Appendix F: Environmental Assessment Comments and Responses
Note: Verbal public comments and responses made during the November 13,
2013 public hearing question/answer period are not provided in this appendix;
they are documented in the public hearing transcript provided in Appendix E.
This appendix (Appendix F) includes comments received at the public hearing
that were not addressed at the hearing, and provides responses.

This appendix provides comments received on the South Bridge Environmental
Assessment (EA) during the 45-day comment period (October 23, 2013 to December 6,
2013), and responses to those comments. Agency and organization comments are
presented first, followed by public comments.
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Comment
No.

Comment
Comment #1: Alison Deans Michael, CDOT/USFWS Liaison, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service Field Office

From: Michael, Alison [alison_michael@fws.gov]
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 1:37 PM
To: Gibson, Stephanie (FHWA); Peterson, Jeff
Subject: Glenwood Springs South Bridge EA comments
Stephanie,

that the yellow-billed cuckoo was updated to threatened on November 3, 2014.

Comment #1b response: Mitigation to protect migratory birds and comply with
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) is described on pages 4-54 and 4-55 of the EA.
These actions include coordinating with Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) about
additional survey requirements for bald eagles, and performing additional surveys
for raptors and nesting birds prior to construction. Per CDOT’s Specification 240,
these surveys will be conducted within 50 feet of project construction limits for
active nests. If an active nest is found, the tree or shrub containing the nest will
remain undisturbed and protected until the nest becomes inactive. If birds establish a
nest within the survey area, a buffer of 50 feet will be established around the nest.
This mitigation measure has been added as mitigation measure #66 in Table 4-14
Summary of Mitigation Measures in the FONSI.

I have a few comments on the Glenwood Springs Bridge EA. If you could
make sure that Eva gets them, too, I would appreciate it; I don't have her
email address and didn't want to guess.
1a

Response

Comment #1a response: Clarification has been added to Section 4.12 of the FONSI

Table 4-17 needs to be updated. The Yellow-billed Cuckoo is now
Proposed Threatened instead of being a Candidate. This just happened on
October 3.

1b

There are a couple of places where the document talks about migratory birds
but I didn't see mention of CDOT's spec to minimize impacts. I'll defer to
Jeff, but think that those should be in there as a mitigation measure.

1c

Also on Table 4-17, it says that there is no suitable habitat for the Colorado
River fishes. While that's probably true, depletions to the species may be a
concern. If there will be no depletions due to compaction, dust control,
concrete, etc., it should be stated.
That's all I saw.
Thanks, and let me know if you have any questions!
Alison
Alison Deans Michael
CDOT/USFWS Liaison
Colorado Field Office
303 236-4758

1

Comment #1c response: Page 2-22 of the EA notes that the bridge piers would be
designed as not to affect the main channel, and the majority of the bridge
superstructure would be constructed from above. Because water required for
construction activities would be obtained from municipal or commercial sources and
not the Roaring Fork River, no river water depletions are expected to occur from
construction activities. This is noted in Section 4.12.1 of the FONSI.
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No.

2

Comment
Comment #2: Perry Will, Area Wildlife Manager, Colorado Parks and
Wildlife, Glenwood Springs

2

Response
Comment #2 response: Responses are provided on the following pages.
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #2a response: No construction in the river is anticipated based on
preliminary design of the updated Preferred Alternative. Mitigation measures for
wildlife and aquatic resources listed in the EA on page 4-55 and Table 4-25 state that
“If any in-stream construction were to occur within the Roaring Fork River,
coordination with CPW will be initiated to ensure protection of brown trout and
rainbow trout spawning areas. This could include seasonal restrictions.” This
mitigation commitment is listed as mitigation measure #71 in Table 4-14 of the
FONSI.

2
(continued)

Comment #2b response: CDOT and the City of Glenwood Springs will provide the
BMPs to CPW for review prior to construction.
Comment #2c response: Page 4-49 of the EA stated that an Integrated Noxious Weed
Management Plan and best practices will be implemented to reduce the likelihood of
noxious weed spread or introduction. Refer to noxious weed mitigation measures
#52-60 in Table 4-14 in the FONSI.
Comment #2d response: Page 4-43 of the EA notes that the South Bridge crossing
was designed to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands. Page 4-43 of the EA states
that pier columns would be placed on dry upland areas and would avoid any direct,
permanent impacts to wetlands. Mitigation measures described on pages 4-43 and 444 of the EA will help restore temporary wetlands impacts to pre-construction
conditions. Page 4-44 of the EA noted that Clean Water Act Section 404 permit
authorization will be obtained from the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
during final design. The updated Preferred Alternative would result in lower
temporary impacts to the wetland on the north bank of the Roaring Fork River; no
direct permanent impacts are anticipated Measures to minimize and mitigate
wetland impacts are listed in Table 4-14 of the FONSI.

2a
2b

Comment #2e response: The EA noted that “Substantial efforts were undertaken
during the NEPA process to minimize impact to this conservation easement,” and
that the required right-of-way would not jeopardize the overall function or purpose
of the conserved area. Note that the conservation easement was not in place when
the Preferred Alternative alignment was first developed. The EA stated that the
conservation easement includes “specific stipulations to be followed if any portion of
the easement is subject to condemnation,” and notes that those stipulations will be
adhered to if those conditions apply. The updated Preferred Alternative would
permanently impact approximately 1.4 acres at the north end of the conservation
easement, which represents a small portion of the overall conservation easement.

2c
2d
2e

3
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Response
Therefore, the majority of the easement would remain to continue serving its
conservation purposes described in Section 4.1.1 of the FONSI. The reanalysis of
impacts to wildlife, plants, and wetlands indicated that impacts to those resources
within the conservation easement would be minimal. For any person(s) whose real
property interests may be impacted by the proposed project, the acquisition of those
property interests will comply fully with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970, as amended. Table 4-14 of the FONSI
lists mitigation measures for right-of-way acquisition (mitigation measure #6), water
(mitigation measures #s 19-34), wetlands (mitigation measures #s 35-47), and
wildlife resources (mitigation measures #s 61-80. The City has and will continue to
coordinate with the AVLT regarding impacts to their conservation easement as well
as owners of the Lazy H Slash Eleven Ranch, on which the easement is located.

2
(continued)
2f

2g
2h

Comment #2f response: Wildlife exclusion fencing currently does not exist where
improvements are proposed. Section 4.11.4 of the FONSI discusses mitigation
measures for potential wildlife conflicts. .

2i

Comment #2g response: A 2017 field visit was conducted that confirmed that
existing wildlife resource conditions within the Study Area are generally consistent
with those reported in the EA. CPW mapping (2019) confirmed that no big game
migration is mapped in the Study Area. CDOT and CPW’s recently completed
Western Slope Wildlife Prioritization Study provides better data and understanding
of wildlife-vehicle conflicts in the Study Area. The section of SH 82 from the north
end of the Study Area to the proposed South Bridge intersection ranked in the 40th to
41st percentile in terms of regional priority. From that intersection to the south end
of the Study Area, the SH 82 ranking increases to the 87th percentile then 90th
immediately south of the Study Area. Refer to Section 4.11.1 of the FONSI for
further discussion on this topic.

2j

2k

2l

Comment #2h response: This is one of several items that we intended to start after
NEPA and as we start permitting. In response to the comment, however, we have
started coordinating with CPW at this point in the process regarding the river otter.
Note that river otter activity would mostly be near the river and the bridge would
span the bridge and wetlands. To mitigate potential impacts to the river otter, CPW
will be coordinated with one year prior to construction to determine the need and
methods for a river otter survey, and to identify specific restrictions, if any,
regarding the river otter. This mitigation is listed as measure #72 in Table 4-14 in the
FONSI.
Comment #2i response: Page 4-54 of the EA noted that project biologists will
coordinate with CPW on additional survey requirements and roosting locations to

4
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ensure any late fall or winter construction activity would have the least amount of
impact on bald eagles. The EA also stated that additional surveys for raptors and
active nests will be performed prior to construction, and that if any active nests are
found, coordination with the CPW and US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) will
occur. In such cases, CDOT will work with the CPW to establish buffer zones. Refer
to Table 4-14 of this FONSI for mitigation measures #s 65-66 that will be undertaken
to address potential impacts to raptors.
Comment #2j response: Periodic river closures may be necessary during overhead
bridge work to ensure the safety of river recreationists. The City will coordinate with
the U.S. Forest Service and river outfitters to minimize temporary impacts,
discussing measures such as managing river recreationists for safety through
construction site during overhead bridge work. This commitment is listed in Table 414 of the FONSI.

2
(continued)

Comment #2k response: The City agrees with the general goal of improving access
to the river. However, providing river access and/or associated parking near or
under the bridge presents some challenges. The steeply-sloped banks on both sides
of the river would complicate providing safe access and parking, and would require
additional property acquisition. For these reasons, such river access was not
included in the updated Preferred Alternative.
Comment #2l response: CDOT understands the importance of wildlife in the
project area and is committed to minimizing impacts to wildlife resources as much
as possible. The EA listed over a dozen mitigation measures intended to minimize
impacts to wildlife and threatened and endangered species, and indicated
coordination with CPW will occur to fulfill these commitments. All mitigation
commitments are listed in Table 4-14 of this FONSI.

5
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3

Comment
Comment #3: John Martin, Chair, Board of County Commissioners,
Garfield County

Response
Comment #3 response: Comment noted. We look forward to continuing to work
with the County on this project.

6
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Comment
Comment #4: Keith Edquist, Manager, Park East Homeowner’s
Association, Glenwood Springs,

Response
Comment #4 responses: Responses are provided on the following page.

From: Keith Edquist
To: Wendy L. Swan
CC: libbybohanon@hotmail.com; kedquist@usa.net; chad@jenrichs.com;
atfry@mac.com; sgrosscup@yahoo.com; dhamley@snowmassive.com;
Tricia and Gary Haas; Greg Knott
Subject: South Bridge and Park East Subdivision
Date: Friday, November 22, 2013 4:36:32 PM
Wendy, please find attached a letter from the Park East Homeowners
Association Board of Directors, which we respectfully ask be delivered to
the proper entities for consideration. Park East is 76 homes on 83 lots, and
may be directly impacted by traffic on its streets.
Thank you, Keith Edquist, Park East Homeowners Association Manager
Edquist Management and Real Estate, LLC
Dba EMRE LLC
POB 1907 Glenwood Springs, Colorado 81602
970-928-8428 office and Fax
970-390-8401 cell
kedquist@usa.net
Our 31st year of Common Interest Association Management

7
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Comment #4a response: The updated Preferred Alternative would provide access to
CR 116 from Airport Road east of the airport tunnel. This access is intended for local
use, and not large volumes. The current unsignalized intersection at CR 116 and
Airport Road would be retained. The proposed improvements on Airport Road are
anticipated to provide a more efficient route and better traffic flow, encouraging
drivers to use Airport Road instead of traveling through Park East. To avoid traffic
increases through the Park East neighborhood to the north of the CR116 connection
after construction of Phase 1 is completed (see Section 2.2.5 – Potential Construction
Phasing), measures such as signage and a gate at the south entrance to the
neighborhood will be implemented.

4
(continued)

Comment #4b response: The visual impact described on page 4-62 of the EA for
Segment 4 for “residents and businesses to the north” includes the Park East
neighborhood. Visual impacts to Park East would be minimal due to the distance
from proposed improvements. Views of the Flattop Mountains would not be affected
by the updated Preferred Alternative. The new South Bridge alignment between
Airport Road and SH 82 would be elevated to cross over the Roaring Fork River,
which would create a visual barrier in the immediate vicinity of the roadway.
However, this barrier would not impact views from distances of approximately 0.3
mile and greater (which applies to the Park East neighborhood). This is clarified in
Section 4.13.2 of this FONSI.

4a

4b

8
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5

Comment
Comment #5: Dan Blankenship, Chief Executive Officer, Roaring Fork
Transportation Authority (RFTA)

Response

Comment #5a response: The Study team worked to address RFTA’s concerns that
the Preferred Alternative would impact the railbanked status of the RFTA rail
corridor; these efforts are summarized in Section 2.2 of this FONSI. As discussed in
that chapter, a lengthy process was undertaken to reevaluate alternatives previously
analyzed in the EA to determine if another solution would better meet the project’s
purpose and need and goals without impacting the railbanked status of the RFTA
rail corridor. With consensus from Garfield County, City of Glenwood Springs,
CDOT, key stakeholders, and RFTA, it was determined through that process that
Alternative 10b was still the optimal alignment for the South Bridge connection. In
2017, the Study team then developed an alternate design of the Preferred Alternative
10b, which would cross under the RFTA rail corridor, requiring a grade-separated
interchange at SH 82. However, in 2018, more detailed survey, mapping, and design
were performed indicating that a grade-separated interchange would be costlier than
originally estimated. The City and RFTA then evaluated an approach to the project
design that would reduce project costs while preserving the RFTA rail corridor for
future rail use. The City and RFTA agreed that the Preferred Alternative as revised
in 2017 would not be implemented. Instead, they agreed that the City would
proceed with the original Preferred Alternative 10b evaluated in the EA (with certain
design modifications, such as eliminating the proposed Midland Avenue/Four Mile
Road roundabout). The City and RFTA are developing an intergovernmental
agreement (IGA) stipulating that the City will make necessary changes to
accommodate rail service at the South Bridge connection if RFTA identifies the need
to implement rail service in the rail corridor in the future. For details, please refer to
Section 2.2 of this FONSI.

Note: The above response addresses concerns about impacts to the RFTA rail
corridor railbanked status voiced throughout this comment letter its attachments.
Individual responses are provided on the following pages for only those
comments that regard issues other than railbanking.

5a

9
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Comment

Response
Comment #5b response: The City and CDOT fully complied with requirements of
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The statement that the EA does
not acknowledge the SHPO’s determination of eligibility for the historic rail corridor
is incorrect. Section 106 consultation conducted under the EA is presented in Section
4.13 of the EA. Specifically, the EA noted that the Denver and Rio Grande Western
Railroad’s (D&RGW RR) was determined eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places (Table 4-18 of the EA noted that the railroad segment within the
project Area of Potential Effects was determined as non-supporting of the eligibility
of the entire resource. However, through continued Section 106 consultation, it was
later determined and the SHPO concurred that the segment supports the overall
eligibility of the resource, which is discussed in Section 4.14 of this FONSI.) The EA
noted that the Section 106 consultation concluded that the Preferred Alternative
would result in No Adverse Effect to the historic railroad, and that the SHPO
concurred. Section 106 consultation was reinitiated for this study in 2020 to address
changes in effects to historic resources as a result of the minor design changes made
to the updated Preferred Alternative. Consultation and updated project effects to
historic resources are presented in Section 4.14 of this FONSI, which states that the
updated Preferred Alternative would still result in No Adverse Effect to the historic
railroad, and SHPO concurred.

5
(continued)

Comment #5c response: The following text has been added to Section 2.2: “The Rio
Grande rail corridor is railbanked pursuant to the federal railbanking statute [16
U.S.C. 1247(d)] and, consequently, RFTA is obligated to preserve the ability to
reactivate freight rail service or risk the loss of the corridor asset”. RFTA’s concerns
about project impacts to the railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed,
as described in the Comment #5a response.

5b

Comment #5d response: Refer to Comment #5a response.

5c

5d

10
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5
(continued)

Comment #5e response: Refer to Comment #5a response.

5e

11
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Comment

Response
This page is an attachment to the December 16, 2013 RFTA comment letter. This
page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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No.

Comment

Response
This page is an attachment to the December 16, 2013 RFTA comment letter. This
page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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Comment

Response
This page is an attachment to the December 16, 2013 RFTA comment letter. This
page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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Comment

Response
This page is an attachment to the December 16, 2013 RFTA comment letter. This
page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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No.

Comment

Response
This page is an attachment to the December 16, 2013 RFTA comment letter. This
page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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Comment

Response
This page is an attachment to the December 16, 2013 RFTA comment letter. This
page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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Comment

Response
This page is an attachment to the December 16, 2013 RFTA comment letter. This
page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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This page is an attachment to the December 16, 2013 RFTA comment letter. This
page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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Response
This page is an attachment to the December 16, 2013 RFTA comment letter. This
page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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Response
This page is an attachment to the December 16, 2013 RFTA comment letter. This
page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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This page is an attachment to the December 16, 2013 RFTA comment letter. This
page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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This page is an attachment to the December 16, 2013 RFTA comment letter. This
page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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Comment #5f response: The EA was not prepared to qualify the project for federal
funding. The proposed South Bridge project is partly federally funded through a
congressional earmark. This required that the City and CDOT prepare the
Environmental Assessment to evaluate effects of the federal agency’s (FHWA)
undertaking on the environment, including cultural resources. Refer to Comment
#5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)

Comment #5g response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a response
regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked status of the
corridor have been addressed.
Comment #5h response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a response
regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked status of the
corridor have been addressed.

5f

5g

5h

24
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5
(continued)

Comment

Response
Comment #5i response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a response
regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked status of the
corridor have been addressed.

(attachment
to comment
letter)

Comment #5j response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a response
regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked status of the
corridor have been addressed.

5i

5j
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Comment #5k response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a response
regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked status of the
corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)

Comment #5l response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a response
regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked status of the
corridor have been addressed.

5j (cont’d.)

5k

5l

26
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Comment #5m response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a response
regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked status of the
corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
5l (cont’d.)

5m
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Comment #5n response: First, RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the
railbanked status of the rail corridor have been addressed; refer to Comment #5a
response. Regarding Section 106 consultation, the FHWA and CDOT fully complied
with the National Historic Preservation Act through Section 106 consultation with
the Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) that included evaluation of
all potential effects to the qualities, features, and attributes of the Denver & Rio
Grande Western Railroad (D&RGW RR) that qualify it for its eligibility for listing on
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The D&RGW RR’s current
railbanked status is not one of the qualities that render it eligible for the NRHP;
therefore, effects to railbanking were not considered in the evaluation of project
effects to the historic aspects of the railroad that qualify it for listing on the NRHP.
Further, to correct a statement in the comment, the trail currently located on the
D&RGW RR alignment is not historic and it is not considered one of the features or
attributes of the railroad that render it eligible for the NRHP; therefore, project
impacts to the existing trail were not considered in the evaluation of project effects to
the historic aspects of the railroad. Note that impacts to the Rio Grande Trail located
on the rail corridor alignment were evaluated in Section 4.16 of the EA and in Section
4.17 of this FONSI. Further, the trail is not described in Section 106 consultation or in
the EA as not being a supporting element to the historic railroad – rather, the
railroad segment within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) established for this
undertaking is described on page 4-65 and Table 4-18 of the EA as being a nonsupporting element of the larger NRHP eligible property. (Note: Through
continued Section 106 consultation, it was later determined and the SHPO concurred
that the railroad segment does support the overall NRHP eligibility of the resource,
which is discussed in Section 4.14 of this FONSI.) To correct another assertion in this
comment, all NRHP eligibility and project effect determinations were submitted to
the SHPO for concurrence, and the SHPO concurred; the SHPO’s opinions were not
“overruled.” As outlined in Section 4.13 of the EA and Section 106 correspondence
appended to the EA, the Preferred Alternative was found to have No Adverse Effect to
the D&RGW RR segment within the APE and the D&RGW RR as a whole. Section
106 consultation was reinitiated in 2020 to address changes in effects to historic
resources as a result of design changes made to the updated Preferred Alternative. It
was determined that the updated Preferred Alternative would still result in No
Adverse Effect to the D&RGW RR segment and the resource as a whole (see Section
4.14 of this FONSI for details).

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
5n

5o
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Comment #5o response: RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked
status of the corridor have been addressed; refer to Comment #5a response. Refer to
Comment #5n response regarding the Section 106 consultation undertaken under the
EA and reinitiated in 2020. Chapter 5.0 of the EA presented the Section 4(f)
evaluation of historic resources, which discusses that impacts to the historic D&RGW
RR met the requirements for temporary occupancy under Section 4(f). However, as
noted in Chapter 5.0 of this FONSI, impacts of the updated Preferred Alternative
were determined to result in a de minimis use under Section 4(f).

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)

Comment #5p response: This information is noted. RFTA’s concerns about project
impacts to the railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed; refer to
Comment #5a response. Section 106 consultation regarding project effects to the
D&RGW RR was reinitiated in 2020 under this FONSI; refer to Comment #5n
response.

5p
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #5q response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a response
regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked status of the
corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)

Comment #5r response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a response
regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked status of the
corridor have been addressed.

5q

Comment #5s response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a response
regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked status of the
corridor have been addressed.

5r

5s
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
5s
(cont’d.)
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #5t response: This information about rail grade is noted. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)

5t
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #5u response: This information about drainage is noted. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
5t (cont’d.)

5t (cont’d.)

5u

5u (cont’d.)

5u (cont’d.)
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #5v response: This information about grade runoff and right-of-way
width is noted. Refer to Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns
about project impacts to the railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)

Comment #5w response: This information about headroom under the bridge is
noted. Refer to Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about
project impacts to the railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5v

5v (cont’d.)

5v (cont’d.)

5w

5w (cont’d.)
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #5x response: As with any project of this nature, utilities will be located

5
(continued)

during final design and will be relocated as necessary prior to construction. Refer to
Section 4.20 of the FONSI for details. This mitigation is listed as measures #s 120-

(attachment
to comment
letter)

122 in Table 4-14 in the FONSI.

Comment #5y response: The FONSI acknowledges that PUC approval is required
for a new crossing of the railroad corridor at the South Bridge crossing. The City
and CDOT will obtain necessary PUC approvals and permit for construction of the
updated Preferred Alternative. This is noted in Table 4-13 of the FONSI.

5w (cont’d.)

Comment #5z response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a response
regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked status of the
corridor have been addressed.

5x

5y
5z
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comments #5aa, #5ab, #5ac response: These comments relate to a scenario where
the grade of the RFTA rail corridor would be lowered to accommodate future rail
service, and issues with existing crossings from this scenario. RFTA’s concerns about
project impacts to the railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed; refer to
Comment #5a response for details.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)

Comment #5ad response: RFTA concerns about the updated Preferred Alternative
crossing the RFTA railroad/Rio Grande Trail at-grade have been addressed per
City’s coordination with RFTA since the 2013 EA. Refer to Comment #5a response
for details.

5aa

5ab

5ac

5ad
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
This page is an attachment to the November 15, 2013 Farnsworth comment letter.
This page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
This page is an attachment to the November 15, 2013 Farnsworth comment letter.
This page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
This page is an attachment to the November 15, 2013 Farnsworth comment letter.
This page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
This page is an attachment to the November 15, 2013 Farnsworth comment letter.
This page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
This page is an attachment to the November 15, 2013 Farnsworth comment letter.
This page does not contain a comment to which to respond; therefore a comment
indicator has not been assigned to this page and no response is needed. Refer to
Comment #5a response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about impacts to the
railbanked status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #5ae response: The City and CDOT coordinated with the Colorado
Public Utilities Commission (PUC) under the EA (see Section 6.1 of this FONSI) and
will continue such coordination through final design and construction. The
requirement for PUC approval for the new railroad crossing at the South Bridge
crossing is noted in Table 4-13of this FONSI.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)

Comment #5af response: updated Preferred Alternative cost estimate and funding
sources are presented in Section 2.2.6 of this FONSI.

5ae

5af
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #5ag response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a
response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked
status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)

Comment #5ah response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a
response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked
status of the corridor have been addressed.
Comment #5ai response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a
response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked
status of the corridor have been addressed.

5af (cont’d.)

Comment #5aj response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a
response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked
status of the corridor have been addressed.

5af (cont’d.)

Comment #5ak response: Project effects to the historic railroad were fully evaluated
in the Section 106 consultation conducted for the undertaking. Refer to #5n response
as well as Section 4.13 of the EA and Section 4.14 of this FONSI.

5ag

5ah

5ai

5aj

5ak
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #5al response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a
response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked
status of the corridor have been addressed. The RFTA corridor will be lowered
under the new South Bridge crossing; therefore, no conflicts between Rio Grande
Trail users and traffic on the South Bridge crossing would occur. The new signalized
intersection at the new South Bridge alignment and SH 82 would include a
crosswalk.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)

Comment #5am response: The City and RFTA are developing an IGA, which will
stipulate that the City will make necessary changes to accommodate rail service at
the South Bridge connection if RFTA identifies the need to implement rail service in
the rail corridor in the future.

5al

Comment #5an response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a
response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked
status of the corridor have been addressed.

5am

5an
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #5ao response: This information is noted. Refer to Comment #5a
response regarding how RFTA’s concerns about project impacts to the railbanked
status of the corridor have been addressed.

5
(continued)
(attachment
to comment
letter)
5ao
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Comment
No.

6

Comment
Comment #6: Martha Cochran, Executive Director, Aspen Valley Land
Trust, Carbondale

Response
Comment #6a response: Despite minor errors and omissions, the EA contained
sufficiently accurate data and analysis to support decision making and describe
project impacts. Section 4.12 of the EA mistakenly stated that the Roaring Fork River
flows north to south. The direction of river flow is clarified in Section 4.13 of this
FONSI.
Comment #6b response: During the EA process that began in 2008, a concerted
effort was made to avoid the conservation easement in the development of
alternatives. Alternatives 10a and 10b were developed to cross the northern portion
of the Lazy H Slash Eleven Ranch. Alternative 10b became one of the favored
alternatives through the alternatives screening process, with input from the Project
Working Group and Citizens Advisory Group. Approximately 7 acres in the
northern section of the Lazy H Slash Eleven Ranch were later added to the
conservation easement in 2010 where it would be crossed by Alternative 10b.
Chapter 2 of the EA identified the conservation easement as an issue for several
alternatives that were considered, and the EA alternatives evaluation, assessment of
impacts, and mitigation measures were completed with this consideration. The
updated Preferred Alternative would permanently impact approximately 1.4 acres
and temporarily impact approximately 0.3 acre within the northern portion of the
conservation easement located on the Lazy H Slash Eleven Ranch west of SH 82. The
1.4 acres of impacts represents a small portion of the overall conservation easement
on the ranch; therefore, the majority of that easement would continue serving its
conservation purposes as described by the AVLT in your EA comments and in
Section 4.1.1 of this FONSI. The updated analysis of impacts to wildlife, vegetation,
and wetlands presented in this FONSI indicates that impacts to those resources
within the conservation easement would be minimal. Further, the updated Preferred
Alternative would provide new scenic views of the conservation easement for the
benefit of the public, including drivers, bicyclists, and pedestrians traveling along
the South Bridge alignment. Based on the foregoing, the updated Preferred
Alternative would not adversely impact the conservation purposes of the easement.

6a
6b

6c
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #6c response: Refer to Comment #6b response. The updated Preferred
Alternative would impact approximately 1.8 acres of farmland in one area located
along the north end of the ranch parcel and conservation easement, compared to
approximately 1.3 acres of impacts in that area reported in the EA.

6
(continued)
6d

Comment #6d response: Refer to Comment #6b response.
Comment #6e response: Section 4.4.1 of this FONSI clarifies that conservation
easements are “held” by the conservator or trustee, and that a conservation easement
does not alter property ownership.

6e
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Comment
No.

7

Comment
Comment #7: Dr. Jim Campbell, Carter Jackson, Louise Jackson,
Sandy Jackson, Lazy H Slash Eleven, LLC. (Jackson Ranch) – Residents,
Glenwood Springs

From: Dr. Jim Campbell [mailto:drjim@rof.net]
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2013 11:03 AM
To: Wendy L. Swan
Subject: LAZY H SLASH ELEVEN LLC COMMENTS RE SOUTH
BRIDGE EA
Dear Ms. Swan:
Attached are our comments on the South Bridge Environmental
Assessment. Please see the attachments for an expanded discussion of our
concerns.
We are disappointed in the narrow scope of the assessment, its errors,
omissions and lack of coordination with other studies and plans. Especially
troubling is that there is no wide understanding of the ramifications of the
project. The South Bridge will open Four Mile Road to heavy truck traffic,
and will ultimately require widening and upgrading of Midland Avenue,
including acquisition of private property along that route. These
complications are either not addressed or are discounted, nor are many other
problems.
Should you have questions or comments, please don’t hesitate to contact us
by email (drjim@rof.net, sandyj@rof.net) or Phone (505-699-2904, 970618-6808).
Thank you,
James Campbell, PhD
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Response
Comment #7 responses: Responses are provided on the following pages.

Appendix F: Environmental Assessment Comments and Responses
Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #7a response: This FONSI includes updated existing conditions and
impacts based on updated Study Area conditions and the modified design of the
updated Preferred Alternative, as presented in Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 of this FONSI.
Corrections and clarifications to information in the EA are provided throughout this
document where applicable. Despite minor errors and omissions, the EA contained
sufficiently accurate data and analysis to support decision making and describe
project impacts.

7
(continued)

7a
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #7b response: FHWA and CDOT believe the EA fully addressed the full
scope of potential project effects. Chapter 6 and Appendix D of the EA detailed the
agency and public coordination that occurred throughout the EA process. Agency
scoping meetings were held, which included representatives from the City of
Glenwood Springs, Garfield County, the Colorado Department of Transportation
(CDOT), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Colorado Parks and
Wildlife (CPW), the Glenwood Springs River Commission, and the Frontier
Historical Society. Agency representatives who could not attend the meetings were
asked to identify and communicate any concerns to the project team. These and
several other agencies were also contacted during preliminary alternatives
development. Chapter 6 of the EA listed project working group meetings, meetings
with elected officials, and community advisory group meetings, totaling over 50
agency and stakeholder meetings over the course of the EA. Chapter 6.0 of this
FONSI summarizes agency coordination and public involvement undertaken during
and after the EA.

7
(continued)
7b
7c

7d

Comment #7c response: Chapter 3 of EA noted that the Preferred Alternative would
shift traffic circulation patterns and provide an alternative route for a small
percentage of traffic. However, the EA also described how origin and destination
travel patterns, travel time, and out-of-direction travel would provide incentive to
use SH 82, which is a faster highway. Traffic calming measures included in the
Preferred Alternative would deter use of Midland Avenue as a bypass, as will the
updated Preferred Alternative. In addition, the EA indicated substantially less traffic
along Midland Avenue in 2035 compared to the No Action Alternative, with
increases in traffic volumes occurring along Airport Road instead. Further, an
updated traffic analysis was conducted for this FONSI, the results of which support
the conclusions presented in the EA that are summarized above. Refer to Chapter 3.0
of this FONSI for details.

7e

Comment #7d response Section 4.4.1 of this FONSI clarifies that conservation
easements are “held” by the conservator or trustee, and that a conservation easement
does not alter property ownership.

7f

Comment #7e response: Land south of the new alignment (between Airport Road
and SH 82) is zoned by both the City of Glenwood Springs and Garfield County. As
noted on the zoning map (Figure 4-1) in the EA, city and county zoning
classifications shown on that figure were grouped for illustrative purposes. Recent
City and county zoning data were obtained in February 2020 and, like the EA, were
combined and illustrated on Figure 4-1 of this FONSI. Figure 4-1 shows that land
south of the alignment is zoned commercial. It is unclear what your specific concern
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
is regarding the ranch hand residence. However, impacts to that residence are
discussed in the FONSI, including the air quality (Section 4.5), noise (Section 4.6),
and visual (Section 4.13).

7
(continued)

Comment #7f response: Alternative 8b was eliminated for other reasons than
impacts to the ditch that conveys water to the Glenwood Ditch, such as higher rightof-way impacts. As noted in Section 4.7 of this FONSI, no impacts to the Glenwood
Ditch would occur.

7g

Comment #7g response: Refer to Comment #7a response.
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #7h response: Figure 2-3 “Results of Level 2 Screening” on page 2-6 of
the EA discussed that the Crossing C location included in a few of the alternatives
considered would impact active ranch land. Your comment that the Prehm Ranch is
no longer active ranch land is noted and clarified in Section 4.1.1 of this FONSI.
Please note that alternatives that included the Crossing C location were eliminated
for other reasons, including impacts to a potential historic resource and that the SH
82 connection would not meet CDOT safety and spacing standards. Because
alternatives that included the Crossing C location were eliminated from
consideration in the EA and during the alternatives reevaluation conducted in 2017
(see Section 2.2 of this FONSI), those alternatives are not discussed in this FONSI.

7
(continued)

7h

7i

Comment #7i response: Pages 3-1 through 3-7 of the EA described methods used to
determine existing and future traffic conditions. These methods comply with
accepted industry practice and standards for traffic modelling and forecasting. Page
3-3 notes that the EA applied a high growth scenario, developed in conjunction with
staff from the City of Glenwood Springs and Garfield County. These predictions also
are based on the analysis of origin and destination travel patterns, travel times, and
out of direction travel as described in Section 3.2.5 of the EA. The traffic analysis was
updated after the EA and is provided in Chapter 3.0 of this FONSI.

7j

7k

Comment #7j response: Page 2-18 of the EA stated “Alternative 8b would require
the relocation of a ditch that conveys water from the Glenwood Ditch to the Roaring
Fork River.” The wording appears in a later sentence in that same paragraph that
stated “This relocation of the Glenwood Ditch can be performed so as to
continue…….” was a misstatement; the intent was to refer to the ditch that conveys
water from the Glenwood Ditch. Note that Alternative 8b was eliminated from
consideration for reasons such as higher right-of-way impacts (e.g., full acquisition
of a church and relocation of two residences) (see Section 2.2.4 of the EA). Because
Alternative 8b was eliminated from further consideration in the EA and during the
alternatives reevaluation conducted in 2017 (see Section 2.2 of this FONSI),
Alternative 8b is not discussed in this FONSI.

7l
7m

7n

Comment #7k response: The existing access west of SH 82 at the northern part of
the Lazy H Slash Eleven ranch would be closed (the access farther south would not
be closed). . A new access would be provided allowing access from the headquarters
to SH 82 via the updated Preferred Alternative between the South Bridge and SH 82.
Comment #7l response: Refer to Comment #7e response.

7o

53

Appendix F: Environmental Assessment Comments and Responses
Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #7m response: The referenced text was in the Community Facilities
section of the EA and recounted an interview with Sergeant Conrad of the Garfield
County Sherriff’s Office, who stated that Dry Park Road is marginal for emergency
access, especially in winter months. Dry Park Road was also mentioned in Chapter 2
of the EA in Figure 2-2, which noted that Dry Park Road was Alternative #25 that
was considered and eliminated from further consideration because it would not
provide reasonable access redundancy or improve travel time to and from areas in
south Glenwood Springs and west of the Roaring Fork River.

7
(continued)

7p

Comment #7n response: Refer to Comment #6b response. Figure 4-1 in the EA
shows a conservation easement on the east and west side of SH 82, as does Figure 4-1
of this FONSI. The discussion of impacts to conservation easements in the EA and
FONSI focus on the conservation easement west of SH 82 because the conservation
easement on the east side of SH 82 falls outside the impact area of the updated
Preferred Alternative.

7q

7r

Comment# 7o response: Refer to Comment #6b response.
Comment #7p response: The right-of-way impact table referred to (Table 4-5 in the
EA) indicates land use, not zoning. Land use and zoning are not always the same;
sometimes land is not currently used in the manner for which it was zoned. Refer to
Comment #7e response regarding zoning classifications in the Study Area.

7s

Comment #7q response: Refer to Comment #7d response.

7t

Comment #7r response: Temporary construction-related impacts such as noise and
dust were described in the construction section (Section 4.19.1) of the EA. The air
quality section (Section 4.5) of the EA noted that localized emissions of air pollutants
were expected to occur near the area of the residence on the Holy Cross Electric
property, which is near the ranch-hand quarters on the north end of the ranch; as
such, localized emissions of air pollutants also would be expected to occur to the
ranch-hand residence. The updated air quality analysis presented in Section 4.5 of
this FONSI confirms that localized emissions of air pollutants in this area are still
expected to occur near this area where these two residences are located.

7u

7v

Comment #7s response: The referenced page of the EA discusses noxious weed
mitigation (Section 4.10.6) and wildlife and aquatic resources (Section 4.11).
Wetlands are discussed in detail in the wetlands section (Section 4.9) of the EA.
Figure 4-13 on page 4-41 of the EA shows wetlands and riparian vegetation
delineated within the Preferred Alternative impact area, including the area south of

7w
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
the proposed alignment on the east side of the river, which is the Jackson Ranch.
Text under the “East Bank Wetland” subheading on page 4-40 of the EA describes
this area. No direct permanent impacts to those wetlands are anticipated, and
temporary impacts would be mitigated (see mitigation measures #s 35-47 in Table 414 of this FONSI).

7
(continued)
7x

Comment #7t response: Refer to Comment #6b response.
Comment #7u response: Refer to Comment #6a response
Comment #7v response: The Jackson Ranch was identified in the EA as the Lazy H
Slash 11 Ranch. Visual impacts to this property were described in the EA on page 462 under Segment 4, specifically: “The new South Bridge alignment between Airport
Road and SH 82 would be elevated to cross over the Roaring Fork River, which
would create a visual barrier approximately 80 feet in length between the residents
and businesses to the north and Lazy H Slash Eleven property to the south,” and
“New access would be required for Holy Cross Energy and Lazy H Slash Eleven
property, which would impact the foreground views with the construction of
additional pavement.” Updated visual impacts to the ranch and residence are
provided in Section 4.13 of the FONSI.

7y

7z

7aa

Comment# 7w response: Farmland classifications were obtained through the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil
Data Mart. This information indicates that the area between the Roaring Fork River
and SH 82 immediately north of the updated Preferred Alternative and south of the
updated Preferred Alternative is classified as “farmland of statewide importance.”
The USDA classifications are based on soil types and not the actual or current use of
the land. Figure 4-25 of the EA indicated that 1.28 acres of Lazy H Slash Eleven
Ranch farmland would be impacted by the updated Preferred Alternative (including
the new access road). The ranch area impacted by the South Bridge crossing would
be located along the northern portion of the ranch parcel, acting as a separation
between the ranch land to the south and the Holy Cross Energy parcel to the north.
The new access road approximately 400 feet long would connect the new South
Bridge alignment to an existing driveway on the ranch. This access road would cross
ranchland located north of the ranch residence on the north end of the property. If
farm vehicles are unable to safely cross, access to these areas could occur from south
of the ranch residence (this is noted in Section 4.1 of the FONSI). The updated
farmland impact analysis presented in Section 4.19 of this FONSI indicates that
updated Preferred Alternative would now impact approximately 1.82 acres of land
classified as farmland of statewide importance, a portion of which falls on the ranch
property.

7ab
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No.

Comment

Response
Comment #7x response: The referenced text on page 4-79 of the EA regards impacts
to land classified as farmland of statewide importance at the current Four Mile
Road/Midland Avenue/Airport Road intersection. The text is discussing that no
agricultural resources at that intersection would be impacted because no agricultural
uses occur at that location.

7
(continued)

Comment #7y response: This clarified in Section 4.1.1 of the FONSI.
Comment #7z response: Refer to Comment #7r response.
Comment #7aa response: Refer to Comment #7d response.

8

Comment #7ab response: An assessment of groundwater wells located within the
updated Preferred Alternative impact area was conducted. Two groundwater wells
in proximity to the updated Preferred Alternative have the potential to be impacted
during project construction. If it is determined during final design that these wells
would be impacted, they will be relocated to maintain their active use. Refer to
Section 4.7.2 and 4.7.3 of this FONSI.
Comment #8 response: Comment noted.

Comment #8: Jessica Jacobi, Marketing Manager, Aspen Skiing
Company – Resident

From: Jessica Jacobi
To: Wendy L. Swan
Subject: South Bridge Comments
Date: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 4:02:53 PM
Stephanie,
Hi – I commute from Glenwood Springs, and my husband and I would love
to buy a house. He works in New Castle and South Glenwood would be a
great spot for us, but with 27th St as the only option to cross it adds a lot to
my commute. It is always backed up and I have to go north in order to go
south. It would attract so many more families that do the commute up
valley and would totally change the perception of the area to a more
positive, accessible one. PLEASE DON’T KILL THIS PROJECT. Thanks

Jessica Jacobi
Marketing Manager | Aspen Skiing Company
P: 970-300-7008 | F: 970-300-7110 www.aspensnowmass.com
Snowmass | Aspen Mountain | Aspen Highlands | Buttermilk
Aspen Skiing Company was named one of the Outside Magazine’s top 100
“Best Places to Work” for 2013
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9

Comment
Comment #9: Les Schaub, President, Oak Meadows Service Company
- Resident, Glenwood Springs

57

Response
Comment #9 response: Comment noted.
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Comment
No.

10

Comment
Comment #10: Mike Alsdorf, Cardiff Mini Storage - Resident

Response
Comment #10a response: The roundabout was selected for the south entrance to
Cardiff Glen subdivision to allow continuous traffic movement along Airport Road
and calm traffic.
Comment #10b response: The updated Preferred Alternative would provide access
to CR 160.
Comment #10c response: The updated Preferred Alternative would maintain access
to the Cardiff Glen neighborhood and the Cardiff Glen Mini Storage through the
roundabout.
Comment #10d response: See response to Comment 10b.

10a

Comment #10e response: See response to Comment 10b. Additional consideration to
access improvements may be given during final design.

10b
10c
10d

Comment #10f response: As with any project of this nature, fiber optics, telephone
lines, natural gas lines, electric lines, and sewer/water lines are being located during
the design process. These utilities will be relocated as necessary prior to
construction.

10e

Comment #10g response: CR 160 will be modified and repaved to the extent
necessary to develop the updated Preferred Alternative.

10f

Comment #10h response: The updated Preferred Alternative would provide access
to both the west and east side of Airport Road. The updated Preferred Alternative
would slightly modify existing access to the Cardiff Mini Storage through the
proposed roundabout at that location. Additional coordination with property
owners will occur during the final design process.

10g
10h
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Comment
Comment #11: Richard Becket - Resident, Glenwood Springs

Response
Comment #11a response: Under the updated Preferred Alternative, the traffic
signal at the CR 154/SH 82 intersection would be maintained, but it would be
converted to a ¾ movement intersection. Refer to Section 2.2.2 of this FONSI for
more information.
Comment #11b response: To provide improved access to SH 82 from the noted
residences on the east side of SH 82, the proposed frontage road along the east side
of SH 82 connecting to the South Bridge intersection has been extended. The South
Bridge intersection will be signalized.
Comment #11c response: Refer to Comment #11a response.

11a
11b
11c
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Comment
No.

12

Comment
Comment #12: Greig Beightel - Resident

Response
Comment #12 response: Comment noted.
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Comment
No.

13

Comment
Comment #13: Michael Dunn – Resident

Response
Comment #13 response: The tunnel and bridge width were designed to
accommodate traffic volumes anticipated for the year 2040. The planned growth of
the south Glenwood Springs area was taken into consideration when the traffic
forecasts were developed.
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Comment
No.

Comment
Comment #14: Manuel and Laura Gomez – Residents, Glenwood
Springs

Response
Comment #14a response: Comment Noted.
Comment #14b response: Comment Noted.
Comment #14c response: Page 4-32 of the EA stated that noise barriers are
recommended for impacted receptors in the Cardiff Glen Subdivision, and that
surveys will be conducted during final design to assess the desires of the residents
and owners. The EA complies with CDOT’s Noise Analysis And Abatement Guidelines,
which states “The opinions and desires of the impacted community should be of
primary importance in the evaluation of reasonableness of a noise barrier. At least
50% of the affected property owners should want the noise barrier.” Therefore, the
EA states “Noise barriers will only be constructed if more than 50% of the
respondents want them” (page 4-32) The updated noise analysis presented in
Section 4.6 of this FONSI indicates that noise barriers are recommended at the
Cardiff Glen neighborhood along Airport Road.

14a

Comment #14d response: Comment Noted.

14b

14c

14d
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Comment
No.

Comment
Comment #15: Jeremy Heiman, Glenwood Springs River Commission

Response
Comment #15a response: Comment noted.
Comment #15b response: The City agrees with the general goal of improving access
to the river. However, providing river access and/or associated parking near or
under the bridge presents some challenges. The steeply-sloped banks on both sides
of the river would complicate providing safe access and parking, and would require
additional property acquisition. For these reasons, such river access was not
included in the updated Preferred Alternative.
Comment #15c response: The cross-section, including sidewalks, proposed under
the updated Preferred Alternative is consistent with the City of Glenwood Springs
Street Standards.

15a

Comment #15d response: Conceptual design included evaluation of drainage,
collection, and water quality ponds. Page 4-37 of the EA stated, “Stormwater runoff
from the new bridge, via curb, gutter and inlets, and the new roadway, is designed
to drain into two permanent water quality sediment ponds.” However, the
permanent water quality ponds are no longer proposed because there is insufficient
space to build them based on the modified design of the updated Preferred
Alternative. Therefore, alternate permanent water quality facilities will be
constructed to treat increased stormwater runoff, which may include storm sewer
with hydrodynamic separators or use of bioswales and infrastructure galleries. The
exact facilities to be constructed will be determined during final design.

15b

Comment #15e response: The updated Preferred Alternative includes a tie-in from
the sidewalk along the South Bridge alignment to the Rio Grande Trail.

15c

15d

15e
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Comment
No.

Comment
Comment #16: Toni Kronberg – Resident, Aspen

Response
Comment #16a response: Funding is available to complete the Environmental
Assessment and to complete final design; however, funding for right-of-way and
construction has not yet been identified. After this FONSI is finalized, which
completes the EA process, the general timeframes for the next steps for this project
are listed below. Note that these are general timeframes and are subject to change:
•
Conduct preliminary design of updated Preferred Alternative – approx. 4 to
6 months
•
Final design for funded phases – approx. 8 months to 1 year
•
Right-of-way acquisition for funded phases – approx. 1 to 2 years
•
Project construction – 2+ years depending on funding and project phasing
Comment #16b response: Comment noted. Please note that the project would not
directly generate revenue for the City.
Comment #16c response: Pedestrian and bicycle circulation would be improved
with the pedestrian and bicycle facilities included in the updated Preferred
Alternative.

16a
16b

16c
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Comment
No.

17

Comment
Comment #17: Kathleen Rye – Resident, Carbondale

Response
Comment #17 response: Comment noted.
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response
Comment #18a response: The lane widths and bicycle and pedestrian facilities
provided under the updated Preferred Alternative are consistent with the City of
Glenwood Springs Street Standards.

Comment #18: Anonymous

Comment #18b response: As noted on page 4-9 of the EA, the provision of
continuous pedestrian and bicycle facilities along both sides of the alignment would
improve pedestrian and bicycle circulation in the study area. These improvements
would benefit cyclists and pedestrians along Airport Road, which is expected to
experience an increase in traffic and currently has sidewalks only on portions of the
north side of the roadway.
Comment #18c response: Impacts to intersections on Midland Avenue were
described in Table 3-4 and in text on page 3-10 of the EA. Safety impacts on Midland
Avenue were discussed on page 3-13 of the EA. The previously proposed
roundabout at the Four Mile Road/Midland Avenue/Airport Road intersection has
been removed from the updated Preferred Alternative and instead will be built as
part of the City’s South Midland Avenue Roadway Reconstruction project (see
Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the FONSI for details). Right-of-way impacts for the updated
Preferred Alternative would only involve partial acquisitions and no relocations.
Traffic calming measures included in the updated Preferred Alternative are intended
to control traffic speed on Airport Road that will allow for effective access to and
from adjacent properties and Mt. Sopris Drive where the elementary school is
located.

18a
18b

18c
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Comment
No.

19

Comment
Comment #19: Linda Hayes – Resident, Glenwood Springs

Response
Comment #19 response: Comment noted.

From: Linda Hayes
To: Wendy L. Swan
Subject: South Bridge needed
Date: Thursday, November 21, 2013 1:06:09 PM
A bridge to help people get out of Glenwood in case of an emergency is
much needed. The traffic jams on Hwy 82 are horrible in normal times. If
there ever was a need to evacuate in an emergency, we would never get out.
Please do all you can to get the bridge approved.
Linda Hayes
60 Meadow View Lane
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601
Comment #20: Kim Jenrich – Resident

From: kjenrich@gmail.com on behalf of Kim Jenrich
To: Wendy L. Swan
Subject: South Bridge Public Comment
Date: Monday, November 25, 2013 6:41:09 PM
20

As an owner in Park East want to ensure our views of Sopris aren’t
obstructed and that thru traffic isn’t allowed through our narrow curvy
streets. I know many in the neighborhood would rather see the road closed
at the end of neighborhood rather than have access to a short cut that all
could use. A gate just for Park East homeowners would be the most ideal
solution.
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Comment #20 response: The visual impact description on page 4-62 of the EA for
Segment 4 for “residents and businesses to the north” includes the Park East
neighborhood. The new South Bridge alignment between Airport Road and SH 82
would be elevated to cross over the Roaring Fork River, which would create a visual
barrier in the immediate vicinity of the roadway. However, this barrier would not
impact views from a distance of 0.3 mile (Park East neighborhood). This is clarified
in Section 4.13 of this FONSI. Regarding cut-through traffic, the proposed
improvements on Airport Road are anticipated to provide a more efficient route and
better traffic flow, encouraging drivers to use Airport Road instead of traveling
through Park East. To avoid traffic increases through the Park East neighborhood to
the north of the CR 116 connection after construction of Phase 1 is completed (see
Section 2.2.5– Potential Construction Phasing), measures such as signage and a gate
at the south entrance to the neighborhood will be implemented.

Appendix F: Environmental Assessment Comments and Responses
Comment
No.

21

Comment
Comment #21: Marlis Laursoo - Resident

Response
Comment #21a response: Funding is available to complete the Environmental
Assessment and to complete final design; however, funding for right-of-way and
construction has not yet been identified. Refer to Comment #16a for details.

From: Marlis Laursoo
To: Wendy L. Swan
Subject: Park East Homeowner South Glenwood Bridge
Date: Friday, November 22, 2013 8:34:22 PM
21a

21b

Comment #21b response: Comment noted. See response to Comment #20 response
regarding cut-through traffic in the Park East neighborhood.

My concern is that any more delay of this project only makes it more
expensive. I think the general understanding is that we need now and more
especially in the future an alternative road out of this part of Glenwood
Springs. There may be and are many objections, but they cannot be an
improvement to the overall budget of a road that will eventually come about
because of all the additional traffic already appearing in the area. The
longer we linger and hesitate over this project only makes an inevitable
project cost more money.
One thing that I think the homeowners of Park East are concerned is the
possibility of traffic on our streets; could a sign be posted that the road
coming off the area between the bridge and tunnel is for local traffic only?
Our street is hilly and curvy in many places which should make it a slow
alternative to the new road anyway.
Sincerely,
Marlis Laursoo
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Comment
No.

Comment
Comment #22: Annie Uyehara – Resident, Glenwood Springs

Response
Comment #22a response: Traffic calming elements (e.g., speed bumps, curb
extensions, roundabouts, speed feedback signs, and narrow lanes) have been
included in the updated Preferred Alternative along the South Bridge route
(improvements to Airport Road, new bridge crossing, and connection to SH 82) to
better fit the roadway into the neighborhood and mitigate traffic speed (see pages 217 and 2-22 of the EA). These measures would help deter high speed travel. Also
refer to Comment #18c and #20 responses.

From: Annie Uyehara
To: Wendy L. Swan
Subject: S. Bridge EA Comments
Date: Monday, November 25, 2013 1:32:02 PM
Hello Ms. Swan,
22a

I have one major request/comment regarding planning for the S. Bridge:
Add speed bumps in the residential neighborhoods, and I think that would
begin and end at Cardiff Glen and Park West. There is a school there and
the speed limit is 25 mph, although NO ONE drives it. I live on Midland
Ave. in Park West and unfortunately, young motorcycle drivers go up to 50
mph on Midland Ave., right past Sopris Elementary School.
Speed bumps would alleviate almost all of the major speeding issues and
would be in accordance with a residential area. To support this idea, one
need only look at north Midland Ave. where speed bumps are already
installed and keep the flow of traffic and the speed of traffic under control.

22b

I foresee S. Bridge making south Midland Avenue into a byway (not that I
want that) where commercial trucks as well as commuters use S. Bridge and
onto Midland Avenue as a way to bypass downtown traffic. There needs to
be traffic calming implementation.
I’m sure there’s more, but that’s the major concern I have.
Sincerely,
Annie Uyehara
909 Meadow Run
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601
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Comment #22b response: The updated Preferred Alternative includes traffic
calming elements described above, similar to those that currently exist along other
portions of Midland Ave. The EA acknowledged (page 3-5) that the Preferred
Alternative would shift traffic circulation patterns and provide an alternative route
for a small percentage of traffic. However, pages 3-4 and 3-5 of the EA also describe
how origin and destination travel patterns, travel time, and out-of-direction travel
would incentivize use of SH 82, which is a fast highway with speed limits up to 55
mph. Traffic calming measures under the updated Preferred Alternative would deter
use of Midland Avenue as a bypass. In addition, Figure 3-4 of the EA indicated
substantially less traffic along Midland Avenue in 2035, compared to the No Action
Alternative, with increases in traffic volumes occurring along Airport Road instead.
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Comment
No.

Comment
Comment #23: Brian Kurtz – Resident

Response
Comment #23a response: Comment noted.

From: Brian Kurtz
To: Wendy L. Swan
Subject: South Bridge, Glenwood Springs Environmental Assessment
Date: Wednesday, November 27, 2013 10:58:17 PM

Comment #23b response: Comment noted.
Comment #23c response: Comment noted.

My comments follow:
23a

1.

23b

2.

23c

3.

23d

4.

23e

5.

6.
23f

The project serves a very real need as an additional emergency route for
Glenwood & the surrounding area.
The project will also act as an effective local circulation route. It’s
heartening to see the City of Glenwood Springs (Staff & elected
officials) are at last consistently acting as advocates for the project.
Their vision for improving traffic circulation and options through &
around Glenwood Springs are appropriate and well considered.
The process of narrowing the route selection was far too political, and
took far too long. At this time the single obviously superior route has
been chosen.
The scope of the project (from the Four Mile Road & Airport Road
intersection to Highway 82) is appropriate.
From a value engineering perspective, going forward, I would like to see
emphasis on cost control: The bridge itself and the cut and cover tunnel
at the end of the airport are obviously requisite elements of the project.
For these two elements the total width of the roadway is an important
factor driving costs. The bridge and roadway cross sections as presented
at the Nov. 15, 2013 Public Hearing reflected a 39’-0” wide cross section
with, I believe, 8’-0” wide pedestrian & bicycle paths on both sides of
the traffic lanes. I would recommend that close look at the value of the
pedestrian redundancy be undertaken.
I recommend that as the project moves forward that a greater emphasis
be placed on educating the public as to the exact nature of the project:
What it is, and what it is not, and how it will affect traffic on all portions
of Midland Avenue.

Brian Kurtz
(970) 945-6305
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Comment #23d response: Comment noted. Please note that the proposed
roundabout at Four Mile Road was eliminated from the updated Preferred
Alternative design because the City plans to build that roundabout as a separate
project.
Comment #23e response: We appreciate your concern about cost control. The crosssection of the South Bridge alignment complies with City standards. As noted on
page 4-9 of the EA, the provision of continuous pedestrian and bicycle facilities along
both sides of the alignment, would improve pedestrian and bicycle circulation in the
study area. These improvements would benefit cyclists and pedestrians along
Airport Road, which is expected to experience an increase in traffic and currently has
sidewalks only on portions of the north side of the roadway.
Comment #23f response: Comment noted. Public outreach has been an important
and ongoing component of this process, as detailed in Chapter 6 of the EA and in
Chapter 6 of the FONSI.
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Comment
No.

Comment
Comment #24: Jalena Dayvault - Resident

Response
Comment #24a response: Safety measures were discussed in Appendix A of the EA
and summarized on page 3-12 of the EA. Additional safety measures will be
identified and refined during final design. Note that the previously proposed
roundabout at the Four Mile Road/Midland Avenue/Airport Road intersection has
been eliminated from the updated Preferred Alternative because the City has
decided to build that roundabout under a separate project.

From: JD
To: Wendy L. Swan; Terri Partch
CC: Jalena Dayvault
Subject: City of Glenwood Springs South Bridge Environmental
Assessment – EA Public Comment: Edited
Date: Saturday, November 30, 2013 10:40:02 AM
Wendy and Terri,
24a
24b

24c

Please consider additional safety measures at the ‘Tunnel’, ‘Bridge Section’,
and the two ‘roundabout’ locations.
The sidewalk width appears adequate at the Tunnel and Bridge Section
locations but the addition of a linear pedestrian fence between the edge of
roadway (interior) and the sidewalks would allow safer passage for children,
dog walkers, and others with unpredictable tendencies. A slight extension
of the fence beyond the limits of each feature (integrating them into the
‘Landscape Area’ buffer zones) may enhance safety by guiding bikers and
walkers onto the sidewalks as they approach at either location.
Another thing to consider is making the bike/walk paths contiguous
(pronounced cross-walks indicators?) through/at the two roundabout
locations (Midland/Four Mile and Airport Road/CR 160) to further ensure
safety for the public (walkers and drivers) and encourage pedestrian use.
Reference page 2-21 and 2-22 (or pg 51-52 of the pdf).
http://www.ci.glenwood-springs.co.us/transpo/SBEA/1South%20Bridge%20Environmental%20Assessment_Final_October%2020
13.pdf

24d

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project, and for
assembling an EA that is informed and well done!!! Nice to know the
public still has a voice.
Regards, Jalena
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Comment #24b response: Comment noted. The current cross-section of the updated
Preferred Alternative is consistent with the City of Glenwood Springs Street
Standard and does not include fencing. Fencing could impact visual resources and
wildlife movement. However, details about sidewalks will be determined during
final design.
Comment #24c response: Comment noted. Design of pedestrian crossing and
striping at the CR 160/Airport Road roundabout will comply with city standards.
Comment #24d response: Comment noted.

Appendix F: Environmental Assessment Comments and Responses
Comment
No.

Comment
Comment #25: Robert Millette – Resident, Glenwood Springs

Response
Comment #25a response: The existing traffic signal at CR 154/SH 82 will be
maintained - refer to Comment #11a response.
Comment #25b response: Comment noted. The cross-section for the updated
Preferred Alternative is consistent with the City of Glenwood Springs Street
Standards.

25a

25b
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Comment
No.

Comment
Comment #26: Chris Janusz - Resident

Response
Comment #26a response: To help mitigate the access to SH 82 from the noted
residences on the east side of SH 82, the proposed frontage road along the east side
of SH 82 connecting to the South Bridge intersection would be extended to provide
access those residences. This will allow properties on the east side to access SH 82 at
the signalized intersection at the South Bridge connection.

26a

Comment #26b response: No changes to the posted speed limit on SH 82 are
proposed under the updated Preferred Alternative. The existing traffic signal at CR
154/SH 82 will be maintained - refer to Comment #11a response.

26b
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Comment
No.

27

Comment
Comment #27: Anonymous - Resident

Response
Comment #27 response: Refer to Comment #26a response.
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Comment
No.

28

Comment
Comment #28: Anonymous - Resident

Response
Comment #28 response: Refer to Comment #26a response.
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Comment
No.

Comment

Response

28
(continued)
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Comment
No.

29

Comment
Comment #29: Steve Smith, Glenwood Springs

Response

Comment #29a response: The annual number of large wildfires in Colorado has

Steve Smith 63 – 116 Road Glenwood Springs, Colorado 81601
December 6, 2013

increased and climate change is expected to exacerbate this increase. State agencies
must plan for the increasing risk of wildfires and address public safety. The main
purpose of the South Bridge project was articulated in Public Law 109-59, 109th
Congress, which allocated $5.2 million to evaluate providing a critical second route
between SH 82 and the western side of the Roaring Fork River in the southern
Glenwood Springs area. This new route would improve emergency evacuation,
emergency service access, and local land use access. The Study team developed a
draft Purpose and Need statement early in the Study and vetted it with the Citizen’s
Advisory Group (CAG) and the public.

Wendy Swan
Administrative Assistant
City of Glenwood Springs Engineering Department
Greetings.
Please carefully review and consider the following comments on the draft
environmental assessment (EA) for a proposal to construct a new bridge
crossing the Roaring Fork River in south Glenwood Springs—South Bridge
Environmental Assessment, October 2013, CDOT Project Number HPP M535003 (16864), etc.
The proposed project should not be built. It certainly should not receive any
further consideration based on the inadequate, erroneous, contrived, and predecisional draft environmental assessment presented.
GENERAL
The proposal’s “Need” statement, included under “About this Project”
(on the study’s internet site) is exaggerated, and it is inaccurate in several
key details:

29a

29b

- The original motivation for this study process—and the
congressional earmark authorizing funding for it—arose specifically from the
2002 Coal Seam forest fire. During that fire, some residents in the upper Four
Mile Road corridor were evacuated in an orderly and timely fashion, and
others were directed to prepare for evacuation (the latter proving unnecessary
once the fire did not advance farther southward.
- The Coal Seam was documented by combined command and federal
land management agencies as a 100-years occurrence. Although this, of course,
does not mean that a similar fire will not happen for another 100 years, it was
and will remain a very rare event.
- Secondary access routes, for both emergency response and residents
evacuation, remained open—via both Dry Park Road (County Road 125) and
the emergency-gate right-of-way (held by Garfield County) at the southern end
of Prehm Road—and would have continued to serve that purpose even if Four
Mile Road had become unusable.
77

Comment #29b response: The project team had extensive discussions about
alternatives, documented in meeting notes and included with technical reports that
accompanied the EA as part of the South Bridge EA Alternatives Development
Report. A combination of Dry Park and Prehm Road with no bridge was suggested
as an alternative to consider to meet the evacuation need. It was eliminated due to
unacceptable travel time and landowner issues. In addition, secondary routes may
be unable to handle anticipated population increase in this area and related traffic
demand. Section 1.5 of the EA provides details.
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Comment
No.

Comment

29
(continued)
29c

29d

29e

29f

- Correspondingly, both those emergency access and evacuation
routes—Dry Park and Prehm—remain available for future emergencies.
- The second portion of the “need” statement has nothing whatever to
do with reaction to the 2002 fire or with emergency access. It is an artificial
addition, a contrived attempt to promote a Glenwood Springs/regional
bypass—through an established residential neighborhood and past an
elementary school serving 700 pupils. Such a bypass has nothing to do with
emergencies or hazards. It is merely an attempt at marginal travel convenience
(not to mention facilitation of bad land-use planning).
- The second portion of the “need” statement obliquely suggests that
Midland Avenue, north of its intersection with Four Mile Road, is a hazardprone route. This is patently untrue; City of Glenwood Springs records show
that that portion of Midland Avenue has never been closed (whether due to
rock fall, mud movement, or so-called “man-made incidents”.
The study’s “Project Goals” list includes several laudable concepts and
intentions. However, none of the items in that list is supported—or even
effectively analyzed—within the draft environmental assessment itself.
More details on these inadequacies are provided below.
Use of an environmental assessment in analyzing this proposal is
inadequate, and no further actions should be taken regarding this
proposal until and unless the proposal is subject to a full environmental
impact statement.
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Response
Comment #29c response: The second part of the Project Need statement is intended
to address how planned growth could further impede local emergency evacuation
and access by emergency personnel in the case of another crisis event, and is
therefore connected to the overall Project Purpose statement. Garfield County’s
population is expected to continue to grow. To accommodate such growth, the area’s
physical constraints will result in an emphasis on infill and redevelopment (page 4-3
of the EA). The combination of increased growth concentrated within a limited area
further supports the need for system redundancy in the event of an emergency.
Comment #29d response: The second part of the Need statement says that the area
near Midland Avenue is “vulnerable” to natural incidents, such as rock fall,
mudslides, and wildfire. Being vulnerable means being susceptible to injury, which is
different than hazard-prone (i.e., the EA did not state that these events have
happened in the past). According to the United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service soil survey data, the steep slopes that flank
the west side of Midland Avenue constitute a “very severe” erosion hazard. Because
erosion removes soil and rock, it can therefore trigger rock fall and mudslides. In
addition, the Colorado Geological Society (CGS) (under the Colorado Department of
Natural Resources) developed a case history about the collapsible soils immediately
west of Midland Avenue and 27th Street, which states that the soils in this area are
“highly susceptible to hydrocompaction.” The CGS noted that “the large ground
displacements caused by collapsing soils can totally destroy roads and structures
and alter surface drainage.” Wildfire west of Midland Avenue is another concern.
Garfield County GIS data shows this area as a slightly moderate to moderate
wildfire risk hazard. Wildfires increase the risk of erosion due to removal of
vegetation that holds soils in place, with potential for triggering additional natural
incidents. Although Midland Avenue has not been closed near 27th Street due to
natural incidents, it is a future possibility given the area’s high susceptibility to
erosion, collapsible soils, and the general area’s wildfire history.
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No.

29
(continued)
29g

Comment

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, DETAILED COMMENTS
Executive Summary
The executive summary (EA, ES) inappropriately and unilaterally adds the
phrase “…and local land use access…” to its description of intended
“improvements” contemplated under this proposal. The original motivation for
this proposal, and its subsequent discussion and analysis, were emergency
concerns arising from the 2002 Coal Seam Fire and related to possible future
discrete emergency events. To arbitrarily presume to transform and
emergency-services need into facilitation—even promotion—of poorly
planned land-use is beyond the intended scope of this discussion and is an
illegitimate addition.
The executive summary also purports a list of effects from the proposed
projects. Among other incongruities, this list includes:

29h

“Vehicles per day on Airport Road are anticipated to be between
7,000-12,000 vehicles higher…”
and
“No significant impacts were identified during the course of this
study.”
Just that pair of assertions is signally absurd to any reasonable reader. To assert
that a traffic-volume increase of 2400% —moving through a populous
residential neighborhood and past an elementary school—constitutes “no
significant impacts” exposes either the inadequacy of this analysis, the
insensitivity of those preparing the analysis, an illogical definition of
“significant impacts”, or all three. More, this particular crass incongruity
undermines the integrity of the entire study process and of the draft EA,
leaving significant doubt about the entire document’s validity and leaving it
vulnerable to credible legal challenge.

Response
Comment #29e response: As illustrated in Chapter 2 of the EA and South Bridge
Alternatives Evaluation and Screening Report, the alternatives analysis conducted under
the EA thoroughly evaluated how each alternative would or would not meet the
Purpose and Need of the project and the project goals based on the measures of
effectiveness presented in Table 2-1 of the EA. Results of the extensive alternatives
analysis process revealed that Alternative 10b best met the Purpose and Need of the
project and project goals amongst the over 30 alternatives considered. The EA then
evaluated the environmental and social impacts of Alternative 10b (referred to as the
Preferred Alternative in the EA) against those of a No Action Alternative, which was
presented in Chapter 4 of the EA.
Comment #29f response: An EA is prepared when it is not known if an undertaking
would result in significant impacts. FHWA and CDOT chose to prepare an EA
because the significance of environmental impacts was not clearly established.
Through the EA process, FHWA determined that, based on its review of project
impacts, mitigation proposed, and public and agency comments, the project would
not result in significant impacts. Therefore, preparation of an EIS was not
warranted. This FONSI provides the rationale for this decision.
Comment #29g response: Section 1.4. of the EA described two needs: 1) limited
emergency access capacity and redundancy and 2) poor local access to western side
of the Roaring Fork River. Section 1.3 of the EA states that the proposed route would
“improve emergency evacuation, emergency service access, and local land use
access” as a result of the stated purpose, which is “to provide a critical second access
between SH 82 and the western side of the Roaring Fork River.” Therefore, the
Preferred Alternative is simply responding to the purpose and need to improve local
access.
Inclusion of the referenced phrase “local land use access” in the EA was not
unilateral. From project inception, the project team worked with stakeholders,
including the Community Advisory Group (CAG), in developing and refining the
Purpose and Need. Extensive stakeholder input, coordination, and vetting of the
project Purpose and Need occurred under the EA, as presented in Chapter 6 and
Appendix D of the EA.
Local land use planning is the responsibility of the City and Garfield County. In
their transportation decision-making, FHWA and CDOT evaluate the compatibility
of transportation projects with local land use planning objectives. As documented in
Section 4.1.2 of the EA, the Preferred Alternatives is consistent with future land use
plans for this area.
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No.

29
(continued)
29i

29j

29k

29l

Comment

Purpose and Need
The stated purpose and need for the proposal (EA, p. 1-2) fails in four primary
ways:
1) While the stated overarching “purpose” for the proposal—to provide a
critical second access between SH 82 and the western side of the Roaring
Fork River…”—may be legitimate and of potential service to the
community and region, the EA consistently presumes that the only
method for implementing that purpose is the construction of a new
bridge.
2) The stated purpose is historically and technically accurate in its intention
to “…improve emergency evacuation…” and “…emergency service
access…”, but it overreaches in presuming that this proposal should
provide “…land use access…” The original motivation and sense of
emergency arose from a wildfire. The attempt to slip in the notion of
constructing a new bridge to facilitate expanded land development is
neither in keeping with that emergency need. Land-use planning and
development (and any transportation components of such development)
must be analyzed in a much more comprehensive fashion; it should not be
piggy-backed onto a meager assessment of a single structure.
3) Although the essence of the first “need for action” statement—
“Emergency access capacity and redundancy of the area located on the
west side of the Roaring Fork River…” (EA, p. 1-2) may be legitimate
and of potential service to the community and region, high-jacking that
emergency-response need to something called “local access”, let alone to
support or promote “planned development is inappropriate.
4) The “need for action” assertion (EA. p. 1-2) that the studied section of
Midland Avenue is “…susceptible to natural and manmade disasters that
could block or inhibit travel…” is neither based in fact, nor is a
significant factor related to the original purpose of this discussion
(ensuring access for emergency response and/or evacuation). That portion
of Midland Avenue has never been closed to due to either natural or socalled man-made disaster. Even is such a closure were to occur in the
future, sufficient secondary access is readily available via Dry Park Road
and Prehm Road extension.
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Response
Comment #29h response: The EA acknowledges that traffic on Airport Road would
increase by 7,000 to 12,000 vehicles per day (VPD). However, traffic would decrease
on Midland Avenue (6,000 to 11,000 VPD lower) and the 27th Street Bridge (8,000 to
11,000 VPD lower). Traffic on SH 82 was also projected to be 7,500 VPD lower.
Figure 3-4 in the EA indicates substantially less traffic along Midland Avenue in 2035
compared to the No Action Alternative, with increases in traffic volumes occurring
along Airport Road instead. Analysis of these impacts is addressed under the
various resource topics assessed in the EA, including noise (4.2 through 4.6, and 4.12
through 4.16), air quality, social resources, economic conditions, water quality, visual
resources, parks and recreation, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, etc. See response to
Comment 29s, below. Refer to updated traffic analysis presented in Chapter 3.0 of
this FONSI.
Comment #29i response: Non-bridge options were considered during Level 1
screening (page 2-5 of EA), such as tolls for non-residents, an emergency gate on
Midland Avenue, and transportation management components, which will be
considered during final design. In addition, the project Purpose is geared toward
providing redundancy and access to the western side of the Roaring Fork River and
discusses the limited access across the river from SH 82 and the eastern side
Therefore, development of any roadway connection to that side of the valley would
require a method of crossing the river. It became clear during Level 2 screening
(page 2-6 of EA) that the best option for such a crossing was a bridge. This is detailed
in the South Bridge Alternatives Evaluation and Screening Report prepared in support of
the EA.
Comment #29j response: Refer to Comment #29g. The Purpose statement in the EA
contains two sentences: The first defines the purpose, which is to provide a second
critical access between SH 82 and the western side of the Roaring Fork River. The
second describes the outcome of meeting that Purpose, which includes improved
local access. The statement does not say the Purpose is to provide local land use
access. Rather, it notes that doing so would improve local land use access, which
would occur as a result of meeting the project Purpose.
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29m

Comment

Response

Alternatives Analysis
Pre-decisional analysis and action is not allowed
The development and narrowing of alternatives—both during advance public
review and discussion by working-groups and within the EA process itself—is
illegitimate and incomplete in that every stage of those processes has presumed
that the final action selection will include construction of a new bridge in south
Glenwood Springs. (The very name of the proposal, and of the EA, includes
the term “south bridge”, and every discussion has been constrained and
manipulated to fulfill that presumed decision.
Aside from being bad public process, and aside from being an illogical
approach to a key community concern, this approach is illegal under the
provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (and attendant
regulations), which specifically prohibit statements, actions, and selection
processes that are what those documents call “pre-decisional”. The assumption
that the answer to the community’s safety needs is a new bridge at a specific
location is a violation of law, and the resulting process and documents are
correspondingly vulnerable to credible legal challenge.

29n

29o

Range of alternatives is incomplete and inadequate
The EA presentation (EA p. 2-19 et seq.) of only two alternatives—no action
and preferred alternative—is wholly inadequate. To present such a non-range
of true alternatives is a thin charade that perpetuates the illegal pre-decisional
nature of the entire study process, and of the EA itself. The inherent
assumption of this approach is that a very specific bridge will be built or
nothing new will be done. The EA fails to provide in-depth analysis of the
variety of methods available for ensuring public safety, emergency access, and
emergency evacuation without a new bridge.
Non-compliance with National Environmental Policy Act
The EA fails to comply with the provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), and attendant regulations, in three ways:
1) Pre-decisional assumptions regarding the proposal outcome and project
selection;
2) Inadequate range of alternatives in the EA’s final analysis; and
3) Failure to complete an environmental impact statement. NEPA requires that
an EIS be prepared if initial analysis (via EA or otherwise) indicates that a
proposed action would result in a significant environmental impact. Stated
differently, unless an EA finds that the proposed action would not result in a
significant environmental impact (finding of no significant impact), the
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Comment #29k response: Refer to Comment #29d response.
Comment #29l response: Refer to Comment #29b response.
Comment #29m response: Chapter 2 (Alternatives Analysis) of the EA and the
South Bridge Alternatives Evaluation and Screening Report prepared in support of the
EA illustrate that the alternatives analysis conducted for this project was thorough
and not pre-decisional. Also refer to Comment #29e and #29i responses. The EA
document title (South Bridge Environmental Assessment) was named for the Preferred
Alternative that was ultimately identified through the alternatives evaluation
process outlined in Chapter 2 of the EA; the title does not presume that that
alternative was the only one considered. The Project Working Group identified a
Preferred Alternative and opted to evaluate it, along with the No Action Alternative,
in detail in the EA. This is appropriate NEPA practice.
Comment #29n response: Refer to Comment #29e and #29i responses.
Comment #29o response: Refer to Comment #29e, #29i, #29m, and #29f responses.
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agency must prepare a full-scale EIS. The draft EA, for reasons noted in
these comments, cannot legitimately reach a conclusion that the proposal
would have not significant impact. The EA must declare potential for
significant impact and must recommend preparation of a full EIS.

29p

29q

29r

Transportation Impacts
The EA analysis of projected traffic volumes (EA, p. 3-1 et seq.), lengthy and
elaborately illustrated as it is, is inherently flawed in that all comparative
volumes assume essentially no effective traffic mitigation measures will be
implemented under either analyzed alternative. At best, the existing conditions
description projects continued reliance on marginal public bus service, underused school bus service, vague support for ride-sharing, and little else.
Unless and until a robust program is implemented to significantly reduce
current and future motor-traffic volumes, the proposal, and the EA, are
premature at best, and are sloppy, unimaginative, and inefficient. Just an initial
list of such measures includes: significant increase in range, frequency, and
attractiveness of free public transportation; required use of school buses by all
pupils who live distant from school; active, attractive ride-sharing programs
and incentives; coordinated campaign with local and regional employers to
reduce on-site work days (with corresponding increase of from-home work);
overall specific commitment to reduction of vehicle miles traveled, both within
and through Glenwood Springs.
No community, region, or state can justify—financially or morally—the
expenditure of (likely under-estimated) $34 million, and inflicting the
community, neighborhood, and environmental impacts of the proposal, without
first undertaking such measures and then basing new-structure analysis on
modified projections of traffic volumes and traffic patterns.
Affected Environment, Impacts, and Mitigation
The EA discussion (EA p. 4-8 et seq.) of impacts to the neighborhoods, homes,
and people along existing Airport Road (CR 116) is bland, passing,
incomplete, and inadequate. As such, it represents severe neglect of the needs,
lifestyles, and investments of the people who live, worship, and work along
that route. It is correspondingly an insult to those people.
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Response
Comment #29p response: Pages 4-85 and 4-86 of the EA list future plans that are
expected to address public transit service, such as bus rapid transit and regional
travel and local mobility. Although such actions are expected to reduce traffic
volumes, the “EA utilizes the high-growth scenario for intersection improvements
and traffic-related resource impact evaluation to provide the most conservative
approach to roadway design” (page 3-3 of the EA) to predict the most likely traffic
scenario.
Comment #29q response: Many of the measures listed in your comment were
considered as part of a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) and Travel
Demand Management (TDM) strategy to reduce traffic (see Table 2-2 of the EA).
However, it was found that these measures alone would not address the Purpose
and Need for the South Bridge project, specifically the need to provide secondary
access in South Glenwood Springs. This need was identified as a result of the
required evacuation of South Glenwood Springs during the Coal Seam Fire of 2002,
and prompted the congressional earmark for this project (see Chapter 1 of the EA).
Comment #29r response: Refer to Comment #29q response.
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29s

29t

Comment

Phrases like “…access…could be more challenging…”, “…Community
cohesion…would potentially be impacted…”, and that such impacts “…would
be negligible…” reflects an analysis—and analysts—wholly out of touch with
the real lives, needs, and preferences of people who actually live along the
proposed route for what would be, in effect, a new highway.
Noise
The EA analysis (EA, p. 4-25 et seq.) of noise impacts to residences, school,
and businesses along Airport Road is unconvincing. Logical anticipation of an
increase in noise associated with a 2400% increase in traffic volumes is that it
would be very large and severe. Such an increase in noise levels would greatly
harm neighborhood life, interaction, conversation, concentrated work, study,
and contemplation.
The noise analysis in the EA appears to rely solely on projected decibel levels
from increased traffic volume and associated activity. This artificial and
narrow approach fails to measure, let along assess, let alone mitigate the
effects of such a relentless pattern of noise, whatever the decibel level.
The EA candidly notes (EA, p. 4-30) that no noise-mitigation measures are
anticipated, except for the construction of vertical so-called “noise barriers”—
apparently solely because further, and more effective, measures are not
required. Subjecting the choice of noise mitigation measures to a standard of
“…feasibility and reasonableness…” necessarily ignores the needs and
preferences of people who would be impacted by the noise itself. Getting by,
doing only the minimum that is required, does not represent good community
sensitivity or care.
Because only noise barriers are contemplated, with even those measures not
planned for residential noise “receivers” on the southwest side of Airport
Road, the EA leaves residents and their home activities completely unprotected
from the severe increase that the proposal would bring.

29u

Neighborhood livability
The EA includes essentially no analysis of the tangible and severe impacts
operation of a new highway would have on the established
residential/school/church neighborhood where the project route is proposed.
Piecemeal measures of select factors are included, but no real assessment of
the quality of day-to-day life in the neighborhood are included.
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Response
Comment #29s response: The analysis considered the people who live along the
proposed route. The analysis in the EA and this FONSI evaluated environmental and
social resources present in the study area, including those that tend to be of more
concern to the people who live and work there, such as traffic, noise, air quality,
water quality, wildlife and vegetation, visual conditions, and Environmental Justice
populations. Specific to your comment about community cohesion, while the EA
discusses that the Preferred Alternative would introduce a wider paved area and
increased traffic along Airport Road, negligible impacts to community cohesion
would occur because of existing elements that currently separate the neighborhoods
there. Impacts to environmental and social resources are presented in the EA and
updated in this FONSI. All measures to mitigate impacts are presented in Table 4-14
of this FONSI).
Comment #29t response: The evaluation of noise impacts and mitigation measures
conducted for the EA and updated for this FONSI complied with CDOT’s Noise
Analyses and Abatement Guidelines and FHWA’s approved traffic noise model.
The noise reanalysis conducted for the updated Preferred Alternative evaluated a
variety of noise mitigation measures where noise impacts would occur, and noise
barriers along Airport Road were determined to meet CDOT’s criteria and are
recommended.
Comment #29u response: The EA assessed potential impacts of the Preferred
Alternative, as detailed in Chapter 4 of the EA. In the 2020 reevaluation of the EA,
impacts were reassessed based on changes in study area conditions and the updated
Preferred Alternative design, as presented in Chapter 4.0 of this FONSI. Impacts to
quality of life are addressed under the various resources assessed in the EA,
including noise, air quality, social resources, economic conditions, water quality,
visual resources, parks and recreation, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, etc. Taken
together, these resources are the components of quality of life.
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Without such personal and real-life analysis, the EA lacks legitimacy, and the
proposed project poses an untested threat to the neighborhood.
29v

Cumulative Impacts
The EA attempt to list and analyze resource-specific cumulative impacts fails
to comprehensively assess, let alone mitigate, the larger impact the proposal
would have on regional land-use patterns, on overall community and regional
traffic-volumes and patterns, on quality of life and sense of community in
neighborhoods in the path of the proposal and in other parts of the community.
CONCLUSIONS

29w

This EA process should be stopped immediately, either replaced with a full
environmental impact statement, or dropped altogether. The proposal, for a
new bridge, should be dropped as discussed so far, replaced with a truly
comprehensive analysis of safety needs, community vision, and neighborhood
visibility.
The proposal, and the current EA, march forward with the unilateral and
unquestioned assumption that a new bridge is needed, that accommodation of
more traffic is a good thing, and that all other community and neighborhood
values should be secondary or subservient to motor-traffic needs and
projections. This is an improper approach to legitimate community planning, it
is an insult to the real people with real lives and real investments that would be
severely impacted by the proposal.
Thank you for considering these comments and the sincere and personal
motivation behind them.
Sincerely,
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Response
Comment #29v response: Please refer to above responses to comments on these
topics.
Comment #29w response: Please refer to above responses to comments on these
topics.

