description of the Preferred Alternative and some impact information.
Newsletter #3 March 2004. The third newsletter
explained the change from an EIS to an EA, the
progress made since the last public workshop,
the next steps to be made, and the schedule. The
proposed interim improvements were explained
in more detail and opportunities for input were
given.
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Figure 2-2: Alternatives Screening Results
Range of Improvement Options

Preliminary Options

No-Action Alternative

Typical Section Options
- Three-lane for Bailey to Crow Hill
- Four-lane with wide, depressed
median or narrow median/barrier
option
- Enhanced two-lane typical section

Typical Section Options
- Three-lane for Bailey to Crow Hill
- Four-lane with wide, depressed
median or narrow median/barrier
option
- Four-lane with narrow cable median

Typical Section Options
- Three-lane for Bailey to Crow Hill
- Four-lane with wide, depressed median

Alignment Options
- Widening with improved alignment
- Widening along existing alignment
- Widening along both sides of the
alignment or one side only

Alignment Options
- Widening with improved alignment
- Widening along existing alignment
- Widening along both sides of the
alignment or one side only

Alignment Options
- Widening with improved alignment

Alternate Routes
- New alignment at Bailey

Intersections

Grade separated intersections

S c r e e n

Full movement unsignalized intersections

Runaway Truck Ramp on Crow Hill
Alternate Routes
- New alignment at Bailey
Rest Areas
Full movement unsignalized intersections
- Every intersection between Bailey and
Roland Drive exception in Deer Creek
Area (see below)
Grade separated intersections
- Bailey (7 options)
- Deer Creek Area (6 options)
- Wisp Creek Area (8 options)
- Mt. Evans Blvd. Pine Junction (3 options)
- Shaffers Crossing Area (14 options)
- Kings Valley (9 options)
- Green Valley Area (3 options & variations)

S c r e e n

Runaway Truck Ramp on Crow Hill

A l t e r n a t i v e s

No-Action Alternative

A l t e r n a t i v e s

Roadway

No-Action Alternative

Preferred Alternative

-

Mt. Evans Blvd. Pine Junction
Shaffers Crossing Area (includes Elk Creek School)
Kings Valley
Green Valley Area

Additional RTD regional bus service

Additional RTD regional bus service

Expansion of RTD boundaries to Bailey

Expansion of RTD boundaries

Additional RTD regional bus service
- Bus encouraged as element service

HOV lanes
Reversible lanes for HOV/bus/through trips

Local/frontage roads
Advanced traveler information
Carpools
Carpool use of park-n-rides
Vanpools
Telecommuting
TDM incentives for developers
Open space acquisition
Transit queue bypass
Transit signal prioritization
Eco passes

Bus only Ramps

Local/frontage roads
Advanced traveler information
Carpools
Carpool use of park-n-rides
Vanpools
Telecommuting
TDM incentives for developers
Open space acquisition

Conditional study for bus only ramp to
Pine Junction park-n-Ride

Local/frontage roads
S c r e e n

Inter-city private bus option

A l t e r n a t i v e s

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities
- On-street bicycle facilities

A l t e r n a t i v e s

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities
- On-street bicycle facilities
- Pedestrian facilities at underpasses /
overpasses
- Off-street bicycle facilities
- Off-Street pedestrian facilities

S c r e e n

Modal Options

- Deer Creek Area

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities
- On-street bicycle facilities
- Pedestrian facilities at underpasses /
overpasses
- Off-street bicycle facilities
- Off-Street pedestrian facilities

Bus only ramps
- Ramp at Pine Junction park-n-Ride
- Ramp at Mountain View park-n-Ride

TDM Options

Grade separated intersections

Other Intersections
- 3/4 movement at Wisp Creek Road and
Deer Valley Ranch Association
- Right-in only at Main Street in Bailey

Full movement signalized intersections
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Full movement unsignalized intersections
- Every intersection between Bailey and
Mable Lane except Main Street (southeast
access)

Right-in/right out accesses with U-turn
intersection

Right-in/right out accesses with U-turn
intersection

Right-in/right out accesses with U-turn
intersection

Runaway Truck Ramp on Crow Hill

Advanced traveler information services
Support carpools/Vanpools, use of
park-n-Rides for carpools
Encourage open space acquisitions
Encourage joint Use/Development/
Passenger Amenities at park-n-Rides
Telecommuting
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2.3.3

Newsletter #4. Will provide a summary of the
EA and an announcement of the public hearing.

Agency Involvement

 Resource Agency Meetings. These meetings
were held with the state and federal agencies that
have a regulatory responsibility for various
resources, such as wetlands, historic properties,
endangered species or water resources. Two
resource agency meetings were held. See Chapter 4.0 - Comments and Coordination for more
information about these meetings.

 One-on-One Meetings with Individual Property
Owners. Numerous meetings were held as rightof-way needs were being defined to keep individual property owners informed.
 Web site. A Web site was designed to provide
real-time access to project progress. The Web site
address is www.us285.com. There were over
6,400 visitors to the US 285 Web site as of June
30, 2004.

 Meetings, Contacts with Individual Agencies.
Contact was made with other state, federal or
local agencies on numerous occasions to gather
data and obtain input on specific issues. See
Chapter 4.0 - Comments and Coordination for
more information about these meetings.

Figure 2-3: EA Alternatives Evaluation Schedule
as of July 2004

July

June

May

Apr

Mar

Feb

Jan

Dec

Nov

Oct

Sept

2004
Aug

July

8

June

7

May

6

Apr

5

Mar

Feb

4

Jan

Sept

3

Dec

Aug

2

Nov

July

1

2003
Oct

June

Task

May

2002

1. Define initial options
2A. Evaluate initial options (verify
alternatives screening from
feasibility report; conduct new
alternatives screening).
2B. Alternative Evaluation &
Screening
3. Select preferred alternative
4. Environmental analysis
5. EA
Project Steering Group
6. meetings

7. Public Meetings

1

2

9

10

11

12

13

14

3

8. Other meetings & public input
1 Public Meeting, July 30, 2002
2 Public Meeting, February 12, 2003
3 Public Meeting, August 13, 2003

2.4 Alternatives Advanced
The alternatives described in this section were
developed to a conceptual level of detail only. Specific details may change during the final design process.

The No-Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative are described in this section and are fully
evaluated in Chapter 3.0 of this EA. Other alternatives considered but not advanced are described in
Section 2.5 on page 2-34.
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2.4.1

No-Action Alternative

 Interim Improvement

The No-Action Alternative includes only those
projects that have committed funds for improvements. These improvements would be made
whether or not any other improvements are made
in conjunction with the EA. This alternative is fully
assessed and is used as a baseline comparison for
environmental analysis purposes. Committed
projects that are included in the No-Action Alternative are:
 Sunset Parkway grade-separated intersection at
Wandcrest Drive. This grade-separated intersection is being constructed by others using private funding. Its design would not preclude any
alternatives being considered in this EA. The
following roadways or facilities would be
accessible to and from this grade-separated
intersection:
•

Wandcrest Drive

•

Local businesses on southeast side of US
285

•

Interim four-lane improvements between
Richmond Hill and Foxton Road. These
improvements include 1) an additional
northbound through lane between the end
of the two northbound lanes at Richmond
Hill to the existing four-lane section south
of Foxton Road; 2) an additional southbound through lane between the existing
four-lane section south of Foxton Road to
the two southbound lanes north of Richmond Hill; 3) median left-turn lanes for
access points between Springs Road and the
existing four-lane improvements south of
Foxton Road and 4) acceleration and deceleration lanes for northbound traffic at Log
Trail and Wagon Road.

•

Richmond Hill Grade-Separated Intersection. This intersection is being constructed
as part of the interim four-lane improvements listed above and consists of an overpass across US 285 southwest of the
Richmond Hill/Blackfoot Road/US 285
intersection with right-in/right-out intersections at Richmond Hill Road and Blackfoot
Road. The following roadways would be
accessible to and from this grade-separated
intersection:

This project assumes the developer will secure
funding. This project is illustrated in Figure 2-4.
.

Figure 2-4: Sunset Parkway/Wandcrest
Drive Grade-Separated Intersection

•

228.5

Underpass

Legend:

XXX
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Richmond Hill Road

•

Blackfoot Road

•

Navaho Trail

Local access with US 285 is limited to Richmond Hill Road and Blackfoot Road. No
specific access control is provided on Blackfoot Road beyond the intersection with
Navaho Trail. No access control is provided
on Richmond Hill Road.

Right turn only
intersection

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Milepost

•

Roundabout

The southbound climbing lane that
merges at Richmond Hill would be
extended from the existing roadway curve
to the tangent section just south of Richmond Hill. This improvement is being
constructed as part of the interim fourlane improvements listed above.

Chapter 2: Alternatives

These interim improvements were identified
through this EA process. This project is illustrated in Figure 2-5.

Figure 2-5: Richmond Hill Area GradeSeparated Intersection

Right-turn only
intersection
Navaho
Trail

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands
Milepost

Overpass

NEPA approval for the interim improvements is planned for fall of 2004. The
interim improvements are in the 2003-2008
Transportation Improvement Program and
total $10 million.
The location of the No-Action Alternative projects is
shown in Figure 2-6.

Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative includes four-lane widening from Foxton Road to Crow Hill, intersection,
shoulder, and safety improvements between Crow
Hill and Bailey, and a grade-separated intersection
at major intersections. See Figure 2-7. A more
detailed description is provided in the following
sections.

2.4.2.1
233.5

XXX

2.4.2

Typical Section

The Preferred Alternative has four through lanes and
a depressed rural median between the top of Crow
Hill and Foxton Road and two through lanes and an
uphill passing lane between Bailey and the top of
Crow Hill. The typical sections for the Preferred
Alternative would have either four 12-foot through
lanes and a 22-foot-wide depressed median or three
12-foot through lanes. These proposed typical sections are shown on Figure 2-8. Ten-foot shoulders
would be provided on both sides of the four-lane
section of highway with an additional 12 feet of clear
zone on each side of the highway. Frontage or side
roads would typically include two 12-foot lanes, 3foot shoulders and 4-foot clear zones on each side.
Aerial photos illustrating the Preferred Alternative are
included in Appendix C.
Four Lane with Depressed Median Section
for Crow Hill to Foxton Road
A wide, depressed median was recommended for US
285 from Crow Hill to Foxton Road. Advantages of a
wide median include consistency with the already
built section, easier access by emergency vehicles,
easier traffic control during construction, enhanced
treatment of highway runoff, increased snow storage
and easier maintenance. Wide medians are also easier for wildlife to cross and provide a fire break along
US 285. There was not a noticeable difference in
impacts between the wide median and narrow
median options.
Deviations from this typical section occur at the following location, as noted in Figure 2-9:

Artist Rendering of Overpass - looking Southwest

 At proposed U-turn locations there would be
additional deceleration lanes to allow for the
safe movement of vehicles approaching the Uturn locations.
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Figure 2-7: Elements of the Preferred Alternative
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Figure 2-8: Proposed Typical Sections
Four Lane with Depressed Median
(Top of Crow Hill to Foxton Road)
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Figure 2-9: Deviations from Typical Sections
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 At grade-separated intersections, accesses with
US 285 would include auxiliary lanes to allow
the safe movement of turning traffic. Grade-separated intersections are discussed further in
Section 2.4.2.7 beginning on page 2-22 and
are found at the Deer Creek area, Pine Junction,
the Shaffers Crossing area, Kings Valley, and
Ranch.
 An additional auxiliary lane for northbound US
285 at Douglass Drive would be provided to
accommodate turning traffic.
 An additional auxiliary lane for northbound
US 285 at Log Trail and Wagon Road would
be provided to accommodate turning traffic.
This auxiliary lane is an extension of the
northbound auxiliary lane at the Green Valley
Ranch grade-separated intersection.

Deviations from this typical section occur at the following location, as noted in Figure 2-9:
 The south end of the project near Bailey where
the lanes transition from two lanes to four just
east of PCR 64.
 Through Bailey where the existing section
includes four 12-foot through lanes and a 14foot divided median. Shoulders/parking lanes
would be reconstructed to range from 4 feet
to 10 feet wide.

2.4.2.2

Alignment

 At grade-separated intersection underpasses
and overpasses, a four-foot shoulder would
be provided to accommodate bicycles.

The Preferred Alternative alignment would generally follow the existing alignment except where it is
moved to correct substandard curves (see Figure 210). The widening of the roadway would be shifted
in the following areas to avoid environmental
resources [especially aquatic resources as required
by the 404 (b) (1) Guidelines], minimize impacts, or
correct substandard curves:

Three-Lane Typical Section Option for Bailey
to Crow Hill
The limits of this typical section are from the north
side of Bailey to the top of Crow Hill. This typical section would include three through lanes, with two general purpose lanes and a passing lane in the
northbound direction. This is consistent with the existing lane configuration on the Crow Hill section.

 Between the top of Crow Hill (MP 224) and near
Deer Creek, the alignment would shift west by
approximately 30 feet to minimize impacts to
PCR 72 and wetlands on the east. The shift in the
location would occur as a result of alternative
analysis and agency input. The alignment was
selected because it is the least environmentally
damaging practicable alternative.

This option provides for improved shoulders and does
not include a median.

 At Deer Valley Ranch (MP 225.5), the alignment
would shift southeast by approximately 15 feet to
avoid an historic property impact.

This option helps address safety issues by adding
wider shoulders. Roadway operations would be
improved.
The current and projected traffic volumes indicate
that existing and projected travel demands are much
lower along this section of US 285 than along the
remaining portions of the study area. This three-lane
typical section could accommodate the projected
travel demands while maintaining acceptable operations along US 285.
This option was considered due to lower traffic volumes in this segment and some public interest to
maintain existing access control and lane configuration in the Bailey area.
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 South of Roland Drive, the alignment would
move west by approximately 25 feet to minimize
construction impacts.
 North of Roland Drive, the alignment would
move east of the existing businesses by approximately 380 feet to flatten the curve.
 Between Roland Drive and Rim Rock Road west
entrance (MP 227.2), the alignment would shift
northwest by approximately 15 feet to avoid
impacts to riparian areas on the east. The shift in
the location would occur as a result of alternative
analysis.

Chapter 2: Alternatives
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Figure 2-10: Alignment Deviations
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 Between Wisp Creek (MP 228) and Sunset Parkway/Wandcrest Drive (MP 228.6), the alignment
would shift southeast by approximately 20 feet to
avoid wetlands on the northwest. The shift in the
location occurs as a result of alternative analysis
and agency input. The alignment was selected
because it is the least environmentally damaging
practicable alternative.
 Between Sunset Parkway/Wandcrest Drive and
Pine Junction, the alignment would shift northwest by approximately 30 feet to minimize
impacts to existing businesses and allow room for
a new frontage road on the southeast side.

 From the approximate location of Richmond Hill
(MP 233) to Green Valley Ranch (MP 234), the
alignment would shift south by approximately 25
feet to accommodate the new configurations at
the proposed grade-separated intersections and
minimize impacts to existing businesses and the
park-n-Ride. (See Section 2.4.2.7 beginning on
page 2-22 for greater detail on the grade-separated intersections.)

2.4.2.3

Frontage Roads

 Between Pine Junction and South Glen Drive
(MP 229.4), the alignment would shift by approximately 65 feet to the south to minimize impacts
to existing businesses and allow room for a frontage road connection on the north side.

New frontage roads would be provided at several
locations to provide access to local destinations
adjacent to US 285 such as existing businesses, residences and park-n-Rides. Frontage roads or local
access connections also would be added to some of
the proposed grade-separated intersections to allow
for local access to the proposed grade-separated
intersections.

 East of South Glen Drive, the alignment would
shift to the north by approximately 40 feet to
avoid impact to the nearby wetland.

Frontage roads would be added at the following
locations in conjunction with the proposed
improvements (see Figure 2-11):

 Near Douglass Drive (MP 230), there is a set of
three back-to-back substandard curves. The
alignment in this area would shift as much as
30 feet to the south, to the north and then back
to the south to improve the curve radii for
safety reasons.

 In the Deer Creek area, the existing frontage
road on the southeast side of US 285 would be
improved from the new overpass to Rosalie
Road to provide local access between PCR 43A
and northbound US 285. See Figure 2-17 on
page 2-24, Deer Creek Grade-Separated Intersection.

 Northeast of the Old US 285 Frontage Road (MP
230.6), the alignment would shift to the northwest by approximately 30 feet to minimize
impacts to wetlands, riparian areas, and private
roadways on the southeast. The shift in the location occurs as a result of alternative analysis. The
alignment was selected because it is the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative.
 From Shaffers Crossing to Kings Valley (MP 232),
the alignment in this area would shift as much as
30 feet to the west, to the east and then back to
the west to improve the curve radii for safety reasons.
 At Kings Valley, the alignment would shift to the
northwest by approximately 40 feet to avoid
impacts to wetlands and historic properties.
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 A frontage road would be added on the northwest side of US 285 to provide access to the
McKinley subdivision and business property in
this area.
 Frontage roads would be added both north and
south of US 285 at the Mt. Evans Boulevard
(Pine Junction) grade-separated intersection.
The frontage road on the south side would be
used to provide accesses to the businesses
between Jefferson County Road (JCR) 126 and
Wandcrest Drive/Sunset Boulevard. The frontage road on the north side would provide
access to the businesses between Mt. Evans
Boulevard and South Glen Drive. See Figure 218 on page 2-25, Mt. Evans Boulevard (Pine
Junction) Grade-Separated Intersection.
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 A new frontage road would be added on the
north side of US 285 at Kings Valley Drive to
provide access to local residents and businesses, see Figure 2-21 on page 2-26, Kings
Valley Grade-Separated Intersection.
 At Green Valley, two frontage roads would be
added. The frontage road on the northwest
side would serve the park-n-Ride and existing
businesses. See Figure 2-22 on page 2-27
and Figure 2-23 on page 2-27, Green Valley
Grade-Separated Intersection.

2.4.2.4

Runaway Truck Escape Ramp

A safety issue was identified at the sharp curve at
the bottom of Crow Hill traveling southbound. The
proximity of the sharp curve at the bottom of the
steep Crow Hill grade poses a safety hazard for
businesses and on-street parking in Bailey, as well
as an environmental hazard for the North Fork of
the South Platte River. Past accidents have involved
trucks traveling at high speeds tipping over at this
curve.
The Preferred Alternative includes a runaway truck
ramp south of Crow Valley Road at approximately
MP 222.6. This would allow runaway trucks to
escape US 285 before they reach the sharp curve in
Bailey. It would also reduce the potential for spills
into the river near Bailey. This runaway truck ramp
was proposed as an option only if the Bailey bypass
route were not constructed. Currently, there are no
absolute criteria for determining the justification for
truck escape ramps. Over a 13-year period, there
were five recorded accidents near the base of Crow
Hill that involved trucks. While the accident rate
may not be as high as other locations, the following
factors warrant serious consideration of a truck
ramp at the base of Crow Hill:
 There is a population center at the base of Crow
Hill
 The curve at the bottom of the hill is severe.
 Public perception is that there are safety issues
associated with the hill.
 Growing traffic volumes are projected for the
corridor.
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 There is a potential for catastrophic consequences to the public and the environment
caused by a runaway truck in Bailey.
There has been some public support of a runaway
truck ramp if a Bailey bypass is not constructed.
This is primarily from businesses in Bailey. This
option was advanced for future analysis. After
development of options and final screening, it was
included in the Preferred Alternative because of the
recognized potential of a catastrophic accident
occurring at this location.
The Preferred Alternative includes a runaway truck
ramp located just north of Bailey on the west side of
US 285 to mitigate the safety concerns associated
with the sharp curve at the bottom of Crow Hill.
The approximate length of the ramp would be
1,225 feet. See Figure 2-12.

2.4.2.5

Access Management

All state highways in Colorado are limited access
highways. Per C.R.S. 43-2-147, the Colorado
Department of Transportation is authorized to regulate vehicular access to or from any state highway
under its jurisdiction from or to property adjoining
that highway in order to protect the public health,
safety, and welfare; to maintain smooth traffic flow,
to maintain highway right-of-way drainage; and to
protect the functional level of the highway. Due to
the high volumes and regional travel nature of US
285, access control has been strongly supported as
part of proposed improvements in the study area.
This is consistent with support for access control
and subsequent construction of previous segments
of US 285 completed between Foxton Road and
Parmalee Gulch to the north.
To be consistent with US 285 north of Foxton Road,
the access category Expressway (E-X) is being used
as a standard for planning purposes. Direct access
service to abutting land is subordinate to providing
service to through traffic movements. Upon completion of improvements, the roadway is proposed
to be converted to access category E-X.
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Figure 2-12: Runaway Truck Ramp and Typical Section
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The design of the Preferred Alternative involves a
four-lane highway with a wide, depressed median
between Crow Hill and Foxton Road. With this
future improvement, in many areas the existing
access to US 285 would be limited to a right-in/
right-out to/from an adjoining property. Where possible, CDOT would create periodic breaks in the
median to allow for safe U-turns for drivers to
change travel directions. Out-of-direction travel
would be limited to one mile where feasible. No
private property access would be permitted unless
reasonable access cannot be obtained from the general street system. If private property access were
necessary, the access could be limited to right-in/
right-out only.

tions, those unsignalized full-access intersections
south of Crow Hill, or as specifically identified in
the description of the Preferred Alternative.

The access code also provides for appropriate auxiliary lanes such as deceleration lanes, acceleration
lanes, and storage lanes with appropriate taper
lengths when specific criteria are met.

Each U-turn location would have auxiliary lanes for
decelerating vehicles. At full-movement unsignalized intersections, U-turns would be allowed. This
type of access control is consistent with recently
constructed segments of US 285 north of Foxton
Road.

Grade-separated intersections would eliminate leftturn vehicle conflicts on US 285 by requiring all
traffic to make right turns onto or off of US 285 and
using a grade separation to cross opposing traffic.
Local access with US 285 would be limited to partial access or full-movement intersections as
described in the following sections. No specific
access control on side roads is described in this EA.
During design of the Preferred Alternative, access
control lines along side roads may be developed to
provide safe and functional use of US 285.

2.4.2.6

Right-In/Right-Out Accesses
with U-Turn Intersections

This method of access control provides full access
to and from US 285 from local roadways and driveways via the use of right-turn only movements at
accesses and U-turns in the median. This type of
access control has been found to be safer than fullmovement intersections and can reduce overall
delay for side-road traffic. More detail on access
delay can be found in Section 3.2.5.4 beginning on
page 3-26 of this report.
This type of access control would be provided at all
private access locations except those connected to
public roads served by grade-separated intersec-
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Left-turn movements are not allowed at access
points with this method of access control. As a
result some out-of-direction travel for motorists will
occur. This out of direction travel will occur when a
desired movement to turn left is accommodated by
either 1) a right-turn from an access followed by a
U-turn in the median of US 285 or 2) a U-turn from
US 285 followed by a right-turn into the access. Uturn locations would be spaced such that no turning
movement demand would result in more than one
mile of out-of-direction travel.

The following milepost (MP) locations have tentatively been identified to include a U-turn intersection. Please note that these milepost locations are
approximate and only serve as a general descriptor.
 MP 225.3, at Deer Creek
 MP 225.8, access to Deer Creek Park Association
 MP 226.9, 2,000 feet east of Roland Drive intersection
 MP 227.4, 2,000 feet northeast of the southwest
Rim Rock Road intersection
 MP 228.1, 700 feet northwest of Wisp Creek
Drive
 MP 229.6, 2,000 feet west of Douglass Drive
 MP 230.2, 1,000 feet east of Douglass Drive
 MP 231.2, 1,500 feet north of Shaffers Crossing
 MP 231.8, 1,100 feet north of Calfee Gulch Road
 MP 232.9, 1,900 feet southwest of Richmond Hill
Road
 MP 234.6, 650 feet northeast of Log Trail
See Figure 2-13 for a location of these U-turns. An
additional U-turn would be located near MP 228.6
if The Villages at Sunset development does not construct a grade-separated intersection in this area.
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Figure 2-13: U-turn Intersections
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2.4.2.7

Intersections

Full-Movement and Partial-Movement,
Unsignalized Intersections
These intersections allow for all turning movements
to be made, both into and out of an access point.
The great majority of access points in the study area
currently have this type of access.
Traffic laws dictate right-of-way priorities as follows:
first, to through and right-turn traffic, then mainline
left-turn traffic, then side-road through traffic, then
side-road left-turn traffic. As traffic volumes
increase, main-line, left-turn, and side-road traffic
have fewer opportunities to make turning move-

Bailey Area Intersections
Several intersection access configurations were
originally considered in the Bailey area. These
went through a screening and were subsequently narrowed to full access intersections at
PCR 68 and PCR 64. The configurations are
shown in Figure 2-58 on page 2-54 through
Figure 2-63 on page 2-55.
The Preferred Alternative assumes the East Main
Street/US 285 intersection is limited to right-in
movements only (because of sight distance limitations). This configuration was advanced
because it minimizes existing access impacts,
minimizes out-of-direction travel, minimizes
cost and right-of-way requirements, and
improves operations, safety, and travel time on
US 285.
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ments. This results in poor level of service and
increases the potential for vehicle conflicts. This
limited intersection capacity results in increased
accident potential and increased through-traffic friction resulting in overall reduction in highway
capacity.
Traffic operational analysis has shown that major
roadway intersections north of the top of Crow Hill
cannot accommodate future traffic volumes with a
full-movement, unsignalized type of intersection.
Full-movement, unsignalized intersections are proposed at all locations south of the top of Crow Hill
except in the Bailey area.

Figure 2-14: Bailey Area Preferred Alternative

Full Access

Legend:

XXX

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands
Milepost

222

Right-turn only
intersection

Full
Access

Rim Rock Area
Figure 2-15: Rim Rock Area Preferred
In the Rim Rock area, there would be at-grade, lim- Alternative
ited-access intersections in combination with a
north side frontage road. There would be a right-in/
right-out only access at Reggie's restaurant. NorthReggies
Restrauant
bound vehicles from the McKinley subdivision
Right-turn only
intersection
could make a right turn onto US 285 and then
make a U-turn approximately ¼ mile to the south.
U-Turn Location
Southbound US 285 traffic would make a right turn
3/4 turn
into the McKinley subdivision area. Vehicles travelintersection
ing northbound on US 285 could use a U-turn
north east of the Wisp Creek Drive or the grade
228
separation at either The Villages at Sunset or Pine
Junction, then take US 285 southbound to access
McKinley
Neighborhood
the McKinley subdivision.
There would be a ¾ intersection at Wisp Creek
Drive. Left and right turns would be allowed from
US 285 to Wisp Creek Drive, and access to US 285
from Wisp Creek Road would be limited to rightout. There would be no left turns allowed from
Wisp Creek Drive to US 285. Vehicles wanting to
travel southbound on US 285 would be required to
make a right turn out of Wisp Creek Drive, use the
U-turn or the grade separation at The Villages at
Sunset or Pine Junction, and then proceed south on
US 285.
In addition to the at-grade intersection above, a
frontage road connection may be constructed to
The Villages at Sunset. The frontage road would
allow north-bound vehicles from Rim Rock to use
the frontage road to access the grade separation at
The Villages at Sunset or the Pine Junction grade
separation then access US 285 northbound. The
frontage road would not require a U-turn movement
on US 285. The frontage road connection provides
additional route choices for both the McKinley subdivision and The Village at Sunset. The frontage
road connection would be constructed as part of the
Rim Rock Road area improvements if The Villages
at Sunset has constructed the proposed grade-separated intersection and a traffic analysis confirms that
traffic patterns still warrant this connection for safety
and operational issues.

To Sunset
Subdivision
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Legend:

XXX

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
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Milepost

Both intersections operate at an acceptable LOS.
This option was advanced as it meets the Purpose
and Need, does not result in the visual impacts of
an overpass, and has minimal impacts to wetlands.
In addition, the frontage road will mitigate the concerns of the public regarding the use of U-turns, and
this concept was supported at neighborhood meetings.
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Roland Drive Area
Roland Drive would be configured with a 3/4
movement intersection based on traffic operations and safety. Southbound US 285 traffic
would be allowed left turns to Roland Drive in
addition to the right-in/right-out intersection
movements to/from Roland Drive. Also, in the
Roland Drive area, the U-turn intersection at the
MP 225.8 would allow left-turn movements
from US 285 to Deer Creek Park Association.
This is a 3/4 movement intersection similar to
Roland Drive.

Figure 2-16: Roland Drive Area Preferred
Alternative
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Grade-Separated Intersections
The following intersections are accessible to and from US 285 via grade-separated intersections. The intersections are described in the left column and depicted on the right. (See Section 2.5.2.1 beginning on page 2-40
for detailed description of the full range of grade-separated intersections that were evaluated during detailed
screening.) These are options that advanced through the screening process.
Deer Creek Area
The Deer Creek area grade-separated intersections would consist of two underpasses - one
southwest of the PCR 43/US 285 intersection and
another at PCR43A. A half-diamond interchange
would be built for southbound US 285 at PCR
43A, and a right-in/right-out intersection would
be built at PCR 43 for southbound US 285. Three
right-in/right-out intersections for northbound US
285 would be provided at PCR 72, southwest of
Rosalie Road and at Rosalie Road. The following
roadways would be accessible to and from these
grade-separated intersections:









Dellwood Drive
Annex Lane
PCR 43
PCR 72
PCR 43A/Medical Center Drive
Arcadia Road
Rosalie Road
Deer Creek Park Association private access

The timing of the grade-separated intersection at
PCR 43A would be dependent on developer
funding. This alternative was chosen as the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative at this location.
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Figure 2-17: Deer Creek Area GradeSeparated Intersections
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Mt. Evans Boulevard (Pine Junction)
Figure 2-18: Mt. Evans Boulevard (Pine Junction)
Grade-Separated Intersection
The Mt. Evans Boulevard (Pine Junction Area)
grade-separated intersection will consist of an
underpass at Mt. Evans Boulevard/JCR 126 and
Underpass
right-in/right-out intersections at South Glen
Drive and northeast of JCR 126. A frontage road
on the southeast side of US 285 would be
included between JCR 126 and Sunset Boule229
vard/Wandcrest Road. A frontage road on the
Right-turn only
intersection
north side of US 285 would be included
Legend:
between South Glen Drive and Mt. Evans BouleEdge of Pavement
Existing RTD
vard. The following roadways or facilities would
park-n-Ride lot
Lane Lines
(to be
Bridge
be accessible to and from this grade-separated
relocated
by RTD)
Wetlands
intersection:
XXX Milepost
Frontage Road








Mt. Evans Boulevard
JCR 126/Pine Valley Road
South Glen Drive
Stone Chimney Lane
Frank Road
Local businesses on southeast side and northwest side of US 285

This alternative was chosen as the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative at this
Elk Creek School and Shaffers Crossing
Area
The Elk Creek School and Shaffers Crossing Area
grade-separated intersections would consist of
an overpass at South Parker Road connecting to
the 285 Frontage Road and an underpass at Elk
Creek Road. Separate right-in/right-out intersections would be provided to connect both directions of US 285 with the bridges. The following
roadways or facilities would be accessible to and
from these grade-separated intersections:





Old US 285 Frontage Road/Douglass Drive
Elk Creek School
South Parker Road
Elk Creek Road

This alternative was chosen as the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative at this
location.

location. It provides a direct connection between
Mt. Evans Boulevard with JCR 126, it improves
safety and operations for accesses along US 285, it
requires the least right-of-way, and it has the least
overall impact to businesses and wetlands.

Figure 2-19: Elk Creek School and Shaffers
Crossing Area Grade-Separated Intersection
(Variation I)
Access Road
Variation I
Historic Bridge
Right-turn only
intersection

231

Underpass

Right-turn only
intersection

Legend:
Overpass

XXX

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands
Milepost

Two different variations are still being considered for the access road west of Elk Creek Road.
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Variation 1 includes the frontage road on the north
side that connects Elk Creek Road with southbound
US 285. It best avoids impacts to the Elk Creek
riparian area. It connects Elk Creek Road with US
285 just northeast of the underpass. This configuration would require a large cut into the hillside and

creates safety concerns for turning vehicles from US
285 due to the steep US 285 downgrade approaching the intersection. This configuration was
advanced, because the north side frontage road
avoids impacts to the Elk Creek riparian area.

Variation II is the same as Variation 1 except the Figure 2-20: Elk Creek School and Shaffers
frontage road on the north side that connects Elk Crossing Area Grade-Separated Intersection
Creek Road with southbound US 285 is located (Variation II)
just southwest of the underpass. This configuraHistoric Bridge
tion was advanced, because the north side frontage road minimizes impacts to the Elk Creek
Access Road
Variation II
riparian area, avoids a large cut of the hillside
Right-turn only
Right-turn only
intersection
and reduces safety concerns of turning vehicles
intersection
231
for southbound US 285.
Underpass
Right-turn only
intersection

Legend:
Overpass

XXX

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands
Milepost

Kings Valley Area
The Kings Valley Area grade-separated intersecFigure 2-21: Kings Valley Area Gradetion would consist of an overpass southwest of
Separated Intersection
Kings Valley Road and two right-in/right-out intersections with US 285. The following roadways
and facilities would be accessible to and from this
grade-separated intersection:
 Kings Valley Drive
 Local business and property access on both
sides of US 285

Right-turn only
intersection
Potential wall

This alternative was chosen as the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative at this
location.
This option was advanced because it has a higher
level of public support, has fewer impacts to private property, avoids impacts to wetlands and the
historic district, and improves safety, operations,
and travel time for US 285 and Kings Valley businesses.
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Green Valley Area
Figure 2-22: Green Valley Area Grade-Separated
The Green Valley area grade-separated inter- Intersection (Variation I)
section would consist of an underpass located
between the Mountain View park-n-Ride and
the Green Valley Business Center. Right-in/
Right-turn only
intersection
right-out intersections would be located at
Additional
Parking
Springs Road and west of Mountain View
park-n-Ride access. A frontage road would be
Right-turn only
intersection
included to connect Old Glory Antiques, the
private drive, and Mountain View Road. The
following roadways and facilities would be
accessible to and from this grade-separated
intersection:







Springs Road
US 285 Service Road
Mountain View park-n-Ride
Green Valley Business Center
Mountain View Road
Wagon Trail

This alternative was chosen as the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative
at this location.
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Figure 2-23: Green Valley Area Grade-Separated
Intersection (Variation II)

Two different options are still being considered for the access road connecting the underpass with Springs Road.
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2.4.2.8

Transit/Transportation
Demand Management (TDM)/
Land Use Elements

The following Transit/TDM/Land Use options are
“recommended” or “encouraged” to be included as
elements of the Preferred Alternative.
Recommendations include strategies that can be
implemented in the near term as part of construction of the Preferred Alternative:
 Access Management is recommended and is
being advanced as part of the Preferred Alternative (see Section 2.4.2.5 beginning on page 218 for more information).
 Advanced Traveler Information Services.
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) apply
well-established technologies in communications, control, electronics, and computer hardware and software to improve surface
transportation system performance. Advanced
Traveler Information Systems (ATIS) are an
important component of ITS applications. ATIS
is generally defined as real-time network information (traffic or transit) and providing that
information to travelers, such as route guidance
or destination information. The data is tailored
to the traveler's needs, and advanced technologies are used to convey accurate, real-time
information to travelers based on their location.
For the US 285 study area, examples of information that could be useful to travelers include
messages about congestion, hazardous road
conditions, closures due to construction, bus
schedules and parking availability at park-nRides.
No formal planning process has been undertaken to evaluate the full range of ITS user
needs for the US 285 study area, but certain ITS
applications already have been identified to
help address traveler information needs in the
study area. These include electronic message
signs that notify motorists of congested conditions, roadway closures, or other important
information that needs to be conveyed to drivers while they are en route to their destination.
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Real-time information for transit riders is also
recommended.
Variable message signs (VMS) have been programmed by Region 1 staff for various locations
in the study area, and funding has been identified for their installation in the STIP. The locations identified for future VMS installation
include:
•

Northbound on US 285, north of Pine
Junction

•

Southbound on US 285, top of Crow Hill

•

Northbound on US 285, south of Bailey
(outside the project limits, but will be
used by travelers in the corridor)

•

Northbound on US 285, north of Conifer
(outside the study area, but will be used
by motorists traveling on US 285)

For transit riders, real-time information about
transit service could include the anticipated
arrival time of the next bus and parking availability at park-n-Rides. These types of transit
elements for ATIS are included in RTD's FasTracks initiative that may go before voters in
2004 or later.
The VMS and ATIS elements programmed or
proposed by CDOT Region 1 and RTD's FasTracks program are consistent with transportation improvements of the Preferred Alternative.
It is further recommended that a formal planning process be undertaken to determine the
feasibility of adding two additional variable
message signs - one on northbound US 285
south of the US 24 junction to Buena Vista and
the second on northbound US 285 south of
Fairplay. Although these potential signs are outside of the study area, they could provide information to travelers about conditions in the
study area.
 Carpools. 2000 Census data shows that a high
percentage (20%) of workers in the study area
carpool. Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) operates RideArrangers,
which provides carpool matching services. The
carpool matching is available online; it takes
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less than ten minutes to find carpooling
options. DRCOG markets this service through
general media and through employer outreach.
One challenge for the study area would be to
increase the already high percentage of commuters that carpool.
Additional incentives to carpool could increase
the amount of commuters choosing to carpool,
thus offering some congestion relief on US 285.
This option was advanced for future analysis.
After development of options and final screening, it was included as an element of the Preferred Alternative. Carpooling would be
supported/encouraged through paid advertisements in local newspapers during construction
of the Preferred Alternative.
 Carpool Use of park-n-Rides. This policy
would allow carpoolers access to park-n-Rides.
There is currently excess capacity at Mountain
View park-n-Ride.
 Vanpools. Vanpooling would be a viable
option for the study area, given the high percentage of commuters that use transit and carpools. DRCOG operates a vanpool program
and promotes and educates people about the
program. The agency provides the vehicle and
the insurance, and participating individuals
either drive or pay a monthly fee. The costs for
the vanpools are priced equivalent to the
monthly cost of an RTD bus pass. Participation
in vanpools would increase vehicle occupancy
and offer congestion relief on US 285. This
option was advanced for further analysis. After
development of options and final screening, it
was recommended as an element of the Preferred Alternative. Vanpools would be supported/encouraged through paid
advertisements in local newspapers during construction of the Preferred Alternative.
 Additional RTD Regional Bus Service. If RTD
determines that additional regional bus service
within the study area is warranted based on
RTD service standards within five years of the
Decision Document, CDOT would conduct a
study to determine if the increased service

demands would affect any Decision Document
findings, such as park-n-Ride access or capacity
needs.
 Bus-only Ramp to Pine Junction park-n-Ride.
If RTD bus service were extended into Park
County along the US 285 corridor within five
years of the Decision Document, CDOT would
conduct a study on the feasibility of providing a
slip ramp for buses to access the currently proposed Pine Junction park-n-Ride. If the study
shows this to be a feasible option, a determination will be made if further environmental analysis is appropriate.
 Joint Use Development and Passenger Amenities at park-n-Ride. CDOT will provide meeting support to RTD to look for partnerships to
promote transit-oriented development near
park-n-Rides and to consider amenities such as
bike lockers, shelters, and passenger information kiosks.
 Telecommuting. Telecommuting is when an
employee is working from a location other than
the employers office, oftentimes in their home.
2000 Census estimates show that approximately 8% of the people in the study area work
at home.
Physically removing commuters from the roadway can be an effective way to ease congestion
on US 285. Employers must support this option
in order for it to be a viable alternative. This
option was advanced for further analysis. After
development of options and final screening, it
was recommended as an element of the Preferred Alternative. Telecommuting would be
supported/encouraged through paid advertisements in local newspapers during construction
of the Preferred Alternative.
 Open Space Acquisitions. Acquiring open
space and conservation easements on the land
to ensure no future development can be a vehicle trip reduction strategy. A large amount of
open space in rural areas promotes clustered
development reducing the dependence on the
automobile.
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This is a long-term strategy that would focus on
the root of the congestion problem by encouraging people to live near transit stops or places
of employment. Traffic forecasts being developed for the study area are consistent with
long-term open space acquisition plans. Mountain Area Land Trust has expressed an interest
in acquiring land in the study area. CDOT is
actively encouraging open space acquisition,
with the help of Jefferson County, Park County,
the Mountain Area Land Trust and other land
trusts. In addition, land in the vicinity of Roland
Drive that is currently occupied by US 285 will
be retained as open space.

2.4.2.9

Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities

Bicyclists would be able to use the improved 10foot shoulder for non-motorized travel along US
285. Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations at the
new underpasses and overpasses would consist of
4-foot shoulders that could be used for non-motorized travel. If future conditions show high bicycle/
pedestrian use at the new underpasses and overpasses, the shoulders could be widened appropriately during final design

2.4.2.10 Structural Improvements
Bridges
The following bridges span waterways or roadways
along US 285. All bridges are twin structures.
Bridge type and details may change during final
design.
 Widened bridge approach at PCR 64.
 US 285 bridges over PCR 43/ PCR 72.
 US 285 bridges over PCR 43A.
 US 285 bridges over Roland Creek, riparian area,
wildlife crossing, and wetlands (950 feet long
with a clearance of approximately 30 feet).
 US 285 bridges over Mt. Evans Boulevard/JCR
126.
 South Parker Road/Old US 285 Frontage Road
bridge over US 285.
 US 285 bridges over Elk Creek Road.
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 New bridge at Kings Valley area over US 285.
 US 285 bridge over new crossing at Green
Valley area.
Culverts
Most existing culverts would be extended. In some
cases, new culverts would be placed to accommodate hydraulic capacity needs. If an existing culvert
were replaced for hydraulic needs, the culvert
would either be made useable by small wildlife, or
a double culvert would be placed for wildlife use.
The practicability of these culvert improvements
will be determined during final design.
Wildlife Crossings
In addition to the potential small wildlife crossings
via culverts described above, many of the drainage
improvements are planned as improved wildlife
crossings. Specific wildlife crossings would be provided at the following areas:
 Deer Creek - 24-foot x 12-foot arch for drainage
and small, medium, and large wildlife.
 Roland Gulch - 650-foot four-span bridge for
drainage and small, medium, and large wildlife.
 Wisp Creek - 36-inch culvert for small wildlife
(creek culvert is separate).
 Southwest of Elk Creek - 24-foot x 12-foot arch
for small, medium, and large wildlife. A short
bridge could also be considered. A final decision will be made during final design.
 Southwest of Green Valley Ranch - 24-foot x
12-foot arch for small, medium, and large
wildlife. (Note: This is actually included in
the interim improvement described on page
2-8.)
Retaining Walls
There are 69 retaining walls proposed. Retaining
walls are used as external support to hold the soil in
an intended location. Retaining walls are located
both downslope and upslope from the road to minimize a large slope cut. They also are being provided to avoid property impacts, minimize impact
to creeks and wetlands, and avoid impacts to adjacent roads. There are many different options for aesthetic wall treatments. The final option will be
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decided during final design with public input. The
US 285 Aesthetics Study and Design Guidelines
drafted in June 2004 provides general visual treatments of selected structural elements within the
study area (see US 285 Aesthetics Study and Design

Guidelines Technical Report). Figure 2-24 shows
the locations of the six tallest and the six longest
retaining walls associated with the proposed
improvements. The purpose of the retaining walls is
detailed in Table 2-3.

Table 2-3: Locations of Longest/Tallest Retaining Walls
Wall
Location

Vicinity

Length
(feet)

Average
Height
(feet)

1

North Fork of the South Platte River at Bailey

1,100

3

Protect wetlands

2

Crow Hill

415

25

Protect road and adjacent creek

3

Crow Hill

300

25

Avoid property impacts

4

Crow Hill

760

30

Avoid property impacts

5

Crow Hill

990

24

Retain frontage road

6

Deer Creek

635

32

Protect wetlands

7

Deer Creek

1,150

12

Protect wetlands

8

Wisp Creek

1,440

10

Retain frontage road

9

Pine Junction

1,075

12

Avoid property impacts

10

Pine Junction

805

30

Minimize cut

11

Pine Junction

950

7

Protect wetlands

12

Kings Valley

200

28

Avoid impacts to properties

2.4.2.11 Aesthetic Treatments
Landscaping would be provided in areas of disturbance where existing roadway edge treatments
would be reconstructed. Reconstruction would
include either excavation into the existing hillside,
embankment, retaining walls, or rock cuts. Excavation into the existing hillside and embankment
would be designed flat enough to allow vegetation
growth. Embankment slope angles would typically
be designed at 3:1 run-to-rise ratios. In some areas
where either constraints or geometry dictate, fill
slopes may be designed at 2.5:1. Excavation slope
angles are proposed at 2:1 to 2.5:1.
All disturbed areas of excavation and embankment
would be reseeded with native grasses, wildflowers,
and woody shrubs as listed in the plant list shown
in Table 2-4. Shrubs and trees would generally be
planted in flatter areas of disturbance, whereas

Purpose

native grasses and wildflowers would be planted in
all areas of disturbance. The specific placing and
vegetation types would be developed during final
design with input from area neighbors and considerations for highway maintenance and roadway
sight distance. Locations for additional plantings
include the PCR 43/PCR 72/US 285 intersection
area, the Mt. Evans Boulevard/JCR 126/US 285
intersection area, the Old US 285/US 285 intersection area near the Elk Creek School, the Shaffers
Crossing area, the Kings Valley Drive/US 285 intersection area, and the Mountain View park-n-Ride/
US 285 intersection area.
Areas to be planted would include restoration of
native areas, newly landscaped areas, wetland and
riparian mitigation sites, and wildlife crossings.

2-31

Foxto

% Rd .

/(
285

235

&

%

n

Figure 2-24: Retaining Walls

ill
R
Ri
ch
mo
nd
H

234

%

233

Bl
ac

kfo
ot
D

r.

M

ou
nta
in

Vi
ew

%

Rd
.

d.

Conifer

ek

Cre

232

ey
D

%

r.

Elk

231

Rd

.

%

Ki

12

ey

ng

sV

all

Shaffers
Crossing

eV

all

11

ee

Pin

kR

%

d.

230

Pine

Cr

10

Elk

Junction
9

229

Jefferson Co.

Park Co.

Ro

lan

M

dD

t. E

va

ns

Wisp
Creek Dr.
228

r.

Bl

vd

.

Wandcrest Rd.

8

lie

Rd

.

%

PCR 72

227

Ro

sa

%

226

7

%
kR
ee

N.

ve

r

Fo
rk

er

te

Bailey

Mileposts
221

Fairplay

/(
285

%

Note: The numbers refer to wall
locations shown in Table 2-3.

&

Rivers/Streams

Glenisle

220

PCR 64

Roads

2-32

at

222

Cr

4

US 285 Corridor

ret_walls.apr

1

2

223

%

222

3

De

Tallest and Longest
Retaining Walls

224

6

d.

Legend:

ek

Cre

Pl

er

De

S.

1 Miles

%

0.5

%

0

5

%

0.5

225

Ri

N

Chapter 2: Alternatives

All areas to be reseeded would include soil stabilization. Irrigation is not anticipated in any area. Disturbed areas around new bridge structures would
be landscaped with native plants and materials such
as large boulders. Wall treatments for both bridge
abutments and retaining walls would be similar to

treatments constructed on sections of US 285 to the
north. Examples of these treatments are shown in
Figure 2-25. Initial input on wall treatment preferences was obtained from area residents and other
highway users during the February 2003 public
workshop.

Table 2-4: Candidate Plant List
Grasses
Slender Wheatgrass (Elymus trachycaulus)

Western Wheatgrass (Pascopyrum smithii)

Arizona Fescue (Festuca arizonica)

Blue Grama (Bouteloua gracilis)

Sandberg Bluegrass (Poa sandbergii)

Junegrass (Koeleria macrantha)

Needle and Thread (Hesperostipa comata)

Wildflowers
Aspen Daisy (Erigeron speciosus)

Rocky Mountain Penstemon (Penstemon strictus)

Black-eyed Susan (Rudbeckia hirta)

Sulfur Flower (Eriogonum umbellatum)

Fringed Sage (Artemisia frigida)

Colorado Columbine (Aquilegia coerulea)

Blue Flax (Linum lewisii)

Golden Banner (Thermopsis montanus)

Lupine (Lupinus argenteus)

Blanket Flower (Gaillardia aristata)

Showy Goldeneye (Viguiera multiflora)

Scarlet Globemallow (Sphaeralcea coccinea)

Gay Feather (Liatris punctata)

Shrubs
Currant (Ribes aureum, Ribes cereum)

Rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus nauseosus)

Serviceberry (Amelanchier alnifolia)

Skunkbrush (Rhus aromatica subsp. trilobata)

Wild Rose (Rosa woodsii)

Common Juniper (Juniperus communis)

Trees
Douglas Fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii)

Ponderosa Pine (Pinus ponderosa)

The US 285 Aesthetics Study and Design Guidelines drafted in June 2004 provides general visual
treatments of selected structural elements within the
study area (see US 285 Aesthetics Study and Design
Guidelines Technical Report). A design charette
was held June 10, 2004 to provide coordination
with Jefferson and Park Counties on preferred color
schemes, custom fixtures and general corridor
appearance. The US 285 Aesthetics Study and
Guidelines will be used during continued coordination with unincorporated towns and county agen-

cies during final design of each breakout project to
establish final color schemes and aesthetic treatments for features within that portion of the study
area.
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Figure 2-25: Wall and Bridge Treatments

2.4.2.12 Lighting
Fixed roadway lighting would be provided at major
intersections to provide safe and comfortable vision
at night. Specific lighting requirements and locations will be decided on during final design. Factors
which affect the use and the location of lighting
include, but are not limited to, the ability of drivers
to discern the path of roadway (which depends on
intersection type and geometry), traffic volumes,
nearby land use and access points, and the ability of
drivers to see other vehicles (which may influence
their driving behavior).

2.4.2.13 Conceptual/Preliminary
Assumptions of Costs
The following preliminary assumptions of costs
(Table 2-5) were developed based on the conceptual designs prepared for this EA. These cost
assumptions are subject to change as the design of
the improvements is more fully defined.

Table 2-5: Preliminary Opinion of Probable
Costs (2003 dollars)
Elements

Approximate Cost

Structural

$52 million

Highway improvements

$94 million

Right-of-Way and Relocation

$34 million

Total

$180 million

It is unlikely that funding for the total project will be
available by the time of the final NEPA approval for
this project. Therefore, it is likely that the final decision document (such as a Finding of No Significant
Impact) will be prepared for only a portion of the
total project, with subsequent final decision documents prepared as more funding becomes available.

2.5 Alternatives Considered but
not Advanced
This section provides a description of the range of
alternatives initially considered but not advanced.
For those alternatives dropped from further analysis,
the reasons why they were not advanced are
included in Table 2-6.
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Table 2-6: Alternatives Considered But Not Advanced
Alternative

Reason Not Advanced

Enhanced Two Lane Typical Section

Does not meet purpose and need; not supported by public.

Narrow Barrier Separated Median

Not consistent with constructed sections; more difficult access by emergency
vehicles; more difficult traffic control during construction; more difficult for
snow storage; creates barrier for wildlife.

Narrow Cable Median

Not consistent with constructed sections; more difficult access by emergency
vehicles; more difficult traffic control during construction; more difficult for
snow storage.

Widening on Existing Alignment

Greater impact to natural and historic resources.

Widening on Both Sides (without
correcting substandard geometry)

Did not correct substandard geometry; some safety problems would persist.

New Alignment at Bailey

Traffic forecasts do not warrant capacity improvements south of PCR 43:
economic impacts to Bailey businesses; increased right-of-way impact; increased
wildlife impact; increased growth; high cost.

Full Movement Signalized
Intersections

Substantial public opposition; not consistent with access control and design on
sections north of Foxton Road; increased travel time.

Bailey Configuration 1

Direct property impact; access restrictions to businesses; out-of-direction travel;
impacts to river and park; high cost; low level of public support.

Bailey Configuration 2

Direct property impact; access restrictions to businesses; out-of-direction travel;
impacts to river and park; high cost; low level of public support.

Bailey Configuration 3

Direct property impact; access restrictions to businesses; out-of-direction travel;
impacts to river and park; high cost; low level of public support.

Bailey Configuration 4

Restricts access to businesses west of PCR 68; out-of-direction travel; cost and
right-of-way requirements; lower level of public support.

Bailey Configuration 5

Restricts access to businesses west of PCR 68; out-of-direction travel; cost and
right-of-way requirements; lower level of public support.

Bailey Configuration 6

Only moderately mitigates safety and operations of access onto US 285.

Deer Creek Configuration 1

Out-of-direction travel; impacts to wetlands; effect to fire trucks; low level of
public support; need to re-open Bulldogger Road after previous agreements to
close it.

Deer Creek Configuration 2

Out-of-direction travel; impacts to wetlands; effect to fire trucks.

Deer Creek Configuration 3

Out-of-direction travel; impacts to wetlands; low level of public support.

Deer Creek Configuration 4

Higher cost; impact to wetlands; impact to drainages; private property impacts.

Deer Creek Configuration 5

Wetland impacts.

Pine Junction Configuration 1

Out-of-direction travel; more right-of-way required; greater impact to businesses;
wetland impacts.

Pine Junction Configuration 2

Wetland impacts.

Shaffers Crossing Configuration 1

Safety issue with access road; high cost for rock cuts and retaining walls; lack of
grade-separated access to Elk Creek School.
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Table 2-6: Alternatives Considered But Not Advanced (Continued)
Alternative

Reason Not Advanced

Shaffers Crossing Configuration 2

Substantial wetland impacts; high cost; impacts to private property; lack of
grade-separated access to Elk Creek School.

Shaffers Crossing Configuration 3

Wetland impacts; impacts to private property; lack of grade-separated access to
Elk Creek School.

Shaffers Crossing Configuration 4

Wetland impacts; impacts to private property; lower level of public support; lack
of grade-separated access to Elk Creek School.

Shaffers Crossing Configuration 5

Substantial wetland impacts; impacts to riparian area and floodplain; lower level
of public support; lack of grade-separated access to Elk Creek School.

Shaffers Crossing Configuration 6

Wetland impacts; impacts to private property; lack of grade-separated access to
Elk Creek School.

Shaffers Crossing Configuration 7

Substantial wetland impacts; out-of-direction travel; private property impacts;
lower level of public support.

Shaffers Crossing Configuration 8

Safety issue with access road; high cost for rock cuts and retaining walls; lack of
grade-separated access to Elk Creek School; lower level of public support.

Shaffers Crossing Configuration 9

Wetland impacts; impacts to riparian area; impacts to floodplains, high cost.

Shaffers Crossing Configuration 10

Impact to historic bridge.

Shaffers Crossing Configuration 11

Impacts to riparian area.

Shaffers Crossing Configuration 12

Impacts to riparian area.

Kings Valley Configuration 1

Bisects a historic district; wetland impacts; limited and difficult access to
businesses; direct impacts to private property.

Kings Valley Configuration 2

Bisects a historic district; wetland impacts; limited and difficult access to
businesses; direct impacts to private property.

Kings Valley Configuration 3

Lower level of public support; greater impacts to private property.

Kings Valley Configuration 4

Bisects a historic district; direct wetland impacts; lower level of public support;
direct impacts to private property.

Kings Valley Configuration 5

No public support; greater impacts to private property.

Kings Valley Configuration 6

No public support; greater impacts to private property.

Kings Valley Configuration 7

More out-of-direction travel; impacts private property.

Kings Valley Configuration 8

Business impacts on north side.

Green Valley First Variation

Steep grades to Old Glory Antiques parking lot; poor circulation.

Green Valley Second Variation

Less access control to US 285.

Wisp Creek/Rim Rock Configuration 1

Visual impacts of bridge structure; neighborhood concerns about increased
traffic; property impacts.

Wisp Creek/Rim Rock Configuration 2

Visual impacts of bridge structure; neighborhood concerns about increased
traffic; property impacts.

Wisp Creek/Rim Rock Configuration 3 Unacceptable access control and neighborhood access options.
Wisp Creek/Rim Rock Configuration 4
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Visual impacts of bridge structure; neighborhood concerns about increased
traffic.
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Table 2-6: Alternatives Considered But Not Advanced (Continued)
Alternative

Reason Not Advanced

Wisp Creek/Rim Rock Configuration 5 Unacceptable LOS at Rim Rock intersection.
Wisp Creek/Rim Rock Configuration 6 Property impacts; substantial wetland impacts.
Wisp Creek/Rim Rock Configuration 7 Loss of property access; impacts to property; high cost.
Off-street Bicycle and Pedestrian
Facilities

Property impacts; additional right-of-way; environmental impacts; maintenance
issues; relative high cost

Expand RTD Boundaries to Bailey

Service is already available on the edge of Park County.

Inter-city/Private Bus Option

Unlikely there is sufficient demand to warrant such service.

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes

Lack of public support; insufficient demand; of marginal use since such a short
segment.

Reversible Lanes

Of marginal use since such a short segment; high capital, operating and
maintenance costs.

Bus-Only Ramp at Mountain View
park-n-Ride

Insufficient cost-benefit.

Corridor Wide Frontage Roads

Property impacts; cost; environmental impacts.

Transit Queue Bypass

Signals are located outside of or at the limit of bus service.

Transit Signal Prioritization

No planned traffic signals in the study area.

Residential Ecopasses

Insufficient density in study area; insufficient level of bus service.

TDM incentives for developers

Requires participation from outside agencies.

2.5.1
2.5.1.1

Roadway Improvement
Options
Roadway Design Criteria

oped for a design speed range of 50 to 55 mph. This
allows the roadway to be designed with as high a
design speed as possible and within 5 mph of the
posted speed limit.

The roadway design criteria used as the basis for
determining the type and extent of deficiencies in
the study area were taken from CDOT's Design
Guide (1995), the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
Design Policy (2001), and CDOT's State Highway
Access Code (1998). Each of the roadway design
elements was evaluated against these standards to
identify the deficiencies along US 285 as they currently exist.

Design criteria for CDOT's classifications are
included in the Alternatives Development Technical Report, July 2004.

For purposes of this EA, the CDOT classification
most consistent with the US 285 corridor is “Rolling,” requiring a design speed of 60 mph. However,
since several parts of the study area require design
speeds more consistent with the “Mountainous”
designation (50 mph), design criteria were devel-

This option would address some safety issues with
the addition of the shoulders and improved clear
zone. Roadway operations would be slightly
improved.

2.5.1.2

Typical Section Options

Enhanced Two-Lane Typical Section
This typical section would consist of two through
lanes, with improved shoulders and clear zone.
This option does not include a median.
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The current and projected traffic volumes indicate
that existing and future projected travel demands
exceed the capacity of a two-lane facility and that a
four-lane facility would be required to maintain
acceptable operations along US 285 north of Crow
Hill. At the July 2002 public meeting, this option
encountered strong opposition from the public. It
was not advanced for further analysis because it
does not meet Purpose and Need for the project.
Four-Lane Typical Section with Narrow
Median/Barrier Option
Medians
Safety issues that would be addressed with the
median include separating opposing traffic, channelizing traffic flow and helping to control access,
thereby removing potential vehicle conflict points.
Also, during the winter, snow may cover the roadway and hide the striping. A median would help the
driver discern lane orientation and would reduce
the potential for vehicle conflict. Median options
evaluated for this EA include:
 Narrow, Barrier-Separated Median. This
would be considered where there are sensitive resources or severe topographical constraints adjacent to the roadway. A barrierseparated median would address the safety
issues discussed above but would be an
impediment for wildlife trying to cross the
road and would also limit storage space for
snow removal. This option was not advanced
for further analysis.
A variation of the barrier-separated median was suggested during prescreening of the two initial median
options. This was the narrow cable median.
 Narrow Cable Median. This would be considered where there are sensitive resources or
severe topographical constraints adjacent to
the roadway. It is also desirable because wildlife would be provided greater visibility when
crossing the roadway. This option was not
advanced for further analysis as the few areas
with sensitive resources or severe topographical constraints were adequately addressed by
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the depressed wide median. Using the same
width median throughout the study area
would improve design consistency and
enhance safety.

2.5.1.3

Alignment Options

Widening Along Existing Alignment
The new roadway could be built on the existing
alignment and simply widened to both sides to add
lanes, improved shoulders, clear zones and a
median. This option was not advanced for further
analysis as it did not minimize impacts to resources.
Widening on Both Sides of the Alignment or
One Side Only
Widening of the alignment could occur on one or
both sides depending on land use or other environmental constraints adjacent to the roadway. Widening would occur to the side with the least natural
resource and/or community impacts. This option
was not advanced for further analysis, as it did not
correct substandard geometry in the roadway.

2.5.1.4

Alternate Routes

New Alignment at Bailey
This option would consist of a three-lane typical
section beginning just southwest of Bailey near MP
222 and terminating just north of Bailey near Crow
Valley Road (MP 222.7) and a new alignment going
north of Bailey which would bypass the center of
Bailey.
The proposed alignment is shown on Figure 2-26.
The bypass would remove regional traffic from
existing US 285 through Bailey making operating
conditions more efficient for local travel. The
bypass would also add regional roadway capacity
for through traffic. The bypass would have a 45
mph design speed and directional ramps to and
from Bailey on both ends. The 45 mph design
speed is higher than the existing 40 mph design
speed through Bailey but lower than the prevalent
design speed of 55 mph for the rest of the study
area.
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Figure 2-26: Proposed Bailey Bypass

Legend:

Ramp Alignments
US 285 Alignment
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The advantages of a Bailey bypass are: increased
capacity for through traffic, more efficient local
travel within Bailey, and improved safety by
improving the design speed, shoulder and clear
zones.
Disadvantages of a Bailey bypass are: economic
impacts to Bailey businesses, increased right-of-way
impact, increased impact to wildlife, increased
potential for growth, high costs, and limited benefit
because of the much lower traffic volumes in this
section of the study area.
Public opinion regarding the bypass is mixed. Many
residents in Bailey support it while the business
community generally opposes it. This option was
advanced in preliminary screening for further analysis.
Subsequent to the screening, the Project Steering
Group recommended that the Bailey bypass not be
included in the Preferred Alternative. Traffic forecasts do not warrant capacity improvements south
of Park County Road and through Bailey. This
bypass could be reconsidered in the future, if traffic
volumes indicate such a need. This recommendation clearly leaves open all possibilities for future
improvements west of Bailey, including the environmentally sensitive Narrows area along the North
Fork of the South Platte River between Bailey and
Shawnee. Bypasses of this area could be considered
in the future.

2.5.1.5

Rest Areas

Rest areas were considered as an option as a result
of the Value Engineering session. Value Engineering
is an independent review by a multidisciplinary
team to improve value or reduce life-cycle costs for
a project. Rest areas were not advanced for further
consideration because it was determined a rest area
would be better placed nearer to Kenosha Pass
where needs warrant one. In addition, there are
numerous private businesses within the study area
that offer restroom facilities for their customers.
Lastly, operating and capital costs for construction
and maintenance associated with the rest area were
high.
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2.5.2
2.5.2.1

Intersection Access Control
Options
Full-Movement, Signalized
Intersections

Signals were considered at several major intersections in the study area; however, there was a large
amount of public opposition to them. Traffic signals
are not consistent with access control and design of
US 285 to the north of Foxton Road. They also
increase overall travel time.
Because full-movement, signalized intersections are
not consistent with connecting sections of US 285,
have strong public and agency opposition, and are
not consistent with providing through service to
regional trips, no intersections are proposed with
this type of access control. This option was not
advanced for further analysis.

2.5.2.2

Interchanges

Standard interchanges such as diamond interchanges, cloverleaf interchanges, or directional
interchanges were generally not considered for the
US 285 study area due to their large right-of-way
(ROW) requirements, higher cost, and large capacities. In addition, these interchanges are considered
to be not consistent with the rural character of the
area and with the type of access provided to already
built sections of US 285. Since the forecasted traffic
volumes of major side roads did not warrant highcapacity interchanges, the additional right-of-way
impact and cost were not considered to be justified.

2.5.2.3

Grade-Separated Intersections

Grade-separated intersections differ from full-movement, at-grade intersections in that access on to and
off of US 285 is provided by right-in/right-out movements, and access across US 285 is provided by a
bridge or underpass. Grade-separated intersections
differ from interchanges in that access to US 285 is
provided by right-in/right-out movements instead of
high-speed directional ramps. This type of design
allows greater flexibility to accommodating future
traffic movements within the constraints of the
mountainous terrain. It is also more consistent with
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the desired mountain rural character of the study
area.
There are several grade-separated intersections proposed in the study area. Numerous configuration
options for grade-separated crossings were originally
considered. These options went through a screening
in the fall of 2002. In February of 2003 after a Value
Engineering Session and Public Meeting #2, the
project team reviewed all of the build options for
general locations in the study area. Grade-separated
intersections were evaluated and a recommendation
was made whether or not to advance them for further
consideration. Further refinement of these options
occurred during subsequent evaluation. A full analysis of the alternatives screening can be found in the
Alternatives Development Technical Report.
One or more grade-separated intersection options
were advanced for further refinement for each of the
following locations:








Deer Creek Area
Mt. Evans Boulevard (Pine Junction)
Elk Creek School
Shaffers Crossing
Kings Valley
Green Valley Area

The options that were eventually dismissed are
shown on Figure 2-27 on page 2-41 through
Figure 2-57 on page 2-53.
Advantages of the grade-separated intersection
include full movement opportunities for all access
points connected to the overpass or underpass, no
direct delay for US 285 through movement traffic,
limited out-of-direction travel for side road traffic,
and reduced US 285 vehicular conflict opportunities.
Grade-separated intersections received strong support during public workshops and at the July 2002,
Public Meeting. This type of intersection access
control is consistent with previously constructed
sections of US 285 north of Foxton Road.

Deer Creek Area
There were six configurations evaluated for this grade-sepa- Figure 2-27: Deer Creek Configuration 1
rated intersection. Four of these were advanced earlier in
Dismissed
the process and were identified as Options A through D.
Options B through D were retained after the initial screening and were described as Options III, I, and II. Configurations 5 and 6 were advanced following input during and
Right-turn only
after Public Meeting #2. Five of the six configurations were
intersection
dismissed following evaluation.
Configuration 1 (Option A) consisted of an underpass at
Rosalie Road/Bulldogger Road. Right-in/right-out intersections for southbound US 285 were provided at PCR 43A
and PCR 43. A right-in/right-out intersection for northbound US 285 was provided approximately 1,600 feet
southwest of Rosalie Road. Rosalie Road and PCR 72 were
connected via a frontage road. This option was dismissed
after considering overall out-of-direction travel, impacts to
wetlands, significant fire truck out-of-direction travel, low
level of public support, and the need to re-open Bulldogger
Road after previous agreements to close it.

Underpass

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

2-41

Configuration 2 (Option B or Option III) consisted of an
Figure 2-28: Deer Creek Configuration 2
overpass at a location approximately 750 feet northeast of Dismissed
the PCR 43/ US 285 intersection. Right-in/right-out interRight-turn only
intersection
sections for southbound US 285 were provided at PCR 43A
and PCR 43. Three right-in/right-out intersections for northbound US 285 were provided at PCR 72, approximately
Right-turn only
intersection
1,600 feet southwest of Rosalie Road, and at Rosalie Road.
This option was dismissed after considering overall out-ofRight-turn only
direction travel, impacts to wetlands, and requirements for
intersection
fire trucks to complete out-of-direction travel.
Legend:

Overpass

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Configuration 3 (Option C or Option I) consisted of an
Figure 2-29: Deer Creek Configuration 3 underpass at a location approximately 250 feet southwest Dismissed
of the PCR 43/ US 285 intersection. Right-in/right-out
Right-turn only
intersection
intersections for southbound US 285 were provided at
PCR 43A and PCR 43. Two right-in/right-out intersections
for northbound US 285 were provided approximately
Right-turn only
1,600 feet southwest of Rosalie Road, and approximately
intersection
500 feet northeast of Rosalie Road. Rosalie Road and
PCR 72 were connected via a frontage road. This option
was dismissed after considering overall out-of-direction
travel, impacts to wetlands, and the low level of public
Legend:
support.
Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands
Underpass

Existing Deer Creek Area at PCR 43
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Configuration 4 (Option D or Option II) consisted of two Figure 2-30: Deer Creek Configuration 4 underpasses, one at a location approximately 250 feet
Dismissed
southwest of the PCR 43/ US 285 intersection and
Right-turn only
intersection
another at PCR 43A. Right-in/right-out intersections for
southbound US 285 were provided at a location approximately 450 feet southwest of PCR 43A and at PCR 43.
Right-turn only
Three right-in/right-out intersections for northbound US
intersection
285 were provided at PCR 72, approximately 1,600 feet
southwest of Rosalie Road, and at Rosalie Road. This
option was dismissed after considering the higher cost,
Underpass
impacts to wetlands, impacts to drainages, and private
property impacts.
Legend:
Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Underpass

Configuration 5 was the same as the Configuration 4, but Figure 2-31: Deer Creek Configuration 5 instead of the right-in/right-out intersection for southDismissed
Right-turn only
bound US 285 located southwest of PCR 43A, a half-diaintersection
mond interchange would have been built for southbound
US 285 at PCR 43A. This option was dismissed because
Right-turn only
intersection
of wetland impacts on the south side of the PCR 72
underpass.
Underpass

Underpass

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Mt. Evans Boulevard (Pine Junction)
Figure 2-32: Mt. Evans Boulevard
Three grade-separated intersection configurations Configuration 1 - Dismissed
were considered at this location. Two configurations
were dismissed following evaluation.
Configuration 1 (Option A or Option I) included an
underpass at South Glen Drive and right-in/right-out
intersections at Mt. Evans Boulevard for southbound
US 285 and JCR 126 for northbound US 285. This
option was dismissed because of moderate out-ofdirection travel, more right-of-way required, greater
impacts to businesses, and wetland impacts.

Right-turn only
intersection
Underpass
Existing RTD
park-n-Ride lot
(to be relocated by RTD)

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands
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Configuration 2 (Option B or Option II) included an Figure 2-33: Mt. Evans Boulevard
underpass at Mt. Evans Boulevard/JCR 126 and right- Configuration 2 - Dismissed
in/right-out intersections at South Glen Drive. This
Underpass
option was later modified to include a frontage road
connection on the southeast side of US 285 between
JCR 126 and Sunset Boulevard/ Wandcrest Road (the
next major roadway to the southwest). This option
was dismissed because of pacts to wetlands.
Existing RTD
park-n-Ride lot
(to be
relocated
by RTD)

Right-turn only
intersection

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Shaffers Crossing and Elk Creek School Area
Figure 2-34: Shaffers Crossing
Fourteen grade-separated intersection configurations were Configuration 1 - Dismissed
considered in this area. Nine of these were advanced earRight-turn only
intersection
lier in the process and were identified as Options A
through J (“I” was not used). Options C, F, and J were subsequently renamed as Options I, II and III. Configuration 10
resulted from the Value Engineering Session. Four variations of the Configuration 10 were added to avoid impacts
to an historic bridge. Six of the original nine configurations
were initially screened out. The remaining three (Options
C, F, and J) were identified as Options I, II, and III. Twelve
Underpass
of the fourteen configurations were dismissed following
Legend:
Right-turn only
Edge of Pavement
evaluation.
intersection
Lane Lines
Configuration 1 (Option A) consisted of an underpass at
Elk Creek Road with two connected right-in/right-out intersections directly adjacent to Elk Creek Road. South Parker
Road and the 285 Frontage Road (access to Elk Creek
School) accessed US 285 via right-in/right-out intersections.
This option was dismissed because the southbound US 285
access is located at the bottom of a long hill (safety issue),
the high cost for rock cuts and retaining walls, and the lack
of grade-separated access to Elk Creek School and South
Parker Road.
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Wetlands
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Configuration 2 (Option B) consisted of an underpass at Figure 2-35: Shaffers Crossing
Elk Creek Road with two connected right-in/right-out
Configuration 2 - Dismissed
intersections located approximately 600 feet southwest
of Elk Creek Road. South Parker Road was connected to
Elk Creek Road via a frontage road. South Parker Road
and the US 285 Frontage Road connected to US 285 via
right-in/right-out intersections. This option was dismissed
Underpass
because of substantial wetland impacts, high cost,
impacts to private property, and lack of grade-separated
access to Elk Creek School.
Right-turn only
intersection

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Configuration 3 (Option C or Option I) was the same as Figure 2-36: Shaffers Crossing
the Configuration 2, but the frontage road connection to Configuration 3 - Dismissed
Parker Road used an alignment closer to US 285. This
option was dismissed because of wetland impacts,
impacts to private property, and lack of grade-separated
access to Elk Creek School.
Right-turn only
intersection

Underpass

Legend:
Right-turn only
intersection

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Configuration 4 (Option D) consisted of an underpass at Figure 2-37: Shaffers Crossing
Elk Creek Road with two connected right-in/right-out
Configuration 4 - Dismissed
intersections. The right-in/right-out intersection with
southbound US 285 was located approximately 600 feet
southwest of Elk Creek Road, and the intersection with
northbound US 285 was approximately 250 feet south3/4 Intersection
west of Elk Creek Road. South Parker Road accessed US
285 with a ¾ intersection (left-in but not left-out) and the
Underpass
US 285 Frontage Road accessed US 285 via a right-in/
right-out intersection. This option was dismissed because
of wetland impacts, impacts to private property, lower
Legend:
Edge of Pavement
level of public support, and lack of grade-separated
Right-turn
only
Lane Lines
intersection
access to Elk Creek School and South Parker Road.
Bridge
Wetlands

2-45

Configuration 5 (Option E) consisted of an underpass
Figure 2-38: Shaffers Crossing
approximately 600 feet southwest of Elk Creek Road with Configuration 5 - Dismissed
two connected right-in/right-out intersections at Elk
Right-turn only
Creek Road. South Parker Road accessed US 285 with a
intersection
¾ intersection (left-in but not left-out) and the US 285
Frontage Road accessed US 285 via a right-in/right-out
Right-turn only
intersection. This option was dismissed because of subintersection
stantial impacts to wetlands, riparian area, and flood3/4 Intersection
plains, a lower level of public support, and lack of gradeseparated access to Elk Creek School and South Parker
Road.
Underpass

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Configuration 6 (Option F or Option II) was the same as Figure 2-39: Shaffers Crossing
the Configuration 3 except the right-in/right-out access
Configuration 6 - Dismissed
with northbound US 285 was located directly adjacent
to Elk Creek Road. This option was dismissed because of
impacts to wetlands, impacts to private property, and
lack of grade-separated access to Elk Creek School.
Right-turn only
intersection

Right-turn only
intersection
Underpass

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Configuration 7 (Option G) consisted of an underpass at Figure 2-40: Shaffers Crossing
South Parker Road connecting to the 285 Frontage Road. Configuration 7 - Dismissed
Frontage roads were provided on both sides of US 285
connecting with Elk Creek Road. Right-in/right-out intersections were provided at north and south Elk Creek
Road and South Parker Road. This option was dismissed
Right-turn only
intersection
because of substantial impacts to wetlands, out-of-direction travel, private property impacts, and a lower level of
public support.
Underpass
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Configuration 8 (Option H) was the same as Configura- Figure 2-41: Shaffers Crossing
tion 1 but the right-in/right-out access with northbound Configuration 8 - Dismissed
US 285 was located approximately 120 feet northeast
Ramp over
Elk Creek Rd
of Elk Creek Road. This option was dismissed because
the southbound US 285 access is located at the bottom
of a long hill (safety issue), high cost for rock cuts and
retaining walls, a lower level of public support, and
Right-turn only
Right-turn only
intersection
intersection
lack of grade-separated access to Elk Creek School and
South Parker Road.
Underpass

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Configuration 9 (Option J or Option III) consisted of an
underpass at South Parker Road connecting to the 285
Frontage Road and an underpass at Elk Creek Road. A
frontage road was provided on the north side of US
285 connecting with Elk Creek Road. Right-in/right-out
intersections were provided for northbound US 285 at
the US 285 Frontage Road and just northeast of Elk
Creek Road. A right-in/right-out intersection was provided for southbound US 285 midway between Elk
Creek Road and South Parker Road. This option was
dismissed because of impacts to wetlands, impacts to a
riparian area, impacts to floodplains, and high cost.

Figure 2-42: Shaffers Crossing
Configuration 9 - Dismissed

Right-turn only
intersection

Right-turn only
intersection

Underpass

Legend:
Right-turn only
intersection

Underpass

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Configuration 10 was similar to Configuration 9 but
Figure 2-43: Shaffers Crossing
instead of an underpass at South Parker Road, there
Configuration 10 - Dismissed
was an overpass connecting to the US 285 Frontage
Road. Instead of a frontage road on the north side, two
separate and unconnected right-in/right-out intersections are provided for southbound US 285 - one just
Historic Bridge
northeast of South Parker Road and one approximately
600 feet southwest of Elk Creek Road. This option was
Right-turn only
intersection
Underpass
dismissed because the frontage road on the north side
that connects Elk Creek Road with southbound US 285
Right-turn only
intersection
impacts an historic bridge. To address this concern,
four additional configurations were developed (ConfigLegend:
Overpass
urations 11 through 14).

Right-turn only
intersection

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands
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Configuration 11 is the same as Configuration 10
except the frontage road on the north side that connects Elk Creek Road with southbound US 285 was
changed to avoid crossing Elk Creek. It curved
around and through the existing pond and ties into
US 285 just northeast of Elk Creek. This option was
dismissed due to impacts to the riparian area of Elk
Creek.

Figure 2-44: Shaffers Crossing
Configuration 11 - Dismissed
Historic Bridge

Right-turn only
intersection

Right-turn only
intersection
Underpass

Right-turn only
intersection
Overpass

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Configuration 12 is the same as Configuration 11
Figure 2-45: Shaffers Crossing
except the frontage road on the north side that con- Configuration 12 - Dismissed
nected Elk Creek Road with southbound US 285 was
Historic Bridge
changed to stay further away from Elk Creek. It
curved through the existing pond and ties into US
285 just northeast of Elk Creek. This option was disRight-turn only
intersection
missed due to impacts to the riparian area of Elk
Creek.
Right-turn only
intersection

Right-turn only
intersection
Underpass

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Overpass

Configuration 13 was developed to open up the Elk
Creek riparian area and provide improved wildlife
crossing opportunities. This configuration has two
bridges 483 feet long, which span Elk Creek, the
riparian area, and Elk Creek Road. It connects Elk
Creek Road with US 285 just east of the underpass.
This configuration was dismissed because it was not
cost effective.

Figure 2-46: Shaffers Crossing
Configuration 13 - Dismissed
Right-turn only
intersection
Historic Bridge

Right-turn only
intersection
Underpass

Right-turn only
intersection

Overpass
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Configuration 14 was developed for the same reasons Figure 2-47: Shaffers Crossing
as Configuration 13. This configuration has two
Configuration 14 - Dismissed
bridges 511 feet long, which also span Elk Creek, the
riparian area, and Elk Creek Road; plus a third bridge
Historic Bridge
180 feet long, which is a connecting road to and from
Right-turn only
southbound US 285. This configuration was disintersection
missed because it was not cost effective.

Right-turn only
intersection
Underpass

Right-turn only
intersection

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Overpass

Configuration 15 (or Variation V) was developed as a Figure 2-48: Shaffers Crossing
alternative to Configuration 13 and 14. It has two
Configuration 15 - Dismissed
shorter bridges, 130 feet each, over Elk Creek. There
are also two bridges over Elk Creek Road at 112 feet
Historic Bridge
each. In addition Elk Creek Road is relocated to the
northeast to allow for the southbound US 285 conRight-turn only
necting road to be moved northeast away from the
intersection
pond. This configuration was dismissed because it
was not cost effective and did not provide noticeable
benefits.

Right-turn only
intersection
Underpass

Right-turn only
intersection
Overpass

Legend:
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Kings Valley
Figure 2-49: Kings Valley Configuration 1 Nine grade-separated intersection configurations were Dismissed
Right-turn only
considered at this location. Four of these were
intersection
advanced earlier in the process and were identified as
Options A through D. The fifth was a variation of
Underpass
Option D and was identified as Option D Modified.
The sixth and seventh options were identified as
Options V and VI. Configurations 8 and 9 were developed following input from and after the Public Meeting #2. Eight of the nine configurations were
dismissed following evaluation.
Legend:

Configuration 1 (Option A or Option I) consisted of
an underpass at Kings Valley Road and two right-in/
right-out intersections with US 285 - one located on
southbound US 285 north of Kings Valley Road and
one located on northbound US 285 south of Kings
Valley Road. This option was dismissed because it
bisects a historic district, has direct wetland impacts,
provides limited and difficult access to businesses
from the underpass area, and has direct impacts to private property.

Right-turn only
intersection

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Configuration 2 (Option B) consisted of an underpass Figure 2-50: Kings Valley Configuration 2 at Kings Valley Road and four right-in/right-out inter- Dismissed
sections with US 285 (located on each side of Kings
Right-in-only
Valley Road for both northbound and southbound US
Right-out-only
285). This option was dismissed for the same reasons
as Option A (it bisects an historic district, has direct
Underpass
wetland impacts, provides limited and difficult access
to businesses from the underpass area, and has direct
impacts to private property).
Right-out-only

Legend:

Right-in-only
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Configuration 3 (Option C or Option II) consisted of Figure 2-51: Kings Valley Configuration 3 an overpass approximately 800 feet southwest of
Dismissed
Kings Valley Road and two right-in/right-out intersections with US 285 - one located on southbound US
285 at Kings Valley Road and one located on northbound US 285 south of Kings Valley Road and north
Right-turn only
intersection
of the overpass). This option was dismissed because it
has a lower level of public support and has greater
Overpass
impacts to private property.

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Right-turn only
intersection

Configuration 4 (Option D or Option III) consisted of
an underpass at approximately 750 feet northeast of
Kings Valley Road and two right-in/right-out intersections with US 285 - one located on southbound US
285 at Kings Valley Road and one located on northbound US 285 at Kings Valley Road. This option was
dismissed because it bisects an historic district, has
direct wetland impacts, had a lower level of support
from public input, and has direct impacts to private
property.

Figure 2-52: Kings Valley Configuration 4 Dismissed
Underpass

Right-turn only
intersection

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Configuration 5 (Option D Modified or Option IV) Figure 2-53: Kings Valley Configuration 5 was the same as the Configuration 4 (Option D)
Dismissed
except that a roundabout was proposed at the intersection of Kings Valley Road and the northwest side
frontage road. This option was dismissed for the
Underpass
same reasons as Configuration 4. The roundabout
did not receive public support and resulted in
increased impacts to private property.
Roundabout

Right-turn only
intersection

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands
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Configuration 6 (Option V) was the same as Config- Figure 2-54: Kings Valley Configuration 6 uration 3 (Option C or Option II) except that a
Dismissed
roundabout was proposed at the intersection of
Kings Valley Road and the northwest side frontage
Right-turn only
road. This option was dismissed as the roundabout
intersection
did not receive public support and resulted in
increased impacts to private property.
Potential wall

Roundabout

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Right-turn only
intersection

Overpass

Configuration 7 (Option VI) consisted of an overFigure 2-55: Kings Valley Configuration 7 pass approximately 550 feet southwest of Kings Val- Dismissed
ley Road and two right-in/right-out intersections
with US 285 - one located on southbound US 285
north of Kings Valley Road and one located on
northbound US 285 south of the new overpass. This
Right-turn only
intersection
option was dismissed because it required more outPotential wall
of-direction travel and impacts private property.

Legend:

Right-turn only
intersection

Configuration 8 consisted of an overpass approximately 550 feet southwest of Kings Valley Road and
two right-in/right-out intersections with US 285 - one
located on southbound US 285 at Kings Valley Road
and one located on northbound US 285 approximately 250 feet south of the overpass. This option
was dismissed due to business impacts on the north
side.

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Overpass

Figure 2-56: Kings Valley Configuration 8 Dismissed

Right-turn only
intersection
Potential wall

Legend:

Right-turn only
intersection

2-52

Overpass

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Chapter 2: Alternatives

Green Valley Area
One grade-separated intersection concept (Option
1) was considered for this location. However, several minor variations were considered and analyzed. The concept includes an underpass located
between the Mountain View park-n-Ride and the
Green Valley Business Center. Right-in/right-out
intersections are located at Springs Road and
approximately 250 feet west of the Mountain View
park-n-Ride access.

Figure 2-57: Green Valley Ranch - Dismissed

Northeast of the proposed underpass, variations
included a driveway to connect with Old Glory
Antiques, a short access road to connect Old Glory
Antiques and the adjacent private drive (Figure 257 on page 2-53), and a longer frontage road to
connect Old Glory Antiques, the private drive, and
Mountain View Road (Figure 2-22 on page 2-27).
The first option was dismissed because it required
steep grades to the Old Glory Antiques parking lot
and provided poor circulation. The second variation was dismissed as it provided less access control
to US 285. The last variation was advanced as it
provides better circulation to Old Glory Antiques
and eliminates two existing accesses to US 285
with minimal impacts.

2.5.2.4

Other Intersection
Configurations

Other intersection configurations were considered in
the Bailey and Wisp Creek/Rim Rock areas. These
included grade-separated intersections, at-grade intersections, and partial movement intersections. These

Right-turn only
intersection

Right-turn only
intersection

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Underpass

configurations are shown in Figure 2-58 on page 2-54
through Figure 2-70 on page 2-59. These configurations went through screening processes, including
several neighborhood and community meetings. A
full analysis of alternatives screening can be found in
the Alternatives Development Technical Report.

Bailey
There were seven roadway and access configurations
studied for the Bailey area. Three configurations initially considered were identified as Options A, B and
C. Input on these three configurations resulted in three
additional configurations identified as Options I, II and
III. Input on these configurations resulted in a seventh
configuration. Six of the seven configurations were dismissed following evaluation.
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Configuration 1 (Option A) consisted of an
Figure 2-58: Bailey Configuration 1 - Dismissed
underpass at PCR 68, a new bridge across the
North Fork of the South Platte River southeast of
Right-turn only
US 285, and a new frontage road on the south
intersection
side of the river connecting the new bridge with
PCR 64. PCR 64 would be limited to a right-in/
right-out intersection. The East Main Street/ US
285 intersection was limited to right-in/right-out.
This option was dismissed because of direct
property impacts on the south side of the river,
Underpass
access restrictions to businesses, out-of-direction
Legend:
travel, impacts to river and park, high cost and
Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
right-of-way requirements, and a lower level of
Bridge
Right-turn only
public support.
Wetlands
intersection
Configuration 2 (Option B) was the same as
Figure 2-59: Bailey Configuration 2 - Dismissed
Configuration 1 but the right-in/right-out at PCR
64 was offset from the Main Street intersection
Right-turn only
on the north side of US 285. This option was disintersection
(offset)
missed for the same reasons as Configuration 1.

Underpass

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Configuration 3 (Option C) was the same as the
first two configurations but PCR 64 remained as
a full-access intersection. This configuration was
dismissed for the same reasons as the first two
configurations.

Right-turn only
intersection

Figure 2-60: Bailey Configuration 3 - Dismissed

Full access

Underpass

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands
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Configuration 4 (Option I) consisted of an
underpass at PCR 68 and a right-in/right-out
intersection for northbound US 285 approximately 300 feet north of PCR 68 (north of
Bailey Propane). The East Main Street/ US
285 intersection was limited to right-in/rightout. This configuration was dismissed
because it restricts access to businesses west
of PCR 68, results in out-of-direction travel,
has higher cost and right-of-way requirements
and lower level of public support.

Figure 2-61: Bailey Configuration 4 - Dismissed

Right-turn only
intersection

Right-turn only
intersection
Underpass

Legend:
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Configuration 5 (Option II) was the same as
the Configuration 4 except that all on-street
parking was removed and replaced with intown parking lots accessed by Main Street.
This configuration was dismissed for the
same reasons as Configuration 4.

Figure 2-62: Bailey Configuration 5 - Dismissed
Right-turn only
intersection

Pedestrian
Walkway

Right-turn only
intersection
Underpass

Legend:
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Configuration 6 (Option III) consisted of
minor intersection improvements at PCR 64
(northbound US 285 left-turn bay, improved
northbound right-turn radius, and improved
southbound turn-radius) and PCR 68 (southbound US 285 left-turn bay, northbound
right-turn deceleration lane, and westbound
right-turn acceleration lane). Local accesses
on the southeast side of US 285 were limited
to right-in/right-out. This configuration was
dismissed because it only moderately mitigates safety and operations of accesses on US
285.

Parking

Figure 2-63: Bailey Configuration 6 - Dismissed

Full Access

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands
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Full Access

2-55

Wisp Creek/Rim Rock
Eight intersection configurations and two variations
were considered in this area. One was advanced
early in the process and is identified as Configuration 1. The remaining configurations were developed following input from public and
neighborhood meetings.
All Wisp Creek/Rim Rock area configurations,
except for Configurations 5, 6 and 7, meet the Pur-

pose and Need of the project with minimal impacts
to environmental resources. Some of the remaining
configurations have serious concerns from adjacent
neighborhoods due to traffic impacts, visual
impacts, property impacts, and safety concerns.
These are Configurations 1, 2, 3 and, to a lesser
extent, 4. Seven of the eight configurations were
dismissed following evaluation.

Configuration 1 connected Range View Drive to Wisp Figure 2-64: Rim Rock Configuration 1 Creek Drive with an overpass at the US 285 crossing. Dismissed
Access to US 285 was from two right-in right-out intersections. The access point for the Rim Rock side (north)
of US 285 was located west of Rim Rock Road. A new
road would have been constructed through the existing pasture connecting to US 285. A new frontage road
on the Rim Rock side connected Range View Drive to
Right-turn only
intersection
the veterinary clinic to the east. The access for the east
side (south) of US 285 was from Wisp Creek Drive.
Overpass
There are minimal impacts to wetlands associated with
this option. This configuration was dismissed due to
visual impacts of the bridge structure, neighborhood
concerns about increased traffic, and property impacts.
Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Right-turn only
intersection
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Configuration 2 was a variation of Configuration 1. Figure 2-65: Rim Rock Configuration 2The access connection for the Rim Rock side was
Dismissed
revised to provide better roadway grades, and the
frontage road on the Rim Rock connects from Range
View Drive to Reggie’s restaurant to the east. This
Underpass
frontage road provides access to properties that
have impacts due to the widening of US 285. This
configuration was dismissed due to visual impacts
of the bridge structure, neighborhood concerns
about increased traffic, and property impacts.
Right-turn only
intersection

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Configuration 3 used at-grade, limited-access intersections. There was a right-in/right-out only access
at Rim Rock Road. Northbound vehicles from the
McKinley subdivision were required to make a right
turn onto US 285 and then make a U-turn approximately ¼ mile to the south. Southbound US 285
traffic made a right turn into the McKinley subdivision. Vehicles traveling northbound on US 285
used a U-turn just northeast of Wisp Creek Drive or
used the grade separation at either The Villages at
Sunset or Pine Junction then take US 285 southbound to Rim Rock Road.

Figure 2-66: Rim Rock Configuration 3 Dismissed

Underpass

Right-turn only
intersection

There was a ¾ intersection at Wisp Creek Drive.
Left and right turns were allowed from US 285 to
Wisp Creek Drive, and access to US 285 from Wisp
Creek Road was limited to right-out. There were no
left turns allowed from Wisp Creek Drive to US
285. Vehicles wanting to travel southbound on US
285 were required to make a right turn out of Wisp
Creek Drive, use the U-turn or the grade separation
at The Villages at Sunset or Pine Junction and then
proceed south on US 285.

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Both intersections and the U-turns operated at an
acceptable level of service (LOS). The McKinley
subdivision expressed concerns with the U-turn
movements. This configuration was dismissed as it
does not provide the level of access control and
neighborhood access options that the advanced configuration provides.
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Configuration 4 was the same as Configuration 1
Figure 2-67: Rim Rock Configuration 4 except for the location of the southbound US 285
Dismissed
right-in/right-out intersection. Concern with the new
road through the pasture in Configurations 1 and 2
led to the relocation of the right-in/right-out intersection. The new location was near the current access
Underpass
of Reggie's and the new road through the pasture
was eliminated. This new configuration had 0.02
acres of additional wetland impact when compared
to Configuration 1. This configuration was dismissed
Right-turn only
due to visual impacts of the bridge structure and
intersection
neighborhood concerns about increased traffic.

Legend:
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Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

Configuration 5 uses at-grade, limited-access intersections. There was a ¾ intersection at Rim Rock
Road. Northbound vehicles from the McKinley subdivision made a left turn onto US 285. Southbound
US 285 traffic made a right turn into the McKinley
subdivision. Vehicles traveling northbound on US
285 used the a U-turn just northeast of Wisp Creek
Drive or the grade separation at either The Villages
at Sunset or Pine Junction then took US 285 southbound to Rim Rock Road.
There was a ¾ intersection at Wisp Creek Drive. Left
and right turns could be allowed from US 285 to
Wisp Creek Drive, and access to US 285 from Wisp
Creek Road would be limited to right out. There
were no left turns allowed from Wisp Creek Drive to
US 285. Vehicles wanting to travel southbound on
US 285 would be required to make a right turn out
of Wisp Creek Drive, and use the U-turn or the grade
separation at The Villages at Sunset or Pine Junction
and then go south on US 285.
The Rim Rock Road intersection did not operate at
an acceptable LOS and was dismissed as a viable
option.
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Figure 2-68: Rim Rock Configuration 5 Dismissed

Right-turn only
Underpass
intersection

Right-turn only
intersection

Legend:

3/4 turn
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Bridge
Wetlands
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Configuration 6 differs from Configurations 1
Figure 2-69: Rim Rock Configuration 6 through 3 in the location of the grade separation.
Dismissed
The grade separation was close to Reggie's. Frontage
roads on both sides of US 285 connected the Will
O' Wisp and McKinley subdivision to the grade separation. This configuration had significant property
Underpass
impacts. In addition, there was a major impact to the
high-quality wetlands located along Wisp Creek.
This configuration was dismissed because it is not
the least environmental damaging practicable
option.
Right-turn only
intersection

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands

To Sunset
Subdivision

Configuration 7 used a right-in right-out only access Figure 2-70: Rim Rock Configuration 7 at Reggie's. Northbound vehicles from the McKinley Dismissed
subdivision could make a right turn onto US 285
and then make a U-turn approximately ¼ mile to the
south. Southbound US 285 traffic could make a right
turn into the McKinley subdivision. Vehicles travelRight-turn only
intersection
ing northbound on US 285 could use a U-turn on US
285 or the grade separation at either The Villages at
Sunset or Pine Junction then take US 285 southbound to access the McKinley subdivision.
There was an underpass at Wisp Creek Drive connecting to a frontage road that extended from Range
View Drive to Reggie's. Will O' Wisp subdivision
traffic could use the right-in right-out only access to
US 285 near Reggie's. In addition to the at-grade
intersection and the underpass, there was a frontage
road connection to The Villages at Sunset. The frontage road allowed northbound vehicles from Rim
Rock Road and Wisp Creek Drive to use the frontage
road to access the grade separation at The Villages at
Sunset then access US 285 northbound. The frontage road did not require a U-turn movement on US
285. The frontage road connection provided additional route choices for the McKinely subdivision,
the Will O' Wisp subdivision, and The Villages at
Sunset.

Underpass

Legend:

Edge of Pavement
Lane Lines
Bridge
Wetlands
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Due to the grade of the underpass and the frontage
road, access could not be provided to the veterinary
clinic. Also, access to Will O' Wisp homes near the
underpass were affected due to the lowered grade.
This configuration was dismissed due to loss of property access, impacts to property access, and high
cost.
Two variations were considered and dismissed without further development. One variation included two
full-access, unsignalized intersections. This variation
was dismissed because further traffic could not be
accommodated by these intersections. A second variation included an underpass instead of the overpass
shown in Configurations 1 and 2. With the underpass, grades could not be achieved that provided
access to both sides of US 285 without taking some
residences or raising US 285 substantially. The
resulting property and visual impacts were considered unacceptable.

2.5.3

Alternative Mode Options

A working group was formed specifically to discuss
transit and TDM options. This group included representatives from agencies and community groups. It
met twice and a Transit, Land Use and Travel
Demand Management Options technical report
was completed in March 2003. It is available for
review at CDOT Region 1. Options from this report,
considered but not advanced, are discussed below.
Options included in the Preferred Alternative are
included in Section 2.4.2.8 beginning on page 228.

2.5.3.1

Bicycle and Pedestrian
Facilities

Both on-street and off-street facilities were analyzed
for bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
Off-street facilities would accommodate both bicyclists and pedestrians. Off-street separated bike
paths would be 10 feet wide with 2-foot shoulders
on either side of the pathway. This option was
advanced from preliminary screening for further
analysis. Bike groups, such as Bike Jeffco, Bike Colorado and the State Trails coordinator with Colorado State Parks, were involved in the effort to
develop this option.
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On-street facilities would consist of the 10-foot
shoulders on the proposed alignment. These shoulders would be acceptable for bicycle use but pedestrian use would be discouraged. This option was
advanced from preliminary screening for further
analysis.
Pedestrian facilities at new underpasses and overpasses are another option. This option was
advanced for further analysis.
Following the detailed screening in Spring 2003,
the off-street bike facilities were not advanced due
to high amount of property impacts, right-of-way,
and environmental impacts. There were also no
obvious locations for them. Snow and sand removal
would not be provided by CDOT. Cost for this
option would be high relative to the usage and lack
of connecting facilities.
The 10-foot shoulders for bicycle use along US 285
and pedestrian/bicycle facilities at underpasses and
overpasses were advanced. This conclusion was
provided at several public meetings, requesting further public input.

2.5.3.2

Inter City/Private Bus Option

This option could address weekend congestion. A
similar service was provided previously by private
carriers and has been discontinued. It is unlikely
that there is significant demand to destinations of
recreation areas, such a rafting or skiing, that would
warrant intercity service. Many of the through trips
in the study area are destined for second homes,
campgrounds or other locations that may not be
appropriately served with buses. CDOT has previously offered ski buses from numerous locations in
the I-70 corridor on the weekend. The service was
not well-utilized, despite the ability to provide service to key ski area destinations, its competitive
pricing and that I-70 was a highly congested corridor. This option was not advanced for additional
analysis.

2.5.3.3

HOV Lanes

High occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes are recognized as a method of maximizing the person-moving capacity of roadway facilities and improving
operating level of service for carpool, vanpool and
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transit vehicles. Vehicles utilizing these lanes could
bypass peak period congestion occurring in general-purpose auto lanes. This option requires an
exclusive travel lane that would accommodate vehicles with more than one occupant. For the study
area, it is assumed this option would occur as a
four-lane cross section with the inside lane operating as HOV during peak periods. Analysis showed
that in 2000, 17% of study area occupants carpool,
making an occupancy requirement feasible.
There was a lack of public support for this alternative. Traffic calculations for an HOV lane in addition to a general-purpose lane showed that there
would not be adequate capacity in the general-purpose lane to support the traffic demand if an HOV
lane were employed. In addition, the HOV lane
would be only marginally useful because only a
short segment of US 285 would be converted. HOV
lanes were not advanced for further analysis.

2.5.3.4

Reversible Lanes for HOV/Bus/
Through Trips

This option requires an exclusive travel lane that
would accommodate buses, vehicles with more
than one occupant, and through trips. This lane
could be placed in an existing right-of-way or on a
separate right-of-way and would be reversible to
accommodate the highest flow of traffic during peak
time.
Analysis shows that this option would only be marginally useful because there is only a short segment
of the roadway that would be converted since US
285 from Denver to Conifer does not have an HOV/
bus lane. In addition, there are high capital, operating and maintenance costs, and the signage and
lighting required are not consistent with the rural
character of US 285. This option was not advanced
for future analysis.

2.5.3.5

Bus-only Ramps

A bus-only ramp is beneficial because it reduces
travel time for those riding the bus. If reduction in
travel time is great enough, it can be an incentive
attracting commuters to the bus and alleviating congestion on the roadway.

Ramp at Mountain View Park-n-Ride
There would be opportunity for buses to use a ramp
at Mountain View park-n-Ride. The ramp could be
built in the southbound direction. Analysis concluded that there would be a travel time savings of
one minute, and the approximate cost would be
$200,000. This option was not advanced for further
analysis, for cost-benefit reasons.

2.5.3.6

Expansion of RTD Boundaries
to Bailey

Currently, RTD boundaries end at the Jefferson
County line. Additional bus service could help alleviate weekday congestion by providing greater
options for travel.
Expanding RTD boundaries is not a likely option in
the near term since service is currently available on
the edge of Park County and Park County residents
use the existing park-n-Rides. Park County residents
already served by RTD would not want to incur the
additional cost of expanding service. This option
was not advanced for additional analysis. However,
it could be reconsidered in the future and would
not be precluded by the Preferred Alternative.

2.5.4

Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Options

TDM strategies are designed to make the most efficient use of existing transportation facilities by
reducing the actual “demand” placed on these facilities. Using strategies that promote alternative
modes, increase vehicle occupancy, reduce travel
distances and ease peak-hour congestion, TDM
efforts could extend the useful life of transportation
facilities and enhance mobility options by maximizing the use of transportation facilities.

2.5.4.1

Local/Frontage Roads

The addition of local and/or frontage roads adjacent
to US 285 would reduce demand on the primary
roadways. If motorists had the opportunity to use
these minor roadways for shorter localized trips, it
would relieve some of the congestion on US 285.
Construction of these new roadways would result in
substantial right-of-way impacts and impacts to sensitive environmental resources. The option of full
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frontage roads along US 285 was not advanced for
further analysis. Site-specific frontage roads were
included where local conditions merit. (See
Section 2.4.2.3 on page 2-16.)

2.5.4.2

Transit Queue Bypass

Queue bypass lanes are physical improvements that
allow transit vehicles to move around vehicle
queues at intersections. Also known as “queue
jump lanes,” they address traffic congestion caused
by traffic signals.
Because the signals on US 285 are located outside
of, or at the limit of, transit service, this option
would be ineffective. There are no planned traffic
signals within the study area, so this method of
reducing traffic congestion would not be feasible.
This option was not advanced for further analysis.

2.5.4.3

Transit Signal Prioritization

This system alters the signal control so that when
transit vehicles approach an intersection, the green
phase of the signal is available as soon as reasonably possible. Signal priority for transit vehicles typically improves transit operations and service. An
improvement in transit performance would provide
additional incentive for people to switch modes and
consequently reduce roadway congestion.
Because there are no planned traffic signals within
the study area, this method of reducing traffic congestion would not be feasible. This option was not
advanced for further analysis.

2.5.4.4

Residential Ecopasses

An Ecopass allows the Ecopass holder to make
unlimited trips using the RTD system. An employer
or similar entity subsidizes the cost of the pass. In
the case of a “residential Ecopass” the pass must be
initiated and subsidized by neighborhoods or developers.
An additional incentive to use transit may remove
more commuters from single-occupancy vehicles
and ease congestion on US 285. Eased congestion
could result in a travel time savings for commuters
as well. However, development in the study area
and the level of bus service are not appropriate for
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Ecopasses. This option was not advanced for further
analysis.

2.5.4.5

TDM Incentives for Developers

These incentives would be required as part of the
development review process. The developer would
have to make provisions for occupants to have
eased access to transit or related Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) measures that reduce
automobile dependency. Some examples could be
providing sidewalk or bicycle access from the
development to a bus stop or mixed-use development with uninterrupted pedestrian connections.
This option could influence travel behavior by
mode, cost, time, or route, reducing the number of
vehicles using US 285 and providing other mobility
options. This option was advanced for further analysis. After development of options and final screening, encouraging TDM incentives for developers
was not included as an element of the Preferred
Alternative.
CDOT will provide meeting support for Jefferson
and Park Counties if they wish to consider requiring
developers to meet specific TDM goals.

2.5.4.6

Direct Growth to Village
Centers

Similar to the open space policy, this is a long-term
strategy that aims to reduce automobile reliance by
clustering development in a general area. By regulating growth and directing it towards a “Mixed-Use
Village” type of settlement, trip distance and travel
time are reduced. This policy would be a component of future land use and zoning planning and
would need to be implemented by Park County and
Jefferson County. This element is similar to the
“TDM incentives for developers” option and was
not recommended as an element of the Preferred
Alternative. It is a long-term recommendation that
requires cooperative measures from outside agencies.

2.5.5

Congestion Management
Alternative

A stand-alone Congestion Management Alternative
was developed which combined alternate mode/
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land use/TDM options that had passed the initial
fatal flaw screening. The Congestion Management
Alternative is summarized in Table 2-7.
An analysis of the viability of the Congestion Management Alternative was conducted to determine if
it should be carried forward as a stand-alone EA
alternative. The analysis indicated that there would

be a capacity shortfall of approximately 700 people/
hour in the general-purpose lane and a capacity
shortfall of approximately 210 people/hour in the
HOV lane. Based on this analysis, even using fairly
aggressive alternative mode estimates, the Congestion Management Alternative cannot meet travel
needs in the study area.

Table 2-7: Congestion Management Alternative
Physical

Operational

Policy

 HOV Lanes During Peak Hours on
4-lane Facility

 Additional RTD Regional
Bus service

 Carpool use of park-n-Rides

 Bus-only Ramp to Mountain View
park-n-Ride

 Advanced Traveler Information Systems (ATIS)

 Vanpools/Carpools

 Access Management

 Telecommuting

 Passenger Amenities at park-n-Rides

 TDM Incentives - developers
 Open Space Acquisitions
 Direct Growth to Village Centers
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Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a concise
description of the general social, economic and
environmental setting for the area that may be
affected by the alternatives presented in Chapter 2.0
and to describe the environmental impacts that
could reasonably be expected to occur with the
alternatives described in Section 2.4 on page 2-7.
Jefferson and Park County statistics were gathered to
identify the demographic, economic, land use and
zoning issues that may exist around the study area.
The study area is the area that would be directly
affected by the planned construction of a Preferred
Alternative. As stated in Chapter 1.0, the study area
is the 14.7-mile section of US 285 between Foxton
Road in the north and the western side of Bailey in
the south. This section lies between MPs 235.2 and
220.5. Field information collected for this area
includes physical, cultural and biological resources,
noise and vibration, and right-of-way.

3.1 Land Use and Zoning
3.1.1

Existing Land Use

The US 285 corridor is experiencing rapid growth
and development as the Denver metropolitan and
mountain-area suburb populations continue to
expand further west into more rural areas. Many
residents have chosen to live in the less densely
populated foothills of southwest Jefferson County
and eastern Park County and commute to employment centers in Denver. This shift in residential
development has resulted in the demand for service-related industry. As the need for service-related
industry has increased, land use changes have
occurred along the US 285 corridor to permit this
type of development. Because US 285 is the principal highway through this section of both Jefferson
and Park Counties, commercial and industrial
development has clustered along this roadway. Residential development also has grown on both sides
of the roadway corridor into the mountainous terrain. See Figure 3-1 for the existing land use along

the study area. As a note, the exempt land use category refers to public land, such as schools, parks,
and open space, that is exempt from taxation by the
local government
Commercial development in Jefferson County is
clustered around major cross streets with access to
large residential development north and south of
US 285. Kings Valley Drive, Richmond Hill Road,
Elk Creek Road and Pine Valley Road are among
the most developed intersections in the study area.
Current land use and zoning will accommodate
additional commercial development in these areas,
much of which is currently planned or under review
by the county.
The Elk Creek Fire Station is located at the Richmond Hill/Blackfoot Road intersection with US
285. Elk Creek Elementary School is located south
of Elk Creek Road between US 285 and the south
side service road. Two Regional Transportation District (RTD) park-n-Ride lots are located along the
study area - at Pine Junction and north of Mountain
View Road. RTD currently provides peak-hour transit service between these lots and the Denver metropolitan area.
Residential development is scattered throughout the
area in small subdivisions with large wooded lots.
Because of the proximity to the Denver area, many
of these homes are primary residences, rather than
second or vacation homes that are more prevalent
in Park County.
Park County recently approved a large mixed-use
development consisting of commercial uses at the
Wandcrest Road intersection and approximately
400 residential units south of US 285 between
Wandcrest Road and Wisp Creek Drive. This development will be built in phases over the next five
years.
In the Pine Junction area, which straddles the Jefferson/Park County border, RTD has plans to relocate
the existing park-n-Ride lot on the southeast corner
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of the intersection at Pine Valley Road to a location
north of US 285 off Mt. Evans Road. The Pine Junction area is designated as a Park County activity
center, with multiple parcels of commercial zoning.
Further development at this location is highly likely.
The town of Bailey is located on US 285 at the bottom of Crow Hill. Numerous commercial establishments and residences have direct access to the
highway at Park County Roads 68 and 64. Development in this immediate vicinity is limited by the
North Fork of the South Platte River that runs parallel and south of US 285 in Bailey.
US 285 serves as the primary highway to recreational areas in Park and Summit Counties. Over
50% of Park County land is held as national forest
land or state parks and recreational areas. Federal
land holdings are generally considered non-developable lands. Tourism and recreation are among
the leading uses of much of the land in Park
County. This is true especially of land to the south
and west of Bailey and the EA study area. Staunton
State Park is located north of US 285 with access to
the highway from Elk Creek Road. This park is currently in the planning stages to provide expanded
facilities, including additional recreational amenities.
Extensive development of the study area has been
somewhat limited due to the natural topography of
the area, the cost of infrastructure development in
mountainous terrain and, to a lesser extent, water
availability. A study completed by the Denver
Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) estimates complete build-out of the Jefferson County
existing zoning along US 285 at or beyond 2020.
Build-out estimates have not been determined for
the Park County portion of the study area. These
limits illustrate that traffic growth along US 285
should begin to level off as the area reaches complete build-out. However, traffic volumes will continue to increase until that point is reached.

3.1.2

Existing Zoning

The majority of the land surrounding the US 285
study area within Jefferson County is zoned A-2
(Agricultural-Two District), where the minimum lot
size is 10 acres. Most residential development in

the area is SR-2 (Suburban Residential-Two District,
one lot/two acres), or MR-1/MR-2 (Mountain Residential, 2.5 lots/acre). Commercial zoning (C-1) is
concentrated at major intersections, such as Springs
Road, Elk Creek Road, and within Pine Junction.
While the C-1 zoning category allows varying subdistrict levels of commercial development ranging
from the convenience to the regional level, most of
the existing office or convenience establishments
are between 5,000 to 10,000 square feet or less.
Larger retail is located to the north of the study area
in Conifer and Aspen Park.
Park County's zoning and land use regulations are
currently being updated through revision of Land
Use Regulations (LURs). LURs are still being revised
and reviewed by the County Commission. Existing
zoning along the study area is primarily zoned R
(Residential Zone District), especially south of US
285. The Villages at Sunset, located near Wandcrest
Road, was approved as Planned Unit Development
(PUD) zoning with an average of one unit per two
acres. The PUD Zone allows mixed-use residential
and commercial development. Commercial zoning
is concentrated at Rim Rock Road, between Rosalie
Road and PCR 43A, and in Bailey. The LURs also
designate Rural Centers in Pine Junction and Bailey
and near Crow Hill. The purpose of Rural Centers is
to concentrate denser development in these areas
where infrastructure and services are already provided. Residential development inside Rural Centers is allowable at a maximum density of two units
per acre, depending on water availability. Outside
Rural Centers, residential development is permitted
at one unit per 5 to10 acres, depending on topography. See Figure 3-2 for a zoning map of the study
area.

3.1.3

Land Use Plans

The Conifer/285 Corridor Area Community Plan
contains policies that can be used as a guide in
making land use decisions for areas along the US
285 study area between Conifer and Pine Junction.
The Jefferson County Planning Commission initially
adopted the plan in 1987. Most recently, community members started a grass roots effort to update
the plan. The Planning Commission subsequently
adopted the interim Conifer/285 Corridor Area
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Community Plan in August 2002. While the recommendations in this community plan are not mandatory, they do represent the community's views for
the type, quality and location desired for future
development along the study area. The land use
projections for Jefferson County that were used for
traffic forecasting prepared for this EA are based on
existing zoning and the land use recommendations
from the interim Conifer/285 Corridor Area Community Plan.
As previously mentioned, Park County is in the process of updating their LURs. In July 2001, Park
County completed and approved their Strategic
Master Plan. This advisory document provides land
use and growth management policy direction and
serves as a basis for the update to the LURs that are
being revised. Once adopted, the LURs will define
the type, size and location of allowable development by zoning code. The 2002 Park County Profile, Demographic and Economic Overview was
released in late 2002 and shows growth trends and
projections for Park County broken down by year
2000 Census tracts. The Pikes Peak Area Council of
Governments prepared this report with assistance
from Park County, Alma, and Fairplay. Demographic and economic projections also were provided from the Department of Local Affairs. Both
the LURs and the Park County Profile were used in
the development of land use projections that
became a part of the Park County portion of the
travel demand model.

3.1.4

Future Land Use

Currently, there are no future land use plans for Jefferson or Park Counties. There is some guidance in
the plans mentioned above, but no formal, future
land use plans have been adopted.

3.1.4.1

Jefferson County

Jefferson County provided geographic information
system (GIS) zoning and land use coverages for use
in the land use analysis portion of this EA. These
data were used to calculate the remaining buildable
areas of the county in the US 285 study area based
on existing zoning regulations. While many of the
residential subdivisions already platted along US
285 are already near complete build-out, the

remaining agricultural zoned parcels still have the
potential to develop at low densities and contribute
to a significant amount of traffic growth on US 285.
Jefferson County planners and the Land Use Committee have agreed that growth in this part of the
county will continue at rates ranging from 3% to
5% per year until build-out is reached. Due to the
study area’s proximity to the Denver metropolitan
area, it was estimated that approximately 90% of
housing units are permanent residences and 10%
serve as second homes. Business activity has been
increasing in recent years in western Jefferson
County to accommodate the abundance of residential growth. However, most of this commercial
growth is being concentrated north of the study area
in Conifer and Aspen Park as recommended in the
Conifer/US 285 Corridor Community Plan.

3.1.4.2

Park County

Based on information from the Park County Land
Use Committee, the county is currently processing
350 to 400 residential building permits per year.
Most of this growth is occurring in the Hartsel area
(south of Fairplay on SH 9) and is not likely to have
a significant impact on the US 285 study area. However, there is still a substantial amount of platted
land in the Platte Canyon area. Residential subdivisions located north of US 285 on Crow Hill and
also between Deer Creek and Rosalie Road are
expecting complete buildout within the next 20
years, if current growth rates continue. Housing
units in the Platte Canyon area of Park County are
estimated to include 20% second homes and 80%
primary residences.
Even though there is much developable land in the
county, the lack of infrastructure for access to utilities, lack of renewable water sources, and the lack
of employment base restrict the development. Nearterm development expected to impact the study
area includes The Villages at Sunset just west of the
Park County line (commercial and residential components on both sides of US 285). A King Soopers
grocery store is also proposed to be developed
north of US 285 just west of Deer Creek Road and
Park County 43A (Midway). Additional housing
units are anticipated in the Crow Hill area.
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Park County is currently revising their Land Use
Regulations. As a part of this revision process, the
county is designating Rural Centers in Pine Junction, Crow Hill, and Bailey. The zoning for these
Rural Centers will allow smaller lot sizes to promote more concentrated growth where infrastructure and services are already available. This action
is consistent with recommendations from the Strategic Master Plan that was completed and approved
by the Park County Commissioners in 2001.
Employment and business activity in Park County
consists of small retail establishments, agricultural
operations, and some light industrial businesses.
Business size is generally around 1,000 square feet,
with the exception of Bailey and Pine Junction,
where 2,000 square feet was assumed as the average business size. Larger scale retail development
such as the King Soopers and an anchor retail store
with additional small-scale specialty retail business
at The Villages at Sunset were estimated at between
40,000 and 75,000 square feet. These values are
consistent with data found in the Demographic and
Economic Reconnaissance Report, prepared for
Park County in March 2000.

3.1.4.3

Land Use Committee

Early in the planning process, a Land Use Committee was formed to provide local information and
feedback with regard to the types of development
along the study area and how the area is likely to
develop in the next 20 years. Initially formed during
the US 285 Foxton Road to Fairplay Feasibility
Study process, this committee consisted of members of Jefferson and Park County planning departments, Chambers of Commerce, homeowners
associations, and community groups. The committee met several times in 2001 and 2002 to provide
input on the initial land use assumptions for a maximum build-out of the study area and to clarify additional details about developments currently under
review. This information helped to develop the
assumption for the existing and future land use scenarios, based on existing zoning. These land use
scenarios were developed and used as inputs to the
travel demand model.
The Land Use Committee provided valuable input
regarding the importance of the improvements on
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US 285 and how they would affect additional
growth, in the short and long term. The committee
agreed that growth along US 285 and on side roads
accessing US 285 has mostly occurred over the past
10 to 20 years and will continue. The committee's
sentiment was that this growth would occur regardless of the roadway improvements.
The committee’s input was supplemented with land
use/transportation expertise from the Denver
Regional Council of Governments. A Delphi technique was used to evaluate the land use changes
that would be expected if the Preferred Alternative
were to be implemented. (The Delphi technique
refers to the process by which the Land Use Committee, composed of community residents and business owners, planning staff from local governments,
and land use experts from DRCOG and EPA joined
their knowledge base of the existing conditions and
past trends of growth patterns on the US 285 study
area to formulate the anticipated result of anticipated future growth and change in the study area if
the Preferred Alternative were implemented.)
Specific input obtained through the Land Use Committee process included:
 Detailed planning efforts were completed in
Park County in July 2001 in a Strategic Master
Plan, an advisory document that addresses land
use and growth management issues and where
future development is directed. This information was used to support the projection of
future land uses in Park County.
 In Jefferson County, a substantial effort was
completed to monitor and guide development
along US 285. The Conifer/285 Corridor Area
Community Plan identifies development trends
and procedures for establishing where growth
should occur along US 285. The interim Conifer/285 Corridor Area Community Plan was
completed in August 2002. The final Conifer/
285 Corridor Area Community Plan was
adopted in September 2003. This Plan contains
policies and goals that are to be used as a guide
to making land use decisions. Some of the goals
are:
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•

Protect and improve air quality.

 Pine Junction Activity Center (Jefferson County).

•

Minimize light, odor and noise pollution.

 Pine Junction Rural Center (Park County).

•

Preserve significant historic, archaeological and paleontological resources.

 Pine Meadows and Brauch Ranch residential
developments.

•

Encourage adaptive reuse of historic
resources that cannot be preserved.

 The Villages at Sunset Residential Mixed-Use
Development.

•

Provide for a diversity of housing development that is compatible with the rural,
mountain community character.

 Bailey Rural Center.

•

Maintain and enhance the environment,
biodiversity and rural character of the
Conifer/285 Corridor Area through a network of private and public open space
consisting of natural and scenic lands,
wildlife habitat, trails, greenbelts, and passive and active recreation areas.

•

Provide adequate public services.

•

Provide a safe, efficient and environmentally sensitive transportation system. This
system should provide multi-modal transportation opportunities.

•

Provide retail, office, industrial, and community use activities that are needed for
employment opportunities and for the
convenience of local residents.

Both Jefferson County and Park County are employing land use policies to confront the demand identified in current and future development activities,
trends, and land use forecasts. Village Centers and
Rural Centers are excellent examples of the
approach both counties are considering to concentrate growth and strengthen the balance of land use
in local communities and reduce vehicle miles traveled on the US 285 corridor and on local roads.
While the policies set forth in the respective
county's planning documents may not reduce the
demand for growth, they promote managed growth
and provide local decision makers with tools for
making better decisions regarding the approval of
future development.

•

Encourage retail, office, industrial and
community use activities and open space
in village centers to avoid strip development, especially along US 285.

•
•

Preserve the area's visual resources.
Maintain and improve surface, groundwater and stormwater quality as new development occurs.

•

Preserve wildlife habitat and promote
biodiversity.

Figure 3-3 illustrates the potential development
areas and future activity centers identified for this
EA. Specific areas along the US 285 study area were
noted as contributing substantially to the increase in
traffic in future years, including:
 Commercial Development at Kings Valley Drive.
 Staunton State Park expansion (north of US 285
on Elk Creek Road).

 Crow Hill Rural Center.

Two different land use scenarios were developed as
a result of the Land Use Committee’s input. These
two scenarios were based on assumptions regarding
existing and potential future zoning and the concentration of development in Village or Rural Centers
located at particular areas in the study area. The two
scenarios include:
 Existing Zoning Scenario
 Re-Zoning Scenario
Land use types were grouped into five categories for
the ease of generating trips for travel demand forecasting, including residential, commercial, light
industrial, general office building, and park-n-Ride.
Residential land use was split between single-family
residences and recreational homes with separate
assumptions for Jefferson and Park Counties based
on input from the Land Use Committee. Assumptions for Jefferson County residences included 90%
single-family residences and 10% second homes.
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Park County residences were divided into 80% single-family and 20% second homes. Commercial
development was combined into a general retail
category. Based on the existing land use in the
study area and currently approved planning documents, industrial, office, and park-n-Ride uses were
only forecasted in activity centers as designated by
Jefferson and Park County.
Existing Zoning Scenario
The Existing Zoning Scenario was based on a complete build-out of the existing zoning provided by
Jefferson and Park County. Both counties anticipate
that all land areas in the study area will be built out
to maximum allowable density by 2025. Jefferson
County's remaining buildable units and gross leasable area (GLA) were calculated per zoning code as
provided in the GIS data. In some cases, because of
topographic constraints, the forecasts assumed that
not all units could be reasonably constructed, especially in areas further north or south of the highway
in the foothills. To account for topographic constraints or existing water limitations, some buildable
development was reduced by 25% of its maximum.
Park County's remaining buildable land area was
not available at the time of analysis. Therefore, rooftop counts were conducted to determine existing
number of units and approximate GLA in the study
area. The Park County Profile 2002 estimated that
growth in housing units would average 3.2% annually over the next 25 years. This factor was applied
to all existing units to arrive at a future year housing
forecast. A 5% annual growth rate was applied to
estimate future GLA for commercial development in
the proposed Rural Centers (Pine Junction, Deer
Creek, Crow Hill, and Bailey), and a 3% annual
growth rate was applied to all other commercial
development.
Re-Zoning Scenario
The Re-zoning Scenario was created to highlight
potential effects of concentrated development in
Village and Rural Centers as designated by Jefferson
and Park County. Both counties have adopted or
are in the process of adopting land use policies that
encourage new retail, office, industrial, and community uses in Village and Rural Centers to avoid

undesirable negative environmental and social
impacts on the respective communities. These centers of development are intended to be mixed-use
development with a balance of land uses that contain trip making to one central area along US 285.
The Re-Zoning Scenario differs from the Existing
Zoning Scenario in that it represents the counties'
efforts to control or limit growth to areas that are
best served by existing and planned infrastructure.
The final Conifer/285 Corridor Area Community
Plan adopted by Jefferson County Planning Commission designates Village Centers in Aspen Park/
Conifer, just north of the study area, and a second
center in Pine Junction. A relative comparison of
acreages for each land use type within the Village
Center boundaries provided the basis for allocating
the percentages of land for retail, office, industrial,
and residential uses in this area including:
 Retail/Office - 50% retail; 50% office.
 Light Industrial/Office - 50% industrial; 50%
office.
 Residential - one unit/five acres; 90 single
family, 10% second homes.
Park County is undergoing revisions to its land use
regulations, and is updating their GIS data coverages to concentrate growth into Rural Centers in
much the same way as Jefferson County's Village
Centers. Rural Center boundaries have been designated for the Park County portion of Pine Junction,
Crow Hill, and Bailey. The Bailey Rural Center
includes two separate areas - one at the bottom of
Crow Hill, and a second midway up Crow Hill near
Park View Court. The same land use types and residential density assumptions used for Jefferson
County Village Centers were also used in Park
County for the Rural Centers.
The estimated percentages of land for retail, office,
and residential uses include:
Bailey Rural Center (bottom of Crow Hill)
 25% retail
 25% office
 50% residential at one unit /five acres; 80%
single-family, 20% second homes
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Bailey Rural Center (on Crow Hill)

3.1.4.4

 13.5% retail
 13.5% office
 75% residential at one unit/five acres; 80%
single-family, 20% second homes

The issue of water playing a role in future development and potentially becoming a limiting factor on
the amount of growth in the US 285 study area is
being examined more seriously. Local community
organization, as well as both Jefferson and Park
Counties, are performing studies and taking action
in an attempt to secure water to accommodate
future land uses. The issue at hand relates to the
appeal of suburban-mountain living within commuting distance to the Denver metropolitan area,
related rapid population growth, and thus a higher
demand on water resources. Residential development in this region usually has no urban municipal
infrastructure and typically relies upon individual
domestic wells and septic sewage systems. Limitations of adequate well water in many of the outlying
areas will make development less attractive. Household wells in these areas produce water from depths
of 100 to 400 feet, and many of these wells have
been reported “dry” after the recent drought conditions. [(MGWRS) Jefferson County Mountain
Groundwater Resource Study, Jeffco, 2003.]

Crow Hill Rural Center
 37.5% retail
 37.5% office
 25% residential at one unit/five acres; 80%
single-family, 20% second homes
The Pine Junction Rural Center land use projections
within Park County were obtained from the Sunset
Parkway and US 285 Intersection System and
Project Level Feasibility Study based on the
approved development plans for The Villages at
Sunset.
All other land areas in the Park County portion of
the study area were assumed to develop at the
growth rates applied in the Existing Zoning Scenario. However, no other retail or office uses were
assumed for any other areas outside the Rural Centers.
Both counties have recognized that water availability will continue to be a factor in determining the
level of future development in the study area.
Although existing zoning provides for suburban
development densities in some areas of Jefferson
County, staff is considering changing the zoning
code to reduce allowable densities to minimize
water depletion. While current zoning allows for
one unit per 5 to 35 acres in agricultural zones, a
less dense one unit per 10 to 35 acres is still under
consideration. The Re-Zoning Scenario assumed a
10% reduction in residential units to account for the
effects of low water availability and possible zoning
ordinance changes. Park County's new land use
regulations have anticipated water availability
issues and have adjusted their zoning regulations
accordingly to allow a minimum of one residential
unit per 10 to 35 acres in agricultural zones, while
directing growth to its designated Rural Centers.
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Water and Growth

Individual septic systems discharge effluent to leach
fields from which effluent percolates into the upper
10 feet of soil, and a percentage of the effluent ultimately returns to the groundwater system. Increased
growth in the study area results in increased
demands on the groundwater supply, increased septic system effluent returning to the groundwater system, and heightened public concern about the
sufficiency and quality of the groundwater supply.
Water supply and growth issues are of concern to
county officials who must balance the needs of current residents with the requests for additional development of living space and water resources. An
understanding of the current status of the groundwater resources of the areas surrounding US 285 is
needed to provide a basis for future planning and
zoning decisions that will allow reasonable development without causing undue harm to the area's
vital water resources. A single source of comprehensive and consistent water resources information
specific to the US 285 study area is not available;
however, information gathered from studies and
reports throughout Jefferson and Park Counties sup-
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port the notion that water will play a vital role in
shaping growth and development along the US 285
study area.1 Interrelated water resource issues comprised of quantity, quality, rights and associated
infrastructure and treatment facilities are likely to
influence future land development patterns within
the entire South Platte River Basin.

3.1.5

Environmental Consequences

This section discusses the effects of the No-Action
Alternatives and the Preferred Alternative on land
uses and on the Conifer/285 Corridor Area Community Plan and the Park County Strategic Master
Plan. Both of these documents contain specific policies that address development and land use in the
study area and were used as resources for this land
use evaluation.
No-Action Alternative
The No-Action Alternative is likely to foster the continuation of growth and development based on forecasted trends in both Jefferson and Park Counties.
For example, unplatted land that is currently categorized as agricultural may be rezoned to accommodate higher densities within a planned unit
development (PUD). Commercial development is
likely to occur near or adjacent to US 285. Figure 32 on page 3-4 illustrates the existing zoning along
the US 285 study area. While the land use policies
set forth in Jefferson and Park County planning documents promote directed growth in Village and
Rural Centers, there is no evidence to indicate that
demand for housing and subsequent commercial
development will be reduced. As traffic volumes on
US 285 increase and reach the capacity of the twolane road, some shifts in land use may occur. These
shifts could include a slowing down of development in the study area, a slowing down of development outside the study area, or a shift in jobs-tohousing balance so fewer commuters are driving to
the Denver metropolitan area.
Preferred Alternative
The Preferred Alternative is likely to foster continued growth and development according to forecasted trends in the same way as the No-Action
1.Growth Constraints of Water Supply on US 285 Corridor
Technical Report.

Alternative. This alternative would likely increase
demand for housing and commercial development,
particularly in the vicinity of the new grade-separated intersections. (See Figure 2-7 on page 2-11 for
elements of the Preferred Alternative.)
An indirect effect of providing access improvements
and grade separations at major intersections may
result in concentrating commercial and industrial
development in areas where easy access from the
roadway is provided. Given CDOT's current direction to redesignate US 285 from Regional Highway
(R-A) and Rural Highway (R-B) to Expressway (E-X) if
the Preferred Alternative is implemented, the access
control restrictions could provide an additional regulatory measure for Jefferson and Park Counties to
only approve new development within the Village
and Rural Centers or in areas that access US 285 via
existing roads.
The Preferred Alternative is consistent with the
approved land use plans and will not preclude Jefferson and Park Counties from developing new land
use policies that would address growth management. This alternative would meet the existing and
projected traffic demand based upon local land use
plans and current travel demand forecasts.

3.1.5.1

Compatibility with Adopted
Planning Documents

The final Conifer/285 Corridor Area Community
Plan Update, adopted in September 2003, contains
policies that encourage improvements to US 285,
including widening the highway from two to four
lanes, improving the roadway to a limited access
facility without traffic signals, and improving substandard horizontal curves and poor sight distance.
In addition to transportation improvements, the
plan also developed policies that designate Village
Centers in Aspen Park and the portion of Pine Junction within Jefferson County. The purpose of these
Village Centers is to promote mixed-use development with a balance of land uses concentrated in
these areas, resulting in the strengthening of the
economic balance of these communities and reduction in vehicle miles traveled on US 285. A map of
Jefferson County's Pine Junction Village Center is
shown in Figure 3-4. The No-Action Alternative is
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Figure 3-4: Rural Activity Centers
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not compatible with these policies; the Preferred
Alternative is compatible with these policies.
The Park County Strategic Master Plan, adopted in
July 2001, provides guiding principles and implementation measures with regard to transportation
issues and the designation of Rural Centers. Rural
Centers have been designated in Bailey, Pine Junction, and near Crow Hill as areas where new mixeduse development will be directed. Map locations
for these Rural Centers are shown in Figure 3-4 on
page 3-12. The plan acknowledges that by directing
new development to these areas, it will limit the
need for future road extensions by relying on the
existing road network to serve new development.
The guiding principles further recommend that
future small-lot residential, commercial, and industrial growth be directed to these Rural Centers,
while preserving the original plat of Bailey at the
bottom of Crow Hill. Additional principles recommend revisions to Park County's land use regulations to limit residential, commercial, and industrial
growth outside Rural Center boundaries. Park
County is currently updating their land use regulations to reflect this policy direction. Both alternatives would be considered compatible with the Park
County Strategic Master Plan.
The Park County Strategic Master Plan also proposes that the county coordinate with CDOT and
actively take part in the planning process for the US
285 roadway improvements. To this end, representatives from the county have attended project team
meetings and have been involved in small group
discussions and committee meetings regarding specific actions being proposed in Park County. Both
alternatives would be considered compatible with
the Park County Strategic Master Plan.

3.1.5.2

US Forest Service Impacts

The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
expressed concerns that widening US 285 could
result in land use related impacts to the national forests and wilderness areas along the US 285 study
area. Currently, there are no designated forest or
wilderness areas directly adjacent to US 285 within
the extent of the study area; however, the majority
of the land surrounding US 285 is within the Pike

National Forest. Coordination between the project
team and the US Forest Service (USFS) was conducted to define forest-related concerns, as well as
to address concerns of the EPA regarding impacts to
forest lands resulting from the Preferred Alternative.
Concerns about the risk of wildfire in Colorado's
wildland-urban interface (WUI) poses a challenge to
public safety, fiscal responsibility, and natural
resources such as air and water quality. As growth
from the Denver metropolitan area creeps into the
forested foothills of the Front Range, the landscapes
that are at the highest risk for large-scale fire are the
same areas where residential homes are being constructed. The movement of urban and suburban residents into the WUI significantly increases the risk
of impacts from wildland fire, and the cost of suppressing large and destructive fires has pressed local
and state resources beyond their fiscal capacity.
In response to these fire-related concerns, USFS officials and Jefferson County staff identified and
mapped the “red zone.” The “red zone” is a fire
risk-related zone determined by a variety of factors
including vegetation, population, density of built
structures, and other related factors. The entire US
285 study area is located within the “red zone,”
according to the State of Colorado Wildfire Hazard
Mitigation Plan (2001).
The USFS stated that some forest thinning is occurring or is planned to occur in the South Platte River
area. The USFS will only participate in thinning
projects on its land. If thinning is needed on private
lands, it is not a responsibility of the USFS. Approximately 17,500 acres of thinning is scheduled to
occur near the lower South Platte, Deckers, and
Rampart Range areas. Future areas for wildland fire
treatment and thinning are located in the Harris
Park area.
No-Action Alternative
No existing or planned USFS land uses would be
impacted by the No-Action Alternative. This alternative would result in the continuation of current
growth trends and development patterns along the
US 285 study area. New development would occur
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in the “red zone,” thus increasing the risk of fire
damage.
The No-Action Alternative would provide no resolution of existing US 285 traffic, safety and access
problems, and would allow traffic conditions to
worsen in the future. Deteriorating traffic conditions
predicted in the No-Action Alternative could hinder
access to forest lands. Deteriorating traffic conditions also could impact the efficiency of travel out
of and away from forest lands should a wildfire
occur. Indirect impacts could result in the form of
increased risk of injury due to forest fires and poor
travel conditions.
The No-Action Alternative would not improve
access points that lead to various recreational areas
within the Pike National Forest, nor would it provide increased capacity and efficiency for users of
the forest to access other USFS recreational areas.
Preferred Alternative
Wildfire
The Preferred Alternative addresses the issue of the
potential of increased growth along the US 285
study area, and thus within the WUI. Positive
impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative
include improvements that would ensure the best
possible access and efficiency, and therefore protection, in the event that people would need to escape
from a wildland forest fire.
Because the entire US 285 study area is located
within the “red zone,” the widening of US 285 and
the indirectly induced growth and development in
the surrounding area could, therefore, increase the
risk of fire damage. In addition, more development
could increase the extent of the “red zone.”
Recreational Use
USFS officials also expressed concern for impacts
related to potential increases in the number of
future recreational users along the study area, given
that most designated campsites and recreation facilities are currently at or exceeding capacity.
Improvements to US 285 combined with increased
recreational use along the study area might result in
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increased trip generation that could have both negative and positive cumulative impacts to the facilities
provided by the USFS. By exceeding the capacity of
existing recreational services and amenities, this
could cumulatively “overload” campsites and services adjacent to, and beyond, those within the
cumulative impacts study area. Conversely, as recreational facilities become more crowded, users
might find the improved roadway to be more feasible to access USFS facilities further west, and thus
lessen the cumulative impact of increased congestion on the recreational system near the study area.
In addition, a beneficial indirect impact of providing improved access to USFS facilities could result
in an increase in the likelihood of future USFS
improvements both within and beyond the study
area.

3.1.6

Mitigation Measures

CDOT has met several times with representatives
from Jefferson and Park County and with open
space acquisition agencies to spearhead efforts to
acquire open space along US 285.
The Preferred Alternative is consistent with current
Jefferson and Park County land use and zoning policies and supports any future land use policies by
either county to limit rezoning only to the uses designated within their proposed Village and Rural
Centers. Although implementing the Preferred
Alternative would not directly affect the land use
decisions made at the local level, development
would likely cluster in areas where access is more
easily available.

3.2 Social Conditions
3.2.1

General Population
Characteristics

The US 285 study area passes through Jefferson
County in the north and Park County in the south.
There are several communities in the study area,
none of which are incorporated. Therefore, the
demographic information for this section is gathered from data on 2000 Census tracts 1 and 2 in
Park County, and tracts 120.58 and 120.37 in Jefferson County (see Figure 3-5). The data are from the
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Figure 3-5: Study Area Census Tracts
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2000 Census and 2001 Population Estimates published by the US Bureau of the Census. Table 3-1
shows the detail of this data.
The data show that the study area is generally less
ethnically diverse than either Colorado or the counties. The Census tracts in the study area tend to have

fewer people of Hispanic or Latino descent and
racial minorities than in Colorado or either of the
counties. There are exceptions, i.e., higher percentages of African Americans in Census tract 1 than in
Park County, or higher percentages of Native Americans in CT 120.58 than in Jefferson County (see
Table 3-1.).

Table 3-1: Demographic Statistics for Study Area
Colorado

Entire
Jefferson
County

Jefferson Jefferson
Entire Park
Co. Tract Co. Tract
County
120.37
120.58

Population, 2001 estimate

4,417,714

530,966

15,580

N/A

2000 Population

4,301,261

527,056

14,523

Percent change 2000-2001

2.7%

0.7%

Percent change 1990-2000

30.6%

Median age

Park Co.
Tract 1

Park Co.
Tract 2

N/A

N/A

N/A

3,458

3,657

5,528

3,675

7.3%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

20.2%

102.4%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

34.3

36.8

40

39.5

41.4

39.3

38.6

Percent 65 and over

9.7

9.6

7.3

4.1

6.8

6.2

5.4

Percent under 18

25.6

25.3

23.5

26.9

24.9

27.0

28.6

Percent Hispanic or Latino (any
race)

17.1

10.0

4.3

5.6

0.9

3.4

3.3

Percent White alone

82.8

90.6

95.1

97

98.0

96.2

94.4

Percent African American alone

3.8

.9

.5

0

0

1.1

0.3

Percent Asian alone

2.2

2.3

0.4

0.3

0.3

0.6

0

Percent Native American alone

1.0

0.8

0.9

0.8

1.0

0.3

1.0

Some other race alone

7.2

3.2

1.2

0.7

0

0

1.3

Two or more races

2.8

2.2

1.8

1.3

0.7

1.8

2.9

Projected 2025 population*

6,463,157

633,272

118,563

5,168

5,465

8,261

5,492

Percent working outside of
county of residence

32.1

51.3

63.0

53.2

44.5

64.5

66.9

Percent commute longer than 35
minutes

19.3

26.1

58.5

75.9

66.3

63.1

63.2

* Projected 2025 population from Colorado Department of Local Affairs (DOLA), Demography Section, Aug. 2002.
N/A = not available

The communities along US 285 are increasingly
becoming bedroom communities for workers who
commute to the Denver area. Both the Park County
Demographic & Economic Reconnaissance Report
(March 2000) and The Conifer Community Demographic Profile prepared by the Jefferson County
Planning and Zoning Department detail this conclu-
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sion. This conclusion is supported by the Census
data provided in Table 3-1, that indicates the percentages of people who work outside the county of
residence and commute longer than 35 minutes to
work.
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3.2.2

Community Facilities

Many of the community facilities that serve the residents of these Census tracts are located away from
the immediate highway area that will be affected by
construction. Many are located in nearby communities, such as Conifer or Pine. However, to access
these facilities, area residents use US 285 during
some portion of their journey. The hospitals and
clinics that serve residents are located outside of the
study area in other parts of Jefferson and Park Counties. The area is served by Intermountain Rural Electric for electricity and numerous private vendors for
natural gas supplies. There are more than a dozen
churches in the area; quite a few are located on US
285 or frontage roads. There is one post office in
the study area, located in Bailey.
The Park County library is located at Deer Creek
Road, and the Jefferson County library facilities are
located outside of the study area.
Schools
There are two public elementary schools in the
study area: Deer Creek Elementary, Park County
School District RE-1, located on Deer Creek Road
off of US 285, and Elk Creek Elementary, Jefferson
County R-1 School District, located near South
Parker Avenue on the US 285 Frontage Road. Middle and high schools are located outside the study
area.
Public Safety
The Park County Sheriff's Office and the Colorado
State Patrol provide law enforcement for the portion
of the study area in Park County, with a substation
located in Bailey. The Platte Canyon Fire District
provides fire protection to Park County residents,
and has a station located on US 285 at the west end
of Bailey. The Platte Canyon Rescue Service provides emergency medical services to Park County
residents, and its station is located near the intersection of Deer Creek Road and US 285. The Elk Creek
Fire Protection District provides fire and emergency
medical services to Jefferson County residents along
the study area. The district’s station is located just
off of US 285 at Richmond Hill.

3.2.3

Housing

The cost of housing in the Census tracts within the
study area is greater than the cost of housing in the
state as whole, and generally greater than costs
within the respective counties (see Table 3-2). The
study area also tends to have a greater vacancy rate
than the state and the counties, but this is due to the
large number of second or vacation homes in the
area. The median value of a home in the study area
is greater than the median value in the state or the
respective counties.

3.2.4

Environmental Justice

In February 1994 President Clinton issued Executive Order 12898 requiring federal agencies to
incorporate consideration of environmental justice
into the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
evaluation process. The purpose of this order is to
ensure that minority and low-income populations
do not receive disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental impacts as a result
of federal actions.

3.2.4.1

Minority Populations and
Minority-Owned Businesses

The first step at identification of minority populations was based upon information from 2000 Census data at the block level. Minority populations are
comprised of ethnic and/or racial minorities.
According to Census data, race information is broken down into seven mutually exclusive categories:
White, Black or African American, American Indian
and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander, some other race, and two or
more races. It is important to note that Hispanic is
not listed as a race category and data pertaining to
the people of Hispanic origin are accounted for
under ethnicity.
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Table 3-2: Housing Statistics for Study Area
Jefferson
Jefferson Co.
Co. Tract
Tract 120.37
120.58

Colorado

Jefferson
Co.

Park Co.

Park Co.
Tract 1

Park Co.
Tract 2

1990 building permits*

11,388

1,737

124

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

1998/99 building permits*

51,156

2,924

388

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

1,808,037

212,488

10,697

1,419

1,994

2,805

1653

Vacant

8.3%

3.0%

44.9%

6.9%

27.6%

23.2%

16.1%

Vacant for seasonal or
recreational use

4.0%

0.7%

40.5%

4.1%

21.4%

18.5%

12.6%

Homeowner vacancy rate

1.4%

0.6%

3.3%

0.7%

1.8%

2.0%

1.6%

Rental vacancy rate

5.5%

3.6%

8.5%

5.5%

7.6%

9.5%

7.3%

$166,600

$187,900

$172,100

$225,400

$1,197

$1,288

$1,142

$1,627

$1,437

$1,173

$1,234

$671

$760

$806

$939

$855

$913

$783

2000 Housing Units

Median value
Median mortgage
Median rent

$230,200 $184,900 $180,700

Source: 2000 US Census Data; * Colorado Department of Local Affairs.

The percentages of minority populations within
each Census block were compared to the county
averages. Park County and Jefferson County as a
whole contain minority populations of 7.5% and
15.1% respectively. This analysis revealed that of
the blocks located in Jefferson County, approximately 17 blocks within one-third to one-half mile
of the study area, contain minority populations
above the county average, and 32 blocks contain
minority populations above the Park County average. The blocks with concentrations of minority
populations along the study are located in Conifer,
north of Shaffers Crossing, in Pine Junction, Deer
Creek and along Rosalie Road, and near Bailey (see
Figure 3-6).
Information regarding minority business enterprises
within the study area is derived from the Colorado
Minority Business Office (MBO). According to the
state office at the time of this writing, there are no
known minority business enterprises in the study
area.

3.2.4.2

Low-Income Populations

The Final DOT Executive Order on Environmental
Justice (February 3, 1997) defines low income as
“…a person whose median household income is
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below the US Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) poverty guidelines.” The HHS
guidelines provide a formula based on the number
of persons in a household or family and their annual
income. The 2002 national poverty level, according
to HHS, was reported to be $18,100 for a family of
four. Many communities feel that this figure is too
low to accurately reflect the low-income households in an area. For instance, Jefferson County uses
the low-income figure for the Denver Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which equals 30% of the
Area Median Income (AMI), resulting in a lowincome threshold of $20,950 for a household of
four. Park County is currently reestimating their
thresholds for determining low income. When
released, the new threshold will be used to properly
determine low income in Park County. In the meantime, coordination with the Park County planning
department has determined that using the same
low-income threshold as Jefferson County would be
acceptable because the Park County block groups
border Jefferson County, and approximately 80% of
these residents are employed in Denver.2 Thus,
using the same threshold for both counties would
2.Gary Nichols, Park County Planning, personal communication, January 10, 2003.
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prove to be more accurate and would provide more
continuity in the analysis.
The low-income threshold used for this Environmental Justice analysis was based upon the $20,950
income level for a household of four people.
Because none of the block groups within the study
area average four persons per household, the actual
income value to reflect this density is an extrapolated value of $18,030 for a household of 2.6 persons.3 As Census data are released only in
increments of $5,000, the analysis threshold will be
$19,999. Using this figure also ensures a more
inclusive analysis of potential low-income households in the study area.
According to 2000 Census data at the block group
level, 10.8% of the households in Jefferson County
and 11.8% of the households in Park County fall
below the $19,999 low-income level. Within the
US 285 study area, none of the 11 block groups
exceed either of the county averages for lowincome at a 2.6 person per household threshold.
Only two block groups (both in Park County)
exceed 10%, where over 10% of the households in
the two block groups have incomes below $19,999.
The two block groups contain a total of 2,147
households, 228 of which could be considered lowincome because they are below the low-income
threshold (see Figure 3-7).
However, the data collected from the US Census
are geographically broad, and do not present the
level of detail needed to identify impacts to minority or low-income populations. Thus, additional
research was done to determine specific minority or
low-income residences or businesses that may be
affected by the project. This research included coordination with local minority, low-income and other
related organizations, such as:
 Park County Crisis Center
 Gateway Youth and Family Services
 Mountain Resource Center
3.Low-income threshold was calculated by extrapolating the
value for low-income based on 2.6 persons per household. The
HUD low-income level for a three-person household is
$18,850, and the HUD low-income level for a two person
household is $16,800.
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 English as a Second Language programs from
area schools
 Our Lady of the Pine Catholic Church
 Timberline Health Clinic
 State of Colorado Minority Business Office
(MBO)
 Local planning agencies (Jefferson and Park
Counties)
 Chambers of Commerce
Conversations with these organizations listed above,
as well as others within the study area, yielded no
additional information regarding the location of
potential minority and/or low-income populations.
In addition, meetings were held with all property
and business owners that are likely to be relocated
by the Preferred Alternative. There were no indications during these discussions that these property
and business owners should be classified as minority
or low-income. Despite these extensive efforts, no
concentrations of minority or low-income populations could be found. The minority and low-income
populations in the study area are not clustered into
neighborhoods, but scattered through the study area
with rest of the population.
Despite the difficulty in locating populations of
minority and low-income populations, an effort to
reach these populations was made by the project
team. The project team, after contacting the organizations, developed the best way to disseminate
project information to these populations. Supplementary copies of the US 285 Newsletter #1
explaining the basic concepts of an EIS and the
intent of the project were redistributed to areas of
potential use by minority and low-income populations in June 2003, along with a letter about opportunities for comment, project contact information,
and where to access project information. Additional
copies of the project newsletter were distributed at
frequently visited locations in the study area,
including grocery stores, post offices, and other
businesses that have a high use in the community.
Outreach to low-income and minority populations
within the US 285 study area will continue through
the course of the EA process. The project team will
continue to call the identified community contacts
and widely disseminate information at areas of

0
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common use before key project milestones to supply additional information and seek input to the
process. In addition, the project team is attentive
and responsive to any needs, issues, or concerns
that may arise.

3.2.4.3

Environmental Justice Impacts

No-Action Alternative
As a result of the No-Action Alternative, there would
not be any disproportionate impacts to minority and
low-income populations. Traffic congestion increases
associated with the No-Action Alternative could
result in a decreased level of accessibility to employment, housing and community services and facilities.
There would be no disproportionate impacts due to
increasing noise levels or the introduction of hazardous materials into low-income and minority populations. The No-Action Alternative would result in no
property acquisitions and no household relocation.
Therefore, minority and low-income households
would not be affected by right-of-way acquisition
required for this alternative. Improvements to the
existing study area proposed by the local jurisdictions
would continue to occur as planned.
Preferred Alternative
Impacts to Low-Income Populations
Despite efforts to locate them, no concentrations of
low-income populations were identified. Meetings
and discussions held with all property and business
owners that are likely to be relocated gave no indication that they could be classified as low-income.
Therefore, it is not anticipated that the Preferred
Alternative would result in disproportionately high
and adverse impacts to low-income populations,
and improvements in mobility and safety would
benefit to low-income populations.
Impacts to Minority Populations
Despite efforts to locate them, no concentrations of
minority populations were identified. Meetings and
discussions held with all property and business
owners that are likely to be relocated gave no indication that they could be classified as minority.
Therefore, it is not anticipated that the Preferred
Alternative would result in disproportionately high
and adverse impacts to minority populations, and
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improvements in mobility and safety would benefit
minority populations.
At the Kings Valley Drive intersection, the auto
repair garage would likely be relocated. The garage
employs eight people. On the average, workers at
auto repair facilities earned approximately $21,000
per year in Jefferson County in 1997, the latest year
with the available statistics. However, it is difficult
to translate the wages into meaningful statistics,
because information on residency, household size
or household income cannot be determined for
these workers. Therefore, it cannot be determined
if these employees can be classified as low-income.
Summary
Overall, it is not anticipated that the Preferred Alternative would have direct, negative impacts on any
low-income or minority communities. As a result of
the Preferred Alternative, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts to lowincome and minority households because of
changes in air quality resulting from vehicle emissions (see Air Quality, Section 3.5 on page 3-41), or
changes in noise levels (see Noise, Section 3.6 on
page 3-45) or through the introduction or handling
of hazardous materials (see Hazardous Waste,
Section 3.15 on page 3-123). Indirect impacts in the
form of benefits could result in increased property
values of low-income and minority households
through the implementation of the improvements
planned for the Preferred Alternative. Positive
impacts could occur because improvements would
result in a transportation facility with less congestion and better mobility for both local and touristrelated traffic. These improvements could increase
accessibility and safety to employment, commercial
and recreation enterprises in the study area.

3.2.4.4

Mitigation Measures

Even though there are no anticipated disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income populations
with the Preferred Alternative, outreach to these
populations within the US 285 study area will continue through the course of the EA process. The
project team will continue to widely disseminate
information at areas of common use before key
project milestones to supply additional information
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and seek input to the project. This dissemination
will include special efforts to contact employees of
the auto repair garage that is likely to be relocated.
In addition, the project team is attentive and responsive to any needs, issues, or concerns that may arise.

3.2.5
3.2.5.1

Mobility
Travel Patterns and
Characteristics

The 2000 ADT volumes shown in Chapter 1,
Figure 1-2 on page 1-9 indicate variations in the
traffic patterns along the study area at different locations, at different times of the year, and at different
times of day and direction.
Seasonal and Locational Variations
Based on the traffic volume data that were collected, summer weekday and weekend traffic volumes are greater than fall traffic volumes. The same
was observed on weekends where summer weekend daily traffic volumes were higher than the fall
weekend daily traffic volumes.
Summer weekend peak period traffic volumes are
approximately 1.2 to 2.5 times greater than summer
weekday peak period traffic volumes. This difference
is more pronounced in the southern parts of the
study area and less pronounced in the northern parts.
This is due to the increased weekday commuting patterns in the northern parts of the study area. In fact,
north of the study area, weekday peak volumes are
slightly higher than weekend peak volumes.
During both the summer and fall, weekday and
weekend daily traffic volumes were highest in the
part of the study area located north of Crow Hill.
The volumes begin to decrease in the area south of
Crow Hill because there is a higher concentration
of development located north of Crow Hill that is
serviced by US 285. In addition, the primary direction of travel for this section of US 285 is towards
the Denver metropolitan area; therefore, traffic volumes increase on US 285 as it proceeds north.
Weekday Summer. The highest summer weekday
ADT volumes were observed in the northern section of the study area with 21,100 vehicles per day
(vpd). Volumes decrease dramatically in the south-

ern part of the study area leading into Bailey
(14,700 to 7,400 vpd).
Weekday Fall. The same trend was observed in the
fall weekday ADT volumes. The highest fall weekday ADT volumes were observed on the northern
section of the study area between Foxton Road and
Crow Hill with 17,700 vpd. The volume decrease
follows the same pattern as the summer weekday
traffic volumes decreasing quite a bit between Crow
Hill and Bailey.
Differences in summer and fall weekday traffic volumes are as follows.
 In the segment south of Crow Hill to Bailey,
daily traffic volumes are relatively consistent
between the summer and fall seasons.
 In the segment north of Crow Hill, the summer
weekday ADT volumes exceed the fall weekday ADT volumes by 3,400 vpd to 3,900 vpd.
Weekend Summer. The northern section of the
study area carries the highest summer weekend
ADT volumes at 24,200 vpd. Existing traffic volumes drop off to 12,100 vpd south of Crow Hill.
Weekend Fall. In the fall, the northern section of the
study area was observed to carry the highest daily
traffic volumes at 17,700 vpd. Traffic volumes
decrease south of Crow Hill to 8,900 vpd.
Differences in summer and fall weekend traffic volumes are as follows.
 South of Crow Hill, summer weekend daily
traffic volumes exceed fall weekend traffic volumes by approximately 3,200 vpd.
 North of Crow Hill, summer weekend daily
traffic volumes exceed fall weekend traffic volumes by approximately 6,500 to 7,500 vpd.
Time and Direction Variations
The following observations were made regarding
the directional distribution of traffic during the peak
hours.
 The summer and fall weekday peak-hour traffic
volume directional distributions are relatively
consistent south of Crow Hill.
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 North of Crow Hill the AM peak hour directional split is 70% to 80% northbound and
20% to 30% southbound. During the PM peak
hour the directional split is reversed with the
predominant direction of travel southbound at
55% to 60%.
 The summer weekend predominant direction
of travel throughout the study area is southbound during a Saturday AM peak hour (55%
to 75%) and northbound during a Sunday PM
peak hour (60% to 80%).
Two representative locations along the study area
were examined to determine the distribution of
summer weekday hourly traffic volumes throughout
a typical day (Tuesday through Thursday):
 South of Deer Creek Road
 South of Foxton Road
Figure 3-8 illustrates the average weekday vehicles
per hour counted at these locations over a 24-hour
period.
The following summarizes the results of the evaluation.
 South of Foxton Road, the weekday peaks are
more defined than the other location analyzed.
The AM. peak hour occurs between 7:00 a.m.
and 8:00 a.m., and the PM peak hour occurs
between 6:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m.
 South of Deer Creek Road, the weekday traffic
volumes along US 285 do not have the peaking
characteristics they do near Foxton Road. Traffic volumes gradually rise beginning at 7:00
a.m., remain consistent between 11:00 a.m.
and 6:00 p.m., then drop off after 7:00 p.m.
 On the weekend, Saturday traffic volumes
generally peak between 11:00 a.m. and noon
along the entire study area. On Sunday, the
peak traffic volumes occur between 5:00 p.m.
and 7:00 p.m.

3.2.5.2

Truck/Recreation Traffic

The vehicle classification data summarized in
Table 3-3 were collected along the US 285 study
area in the summer and fall of 2000. They show that
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truck traffic accounts for 5% of the ADT volume on
the weekend and 7% to 9% during the week. The
other heavy vehicle traffic (recreational vehicles,
commercial and privately operated buses, and large
moving vans) accounted for approximately 5% of
the ADT on the weekend and 6% during the week.

Table 3-3: ADT Heavy Vehicle Percentage
Truck (percent)

Bus/RV
(percent)

Summer/Weekend

5

5

Summer/Weekday

7

6

Fall/Weekday

9

6

Season/Time

3.2.5.3

Amount of Travel

Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) provides a measure of
the aggregate amount of daily travel that occurs on a
given facility. Table 3-4 summarizes future weekday
daily VMT on US 285 in the study area for both alternatives. The range of VMT shown for the No-Action
Alternative captures the forecast uncertainties due to
the effect of capacity constraint as well as the effects
of the two land use scenarios. Because the No-Action
Alternative has less capacity, its amount of daily
VMT is generally less than the Preferred Alternative.
The land use scenarios also influence the amount of
VMT - the Re-Zoning Scenario has about 3% less
VMT than the Existing Zoning Scenario under the
Preferred Alternative. (The two zoning scenarios are
discussed in Section 1.8.1.3 on page 1-17)

Table 3-4: Daily Year 2025 Vehicle Miles
of Travel (VMT)
No-Action
Alternative

Daily VMT

Preferred Alternative

Low - High
Range

Existing
Zoning
Scenario

Re-Zoning
Scenario

335,800 396,500

403,400

391,800

Note: The range estimated for the No-Action Alternative captures the effect of capacity constraint as well as the Existing
and Re-Zoning Scenarios.
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Figure 3-8: Average Weekday Hourly Volumes
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Similar to VMT, Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT)
totals the amount of time vehicles spend traveling
on a given facility. Table 3-5 displays the PM peak
hour VMT and VHT on US 285 in the study area.
The VMT and VHT for the No-Action Alternative
reflect the high end of the range of traffic volumes
forecast for that alternative, since low end condi-
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tions are dependent on the highly unstable conditions in the northern portion of the study area due
to capacity constraint. The No-Action Alternative
has a larger PM VHT total than the Preferred Alternative due to congestion delays because of its lesser
roadway capacity, despite the No-Action's lesser
amount of PM VMT. In other words, fewer vehicles
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would collectively spend more time traveling in the
study area under the No-Action Alternative compared to the Preferred Alternative.

Table 3-6: Year 2025 Estimated Travel
Times
Percent
No-Action Preferred
Travel Time
Alternative Alternative Reduction,
(minutes)
(minutes) Preferred vs.
No-Action

Table 3-5: PM Peak Hour Year 2025VMT
and VHT
No-Action
Alternative

Preferred Alternative
Existing
Re- Zoning
Zoning
Scenario
Scenario

PM Peak Hour
Vehicle Miles of
Travel (VMT)

27,800

PM Peak Hour
Vehicle Hours of
Travel (VHT)

760

32,300

600

31,300

590

Travel Time
Future estimated travel times to traverse the study
area in the PM peak period were calculated for both
the No-Action and Preferred Alternatives. The calculation assumed southbound PM peak weekday
conditions in the year 2025. The travel time calculation takes into account the number of lanes, free
flow speed, and the traffic volume, using procedures from the Highway Capacity Manual. The calculation also takes into account a factor for the
percentage of no-passing zones in the No-Action
Alternative. The travel times for the No-Action
Alternative reflect the high end of the range of traffic
volumes forecast for that alternative.
For planning purposes, the weekday summer peak
period is used, as it represents the highest volume
that occurs consistently. As discussed in Chapter 1,
summer Sunday PM conditions have higher volumes but occur on a limited basis. A travel time
analysis was not conducted for the Sunday PM time
period, but the Preferred Alternative is expected to
exhibit a similar percent travel time savings. For the
Preferred Alternative, the travel times exhibited
inconsequential differences between the two land
use zoning scenarios. Table 3-6 displays the travel
time analysis results for each of the analysis segments of the study area.
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Bailey to Crow
Hill

3.6

3.6

0%

Crow Hill to
Deer Creek

1.3

1.1

15%

Deer Creek to
Wisp Creek

4.3

3.0

30%

Wisp Creek to
Pine Junction

1.7

1.2

29%

Pine Junction
to Shaffers
Crossing

3.1

2.2

29%

Shaffers
Crossing to
Richmond Hill

4.6

2.7

41%

Richmond Hill
to Foxton Road

3.5

2.0

43%

Total

22.1

15.8

29%

Southbound PM Peak weekday conditions in the year 2025

Overall, a traveler gains a clear travel time advantage with the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred
Alternative's total travel time is about 30% less than
the travel time of the No-Action Alternative. The
travel time savings are most dramatic in the northern segments between Foxton Road and Shaffers
Crossing, which have the highest volume. The
travel times under the Preferred Alternative are
about 40% less than the No-Action travel times in
this area. The two alternatives have the same projected travel times between Crow Hill and Bailey
since no significant transportation improvements
are made in this segment.

3.2.5.4

Traffic Operations

Roadway operations on US 285 were evaluated for
existing conditions (year 2000) and the No-Action
and Preferred Alternatives (year 2025) using Level
of Service (LOS) standards (see Chapter 1). Both
highway and intersection LOS were calculated for
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weekday summer conditions during the PM peak
hour.
Weekday summer conditions were used because
they represent the high-end volumes that occur consistently. Weekend summer volumes are higher but
occur too infrequently to influence design.
For the No-Action Alternative, the traffic forecast
consisted of a range of volumes that reflected the
effect of capacity constraint and the different zoning
scenarios. The LOS that is presented for the NoAction Alternative assumes the high end of traffic
conditions. For peak-hour conditions, both low-end
and high-end conditions are at capacity for the northern segments of the study area. For the southern part
of the study area, low-end conditions are highly
unstable as they are dependent upon conditions in
the northern portion of the study area.
For the highway, the analysis was performed for each
of the analysis segments of US 285 by direction.
Table 3-7 contains the results of the US 285 operational analysis.The majority of the highway currently
operates between LOS C and LOS E conditions. LOS
conditions would generally deteriorate to E and F
conditions under the No-Action Alternative. It should
be noted that under the No-Action Alternative, peak
spreading would occur because of the No-Action
Alternative capacity constraint. In other words, peakhour conditions would exist for a longer duration
over the course of a day compared to the Preferred
Alternative.

The Preferred Alternative improves the LOS to A and
B in the northbound direction, and to LOS B and C
in the southbound direction. An exception is the
southbound LOS D in the Existing Zoning Scenario
from Foxton Road to Richmond Hill; however, it is
still an improvement over the LOS F of the NoAction Alternative. The two zoning scenarios result
in the same projected LOS, except the Existing Zoning results in slightly worse conditions southbound
from Foxton Road to Richmond Hill and from Shaffers Crossing to Pine Junction. In the Crow Hill to
Bailey segment, the highway operates at LOS C in
both alternatives since no major capacity improvements are included for this segment in the Preferred
Alternative.
A highway weave LOS analysis was conducted for
the southbound on-ramp at the proposed Deer Creek
grade-separated intersection. There was concern
about the close proximity of the ramp to the right-in/
right-out access at Deer Creek Road. The PM peak
hour analysis indicated that the traffic weaving
movements would operate at LOS A conditions.
The LOS of major intersections with US 285 were
evaluated for existing conditions and the future
alternatives, based on PM peak-hour traffic characteristics. Signalized intersections were evaluated
with an overall intersection operation rating, and
unsignalized intersections are rated for each minor
approach's operation. The majority of the major
intersections would be replaced with a grade-separated intersection in the Preferred Alternative.
Table 3-8 contains the results.

Table 3-7: PM Peak Level of Service on US 285

Segment

Year 2000
Existing
Conditions
Northbound

2025 No-Action Alternative

2025 Preferred Alternative

Existing Zoning Revised Zoning

Existing Zoning Revised Zoning

South- North- South- North- South- Northbound bound bound bound bound bound

Southbound

North- Southbound bound

Bailey to Crow Hill

C

C

D

D

C

C

C

C

C

C

Crow Hill to Deer Creek

D

D

D

D

D

D

A

B

A

B

Deer Creek to Wisp Creek

C

E

D

E

D

E

A

B

A

B

Wisp Creek to Pine Junction

D

D

E

E

E

E

A

B

A

B

Pine Junction to Shaffers
Crossing

E

E

F

F

F

F

A

C

A

B
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Table 3-7: PM Peak Level of Service on US 285 (Continued)

Segment

Year 2000
Existing
Conditions
Northbound

2025 No-Action Alternative

2025 Preferred Alternative

Existing Zoning Revised Zoning

Existing Zoning Revised Zoning

South- North- South- North- South- Northbound bound bound bound bound bound

Southbound

North- Southbound bound

Shaffers Crossing to Richmond
Hill

E

E

F

F

F

F

B

C

B

C

Richmond Hill to Foxton Road

E

E

B*

D*

B*

C*

B

D

B

C

*Assumes No-Action Improvements, including 4-lane cross-section.

Table 3-8: PM Peak Level of Service of Intersections
Minor Approach

Existing

No-Action
Alternative

Preferred
Alternative

Northbound

C

F

F1

Southbound

B

F

F1

PCR 68

Northbound

B

C

C

Parkview

Northbound

B

C

B/C2

Mable Lane

Southbound

B

C

C

Overall

B

B

GSI3

Wisp Creek

Northbound

C

F

B

Wandcrest

Northbound

B

C

GSI3

Overall

B

B

GSI

Northbound

E

F

GSI

Southbound

C

F

GSI

Kings Valley West

Southbound

C

F

GSI

Kings Valley East

Southbound

F

F

GSI

Northbound

C

F

GSI

Southbound

F

F

GSI

Northbound

C

F

GSI

Southbound

F

F

GSI

Northbound

B

F

GSI

Intersection of US 285 &:
PCR 64

Deer Creek/PCR 43 (Signalized)

Mt Evans Blvd. (Signalized)
Elk Creek

Richmond Hill
Springs Road
Wagon Trail
1A

northbound left turn lane on US 285 and other improvements are provided to improve capacity and safety at this intersection.
Although operations are improved over the No-Action Alternative, the LOS of the side roads remains at F.
2LOS B under the Existing Zoning Scenario and LOS C under the Re-Zoning Scenario.
3A GSI is provided at this location because signalization was screened out by not meeting Purpose and Need.
GSI: A grade-separated intersection is provided to serve this access in the Preferred Alternative.

Most of the US 285 intersections operate at LOS F
in the No-Action Alternative, and the majority of
these are replaced by grade-separated intersections
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in the Preferred Alternative. Of those that are
retained in the Preferred Alternative as intersections, the Preferred Alternative improves the LOS at

Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

the Wisp Creek intersection to B, and does not
change the LOS C rating at PCR 68, Parkview, and
Mable Lane compared to the No-Action Alternative.
Neither alternative improves the estimated future
LOS F side-road operations at the intersection of
PCR 64 with US 285 in the town of Bailey. However, the Preferred Alternative would provide minor
intersection improvements for PCR 64 (a northbound US 285 left-turn bay, improved northbound
right-turn radius, and improved southbound turnradius) but these do not mitigate the operational rating. While other engineering options are available,
input from the community guided the proposed
intersection configuration.
The presence of grade-separated intersections has
an impact on side-street intersections in the vicinity
of each proposed grade-separated intersection. A
LOS operations analysis was conducted at these
intersections under the conditions of the Preferred
Alternative. All of the side-street intersections
would operate at LOS C conditions or better. The
results for each side-street intersection are presented
in Appendix E.

3.2.5.5

Access

The Preferred Alternative changes the existing unrestricted access to grade-separated intersections and
right-in/right-outs coupled with U-turns at specific
locations. The approaches/accesses are consolidated to improve safety, capacity, service level, visibility, and driving comfort compared to the NoAction Alternative. The US 285 (Foxton Road to
Bailey) Access Management Plan report was prepared to further refine access management for the
study area.

3.2.5.6

Access Delay

The Preferred Alternative provides access control
characterized by grade-separated intersections and
right-in/right-out accesses coupled with U-turns.
While this design reduces the travel times on the
highway compared to the No-Action Alternative, it
does force some out-of-direction travel at many
access locations.
To evaluate this impact, a comparison of delay to
enter and exit the highway at each access point was
made between the No-Action and Preferred alterna-

tives. The calculation of access delay assumed the
estimated 2025 volumes on US 285, along with
estimated future turn movement volumes for the
minor roadway at each access point. The total vehicle delay at each access point was calculated using
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) delay methodology for left-turning, through, and right-turning traffic
from the minor roadway, together with delay of a
vehicle turning onto the minor roadway from the
highway.
For the No-Action Alternative, access delay accrues
due to either signal delay at signalized intersections,
or wait time for gaps in US 285 traffic at unsignalized intersections.
For the U-turn access control scenario, access delay
includes the out-of-direction travel time and the
delay time to turn around. For example, the delay to
make a left turn from an access point onto the highway is the total of:
 Right-out delay from the minor roadway, plus
 Travel time to the nearest U-turn or grade-separated intersection (including acceleration and
deceleration time), plus
 Delay to perform the U-turn, plus
 Travel time from the U-turn or grade-separated intersection back to the access point
(including acceleration time).
The result of the comparative analysis is displayed
in Figure 3-9. The majority of access points demonstrate a savings of access delay for the access control of the Preferred Alternative compared to the
No-Action Alternative. This is seen consistently in
the northern portion of the study area, from Foxton
Road to Pine Junction, where the higher traffic volume creates difficulty for vehicles to access the
highway in the No-Action Alternative. Where the
traffic volume is lower on the southern parts of the
study area, the delay at some access points is
greater in the Preferred Alternative compared to the
No-Action Alternative, due to out-of-direction travel
in the Preferred Alternative. Between Crow Hill and
Bailey, the access delay remains the same between
the two alternatives since no major access changes
are proposed in this segment. Within Bailey, one
intersection shows an increase in access delay. The
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P

Figure 3-9: Change in Access Delay
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East Main Street/US 285 intersection is limited to
right-in movements only due to sight distance limitations. This results in increased access delay from
out-of-direction travel.
The travel time incurred at highway access points is
only a part of the total trip. Coupling the access
travel time with the highway travel time demonstrates the overall travel time differences for trips
that access and travel on the highway. For each
access point, Figure 3-10 displays the change in
travel time (comprised of average access delay and
highway travel time, between the No-Action and
Preferred Alternatives, with assumed trip lengths
based on trip distribution patterns). All of the access
points realize an overall travel time savings for typical trips with the Preferred Alternative.
In many cases the savings in average trip travel
time, as shown in Figure 3-10, is much greater than
the change in access delay, as shown in Figure 3-9.
This is because the Preferred Alternative, when
compared to the No-Action Alternative, greatly
reduces overall congestion along US 285 resulting
in higher travel speeds. Travel time savings, as a
result of these higher travel speeds, outweigh the
changes in access delay.

3.2.5.7

Alternate Modes

The Preferred Alternative improves the environment
for bicyclists due to its addition of 10-foot shoulders
on either side of US 285 throughout the study area.
The No-Action Alternative does not improve the
shoulders over current conditions.
The Preferred Alternative includes strategies to
address travel demand management, transit, and
land use needs in the study area. These include
improving access management and advanced traveler information systems, and the promotion of carpools and vanpools through DRCOG. Further,
travel demand management incentives for new
developments, additional open space acquisitions,
and partnerships for transit-oriented developments
near park-n-Rides are encouraged in the Preferred
Alternative. The No-Action Alternative does not
provide similar support for alternate mode strategies, but does not preclude such strategies.

3.2.6

Social Impacts

No-Action Alternative
The No-Action Alternative would not change population growth trends or development patterns within
the study area. Demand for community facilities,
services and housing would increase in response to
the projected population growth (see Section 3.1
on page 3-1). The location of these resources would
generally follow development and land use plans
identified by the counties and cities.
As discussed in the Chapter 2, the No-Action Alternative includes the grade-separated crossing at
Wandcrest Road that is included as part of The Villages at Sunset Development PUD. This is the location where the greatest amount of growth and
development will likely occur. Access to and from
this development will improve. However, if no
improvements are made along the rest of US 285,
access to and from other areas could be hindered
by increased traffic and congestion.
Under the No-Action Alternative, movement across
and onto US 285 outside of The Villages at Sunset
would not be improved, thereby making it extremely
difficult to get access on and off the highway (for
both commuter and tourist traffic) due to the increase
in future traffic volumes. With the expected increase
in population throughout the study area, this could
become a more critical issue. The increased traffic
congestion could be especially severe during the
summer months, when there is increased tourist traffic. As congestion continues to increase, emergency
response time would also increase.
Since the No-Action Alternative does not address
safety and operating deficiencies at existing US 285
intersections, access points and crossings, the problems will likely worsen, creating greater congestion
and safety/accident issues as the population grows
in the study area.
Preferred Alternative
Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would
not substantially alter the area population growth or
other demographic characteristics or trends. Under
this alternative there would be no direct impacts to
social interaction and community cohesion in the
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Figure 3-10: Change in Average Trip Travel Time
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study area. However, the highway improvements
would substantially reduce congestion, thus
improving access for emergency vehicles; improving access to and from community facilities, such as
libraries, and improving access to and from retail
areas. The proposed improvements would not disrupt or separate any neighborhoods in the study
area. Generally, impacts would be minimal, as most
improvements would occur within highway or
roadway right-of-way, preventing the division of
existing communities. The widened highway may
seem like a barrier in some locations, however.
Three residences and one business would be
acquired and relocated as part of this alternative.
This alternative would improve safe connectivity
between residential areas and current as well as
future community facilities. This alternative would
provide a safer, more efficient and convenient travel
for groups and individuals traveling to schools, recreation areas, churches, businesses, police, fire protection and social activities. It would relieve
congestion, reduce safety and accident issues, and
improve emergency response time.
Access to Elk Creek School would be substantially
improved by the proposed grade-separated intersection.
This alternative would have short-term impacts to
access near the proposed construction locations.
Access could be temporarily restricted during construction, resulting in delays or increased travel
times. Emergency access would be maintained during construction.
Indirectly, the Preferred Alternative could cause a
localized shift in the development patterns of
expected future growth, thereby causing a shift in
where future community facilities may locate. The
Preferred Alternative may induce future development and future community facilities to locate on
property closer to grade-separated intersections
instead of scattered along US 285.

3.2.6.1

Safety

Overall, the Preferred Alternative improves the
safety conditions of US 285 compared to the No-

Action Alternative, by means of a variety of measures as follows.
Cross-section Geometrics
The typical cross-section of the Preferred Alternative
includes a 22-foot depressed rural median, 10-foot
shoulders, and 12-foot clear zones. This cross-section occurs consistently from Foxton Road to Crow
Hill. From Bailey to the top of Crow Hill, improved
shoulders and clear zones would be provided but
not a median. These features offer an improved
facility for safety. In contrast, the No-Action Alternative does not have a median, less than 25% of US
285 has acceptable shoulder widths, and less than
16% of it has an acceptable clear zone.
Access Control
The Preferred Alternative's access control of gradeseparated intersections and right-in/right-out combined with U-turns would provide a safer facility
than the No-Action Alternative's full movement
intersections. The number of accidents could be
expected to be reduced with the Preferred Alternative, per the results of a study that evaluated the
safety effects of directional median openings4.
Specific Sites
The sharp curve at the bottom of Crow Hill presents
a safety concern for businesses and on-street parking in Bailey. The hill is a steep grade with a posted
speed limit ranging from 40 to 50 mph. There is a
potential for southbound downhill trucks to lose
their brakes, miss the curve, and overturn. The consequences of such an accident include collisions
with property and people in Bailey, and other vehicles on US 285, and environmental impacts to the
river. The Preferred Alternative includes a Runaway
Truck Escape Ramp (TER) to provide runaway trucks
a means to avoid an accident at this location. The
No-Action Alternative does not include any safety
mitigation at this location.
The existing US 285 has a sharp curve near Roland
Drive. It is the first sharp curve that has an advisory
posted speed limit of 45 mph in many miles as a
4.“Right Turns Followed by U-Turns vs. Direct Left Turns: A
Comparison of Safety Issues”, by Lei Xu, ITE Journal, November 2001, Volume 71, No. 11

3-33

vehicle travels south on US 285. The 5-year accident history at this location shows that the curve
presents a safety hazard. Curve-related accidents by
type are presented in the Table 3-9.

native. Access for the fire station is a full-movement
intersection under the No-Action Alternative, which
would become a grade-separated intersection under
the Preferred Alternative.

Table 3-9: Curve-Related Accidents near
Roland Drive

3.2.7

Accident Type

Number of Accidents
1997 - 2001

Guard Rail Collision

4

Head On Collision

3

Overturned Vehicle

4

Sideswipe Opposite Direction

3

The Preferred Alternative improves the highway
geometrics at Roland Curve by increasing the curve
radius. The No-Action Alternative does not improve
the highway's safety at this location.

3.2.6.2

Evacuation

Emergency evacuation of the area could be needed
in case of wildfire. The US 285 roadway is the only
evacuation route for the majority of residents in the
area. The Preferred Alternative would provide the
population a better evacuation facility compared to
the No-Action Alternative. Its greater roadway
capacity would allow a faster and safer emergency
exit for vehicles from the area.

3.2.6.3

Emergency Services

The mobility of police, fire, and ambulance services
can be significantly delayed because of heavy congestion on a limited-capacity roadway. The NoAction Alternative does not alleviate this situation.
The Preferred Alternative would provide a higher
capacity highway that allows more opportunities for
emergency vehicles to pass traffic. Moreover, the
cross-section of the highway in the Preferred Alternative would include a 10-foot shoulder that could
be used by emergency vehicles, if needed, to pass
congestion on the through lanes. The No-Action
Alternative does not provide a shoulder that could
be used in this manner.
Additionally, the access for the Richmond Hill fire
station would be improved with the Preferred Alter-
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Mitigation Measures

Good communication with the communities and
residents with regard to road delays, access, and
special construction activities is recommended during the construction phase. This may be accomplished by radio and public announcements,
newspaper notices and on-site signage.

3.3 Economic Conditions
Beginning in the early 1990s, the study area experienced large growth in housing and population.
However, as the Colorado Economic Outlook (Center for Business and Economic Forecasting, Inc.,
June 19, 2002) points out, economic growth has
flattened in recent years statewide. Growth is
expected to continue in the future, but at a much
steadier, more moderate pace.
There are no incorporated places located in the
study area, so data for the four Census tracts outlined in Figure 3-5 on page 3-15 are used where
available. However, much of the available information regarding economic conditions is only published at the incorporated place or county level.
Information at this level is used when it is appropriate and the only source available.
As noted in the Demographic and Economic Reconnaissance Report for the Park County Strategic Master Plan, March 2000, the proximity of the area to
retailers and services in the Denver metropolitan
area and the commute patterns of residents puts
constraints on local business enterprises. The local
retail sector is therefore mostly made up of restaurants and “mom and pop” convenience establishments catering to local residents and travelers using
US 285. This is anticipated to change in the future,
though, with a major grocery store proposed for the
Deer Creek area. Currently, these small retail establishments are clustered in the unincorporated towns
of Bailey and Pine Junction, and in the Deer Creek
and Green Valley areas. There are many more retail
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and service businesses located outside of the study
area in the Conifer/Aspen Park area.
Jefferson County collected sales tax of $7.8 million
on retail sales of $485 million in the third quarter of
2002 from businesses in the unincorporated areas
of the county. Park County collected $323 thousand
on retail sales of $19.8 million from businesses in
the unincorporated areas of the county during the
same period.
There is only a handful of recreational sites within
the study area, but US 285 is a major thoroughfare
for those traveling to nearby mountain recreational
areas, including Denver mountain parks, National
Forests, and various trails and ski resorts.
US 285 Retail/Commercial Businesses
From Foxton Road to Green Valley, there are two
business locations on the frontage road to the north
of US 285. They do not have direct access to the
highway, and both use their properties for storage
uses. One business provides mechanic and auto
body repair services.
The Green Valley Center is a shopping/office complex on the south side of US 285 at Mountain View
Road with 10 businesses that provide retail and services to the public, and one restaurant and bar. The
complex provides off-street parking, with direct
access to the highway. On the opposite side of US
285 is a retail business and a towing and moving
business, both of which have very little off-street
parking and access the highway directly.
At the intersection of Kings Valley Drive and US 285,
there is a gas station/garage/storage business with
access to the frontage road north of the highway.
At Shaffers Crossing the business access is on Elk
Creek Road and on the frontage road south of the
intersection with Elk Creek Road. There are five
businesses on Elk Creek Road - three offer recreational services and two provide construction services and supplies. On the frontage road south of
the intersection, there are two schools and an electric utility station.

activity. To the east of the intersection, there is a
feed store and storage business accessed from Glen
Drive on the north of US 285. On the south side,
the Pine Junction park-n-Ride faces US 285 in front
of a gravel pit. Both of these access the highway
directly and on Pine Valley Road. On Mt. Evans
Boulevard north of US 285, there are five property
and home service and supply businesses near the
highway, and many more businesses along Mt.
Evans Boulevard further north of the highway. At
the intersection of Mt. Evans Boulevard and US
285, there is a gas station, two retail stores, and two
service businesses. On Pine Valley Road just south
of the highway there is an auto repair shop and a
retail business. South of the intersection, there are
numerous businesses located on both sides of US
285 that access the highway directly. These include
two restaurants, an auto repair shop, two retailers,
two light manufacturing businesses, and over a
dozen service businesses.
At Wisp Creek on the north side of US 285, there
are two commercial buildings, but both are currently unoccupied. On Roland Valley Drive, off of
US 285, there is an auto repair business.
According to Park County plans, Deer Creek is
expected to be a commercial center for the area. At
present, there are two gas station/convenience
stores, two restaurants, two retailers, four service
businesses, one storage business and an electric
utility station. None of these businesses access US
285 directly; however, they use the frontage road
off of Rosalie Road on the south side of the highway, or they use PCR 43 or Delwood Drive on the
north side of the highway.
The unincorporated town of Bailey has the most
commercial activity in the study area that is closest
to the highway. There is one gas station/convenience store, four restaurants, ten retailers, two lumber or home supply stores, and twelve service
businesses. Six of these businesses are located
between US 285 and Main Street in the center of
town, eight are located on PCR 68, east of the highway, and two of the businesses are located on PCR
64, south of the highway.

Pine Junction, on the border of Park and Jefferson
Counties, is a relatively dense center of commercial
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Employment
The basic employment data for the study area are
listed in Table 3-10.
As shown in Table 3-10, the strongest employment
sectors are management/professional, services and
government work. According to the Colorado
Department of Labor and Employment, the sectors
with the highest average wages are the management/ professional occupations and the construction/mining occupations. The Colorado
Occupational Employment Outlook 1998-2008,
January 2001, states that the services and construction sectors are the only categories expected to
increase by the year 2008, with flat growth or
declines for the other employment sectors in Colo-

rado. The Colorado Department of Local Affairs
(DOLA) estimates that Jefferson County will have an
annual percentage growth in jobs of -0.4% in 2002,
8.0% through 2015, and 8.0% through 2025.
DOLA estimates that Park County will have an
annual percentage growth in jobs of -1.0% in 2002,
1.4% through 2015, and 0.8% through 2025. The
unemployment rate was lower in the study area
than it was in either Jefferson or Park County, or the
state as a whole, according to 2000 Census data.
However, since then the unemployment rate has
risen in the state and the counties, and it should be
assumed that it has risen in the study area as well.
Incomes within the study area are generally higher
than in Colorado or the counties, and there are
fewer people below the poverty level.

Table 3-10: Employment Statistics for Study Area
Colorado

Jefferson
County

Park
County

Jefferson
Co. Tract
120.37

Jefferson
Co. Tract
120.58

Park Co.
Tract 1

Park Co.
Tract 2

2000 Population

4,301,261

527,056

14,523

3,458

3,657

5,528

3,675

In Labor Force

2,331,898

300,673

8,134

2,580

2,144

3,078

2,070

99,260

9,546

232

33

37

87

37

5.0%

4.5%

4.3%

Management, professional

37.4%

41.3%

33.2%

54.4%

50.0%

35.1%

37.6%

Service

13.9%

11.5%

13.2%

6.3%

12.6%

10.6%

9.1%

Sales and office

27.2%

28.8%

26.4%

18.4%

22.7%

27.7%

27.8%

Farming, fishing, forestry

0.6%

0.1%

0.6%

0.0%

0.0%

0.4%

0.0%

Construction, mining,
maintenance

10.5%

9.6%

16.7%

12.9%

7.3%

16.5%

12.6%

Manufacturing, transportation

10.5%

8.7%

9.9%

8.0%

7.3%

9.6%

12.9%

Government workers

13.9%

13.7%

14.3%

16.1%

12.9%

12.9%

14.1%%

Median household income (1999)

$47,203

$57,339

$51,899

$76,143

$76,353

$57,390

$56,218

Per capita income

$24,049

$28,066

$25,019

$32,733

$36,818

$26,868

$24,233

9.3%

5.2%

5.6%

0.6%

2.4%

3.6%

4.5%

Unemployed (in 2000)
Unemployed (in October, 2002)*
Occupation as percentage

Percent below poverty level
Source: 2000 US Census data.

* Colorado Department of Labor and Employment, 2002.

As shown in Table 3-1 on page 3-16, the study area
has a high rate of workers who commute long distances to work. The number of people living in the
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study area who commute outside of the county
where they reside is higher than for Colorado and
Park County, and on a par with Jefferson County.
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This trend has been noted in the planning documents for Park and Jefferson Counties (see interim
Conifer/285 Corridor Area Community Plan,
August 2002, and Park County Strategic Master
Plan, February, 2001).

3.3.1

Environmental Consequences

There would be no direct impacts to long-term economic conditions in the study area under any alternative, once construction is finished. The growth in
employment and business that the region is experiencing would be expected to continue. Indirectly,
however, alternatives may cause a shift in the development patterns, altering where future retail and
commercial enterprises decide to locate within the
study area (see Section 3.1.5 on page 3-11). For
impacts to minority and low-income populations,
see Section 3.2.4 on page 3-17.
No-Action Alternative
The No-Action Alternative would not change population growth trends or development patterns within
the study area. Demand for commercial facilities,
services and construction would increase in
response to the projected population growth (see
Section 3.2.1 on page 3-14). The location of these
would generally follow development and land use
plans set forth by the counties and cities.
As discussed in Chapter 2, the No-Action Alternative includes the grade-separated crossing at Wandcrest Road that is included as part of The Villages at
Sunset Development PUD. This is the location
where the greatest amount of growth and development will likely occur. Access to and from this
development will improve. However, if no
improvements are made along the rest of US 285,
access to and from other commercial areas could be
hindered by increased traffic and congestion.
Under the No-Action Alternative, movement across
and onto US 285 outside of The Villages at Sunset
will not be improved, thereby making it extremely
difficult to get access on and off the highway (for
both delivery, commuter and tourist traffic) due to
the increase in future traffic volumes. With the
expected increase in population throughout the
study area, this could become a more critical issue.

The increased traffic congestion in the study area
could be especially severe during the summer
months, when there is increased tourist traffic.
Preferred Alternative
The Preferred Alternative could temporarily boost
the economy of the study area through the construction period by providing employment of construction workers and purchase of construction material.
The additional employment could provide a temporary economic boost to the region, through
increased wages and retail sales to firms in the
project vicinity, partially offsetting any lost revenue
from increased congestion and access restrictions
during construction.
Under this alternative there would be no direct
impacts to economic conditions in the study area.
Indirectly, however, the Preferred Alternative could
cause a localized shift in the development patterns
of expected future growth, thereby causing a shift in
where future business activities may occur. The Preferred Alternative may induce future commercial
enterprises to locate on property near the grade-separated crossings in the study area instead of other
locations along US 285. This alternative would
improve connectivity to designated development
centers, thereby improving access to these businesses. One business would need to be acquired
and relocated as part of this alternative.
US 285 Retail/Commercial Businesses
From Foxton Road to Green Valley, the businesses
located on the frontage to the north of US 285
would have no impacts under the Preferred Alternative except for improved mobility. The improved
frontage road would provide access to the gradeseparated crossing at Green Valley Center. Shortterm temporary impacts would occur during construction of the Preferred Alternative. Access to
businesses located near construction sites might be
impaired temporarily.
The Green Valley Center shopping/office complex
on the south side of US 285 at Mountain View Road
would retain its off-street parking, but without direct
access to the highway. On the north side of US 285
are a retail business and a towing and moving business, both of which have very little off-street park-
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ing. Their direct access to the highway would be
removed, and they would have to use the improved
frontage road to access US 285. Short-term temporary impacts would occur during construction of the
Preferred Alternative. Access to businesses might be
impaired during construction, which could cause
patrons to go elsewhere. This could be offset by
sales to construction workers in the area.
At the intersection of Kings Valley Drive and US
285, there is a gas station/garage/storage business
with access to the frontage road north of the highway. The Preferred Alternative would avoid historic
properties located south of the highway, and moves
the frontage road for the grade-separated crossing at
this intersection further north of the existing highway. Therefore, part or all of this business would
need to be acquired and relocated as part of the Preferred Alternative.
At Shaffers Crossing, the business access is on Elk
Creek Road and on the frontage road south of the
intersection with Elk Creek Road. There are five
businesses on Elk Creek Road - three offer recreational services and two provide construction services and supplies. These businesses would retain
their access to US 285 through frontage roads constructed with the grade-separated crossing at Elk
Creek Road. On the frontage road south of the intersection, there are two schools and an electric utility
station. These facilities would have access to US
285 through an improved frontage road connection
to a second grade-separated crossing, near Parker
Avenue. Short-term temporary impacts would occur
during construction of the Preferred Alternative.
Access to the schools and businesses might be
impaired during construction, which could cause
some patrons to go elsewhere.
Pine Junction, on the border of Park and Jefferson
Counties, is a relatively dense center of commercial
activity and would have many changes in access for
businesses with the Preferred Alternative. To the
east of the intersection, there is a feed store and
storage business that would be accessed from the
new frontage road and Glen Drive on the north of
US 285. On the south side, a new frontage road
would replace the Pine Junction park-n-Ride facing
US 285 in front of a gravel pit. The park-n-Ride
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would be relocated north of the intersection, as part
of the No-Action Alternative. Access to the gravel
pit would be located further south on Jefferson
County Road 126.
On Mt. Evans Boulevard north of US 285, there are
five property and home service and supply businesses near the highway, and many more businesses along Mt. Evans Boulevard further north of
the highway. Access to these businesses from US
285 would be through a grade-separated crossing.
At the intersection of Mt. Evans Boulevard and US
285, there are a gas station, two retail stores, and
two service businesses. Access to these businesses
from US 285 would be through a frontage road on
the north side of the highway.
The businesses on Pine Valley Road just south of
the highway - an auto repair shop and a retail business - would retain access to US 285 through the
grade-separated crossing. South of the intersection,
there are numerous businesses located on both
sides of US 285 that currently access the highway
directly. These include two restaurants, an auto
repair shop, two retailers, two light manufacturing
businesses and over a dozen service businesses.
These businesses would have access to US 285
through new frontage roads on both the north and
south sides of the highway. Short-term, temporary
impacts would occur during construction of the Preferred Alternative. Access to businesses might be
impaired during construction, which could cause
patrons to go elsewhere. This could be offset by
sales to construction workers in the area.
At Wisp Creek on the north side of US 285, there
are two commercial buildings which are currently
unoccupied. These locations would have access to
US 285 via the frontage road on the north side of
the highway, and their access might be impaired
during construction.
At Roland Valley Drive, the Preferred Alternative
would shift the alignment of US 285 south of the
auto repair business located at the existing intersection. Access to this business would be through a
reconfigured Roland Valley Drive as part of a gradeseparated crossing. Short-term temporary impacts
would occur during construction of the Preferred
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Alternative. Access to businesses might be impaired
during construction, which could cause patrons to
go elsewhere.
The Preferred Alternative would provide two gradeseparated crossings at Deer Creek. At present, there
are two gas station and convenience stores, two restaurants, two retailers, four service businesses, one
storage business and an electric utility station,
though many more are planned. To facilitate this
planned development, a modified diamond interchange at PCR 43 would provide access to existing
and future businesses located north of the highway,
and to those existing businesses located on the
frontage road south of the highway. Businesses
located at Delwood Drive would have access to US
285 through a second grade-separated crossing.
Short-term, temporary impacts would occur during
construction of the Preferred Alternative. Access to
businesses might be impaired during construction,
which could cause patrons to go elsewhere. This
could be offset by sales to construction workers in
the area.
The Preferred Alternative would have little or no
impacts to the unincorporated town of Bailey,
which has the most commercial activity in the study
area that is closest to the highway. The existing
accesses and streets would be maintained with
minor improvements. Short-term, temporary
impacts would occur during construction of the Preferred Alternative. Access to businesses might be
impaired during construction, which could cause
patrons to go elsewhere. This could be offset by
sales to construction workers in the area.

3.3.2

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are necessary.

3.4 Right-of-Way
3.4.1

Existing Conditions

The width of CDOT right-of-way varies between
200 and 440 feet. This variation in width derives
from the mountainous terrain and avoidance of
commercial and residential properties located near
the highway. Some of the variation is also due to
the right-of-way of the old alignment of US 285,

some of which has been deeded to land owners and
some retained by CDOT. There are approximately
150 parcels in Park County that are adjacent to the
right-of-way, and just under 400 parcels in Jefferson
County with adjacency to the right-of-way.

3.4.2

Environmental Consequences

At this early stage of design, it is difficult to exactly
determine the number of right-of-way impacts that
would be required to construct the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative has been developed with the intention of not impacting properties,
particularly those occupied by residences or businesses. It appears at this early stage of conceptual
design that three residential and one business acquisitions would be required for the Preferred Alternative, as well as some full and some partial parcel
takes of undeveloped land.
No-Action Alternative
The No-Action Alternative would require no additional right-of-way, nor would it require any residential or business acquisitions.
Preferred Alternative
The majority of the widening of US 285 would
occur within the existing right-of-way. However,
some portions of the wider highway may require
some partial land acquisition where the highway
travels through commercial or densely spaced residential areas, or where widening of the highway
necessitates additional cuts and/or fill. The gradeseparated crossings would require numerous partial
land acquisitions as well. Sixty parcels in Park
County may require partial land acquisitions. In Jefferson County, 76 parcels may require partial or full
land acquisition, including the residential and business acquisitions. Right-of-way from private parties
would be obtained through fee acquisition or, in
some cases, construction or other types of easements.
The business requiring relocation is located at
12425 S. US Highway 285. The business is a gas
station/repair shop and a vehicle storage facility on
two parcels with single ownership. It is owner occupied. The edge of pavement of the frontage road on
the north side of US 285 would be moved approxi-
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mately 125 feet north to accommodate the widening. Additional impacts could be anticipated
because of conflicts with septic systems and wells
on adjoining properties.
Adequate replacement facilities in the immediate
vicinity of this business are limited. The business is
located in a small pocket of commercially zoned
land directly adjacent to the highway. Land use surrounding the commercial land is predominantly
zoned agricultural and mountain residential. However during the past year, CDOT has coordinated
with the owner of the property who has identified a
suitable location for his business within the US 285
study area.
The garage employs eight people, one of whom is a
minority. On the average, workers at auto repair
facilities earned approximately $21,000 per year in
Jefferson County in 1997, the latest year with the
available statistics. However, it is difficult to translate the wages into meaningful statistics, because
information on residency, household size or household income cannot be determined for these workers. Therefore, it cannot be determined if these
employees can be classified as low-income.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would
require the acquisition of a residence located at the
Mt. Evans Boulevard (Pine Junction) grade-separated crossing. This residential property is located at
33442 and 34443 Ella Avenue, and contains two
structures (one residence and one garage) on two
parcels, with one owner, according Jefferson
County Assessor data. This acquisition would occur
as a result of the realignment of US 285 so that the
edge of pavement would be approximately 150 feet
to the south.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would
require the acquisition of two residences at the
Kings Valley grade-separated crossing. The first is
located at 12485 S. US Hwy 285, and contains a
single-family home with one owner, according to
Jefferson County Assessor data. This acquisition
would occur as a result of the addition of a frontage
road on the north side of US 285.
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The second Kings Valley acquisition is located at
12464 S. US Hwy 285, and contains four singlefamily homes on one parcel with one owner. Only
the residence located closest to the existing highway and a portion of land would need to be
acquired. This acquisition would occur as a result of
the roads built on the south side of US 285 to
access the grade-separated crossing.
Information on household size, household income
and family characteristics is not available for the residents and owners of these relocation sites because
to reveal the data would raise privacy issues. However, meetings held with all property and business
owners likely to be relocated gave no indication
they should be classified as minority or lowincome.
Some of the partial land acquisitions could affect
the residences located on these parcels. If the property acquired for construction of the Preferred Alternative contains leach fields or wells for the
residences, then the leach fields or wells would
have to be reconstructed in new locations. If such
relocations were not possible, the residences would
have to be acquired.
According to Census 2000 data, there were 3,413
housing units in the two census tracts surrounding
the property. Of these, 652 were vacant, making a
vacancy rate of 19.1%. Of these 652 vacant units,
499 were seasonal, showing the high percentage of
seasonal vacancy housing units in the study area.
There were 57 vacant housing units for sale in the
area. Replacement housing for the residential properties acquired should be readily available in
nearby neighborhoods.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would
require the full use of the existing right-of-way
owned by CDOT near the Horn Cemetery, which
lies slightly to the south and east of Deer Creek Valley Ranch on the south side of US 285. Currently
there are two marked gravesites outside of the cemetery fences and within the CDOT right-of-way. If it
is discovered that there are human remains in these
gravesites, they would need to be investigated and
removed prior to construction.
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3.4.3

Mitigation

Acquisition of land for right-of-way will begin when
the project is funded and moves toward construction. Right-of-way acquisition for US 285 will comply with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646), as amended and the Uniform Relocation Act Amendments of 1987 (Public Law 10017), which contains specific requirements that govern the manner in which a government entity
acquires property for public use. The purpose of
this Act is to provide a uniform policy for fair and
equitable treatment of persons displaced from their
homes, businesses, or farms as a result of federal
and federally assisted programs. The law is
designed to ensure just compensation for all
acquired properties and minimal impact on the current owners. All relocatees are given a minimum of
90 days in which to find replacement housing or
business locations. All qualified relocatees receive
monetary payments, which may include payments
for moving expenses, business in lieu of payments,
rent supplements, down payments and increased
interest payments.
CDOT will implement and advise persons of the
relocation process in the event that acquisition of
housing or businesses occurs. No person should be
displaced by a federal aid project unless and until
adequate replacement housing has been offered to
all affected persons regardless of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, or disability.
As part of full compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1970, as amended, CDOT
will provide assistance to any eligible owner or tenant in relocating their business or residence at the
time of displacement. Benefits under the Act, to
which each eligible owner or tenant might be entitled, will be determined on an individual basis and
explained in detail, along with information regarding financial options.
The Uniform Act requires that a property owner be
notified of CDOT's intent in acquiring their property before a real property appraisal is completed.
Each property owner will be given the opportunity
to accompany the appraiser during the inspection of

the property. CDOT must then establish just compensation based on a current appraisal. The owner
of real property acquired for right-of-way will be
compensated at fair market value, in accordance
with the Uniform Act, federal CFRs, state statutes,
and CDOT policies and procedures. No owner will
be required to surrender possession of the real property until paid the agreed purchase price or the
amount deemed to be just compensation has been
deposited with the court for the benefit of the
owner.
Mitigation will be provided for the Horn Cemetery
gravesites located within the right-of-way. Prior to
construction, the CDOT staff archaeologist will
investigate to determine if there are human remains
located within the right-of-way. If human remains
are discovered, a permit will be obtained from the
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE). The CDOT staff archaeologist will
conduct coordination with the Park County Coroner's office, Horn Cemetery officials, and the
CDPHE.

3.5 Air Quality
3.5.1

Existing Conditions

3.5.1.1

Overview of Issues

The primary air quality concern within the study
area is motor vehicle emissions associated with traffic on US 285. Other air quality issues in the study
area include particulate matter from wood burning,
reentrained dust from unpaved roads, and street
sanding. Impacts to visibility in Class I Wilderness
Areas is also a concern.

3.5.1.2

National Ambient Air Quality
Standards

The EPA has established National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for each of the six criteria pollutants to protect the public from the health
hazards associated with air pollution. These pollutants are carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead (Pb),
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and particulate matter (both particulate matter less
than 10 microns in diameter [PM10] and PM 2.5).

derness Area located approximately 50 to 60 miles
northwest of the study area.

The Air Pollution Control Division (APCD) of the
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment monitors concentrations of these pollutants.
Geographic areas that violate a particular pollutant
standard are considered “nonattainment” areas for
that pollutant.

3.5.1.5

3.5.1.3

Climate & Meteorology

The study area is situated within the Colorado foothills at elevations between 8,275 feet above sea
level at Foxton Road to 7,730 feet at Bailey. The
climate is moderate with average temperatures
ranging from 30oF in January to 73oF in July, with
low relative humidity. The average annual precipitation is 15.7 inches, with an average annual snowfall varying from 80 inches in Bailey to 59 inches in
Conifer.
Wind direction within the study area is predominantly southwest to northeast, diagonally across
several valleys. Wind patterns and air pollutant dispersion are strongly influenced by the local terrain,
including the North Fork of the South Platte River.

3.5.1.4

Air Pollution Sources and
Monitoring

The primary air pollution sources in the study area
are motor vehicle emissions, wood burning, and
reentrained road dust. The study area does not have
any industrial or power generating sources of air
pollution. The nearest air quality monitoring station
is the Welch Station located 15 miles east of Foxton
Road at 12400 West US 285 in the city of Lakewood. This station monitors ozone and meteorological conditions. Because of the differences in
altitude and topography, data from the Welch Station are not indicative of pollutant concentrations or
meteorological conditions in the study area.
Class I Visibility Areas
There are ten Wilderness Areas and two National
Parks in Colorado which are designated as mandatory “Class I” areas for the purposes of visibility protection. There are no Class I areas within the study
area. The nearest Class I area is the Eagles Nest Wil-
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State Implementation Plans
and Air Quality Conformity

The federal Clean Air Act requires states to submit
plans, known as State Implementation Plans (SIP) to
demonstrate how the state will meet the NAAQS for
pollutants which they have designated as nonattainment. The Foxton Road to the Jefferson/Park County
line segment of the study area is in Jefferson
County, which is included in the Denver attainment/maintenance areas (formerly nonattainment)
for carbon monoxide, PM10, and 1-hour ozone.
Although exceedances of the 8-hour ozone standard were recorded on 16 days in the Denver
region during the summer of 2003, Denver has not
been designated as nonattainment for the 8-hour
ozone standard. Air quality planning agencies in the
Denver region and EPA have developed an Ozone
Early Action Compact. This Compact commits the
Denver region to developing and implementing an
Ozone Action Plan in return for deferring a potential designation as nonattainment for the 8-hour
ozone standard. Park County is an attainment area
for all NAAQS.
The Clean Air Act and related implementing regulations mandate that transportation plans, programs
and projects conform with state air quality implementation plans and maintenance plans. A key element of the conformity provision of the Clean Air
Act is that a project must not cause or contribute to
an exceedance of any NAAQS. The requirements to
demonstrate project conformity have been incorporated into the air quality analysis for this EA.

3.5.2

Environmental Consequences

The Foxton Road to Pine Junction segment of the
study area is located in Jefferson County, which is
included in the Denver attainment/maintenance
area for carbon monoxide (CO), ozone, and particulate matter (PM10). Therefore, the conformity provisions of the federal Clean Air Act apply. The
impacts of motor vehicle emissions in the study
area on concentrations of CO, ozone, and PM10
were analyzed for both the No-Action and Preferred
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Alternative. Pollutant concentrations, rather than
total emissions, are a better indicator of project
level air quality impacts because they can be compared to the federal standards that were established
to protect public health.
Carbon monoxide concentrations in the study area
were calculated for future (2025) traffic conditions
for both the No-Action and Preferred Alternatives.
As shown in Table 3-11, neither alternative results
in an exceedance of the CO NAAQS. The numbers
shown are “worst-case” CO concentrations for
receptors located near the edge of the highway
shoulder (10 to12 feet from the travel lane). CO
concentrations at buildings near the highway would
be lower because most buildings are at least 50
to100 feet from the highway.

Table 3-11: Carbon Monoxide
Concentrations by Alternative
Alternative

Maximum 8-hour CO concentration (ppm)
(8-hour standard = 9.0 ppm)

No-Action

3.5 - 4.0 ppm

Preferred
Alternative

3.0 - 3.5 ppm

Based on 2025 traffic projections

Carbon monoxide concentrations are higher for the
No-Action Alternative due to increasing traffic congestion and delay as traffic volumes on US 285 continue to increase in the future. Stopping and idling
at the existing signalized intersections also contribute to higher CO concentrations. The Preferred
Alternative would eliminate all signalized intersections in the study area and would generally have
free-flow traffic conditions throughout the day,
including the peak travel periods. Reduced traffic
congestion would result in lower carbon monoxide
emissions.
Motor vehicle-related PM10 emissions are the primary sources of PM10 in the study area. Approximately 80% to 90% of vehicle-related PM10 is due
to reentrained road dust associated with highway
sanding in winter. The remainder is vehicle
exhaust, and brake and tire wear. Since PM10 emissions are directly proportional to traffic volumes,
total daily PM10 emissions would be higher for the

Preferred Alternative than the No-Action Alternative
because traffic volumes are higher for the Preferred
Alternative.
Unlike calculating CO concentrations, localized
PM10 concentrations in the study area cannot be
calculated because there is no EPA-approved model
for calculating PM10 concentrations at the project
level. Therefore, maximum PM10 concentrations
can only be estimated based on a comparison with
regional PM10 modeling. Although the Jefferson
County portion of the study area is located within
the Denver PM10 attainment/maintenance area, it is
outside the boundaries of the regional PM10 modeling area. The closest grid area in the regional PM10
model is located near the C-470/US 285 interchange in the southwestern part of the Denver metropolitan area. The highest modeled 24-hour
average PM10 concentration in this grid for the
2015 maintenance year was 133 µg/m3 (cubic
micrograms. The federal 24-hour PM10 standard is

150 µg/m3. Since traffic volumes in the study area
are considerably less than volumes in the vicinity of
the C-470/US 285 interchange, PM10 concentrations would also be less. Therefore, PM10 concentrations in the study area would not exceed federal
standards.
Although ozone is not directly emitted by motor
vehicles, it is an indirect by-product of motor vehicle emissions. Ozone is created by the reaction of
nitrogen oxides (NOX) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs), primarily on hot summer days.
Since ozone formation depends on the dispersion
and reaction of NOX and VOCs and occurs over
several hours, ozone is predominately a regional
pollutant and cannot be quantified at the project
level. Regional modeling for the Denver ozone
attainment/maintenance plan demonstrates continued attainment of the federal 1-hour ozone standard
in the future. During the summer of 2003, the Denver region exceeded the federal 8-hour ozone standard on 16 days. These exceedances occurred
primarily in the western suburbs of Denver near the
foothills.
The study area is located more than ten miles from
the western suburbs of Denver. No exceedances of
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federal ozone standards would occur in the study
area because the topography, altitude, and prevailing wind direction generally preclude ozone formation and transport into the project area. Furthermore, motor vehicle NOX and VOC emissions in
the corridor are considerably below the thresholds
needed to produce ozone concentrations approaching federal standards.
The Jefferson County segment of US 285 is part of
the Denver attainment/maintenance area for carbon
monoxide, ozone, and PM10. Therefore, it must be
included in the conforming Denver Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Since all of the proposed
improvements to the Jefferson County section have
not been included in the conforming RTP, completion of a project-level conformity determination and
environmental decision document (Finding of No
Significant Impact or Record of Decision) must be
deferred until the improvements are included in the
conforming RTP. This project has been coordinated
with the Air Pollution Control Division (APCD) of
the Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment. APCD concurrence is pending; a concurrence letter from the APCD will in the Final
Decision Document.

3.5.3

US 285 Urban Air Toxics

In addition to the NAAQS set forth by EPA for the six
criteria pollutants, EPA has also established a list of
33 urban air toxics. Urban air toxics, also known as
hazardous air pollutants, are those pollutants that
cause or may cause cancer or other serious health
effects or adverse environmental and ecological
effects. Most air toxics originate from human-made
sources, including road mobile sources (e.g. cars,
trucks, buses), non-road mobile sources (e.g. airplanes, lawnmowers, etc.) and stationary sources
(e.g. factories, refineries, power-plants), as well as
indoor sources (e.g. building materials). Some air
toxics are also released from natural sources such as
volcanic eruptions and forest fires.
These pollutants are in our atmosphere as a result of
our industrialized society, but science has been providing more evidence about the risks they pose to
human health. The health risks for people exposed to
urban air toxics at sufficiently high concentrations or
lengthy durations include an increased risk for con-
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tracting cancer or experiencing other serious health
effects. These health effects can include damage to
the immune system, as well as neurological, reproductive, developmental, respiratory and other health
problems.
To better understand the harmful effects road sources
of urban air toxics have on human health, in 1996
the EPA developed a list of 22 mobile source air toxics (MSAT), such as acetaldehyde, benzene, formaldehyde, diesel exhaust, acrolein and 1,3-butadiene,
and assessed the risks of various kinds of exposures
to these pollutants on human health. In July 1999,
the EPA published a strategy to reduce urban air toxics. In March 2001, the EPA issued regulations for
the producers of urban air toxics to decrease the
amounts of these pollutants by target dates in 2007
and 2020. Under these regulations, between 1990
and 2020, on-highway emissions of benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and acetaldehyde will be
reduced by 67% to 76%, and on-highway diesel particulate matter emissions will be reduced by 90%.
These reductions are due to the impacts of national
mobile source control programs, including the reformulated gasoline program, a new cap on the toxics
content of gasoline, the national low emission vehicle standards, the Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions
standards and gasoline sulfur control requirements,
and the heavy-duty engine and vehicle standards and
on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control requirements.
These are net emission reductions, that is, the reductions that will be experienced even after growth in
VMT is taken into account.
The EPA has not yet determined how best to evaluate
the impact of future roads and intersections on the
ambient concentrations of urban air toxics. There are
no standards for MSATs and there are no tools to
determine the significance of localized concentrations or of increases or decreases in emissions. Without the necessary standards and tools, the specific
impacts of this project cannot be analyzed in any
meaningful way. With the information currently
available, there are only two conclusions to be
drawn: 1) there are likely to be localized concentrations of air toxics along the wider alignment of US
285 that are similar to those experienced by existing
residences at similar distances from other similar
arterial corridors, and 2) regardless of the alternative
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chosen, emissions in the project area will decrease
over time due to EPA's national control programs.

3.5.4

Mitigation Measures

Since motor vehicle emissions in the study area
would not result in any exceedance of NAAQS, no
direct project air quality mitigation is necessary.
However, dust emissions during construction should
be minimized by implementing techniques to control dust, such as regular watering of construction
areas, and practical measures to control construction
dust. These measures to control construction dust
will be incorporated into the plans and specifications
for individual construction projects in the study area.
Although it would not eliminate the need to increase
highway capacity, expanding bus transit to accommodate the increasing population in the study area
would help reduce vehicle miles traveled and motor
vehicle emissions. As indicated in Section 2.4.2.8
on page 2-28, this is supported as an element of the
Preferred Alternative. The Regional Transportation
District currently provides weekday morning and
evening express bus service between Pine Junction
and the south Denver metropolitan area.

3.6 Noise
3.6.1

Overview

The following sections provide a summary of the
FHWA noise regulations and an overview of the
noise environment along the US 285 study area.
More detailed information regarding the noise analysis can be found in Appendix G, Noise Analysis
Report.

3.6.1.1

Study Area

An analysis was conducted to predict existing and
future noise levels at residences, schools, churches,
libraries, motels, commercial buildings, parks, and
other areas of frequent human use. This analysis
was used to determine any noise impacts that might
occur with the various proposed alternatives.
Development along both sides of US 285 is generally dispersed or isolated but includes more concentrated residential development in the Green Valley
Ranch area, the Kings Valley area, Pine Junction,

the planned The Villages at Sunset near Wandcrest
Road, Will O' Wisp Development, and the town of
Bailey. Commercial development is also dispersed
throughout the study area, but is more prevalent
near major roadway intersections and the towns of
Pine Junction and Bailey.

3.6.1.2

Noise Standards and Impact
Criteria

Title 23, part 772, of the Code of Federal Regulations (23CFR772) describes the methods and process for the evaluation and mitigation of highway
traffic noise in conjunction with major highway
projects. This regulation, which is the FHWA noise
standard, defines the criteria for noise impacts and
is detailed in the 1995 document Highway Traffic
Noise Analysis and Abatement: Policy and Guidance. The CDOT Noise Analysis and Abatement
Guidelines (December 1, 2002) further define the
CDOT criteria and analysis requirements for
projects in Colorado.
A highway traffic noise impact is considered to
occur when any noise-sensitive receiver (residence,
park, business, etc.) is subjected to either of the following:
 Existing or future noise levels that approach or
exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria
(NAC), or
 Future noise levels that substantially exceed
the existing noise levels.
The FHWA NAC are listed in Table 3-12. To define
the “approach” level, CDOT has set a value of 1
dB(A) (A-weighted decibels) below the criteria listed
in Table 3-12 as its threshold for determining noise
impacts. Thus, a noise level of 66 dB(A) for residential receivers is considered to be a noise impact.
CDOT defines a “substantial increase” as future
noise levels that are 10 dB(A) greater than existing
noise levels. Both of the above impact criteria are
based on the hourly equivalent noise level, or
Leq (h) (the energy equivalent of a steady-state condition, over a period of one hour and applies to the
loudest hour of the day).
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Table 3-12: FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria
Activity
Category

Leq(h),
dB(A)

Description of Activity Category

A

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an important public
57
need and where the preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its
(exterior) intended purpose.

B

67
Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels,
(exterior) schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals.

C

72
(exterior) Developed lands, properties or activities not included in Categories A and B above.

D
E

-

Undeveloped lands. No NAC value unless development is planned, designed, and programmed,
and is likely to be built. Then applicable A, B or C category NAC applies.

52
Residences, hotels motels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, libraries, hospitals and
(interior) auditoriums.

* Hourly Equivalent Noise Level in A-weighted Decibels for the noisiest hour of the day

3.6.1.3

Existing Ambient Noise Levels

Noise levels are predicted to determine the worsthour noise levels for the existing conditions and
conditions for the year 2025 for all design alternatives, including the No-Action Alternative. The process for determining the existing noise levels is
discussed below, while the discussion regarding the
analysis for future conditions is located in
Section 3.6.2 on page 3-47.
To predict noise levels for the existing conditions,
the existing worst-hour noise traffic volumes, speed,
roadway elevations, alignments, and receptor locations (houses, parks, businesses, churches, motels,
etc.) are required. These data are input into the Colorado version of the STAMINA 2.0 noise prediction
model, which is the FHWA-approved model to predict noise levels for highway projects. STAMINA
calculates the hourly, A-weighted Leq at each receptor given the 1994 Colorado noise emission levels
(noise produced by individual vehicles) of vehicles
traveling on the subject highway, the worst noisehour volume and speed of traffic, and the location
of all roadways, receptors and terrain features of
interest.
To predict the worst-noise hour existing noise levels, survey data were obtained for receptor locations, the existing alignment of US 285, and the
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location of existing terrain features, such as berms,
rock cuts, and buildings. These data, which
included the existing worst-hour traffic noise conditions, were input into the computer model. Traffic
counts and truck percentages for the existing conditions were provided by Carter & Burgess, PBS&J,
and CDOT Division of Transportation Development
(DTD) statistics.
Adjacent to the US 285 study area from Foxton
Road to west of Bailey, noise levels were determined for 319 Category B (residential) and 97 Category C (commercial) receptors located within 500
feet of the roadway. Due to the long study area
length and rugged valley topography associated
with much of the study area, multiple computer
model runs were performed to better evaluate the
large volume of data input needed to calculate individual noise levels for various segments of the highway. Existing condition noise level values were
compared to the predicted future noise levels indicative of the completed project geometry and future
traffic conditions to determine noise impacts.
A summary of the noise levels that were determined
for the general study area are shown in Table 3-13
(the milepost [MP] locations are approximate).
Complete results are detailed in Appendix G, Noise
Analysis Report.
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Table 3-13: Existing Condition Noise
Levels
General Receptor Locations

Existing Noise
Leq(h), dB(A)

Foxton Road at US 285 (MP 235.0)

59-60

US 285 Frontage Road West of Foxton
Road (MP 234.0-234.9)

59-67

Green Valley Ranch (MP 233.5-235.0)

54-64

Broken Arrow Ranch/Richmond Hill (MP
233.0-233.9)

59-66

Kings Valley (MP 232.1-232.4)

58-67

Calfee Gulch/Elk Haven (MP 231.4232.0)

57-65

Shaffers Crossing/Elk Creek Elementary
(MP 230.1-231.0)

54-64

Douglas Ranch (MP 229.7-230.1)

56-62

Jubilee/Stone Chimney (MP 229.3-229.9)

61-67

Pine Junction (MP 228.7-229.0)

54-66

The Villages at Sunset (Planned) (MP
228.3-228.7)

60-65

Will O' Wisp (MP 227.8-228.2)

53-65

Rim Rock/McKinley (MP 227.0-228.0)

52-64

Roland Valley (MP 226.4)

51-65

Deer Creek/CR-43 + CR-72 (MP 224.6225.6)

52-65

Crow Hill/Crow Valley (MP 222.5-224.3)

50-61

Bailey (MP 221.1-222.3)

49-65

Glenisle (MP 220.3-220.7)

51-62

Note: Noise levels that are in bold are levels that meet or
exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria.

3.6.2

Environmental Consequences

The following discusses the results of the future
condition noise analysis for receptors adjacent to
the US 285 study area.
Future Condition Noise Analysis
Design year (2025) noise levels were predicted for
the No-Action and Preferred Alternatives using Colorado's version of the STAMINA 2.0 noise prediction model in a similar fashion to what was done to

determine the noise levels for the existing conditions. As described in Section 3.6.1.2 on page 3-45,
a receptor is considered to be impacted by noise if
the future noise levels approach or exceed the noise
abatement criteria (66 dBA for category “B” residential receptors, 71 dBA for category “C” commercial/
industrial receptors) or if a substantial increase in
noise (10 dBA or greater) occurs to a receptor
between the existing and future conditions. This
analysis takes into account the ultimate location of
the newly aligned roadway, the traffic conditions
that are predicted to occur, and any alteration of the
existing terrain caused by roadway cuts and fill
areas.
No-Action Alternative
The No-Action Alternative consists of two major
improvements. The first is a safety improvement
project from Foxton Road to Richmond Hill which
will add one through lane in each direction, flatten
out select curves, and construct the grade-separated
intersection at Richmond Hill Road. This project
will construct many of the elements as proposed in
the Preferred Alternative, but on a smaller template
and without the grade-separated intersection at
Green Valley Ranch. The second consists of the privately funded addition of a grade-separated intersection and frontage road system for the planned
The Villages at Sunset just west of the Mt. Evans
Boulevard (Pine Junction) intersection (approximate
existing MP 228.7 west of Wandcrest Road). Other
than potential minor corridor safety improvements,
maintenance improvements, or privately financed
improvements performed to accommodate future
development, no major widening or realignment of
US 285 would occur under this alternative.
Preferred Alternative
As described in Chapter 2, the Preferred Alternative
consists of widening US 285 to four lanes from Foxton Road to Crow Hill and the construction of several grade-separated intersections at various
locations along the study area. This is in addition to
the No-Action Alternative improvements as
described above.
Data that were input into the future conditions
noise model included the proposed roadway align-
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ment, future speed limits, major terrain features,
and receptor locations. Traffic volumes used in this
portion of the analysis were provided by Carter &
Burgess, Inc., and PBS&J, and reflect the worst-hour
traffic noise conditions. A 50-50 split was used to
divide the traffic into northbound and southbound
segments, as was done in the existing conditions
model. For the newly widened segments of US 285,
the speed limit is projected to be 55 mph, while the
segments of US 285 south of the Deer Creek intersection will retain the existing speed limit ranging
from 40 to 50 mph. Truck percentages for the various segments were taken from CDOT DTD statistics.

Although local traffic at the new grade-separated
intersections would produce some noise due to traffic using the crossings and the frontage roads, the
small overall volume of this traffic at speeds much
lower than that on US 285 would not appreciably
increase the overall hourly noise levels to adjacent
receptors. As a result, US 285 throughout the study
area will remain the dominant noise source. Local
traffic was not included in the model.
Predicted Noise Levels and Impact
Determination
Table 3-14 lists the impacted receptor locations and
their predicted noise levels for existing conditions
and both the Preferred and No-Action Alternatives.

Table 3-14: Predicted Future Noise Levels for Impacted Receptors
Noise Levels, Leq(h), dBA

Noise Receptors

Existing
Conditions

No-Action
Alternative

Preferred
Alternative

Foxton Road Residence

62

67

67

R7

Green Valley Ranch Residence

63

67

67

R10

Green Valley Ranch Residence

64

68

68

R11

Green Valley Ranch Residence

63

67

67

R16

11515 N. US 285 Frontage Road

61

65

66

R25

Green Valley Ranch Residence

58

65

66

R27A

Green Valley Ranch Residence

62

66

67

R30

Green Valley Ranch

61

66

66

R32

Green Valley Ranch Residence

64

70

70

R39

Sunny Acres Residence

61

64

66

R41

Sunny Acres Residence

64

67

68

R44

Broken Arrow Ranch Residence

63

65

66

R45

Broken Arrow Ranch Residence

64

65

67

R46

Broken Arrow Ranch Residence

65

67

68

R47

Broken Arrow Ranch Residence

64

66

67

R49

Broken Arrow Ranch Residence

64

66

66

R54

12134 S. US 285

62

65

66

R58

Kings Valley Residence

64

66

66

R60

Kings Valley Residence

69

70

69

R61

Kings Valley Residence

67

68

67

ID*
R2A
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Description
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Table 3-14: Predicted Future Noise Levels for Impacted Receptors (Continued)
Noise Levels, Leq(h), dBA

Noise Receptors
ID*

Description

Existing
Conditions

No-Action
Alternative

Preferred
Alternative

R64**

Kings Valley Residence

65

67

67

R65

Kings Valley Residence

64

65

67

R66**

Kings Valley Residence

65

66

73

R67

Kings Valley Residence

60

62

68

R68

Kings Valley Residence

60

61

67

R69

Kings Valley Residence

60

62

67

R72

Kings Valley Residence

62

64

69

R75

12595 S. US 285

63

65

67

R82

12824 S. US 285

65

66

67

R85

12894 S.US 285

63

65

66

R86

12835 S. US 285

64

65

68

R87

12935 S. US 285

65

66

69

R90

13035 S. US 285

64

67

68

R90A

Shaffers Crossing Residence

64

66

66

R95

13361 Douglas Ranch Drive

62

64

66

R98

13505 S. US 285

63

64

66

R100

13525 S. US 285

67

68

71

R105

Pine Junction Residence

63

66

66

R105B**

Pine Junction Residence

64

66

70

R118P

The Villages at Sunset (planned)

64

67

69

R120

Rim Rock/McKinley Residence

64

66

68

R125

Rim Rock/McKinley Residence

62

64

66

R127

Will O' Wisp Residence

60

61

66

R129

Will O’ Wisp Residence

59

60

66

R130

Will O' Wisp Residence

59

60

66

R131

Will O’ Wisp Residence

61

62

66

R132

Will O' Wisp Residence

63

64

67

R173

Rim Rock/McKinley Residence

64

65

67

R182

Rim Rock/McKinley Residence

62

64

66

R184X

22 Roland Valley

62

64

68

R185A

Horn Cemetery

65

68

69

R233

Bailey Residence

65

69

69

C12

Water Treatment Plant

66

67

71
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Table 3-14: Predicted Future Noise Levels for Impacted Receptors (Continued)
Noise Levels, Leq(h), dBA

Noise Receptors
ID*

Description

Existing
Conditions

No-Action
Alternative

Preferred
Alternative

C14**

Long Brothers Garage

67

68

73

C14B

12424 Big Timber Drive

65

66

71

* “R”: Residential Receivers (Category B); “C”: Commercial Receivers (Category C)
**: Properties identified as right-of-way acquisitions are with the Preferred Alternative
Note: Noise levels that are in bold are levels that meet or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria.

A total of 52 residential and 3 commercial receivers
were found to be impacted by noise under the Preferred Alternative, and are shown in Figure 3-11.
Note that all of the above receptors that are considered impacted are so because the future noise levels
are predicted to be at or above the 66 dBA residential or 71 dBA commercial approach criteria.
Although most receptors in the study area will experience, in general, noise level increases of 3 to 8 dBA
between now and 2025, no impacts are due to a substantial increase in future noise levels (10 dBA) over
the existing noise levels. Overall noise levels will
increase for most receptors due to a combination of
traffic volume increases, realignment of roadway segments closer to homes and businesses, and alteration
of existing terrain.

3.6.3

Mitigation Analysis

All receptors that are shown to be impacted by noise
in conjunction with a major highway project must be
considered for mitigation and undergo an analysis for
feasibility and reasonableness of noise abatement. As
a result of the analysis, any noise mitigation that is
found to be feasible and reasonable must be incorporated into the highway project.
For the 55 impacted receptors under the Preferred
Alternative, noise mitigation in the form of noise barriers (walls or earth berms) were considered and
evaluated in accordance with the CDOT noise analysis guidelines. Measures such as traffic controls and
lane restrictions would not effectively reduce noise
levels over the long term, and additional alterations
of the highway alignment within the available study
area footprint to reduce overall noise levels would
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be marginal. Speed reductions also would not be
effective, because it takes a 20 mph reduction in
speed to result in a noticeable overall decrease in
noise levels.
For a noise barrier to be feasible, it must be able to
be constructed in a continuous manner so that a minimum noise reduction of 5 dBA is achieved for the
first row of receivers without any potential safety or
maintenance issues. A noise barrier is usually not
effective if it needs to be constructed with gaps
across access points (streets or driveways) or large
drainage ditches. If a noise barrier appears to be feasible, reasonableness issues that need to be
addressed are cost versus benefit, existing and future
noise levels, increase in noise levels over existing,
and development type. Any mitigation that is considered is designed to protect outdoor, ground floor
areas of frequent human use. This is typically in the
front or back yard of a residence, a common gathering area in a park, or an outside use area of a business, such as an eating or picnic area.
In general, it is neither feasible nor reasonable to
provide mitigation for isolated or groups of very dispersed receivers or receivers on the hillside overlooking the highway. To properly mitigate these
properties, a noise barrier would need to be constructed surrounding each home, or a sufficient
length of barrier would need to be constructed
along the highway edge so that noise does not wrap
around or flank the ends of the barrier. In many
cases, access points prevent the barrier from being
constructed in a continuous manner. Barriers such
as these also are very unlikely to meet the cost-
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benefit criteria for reasonableness, as the wall is
providing noise reduction to a very small number of
homes or has to be constructed to excessive heights
to properly mitigate hillside homes. This is the case
for many of the impacted properties that are mostly
located adjacent to the southbound lanes overlooking the highway.

feasible barriers (in the form of walls) were evaluated for cost-benefit based on a unit wall cost of
$30 per square foot. This value is then divided by
the total decibel benefit. Reasonable cost-benefit
values for walls are in the range of $3,750-$4,000
per decibel reduction provided to benefited receivers (all receiving at least 3 dBA reduction).

To determine the benefit of the noise barrier, all
receivers, whether they are considered impacted or
not, are included in the analysis if the proposed
noise barrier provides them at least a 3 dBA noise
reduction. Thus, the number of benefited receivers
for a proposed barrier may differ from the number
of receivers that met the noise impact criteria. As is
common prudent practice, barriers were analyzed
for groups of homes and neighborhoods, where
applicable. It is not considered feasible or reasonable to build a barrier to protect only one or two
impacted home(s) in a neighborhood setting without considering the adjacent properties or the discrete neighborhood itself.

Based on the location of the receivers and configuration of the US 285 study area and its proposed
improvements, 23 noise barriers containing 28 separate barrier segments, were evaluated. This takes
into account 47 impacted receivers, 45 additional
potentially benefited first-row receivers, and 81
additional potentially benefited second/third-row
receivers. Four receivers (R2A, R118P, R185A, and
R233) were not analyzed in detail; those receivers
will be discussed in Section 3.6.3.2 on page 3-53.
This analysis did not take into account the four
properties (R64, R66, R105B, and C14) identified as
probable right-of-way acquisitions, which are not
subject to abatement evaluation.

For noise barriers analyzed, the STAMINA computer
noise model was used to determine noise reductions
based the length, height, and location of the barrier.

3.6.3.1

All barriers were modeled on CDOT right-of-way
property, ranging from the side of the road to the
actual or future right-of-way property line. Potential

Noise Barrier Analysis

Table 3-15 shows the areas and the number of
receivers that may be benefited by a noise barrier
that were considered in the barrier benefit analysis.
.

Table 3-15: Noise Barrier Analysis
Receiver Analysis
Barrier #

1**
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General Barrier Area

Green Valley Ranch East

Barrier Height/Approximate
Length (ft.)

Benefited
Receivers

Approximate
Total Noise
Estimated
Reduction
Cost per dBA
(dBA)
reduction

8/2100 + 8/1400 + 10/550

25

169

$5,900

2

North US 285 Frontage Road

20/1770

6

37

$28,000

3

Green Valley Ranch

10/310

1

5

$18,000

4

Sunny Acres/Broken Arrow
Acres

15/2440

13

75

$15,000

5

Green Valley Ranch West

10/1180

5

31

$12,000

6

Richmond Hill

10/310

1

5

$18,000

7

Kings Valley (NE Quad)

10/400

1

5

$23,000

8

Kings Valley (SE Quad)

10/1500

6

39

$12,000
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Table 3-15: Noise Barrier Analysis (Continued)
Receiver Analysis
Barrier #

General Barrier Area

Barrier Height/Approximate
Length (ft.)

Benefited
Receivers

Approximate
Total Noise
Estimated
Reduction
Cost per dBA
(dBA)
reduction

9

Kings Valley (SW Quad)

10/220

1

6

$11,000

10*

Kings Valley (NW Quad)

10/520 + 10/830

7

41

$10,000

11

West of Kings Valley

20/520

1

6

$50,000

12

South US 285 Frontage Road

10/780

3

15

$16,000

13

Calfee Gulch Road

20/450

1

6

$44,000

14

Elk Haven Road

11/240

1

5

$15,000

15

Shaffers Crossing (SW Quad)

10/600

4

19

$9,400

16

Shaffers Crossing (NW Quad)

10/270

1

5

$16,000

17

Douglas Ranch

12/730

2

13

$21,000

18*

East of Pine Junction

20/470 + 20/280

2

8

$57,000

19

Pine Junction

8/880

3

16

$13,000

20

Rim Rock East

10/1300

5

28

$13,000

21*

Will O' Wisp

10/810 + 12/1060

41

201

$3,100

22

Rim Rock/McKinley

16/2800

11

63

$21,000

23

Roland Valley

8/620

3

23

$6,500

* Barrier designed in 2 separate segments
** Barrier designed in 3 separate segments

Of these analyzed barriers, Barrier 21 meets the
CDOT criteria for both feasibility and reasonableness (see Figure 3-12 ). Barrier 21, for the Will O’
Wisp subdivision, is located south of US 285 at
approximately MP 228.0 and consists of a western
and eastern segment on either side of the subdivision access at Wisp Creek Road. This barrier is recommended as part of the Preferred Alternative and
will be reanalyzed during final design to determine
its ultimate feasibility and reasonableness factors,
final location and impacts to other environmental
resources, particularly wildlife movement.
While most of the other barriers did show at least a
5 dBA reduction to at least one receiver, thus meeting the feasibility requirements, they far exceed the
criteria for cost-reasonableness. For the most part,
these barriers attempt to mitigate noise for isolated

or dispersed groups of homes, which is very difficult to achieve given the acceptance criteria. It is
also difficult to mitigate noise for the many homes
along US 285 that are elevated relative to the highway.

3.6.3.2

Other Impacted Receivers

Three receivers, Horn Cemetery west of Deer Creek
(R185A), a residence just west of Foxton Road
(R2A), and a multi-family residence (R233) on US
285 in Bailey, also will experience future noise levels above the 66-dBA impact level. Barriers for any
of these properties, however, were not recommended. The cemetery has only sporadic use and a
barrier at this location would constitute little recognizable benefit. Because the segments of the US
285 study area at R2A and R233 do not involve any
capacity widening or major highway realignment,
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these residences do not qualify for mitigation evaluation at this time. If at some future time major
improvements are proposed for the areas of US
285, these receivers, as well as others in the adjacent area, will need to be re-evaluated in accordance with the CDOT noise guidelines.

3.6.3.3

Proposed Villages at Sunset
Development

The proposed Villages at Sunset development, as it
has been platted and recorded with Park County,
meets the requirements for “Planned, Designed,
and Programmed” development as defined in the
FHWA noise regulation and was analyzed for noise
impact in conjunction with this EA (analyzed as
receiver R118P). The analysis did show the potential for future noise levels to reach 66 dBA along the
southern edge of the development, just north of the
proposed Sunset Parkway. At this point in time,
however, it is difficult to determine exactly where
the proposed homes are going to be, and how many
will be in existence in the future. For this reason,
because of the uncertainty of the development at
this time, mitigation determination for the Sunset
area will be deferred until the construction of the
Preferred Alternative in this area. A noise analysis
will be required concurrently with the design to
determine impacts and, if necessary, mitigation
strategies.

3.6.4

Other Considerations

A major concern for residents is the use by truck
operators of engine compression brakes (commonly
referred to as “Jake Brakes”) on steep downhill
grades throughout the study area. These devices
emit, when applied, a very distinct rattling sound
which can be heard over long distances. In
response to this, the Colorado State Legislature
amended section 42-4-225 of the Colorado Revised
Statutes by passing House Bill 00-1142, which
states that all commercial vehicles equipped with
engine compression brake devices are mandated to
have mufflers installed on those devices. Non-compliance with this requirement results in a fine of
$500.

Enforcement of this requirement, as is the case with
other traffic laws, is the responsibility of the local
law enforcement agencies. To assist in this effort,
“ENGINE BRAKE MUFFLERS REQUIRED” signs will
be installed in various locations throughout the
study area, preferably just before long and/or steep
downgrade sections. Possible locations for these
signs are near Richmond Hill, Shaffers Crossing,
Pine Junction, Roland Valley, Deer Creek, and
Crow Hill.
Additionally, in locations where guardrails are
needed for safety purposes, it is recommended that
the use of Type 7 concrete barriers (approximately
24-36 inches in height) be evaluated in place of the
typical type 3 steel and wood post guardrail if there
are homes on the other side of the guardrail.
Depending on the topography of a given area, the
presence of this barrier has the potential to deflect
and “soften” tire-generated traffic noise to some
extent. This evaluation must take into account the
associated drawbacks of providing this type of barrier, particularly the ability for wildlife to get across
the barrier.

3.7 Water Resources and Quality
Water resources are crucial to a balanced ecosystem as well as for economic development and recreational needs. Components include lakes,
streams, irrigation, groundwater, water quality,
floodplains, wetlands, basin hydrology, stream
hydraulics, floodplains, aquatic life and aquatic
habitat. Each of these components is inter-related
and make up the system as a whole. The system is
included within a drainage basin consisting of “an
area of land that drains water, sediment, and dissolved materials to a common outlet at some point
along a stream channel.” The main influences on
the character of a basin are topography, climate,
and geology. In turn, these aspects influence the
soils, vegetation, the amount and quality of runoff,
and the shape and character of basin streams and
lakes.

3.7.1

Background

The study area is located in the North Fork subbasin of the South Platte River. Stream flow in the
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basin is driven by snowmelt, with the majority of
the runoff volume occurring in the late spring/early
summer. Low flow occurs in the late fall and winter
months. The natural flow regime has been modified
due to irrigation, water diversions, and other hydrologic modifications.

3.7.2
3.7.2.1

Surface and Groundwater
Resources
Surface Waters

The streams in the study area have water flows that
vary with controlled releases, snowpack, temperature, weather patterns, and season. Most drainages
flow intermittently, typically in response to spring
snowmelt or high-intensity precipitation events. As
shown in Figure 3-13 , the Preferred Alternative
crosses several ephemeral and perennial streams
that drain to the southeast into the North Fork of the
South Platte River. Depending on their volume and
location, these local and regional drainages support
agricultural, wildlife, recreational and domestic
water uses. Elk Creek and Deer Creek deliver the
highest flows to the North Fork. These streams are:
North Fork of the South Platte River. Located adjacent to the south side of US 285 from project terminus near Glenisle (MP 221.7) to Bailey where the
river flows generally east and south through Pike
National Forest, whereas US 285 continues in a
direction up Crow Hill and generally to the northeast towards Conifer.
Crow Gulch. Located northwest of Bailey near
Crow Hill, crossing beneath US 285 at approximately MP 223 and flows into the North Fork of the
South Platte River at Bailey.
Deer Creek. Located north of Rosalie Road, crossing beneath US 285 at approximately MP 224.4 and
eventually flows into the North Fork of the South
Platte River.
Roland Gulch. Located at Roland Drive crossing
beneath US 285 at approximately MP 226.3, eventually flowing into the North Fork of the South
Platte River.
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Wisp Creek. Located north of Wisp Creek Drive
crossing US 285 at approximately MP 228.3 and
eventually flowing into Roland Gulch and into the
North Fork of the South Platte River.
Pine Gulch. Flows southeast through the town of
Pine and eventually flows into the North Fork of the
South Platte River. Although Pine Gulch is located
within the general US 285 study area (near MP
228.8), this stream does not traverse the highway.
Elk Creek. Flows southeast below US 285 at Shaffers Crossing (MP 233.1) and eventually flows into
the North Fork of the South Platte River.
Gooseberry Gulch. Flows southeast below US 285
south of the proposed Kings Valley grade-separated
interchange (MP 232.5).
Casto Creek. Runs parallel to US 285 along the
southeast side of the roadway between MP 233.8
and MP 235 and eventually flows into Kennedy
Gulch past James Q. Newton Park.
Stream Classifications
The Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment’s (CDPHE) Water Quality Control
Division (WQCD) establishes stream standards for
various stream segments across the state. The standards are designed to maintain the quality of Colorado's stream segments to ensure beneficial uses are
protected. The current stream segment classifications for the North Fork of the South Platte River
and tributaries are Cold Water 1, Recreation 2,
Domestic Water, and Agricultural (Segment
COSPUS04).
Bailey Drinking Water System
In the US 285 study area, the town of Bailey draws
its drinking water from the North Fork of the South
Platte River. The intake and treatment plant are
located near the west end of proposed Preferred
Alternative’s changes to the roadway (Figure 3-13).
The drinking water system serves 105 customers
within Bailey.
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3.7.2.2

Groundwater Resources

Groundwater is a general term for water beneath
the Earth's surface. Such water can be collected
with wells for consumption or it may flow naturally
out of the surface at springs or streams. The condition of groundwater is important for both human
use and natural systems. Human activities and other
natural processes on and below the surface can
affect the amount and quality of groundwater.
Groundwater availability can be impacted by overpumping. Common contaminants in groundwater
in less developed areas include septic tank effluent,
nitrates, dissolved minerals, metals, and natural
radiation. For the most part, groundwater pumping
is regulated under state water law by the Office of
the State Engineer in the Colorado Department of
Natural Resources while its use as drinking water is
regulated by the federal Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA). The Water Quality Control Division
(WQCD) in the Colorado Department of Public
Health and Environment (CDPHE) is charged with
administering the SDWA.
Domestic Drinking Water Systems
With the exception of Bailey, communities in the
US 285 study area rely primarily on groundwater
for public water supply. Public water supplies are
regulated under the federal Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA). Although groundwater quality in the study
area is generally good, the Water Quality Control
Division (WQCD) is completing several studies of
source water protection for drinking water supplies
in Colorado, known collectively as the Source
Water Assessment Program (SWAP). The SWAP will
delineate source water assessment areas, identify
potential contaminant sources, and determine the
susceptibility of all public water systems in a given
watershed or river basin.

3.7.3
3.7.3.1

Water Quality
Federal and State Regulations
for Water Quality

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) governs most
aspects of water quality in the United States. The
purpose of the act is to “restore and maintain the
chemical, physical and biological integrity of the
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nation's waters.” The provisions of the act are
administered by WQCD.
Numerous entities currently monitor water quality
in the Upper South Platte Basin. The Coalition of
the Upper South Platte (CUSP) includes the US
Geological Survey (USGS), the Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment (CDPHE), the
US Forest Service (USFS), Park County, the Denver
Water Department (DWD), and the city of Aurora. It
was formed to assess the quantity and quality of the
surface and groundwater resources in the basin
through stakeholder involvement. Additional monitoring data are available from the CDOW and
CDPHE. Efforts are underway by these regional and
local stakeholders to protect water resources in the
North Fork of the South Platte River watershed. Several relevant studies of water quality in the region
are included in the list of references in the US 285
Foxton Road to Bailey Water Resources Technical
Report.
Under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit for point discharge and stormwater
is required if a proposed project impacts more than
a specific size of land. Under the NPDES and Colorado regulations, a Colorado Pollutant Discharge
System (CPDS) permit is required if one or more
acre of land disturbance is anticipated on a construction project, or if the project is part of a larger
plan. Since the Preferred Alternative disturbs more
than one acre, a CPDS is required for stormwater
discharge associated with construction activity. See
Section 3.7.5 beginning on page 3-62 for mitigation
measures related to this permit.

3.7.3.2

Current Status of Water Quality
Within the Study Area

Stream segments that do not meet water quality
standards are considered to be impaired. An
impaired stream segment is defined as one that does
not fully or partially support one or more of its designated uses. Under the CWA, these stream segments are placed on Colorado's 303(d) list of
impaired waters. Once on the 303(d) list, a Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) is established. The
TMDL identifies and describes the necessary mea-
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sures to meet water quality standards. The final
TMDL developed for a given stream segment is
approved by EPA.
No stream segments within the study area are listed
on the state's 303(d) list. However, two segments
located upstream of the study area are impaired by
heavy metals (copper, cadmium, and zinc) from
past mining activities. These segments are: the
North Fork of the South Platte River, from Hall Valley area to Geneva Creek, and Geneva Creek, from
confluence of Scott Gomer Creek to confluence
with the North Fork of the South Platte River. In
addition, Geneva Creek above Gomer Creek is
being monitored for listing as impaired for cadmium, copper, and zinc. (Details are noted in the
US 285 Foxton Road to Bailey Water Resources
Technical Report.) The confluence of Geneva Creek
with the North Fork is approximately 10 miles
above the west end of the study area. Because they
involve upstream segments, the actions taken resulting from the TMDL process may affect future baseline conditions for streams along the US 285
corridor (C-B, 2002). These impaired stream segments do not flow into the two streams which the
Driscoll Model indicates will have water quality
impacts for copper (Table 3-17 on page 3-62).
In the northeastern part of Park County, and presumably in the US 285 study area, a critical concern
is potential groundwater contamination of domestic
wells by individual sewage disposal systems.

3.7.3.3

Wastewater Treatment
Facilities

The Upper South Platte Basin contains seven wastewater treatment plants (WWTPs), all of which are
permitted facilities. Residences and businesses not
served by these facilities are serviced by septic system or small WWTPs that dispose on site rather
than to streams. Those permitted WWTPs located in
the study area are:
 Mountain Water & Sanitation District, Jefferson
County. Discharges to an unnamed tributary of
Gooseberry Gulch.
 Will-O-Wisp Metropolitan District, Park
County. Discharges to Wisp Creek.

 Bailey Water & Sanitation District, Bailey.
Discharges to the South Platte.
A smaller wastewater treatment facility is located at
the Elk Creek Elementary School. Septic systems
that dispose of effluent to leachfields are regulated
by each county to prevent impacts to groundwater
quality. Many private residences and recreation
facilities in the study area are on septic systems.

3.7.4

Environmental Consequences

Potential impacts to water resources from the Preferred Alternative could occur from bridge construction, culvert extensions, encroachment on existing
floodplains, and overall increases in highway runoff. Direct impacts are most likely to occur where
shifts in the alignment encroach into existing floodplains, and could occur during construction activities. These potential impacts will be reduced by the
implementation of permanent and temporary best
management practices (BMPs) in the study area.

3.7.4.1

Direct Impacts

The No-Action Alternative will result in no new
direct impacts to water resources. However, with
the No-Action Alternative, the implementation of
BMPs or other improvements to water resources
will not be realized to address unchecked sediment
loading or highway runoff.
The North Fork of the South Platte River has been
channelized and altered by floodplain encroachment through Bailey. The Preferred Alternative
would bring the highway in closer proximity to the
stream through this area, requiring the installation
of two retaining walls to reduce encroachment. The
retaining walls would reduce streamside vegetation
and would further diminish the existing stream
banks at those locations. There is a potential for
increased water runoff into the stream with the Preferred Alternative. The runaway truck escape ramp
with a planned containment structure, will significantly reduce the potential for trucks overturning
and spilling hazardous materials into the North
Fork.
Impacts to the Bailey Drinking Water Treatment
Plant will be temporary. Retaining walls shown in
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the Preferred Alternative do not extend to the water
intake and plant location. Rather, fill is shown in
and upstream of this site (Appendix C, Exhibit 1).
Notification of the plant operator prior to start of
construction, use of BMPs to minimize construction-related impacts, and rapid slope stabilization
are critical at this site.
The major streams (generally, from southwest to
northeast) in the study area are: North Fork of the
South Platte River, Crow Gulch, Deer Creek,
Roland Gulch, Wisp Creek, Elk Creek, Gooseberry
Gulch, and Casto Creek shown in Figure 3-13 on
page 3-57. These sub-basins have tributary drainage
areas of one square mile or greater within the study
area.
At Crow Hill, the runaway truck escape ramp may
allow additional sediment and spills to reach Crow
Gulch. However, it is anticipated in the final design
of the ramp that containment features will be
included to minimize hazardous material spills.
Deer Creek flows through a culvert under US 285,
and will remain so under the Preferred Alternative.
New retaining walls are planned where Deer Creek
crosses under US 285. The walls would reduce the
vegetative cover now growing directly adjacent to
the stream. However, they are necessary both on
the culvert ends upstream (approximate 10 foot
height) and downstream (approximate 16 foot
height) to minimize the highway fill-slopes in the
area of the stream crossing. The culvert size for
Deer Creek would be increased to allow for wildlife
passage. This also would allow for greater movement of surface water.
A new bridge on a new alignment over Roland
Gulch (MP 226.4) is planned. Potential impacts to
Roland Gulch from the Preferred Alternative are
temporary sedimentation, due to the highway construction activities, and the potential for long-term
impacts if drainage from the bridge is not directed
away from the stream channel. Under the Preferred
Alternative, bridge piers may be placed in the proximity of the stream and adjacent wetlands.
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The Preferred Alternative indicates that Wisp Creek
(MP 228.2) would continue to flow through a pipe
under the highway. There could be temporary sediment impacts during construction.
Elk Creek's flows are conveyed through a culvert
under US 285 (MP 233.1); this conveyance would
be preserved in the Preferred Alternative. There
may be temporary sediment impacts during construction. Gooseberry Gulch flows into Elk Creek
south of the highway. The design for this area is a
wall to protect the road slope. There could be temporary sediment impacts during construction.
Casto Creek may not be directly affected by the
new roadway improvements as the creek parallels
both the recently completed CDOT Phase-V
improvements and the beginning of the Preferred
Alternative.
Under the Preferred Alternative, the estimated
impervious surface area of the highway would
increase from approximately 96 acres to approximately 122 acres. As growth continues to occur
adjacent to the highway, increases in impervious
surface from development would create changes in
runoff characteristics. As impervious surface areas
increase with highway widening, the road surface
conveys the drainage water more rapidly across the
road. These changes could affect the drainage system of a highway and could also impact nearby
receiving waters.
Highway and bridge construction can result in
short-term direct impacts in the form of increases of
sediment levels to streams, wetlands and other
nearby receiving waters. Pollutants in highway runoff are varied and depend on such things as surrounding land uses, litter laws, auto-emission
regulations, traffic characteristics, climatic conditions, maintenance practices and other variables.
These pollutants may affect streams in the study
area, and include nutrients, petroleum products,
lubricants, heavy metals from parts wear, trash and
sediment.
CDOT estimated the potential for water quality
impacts resulting from increased impervious sur-
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faces using the Driscoll model (Harelson, 2003;
Driscoll and others, 1989) at six sites and for three
metals: copper, lead, and zinc. Table 3-16 lists the
state (CDPHE) water quality standards, EPA freshwater aquatic life criteria (maximum concentration),
and the Driscoll Toxicity Threshold, all calculated
for a hardness of 100 mg/L of CaCO3, for copper,
lead, and zinc. This hardness was used in the
Driscoll model for two reasons: the Driscoll program map indicates that the North Fork of the South
Platte River has a hardness of 100; and the Denver
Water Board reports a seasonal hardness variation
of 85-120 mg/L CaCO3 (Harelson, 2003). Note that,
in Table 3-16, the CDPHE standards are the most
restrictive of the three standards.

Table 3-16: Water Quality Standards and
EPA Freshwater Aquatic Life
Criteria
CDPHE
Constituents
Acute
(Dissolved)
Standards1

EPA Freshwater
Driscoll
Criteria
Toxicity
Maximum
Concentration Threshold3
(CMC)2

Copper

13.4

13.9

18

Lead

64.6

81.6

82

Zinc

118

120

321

(All concentrations are reported as micrograms per liter, or
ug/L)
1Acute toxicity levels are calculated from Table Value Standards for Colorado Water Quality Regulations for this stream
segment, using a hardness of 100, which is also used in the
Driscoll model, Harelson (2003). Note that regulatory standards are more restrictive than the toxicity level used for
recurrence times in Driscoll's model.
2 Source: EPA, National Recommended Water Quality Criteria: 2002, at epa.gov/waterscience/standards/wqcriteria.html. Criteria are calculated using a hardness of 100.
3
See Harelson, 2003 for details.

Of these three metals, only copper exceeds state
water quality standards or the Driscoll toxicity
threshold at two sites (Table 3-17). Where US 285
traverses Crow Gulch and Roland Gulch, the copper concentration levels contained in the stream as
a result of highway runoff are modeled to exceed
toxic thresholds, as defined by the model, approxi-

mately two to three times per year. Since water
quality standards for these streams are more restrictive than the Driscoll model thresholds (Table 316), exceedances may happen more frequently.
Results of the water quality modeling can be analyzed with guidelines from the Design Procedures
of Driscoll and others (1990):
 If the ratio of estimated stream concentrations
to CDPHE acute standards is less than 0.75, a
toxicity problem is unlikely.
 If the ratio of estimated stream concentrations
to CDPHE acute standards is between 0.75 and
5.0, a toxicity problem is possible.
 If the ratio of estimated stream concentrations
to CDPHE acute standards is greater than 5.0,
a toxicity problem is likely, and reduction
measures are recommended.
The ratios of stream concentrations calculated by
the Driscoll Model to the CDPHE acute standards
are shown in Table 3-17. These ratios indicate that
a toxicity problem is possible for Crow Gulch and
Roland Gulch. The model application results suggest that installed BMPs, such as stormwater retention ponds, would significantly decrease runoff
pollutant concentrations. (See Section 3.7.5.4 on
page 3-64.) Based on this analysis, the potential pollutant loading to the North Fork of the South Platte
River is well within the criteria outlined in the modeling exercise.

3.7.4.2

Indirect Impacts

No-Action Alternative
Indirect impacts from the No-Action Alternative
could result in potential changes over time to the
highway drainage system as growth increases along
the highway. Therefore, associated development
should include BMPs to help address runoff to minimize overloading the highway drainage system.
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Table 3-17: US 285 Water Quality Impacts from Driscoll Model1
Constituent

Copper
concentrations in ug/L2

Ratio of
Driscoll
Driscoll
model
3- year frequency
stream
of pollutant level stream,
model
to
once
in
3
at Annual Flows1
CDPHE
years,
ug/L
WQ std.3

Lead
concentrations in ug/L2

Ratio of Driscoll
Ratio of
Driscoll
Driscoll
model
stream
stream
stream,
model to once in 3 model to
EPA
CDPHE
years,
ug/L
Criteria3
WQ std. 3

Ratio of
Driscoll
stream
model to
EPA
Criteria3

Zinc
concentrations in ug/L2
Ratio of
Driscoll Ratio of
Driscoll Driscoll
model
stream
stream
stream,
once in 3 model to model to
CDPHE
EPA
years,
ug/L
WQ std.3 Criteria3

Locations of Driscoll Analyses
North Fork of
South Platte at
Bailey

2

0.15

0.14

2

0.03

0.02

5

0.04

0.04

Crow Gulch

31

2.3

2.2

51

0.79

0.62

94

0.80

0.78

Deer Creek

11

0.82

0.79

17

0.26

0.21

36

0.30

0.30

Roland Gulch

33

2.5

2.4

53

0.82

0.65

97

0.82

0.81

Elk Creek

10

0.75

0.72

14

0.22

0.17

30

0.25

0.25

North Fork at
South Platte
mainstem

9

0.67

0.65

14

0.22

0.17

29

0.24

0.24

1 See

Harelson (2003) for details. Analysis was for both annual flow and low flow in October. The higher concentrations of metal
pollutants occurred for annual flows, so they are shown here. Concentrations are for a calculated maximum to occur once every 3
years.
2All concentrations are listed in ug/L, or micrograms per liter.
3Ratios are calculated by dividing the Driscoll model resulting stream concentrations by the standards or criteria listed in Table 316

Preferred Alternative
Potential indirect impacts of the Preferred Alternative to water resources include increases in peak
runoff flows due to larger impervious areas,
increased nutrient loading to North Fork of the
South Platte River, and increases in development
due to the improved highway.
Increased development may lead to the construction-related generation of sediment reaching stream
channels within the study area. These sediments
would be transported downstream over time, particularly in times of higher runoff, and this could cause
sediment to build-up in downstream impoundments.
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3.7.5
3.7.5.1

Mitigation Measures
Erosion, Sediment and
Stormwater Control Measures

Best Management practices (BMPs) are required
under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (see
Section 3.7.3.1 on page 3-58) and address shortterm (construction-related) and long-term impacts.
BMPs are “schedules of activities, prohibitions of
practices, maintenance procedures and other management practices to prevent or reduce the pollution of waters of the United States” (40 CFR 122.2).
BMPs include, but are not limited to, “treatment
requirements, operating procedures, and practices
to control plant site runoff, spillage or leaks, sludge
or waste disposal, or drainage from raw material
storage” (40 CFR 122.2).
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Comprehensive descriptions of BMPs and CDOT
policies related to stormwater management and erosion control are contained in CDOT's Stormwater
Management Plan (SWMP) for each project and in
the CDOT manual entitled Erosion Control and
Storm Water Quality Guide (CDOT, 2003). This
information is available on the Web at http//
www.dot.state.co.us/environmental/envWaterQual/
wqms4.asp (scroll down to the guide). CDOT has
developed construction specifications to minimize
the potential for water contamination. These specifications, described in CDOT's Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, including
Section 107.25 (Water Quality Control Specification) and Section 208 (Erosion Control Specification), provide contractors with guidelines pertaining
to discharges, sedimentation and the implementation of BMPs. CDOT also has a Disincentive Specification that provides project engineers with the
ability to fine contractors for noncompliance with
these specifications. In addition, CDOT staff on a
Regional Erosion Control Advisory Team (RECAT)
review projects during construction to ensure that
appropriate and sufficient BMPs are used. These
documents and policies provide a coordinated
effort to mitigate for short- and long-term impacts to
receiving streams.

3.7.5.2

Construction of BMPs

BMPs are divided into two categories: short-term
and long-term. Short-term, or temporary BMPs control stormwater and erosion during construction
activities. Typical temporary BMPs implemented by
CDOT include the following:
Erosion and Sediment Control
 Use of erosion control blankets, erosion bales
and silt fences;
 Use of phased seeding and mulching;
 Use of mulching and tackifier;
 Construction of temporary sediment traps and
basins, berms diversions and check dams;
 Construction of concrete washout and saw
water containment basins;
 Provision of inlet and outlet protection.

 When working in or near water, sediment
will be controlled by use of silt fence erosion
logs, as needed, or by diverting the water.
Stormwater Quantity and Quality Control
 Construction of extended dry ponds and wet
detention ponds;
 Construction of infiltration basins.
 Notification of potentially affected drinking
water and wastewater treatment plants prior
to the start of construction activities, and
coordination with these facilities throughout
construction in order to minimize potential
impacts.
Typical long-term, or permanent BMPs implemented by CDOT include the following:
Erosion and Sediment Control
 Phased seeding and mulching throughout the
study area;
 Use of erosion control blankets on steep slopes;
 Construction of permanent sediment traps and
basins, berms, diversions and check dams;
 Provision for inlet and outlet protection;
 Construction of slope drains, v-ditches and
culverts.
Stormwater Quantity and Quality Control
 Construction of grass swales and buffer strips;
 Building extended dry ponds and wet detention ponds.

3.7.5.3

Maintenance BMPs

Maintenance BMPs are long-term, nonstructural
activities to mitigate potential impacts by chemicals
or sediments that can come from transportation corridors (e.g., vehicle wear, hazardous spills, litter).
These BMPs include the following: consistent road
sweeping operations; proper management of storage materials so they are not eroded away or do not
leak into streams; and other good housekeeping
practices, such as routine removal of sediment from
stormwater drains and catchment basins.
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3.7.5.4

Mitigation Measures for the
Preferred Alternative

Mitigation measures for the Preferred Alternative
will follow the detailed design, BMP selection, and
policies cited in references in Section 3.7.5.1
beginning on page 3-62 in order to assure implementation of appropriate mitigation. Streambank
rehabilitation, using bioengineering techniques or
similar stream enhancements, will be considered
along the stream reach of the North Fork of the
South Platte River in the Bailey area as part of the
mitigation plan, and will be implemented where
feasible. Appropriate, temporary BMPs will be
designed to minimize potential impacts from construction activities. The Preferred Alternative would
bring the highway in closer proximity to the stream
through this area, requiring the installation of two
retaining walls to reduce encroachment. The stream
will be returned to its pre-construction condition to
the extent feasible.

be restored as mitigation for wetland impacts in the
study area.
To meet water quality stream standards (Table 317), a pond will be sized for an 80th percentile
storm in order to minimize copper concentrations
entering the stream (Harelson, 2003). The configuration of this water quality pond will be determined
during final design, but it will be separate from the
existing pond/proposed wetland complex, and an
upland location will be sought for the water quality
treatment pond. The new bridge would allow the
free flow of seasonal high water flows and wildlife
passage.
Under the Preferred Alternative, Wisp Creek would
continue to flow through a pipe under the highway.
During construction, BMPs will be implemented to
reduce the potential for sediment entering the stream
system. After construction, stream bank restoration
will be assessed for this site.

The runaway truck escape ramp would significantly
reduce the potential for trucks overturning and spilling hazardous materials into the North Fork of the
South Platte River. However, measures will be
taken at the proposed runaway truck escape ramp
to minimize the possibility of additional sediment
and spills reaching Crow Gulch. To meet water
quality stream standards (Table 3-17), a stormwater
retention pond sized for an 80th percentile storm,
will be constructed to minimize copper concentrations in the stream (Harelson, 2003).

Elk Creek flows are conveyed through a culvert
under US 285; this conveyance would be preserved
in the Preferred Alternative. Temporary and permanent sediment ponds are recommended for both the
east and west sides of the highway near the stream
channel. In addition, stream restoration measures
will be considered for this stream crossing.

On the south side of US 285 at the West Deer
Creek tributary, retaining walls would be constructed on the culvert ends of the three roadway
crossings (Rosalie Road, PCR 43A and Arcadia
Drive) both upstream and downstream to minimize
highway fill-slopes in the area of the stream crossing.

Casto Creek may not be directly affected by the new
roadway template because it parallels both the
recently completed CDOT Phase-V improvements
and the beginning of the Preferred Alternative. However, measures will be implemented to protect the
stream channel from roadway runoff.

The culvert size for Deer Creek is being increased
to allow for wildlife passage. This will also allow for
greater movement of surface water.
A new bridge is planned on a new alignment over
Roland Gulch. Fill from the current highway would
be removed, and the existing wetland complex will

3-64

Where Gooseberry Gulch flows under US 285 northeast of Elk Creek, a wall will be constructed to protect the stream from the road slope.

The Preferred Alternative will incorporate appropriate BMPs in the construction plans and provisions
that ensure that water quality standards are being
met. Where appropriate and feasible, water resource
mitigation measures for construction projects will
include the following aspects:
 Notification of the Bailey drinking water plant
and of wastewater treatment plants prior to any
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construction activity that might impact their
operations;
 Use of temporary erosion and stormwater control measures during construction;
 Implementation of permanent BMPs for erosion, stormwater, and sedimentation controls;
 Installation and maintenance of culverts and
other drainage systems that prevent direct
stormwater discharges into nearby receiving
waters;
 Purchase of CDOT ROW as needed to permit
construction of permanent BMPs;
 Reduction of erodible sediment sources;
 Development of a water quality monitoring
program before, during and after any construction projects in Bailey, or as required in other
areas, and addition of BMPs if the program
demonstrates a need;
 Use of maintenance BMPs (sweeping, maintaining culverts, etc.);
 Evaluation of v-ditches, rundowns and other
permanent BMPs to direct runoff along the
highway corridor, especially near lateral stream
channels.
 Stream bank restoration of the North Fork of the
South Platte River in Bailey and evaluation of
restoration potential in smaller streams that are
noted above.
 Purchase of additional right-of-way where
needed along cut and fill slopes to adequately
support vegetation.
Potential impacts to receiving waters will be
reduced by the implementation of temporary and
permanent BMPs along the study area and adherence to the CDOT specifications by construction
contractors. CDOT maintenance will remove any
temporary BMPs used during construction and
maintain any permanent structures, including constructed BMPs.
Maintenance work in wetlands, streams, or near
sensitive stream corridors requires advance coordination with CDOT environmental staff who obtain
the necessary permits, provide guidance regarding

environmental issues, and complete environmental
clearances for maintenance activities.

3.7.5.5

Water Quality and Hydrologic
Monitoring

Monitoring of conditions before, during, and after
construction constitutes a critical component for
objective evaluation of possible short-term, adverse
impacts and for measuring the effectiveness and
sustainability of implemented structural and nonstructural BMPs. Annual monitoring reports providing results of the program and presentations at local
stakeholder entities, such as the Coalition of the
Upper South Platte (CUSP) and the Chatfield Watershed Authority, are envisioned to be included in the
monitoring program efforts supported by CDOT for
the Preferred Alternative. To the extent possible,
other relevant data and information collected by
others (e.g., United States Geological Survey
[USGS], City of Aurora, and State Engineer's Office
[SEO]) will be incorporated into the documentation
of hydrologic and water quality conditions in the
study area. Details of the monitoring program for
highway improvements along US 285 will be developed during final design. Additional information
regarding stream monitoring can be found in the US
285 Foxton Road to Bailey Water Resources Technical Report.

3.8 Wetlands
This section describes the wetland resources of the
US 285 study area. Wetlands are regulated under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33CFR323),
Executive Order 11990, FHWA Regulations
(23CFR771 and 777), and FHWA Technical Advisory
T6640.8A. These regulations and the 404(b)(1)
guidelines require that impacts to Waters of the US
be avoided or minimized and unavoidable impacts
mitigated. See Appendix F, Wetland Finding, for
additional information.
The Remote Sensing and Geographic Information
Group of the US Department of Interior provided
baseline inventories of biological resources for the
US 285 study area based on June 2001 color-infrared
aerial photography at a scale of 1:6000 (US Highway
#285 Vegetation Survey and Mapping, December
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13, 2001). This report used a modified version of the
Anderson classification system. It did not specifically
identify wetlands, but did identify classes such as
Willow/Mixed Riparian Shrublands, Mixed Cottonwood-Blue Spruce Riparian Woodland, and Sedge/
Graminoid Emergent Wetland/Riparian Herbaceous
Vegetation that could contain wetland components.
Utilizing these base maps, each site was field
checked to determine if wetland vegetation was
present, then the area was remapped to indicate wetlands and reclassified to fit the required Cowardin
Wetland Classification System.
In accordance with Corps of Engineers requirements,
CDOT uses three parameters to delineate wetlands hydrology, soil, and vegetation. However, the field
season of 2002 was characterized by one of the most
severe droughts in recorded Colorado history.
Because of their dependency on water, wetland ecosystems were especially impacted. Initial wetland
identification for this EA was based only on the presence of wetland vegetation.
Wetland delineations were conducted in accordance with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE)
1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental
Laboratory 1987) in May 2004. Wetland boundaries were mapped with a Trimble ProXR Global
Positioning System supplemented by field measurements.

3.8.1

Study Area and the Affected
Environment

During wetland delineations, 44 wetland sites totaling approximately 10.9 acres were identified within
the study area. These wetlands are shown in
Figure 3-14. Wetlands are associated with roadway
crossings of Upper Casto Creek, Gooseberry Gulch,
Elk Creek, Wisp Creek, Roland Gulch, Deer Creek,
and parallel to the existing roadway along Crow
Gulch, North Fork of the South Platte River, and
unnamed tributaries to Elk Creek and Deer Creek.
60% of the wetlands are emergent and 40% are
scrub/shrub. Very minor areas of forested wetland
are also present.
It is likely that the current roadway and past development have disturbed historic wetlands and caused

3-66

stream relocations. Today, the study area wetlands
are generally confined by the existing steep topography and their close proximity to the existing roadway. Therefore, avoidance and minimization may be
inhibited by the topography and roadway location.
Typical wetlands are narrow streambank bands of
willow (Salix spp.), alder (Alnus incana subsp. tenufolia), and birch (Betula fontinalis). At Deer Creek,
wetlands extend into broad sedge meadows dominated by Nebraska sedge (Carex nebrascensis) and
beaked sedge (Carex rostrata) with hairgrass (Deschampsia cespitosa), Canada reedgrass (Calamagrostis canadensis), spikerush (Eleocharis spp.), and Artic
rush (Juncus arcticus).
Because of their size, relatively undisturbed nature,
and the general lack of large wetlands in the study
area, wetlands located at Deer Creek and tributary
from the west, Roland Gulch, Elk Creek, and Wisp
Creek are important wetlands.
Most study area wetlands are associated with tributary drainages to the South Platte River and are
therefore anticipated to be jurisdictional under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. CDOT also will
mitigate impacts to any non-jurisdictional wetlands
(generally isolated from stream systems).

3.8.2

Functional Value

Because they are usually areas of dense plant cover,
wetlands are highly valuable to wildlife species for
food, nesting, and cover. Wetlands protect the water
quality of streams and lakes by serving as buffer
zones to trap agricultural or other runoff that contains nutrients, pesticides, herbicides, and sediments.
Functions of US 285 wetlands include wildlife habitat and travel corridors, production of export/food
chain support, sediment/nutrient removal and retention, streambank stabilization, flood flow attenuation
and storage, dynamic water storage, groundwater
recharge/discharge, and recreation/education potential.
Wetland functions will be addressed for each study
area wetland in the Final Decision Document. All
wetlands will be avoided to the extent practicable.
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Wetlands of moderate to high value will be identified in coordination with Jefferson and Park Counties. Special attention will be given to avoiding and
minimizing primary and secondary impacts at these
locations.

3.8.3

Wetland Environmental
Impacts

Wetland impacts from the construction of the Preferred Alternative are identified as permanent and
temporary, as well as, direct and indirect. Current
estimates indicate that the Preferred Alternative
would result in the permanent loss of approximately
0.727 acre of wetlands in the study area (if the Shaffers Crossing Variation 1 is chosen) or a permanent
loss of approximately 0.739 acre of wetlands (if the
Shaffers Crossing Variation II is chosen). There
would be temporary loss of approximately 1.130
acres (for either Variation). Permanent direct
impacts would result from fill placement in wetlands due to highway widening and realignment.
Temporary direct impacts would occur from the
placement of fill for temporary access roads and
work areas located in wetlands. After completion of
that portion of construction, the fill would be
removed and the wetland restored.
In the scoping and alignment analysis phases and
preliminary design of the Preferred Alternative,
CDOT worked with its consultants to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and other aquatic
resources. Wetlands were identified very early in the
project. Wetland impacts decreased following formal
wetland delineations in spring 2004 since the delineations showed actual wetland area to be generally
smaller than previously identified by aerial photograph interpretation. Wildlife crossings were also
identified early in the project. In considering design
options, both wildlife and wetlands played a major
role in various design decisions. The result was an
alignment that was shifted away from wetlands,
where possible, and the utilization of numerous
retaining walls to limit encroachment into wetlands
when avoidance was not possible. A possible indirect impact of trying to limit encroachment with
walls is that these walls may interfere with the subsurface hydrology, that may in part support the very
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wetlands they were meant to protect. Wetland monitoring would ideally occur 2-3 years prior to construction. Duration would vary based on whether the
years were representative of normal precipitation
patterns. Post-construction monitoring would be two
years, with normal precipitation, unless well testing
indicated there was a change in hydrology. If a
change were observed, the Corps of Engineers would
be contacted and a method to evaluate the impact
would be determined. Options are being analyzed
that may mitigate for this indirect impact to wetlands;
they are discussed later in the Section 3.8.4 on page
3-72.
Additional indirect impact may come from the
increase in impervious surfaces resulting from additional lanes on US 285. This may increase runoff
potential. It may also increase surface flows in adjacent streams, potential for erosion, or the creation
of channels in wetlands that previously were channel free. This flow may contain pollutants associated with roadway runoff. Sediment from winter
sanding operations may also enter wetlands. Sedimentation may increase with lane additions, resulting in the gradual filling in of adjacent wetlands.
Chemicals, such as magnesium chloride and road
salts, may impact water quality, thus impacting wetland plants and wildlife. Additional sediment and
erosion can be expected during and post construction, until bare fill and cut slopes can be successfully revegetated. Planting of disturbed areas will be
done as soon as possible. Disturbed areas may also
allow the invasion of noxious weeds.
Because the road is being widened primarily on its
existing alignment, much of the wetland areas
impacted would be wetlands that are already
impacted by normal roadway activity and maintenance practices.
Table 3-18, documents permanent and temporary
impacts at each wetland.
Areas in which larger wetland impact would likely
occur are discussed on page 71.
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Table 3-18: Permanent and Temporary Wetland Impacts
Wetland Approximate
Number
Station

1

20 - 40

2

Wetland General Location

COE
Jurisdictional? Wetland Impacts (Acres)
(preliminary)*
Permanent

Temporary

Bailey, North Fork of the South Platte River

Yes

0.002

0.034

44

Crow Gulch, east side of US 285

Yes

0

0

3A

47-48

Crow Gulch, west side of US 285

Yes

0

0

3

51-56

Crow Gulch, north of Bailey

Yes

0.022

0.011

4

162-166

Meadow south of Dellwood Drive

Yes

0.001

0.005

5

168

Meadow east of CR 72

Yes

0

0

6A

181-182

Pond west of Arcadia Drive

Yes

0.002

0.003

6B

182-186

Deer Creek tributary east of Arcadia Drive

Yes

0.001

0.008

6C

193-197

Meadow west of Rosalie Road

Yes

0.004

0.268

6D

186-198

Deer Creek tributary west of Rosalie Road

Yes

0.025

0.224

6E

199-206

Deer Creek tributary east of Rosalie Road

Yes

0.002

0.032

6F

193-195

Meadow between CR 43A and Bulldogger Road

Yes

0.047

0

7A

205-213

Deer Creek, west side of US 285

Yes

0.129

0.148

7B

208-212

Deer Creek, east side of US 285

Yes

0.106

0.082

8

263-269

Roland Gulch north of US 285

Yes

0

0

9

263-269

Roland Gulch, south of US 285

Yes

0.002

0.061

10 A

327-329

Swale, tributary to Wisp Creek, west side US 285

Yes

0.058

0.026

325+50-329 Swale, tributary to Wisp Creek, east side US 285

Yes

0

0

10 B
11 A

349-354

Wisp Creek, south side US 285

Yes

0.050

0.021

11 B

354-357

Wisp Creek, north side US 285

Yes

0.014

0.048

11 C

356-360

Meadow north of Wisp Creek and upper Wisp
Creek

Yes

0

0

11 D

357-359

Meadow on slope northwest of Wisp Creek

No

0

0

12 A

409-435

Upper Elk Creek Tributary

Yes

0.116

0.069

12 B

436-438

Lower Elk Creek Tributary

Yes

0

0.025

13A

398-501

Pond area northeast of Elk Creek, Shaffers Crossing
Variation I

Yes

0.003

0.035

13A

398-501

Pond area northeast of Elk Creek, Shaffers Crossing
Variation II

Yes

0.015

0.035

13B

497-498

Elk Creek, Shaffers Crossing

Yes

0.003

0.002

13C

497-501

Elk Creek tributary, southeast side of US 285

Yes

0

0.008
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Table 3-18: Permanent and Temporary Wetland Impacts (Continued)
Wetland Approximate
Number
Station

Wetland General Location

COE
Jurisdictional? Wetland Impacts (Acres)
(preliminary)*
Permanent

Temporary

Small drainage tributary to Elk Creek, northeast
side US 285

Yes

0.002

0

518

Small drainage northeast of Shaffers Crossing,
northwest side of US 285

No

0

0.002

16A

557

Small drainage, west of Kings Valley Drive north
side of US 285

Yes

0.058

0.002

16B

557

Small drainage, west of Kings Valley Drive south
side of US 285

Yes

0.034

0.003

17A

582

Gooseberry Gulch, north side of US 285

Yes

0.010

0.001

17B

582

Gooseberry Gulch, south side of US 285

Yes

0

0

18A

609

Small drainage, west of Blackfoot Road, north side
of US 285 east of Richmond Hill

Yes

0

0.002

18B

609

Small drainage, south of Blackfoot Road, south
side of US 285 east of Richmond Hill

Yes

0

0

19 A

611

Seep on southeast side of US 285 east of
Richmond Hill

No

0

0

19 B

612

Seep on southeast side of US 285 east of
Richmond Hill

No

0

0

19 C

613

Seep on southeast side of US 285 east of
Richmond Hill

No

0

0

20

654

Roadside ditch west of RTD parking

No

0

0

21

655

Small drainage west of RTD parking

No

0.002

0.008

22

655

West of RTD parking

No

0.034

0

23

655-656

Culvert outlet east of Spring Road

No

0

0

24

664-665

Storm water detention pond east side of RTD
parking

No

0

0.002

25

664

Culvert outlet south of RTD parking

No

0

0

Total - with Variation I

0.727**

1.130***

Total - with Variation II

0.739**

1.130***

14

503-504

15

Note: Wetland impacts decreased following formal wetland delineations in summer 2004 since the delineations showed actual
wetland area to be generally smaller than previously identified by aerial photograph interpretation
* To be confirmed by the COE
** 0.253 acre of wetland will be mitigated under CDOT Project NH2854-100 “Foxton Road to Richmond Hill”
*** 0.023 acre of temporary wetland impacts will be restored under CDOT Project NH2854-100 “Foxton Road to Richmond Hill”
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Original wetland impacts were based on area from
wetland photograph interpretation. Wetland
impacts in this EA are based on summer 2004 wetland delineations.

proposed design would provide a 24-foot x 12-foot
arch wildlife crossing. This would require the existing roadway grade to be raised approximately three
feet.

Wetland - 6a through 6e West Deer Creek
Tributary Sta. 181-206
This wetland is contiguous with West Deer Creek
Tributary, located primarily in an incised channel
which runs parallel to US 285 for several thousand
feet. Direct impact would occur at three locations
due to the widening of two existing road crossings
and the addition of a new road crossing. Parts of the
existing dirt roads would be paved. In various locations along this drainage the current plan is to install
retaining walls, sometimes on both sides of the
stream to limit encroachment required to accommodate roadway widening. Permanent impact as a
result of roadway fill, was originally planned to be
approximately 0.529 acre.

With the use of walls to minimize encroachment,
widening would permanently impact approximately
0.235 acre. The proposed wall and fill may have
negative impacts on the subsurface hydrology of the
downstream wetlands. To determine those impacts,
CDOT will install groundwater monitoring wells
south (downstream) of the road and north
(upstream) of the road. Temporary impacts to wetlands at this location are estimated to be approximately 0.23 acre.

At the June 2003 resource agency meeting, requests
were made to modify the frontage road location to
minimize these impacts. This resulted in a new permanent impact of only 0.034 acre. Indirect impacts
due to wall placement and changes in hydrology
are not known. Temporary impacts from wall construction are estimated to be approximately 0.535
acre.
Wetland - 7a and 7b Deer Creek Sta. 205213
The sedge wetlands at Deer Creek are separated by
the existing roadway. Although they are connected
by a large culvert, most of the wetland hydrology is
provided by subsurface groundwater flows. The initial proposal for the design at Deer Creek was to
leave the existing culvert in place. A bridge to allow
for large wildlife crossing was considered, but the
grade of the roadway would have to be raised such
that additional wetland impacts were likely to result
from fill slopes and additional retaining walls. During a subsequent joint state and federal resource
agency meeting, the idea of providing a wildlife
underpass was reintroduced. It was felt that the
additional impacts to wetlands would be more than
offset by the benefits of the wildlife crossing and
continuation of the Deer Creek riparian area. The

Wetland - 9 Roland Gulch Sta. 263-269
This wetland/pond complex would be impacted
due to a safety realignment of a dangerous curve.
Existing US 285 over Roland Gulch passes the
stream in a culvert. The Preferred Alternative would
replace the culvert with a bridge at a new location.
The new, three-piered bridge would allow seasonal
high flows and wildlife to pass freely. Permanent
impact from the construction of the piers would be
approximately 0.002 acre. Temporary impacts
would be 0.061 acre because of coffer dams
needed to dewater the existing pond and temporary
work areas and access roads. The use of a bridge at
this location would also allow CDOT to remove the
old roadway fill as mitigation.
Wetland - 12a and 12b Headwater West Elk
Creek Tributary Sta. 409-438
This sedge meadow has no obvious surface water
source or channel. As it narrows near Sta. 420, it
alters into a narrow channel that is directly adjacent
to existing US 285 and parallels it for approximately
1,500 feet. The US 285 alignment would be shifted
slightly and would cross the northwest corner of
this wetland, resulting in the permanent loss of
approximately 0.116 acre of wetlands and 0.094
acre of temporary impacts. To minimize impacts,
retaining walls would be used along the wetland/
highway interface. The existing access road would
be relocated to the south. A 200-foot-long wall
would border this wetland to the south because of
the frontage road. The extensive use of walls in this
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area may indirectly impact area hydrology. To
determine those impacts, CDOT will install groundwater monitoring wells south (downstream) of the
road.
Wetland - 13a, 13b, and 13c Elk Creek Sta.
398-501
With Variation I at Shaffers Crossing, approximately
0.006 acre of wetlands would be permanently
impacted at this site, and with Variation II at Shaffers Crossing, 0.018 acre of wetlands would be permanent impacted at this site. There would be
approximately 0.045 acre of wetlands temporarily
impacted (with either Variation). An interchange
would be constructed for safety purposes.

3.8.3.1

Measures to Avoid and
Minimize Impacts

CDOT, in coordination with state and federal
resource agencies, has evaluated several alternatives, many of which would have impacted substantially more wetlands than the Preferred Alternative
as well as Elk Creek. The Preferred Alternative
would be the least damaging to the aquatic environment as required by 404 (b)(1) guidelines.
To summarize, the following items were included
in the Preferred Alternative to avoid or minimize
impact to wetlands or Waters of the US:
 At Green Valley Ranch, the Preferred Alternative avoids permanent and temporary impact to
wetlands.
 At Kings Valley, widening to the north was chosen to avoid impact to wetlands and historic
properties.
 At Shaffers Crossing (Elk Creek), the two Variations under consideration minimize impact to
wetlands and Waters of the US. Approximately
0.02 acre of wetland impact was avoided in this
location.
 At Pine Junction, widening to the north minimizes impact to wetlands.
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 At Wisp Creek, widening to the south minimizes impact to wetlands. Approximately 0.4
acre of impact was avoided in this location.
 At Roland Gulch, removing the old fill and
replacing it with a bridge minimizes impact to
wetlands. Approximately 0.8 acre of wetland
impact was avoided at this location.
 At Deer Creek and West Deer Creek, realigning
the frontage road minimizes impact to wetlands.
Approximately 1.3 acres of wetland impact were
avoided in these locations.
 In Bailey, placement of a retaining wall minimizes impact to wetlands.

3.8.4

Mitigation Measures

After avoidance and minimization of wetland
impacts, compensation is the next step in wetland
mitigation sequencing. CDOT replaces all impacted
wetlands, whether Section 404 jurisdictional or nonjurisdictional. CDOT plans to replace all directly
impacted wetlands on a 1:1 basis.
Five potential mitigation sites have been identified
within the US 285 study area (see Table 3-19 and
Figure 3-15). Most of the selected sites are restoration sites and therefore have a high probability of
success. These sites will be evaluated to assure that
they represent the type of wetlands impacted and
that they replace functional values similar to those of
the impacted wetlands. All site selections will be
coordinated with the Corps of Engineers and the
EPA, as well as other interested resource agencies.

Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

/(

235

&

285

Foxto
n
Rd .

Figure 3-15: Wetland Mitigation

ill
R
Ri
ch
mo
nd
H

234

ou
nta
in

Vi
ew

Rd
.

d.

Conifer

Bl
ac

M

kfo
ot
R

d.

233

ek

Cre

all
ey
D

r.

Elk

232

ng
sV

Shaffers

Ki

Crossing

kR

Pin

"
!

230

d.

eV

all

ey

Rd

.

231

ee

5

Elk

Cr

Pine

Junction
229

Jefferson Co.

Wisp Creek Dr.

dD

r.

.
vd
Bl
ns
va
t. E

228

"
!

226

lie

Rd
2

"
!

r

Fo

223

ree

kR

Ri
ve

N.
S.

Pl
at

te

224

d.

D

ek

Cre

rk

1

r
ee

rC

Bailey

222

De
e

See Table 3-16 for
description of Wetland
Mitigation site

"
!

225

Legend:

X

.

3

Note: Wetland and wetland mitigation
locations were mapped using aerial
photography. Symbols indicate location
only, and do not represent wetland size.
Potential Sites for
Wetland Mitigation

"
!

PCR 72

Ro

1 Miles

sa

0.5

227

4

Ro

0

lan

M

N

0.5

Park Co.

Wandcrest Rd.

Wetlands
Milepost
Roads
Rivers/Streams
wetl_mitig.apr

/(

Glenisle
Fairplay

285

PCR 64

US 285 Corridor

221

&

XXX

220

3-73

Table 3-19: Potential Wetland Mitigation Sites
Mitigation
Site

Possible Area in
Acres

Description

1

Restoration of a filled portion of Wetland #3.

0.34

2

West Deer Creek Tributary (Station 170-205)

1.5

3

Westward expansion of Wetland #7b, south side of US 285, possible restoration.

0.28

4

Restoration of Wetland 9 Roland Gulch. Removal of existing roadway fill.

0.75

5

Removal of dirt road adjacent to Wetland 12a.

0.09

Total
Mitigation Site #1 Sta. 51-56 - Located on the west
side of US 285 at the bottom of Crow Hill, this existing scrub/shrub wetland (W-3b) was partially filled
several years ago. It is presently used as a storage
area. At least part of the site is within existing CDOT
right-of-way. Removal of the fill material and the
planting of native willows will result in the restoration of approximately 15,000 square feet of scrub/
shrub wetlands.
Mitigation Site #2 Sta. 170-205 - West Deer Creek
Tributary is currently located between existing US
285 and an unpaved frontage road south of US 285.
Current design will encroach on this tributary at several locations. It also would receive increased highway runoff from lane additions. A new shopping
center also would be discharging pavement runoff
into this drainage. CDOT has commitments to
address stormwater runoff; however, secondary
impacts to this channel over time as the area
becomes more urbanized are inevitable. CDOT proposes to utilize this incised channel as wetland mitigation for impacts to this tributary of Deer Creek
and for some of the impacts anticipated at Deer
Creek itself. In locating wetland mitigation along
this channel, CDOT also would be helping to protect the high quality sedge wetland associated with
Deer Creek. CDOT proposes to broaden the narrow
bottom of the existing incised channel to create
additional wetlands. It also proposes to install a
series of subsurface sheet metal check dams similar
to those installed under a previous project at Meyer
Ranch Open Space, to stabilize the channel and prevent head cutting that would eventually occur with
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increased stormwater runoff. It is anticipated that a
minimum of 1.5 acres of wetland mitigation would
occur at this location to compensate for impacts to
the Deer Creek Tributary and to Deer Creek.
Mitigation Site #3 Sta. 204-207 - Located between
W-5b and W-7b, this site is at the confluence of
Deer Creek and West Deer Creek Tributary. Portions of this site appear to have been previously
filled. Monitoring wells would be necessary to
determine the level of groundwater and whether
excavation to expose it is feasible. This is also the
site of the largest wetland permanent take. If
selected, this site would create/restore a minimum
of 12,000 square feet of emergent, sedge dominated
wetlands.
Mitigation Site #4 Sta. 260- 270 - Stationing is
approximate because the site is located off the new
alignment. US 285 would be relocated away from
the existing alignment in order to flatten a dangerous curve. CDOT proposes to remove the existing
fill and restore the wetlands to a mix of scrub/shrub
and emergent wetlands using locally collected willows and herbaceous plugs. Removal of the fill and
its replacement with a bridge, along with the wetland restoration, would open up a wildlife corridor
that has been closed for decades.
Mitigation Site #5 Sta. 410 - This proposed site is
located at the headwaters of West Elk Creek Tributary. Mitigation involves removal of the existing dirt
access road and restoration of 4,000 square feet of
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sedge meadow. Revegetation would be from sedge
plugs taken from the adjacent sedge wetland.

3.8.4.1

Mitigation of Temporary and
Indirect Wetland Impacts

Approximately 1.130 acres of temporary impacts
may occur as a result of the construction of the Preferred Alternative. Temporary impacts are those
impacts associated with the construction activities
required to build the proposed highway improvements. These impacts are considered temporary
because they will only result in the short-term loss
of a wetland and its functions. They include temporary access roads, temporary work areas, such as
excavation for the construction of wall foundations,
and placement of berms to prevent surface water
inundation of excavated areas. During design and
construction, every effort will be made to minimize
these impacts.
It is recommended that all these areas be restored as
closely as possible to their original condition. At
designated temporary work areas or access roads, it
is recommended that wetland shrubs be trimmed to
ground line, but not completely removed, then covered with a geotextile fabric and then an additional
layer of straw. This would define existing topographical elevations and protect wetland rootstocks
and seed banks. These areas could then be covered
with a minimum of two feet of clean fill. After work
has been completed, all temporary fill could be
removed offsite as quickly as possible to give the
wetland plant communities a chance to regenerate.
Ideally, this work should occur when the plants are
dormant or at the end of the growing season. If necessary, any site temporarily disturbed may be revegetated with either transplants or locally grown
nursery native species.
Both short- and long-term water quality issues affect
adjacent wetlands. Water quality concerns are discussed in Section 3.7.3 beginning on page 3-58.
Stormwater basins would be required at many locations. No direct runoff would be allowed to enter
any existing wetland without some type of treatment, preferably runoff would be directed into
stormwater basins. Slopes would be revegetated as
soon as possible to stabilize fill slopes and cuts.

Where possible, vegetative buffers would be established between the roadway and wetlands or adjacent water bodies to aid in water quality protection.
CDOT is required to develop a construction-related
stormwater management plan. Permanent stormwater/sediment control for affected wetlands will be
addressed during design. These plans will be
included in the 404 Public Notice for public
review. CDOT has standard BMPs that are routinely
included in all highway plans. These BMPs will be
observed.
There were concerns expressed over the effects of
the numerous walls used to minimize impacts to
wetlands and streams. CDOT is researching the
possibility of placing these walls on footers that
would allow subsurface water to pass freely. The
effects of these walls, with or without these footers,
cannot be estimated at this time. CDOT commits to
long-term monitoring of these sites both before and
after construction. This would include groundwater
monitoring and vegetative surveys to determine any
impacts that may occur to wetlands due to changes
in hydrology as a result of the construction of walls.
After construction and a reasonable monitoring
period, if it appears that wetlands have been
impacted, CDOT commits to working with the
Corps of Engineers and EPA to mitigate for these
impacts.

3.9 Floodplains
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management,
requires federal agencies to avoid direct or indirect
support of development in floodplains whenever a
practical alternative exists. The base flood (100-year
flood) is the regulatory standard used by federal
agencies and most states to administer floodplain
management programs. As described in the Code of
Federal Regulations, 23 CFR 650 Subpart A, floodplains provide natural and beneficial values serving
as areas for fish, wildlife, plants, open space, natural
beauty, scientific study, outdoor recreation, agriculture, aquaculture, forestry, natural flood moderation, water quality maintenance, and groundwater
recharge.
Flood insurance rate maps (FIRMs) from the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) were used
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to identify streams with FEMA-regulated 100-year
floodplains within the Area of Potential Effect (APE).
There are three FEMA regulated floodplains5 along
the US 285 study area, including the South Platte
River, Deer Creek, and Elk Creek. There are no designated floodways6 in the US 285 study area. This
segment of US 285 generally lies outside of the
100-year floodplains of the streams, with the exception of stream crossings.

3.9.1

Existing Conditions

US 285 intersects Deer Creek and Elk Creek, and
parallels the South Platte River from Bailey
upstream to the southern terminus of the study area.
In addition, US 285 intersects 11 streams that do
not have designated FEMA-regulated 100-year
floodplains. The 100-year water surface elevations
were calculated for these streams, and the floodplain limits were approximated using these water
surface elevations. Approximate floodplain widths
of the streams crossing or adjacent to US 285 are
shown in Table 3-20 on page 3-78. There are three
streams that run parallel to US 285 in addition to
the South Platte River. They are the west tributary to
Deer Creek, the 1st east tributary to Elk Creek, and
Wisp Creek shown in Figure 3-16.
The segment of US 285 in the study area is located
entirely in the mountain hydrologic region. The
5.Floodplains: A FEMA regulated floodplain is the area of inundation by floodwaters during a 100-year flood as shown on a
National Flood Insurance Program Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FIRM). Base Flood Elevations, which are the water surface elevations at intervals along the stream channel, may or may not
have been determined for a floodplain, depending upon the
level of detail of the hydraulic study. Encroachments may be allowed in the 100-year floodplain, subject to backwater increase limitations, which are typically not more than one foot
of allowable backwater increase.
6.A Regulatory Floodway is a corridor delineated along the
stream channel reserved for conveyance of floodwaters. Highly
detailed studies are conducted to determine the limits of a Regulatory Floodway, and Base Flood Elevations are very accurately determined. Encroachments are not allowed within the
limits of the Floodway without providing compensatory mitigation for the lost flood storage and conveyance, or a revision of
the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). All stream channels
have an associated floodplain, whether or not it has been defined, but not all stream channels have defined Floodways.
Floodways are typically only defined for floodplains where the
risk of loss of life and economic losses warrant a floodway designation.
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majority of drainages along the study area are
ephemeral streams, typically active only during
spring snowmelt and higher intensity rainfall
events. There are also streams that support wetlands
throughout the growing season and that have surface water tied to groundwater. The South Platte
River, Deer Creek, and Elk Creek are the only
perennial streams within the APE. These three
streams provide flood attenuation, groundwater
recharge, water quality, wildlife habitat, and aesthetic values. Drainage basins for the streams within
the APE range in size from 1 acre to over 47 square
miles. Peak discharges are primarily generated from
snowmelt, but historical rainfall data indicate the
potential for substantial runoff to occur from rainfall
events as well. There is no significant history of
flooding reported along US 285, and calculated
flood depths in the streams within the APE are typically shallow. Severe flooding is not expected to be
a significant concern.

3.9.2

Environmental Consequences

Impacts to the 100-year floodplain can occur in two
forms: 1) directly through changes to the capacity of
the floodplain (e.g., embankment fill, bridge piers);
or 2) indirectly through an increase in the total volume of water arriving at and being conveyed by the
floodplain. Indirect impacts are especially important
when considering cumulative impacts to floodplains from all the previous, current, and planned
projects in an area.
Fill needed to accommodate additional highway
lanes can impact 100-year water surface elevations
upstream from the project area. This type of impact
is typically not significant since the volume of fill
added to 100-year floodplains is generally not substantial relative to the total volume in a 100-year
floodplain.
In the steep, narrow channels in the mountainous
terrain along the US 285 study area, however,
floodplains that lie parallel to the roadway can be
reduced in volume, and measures must be taken to
ensure that the floodplain impacts are minimized.
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Backwater from bridges and culverts must be carefully evaluated to ensure a minimal risk of flooding
new areas. Flooding depths in the streams intersecting US 285 are generally quite shallow and will not
pose any significant backwater concerns since new
structures will have equivalent or greater capacity.
These types of impacts are evaluated in more detail
in the US 285 EIS Floodplain and Drainage Technical Assessment, July 2004.
No-Action Alternative
The No-Action Alternative is not expected to have
any impacts to floodplains in terms of changes to
the capacity of the floodplain or through an
increase in the total volume of water being conveyed by the floodplain within the study area.
Preferred Alternative
The primary source for impacts to floodplains is
mainline widening. The floodplains of the South
Platte River, Crow Gulch, Deer Creek, Deer Creek
west tributary, Wisp Creek, Elk Creek, Elk Creek
west tributary, Elk Creek 1st east tributary, Elk Creek
2nd east tributary, Gooseberry Gulch, Gooseberry
Gulch west tributary, Casto Creek, and Casto Creek
east tributary could be impacted by mainline widening. Figure 3-16 shows the existing floodplain
locations.
In addition, the proposed interchanges and frontage
roads along the study area expand the APE, and
would impact the floodplains of several smaller tributaries adjacent to US 285. These proposed interchange and frontage road designs were analyzed for

floodplains impacts; the resulting impacts from these
additions are provided in Table 3-20 on page 3-78.
The floodplains of the west Deer Creek tributary and
1st east Elk Creek tributary could be impacted by
frontage road and side street construction.
These floodplain impacts would result from minor
fill encroachments. The extent of the fill encroachments is very small relative to the floodplain volumes. Furthermore, culverts would be replaced with
equivalent or larger structures, and backwater is not
expected to increase.
As a result, there will be no significant adverse
impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values,
and there will be no significant change in flood risk.
Therefore, it has been determined that these
encroachments are not significant.
Figure 3-17 shows the locations of floodplain
impacts. The estimated encroachment area at these
locations is provided in Table 3-20. Drainage
designs for the 50-year and 100-year events minimize long-term, on-site impacts to the natural and
beneficial values of these floodplains.
All streams in the study area are ungauged and peak
flow data are not available. The design approach is
consistent with procedures recommended by the
CDOT Drainage Design Manual. The hydrologic
modeling used to estimate the 50-year and 100-year
flood events considered basin characteristics,
including basin geometry, basin area, annual precipitation, and local rainfall intensity.

Table 3-20: US 285 Floodplain Assessment Impact Summary
Potential
Encroachment
Site
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Stream name

Tributary

Encroachment
Crossing Road
Type

Potential
Approximate
Floodplain Encroachment
Width (feet)
Area (ft.2)

1

South Platte River

Longitudinal

N/A

230

57

2

Crow Gulch

Crossing

U.S. 285

22

39

3

Deer Creek Tributary West Tributary

Crossing

Arcadia Road

118

0

4

Deer Creek Tributary West Tributary

Longitudinal

N/A

118

0

5

Deer Creek Tributary West Tributary

Longitudinal

N/A

118

0

6

Deer Creek Tributary West Tributary

Longitudinal

N/A

118

54
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Table 3-20: US 285 Floodplain Assessment Impact Summary
Potential
Encroachment
Site

Stream name

Tributary

Encroachment
Crossing Road
Type

Potential
Approximate
Floodplain Encroachment
Width (feet)
Area (ft.2)

7

Deer Creek Tributary West Tributary

Crossing

Proposed
connection to
Arcadia Road

60

0

8

Deer Creek Tributary West Tributary

Crossing

Rosalie Road

22

378

9

Deer Creek

Crossing

U.S. 285

308

912

10

Wisp Creek

Longitudinal
and Crossing

U.S. 285

48

473

11

Elk Creek Tributary

Longitudinal

N/A

66

202

12

Elk Creek

Crossing

U.S. 285

200

0

13

Elk Creek Tributary

1st East Tributary

Crossing

South Elk Creek
Road

26

791

14

Elk Creek Tributary

1st East Tributary

Crossing

South Elk Creek
Road

26

2576

15

Elk Creek Tributary

1st East Tributary

Longitudinal

N/A

26

5,177

16

Elk Creek Tributary

1st East Tributary

Longitudinal

N/A

26

304

17

Elk Creek Tributary

1st East Tributary

Crossing

U.S. 285

62

0

18

Elk Creek Tributary

2nd East Tributary Crossing

U.S. 285

32

9,919

19

Gooseberry Gulch
Tributary

West Tributary

Crossing

U.S. 285

128

4,459

20

Gooseberry Gulch

Crossing

U.S. 285

124

6,768

21

Casto Creek

Crossing

U.S. 285

116

3,358

22

Casto Creek
Tributary

Crossing

U.S. 285

86

0

3.9.3

West Tributary

East Tributary

Mitigation Measures

Minimal change to historic drainage patterns is
expected within, or down-gradient from, the Area of
Potential Effect (APE). Impacts to floodplains are
minimized by following standard stream crossing
design criteria, avoiding direct encroachments on
stream channels and adjusting the alignment where
possible. Bridge and roadway designs seek to minimize impacts to floodplains in compliance with
FHWA requirements, including efforts to span 100year floodplains. Retaining walls are proposed to
minimize encroachments into floodplains and wetlands. Final design will adhere to CDOT drainage
criteria for both major and minor hydraulic structures, and will follow all FEMA requirements. The

Preferred Alternative will avoid significant
encroachment in floodplains. All practical measures
to minimize impacts to floodplains are incorporated
in the Preferred Alternative.
Stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) will
be implemented during construction to minimize
erosion and downstream sedimentation caused by
mainline widening. Temporary impacts caused by
construction to aesthetics, wildlife habitat, and
water quality maintenance functions of floodplains
are also minimized by the use of appropriate stormwater BMPs. The hydrologic and hydraulic analysis
of floodplains and drainage features is included in
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the Floodplain and Drainage Technical Assessment
Report, July 2004.
Under the direction of CDOT, the implementation
of BMPs identified in the Erosion Control and
Stormwater Quality Guide, 2002, will minimize
water quality impacts to floodplains. Two types of
erosion control and water quality measures will be
implemented; temporary (during construction) and
permanent (post-construction). Specific measures
include:
Temporary (construction) BMPs
 Developing and implementing a Stormwater
Management Plan (SWMP) for each project
phase that will contain measures to prevent the
inadvertent transport of noxious weeds into the
construction site by heavy equipment and fill
dirt.
 Excluding construction vehicles from entering
wetland areas by installing temporary fencing.
 Diverting clean water runoff during construction.
 Identifying and using appropriate concrete
washout areas well away from floodplains to
ensure polluted water does not leave the site.
 Using soil stabilization practices (such as erosion control blankets and mulching in impacted
areas) to reduce erosion.
 Installing structural BMPs (such as silt fences
and erosion bales down-gradient from
impacted areas) to reduce off-site siltation.
 Developing an emergency spill response program and implementing spill prevention practices (such as locating staging areas, and fuel
and hazardous construction material sites well
away from floodplains) to reduce risks from
accidental spillage and leaching.
 Fencing existing shrubs and trees to avoid damage, and replacing trees and shrubs where
maintenance and water requirements can be
met.
 Constructing, grading, and seeding incrementally to reduce soil loss during construction and
use of native grasses in seed mixes. Native
shrub seeds should be included in the seed mix

where conflicts with maintenance will not
occur.
 Providing ditch and slope rounding to prevent erosion.
Permanent (post-construction) BMPs
 Installing detention basins, infiltration beds,
or other structural controls to reduce and minimize the effects of increased runoff due to
increases in impervious surfaces.
In addition to the above measures, Park and Jefferson counties and local governments will be contacted and issues related to floodplain
encroachment will be discussed and addressed.

3.10 Wild and Scenic Rivers
3.10.1 Existing Conditions
Wild & Scenic Rivers Act
The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, passed in 1969,
was an attempt to balance river development with
river protection. In the Act, Congress declared that
“certain selected Rivers of the Nation which, with
their immediate environments, possess outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish
and wildlife, historic, cultural or other similar values, shall be preserved in free-flowing condition,
and … shall be protected for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations.” To be eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System, a river must be both free-flowing and
possess one or more Outstandingly Remarkable
Values (ORVs).
Proposed Wild and Scenic River Designation
of the South Platte River System
In 1995, the US Forest Service proposed to designate portions of the North Fork of the South Platte
River and the South Platte River between Elevenmile and Strontia Springs Reservoirs into the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers system. In accordance with Section (d)(1) of the Act, a Draft Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (DLEIS) was
prepared which identified a total of 72.3 miles of
the South Platte River system as eligible to the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.
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The closest eligible segment of the river system to
the study area is located along the North Fork of the
South Platte River, which begins approximately 1.5
miles southeast of Bailey at the confluence of Crow
Gulch with the North Fork and extends from that
point eastward toward the confluence of the North
Fork and South Fork rivers.
The DLEIS, completed in 2000, identified three segments (Segments F,G,&H) of the North Fork of the
South Platte River for potential eligibility (Figure 313 on page 3-57), for a total distance of 22.9 miles.
Segments F and G are located upstream of the study
area and are not applicable to this EA. Segment H
involves the potential classification of the lower
North Fork of the South Platte River and includes
sub-segments H1, H2 and H3. Sub-segment H1
begins approximately 1.5 miles downstream from
the town of Bailey (Figure 3-13 on page 3-57). It has
a length of 1.5 miles and a potential classification of
recreational. Sub-segment H2, a 4.9-mile length,
has a potential classification of Scenic. The lowermost sub-segment H3, has a 16.5-mile length, and
has a potential classification of recreational. The
determination of these potential classifications has
yet to be finalized by the US Forest Service.
A total of nine alternatives were analyzed in the
DLEIS, of which seven recommended designation
of various river segments along the South Platte
River and the North Fork of the South Platte River.
One non-federal recommendation (Alternative A2),
created an opportunity for local stakeholder groups
to work together to develop an alternative for managing the South Platte River corridor in lieu of federal designation. Such an alternative would protect
the water quality, ensure free flow, and protect the
ORVs, including recreational, scenery, geology,
fisheries and wildlife.
The Proposed Action alternative resulting from the
DLEIS led to a “No Action with ORVs protected.”
Under this alternative, both rivers' ORVs would be
protected by measures other than adding the rivers
to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system.
Thereby, the alternative chosen would be a substitute for designation and certain measures to protect
the ORVs would be recommended. These measures
would likely involve the establishment of locally
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generated agreements, ordinances, legislation, and
other measures to protect the ORVs along both
stream corridors.
At the time of the release of the DLEIS, the A2 Alternative had not been fully developed. As a result, the
US Forest Service completed a Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) in 2000
(USDA, 200b) which fully considered the A2 Alternative. Watershed management is one important
component of the A2 Alternative because the stakeholder group (CUSP) developed directly from this
component to ensure future protection of the ORVs
in both stream corridors.
Currently, the US Forest Service is in the process of
making a final decision regarding the Preferred
Alternative and intends to release the Final Legislative Environmental Impact Statement in 2003. A
Management Plan will then be developed to detail
procedures for implementing the Preferred Alternative, including the final boundaries for the selected
river corridors.

3.10.2 Environmental Consequences
CDOT does not anticipate any direct or indirect
impacts to the proposed Wild and Scenic designations, because of the distance from the highway to
sub-segment H1. The implementation of BMPs at
strategic locations along the study area would
ensure that the recreational or scenic characteristics
of the stream system would not be modified, and
long-term increases in sedimentation or surface runoff would be addressed to the extent feasible. In this
way, future design and construction of transportation improvements in the study area would take
into consideration any stream impacts.
Short-term encroachments and increased sedimentation in the North Fork and its tributaries during
construction are inevitable. Through the use of
BMPs, the proposed water monitoring program during construction, and continued participation with
the stakeholder group (CUSP), as discussed in
Section 3.7.3 on page 3-58, the proposed Wild and
Scenic designations would not be adversely
affected by future CDOT actions.
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3.10.3 Mitigation Measures
Mitigation measures include the use of BMPs during
construction and the implementation of permanent
BMPs at all major tributaries of the North Fork that
traverse the study area. Section 3.7.5 beginning on
page 3-62 has further details regarding the types
and uses of BMPs that will be considered during
design and construction. Additionally, after a construction project is funded, CDOT will implement a
water monitoring program in the basin to collect
baseline data prior to any on-site construction activities. Aside from the studies noted in the US 285
Foxton Road to Bailey Water Resources Technical
Report, no data are available. However, CDOT will
design and implement monitoring before and during construction in order to assess BMP effectiveness and to ensure that water quality standards will
be maintained.

3.11 Vegetation and Wildlife
Information used in this section was obtained from
the Natural Diversity Information Source (NDIS),
the Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW), the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
and Jefferson and Park Counties. Additional information was compiled by the US Geological Survey
and presented in a Geographical Information System (GIS) format. Published literature (journals and
natural history books) was used to supplement
information provided by the agencies.
Analysis of wildlife and ecological issues for the
study area began with creation of a GIS baseline
inventory of the study area. This inventory examined a 500-foot buffer on both sides of the highway.
Mapping of vegetation was based on the modified
Anderson (1976) classification system and included
34 land-use classes. Sensitive species potentially
occurring within the study area were identified
through the Colorado Natural Heritage Program's
natural heritage database.
This information was supplemented with data provided by the agencies identified above. This process
identified 52 sensitive species, including amphibians, birds, fish, mammals and plants potentially
occurring along the US 285 corridor between Conifer and Fairplay. Only those species located within

the US 285 study area are discussed in the sections
below. Also discussed in this document are economically important wildlife which include mule
deer and elk.

3.11.1 Environmental Setting
The study area is located within the Southern Rocky
Mountain Steppe Eco region (Bailey 1995), an open
woodland - coniferous forest - alpine meadow province. Vegetation type varies with altitude, latitude,
the prevailing west winds, and slope exposure. Residential, commercial and roadway development
greatly influenced and fragmented the ecosystems
of the study area, and habitat loss and fragmentation
are continuing to occur at a rapid pace. Additionally, US 285 and residential and commercial development adjacent to the highway have patterns. As
development has occurred, wildlife species that
require a specific habitat have been driven from the
study area, opening the area up to species that are
generalists (species that can exist in a variety of habitats and are not limited to specific habitat types).

3.11.2 Vegetation
The majority of the study area lies within the upper
montane forest region characterized by ponderosa
pine (Pinus ponderosa) and Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga
menziesii), which frequently alternate. Douglas fir is
predominantly found in moist, sheltered areas while
ponderosa pine is found on lower, drier exposed
slopes. Lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta) is also common in the study area above 8,500 feet. In general,
ponderosa pine will be found on south facing slopes,
Douglas fir will be found in greater abundance on
north facing slopes, and lodgepole pine prevail on
north facing slopes at the elevations found in the
study area.
Within the ponderosa pine/Douglas fir forest, vegetation varies greatly based on aspect and soil type. In
forests dominated by ponderosa pine, the under story
is comprised of common juniper (Juniperus communis), kinnikinnik (Arctostaphylos uva-ursi) and bitter
brush. On rocky soils and outcrops, mountain shrub
ecosystem plant species such as mountain mahogany
(Cercocarpus montanus) are common. Scattered
quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides), lodgepole
(Pinus contorta) and limber pine (Pinus flexilis) also
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occur throughout the forest. On north facing slopes,
Douglas fir are the dominant species, soils are moist
and often fine textured, (Mutel and Emerick 1992)
and forest litter is often thick with little herbaceous
understory. Understory composition, when present,
is similar to that found in ponderosa pine forests.
Groundcover in more park-like conditions is similar
to that of natural, dry meadow ecosystems.
Grassland meadows are interspersed with forested
areas. Common species include blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis, smooth brome (Bromus inermis), sun
sedge (Carex heliophila), and whiskbroom parsley
(Harbouria trachypleura).
Wetland and riparian areas are present adjacent to
study area streams. Typical wetlands are narrow
streambank bands of willow (Salix spp.), alder
(Alnus incana subsp. tenuifolia), and birch (Betula
fontinalis) with some areas of sedge (Carex spp.)
and grass (Calamagrostis canadensis, Deschampsia
cespitosa) meadows, and one area of forested wetland dominated by blue spruce (Picea pungens).
Wetland areas are discussed in greater detail in
Section 3.8 on page 3-65.
Areas of previous disturbance adjacent to US 285 are
often more sparsely vegetated and contain fewer
native species than undisturbed areas outside of the
influence of the existing road. Urban development,
trails, roads, railroads, and other disturbances along
US 285 have contributed to the current condition
and composition of vegetation communities in the
study area.

3.11.3 Noxious Weeds
In accordance with the Colorado Noxious Weed Act
(revised 2003) and E.O. 13112 - Invasive Species,
CDOT in cooperation with the FHWA now
addresses noxious weeds at every level of project
development, construction and maintenance.
The Act defines noxious weeds as “an alien plant or
parts of an alien plant that have been designated by
rule as being noxious or has been declared a noxious
weed by the local advisory board, and meets one or
more of the following criteria: a) aggressively invades
or is detrimental to economic crops or native plant
communities; b) is poisonous to livestock; c) is a car-
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rier of detrimental insects, diseases, or parasites; d)
the direct or indirect effect of the presence of this
plant is detrimental to the environmentally sound
management of natural or agricultural ecosystems.
The Act establishes three lists of noxious weeds. List
A identifies 17 species targeted for eradication in the
state of Colorado. List B contains 40 species that the
noxious weed plan shall be designed to stop the continued spread of the listed species. List C has 14 species in which plans developed will not stop the
continued spread of the species but shall provide
additional educational, research, and biological control resources to jurisdictions that choose to require
management. The 17 species identified on list A will
require mapping along with weeds identified on
county and CDOT lists. Additional species on List B
and List C shall be identified in the project corridor. Control and mapping requirements for B list
species will be determined on the amount of infestation. List C species, no extra control efforts will be
used to manage List C beyond the normal BMPs such
as native seeding and use of certified weed-free
mulch. Table 3-21 identifies noxious weeds on
CDOT, Colorado Weed Act, Jefferson and Park
County lists.
The Colorado Department of Agriculture mapped the
US 285 corridor in 2002 at quarterquad scale. Quarterquads are one quarter of a standard 1: 24,000
USGS 7.5 minute topographic quadrangle and cover
9,000 acres. Twenty weeds were mapped statewide;
limited county information is available for an additional seven species. Study area weed infestations
identified on the quarterquads were: diffuse knapweed in Jefferson and Park Counties and Dalmatian
toadflax, leafy spurge, oxeye daisy, and yellow toadflax in Jefferson County.
Highway right-of-way is frequently disturbed by
maintenance actions, utility installation or repair,
and access construction. Overgrazing, drought, and
other land uses on adjacent properties also may support and enhance weed populations. Many noxious
weeds could be present in limited amounts in the
right-of-way, even if the Department of Agriculture
maps has not identified them at this time.
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Table 3-21: Noxious Weed Species of Jefferson and Park Counties
Common Name

Scientific Name

Colorado Noxious
Jefferson County
Weed List**

Park County

Black henbane*

Hyoscyamus niger

B

Bull thistle*

Cirsium vulgare

B

Canada thistle*

Cirsium arvense

B

Chinese clematis*

Clematis orientalis

B

Common teasel

Dipsacus sp.

B

Weed of concern

Cypress spurge

Euphorbia cyparissias

A

Weed of concern

Dame’s rocket*

Hesperis matronalis

B

Field bindweed*

Convolvulus arvensis

C

Hoary cress (whitetop)*

Cardaria draba

B

Weed of concern

Houndstongue*

Cynoglossum officinale

B

Weed of concern

Jointed goatgrass*

Aegilops cylindrica

C

Knapweed, diffuse*

Centaurea diffusa

B

Noxious weed

Noxious weed

Knapweed, Russian*

Centaurea repens

B

Noxious weed

Noxious weed

Knapweed, spotted*

Centaurea maculosa

B

Noxious weed

Noxious weed

Leafy spurge*

Euphorbia esula

B

Noxious weed

Noxious weed

Musk thistle*

Carduus nutans

B

Noxious weed

Noxious weed

Native hemp dogbane

Apocynum cannabinum

Orange hawkweed*

Hieracium aurantiacum

B

Oxeye daisy*

Chrysanthemum leucanthemum

B

Perennial pepperweed*

Lepidium latifolium

B

Plumeless thistle*

Carduus acanthoides

B

Purple loosestrife*

Lythrum salicaria

A

Russian-olive*

Elaeagnus angustifolia

B

Russian thistle

Salsola iberica

Salt cedar*

Tamarix chinensis, T. parviflora,
and T. ramosissima

B

Scentless chamomile

Anthemis arvensis

B

Scotch thistle*

Onopordum sp.

B

Weed of concern

Toadflax, Dalmatian*

Linaria dalmatica

B

Weed of concern Noxious weed

Toadflax, yellow*

Linaria vulgaris

B

Weed of concern Noxious weed

Yellow starthistle*

Centaurea solstitialis

A

Weed of concern

Common mullein

Verbascum thapus

C

Weed of Concern

Noxious weed

Noxious weed

Noxious weed
Weed of concern

Noxious weed
Noxious weed

Noxious weed

Weed of concern

*CDOT top 25 noxious weeds to be mapped
**Detailed information can be found on the following Web site http://www.ag.state.co.us.DPI/weeds/statutes/weedrules.pdf
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3.11.4 Wildlife
Habitat is present for a variety of wildlife species
within the study area, and many species travel
through or near US 285. (See Figure 3-18.)
Although wildlife is common in the study area,
development has reduced species diversity.
Large, economically important mammals common
to the study area include elk (Cervus elaphus), mule
deer (Odocoileus hemionus), American black bear
(Ursus americanus), and mountain lion (Felis concolor). Medium sized carnivores include coyote
(Canis latrans), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), striped
skunk (Mephitis mephitis), and raccoon (Procyon
lotor). Numerous small mammal species are also
present.
The study area is an activity area for elk and deer,
encompassing both summer and winter range for
these species (Coil 2002, NDIS). Deer cross the
highway at grade at Wisp Creek. During mule deer
rut in November and December, US 285 between
Green Valley and Foxton Road is also frequently
crossed by deer (Coil 2002). On August 12, 2002,
representatives from CDOW and CDOT met on site
to examine locations where vehicle collisions with
elk and deer most frequently occur. These locations
include the area west of Green Valley Grill, Kings
Valley, Shaffers Crossing, Wisp Creek, and Woodward Ranch.
Based on habitat requirements and altitude,
amphibians and reptiles likely to be present in the
study area are western toad (Bufo boreas complex),
northern leopard frog (Rana pipiens), short-horned
lizard (Phrynosoma hernandesi), eastern fence lizard (Sceloporus undulatus), milk snake (Lampropeltis triangulum), western terrestrial garter snake
(Thamnophis elegans), and the common garter
snake (Thamnophis sirtalis). Riparian areas along
Wisp Creek, Elk Creek, Deer Creek, and Roland
Gulch are most likely to provide suitable habitat for
northern leopard frog, western terrestrial garter
snake, and common garter snake. No northern
leopard frogs were present during the 2000 CDOW
site surveys (Clark 2002). The short-horned lizard is
found throughout Colorado in areas of sparse vege-
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tation (Hammerson 1999). The eastern fence lizard
and milk snake occur in sunny, rocky areas.
Birds resident year-round in the study area include
hairy woodpecker (Picoides villosus), Stellar's jay
(Cyanocitta stelleri), common raven (Corvus corax),
and white-breasted nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis)
(Mutel and Emerick 1992). Other common species
that may migrate to lower areas for the winter
include mountain chickadee (Poecile gambeli),
black-capped chickadee (Poecile atricapillus),
American robin (Turdus migratorius), pine siskin
(Carduelis pinus), and dark-eyed junco (Junco hyemalis caniceps). Birds present in the summer
include sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus),
northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis), red-tailed
hawk (Buteo jamaicensi), northern flicker (Colaptes
auratus), western bluebirds (Sialia mexicana), yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia), and spotted
towhee (Pipilo maculatus).

3.11.5 Aquatic Resources
The study area crosses several streams and runs
adjacent to the North Fork of the South Platte River
near Bailey, Colorado. All streams within the study
area are tributary to the North Fork of the South
Platte River. Descriptions of these surface waters are
provided in Section 3.7.2 beginning on page 3-56.
These perennial streams of the study area provide
habitat for a variety of coldwater aquatic organisms
including aquatic insects and fish.
Aquatic insects common to coldwater streams of
Colorado include stoneflies, mayflies, caddisflies,
true flies, and elmid beetles. These groups make up
nearly 100% of the aquatic insects in Colorado
mountain streams.
The North Fork of the South Platte River generally
provides excellent habitat for sport fish, including
brown trout, rainbow trout, and Snake River cutthroat trout. This river flows for approximately 50
miles before its confluence with the South Platte
River (downstream from Cheesman Reservoir)
where it is considered a Gold Medal Stream. However, the Buffalo Creek fire of 1996 impacted Buffalo Creek and the North Fork of the South Platte
River downstream from Buffalo Creek. The results
of a stream survey conducted by the CDOW after
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the fire indicate the lower reaches of Buffalo Creek
were negatively impacted by sediment from the erosion of the hillsides denuded by the fire.

3.11.6 Vegetation Environmental
Consequences

Fish surveys conducted by CDOT in the late 1980s
indicate the presence of rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and brown trout (Salmo trutta) in
Roland Gulch and Elk Creek; however, no fish were
observed in Crow Gulch or Wisp Creek. Fish species occurring within the North Fork of the South
Platte River include brown trout, rainbow trout,
brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis), longnose sucker
(Catostomus catostomus), white sucker (Catostomus commersoni), and longnose dace (Rhinichthys
cataractae). Species similar to those found in
Roland Gulch and Elk Creek in 1980 and in the
North Fork of the South Platte River would be
expected to inhabit other perennial streams of the
study area; however, residential development adjacent to the streams within the study area may have
altered the density and diversity of these fish communities.

No-Action Alternative
The No-Action Alternative would not involve land
disturbing activities likely to directly impact vegetation along US 285. The continued use of anti-icing
agents could indirectly impact vegetation along US
285.
Preferred Alternative
Direct impacts to vegetation would occur from
clearing, excavation, and grading for highway
improvements. New road cuts, fills, and interchanges and frontage roads would result in the
removal and loss of existing vegetation. A review of
the Natural Diversity Information Source revealed
no conservation sites or sensitive plant communities
within the study area. Table 3-22 identifies habitat
type and amount of land that would be taken as part
of the Preferred Alternative. This does not include
The Villages at Sunset interchange and associated
roads.

Table 3-22: Acres of Habitat by Type Impacted by the Preferred Alternative
Ground Cover Type

Acres

ASPEN FORESTS

3.94

CEMETERY

0.01

COMMERCIAL-Green Valley Variation 1

6.99

COMMERCIAL-Green Valley Variation 2

6.95

COMMERCIAL-Shaffers Crossing Configuration 14

6.99

COMMERCIAL-Shaffers Crossing Configuration 13

7.43

COTTONWOOD RIPARIAN WOODLAND

0.43

CROPLAND/PASTURE

0.80

DISTURBED ROADSIDE HERBACEOUS VEGETATION-Green Valley Variation 1

31.64

DISTURBED ROADSIDE HERBACEOUS VEGETATION-Green Valley Variation 2

31.61

DISTURBED ROADSIDE HERBACEOUS VEGETATION-Shaffers Crossing Configuration 14

31.64

DISTURBED ROADSIDE HERBACEOUS VEGETATION-Shaffers Crossing Configuration 13

31.64

DISTURBED UPLAND GRASSLANDS

28.46

DOUGLAS-FIR FORESTS

3.02

FOOTHILL/MOUNTAIN GRASSLANDS

5.08
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Table 3-22: Acres of Habitat by Type Impacted by the Preferred Alternative
(Continued)
Ground Cover Type

Acres

GRAVEL/BORROW PIT

3.63

HIGHWAY #285

69.57

MESIC MOUNTAIN SHRUB MIX

0.64

MIXED CONIFER FORESTS

0.09

MIXED COTTONWOOD-BLUE SPRUCE RIPARIAN WOODLAND

0.00

PONDEROSA PINE WOODLANDS

78.54

PONDEROSA PINE/DOUGLAS-FIR MIX-Green Valley Variation 1

39.74

PONDEROSA PINE/DOUGLAS-FIR MIX-Green Valley Variation 2

39.74

PONDEROSA PINE/DOUGLAS-FIR MIX-Shaffers Crossing Configuration 14

39.74

PONDEROSA PINE/DOUGLAS-FIR MIX-Shaffers Crossing Configuration 13

39.54

PONDS AND OPEN WATER-Green Valley Variation 1

0.04

PONDS AND OPEN WATER-Green Valley Variation 2

0.04

PONDS AND OPEN WATER-Shaffers Crossing Configuration 14

0.04

PONDS AND OPEN WATER-Shaffers Crossing Configuration 13

0.01

RECLAIMED GRAVEL PIT

3.12

RESIDENTIAL

3.26

ROADSIDE, UNVEGETATED, ROADCUTS, NON-PAVED SHOULDER

9.46

SEDGE/GRAMINOID EMERGENT WETLAND/RIPARIAN HERBACEOUS VEGETATION-Green Valley
Variation 1

7.77

SEDGE/GRAMINOID EMERGENT WETLAND/RIPARIAN HERBACEOUS VEGETATION-Green Valley
Variation 2

7.30

SEDGE/GRAMINOID EMERGENT WETLAND/RIPARIAN HERBACEOUS VEGETATION-Shaffers Crossing
Configuration 14

7.77

SEDGE/GRAMINOID EMERGENT WETLAND/RIPARIAN HERBACEOUS VEGETATION-Shaffers Crossing
Configuration 13

7.77

TALUS SLOPES AND ROCK OUTCROPS

0.37

TRANSPORTATION, COMMUNICATIONS & UTILITIES-Green Valley Variation 1

15.76

TRANSPORTATION, COMMUNICATIONS & UTILITIES-Green Valley Variation 2

15.81

TRANSPORTATION, COMMUNICATIONS & UTILITIES-Shaffers Crossing Configuration 14

15.76

TRANSPORTATION, COMMUNICATIONS & UTILITIES-Shaffers Crossing Configuration 13

15.76

WILLOW RIPARIAN SHRUBLANDS

0.02

WILLOW/MIXED RIPARIAN SHRUBLAND

1.11

XERIC MOUNTAIN SHRUB MIX-Green Valley Variation 1

3.81

XERIC MOUNTAIN SHRUB MIX-Green Valley Variation 2

3.81

XERIC MOUNTAIN SHRUB MIX-Shaffers Crossing Configuration 14

3.81
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Table 3-22: Acres of Habitat by Type Impacted by the Preferred Alternative
(Continued)
Ground Cover Type
XERIC MOUNTAIN SHRUB MIX-Shaffers Crossing Configuration 13
Green Valley Variation 1 Gross Area Impact
Less paved, developed, disturbed area

Acres
3.70
317.28
108.66

Net Habitat Impact Area Green Valley Variation 1

208.62

Green Valley Variation 2 Gross Area Impact

316.80

Less paved, developed, disturbed area

108.66

Net Habitat Impact Area Green Valley Variation 2

208.14

Shaffers Crossing Configuration 14 Gross Area Impact

317.28

Less paved, developed, disturbed area

108.66

Net Habitat Impact Area Shaffers Crossing Configuration 14

208.62

Shaffers Crossing Configuration 13 Gross Area Impact

317.39

Less paved, developed, disturbed area
Net Habitat Impact Area Shaffers Crossing Configuration 13

108.66
208.74

Most of the study area’s plant community has been
altered over the years. Within the existing right-ofway, smooth brome is the dominant plant species.
In areas adjacent to the right-of-way, surveys conducted in the spring of 2003 showed that the plant
community exists in a somewhat natural state in
areas further from the highway. The plant community within the different habitat types is typical of
the ponderosa pine--Douglas-fir Zone. In areas
where livestock are kept, most of the vegetation has
been reduced to 'weedy' species and are overgrazed. Some of the more common plant species
found during surveys include yarrow (Achillea lanulosa), ponderosa pine, pussy toes (Antennaria parvifolia), fringed sage (Artemisia frigida), kinnikinnik
(Arctostaphylos uva-ursi), and juniper (Juniperus
communis). Two state noxious weeds, diffuse knapweed (Centaura diffusa) and Russian thistle (Salsola
iberica), are found throughout the study area.

manently impact wetlands or other sensitive habitats containing less common plant communities.
There would be some loss of wetland vegetation
and change in wetland species where the new
bridge would shade the existing wetland and riparian plants. Bridging and realigning the highway in
this area would actually benefit native plant communities. This is because the wetlands and their
associated plant communities that were previously
covered with fill material would return. There
would be a loss of some vegetation permanently at
this location; however, the connection of the stream
corridor would more than off-set the loss of a small
amount of vegetation.

The Roland Valley Drive area would temporarily
lose the most native vegetation. The highway at this
location would be shifted to the south to eliminate a
sharp curve. The existing roadbed would be
removed, along with all fill material, and revegetated with native vegetation. The new alignment
would bridge the wetland area and would not per-

3.11.7 Noxious Weeds
Environmental Consequences
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Riparian vegetation would be lost at Elk Creek,
Wisp Creek, Roland Gulch and Deer Creek. These
losses will be avoided as much as possible during
construction.

The construction of the Preferred Alternative would
disturb areas that are already inhabited by weeds
and would disturb areas that are currently weed
free, resulting in the potential for the introduction of
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weeds into these areas. The construction process
would widen the roadway removing existing tree
and shrub cover at many locations, replacing these
stable areas with bare fill and cut slopes. Temporary
roads and work areas would also be susceptible to
weed invasion.

3.11.8 Wildlife Environmental
Consequences
No-Action Alternative
No new direct impacts are associated with the NoAction Alternative. Indirect impacts, such as loss of
habitat and habitat fragmentation, are expected to
remain similar to what is occurring today due to
practices such as development and subdivision of
ranches. No additional loss of habitat would occur
as part of the No-Action Alternative. Habitat fragmentation would remain the same as currently
exists or slightly increase from the noise associated
with the anticipated increase in traffic (Van Der
Zande et al., 1980; Reijnen et al., 1995; Reijnen et
al., 1996). The No-Action Alternative would not
alleviate any of the problems (roadkill, permeability
of the highway, etc.) that currently exist and these
problems will only increase. As traffic volume
increases, the permeability of US 285 to wildlife
would decrease and the likelihood of wildlife/vehicle collisions would increase (Rost and Bailey 1979;
Trombulak and Frissell 2000). With a decrease in
permeability, spatial distribution of forest carnivores
would decrease (Douglas and Ernst 1985).
Preferred Alternative
The Preferred Alternative generally falls within the
existing highway's template. Currently there are no
barriers in the median of the highway to reduce
head-on automobile collisions. Under the Preferred
Alternative this would not change; there would be a
depressed median separating the eastbound and
westbound lanes. This is much better for wildlife
since no barriers would exist between the lanes of
traffic. Loss of wildlife habitat under the Preferred
Alternative would occur as a result of a wider
median, interchanges, and frontage roads.
The loss of wildlife habitat along the highway
would only slightly decrease the overall value of

wildlife habitat in the project area, as the value of
habitat directly adjacent to US 285 is marginal in
most locations. The best habitat is near Deer Creek,
Roland Gulch, Kings Valley, Wisp Creek and Elk
Creek. Wildlife use of habitat directly along US 285
is limited and the loss of habitat at the local scale
should not adversely impact wildlife. The greatest
impacts to wildlife habitat in the study area would
occur at riparian or wetland locations since these
are less commonly distributed throughout the landscape. Throughout the study area, development and
human related disturbances have reduced the value
of wildlife habitat.
Direct impacts to wildlife associated with the Preferred Alternative include the barrier effect that
blocks movement routes and subdivides species
into smaller subpopulations, avoidance of roadside
habitats because of traffic noise, roadkill, and avoidance of nearby habitat by forest and grassland birds
(Forman and Alexander 1998; Forman and
Deblinger 2000).
The Road-Effect Zone (REZ) is the area over which
significant ecological effects extend outward from
the road (Forman and Deblinger 2000). As the highway is expanded and habitats along the highway
are directly or indirectly modified, the REZ will
increase proportionally. The REZ varies in the
study area and is physically influenced by topography, vegetation, human activities and development.
Research indicates that the REZ varies between taxonomical groups, with avian species suffering the
greatest. Evidence indicates that traffic noise, rather
than visual disturbance, air pollutants, or predators
along roads, is the primary cause for avian community changes (Forman and Deblinger 2000). The
REZ for avian species can extend for hundreds of
feet from a busy road; population densities for the
more sensitive forest-interior species can be
reduced by the REZ by approximately 2100 feet.
Mammalian species are affected by the REZ through
the elimination of suitable habitat and the interruption of major travel corridors between large core
patches of suitable vegetated habitat (Forman and
Deblinger 2000).
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The Preferred Alternative would increase the width
of the highway and the REZ, but would allow for
greater permeability of the highway to wildlife in
some areas over what currently exists. A depressed
center median is planned throughout the study area
instead of Type 7 barrier ('Jersey' barrier). This
would ensure that no barriers exist on the highway
surface that could interfere with wildlife movement.
However, to lessen impacts to wetlands and other
sensitive resources, such as historical structures,
retaining walls would be incorporated into the Preferred Alternative. The study area covers 13.3 miles
along US 285. Approximately 3.8 miles, or 28.6%
of the study area would have either cut slopes with
walls, or mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) retaining walls. These walls would vary in length from
approximately 45 to 1,440 feet with average height
ranging from 1 to 32 feet. These walls could add to
the barrier effect in some areas.
On May 13, 2003, the CDOT staff biologist
reviewed each wall location to examine existing
use by wildlife (through tracks, scat, etc.) for the
purpose of identifying future conflict areas. All of
the wall locations as proposed in the Bailey - Crow
Hill area are in fill areas that currently are very steep
slopes going up to the highway and do not receive
much wildlife use. This area has not been identified
as a wildlife/vehicle problem area.
At the top of Crow Hill there is a large cut where a
retaining wall is proposed. Deer tracks and elk scat
were found at the top of this cut but a crossing location could not be determined. This wall would not
have an influence on wildlife movement.
The only location identified where a retaining wall
could impact wildlife movement that currently
exists is near Kings Valley. This location will be discussed later.
The installation of underpass structures, specifically
for wildlife and large enough to allow through passage by elk, would greatly increase the permeability
of the highway over existing conditions (Yanes et al.
1995; Lyren 2001). Currently, no underpasses exist
specifically for the purpose of increasing the permeability of US 285 to wildlife. Under the Preferred
Alternative five areas that currently are not perme-
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able would have structures installed to increase the
permeability of the highway to large mammals.
Smaller animals use culverts intended for water
conveyance. Studies in Spain showed culverts to be
an effective means of allowing vertebrates the use
of habitats on both sides of the road (Yanes et al.
1995) and can help with the conservation of rare
species. Lyren (2001) showed that in areas where
there was a sufficient number of underpasses or culverts, coyotes (Canis latrans) had home ranges similar to coyotes in undeveloped areas. Lyren also
demonstrated that bobcats (Lynx rufus) would use
culverts when available. Clevenger and Waltho
(1999) found that culvert use was positively correlated with traffic density, road width, road clearance
and culvert length. The authors showed that most
species preferred small culverts with low openness
and that dry culverts can mitigate harmful effects of
a high-speed highway. Hass (2000) suggests that
culvert and underpass use is positively associated
with the amount of cover present around the underpasses. Clevenger and Waltho (1999) suggest that
culverts should be frequently spaced (492 to 984
feet) near shrub or tree cover to maximize usefulness.
Areas identified as being problematic for wildlife
movement across US 285 in the study area were
west of the Green Valley Grill, Kings Valley, Shaffers Crossing, Wisp Creek and Deer Valley Park
Association (Woodward Ranch). Because of engineering constraints or impacts to other resources,
no improvements are planned as part of the Preferred Alternative at Woodward Ranch and Kings
Valley. Locations identified under the Preferred
Alternative for the installation of wildlife underpasses or span structures include Deer Creek,
Roland Gulch, Wisp Creek, Elk Creek, and near the
Green Valley Grill. The locations where permeability can increase and where restraints occur are discussed in further detail in the following sections.
To increase the effectiveness of wildlife crossing
structures, lighting near structures is not proposed.
If, during final design, the lack of lighting at a wildlife crossing structure is shown to reduce the safety
of the roadway, then CDOT will coordinate with a
biologist familiar with the impacts of lighting on
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wildlife and a lighting specialist. Lighting will not
be allowed to be directed towards crossing structure
entrances.
At larger wildlife crossing structures, signage stating
no loitering or trespassing is necessary to reduce
use by humans. Signage should also identify the
structure as a wildlife crossing.
Deer Creek
This is an area that is used by both deer and elk for
seasonal movement between summer and winter
ranges. An underpass for wildlife has been proposed for this location. Development will occur
north of the Woodward Ranch and impact wildlife
habitat; however south, the property owner is
exploring options for a conservation easement.
Roland Gulch
At Roland Gulch the drainage currently is blocked
with fill material from previous construction along
US 285. Under the Preferred Alternative the highway would be shifted to the south to alleviate a
sharp corner. As a result of this southward shift all
existing fill would be removed and a bridge approximately 600 feet in length and approximately 30 to
40 in height at Roland Creek would replace the fill
material. This bridge would have three piers for
support that would be in the floodplain and possibly the creek; however, this would not affect the
functionality of the creek or decrease the value of
the creek. Bridging the creek would greatly increase
the permeability of the study area for all species and
would allow for the reconnection of Roland Creek
upstream and downstream where the highway has
severed the connection.
The area occupied by the fill and the highway
would be retained in the future as highway right-ofway. It would function as open space, thus maintaining the value of this area as a wildlife crossing.
Wisp Creek
The Wisp Creek area was identified as an area
where principally deer/vehicle collisions are of concern. In addition to improvements done as part of
the Preferred Alternative, a grade-separated intersection would be constructed to serve The Villages
at Sunset housing development. The development

will force wildlife to attempt to cross US 285 more
likely to the west at Wisp Creek. Currently there are
two small culverts at this location that smaller carnivores may use to cross under the highway. Under
the Preferred Alternative one retaining wall per
each side of the highway would be constructed in
the vicinity of Wisp Creek. The wall as proposed on
the north side of the highway averages 11 feet high
and by 440 feet long. The wall as proposed on the
south side of the highway averages 11 feet high and
510 feet long. These walls pose problems as a barrier to movement across the highway and could
lead to injuries or death of wildlife attempting to
escape off the highway. There is also the potential
that a noise wall (100 feet long, 7 feet high) could
be constructed on the south side of the highway
from Wisp Creek Drive east.
The two existing culverts in this area are not large
enough for larger mammals to pass through. The
culvert that carries Wisp Creek under US 285 measures 30 inches in size and under the Preferred
Alternative would be extended but not increased in
size. Willows (Salix spp.) and sedges grow up to
and enclose the entrance to this structure. Use of
this structure by wildlife likely is very limited. An
additional culvert exists approximately 150 feet
west of Wisp Creek that does not carry water except
during storm events. This structure is 30 inches in
diameter and could be used by smaller vertebrates
to get across the highway.
The Wisp Creek corridor is threatened by planned
development. Approximately 2,100 feet east of
where Wisp Creek crosses under US 285 the Sunset
Parkway interchange will be constructed under the
No-Action Alternative regardless of other projects
along US 285. Development will occur on both the
north and south sides of this interchange and will
limit areas where wildlife can freely move. In addition, there will be more human activity and automobiles than currently exists. This will likely result
in wildlife being forced west along Wisp Creek.
On May 13, 2003, a CDOT biologist examined this
general location to determine the amount of use by
wildlife based on physical evidence (tracks, scat,
etc.). Along the existing north right-of-way, the old
US 285 roadbed is used by both deer and elk. This
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area is above the highway and partially hidden by
the road cut and vegetation. It appears that the animals are crossing the highway to the east and west
of the existing guardrail. The proposed retaining
wall in this location is not as long as the existing
guardrail and, therefore, is not a new barrier to
movement. Tracks showed that wildlife (principally
elk) do at times move south to north and jump over
the guardrail. Along this stretch the remains of two
elk were found that most likely were hit by cars.
Within the general area of the culvert west of Wisp
Creek numerous deer and elk tracks showed that
they are crossing at this location. One carcass was
found near this culvert.
A 36-inch culvert will be installed under US 285
with the Preferred Alternative, thus improving crossing conditions for small mammals.
Shaffers Crossing (Elk Creek)
The situation at Elk Creek is similar to Roland
Gulch; the drainage was filled when US 285 was
constructed. To increase the permeability of the Elk
Creek drainage, a steel arched structure measuring
24 x 12 feet is proposed just west of Elk Creek. A
short bridge may be substituted for the culvert in
this location. A structure of this size would allow for
the movement of all wildlife species residing within
this general area. Field review of this property
showed that deer and elk come down the ridge to
the northwest of the creek and mainly stay on the
west side of the creek, where the new underpass is
proposed. The landowner commented that he has
seen deer cross in the existing water culvert, though
not commonly because Elk Creek flows through it.
Under the Preferred Alternative, there are two variations at the Elk Creek Road intersection. Both of the
Preferred Alternative variations have an overpass at
the existing Elk Creek Road and a right-turn-only
intersection on the south east side of the intersection. The difference between the two variations is in
how traffic is directed on the north side of the intersection.
Both variations would have a small amount of
impacts to wetlands and aquatic resources and are
the least damaging to wildlife. Variation number
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one has the least impacts to wetlands and aquatic
resources at a total of 0.03 acre. Variation number
two would impact 0.07 acre. Variation number one
would have a right-turn-only intersection east of the
existing Elk Creek Road for motorists exiting off US
285 to access areas north of US 285. This would
require removal of some trees and part of the existing hill. The area where removal of vegetation is
necessary is not optimal habitat for wildlife and,
with the existing large road cut along US 285, is
likely used very little by wildlife. Thus, this variation has the least impact to wildlife. Variation number two would use the existing right turn lanes for
motorists exiting off of US 285 but would require a
new right-turn-only lane west of Elk Creek Road for
motorists wanting to go west on US 285. Of the two
variations, variation number one is the least damaging alternative, followed by variation number two.
Kings Valley
No new structures are proposed at Kings Valley.
Because of other resources and the general topography of this area, an underpass is not possible. A
retaining wall located east of the Longs House on
the south side of the highway is proposed which
would measure 365 feet in length with an average
height of 8 feet.
On May 14, 2003, this area was assessed to determine current wildlife use and whether the retaining
wall would block movement. Near the east end of
the proposed wall, numerous elk tracks on both
sides of the highway indicate that elk cross regularly
within this area. Bones near the highway suggest
that some crossing attempts were not successful.
Since no new wildlife movement structures are proposed for this area, and in combination with the
retaining wall, wildlife would not benefit from the
Preferred Alternative and may actually be worse off
than under the No-Action Alternative. Wildlife,
especially deer, has a high site fidelity returning to
the same location each year, and the young learn
these areas (Garrott et al. 1987). Therefore, wildlife
mortality would continue to occur, as there is no
alternative at this location.
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Green Valley Grill
A structure identical to the Elk Creek structure is
proposed near the Green Valley Grill. At the location where deer and elk currently are being hit there
is no good opportunity for increasing permeability
because of the close proximity of private residences
and businesses. A location west of the problem area
has been identified for the wildlife underpass structure. This would allow greater permeability of the
highway in this area.
Wildlife is currently staging for crossing of the highway on a wide, flat area that is the old roadbed. If
this area is removed, or the approach to it is made
steeper, then the wildlife may not use this area and
may be more prone to using the wildlife underpass.
Migratory Bird Treaty Act
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA [16 U.S.C.
701-711]) was enacted in 1918. Subsequent amendments have expanded the definition of migratory
birds to include virtually all birds found in the
United States. The MBTA establishes provisions regulating take, possession, transport, and import of
migratory birds, including nests and eggs. The
USFWS does allow the removal of some inactive
nests, but not the nests of eagles, hawks or other
closely related species.
Executive Order 13186 outlines the responsibilities
of federal agencies to protect migratory birds. The
Executive Order directs departments and agencies
to take certain actions to further implement the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. These actions include,
but are not limited to, the following:
 Support the conservation intent of the migratory bird conventions by integrating bird conservation principles, measures, and practices
into agency activities and by avoiding or minimizing, to the extent practicable, adverse
impacts on migratory bird resources when conducting agency actions.
 Restore and enhance the habitat of migratory
birds, as practicable.
 Prevent or abate the pollution or detrimental
environmental impacts caused by highways on
nesting birds

 Ensure that environmental analyses of federal
actions required by the NEPA or other established environmental review processes evaluate the effects of actions and agency plans on
migratory birds, with emphasis on species of
concern.
Based on the authority conferred to the USFWS by
the MBTA, the USFWS may determine when taking
of a migratory bird can occur. This determination
may be based upon breeding habits, times of migratory flight, or other biological factors. Therefore, in
order to reduce the potential take of a migratory
bird, the USFWS requests that agencies avoid activities that may result in the taking of migratory birds
from the time that the first egg is laid until the last
young is fledged. The USFWS suggests that activities that could impact nesting birds should not be
permitted during the time period of April 1 to
August 15 (Carlson 2003). This range of dates will
decrease the likelihood of destroying the nests of
those species that nest early and allow the young of
late-nesting species to fledge.

3.11.9 Aquatic Resources
Environmental Consequences
No-Action Alternative
No additional direct impacts are anticipated with
the No-Action Alternative. However, indirect
impacts to aquatic resources may increase with the
continued degradation of water quality associated
with development and growth along US 285 and
roads connecting to the highway.
Preferred Alternative
Direct impacts. Direct impacts to aquatic resources
would include direct removal of fish and aquatic
insect habitat as a result of bridge structure placement. For the Preferred Alternative, the only crossing with this condition is Roland Gulch where a
bridge would replace fill material from previous
construction. This bridge would have three piers for
support that may be placed in the stream. The direct
impacts associated with this placement of the piers
are expected to be minor. Other stream crossings
involve the replacement or preservation of culverts
that have historically impacted the streams. As such,
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direct impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative are also expected to be minor.

3.11.10 Vegetation Mitigation
Measures

Indirect impacts. Indirect impacts associated with
and common to all streams affected by the Preferred
Alternative include:

The following BMPs will mitigate some of the Preferred Alternative’s impacts on vegetation:

 Increase in downstream sedimentation resulting
from the erosion and transport of soil disturbed
during construction activities.
 Water quality degradation resulting from hazardous materials and other contaminant
releases related to increased traffic and associated accidents.
 Increase in stream temperatures resulting from
runoff from increased impervious surface areas.
 Water quality degradation resulting from
increased deicer application.

 Minimize the amount of disturbance and limiting the amount of time that disturbed locations
are allowed to be non-vegetated.
 Develop and implement a noxious weed management plan.
 Avoid, to the maximum amount possible, wetlands and riparian plant communities.
 Salvage suitable topsoil for use in revegetation.
 Implement temporary and permanent erosion
control measures to limit erosion and soil loss.
 Reseed all disturbed locations except rock cuts
with native plant seed mixtures.

Indirect impacts associated with specific design and
construction activities are described below:

 Replace trees and shrubs as recommended by
the CDOT Landscape Architect and as required
by the Senate Bill 40 permit.

North Fork of the South Platte River. The Preferred
Alternative includes shifting the current alignment
of US 285 closer to the North Fork of the South
Platte River. To avoid direct encroachment of the
river, two retaining walls are proposed. Erosion and
transport of soils disturbed during construction of
these walls immediately adjacent to the river could
result in short-term sedimentation downstream. The
sedimentation could impact trout spawning areas
and aquatic insects habitat.

 The site shall be monitored for three years
post construction to determine the success of
the revegetation. During this time control of
noxious weeds shall be required. Noxious
weeds must be less than 5% of the foliar
cover after three years shall be the determination of successful weed control. After three
years of monitoring if 70% or greater of plantings have survived and 70% or greater of the
disturbed area is re-vegetated with favorable
species and as determined by foliar cover,
then the site shall be declared successfully
reclaimed.

Deer Creek. Deer Creek is a major tributary to the
North Fork of the South Platte River and is expected
to support aquatic resources similar to those of the
river. Deer Creek currently flows through a culvert
under US 285 and will remain so under the Preferred Alternative. This alternative establishes new
retaining walls where Deer Creek flows under US
285. This would result in the sedimentation of substrate within the stream and temporary reduction of
fish spawning and aquatic insect habitat immediately downstream from the disturbance.
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3.11.11 Noxious Weeds Mitigation
Measures
An Integrated Weed Management Plan shall be
developed for each construction phase of the
project. The plan will include: identification and
mapping of existing noxious weeds; potential
impacts from invasive species spread into adjacent
properties, wetland, riparian or other sensitive habitats; and preventative control measures. Specific
mitigation measures shall include:
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 Prohibit the use of weed-infected topsoil.
 Identify the species of weed and then treat
before, during and after construction with an
appropriate herbicide.
 Limit disturbance areas to minimum necessary.
 Identify sensitive areas such as threatened and
endangered habitat and coordinate with specialists to assure no or minimal impact.
 Revegetate with native species as soon as possible. This will be done in phases as different portions of the improvements are completed.
 No importation of topsoil onto the project site.
 All construction vehicles must be cleaned prior
to entering the construction site.
 Only certified weed forage will be used on
the project.

3.11.12 Wildlife Mitigation Measures
Throughout the study area, there are 72 locations
where culverts are necessary for water conveyance.
At a location where a culvert needs to be upsized for
water conveyance, the location will be evaluated
during design to determine if the culvert needs to be
modified or a second culvert needs to be added for
animal passage. These 72 locations will greatly
increase the number of locations where wildlife can
safely cross the highway. One culvert will be specifically intended for the purpose of water conveyance
in the main flow channel. The other culvert will be
located slightly higher, which will allow for a dry
passage for wildlife movement. In storm events the
higher culvert would allow for conveyance of excess
water. These culverts range in size from 24 to 126
inches. The average distance between these culverts
is 1,116 feet, the longest distance is 3,400 feet, and
the shortest is 200 feet.
At larger wildlife crossing structures signage stating
no loitering or trespassing is necessary to reduce
use by humans. Signage should also identify the
structure as a wildlife crossing.
Once construction is completed, the study area
would be reviewed. If wildlife mortality is occurring
in locations where it was not possible to install

structures, or new locations become problematic,
then CDOT would investigate other methods of
informing motorists of wildlife on the road. Active
signage would be one of the methods considered.
To alleviate impacts on wildlife, the following mitigation measures are identified:
 Install wildlife underpass structures
 Plant cover around the wildlife underpass structures to 'funnel' wildlife to the structures.
 Develop and implement a Noxious Weed Management Plan.
 Clearing and grubbing needs to occur
between August 16 and March 31 to protect
nesting birds per the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act. Clearing and grubbing outside of this
time will only be allowed once surveys have
determined no active (eggs or young) nests.

3.11.13 Aquatic Resources
Mitigation Measures
Impacts to aquatic resources of the North Fork of the
South Platte River and its major tributaries resulting
from the Preferred Alternative can be avoided or
minimized by design and incorporation of appropriate BMPs. Specifically, designing Roland Gulch
Bridge to place piers outside the stream channel
would avoid direct impacts to aquatic resources of
Roland Gulch.
BMPs can also reduce construction and operation
impacts when properly deployed. The use of silt
retention structures, such as straw or hay bales or silt
fences, in areas where construction will disturb soils
can avoid or minimize downstream sedimentation.
Construction during periods of low flow can minimize impacts related to scouring and the transport of
sediment downstream. Construction activities will be
scheduled to avoid or minimize impacts to spring
and fall spawning areas.
Other BMPs utilized to contain contaminants from
construction, operation and maintenance operations are described in Section 3.7.5 beginning on
page 3-62.
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3.12 Threatened, Endangered or
Sensitive Species

that have the potential to occur in Jefferson and
Park Counties (Table 3-23). Species known or
thought to be present in the study area are discussed below. Species that do not exist in the
project area are discussed no further.

3.12.1 Threatened or Endangered
Species
The study area contains potential habitat for federaland state-listed threatened or endangered species
and state rare species. Field habitat investigations
and surveys for species with potential for occurrence in the study area were conducted in spring
2004.

Bald Eagle
In 1967, the bald eagle was designated as endangered in the contiguous 48 states. Although once
numbering around 50,000, only about 800 breeding pairs remained by 1972. Breeding pairs now
number close to 3,000 nationally, and there has
been an increase in the number of hatchlings per
nest. The bald eagle is also protected under the Bald
and Golden Eagle Protection Act and Migratory Bird
Treaty Act. In 1995, the bald eagle was reclassified
from endangered to threatened in the contiguous 48
states.

Federal Candidate, Proposed and Listed
Species
The Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended
(16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) protects threatened and
endangered species. Endangered species are species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of their range. Threatened species
are likely to become endangered in the foreseeable
future throughout all or a significant portion of their
range. The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
provided a list of all species protected under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (as amended)

The study area could potentially be used by migrating bald eagles. Since the study area lacks bald
eagle habitat components, the likelihood of resident
bald eagles in the study area is minimal.
.

Table 3-23: Federally Listed and Candidate Species Potentially Occurring in the Study
Area
Species

Status

County

Present in Study Area

Amphibians
Boreal toad
Bufo boreas boreas

Candidate

Park

No - None present in CDOW surveys.
Fish

Greenback cutthroat trout
Oncorhynchus clarki stomias

Threatened

Pallid sturgeon
Scaphirhynchus albus

Endangered

Park

No - None present in 1980s stream surveys.

Jefferson No - Project will not impact water sources that are part of the
and Park South Platte River system.
Birds

Bald eagle
Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Threatened

Jefferson
Yes - Transitory during migration.
and Park

Whooping crane
Grus americana

Endangered

Jefferson No - Project will not impact water sources that are part of the
and Park South Platte River system.

Least tern (interior population),
Sterna antillarum

Endangered

Jefferson No - Project will not impact water sources that are part of the
and Park South Platte River system.
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Table 3-23: Federally Listed and Candidate Species Potentially Occurring in the Study
Area (Continued)
Species

Status

County

Present in Study Area

Piping plover
Charadrius melodus

Threatened

Jefferson No - Project will not impact water sources that are part of the
and Park South Platte River system.

Mexican spotted owl
Strix occidentalis lucida

Threatened

No - Jefferson County designated critical habitat is not in the
Jefferson
study area vicinity. Breeding habitat is not present in the study
and Park
area.
Mammals

Preble's meadow jumping mouse
No - The study area is above the elevational range of this
Threatened Jefferson
Zapus hudsonius preblei
species.
Canada lynx
Lynx canadensis

No - CDOW maps show this area as potential habitat due to
Jefferson the vegetative cover and resources that are needed to support
Threatened
and Park a lynx population. However, the project is located in habitat
that lynx do not use because of the development in this area.

Black-tailed prairie dog
Cynomys ludovicianus

Candidate

Jefferson No - Appropriate habitat is not present in the study area.
Invertebrates

Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly
Boloria acrocnema

Endangered

Pawnee montane skipper
Hesperia leonardus montana

Threatened

Park

No - Appropriate habitat is not present in the study area.

Jefferson No - The study area is above the elevation range of this
and Park species.
Plants

Penland alpine fen mustard
Eutrema penlandii

Ute ladies'-tresses orchid
Spiranthes diluvialis

Threatened

Park

No - The study area is below the elevational range of this
species.

Threatened Jefferson No - The project is above the elevational range of this species.

No - The project is above the elevational range of this speThreatened Jefferson cies.
Gaura neomexicana coloradensis

Colorado butterfly plant

3.12.2 State-Listed Species
The Colorado Division of Wildlife tracks species
and lists species as threatened or endangered. Colorado Statute 33-2-105 states that, “…it is unlawful
for any person to take, possess, transport, export,
process, sell or offer for sale, or ship and for any
common or contract carrier to knowingly transport
or receive for shipment any species or subspecies of
wildlife appearing on the list of wildlife indigenous
to this state determined to be endangered or threatened within the state…” Six state-listed species
either currently occur or have historically occurred

in Jefferson and Park Counties (Table 3-24),
although none are thought to be present in the
study area.
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Table 3-24: State-Listed Species Identified for Jefferson and Park Counties
Species

Status

Present in Study Area

Boreal toad
Bufo boreas boreas

State Endangered No - None present in CDOW surveys (Clark 2002).

Common shiner
Notropis cornutus

State Threatened No - None present in CDOW 1980s stream surveys.

Lake chub
Couesius plumbeus

State Endangered

Northern river otter
Lutra canadensis

No - Found in rivers with a minimum flow of 10 cubic feet per second
State Endangered (Fitzgerald et al. 1994). Unlikely since South Platte is channelized in a
developed area and streambank vegetation is low.

Rio Grande sucker
Catostomus plebeius

State Endangered No - Restricted to the Rio Grande drainage (Woodling 1985).

Western burrowing owl
Athene cunicularia

State Threatened No - Found in shortgrass prairie (Kingery 1998).

No - None present in CDOW 1980s stream surveys, probably extirpated
from the state.

3.12.3 State Rare Species
State rare species are species identified by the Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP) natural heritage database as declining in all or a portion of their
ranges. CNHP tracks and ranks Colorado's rare and
imperiled species and habitats and provides information and expertise to promote the conservation

of Colorado's valuable biological resources (CNHP
2002). Thirty-three state rare species have the
potential to be present in the study area (Table 325). Species known or thought to be present in the
study area are discussed below.

Table 3-25: State Rare Species Potentially Present in Jefferson and Park Counties
Species
Sagebrush vole

Lemmiscus curtatus
Townsend's big-eared bat
Plecotus townsedii
Brazilian free-tailed bat

Tadarida brasiliensis
Fringed myotis

Myotis thysanodes
Peregrine falcon
Falco peregrinus
American white pelican

Pelecanus erythrorhynchos
Barrow's goldeneye

Bucephala islandica
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Status

Present in Study Area

G5, S1

No - No sagebrush or sagebrush-wheatgrass rangeland in study
area.

G4T4, S2

Yes

G5,S1

No - not found in Jefferson or Park Counties.

G4, G5, S3

No - Study area is above the elevation range of this species.

G4T3, S2B, SZN Yes
G3S1B, SZN

No - No large reservoirs present in the study area.

G5S2B, SZN

No - breed in the Flattops in lakes at approximately 10,500 feet.
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Table 3-25: State Rare Species Potentially Present in Jefferson and Park Counties
(Continued)
Species
Brewer's sparrow

Status

Present in Study Area

Not tracked by
CNHP

No - No sage (Artemesia spp.) habitat present in study area.

Buteo regalis

G4, S3B, S4N

No - associated with plains grassland species.

Flammulated owl
Otus flammeolus

Not tracked by Yes
CNHP

Grasshopper sparrow
Ammodramus savannarum

Not tracked by
CNHP

No - associated with plains grasslands.

Gray vireo
Vireo vicinior

G4, S2B, SZN

No - Study area is above the elevation range of this species.

Horned lark
Eremophila alpestris

Not tracked by
CNHP

No - No shortgrass prairie with bare ground present in study area.

Greater sandhill crane
Grus canadensis

No - breed in a variety of wetland habitats, particularly flooded
G5T4, S2B, S4N fields and beaver ponds, also marshes and wet meadows. Not
present in wetlands in the study area.

Lark bunting
Calamospiza melanocorys

Not tracked by
CNHP

No - associated with plains grasslands.

Long-billed curlew
Numenius americanus

G5, S2B, SZN

No - associated with plains grasslands.

McCown's longspur
Calcarius mccownii

G5, S2B, SZN

No - associated with plains grasslands.

Red-headed woodpecker
Melanerpes erythrocephalus

Not tracked by
CNHP

No - Study area is above the elevational range for this species.

Three-toed woodpecker
Picoides tridactylus

Not tracked by
CNHP

No - No spruce-fir forest habitat in the study area.

Williamson's sapsucker
Sphyrapicus thyroideus

Not tracked by
Yes
CNHP

Greater sage grouse
Centrocercus urophasianus

G4, S4, SC

No - No sage habitats in the study area.

Western snowy plover
Charadrius alexandrinus

G4T3, S1B,
SZN, SC

No - breed only in southeastern Colorado on reservoir edges.

White-tailed ptarmigan
Lagopus leucurus

G5, S4

No - associated with alpine tundra.

Flathead chub
Hybopsis gracilis

Not tracked by
CNHP, SC

No - restricted to the Arkansas River Basin.

Iowa darter
Etheostoma exile

Not tracked by
CNHP, SC

No - Surveys by the CDOW (1980s) did not find any in any of the
streams in the study area.

Mountain sucker
Catostomus platyrhynchus

Not tracked by
CNHP, SC

No - found in northwestern Colorado.

Rio Grande chub
Gila pandora

G3, S1, SC

No - restricted to the Rio Grande Basin in Colorado.

Spizella breweri
Ferruginous hawk
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Table 3-25: State Rare Species Potentially Present in Jefferson and Park Counties
(Continued)
Species

Status

Present in Study Area

Rio Grande cutthroat trout
Oncorhynchus clarki virginalis

G4T3, S3, SC

No - None present in CDOW 1980s stream surveys.

Wood frog
Rana sylvatica

G5, S3, SC

No - found in the mountains surrounding North Park.

Northern leopard frog
Rana pipiens

G5, S5, SC

Yes - See Section 3.11.4

Short-horned lizard
Phrynosoma hernandesi

Not tracked by
CNHP

Yes - See Section 3.11.4

Eastern fence lizard
Sceloporus undulates

Not tracked by
CNHP

Yes - See Section 3.11.4

Lined snake
Tropidoclonion lineatum

G5, S3

Yes - See Section 3.11.4

SC - State Special Concern (not a statutory category)
G1 - Globally critically imperiled; typically 5 or fewer occurrences
G2 - Globally imperiled; typically 6 to 20 occurrences
G3 - Globally vulnerable; typically 21 to 100 occurrences
G4 - Globally apparently secure; usually > 100 occurrences
G5 - Globally demonstrably secure although it may be rare in parts
of its range
S1 - State critically imperiled; typically 5 or fewer occurrences
S2 - State imperiled; typically 6 to 20 occurrences
S3 - State vulnerable; typically 21 to 100 occurrences
S4 - State apparently secure; usually > 100 occurrences
S5 - State demonstrably secure
G#T# - Trinomial rank (T) is used for subspecies or varieties; ranked
on same criteria as G1-G5
S#B - Refers to breeding season imperilment of elements that are not
permanent residents
S#N - Refers to non-breeding season imperilment of elements that
are not permanent residents; SZN used where no consistent location
can be discerned for migrants or non-breeding populations
S? - Unranked; some evidence that species may be imperiled

Townsend's Big-Eared Bat
Townsend's big-eared bat subspecies Plecotus
townsendii pallescens occurs over most of the western two-thirds of the state to elevations of about
9500 feet. Habitat is semidesert shrublands, pinyonjuniper woodlands, and open montane forests. This
species is frequently associated with caves and
abandoned mines (Fitzgerald et al. 1994). The habitat in the study area does not lend itself to use as
hibernacula or day roosts. Townsend's big-eared
bats would only be transitory in the study area and
the Preferred Alternative would not impact this species.

3-102

Peregrine Falcon
Colorado had no active peregrine falcon nest sites
in the 1970s; 89 active nest sites were present in
1999 following protection under the Endangered
Species Act (Federal Register 1999). In Colorado,
nest sites are typically cliffs between 4,500 to 9,000
feet elevation, with most being found in the lower
end of this range (Kingery 1998). Pinyon-juniper
and ponderosa pine forests are the most common
habitats (Kingery 1998). Within the study area, the
location best suited for nesting by peregrine falcons
is Lone Rock.
Raptors - Including Peregrine Falcon
On the mornings of April 12 and 13, 2004, the
large cliff face near Roland Gulch was observed for
evidence of raptor nesting. A hand-held Global
Positioning System was used to determine local
time sunrise for both mornings. The biologist would
arrive at the site before sunrise in a position where
observation of the cliff face was possible. The biologist would watch and inspect the cliff face using
Swarovski 10X42 binoculars from prior to sunrise to
two hours after sunrise. This would allow for the
observation of any raptors using the cliff face as a
night roost, raptors in the area developing a pair
bond near the cliff, the presence of whitewash from
historic nests, or any nests located on the cliff face.
No evidence of nests was observed. No raptors
were observed perched on the cliff or leaving the
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cliff on either morning. A red-tailed hawk was
observed hunting in the general area on the morning of the 12th, but the red-tail was not seen near
the cliff. On the morning of the 13th a Cooper's
hawk was observed hunting near the base of the
cliff in the Ponderosa forest. This bird was not
observed using the cliff either. Based on the observations made on the 12th and 13th, plus the fact
that the Colorado Division of Wildlife has not noted
nesting on the cliff in the recent past, it is doubtful
that any raptors are using the cliff as a nest site.
If construction does not begin prior to April 1, surveys of the cliff to identify nesting raptors will be
necessary.
Flammulated Owl
In Colorado, flammulated owls are present in ponderosa pine and Douglas fir forests between 6,000
and 10,000 feet elevation. Aspen are often used for
nest cavities. If surveys identify active nest sites
these sites will not be impacted until fledging is
confirmed. Removal of potential nesting habitat is
permissible if conducted between August 16 and
April 31.
Williamson's Sapsucker
Williamson's sapsuckers are typically found in ponderosa pine and aspen forests between 7,000 to
10,700 feet elevation (Kingery 1998). Aspens are an
essential habitat component for nesting; coniferous
forests are used for foraging and tree wells.
The study area was assessed for habitat capable of
supporting Williamson's sapsuckers on 4/12/04.
Based on the assessment of the study area, there are
many areas that offer suitable foraging habitat in
Ponderosa pine forests but adequate aspen nest
sites are not found within areas that will be
impacted under the Preferred Alternative. Based on
the assessment of the study area, it is unlikely that
nest sites will be affected as a result of the Preferred
Alternative. Surveys specifically for this species are
not justified based on the small amount of aspens
impacted and the close proximity of existing aspens
to US 285. To protect against the take of an active
nest, which are protected under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act of 1918, nesting habitat for all avian spe-

cies should be removed between August 16 and
April 31 when nesting is not occurring.

3.12.4 Environmental Consequences
The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is mandated under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of
1973 (as amended) with the listing and recovery of
species identified as threatened or endangered. The
USFWS was contacted to receive the list of threatened or endangered species identified for Jefferson
and Park Counties. Table 3-23 on page 3-98 identifies those species, their habitat requirements, and
the potential for them to occur within the study
area. Both the No-Action and Preferred Alternatives
would have 'no effect' on listed or proposed species.
The No-Action Alternative would not involve landdisturbing activities likely to directly impact vegetation along US 285. Thus, there would be no impact
associated with this alternative to Williamson's sapsucker.
Preferred Alternative
Direct impacts to vegetation would occur from clearing, excavation, and grading for highway improvements. New road cuts, fills, interchanges, and
frontage roads will result in the removal and loss of
existing vegetation. Table 3-22 identifies the type
and amount of habitat impacted by the Preferred
Alternative. Aspen and ponderosa pine woodland/
mixed conifer will be impacted. The amount of
impacts is quantifiable; the quality of the habitat loss
as it pertains to Williamson's sapsuckers is not.

3.12.5 Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are necessary for threatened or endangered species.
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3.13 Visual Quality
3.13.1 Existing Conditions
The FHWA DOT-FH 119694 American Society of Landscape Architects (ASLA) Guidelines were used to
develop a methodology for assessing visual impacts. The methodology included field interpretation of the
existing visual character and land use, contact with local planning agencies to obtain important viewshed
information, and identifying vantage points for motorists and residents. Issues raised from public involvement
also were addressed.
The land immediately adjacent to US 285 is not a part of the National Forest System, but long-distance views
are to portions of the Pike National Forest. To assess the visual character of the study area, the study area was
broken down into four distinct landscape units containing similar elements. The visual landscape units within
the study area are defined as follows.
Grassland Meadows and Drainages
These areas are open and flat to rolling terrain. Many of these
areas provide a wider viewshed that enhances the scenic quality.
Agriculture and grazing activities are present in the study area.
Meadows and open space are considered visually sensitive areas
in the Conifer/285 Corridor Area Community Plan (July 1987).
The highway enters the Platte River Canyon near Bailey. Occasional patches of scrub/shrub and riparian vegetation occur at the
drainage locations. Vegetation common to this landscape is willow, alder, aspen and cottonwood. This landscape unit is most
often viewed in the foreground and middleground. These could
be considered areas of higher scenic quality since they afford a
wider and longer viewshed and are less common.

Shaffers Crossing, southbound US 285, MP
231

Coniferous Forest
Much of the study area is vegetated with coniferous trees, immediately adjacent to the road and into the background viewsheds.

US 285 southbound, between Pine Junction
and Deer Creek
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Rock Outcroppings
Throughout the study area, rock outcroppings occur immediately adjacent to the highway - some altered by previous road
construction, some natural with coniferous tree growth. The
landforms create areas of higher scenic quality. Similar landscapes occurring in Jefferson County are considered to be visually sensitive areas according to the Conifer/285 Corridor Area
Community Plan (July 1987).

Southbound US 285, south of Bailey, MP
222.5

Rural Residential, Commercial, and Developed
Areas
Rural home sites, ranches, and commercial establishments
appear sporadically throughout the study area and in greater
density near towns and major road crossings such as Shaffers
Crossing, Pine Junction, and Bailey. The land uses contain elements common to a commercial landscape character such as
signs, utilities, lighting, parking lots and a larger percentage of
vehicles. The architectural styles, building heights, materials
and colors vary. Elements common to highways are found
within the highway right-of-way, such as overhead utilities,
lighting, signing, signals, guardrail, fencing, and maintenance
yards.
Viewsheds
The four visual landscape units were inventoried for
existing foreground, middleground, and background views to and from the study area and distinctive (scenic) views outside the study area.
The foreground landscape views are those immediately visible from the highway and describe the
local character of the area. The foreground is
defined as the area within 0 to 0.5 mile. Views
along US 285 are generally confined to the foreground elements.
The middleground is defined as 0.5 mile to 4 miles
from US 285, while the background views are 4

Pine Junction, southbound US 285, MP 229

miles or greater. The background views include the
Pike National Forest and some distant wilderness
areas. Along a large portion of the study area, views
are contained within this immediate basin, controlled by the mountains on either side of the highway. The highway can be seen from vantage points
outside of the highway corridor depending on the
elevation of the viewer.
According to the Conifer/285 Corridor Area Community Plan (July 1987) developed by the Jefferson
County Planning & Zoning Department, “visual
resources of this corridor are among its most important values. Views of the area's beauty attract peo-
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ple to the community and provide pleasure to its
residents.” The goal described in the Plan is to preserve the area's visual resources. Policies and
design guidelines have been developed to identify
visually sensitive areas and site-specific design concepts to follow to integrate future development into
the landscape and minimize visual impacts. Structures, roads, and utilities should be sited and
designed so that they do not visually dominate the
landscape. Development should try to achieve a
visually cohesive appearance compatible with the
character of the area.
Visually sensitive areas for the Jefferson County portion of the study area have been defined as:
 View corridors along transportation routes,
especially the foreground
 Steep slopes
 Meadows
Significant views identified in the Park County Strategic Master Plan (Feb. 5, 2001), Visual Priority
Map, include a view origin near Bailey that extends
south towards the Kenosha Mountains and Lost
Creek Wilderness, and a view origin along PCR 43
looking south along the Deer Creek valley towards
the North Fork of the South Platte River drainage.
Another view was identified west of Bailey near
Glenisle looking northwest towards the Mt. Evans
Wilderness. Figure 3-19 indicates the location of
these views. These scenic vistas were described in
the Master Plan as being important to residents as
“character-defining attributes.” A goal listed in the
Master Plan identifies the desire to “improve the
quality of new development as it relates to site and
architectural design, compatibility with existing
rural character and sensitivity to natural environment.”

planned for Sunset Boulevard in the Pine Junction
area.
Preferred Alternative
Visual impacts of the Preferred Alternative were
determined by comparing existing conditions as
determined by field visits and photographs with
roadway plan sheets, artists' renderings of proposed
structures, and similar features recently constructed
in highway sections northeast of the study area.
Visual impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative would be both short and long term.
Short-term visual impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative include:
 Construction equipment, signing, and excavated material associated with construction in
the staging areas
 Dust and debris associated with construction
activity
 Traffic congestion associated with construction
activity and detours
 Unvegetated slope
Long-term visual impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative include:
 Expansion of paved surface width
 Expansion of clear zone width
 Grade-separated intersections
 Frontage roads
 Cut and fill slopes
 Rock cuts
 Retaining walls

3.13.2 Environmental Consequences

 Alignment changes, including bridge construction

No-Action Alternative
The No-Action Alternative would result in the least
change to the existing visual character. Regardless
of whether the Preferred Alternative is constructed,
a grade-separated intersection with frontage roads is

 Lighting
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 Runaway truck escape ramp north of Bailey
 Additional features, such as guardrails
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Following are descriptions of the long-term visual impacts.
Expanded Paved Surface and Clear Zone
Road widening would significantly alter motorists’ foreground
and middleground views of the roadway and adjacent countryside and commercial areas. Background views of foothills
and mountain peaks also would be changed. Roadway width,
which currently varies from 24 to 54 feet, would increase to a
typical width of 98 feet (in areas with four 12-foot lanes, 28
feet of shoulders, and a 22-foot median) plus widened clear
zones (See Section 2.4.2.1 on page 2-9 and Figure 2-8 on
page 2-12). In areas where grade-separated intersections are
sited, auxiliary lanes, additional medians, and 30-foot-wide
frontage roads are planned on one or both sides of the roadway as well as intersection lighting. Informal roadside pullouts would be eliminated or consolidated.

Completed US 285 phase east of Aspen Park

More extensive foreground views of pavement and greater distance to forested areas would be perceived as a substantial difference in visual character. It is anticipated that the change in
roadway character from a winding two-lane road to a four-lane
high-speed highway would diminish the human connection to
the natural environment. Additionally, the roadway would
become a much more prominent foreground and middleground landscape feature in views from residences and commercial sites.

Rim Rock Road to Wisp Creek area, view to
northeast
Grade-Separated Intersections and Frontage Roads
Grade-separated intersections are required at seven locations
(see Section 2.4.2.7 beginning on page 2-22 and Figure 2-17
on page 2-24 through Figure 2-23 on page 2-27) to improve
safety at heavily used intersections. Frontage roads would consist of two 12-foot lanes with 3-foot shoulders. Grade-separated intersections and associated frontage roads and auxiliary
lanes would dominate foreground and middleground views.
Locations of grade-separated intersections with overpasses are:
Grade-separated intersection with overpass at
 Elk Creek School Area at Old US 285 Frontage Road,
south of Shaffers Crossing: Foreground and middleground Aspen Park, view to southwest
approaches to the interchange would be dominated by the
bridge. Southbound motorists would additionally have
views dominated by additional frontage roads, and the fill
slope for the approach to the bridge on the east side of the highway would be seen.
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 Kings Valley: For motorists approaching Kings Valley from the west, the foreground views would be
dominated by the bridge and its associated fill slope on the south side of the highway. Motorists
approaching from the east would have foreground and middleground views dominated by the bridge,
as well as by a frontage road and low retaining walls on the north side of the highway. Views to the
south of Pikes Peak would be diminished.
Additionally, grade-separated intersections with overpasses
and their associated structures would dominate middleground views from area residences and commercial sites,
especially in the Kings Valley vicinity.
Underpasses and associated cut slopes would dominate
foreground views for frontage road motorists and area residents. Locations of grade-separated intersections with
underpasses are:
 Deer Creek Area at PCR 43 (northwest side)/PCR 72
(southeast side)
 Deer Creek Area at PCR 43A - the southwest bound
bridge would not include an auxiliary lane
 Mt. Evans Boulevard (Pine Junction)

Grade-separated intersection with underpass
at Conifer. Note vertical facie abutments of
the bridges placed near the edge of shoulder

 Shaffers Crossing area at Elk Creek Road - due to space
limitations, the underpass would be tunnel-like with the
vertical face abutments of the bridges placed near the
edge of the shoulder
 Green Valley
Cut and Fill Slopes
Cut and fill slopes are generally at a grade of 3:1 (horizontal to
vertical) and occasionally 2:1, have a soil surface, and can be
revegetated. As a result of these relatively shallow slopes, the
disturbance limits would extend well beyond the roadway for
moderate to high cuts and fills. Visual changes could occur in
areas where the expanded roadway, increased line of sight, or
realignment requires cut and fill slopes. Existing cut and fill
slopes are partially revegetated with medium-sized trees, and
exposed rock has weathered to muted colors. New cut slopes
would dominate foreground views for motorists, and fill slopes
would dominate middleground views for area residents, especially while exposed rock and soils weather and vegetation
develops. Major areas of cut and fill slopes would be located
in the vicinities of:
Crow Hill
Deer Creek
Rim Rock Road
Pine Junction

Cut slope adjacent to US 285 east of Aspen
Park

Shaffers Crossing
Kings Hill
Richmond Hill
Green Valley Ranch
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The rock outcrop on the north side of the road approximately
0.25 mile east of Pine Junction would likely be removed during cutslope grading. In place of a scenic and unusual rock formation, motorists’ views would be of a typical vegetated cut
slope.

Rock Cuts

Rock Formation east of Pine Junction

Rock cuts are excavated bare rock, generally with slopes
steeper than 2:1. Rock cuts (Figure 3-20) are required in narrow valleys and at sides of slopes to accommodate additional
roadway width and safety improvements, including clear
zone, rockfall catchment, sight distance, and shoulders. Some
rock cuts may be faced with artificial rock panels (see Retaining Walls discussion in next paragraph). Rockfall mesh, rock
bolts, barriers, shotcrete facing, and/or extra-wide catchment
ditches would be used to contain rock falls. Some rock cuts
would be engineered cuts with rock bolts, anchors, and shotcrete used for slope stabilization. High rock cuts of freshly
exposed rock devoid of vegetation would dominate motorists'
foreground and middleground views, but allow greater distance views of scenery. Rock cuts, especially at Shaffers Crossing, would be highly visible from area residences and
commercial sites. Some rock cuts would be visible in back
ground views. Vicinities of major rock cuts are:
 Crow Hill: 1,400 feet long, 20 to 35 feet high
 Rim Rock west: 400 feet long, 20 to 25 feet
high
 Wisp Creek: 800 feet long, 15 to 20 feet high
 Sunset West: two cuts, both 600 feet long, 10
to 20 feet high
 Sunset: 300 feet long, 10 feet high

Rock cut adjacent to US 285 near Turkey
Creek park-n-Ride

Artist rendering - Top of Crow Hill

 Pine Junction: 1,400 feet long, 25 to 35 feet
high
 Shaffers Crossing: 1400 feet long, 170 feet
high

Shaffers Crossing view to the northwest
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Retaining Walls
Retaining walls are required to limit the extent of rock and
soil cuts and fill slopes in ecologically or historically sensitive sites at private property and in areas required for adequate line of sight. Retaining walls can vary in height. Most
walls would be on the downhill side of the road with low
visibility to motorists.
Retaining walls would alter the rural character of the roadway and natural slope shapes and would dominate foreground and some middle ground views from areas
residences and businesses. General vicinities and the
range of lengths and heights of the retaining walls are
listed below, with a reference in parenthesis to the specific
walls on Figure 2-24 on page 2-32 and in Table 2-3 on
page 2-31):









Retaining wall adjacent to US 285 east of
Aspen Park

North Fork of South Platte River at Bailey: 45 to 1100 feet long, 3 feet high (1 on Figure 2-24)
Crow Hill: 50 to 990 feet long, 3 to 30 feet high (2, 3 and 4 on Figure 2-24)
Deer Creek: 85 to 1,150 feet long, 2 to 32 feet high (5, 6 and 7 on Figure 2-24)
Wisp Creek: 295 to 1,440 feet long, 10 to 15 feet high
Pine Junction: 185 to 1,075 feet long, 2 to 30 feet high (8 and 9 on Figure 2-24)
Shaffers Crossing: 95 to 750 feet long, 2 to 10 feet high (10 on Figure 2-24 )
Kings Valley: 150 to 830 feet long, 3 to 28 feet high (11 and 12 on Figure 2-24)
Green Valley Ranch: 80 to 775 feet long, 3 to 15 feet high

Noise Walls
Two noise walls constructed of concrete or masonry are
planned on the south side of the highway both east and
west of Wisp Creek Drive to reduce highway noise in a
residential area adjacent to the south side of the highway.
Noise walls would alter the rural character of the roadway and would be highly visible from area residences
on the south side of the highway. Additionally, noise
walls would dominate foreground and middle ground
views from the highway as well as from residences on
the north side of the highway. Scenic mountain views
from the residential area could be blocked in the area of
the noise wall.
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Noise Wall Example
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Alignment Changes
The Preferred Alternative alignment generally follows
the existing roadway. The alignment alterations were
the greatest in the following locations (See
Section 2.4.2.1 on page 2-9):
 East of Crow Hill summit: Center line would be
shifted 22 feet to the west; edge of pavement shifted
42 feet to the west.
 Deer Valley Ranch: Center line would be shifted 10
feet to the southeast.
 Roland Gulch: Center line would be shifted 450 feet
to the southeast.

Roland Gulch fill slope and culvert, view to
west.

 Between Roland Drive and Rim Rock Road (west):
Center line would be shifted 15 feet to the north.

The greatest alignment shift would occur at Roland
Gulch bridge replacement where new bridges
would be constructed south of the existing stream
crossing. Access to Roland Drive would be maintained. The existing culvert and fill slope would be
removed. The new bridges, possibly of steel girder
construction, are planned to be two 650-foot-long
structures, approximately 40 feet above Roland
Gulch stream. Four spans would be required; one
span would be placed in wetlands adjacent to the
A runaway truck escape ramp and
associated retaining wall north of
Bailey would be visible from the
northeast area of town. A 22-foot high,
280-foot-long retaining wall is
planned along a portion of the east
side of the ramp to avoid impacts to
wetlands. The view for motorists traveling down Crow Hill would be of a
1% grade, 1,225-feet-long, 26-footwide gravel ramp with a 12-foot-wide
paved tow truck access road. A 3:1 fill
slope is planned along the remainder
of the south and east end of the ramp.
The foreground view from Bailey and
for motorists going up the lowest portion of Crow Hill would include the
vegetated fill slope.

stream. Currently the surrounding area is mainly
coniferous forest; the new bridges would give
greater views of the stream and wetlands, especially
in the area where the existing sparsely vegetated fill
slope would be removed. Additionally, the new
alignment would provide a dramatic view of Lone
Rock for northeastbound motorists and preserve
views towards the Mt. Evans Wilderness for southwestbound motorists.

Artist rendering - Runaway Truck Escape Ramp
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Lighting
Fixed-source roadway lighting would be installed at
major intersections to provide safe and comfortable
operation. Factors that affect the location and use of
lighting include the ability of motorists to see turning roadways and other vehicles, traffic volumes,
and nearby land uses. Placement of fixed-source
roadway lighting would create light pollution and
alter the rural character of the roadway to more
urban night views. New fixed-source lighting is proposed at the following locations:








Runaway truck escape ramp entrance
Deer Creek grade-separated intersections
Pine Junction grade-separated intersection
Shaffers Crossing grade-separated intersections
Kings Valley grade-separated intersection
Richmond Hill grade-separated intersection
Green Valley grade-separated intersection

During final design of the roadway, there will be
more detail on locations of additional lighting.
Additional Features
Guardrails would typically be located at Crow Hill
areas that currently have guardrails, as well as
added in the vicinities of Bailey, Wisp Creek, Kings
Valley and Green Valley. Replacing existing metal
W-beam guardrails, the new feature would be a
wire rope safety fence, which allows better maintenance access for snow removal and improved wildlife passage.

3.13.3 Mitigation Measures
Construction
To minimize air quality impacts, dust suppression
techniques would be practiced to keep construction
associated dust to a minimum and controlled.
Revegetation
The revegetation plant species would be native
trees, shrubs, and grasses of the Colorado foothills.
Species would be placed in appropriate sun exposure, soil, and moisture conditions. Riparian vegetation would be planted at creek and wetland edges.
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Trees and shrubs would be grouped in patterns similar to those of existing vegetation.
To help stabilized soils disturbed by construction,
native seed mixes would be spread using broadcast
methods appropriate to site conditions. Topsoil
would be salvaged prior to construction, stockpiled
and placed on slopes to be seeded. Noxious weed
control would be used before salvaging on-site topsoil and during plant establishment. Mulch tackifier
products would be used to reduce seed loss from
wind or water erosion. Where necessary for erosion
protection, slopes would be covered with erosion
control blankets.
Clear Zones
CDOT would identify trees in the clear zone to be
removed to accommodate the proposed cross section. To establish a natural appearing edge, trees
would be randomly removed beyond the clearing
line, and new tree and shrub plantings would vary
in size and height.
Grade-Separated Intersections
Public input will be solicited on aesthetic issues
such as bridge design treatments at grade-separated
intersections. These would include facing materials,
colors, textures, and aesthetic elements. The US
285 Aesthetics Study and Design Guidelines drafted
in June 2004 provides general visual treatments of
selected structural elements within the study area
(see the US 285 Aesthetics Study and Design
Guidelines Technical Report).
Cut and Fill Slopes
Cut slopes would be completed to provide naturally
appearing foreground views. Techniques would
include undulating finish grades, creating pockets
for native shrubs and trees, studding with boulders,
and establishing large areas of native grass. Where
feasible, rock outcroppings would remain exposed,
and native rock placement would be used to
smooth abrupt transitions to adjacent landforms and
to accentuate ridges and drainages. Tops and bottoms of cut slopes would be rounded.
Drainages would be reestablished and planted with
appropriate, native species. Channel edges would
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be rolled back, rounded and reseeded. Erosion control measures would include rock rip-rap, erosion
control blankets, and other techniques as necessary.
Fill slopes in riparian areas would be constructed
with minimum disturbance to wetland and creek
edges. Native riparian trees and shrubs would be
planted at the toe of slope, and native rock placement would be used to prevent erosion and
encroachment into riparian areas.
Rock Cuts
It is recommended that rock cut locations be analyzed by a geotechnical engineer or engineering
geologist during final design. Rock removal methods which allow a natural appearing cut face would
be identified. As much as practicable, the final cut
faces would be formed to a shape and texture consistent with adjacent areas. Where possible, blasting
or ripping would be tailored to terminate at natural
rock joints.
Prior to construction, natural drainage locations
would be noted, and, where practicable, replacement drainages courses would be similar in appearance and location. To blend shotcrete areas with
adjacent slopes, shotcrete could be tinted and/or
sculpted to match the color and texture of adjacent
natural surfaces. Coatings of rockfall mesh would
also match adjacent soil or rock colors. Rockfall
mesh would be pinned to conform with the slope at
excavated surfaces to reduce the “spider-web”
appearance for a more natural look. Revegetation
would be performed as practicable to establish a
natural appearance with varying shrub and tree species and sizes.
Retaining Walls
To provide a more natural appearance, retaining
walls at the roadside edge would undulate horizontally and vertically where feasible and be colored to
match adjacent dry soil. Proposed wall types
include concrete, precast units and mechanically
stabilized earth (MSE), ground nail walls and boulder walls. Retaining walls may be terraced with
planting areas. The US 285 Aesthetics Study and
Design Guidelines drafted in June 2004 provides
general visual treatments of selected structural ele-

ments within the study area (see US 285 Aesthetics
Study and Design Guidelines Technical Report). A
design charette was held June 10, 2004 to provide
coordination with Jefferson and Park Counties on
preferred color schemes, custom fixtures and general study area appearance. The US 285 Aesthetics
Study and Guidelines will be used during continued coordination with unincorporated towns and
county agencies during final design of each breakout project to establish final color schemes and aesthetic treatments for features within that portion of
the study area.
Lighting
To control light dispersion outside of the roadway
area, installation of cut-off lenses would be considered. Cut-off lenses may require placement of one
or more additional lights to ensure adequate night
visibility. Elimination of fixed-source roadway lighting for light pollution reasons alone is discouraged
since lighting facilitates accurate and comfortable
vision at night.

3.14 Historic Preservation
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA), as amended, and implementing regulations found at 36 CFR Part 800, require that federal
agencies take into consideration any effect a proposed action may have on historic properties. This
is generally accomplished through the Section 106
compliance process, which consists of the following steps:
 Identify consulting parties.
 Identify and evaluate historic properties located
within the Area of Potential Effect established
for an undertaking.
 Assess adverse effects to properties listed on, or
eligible for listing on, the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP).
 Consult with the State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) and, as appropriate, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)
and other interested parties to resolve adverse
effects.
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For purposes of this EA, a merger of Section 106
and NEPA was undertaken. The merger was done to
combine the requirements of Section 106 with
FHWA’s responsibilities under NEPA. The SHPO
was consulted early on to review potentially eligible properties, to give input on alternatives considered in the vicinity of historic resources, to involve
the public in this process, to develop mitigation
measures and to review the EA and Final Decision
Document. Through this process, adverse effect to
all historic properties was avoided, thus substantially streamlining the Section 106 process.

3.14.1 Native American
Consultation
As mandated by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (as amended) and the revised
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regulations (36 CFR 800), in January 2003, FHWA and
CDOT contacted 16 federally recognized Indian
tribes with an established interest in Jefferson and
Park Counties (see Agency Correspondence,
Appendix B). Consultation with a Native American
tribe recognizes the government-to-government
relationship between the United States government
and sovereign tribal groups, and federal agencies
must be sensitive to the fact that historic properties
of religious and cultural significance to one or more
tribes may be located on ancestral, aboriginal, or
ceded lands beyond modern reservation boundaries. Consulting tribes are offered the opportunity
to identify concerns about historic properties and
comment on how a project might affect them. If it is
found that the project will impact cultural resources
that are eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places and are of religious or cultural
significance to one or more consulting tribes, their
role in the consultation process may also include
participation in resolving how best to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those impacts. By describing the
proposed undertaking and the nature of known cultural sites, and consulting with the interested Native
American community, CDOT and FHWA strive to
effectively protect areas important to American
Indian people.
Tribes invited to participate as consulting parties
included the following:
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Apache Tribe of Oklahoma
Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe
Comanche Tribe of Oklahoma
Crow Creek Sioux Tribe
Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma
Northern Arapaho Tribe
Northern Cheyenne Tribe
Oglala Sioux Tribe
Rosebud Sioux Tribe
Southern Ute Indian Tribe
Standing Rock Sioux Tribe
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe
Ute Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Agency
(“Northern” Ute)
 White Mesa Ute Tribe
















Five tribes indicated a desire to be consulting parties: the Northern Ute Tribe, Southern Ute Indian
Tribe, Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma, and Cheyenne
and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma (the latter consisting of two distinct tribes administered under a unified tribal government). None of the consulting
tribes raised specific issues about the Preferred
Alternative in the context of known archaeological
sites and/or places of religious or cultural significance within or near the US 285 study area. Followup correspondence was sent to the five consulting
Native American tribes for the US 285 study area
(Cheyenne and Arapahoe Tribes of Oklahoma,
Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma, Southern Ute Tribe, Ute
Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Agency).
By initiating, encouraging and facilitating Native
American consultation, FHWA and CDOT have fulfilled their legal obligations in this regard as stipulated in the Section 106 and Advisory Council
regulations.

3.14.2 Archaeological Properties
A search of the study area and project files housed
at the Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (OAHP), Denver, and at the CDOT Archaeological Unit revealed that five previous
archaeological resource inventories have been conducted completely or partially within the Area of
Potential Effect (APE) established for the US 285 EA.
The APE consists of the US 285 right-of-way, a 100-

Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

foot corridor beyond the right-of-way on each side
of the road, five 50- to 175-acre parcels corresponding to the proposed grade-separated intersections,
and a 1,312-foot-long by 820-foot-wide segment of
new alignment proposed for the Bailey bypass. One
previously documented prehistoric site and one
prehistoric isolated find are located within the study
area. In 1986, however, the SHPO evaluated both
localities as not eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) based on the significance criteria codified in 36 CFR Part 60.4.
CDOT conducted an intensive archaeological
resource inventory of the study area in October and
November 2002, and January, April, May, and June
2003. According to federal mandate, the investigation was completed to determine whether National
Register eligible archaeological properties are
located within, and would be adversely affected by,
the Preferred Alternative. The highway right-of-way
between Foxton Road and Bailey was completely
inventoried during earlier CDOT projects along US
285; consequently this area was not resurveyed. In
addition, approximately 30% of the remaining APE
was not surveyed because of the presence of steep
terrain, severe impacts resulting from commercial
and residential development, and/or lack of landowner permission to enter private property. However, all areas considered to have the potential to
contain intact archaeological materials were subjected to a pedestrian survey.

2003, letters requesting Section 106 SHPO review
of the findings of the phased archaeological reconnaissance, and the SHPO letter of response dated
January 29, 2003, are included in Appendix B.

3.14.3 Historic Properties
Historic resources were evaluated for the defined
Area of Potential Effect (APE). The APE for historic
properties research follows the study area and
extends 200 feet out from the centerline of the existing road with more extensive areas at the location
of intersections. Activities undertaken to identify
historic resources in the APE included a file search
at the Colorado Historical Society, a review of the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and
State Register of Historic Places (SRHP) listings, a
review of the information on historic properties
from Park County and Jefferson County staff, and a
review of previous historical resource assessments
in the general area. In addition, a field assessment
was conducted to assess potential historic properties in the study area.
There are four main criteria used to determine if a
property is eligible for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places. These criteria are that
the property is:
 Criteria A. Associated with events that have
made a significant contribution to the broad
pattern of our history;

The inventory resulted in the reevaluation of the
single known site and the identification and recordation of 20 previously undocumented archaeological resources. One site (5PA2424) recorded during
the survey was subsequently found to be outside of
the revised APE boundary, reducing to 19 the number of new sites and isolated finds within the study
area.

 Criteria B. Associated with the lives of persons
significant in our past;

Of the 19 newly identified resources and one previously recorded site within the APE, all but one site
were determined as not eligible for listing on the
National Register. One site requires small-scale test
excavations in order to complete a comprehensive
NRHP evaluation. However, as discussed in
Section 3.14.5.1, test excavations were unnecessary
in the context of this undertaking, and were therefore not conducted. The January 21 and June 26,

 Criteria D. Has yielded, or may be likely to
yield, information important in history or prehistory.

 Criteria C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or represents the work of a master, or that
possess high artistic values, or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

There are seven properties in the study area that are
identified as eligible for or listed on NRHP. A single
property is listed on the NRHP, the Glen Isle Resort
(5PA32). The Glen Isle Resort is also on Park
County’s Register of Historic Places. Two proper-
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ties, the Elk Creek Fire Station #1 (5JF1944), and the
Denver, South Park & Pacific Railroad (5PA418) are
officially eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. In
addition, four other properties have been identified
to be eligible for the NRHP based on the field
assessments and research conducted for this EA.
These four other individual historic properties are
the Clifton House Hotel (5JF2128), the Bridge on
Old US 285 over Elk Creek (5JF3545), the Elk Creek
(Urmston) School and Grange (5JF3538) in Jefferson
County and the Deer Creek Valley Ranch (5PA310)
in Park County.
A final property in the area is the Entriken Cabin. It
is located in the Bailey Historic Park and is on the
State Register of Historic Properties.
Potential Long Historic District
The Clifton House Hotel, the David Long House
and the Elk Creek Fire Station are part of a potential
“Long Historic District.” Defining the proposed
Long Historic District was outside of the scope of
work for this project, so its eligibility has not been
determined. The Clifton House Hotel and the Elk
Creek Fire Station #1 are described below. The
David Long House, while not individually eligible,
is a contributing structure to the potential historic

district. These three buildings were all associated
with the Long family.
Table 3-26 on page 3-121 lists the historic properties in the US 285 study area and shows their historic status. Figure 3-21 shows the location of the
historic properties.
The following briefly describes the historic properties in the APE starting from the northeast and continuing to the southwest.
1. Clifton House Hotel, (Pollitz-Long Ranch)
12414 S. US Hwy 285 (5JF2128)
The Clifton House Hotel was an early inn serving
stagecoach travelers along the wagon and stage road
between Denver and Leadville. It is one of the few
roadside inns remaining in this corridor. The property is also significant for its lengthy association with
one family, the Long family, which had a major influence on the area by their work in providing services
to stagecoach travelers, telephone service, emergency medical service, fire service and auto services.
The Clifton House Hotel is eligible for the National
Register under Criteria A and C.

2. Elk Creek Fire Station #1, 12424 S. US 285 (5JF1944)
Build around 1949, this is the oldest fire station still
extant in the area. It was determined eligible for
inclusion on the NRHP under Criteria A in July
1999.

Elk Creek Fire Station #1
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3. Bridge on Old US 285 over Elk Creek (5JF3545)
This bridge, built in 1925, is eligible for inclusion on the NRHP under Criteria C because of its design and its
intact condition for its age. This bridge was built in the formative period in bridge engineering. It was a transitional period in bridge design to have concrete-encased steel I-beams for the bridge superstructure. In the
1920s and 1930s, Colorado Division of Highway (CDH) experimented with steel I-beams with spandrels
encased in concrete. Very few of this design were built because the costs were high; even fewer remain intact
today.
The bridge is also significant for its architectural features. The stone masonry wing walls represent 19th century technology. The bulkheads exhibit bush hammered concrete panels. This bridge has retained its integrity,
which is also significant. Not that many bridges from this period have retained their integrity. Many have been
widened or the guardrails have been replaced by thrie beams.
4. Elk Creek (Urmston) School and Grange, 13034 S. US Hwy 285 (5JF3538)
This unique hexagonal building has had several historically
important uses. This building was constructed around 1920
and is built around a center pole that rises up from the roof
peak. It was originally built as a Grange hall but was also used
for dances. The Grange was formed in 1917. In the late 1920s
it housed the Urmston School also known as the Elk Creek
School. It was used as the school until 1936. It has been used
as a barn and an outbuilding. It is eligible under Criteria A and
C as it is significant for its architecture and its uses as a oneroom school house.
Elk Creek (Urmston) School and Grange

5. Deer Creek Valley Ranch, 64057 S. US Hwy 285 (5PA310)
The ranch house at this site was built in 1876.
The Deer Creek Valley Ranch is eligible for
inclusion on the NRHP under Criteria A and
Criteria C. The ranch was significant as an
early ranch and stage stop and its architecture
has retained its integrity over its more than
120 year life.

Deer Creek Valley Ranch
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6. Denver, South Park & Pacific Railroad (5PA418)
The DSP&P Railroad played a significant role in the mining and transportation history of the mountainous
regions of Colorado. Its history dates back to the late 1860s. The communities in the study area, such as Jefferson, grew with the development of the railroad. This resource was determined eligible for inclusion on the
NRHP under Criteria A in May 1988. In this study area, the railroad ran through the town of Bailey in the area
where US 285 is today; however, there are no visible remains of the railroad tracks or grade through the study
area.
7. Glen Isle Resort, US 285 South of Bailey (5PA32)
This resort, which was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in January 1985, is over 100
years old. The resort is now one of the oldest continuously operating resorts in the state. It is significant
for its architecture and for its association with the
development of tourism in Park County and thus
meets NRHP eligibility Criteria A and C. It was listed
on the Park County Register of Historic Places in
August 2003.

Glen Isle Resort

Table 3-26: Currently Designated Historic Properties
Address

5JF2128

12414 S. US Hwy 285

Clifton House Hotel (Pollitz Long Ranch)

1875

NRHP - Eligible

5JF1944

12424 S. US Hwy 285

Elk Creek Fire Station No. 1

1948

NRHP Officially Eligible,
July 1999

5JF3545

On old alignment of US 285
across Elk Creek just north of
Shaffers Crossing

Bridge on Old US 285 over Elk
Creek

1925

NRHP - Eligible

5JF3538

13034 S. US Hwy 285

Elk Creek (Urmston) School and
Grange (hexagon)

5PA310

64057 S. US Hwy 285

Deer Creek Valley Ranch

1876

NRHP - Eligible

Denver South Park & Pacific
Railroad

18771879

NRHP Officially Eligible,
May 1988

Glen Isle Resort

1901

On NRHP, January 1985

5PA418
5PA32

US 285 South of Bailey

Name/Description

Year
Built

I.D. Number

Status

NRHP - Eligible

Sites are listed by location from the north end of the study area (Conifer) to the south end past Bailey.
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These findings were submitted to the SHPO; concurrence was provided in correspondence dated
February 20, 2004.

3.14.4 Paleontological Resources
In May 2002, a paleontological field survey was
conducted by the CDOT paleontologist along US
285 from Foxton Road through the town of Bailey.
The APE for paleontological resources includes the
US 285 right-of-way, a 100-foot corridor beyond the
right-of-way on each side of the road, five 50- to
175-acre parcels corresponding to the proposed
grade-separated intersections, and a 1,312-foot-long
by 820-foot-wide segment of new alignment proposed for the Bailey bypass.
With the exception of one location southwest of
Pine Junction, the entire US 285 study area lies on
geologic units of Holocene or Precambrian age.
Holocene deposits can produce prehistoric bone,
shell, and/or plant material; but because the sediments are less than 10,000 years old, any material
found could be in an archaeological context and
should be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist.
Precambrian rocks in Colorado are igneous and/or
metamorphic in origin. These rock types' modes of
formation generally preclude preservation of identifiable fossil remains. None of the mapped
Holocene and Precambrian geological units
required on-the-ground reconnaissance for paleontological resources.
The only potential fossiliferous bedrock unit
mapped within the US 285 study area limits is an
unnamed Tertiary gravel unit that caps hills about
300 feet above nearby major drainages. All available exposures of this unit within the study area
were examined. No fossils were found. Furthermore, no previously recorded unnamed Tertiary
gravel unit fossil localities have been identified
within the study area limits. Based on these findings, no further research is required for paleontological resources.

3-122

3.14.5 Historic Preservation
Environmental Consequences
3.14.5.1 Archaeological Properties
Environmental Consequences
No National Register eligible archaeological localities will be impacted by the Preferred Alternative
proposed in the EA. One archaeological site within
the Area of Potential Effect evaluated as “need data”
will not be impacted by the project. Therefore, no
test excavations to determine NRHP eligibility will
be undertaken at that locality as part of this analysis.

3.14.5.2 Historic Properties
Environmental Consequences
No-Action Alternative
There would be no direct impacts to any of the historic properties with the No-Action Alternative.
Preferred Alternative
The Preferred Alternative would not have any
impacts on the Clifton House Hotel (5JF2821) and
the Elk Creek Fire Station (5JF1944). The Preferred
Alternative was chosen, in consultation with the
SHPO, to specifically avoid impacts to these historic properties. The widening of US 285 will take
place on the north side of the existing highway in
that area. The Elk Creek Fire Station #1 (5JF1944) is
situated about 40 feet from the south edge of the
highway. The new plans show that with the
improvements, it will be about 50 feet from the
south edge of the highway. The Clifton House
(5JF2821) and associated buildings are further south
of the highway and will not be impacted by the
improvements. The access from the highway to
these properties will be changed, but there will be
no specific impacts to these historic properties.
The Preferred Alternative will have no impact to the
potential “Long Historic District.”
Several configurations were proposed for the intersection with Elk Creek Road at Shaffers Crossing.
Some of those configurations would have impacted
the NRHP eligible historic bridge on old US 285
over Elk Creek (Elk Creek Bridge 5JF3545). The Preferred Alternative would not have any direct
impacts to the historic bridge.
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The Elk Creek (Urmston) School, hexagonal grange
(5JF3538) is located about 500 feet to the south of
US 285 just west of Shaffers Crossing and Elk Creek.
There would be no impacts to this historic resource
from the Preferred Alternative.
The buildings at the Deer Creek Valley Ranch
(5PA310) are located in Park County slightly east of
the point where US 285 crosses Deer Creek. The
barn, located 250 feet north of US 285, is the closest building to the highway. Plans call for the widening to be to the south in this area; therefore, there
would be no impact to the historic buildings at the
ranch. The Preferred Alternative was chosen, in
consultation with the SHPO, to specifically avoid
impact to the ranch.
There would be some modifications to the entrance
to the Deer Creek Valley Ranch. The north edge of
US 285 would be about 20 feet closer to the ranch
and it would be approximately seven feet higher at
Deer Creek than its existing condition to allow construction of a wildlife crossing underneath the road.
A retaining wall would be built on the north side of
US 285 to the immediate west of the entrance road
into the ranch. That retaining wall would extend
from the ranch entry road to the west of Deer
Creek. The ranch entry road connection with US
285 would be approximately 2 feet higher than it
currently is; that would mean the existing roadbed
of the ranch entry road would have to be reconstructed for a distance of about 150 feet to taper that
grade to meet the existing grade. The road improvements would not directly impact the barn or the
house or any of the other buildings on the ranch.
The entry sign may be temporarily impacted. That
sign has been at the ranch since at least the 1920s
and has only had the wooden weathered lettering
replaced in the mid 1980s.
The Glen Isle Resort (5PA32) slightly west of Bailey,
which is listed on the NRHP, would not be
impacted by the Preferred Alternative. The proposed highway improvements will actually stop at
the west end of Bailey, a point that is over a mile to
the east of Glen Isle Resort.
The Denver South Park & Pacific (5PA418) railroad
grade enters the study area at Bailey from the southeast, coming from Estabrook. The current alignment

of the highway generally follows the railroad
through town continuing to the west out of the
study area. There are no visible remains of the railroad tracks or grade through the study area. The
highway improvements in Bailey would not impact
the railroad.

3.14.6 Mitigation Measures
There is no mitigation needed for historic properties.

3.14.7 Summary of Coordination
Coordination with appropriate agencies and other
parties has occurred relative to archaeological
resources and Native American interests. Coordination with the SHPO relative to historic properties
has been extensive, including several meetings with
the SHPO's representative individually and several
meetings where the SHPO attended along with
other agencies.These meetings have included:
 January 16, 2003. Meeting with SHPO to discuss merger schedule and expectations.
 February 3, 2003. Field review of potentially
eligible properties.
 February 20, 2003. Meeting with SHPO to
review various alternatives.
 June 3, 2003. Meeting with SHPO and other
agencies to present Preferred Alternative and
discuss project impacts.
The letter of eligibility and effects was sent to the
SHPO on February 13, 2004. Concurrence was
received on February 20, 2004.

3.15 Hazardous Waste
This section provides information about hazardous
waste sites identified within the study area. The
term hazardous waste as used in this EA is inclusive
of all waste materials that require specific handling,
worker health and safety, and disposal because of
their contaminated waste nature. It covers materials
regulated as solid waste, toxic substances, hazardous materials, hazardous waste, radioactive materials, petroleum fuels, and others as defined and
regulated by various state and federal laws.
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Hazardous waste can be generated in a number of
ways and is considered any waste product that is
flammable, corrosive, reactive or toxic. These
wastes are found in various forms and can originate
from a variety of industrial, mining, and municipal
land uses. Hazardous wastes can be toxic to plants,
animals and humans. Examples of specific sites that
may contain hazardous wastes include landfills, service stations, industrial facilities, known spill locations, railroad corridors, and mine sites. The waste
products generated by these sites may include pesticides, radioactive wastes, toxic chemicals, organic
compounds, petroleum, contamination, mine waste
(heavy metals), used motor oil, and many other
types of waste materials.
Numerous laws and regulations exist regarding the
management, handling and disposal of hazardous
wastes. Two federal acts that can directly affect
transportation projects are the Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) and the Comprehensive
Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), or Superfund. RCRA, often called
a “cradle-to-grave” regulation, was designed to regulate materials that can be defined as solid waste
and as a hazardous waste. RCRA focuses on managing current operations and activities involving hazardous waste to prevent future contamination.
Activities subject to RCRA regulation include the
generation, transportation, storage, treatment and
disposal of hazardous waste. CERCLA was designed
to identify sites that are contaminated from a past,
uncontrolled release of a hazardous substance into
the environment. Those sites deemed seriously contaminated are placed on a list referred to as the
National Priorities List (NPL) and are slated for
cleanup or EPA enforcement action.
The discovery of hazardous waste during project
development can lead to substantial project delays,
increased costs, and risks to public health and
safety, particularly if the contamination is not discovered prior to construction. Because hazardous
wastes may be encountered at any point during
project development, CDOT has developed a process that is followed prior to construction. The primary goal of this process is to identify and avoid
contaminated sites as far in advance of construction
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as possible and requires formal documentation for
administrative, technical and liability reasons. The
process is divided into two general stages: 1) Modified Environmental Site Assessment (MESA) and, 2)
Site Investigation (SI).
A MESA provides information regarding land uses
and often includes an on-the-ground reconnaissance of a transportation corridor. A record search
of properties to determine present and past land
uses is also conducted. In addition, records are
checked regarding the locations of underground
storage tanks, RCRA sites, CERCLA sites, past spill
locations and other similar information. If suspect
properties are identified, a SI may be conducted to
identify and characterize the extent of any contamination. The SI typically includes a subsurface investigation and analytical testing to identify the type,
potential sources and extent of contamination that
may be present. The primary objective of this process is to avoid or minimize contact with known
hazardous waste sites whenever possible.

3.15.1 Methodology
In accordance with American Society for Testing
and Materials (ASTM) procedures and CDOT
requirements, a MESA was conducted for the US
285 corridor between Foxton Road and Fairplay
(Goodbee & Associates, Inc., 2002). The MESA
included searching environmental databases,
reviewing records at public agencies, examining
historical aerial photographs and conducting a site
reconnaissance. During the site reconnaissance performed on March 8 and November 2, 2001, the
study area was examined and sites identified by the
records review were checked. The MESA is available for review at the CDOT, Region 1 office.

3.15.2 Affected Environment
The MESA identified five sites of potential concern
located within the study area. These sites are shown
on Figure 3-22 and are briefly described below. Soil
and/or groundwater contamination associated with
dewatering and excavation activities in the vicinity
of these sites may be encountered.
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Bailey Propane (formerly Bell Oil/Amoco) at
60786 US Highway 285 in Bailey
This property is no longer an active service station.
Hydrocarbon-contamination on the site was identified in 1997 when the underground storage tanks
(USTs) were removed. At that time, contaminated
soil was removed and groundwater monitoring has
been ongoing since then. Groundwater flows are to
the southeast in this area and, therefore, away from
the highway. Site closure is anticipated in the near
future. The Colorado Department of Labor and
Employment, Division of Oil and Public Safety
(OPS) has regulatory authority and will determine
when contaminant levels in soil and groundwater
are at acceptable levels.
Platte River Automotive, 60750 US 285 in
Bailey
This property is a business located on the east side
of the highway in Bailey between US 285 and the
North Fork of South Platte River. No known data
exist for this site. Groundwater flows would be in
an easterly direction, toward the river, away from
the highway.
Conoco Gas Station and Convenience Store,
60597 South US 285 in Bailey
This property is an active service station in Bailey
and contains four USTs. The station is up to current
EPA standards.
Pine Junction Country Store, 34375 South
US 285 in Pine Junction
This property is an active service station. Remediation measures began in 1997 when the USTs were
being upgraded and contamination was encountered. A soil vapor extraction system is in operation.
Most recent water sampling data indicate no detection of contamination in the groundwater wells.
Groundwater flows are to the north in this area and,
therefore, away from the highway. A request for site
closure for the current land use is currently under
consideration by OPS.

Long Brothers Garage, 12425 South US 285
in Conifer
This property is an active service station and salvage
yard. The service station contains three existing
USTs. In 1997, damaged vent lines associated with
two USTs were found to be causing soil and
groundwater contamination and a monitoring program was implemented. Contamination extends
across the current highway right-of-way. In 1999, a
remediation program involving trenches in CDOT
right-of-way downgradient of the property was initiated.
Contaminated groundwater has been found beyond
the trenches, indicating that the trenches are not
entirely preventing contamination from leaving the
site. The station has been ordered to stop pumping
gasoline until the site has been remediated. The site
is being evaluated by OPS and the property owner
has applied for state funds to assist with cleanup. A
schedule for cleanup activities has not yet been
determined.
The Long Brothers Garage also includes an adjacent
auto salvage yard, located just to the south. No
known data exist regarding soil or groundwater
contamination originating from the salvage yard.
The appropriate regulatory authority will be contacted to determine the type and extent of any
remediation deemed necessary. No remediation
plan has been developed at this time.
Any sites being remediated can contain residual soil
and/or groundwater contamination after remediation is complete. Because of the unknown length of
time before construction may begin in the study
area, it is recommended that the MESA be updated
and a determination be made regarding the need
and specific locations for future site investigations
as projects are further developed.
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3.15.3 Environmental Consequences
No-Action Alternative
No impacts to or from any identified hazardous
waste sites are anticipated as a result of the NoAction Alternative since there would be no property
acquisitions or excavations.
Preferred Alternative
The Preferred Alternative would provide a positive
benefit along the study area since any contamination identified at the time of construction would be
identified and potentially addressed, as deemed
appropriate. The effects on the Preferred Alternative
from the sites listed previously are described below:
Bailey Propane
Bailey Propane is located on the east side and in
close proximity to US 285, in Bailey. A review of
the existing records indicates that this site will be
fully remediated in the near future. Groundwater
flows are away from the highway. The Preferred
Alternative does not indicate this property would
need to be acquired, or would likely be affected by
the current conditions at this site.
Platte River Automotive
The Preferred Alternative would not likely be
affected by this property. Should acquisition
become necessary, mitigation requirements would
be obtained from the appropriate regulatory agency
at that time.
Conoco Gas Station and Convenience Store
The Preferred Alternative would not likely be
affected by this property.
Pine Junction Country Store
The Preferred Alternative shifts the highway closer
to this property. Therefore, right-of-way acquisition
is possible at this location. Groundwater flows are
away from the highway corridor. It is anticipated
that this property would be fully remediated in the
near future. In accordance with current regulations,
the site must be in compliance with existing UST
requirements. If contamination is identified at that
time, the appropriate regulatory agency would pro-

vide CDOT with any mitigation requirements necessary to remediate the property.
Long Brothers Garage
The Preferred Alternative indicates the potential for
right-of-way acquisition of this property in the
future. Remediation of the site has yet to occur. Current data indicate that contamination of the property
extends off site, across US 285. The pumps have
been shut down to prevent further contamination
from occurring. Depending on the status of the site
at the time of any right-of-way acquisition or construction activities, the conditions of the site would
need to be assessed and the appropriate course of
action determined at that time. Further testing of
soils and groundwater, both on the property, and
off site may be necessary. If contamination is identified at the time of construction and/or acquisition,
mitigation requirements would be provided by the
appropriate regulatory agency.
Along with the garage, the salvage yard would be
acquired with the Preferred Alternative. Remediation measures for the salvage yard have not been
determined, but will need to be specified by the
appropriate regulatory agency at the time of acquisition.

3.15.4 Mitigation Measures
During construction, CDOT utilizes its Environmental Health and Safety Management Specification
(250 Specification) on projects to address issues
related to the transportation, handling, monitoring,
and disposal of any hazardous or solid waste materials encountered during construction including
contaminated soils, lead-based paint, and other
toxic substances. Any dewatering permits needed
during construction are also obtained at that time. If
deemed necessary, a materials management plan
would be prepared regarding the removal and disposal of contaminated soils. A Health and Safety
Plan would also be developed to protect workers
during construction. It is anticipated that cleanup of
the sites listed above would likely be completed by
the time transportation improvements would begin.
CDOT will conduct any necessary testing of the
soils and/or groundwater at any suspect sites in the
study area. The Preferred Alternative comes into
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close proximity of all five properties identified in
the MESA. During final design when right-of-way
and access requirements are further developed,
CDOT will obtain the status of these properties and
will take the necessary precautions during future
construction activities.
When contaminated properties are encountered,
either during or prior to construction, CDOT coordinates with the affected property owners through
the right-of-way process, as well as with the appropriate state, local and federal authorities. Prior to a
construction project, CDOT ascertains the status of
adjacent properties and updates all available information at that time for the MESA and SI. Construction contractors are required to comply with Section
250, Environmental Health and Safety Management
(CDOT Standard Specifications), when applicable,
during construction.
Specific project mitigation is unknown at this time,
but will be incorporated into project plans when
more detailed design information becomes available. At the Long Brothers Garage, further testing of
soils and groundwater on-site and off-site may be
necessary. At the time of final design, the necessary
right-of-way acquisition and relocation processes
would be initiated in accordance with the CDOT
right-of-way manual, FHWA, and other federal
guidance procedures involving acquisition and relocation. CDOT procedures concerning hazardous
waste issues would also be followed to determine
necessary project mitigation requirements.

3.16 Utilities
3.16.1 Existing Conditions
There are overhead and buried utilities in the study
area. The following is a summary by utility type.
Electric
Intermountain Rural Electric Association (IREA) provides electric power to residential and business customers. Electric lines are primarily overhead. There
are transmission and distribution lines in the study
area. Poles are in public right-of-way and private
easement. Electric lines cross US 285 the length of
the study area.
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Gas
Colorado Natural Gas, Inc. (CNG) distributes natural gas to residential and business customers in the
US 285 study area between Bailey and Wandcrest.
CNG's gas lines are primarily 4-inch steel lines
located in private easement. Gas lines cross US 285
at Wandcrest, Wisp Creek Drive, between Rim
Rock and Roland Drive, Rosalie Road, and on the
east side of Bailey.
Xcel Energy distributes natural gas to residential and
business customers from South Foxton Road to the
north end of Old US 285, where it extends down
Old US 285 to service the Douglass Ranch development. Xcel's gas lines are 4 and 6 inches in diameter. High pressure gas lines are steel, while low
pressure gas lines are plastic. The gas lines are usually four feet deep. An exception is at the entrance
to the Mountain View park-n-Ride where the line is
two feet deep. The gas lines are primarily in public
right-of-way.
Water and Sanitation
Bailey Water & Sanitation District owns and operates water and sanitary sewer facilities within the
town of Bailey. The town's water comes from the
South Platte River, which is pumped to and stored
in a reservoir west of Bailey (north of US 285). In
the study area, there are water lines along Main
Street and River Drive, crossing at PCR 64 and 68.
The water lines are primarily 6-inch corrugated iron
pipe six feet deep; some newer minor additions are
PVC.
The Bailey system's sanitary lines are 8-inch PVC
extending from Granny's Attic west of Bailey to the
wastewater treatment plant on the north side of the
South Platte River. They follow the same general
alignment through town as the water lines. The sanitary lines are 3 to 12 feet deep on Main Street and
typically 6 feet deep at road crossings. The sanitary
line between the post office and the Conoco station
is about 4 feet deep. They are in steel pipe at road
crossings.
Mountain Water & Sanitation District (MWSD) provides water and sanitary sewer service to the Kings
Valley subdivision. Long Brothers and the adjacent
storage place are on their own well water and septic
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systems. There are sanitary lines in Kings Valley
Drive and Rand Road (one in each street) that meet
where the two roads meet. It then zigzags across the
lot (with the hot dog stand) towards the MWSD
plant to the east. It is 8-inch PVC and ranges from 4
to 7 feet deep. There are 6-inch ductile iron pipe
(DIP) water lines in Kings Valley Drive and Rand
Road (one in each street). They do not extend past
the Y-intersection of the two streets. The sanitary
and water lines are in public right-of-way except
where the sewer line goes through the lot.

from Wandcrest Drive to Wisp Creek Road, Crow
Hill and Bailey. The poles are in public right-of-way
and private easement.
Telephone/Fiber Optic
Qwest Communications has buried fiber optic and
overhead fiber optic and telephone cables throughout the study area. The buried fiber optic line is in a
shared trench with Xcel's gas line between South
Foxton Road and Parker Road. The overhead lines
are mostly on IREA's poles. The poles are in public
right-of-way and private easement. Qwest also has a
buried fiber optic line along the east right-of-way
near Bailey and between Rosalie Road and Richmond Hill Road.

Will O’ Wisp Metropolitan District oversees the
water and sanitary sewer service to the Will O’
Wisp subdivision. The district's facilities closest to
US 285 are water and sanitary sewer lines in Wisp
Creek Drive and Buttermilk Lane, the first side street
off US 285.

3.16.2 Environmental Consequences
The following charts provide information about the
effect of the Preferred Alternative on utilities. The
effects of utility relocations required for the Preferred Alternative have not yet been defined.

Cable TV
US Cable is a cable TV service provider with overhead cable mostly on IREA's poles along US 285
between South Foxton Road and Springs Road,

Bailey

X

Crow Hill
Truck Ramp

X

Roland Drive

X

X

Comments

UGF in east right-of-way
OHE, pole in west right-of-way north of Mable
Lane

X

Deer Creek/PCR
72/PCR 43

Overhead utilities
at proposed wall

Overhead utilities in
proposed roadway

Overhead utilities
in fill area

Overhead utilities
in cut area

Buried utilities at
proposed wall

Buried utilities in
proposed roadway

Location

Buried utilities in
cut area
Buried utilities in
fill area

Table 3-27: Utilities

X

X

Transmission line w/cable TV crosses and along
proposed ramp, poles in ramp

X

OHE poles in PCR 43A on ramp
OHE/OHT poles in Dellwood
UGT/gas in Arcadia Road
UGF/gas crossing at Rosalie/Bulldogger
OHE pole in new PCR 43
UGT at PCR 72 OHE poles at new Arcadia Road
Gas under wall south of Deer Creek east of rightof-way

X

OHE, poles in new US 285 UGF, UGT, gas at
Roland Drive
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Roland East

X
X

X

X

Sunset/Wandcrest
(No-Action/
Preferred
Alternatives)
Pine Junction

X

X

X

X

Pine Junction East

Shaffers Crossing
West

Shaffers Crossing
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X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Overhead utilities
at proposed wall
X

OHE/CATV east of right-of-way near wall, new
Rim Rock/Wisp Creek connector

X

Buried sanitary & water in Wisp Creek and
Buttermilk Lane
OHE/CATV at new Wisp Creek Intersection
Gas in cut west of right-of-way

X

Gas west of right-of-way near Sunset Parkway
Gas crossing
UGF in east right-of-way
OHE/OHT/CATV across new roadway

X

UGF in cut in east right-of-way
OHE east of right-of-way in property roadway
UGF in JCR 126 at wall

X

X

OHE, pole in cut area in west right-of-way
OHE in fill east of right-of-way at South Glen
OHE crossing at South Glen
OHE/OHT in cut west of right-of-way
OHE pole in fill east of right-of-way
OHE over wall in west right-of-way
UGF in east right-of-way at wall

X

OHE pole east of right-of-way at wall
Buried gas in Old US 285
Gas/fiber in cut in west right-of-way
Gas in Parker Avenue

X

X

UGF in east right-of-way under wall
OHE, poles in fill area east of right-of-way

X

Rim Rock/Wisp
Creek

Comments

Gas crossing in cut area north of Roland Drive
OHE, poles in fill area east of right-of-way

X

Rim Rock West

Wisp Creek

Overhead utilities in
proposed roadway

Overhead utilities
in fill area

Overhead utilities
in cut area

Buried utilities at
proposed wall

Buried utilities in
proposed roadway

Location

Buried utilities in
cut area
Buried utilities in
fill area

Table 3-27: Utilities (Continued)

X

Gas/UGF in cut area in west right-of-way
OHE poles in fill east of right-of-way
UGT in east right-of-way at wall north of Elk
Creek Road
Gas/UGF crossings at Elk Creek Road
OHE, poles at proposed reconstruction bridge

Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Shaffers Crossing
East

X

Richmond Hill
west

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

OHE - overhead electric
OHT - overhead transmission

X

X

X

X

Overhead utilities
at proposed wall

Overhead utilities in
proposed roadway

Overhead utilities
in fill area

Overhead utilities
in cut area
X

X

Richmond Hill
east

X

X

Richmond Hill

Green Valley

Buried utilities at
proposed wall
X

Kings Valley
West

Kings Valley

Buried utilities in
proposed roadway

Location

Buried utilities in
cut area
Buried utilities in
fill area

Table 3-27: Utilities (Continued)

X

Comments

Gas/UGF in cut in west right-of-way north and
south of Caffee Gulch Road
OHE in fill area east of right-of-way
OHE crossing over wall south of Caffee Gulch Rd
Gas crossing north of Caffee Gulch under
property
Wall in east right-of-way

X

OHE, pole in west frontage road
Gas/UGF in west frontage road
OHE/OHT, pole in cut east of right-of-way
OHE crossings

X

OHE/OHT crossing over north frontage road
Gas/UGF on north side Kings Valley
Sanitary sewer in cut, north frontage road west of
right-of-way

X

OHE,OHT, poles in fill east of right-of-way
OHE,OHT, poles in fill in east right-of-way
OHE pole in cut in west right-of-way
Gas/UGF in cut in west right-of-way
Gas/UGF in fill in east right-of-way

X

X

Gas/UGF in west right-of-way at Blackfoot Road
OHE/CATV in west right-of-way at Blackfoot Rd.
OHE/CATV poles close to roadway, in fill east of
right-of-way

X

X

OHE/OHT, buried gas in fill and in Doe Valley
Drive and Springs Road
Gas crossing under property wall in west ROW

X

OHE/CATV in fill east of right-of-way south of
Log Trail
Gas/UGF in service road
OHE/OHT west of right-of-way at new entrance
to park-n-Ride
Gas/UGF in west right-of-way at new entrance to
park-n-Ride
OHE pole at new Wagon Trail entrance
Gas/UGF in west right-of-way in cut north of
park-n-Ride

X

CATV - cable TV
Right-of-way - CDOT right-of-way

UGF - underground fiber
UGT - underground telephone
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3.16.3 Mitigation
Before construction begins, all utility locations will
be identified and field verified. It is expected that
numerous utilities will be relocated. Exposed utilities will be protected during construction. If service
is interrupted during construction, temporary service will be provided as needed.

3.17 Parks and Recreation
Parks and recreational resources, which include
parks, recreational facilities, and open space areas,
are a primary attraction for both residents and visitors to this area of Jefferson and Park Counties. US
285 is the main route serving these resources. Common recreational activities include hiking, biking,
camping, fishing, backpacking, horseback riding
and picnicking. There are numerous trailheads and
camping areas that are accessed from roads that
connect to US 285. The main recreational issue
related to road improvements is the ability to maintain access to the recreational facilities located in
the mountains that US 285 traverses.

3.17.1 Parks and Recreation Within
the Study Area
Field reconnaissance surveys and the public
involvement program identified six primary recreational areas located along the study area. The locations described below are marked on Figure 3-23.
Bailey Historic Park. Located off PCR 63 in Bailey,
this park was created to preserve historic buildings
from the local area. About 0.5 acre of land was
donated specifically for the relocation and enjoyment of these historic resources.
Fish Pond at Shaffers Crossing. A privately owned
fishing pond is close to the north side of US 285 on
the west side of Elk Creek Road. This small pond is
frequently stocked and is used by the public for fishing.
Staunton State Park. The Colorado State Parks Division has purchased approximately 3,500 acres of
land about 2.5 miles north of the intersection of US
285 and Elk Creek Road to be developed into
Staunton State Park. The Division is planning major
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improvements to the area that may include picnic
sites, overnight camping sites, hiking trails, and
cross-country skiing. The intersection of Elk Creek
Road and US 285 provides access to the area.
Beaver Ranch Open Space. This recently acquired
Jefferson County Open Space area is located south
of Foxton Road and east of US 285 near Conifer.
Access is from Foxton Road. The open space area is
currently operated by the Beaver Ranch Community
Organization and is being developed into a park. It
is not open to the general public yet; however,
there are lodges and cabins for rent and a wedding
chapel. There are a few trails and some sports fields
on the property. By summer 2004, it is planned that
the park have more amenities and it will be open to
the general public.
Newton Park. This is a facility of Denver Mountain
Parks and is situated directly alongside the eastern
edge of US 285 and north of Foxton Road just south
of Conifer. Access is from Foxton Road. The park
contains three large sites that can hold 200 to 300
people. Each site has a shelter, picnic tables, a grill,
a fire pit, ball fields, a sand volleyball court, a horseshoe pit, out houses and hiking trails. This is one of
the most used parks in the Denver Mountain Parks
system.
Ball Field. A privately owned ball field is located at
the top of Crow Hill on the southeast side of US
285. The field is owned by Berlin Rancheta and is
not considered a public recreation site.
There are no properties in the study area that were
purchased with Land and Water Conservation
Funds.

3.17.2 Environmental Consequences
Park and recreational facilities within the study area
are and will be heavily dependent on the existing
and future transportation network. As the Denver
metropolitan area continues to expand over the
next 20 years, park and recreation sites located
within the study area should attract a growing number of visitors.
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Figure 3-23: Parks and Recreation Resources
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No-Action Alternative
The No-Action Alternative would have an indirect
impact on all park and recreational facilities within
the study area. As traffic increases over time, congestion would result in diminished accessibility to
the parks and recreational facilities along US 285.
There would be no direct impacts to parks and recreational facilities under the No-Action Alternative.
Preferred Alternative
The Preferred Alternative would have beneficial
indirect impacts on all parks and recreational facilities within the study area by alleviating congestion
along US 285, thereby improving accessibility.
There would be short-term increases in emissions
from vehicles due to construction and both longterm and short-term increases in noise that may
impact users' experience. Direct impacts to each
individual property are described below.
Fishing Pond at Shaffers Crossing. There would be
minor direct impacts to the fishing pond at Shaffers
Crossing as a result of one of the Preferred Alternative options (Variation II) for the access road. Some
fill would be required along the eastern edge of the
pond. The construction of a new grade-separated
interchange at Elk Creek Road would improve
access to this fishing pond by increasing the safety
at this intersection.
Proposed Staunton State Park. There would be no
direct impacts to the proposed park; however, the
construction of a new grade-separated interchange
at Elk Creek Road would improve the access to the
proposed park by increasing the safety and capacity
at this intersection.
Beaver Ranch Open Space. There would be no
direct impacts to the Beaver Ranch Open Space.
Newton Park. There would be no direct impacts to
Newton Park.
Ball Field. The Preferred Alternative would
encroach on the edge of the vegetation northwest of
the ball fields. There would be no direct impacts to
the fields themselves.
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Bailey Historic Park. There would be no direct
impacts to Bailey Historic Park.

3.17.3 Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are necessary for any of the
parks or recreation facilities, except the vegetation
on the northwest edge of the ball fields. The following BMPs will mitigate the Preferred Alternative’s
impacts:
 Minimize the amount of disturbance and limiting the amount of time that disturbed locations
are allowed to be non-vegetated.
 Develop and implement a noxious weed management plan.
 Avoid, to the maximum amount possible, wetlands and riparian plant communities.
 Salvage suitable topsoil for use in revegetation.
 Implement temporary and permanent erosion
control measures to limit erosion and soil loss.
 Reseed all disturbed locations except rock cuts
with native plant seed mixtures.
 Replace trees and shrubs as recommended by
the CDOT Landscape Architect and as
required by the Senate Bill 40 permit.

3.18 Farmland
US Congressional Public Law 95-87 (Federal Register January 31, 1978: Part 657) requires the US
Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) to identify and locate soils
that are considered prime and unique farmland.
These farmlands are protected in accordance with
the Farmland Protection Act of 1981. Prime farmlands are considered to be of national importance
and have been defined as being land with the best
combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed
crops, and are available for these uses. Unique
farmland is land other than prime farmland that is
used for the production of specific high-value crops.
In addition, the Important Farmland Program has
encouraged the NRCS or other appropriate local or
state agencies to identify soils that can be considered farmland of statewide or local importance.
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3.18.1 Existing Conditions

3.19.1.2 General Construction Impacts

Coordination with a NRCS District Conservationist
determined that no soils that are considered prime
or unique farmland exist within the US 285 study
area. Additionally, the NRCS identified no soils
considered to be of statewide or local importance
within the study area. A copy of the letter from the
NRCS is located in Appendix B.

Reconstruction and widening of US 285 presents
decreased mobility during construction, dust, noise,
runoff, traffic congestion, temporary restricted
access to residences and businesses, and visual
intrusions to motorists and residents. Additionally,
the construction presents exposure to, or accidental
spill of, hazardous materials.

3.18.2 Environmental Consequences

The period of construction would most likely be
stretched over several years. Due to weather constraints, the construction season in this area generally runs from May to October. Availability of funds
could result in construction occurring in stages.

No Prime or Unique Farmlands or Farmlands of
State Importance are located within the study area.
Therefore, there are no direct or indirect impacts
involving these resources due to the No-Action
Alternative or the Preferred Alternative.

3.18.3 Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are necessary for farmland.

3.19 Construction Impacts
3.19.1 Environmental Consequences
The No-Action Alternative involves no additional
construction over what is currently programmed,
approved and funded. Construction impacts with
the No-Action Alternative would consist of routine
roadway maintenance such as resurfacing and possible spot safety improvements.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would be
expected to create short-term construction impacts
throughout the construction period. Descriptions of
construction methods and related impacts follow.

3.19.1.1 Highway Construction
Methods
Construction methods would be addressed during
development of the final construction plans. In general, highway construction could likely involve the
following types of impacts: bridge reconstruction/
widening/demolition, excavation and grading, utility adjustments, retaining walls, storm sewer, and
pavement. Sequencing of construction packages
and the overall timeframe of construction have not
been finalized and would be dependent on coordination with local communities and efforts to minimize the inconveniences and overall costs.

Construction of the Preferred Alternative would provide employment for construction workers. Also,
there would be increased retail sales within the
study area from construction workers, which would
partially offset any lost revenue from increased congestion during construction.
The project would require use of gravel which
would deplete local gravel resources. Some waste
material would be placed in area landfills. Every
effort will be made to balance earthwork needed for
construction.
Air Quality
Without mitigation, excavation, grading, and fill
activities could increase local fugitive dust emissions. Fugitive dust is airborne particulate matter,
generally of a relatively large particulate size
(greater than 10 microns in diameter). Because of
the large size, these particles typically settle within
30 feet of their source. Smaller particles could travel
as much as several hundred feet depending on wind
speed. Through the use of mitigation measures
described elsewhere in the EA, fugitive dust emissions could be effectively controlled. Vehicle emissions from construction vehicles and from delayed
traffic also could impact air quality along US 285
during construction activities.
Noise
Construction noise would present short-term
impacts to those receptors located along the study
area and along designated construction access
routes. The primary source of construction noise
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would be diesel-powered equipment such as trucks
and earthmoving equipment. Pile driving would be
the loudest single construction operation. The
majority of noise receptors is located further than
50 feet from areas where pile driving or other highnoise activities, are expected.
Noise impacts would occur only in isolated locations in the study area. Coordination with local
jurisdictions would occur in an attempt to minimize
impacts to special events, such as concerts or festivals, that may be impacted by construction noise.
Vibration
Vibration caused by construction activities would
present short-term impacts in areas where pile driving and compaction equipment are being used.
Building damage from pile driving vibration is estimated to exist only within about 50 feet. Vibration
from compaction equipment is less severe. No
vibration impacts are anticipated.
Water Quality
Construction practices associated with development
cause sediment erosion beyond natural conditions.
Stormwater runoff from a construction site can
cause violations of water quality standards in adjacent waterways and groundwater. Without mitigation measures, stormwater runoff could cause
erosion and sedimentation, and transport of spilled
fuels or other hazardous materials. The deposition
of sediments in receiving waters has been identified
as a source of water quality degradation.
Traffic Impacts
Construction delays are expected to create shortterm impacts to local and regional traffic circulation
and congestion. There would be delays for the traveling public and emergency service vehicles, and
study area residents would be inconvenienced.
Reduced speed limits, short-term travel on unpaved
surfaces, and temporary lane and roadway closures
on US 285 are to be expected during construction
activities. Temporary lane and roadway closures,
and delays would place additional traffic pressure
on alternate routes, impact business access at a
number of locations, and result in short-term economic impacts. Temporary lane or roadway clo-
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sures may occur at various times throughout the day
during construction. However, during peak travel
times, CDOT would attempt to keep one lane in
each direction open throughout the project area
whenever possible. To accomplish this, lanes may
be temporarily shifted within the existing framework of the roadway. Nighttime closures of US 285
are a possibility, in which case detour routes would
be necessary.
Visual
Short-term, construction-related visual impacts are
likely to occur. These impacts include the presence
of construction equipment and materials, temporary
barriers, guardrail, detour pavement and signs, temporary shoring and retaining walls, lighting for night
construction and removal of vegetative cover.

3.19.2 Mitigation Measures
Air Quality
The following measures could be used to mitigate
construction impacts on air quality:
 Suppress dust through watering or the application of dust palliatives.
 Cover trucks hauling soil and other materials
when practical.
 Stabilize and cover stockpile areas.
 Revegetate exposed areas.
 Encourage contractors to use cleaner burning
fuels in construction equipment and to reduce
idling time.
 Minimize off-site tracking of mud and debris
by stabilizing temporary access points and
other practical measures.
Noise
The following measures could be used to mitigate
noise and vibration due to construction:
 Use noise blankets on equipment.
 Use quiet-use generators.
 Minimize construction duration in residential
areas, as much as possible.
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 Avoid nighttime activities in residential areas,
as much as possible.
 Combine noisy operations to occur in the same
time period.
 Use alternative construction methods, such as
sonic or vibratory pile driving in sensitive areas,
when possible.
 Conduct pile driving and other high-noise
activities during daytime construction, where
possible.
Water Quality
The following steps could be taken to minimize
possible exceedances of water quality standards in
waterways crossed by, and adjacent to the project:
 Implement temporary and permanent Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion control as required by local and state permitting
requirements. These may include surface
roughening, mulching, revegetation, and
interim ground stabilization.
 Implement temporary and permanent BMPs for
sediment control as required by local and state
permitting requirements. These may include
implementation of planned drainages such as
detention basins to capture sand runoff, slopelength and runoff considerations, slope diversions and dikes, swales, sediment barriers, straw
bales, and silt fences.
 Implement temporary and permanent BMPs for
drainageway protection as required by local and
state permitting requirements. These may
include waterway crossing practices, temporary
crossings and diversions, stability practices, conveyance controls, and outlet and inlet protection measures.
 Treat contaminated trench dewatering.
 Adhere to the limits established in the 402 Permit.
 Avoid impact to wetlands or other areas of
important habitat value that may not be directly
impacted by the Preferred Alternative.
 Control and prevent concrete washout and construction wastewater. As projects are designed,
adhere to the proper specifications and review

them to ensure adequacy in the prevention of
water pollution by concrete washout.
 Install permanent stormwater quality BMPs as
required for CDOT's NPDES permit and
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer (MS4) program requirements.
Traffic Control
The following steps could be taken to minimize
impacts to traffic circulation during construction:
 Develop traffic management plans.
 Maintain traffic flow during peak travel times
by minimizing lane or roadway closures, if possible.
 Coordinate detour routes to avoid overloading
local streets with detour traffic, where possible.
 Maintain an access to local businesses/residences.
 Coordinate with emergency service providers
to minimize delays and ensure access to properties.
 Begin implementation of Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) programs.
 Use signage to announce/advertise timing of
road closures.
 Use Web sites to announce/advertise timing
of road closures.
Visual
Mitigation for construction-related visual impacts
could include:
 Store equipment and materials in designated
areas only.
 Remove any unused detour pavement or
signs.
Re-use of Materials
Contractors will be encouraged to recycle and reuse
project-generated materials to the extent practicable.
This could include reuse of construction and demolition debris in the project as aggregate, roadbase or
landscaping, including the use of compost instead of
or as amendments to topsoil, riprap and on-site rock
for pavement aggregrate and other uses. In addition,
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contractors will be encouraged to use locally-available materials which meet construction specifications which may not be native virgin materials,
including traction sand, masonry, waste from other
projects, and other suitable reusable materials.
Contractors also will be encouraged to find water
conserving and retaining measures, air pollution prevention measures such as reducing truck idling time
and use of low sulfur diesel fuel, shorter driving distances using carpooling and materials staging, and
other practices. Emphasis will be on finding ways, to
the extent practicable and economical, to reduce
waste volumes and use of native materials, purchase
of recycled materials including aggregate and metal
but also other materials and items, promote energy
conservation, prevent air pollution, and conserve
and protect water resources.

3.20 Relationship Between Local
Short-Term Uses of the
Environment and the
Maintenance and
Enhancement of Long-Term
Productivity
Local short-term uses of the environment that can
be expected to occur are:
 Some loss of soils through erosion.
 Short-term disruptions in traffic and economic
conditions.
 Some short-term increases in turbidity during
construction.
 Vegetation loss due to construction clearing.
 Filled wetlands for construction.
 Displacement and/or death of some wildlife
during construction.
 Temporary damage to some fish or aquatic
resource habitat.
 Temporary changes to visual quality.
Long-term productivity that will be maintained or
enhanced include:
 Long-term improved safety.
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 Long-term improved use of energy for vehicular
fuel consumption.
 Long-term enhancement of traffic capacity.
 Long-term improvements to drainage.
 Long-term improvements to economic conditions.
 Long-term replacement of wetland values lost.
 Long-term improvements of permeability of
highway for wildlife.
 Long-term acquisition of property for open
space.

3.21 Irreversible and Irretrievable
Commitments of Resources
Implementation of any construction project involve
a commitment of a range of natural, physical,
human and fiscal resources. Land that would be
used in the construction of the Preferred Alternative
would be considered an irreversible commitment
during the time period that the land is used for a
highway facility. However, if a greater need for use
of the land were to arise, or if the highway facility
were no longer needed, the land would be converted to another use. At present, there is no reason
to believe such a conversion would ever be necessary or desirable.
Considerable amounts of fossil fuels, labor and
highway construction materials such as cement,
aggregate and bituminous material would be
expended in the construction of the Preferred Alternative. Additionally, large amounts of labor and natural resources would be used in the fabrication and
preparation of construction materials. These materials are generally not retrievable. However, they are
not in short supply and their use would not have an
adverse effect on continued availability of these
resources.
Any construction also would require a substantial
expenditure of both state and federal funds. These
funds are not retrievable and would require allocation of funds which could be use used by other
projects.
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3.22 Cumulative Impacts
3.22.1 Introduction
A cumulative impact is “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of
the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions” (40 CFR
1508.7). The cumulative impacts analysis takes into
account the past, present and future actions, regardless of the responsible party, along with the Preferred Alternative, to determine the impacts to the
environment as a result of the combined actions. A
baseline is established that includes the development from a specified period of time for past
actions, added to present and reasonably foreseeable future actions. This baseline establishes the
impacts, which have or would occur without the
Preferred Alternative. The direct and indirect
impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative
are the “incremental impacts.” The effects of the
addition of the incremental impacts to the baseline
are used to assess cumulative impacts.
The environmental resources addressed under
cumulative impacts are those that have been identified as resources of particular concern in the study
area and that would be impacted by the Preferred
Alternative. The cumulative analysis addresses the
“incremental impacts” of the Preferred Alternative
related to those resources. To determine the impacts
to the specific resources on a cumulative basis, the
impacts of the Preferred Alternative are added to the
baseline and analyzed as the incremental impacts.
The methodology used for the US 285 cumulative
impact assessment is as follows.
Scoping for Critical Environmental Resources. The
following state and federal agencies were contacted
requesting their presence at a formal scoping input
meeting to identify cumulative impacts issues of
concern:
 US Environmental Protection Agency
 US Fish and Wildlife Service
 Colorado Division of Wildlife

 US Army Corps of Engineers: Tri-Lakes Project
Office
 US Forest Service
 Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment
 State Historic Preservation Office
Written and/or verbal responses were received from
the following agencies. Copies of the response letters and verbal scoping input are located in Appendix B.
 US Environmental Protection Agency
 US Fish and Wildlife Service
 US Army Corps of Engineers: Tri-Lakes Project
Office
 US Forest Service
The following resources were identified as critical
environmental resources to be considered in the
cumulative impacts analysis. These were derived
from the scoping letters, meetings, and input from
the project team. The identified resources of particular concern are:





Land Use/Growth
Water Quality
Wildlife Habitat
Wetlands

Geographic Boundary. An additional part of the
scoping process was to establish the appropriate
scale of study and to determine the geographic
boundaries and time period for cumulative assessment. The geographic resource boundary (aka,
cumulative study area) to be used for the cumulative impacts analysis is based on the resources of
concern and the impacts to these resources under
the Preferred Alternative. The boundary used for
data collection and analysis of environmental
resources in the EA has been defined as:
 Water Quality/Wetlands/Wildlife: South Platte
Watershed Boundary
 Land Use/Growth: Jurisdictional Boundary
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Time Period. Based on traffic and growth projections for the area, the timeframe used for cumulative impacts analysis included historical actions
prior to the construction of US 285 and extended
into the future to the year 2025.
Resource Data. Data were collected for the
resources of concern from readily available data
sources for the cumulative study area. These data
sources included: The interim Conifer/285 Corridor
Area Community Plan, Jefferson County Mountain
Groundwater Resource Study, Jefferson Countywide Transportation Plan, Jefferson County Open
Space Master Plan, Park County Land Use Regulations, 2002 Park County Profile (PPACOG), State of
Colorado Wildfire Hazard Mitigation Plan (2001),
Colorado State Transportation Improvement Program 2003-2008 (STIP), as well as direct contact
with county planners and staff.
Direct and Indirect Impacts. As part of the analysis
for cumulative impacts, the direct and indirect
impacts of the Preferred Alternative become a part
of the incremental impacts of the project. The direct
impacts are those that are a direct result of the alternative or its operation, such as pavement increase.
Indirect impacts are those impacts caused by the
alternative which occur later in time and/or are further removed in distance from the study area, but
still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect impacts could
include a change in surface water runoff which indirectly affects wetlands. The increased corridor
capacity could induce development, most likely
along US 285 or within the interchange areas.
Direct and indirect impacts (and mitigation) are outlined in Chapter 3 by each resource.
Identification of Past Actions Affecting Resources
of Concern. Past actions that have affected the
resources of concern include the construction of US
285 itself, and residential and commercial development. Past actions were identified using historic
aerial photography from the Forest Service, dated
1975 and 1977. Comparison between historic and
current aerial photographs delineated the changes
in the study area. This comparison revealed that
much new residential development has occurred,
especially at the following locations:
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 Parkview subdivision, east of US 285, along
Crow Hill.
 Horseshoe Park subdivision, west of US 285,
along Crow Hill.
 Rim Rock subdivision, both sides of US 285,
west of Pine Junction.
 Mt. Evans Boulevard, north of US 285 and Pine
Junction.
 Kings Valley, north of US 285.
 Elk Creek, north of US 285.
The comparison also revealed areas of new commercial development:
 Deer Creek, both north and south of US 285.
 Pine Junction, south of US 285, between Mt.
Evans Boulevard, and Wandcrest Drive.
 Pine Junction, north of US 285, along Mt. Evans
Boulevard.
 Kings Valley, north of US 285.
In addition to the sites listed above, there has been
an infill of homes on individual parcels located
throughout the study area.
Identification of Other Actions Affecting Resources
of Concern. Present and reasonably foreseeable
future actions within the study area include development, transportation, and infrastructure projects that
are expected to occur regardless of proposed
improvements to the US 285 study area. These
projects include those that are under construction or
have been approved, as well as proposed developments that are known by planners or developers to
be reasonably certain but which may not have been
approved or permitted as of April 2003. Table 3-28
and Table 3-29 list the land use, transportation and
infrastructure projects, which are “reasonably foreseeable” within the US 285 study area.
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Table 3-28: Table of Reasonably Foreseeable Development Projects
Project Name

Jurisdiction

Description

Use

Staunton State Park

State Parks
Department

Proposed state park, access at Elk Creek Road. (On hold Recreation
indefinitely)

Sunset Villages
Development

Private
Development
(Park County)

At Wandcrest Road, within the Pine Junction Rural
Center, 375 acres, 480 residential units, 10 acres of
commercial.

Private
Deer Creek Corners Development
(Park County)
Lone Rock Ranch
Green Valley
Ranch

Residential/
Commercial

Commercial development at Crow Hill consisting of
Commercial/Retail
50,000 sf grocery store, 2 retail spaces totaling 5,000 sf,
4 restaurants.

Awaiting approval North of US 285, from the Deer Creek Ranch through
from Park County Roland Valley Road. 2,000 acres, 300 to 400 single
family residences.

Residential

Jefferson County

Mixed-use

Rolling, 25+ acre development property with option
for 20 additional acres. Potential commercial,
recreational, and residential uses.

Aspen Park/Conifer Jefferson County
Village Center

Retail/Office component of Aspen Park/Conifer Village Retail/Office
Center. 29.2 acres/179,150 sf GLA*

Aspen Park/Conifer Jefferson County
Village Center

Office/Restaurant adjacent to Aspen Park/Conifer
Village Center. 2.16 acres/27,750 sf.

Aspen Park/Conifer Jefferson County
Village Center

Office adjacent to Aspen Park/Conifer Village Center. 8 Office
acres/50,000 sf GLA*

Aspen Park/Conifer Jefferson County
Village Center

Office adjacent to Aspen Park/Conifer Village Center.
0.717 acres/1,700 sf GLA*

Office

Aspen Park/Conifer Jefferson County
Village Center

Office adjacent to Aspen Park/Conifer Village Center.
6.8 acres/30,000 sf GLA*

Office

Center at Conifer
Junction

Jefferson County

Retail/Office/Light Industrial. 9.74 acres/62,000 sf
GLA*

Retail/Office/Light
Industrial

Aspen Park/Conifer Jefferson County
Village Center

Retail/Office/Light Industrial. 2.03 acres/17,000 sf
GLA*

Retail/Office/Light
Industrial

Mountain Resource Jefferson County
Center

Office development. 0.81 acres/8,449 sf GLA*

Office

Aspen Park/Conifer Jefferson County
Village Center

Office/Retail. 1.03 acres/24,000 sf GLA*

Office/Retail

26542 Main Street
(Conifer)

Office/Residential between Conifer and Aspen
Park.1.72 acres/5,096 sf. GLA*

Office/Residential

11299 Foxton Road Jefferson County
(south of Conifer)

Retail/Office.5 acres/30,000 sf GLA*

Retail/Office

10995 US 285
(south of Conifer)

Jefferson County

Rezoning from A-2 to PD to allow commercial use. 3.4 Mixed-Use (mostly
acres/36,000 sf. GLA*
commercial)

Jefferson County

Retail/Office development. 39.13 acres/235,225 sf
GLA*

Elk Crossing

Jefferson County

Office/Restaurant

Retail/Office
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Table 3-28: Table of Reasonably Foreseeable Development Projects (Continued)
Project Name

Jurisdiction

Description

Use

Private developer

Proposed Commercial development at Kings Valley
Drive

Krough Ranch,
Deer Creek Ranch,
Shaffers Crossing
Parcel, parcel south
of Pine Valley Road

Various agencies,
CDOT, both
counties, local
land trust

Potential Open Space joint-acquisition areas for project Open Space and
mitigation, wildlife crossing, wetland revegetation, etc. Mitigation

Open Space
Acquisition
throughout
Jefferson County

Jefferson County

Various areas within the county have been identified as Open Space
priority open space acquisitions (see Jefferson County
Open Space Master Plan).

Jefferson County

It is recommended that meadows and drainage areas be Recommended for
maintained in natural condition as open space and
Open Space
visual corridors, according to the Conifer Plan.

Open Space parcel

Commercial

* GLA = Gross Leasable Area
SOURCE: Jefferson County Planning Dept., Park County Planning Dept., Colorado Department of Transportation, April 2003

.

Table 3-29: Table of Reasonably Foreseeable Transportation Projects
Project Name

Jurisdiction

Description

CDOT

Bailey to Fairplay (safety-related geometrics identified on 2003 STIP, and US 285
Foxton Road to Fairplay Feasibility Study)

CDOT

Normally scheduled highway maintenance such as: ditch cleaning and sand removal.

CDOT

Normally scheduled winter maintenance such as: snowplowing, sand and salt
application, and the use of appropriate maintenance programs and techniques to avoid
excess materials from entering waterways.

Park-n-Ride
Expansion

Jefferson
County/RTD

Pine Junction park-n-Ride

Park-n-Ride
Expansion

Jefferson
County/RTD

Green Valley and US 285 park-n-Ride

US 285
US 285
US 285

SOURCE: Jefferson County Planning Department, Park County Planning Department, Colorado Department of Transportation

Additional Roadway Projects
Proposed transportation improvements within the I70 Mountain Corridor PEIS and the State Highway
9: Frisco to Breckenridge FEIS are not included in
the cumulative discussion because the projects are
located well beyond this US 285 study area and
beyond the cumulative boundary of this EA. Cumulative impacts for these projects are discussed in the
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I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS and the State Highway
9: Frisco to Breckenridge FEIS.

3.22.1.1 Historical Setting
US 285 Roadway
When the US Highway plan was implemented in
1927, US 185 was changed to US 285. The original
route of US 285 traveled north from Denver
through Broomfield, Longmont and Fort Collins to
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Laramie, Wyoming. In 1935, US 285 was extended
south from Denver through Morrison, Fairplay,
Buena Vista, Saguache, Monte Vista and Alamosa to
New Mexico, replacing US 650. US 285 was then
eliminated north of Denver in 1936 and became US
287.
US 285 follows the original stagecoach road of the
1860s that connected Morrison with Bailey and
South Park. In 1950 several miles of US 285
through South Turkey Creek underwent a major
relocation to higher ground.
As the Denver metropolitan area grew, US 285
became a route to suburban southern Jefferson
County. Congestion increased and in November
1991, the first US 285 widening project began. The
first phase of construction was completed in 1993
as US 285 between Parmalee Gulch Road and Tiny
Town was widened to four lanes, and the Parmalee
Gulch flyover was constructed. The next phases of
construction began in June 1994 between Tiny
Town and Goddard Ranch Court. In this section, US
285 was widened to four lanes and a new intersection was built at North Turkey Creek Road. An EIS
was prepared for this.
In November 1998, CDOT continued to phase the
widening of US 285 to four lanes. Expressways
southwest of Parmalee Gulch opened in stages
beginning in 1998. Parmalee Gulch to North Turkey Creek Road was designated as the initial
expressway, followed by two separate sections:
North Turkey Creek Road to Settlers Road, and
Brandenberger Road to Eagle Cliff Road. Eagle Cliff
Road to Kennedy Gulch/Foxton Road (through
Aspen Park and Conifer) opened in November
2002. Improvements included four new bridges at
the following intersections: Foxton Road/Kennedy
Gulch, County Highway JCR73/Pleasant Park Road,
Wolff Avenue/Barkley Road and Meyer Road/Conifer Road. The transportation improvements also
included concrete paving, drainage improvements,
retaining walls, light installation, wetland mitigation
and landscaping.
Presently, US 285 is mainly a four-lane divided
expressway from the Kennedy Gulch/ Foxton Road
area west of Conifer to Parmalee Gulch Road south-

west of Morrison. US 285 includes small grade-separated intersections at Kennedy Gulch/Foxton Road,
Conifer, Aspen Park, South Turkey Creek Road,
North Turkey Creek Road and Parmalee Gulch
Road.
Historical Changes in Land Use Along the
US 285 Corridor
The Pikes Peak Gold Rush of the late 1850s brought
the first settlers to Jefferson County. Reports of gold
in the streams along the Front Range enticed prospectors to the area, and soon after coal was discovered near Coal Creek. Shortly thereafter, gold was
discovered in Tarryall Creek and hoards of goldseekers traveled further into an area called South
Park in Park County. Mining camps were established along what is known today as US 285, and
the foothills were dotted with mining-based towns
such as Tarryall, Buckskin Joe, Eureka, Horseshoe
and Mudsill.
In the late 1880s, nearly 20 years after the first gold
rush brought settlers into Jefferson County, the Denver, South Park & Pacific Railroad arrived. The railroad ushered in what was considered the “boom”
days for Jefferson and Park Counties. When the era
ended, most of the camps were abandoned except
for those with the strength of more diversified economies such as Fairplay, Alma and Como. Later,
hydraulic and dredge mining, along with improved
milling methods, were introduced and these communities prospered again. Through the years, other
minerals such as silver, lead, and zinc were discovered; however, today, only a few working mines are
in existence.
As the mining uses decreased at the beginning of
the twentieth century, recreational uses began to
increase. Private and commercial lodges and camps
began to appear in the area, such as Glen Isle Resort
just west of Bailey. Denver Mountain Parks, Colorado state parks, and the surrounding national forests provided recreational opportunities for tourists
and people living on the Front Range. The area also
became a place for residents of the urban settlements of Colorado to own second, vacation homes.
These uses continue through the present.
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Along with these recreational uses, a trend to more
suburban uses has been developing in the study
area. Currently, a mixture of land uses exists in the
study area. There is a dense urban area closer to
Denver, a rural component, consisting primarily of
small-scale agriculture and ranching further from
Denver, and recreational component, consisting of
outdoor uses and vacation homes.
As the Denver metropolitan area grows, more of the
land use along US 285 is transformed into a residential, bedroom community consisting of
increased residential neighborhoods with associated commercial facilities that tie into US 285 as a
main route to Denver and employment.

3.22.1.2 Highway Maintenance
Activities and Effects
The study area is located within CDOT Maintenance Section 5. Maintenance is responsible for
ongoing snow and ice control, roadway and roadside maintenance, and keeping highways safe for
the traveling public. Road standards and design
have a major effect on scheduled and unscheduled
maintenance needs. Normally scheduled maintenance activities, such as ditch cleaning and sanding,
and anticipated but unscheduled maintenance
activities (to accommodate for unforeseen events)
will continue on US 285.
Practices such as filling depressions, and widening
the roadway shoulders can adversely affect wetlands, riparian areas and streams. Any activities that
result in impacts to these resources have traditionally been avoided or minimized to the maximum
extent practicable. Where impacts have occurred,
permitting and environmental clearances have been
obtained and mitigation efforts have been implemented.
Ongoing CDOT plans for normal and emergency
maintenance will continue to be disclosed, including plans to prevent and manage noxious or undesirable vegetation, as well as any plans to use
herbicides.
Winter Maintenance Activities and Effects
Removal of snow and ice from the roadway and the
general application of abrasives or deicing products
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are considered urgent operations to keep state highways open to the extent feasible during inclement
weather conditions. Because the high winds and
higher altitude of the study area, winter weather
conditions can be severe.
The primary means of controlling snow and ice
within the study area is a salt/sand mixture used for
deicing. The content of salt (sodium chloride, or
NaCl) in the mixture generally is approximately 5%.
Currently, liquid deicers (i.e., magnesium chloride,
MgCl2) are being used on certain segments within
the study area. Water quality impacts from winter
maintenance operations have not been documented
in the study area; however, steps should be taken to
avoid and minimize any long-term, indirect and
cumulative environmental effects associated with
chemical deicers.
Ongoing activities, such as snow plowing, snowmelt, sidecasting with a snowblower and stormwater runoff, move sand and salt into adjacent ditches,
fill slopes, and even beyond the right-of-way. Ultimately sand and chemical components migrate into
streams, riparian lands, and wetlands and alter the
natural biochemical make-up as well as their functions and values. Maintenance implements BMPs
such as sand sweeping; maintenance of culverts,
slopes and other roadside features; stream-bank
repair; litter control; seeding; weed control; proper
maintenance of stockpiled materials; implementing
the chain law when necessary; and other related
maintenance activities.

3.22.2 Environmental Consequences
This section attempts to identify cumulative impacts
generated from the individual, incremental and collective land use actions of the past, present and the
reasonably foreseeable future.

3.22.2.1 Land Use (Growth) Impacts
Past actions in the study area have generated much
of the land use impacts to date. The change in use
from recreational and small-scale agriculture to primary residential was brought by new subdivisions
and past improvements of US 285. These changes
brought about the commercial development neces-
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sary to support the new residential and recreational
users.
In addition to the table of Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Projects (Table 3-28 on page 3-141),
this section analyzes land use actions that may have
effects on the future land use along and beyond the
study area. The table identifies developments that
are slated to occur near the study area. The impacts
resulting from these developments are increases in
impervious surfaces (roads, driveways, parking lots,
rooftops, etc.), loss of rural open lands, loss of agricultural lands, loss of wildlife habitat, fragmentation
of wildlife habitat, degradation of water quality, loss
of wetlands and stress on aquatic resources, and
stress on the area's water availability and supply.
The US 285 study area traverses portions of both
Park and Jefferson Counties. Both counties are
among the fastest growing counties in Colorado in
terms of population and economic growth.
Although both counties have grown steadily since
the 1930s, the highest rate of growth has occurred
since 1990. This growth has placed an increased
demand on US 285, in large part creating the need
to improve the highway. Growth trends are
expected to continue whether or not improvements
are made to US 285. This anticipated growth is evident from population projections and from information gathered from county plans.
The cumulative land use impacts for the baseline
condition would be largely a result of growth that is
already projected to occur along the US 285 corridor and the surrounding areas. US 285 in its existing condition will, however, likely dampen growth
because of unacceptable congestion. Jefferson
County's total population has grown consistently
between the years of 1990 and 2000. A high rate of
population growth has occurred in the US 285
study area as residents in the growing Denver metropolitan area seek a more rural lifestyle. The
majority of growth relocated along US 285 within
Jefferson County has resulted in the development of
many new residential units supported by commercial and retail development. Employment opportunities along the US 285 study area are few, and this
causes residents to commute along US 285 to the
Denver metropolitan area for jobs. However, small

urban cores are starting to thrive along US 285,
making the community centers of Pine Junction and
Conifer attractive to local residents. As these community centers continue to develop economically,
traffic in the US 285 study area will continue to
increase as residents in smaller, neighboring communities travel to these areas for services.
The additional projected development that would
occur as a result of the Preferred Alternative could
impact other resources of concern as identified in
the scoping process for cumulative impacts. As far
as impacts to land use, the proposed improvements
are anticipated to bring new growth into the study
area. The anticipated growth would likely occur in
areas where the transportation improvements are
scheduled. The projected land use changes associated with this forecasted population growth would
correlate with existing zoning regulations, land use
regulations, and local comprehensive plans. Other
factors, which have greater influence over the rate,
type, and amount of growth, are zoning policies,
the national and state economy, and local politics.
The improvements associated with the Preferred
Alternative may result in development occurring
sooner in certain areas, and this growth shift might
cause development to distribute more densely near
the transportation improvements. In addition, the
planned transportation improvements coincide with
many of the already planned areas of future growth,
including the concentrated village and rural centers.
These areas that are already planned, platted and
approved will benefit from the US 285 transportation improvements with increased safety, improved
access, and decreased travel times, though it should
be noted that transportation improvements are
made in response to existing or projected demand
for capacity, resulting from forecasted growth and
approved local area plans.
The hypothesis of “induced demand” as a result of
road improvements is anticipated to occur. Under
the No-Action Alternative, growth and development
along US 285 would occur haphazardly and would
not be supported by transportation and safety
improvements. Under the Preferred Alternative,
new development and anticipated growth would
have better access, improved safety, and may
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encourage infill within the designated rural centers
and village centers.

due to both limits of water availability and impacts
to water quality.

The concept of induced demand and its effect on
traffic volumes throughout the US 285 study area
was analyzed in the US 285 Foxton Road to Bailey
EIS, Land Use Technical Report (April 2003). (All
references in this section are cited in the technical
report.) This report looked at longer-term development increases that would result from transportation
improvements to the study area, as well as how
short-term induced demand would result in additional trips made in the study area that would not
otherwise be taken if the roadway were not
improved. Early in the planning process, a Land Use
Committee was formed to provide local information
and feedback on the types of development along
US 285 and how the area is likely to develop in the
next 20 years. The committee agreed that growth
along US 285 and on side streets accessing US 285
has mostly occurred over the past 10 to 20 years
and is likely to continue. The committee's sentiment was that past, present, and future developments have and would continue to occur,
converting acres of land from a natural or rural state
to a developed one, regardless of the roadway
improvements proposed in the EA. The technical
traffic analysis found, however, that future growth
may be constrained by a two-lane US 285. The US
285 Preferred Alternative would result in land use
changes that would not occur with the No-Action
Alternative or the baseline cumulative impacts.
These impacts are not anticipated to be significant,
however, because local land use plans and agencies
have incorporated this growth into their planning
process and have proposed effective policies to mitigate the impacts of this growth.

Water Availability
With a history rich in mining and ranching, it is not
surprising that water was essential to the early
development of both Park and Jefferson Counties.
Park County contains the headwaters of the South
Platte River, diversions from which historically provided water for mineral processing and irrigation of
hay meadows. Dams and reservoirs constructed to
provide water storage for Front Range municipalities also serve as fishing and recreation sites for residents and visitors. Denver Water operates Antero
Reservoir and 11-Mile Reservoir along the South
Platte, while Aurora stores municipal supplies in Jefferson Lake and Spinney Mountain Reservoir. Water
Conservancy Districts are responsible for managing
the water resources of the study area. These districts
use a small portion of the property tax revenues to
purchase water and storage rights as a sustainable
resource. The districts provide legal defense against
unwise and harmful appropriation attempts on
water rights and manage the purchasing of augmentation water for commercial development.

3.22.2.2 Water
Diminishing quality and quantities of water that
recharge underground water supplies, and increases
in the amount of pollution in receiving streams and
lakes are both possible cumulative impacts that can
have even further impact on the environment.
Impacts to water resources can result in adverse
effects on wildlife from diminished water quality,
and adverse effects on human water consumption
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Past actions in the study area have reduced the
availability of water. The increase in development
has increased the amount of impervious surfaces,
resulting in the loss of groundwater infiltration.
There has been an increase in the amount of
groundwater drawn from wells to support the
increased number of individual residential users,
leaving less available groundwater as time has gone
by.
Water constraints will likely play a role in restricting
development within the US 285 study area. The
local water districts have been active in acquiring
water rights to be used in blanket augmentation
plans and are now seeking storage sites around the
county. These actions might provide opportunities
to furnish unincorporated areas of the counties with
adequate water for future commercial and residential development. Limitations of adequate well
water in many parts of the study area will make
development there less attractive, regardless of
transportation improvements.
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There are six large areas adjacent to the US 285
study area that currently are zoned for agricultural
uses. Under the current drought conditions, and as
growth and tempting development prospects
present themselves, much of this land will be sold
to private development and the opportunities to
purchase and subdivide large blocks of this agricultural land will exist. Normally, water rights are sold
separately from the agricultural land and frequently
sought after by the Front Range water entities to be
converted to Front Range municipal supply. Once
the land is no longer irrigated, the water table will
drop, wetlands will recede, and shallow irrigation
wells that were once effective will no longer provide much water on that land. The cost to develop
such land will increase due to the cost of buying
augmentation water for deeper tributary domestic
wells.
The cumulative impacts of this type of land conversion result in a strain on the water supply by placing
a large demand in order to meet the needs of the
new land uses, which are generally residential and
commercial developments. In meeting the needs of
new development with more domestic wells,
groundwater below the surface is depleted and
other water cleansing resources, such as wetlands
and natural springs, could diminish and disappear.
Water Quality
Both short-term and collectively over time, cumulative impacts may generate from construction activities, changes in land use, increased growth, and the
conversion of agricultural lands to developed lands.
Past actions in the study area have reduced water
quality. The increase in residential development has
increased the amount of impervious surfaces and,
therefore, runoff that can carry pollutants into the
nearby waterways. The increased residential use
has created more septic systems in the study area,
creating concern about the quality of groundwater.
Development, such as those proposed in the reasonably foreseeable development Table 3-28 on
page 3-141, rapidly consumes and converts natural
landscapes to landscapes with impervious surfaces
such as parking lots, roads, and rooftops, which
results in a loss of groundwater infiltration. With

more impervious surface area, water running off of
rooftops, parking lots and roadways can carry pollutants into nearby waterways, instead of allowing
the natural filtration and cleansing process to occur
through the soil, on its way to recharging groundwater sources. As growth and development
increase, detrimental cumulative effects on the
quality of local water resources can result from individually minor, but collectively more increases in
impervious surface area over a period of time. With
increased development comes more domestic well
usage, more septic systems, and a greater demand
on water source and threat to water quality.
Cumulative impacts to water resources in the study
area could stem from the various construction activities (both road and non-road) occurring simultaneously. Increased and multiple developments and
land conversion can result in cumulative impacts to
surface water resources and aquatic habitat due to
erosion and the resulting effect of stream sedimentation. Erosion of the highway slopes and stream
banks is a problem today along US 285 between
Bailey and the Roberts Tunnel, and south of the
highway at Shaffers Crossing. Between Grant and
Bailey, this segment of US 285 runs adjacent to the
North Fork of the South Platte River. The streambed
in this location has been channeled and lined with
riprap. Construction and realignment of the roadbed in this portion of the study area could have secondary and cumulative impacts downstream from
Bailey where the North Fork of the South Platte
River is proposed to be classified as Wild and Scenic (USDA 2000).
Cumulative impacts to water resources could result
from highway maintenance and winter maintenance activities. Normally scheduled maintenance
activities, such as ditch cleaning and sanding, snow
and ice control, and roadside maintenance will continue on US 285, and the cumulative effects associated with an increase in roadway surface area will
result in further impacts to water resources as the
amount of sand/salt applied and the amount of
maintenance required will be increased correspondingly. Winter maintenance practices, such as
snow plowing, sanding, and runoff, can move sand,
salt and debris into adjacent ditches and fill slopes,
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ultimately migrating into streams, riparian lands,
and wetlands and altering the natural biochemical
make-up as well as their functions and values.
Cumulative effects from these impacts can be minimized and impacts to water quality can be avoided
or reduced if maintenance program requirements
are met, and if BMPs are implemented in both construction and design. (Please see Section 3.7.5
beginning on page 3-62.) Any activities that result
in cumulative impacts to water resources should be
avoided or minimized to the maximum extent practicable. Where impacts are planned to occur, permitting and environmental clearances will be
obtained and mitigation efforts will be implemented.
Land conversion also contributes to cumulative
impacts on water quality by changing drainage patterns, destroying wetlands, and impacting natural
and historical location of groundwater recharge.
When the land is altered in an area that traditionally
served as a groundwater recharge area, the recharge
rate is altered and, in many cases, diminished. Wetlands serve a protective function by filtering pollutants out of water before is trickles into the
groundwater source. Domestic wells that depend
upon water from this groundwater sources will
receive water that is either higher in pollutants
(because less water is less diluted, and therefore has
a higher concentration of pollutants), or they will
receive no water at all.
The EPA has reported that nonpoint source pollution is the leading cause of water quality problems,
with one of the top causes of waterbody impairments being sediments. Road sanding and runoff
from construction sites are major nonpoint source
pollutants, in addition to sedimentation from land
development and associated construction activities.
If not controlled properly, sand and sediment can
contribute to the total instream sediment load of a
river, causing a decrease in water quality and
impacting aquatic habitat. Sediment runoff from
improperly managed construction sites has a similar
effect, as siltation could threaten and impair nearby
water bodies. In addition, stormwater runoff across
impervious surfaces can provide another method of
sediment loading that increases with the amount of
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developed land. Streams within the US 285 study
area are susceptible to sedimentation because of the
dynamics of the stream locations and highway runoff constituents. In addition to impacts to nearby
streams, sediment from construction activities and
increased development could end up in reservoirs
well outside of the study area. The cumulative
impacts could result in a “filling” of downstream
reservoirs, thereby resulting in impacts to water
quality and limit the capacity of water storage facilities that are being used for public water supply.
The Outlook on Water Resources
Year 2025 US Census Bureau estimates predict a
growing population in the US 285 study area.
Improvements to the roadway could result in an
increase in real estate development as more land
with better regional roadway access is acquired and
converted to higher density uses. This induced
growth and the trend for development to gravitate
towards areas with better roadway improvements
and access will either be limited by, or have cumulative effects upon, the water supply. These impacts
could be dramatically affected by the area's proximity to the Continental Divide and the return of average or above average snowpack that yield normal
amounts of precipitation. A prolonged period of
sluggish growth or an extended recession could
substantially alter the picture as well. The cumulative impacts associated with current growth predictions and trends that frequently occur as a result of
induced growth, assume that the national economy
will slowly improve over the next few years, then
grow at sustainable levels. The predicted growth for
the area will result in significant impacts to water
quality over the baseline conditions; however, if
stormwater and erosion control regulations are
enforced at both the local and state levels, the
described impacts would be greatly reduced. In
addition, implementation of Federal Phase II Stormwater Regulations (see US 285 Foxton Road to
Bailey Water Resources Technical Report) for construction activities and growing municipalities
should curb significant impacts to water quality.
Local and state regulations should also minimize
impacts.
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3.22.2.3 Wildlife
As roads and highways are reconstructed and
upgraded, impacts on wildlife will increase as traffic
increases. Impacts include direct habitat loss, mortality, and displacement through avoidance of areas
affected by increased traffic and human presence.
Because of past and current actions, all of these
impacts exist under the No-Action Alternative.
Cumulative impacts to wildlife, as a result of the
reasonably foreseeable projects, occur primarily as
a loss of habitat and habitat fragmentation. Fragmentation of wildlife habitat along the Front Range
is a critical issue that disrupts wildlife movement
patterns and predator-prey relationships. Past and
future regional population growth, recreational
activity, commercial and residential development,
and the potential construction of a large water
project near the study area would continue to
impact wildlife habitat, dispersal, productivity, and
mortality regardless of whether or not the Preferred
or No-Action Alternative is instituted. Large residential developments in the US 285 study area are currently planned and zoned, and will impact wildlife
habitat. As a result of more development and land
conversion, an increase of impervious surface area
will occur, increasing runoff into local waters and
stream, therefore degrading aquatic habitat.
In addition to existing and future land development,
the proposed transportation improvements and the
No-Action Alternative would continue to increase
the barrier for north/south wildlife movement across
US 285, and may increase the potential for direct
mortality from animal/vehicle collisions. While not
quantifiable, these incremental and cumulative
effects could result in a loss of regional biodiversity;
however, significant impacts to wildlife and biodiversity are not expected to occur.

3.22.2.4 Wetlands
Cumulative impacts to wetlands and riparian areas
have occurred, and are occurring in the US 285
study area due to human activities such as construction, land conversion and agricultural practices. The
original construction of US 285 occurred at a time
when wetland regulations were few or nonexistent.
The past actions in the study area have had an

adverse impact on wetlands. Some wetlands were
filled in, and others were reduced in size or cut off
from water sources. Impervious surfaces have been
created, increasing runoff that can carry sediment.
This sediment has added to the siltation of some
wetlands. Future disturbances as a result of anticipated growth and development in the region are
likely to occur and will impact wetlands both
directly and indirectly. These disturbances are
highly regulated by the Corps of Engineers.
Major widening within the study area does not
occur parallel to any major stream or wetland.
Impacts to wetlands and waterways are primarily at
single crossings. All these crossings are on drainage
tributaries to the North Fork of the South Platte
River; the average distance from the crossing to the
Platte River is about five miles. Cumulative impact
to the individual drainages and the North Fork is
minimal. The Preferred Alternative is for the most
part located on the existing alignment, therefore,
impacts would occur only to those wetlands adjacent to the existing roadway. Widening would
result generally in narrow strips of impact. The only
exception is Roland Gulch where the alignment
would be moved approximately 400 feet to the
southeast. The move would improve a dangerous
curve and would replace a culvert with a bridge.
Overall the changes would result in improving
roadway safety, allowing wildlife to pass freely
under the road rather than over, and restoring up to
an acre of wetlands and adjacent riparian vegetation
that was lost under the footprint of the old roadway.
The Preferred Alternative would actually restore a
historically fragmented wetland and riparian habitat
at this location. CDOT is planning on improving the
Deer Creek crossing to allow large animals to pass
under the roadway. This will also improve flows on
Deer Creek. The action would result in the overall
improvement of the stream environment and again
restore a fragmented wetland and stream corridor.
Efforts by CDOT to restore areas previously
impacted will help to compensate for the loss of
wetlands resulting from the widening of US 285.
Cumulative impacts that would result from the reasonably foreseeable projects may stem from
increases in impervious surface area. This may
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increase runoff while also increasing surface flows
in adjacent streams, erosion, and/or the creation of
channels in wetlands that previously were channel
free. This flow may contain pollutants associated
with roadway runoff. Sediment from winter sanding operations on US 285 may also enter wetlands.
Sedimentation may increase with lane additions,
resulting in the gradual filling in of adjacent wetlands. Chemicals such as magnesium chloride and
road salts may impact water quality, impacting wetland plants and wildlife. Additional sediment and
erosion can be expected from future development
and other construction activities that are predicted
to occur within the cumulative study area. Loss of
wetland habitat from the associated direct and indirect impacts, as well as from growth-related
impacts, could compound and result in cumulative
impacts.

3.22.3 Mitigation of Cumulative
Impacts
To avoid additional impacts to the identified
resources of concern, local authorities and planning
entities must continue to review and scrutinize
development proposals to ensure that new development is consistent with local area planning goals. In
addition, local authorities and planning entities
should require appropriate avoidance or mitigation
as part of any new development project.

3.22.3.1 Land Use
Although state, county, and local planning decisions are outside the authority of both FHWA and
CDOT, an analysis of smart growth initiatives
should be explored in order to reduce impacts to
the environment. Implementing smart growth initiatives could result in positive cumulative effects such
as economic, social, and environmental benefits.
The US 285 study area has the opportunity to grow
with foresight and the option to examine cumulative impacts that might occur over the next 20 to 30
years. Preparing for, and addressing the sources of
impacts today, will result in cumulative benefits in
the future.
Growth and development patterns resulting from
land use and infrastructure decisions can result in
future impacts to environmental resources. The
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types and densities of land uses, strategic placement
of community facilities, alternative transportation
options, travel conditions, access, and improved
roadway facilities have the potential to present positive impacts on the future of the community and
less of a negative impact on environmental
resources. As part of the EA, project team members
met with local and state representatives to discuss
future land use plans, development patterns, and
opportunities to accommodate future growth while
looking beyond the near future. Higher density
developments can result in more room for open
space and wildlife habitat. Designated growth centers and defined urban areas can reduce sprawling
developments that encourage more driving and
cause more congestion and traffic. Higher density
development creates an opportunity for infrastructure improvements, which decreases the need for
individual systems that can have harmful impacts
on the environment. In the US 285 study area, more
dense development could result in less of a demand
on underground water supplies, and could lessen
the potential to pollute these water resources.
Implementing smart growth initiatives, managing
development patterns, and examining long-term
goals could minimize future and cumulative
impacts to the environment. Conventional developments that disperse growth into low-density areas
foster the need to drive great distances, creating
more congestion, increasing the need for impervious surfaces, and increasing pollutant runoff into
the environment. Designing communities that
lessen the reliance on the automobiles by creating
easier access points and opportunities for mass
transportation will have less of a cumulative impact
on area resources.

3.22.3.2 Water Resources
Impacts can be greatly diminished or avoided by
following local erosion control criteria and CDOT's
Erosion and Sediment Control Manual. Proper
drainage design combined with the implementation
of BMPs will keep sedimentation at historic levels
over the long term and are expected to reduce contaminant transport and sediment loading in nearby
water resources. These BMPs also have hydrologi-
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cal benefits by reducing runoff peaks, especially off
of impervious surface areas.
Typical BMPs used in the study area in conjunction
with maintenance activities are listed in the US 285
Foxton Road to Bailey Water Resources Technical
Report and consist primarily of sweeping, routine
maintenance of culverts, slopes and other roadside
features, stream-bank repair, litter control, seeding,
weed control, proper maintenance of stockpiled
materials, implementing the chain law when necessary, and other related maintenance activities.
As new BMPs are implemented within the study
area, CDOT Maintenance will maintain any permanent structures and remove any temporary BMPs
used during construction. Maintenance work in
wetlands, streams, or near sensitive stream corridors
will require the appropriate coordination with
CDOT Environmental staff. The necessary permits
and environmental clearances for maintenance
activities will be obtained, and CDOT Environmental staff will provide guidance regarding these environmental issues. In addition, plans for normal and
emergency maintenance will continue to be disclosed, including plans to prevent and manage noxious or undesirable vegetation, as well as any plans
to use herbicides along the study area.
Additional BMPs and techniques to avoid cumulative impacts to water quality should be explored as
well. These include the following:
 Where feasible, sediment catch basins should
be implemented into the Preferred Alternative
design to minimize the impact of sediment to
adjacent water resources both during and after
highway reconstruction. A sediment catch
basin would filter and reduce the amount of
sediment and pollutants that enter water
resources, thus reducing the amount of sedimentation carried into streams and tributaries
within the watershed.
 In some areas of the state, CDOT's Roadway
Weather Information System has been used by
CDOT Maintenance as a tool to accurately predict storm events, storm locations and to pro-

vide information as to whether or not freezing
temperatures would be reached. This information proved to be useful by providing an accurate estimate of when to apply sand/salt
mixtures and what types of similar maintenance
activities would be needed to secure travel
safety. Installations of weather system monitoring stations along the US 285 study area would
prove to be an effective way to reduce the
amount of sand/salt that is applied to the roadway. In addition, salt/sand storage sheds have
been effective at minimizing flyaway particulate matter during high wind events. Placing
salt/sand storage areas in appropriate places
would lessen the amount of particulate matter
finding its way into water resources.
 Other sections of the US 285 corridor experience very high winds where blowing snow
can become a danger to motorists. In these
areas, snow fences have been constructed to
trap snow before it reaches the roadway, thus
eliminating the amount of snow and subsequent runoff quantities from the surface of the
highway. This could double as a solution to
reducing the amount of snow to be plowed
from the roadway.
 Location of remnant right-of-way parcels to be
used for road sand storage would help alleviate the problem of sand building up and filling in wetlands and drainages.
In addition to mitigation provided by CDOT during
transportation improvements, it is also essential for
Park and Jefferson Counties and local interest
groups to utilize and enforce their water protection
policies and regulations to control erosion and
stormwater runoff from new development that
occurs.
Focusing improvements within the designated rural
centers and rural villages, and other areas where
higher density development is planned and encouraged can lessen the impacts associated with haphazard development. The Conifer/US 285 Corridor
Area Community Plan suggests that public water
and sanitation districts should be formed to serve
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the activity centers. Where wells are used, it is suggested that the minimum lot size should be at least
5 acres to provide an adequate groundwater
recharge area. The plan also calls for a balance
between the availability of water and its uses to
insure that water resources are not depleted. Water
quantity, quality and sanitation are critical elements
that should be considered when development is
proposed for the area. It is understood that water is
essential for almost all development and must be
obtained by drilling wells on individual parcels or
from a centralized water system.
The interim Conifer/285 Corridor Area Community
Plan also suggests that a study of the area's water
quantity and quality be conducted to further understand the existing water situation and to help make
better land use decisions.

3.22.3.3 Wetlands
Wetland mitigation for the Preferred Alternative will
be subject to EO 11990 and 404 permitting standards. Wetland impacts caused by the Preferred
Alternative would be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio. All
impacts to jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetlands associated with the US 285 improvements
will be mitigated by CDOT.
The Corps of Engineers regulates impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and generally requires mitigation
at a minimum ratio of 1:1. It is up to local jurisdictions, landowners and developers to mitigate for
wetland impacts associated with their respective
projects and future developments.

3.22.3.4 Wildlife
The construction of wildlife crossings will reduce
impacts to wildlife movement caused by road
improvements.

3.22.3.5 Conclusion
In summary, the direct and indirect effects of the
Preferred Alternative do not incrementally result in
a significant cumulative impact to the resources
analyzed. This is based upon the following information:
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 Jefferson County, Park County, CDOT, and
local area land trust agencies are partnering to
explore the possibility of purchasing open
space for wildlife and wetland habitat.
 To maintain an acceptable level of water quality, surrounding land uses and transportation
improvements will implement BMPs that are
stringent enough to avoid all impacts to water
resources to the maximum extent practicable.
Local governments will be encouraged to
implement effective BMPs in their land use
decisions while encouraging smart growth policies that will lessen the cumulative effects of
development-related impacts to water quality.
 To address issues of water quantity, both counties have recognized that water availability will
continue to be a factor in determining the level
of future development in the study area.
County planning staff should continue to consider changing the zoning code and land use
regulations to reduce allowable development
densities in order to minimize water depletion.
For example, while current zoning in certain
areas allows one dwelling unit per 5 to 35 acres
in agricultural zones, a less dense strategy of
one unit per 10 to 35 acres should be implemented. In addition, local planning authorities
should continue to encourage and redirect
growth to its designated rural villages and rural
centers in order to provide services on more of
a centralized municipal infrastructure system
rather than scattered domestic well and septic.
 The addition of wildlife crossings with the Preferred Alternative will substantially improve the
permeability of the highway to wildlife.

3.23 Permits Required
The following permits and coordination activities
may be required to support the construction of the
Preferred Alternative:
 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). An NPDES Permit will be
obtained prior to construction by CDOT from
the Colorado Department of Public Health and
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Environment (CDPHE), in accordance with Section 402 of the Clean Water Act. This stormwater discharge permit is required to ensure the
quality of stormwater runoff.
An NPDES stormwater permit (CWA, Section
402) is required for all CDOT construction
projects that impact one acre of land, or are
part of a larger plan. Therefore, all proposed
future projects along the US 285 study area will
be issued permits through the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
(CDPHE) prior to the onset of highway construction activities. Under the NPDES permit
stipulations, CDOT will prepare a site-specific
Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) that
outlines in detail the specific BMPs in the
project plans for implementation in the field.
Included in the SWMP are such aspects as BMP
locations, turbidity and monitoring requirements, seed mix, concrete washout containment provisions, and other relevant information
that is provided to the CDOT contractor(s).
This project is located outside of the Phase I
and Phase II areas under CDOT's new Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit
(a subset of the NPDES regulations). Thus,
requirements for capturing 100% WQCV
(water quality control volume, or the first ½inch of precipitation in a storm) or 80% TSS
(total suspended solids) do not apply. However,
in order to meet water quality standards, and to
reduce impacts from sediments, permanent
BMP's will be implemented, as noted in
Section 3.7.5.2 beginning on page 3-63 and
Section 3.7.5.4 beginning on page 3-64.
 Section 404 Permit. A Section 404 Permit,
issued by the Corps of Engineers (COE) is
required whenever construction projects or
maintenance activities requiring filling occur
below the ordinary high-water line in any body
of water considered a water of the United States
(navigable waters of the United States and adjacent wetlands; all tributaries to navigable
waters and adjacent wetlands; interstate waters
and their tributaries and adjacent wetlands).

 Section 402 Permit. A Section 402 Permit,
issued by CDPHE, is required for dewatering of
construction areas, if necessary. The following
activities would require the acquisition of a 402
Permit:
•

Construction dewatering operations associated with activities such as utility excavation, bridge pier installation, foundation
or trench digging, or other subsurface
activities.

•

If discharge is expected to occur from a
point source discharge from mechanical
wastewater treatment plants, vehicle
washing, or industrial discharges.

 Section 401 Water Quality Certification. A
Section 401 Water Quality Certification is
required in conjunction with an Individual 404
Permit (dredge and fill permit) for any transportation construction project or maintenance
activity where work occurs below ordinary
high-water line or adjacent to wetlands. As part
of its 401 Certification, CDOT notifies downstream water users when impacts to nearby
receiving waters may occur during construction, e.g., when blasting occurs near receiving
streams. As part of construction, CDOT (or its
contractors) will monitor turbidity in any of the
affected streams. The 401 Certification must be
obtained from the Water Quality Control Division of the Colorado Department of Public
Health and Environment. If a 404 Nationwide
or General permit has been issued, a 401 Certification is not required.
 Senate Bill 40 Certification. An SB 40 Certification will be required by the Colorado Division of Wildlife for stream crossings or adjacent
streambanks to avoid adverse effects to waterways and adjacent riparian vegetation.
 FHWA Access Approval. This approval is
issued by the FHWA for new or modified
access connections to US 285.
 Nest Take Permit. A Nest Take Permit issued
by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
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will be required if migratory bird nests will be
taken as a result of construction activities.
 Fugitive Dust Permit. A Fugitive Dust Permit
will be required if more than 25 acres of land
will be impacted and/or project construction
will last longer than six months.
 State Access Permit. A State Access Permit is
required for all requests for new or modified
access to US 285. Any existing accesses
adversely affected by the Preferred Alternative
will be notified of the proposed changes.
 Construction Access Permits. Construction
Access Permits will be required for temporary
access needs outside the construction project
limits.
 Access Permits. Access permits and authorizations will be required by FHWA and CDOT for
new or modified grade separations, as necessary.

 Floodplain Permits. Floodplain permits,
including a Floodplain Development Permit,
Conditional Letter of Map Revision, and Letter
of Map Revision will be required for floodplain
encroachment.
 Other Local Permits. Additional permits, such
as building, utility or survey permits may be
required to support project construction
requirements.

3.24 Summary of Direct Impacts
This table summarizes the direct impacts for the US
285 No-Action and the Preferred Alternatives under
consideration. For more information on indirect
impacts see each individual section in Chapter 3.
For more information on cumulative impacts see
Section 3.22 on page 3-139. The No-Action Alternative impacts listed in Table 3-30 are a result of no
improvements to US 285, as identified in this EA.
For more information regarding impacts as a result
of other projects in the study area that will occur
under the No-Action Alternative, see Section 3.22.1
beginning on page 3-139.

Table 3-30: Direct Impacts
Category
Land Use
and Zoning

Environmental
Justice
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No-Action Alternative

Preferred Alternative

The No-Action Alternative is likely to
foster the continuation of growth and
development based on forecasted
trends in both Jefferson and Park
Counties. Commercial development is
likely to occur near or adjacent to US
285. As traffic volumes on US 285
increase and reach the capacity of the
two-lane road, some shifts in land use
may occur. These shifts could include
a slowing down of development in the
study area, a slowing down of
development outside the study area, or
a shift in jobs-to-housing balance so
fewer commuters are driving to the
Denver metropolitan area.

The Preferred Alternative is likely to foster continued growth and
development according to forecasted trends in the same way as
the No-Action Alternative. This alternative would likely increase
demand for housing and commercial development, particularly in
the vicinity of the new grade-separated intersections.

As a result of the No-Action
Alternative, there would not be any
disproportionate impacts to minority
and low-income populations.

It is not anticipated that the Preferred Alternative would have
direct, negative impacts on any low-income or minority
communities.

An indirect effect of providing access improvements and grade
separations at major intersections may result in concentrating
commercial and industrial development in areas where easy
access from the roadway is provided.
This alternative would meet the existing and projected traffic
demand based upon local land use plans and current travel
demand forecasts.
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Table 3-30: Direct Impacts (Continued)
Category
Social

No-Action Alternative

Preferred Alternative

The No-Action Alternative would not
change population growth trends or
development patterns within the study
area. Demand for community facilities,
services and housing would increase in
response to the projected population
growth (see Section 3.1 on page 3-1).

Implementation of this alternative would not substantially alter
the area population growth or other demographic characteristics
or trends. Under this alternative there would be no direct impacts
to social interaction and community cohesion in the study area.
However, the highway improvements would substantially reduce
congestion, thus improving access for emergency vehicles; to and
from community facilities, such as libraries; and to and from retail
The location of these resources would areas. The proposed improvements would not disrupt or separate
generally follow development and land any neighborhoods in the study area. Generally, impacts would
be minimal, as most improvements would occur within highway
use plans identified by the counties
or roadway right-of-way, preventing the division of existing
and cities.
communities. The widened highway may seem like a barrier in
Since the No-Action Alternative does some locations, however.
not address safety and operating
Three residences and one business would be acquired and
deficiencies at existing US 285
relocated as part of this alternative. This alternative would
intersections, access points and
crossings, the problems would likely improve safe connectivity between residential areas and existing
as well as future community facilities. This alternative would
worsen, creating greater congestion
provide a safer, more efficient and convenient travel for groups
and safety/accident issues as the
and individuals traveling to schools, recreation areas, churches,
population grows in the study area.
businesses, police, fire protection and social activities. It would
relieve congestion, reduce safety and accident issues, and
improve emergency response time.
This alternative would have short-term impacts to access near the
proposed construction locations.

Economic

The No-Action Alternative would not
change population growth trends or
development patterns within the study
area. Demand for commercial
facilities, services and construction
would increase in response to the
projected population growth.

The Preferred Alternative could temporarily boost the economy of
the study area through the construction period by providing
employment of construction workers and purchase of
construction material.

Under this alternative there would be no direct impacts to
economic conditions in the study area. Indirectly, however, the
Preferred Alternative could cause a localized shift in the
Under the No-Action Alternative,
development patterns of expected future growth, thereby causing
movement across and onto US 285
a shift in where future business activities may occur. The Preferred
outside of The Villages at Sunset would Alternative may induce future commercial enterprises to locate on
not be improved. The increases in
property near the grade-separated crossings in the study area
future traffic volumes would make it
instead of other locations along US 285. This alternative would
extremely difficult to get access on and improve connectivity to designated development centers, thereby
off the highway (for both delivery,
improving access to these businesses. One business and three
commuter and tourist traffic).
residences would need to be acquired and relocated as part of this
alternative.
The increased traffic congestion in the
study area could be especially severe
during the summer months, when
there is increased tourist traffic.
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Table 3-30: Direct Impacts (Continued)
Category

No-Action Alternative

Preferred Alternative

Right-of-Way The No-Action Alternative would
require no additional right-of-way, nor
would it require any residential or
business acquisitions.

Sixty parcels in Park County may require partial land acquisitions.
In Jefferson County, 76 parcels may require partial or full land
acquisition, including the residential and business acquisitions.
One business and three residences will need to be acquired and
relocated as part of this alternative.

Air Quality

Neither the No-Action or the Preferred Alternative results in an
exceedance of the CO NAAQS. Stopping and idling at the existing
signalized intersections also contribute to higher CO
concentrations. The Preferred Alternative would eliminate all
signalized intersections in the study area and create generally
free-flow traffic conditions throughout the day, including the peak
travel periods. Reduced traffic congestion would result in lower
carbon monoxide emissions.

Neither the No-Action or the Preferred
Alternative results in an exceedance of
the CO NAAQS. Carbon monoxide
concentrations are higher for the NoAction Alternative due to increasing
traffic congestion and delay as traffic
volumes on US 285 continue to
increase in the future.

Since PM10 emissions are directly proportional to traffic volumes,
total daily PM10 emissions would be higher for the Preferred
Alternative than the No-Action Alternative because traffic
volumes are higher for the Preferred Alternative.
Noise

Noise levels would likely increase by
approximately 1 dB, due to traffic
volume increases.

A total of 52 residential receivers and three commercial receivers
were found to be impacted by noise under the Preferred
Alternative, and are shown in Figure 3-11. Note that all of these
receptors are considered impacted because the future noise levels
are predicted to be above the 66 dBA residential or 71 dBA
commercial approach criteria. Overall, noise levels would
increase for most receptors because of a combination of traffic
volume increases, realignment of roadway segments closer to
homes and businesses, and alteration of existing terrain.

Water
Resources
and Quality

The No-Action Alternative would
result in no new direct impacts to
water resources. However, with the
No-Action Alternative, the
implementation of BMPs or other
improvements to water resources to
address unchecked sediment loading
or highway runoff would not occur.

Impacts to water resources from the Preferred Alternative can
occur from bridge construction, culvert extensions, encroachment
on existing floodplains, and overall increases in highway runoff.
Direct impacts are most likely to occur where shifts in the
alignment encroach into existing floodplains, as well as during
construction activities. These impacts will be reduced by
implementation of temporary and permanent best management
practices (BMPs) in the study area.

Wetlands

The No-Action Alternative would
result in no new direct impacts to
wetlands.

Initial estimates indicate that this project would result in the
permanent loss of approximately 0.727 acre of wetlands (if
Variation I at Shaffers Crossing is chosen) and approximately
0.739 acre (if Variation II at Shaffers Crossing is chosen). There
would be temporary loss of approximately 1.130 acre with either
Variation.

Floodplains

The No-Action Alternative is not
expected to have any impacts to
floodplains.

There would be no significant adverse impacts on natural and
beneficial floodplain values, and there would be no significant
change in flood risk. Therefore, it has been determined that these
encroachments are not significant.
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Table 3-30: Direct Impacts (Continued)
Category

No-Action Alternative

Preferred Alternative

Wild and
There would be no impacts to Wild
Scenic River and Scenic Rivers with the No-Action
Alternative.

CDOT does not anticipate any direct or indirect impacts to the
proposed Wild and Scenic designations, due to the distance from
the highway to sub-segment H1.

Vegetation

The No-Action Alternative would not
involve land disturbing activities likely
to directly impact vegetation along US
285. The continued use of anti-icing
agents could indirectly impact
vegetation along US 285.

Direct impacts to vegetation would occur from clearing,
excavation, and grading for highway improvements. New road
cuts, fills, and interchanges and frontage roads would result in the
removal and loss of existing vegetation. There would be some loss
of wetland vegetation and change in wetland species where the
new bridge would shade the existing wetland and riparian plants.

Wildlife

No new direct impacts are associated
with the No-Action Alternative.

The Preferred Alternative generally falls within the existing
highway's template. Currently there are no barriers in the median
of the highway to reduce head-on automobile collisions. Under
the Preferred Alternative this would not change; there would be a
depressed median separating the eastbound and westbound
lanes. This is much better for wildlife since no barriers would exist
between the lanes of traffic. Loss of wildlife habitat under the
Preferred Alternative would occur as a result of a wider median,
interchanges, and frontage roads.
The loss of wildlife habitat along the highway would only slightly
decrease the overall value of wildlife habitat in the study area, as
the value of habitat directly adjacent to US 285 is marginal in
most locations.
Direct impacts to wildlife associated with the Preferred
Alternative include the barrier effect that blocks movement routes
and subdivides species into smaller subpopulations, avoidance of
roadside habitats because of traffic noise, roadkill, and avoidance
of nearby habitat by forest and grassland birds
The Preferred Alternative would increase the width of the
highway and the road-effect zone, but does allow for greater
permeability of the highway to wildlife in some areas over what
currently exists.

Aquatic
Resources

No additional direct impacts are
anticipated with the No-Action
Alternative.

Direct impacts to aquatic resources would include direct removal
of fish and aquatic insect habitat as a result of bridge structure
placement at Roland Gulch. This bridge would have three piers
for support that may be placed in the stream. The direct impacts
are expected to be minor. Other stream crossings involve the
replacement or preservation of culverts that have historically
impacted the streams. As such, direct impacts associated with the
Preferred Alternative are also expected to be minor.

Threatened,
Endangered
or Sensitive
Species

The No-Action Alternative would have The Preferred Alternative would have ‘no effect’ on listed or
'no effect' on listed or proposed
proposed species.
species.
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Table 3-30: Direct Impacts (Continued)
Category

No-Action Alternative

Preferred Alternative

Visual

The No-Action Alternative would
Visual impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative would be
result in the least change to the existing both short term and long term.
visual character.
Short-term visual impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative
include: construction equipment, signing, and excavated material
associated with construction in the staging areas; dust and debris
associated with construction activity; traffic congestion associated
with construction activity and detours and unvegetated slopes.
Long-term visual impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative
include: expansion of paved surface width; expansion of clear
zone width; grade-separated intersections; frontage roads; cut and
fill slopes; rock cuts; retaining walls; alignment changes,
including bridge construction; lighting; runaway truck escape
ramp north of Bailey; and additional features, such as guardrails.

Historic
Properties

There would be no direct impacts to
No National Register eligible archaeological localities would be
any of the historic, archaeological, or
impacted by the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative
paleontological properties with the Nowould not have any impacts on historic properties.
Action Alternative.

Hazardous
Wastes

No impacts to or from any identified
hazardous waste sites are anticipated
as a result of the No-Action Alternative
since there would be no property
acquisitions or excavations.

The Preferred Alternative would provide a positive benefit along
the study area since any contamination identified at the time of
construction would be potentially addressed, as deemed appropriate. Of the five sites listed in Section 3.15.3, only the two sites
that were identified for possible right-of-way acquisition are
included in this table.
Pine Junction Country Store. The Preferred Alternative shifts the
highway closer to this property. Therefore, right-of-way acquisition is possible at this location. Groundwater flows are away
from the highway corridor.
Long Brothers Garage. The Preferred Alternative indicates the
likelihood for right-of-way acquisition of this property in the
future. Remediation of the site has yet to occur.
Depending on the status of the site at the time of any right-of-way
acquisition or construction activities, the conditions of the site
would need to be assessed and the appropriate course of action
determined at that time. Further testing of soils and groundwater,
both on the property, and off site may be necessary. If
contamination is identified at the time of construction and/or
acquisition, mitigation requirements would be provided by the
appropriate regulatory agency.
With the Preferred Alternative, both the garage and the salvage
yard would be acquired. Remediation measures for the salvage
yard have not been determined, but will need to be specified by
the appropriate regulatory agency at the time of acquisition.

Utilities
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There would be no impacts to utilities The effects of utility relocations required for the Preferred
with the No-Action Alternative.
Alternative have not yet been defined.
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Table 3-30: Direct Impacts (Continued)
Category
Parks &
Recreation

No-Action Alternative

Preferred Alternative

There would be no direct impacts to
Direct impacts to each individual property are described below.
parks and recreational facilities due to Fishing Pond at Shaffers Crossing. There would be minor direct
the No-Action Alternative.
impacts to the fishing pond at Shaffers Crossing as a result of one
of the options (Variation II) for the access road. Some fill would be
required along the eastern edge of the pond. The construction of a
new grade-separated interchange at Elk Creek Road would
improve the access to this fishing pond by increasing the safety at
this intersection.
Ball Field. The Preferred Alternative would encroach on the edge
of the vegetation northwest of the ball fields. There would be no
direct impact to the fields themselves.

Farmland

No Prime or Unique Farmlands or
Farmlands of State Importance are
located within the study area.

Construction The No-Action Alternative involves no
additional construction over what is
currently programmed, approved and
funded. Construction impacts with the
No-Action Alternative would consist of
routine roadway maintenance such as
resurfacing and possible spot safety
improvements.

No Prime or Unique Farmlands or Farmlands of State Importance
are located within the study area.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would be expected to
create short-term construction impacts throughout the
construction period. Descriptions of construction methods and
related impacts are provided below.
Sequencing of construction packages and the overall timeframe of
construction have not been finalized and would be dependent on
coordination with local communities and efforts to minimize the
inconveniences and overall costs.
The period of construction will most likely be stretched over
several years. Because of weather constraints, the construction
season in this area generally runs from May to October.
Availability of funds could result in the project being constructed
in stages.
Construction noise would present for short-term impacts to those
receptors located along the study area and along designated
construction access routes. The primary source of construction
noise is expected to be diesel-powered equipment such as trucks
and earthmoving equipment. Pile driving is expected to be the
loudest single construction operation.
Noise impacts are expected to occur only in isolated locations in
the study area.
Vibration caused by construction activities presents short-term
impacts in areas where pile driving and compaction equipment
would be used. Building damage from pile driving vibration is
estimated to exist only within about 50 feet. Vibration from
compaction equipment would be less severe. No vibration
impacts are anticipated.
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Table 3-30: Direct Impacts (Continued)
Category

No-Action Alternative

Construction
(continued)

Preferred Alternative
Construction practices associated with development have the
potential to cause sediment erosion beyond natural conditions.
Stormwater runoff from a construction site presents the potential
for violations of water quality standards in adjacent waterways
and groundwater.
Construction delays are expected to create short-term impacts to
local and regional traffic circulation and congestion. The traveling
public and emergency service vehicles would experience delays,
and study area residents would be inconvenienced.
Short-term, construction-related visual impacts are likely to occur.
These impacts include the presence of construction equipment
and materials, temporary barriers, guardrail, detour pavement and
signs, temporary shoring and retaining walls, lighting for night
construction and removal of vegetative cover.

Relationship There is no impact with the No-Action
Between
Alternative.
Local ShortTerm Uses of
the
Environment
and the
Maintenance
and
Enhancement
of Long-Term
Productivity

Local short-term uses of the environment that can be expected to
occur are: some loss of soils through erosion, short-term
disruptions in traffic and economic conditions, some short-term
increases in turbidity during construction, loss of vegetation due
to construction clearing, filled wetlands for construction,
displacement and/or death of some wildlife during construction,
temporary damage to some fish or aquatic resource habitat, and
temporary changes to visual quality.

Irreversible There would be no commitment of
and
resources with the No-Action
Irretrievable Alternative.
Commitment
of Resources

Implementation of any build alternative would involve a
commitment of a range of natural, physical, human and fiscal
resources. Land used in the construction of the Preferred
Alternative would be considered an irreversible commitment
during the time period that the land is used for a highway facility.

Long-term productivity that will be maintained or enhanced
include: long-term improved safety,.long-term improved use of
energy for vehicular fuel consumption, long-term enhancement of
traffic capacity, long-term improvements to drainage, long-term
improvements to economic conditions, long-term replacement of
wetland values lost, long-term improvements of permeability of
highway for wildlife, and long-term acquisition of property for
open space.

Considerable amounts of fossil fuels, labor and highway
construction materials such as cement, aggregate and bituminous
material would be expended in the construction of the Preferred
Alternative. Additionally, large amounts of labor and natural
resources would be used in the fabrication and preparation of
construction materials. These materials are generally not
retrievable.
4(f)
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There would be no impact to 4(f)
properties.

There would be no impact to any 4(f) properties in the study area.
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Table 3-30: Direct Impacts (Continued)
Category
Cumulative
Impacts

No-Action Alternative

Preferred Alternative

There would be no cumulative project The cumulative land use impacts for the baseline condition would
impacts with the No-Action
be largely a result of growth that is already projected to occur
Alternative.
along the US 285 corridor and the surrounding areas. US 285 in
its existing condition will, however, likely dampen growth
because of unacceptable congestion.
Diminishing quality and quantities of water that recharge
underground water supplies, and increases in the amount of
pollution in receiving streams and lakes are both possible
cumulative impacts that can have even further impact on the
environment.
In meeting the needs of new development with more domestic
wells, groundwater below the surface is depleted and other water
cleansing resources, such as wetlands and natural springs, could
diminish and disappear
Land conversion also contributes to cumulative impacts on water
quality by changing drainage patterns, destroying wetlands, and
impacting natural and historical location of groundwater
recharge.
As roads and highways are reconstructed and upgraded, impacts
on wildlife will increase as traffic increases. Impacts include direct
habitat loss, mortality, displacement through avoidance of areas
affected by increased traffic and human presence.
Cumulative impacts to wildlife, as a result of the reasonably
foreseeable projects, occur primarily as a loss of habitat and
habitat fragmentation.
In addition to existing and future land development, the proposed
transportation improvements, and the No-Action Alternative
would continue to increase the barrier for north/south wildlife
movement across US 285, and may increase the potential for
direct mortality from animal/vehicle collisions.
Cumulative impacts to wetlands and riparian areas have occurred,
and are occurring in the US 285 study area due to human
activities such as construction, land conversion and agricultural
practices.
Cumulative impacts that would result from the reasonably
foreseeable projects may stem from increases in impervious
surface area. This may increase runoff potential while also
increasing surface flows in adjacent streams, potential for erosion,
and/or the creation of channels in wetlands that previously were
channel free.
The incremental effect of the Preferred Alternative on wetland
resources is not anticipated to cause a cumulative significant
effect on wetlands because so few wetland impacts will actually
occur.
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3.24.1 Summary of Mitigation
Measures
Table 3-31 summarizes the mitigation that could be
considered. Each mitigation measure should

involve public input to ensure suitability for the
community. For more detail see appropriate
resource sections in Chapter 3.0.

Table 3-31: Summary of Mitigation Measures
Category
Land Use and
Zoning

Mitigation Measures
CDOT has met several times with representatives from Jefferson and Park County and with open space
acquisition agencies to spearhead efforts to acquire open space along US 285.
The Preferred Alternative is consistent with current Jefferson and Park County land use and zoning
policies and supports any future land use policies by either county to limit rezoning only to the uses
designated within their proposed Village and Rural Centers. Although implementing the Preferred
Alternative would not directly affect the land use decisions made at the local level, development
would likely cluster in areas where access is more easily available.

Environmental
Justice

Even though there are no anticipated disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income populations
with the Preferred Alternative, outreach to these populations within the US 285 study area will
continue through the course of the EA process. The project team will continue to widely disseminate
information at areas of common use before key project milestones to supply additional information
and seek input to the project. This dissemination will include special efforts to contact employees of
the auto repair garage that is likely to be relocated. In addition, the project team is attentive and
responsive to any needs, issues, or concerns that may arise.

Social

Good communication with the communities and residents with regard to road delays, access, and
special construction activities is recommended during the construction phase. This may be
accomplished by radio and public announcements, newspaper notices and on-site signage.

Economic

No mitigation measures are necessary.

Right-of-Way

Acquisition of land for right-of-way will begin when the project is funded and moves toward
construction. Right-of-way acquisition for US 285 will comply with the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646), as amended and the Uniform
Relocation Act Amendments of 1987 (Public Law 100-17), which contains specific requirements that
govern the manner in which a government entity acquires property for public use. The purpose of this
Act is to provide a uniform policy for fair and equitable treatment of persons displaced from their
homes, businesses, or farms as a result of federal and federally assisted programs. The law is designed
to ensure just compensation for all acquired properties and minimal impact on the current owners. All
relocatees are given a minimum of 90 days in which to find replacement housing or business
locations. All qualified relocatees receive monetary payments, which may include payments for
moving expenses, business in lieu of payments, rent supplements, down payments and increased
interest payments.
CDOT will implement and advise persons of the relocation process in the event that acquisition of
housing or businesses occurs. No person should be displaced by a federal aid project unless and until
adequate replacement housing has been offered to all affected persons regardless of race, color,
religion, sex, national origin, age, or disability.
As part of full compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1970, as amended, CDOT
will provide assistance to any eligible owner or tenant in relocating their business or residence at the
time of displacement. Benefits under the Act, to which each eligible owner or tenant might be
entitled, will be determined on an individual basis and explained to them in detail, along with
information regarding their financial options.
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Table 3-31: Summary of Mitigation Measures (Continued)
Category
Right-of-Way
(continued)

Mitigation Measures
The Uniform Act requires that a property owner be notified of CDOT's intent in acquiring their
property before a real property appraisal is completed. Each property owner will be given the
opportunity to accompany the appraiser during the inspection of the property. CDOT must then
establish just compensation based on a current appraisal. The owner of real property acquired for
right-of-way will be compensated at fair market value, in accordance with the Uniform Act, federal
CFRs, state statutes, and CDOT policies and procedures. No owner will be required to surrender
possession of the real property until paid the agreed purchase price or the amount deemed to be just
compensation has been deposited with the court for the benefit of the owner.
Mitigation will be provided for the Horn Cemetery gravesites located within the right-of-way. Prior to
construction, the CDOT staff archaeologist will investigate to determine if there are human remains
located within the right-of-way. If human remains are discovered, a permit will be obtained from the
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE). The CDOT staff archaeologist will
conduct coordination with the Park County Coroner's office, Horn Cemetery officials, and the
CDPHE.

Air Quality

Since motor vehicle emissions in the study area would not result in any exceedance of NAAQS, no
direct project air quality mitigation is necessary. However, dust emissions during construction should
be minimized by implementing techniques to control dust, such as regular watering of construction
areas, and practical measures to control construction dust. The measures to control construction dust
will be incorporated into the plans and specifications for individual construction projects in the study
area.
Although it would not eliminate the need to increase highway capacity, expanding bus transit to
accommodate the increasing population in the study area would help reduce vehicle miles traveled
and motor vehicle emissions. As indicated in Section 2.4.2.8 on page 2-28, this is supported as an
element of the Preferred Alternative. The Regional Transportation District currently provides weekday
morning and evening express bus service between Pine Junction and the south Denver metropolitan
area.

Noise

All receptors that are shown to be impacted by noise in conjunction with a major highway project
must be considered for mitigation and undergo an analysis for feasibility and reasonableness of noise
abatement. As a result of the analysis, any noise mitigation that is found to be feasible and reasonable
must be incorporated into the highway project.
For the 55 impacted receptors under the Preferred Alternative, noise mitigation in the form of noise
barriers (walls or earth berms) were considered and evaluated in accordance with the CDOT noise
analysis guidelines. Measures such as traffic controls and lane restrictions would not effectively reduce
noise levels over the long term, and additional alterations of the highway alignment within the
available study area footprint to reduce overall noise levels would be marginal. Speed reductions also
would not be effective, because it takes a 20 mph reduction in speed to result in a noticeable overall
decrease in noise levels.
For a noise barrier to be feasible, it must be able to be constructed in a continuous manner so that a
minimum noise reduction of 5 dBA is achieved for the first row of receivers without any potential
safety or maintenance issues. A noise barrier is usually not effective if it needs to be constructed with
gaps across access points (streets or driveways) or large drainage ditches. If a noise barrier appears to
be feasible, reasonableness issues that need to be addressed are cost versus benefit, existing and future
noise levels, increase in noise levels over existing, and development type. Any mitigation that is
considered is designed to protect outdoor, ground floor areas of frequent human use. This is typically
in the front or back yard of a residence, a common gathering area in a park, or an outside use area of a
business, such as an eating or picnic area.
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Table 3-31: Summary of Mitigation Measures (Continued)
Category
Noise
(continued)

Mitigation Measures
In general, it is neither feasible nor reasonable to provide mitigation for isolated or groups of very
dispersed receivers or receivers on the hillside over-looking the highway. To properly mitigate these
properties, a noise barrier would need to be constructed surrounding each home, or a sufficient length
of barrier would need to be constructed along the highway edge so that noise does not wrap around
or flank the ends of the barrier. In many cases, access points prevent the barrier from being
constructed in a continuous manner. Barriers such as these also are very unlikely to meet the costbenefit criteria for reasonableness, as the wall is providing noise reduction to a very small number of
homes or has to be constructed to excessive heights to properly mitigate hillside homes. This is the
case for many of the impacted properties that are mostly located adjacent to the southbound lanes
overlooking the highway.
To determine the benefit of the noise barrier, all receivers, whether they are considered impacted or
not, are included in the analysis if the proposed noise barrier provides them at least a 3 dBA noise
reduction. Thus, the number of benefited receivers for a proposed barrier may differ from the number
of receivers that met the noise impact criteria. As is common prudent practice, barriers were analyzed
for groups of homes and neighborhoods, where applicable. It is not considered feasible or reasonable
to build a barrier to protect only one or two impacted home(s) in a neighborhood setting without
considering the adjacent properties or the discrete neighborhood itself.
For noise barriers analyzed, the STAMINA computer noise model was used to determine noise
reductions based the length, height, and location of the barrier.
Of these analyzed barriers, Barrier 21 meets the CDOT criteria for both feasibility and reasonableness
(see Figure 3-12 ). Barrier 21, for the Will O’ Wisp subdivision, is located south of US 285 at
approximately MP 228.0 and consists of a western and eastern segment on either side of the
subdivision access at Wisp Creek Road. This barrier is recommended as part of the Preferred
Alternative and will be reanalyzed during final design to determine its ultimate feasibility and
reasonableness factors, final location and impacts to other environmental resources, particularly
wildlife movement.
While most of the other barriers did show at least a 5 dBA reduction to at least one receiver, thus
meeting the feasibility requirements, they far exceed the criteria for cost-reasonableness. For the most
part, these barriers attempt to mitigate noise for isolated or dispersed groups of homes, which is very
difficult to achieve given the acceptance criteria. It is also difficult to mitigate noise for the many
homes along US 285 that are elevated relative to the highway.
Other Impacted Receivers
Three receivers, Horn Cemetery west of Deer Creek (R185A), a residence just west of Foxton Road
(R2A), and a multi-family residence (R233) on US 285 in Bailey, also will experience future noise
levels above the 66-dBA impact level. Barriers for any of these properties, however, were not
recommended. The cemetery has only sporadic use and a barrier at this location would constitute
little recognizable benefit. Because the segments of the US 285 study area at R2A and R233 do not
involve any capacity widening or major highway realignment, these residences do not qualify for
mitigation evaluation at this time. If at some future time major improvements are proposed for the
areas of US 285, these receivers, as well as others in the adjacent area, will need to be re-evaluated in
accordance with the CDOT noise guidelines.
Proposed Villages at Sunset Development
The proposed Villages at Sunset development, as it has been platted and recorded with Park County,
meets the requirements for “Planned, Designed, and Programmed” development as defined in the
FHWA noise regulation and was analyzed for noise impact in conjunction with this EA (analyzed as
receiver R118P). The analysis did show the potential for future noise levels to reach 66 dBA along the
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Table 3-31: Summary of Mitigation Measures (Continued)
Category
Noise
(continued)

Mitigation Measures
southern edge of the development, just north of the proposed Sunset Parkway. At this point in time,
however, it is difficult to determine exactly where the proposed homes are going to be, and how many
will be in existence in the future. For this reason, because of the uncertainty of the development at this
time, mitigation determination for the Sunset area will be deferred until the construction of the
Preferred Alternative in this area. A noise analysis will be required concurrently with the design to
determine impacts and, if necessary, mitigation strategies.
Other Considerations
A major concern for residents is the use by truck operators of engine compression brakes (commonly
referred to as “Jake Brakes”) on steep downhill grades throughout the study area. These devices emit,
when applied, a very distinct rattling sound which can be heard over long distances. In response to
this, the Colorado State Legislature amended section 42-4-225 of the Colorado Revised Statutes by
passing House Bill 00-1142, which states that all commercial vehicles equipped with engine
compression brake devices are mandated to have mufflers installed on those devices. Noncompliance with this requirement results in a fine of $500.
Enforcement of this requirement, as is the case with other traffic laws, is the responsibility of the local
law enforcement agencies. To assist in this effort, “ENGINE BRAKE MUFFLERS REQUIRED” signs will
be installed in various locations throughout the study area, preferably just before long and/or steep
downgrade sections. Possible locations for these signs are near Richmond Hill, Shaffers Crossing, Pine
Junction, Roland Valley, Deer Creek, and Crow Hill.
Additionally, in locations where guardrails are needed for safety purposes, it is recommended that the
use of Type 7 concrete barriers (approximately 24-36 inches in height) be evaluated in place of the
typical type 3 steel and wood post guardrail if there are homes on the other side of the guardrail.
Depending on the topography of a given area, the presence of this barrier has the potential to deflect
and “soften” tire-generated traffic noise to some extent. This evaluation must take into account the
associated drawbacks of providing this type of barrier, particularly the ability for wildlife to get across
the barrier.

Water Quality

Erosion, Sediment and Stormwater Control Measures
Best Management practices (BMPs) are required under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (see
Section 3.7.3.1 on page 3-58) and address short-term (construction-related) and long-term impacts.
BMPs are “schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance procedures and other
management practices to prevent or reduce the pollution of waters of the United States” (40 CFR
122.2). BMPs include, but are not limited to, “treatment requirements, operating procedures, and
practices to control plant site runoff, spillage or leaks, sludge or waste disposal, or drainage from raw
material storage” (40 CFR 122.2).
Comprehensive descriptions of BMPs and CDOT policies related to stormwater management and
erosion control are contained in CDOT's Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) for each project and
in the CDOT manual entitled Erosion Control and Storm Water Quality Guide (CDOT, 2003).
This information is available on the Web at http//www.dot.state.co.us/environmental/envWaterQual/
wqms4.asp (scroll down to the guide). CDOT has developed construction specifications to minimize
the potential for water contamination. These specifications, described in CDOT's Standard
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, including Section 107.25 (Water Quality
Control Specification) and Section 208 (Erosion Control Specification), provide contractors with
guidelines pertaining to discharges, sedimentation and the implementation of BMPs. CDOT also has a
Disincentive Specification that provides project engineers with the ability to fine contractors for
noncompliance with these specifications. In addition, CDOT staff on a Regional Erosion Control
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Advisory Team (RECAT) review projects during construction to ensure that appropriate and sufficient
BMPs are used. These documents and policies provide a coordinated effort to mitigate for short- and
long-term impacts to receiving streams.
Construction of BMPs
BMPs are divided into two categories: short-term and long-term. Short-term, or temporary BMPs
control stormwater and erosion during construction activities. Typical temporary BMPs implemented
by CDOT include the following:
Erosion and Sediment Control









Use of erosion control blankets, erosion bales and silt fences;
Use of phased seeding and mulching;
Use of mulching and tackifier;
Construction of temporary sediment traps and basins, berms diversions and check dams;
Construction of concrete washout and saw water containment basins;
Provision of inlet and outlet protection.
When working in or near water, sediment will be controlled by use of silt fence erosion logs, as
needed, or by diverting the water.

Stormwater Quantity and Quality Control

 Construction of extended dry ponds and wet detention ponds;
 Construction of infiltration basins.
 Notification of potentially affected drinking water and wastewater treatment plants prior to the
start of construction activities, and coordination with these facilities throughout construction in
order to minimize potential impacts.
Typical long-term, or permanent BMPs implemented by CDOT include the following:
Erosion and Sediment Control







Phased seeding and mulching throughout the study area;
Use of erosion control blankets on steep slopes;
Construction of permanent sediment traps and basins, berms, diversions and check dams;
Provision for inlet and outlet protection;
Construction of slope drains, v-ditches and culverts.

Stormwater Quantity and Quality Control

 Construction of grass swales and buffer strips;
 Building extended dry ponds and wet detention ponds.
Maintenance BMPs
Maintenance BMPs are long-term, nonstructural activities to mitigate potential impacts by chemicals
or sediments that can come from transportation corridors (e.g., vehicle wear, hazardous spills, litter).
These BMPs include the following: consistent road sweeping operations; proper management of storage materials so they are not eroded away or do not leak into streams; and other good housekeeping
practices, such as routine removal of sediment from stormwater drains and catchment basins.
Mitigation Measures for the Preferred Alternative
Mitigation measures for the Preferred Alternative will follow the detailed design, BMP selection, and
policies cited in references in Section 3.7.5.1 beginning on page 3-62 in order to assure implementation of appropriate mitigation. Streambank rehabilitation, using bioengineering techniques or similar
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Mitigation Measures
stream enhancements, will be considered along the stream reach of the North Fork of the South
Platte River in the Bailey area as part of the mitigation plan, and will be implemented where feasible.
Appropriate, temporary BMPs will be designed to minimize potential impacts from construction
activities. The Preferred Alternative would bring the highway in closer proximity to the stream
through this area, requiring the installation of two retaining walls to reduce encroachment. The
stream will be returned to its pre-construction condition to the extent feasible.
The runaway truck escape ramp would significantly reduce the potential for trucks overturning and
spilling hazardous materials into the North Fork of the South Platte River. However, measures will be
taken at the proposed runaway truck escape ramp to minimize the possibility of additional sediment
and spills reaching Crow Gulch. To meet water quality stream standards (Table 3-17), a stormwater
retention pond sized for an 80th percentile storm, will be constructed to minimize copper
concentrations in the stream (Harelson, 2003).
On the south side of US 285 at the West Deer Creek tributary, retaining walls would be constructed
on the culvert ends of the three roadway crossings (Rosalie Road, PCR 43A and Arcadia Drive) both
upstream and downstream to minimize highway fill-slopes in the area of the stream crossing.
The culvert size for Deer Creek is being increased to allow for wildlife passage. This will also allow for
greater movement of surface water.
A new bridge is planned on a new alignment over Roland Gulch. Fill from the current highway would
be removed, and the existing wetland complex will be restored as mitigation for wetland impacts in
the study area.
To meet water quality stream standards (Table 3-17), a pond will be sized for an 80th percentile storm
in order to minimize copper concentrations entering the stream (Harelson, 2003). The configuration of
this water quality pond will be determined during final design, but it will be separate from the existing
pond/proposed wetland complex, and an upland location will be sought for the water quality
treatment pond. The new bridge would allow the free flow of seasonal high water flows and wildlife
passage.
Under the Preferred Alternative, Wisp Creek would continue to flow through a pipe under the
highway. During construction, BMPs will be implemented to reduce the potential for sediment
entering the stream system. After construction, stream bank restoration will be assessed for this site.
Elk Creek flows are conveyed through a culvert under US 285; this conveyance would be preserved in
the Preferred Alternative. Temporary and permanent sediment ponds are recommended for both the
east and west sides of the highway near the stream channel. In addition, stream restoration measures
will be considered for this stream crossing.
Where Gooseberry Gulch flows under US 285 northeast of Elk Creek, a wall will be constructed to
protect the stream from the road slope.
Casto Creek may not be directly affected by the new roadway template because it parallels both the
recently completed CDOT Phase-V improvements and the beginning of the Preferred Alternative.
However, measures will be implemented to protect the stream channel from roadway runoff.
The Preferred Alternative will incorporate appropriate BMPs in the construction plans and provisions
that ensure that water quality standards are being met. Where appropriate and feasible, water resource
mitigation measures for construction projects will include the following aspects:

3-167

Table 3-31: Summary of Mitigation Measures (Continued)
Category
Water Quality
(continued)

Mitigation Measures

 Notification of the Bailey drinking water plant and of wastewater treatment plants prior to any
construction activity that might impact their operations;

 Use of temporary erosion and stormwater control measures during construction;
 Implementation of permanent BMPs for erosion, stormwater, and sedimentation controls;
 Installation and maintenance of culverts and other drainage systems that prevent direct stormwater discharges into nearby receiving waters;

 Purchase of CDOT ROW as needed to permit construction of permanent BMPs;
 Reduction of erodible sediment sources;
 Development of a water quality monitoring program before, during and after any construction





projects in Bailey, or as required in other areas, and addition of BMPs if the program demonstrates a need;
Use of maintenance BMPs (sweeping, maintaining culverts, etc.);
Evaluation of v-ditches, rundowns and other permanent BMPs to direct runoff along the highway
corridor, especially near lateral stream channels.
Stream bank restoration of the North Fork of the South Platte River in Bailey and evaluation of
restoration potential in smaller streams that are noted above.
Purchase of additional right-of-way where needed along cut and fill slopes to adequately support vegetation.

Potential impacts to receiving waters will be reduced by the implementation of temporary and
permanent BMPs along the study area and adherence to the CDOT specifications by construction
contractors. CDOT maintenance will remove any temporary BMPs used during construction and
maintain any permanent structures, including constructed BMPs.
Maintenance work in wetlands, streams, or near sensitive stream corridors requires advance
coordination with CDOT environmental staff who obtain the necessary permits, provide guidance
regarding environmental issues, and complete environmental clearances for maintenance activities.
Water Quality and Hydrologic Monitoring
Monitoring of conditions before, during, and after construction constitutes a critical component for
objective evaluation of possible short-term, adverse impacts and for measuring the effectiveness and
sustainability of implemented structural and non-structural BMPs. Annual monitoring reports
providing results of the program and presentations at local stakeholder entities, such as the Coalition
of the Upper South Platte (CUSP) and the Chatfield Watershed Authority, are envisioned to be
included in the monitoring program efforts supported by CDOT for the Preferred Alternative. To the
extent possible, other relevant data and information collected by others (e.g., United States Geological
Survey [USGS], City of Aurora, and State Engineer's Office [SEO]) will be incorporated into the
documentation of hydrologic and water quality conditions in the study area. Details of the monitoring
program for highway improvements along US 285 will be developed during final design. Additional
information regarding stream monitoring can be found in the US 285 Foxton Road to Bailey Water
Resources Technical Report.
Wetlands

After avoidance and minimization of wetland impacts, compensation is the next step in wetland
mitigation sequencing. CDOT replaces all wetlands, whether Section 404 jurisdictional or nonjurisdictional. CDOT plans to replace all directly impacted wetlands on a 1:1 basis.
Five potential mitigation sites have been identified within the US 285 study area (see Table 3-19 and
Figure 3-15). Most of the selected sites are restoration sites and therefore have a high probability of
success. These sites will be evaluated to assure that they represent the type of wetlands impacted and
that they replace functional values similar to those of the impacted wetlands. All site selection will be
coordinated with the Corps of Engineers and the EPA, as well as other interested resource agencies.
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Table 3-19: Potential Wetland Mitigation Sites
Mitigation Site
1
2
3
4
5

Description

Possible Area (Acres)

Restoration of a filled portion of Wetland #3.
West Deer Creek Tributary (Station 170-205)
Westward expansion of Wetland #7b, so. side of US 285, possible restoration
Restoration of Wetland 9 Roland Gulch. Removal of existing roadway fill.
Removal of dirt road adjacent to Wetland 12a.
Total

0.34
1.5
0.28
0.75
0.09
2.96

Approximately 1.130 acres of temporary impacts may occur as a result of the construction of the
Preferred Alternative. Temporary impacts are those impacts associated with the construction activities
required to build the proposed highway improvements. These impacts are considered temporary
because they will only result in the short-term loss of a wetland and its functions. They include
temporary access roads, temporary work areas, such as excavation for the construction of wall
foundations, and placement of berms to prevent surface water inundation of excavated areas. During
design and construction, every effort will be made to minimize these impacts.
It is recommended that all these areas be restored as closely as possible to their original condition. At
designated temporary work areas or access roads, it is recommended that wetland shrubs be trimmed
to ground line, but not completely removed, then covered with a geotextile fabric and then an
additional layer of straw. This would define existing topographical elevations and protect wetland
rootstocks and seed banks. These areas could then be covered with a minimum of two feet of clean
fill. After work has been completed, all temporary fill could be removed offsite as quickly as possible
to give the wetland plant communities a chance to regenerate. Ideally, this work should occur when
the plants are dormant or at the end of the growing season. If necessary, any site temporarily disturbed
may be revegetated with either transplants or locally grown nursery native species.
Both short- and long-term water quality issues affect adjacent wetlands. Water quality concerns are
discussed in Section 3.7.3 beginning on page 3-58. Stormwater basins would be required at many
locations. No direct runoff would be allowed to enter any existing wetland without some type of
treatment, preferably runoff would be directed into stormwater basins. Slopes would be revegetated as
soon as possible to stabilize fill slopes and cuts. Where possible, vegetative buffers would be
established between the roadway and wetlands or adjacent water bodies to aid in water quality
protection. CDOT is required to develop a construction-related stormwater management plan.
Permanent stormwater/sediment control for affected wetlands will be addressed during design. These
plans will be included in the 404 Public Notice for public review. CDOT has standard BMPs that are
routinely included in all highway plans. These BMPs will be observed.
There were concerns expressed over the effects of the numerous walls used to minimize impacts to
wetlands and streams. CDOT is researching the possibility of placing these walls on footers that would
allow subsurface water to pass freely. The effects of these walls, with or without these footers, cannot
be estimated at this time. CDOT commits to long-term monitoring of these sites both before and after
construction. This would include groundwater monitoring and vegetative surveys to determine any
impacts that may occur to wetlands due to changes in hydrology as a result of the construction of
walls. After construction and a reasonable monitoring period, if it appears that wetlands have been
impacted, CDOT commits to working with the Corps of Engineers and EPA to mitigate for these
impacts.
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Minimal change to historic drainage patterns is expected within, or down-gradient from, the Area of
Potential Effect (APE). Impacts to floodplains are minimized by following standard stream crossing
design criteria, avoiding direct encroachments on stream channels and adjusting the alignment where
possible. Bridge and roadway designs seek to minimize impacts to floodplains in compliance with
FHWA requirements, including efforts to span 100-year floodplains. Retaining walls are proposed to
minimize encroachments into floodplains and wetlands. Final design will adhere to CDOT drainage
criteria for both major and minor hydraulic structures, and will follow all FEMA requirements. The
Preferred Alternative will avoid significant encroachment in floodplains. All practical measures to
minimize impacts to floodplains are incorporated in the Preferred Alternative.
Stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be implemented during construction to minimize
erosion and downstream sedimentation caused by mainline widening. Temporary impacts caused by
construction to aesthetics, wildlife habitat, and water quality maintenance functions of floodplains are
also minimized by the use of appropriate stormwater BMPs. The hydrologic and hydraulic analysis of
floodplains and drainage features is included in Appendix H.
Under the direction of CDOT, the implementation of BMPs identified in the Erosion Control and
Stormwater Quality Guide, 2002, will minimize water quality impacts to floodplains. Specific
measures include:
Temporary (construction) BMPs

 Developing and implementing a Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) for each project phase










that will contain measures to prevent the inadvertent transport of noxious weeds into the construction site by heavy equipment and fill dirt.
Excluding construction vehicles from entering wetland areas by installing temporary fencing.
Diverting clean water runoff during construction.
Identifying and using appropriate concrete washout areas well away from floodplains to ensure
polluted water does not leave the site.
Using soil stabilization practices (such as erosion control blankets and mulching in impacted
areas) to reduce erosion.
Installing structural BMPs (such as silt fences and erosion bales down-gradient from impacted
areas) to reduce off-site siltation.
Developing an emergency spill response program and implementing spill prevention practices
(such as locating staging areas, and fuel and hazardous construction material sites well away from
floodplains) to reduce risks from accidental spillage and leaching.
Fencing existing shrubs and trees to avoid damage, and replacing trees and shrubs where maintenance and water requirements can be met.
Constructing, grading, and seeding incrementally to reduce soil loss during construction and use
of native grasses in seed mixes. Native shrub seeds should be included in the seed mix where
conflicts with maintenance will not occur.
Providing ditch and slope rounding to prevent erosion.

Permanent (post-construction) BMPs

 Installing detention basins, infiltration beds, or other structural controls to reduce and minimize
the effects of increased runoff due to increases in impervious surfaces.
In addition to the above measures, Park and Jefferson counties and local governments will be contacted and issues related to floodplain encroachment will be discussed and addressed.
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Wild and
Scenic Rivers

Mitigation measures include the use of BMPs during construction and the implementation of
permanent BMPs at all major tributaries of the North Fork that traverse the study area. Section 3.7.5
beginning on page 3-62 has further details regarding the types and uses of BMPs that will be
considered during design and construction. Additionally, after a construction project is funded, CDOT
will implement a water monitoring program in the basin to collect baseline data prior to any on-site
construction activities. Aside from the studies noted in the US 285 Foxton Road to Bailey Water
Resources Technical Report, no data are available. However, CDOT will design and implement
monitoring before and during construction in order to assess BMP effectiveness and to ensure that
water quality standards will be maintained.

Vegetation

The following BMPs will mitigate some of the Preferred Alternative’s impacts on vegetation:

 Minimize the amount of disturbance and limiting the amount of time that disturbed locations are








allowed to be non-vegetated.
Develop and implement a noxious weed management plan.
Avoid, to the maximum amount possible, wetlands and riparian plant communities.
Salvage suitable topsoil for use in revegetation.
Implement temporary and permanent erosion control measures to limit erosion and soil loss.
Reseed all disturbed locations except rock cuts with native plant seed mixtures.
Replace trees and shrubs as recommended by the CDOT Landscape Architect and as required by
the Senate Bill 40 permit.
The site shall be monitored for three years post construction to determine the success of the
revegetation. During this time control of noxious weeds shall be required. Noxious weeds must
be less than 5% of the foliar cover after three years shall be the determination of successful
weed control. After three years of monitoring if 70% or greater of plantings have survived and
70% or greater of the disturbed area is re-vegetated with favorable species and as determined
by foliar cover, then the site shall be declared successfully reclaimed.

Noxious Weeds An Integrated Weed Management Plan shall be developed for each construction phase of the project.
The plan will include: identification and mapping of existing noxious weeds; potential impacts from
invasive species spread into adjacent properties, wetland, riparian or other sensitive habitats; and
preventative control measures. Specific mitigation measures shall include:

 Prohibit the use of weed-infected topsoil.
 Identify the species of weed and then treat before, during and after construction with an appropriate herbicide.

 Limit disturbance areas to minimum necessary.
 Identify sensitive areas such as threatened and endangered habitat and coordinate with specialists
to assure no or minimal impact.

 Revegetate with native species as soon as possible. This will be done in phases as different portions of the improvements are completed.

 No importation of topsoil onto the project site.
 All construction vehicles must be cleaned prior to entering the construction site.
 Only certified weed forage will be used on the project.
Wildlife

Throughout the study area, there are 72 locations where culverts are necessary for water conveyance.
Any location where a culvert needs to be upsized for water conveyance, the location will be evaluated
during design to determine if the culvert needs to be modified or a second culvert needs to be added
for animal passage. This will greatly increase the number of locations where wildlife can safely cross
the highway. One culvert will be specifically intended for the purpose of water conveyance in the
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main flow channel. The other culvert will be located slightly higher, which will allow for a dry
passage for wildlife movement. In storm events the higher culvert would allow for conveyance of
excess water. These culverts range in size from 24 to 126 inches. The average distance between these
culverts is 1,116 feet, the longest distance is 3,400 feet, and the shortest is 200 feet.
At larger wildlife crossing structures signage stating no loitering or trespassing is necessary to reduce
use by humans. Signage should also identify the structure as a wildlife crossing.
Once construction is completed, the study area would be reviewed. If wildlife mortality is occurring in
locations where it was not possible to install structures, or new locations become problematic, then
CDOT would investigate other methods of informing motorists of wildlife on the road. Active signage
would be one of the methods considered.
To alleviate impacts on wildlife, the following mitigation measures are identified:






Aquatic
Resources

Install wildlife underpass structures
Plant cover around the wildlife underpass structures to 'funnel' wildlife to the structures.
Develop and implement a Noxious Weed Management Plan.
Clearing and grubbing needs to occur between August 16 and March 31 to protect nesting
birds per the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Clearing and grubbing outside of this time will only be
allowed once surveys have determined no active (eggs or young) nests.

Impacts to aquatic resources of the North Fork of the South Platte River and its major tributaries
resulting from the Preferred Alternative can be avoided or minimized by design and incorporation of
appropriate BMPs. Specifically, designing Roland Gulch Bridge to place piers outside the stream
channel would avoid direct impacts to aquatic resources of Roland Gulch.
BMPs can also reduce construction and operation impacts when properly deployed. The use of silt
retention structures, such as straw or hay bales or silt fences, in areas where construction will disturb
soils can avoid or minimize downstream sedimentation. Construction during periods of low flow can
minimize impacts related to scouring and the transport of sediment downstream. Construction
activities will be scheduled to avoid or minimize impacts to spring and fall spawning areas.
Other BMPs utilized to contain contaminants from construction, operation and maintenance
operations are described in Section 3.7.5 beginning on page 3-62.

Threatened and
No mitigation measures are necessary for threatened or endangered species.
Endangered
Species
Visual Quality

To minimize air quality impacts, dust suppression techniques would be practiced to keep construction
associated dust to a minimum and controlled.
Revegetation
The revegetation plant species would be native trees, shrubs, and grasses of the Colorado foothills.
Species would be placed in appropriate sun exposure, soil, and moisture conditions. Riparian
vegetation would be planted at creek and wetland edges. Trees and shrubs would be grouped in
patterns similar to those of existing vegetation.
To help stabilized soils disturbed by construction, native seed mixes would be spread using broadcast
methods appropriate to site conditions. Topsoil would be salvaged prior to construction, stockpiled
and placed on slopes to be seeded. Noxious weed control would be used before salvaging on-site
topsoil and during plant establishment. Mulch tackifier products would be used to reduce seed loss
from wind or water erosion. Where necessary for erosion protection, slopes would be covered with
erosion control blankets.
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Clear Zones
CDOT would identify trees in the clear zone to be removed to accommodate the proposed cross
section. To establish a natural appearing edge, trees would be randomly removed beyond the clearing
line, and new tree and shrub plantings would vary in size and height.
Grade-Separated Intersections
Public input will be solicited on aesthetic issues such as bridge design treatments at grade-separated
intersections. These would include facing materials, colors, textures, and aesthetic elements. The US
285 Aesthetics Study and Design Guidelines drafted in June 2004 provides general visual
treatments of selected structural elements within the study area (see the US 285 Aesthetics Study
and Design Guidelines Technical Report).
Cut and Fill Slopes
Cut slopes would be completed to provide naturally appearing foreground views. Techniques would
include undulating finish grades, creating pockets for native shrubs and trees, studding with boulders,
and establishing large areas of native grass. Where feasible, rock outcroppings would remain exposed,
and native rock placement would be used to smooth abrupt transitions to adjacent landforms and to
accentuate ridges and drainages. Tops and bottoms of cut slopes would be rounded.
Drainages would be reestablished and planted with appropriate, native species. Channel edges would
be rolled back, rounded and reseeded. Erosion control measures would include rock rip-rap, erosion
control blankets, and other techniques as necessary.
Fill slopes in riparian areas would be constructed with minimum disturbance to wetland and creek
edges. Native riparian trees and shrubs would be planted at the toe of slope, and native rock
placement would be used to prevent erosion and encroachment into riparian areas.
Rock Cuts
It is recommended that rock cut locations be analyzed by a geotechnical engineer or engineering
geologist during final design. Rock removal methods which allow a natural appearing cut face would
be identified. As much as practicable, the final cut faces would be formed to a shape and texture
consistent with adjacent areas. Where possible, blasting or ripping would be tailored to terminate at
natural rock joints.
Prior to construction, natural drainage locations would be noted, and, where practicable, replacement
drainages courses would be similar in appearance and location. To blend shotcrete areas with
adjacent slopes, shotcrete could be tinted and/or sculpted to match the color and texture of adjacent
natural surfaces. Coatings of rockfall mesh would also match adjacent soil or rock colors. Rockfall
mesh would be pinned to conform with the slope at excavated surfaces to reduce the “spider-web”
appearance for a more natural look. Revegetation would be performed as practicable to establish a
natural appearance with varying shrub and tree species and sizes.
Retaining Walls
To provide a more natural appearance, retaining walls at the roadside edge would undulate
horizontally and vertically where feasible and be colored to match adjacent dry soil. Proposed wall
types include concrete, precast units and mechanically stabilized earth (MSE), ground nail walls and
boulder walls. Retaining walls may be terraced with planting areas. The US 285 Aesthetics Study and
Design Guidelines drafted in June 2004 provides general visual treatments of selected structural
elements within the study area (see US 285 Aesthetics Study and Design Guidelines Technical
Report). A design charette was held June 10, 2004 to provide coordination with Jefferson and Park
Counties on preferred color schemes, custom fixtures and general study area appearance. The US 285
Aesthetics Study and Guidelines will be used during continued coordination with unincorporated
towns and county agencies during final design of each breakout project to establish final color
schemes and aesthetic treatments for features within that portion of the study area.
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Historic
Preservation
Hazardous
Waste

Mitigation Measures
Lighting
To control light dispersion outside of the roadway area, installation of cut-off lenses would be
considered. Cut-off lenses may require placement of one or more additional lights to ensure adequate
night visibility. Elimination of fixed-source roadway lighting for light pollution reasons alone is
discouraged since lighting facilitates accurate and comfortable vision at night.
There is no mitigation needed for historic properties.
During construction, CDOT utilizes its Environmental Health and Safety Management Specification
(250 Specification) on projects to address issues related to the transportation, handling, monitoring,
and disposal of any hazardous or solid waste materials encountered during construction including
contaminated soils, lead-based paint, and other toxic substances. Any dewatering permits needed
during construction are also obtained at that time. If deemed necessary, a materials management plan
would be prepared regarding the removal and disposal of contaminated soils. A Health and Safety
Plan would also be developed to protect workers during construction. It is anticipated that cleanup of
the sites listed above would likely be completed by the time transportation improvements would
begin in the future.
CDOT will conduct any necessary testing of the soils and/or groundwater at any suspect sites in the
study area. The Preferred Alternative comes into close proximity of all five properties identified in the
MESA. During final design when right-of-way and access requirements are further developed, CDOT
will obtain the status of these properties and will take the necessary precautions during future
construction activities.
When contaminated properties are encountered, either during or prior to construction, CDOT
coordinates with the affected property owners through the right-of-way process, as well as with the
appropriate state, local and federal authorities. Prior to a construction project, CDOT ascertains the
status of adjacent properties and updates all available information at that time for the MESA and SI.
Construction contractors are required to comply with Section 250, Environmental Health and Safety
Management (CDOT Standard Specifications), when applicable, during construction.
Specific project mitigation is unknown at this time, but will be incorporated into project plans when
more detailed design information becomes available. At the Long Brothers Garage, further testing of
soils and groundwater on-site and off-site may be necessary. At the time of final design, the necessary
right-of-way acquisition and relocation processes would be initiated in accordance with the CDOT
right-of-way manual, FHWA, and other federal guidance procedures involving acquisition and
relocation. CDOT procedures concerning hazardous waste issues would also be followed to
determine necessary project mitigation requirements.

Utilities

Before construction begins, all utility locations will be identified and field verified. It is expected that
numerous utilities will be relocated. Exposed utilities will be protected during construction. If service
is interrupted during construction, temporary service will be provided as needed.

Parks and
Recreation

No mitigation measures are necessary for any of the parks or recreation facilities, except the
vegetation on the northwest edge of the ball fields. The following BMPs will mitigate the Preferred
Alternative’s impacts:

 Minimize the amount of disturbance and limiting the amount of time that disturbed locations are
allowed to be non-vegetated.

 Develop and implement a noxious weed management plan.
 Avoid, to the maximum amount possible, wetlands and riparian plant communities.
 Salvage suitable topsoil for use in revegetation.
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 Implement temporary and permanent erosion control measures to limit erosion and soil loss.
 Reseed all disturbed locations except rock cuts with native plant seed mixtures.
 Replace trees and shrubs as recommended by the CDOT Landscape Architect and as required
by the Senate Bill 40 permit.

Farmland

No mitigation measures are necessary for farmland.

Construction

Air Quality
The following measures could be used to mitigate construction impacts on air quality:








Suppress dust through watering or the application of dust palliatives.
Cover trucks hauling soil and other materials when practical.
Stabilize and cover stockpile areas.
Revegetate exposed areas.
Encourage contractors to use cleaner burning fuels in construction equipment and to reduce
idling time.
Minimize off-site tracking of mud and debris by stabilizing temporary access points and other
practical measures.

Noise
The following measures could be used to mitigate noise and vibration due to construction:









Use noise blankets on equipment.
Use quiet-use generators
Minimize construction duration in residential areas, as much as possible.
Avoid nighttime activities in residential areas, as much as possible.
Combine noisy operations to occur in the same time period.
Use alternative construction methods, such as sonic or vibratory pile driving in sensitive areas,
when possible.
Conduct pile driving and other high-noise activities during daytime construction, where possible.

Water Quality
The following steps could be taken to minimize possible exceedances of water quality standards in
waterways crossed by, and adjacent to the project:
 Implement temporary and permanent Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion control as
required by local and state permitting requirements. These may include surface roughening,
mulching, revegetation, and interim ground stabilization.
 Implement temporary and permanent BMPs for sediment control as required by local and state
permitting requirements. These may include implementation of planned drainages such as detention basins to capture sand runoff, slope-length and runoff considerations, slope diversions and
dikes, swales, sediment barriers, straw bales, and silt fences.
 Implement temporary and permanent BMPs for drainageway protection as required by local and
state permitting requirements. These may include waterway crossing practices, temporary crossings and diversions, stability practices, conveyance controls, and outlet and inlet protection measures.
 Treat contaminated trench dewatering.
 Adhere to the limits established in the 402 Permit.
 Avoid impact to wetlands or other areas of important habitat value that may not be directly
impacted by the Preferred Alternative
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 Control and prevent concrete washout and construction wastewater. As projects are designed,


adhere to the proper specifications and review them to ensure adequacy in the prevention of
water pollution by concrete washout.
Install permanent stormwater quality BMPs as required for CDOT's NPDES permit and Municipal Separate Storm Sewer (MS4) program requirements.

Traffic Control
The following steps could be taken to minimize impacts to traffic circulation during construction:
 Develop traffic management plans.
 Maintain traffic flow during peak travel times by minimizing lane or roadway closures, if possible.
 Coordinate detour routes to avoid overloading local streets with detour traffic, where possible.
 Maintain an access to local businesses/residences.
 Coordinate with emergency service providers to minimize delays and ensure access to properties.
 Begin implementation of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs.
 Use signage to announce/advertise timing of road closures.
 Use Web sites to announce/advertise timing of road closures.
Visual
Mitigation for construction-related visual impacts could include:

 Store equipment and materials in designated areas only.
 Remove any unused detour pavement or signs.
Re-use of Materials
Contractors will be encouraged to recycle and reuse project-generated materials to the extent
practicable. This could include reuse of construction and demolition debris in the project as
aggregate, roadbase or landscaping, including the use of compost instead of or as amendments to
topsoil, riprap and on-site rock for pavement aggregrate and other uses. In addition, contractors will be
encouraged to use locally-available materials which meet construction specifications which may not
be native virgin materials, including traction sand, masonry, waste from other projects, and other
suitable reusable materials.
Contractors also will be encouraged to find water conserving and retaining measures, air pollution
prevention measures such as reducing truck idling time and use of low sulfur diesel fuel, shorter
driving distances using carpooling and materials staging, and other practices. Emphasis will be on
finding ways, to the extent practicable and economical, to reduce waste volumes and use of native
materials, purchase of recycled materials including aggregate and metal but also other materials and
items, promote energy conservation, prevent air pollution, and conserve and protect water resources.
Cumulative
Impacts

To avoid additional impacts to the identified resources of concern, local authorities and planning
entities must continue to review and scrutinize development proposals to ensure that new
development is consistent with local area planning goals. In addition, local authorities and planning
entities should require appropriate avoidance or mitigation as part of any new development project
Land Use
Although state, county, and local planning decisions are outside the authority of both FHWA and
CDOT, an analysis of smart growth initiatives should be explored in order to reduce impacts to the
environment. Implementing smart growth initiatives could result in positive cumulative effects such as
economic, social, and environmental benefits. The US 285 study area has the opportunity to grow
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Table 3-31: Summary of Mitigation Measures (Continued)
Category
Cumulative
Impacts
(continued)

Mitigation Measures
with foresight and the option to examine cumulative impacts that might occur over the next 20 to 30
years. Preparing for, and addressing the sources of impacts today, will result in cumulative benefits in
the future.
Growth and development patterns resulting from land use and infrastructure decisions can result in
future impacts to environmental resources. The types and densities of land uses, strategic placement of
community facilities, alternative transportation options, travel conditions, access, and improved
roadway facilities have the potential to present positive impacts on the future of the community and
less of a negative impact on environmental resources. As part of the US 285 EA, project team
members met with local and state representatives to discuss future land use plans, development
patterns, and opportunities to accommodate future growth while looking beyond the near future.
Higher density developments can result in more room for open space and wildlife habitat. Designated
growth centers and defined urban areas can reduce sprawling developments that encourage more
driving and cause more congestion and traffic. Higher density development creates an opportunity for
infrastructure improvements, which decreases the need for individual systems that can hold harmful
impacts on the environment. In the US 285 study area, more dense development could result in less of
a demand on underground water supplies, and could lessen the potential to pollute these water
resources.
Implementing smart growth initiatives, managing development patterns, and examining long-term
goals could minimize future and cumulative impacts to the environment. Conventional developments
that disperse growth into low-density areas foster the need to drive great distances, creating more
congestion, increasing the need for impervious surfaces, and increasing pollutant runoff into the
environment. Designing communities that lessen the reliance on the automobiles by creating easier
access points and opportunities for mass transportation will have less of a cumulative impact on area
resources.
Water Resources
Impacts can be greatly diminished or avoided by following local erosion control criteria and CDOT's
Erosion and Sediment Control Manual. Proper drainage design combined with the implementation of
BMPs will keep sedimentation at historic levels over the long term and are expected to reduce
contaminant transport and sediment loading in nearby water resources. These BMPs also have
hydrological benefits by reducing runoff peaks, especially off of impervious surface areas.
Typical BMPs used in the study area in conjunction with maintenance activities are listed in the US
285 Foxton Road to Bailey Water Resources Technical Report and consist primarily of sweeping,
routine maintenance of culverts, slopes and other roadside features, stream-bank repair, litter control,
seeding, weed control, proper maintenance of stockpiled materials, implementing the chain law when
necessary, and other related maintenance activities.
As new BMPs are implemented within the study area, CDOT Maintenance will maintain any
permanent structures and remove any temporary BMPs used during construction. Maintenance work
in wetlands, streams, or near sensitive stream corridors will require the appropriate coordination with
CDOT Environmental staff. The necessary permits and environmental clearances for maintenance
activities will be obtained, and CDOT Environmental staff will provide guidance regarding these
environmental issues. In addition, plans for normal and emergency maintenance will continue to be
disclosed, including plans to prevent and manage noxious or undesirable vegetation, as well as any
plans to use herbicides along the study area.
Additional BMPs and techniques to avoid cumulative impacts to water quality should be explored as
well. These include the following:
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Table 3-31: Summary of Mitigation Measures (Continued)
Category
Cumulative
Impacts
(continued)

Mitigation Measures

 Where feasible, sediment catch basins should be implemented into the Preferred Alternative







design to minimize the impact of sediment to adjacent water resources both during and after
highway reconstruction. A sediment catch basin would filter and reduce the amount of sediment
and pollutants that enter water resources, thus reducing the amount of sedimentation carried into
streams and tributaries within the watershed.
In some areas of the state, CDOT's Roadway Weather Information System has been used by
CDOT Maintenance as a tool to accurately predict storm events, storm locations and to provide
information as to whether or not freezing temperatures would be reached. This information
proved to be useful by providing an accurate estimation of when to apply sand/salt mixtures and
what types of similar maintenance activities would be needed to secure travel safety. Installations
of weather system monitoring stations along the US 285 study area would prove to be an effective way to reduce the amount of sand/salt that is applied to the roadway. In addition, salt/sand
storage sheds have been effective at minimizing flyaway particulate matter during high wind
events. Placing salt/sand storage areas in appropriate places would lessen the amount of particulate matter finding its way into water resources.
Other sections of the US 285 corridor experience very high winds where blowing snow can
become a danger to motorists. In these areas, snow fences have been constructed to trap snow
before it reaches the roadway, thus eliminating the amount of snow and subsequent runoff
quantities from the surface of the highway. This could double as a solution to reducing the
amount of snow to be plowed from the roadway.
Location of remnant right-of-way parcels to be used for road sand storage would help alleviate
the problem of sand building up and filling in wetlands and drainages.

In addition to mitigation provided by CDOT during transportation improvements, it is also essential
for Park and Jefferson Counties and local interest groups to utilize and enforce their water protection
policies and regulations to control erosion and stormwater runoff from new development that occurs.
Focusing improvements within the designated rural centers and rural villages, and other areas where
higher density development is planned and encouraged can lessen the impacts associated with
haphazard development. The Conifer/US 285 Corridor Area Community Plan suggests that public
water and sanitation districts should be formed to serve the activity centers. Where wells are used, it is
suggested that the minimum lot size should be at least 5 acres to provide an adequate groundwater
recharge area. The plan also calls for a balance between the availability of water and its uses to insure
that water resources are not depleted. Water quantity, quality and sanitation are critical elements that
should be considered when development is proposed for the area. It is understood that water is
essential for almost all development and must be obtained by drilling wells on individual parcels or
from a centralized water system.
The interim Conifer/285 Corridor Area Community Plan also suggests that a study of the area's water
quantity and quality be conducted to further understand the existing water situation and to help make
better land use decisions.
Wetlands
Wetland mitigation for the Preferred Alternative will be subject to EO 11990 and 404 permitting
standards. Wetland impacts caused by the Preferred Alternative would be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio. All
impacts to jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetlands associated with the US 285 improvements
will be mitigated by CDOT.
The Corps of Engineers regulates impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and generally requires mitigation
at a minimum ratio of 1:1. It is up to local jurisdictions, landowners and developers to mitigate for
wetland impacts associated with their respective projects and future developments.
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Table 3-31: Summary of Mitigation Measures (Continued)
Category

Mitigation Measures

Cumulative
Impacts
(continued)

Wildlife
The construction of wildlife crossings will reduce impacts to wildlife movement caused by road
improvements.

Permits
Required

The following permits and coordination activities may be required to support the construction of the
preferred alternative:

 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). An NPDES Permit will be obtained
prior to construction by CDOT from the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
(CDPHE), in accordance with Section 402 of the Clean Water Act. This stormwater discharge permit is required to ensure the quality of stormwater runoff.
An NPDES stormwater permit (CWA, Section 402) is required for all CDOT construction projects
that impact one acre of land, or are part of a larger plan. Therefore, all proposed future projects
along the US 285 study area will be issued permits through the Colorado Department of Public
Health and Environment (CDPHE) prior to the onset of highway construction activities. Under the
NPDES permit stipulations, CDOT will prepare a site-specific Stormwater Management Plan
(SWMP) that outlines in detail the specific BMPs in the project plans for implementation in the
field. Included in the SWMP are such aspects as BMP locations, turbidity and monitoring requirements, seed mix, concrete washout containment provisions, and other relevant information that
is provided to the CDOT contractor(s).
This project is located outside of the Phase I and Phase II areas under CDOT's new Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit (a subset of the NPDES regulations). Thus, requirements for capturing 100% WQCV (water quality control volume, or the first ½-inch of precipitation in a storm) or 80% TSS (total suspended solids) do not apply. However, in order to meet
water quality standards, and to reduce impacts from sediments, permanent BMP's will be implemented, as noted in Section 3.7.5.2 beginning on page 3-63 and Section 3.7.5.4 beginning on
page 3-64.

 Section 404 Permit. A Section 404 Permit, issued by the Corps of Engineers (COE) is required



whenever construction projects or maintenance activities requiring filling occur below the ordinary high-water line in any body of water considered a water of the United States (navigable
waters of the United States and adjacent wetlands; all tributaries to navigable waters and adjacent
wetlands; interstate waters and their tributaries and adjacent wetlands).
Section 402 Permit. A Section 402 Permit, issued by CDPHE, is required for dewatering of construction areas, if necessary. The following activities would require the acquisition of a 402 Permit:
•
•

Construction dewatering operations associated with activities such as utility excavation,
bridge pier installation, foundation or trench digging, or other subsurface activities.
If discharge is expected to occur from a point source discharge from mechanical wastewater treatment plants, vehicle washing, or industrial discharges.

 Section 401 Water Quality Certification. A Section 401 Water Quality Certification is required
in conjunction with an Individual 404 Permit (dredge and fill permit) for any transportation construction project or maintenance activity where work occurs below ordinary high-water line or
adjacent to wetlands. As part of its 401 Certification, CDOT notifies downstream water users
when impacts to nearby receiving waters may occur during construction, e.g., when blasting
occurs near receiving streams. As part of construction, CDOT (or its contractors) will monitor turbidity in any of the affected streams. The 401 Certification must be obtained from the Water
Quality Control Division of the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment. If a 404
Nationwide or General permit has been issued, a 401 Certification is not required.
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Category
Permits
Required
(continued)

Mitigation Measures

 Senate Bill 40 Certification. An SB 40 Certification will be required by the Colorado Division of
Wildlife for stream crossings or adjacent streambanks to avoid adverse effects to waterways and
adjacent riparian vegetation.

 FHWA Access Approval. This approval is issued by the FHWA for new or modified access connections to US 285.

 Nest Take Permit. A Nest Take Permit issued by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) will
be required if migratory bird nests will be taken as a result of construction activities.

 Fugitive Dust Permit. A Fugitive Dust Permit will be required if more than 25 acres of land will
be impacted and/or project construction will last longer than six months.

 State Access Permit. A State Access Permit is required for all requests for new or modified access
to US 285. Any existing accesses adversely affected by the Preferred Alternative will be notified
of the proposed changes.

 Construction Access Permits. Construction Access Permits will be required for temporary
access needs outside the construction limits.
 Access Permits. Access permits and authorizations will be required by FHWA and CDOT for
new or modified grade separations, as necessary.

 Floodplain Permits. Floodplain Permits, including a Floodplain Development Permit, Conditional Letter of Map Revision, and Letter of Map Revision will be required for floodplain
encroachment.

 Other Local Permits. Additional permits, such as building, utility or survey permits may be
required to support project construction requirements.
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Chapter 4: Comments and Coordination
4.1 Objectives

175 people signed in at the meeting.

A critical element of the US 285 EA process is an
extensive public and agency involvement program.
The goal of the public involvement process for the
US 285 EA is to provide opportunities for interested
parties to participate in and provide information,
ideas and opinions to the EA process. To accomplish this purpose, the public is given opportunities
for participation, contribution and education.

This meeting was held to obtain scoping input
and to introduce the project team. Other information provided included the study process,
information about the purpose and need for the
project, environmental issues, alternatives to
consider and access control. Verbal comments
were summarized during the workshop and displayed in the comments section. Written comments were placed in the Comment Box or
mailed in at a later date.

4.2 Elements of Program
4.2.1

Notice of Intent

The US 285 EIS Notice of Intent was published in
the Federal Register on June 13, 2002. An amendment to the Notice of Intent stating that it is now an
Environmental Assessment was published on
December 24, 2003.

4.2.2

Mailing List

A mailing list of over 800 individuals was compiled.
The mailing list was initiated during the US 285
Foxton Road to Fairplay Feasibility Study. Persons
were added to the mailing list from the information
gathered through the public workshops and the US
285 Web site and comments that were received by
Carter & Burgess. The mailing list was used for the
distribution of newsletters, dissemination of project
information and notification of public workshops.

4.2.3

Public Workshops

The purpose of a public workshop is to give interested participants the opportunity to interact with
planners, engineers, FHWA, CDOT and other
project team members. It allows all individuals
interested in the US 285 project equal time to
express concerns and have questions addressed.
The public workshops are designed to provide
information to the general public and to give an
opportunity for their input. Public workshops were
held three times prior to publication of this EA:
 July 30, 2002, at Elk Creek Fire Station, Conifer,
Colorado.

 February 12, 2003, Platte Canyon Fire Station,
Bailey, Colorado.
176 people signed in at the meeting.
This meeting presented background information,
environmental issues, and alternatives development. A survey was given to obtain input on the
various aesthetic treatments of retaining walls.
Verbal comments were summarized during the
workshop and displayed in the comments section. Written comments were placed in the Comment Box or mailed in at a later date.
 August 13, 2003, Platte Canyon Fire Station,
Bailey, Colorado.
118 people signed in at the meeting.
This meeting presented some background
information, the Preferred Alternative for the
study area and intersections, preliminary
information on environmental impacts, and
upcoming steps. Verbal comments from the
public were summarized during the workshop and displayed. Written comments were
placed in the Comment Box or mailed in.

4.2.4

Neighborhood and Individual
Meetings

Project team members met with residential and
commercial property owners to discuss concerns
and issues about the possible alternatives and the
EIS process. Twenty-six meetings were held with
individuals, businesses, organizations, and with the
fire department and sheriff's office to discuss possi-
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ble changes in access. Local organizations that
attended meetings to discuss access control, land
use and open space issues included: 285 Task
Force, Burland Civic Association, Colorado Open
Lands, Conifer Chamber of Commerce, Conifer
Mountain HOA, Deer Valley Park Association, Elk
Run Plaza Development, Preserve our Mountain
Community, Conifer Community Plan, MEG - Sierra
Group, Park County COC, Mountain Area Land
Trust, Mule Deer Foundation, Platte Canyon COC,
Rim Rock neighborhood group, United Mountain
Communities, and Will O' Wisp neighborhood
group. There were also telephone conversations,
letters and e-mail responses to comments and questions from concerned individuals.
A design charette was held June 10, 2004 to provide coordination with Jefferson and Park Counties
on preferred color schemes, custom fixtures and
general study area appearance. The US 285 Aesthetics Study and Guidelines drafted in June 2004
will be used during continued coordination with
unincorporated towns and county agencies during
final design of each breakout project to establish
final color schemes and aesthetic treatments for features within that portion of the study area. (See the
US 285 Aesthetics Study and Guidelines Technical
Report.)

4.2.5

Newsletters

A project newsletter was used to provide project
information to the public, as well as a means of
reaching those people who could not attend a public workshop or local meeting. The following newsletters were sent to people on the project mailing
list:
 Issue # 1, January 2003.The first newsletter
gave a general project update, discussed alternatives development and alternatives screening, listed ways to become involved in the
project, showed a schedule for the project and
announced the date and time for the Second
Public Workshop.
 Issue #2, July 2003. The second newsletter
gave a project update and described the Preferred Alternative. It also announced the date
and time for the Third Public Workshop.
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 Issue #3, March 2004. The third newsletter
explained the change from an EIS to an EA, the
progress made since the last public workshop,
the next steps to be made, and the schedule.
The proposed interim improvements were
explained in more detail and opportunities for
input were given.
Issue #4. Will provide a summary of the EA and
an announcement of the public hearing.

4.2.6

Project Contacts

Project team members were available to answer
questions from the public. They were responsive
and available to the public via phone, fax, e-mail
and in person. The two main contacts are:
Kim Patel
Project Manager
CDOT Region 1
18500 East Colfax Ave.
Aurora, CO 80011
Phone: 303/365-7373
Fax: 303/757-9746
E-mail: kamalesh.patel@dot.state.co.us
Gina McAfee
Project Manager
Carter & Burgess, Inc.
707 17th Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202
Tel: 303/820-5232
Fax: 303/820-2401
E-mail: mcafeevl@c-b.com

4.2.7

Public Information and Press
Releases

Press releases and public service announcements
were sent to print media serving the study area prior
to public open houses and for clarification during
other times in the process.

4.2.8

Project Web site

The US 285 Web site was created during the US
285 Foxton Road to Bailey Feasibility Study. This
comprehensive Web site provides project information throughout the NEPA processes, such as: Purpose and Need, existing conditions, the No-Action

Chapter 4: Comments and Coordination

Alternative and the Preferred Alternative, public
involvement, project schedule and project contact
information. This site is updated with current
project information and meeting announcements as
necessary. The site allows anyone to submit comments via the Internet. Information is given on how
to request a meeting with the project team. A feedback form is offered that allows visitors to the site to
be added to the mailing list, give comments and
request further information. The Web site is located
at: www.US285.com. As of June 30, 2004, there
were over 6,400 visitors to the US 285 EA Web site.

4.2.9

Special Outreach to LowIncome and Minority
Populations

To ensure that everyone residing in the US 285
study area receives project information and is
afforded the opportunity to provide input, the
project team made a special effort to reach lowincome and minority populations within the study
area and/or those who use US 285. Low-income
and minority communities in the study area were
identified using 2000 US Census Bureau data and
through local community representatives and
resources. The following is a list of contacts that
were made:
 State of Colorado Minority Business Office
(MBO)
 Local planning agencies (Jefferson and Park
Counties)
 Chambers of Commerce
 Park County Crisis Center
 Gateway Youth and Family Services
 Mountain Resources Center
 English as a Second Language (ESL) programs
from area schools
 Our Lady of the Pines Catholic Church
 Timberline Health Clinic
Conversations with the contacts listed above, as
well as others within the study area, yielded no
additional information regarding the location of
potential minority and/or low-income populations.

In addition, meetings were held with all property
and business owners that are likely to be relocated
by the Preferred Alternative. There were no indications during these discussions that these property
and business owners should be classified as minority or low-income. Despite these extensive efforts,
no concentrations of minority or low-income populations could be found. The minority and lowincome populations in the study area are not clustered into neighborhoods, but scattered through the
study area with rest of the population.
Despite the difficulty in locating populations of
minority and low-income populations, an effort to
reach these populations was made by the project
team. Supplementary copies of the US 285 Newsletter #1 explaining the basic concepts of an EIS as
well as the intent of the project were redistributed
to areas of potential use by minority and lowincome populations in June 2003, along with a letter about opportunities for comment, project contact information, and where to access project
information. Additional copies of the project newsletter were distributed at frequently visited locations
in the study area, including grocery stores, post
offices, and other businesses that have a high use in
the community.
Outreach to low-income and minority populations
within the US 285 study area will continue through
the course of the EA process. The project team will
continue to call the community contacts listed
above as well as widely disseminate information at
areas of common use before key project milestones
to supply additional information and seek input to
the project. In addition, the project team is attentive
and responsive to any needs, issues, or concerns
that may arise.

4.2.10 Letters and Comments
Written communication in the form of letters, comment sheets, and electronic feedback forms was
received throughout the study. As of March 25,
2004, 23 electronic feedback forms, 21 e-mails and
14 phone messages were received; and 114 comments were received via letter, comment sheet or
other means of written communication.
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4.3 Public Input Obtained
General public comments included:
 Supported use of grade-separated intersections,
not intersections with traffic signals.
 Expressed concerns over current traffic volumes
and bottlenecks.
 Supported use of wide depressed medians.
 Expressed concern over growth that could
result from improvements to US 285.
 Supported four lanes from Conifer to Bailey,
and supported four lanes to top of Crow Hill
only.
 Supported use of overpass/underpass locations
for wildlife to cross highway.
 Expressed support for a Bailey bypass, and
expressed support against a Bailey bypass.
 Expressed concerns over noise, lights and view
sheds.
 Supported use of runaway truck escape ramp
before Bailey.
 Supported emergency phones along highway.
 Expressed concerns over impacts to property.
 Expressed concerns over wetlands and wildlife.
 Expressed safety concerns over curve at Bailey
and Roland Valley Drive and access to/from
Mable Lane.

address issues of concern, assist in data collection
or provide general guidance.

4.4.1.1

Cooperating Agencies

Letters were sent to request Cooperating Agencies
on the EIS in accordance with FHWA regulations,
23 CRF 771.111(d). One agency formally
responded (see Appendix B).
 August 5, 2002. Letter of request confirmed.
US Army Corps of Engineers accepts the invitation to become a Cooperating Agency. (See
Appendix B.)

4.4.1.2

Resource Agency Team

The following state and federal agencies were contacted requesting they attend a formal scoping input
meeting in June 2002 to identify cumulative
impacts issues of concern:
 Colorado Division of Wildlife
 Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment
 State Historic Preservation Officer
 US Army Corps of Engineers
 US Environmental Protection Agency
 US Fish and Wildlife Service
 US Forest Service

4.4 Agency Input Obtained

A second meeting was held in June 2003 to update
the agencies on the alternatives being considered
and the impacts of those alternatives and to present
a preliminary recommendation for a Preferred Alternative and mitigation needs.

4.4.1

4.4.2

 Wanted to know when the project would start
and if funding were available.

Coordination with State and
Federal Agencies

State and federal agencies were contacted by
phone, letter and e-mail at various points in the process. Meetings were held to provide information
about the project, the proposed alternatives and to
solicit technical direction regarding issues such as
wetlands, wildlife, historic structures and national
forest system land. Resource agencies met with
project staff either individually or collectively to
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Land Use Committee

The Land Use Committee met twice to discuss current conditions, potential growth in the study area
and land use issues. The dates and the organizations that were represented follow:
September 3, 2002. Park County Roads and
Bridges, Platte Canyon Chamber of Commerce,
CDOT, Conifer Community Plan, RTD, United
Mountain Communities
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February 3, 2003. Park County Roads and Bridges
and Commissioner, Platte Canyon Chamber of
Commerce, Conifer Community Plan, RTD, United
Mountain Communities, DRCOG, EPA, CDOT

4.4.3

Value Engineering Meetings

A weeklong Value Engineering meeting (January 27
through January 31, 2003) was held to identify less
expensive or value-added alternative designs that
could be incorporated as part of the Preferred Alternative into the final design drawings and specifications. The team consisted of members from CDOT,
RTD, Preserve our Mountain Community, a representative from Park County, and representatives
from planning/engineering firms (URS and Figg
Engineers Inc.) that were not working on this EA.
Solutions Engineering and Facilitation, Inc., facilitated the meeting.

Transit Feasibility Working
Group

The Transit Feasibility Working Group met twice to
discuss traffic volumes, the existing transit facilities
and the feasibility of adding or improving transit
facilities in the study area. Meeting dates and organizations that were represented at the meetings, follows:

4.4.5

November 11, 2002. RTD, EPA, DRCOG, CDOT,
Jefferson County, Park County, 285 Task Force, and
MEG - Sierra Club

Coordination with Agencies

More than 50 meetings were held with the local,
state and federal entities, in addition to the meetings
described separately. They are listed in.Table 4-1.

January 8, 2003. RTD, Jefferson County, CDOT,
and DRCOG

Table 4-1: Agency Meetings
Date

Meeting Purpose

6/25/02

Local Agency Scoping Meeting with Jefferson County Open Space and Highway, Jefferson County
Transportation Dept., FHWA, RTD, DRCOG

7/11/02

Wildlife coordination meeting with USFWS, USDA Forest Service, Colorado Division of Wildlife
(DOW)

7/16/02

Induced travel demand with FHWA, other consulting engineering firms

7/22/02

Project Steering Group meeting with FHWA

9/11/02

Public workshop on Bailey alternatives, etc. - approximately 24 area residents

9/17/02

Project Steering Group meeting with Park County and Jefferson County

9/19/02

Transit improvements with RTD

10/1/02

Access plan meeting with business owners at Green Valley Center

11/5/02

Merge 106/NEPA Process meeting with FHWA, ACHP

11/14/02

Air quality interagency consultation with FHWA, EPA, APCD

11/21/02

Project Steering Group meeting with Jefferson County

11/22/02

Scoping comments with EPA and FHWA

12/18/02

Design/Environmental Specialty Area meeting with FHWA

1/15/03

Project Steering Group meeting with Jefferson County

1/16/03

106/NEPA Process meeting with Colorado Historical Society, FHWA

1/20/03

Access plan meeting with Park County Chamber of Commerce

1/22/03

Access plan meeting with business owners at Green Valley Center
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Table 4-1: Agency Meetings (Continued)
Date

Meeting Purpose

1/23/03

Access plan meeting with Platte Canyon Fire Chief and Park County Sheriff

1/24/03

Wildlife meeting with FHWA, Jefferson County, MEG - Sierra Club

2/3/03

Access plan meeting with Preserve Our Mountain Community

2/20/03

Presentation of alternatives with SHPO

2/21/03

Project Steering Group meeting with FHWA, RTD, Jefferson County and Park County

2/25/03

Access plan meeting with Deer Valley Park Association

2/25/03

Access plan meeting with Green Valley Ranch and Conifer Chamber of Commerce

2/27/03

Open space meeting with Jefferson County Open Space, Mountain Area Land Trust

2/27/03

Access plan meeting with Long Brothers Garage

2/27/03

Access plan meeting with Old Glory Antiques

3/7/03

Design issues meeting with Regency Center, property owners, Jefferson and Park County

4/8/03

Access plan meeting with Platte Canyon Chamber of Commerce

4/10/03

Access plan meeting with Green Valley Ranch

4/10/03

Access plan meeting with Rim Rock neighborhood

4/14/03

Discuss USFS issues, USFS

4/24/03

Project Steering Group meeting with Jefferson County and Park County

4/30/03

Open space meeting with Park County, MALT, Jefferson County Open Space, Mule Deer Fountain,
DOW, MEG - Sierra Club, PCORC, UMC, Colorado Open Lands

5/12/03

Field trip with Corps of Engineers

5/15/03

Access plan meeting with Rim Rock and Will O' Wisp neighborhoods and Park County

5/17/03

Access plan meeting with Conifer Mountain HOA

5/30/03

Field trip with Environmental Protection Agency

6/20/03

Project Steering Group meeting with Jefferson County

6/21/03

Access plan meeting with Burland Civic Association - approximately 25 people attended

6/23/03

EIS Schedule meeting with FHWA

7/15/03

Field trip with Army Corps of Engineers and Environmental Protection Agency

7/23/03

Access meeting with developers of property north of Roland Drive

8/28/03

Project Steering Group meeting with Jefferson County and Park County

9/3/03

Access plan meeting with Lone Rock development and Park County

9/26/03

Access plan meeting with Kings Valley development

10/10/03

Meeting with Conifer Area Chamber of Commerce

10/23/03

Project Steering Group meeting

11/14/03

Meeting with FHWA to discuss treatment of alternatives

1/9/04
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Meeting with Conifer Chamber of Commerce to present interim improvements, funding, etc. approximately 45 people attended
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Table 4-1: Agency Meetings (Continued)
Date

Meeting Purpose

2/10/04

Two access plan meeting with property owner (Auslander)

2/10/04

Access plan meeting with property owner (Montgomery)

2/26/04

Access plan meeting with property owner (O’Shea)

3/16/04

Project Steering Group meeting

3/25/04

Access plan meeting with property owner (Robinson)

3/25/04

Access plan meeting with property owner (Curan)

3/29/04

Access plan meeting with property owner (Robinson)

329/04

404 Pre-application meeting with FHWA and Corps of Engineers

4/22/04

Access plan meeting with property owner (Johnson)

4/29/04

Access plan meeting with Shaffers Crossing property owners

6/1/04

Access plan meeting with property owner (Robinson)

4.5 Coordination Subsequent to
the Release of the EA
The date for the Public Hearing will be announced
in the Denver Post, Rocky Mountain News, Canyon
Courier, Park County Republican and Fairplay
Flume, and the High Timber Times at least 15 days
in advance of the Hearing.
At the Public Hearing, the general public will be
given the opportunity to provide official comment
on the project and the EA.
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