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7 Community Outreach and Agency 
Involvement 

The 150-mile-long US 50 project area includes a large and diverse group of communities, agencies, and 

other stakeholders. The objective of the US 50 Tier 1 EIS states: “To ensure that the full range of issues 

related to this proposed action are addressed and all significant issues identified, comments and 

suggestions are invited from all interested parties” (71 FR 4958). This chapter summarizes the community 

outreach and agency involvement associated with this document, including the: 

• Tiering of the EIS, pre-scoping process, and results 

• Scoping process and results 

• Community outreach efforts 

• Working group coordination 

• Agency coordination 

• Future public and agency involvement opportunities 

 

7.1 TIERING OF THE EIS, PRE-SCOPING PROCESS, AND RESULTS 

Prior to the initiation of the US 50 Tier 1 EIS, meetings were held to confirm a tiered approach to 

planning improvements for the US 50 corridor, to identify stakeholders, and to determine their interest in 

participating in the project. These meetings and their results are described below. 

 

7.1.1 Tiering Meeting 

In September 2004, staff members from CDOT and FHWA met to discuss the possibility of 

implementing a tiered approach to analyzing the US 50 corridor. Tiering is a process for evaluating the 

environmental consequences of a project in two steps, known as tiers. The first tier examines a large area 

or a broad set of issues when a project is still in the formative stage. The second tier involves the 

preparation of a detailed NEPA analysis addressing the consequences of one or more specific projects and 

including project impacts, costs, and mitigation strategies. 

 

They determined that a tiered EIS approach was reasonable to meet the long-term transportation project 

objective of providing a corridor location decision that CDOT and the impacted communities can use to 

plan and program future improvements, preserve right of way, and pursue funding opportunities. 
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Meeting discussions included: 

• Issues associated with US 50 in southeastern Colorado 

• Lessons learned from other tiered EIS projects 

• Project goals 

• The tiering process (including how to comply with NEPA and FHWA requirements) 

• Corridor preservation 

• Interagency coordination 

• Logical termini 

 

CDOT and FHWA agreed that a tiered EIS would best integrate transportation planning decisions with 

environmental regulations while formally involving local communities in the process. 

 

7.1.2 Community Pre-Scoping 

Stakeholders from 14 communities (10 municipalities and four counties) were invited, via email, to 

participate in the US 50 EIS process. Invitees included: 

• City of Holly • City of Swink • Prowers County 

• City of Granada • City of Rocky Ford • Pueblo County 

• City of Lamar • City of Manzanola • Bent County 

• City of Las Animas • City of Fowler • Otero County 

• City of La Junta • City of Pueblo  

 

Each community was asked to have a publicly elected official represent their jurisdiction throughout the 

project. Community representatives would be asked to participate in a Community Working Group where 

they would learn about the project, identify their community’s desired level of participation in the project, 

and provide information about any major issues or concerns they had about the project at that time. 

 

Between April and June 2005, pre-scoping meetings were held that included these community 

representatives. More information about the project team’s pre-scoping meeting dates, attendees, and 

discussion topics can be found in Appendix C, Public and Agency Involvement. 

 

Another stakeholder included in pre-scoping of the EIS was Action 22. Action 22 is a coalition of cities, 

communities, counties, associations, businesses, and organizations in Southern Colorado. The project 
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team met with a representative from the group on May 11, 2005, to establish ongoing communication that 

would last throughout the project. 

 

Resolutions Adopted by US 50 Communities 

In June and July 2005, all 14 communities along US 50 adopted resolutions in support of the US 50 Tier 1 

EIS project. A resolution also was adopted by Baca County, located in the southeastern corner of the 

state. These resolutions state that community leaders: 

• Support the recommendations made in the previous US 50 planning study (A Corridor Selection 

Study, A Plan for US 50); 

• Will work with CDOT to develop and implement corridor preservation strategies for the route 

selected (as the preferred alternative); 

• Recognize and will comply with NEPA; and 

• Have selected a project liaison to serve on the Community Working Group who is authorized to 

speak on behalf of the community. 

 

7.1.3 Agency Pre-Scoping 

Following the decision by CDOT and FHWA to pursue a tiered EIS for US 50 through the Lower 

Arkansas Valley, federal, state, and local agencies with potential interests in the project were contacted. 

Representatives from these agencies were asked if they would meet to learn about the project, identify 

their agency’s desired level of participation in it, and provide information about any major issues or 

concerns they had about the project at that time. Between May and August 2005, the project team met 

with the agencies listed in Table 7-1.  
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Table 7-1. Agencies Involved in the Pre-Scoping Process 

Federal 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Natural Resources Conservation Service 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Bureau of Land Management 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Park Service 

Federal Emergency Management Agency  

State 

Colorado Department of Local Affairs 
Colorado Department of Public Health and 
Environment 

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (previously Colorado 
Division of Wildlife and Colorado State Parks) 

Colorado Department of Natural Resources 

Colorado State Historic Preservation Office 
Colorado State Land Board of the U.S. Forest 
Service 

Local 

Lower Arkansas Valley Water Conservancy 
District 

 

 

The lead agencies entered into two formal agreements with resource agencies during the US 50 Tier 1 

EIS. They include: (1) a PA among CDOT, FHWA, and the Colorado SHPO focusing on cultural 

resources (i.e., historic and archaeological resources), and (2) an agreement to integrate NEPA and Clean 

Water Act Section 404 criteria. 

 

7.1.4 Railroad Coordination 

The project team also met with the BNSF Railroad (formerly Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe) on August 

11, 2005. BNSF owns and operates an active rail line through southeastern Colorado that closely parallels 

US 50. More information about the project team’s pre-scoping meetings with the agencies and BNSF can 

be found in Appendix C, Public and Agency Involvement. 

 

7.1.5 Formation of Project Working Groups 

After the project team identified active stakeholders, the next step was to develop means by which these 

stakeholders would work together, provide input, and make decisions. Three primary working groups 

were formed to accomplish this, including the Project Management Team, Community Working Group, 

and Agency Working Group. More information about how each of these groups was formed and their 

function is discussed below. 

 

Project Management Team 

The Project Management Team is comprised of representatives from the lead agencies (CDOT and 

FHWA) and the consultant team. The purpose of the Project Management Team is to coordinate the 
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interests and information identified during the US 50 Tier 1 EIS process to ensure that NEPA is followed 

and participating interests reach a general agreement on a preferred corridor within a reasonable 

timeframe and budget. The project team held several agency-specific meetings to adopt formal 

agreements dealing with historic resources and coordination with the Clean Water Act Section 404. 

 

Community Working Group 

The Community Working Group is comprised of publicly elected officials from each of the 14 

communities located along US 50 in the Lower Arkansas Valley. These communities have expressed an 

interest in being active participants in the US 50 Tier 1 EIS project by adopting resolutions stating that 

fact. One or more elected official(s) from each community volunteered to serve as the community 

representative during the process. The community is responsible for selecting a replacement 

representative in the case that their member can no longer serve. The purpose of the Community Working 

Group is to help facilitate consensus on project-related issues involving the communities within the US 50 

project area. 

 

To clarify how the Community Working Group would interact with the lead agencies and other project 

groups, Community Working Group members were brought together with representatives from the lead 

agencies at a charter workshop held on September 22, 2005. At this workshop, participants discussed how 

they would work together and make decisions on project-related issues. These discussions were translated 

into a charter agreement, which outlined participants’ roles in project decision making, their 

responsibilities, and a dispute resolution process to be followed in situations when the group could not 

come to an agreement. (Ultimately, this dispute resolution process was never needed.) All 14 

communities signed the charter agreement, formally called the Community Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU), along with CDOT and FHWA. The Community MOU is presented in  

Appendix C, Public and Agency Involvement. 

 

Agency Working Group 

The Agency Working Group is comprised of representatives from 13 federal, state, and local agencies. 

These agencies expressed an interest in being active participants in the US 50 Tier 1 EIS project during 

pre-scoping meetings. Each agency chose their own representative(s), and when their member(s) can no 

longer serve, the agency is responsible for selecting their replacement(s). The purpose of the Agency 

Working Group is to help coordinate decision making on resource issues and to provide technical input on 

resources within each agency’s legal or regulatory jurisdiction. 
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To clarify how the Agency Working Group would interact with the lead agencies and other project 

groups, Agency Working Group members were brought together with representatives from the lead 

agencies at a charter workshop held on August 10, 2005. At this workshop, participants discussed how 

they would work together and make decisions on project-related issues. The discussions from this 

meeting were translated into an Agency Charter Agreement, which was signed by 13 agencies, including 

CDOT and FHWA. 

 

The Agency Charter Agreement identifies CDOT and FHWA as lead agencies and discusses the roles of 

the Agency Working Group in the planning process. The Agency Working Group is supported by the 

Project Management Team. Roles of the Agency Working Group include facilitating corridor decisions 

regarding modal choice, identifying a preferred location and logical termini, providing the prioritization 

and design parameters for Tier 2 studies, and developing corridor-wide environmental mitigation 

strategies. The Agency Charter Agreement is included in Appendix C, Public and Agency Involvement. 

 

7.2 SCOPING PROCESS AND RESULTS 

After the NOI was published in the Federal Register in January 2006, the project scope, issues, and 

concerns were formally defined through a series of meetings. A single meeting was held for agency 

participants, and 10 meetings were held for the public, one in each of the municipalities along US 50 in 

the Lower Arkansas Valley. Approximately 235 private citizens, 14 agencies, 14 communities, and six 

other organizations participated in these meetings, which are described in more detail below. 

 

7.2.1 Agency Scoping Meeting 

The agency scoping meeting was held on February 23, 2006. The purpose of the meeting was to establish 

a foundation for informed and meaningful agency scoping comments specific to the US 50 Tier 1 EIS 

process. The goals of the meeting were to: 

• Develop an understanding of the corridor, including previous planning efforts 

• Provide clarity regarding project milestones, decision making, and resource methodology 

approaches 

• Provide an opportunity for agency representatives to review the draft purpose and need statement 

and draft project area 

 

The group was asked to provide feedback on project assumptions. They informally agreed with 

eliminating the previously considered north and south regional corridors, and with using a  



 US 50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD 

December 2017  7-7 

community-developed vision to identify a general location for US 50 north, through, or south of the 

communities within the boundaries of the existing regional corridor. 

 

Agencies discussed project topics of specific importance to their respective agencies. These topics 

included avoiding habitat fragmentation, minimizing impacts to wetlands and riparian habitats, protecting 

Section 4(f) resources, and considering impacts to low-income and minority populations. The group also 

discussed opportunities that the project would create for coordination between agencies on environmental 

strategies. A summary of agency participation in this meeting and comments obtained is presented in 

Appendix C, Public and Agency Involvement. 

 

7.2.2 Public Scoping Meeting 

Public scoping meetings took place between February 27, 2006, and March 7, 2006. One meeting was 

held in each of the towns and cities along US 50 in the Lower Arkansas Valley, including Pueblo, Fowler, 

Manzanola, Rocky Ford, Swink, La Junta, Las Animas, Lamar, Granada, and Holly. A total of 235 people 

attended these meetings, which were designed to facilitate open communication and dialogue. As with all 

the public meetings associated with the US 50 Tier 1 EIS, members of the public were encouraged to 

comment in writing, via telephone, or online if they could not attend a meeting. 

 

The purpose of the meetings was to: 

• Review the results of the previous US 50 study, A Corridor Selection Study: A Plan for US 50 

(CDOT 2003a) 

• Clarify the goals for the US 50 tiered EIS process 

• Collect issues and concerns that needed to be considered while developing a preferred corridor 

location for US 50 through the Lower Arkansas Valley 

 

Key issues identified by the communities during this process included concerns for increasing traffic in 

through-town routes and impacts to the local economy. The project team used the comments provided by 

the communities to develop alternative evaluation criteria. A discussion of the evaluation criteria used to 

screen alternatives is included in Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered. Appendix C, Public and Agency 

Involvement, includes a summary of the public scoping process.  
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7.3 WORKING GROUP COORDINATION 

As described previously in Section 7.1.5, Formation of Project Working Groups, working groups were 

established by the lead agencies early in the project to provide active stakeholders the opportunity to work 

together, provide input, and make decisions. The Agency Working Group provides the technical 

background for environmental impact evaluation and decision processes. The Community Working 

Group provides local knowledge of transportation, land use, and social issues and serves as liaisons 

between the project team and local decision makers. 

 

The Community Working Group and Agency Working Group have met at key project milestones to 

provide input on project-related issues, as described in the Community Working Group MOU and Agency 

Working Group Charter Agreement. These milestones represented identification of: 

• Scoping results 

• The project area, and the purpose and need 

• A full range of alternatives and proposed screening criteria 

• Preliminary alternatives to be evaluated 

• A preferred alternative and mitigation 

 

The scoping results milestone meeting was cancelled at the request of the working groups. Most of the 

group’s members attended the public scoping meeting in their community, and some of them attended the 

agency scoping meeting. The groups ultimately determined that they did not need to meet to review the 

results of the scoping process since they had all participated in it. 

 

Each working group convened to review the project area and purpose and need in June 2006. The groups 

then met to review the full range of alternatives and proposed screening criteria on July 24 and 25, 2007. 

This meeting was attended by members of CDOT, FHWA, the Agency Working Group, the Community 

Working Group, and project consultants. The meeting schedule included a half-day office-based meeting 

followed by a bus tour of the US 50 project area. The purpose of the bus tour was to enable members of 

both working groups to discuss conflicts among human (i.e., built) and natural resources that existed in 

the project area. The office-based meeting had 23 attendees; the corridor tour had 24 participants. The 

topics discussed during this meeting included floodplain issues, community/economic impacts, 

agricultural resources, historic resources, wetland and riparian impacts, and disaster recovery (within the 

town of Holly).  
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The Agency Working Group met on August 20, 2008, to discuss mitigation strategies for wetland, 

riparian, and biological resources. This meeting helped develop the Mitigation Strategies Plan, included in 

Appendix E. A detailed discussion of recommendations for mitigating impacts of potential Tier 2 projects 

is included in Chapter 8, Mitigation Strategies. 

 

In June 2016, members of the Agency Working Group received a letter from CDOT with an electronic 

copy of the US 50 Corridor East Draft Tier 1 EIS for their review and comment. The letter announced the 

dates, times, and locations of public hearings that were held during July 2016. In addition, CDOT offered 

to arrange a meeting with Agency Working Group members before preparing the FEIS/ROD document; 

however, no requests were made to convene a meeting. Review of the Draft Tier 1 EIS addressed the last 

milestone, which involved the Agency Working Group’s review of the Preferred Alternative and 

mitigation measures. 

 

Publication of this FEIS/ROD completes FHWA and CDOT’s commitments as outlined in the Agency 

Working Group Charter Agreement and the Community Working Group MOU. 

 

7.4 COMMUNITY OUTREACH EFFORTS 

Outreach to the public began early in the project and continued throughout the US 50 Tier 1 EIS process. 

This outreach included resolutions adopted by communities along US 50 within the project area 

(discussed in Section 7.1.2, Community Pre-Scoping), public meetings at key project milestones, and 

communication with the public. 

 

7.4.1 Communication with the Public 

A Communication Handbook was developed to guide the project’s community outreach efforts. This plan 

is included in Appendix C, Public and Agency Involvement. The goal of this plan was to ensure that the 

project’s outreach efforts created an atmosphere of openness and trust with the public and other project 

stakeholders. The communication plan included several techniques utilized to communicate with the 

public and solicit input about project-related issues. These techniques included: 

• Developing and maintaining a contacts database 

• Holding public meetings 

• Sending more than 1,200 mailings (newsletters and postcards) to households and businesses 

along the corridor 

• Hosting a project website with e-mail link located at www.coloradodot.info/projects/us50e 

• Creating an information telephone line 

http://www.coloradodot.info/projects/us50e
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• Hosting call-in spots on radio shows 

• Providing a children’s table to accommodate members of the public attending with children 

• Ensuring Spanish translators were on call for every meeting 

• Implementing a Speaker’s Bureau 

• Responding to individual inquiries 

• Placing ads in all the local newspapers 

• Disseminating information to the media, including public service announcements 

• Posting fliers in 81 locations within the communities to provide contact information and meeting 

locations (in Spanish and English) 

• Creating press releases that announced the NOI, answered frequently asked questions, and gave 

project status updates 

 

These tools were used as appropriate to maximize the public’s ability to actively participate in the project 

and provide input about project-related issues. Feedback received from the public at large was collected 

during meetings, from a project website, using a project-specific telephone number, by facsimile, and by 

direct mail. 

 

Outreach to Minority and Low-Income Populations 

The US 50 Tier 1 EIS project team worked hard to reach out to people who, if not encouraged, might not 

prefer to attend meetings or provide input for various reasons. While not exclusively focused on reaching 

minority and low-income populations, the strategy for scheduling the public meetings and communicating 

the information incorporated outreach to these populations. Low-income and minority populations were 

identified using 2000 U.S. Census data for each of the counties in the corridor. Following release of the 

2010 Census, low-income and minority populations were re-identified. The following issues were taken 

into consideration during the public engagement planning process: 

• Meeting venue selection incorporated accessibility because most low-income and minority 

populations in the study area live within urbanized areas of the project corridor. 

• Meeting announcements and communications included alternate methods of outreach, such as 

posting flyers in targeted locations and providing information in English and in Spanish. 

• Spanish-speaking radio stations were incorporated as communication vehicles, and a special 

public service announcement in Spanish was created. 
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• All communications included a paragraph in Spanish explaining that all reasonable 

accommodations would be made for people with disabilities and those who require Spanish 

translation. 

• A member of the project team attending all public meetings was prepared for basic translation 

services, as needed. 

 

7.4.2 Public Meetings at Key Project Milestones 

In addition to the scoping meetings, a series of public meetings were held in August 2007, which included 

one meeting in each of the cities and towns along US 50 in the Lower Arkansas Valley (10 meetings 

total). The goal of the meetings was to obtain public input on the proposed purpose and need, range of 

alternatives, and screening criteria. A total of 302 people attended these meetings. The Range of 

Alternatives and Screening Criteria Public Meetings Report is included in Appendix C, Public and 

Agency Involvement. 

 

As with all the public meetings associated with the US 50 Tier 1 EIS, these public meetings were held in 

a format that facilitated open communication and dialogue. Members of the public were encouraged to 

comment in writing, via telephone, or online if they could not attend a meeting. Also, meetings were held 

in each of the 10 communities so that residents who lived in one community and worked in another could 

attend a meeting in whichever location was more convenient. 

 

A total of 69 comments were received from the public. A majority of the comments received were in 

favor of the process and the decisions made in drafting project alternatives and screening criteria. Other 

comments identified concerns about impacts to the local economy and the welfare of the communities 

that would be impacted by the project. Some comments identified concerns for the purchase of private 

land for right-of-way uses. 

 

7.4.3 Public Hearings 

The US 50 Tier 1 DEIS was prepared in collaboration with CDOT and FHWA. The Notice of Availability 

was published in the Federal Register on June 10, 2016, and availability was announced in publications 

distributed in Pueblo, Otero, Bent, and Prowers counties. After the public release of the DEIS, four public 

hearings were held in July 2016 to summarize the DEIS findings and provide an opportunity for public 

comment on the document. 
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The dates and locations of each public meeting are presented below. 

 

Lamar 

Monday, July 11, 2016 

Lamar Community Center 

 

Las Animas 

Monday, July 11, 2016 

Las Animas Municipal Golf Course 

 

Rocky Ford 

Tuesday, July 12, 2016 

Rocky Ford Chamber of Commerce 

 

Pueblo 

Wednesday, July 13, 2016 

Southeastern Colorado Heritage Center 

 

During these public hearings, verbal and written comments were recorded and other comments were 

obtained through mailings/forms available on the website. All comments have been gathered, sorted, and 

formatted and appear later in this chapter. This FEIS document includes responses to public comments 

and outlines the decisions made and reasoning for their conclusions, per the Moving Ahead for Progress 

in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21). As Tier 2 studies are conducted in the future by CDOT, continued 

public outreach will include website updates, mailings, and additional opportunities for agency and public 

involvement. 

 

7.4.4 Comments and Responses on the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 DEIS 

The public review and comment period on the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 DEIS was originally advertised 

in the Federal Register as being June 13, 2016, to July 29, 2016 (47 days). However, following requests to 

CDOT for a public comment period extension, an amended notice was published in the Federal Register 

on July 22, 2016, extending the comment period from July 29, 2016, to August 12, 2016, for a total 

comment period of 61 days. CDOT also allowed receipt of comments after the comment period end date. 

 

Reviewing the comments received, it became clear that certain topics or subjects were commented on 

more frequently. Standard Responses have been prepared for these comments that present more detail on 

the topic or subject. These can be found below in the subsection labeled Standard Responses to 

Comments. 

An index of comments and responses, ordered alphabetically by the commenter’s last name, is presented 

in Table 7-2, following the Standard Responses to Comments subsection below. In total, 59 people 

provided 70 comments on the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 DEIS. 

 

Individual comments received and responses are presented side-by-side in Table 7-3, below, after the 

Standard Responses to Comments subsection. Comments are numbered in the general order in which they 
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were received. In Table 7-3, comments and their responses are organized into four sections—federal, 

state, and local agency comments; special interest group comments; comments received via emails, 

telephone messages, letters, and private verbal comments given to court reporters at the public meetings; 

and finally, transcripts of verbal comments given at the Las Animas, Lamar, Rocky Ford, and Pueblo 

public meetings. Within the first three sections, comments are ordered numerically. In the final section, 

that which includes the verbal comments received at the public hearings, the comments are presented in 

the exact order in which speakers gave their comments.  

 

It should be noted that comments received in a written format, including those recorded as transcripts 

from the public hearings, are presented exactly as they were received by the project team and may include 

known spelling or grammatical errors. 

 

Standard Responses to Comments 

Response 1: Around-Town versus Through-Town Alternatives 

Due to the community disruption of constructing a wider highway on through-town corridors, CDOT 

explored potential around-town corridors in consultation with local communities. Around-town corridors 

were developed initially in the US 50 planning study and refined during the US 50 Tier 1 EIS process. 

Corridors going around the north and the south sides of the communities were sketched onto aerial maps, 

attempting to avoid impacts to community and ecological resources. At the request of the communities, 

these corridors were kept as close to US 50 as possible, but just far enough around the towns to avoid 

impacting key resources. The future around-town route would be two to 11 miles longer than the existing 

route, depending on which alternatives are chosen. 

 

To research the around-town versus through-town issue, the project team conducted a literature review, 

examining the economic effects of new around-town bypasses on communities. Those studies concluded 

that ongoing general economic trends in smaller towns were intensified by the implementation of  

around-town routes, meaning that around-town routes themselves did not change existing economic 

trends associated with a business district or community, but that investment tends to focus in areas near 

the highway. The around-town routes, therefore, have the potential to cause negative effects to some 

businesses that are located on the existing highway. However, those effects are unlikely to alter the 

general economic trends in any community (see Appendix A, Economics Technical Memorandum, of the 

US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD.) 
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The around-town corridors were carried forward because they would benefit local mobility, balance 

mobility and access for all users of US 50, and would allow for flexibility to address future traffic needs 

because they lack the restricted setting that the through-town options presented. For more information, 

please see Section 3.5, Through Town or Around Town, on page 3-20 of this document. 

 

Response 2: Public Hearings 

Under NEPA, agencies must hold public hearings or public meetings to solicit information from the 

public and explain the agency’s decision-making process. The format used for this project allows CDOT 

and FHWA to thoroughly record the public comments and provide proper responses. Full transcripts of 

the hearings are provided in Appendix G, Public Hearing Transcripts, in the US 50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

 

Due to multiple requests, the public review and comment period beginning June 13, 2016, was extended 

from 47 days to 61 days, and ended on August 12, 2016. During that period, CDOT held four public 

hearings, one in each county. Because the study corridor covers a large geographic area, the meetings had 

to be strategically located to reach the largest audience possible. The public hearing schedule was as 

follows: 

 

Las Animas 

Monday, July 11, 2016 

11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. 

Las Animas Municipal Golf Course 

220 Country Club Drive 

 

Lamar 

Monday, July 11, 2016 

5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

Lamar Community Building 

610 South 6th Street 

 

 

Rocky Ford 

Tuesday, July 12, 2016 

5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

Rocky Ford Chamber of Commerce 

The Gobin Building 

105 North Main Street 

 

Pueblo 

Wednesday, July 13, 2016 

5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

Southeastern Colorado Heritage Center 

201 West B Street 

 

 

At the Rocky Ford meeting, a last-minute relocation due to unforeseen circumstances created overly 

crowded conditions. CDOT heard the feedback regarding this problem. The project team was pleased 

with the turn-out at the Rocky Ford public hearing and will ensure that when Tier 2 public 

meetings/hearings are held, a more appropriate venue is found. 
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Response 3: Planning Process and Timing of Project Implementation 

Completing this Tier 1 EIS is the first step in identifying corridor-wide priorities along US 50. The EIS 

looks at the corridor as whole at this stage of the planning process to ensure that individual segments and 

improvements match the priorities. Project priorities and improvements identified in this EIS will move 

through the federal planning process, with CDOT and FHWA working directly with local planning 

partners, the Southeast Transportation Planning Region, and the Pueblo Area Council of Governments. 

These priorities are incorporated into each planning area’s Regional Transportation Plan, which is 

updated every five years and incorporated into the Statewide Transportation Implementation Plan. 

 

As funding becomes available, prioritized improvements with independent utility that were identified in 

the Tier 1 EIS could move into a Tier 2 study and, eventually, undergo construction of a portion of the 

highway. For more details, see Section S.10, Anticipated Outcomes of Tier 1, on page S-20 in the 

Summary of this document. 

 

Response 4: Purpose and Need of the US 50 East Corridor Project 

The purpose for undertaking transportation improvements on the US 50 corridor is to improve safety and 

mobility for local, regional, and long-distance users of US 50 and to accommodate the existing and future 

travel demand. The need for improvements on US 50 arises from the combined effects of multiple safety 

and mobility issues that are influenced by the differing needs of the road users, physical highway 

deficiencies, the ability to enter, exit, or cross US 50, numerous speed reduction zones, and a lack of safe 

passing opportunities. Please see Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, for a more detailed description. 

 

Response 5: Property Acquisitions 

Property acquisition will result in the purchase of some agriculture land, and some business and 

residential properties. Potential relocations are most likely to occur in alternative sections between 

communities where the Build Alternatives require widening on the existing alignment. 

 
In addition to potential relocations, property acquisitions of primarily agricultural land also will be 

needed, especially in the around-town alternatives. Because farmland and ranch lands could be affected 

by the Build Alternatives, CDOT will reduce the impacts caused by the roadway footprint in the 

following manner, where possible: 

• Follow section lines and existing roads. 

• Minimize impacts to Prime and Unique Farmlands and losses to agricultural productivity. 

• Minimize the number of uneconomical remainders. 
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• Work around feedlots in a way that would allow operations to continue at these facilities. 

• Avoid direct effects to roadside produce markets. 

• Minimize disruptions to key portions of US 50 that are heavily used for farm-to-market travel, 

especially during harvest times. 

 

Impacts to specific parcels will be evaluated in greater detail during Tier 2 studies after specific roadway 

footprints are identified. All acquisitions and relocations will comply fully with federal and state 

requirements, including the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 

1970 (Uniform Act). For more information on property acquisitions, please see Section 4.3.3, Land Use, 

on page 4-118 of this document. Also, see Section 4.1, Rural and Agricultural Environment, on page 4-5 

for a summary of potential effects on the agricultural community. 

 

Response 6: The Preferred Alternative 

The identified Preferred Alternative for the US 50 Corridor East project is a four-lane expressway with 

around-town routes, mostly along the existing highway alignment from Pueblo to near the Kansas state 

line. 

 

A four-lane expressway will provide the most improvement to address the issues identified in the 

project’s purpose and need. The expressway is the preferred facility type because it improves safety for 

vehicles on the highway, allows for some left turns on and off the highway, and allows access across the 

highway at certain locations. For more information on the identified Preferred Alternative, please see 

Chapter 6, Identification of Preferred Alternative and Summary of Impacts, in this Tier 1 EIS. 

 

Response 7: Project Funding 

Funding for construction of the improvements identified in this Tier 1 EIS is uncertain since CDOT’s 

total funding for highway improvements across the state is limited. The 2040 Statewide Long-Range 

Transportation Plan includes the US 50 corridor, but there is no guarantee that the funds needed will be 

there in the fiscal years specified in the Regional Transportation Plan. The Southeast Transportation 

Planning Region, which contains Otero, Bent, and Prowers counties—three of the four counties along the 

US 50 project corridor—also has identified the US 50 corridor as a priority. 

 

Since it is not expected that funding would be available to build the entire 150-mile-long expressway at 

once, it is likely that construction will happen by sections and phases over time (and likely over years, not 

months). When or if dependable funding sources become available, improvements identified in the Tier 1 
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EIS would move into a Tier 2 study for a specific segment and then construction of a portion of the 

highway would commence. For additional information on funding, see Section S.10, Anticipated 

Outcomes of Tier 1, on page S-20 in the Summary of this document.
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Feik, Mary 18 Comment Form, Las Animas Public Hearing 7-48 

Feik, Mary 19 Comment Form, Las Animas Public Hearing 7-49 

Franklin, Mike 42 Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 7-101 

Fritz II, Kerry 20 Documents submitted, Las Animas Public Hearing 7-50 

Fritz II, Kerry 29 Public Verbal Comment, Las Animas Public Hearing 7-94 

Goodwin, Keith 43 Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 7-113 

Goodwin, Rebecca 44 Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 7-108 

Hanagan, Chuck 45 Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 7-103 
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Lienert, Ph.D, Charles 10 Email 7-63 
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Petramala, Janie 63 Website comment 7-85 

Pfaff, George 48 Letter 7-78 

Pfaff, George 49 Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 7-114 

Pointon, Anita 61 Website comment 7-84 

Pointon, Jenn 26 Public Verbal Comment, Las Animas Public Hearing 7-98 

Robertson, Randall 50 Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 7-111 

Schandelmeier, Debbie 51 Comment Form, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 7-58 

Schwinger, Bob 69 Website comment 7-91 

Smith, Kristine 15 Email 7-70 

Smith, Kristine 16 Email 7-70 

Stephens, Elaine 52 Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 7-122 

Tomky, Chris 53 Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 7-110 

Tomky, Tom 55 Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 7-105 
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Name Comment # Source Page 
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Federal, State, and Local Agency Comments 



US 50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD 

7-22 December 2017 

 

Table 7-3. Comments and Responses on the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 DEIS 

Federal, State, and Local Agency Comments 

Comment Response 

Comment Number: 2 Name: Steve Turner, State Historic Preservation Office 
Response to Comment 2 

Date: 6/17/16 Received: Letter 

2a 

 

2a Comment noted.  
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 1 Name: Martin Weimer, Bureau of Land Management 
Response to Comment 1 

Date: 7/19/2016 Received: E-mail 

1a 

Attached is the single BLM comment to the US 50 Corridor East EIS 

Thanks....Martin Weimer 

Ch. 6, Section 6.1.2, 6-15 

BLMs only area of concern is with the La Junta Build Alternatives. Alternative one (north 
alt.) would be the most complex procedurally since it appears to intersect both BLM 
surface and federal mineral estate. No concerns with Alternative 2 (south alt.) as it 
appears to avoid both BLM surface and federal minerals. Alternatives 3 and 4 have 
potential of intersecting federal minerals. A more detailed map would be required to 
make a more definitive conclusion for alt.s 3 & 4. There is no other BLM surface or 
federal mineral nexus with the other town build alternatives. 

1a  Comment noted. Alternative 2: La Junta 
South was selected as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 5 Name: Robert Stewart, Department of the Interior 
Response to Comment 5 

Date: 7/25/2016 Received: Letter 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5a 

 

5a  A Preferred Alternative has been 
identified in the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD and is described in Chapter 6, 
Identification of Preferred Alternative and 
Summary of Impacts. As noted in Chapter 5, 
Section 4(f) Evaluation, the evaluation is 
based on a level of detail consistent with a 
Tier 1 EIS analysis. As the Preferred 
Alternative is advanced in Tier 2 studies, 
design details within the 250-foot right of way 
will be refined to avoid and minimize impacts 
to Section 4(f) properties, where applicable. 
Guidance included in FHWA’s Section 4(f) 
Policy Paper (FHWA 2012a) notes that during 
a tiered process, when sufficient information 
is unavailable during a first-tier stage, then 
the EIS may be completed without any 
preliminary Section 4(f) approvals. Planning 
regarding the future Tier 2 studies has been 
limited to ensuring that opportunities to 
minimize harm later in the development 
process have not been precluded by 
decisions made during this Tier 1 EIS. 

5b Because this project will have federal 
funding, CDOT will be required to define an 
Area of Potential Effect and perform detailed 
analysis when Tier 2 studies begin. The study 
will identify historic properties, including 
National Landmarks, and evaluate 

5b 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 5 Name: Robert Stewart, Department of the Interior 
Response to Comment 5 (continued) 

Date: 7/25/2016 Received: Letter 

5b 

 

5b (continued) their eligibility for the NRHP if 
they have not been previously evaluated. 
CDOT then will evaluate any potential effect 
the project could have on any resource that is 
determined to be eligible for the NRHP or is 
listed on the NRHP. CDOT will involve the 
SHPO in this process and will identify any 
potential consulting parties. Any resources, 
such as the Granada Relocation Center, will 
be subject to this Section 106 review, and any 
potential effects to those resources will be 
considered. 

5c References to MAP-21 in the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD were 
reviewed to confirm if this Act is still 
applicable for the referenced material. 
Policies and programs in the Fixing America’s 
Surface Transportation (FAST) Act, signed 
into law on December 4, 2015, will be 
implemented during Tier 2 studies. 

5d Mitigation measures as part of the Tier 1 
documentation are conceptual and provide a 
process to determine mitigation strategies. 
The USFWS’ new draft mitigation policies 
(published in the Federal Register on 3/8/16) 
will be reviewed during Tier 2 studies and 
included, as appropriate. References to the 
USFWS Draft Mitigation Policies have been 
added to the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD, Chapter 8, Section 8.2.1, 
Mitigation Strategies for Natural Environment 
Resources page on page 8-2. 

5c 

5d 

 

 

 

5e 

 



US 50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD 

7-26 December 2017 

Comment Response 

Comment Number: 5 Name: Robert Stewart, Department of the Interior 
Response to Comment 5 (continued) 

Date: 7/25/2016 Received: Letter 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This side left intentionally blank. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5e The existing US 50 crosses a small 
portion of the property used for the John 
Martin Reservoir State Wildlife Area, roughly 
eight miles east of Las Animas and then 
again almost 10 miles east of Las Animas. It 
does not cross the reservoir itself, and the 
Build Alternatives would not add a new 
crossing through the reservoir. Therefore, the 
preferred alternative would not directly impact 
the shoreline habitat where the Interior Least 
Tern or Piping Plover nest. Effects to the 
property would be limited to changes to those 
existing crossings (such as widening the 
existing highway alignment). The actual 
effects to the property are expected to be 
minimal and would not hinder the continued 
operation of the park, reservoir, or State 

 

 



 US 50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD 

December 2017  7-27 

Comment Response 

Comment Number: 5 Name: Robert Stewart, Department of the Interior 
Response to Comment 5 (continued) 

Date: 7/25/2016 Received: Letter 
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Wildlife Area at any of the locations. Whether 
these effects occur depends on the location of 
the roadway alignment, which would be 
determined during the Tier 2 studies in this 
area. For more information about potential 
impacts to John Martin Reservoir State 
Wildlife Area and State Park, please see 
Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2, Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat, in the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD. 

Further clarification was provided in Appendix 
G, Table G-1, Special-Status Species 
Potentially Occurring in the Project Area, of 
the Biological Resources Technical 
Memorandum in Appendix A of the US 50 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD explaining that the Interior 
Least Tern and Piping Plover would not be 
impacted by the project. The degree that 
these species would be affected by the 
Preferred Alternative will be assessed during 
Tier 2 studies. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 6 Name: Philip Strobel, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Response to Comment 6 

Date: 8/10/2016 Received: Letter 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

6a 

 

6a Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 6 Name: Philip Strobel, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Response to Comment 6 (continued) 

Date: 8/10/2016 Received: Letter 

 

 
6a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
6b 

 

6b During Tier 2 studies, CDOT will design 
roadway improvements to avoid direct and 
indirect impacts to wetlands when practicable. 
When design constraints necessitate impacts 
to wetlands, CDOT will attempt to minimize 
the impacts. Examples of avoidance and 
minimization measures can be found in the 
Mitigation and the Avoidance Activities sub-
sections of Chapter 4.2.1, Wetland and 
Riparian Resources, on page 4-37 of the US 
50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. These 
examples include retaining walls, guardrails, 
shifting the roadway, reducing the shoulder 
size, and designing shoulders and drainage 
systems so that roadway runoff is directed to 
areas where it can infiltrate the soil before 
running directly into wetlands and/or 
waterways. If wetlands are to be impacted, 
CDOT will describe the wetland impact and 
present proposed mitigation measures. 
Speed reductions are not included as an 
avoidance measure because maintaining a 
consistent speed is needed to ensure 
adequate mobility for long-distance users. For 
more information as to the necessity of a 
consistent speed, please see Chapter 2.3.2, 
Mobility Issues, on page 2-10 of the US 50 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
 

6c 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 6 Name: Philip Strobel, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Response to Comment 6 (continued) 

Date: 8/10/2016 Received: Letter 

6c 

 

6c The US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD, Appendix A, Resource Technical 
Memoranda, Air Quality Technical 
Memorandum, Table 5-1, has been updated 
with more recent emissions data (from 2011) 
from CDPHE. Greenhouse gas information 
(from 2014) has been added to a new Table 
5-2. 

6d During Tier 2 studies, CDOT will 
calculate mobile source emissions using 
EPA’s MOVES2014a model or the latest 
released model at that time. 

6e For the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD, Appendix A, Resource Technical 
Memoranda, Air Quality Technical 
Memorandum, Table 5-2, has been updated 
with ambient air quality data through 2015, 
obtained from CDPHE. This is now Table 5-3. 

6f For the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD, Appendix A, Resource Technical 
Memoranda, Air Quality Technical 
Memorandum. The Annual Mean Value for 
PM2.5 has been changed from 15.0 µg/m3 to 
12.0 µg/m3. This is now Table 5-3. 

6g Comment noted. 

6h CDOT will follow the most current 
regulations and guidance available during 
Tier 2 studies regarding GHG emissions. 
Additional efforts to minimize pollutant 
emissions will be made in accordance with 
CDOT Air Quality Directive 1901. 

 

6d 

6e 

6f 

6g 

6h 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 6 Name: Philip Strobel, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Response to Comment 6 (continued) 

Date: 8/10/2016 Received: Letter 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 3 Name: Dan Prenzlow, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Response to Comment 3 

Date: 8/12/2016 Received: Letter 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

3a 

 

 
3b 

 

3c 

 

3a Comment noted. 

3b CDOT has studied and evaluated several 
alternatives, some of which would have the 
highway continue on its existing right-of-way 
throughout the corridor. It was determined 
that these alternatives do not fully meet the 
project’s purpose and need. For more 
information on the identification of the around-
town versus through-town alternatives, please 
see Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Through Town or 
Around Town (Bypass), on page 3-20 of the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

3c During Tier 2 studies, CDOT will assess 
impacts to recreational access and involve 
CPW with these assessments.  

3d Appendix E of the US 50 Corridor East 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD is the Natural Resources 
Mitigation Strategies Plan. This plan is 
intended to guide mitigation activities for 
natural resource impacts that occur during 
Tier 2 studies--primarily impacts to wildlife 
species and their habitat. 

During Tier 2 studies, riparian crossings and 
big game underpasses will be addressed 
consistent with the Natural Resources 
Mitigation Strategies Plan. 

 

 
 

3d 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 3 Name: Dan Prenzlow, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Response to Comment 3 (continued) 

Date: 8/12/2016 Received: Letter 

 

 
3e 

 

 

 

3f 

 
 

 

3g 

 

3h 

 

3i 

 
3j 

 

 

 

 

 

3k 

 

 

 

 

3l 
 

3e To address the use of fencing to prevent 
wildlife mortality, CDOT and FHWA, in 
cooperation with CPW, will implement a wildlife 
crossing study to identify the best locations 
within the Build Alternatives for wildlife fencing 
and wildlife crossing structures. For more 
information regarding wildlife crossings, see 
Appendix E, Natural Resources Mitigation 
Strategies Plan, of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 
1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2, Early 
Mitigation Strategy 2, on page 19. 

3f Comment noted. 

3g Comment noted.  

3h A new assessment of the Arkansas darter 
and suckermouth minnow was conducted and 
the information has been included in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.2.2, Table 4-10, on page 4-59. 

The plains minnow and locations where it could 
be affected have been added to Chapter 4, 
Section 4.2.2, Table 4-10, on page 4-59. 

3i During Tier 2 studies, CDOT will work with 
CPW to ensure appropriate BMPs will be 
implemented near riparian and wetland areas 
and obtain a Senate Bill 40 Wildlife Certificate if 
CDOT plans construction in any stream, on its 
bank, or in tributaries. 

3j CDOT will contact CPW for pre-construction 
consultations for the listed water bodies during 
Tier 2 studies and obtain a Senate Bill 40 Wildlife 
Certificate if CDOT plans construction in any 
stream, on its bank, or in tributaries. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 3 Name: Dan Prenzlow, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Response to Comment 3 (continued) 

Date: 8/12/2016 Received: Letter 
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3k Reviews of current special-status species 
and their federal, state, and local status will be 
completed during Tier 2 studies because CDOT 
recognizes changes in status and habitat 
happen over time. During Tier 2 studies, an 
assessment of impacts to species and 
mitigation will be developed at that time in 
consultation with the USFWS and the CPW. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 3 Name: Dan Prenzlow, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Response to Comment 3 (continued) 

Date: 8/12/2016 Received: Letter 

3l 

 

3l Reviews of current special-status 
species and their federal, state, and local 
status will be completed during Tier 2 studies 
because CDOT recognizes changes in status 
and habitat happen over time. During Tier 2 
studies, an assessment of impacts to species 
and mitigation will be developed at that time 
in consultation with the USFWS and the 
CPW. 

3m Reviews of current special-status 
species and their federal, state, and local 
status will be completed during Tier 2 studies 
because CDOT recognizes changes in status 
and habitat happen over time. During Tier 2 
studies, an assessment of impacts to species 
and mitigation will be developed at that time 
in consultation with the USFWS and the 
CPW. 

3n Comment noted. 

3o Comment noted. If the bridge crossing is 
impacted, CDOT will follow all current 
guidance and regulations regarding stream 
and fish habitat, including maintaining fish 
passages, as specified in Senate Bill 40. 
During Tier 2 studies, CDOT will obtain a 
Senate Bill 40 Wildlife Certificate if CDOT 
plans construction in any stream, on its bank, 
or in its tributaries. 

 

3m 

3n 

3o 

3p 

 

3q 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 3 Name: Dan Prenzlow, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Response to Comment 3 (continued) 

Date: 8/12/2016 Received: Letter 
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3p Alternative 1: Fowler North was carried 
forward in the Preferred Alternative because it 
is likely to interfear less with agricultural 
operations and is located closer to the town, 
which would provide a better gateway. The 
final location of the highway will be identified 
during Tier 2 studies at which time CDOT will 
work to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts 
to the river. 

3q Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 3 Name: Dan Prenzlow, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Response to Comment 3 (continued) 

Date: 8/12/2016 Received: Letter 

3r 

 

3r Impacts to CPW’s Walk-In Public Access 
Program will be assessed during Tier 2 studies. 

3s Comment noted. 

3t An evaluation of through-town and around-
town concepts was conducted to determine how 
well each route would meet the project’s 
purpose and need. The through-town corridors 
were eliminated from consideration because 
they would adversely affect local mobility, do 
not balance mobility and access for all users of 
US 50, and would not allow for flexibility to 
address future traffic needs because of the 
restricted setting within towns. For more 
information on the identification of the around-
town versus through-town alternatives, please 
see Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Through Town or 
Around Town (Bypass), on page 3-20 of the US 
50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

3u Comment noted. 

3v Comment noted. 

3w CDOT and FHWA, in cooperation with 
CPW, will implement a wildlife crossing study to 
identify the best locations within the Build 
Alternatives for wildlife fencing and wildlife 
crossing structures. For more information 
regarding wildlife crossings, see Appendix E, 
Natural Resources Mitigation Strategies Plan, of 
the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, 
Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2, Early Mitigation 
Strategy 2—Conduct wildlife crossing study to 
improve cross-highway habitat connectivity, on 
page 19. 

3s 

3t 

 

3u 

 

3v 

3w 

 

 

3x 

 

3y 

3z 

3aa 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 3 Name: Dan Prenzlow, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Response to Comment 3 (continued) 

Date: 8/12/2016 Received: Letter 
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3x Comment noted. Because there are multiple 
advantages and disadvantages to both the north 
and south alignments around Swink, no 
preferred alternative is identified for this area. 
Further analysis during Tier 2 studies will identify 
the final highway alignment. For more 
information on why both build alternatives were 
carried forward, please see Chapter 6.1.2, 
Screening of and Decisions Regarding Build 
Alternatives, on page 6-4 of the US 50 Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD. 

3y An evaluation of through-town and around-
town concepts was made to determine how well 
each route would meet the project’s purpose and 
need. The through-town corridors were 
eliminated from consideration because they 
would adversely affect local mobility, do not 
balance mobility and access for all users of US 
50, and would not allow for flexibility to address 
future traffic needs because of the restricted 
setting within towns. Details of this evaluation 
are discussed in Standard Response 1 on page 
7-13 and Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Through Town 
or Around Town (Bypass), on page 3-20 of the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 3 Name: Dan Prenzlow, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Response to Comment 3 (continued) 

Date: 8/12/2016 Received: Letter 
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3z Comment noted. CDOT will follow all current 
guidance and regulations regarding stream and 
fish habitat, including maintaining fish passages, 
as specified in Senate Bill 40. During Tier 2 
studies, CDOT will obtain a Senate Bill 40 
Wildlife Certificate if CDOT plans construction in 
any stream, on its bank, or in its tributaries. 
Furthermore, CDOT and FHWA, in cooperation 
with CPW, will implement a wildlife crossing 
study to identify the best locations within the 
Build Alternatives for wildlife fencing and wildlife 
crossing structures. For more information 
regarding wildlife crossings, see Appendix E, 
Natural Resources Mitigation Strategies Plan, of 
the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, 
Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2, Early Mitigation 
Strategy 2—Conduct wildlife crossing study to 
improve cross-highway habitat connectivity, on 
page 19. 

3aa  An evaluation of through-town and around-
town concepts was made to determine how well 
each route would meet the project’s purpose and 
need. The through-town corridors were eliminated 
from consideration because they would adversely 
affect local mobility, do not balance mobility and 
access for all users of US 50, and would not allow 
for flexibility to address future traffic needs 
because of the restricted setting within towns. 
Details of this evaluation are discussed in 
Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and Chapter 
3, Section 3.5, Through Town or Around Town 
(Bypass), on page 3-20 of the US 50 Corridor 
East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 3 Name: Dan Prenzlow, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Response to Comment 3 (continued) 

Date: 8/12/2016 Received: Letter 

3aa 

 

3ab Comment noted. CDOT will follow all 
current guidance and regulations regarding 
stream and fish habitat, including maintaining 
fish passages, as specified in Senate Bill 40. 
During Tier 2 studies, CDOT will obtain a 
Senate Bill 40 Wildlife Certificate if CDOT 
plans construction in any stream, on its bank, 
or in its tributaries. Furthermore, Reviews of 
current special-status species and their 
federal, state, and local status will be 
completed during Tier 2 studies because 
CDOT recognizes changes in status and 
habitat happen over time. During Tier 2 
studies, an assessment of impacts to species 
and mitigation will be developed at that time in 
consultation with the USFWS and the CPW. 

3ac CDOT and FHWA, in cooperation with 
CPW, will implement a wildlife crossing study 
to identify the best locations within the Build 
Alternatives for wildlife fencing and wildlife 
crossing structures. Additionally, during Tier 2 
studies CDOT will obtain a Senate Bill 40 
Wildlife Certificate if CDOT plans construction 
in any stream, on its bank, or in its tributaries. 

3ad Comment noted. Reviews of current 
special-status species and their federal, state, 
and local status will be completed during Tier 
2 studies because CDOT recognizes changes 
in status and habitat happen over time. During 
Tier 2 studies, an assessment of impacts to 
species and mitigation will be developed at that 
time in consultation with the USFWS and the 
CPW. 

 

3ab 

3ac 

3ad 

3ae 

3af 

 

3ag 

 
3ah 

3ai 

 

3aj 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 3 Name: Dan Prenzlow, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Response to Comment 3 (continued) 

Date: 8/12/2016 Received: Letter 
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3ae Comment noted. CDOT and FHWA, in 
cooperation with CPW, will implement a wildlife 
crossing study to identify the best locations 
within the Build Alternatives for wildlife fencing 
and wildlife crossing structures. For more 
information regarding wildlife crossings, see 
Appendix E, Natural Resources Mitigation 
Strategies Plan, of the US 50 Corridor East 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2, 
Early Mitigation Strategy 2—Conduct wildlife 
crossing study to improve cross-highway 
habitat connectivity, on page 19. 

3af An evaluation of through-town and 
around-town concepts was made to determine 
how well each route would meet the project’s 
purpose and need for local, regional, and long-
distance users of the highway. The through-
town corridors were eliminated from 
consideration because they would adversely 
affect local mobility, do not balance mobility 
and access for all users of U.S 50, and would 
not allow for flexibility to address future traffic 
needs because of the restricted setting within 
towns. Details of this evaluation are discussed 
in Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Through Town or 
Around Town (Bypass), on page 3-20 of the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

3ag Alternative 2: Holly South was identified 
as the preferred alternative for this segment 
becusae it is expected to have fewer overall 
impcats to the natural environment and 
community and build environment.  
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 3 Name: Dan Prenzlow, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Response to Comment 3 (continued) 

Date: 8/12/2016 Received: Letter 

 

This side left intentionally blank. 

Furthermore, this alternative improves access 
from SH 89 to US 50. For more information on 
why this alternative was selected as the 
Prefferred Alternative, please see Chapter 
6.1.2, Screening of and Decisions Regarding 
Build Alternatives, on page 6-23 of the US 50 
Teir 1 FEIS/ROD. 

3ah CDOT will follow all current guidance and 
regulations regarding stream and fish habitat, 
including maintaining fish passages, as 
specified in Senate Bill 40. During Tier 2 
studies, CDOT will obtain a Senate Bill 40 
Wildlife Certificate if CDOT plans construction 
in any stream, on its bank, or in its tributaries. 

3ai Comment noted. CDOT and FHWA, in 
cooperation with CPW, will implement a wildlife 
crossing study to identify the best locations 
within the Build Alternatives for wildlife fencing 
and wildlife crossing structures. For more 
information regarding wildlife crossings, see 
Appendix E, Natural Resources Mitigation 
Strategies Plan, of the US 50 Corridor East 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2, 
Early Mitigation Strategy 2—Conduct wildlife 
crossing study to improve cross-highway 
habitat connectivity, on page 19. 

3aj Reviews of current special-status species 
and their federal, state, and local status will be 
completed during Tier 2 studies because 
CDOT recognizes changes in status and 
habitat happen over time. During Tier 2 
studies, an assessment of impacts to species 
and mitigation will be developed at that time in 
consultation with the USFWS and the CPW. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 3 Name: Dan Prenzlow, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Response to Comment 3 (continued) 

Date: 8/12/2016 Received: Letter 

 

3ak 

 

3ak Suggested species additions have been 
made to Appendix A, Biological Resources 
Technical Memorandum, Table F-1 on page 
75. In addition, with regard to Appendix G of 
this Technical Memorandum, Special-Status 
Species Potentially Occurring in the Project 
Area, Table G-1 on page 97, recommended 
language regarding the potential for species 
to occur has been added. 

3al Suggested species additions have been 
made to Appendix A, Biological Resources 
Technical Memorandum, Table F-1 on page 
75. In addition, with regard to Appendix G of 
this Technical Memorandum, Special-Status 
Species Potentially Occurring in the Project 
Area, Table G-1 on page 97, recommended 
language regarding the potential for species 
to occur has been added. 

3am Suggested species additions have been 
made to Appendix A, Biological Resources 
Technical Memorandum, Table F-1 on pages 
75. In addition, with regard to Appendix G of 
this Technical Memorandum, Special-Status 
Species Potentially Occurring in the Project 
Area, Table G-1 on page 97, recommended 
language regarding the potential for species 
to occur has been added. 

3al 

 

3am 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 7 Name: Scott Hobson, Pueblo Area Council of Governments 
Response to Comment 7 

Date: 8/10/2016 Received: Letter 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

7a 

 

7a The Preferred Alternative identified for 
Pueblo is Alternative 2: Pueblo Existing 
Alignment. For more information on the 
Preferred Alternative through Pueblo, please 
see Chapter 6.1.2, Screening of and 
Decisions Regarding Build Alternatives, on 
page 6-4 of the US 50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

7b The project area for the US 50 Corridor 
East Tier 1 EIS has been defined as one to 
four miles wide surrounding the existing US 
50 facility and extending from Pueblo, 
Colorado, at I-25 to the Colorado-Kansas 
state line. The identified project along SH 47 
is not within this study area and would 
therefore need to be completed as a separate 
project. The improvements proposed as part 
of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD 
do not preclude future improvements to 
Colorado State Highway 47, Pete Jimenez 
Parkway, and Colorado State Highway 96.  

7c The interchange at US 50 and SH 47 will 
be addressed in future Tier 2 studies. 

7d Comment noted. 

 
 

7b 

 

7c 

 
7d 
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ORGANIZATION AND SPECIAL INTEREST GROUP COMMENTS 

Comment Response 

Comment Number: 4 Name: Shirley Coupal, Daughters of the American Revolution 
Santa Fe Trail (DARSFT) Response to Comment 4 

Date: 7/27/2016 Received: E-mail 

4a 

 

Good afternoon, 
 

 

I understand there is a proposed expansion of highway 50 in eastern Colorado which 
will have an impact on the Santa Fe Trail, South of La Junta, East of Las Animas and 
East of Lamar, Colorado. I would like some information on what plans CDOT has for 
DAR (Daughters of the American Revolution) Santa Fe Trail (SFT) monuments along 
the construction route. 

 

I’m a Director of the Santa Fe Trail Association and past Kansas DAR State Regent, 
whose project was the restoration of the Kansas DARSFT monuments. Currently I’m 
Preservation Coordinator for the Kansas markers and I’ve taken on overseeing the 
preservation of the other DARSFT markers in Missouri, Colorado, and New Mexico. 

 

I’d appreciate being apprised of any DARSFT marker movement so that I can notify the 
SFTA, NPS Santa Fe Office, and CODAR State Officers if you have not done so. 

 

Shirley Coupal 

4a During Tier 2 studies, historic and 
potentially historic resources will be 
evaluated. CDOT will follow all guidance and 
regulations and will coordinate with the 
appropriate parties regarding any impacts to 
these resources. 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
(Comments received by e-mail, letter, or phone, and comment forms 

and private verbal comments from the public hearings.) 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 18 Name: Mary Feik 
Response to Comment 18 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Comment Form, Las Animas Public Hearing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

18a 

 

18a The US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 DEIS 
was completed following the requirements of 
the NEPA process, which dictate that the 
document be made available for public review 
when it has been reviewed by all necessary 
participating agencies and stakeholders. In 
this case, that happened to be in the summer 
months. This timing, while unfortunate, was 
not planned to coincide with the growing 
season. In an attempt to provide public input 
opportunities for as many people in the 
corridor as possible, the project team chose 
to hold four public hearings, one in each 
county. Three of the public meetings were 
held in the evening and one during the day to 
provide the best opportunity for all residents 
throughout the corridor to participate in the 
meetings. For more information on the public 
hearings, please see Standard Response 2 
on page 7-14. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 19 Name: Mary Feik 
Response to Comment 19 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Comment Form, Las Animas Public Hearing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

19a 

 

19a  In an attempt to provide public input 
opportunities for as many people in the 
corridor as possible, the project team chose 
to hold four public hearings, one in each 
county. Three of the public meetings were 
held in the evening and one during the day to 
provide the best opportunity for all residents 
throughout the corridor to participate in the 
meetings. For more information on the public 
hearings, please see Standard Response 2 
on page 7-14. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 20 Name: Kerry Fritz II 
Response to Comment 20 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Documents submitted, Las Animas Public Hearing 

20a 

 

20a  Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 20 Name: Kerry Fritz II 
Response to Comment 20 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Documents submitted, Las Animas Public Hearing 

20b 

 

20b  Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 20 Name: Kerry Fritz II 
Response to Comment 20 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Documents submitted, Las Animas Public Hearing 

20c 

 

20c Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 20 Name: Kerry Fritz II 
Response to Comment 20 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Documents submitted, Las Animas Public Hearing 

20d 

 

20d  Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 20 Name: Kerry Fritz II 
Response to Comment 20 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Documents submitted, Las Animas Public Hearing 

20e 

 

20e  Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 22 Name: Rick Klein, La Junta City Manager 
Response to Comment 22 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Private Verbal Comment, Las Animas Public Hearing 

22a 

My name is Rick Klein—K-l-e-i-n—and I want to first say thank you to CDOT for trying to 
improve Highway 50 East and making us a part of Colorado by four-laning it, it'll 
improve the safety, mobility, but also give us a chance economically to compete with 
different communities in Colorado as far as bringing companies in. We have had 
numerous companies that won't even give us a look because we do not have four-lane 
from I-25 coming out, and if we can get this between 287 and I-25 on this corridor done I 
believe that Southeast Colorado will be possible. 

22a Comment noted. 

 

 

 
Comment Response 

Comment Number: 25 Name: Marty McCune 
Response to Comment 25 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Private Verbal Comment, Las Animal Public Hearing 

25a 

 

 

 

Marty McCune from La Junta. My preference would be that if they develop the four 
lanes they do it in sections between the towns and do the bypasses as the last bit 
around each town. So basically develop the four-lane infrastructure in between the 
communities and then do the bypasses as the last step. That's it. 

25a Completing this US 50 Corridor East Tier 
1 FEIS/ROD is the first step in identifying 
priorities along the US 50 corridor. For more 
information about how the planning process 
will work to identify final projects for 
construction, please see Standard Response 
3 on page 7-15. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 27 Name: Tom Wallace 
Response to Comment 27 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Comment Form, Las Animal Public Hearing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

27a 

 

27a The alternative described, the four-lane 
undivided highway facility type, was not 
chosen as the preferred facility type for this 
project because it does not improve the ability 
of local users to cross or turn left onto the 
highway. For more information on why the 
four-lane highway was not selected, please 
see Chapter 3.4.3, Decision Regarding 
Facility Type, on page 3-19 of the US 50 Tier 
1 FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 27 Name: Tom Wallace 
Response to Comment 27 (continued) 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Comment Form, Las Animal Public Hearing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

27a 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 51 Name: Debbie Schandelmeier 
Response to Comment 51 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Comment Form, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

51a 

 

51a  The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are 
expected to be minimal. For more information 
on the potential economic effects of the 
project, please see Standard Response 1 on 
page 7-13 and Appendix A, Economics 
Technical Memorandum, of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, 
Effects, on page 16. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 56 Name: Dorothy Muth 
Response to Comment 56 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Private Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

 
56a 

 

 

 

 

 
 

56b 

Okay, I got in it for the very last of this, but I been to the other one and I been talking to 
someone, what you were saying here is exactly what you were saying at the other one. 
How do you—I got to figure out how to put this without sounding . . . I think bypassing 
the towns is going to kill the towns.  

 

And 50 years ago, when I was a kid, I remember you guys taking the land from the 
ranchers down—all the way down Highway 50 and promising them a four-lane highway 
at that time, 50 years ago I remember that, and I think that's what you ought to stick with 
instead of taking land—more land from the ranchers and doing them all in. That's my—
my spiel on it. This going around, you're going to kill the towns, and—and all we need is 
a four-lane highway, and I don't think you—we're giving it all to Colorado Springs and 
Denver. And Pueblo, that one interchange that you guys keep changing every five 
years, and—anyway—sorry. That's good. 

56a The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are 
expected to be minimal. For more information 
on the potential economic effects of the 
project, please see Standard Response 1 on 
page 7-13 and Appendix A, Economics 
Technical Memorandum, of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, 
Effects, on page 16. 

56b One of the purposes of this Tier 1 study 
is to create a cohesive vision to address the 
needs of the corridor now and in the future. 
This will ensure that, as decisions are made 
about individual projects, they will eventually 
work together to create the desired conditions 
for the whole 150-mile-long corridor. For more 
information about how the planning process 
will work over time to identify projects for 
construction, please see Standard Response 
3 on page 7-15. 

 

 
Comment Response 

Comment Number: 57 Name: Shirley Herman 
Response to Comment 57 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Private Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

 
57a 

 

 

57b 

 

 

I just wanted to make sure that when aligning this if they've already deleted a certain 
area that it doesn't come back without our noticing and causing problems with our water 
companies. We have a domestic rural water company that is along the—okay, it's along 
an eliminated roadway.  

As a small, domestic, rural water company, our water plant and all the wells are 
alongside of the roadway, it would be devastating to all of our customers to the south of 
Rocky Ford if something were to happen to our water company. 

57a  The US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD identifies the Preferred Alternative. 
As Tier 2 studies are completed, more 
detailed analysis may result is changes to the 
final design. For more information about the 
planning process, please see Standard 
Response 3 on page 7-15. 

57b Comment noted. 



US 50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD 

7-60 December 2017 
 

 
Comment Response 

Comment Number: 58 Name: Gale Butler 
Response to Comment 58 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Private Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

58a 

Anyhow, we got a dummy named Ken that's a architect, and he's up there on the project 
on the river—Arkansas River and screwing everything up. You notice when you come 
through Fowler, Colorado, that big, wide spot in the highway where you can't get a 
truck—a semi around the corner to go across the river or go somewhere else, he 
designed the common curb out in the middle of the highway. And then you got a project 
here in Manzano—nola, a parking lot he designed, you can't get a full-size pickup in it 
because he figured, well, we don't have big pickups anymore. And then you come down 
here to the Armory in Rocky Ford, Colorado, he designed that, and the water's 
supposed to drain to the south, and what does it do, it drains into the building. And then 
the WW Feeds in La Junta, he come in there and he cost the company 1500—15 yards 
of concrete because he overkilled the foundation for a floor, a 40-by-60 building that 
they just going to store feed in. He thought they were going to park railroad trucks—or 
trains in there. And then—and then on the—on the highways, when they make the 
transitions from the bridges to the asphalt they can seem to never jive, they always 
three or four inches off, 'cause you go across the road whap, whap, whap. And then 
when it comes to patching and repairing they don't do a good job. This outfit out of 
Can—Canon City, it installed a—they did a job on 266, the State finally had to come out 
and redo it for them. Oh, and another deal a kid—a kid did, he designed a deal out here 
at Highway 50 and 71 where that barrier was, when you leaving to go back to Pueblo or 
you going tonight you'll see they had to saw it because the traffic couldn't see over that, 
then these small cars—they had several wrecks on account of that because, duh, we 
didn't savvy what was going on. We sit in the office and don't get—come down to the job 
site to see what's happening, so that's the main problem. 

 

58a Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 8 Name: Charles Lienert, Ph.D 
Response to Comment 8 

Date: 6/9/2016 Received: Email 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
8a 

It appears that your company may be the primary contractor on this ridiculous waste of 
taxpayer money, but I want an answer to two questions: How many trees will be cut 
down in this boondoggle project? There are very few trees in the area of US 50 east and 
they are important to the ecology of the area. Secondly, how many wild life animals will 
be killed annually on this HUGE, UNNECCESSARY project? These wild animals are 
also an important part of the ecology of this region. 

 

I expect that the millions of dollars you will make on this make-work program has so 
clouded your vision that you never considered either of my two questions. 

 

I do not want answers that are "good enough for government work", but I want realistic 
estimates to both of my questions. 

 

If CDOT and the contractors that build highways had their way, they would pave ALL of 
southeastern Colorado. 

 

Does anyone at your office has the fortitude to answer my questions? I doubt it. 

 

8a During Tier 2 studies, more specific 
impacts to vegetation and to wildlife and its 
habitat, as well as potential ways to mitigate 
these impacts, will be identified. For 
information on the potential impacts to 
biological resources, please see Appendix A, 
Biological Resources Technical 
Memorandum, of the US 50 Corridor East 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 9 Name: Marty McCune 
Response to Comment 9 

Date: 6/9/2016 Received: E-mail 

 

9a 

To whom it may concern: 

On the following page, you indicate in the corridor facts that "US 50 is a 3,200-mile-long 
transcontinental highway reaching westward from Ocean City, Md., to San Francisco, 
Calif." Actually, the western most terminus of the highway occurs in West Sacramento, 
CA. You must then take Interstate 80 to San Francisco - and it's not a co-mingled 
highway from West Sacramento to San Francisco. 

 

Having grown up in West Sacramento, being a driving enthusiast, and having driven the 
entire length of the corridor coast to coast, you might understand why I've reached out 
to request that this be corrected on your website. 
https://www.codot.gov/projects/us50e/project-overview.html 

 

Additional fact checking can be performed here: 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/U.S._Route_50 

http://www.highway50.com/history.htm 

http://www.route50.com/ 

9a The website (https://www.codot.gov/ 
projects/us50e/project-overview.html) has 
been updated. 

9b Comment noted. 

 
9b 

I am quite happy to see that we're looking to move forward with enlargement and safety 
enhancements in the Lower Arkansas River Valley. We greatly look forward to the 
improved traffic flow and additional safety. 

 

Regards, 

Marty McCune 

 

https://www.codot.gov/
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 10 Name: Charles Lienert, Ph.D 
Response to Comment 10 

Date: 6/11/2016 Received: Email 

 
10a 

 

 

 

 

10b 

 

 
10c 

 

 
10d 

 

 
10e 

This project is a boondoggle to benefit Atkins North America, Inc., and all the 
contractors who will make a fortune from this unneeded project. Trees are an 
important part of the ecology of this almost treeless region. How many trees will be cut 
down in this taxpayer wasteful project? The wild life is also an important part of the 
ecology of this region. How many additional wildlife will be killed by this gigantic, 
wasteful project? 

10a During Tier 2 studies, more specific 
impacts to vegetation and to wildlife and its 
habitat, as well as potential ways to mitigate 
these impacts, will be identified. For 
information on the potential impacts to 
biological resources, please see Appendix A, 
Biological Resources Technical 
Memorandum, of the US 50 Corridor East 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

10b The purpose for undertaking 
transportation improvements on the US 50 
corridor is to improve safety and mobility for 
local, regional, and long-distance users of US 
50 and to accommodate the existing and 
future travel demand. For more information on 
the project’s purpose and need, please see 
Standard Response 4 on page 7-15 and 
Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, on page 2-1 of 
the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

10c Inadequate mobility on US 50 in the 
Lower Arkansas Valley has been cited as a 
factor that limits economic development in the 
area. For information on the project’s purpose 
and need, please see Standard Response 4 
on page 7-15 and Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2, 
Mobility Issues, on page 2-10 of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

 

Now consider the B/C. The cost will run to hundreds of millions of dollars that come 
out of taxpayers pockets. The benefits to the communities along this stretch of US 50 
e, will be ZERO.  

Just because US 50 e is widened there will no permanent increase in employment in 
any of the towns mentioned on this project. Boeing will not suddenly decide to build a 
new 2 billion dollar facility in this location, no domestic nor foreign car makers will 
decide to build a new facility along this route, etc. etc. Thus the B/C ration is ZERO. 

Now consider the additional human deaths. The speed limit is 65 mph except through 
the small towns on this route. Currently even on places where there are 4 lanes the 
speed of cars on these sections is already 80 or more mph. Thus this project will 
result any many more human deaths. 

I know that the highway contractors have a powerful lobby in both Colorado and in 
Washington, D.C., and the sole purpose of this project is to enrich these highway 
contractors. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 10 Name: Charles Lienert, Ph.D 
Response to Comment 10 

Date: 6/11/2016 Received: Email 

 

This side left intentionally blank. 

10d Crash data is provided in Chapter 4, Section 
4.4.1, Transportation, on page 4-222 of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. Improvements to 
US 50 would have safety benefits by improving 
clear zones, making roadway design 
characteristics consistent, and increasing passing 
opportunities. A safer highway means fewer and 
less-severe accidents, reduced property and 
vehicle damage, reduced fatalities, and fewer 
personal injuries. 

10e Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 11 Name: Esther L. Muth 
Response to Comment 11 

Date: 7/26/2016 Received: Email 

11a 

After seeing the proposed US 50 Corridor East Draft Tier 1, I can see that the Colorado 
Department of Transportation has put a lot of work (and money) into studying this 
project. 

It seems that the need for moving traffic faster along this route seems to be more 
important than the need for this area to prosper from the travelers that would be 
potential customers for the products that businesses and farms provide along this path. I 
don't think that priority is correct. 

11a The purpose for CDOT undertaking 
transportation improvements along the US 50 
corridor from Pueblo, Colorado, to the vicinity 
of the Colorado-Kansas state line is to 
improve safety and mobility for local, regional, 
and long-distance users of US 50 for present 
and future travel demand. For more 
information, please see Standard Response 4 
on page 7-15 and Chapter 2, Purpose and 
Need, on page 2-1 of the US 50 Corridor East 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

11b Regarding around-town versus through-
town alternative routes, CDOT has studied 
and evaluated several alternatives, some of 
which would maintain the highway in its 
existing location. It was determined that these 
alternatives do not fully meet the project’s 
purpose and need. For more information on 
the identification of the around-town versus 
through-town alternatives, please see 
Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Chapter 3 Section 3.5, Through Town or 
Around Town (Bypass), on page 3-20 of the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

 

11b Those who travel on the planned bypasses of these towns will not add to the economy. 

11c 
Unnecessary expense as far as I'm concerned. It would seem much more important to 
make the route safer by putting in four lanes between Pueblo and Manzanola. Why has 
this not been a priority? 

 

 

11d 

Many farmers would have their property split up to provide land for the new roads. This 
would be a hindrance for the ease of farming and also lower the value of the remaining 
land on his farm property. This does not seem like a matter of concern for those who 
“studied” this plan. 

Why not? 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 11 Name: Esther L. Muth 
Response to Comment 11 (continued) 

Date: 7/26/2016 Received: Email 

 

This side left intentionally blank. 

11c The objective of the US 50 Tier 1 EIS is 
to provide decisions that CDOT and the 
communities along the US 50 corridor can 
use to design and program future 
transportation improvements of US 50 in the 
Lower Arkansas Valley. For more information 
about the planning process, please see 
Standard Response 3 on page 7-15 and page 
S-10, Anticipated Outcomes of Tier 1, in the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

11d A variety of resources, including 
agricultural resources, and the potential 
impacts to them were studied as part of this 
EIS process. For more information on the 
impacts to agricultural land, please see 
Chapter 4, Section 4.1, Rural and Agricultural 
Environment, on page 4-5 of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

For information about how impacts to 
agricultural resources will be mitigated, 
please see Chapter 8, Section 8.2.2, 
Mitigation Strategies for Built Environment 
Resources, on page 8-9 of the US 50 Corridor 
East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 12 Name: Scott Jensen 
Response to Comment 12 

Date: 8/4/2016 Received: Email 

 

 
 

12a 

 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

 

I would like to have a copy of the aerial photos for the routes around Fowler 
showing the approximate locations. I looked in the original study done, but the 
appendix will not download from this study. 

 

Thank You 

Scott 

12a CDOT has prepared an aerial photo to 
show the Build Alternatives along the 150-
mile corridor. This aerial photo was displayed 
at the four public hearings held in July 2016. 
This photo and other materials presented at 
the public hearings are available for download 
at: 
https://www.codot.gov/projects/us50e/public-
hearings-on-tier-1-draft-environmental-
impact-statement. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 13 Name: Scott Jensen 
Response to Comment 13 

Date: 8/5/2016 Received: Email 

13a 

 

Dear Sir/Madam:                                                            Date: August 5, 2016 

 

It is my opinion that the North Corridor around the Town of Fowler would have the least 
economic impact to the Fowler Area. My Reasons are as follows: 

• The South Route would have the most negative impact on the local agricultural 
community. The direct taking of highly intensive productive acres by CDOT 
resulting in dollar impact to farmers many of whom are my customers. The 
South Route would directly impact approximately 14 farmers, whom are major 
economic contributors to the local economy. 

• Indirect consequence of taking would be to the stranded parcels remaining after 
the taking. The relocation of canal laterals as well as diminished value to the 
farms due to isolated tracts causing economic harm to agricultural producers. 

• The South Corridor option also affects wetlands area (aka Hungerford Hollow). 
This fact was not cited in the EIS statement. 

• Historic Farms located in the South Corridor. Many of these farms have been in 
same family ownership for 100+ years. 

• The North Corridor would be best for the economic vitality of the Town of 
Fowler. Community would still be visible for travelers by using this route. The 
North Corridor option would better serve as a gateway to the Fowler 
Community. 

 

It is my opinion that the North Corridor would have the least impact to the Fowler 
Community. Keeping the Highway closer to Fowler is the best option for CDOT. 

 

Respectfully, 

Scott D. Jensen 

13a Chapter 6, Identification of Preferred 
Alternative and Summary of Impacts, on page 
6-1 of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD provides a discussion of the north 
and south alternative routes and presents the 
results of the analyses. According to the 
document, Alternative 1: Fowler North would 
have fewer adverse impacts on agriculture, 
while Alternative 2: Fowler South would have 
fewer effects on the natural environment. The 
two alternatives are comparable in their 
effects on the community and built 
environment, as well as their ability to meet 
the purpose and need of the project. As each 
Build Alternative has its tradeoffs in the three 
categories, no Preferred Alternative could be 
identified at this location and both Build 
Alternatives for Fowler are carried forward for 
Tier 2 studies. During Tier 2 analyses, 
additional evaluations will occur and a 
decision will be made for the preferred US 50 
roadway alignment with input from the public. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 14 Name: Kevin Lindahl 
Response to Comment 14 

Date: 8/12/2016 Received: Email 

14a 

 

 

 

 

Good day, 

 

In regards to the proposed expansion and rerouting of Hwy 50 in eastern Colorado. I 
would like to express concerns that the Santa Fe Trail Association has with the 
proposal. First off we are not opposed to the expansion of highway 50, but rather have 
these concerns on how that expansion will have an impact on the Santa Fe Trail. From 
the map that is included in the public document, we see that the Santa Fe Trail will be 
affected, #1 south of La Junta, #2 east of Las Animas near the John Martin Reservoir 
and 3rd east of Lamar, Colorado. Some of these areas have visual traces or ruts of 
the original Santa Fe Trail that have survived all of these years. There also is concerns 
for Daughters of the American Revolution (DAR) stone markers that have been in 
place for over 100 years along the trail, that may be affected. I would like to request 
that the National Santa Fe Trail Association, as well as the local Bent's Fort Chapter of 
the Santa Fe Trail association be added as consulting parties for this project. The 
Santa Fe Trail Association has a good amount of data and reference material 
associated with the trail that I would like to make available to help locate specific trail 
segments as the expansion project will effect the trail. 

 

I am the local trail preservation chair and can be reached at the following: 

Kevin Lindahl 

Bent's Fort Chapter 

Santa Fe Trail Association 

Also I am on the board of directors for the National Santa Fe Trail Association 

http://www.santafetrail.org/ 

14a The US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 Section 
106 Programmatic Agreement (PA) outlines 
how historic resources will be identified and 
evaluated in the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD. A copy of the PA and associated 
correspondence is included in Appendix C, 
Public and Agency Involvement, of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. More 
extensive coordination and consultation on 
eligibility and effect determinations will be 
conducted during Tier 2 studies, when 
roadway alignments have been identified. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 15 Name: Kristine Smith 
Response to Comment 15 

Date: 8/19/2016 Received: Email 

15a 

 
 

US 50 E Project Team: 

 

I am trying to determine the public comment period deadline for this project. I 
have been told the deadline is August 22nd but I cannot find a date or deadline 
listed on the website. If we get a written comment in by Friday, August 26th, is 
that too late? Thank you for your assistance. 

 

Kristine Smith, CLA 

Certified Paralegal 

March, Olive & Pharris, LLC 

15a Following requests from citizens, CDOT 
extended the end of the review period from 
July 29, 2016, to August 12, 2016. The notice 
of the extension was published in the Federal 
Register on July 19, 2016. The public review 
and comment period was originally scheduled 
for 47 days and was extended for a total of 61 
days. 

 
Comment Response 

Comment Number: 16 Name: Kristine Smith 
Response to Comment 16 

Date: 8/19/2016 Received: Email 

 

 
16a 

 

16b 

Project Team: 

 

We thank you very much for your timely response. I have reviewed the website 
materials I cannot find information on plans for the frontage road; bridges LMR 6, 
7, or 8; and, exact dates for this the project actually starting. Can you help me 
that? 

 

Kristine Smith, CLA 

Certified Paralegal 

March, Olive & Pharris, LLC 

16a Roadway design for the locations you 
have specified in your comment has not yet 
started. Following this Tier 1 EIS process, 
Tier 2 NEPA studies will identify specific 
highway alignments and supplemental 
infrastructure needs, such as frontage roads, 
within the 1,000-foot-wide corridor, which 
would consist of a maximum 250-foot-wide 
highway footprint (i.e., alignment) to 
accommodate a four-lane expressway. For 
more information about how the planning 
process will work to identify final projects for 
construction, please see Standard Response 
3 on page 7-15. 

16b  Start dates for Tier 2 projects are 
dependent on funding, which has not been 
identified or prioritized yet. For more 
information about the timing of project 
implementation, please see Standard 
Response 3 on page 7-15. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 17 Name: Scott Jensen 
Response to Comment 17 

Date: 8/4/2016 Received: Email 

17a 

 

 

 

 

 

Do you have an aerial with more detail for just the Fowler Area. The one you 
sent me is too large for detail. 

 

Thanks 

Scott 

17a  The only aerial image available at this 
time is what was presented at the public 
hearings. All materials presented at the public 
hearings are available for download here: 
https://www.codot.gov/projects/us50e/public-
hearings-on-tier-1-draft-environmental-
impact-statement. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 30 Name: Desarenay Adkins-Pfaff 
Response to Comment 30 

Date: 7/14/2016 Received: Letter 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

30a 

 

 

 
30b 

 
 

 

 

30a  Comment noted. 

30b The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are 
expected to be minimal. For more information 
on the potential economic effects of the 
project, please see Standard Response 1 on 
page 7-13 and  Appendix A, Economics 
Technical Memorandum, of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD,  Chapter 6, 
Effects, on page 16. 

30c The main purpose for these public 
hearings, and thus the format that was used, 
is to offer the public the opportunity to 
comment on the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
DEIS, to review the alternatives that are being 
considered, and to describe the potential 
impacts to the public. All comments received 
during the public review period have been 
compiled into the list you are currently 
reviewing in Chapter 7, Table 7-2 of the US 
50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. This table 
also includes all responses to those 
comments. 

30d Comment noted. 

 

30c 

 
30d 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 31 Name: Priscilla Aragon 
Response to Comment 31 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Comment Form 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
31a 

 

31a  Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 31 Name: Priscilla Aragon 
Response to Comment 31 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Comment Form 

 

 

 

31a 

 

31b The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are 
expected to be minimal. For more information 
on the potential economic effects of the 
project, please see Standard Response 1 on 
page 7-13 and Appendix A, Economics 
Technical Memorandum, of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, 
Effects, on page 16. 

31c The determination for the around-town 
alternatives was made with consideration of 
existing land ownership and uses and the 
potential impacts—both positive and negative. 
For more information about how the around-
town corridors were evaluated, please see 
Chapter 3, Section 3.5.2, Evaluation of 
Through-Town and Around-Town Corridors, 
on page 3-24 of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 
1 FEIS/ROD. 

31d Final design of the highway will follow 
FHWA and CDOT design standards. 

31e The cumulative effect on historic 
resources in the study area would be minor 
since highway alignments to be proposed 
during Tier 2 studies will be planned to avoid 
or minimize direct impacts to historic 
resources. For more information about the 
potential impacts to historic resources, please 
see Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1, Historic 
Resources, on page 4-97 of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

31b 

 
31c 

 

 

 

 

31d 

 

 
31e 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 32 Name: Anonymous 
Response to Comment 32 

Date: 6/10/2016 Received: Phone 

 

32a 

 

 
32b 

More information about how the highway will be handled. I live in Lamar, Colorado 
so I’m concerned with rerouting things and taking business away that the truckers 
bring here. 

If there will be a 4 lane from Kansas to Pueblo that would be a good idea. 

Call me at xxx-xxx-xxxx to let me know what’s exactly going I would appreciate it. 

Thanks bye. 

32a The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are expected to 
be minimal. For more information on the potential 
economic effects of the project, please see 
Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and Appendix 
A, Economics Technical Memorandum, of the US 
50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, 
Effects, on page 16. 

32b For the most up-to-date information about the 
project, please visit the project website at: 
https://www.codot.gov/projects/us50e 

 

 
Comment Response 

Comment Number: 33 Name: Anonymous 
Response to Comment 33 

Date: 7/23/2016 Received: Phone 

33a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I was wondering if US 50 between Pueblo and the state line is a four-lane or a 
two-lane highway. Oh my number is xxx-xxx-xxxx. 

33a Currently, US 50 east of Pueblo, 
Colorado, includes sections that are both two-
lane roadways and four-lane roadways. The 
identified Preferred Alternative for the US 50 
Corridor East project is a four-lane 
expressway with around-town routes, aligned 
mostly along the existing highway. For more 
information on the Preferred Alternative, 
please see Chapter 6, Identification of 
Preferred Alternative and Summary of 
Impacts, on page 6-1 in the US 50 Corridor 
East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. For additional details 
about the project and project process, please 
see the project website at: 
https://www.codot.gov/projects/us50e 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 34 Name: Scott Jensen 
Response to Comment 34 

Date: 8/5/2016 Received: Phone 

34a 

Uh, yes. My name is Scott Jensen. I am Executive Vice President with Fowler 
State Bank in Fowler Colorado. And I just wanted to offer my comments in 
regards to the corridor options in the Fowler area. First of all, my preference, and 
I think the majority in the community's preference, is that the north corridor would 
be the best option for the route around Fowler. My reasons being that the south 
route would have the most negative impact on the local ag community and the 
direct taking of highly intense productive acres by CDOT would result in an 
impact to our farmers, many of whom are my customers. The south route, I've 
kind of estimated, would directly impact about 14 producers, who all are major 
contributors to the local economy. The other thing about that south route option 
is the indirect consequences of taking pieces and splitting farms into, you know, 
less than economic-sized parcels. it would also involve the relocation of canal 
laterals, bridges over the canals, and I just think there would be a diminished 
value to the farmers due to those isolated tracts causing economic harm. That 
south corridor option also, and I know I've read some of your reports and I know 
the north option you talked about the wetlands area. Well, there's also, on the 
south corridor, a number of acres that would also be affected. That drainage, the 
Hungerford Hollow, and it runs really close, the south option, to many of those 
wetland acres and it may impact those not directly over the top, but just the 
drainage and some of those other things. The other thing is there's another, a 
number of historic farms located in the south corridor. Many of these farms have 
been in the same family for 100+ years and, you know, we talk about historic 
designations and stuff and I really believe that, you know, our productive farms 
are some of our most valuable historic assets and I think we need to keep those 
intact. So, it's my opinion that the north corridor would also be the best for the 
economic vitality of the Town of Fowler. The community would still be visible for 
travelers using this route and the north corridor would better serve as a gateway 
to the Fowler community. Therefore, it is my opinion that the north corridor would 
have the least impact to the Fowler community keeping the highway closer to 
Fowler is the best option for CDOT. I can be reached at xxx-xxx-xxxx or my cell 
phone is xxx-xxx-xxxx. Thank you for your time. Bye. 

34a Chapter 6, Identification of Preferred 
Alternative and Summary of Impacts, on page 
6-1 of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD provides a discussion of the north 
and south alternative routes and presents the 
results of the analyses. According to the 
document, Alternative 1: Fowler North would 
have fewer adverse impacts on agriculture, 
while Alternative 2: Fowler South would have 
fewer effects on the natural environment. The 
two alternatives are comparable in their 
effects on the community and built 
environment, as well as their ability to meet 
the purpose and need of the project. Since 
each Build Alternative has its tradeoffs in the 
three categories, no Preferred Alternative 
could be identified at this location, so both 
Build Alternatives for Fowler are carried 
forward for Tier 2 studies. During Tier 2 
analyses, additional evaluations will occur 
and a decision will be made for the preferred 
US 50 roadway alignment with input from the 
public. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 35 Name: Doug Bertella 
Response to Comment 35 

Date: 8/8/2016 Received: Phone 

35a 

Yes, my name is Doug Bertella. My phone number is xxx-xxx-xxxx. I just bought 
property here down in McClave, Colorado, off of 50 and 196. I wanted to talk to 
somebody about this project that is going on in this US 50 corridor east. We have 
space to rent. We have RV spots to rent and quads to rent and just wanted to see 
how soon and everything things were going to take off and if we have a name or 
list or anything like that for contacts for people down here for storage and stuff like 
that for the equipment and all that. Alright, well, thank you very much. Bye. 

35a  Comment noted. At this time, no project 
construction timeframe has been identified. 
For more information on the timing of project 
implementation, please see Standard 
Response 3: Planning Process and Timing of 
Project Implementation on page 7-15. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 48 Name: George Pfaff 
Response to Comment 48 

Date: 7/18/2016 Received: Letter 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

48a 

 

 

 

 

 

48b 

48c 

 

 

 

48d 

 

 

 

 

48e 

 

 

48f 

 

48g 

 

48a The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are 
expected to be minimal. For more information 
on the potential economic effects of the 
project, please see Standard Response 1 on 
page 7-13 and Appendix A, Economics 
Technical Memorandum, of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, 
Effects, on page 16. 

48b The potential impacts to agricultural 
resources was examined and considered as 
part of the EIS process. For more information 
on the potential impacts to agricultural 
resources, please see Chapter 4, Section 
4.1.1, Affected Environment, on page 4-6 of 
the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
Mitigation measures to reduce these potential 
impacts have been identified and are 
discussed in Appendix A, Agricultural 
Resources Technical Memorandum, of the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, 
Chapter 7, Mitigation Strategies, on page 31. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 48 Name: George Pfaff 
Response to Comment 48 

Date: 7/18/2016 Received: Letter 

 

This side left intentionally blank.  

48c Property acquisitions will result in the 
purchase of some agricultural land, and 
require some business and residential 
relocations. All land acquisitions will comply 
with federal and state requirements, including 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisitions Policies Act of 1970. 
For more information about property 
acquisitions, please see Standard Response 
5 on page 7-15. 

48d The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are 
expected to be minimal. For more information 
on the potential economic effects of the 
project, please see Standard Response 1 on 
page 7-13 and Appendix A, Economics 
Technical Memorandum, of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, 
Effects, on page 16. 

48e For information on why the around-town 
routes were carried forward, please see 
Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Through Town or 
Around Town (Bypass), on page 3-20 in the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

48f The purpose for undertaking 
transportation improvements on the US 50 
corridor is to improve safety and mobility for 
local, regional, and long-distance users of US 
50 and to accommodate the existing and 
future travel demand. For more information on 
the purpose and need of the project, please 
see Standard Response 4 on page 7-15 and 
Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, on page 2-1 in 
the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 48 Name: George Pfaff 
Response to Comment 48 (continued) 

Date: 7/18/2016 Received: Letter 

 
 

48g 

 

 

48h 

 

 
 

48i 

 

 
48j 

 

 

 

48k 

 

 

48l 

 
 

48m 

 

 

 

48n 

 

 

48g Comment noted.  

48h Due to the community disruption of 
through-town corridors, CDOT explored 
potential around-town corridors in 
consultation with local communities. For more 
information on around-town versus through-
town alternatives, please see Standard 
Response 1 on page 7-13 and Chapter 3, 
Section 3.5.2, Evaluation of Through-Town 
and Around-Town Corridors, on page 3-24 of 
the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

48i Based on projections of increased traffic 
over the next 25 years, the 2003 CDOT 
Safety Assessment Report for US 50 
estimated that the total crash frequency for 
the two- and four-lane segments is expected 
to increase by 81 percent and 50 percent, 
respectively, if the highway is not substantially 
improved (CDOT 2003c). Many of the 
crashes experienced on the existing corridor 
are related to conflicts between different 
users and geometric design deficiencies. The 
Preferred Alternative would remove or reduce 
these conflicts and address the deficiencies in 
order to safely facilitate the higher travel 
speeds. For more information on how the 
Preferred Alternative will improve safety, 
please see chapter 3.4.2, Screening of 
Facility Types, on page 3-17 of the US 50 Tier 
1 FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 48 Name: George Pfaff 
Response to Comment 48 (continued) 

Date: 7/18/2016 Received: Letter 

 

This side left intentionally blank. 

48j The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are expected 
to be minimal. For more information on the 
potential economic effects of the project, please 
see Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Appendix A, Economics Technical Memorandum, 
of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, 
Chapter 6, Effects, on page 16. 

48k CDOT will minimize impacts from 
construction as much as possible and will ensure 
adequate access along and across US 50 during 
this time. More detailed construction plans, 
construction impacts, and potential mitigation plans 
will be created during Tier 2 studies. 

48l In most locations, drivers traveling through 
sections of the US 50 corridor would drive a longer 
distance than they do today because of the new 
around-town routes. Under the Build Alternatives, 
this drive would be between two miles to 11 miles 
longer that the existing 150-mile route, depending 
on which alternatives are chosen during Tier 2 
studies. These build alternatives are anticipated to 
increase energy consumption by between 2 
percent and 12 percent, depending on which 
alternatives are chosen during Tier 2 studies. For 
more information about impacts to energy 
consumption, please see Chapter 4, Section 4.4.4, 
Energy, on page 4-245 of the US 50 Corridor East 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 48 Name: George Pfaff 
Response to Comment 48 (continued) 

Date: 7/18/2016 Received: Letter 

 

This side left intentionally blank. 

48m The public hearing that was held in Rocky 
Ford on July 12, 2016, was a public hearing on the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 DEIS. The public 
hearing offered the public the opportunity to 
comment on the document, the alternatives under 
consideration, and the anticipated impacts. 
Comments made at the public hearings are 
included in Chapter 7, Community Outreach and 
Agency Involvement, in Table 7-2 of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. After the public 
hearing, CDOT staff were available to answer 
individual questions regarding details of the 
project. 

48n Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 59 Name: Angela Conty 
Response to Comment 59 

Date: 6/9/2016 Received: Website comment 

59a 

 

 

 

Its about time they finally fix highway 50 to a 4 lane highway. We've been waiting 
forever for this to happen. Get started now we need this 4 lane highway 
desperately 

59a  Comment noted. Start dates for Tier 2 
projects are dependent on funding, which has 
not been identified or prioritized yet. For more 
information about the timing of project 
implementation, please see Standard 
Response 3 on page 7-15. 

 

 

 
Comment Response 

Comment Number: 60 Name: Larry D Bradshaw 
Response to Comment 60 

Date: 7/7/2016 Received: Website comment 

60a 

I am so excited about this project and have been since I was 11 years old and 
now I am just 68 maybe it will happen before I die. The main reason I sent this is 
to ask the whereabouts of my street sign, they came through and put in all of the 
neat breakaway signs along the highway and now we have no street signs, I live 
on 4th street in Fowler and when giving someone directions to my house I tell 
them to just turn at the swimming pool, does not work really well at night.  

I do understand the all you have to go through to get this designed and meet all of 
Federal Regs, just wanted to express my feelings. 

 

60a CDOT conducted a signing project along 
US 50 through Fowler and inadvertently 
removed some of the local street name signs. 
These signs were replaced in 2017. 

 

 



US 50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD 

7-84 December 2017 
 

 
Comment Response 

Comment Number: 61 Name: Anita Pointon 
Response to Comment 61 

Date: 7/9/2016 Received: Website comment 

61a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A workday, Monday, from 11 am to 2 pm is an unacceptable time slot for a public 
input meeting. Apparently, you are not wanting input on this project from Bent County 
residents and businesses. 

61a In an attempt to provide public input 
opportunities for as many people in the 
corridor as possible, the project team chose 
to hold four public hearings, one in each 
county. Three of the public meetings were 
held in the evening and one during the day to 
provide the best opportunity for all residents 
throughout the corridor to participate in the 
meetings. For more information on the public 
hearings, please see Standard Response 2 
on page 7-14. 

 

 

 
Comment Response 

Comment Number: 62 Name: Paul Mason 
Response to Comment 62 

Date: 7/14/2016 Received: Website comment 

62a 

For fourty years I have heard of the improvements that you plan to make to hy50. The 
only improvement to the hiway you have made is to put a (1) passing lane in east of 
boone turn off, other than routine resurfacing. You need more passing lanes in between 
manzanola & pueblo. I own property close to fowler & travel the road weekly. The 
number of times I have been caught in a slow moving convey or faced a onslought of 
vehicles passing a slow moving vehicle illegally, forcing me to take the shoulder to 
avoid a head on is at least 2 times a year. I have known of other people who have 
considered investing in the valley have decided against investing after traveling hy50 in 
about 10 trips. If you put as much effort into putting in more passing lanes as you do 
having biannual meetings you would have enough money to put in a couple more 
passing lanes. In the summer time with farm & rv traffic I routinely take hy96 instead of 
50 because it is faster & safer even though it is 5 miles longer for me to drive. 

62a The Preferred Alternative for the US 50 
Corridor East project is a four-lane 
expressway with around-town routes. This 
alternative would allow vehicles to safety pass 
each other without interference with oncoming 
traffic. For more information regarding the 
Preferred Alternative, please see Standard 
Response 6 on page 7-16 and Chapter 6, 
Identification of Preferred Alternative and 
Summary of Impacts, on page 6-1 of the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 63 Name: Janie Petramala 
Response to Comment 63 

Date: 7/21/2016 Received: Website comment 

 

 
 

63a 

 
63b 

 

 
63c 

To Whom It May Concern:  

 

I feel this project will NEGATIVELY impact the lower Arkansas Valley. It would 
take prime irrigated or prairie land, out of production, reducing income and 
commerce for many. It will do great harm to any local business, as they rely on 
"drive thru" traffic. I see the future of the Arkansas Valley drying up, and the next 
generation moving to the city, where jobs can be found. 

 

I think this project would benefit more people if passing lanes, or repairs, could be 
made, to the highway 50 corridor. That would improve the quality and safety of 
our lives, here in the Arkansas Valley. 

 

Thank you, 

Janie Petramala 

 

63a The Build Alternatives would affect 0.1 
percent of the agricultural land (farmland and 
ranch lands) in the project counties (Pueblo, 
Otero, Bent, and Prowers Counties). For more 
information about the potential effects to 
agricultural resources, please see Chapter 4.1, 
Rural and Agricultural Environment, on page 4-5 
of the US 50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD and Appendix A, 
Agricultural Resources Technical Memorandum, 
of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

63b The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are expected 
to be minimal. For more information on the 
potential economic effects of the project, please 
see Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Appendix A, Economics Technical Memorandum, 
of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, 
Chapter 6, Effects, on page 16. 

63c The identification of the Preferred Alternative 
is based on best meeting the purpose and need of 
the project. For more information about how the 
Preferred Alterative does this, please see 
Standard Response 6 on page 7-16 and Chapter 
6, Identification of Preferred Alternative and 
Summary of Impacts, on page 6-1 of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 64 Name: Joe Ayala 
Response to Comment 64 

Date: 7/28/2016 Received: Website comment 
 

64a 
I think it would be a horrible idea to move the location of HWY 50 a bypass would 
have horrible implications for the communities along HWY 50. Please do not do 
this. 

64a CDOT has studied and evaluated several 
alternatives, some of which would have the 
highway continue to run through towns. It was 
determined that these alternatives do not 
balance the multiple needs of the project. For 
more information on the identification of the 
around-town versus through-town 
alternatives, please see Standard Response 
1 on page 7-13 and Chapter 3 Section 3.5, 
Through Town or Around Town (Bypass), on 
page 3-20 of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD. 

For information on the potential effects to 
communities as well as strategies to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate these effects, please 
see Chapter 4.3, Community and Build 
Environment, on page 4-96 of the US 50 Tier 
1 FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 65 Name: Nancy Bennett 
Response to Comment 65 

Date: 7/28/2016 Received: Website comment 

65a Highway 50 needs to be four lanes from the Kansas border to the Utah border. 65a  The identified Build Alternatives for the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 EIS project consist 
of a four-lane expressway on or near the 
existing US 50 highway alignment with 
around-town routes running from I-25 in 
Pueblo to approximately one mile east of 
Holly, near the Kansas border. US 50 west 
has a different purpose and need and is 
therefore not included as part of this study. 

65b CDOT Region 2 is working on the design 
for an overlay and passing lane project for US 
50 from Mile Post (MP) 354.5 to MP 357.5 
(Fowler to Manzanola). The project is 
currently set to advertise for contractors in the 
late summer/early Fall of 2018. The project 
will include a major rehabilitation of the 
roadway and an additional one-mile passing 
lane. 

65c Completing this US 50 Corridor East Tier 
1 FEIS/ROD is the first step in identifying 
priorities along the US 50 corridor. For more 
information about how the planning process 
will work to identify final projects for 
construction, please see Standard Response 
3 on page 7-15. 

65b 
Most immediate need is for new blacktop from Manzanola to Fowler. The road is falling 
apart in that area! 

 

 

65c 

Until the four lanes are constructed there needs to be two more passing lanes between 
Manzanola and Pueblo. Passing lanes should be about every 20 miles. 

I have lived on Hiway 50 since 1945. That is 70 years I have listened to people talking 
about the need for four lanes. Seventy years is more than long enough to get 
something done. . .  

Is anyone listening? 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 66 Name: Robert Townsend 
Response to Comment 66 

Date: 7/29/2016 Received: Website comment 

66a 

As a frequent drive of highway 50 here in southeast Colorado I see a lot of the issues 
that are mentioned in the report. I would be a huge fan of expanding the accessibility 
and passing ability on the highway. A four lane corridor would be nice from the Kansas 
line to Pueblo and would increase the safety of entering the highway and passing 
safety throughout the traveling route. I spend a lot of time traveling this roadway, 
especially Holly to Fowler. 

66a Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 67 Name: Dave Kaess 
Response to Comment 67 

Date: 7/29/2016 Received: Website comment 

 
67a 

 

 
 

67b 

 
67c 

I think the road needs to be moved to the north along the prairie. That disturbs less 
productive land and allows for a straighter path. The traffic goes through the towns 
now and no one stops. I don't think they will stop just because the high way is 
closer to town. I do think that economic development will benefit from more traffic 
through the area, even if it is several miles north. 

Seems like a lot of money spent trying to make everyone happy. But sadly the folks 
most affected, the ones that will have their property taken will get no premium for 
"taking one for the team" 

Bottom line: there needs to be four lane high way from Lamar to Pueblo. Get it 
done! 

67a Multiple regional corridor locations were 
studied as part of this EIS. Moving the 
highway to the north or south of its current 
alignment were determined not to fully meet 
the purpose and need of the project and 
were, therefore, eliminated. For more 
information on the project’s purpose and 
need, please see Standard Response 4 on 
page 7-15. For more information on the 
regional location of the highway, please see 
Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Regional Corridor 
Location, on page 3-2 of the US 50 Corridor 
East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

67b Property acquisitions will result in the 
purchase of some agricultural land, and 
require some business and residential 
relocations. All land acquisitions will comply 
with federal and state requirements, including 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisitions Policies Act of 1970. 
For more information about property 
acquisitions, please see Standard Response 
5 on page 7-15. 

67c Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 68 Name: Lynn D. Horner 
Response to Comment 68 

Date: 7/30/2016 Received: Website comment 
 

68a 
 

68b 

I would love to see at the very least, more passing lanes. Ideally it would be great 
to have four lane all the way from Pueblo to Lamar. 

I am not in favor of the bypasses around the communities. They will be our 
economic downfall and simply are not cost effective. 

Thanks Lynn Horner Mayor of La Junta 

68a The Preferred Alternative for the US 50 
Corridor East project is a four-lane expressway 
with around-town routes. For more information 
regarding the Preferred Alternative, please see 
Standard Response 6 on page 7-16 and Chapter 
6, Identification of Preferred Alternative and 
Summary of Impacts, on page 6-1 of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

68b The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are expected 
to be minimal. For more information on the 
potential economic effects of the project, please 
see Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Appendix A, Economics Technical Memorandum, 
of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, 
Chapter 6, Effects, on page 16. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 69 Name: Bob Schwinger 
Response to Comment 69 

Date: 7/28/2016 Received: Website comment 

 
69a 

 

 

 
69b 

 

 
 

69c 

 

 

69d 

The idea of making a zig zag four lane road from Kansas to Pueblo would be a colossal 
waste of taxpayer dollars. How many travel miles would be added by going north of one 
town, south of the next and then north of the next one all the way to Pueblo? What 
would be gained? Where would the state sales tax be collected that we now send to 
Denver every quarter? There would not be any because no one would stop. 

 

Soon there would not even be stores here to collect taxes. Might ought to think about 
that. . . 

 

True, we need taxpayer money spent in this area, but we need it to be a benefit to our 
communities. Not a detriment!! 

 

I trucked along Highway 50 for 50 years and the only thing wrong with the highway is 
the quality of the asphalt and no rest areas. 

69a The Preferred Alternative would be 
between two and 11 miles longer than the 
existing 150-mile route, depending on which 
roadway alignments are chosen during Tier 2 
studies. For more information on the benefits 
of the around-town routes, please see 
Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Chapter 3 Section 3.5, Through Town or 
Around Town (Bypass), on page 3-20 of the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

69b The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are 
expected to be minimal. For more information 
on the potential economic effects of the 
project, please see Standard Response 1 on 
page 7-13 and Appendix A, Economics 
Technical Memorandum, of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, 
Effects, on page 16. 

69c Comment noted. 

69d The purpose for undertaking 
transportation improvements on the US 50 
corridor is to improve safety and mobility for 
local, regional, and long-distance users of US 
50 and to accommodate the existing and 
future travel demand. For more information on 
the purpose and need of the project, please 
see Standard Response 4 on page 7-15 and 
Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, on page 2-1 of 
the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 70 Name: Cindy Duran 
Response to Comment 70 

Date: 6/10/2016 Received: Website comment 

 

 

 
70a 

Even if Highway 50 isn't expanded to bypass the towns, it would be extremely 
helpful to have 4 lanes the entire length of it. It is often slow moving farm vehicles 
that slow traffic even more than slowing down for the towns. More importantly in 
my mind, is that the two lane sections are very hazardous. 

 

Faster vehicles trying to get by the slower vehicles makes driving the 2-lane 
sections of Highway 50 ripe for accidents. I hope CDOT will make a priority of 
widening those sections before trying to bypass the towns. Thank you! 

70a Completing this Tier 1 EIS is the first step in 
identifying priorities along the US 50 corridor. 
Project priorities are identified through the federal 
planning process where CDOT and FHWA work 
directly with our local planning partners. For more 
information on prioritization and project 
implementation, please see Standard Response 3 
on page 7-15. 

Funding for the improvements identified during this 
Tier 1 process is uncertain since CDOT’s funding 
for highway improvements on this corridor is 
limited. For information regarding project funding, 
please see Standard Response 7 on page 7-16. 
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LAS ANIMAS PUBLIC HEARING,  
PUBLIC VERBAL COMMENTS 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 29 Name: Kerry Fritz II 
Response to Comment 29 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Las Animas Public Hearing 

29a 

MR KERRY FRITZ: I think everybody wants it on the public record, we want to 
discuss it openly and not individually and, then, have a person to respond. I have—I 
have one question. Where's the money coming from? 

MR. ROB FREI: That’s a good question, we can takl about that after. 

29a  The format used for this project allows 
CDOT and FHWA to thoroughly record the 
public comments and provide proper 
responses. For more information about public 
hearings, please see Standard Response 2 
on page 7-14. 

29b Funding for the improvements identified 
during this Tier 1 process is uncertain since 
CDOT’s funding for highway improvements 
on this corridor is limited. For information 
regarding project funding, please see 
Standard Response 7 on page 7-16. 

29c Comment noted. 

29b 

MR. KERRY FRITZ: Well, I think everybody wants to know where the money's 
coming from. Does anybody want to know where the money's coming from? 

MR ROB FREI: We’ll give you firve minutes to—I would be happy to answer that 
question. 

29c 

MR. KERRY FRITZ: I know where the money's coming from, I want you to tell them 
(indicating). No, you tell them where the money's coming from. Who you are 
associated with. 

MR. ROB FREI: I am associated with the State. 

MR. KERRY FRITZ: No, he's associated with the same international group that's 
bringing in the—the immigrants that you don't want to live beside, okay? They—
they—apparently, according to the record, they feel guilty, the Swiss, for staying 
neutral in World War II. That's a bunch of crap. I just came back from Europe, all 
those people that are imported here are already in Europe walking down four-lane 
high—or two-lane highways as en masse. I'm talking—I'm talking five miles back you 
can see people walking through Europe because someone is advertising that the 
Swedish women want men, okay (indicating)? Now, the Swedish women aren't—
aren't advertising that they want men, other than the fake dating—dating websites 
that the same people are hiring them to do. So this—these people are not your 
friends. They're—they're—they're Colorado residents, but they're hired by 
international—you don't know what's going to happen two weeks after you approve 
anything, they could fire these people, they're out on their cans, and you get a bunch 
of international forces moving in here telling you where to go. I just got—I'm all frickin' 
for the future—(inaudible)—I just happened to end up in this town, in this town. If you 
don't know where the Las Animas familius is then you look back in history. This is 
Las Animas, I am the Las Animas familius, in 15 other cultures I'm called by different 
names. In Russia the Santa Claus doesn't wear a red suit with an old lady, he has a 
green suit on with a bunch of young ladies around, okay? You're—you're living in a 
future prophecy basically— 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 28 Name: Tom Wallace 
Response to Comment 28 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Las Animas Public Hearing 

28a 

 

 

 

Do I need to come up there, or can I just ask my question from here (indicating)? 

Okay. 

Right. 

Is this okay?  

Tom Wallace, I'm a Bent County Commissioner. All I want to know right now—is with 
this expressway is there controlled access, or is it just like we are now? You know, 
on—on the expressway, what kind of access is on the expressway? 

And then my other question is what kind of build is an expressway, is it four lanes 
together or are they separate lane—or directions separate (indicating)? 

So that—on the width of right of way—on that. Do I need to ask him (indicating)? 
Thank you. 

28a An expressway is a divided highway 
with partial access control. In this scenario, 
US 50 would be reconstructed as an 
expressway with a wide median and access 
provided at a minimum of one-half mile 
spacing. The resulting elimination of 
numerous existing access points would 
require that some local trips use other 
roadways—and, in some cases, frontage 
roads—to reach US 50. More information 
regarding the facility types that were 
considered is available in Chapter 3, Section 
3.4.1, Description of Facility Types, on page 
3-13 in the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD. 

 

 
Comment Response 

Comment Number: 24 Name: Marty McCune 
Response to Comment 24 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Las Animas Public Hearing 

24a 

 

Okay, my name's Marty McCune, from La Junta, Colorado. So the question I'm curious 
about with these bypass routes around the town is(sic) there going to be additional 
efforts put in to create connections? Like, for instance, in La Junta you're going south 
of town, there's a highway and San Juan Avenue that goes south of town, I don't want 
either of those in their current condition to be access corridors into town unless they're 
improved as well, so . . . I—and I work across all of Southeast Colorado so I have the 
same question for every one of these communities, because I know—I'm assuming 
that the old 50 will be a business route, but you're still going to have other connections 
in each of these towns that will need improvements, so . . . 

24a Connections from US 50 to local 
communities will be maintained to ensure 
local access and mobility. The exact location 
and design will be addressed in Tier 2 
studies. Many of the access roads are under 
the jurisdiction of the municipalities and the 
counties, and CDOT will work with the 
respective jurisdictions to ensure the best for 
local, regional, and long-distance users of US 
50. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 21 Name: Laura Heckman 

Response to Comment 21 Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Las Animas Public 
Hearing 

 

21a 

Laura Heckman, I live at McClave, and we farm, and through this we would end 
up losing our home and—both homes, and also farmland, and I didn't know how 
you guys handle that, because, you know, the farmland—Okay, let me continue. 

And, so, I didn't know, again—especially with farmland you're losing your 
income, that farmland, and, so, I didn't know how you're going to handle that. 

21a  Impacts to specific parcels will be evaluated in 
greater detail during Tier 2 studies after specific 
roadway footprints are identified. All property 
acquisitions will comply fully with federal and state 
requirements, including the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970. For more information about property 
acquisitions, please see Standard Response 5 on 
page 7-15 and Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3, Land Use, 
on page 4-118 of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD. 

21b The City of Lamar, Colorado, is excluded from 
the project area. This area was studied under the 
separate US 287 at Lamar Reliever Route 
Environmental Assessment, completed in August 
2013. The Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 
for the project was signed in November 2014. More 
information on the US 287 at Lamar Reliever Route 
Project, the Environmental Assessment (EA), and 
the FONSI, go to 
http://www.coloradodot.info/projects/us287lamar. 

 

21b 

Also I was just curious why was not 287 looked at, because that's where your 
heavy traffic is, and I could see the real benefit for that to be a four-lane because 
it has so much traffic on it and it's already set up to be—you know, for carrying 
traffic, so that's why I was asking that question. 

21c 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

So—and, then, also on historical, I know—we have a historical schoolhouse, 
and would that just be—it just—yeah, 'cause it's going to be right in the middle of 
the highway 'cause it's right next to the highway, so . . . Anyway, those are my 
questions. 

  

http://www.coloradodot/
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 21 Name: Laura Heckman 

Response to Comment 21 Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Las Animas Public 
Hearing 

 

This side left intentionally blank.  

21c Impacts to specific structures will be identified 
during Tier 2 studies. The US 50 Corridor East Tier 
1 Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (PA) 
outlines how historic resources will be identified and 
evaluated in the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 EIS. 
The PA was developed and signed by 
representatives from the lead agencies (CDOT and 
FHWA) and the Colorado SHPO. For the historic 
context and a discussion of effects on specific 
resources, review Appendix A, Historic and 
Archaeological Resources Technical Memorandum, 
of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

 

 

 

 
Comment Response 

Comment Number: 23 Name: Greg Kolomitz 

Response to Comment 23 Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Las Animas Public 
Hearing 

23a 

Thank you. My name is Greg Kolomitz, I'm from La Junta. I live in La Junta. First of all, 
I appreciate the attempt today to look at Southeast Colorado, that's a good thing I 
guess. I would like to state for the record that I believe any project of this magnitude 
needs to include a Economic Impact Study in terms of what the diversion of traffic 
away from the existing corridors through the towns along Highway 50—what that 
diversion of traffic would mean to the communities in terms—in terms of economic 
impact, I would like that to be addressed. Thank you. 

23a  For information on the potential 
economic effects of the project, please see 
Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Appendix A, Economics Technical 
Memorandum, of the US 50 Corridor East 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, Effects, on page 
16. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 26 Name: Jenn Pointon 
Response to Comment 26 

Date: 7/11/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Las Animas Public Hearing 

 

 
26a 

 

 

 

 

26b 

My name is Jenn Pointon, I'm a resident of Las Animas, a life-long resident of Baca 
County, so . . . One of my questions—that has come up a couple of times from my 
family and stuff—is I know that you guys are strictly for Highway 50 East in this 
corridor, but is the same consideration going to be done through the mountains, or is 
this just another way of taking the rural and just kind of taking what you want, so to 
speak? Because we are rural and we are a smaller community and stuff like that. Also, 
how is the—I think he kind of addressed it—but how do you decide what the 
socioeconomic impact is? Because like it was stated before, we do depend on outside, 
of course, we can't survive without them in these small communities, and by diverting 
the traffic you're going to eliminate a lot of the resources and the income that these 
communities depend upon. So those are my two questions, thank you. 

26a  The objective of the US 50 Corridor East 
Tier 1 EIS effort is to provide decisions that 
CDOT and the communities along the corridor 
can use to plan and program future 
improvements within the project area. 
Improvements on US 50 west of Pueblo, 
where the purpose and need for 
improvements in the mountains is very 
different, were not included in this analysis. 
However, regardless of where a 
transportation project is located, the same 
analysis and alternatives evaluation process 
is used. 

26b The potential economic impact to 
communities from the US 50 project is 
expected to be minimal. For information on 
the potential economic effects of the project, 
please see Standard Response 1 on page 7-
13 and Appendix A, Economics Technical 
Memorandum, of the US 50 Corridor East 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, Effects, on page 
16. 
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LAMAR HEARING,  
PUBLIC VERBAL COMMENTS 

 
No public verbal comments were received at the Lamar Public Hearing. 
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ROCKY FORD PUBLIC HEARING,  
PUBLIC VERBAL COMMENTS 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 40 Name: Kathy Davis 
Response to Comment 40 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

 

 

 
40a 

Hi, I'm Kathy Davis from La Junta, and the only comments that I have are going to be 
brief. So from 2006—at that time there has been 40 years studying on this, and, then, 
environmental study came in 10 years from that the last time that we did that, so the 
problem is—that I have, you're not addressing—the main problem area that I see on 
this that needs to be addressed pretty quickly is the area from Fowler to Pueblo where 
there's a lot of accidents happening in that stretch, because it is two lane the truckers 
are having a hard time, you know, with the people passing them and that's when the 
crashes are occurring. So that's one of the main problems that I—I see coming up, 
okay? That's it. 

40a  Completing this US 50 Corridor East Tier 
1 FEIS/ROD is the first step in identifying 
priorities along the US 50 corridor. For more 
information about how the planning process 
will work to identify final projects for 
construction, please see Standard Response 
3 on page 7-15. 

 

 
Comment Response 

Comment Number: 42 Name: Mike Franklin 
Response to Comment 42 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

 

42a 

Yeah, my name is Mike Franklin, I live in La Junta. I have a business that is—would 
be taken over by this thing right on the highway, I've got three homes that will be 
taken over by this deal on the highway right through my property, the exits have been 
put in years ago, and quite a bit of pastureland for my cows (indicating). My business, 
I depend on everybody from the road to get my business from, but if they're coming to 
get bait from me at my bait shop, Hook, Line & Sinker, they come to me whether they 
go through La Junta or whether they'll go around. If they want to come see Comanche 
Grasslands, they'll pull into La Junta, they'll go. I'm all for selling my property for this 
deal because I've seen lots of places in Texas that do bypasses, it brings people, it 
brings jobs, it brings lots of things, and my stuff will be for sale to them if they want it.  

42a  Comment noted.  
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 39 Name: Norma Cannon 
Response to Comment 39 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

39a 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I'm Norma Cannon, and I live in La Junta. This supposedly newest alternative to 
bypassing La Junta would go right through my property. Like Mr. Franklin I have lots of 
property right along that right-of-way, but I do not want a highway through that property. 
Now, 50 years ago when they started this project I built a home out there at about the 
same time, then there was my house and two other houses between me and Higbee, 
and maybe two or three between me and the City of La Junta, since that time we have 
acquired numerous neighbors, including a rather large actually development, so I don't 
see these things taken into consideration on any of these maps. And since they saw fit 
to list Highway 109, which has been moved sin—from my house since probably 15 
years ago to another location, I would like to see more specific maps and 
recommendations before we would proceed with such a project. 

39a  Please note that the Preferred 
Alternative does not represent the final 
roadway alignments. Instead, each alternative 
route consists of a corridor measuring 
approximately 1,000 feet in width and 
encompassing the actual 250-foot (or less) 
roadway alignment (i.e., footprint), which will 
be identified during Tier 2 studies. More 
detailed maps also will be provided as part of 
the Tier 2 studies. 

During Tier 2 studies, CDOT will try to avoid 
or minimize right-of-way impacts to all 
property owners. If CDOT needs to purchase 
property for the project, all acquisitions and 
relocations will comply fully with federal and 
state requirements, including the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. For more 
information on property acquisition, please 
see Standard Response 5 on page 7-15 and 
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3, Land Use, on page 
4-118 of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 45 Name: Chuck Hanagan 
Response to Comment 45 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

45a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

45b 

I'm Chuck Hanagan, and I'm here today as a—as a resident of the Town of Swink. My 
family's been involved in agriculture for well over a hundred years, I guess we've been 
involved in this project since four or five years ago when you guys started. I'm not here 
today to speak out against improvements, I think we all agree that safety and mobility is 
a—is a major concern, what I am against is I disagree with the limits of—that this project 
is needed because we limit—we currently limit economic development. We have 
economic development here, we have agriculture here, our number one concern in this 
area is agriculture. Producers in this area fight day to day on daily attacks to the 
agriculture in our area, whether it be our water, our land, water to the—to the Front 
Range, water to Kansas, it's hard to farm in this area (indicating). A lot of the problems 
with—with this document that they've come out with—and I don't have enough ink to 
print it and I don't have enough paper to print it, but fortunately they got a copy back 
there—if you'll take a look at it they talk about footprints, they're talking about the 
economic impact of what's under the pavement, they're not talking about the economic 
impact of when they put a—put a farm—or a road across somebody's farm, it impacts 
the other side of the highway, you can't get to that farm (indicating). They're putting—
these are green lines now, four years ago it was yellow lines, they put that over the top 
of you it never goes away, that—that Highway 50 probability someday is on—is on top 
of your ground so you have to deal with that, that adversely affects the proper—your 
value of your property, it has to. Anybody that says it doesn't is an idiot. I guess—they 
talk about the economic input(sic)—impacts, they're talking about the loss of 
productivity, they—what they're using for figures in—in economic loss is the dollars of a 
ton of alfalfa. I spend a hell of a lot of money—all of these farmers spend a hell of a lot 
of money raising these crops. That money is spent down at the tire shop, at the auto 
parts shop, buying a new pickup, across the street at Benito's, wherever, that money is 
spent in our economy, and it's rolled—county commissioners, I've talked to them—
somewhere between five and seven times that rolls. They're only taking what's—what's 
right underneath the pavement. There's going to be huge economic, significant impacts 
to our community with—if this goes through. 

 

The other thing is this is just a general and potential document, if—if—you know, 
general and potential, it's been around for 50 years, damn well before that I've seen it, 
they're going through with this, at some point in time we've got to knock out the 
ridiculous of a freeway or expressway. 

45a  The potential impacts to agricultural 
resources was examined and considered as 
part of the EIS process. For more information 
on the potential impacts to agricultural 
resources, please see Chapter 4, Section 
4.1.1, Affected Environment, on page 4-6 of 
the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
Mitigation measures to reduce these potential 
impacts have been identified and are 
discussed in Appendix A, Agricultural 
Resources Technical Memorandum, of the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, 
Chapter 7, Mitigation Strategies, on page 31. 

45b For information on how the Preferred 
Alternative was identified, please see 
Standard Response 6 on page 7-16 and 
Chapter 6, Identification of Preferred 
Alternative and Summary of impacts, on page 
6-1 of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD. 
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Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 
 

45b 

 

 
45c 

We do need improvements, we need to look at what's reasonable and—and—and 
justifiable. We need to add some practicality back into this project and not raise fear. 

 

I know that there's a lot of money being put into these project—or into these studies and 
things, and these guys have jobs to do, but let's—let's be practical about this, so… 

Thank you. 

45c Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment 55 Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public 
Hearing 

 

 

 

 

55a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
55b 

 

 

 

55c 

 

55d 

 

 

55e 

Yes. My name's Tom Tomky, I'm—live on a farm south of Rocky Ford here 
(indicating). I'm a community banker and a farmer, I deal with businesses up and 
down this whole corridor on a very frequent basis, all you have to do is—is look at 
where the interstate highways went across rural America, look at the dying towns 
that they created (indicating). I do not want to see that happen to our beautiful 
Arkansas Valley. They're talking about a—a multi-decade project, you know, I'm not 
going to be around to see it, but I got a son right there that's a third generation 
farmer; I got grandkids right there, I hope they're going to be fourth generation 
farmer; and their kids are going to be farmers, and I hope it's going to be right here, 
but if our towns die they don't have a future (indicating). 

And I—I don't know where—where this thing come(sic) from. I remember, like Norma 
Cannon, four years ago all the people in Southeastern Colorado asked for was a 
four-lane highway, we don't want you moving them out of our town (indicating). You 
can go from Pueblo four lanes, you go down in the Valley, yeah, Fowler's two lanes 
going through town, Manzanola's four lanes, it's four lanes all the way from 
Manzanola through Rocky Ford, La Junta, you know, outside of La Junta it—it ends, 
it picks up again four lanes through Las Animas, out towards Hasty it's four lanes, 
picks up again at Wiley, it's four lanes through—through Lamar (indicating).  

We don't need a mega, mega project funded by the taxpayers,  

and I don't know if this will ever happen,  

but I'm strongly against it. 

55a The potential economic impact to 
communities from the US 50 project are 
expected to be minimal. For more information 
on the potential economic effects of the 
project, please see Standard Response 1 on 
page 7-13 and Appendix A, Economics 
Technical Memorandum, of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, 
Effects, on page 16. 

55b CDOT has studied and evaluated several 
alternatives, some of which would have the 
highway continue to run through towns. It was 
determined that these alternatives do not fully 
meet the project’s purpose and need and, 
therefore, they were eliminated. For more 
information on the identification of the around-
town versus through-town alternatives, please 
see Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Through Town or 
Around Town (Bypass), on page 3-20 of the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

55c The purpose for undertaking 
transportation improvements on the US 50 
corridor is to improve safety and mobility for 
local, regional, and long-distance users of US 
50 and to accommodate the existing and 
future travel demand. For more information on 
the project’s purpose and need, please see 
Standard Response 4 on page 7-15 and 
Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, on page 2-1 of 
the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

 

And I think this format that you—you got right now doesn't work (indicating). People 
want to be able to ans—ask questions and hear the answers. If I go back there and 
talk to somebody and ask one question, somebody else has got questions, I don't 
know what their questions are, I—I don't learn anything by—by not having a question 
and answer before, so I'm strongly against this. Thank you. 
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55d For information on the timing of project 
implementation, please see Standard 
Response 3 on page 7-15. 

55e  The format used for this project allows 
CDOT and FHWA to thoroughly record the 
public comments and provide proper 
responses. For more information about public 
hearings, please see Standard Response 2 
on page 7-14. 
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Comment Number: 41 Name: Carolyn Ehrlich 

Response to Comment 41 Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public 
Hearing 

41a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Carolyn Ehrlich from La Junta, Colorado. I'm retired. I just have—my question is, is 
this going to be a true interstate or is it going to be a roa—road like 287 that goes 
from Amarillo to Wichita Falls? That's . . . 

41a  US 50 from Pueblo to the Kansas state 
line will remain a U.S. Highway and will not 
be converted into an interstate highway. The 
identified Preferred Alternative for the US 50 
Corridor East project is a four-lane 
expressway with around-town routes on the 
existing regional corridor. For more 
information regarding the Preferred 
Alternative, please see Standard Response 
6 on page 7-16 and Chapter 6, Identification 
of Preferred Alternative and Summary of 
Impacts, on page 6-1 of the US 50 Corridor 
East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
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44a 

 

 

 

 
 

44b 

 

 

 

 

 
 

44c 

I am going to speak primarily from a more technical standpoint, but first I'd like to say—
I'd like to request that the review and comment period for this DEIS be extended. This 
is a massive document, we have had very little time to truly review it, and as somebody 
that has reviewed every one of the EISes having to do with Pinon Canyon, it takes 
time, so I would like to request that be considered, 'cause this is not a reasonable 
review and comment period. 

Second I would like to say that there was a Programmatic Agreement—this has to do 
with the historic cultural resources—that we developed for this initial part of the Tier 1 
and Tier 2, I'd like to request two things, a copy of the historic context that was to be 
developed under that, and also a copy of the draft of Relative Effects Report that is 
specified within that Programmatic Agreement, so that those can be reviewed in 
conjunction with this Draft—Draft EIS. 

Now, I understand that this Tier 1 is a broad overview, but you have looked at the 
very—very different aspects—the environmental, the water, the air, the cultural—and 
you have segmented those to the standpoint they're standing in little silos (indicating). 
For an EIS that cannot be done, you have to look at that greater intermingling of those 
impacts, and, so, that certainly can be done in this—in this Tier 1, but it definitely must 
be done in that Tier 2 so that they're not segmenting those issues. Having been 
through the experience of that again with the Pinon Canyon, an EIS was drawn up by 
the federal court because of that, so you need to look at that. 

 

44a Following requests from citizens, CDOT 
extended the end of the review period from 
July 29, 2016, to August 12, 2016. The notice 
of the extension was published in the Federal 
Register on July 19, 2016. The public review 
and comment period was originally scheduled 
for 47 days and was extended for a total of 61 
days. 

44b The US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 Section 
106 Programmatic Agreement (PA) outlines 
how historic resources will be identified and 
evaluated in the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD. The PA was developed and 
signed by representatives from the lead 
agencies (CDOT and FHWA) and the 
Colorado SHPO. The copies of the “US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 Draft EIS, Draft Historic 
and Archaeological Resources Relative 
Effects Report” and “US 50 Corridor East Tier 
1 Draft EIS, Historic Context Overview” were 
sent to Ms. Goodwin on July 14, 2016.  

44c For clarity, the US 50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD 
organizes resource analysis by topic. 
However, resources have been evaluated for 
both direct and indirect impacts. Indirect 
impacts include effects that are further 
removed or may occur later in time, such as 
the impact of roadway drainage of nearby 
wetlands. For information on the potential 
indirect impacts to different resources, please 
see Chapter 4, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation, 
on page 4-1 of the US 50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
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44d 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

44e 

 

 

 

Secondly, as far as—especially having to do with our agricultural lands, and something 
that we've worked so hard for the last 10 years—for many years to protect, you should 
be considering the Cultural Landscape Approach, as required by the National Historic 
Preservation Act, to look at these farms and ranches and at their impacts, because that 
pulls together all those different approaches.  

And you also need to consider—Chuck mentioned this—we have some—a number of 
Centennial farms and ranches that will be impacted by this, these are ranches that 
have been in families—by the same family for over a hundred years—and my family 
happens to be one of those—and those are significant resources, those needs to be 
considered. 

Just one other thing. On your 4(f) evaluation—I realize that you started this process 
nearly 10 year ago—but it states that there's little physical evidence of where the Santa 
Fe Trail existed. Nearly six years ago a project was started to document the Santa Fe 
Trail and do National Register of Nominations on federal lands and on some of the 
lands of—privately-owned lands of people that wanted to do that—John Martin is 
certainly one of the areas where there are National Registered segments that have 
been identified—I would suggest, considering that that was started over six years ago, 
that CDOT talk with the SHPO's office and be familiar with the work that's been done, 
'cause that was started over six years ago. 

And that's(sic) my main comments at this point, but I would ask that you extend the 
review period, please. 

44d The analysis of historic properties was 
conducted using a phased approach, as 
permitted under National Historic 
Preservation Act regulations (36 CFR 800) 
and as dictated by the US 50 Tier 1 Section 
106 Programmatic Agreement. Thus, this 
analysis is focused on “... establishing the 
likely presence of historic properties within the 
area of potential effects for each alternative” 
(NHPA 1966b, sect 800.4(b)(2)). More 
detailed analysis will be completed during Tier 
2 studies. 

More information about the historic resource 
analysis methodology can be found in the 
Historic and Archeological Resources 
Technical Memorandum located in Appendix 
A of the US 50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. A copy of 
the US 50 Tier 1 Section 106 Programatic 
Agreement can be found in Appendix D, US 
50 Tier 1 Section 106 Programatic Agreement 
(PA), on page 53 of the Historic and 
Archeological Resources Techincal 
Memorandum located in Appendix A of the 
US 50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

44e Following requests from citizens, CDOT 
extended the end of the review period from 
July 29, 2016, to August 12, 2016. The notice 
of the extension was published in the Federal 
Register on July 19, 2016. The public review 
and comment period was originally scheduled 
for 47 days and was extended for a total of 61 
days. 
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Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

53a 

Hi, my name's Chris Tomky, I'm a fourth generation Colorado farmer, and my fifth 
generation is sitting right there (indicating). I've lived in Rocky Ford my whole life, and my 
family and I have spent a lifetime improving the infrastructure of our farms and ranches, 
and when you take a highway and run it right through the middle of that and you get paid 
for the land that they take, well, that's fine, but they don't take into consideration now 
you're cut in half and everything that you worked your life for is now divided, and if there's 
an exit every mile—which would be generous—it's going to double the labor inputs and 
the cost of production, and it's just going to rip a hole right through this Valley 
(indicating). 

53a  The potential impacts to agricultural 
resources was examined and considered as 
part of the EIS process. All property 
acquisitions and relocations will comply with 
the Uniform Relocation and Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970. For more information on the potential 
impacts to agricultural resources, please see 
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.1, Affected 
Environment, on page 4-6 of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. Mitigation 
measures to reduce these potential impacts 
have been identified and are discussed in 
Appendix A, Agricultural Resources Technical 
Memorandum, of the US 50 Corridor East 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 7, Mitigation 
Strategies, on page 31. 

53b The plan was to hold the meeting in the 
William L. Gobin Community Center, but on 
the day of the meeting, the leadership from 
the Rocky Ford Chamber of Commerce 
directed us to set up in the baggage room 
meeting location because the Community 
Center was not available. 

53c The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are 
expected to be minimal. For information on 
the potential economic effects of the project, 
please see Standard Response 1 on page 7-
13 and Appendix A, Economics Technical 
Memorandum, of the US 50 Corridor East 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, Effects, on page 
16. 

53b 
And I can tell the thought that they had put into this by cramming us all in the baggage 
room of the depot instead of giving us the dignity of the community building, which is 
right over there (indicating). 

53c 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

And I do own farms and ranches that the highway is going to go through, but it's beyond 
that, it's for the entire Valley. I get gas at Loaf 'N Jug in my pickup and there's a lot of 
times that if—you can't even get in there to get fuel, and that's a good thing, and I don't 
even recognize anybody who's there, it's all people passing through, and if there's a four-
lane highway bypassing everything they're just going to keep their cruise control set and 
go around into Pueblo, they're not going to take an exit to nowhere, and it's just going to 
kill this entire Valley that everybody here has worked to preserve. That's all.  
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Comment Number: 50 Name: Randall Robertson 
Response to Comment 50 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

50a 

My name is Randall Robertson, I'm from La Junta, I'm a commercial banker in town 
there.  

My concerns are similar to everybody else's here. I guess you guys gave some statistics 
as far as the number of crashes and things like that, and this is to make things safer. I 
guess I'd like to know where the—where the crashes are concentrated at, because 
unless they're right in the middle of our towns I don't see the purpose in bypassing all 
that, the four-lane will get—get accomplished—what you want to accomplish that way. 

50a According to CDOT data for the years 
2008 to 2012, 39 percent of all crashes along 
the study corridor took place in urban areas 
(within towns). For more detailed US 50 crash 
data and the location of crashes along the 
corridor, please see Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1, 
Transportation, on page 4-222 of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

With regard to around-town versus through-
town alternative routes, CDOT has studied 
and evaluated several alternatives, some of 
which would maintain the highway in its 
existing location. It was determined that these 
alternatives do not fully meet the project’s 
purpose and need. For more information on 
the identification of the around-town versus 
through-town alternatives, please see 
Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Through Town or 
Around Town (Bypass), on page 3-20 of the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

50b Part of the purpose and need for the US 
50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD is to improve mobility for 
all users along the corridor. For trips along US 
50, mobility means traveling at a speed that is 
appropriate for the type of trip being made. 
Based on this mobility metric, alternatives 
were evaluated on their ability to maintain an 
appropriate speed for users rather than their 
impact to travel time. For more information on 
mobility as part of the purpose and need for 
this project, please see Chapter 2.3.2, 
Mobility Issues, on page 2-10 of the US 50 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

50b 

The other thing is, is the timesaving to the amount of speed that you can cover the 150 
miles in, nowhere here does it estimate what the timesaving is. I can't imagine what it is 
when you still got to go around the towns instead of going through them to get there, so 
that's a concern of mine. 

And, like I say, it—I'm kind of like everybody else, this thing just jumped up out of 
nowhere, for all the time that it took for the studying to get to this meeting tonight the 
public knowledge of it was not very forthcoming on this. 

50c 

Let me get here to see the other questions. I guess I want somebody to define what 
mobility is to me, I'm—I'm having difficulty with that, the mobility part. We got—we got 
highways just like everybody else does, I don't know what makes them any less mobile 
than the others. You continually showed tractors there, and things like that, maybe that's 
the total issue, I don't know. If it is, that's part of—the thing around here, if you put a 
four-lane through obviously that would resolve that issue also. 

 

50d 
 

50e 

You're going to be taking away the tax base—of whatever land you're taking out there, 
whether it be ranchland or farmland, you're taking away the tax base. 

Who's going to maintain the roads that are left? Is that a CDOT thing still, or is it not? 
You’re just adding expense on top of insult to us here in the towns. 
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50c For trips along US 50, mobility means 
traveling at a speed that is appropriate for the 
type of trip being made, with minimal 
disruption to traffic flow. Mobility needs are 
different for the different types of users of US 
50. Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2, Mobility Issues, 
on page 2-10 of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 
1 FEIS/ROD includes a discussion of 
balancing the conflicting needs of long 
distance, regional, and local users. It also 
includes a discussion of speed reduction 
zones, which constrain travel speeds and limit 
traffic movement along sections of the 
corridor. 

50d The potential economic impact to 
communities from the US 50 project are 
expected to be minimal. For more information 
on the potential economic effects of the 
project, please see Standard Response 1 on 
page 7-13 and Appendix A, Economics 
Technical Memorandum, of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, 
Effects, on page 16. 

50e As part of the Build Alternatives, the 
existing road and right-of-way alignments 
through each community would be 
relinquished to the city or county through a 
process negotiated and documented in an 
Inter-Governmental Agreement (IGA). 
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50f 

And the—you know, I'd just like to say, some of the statistics that you guys are using, you 
know, they're—they're—you're pulling them out of nowhere. If you don't have a 
concentration of where these accidents are occurring you're making us think that it's in this 
whole stretch here—down here through our—through 50 miles here, and I have—I have—I 
have difficulty believing that. You guys came and spent a couple of million dollars—I don't 
have any millions—out here on 71, never improved. If that's your guys' ideas of improving 
safety you did not accomplish one thing out there. 

So once you've lost our trust in something like that—and I don't know if there was any 
public comment or anything known, or if that was just something that jumped out of 
nowhere, but, you—like I say, the accidents haven't ceased there at all, you—you 
accomplished nothing, spent millions, and my guess is that's what this is going to amount 
to, too. 

50f Traffic data and crash data were 
analyzed in depth for the US 50 corridor. For 
this detailed information, please see Chapter 
4, Section 4.4.1, Transportation, on page 4-
222 in the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD. 

50g The plan was to hold the meeting in the 
William L. Gobin Community Center, but on 
the day of the meeting, the leadership from 
the Rocky Ford Chamber of Commerce 
directed us to set up in the baggage room 
meeting location because the Community 
Center was not available. 

 

50g But we thank you for your time coming down, next time get the community building next-
door. Thank you. 

 

 
Comment Response 

Comment Number: 43 Name: Keith Goodwin 
Response to Comment 43 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

43a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

My name is Keith Goodwin, Commissioner of Otero County, and I had one concern about 
the format tonight that I wanted to capitalize on while here, is after this is over and you go 
back and ask a lot of questions we're all going to lose the answers, and, so, what I'd ask is 
that the questions that's asked to be sure to write them down so that those answers can be 
included in the report that's done so we know what the answers are and what the questions 
were, otherwise we're losing that information. Thank you. 

43a  The main purpose for these public 
hearings, and thus the format that was 
used, is to offer the public the opportunity 
to comment on the US 50 Corridor East 
Tier 1 DEIS, to review the alternatives that 
are being considered, and to describe the 
potential impacts to the public. All 
comments received during the public 
review period have been compiled into the 
list you are currently reviewing in Chapter 
7, Table 7-2 of the US 50 Corridor East 
Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. This table also includes 
all responses to those comments. 
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Response to Comment 49 Date: 7/18/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public 
Hearing 

49a 

Yeah. Hi, I'm George Pfaff and I'm from Rocky Ford, and I—I agree with a lot of 
naysayers here, I think that we—the—the transportation through the area I think 
is adequate, I mean, I travel up and down there all the time and—and I never 
occur any traffic problems or any—any real major mishaps. Accidents are going 
to happen whether you want them to or not. I think increasing the—to a four-
lane highway and all these bypasses is only going to create possibly more 
traffic, and actually more accidents and more fatalities at that rate. 

49a According to CDOT data, presented in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1 on page 4-222 of the US 
50 Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, for the years 2008 to 2012, 
there were a total of 19 fatalities—an average of 
about four per year—and nearly one-eighth of all 
crashes involved injuries. This is relatively high 
compared to state averages of similar corridors. 
Additional crash data is provided in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.4.1, Transportation, on page 4-222 of 
the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

49b The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are expected 
to be minimal. For more information on the 
potential economic effects of the project, please 
see Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Appendix A, Economics Technical Memorandum, 
of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, 
Chapter 6, Effects, on page 16. 

49c Under the Build Alternatives, this drive would 
be two miles to 11 miles longer than the existing 
150-mile route, depending on which alternatives 
are chosen during Tier 2 studies. These build 
alternatives are anticipated to increase energy 
consumption by between 2 percent and 12 
percent. For more information about impacts to 
energy consumption, please see Chapter 4, 
Section 4.4.4, Energy, on page 4-245 of the US 
50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

49b 

I look at these things that are going around town and stuff, that's got to affect 
the towns and it's going to make it a—a dead area again, and that—we want to 
build instead of take away. And I think people will skip the areas, just like I do 
when I'm on an interstate, I'll skip areas, too. 

 
49c 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

49d 

And the other thing, too, about bypasses, that you got a long mileage down 
there and that's got to increase the fuel consumption that we're going to be 
using, and the idea should be to decrease that, or—or it—so we're not using so 
much gas and oil and what have you.  

And I think another thing, too, is we do have these four lanes going through 
Manzanola and Rocky Ford, Swink, and all of this, it's already existing, the 
thing—we want to increase to four lanes between Pueblo and Fowler, that's 
fine, but it's—and I don't mind that at—at all there, but I—I—with the towns 
where you have to slow down—you actually are controlling your traffic a little bit 
when you have these general slowdowns so that traffic is not too speedy, and—
and you can actually probably in—decrease the amount of fatalities and 
accidents and things like that, I think we do need that kind of control. 

I mean, to go around town going 75-, 80-mile-an-hour, I don't see the advantage 
of that—of that, but—and I think it really should be looked into, especially 
economic impact I think is going to be very negative to this if we're going to go 
bypassing 
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49d CDOT has studied and evaluated several 
alternatives, some of which would have the 
highway go through towns. It was determined that 
these alternatives do not fully meet the project’s 
purpose and need. For more information on the 
identification of the around-town versus through-
town alternatives, please see Standard Response 
1 on page 7-13 and Chapter 3, Section 3.5, 
Through Town or Around Town (Bypass), on page 
3-20 of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Number: 47 Name: Kimmi Lewis 
Response to Comment 47 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

 

 

 
47a 

 

 

 
47b 

 

 
47c 

 

 
 

47d 

 

 

47e 

Hello, my name is Kimmi Lewis, and I live south of La Junta. 

 

And Mrs. Cannon is right, we need some common sense, we don't need any more taking 
of private property where she lives. Where the Cannon place is is a very nice property, 
and she doesn't need to be giving it up for a new expressway around the small towns 
that need the economic development, that need the people to stop. 

 

And I'll guarantee you it's just like the town of Boise City, Oklahoma, when you go down 
to Amarillo, people do not stop there, they go right on by, buzz right by, and they don't 
stop downtown, and that's what's going to happen here. 

 

So four lanes work, if we need more four-lanes then let's look at that for safety, but let's 
have some common sense. 

 

47a The purpose for undertaking transportation 
improvements on the US 50 corridor is to 
improve safety and mobility for local, regional, 
and long-distance users of US 50 and to 
accommodate the existing and future travel 
demand. For more information on the purpose 
and need of this project, please see Standard 
Response 4 on page 7-15 and Chapter 2, 
Purpose and Need, on page 2-1 of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

47b The potential economic impact to 
communities from the US 50 project are 
expected to be minimal. For more information 
on the potential economic effects of the project, 
please see Standard Response 1 on page 
7-13 and Appendix A, Economics Technical 
Memorandum, of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 
1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, Effects, on page 16. 

47c CDOT has studied and evaluated several 
alternatives, some of which would have the 
highway go through towns. It was determined 
that these alternatives do not fully meet the 
project’s purpose and need. For more 
information on the identification of the around-
town versus through-town alternatives, please 
see Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Through Town or 
Around Town (Bypass), on page 3-20 of the US 
50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 

And we do need an extension of time for the comments, and I will make sure that other 
people ask for that as well, and that's something that you can do, you can write a 
comment to the DOT and ask for an extension of time. 

 

I'm running for House District 64, and I'll guarantee the first thing I will do when I get to 
the capital is ask for an audit of the DOT. Thank you.  
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47d Following requests from citizens, CDOT 
extended the end of the review period from July 
29, 2016, to August 12, 2016. The notice of the 
extension was published in the Federal 
Register on July 19, 2016. The public review 
and comment period was originally scheduled 
for 47 days and was extended for a total of 61 
days. 

47e Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment 46 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

 

 

 
46a 

 

 

 

 

 
46b 

 

 

 

 

 
46c 

Thank you. My name is George Hanzaz, I grew up in Rocky Ford, lived in Stockton, 
California, for 23 years, moved back here, it's a great place to live.  

I've traveled around. I remember back in the '60s, '70s, and into the early '80s High—
Interstate 25 bypassed Las Vegas, Nevada. It was complete everywhere else except Las 
Vegas, Nevada. They had some pow—someone with power in the state legislature that 
held that up. So why I'm telling you is Las Vegas, Nevada had a lot of through traffic, 
everyone went through there, they made money, once you go around—and I've seen 
this, Interstate 40 through Arizona, a lot of towns have dried up. 

 

It's great, it's great to have a better way to get through, four-lane highways are good, but 
once you bypass towns you start—from my experience what I've seen you start to take 
away economic activity. 

 

The most important question you can ask tonight is who has the final say about this. 
These—the—the company and the DOT people who are here tonight, they do not have 
the final say, it belongs to either the governor's office, state legis—or the state legislature, 
they decide whether the money's spent or not, those are the people you need to talk to. 
These people here are doing their job in coming here and explaining things to us so we 
know what the thinking is by the policymakers, and I would ask you that—take your time 
and find out the information, but find out who makes the final decision, that's what's really 
important. Thank you. 

46a Comment noted. 

46b The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are 
expected to be minimal. For more information 
on the potential economic effects of the project, 
please see Standard Response 1 on page  
7-13 and Appendix A, Economics Technical 
Memorandum, of the US 50 Corridor East Tier 
1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, Effects, on page 16. 

46c FHWA, CDOT, local governments, and 
planning parties have identified the need to 
improve safety and mobility on this mostly two-
lane highway, which traverses four counties. 
For more information about how the planning 
process supports decision making, please see 
Standard Response 3 on page 7-15. 
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Comment Number: 37 Name: Brian Burney 
Response to Comment 37 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

37a 

Hi, my name is Brian Burney, I—I live on the corner—sort of on the corner of Highway 
50 and 71, it's on the west side of Rocky Ford, so I'm familiar with that interchange 
improvement, and familiar with a lot of those—those crashes that have happened over 
my lifetime. 

But I want to thank you guys for all your hard work, this is a tremendous amount of 
work that you've put into this since, I don't know, 2004, 2005, 2006, something like 
that. So hats off, really a good job. 

We have a little bit of fear going on here. We feel like we are Radiator Springs in the 
movies Car—Cars, right, and that we're going to get bypassed and that our town's 
going to die—or our communities are going to die. That may be true, but what I guess I 
would challenge us to say—just like what George just said—was—you know, this is a 
decision that relies upon the governor's office and our legislators, so—we're very 
passionate here tonight, let's also be passionate in reaching out and writing letters to 
those folks, but let's be passionate about doing some work here in our own 
communities throughout the Valley. 

There's a sign outside of Rocky Ford that now says, "Growing Together," right, and I 
would challenge each of you that we need to do more growing together as 
communities, and collaborate together as communities in the Arkansas Valley along 
the Highway 50 corridor. And I think our county commissioners could tell us that in 
Otero County we have some divide amongst towns, right, amongst municipalities and 
how they work together, and, so, I would say that perhaps us working together would 
help us to solve some of our own problems regardless of what happens with the 
Highway 50 that goes through, and that—there was an organization a few years ago I 
would again—again encourage all of you to take a look at, I know La Junta has done 
some good things with a—an organization called "strongtowns.org," right? They look at 
problems of small-town America, rural areas, related to civil engineering problems. 
And, so, I went to a meeting here in Rocky Ford in that government building right over 
here, and—it was set up over there in that big, large space—people showed up 
(indicating). 

37a  Comment noted.  
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Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

37a 

Do you know how sad that made me that only 12 people showed up? And none of 
them had the color hair that I have right here right now. And I don't mean that to be 
offensive, I mean that to suggest that perhaps we need to take the bull by the horns in 
our communities, some good things that are said—said—being said here, and deal 
with some of the issues that we're faced with. Main street, right, what do we do about 
main street rural America. Not just Rocky Ford, or La Junta, or Manzanola, but main 
street in general. Let's not tackle it as a stand-alone problem, let's tackle it as a—as a 
problem that we all endure and—and figure out how to work together to do community 
development and things like that (indicating). So strongtowns.org, let's work at growing 
together. And regardless of what happens here with this let's look at what reality does 
invite us. I'm going to go back to the Santa Fe Trail as being the thing that guided the 
railroad through Southeastern Colorado to deliver—to deliver goods and services, to 
develop our towns, and it is the thing that divides our towns. Think about when your 
children are young and you tell them not to cross the railroad tracks, what is the 
impression that is burned into their brain when they're told not to go over there 
because they might get injured, because they might die if they cross to that side of 
town? Ladies and gentlemen, we cannot do anything about the railroad running 
through each of our communities, right? And Highway 50 was put next to the railroad 
for convenience sake, who knows why, right? Those—those are civil engineering 
things that we cannot fix.  

And, so—really if we wanted to fix some of the problems we'd leave Highway 50 where 
it was and move the railroad, but that would cost billions more I'm sure than building a 
highway—a highway from, you know, Pueblo to the Kansas state line. But I just want to 
point out that that—that really is some of—a bigger, broader social issue that maybe 
we need to look at how—how do we tackle it as community members. Thank you, sir. 
Some of that—some of that social issue of divide, 'cause we—that—we're responsible 
for that divide, right, that we have to live with, with things like the railroad, don't cross to 
the other side. Sorry I went over, thanks. 
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Comment Response 

Comment Number: 54 Name: Ray Watts 
Response to Comment 54 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

 

54a 

My name is Ray Watts, I live in La Junta, and I'm a candidate for County 
Commissioner. But I want you to take into consideration this phrase, "Get your kicks on 
Route 66." Not anymore, 'cause Route 66—partial of it dissolved towns, the towns do 
not exist, it's Interstate 40 now. I can remember driving when I was a kid, with my 
parents—I wasn't driving, they wouldn't let me—but back in the day Route 66 went 
from California all the way across to the East Coast, it bypassed a lot of towns when 
Interstate 40 was built and it drew up all those towns to nothing, there's nothing there, 
people moved away. So take that in consideration when you look at what they're trying 
to do here, we could end up being a nothing. A nothing. We don't want that. Thank you. 

54a The potential economic impacts to 
communities from the US 50 project are 
expected to be minimal. For more information 
on the potential economic effects of the 
project, please see Standard Response 1 on 
page 7-13 and Appendix A, Economics 
Technical Memorandum, of the US 50 
Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD, Chapter 6, 
Effects, on page 16. 

 

 

 
Comment Response 

Comment Number: 38 Name: Devin Camacho 
Response to Comment 38 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

38a 

I just want to emphasize again to make sure you speak to your elected officials, 
especially representatives. Kimmi is right there, she is running for House District 64; you 
also have—I am here for Representative Navarro, she'll be more than happy to take any 
questions you have (indicating). Just make sure you talk to your representatives 
because, again, they are the ones that appropriate—appropriate the budget for these 
things to happen. So thank you. 

38a  Comment noted. 
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Comment Number: 52 Name: Elaine Stephens 
Response to Comment 52 

Date: 7/12/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Rocky Ford Public Hearing 

52a 

I'm Elaine Stephens, and I live west of Fowler. It's a bad highway there. Where they 
extended the passing lanes out of Pueblo was wonderful, wonderful, but they did not 
extend it on down because it's not in the program yet. But I'm right near the High Line 
Canal bridge, and when I make a left-hand turn coming out of Pueblo I start signaling 
clear back about a mile before, tapping to let them know that I'm going to make a left-hand 
turn, then I hit the bridge and guess what, there's traffic coming from the east, so then I 
have to switch over to the right side. So it's a bad turn for my property, and the ones who 
live near me. I have seen tractors try to go by there—semis—and they all have to go to 
the center of that little bridge. How many of you drive to Pueblo? A lot. Sure. It's really 
dangerous there. 

68th Lane has a bad curve, too, that you can't(sic) hardly see when you're looking for 
traffic. So I'd like you to consider that area from Pueblo to—to Fowler. A lot of people live 
in the Valley and drive to Pueblo to work, I have a lot of friends who do, and I am 
concerned for the safety of people on that lane—or on that part of the highway. I 
appreciate all the work you do 'cause you've got your job cut out, it's a bad one. Thank 
you. 

52a The highway configuration identified in 
the Preferred Alternative, the expressway, is 
the preferred facility type because it improves 
safety for vehicles on the highway, allows for 
left turns on and off the highway, and allows 
access across the highway at certain 
locations. For more information on the 
identified Preferred Alternative, please see 
Standard Response 6 on page 7-16 and 
Chapter 6, Identification of Preferred 
Alternative and Summary of Impacts, on page 
6-1 in the US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 
FEIS/ROD. 
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Comment Number: 36 Name: Jason Munoz 
Response to Comment 36 

Date: 7/13/2016 Received: Public Verbal Comment, Pueblo Public Hearing 

 
 

 

 36a 

 

My name is Jason Munoz, Pueblo, Colorado. I don't expect to take all three 
minutes, but I just want to say as a citizen I think that this project is crucially 
important to the—Southern Colorado and—corridor going from Pueblo to Kansas, 
and I—I support it. 

I would like to go on record saying that I would like to see, particularly in Otero 
County, the corridor that goes through the communities to stay as they are, there's 
just so much social and economic impacts that would be affected if the Highway 
50 were to go south or north of those communities. That's pretty much it, thank 
you. 

36a CDOT has studied and evaluated several 
alternatives, some of which would have the 
highway go through towns. It was determined 
that these alternatives do not fully meet the 
project’s purpose and need. For more 
information on the identification of the around-
town versus through-town alternatives, please 
see Standard Response 1 on page 7-13 and 
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Through Town or 
Around Town (Bypass), on page 3-20 of the 
US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 FEIS/ROD. 
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