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ABSTRACT 

 

The Central Federal Lands Highway Division of the Federal Highway Administration, in 
cooperation with the Forest Service, the Colorado Department of Transportation, and Park 
County, Colorado, is considering reconstruction, resurfacing, restoration, and rehabilitation of a 
portion of the Tarryall Creek Road.  Road improvements are needed to correct structural 
deficiencies in the roadway and improve inadequate parking areas.  A No Action Alternative and 
an Action Alternative are evaluated.   

The Federal Highway Administration’s preferred alternative (Action Alternative) would 
rehabilitate about 20.4 km (21.3 mi), and reconstruct about 34.3 km (12.9 mi) of Tarryall Creek 
Road, from Station 10+247 to 64+976 (MP 0 to 34.2).  Also included is one spot improvement 
located at Station 71+547 (MP 38.1), consisting of reconstruction on an unsafe area of road that 
was not adequately improved in 1998.  The Action Alternative includes improving the existing 
6.1 to 7.3-meter (20- to 24-foot) road to a consistent 7.3-meter (24-foot) wide paved surface (10-
foot lanes with 2-foot shoulders) throughout.  In addition, the Action Alternative would include 
improvements to parking areas.  The anticipated effects on social, economic, and environmental 
resources are discussed in this Environmental Assessment.   

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has concurred with the Federal Highway Administration’s 
determination that the Action Alternative would have no effect on the bald eagle, mountain 
plover, Mexican spotted owl, black-footed ferret, Uncompaghre fritillary butterfly, Pawnee 
montane skipper, or penland eutrema.  Furthermore, the project may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect, the greenback cutthroat trout, the boreal toad, or the Canada lynx.   

Through consultations with the Colorado State Historic Preservation Office, Park County 
Historic Preservation Advisory Commission, and affected landowners, the Federal Highway 
Administration has determined that the Action Alternative would cause no adverse effects to 
eligible and listed historic properties.  In the few places where the integrity of historic features is 
threatened by proximity to the road, the Federal Highway Administration has designed measures 
to either slightly shift the alignment away from the feature, or confine the construction limits in 
such a manner that the feature would not be harmed. 

It is estimated that the proposed project would have a direct impact to 0.85 ha (2.08 ac) of 
wetlands and 1.02 ha (2.52 ac) of riparian areas.  The Federal Highway Administration consulted 
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to determine the effects of the proposed project on 
wetlands and to develop measures to avoid or minimize impacts to them.  Mitigation during 
construction includes Best Management Practices (i.e., silt fencing and proper erosion control 
techniques).  The Federal Highway Administration has requested approval from the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers to purchase credits at the Warm Springs Wetland Mitigation Bank, located 
near Fairplay, Colorado, for mitigation of impacts related to the Tarryall Creek Road project.  
Because a Section 404 Permit application has not been submitted and the full evaluation of 
impacts has not been completed, the final approval for use of the Bank is conditional pending the 
issuance of a permit.   



 

 

This page left intentionally blank 
 

 



 

Environmental Assessment 

i 

CONTENTS 

INTRODUCTION ...............................................................................................................1 
Forest Highway Program Agencies .........................................................................1 
Social, Economic, and Environmental Study Team ................................................1 
Units of Measurement..............................................................................................2 
Decision Process ......................................................................................................2 
Compliance with Federal and State Regulations .....................................................2 

CHAPTER 1. PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION ................................................5 

CHAPTER 2. ALTERNATIVES ........................................................................................7 
No Action Alternative..............................................................................................7 
Action Alternative....................................................................................................7 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated .................................................................9 

CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES...................................................................................................19 

Key Issues ..............................................................................................................19 
Resources Discussed in this EA.................................................................19 
Mitigation...................................................................................................19 

Vegetation ..............................................................................................................19 
Affected Environment................................................................................19 
Environmental Consequences....................................................................20 

Wildlife ..................................................................................................................21 
Affected Environment................................................................................21 
Environmental Consequences....................................................................22 

Threatened and Endangered Species .....................................................................23 
Affected Environment................................................................................23 
Environmental Consequences....................................................................23 

Wetlands, Waters of the U.S., and Riparian Areas ................................................23 
Affected Environment................................................................................23 
Environmental Consequences....................................................................24 

Visual Quality ........................................................................................................25 
Affected Environment................................................................................25 
Environmental Consequences....................................................................25 

Recreation Resources.............................................................................................26 
Affected Environment................................................................................26 
Environmental Consequences....................................................................29 

Noise ......................................................................................................................29 
Affected Environment................................................................................29 
Environmental Consequences....................................................................29 

Land Use ................................................................................................................30 
Affected Environment................................................................................30 
Environmental Consequences....................................................................31 

Cultural Resources .................................................................................................32 
Affected Environment................................................................................32 



 

Colorado Forest Highway 81, Tarryall Creek Road 

ii 

Environmental Consequences....................................................................32 
Socioeconomic Resources .....................................................................................34 

Affected Environment................................................................................34 
Environmental Consequences....................................................................34 

Other Issues............................................................................................................35 
Hazardous Materials ..................................................................................35 
Private Property and Right-of-Way ...........................................................36 

CHAPTER 4. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS.......................39 
Vegetation ..............................................................................................................39 
Wildlife ..................................................................................................................39 
Threatened and Endangered Species .....................................................................39 
Wetlands and Riparian Areas.................................................................................39 
Visual Quality ........................................................................................................40 
Recreation Resources.............................................................................................40 
Noise ......................................................................................................................40 
Land Use ................................................................................................................40 
Cultural Resources .................................................................................................41 
Socioeconomic Resources .....................................................................................41 
Hazardous Materials ..............................................................................................41 
Right-of-Way .........................................................................................................42 
Construction...........................................................................................................42 

CHAPTER 5. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION ............................................45 

CHAPTER 6. LIST OF PREPARERS ..............................................................................47 

CHAPTER 7. REFERENCES ...........................................................................................49 
 

TABLES 

Table 1.  Permits, stipulations, or approvals required for the Tarryall Creek Road 
Project. .........................................................................................................................3 

Table 2.  Proposed type of construction and parking area improvements of the 
Action Alternative (based on 30 percent or less design). ............................................8 

Table 3.  Wildlife mortality due to vehicle collisions in the proposed project area. .........22 
Table 4.  FHWA agency determinations of effects to historic properties located 

within the area of potential effects of CO FH 81, Tarryall Creek Road. ...................33 
Table 5.  Comparison of effects by alternative. .................................................................37 

 



 

Environmental Assessment 

iii 

FIGURES 

Figure 1.  Tarryall Creek Road .......................................................................................... iv 
Figure 2.  Proposed Activities Associated with the Action Alternative. ...........................11 
Figure 3.  Action Alternative Typical Sections. ................................................................13 
Figure 4.  Proposed Rocky Canyon Parking Area. ............................................................14 
Figure 5.  Proposed Ute Creek Parking Area.....................................................................15 
Figure 6.  Proposed Twin Eagles Parking Area. ................................................................16 
Figure 7.  Proposed Spruce Grove Parking Area. ..............................................................17 
Figure 8.  Proposed Box Canyon Parking Area.................................................................18 
Figure 9.  Visual Quality Character Regions. ....................................................................27 
 
 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A.  Agency Consultation 

Appendix B.  Public Comments 

Appendix C.  Available Technical Reports 

Appendix D.  Public Comments on the Environmental Assessment 

Appendix E.  Agency Comments on the Environmental Assessment 
 



 

Colorado Forest Highway 81, Tarryall Creek Road 

iv 

Figure 1.  Tarryall Creek Road 

Jefferson

To Kenosha Pass

To Fairplay

End Project

Lost Creek
Wilderness

Pike 
National
Forest

Proposed 
Spot Improvement

Tarryall

Lake 
George

 Station 64+976 ( )MP 34.2

Station 71+547 ( )MP 38.1

Begin Project
Station 10+247 ( )MP 0.0

77

77

77
24

285

Project Location

Colorado Springs

Denver

Fairplay

24

24

285

285

N
0

0

3

2

6 km

4 miles

 

 

 



 

Environmental Assessment 

1 

INTRODUCTION 

Colorado Forest Highway (FH) 81, Tarryall Creek Road (known locally as Park County Road 
77), connects the communities of Jefferson and Lake George.  The Central Federal Lands 
Highway Division of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the 
Forest Service, the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), and Park County, Colorado, 
is proposing reconstruction, resurfacing, restoration, and rehabilitation of a portion of the 
Tarryall Creek Road.  The proposed improvements would begin at Jefferson, at the U.S. 
Highway 285 junction, and extend 54.7 km (34.2 mi) to the southeast, ending at County Road 
(CR) 211, about 10.0 km (6.2 mi) past the community of Tarryall (Figure 1). 

Tarryall Creek Road is an all-season road maintained by Park County.  The road functions as a 
rural collector road between U.S. Highway 285 and U.S. Highway 24, providing access to about 
80,900 ha (200,000 ac) of the Pike National Forest and to numerous ranches, resorts, and 
residences located on private lands within and outside the Forest.  The road meets the eligibility 
criteria for Federal funding under the Forest Highway Program. 

FOREST HIGHWAY PROGRAM AGENCIES 
The Forest Highway Program is administered by a three-agency group known as the Program 
Agencies.  In Colorado, the Program Agencies are the FHWA, the Forest Service, and the 
CDOT.  The function of the Program Agencies is to maintain an active Forest Highway Program 
and to make major decisions concerning projects in the Program.  Roads designated for 
reconstruction and rehabilitation under the Forest Highway Program are selected at an annual 
Program Agency meeting.  To meet the criteria for classification as a Forest Highway, the routes 
selected are those that serve both the National Forests and the State or County, and have the 
greatest need for improvement.  Tarryall Creek Road was placed in the Forest Highway Program 
in 1991.  The proposed construction project covered by this Environmental Assessment (EA) is 
programmed for funding available in fiscal year 2004. 

SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, AND ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY TEAM 
This EA was developed with public and interagency involvement.  Coordination included: public 
meetings, interagency meetings, field reviews, correspondence, and public hearings.  To aid in 
coordination and project development, a Social, Economic, and Environmental (SEE) Study 
Team was established consisting of one or more members from each of the Program Agencies 
with the exception of the CDOT, which is represented by Park County.  The function of the SEE 
Study Team is to guide the proposal through the project development process and to provide a 
point of contact within each agency. 
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The points of contact within each agency are: 

Edward DeCleva, Environmental Protection Specialist, FHWA, 303-716-2290 
John Knowles, Project Manager, FHWA, 303-716-2149 
Sara Mayben, District Ranger, South Park Ranger District, 719-836-2031 
Rick Peters, Road and Bridge Director, Park County, 719-836-4277 

UNITS OF MEASUREMENT 
In accordance with Federal mandate, design and construction of this proposed project will be in 
metric units.  The equivalent English units (shown in parentheses) are generally not exact. 

DECISION PROCESS 
This EA evaluates two alternatives a No Action Alternative and an Action Alternative for 
improving the condition of Tarryall Creek Road and associated parking areas, and the potential 
impacts that could result from implementing each alternative.  Chapter 1 discusses the purpose 
and need for the project.  Chapter 2 discusses the two alternatives.  Chapter 3 discusses the 
affected environment, and includes an analysis of the environmental consequences for each 
alternative.  Chapter 4 discusses mitigation for the proposed project.  Chapter 5 discusses 
consultation and coordination for this EA.  This EA has been prepared in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, regulations of the Council on 
Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1500), and FHWA regulations (23 CFR 771).  The FHWA has 
determined there are no impacts by the proposed project that would significantly affect the 
quality of the human environment; therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement need not be 
prepared. 

COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL AND STATE REGULATIONS 
The FHWA will comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations when 
implementing the improvements to Tarryall Creek Road.  In addition, the FHWA will comply 
with all applicable Forest Service guidelines, provisions, acts, and regulations for the 
management of forest resources.  Regulatory requirements for the proposed project are expected 
to include the permits and approvals in Table 1. 



INTRODUCTION 
 

Environmental Assessment 

3 

 

Table 1.  Permits, stipulations, or approvals required for the Tarryall Creek Road Project. 
Permits, Stipulations, or Approvals Purpose 

National Forest Service (Forest Service) 
Letter of Consent To allow the FHWA to use public lands administered by the 

Forest Service for road purposes, which would be acquired by 
Park County for road right-of-way. 

Mineral Material Permit To allow the FHWA to take borrow material, if needed, from 
public lands administered by the Forest Service. 

Timber Settlement To allow the FHWA to harvest commercial timber on public 
lands before disturbance.  Harvesting would be conducted only to 
clear the area necessary for road construction. 
 

Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
Section 7 Consultation 
(Endangered Species Act 50 CFR 402) 

To ensure that FHWA actions would not jeopardize the continued 
existence of threatened or endangered species, or result in the 
destruction or modification of critical habitat. 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
404 Permit  
(Clean Water Act 33 CFR 320) 

To allow the FHWA to discharge dredged or fill material into 
waters of the U.S., including wetlands.  Implementation of the 
preferred alternative would require a 404 permit because there 
would be impact to wetlands.  The FHWA will submit a 404-
permit application to the USACE prior to construction of this 
proposed project and would mitigate all wetlands unavoidably 
affected by the proposed action. 
 

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
401 Certification 
(Clean Water Act 40 CFR 121) 

To certify that any activity requiring a federal license or permit 
that may result in any discharge into waters of the U.S. would not 
cause or contribute to a violation of state surface water quality 
standards. 

Colorado Discharge Permit System (CDPS) To allow discharge of storm water from 2 ha (5 ac) or more to 
state waters.  A stormwater management plan would be prepared 
as part of the CDPS permit process to address construction-
related sediment and erosion control plans.  In addition, a 
construction dewatering permit also may be needed. 
 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Section 106 Review 
(National Historic Preservation Act  
36 CFR 800) 

To consult with the Colorado State Historic Preservation Office, 
the Park County Historic Preservation Advisory Commission, 
affected landowners, and the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation for potential effects to historic properties. 
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CHAPTER 1. PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

The purpose of improving Tarryall Creek Road is to correct roadway deficiencies.  The current 
conditions cause maintenance to be a continual logistical and financial burden for Park County.  
Park County’s maintenance costs on Tarryall Creek Road in 2001 were about $235,000 (Park 
County 2002). 

Tarryall Creek Road is a critical link in Park County’s transportation system.  The road serves 
several hundred full-time residents and many part-time residents that live along the road.  In 
addition, thirteen County or Forest roads connect to Tarryall Creek Road, augmenting its 
function and importance as a rural collector road.  Several businesses, ranches, and other 
commercial operations and interests depend on the road for access.  Tarryall Creek Road also is 
an important administrative route for the Pike National Forest, accessing approximately 80,900 
ha (200,000 ac) of Forest Service administered public lands, including the Lost Creek 
Wilderness Area, five campgrounds, and eight trailheads.  The recreation opportunities in the 
area include hiking, driving for pleasure, viewing scenery and wildlife, photography, horseback 
riding, camping, picnicking, ski touring, backpacking, hunting, and fishing. 

Throughout the next 20 years, traffic volumes for Tarryall Creek Road are anticipated to increase 
by about 1.7 percent per year, regardless of whether the road is improved.  The Annual Average 
Daily Traffic (AADT) is expected to increase from the current level of 550 vehicles per day to 
824 vehicles per day in 2024 (a 20-year period from the anticipated 2004 beginning of 
construction was used for traffic projections). 

Rough and inconsistent driving conditions exist on Tarryall Creek Road.  The existing chip seal 
is potholed and deteriorated, and the underlying base material is contaminated with dirt.  Surface 
and subsurface drainage is poor, which contributes to the pavement deterioration.  The roadway 
width ranges from 6.1 to 7.3 m (20 to 24 ft), and shoulders are substandard or lacking in many 
locations.  Other deficient conditions on Tarryall Creek Road that need improvement include: 

• Drainage structures, including ditches and culverts, are undersized and in poor repair. 
• Inconsistent roadway width and lack of shoulders in many locations present operational and 

safety problems such as edge raveling and consequent narrowing of pavement. 
• Sections of the road have inadequate or inconsistent roadway alignment and geometrics, 

resulting in poor drivability, unsafe curves within linear sections of roadway with high 
operating speeds, and inadequate sight distances for drivers in several places, especially at 
connector roads. 

• Sections of the road have poor driving surfaces, including potholing of the surface and 
breakdown of the edges, caused by inadequate subsurface construction. 

• The bridge over Tarryall Creek (below Tarryall Reservoir) is too narrow to provide safe two-
way traffic flow for medium and heavy trucks, and recreational vehicles. 
 

Improving Tarryall Creek Road to an appropriate 20-year design standard would correct the 
road’s deficiencies, ease Park County’s road maintenance burden, and meet the Forest Service’s 
management goals for transportation and administration. 
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CHAPTER 2. ALTERNATIVES 

This chapter describes the alternatives under consideration for improvements to Tarryall Creek 
Road.  During the scoping process, the alternatives for meeting the project purpose and need 
were developed by an interdisciplinary team (the SEE Study Team) with additional input from 
the public.  Based on agency and public review of this EA, the alternatives may be modified or 
additional design options may be developed.  Criteria used in the selection of a reasonable 
alternative that is responsive to the purpose and need included: 

• Protecting natural and cultural resources and scenic values 
• Providing for motorist enjoyment and visitor safety 
• Minimizing right-of-way acquisitions, without compromising design standards 

 
Two alternatives were identified: a No Action Alternative and an Action Alternative. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
In the No Action Alternative, Tarryall Creek Road would not be reconstructed, resurfaced, 
restored, or rehabilitated.  No Forest Highway funds would be expended on the project.  The 
existing road width would remain inconsistent and the subsurface and surface would continue to 
deteriorate due to poor drainage.  Park County would continue maintenance, but costs would 
likely escalate.  The No Action Alternative would not fulfill the purpose and need for the project. 

ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Under the Action Alternative, the FHWA would rehabilitate about 20.4 km (21.3 mi), and 
reconstruct about 34.3 km (12.9 mi) of Tarryall Creek Road, from Station 10+247 to 64+976 
(MP 0 to 34.2).  Rehabilitation work is defined as construction completed within the existing cut 
and fill limits of the roadway, including improvements to existing drainage structures and 
unstable slopes.  Reconstruction work is defined as construction that extends outside of the cut 
and fill limits of the existing road.  Proposed reconstruction and rehabilitation locations are listed 
in Table 2 and correspond to road segments in Figure 2.  Also included is one spot improvement 
located at Station 71+547 (MP 38.1), consisting of reconstruction on an unsafe area of road that 
was not adequately improved in 1998.  Under the Action Alternative, the FHWA does not 
anticipate work outside of the right-of-way as the road passes through Tarryall State Wildlife 
Area and is considering an improvement to a Watchable Wildlife viewing area at the south end 
of Tarryall Reservoir.  The FHWA also is considering a conceptual option   recently formed by 
the FHWA, Park County, and affected landowners   to address the alignment deficiencies of 
Landis Curve (Station 63+700; MP 33.2). 
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Table 2.  Proposed type of construction and parking area improvements of the Action 
Alternative (based on 30 percent or less design). 

FHWA Station Number      (Mile post) Type of Construction Proposed Parking Area Improvement 

10+247 to 17+940              (0.0 to 4.8) Reconstruction  
17+940 to 19+700              (4.8 to 5.9) Rehabilitation  
19+700 to 23+340              (5.9 to 8.2) Reconstruction Rocky Canyon Angler (Station 20+125, MP 6.3) 

23+340 to 24+200              (8.2 to 8.7) Rehabilitation  

24+200 to 24+900              (8.7 to 9.2) Reconstruction  

24+900 to 25+900              (9.2 to 9.8) Rehabilitation  
25+900 to 26+800              (9.8 to 10.4) Reconstruction  

26+800 to 27+300              (10.4 to 10.7) Rehabilitation  

27+300 to 27+400              (10.7) Reconstruction  

27+400 to 27+950              (10.7 to 11.1) Rehabilitation  
27+950 to 28+150              (11.1 to 11.2) Reconstruction  

28+150 to 29+360              (11.2 to 11.9) Rehabilitation  

29+360 to 30+960              (11.9 to 13) Reconstruction  

30+960 to 31+400              (13 to 13.2) Rehabilitation  
31+400 to 31+700              (13.2 to 13.4) Reconstruction  

31+700 to 32+400              (13.4 to 13.9) Rehabilitation  

32+400 to 32+600              (13.9 to 14) Reconstruction  

32+600 to 35+100              (14 to 15.5) Rehabilitation  
35+100 to 35+200              (15.5 to 15.6) Reconstruction  

35+200 to 37+500              (15.6 to 17) Rehabilitation  

37+500 to 54+800              (17 to 27.9) Reconstruction Ute Creek Trailhead (Station 43+280, MP 20.5) 
Twin Eagles (Station 52+240, MP 26.1) 

54+800 to 55+300              (27.9 to 28.2) Rehabilitation Spruce Grove (Station 55+100, MP 27.9) 

55+300 to 55+650              (28.2 to 28.4) Reconstruction Box Canyon (Station 55+840, MP 28.3) 

55+650 to 58+500              (28.4 to 30.2) Rehabilitation  

58+500 to 58+700              (30.2 to 30.3) Reconstruction  
58+700 to 62+300              (30.3 to 32.5) Rehabilitation  

62+300 to 64+976              (32.5 to 34.2) Reconstruction  

71+547                               (38.1) Reconstruction  

Note: Station numbers, mile posts, and types of construction are color-coded in Table 2 to correspond to road 
segments in Figure 2. 
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Regardless of the type of construction, the proposed project would include improving the road to 
a consistent width of 7.3 m (24 ft), which includes travel lanes of 3 m (10 ft) and shoulders of 0.6 
m (2 ft) (Figure 3).  Design speeds range from 50 to 60 km/h (30 to 35 mph), depending upon the 
restrictions of the landscape and standards for this type of road.  However, the design speeds are 
intended to be similar to existing posted speed limits that range from 40 to 65 km/h (25 to 40 
mph).  In addition, drainage facilities would be upgraded throughout the project area and five 
parking areas on Forest Service lands would be improved (Figures 4 through 8). 

The Action Alternative would be implemented in three phases, for an overall cost of $27 million.  
Phase I is currently scheduled to begin in 2004 and to be completed in 2005.  Phase II is 
currently scheduled to begin in 2007 and to be completed in 2008.  Phase III is not currently 
scheduled but is likely to begin in 2009 and end in 2010. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED 
The Reconnaissance and Scoping Report (FHWA 1993) identified an alternative to reconstruct 
the entire route.  After review, the SEE Study Team eliminated this alternative because of the 
amount of right-of-way required and the nature of the existing roadway geometrics did not 
dictate reconstruction in certain areas. 

The SEE Study Team also considered an alternative to rehabilitate only about 26 km (16.2 mi) of 
the road, thereby addressing only some of the roadway deficiencies and not reconstructing some 
of the areas that either are the most deteriorated or are subject to the most public controversy.  
Park County was the primary proponent supporting this alternative because it would have 
amounted to savings in right-of-way acquisitions that would not have to be purchased by the 
County.  The FHWA eliminated this alternative because rehabilitation as an exclusive alternative 
would not address the geometric deficiencies of some road segments. 

Realignment options considered but eliminated included: one at Station 29+360 (MP 11.9), one 
at the community of Tarryall (Station 57+600; MP 28.8), and three at Landis Curve (Station 
63+700; MP 33.2).  In response to public comments received during the comment period for the 
EA, the realignment at 29+360 (MP 11.9) was deleted based on unsafe access.  The Tarryall 
realignment was eliminated due to public comments received from Tarryall residents expressing 
a desire not to have access altered.  The three realignment alternatives for Landis Curve were 
eliminated because they would have involved large quantities of cut and fill materials, added 
expense due to the need for retaining walls, and the creation of more difficult access to affected 
private properties.   

Other considerations that were eliminated include improvements to two informal pullouts and 
one informal parking area on private lands, and to two informal parking areas on Forest Service 
lands.  Improvements to all informal pullouts and parking areas adjacent to Tarryall Creek Road 
were initially requested by the Forest Service; however, the pullouts and parking areas on private 
lands were eliminated at the request of Park County to avoid the right-of-way acquisition that 
would be necessary.  Likewise, the Forest Service initially requested improvements to all seven 
informal parking areas on Forest Service lands adjacent to Tarryall Creek Road, but later reduced 
the consideration of improvements to two areas.  Although located on Forest Service lands, one 
informal parking area at 47+680 (MP 23.3) provides access only onto a private fishing area.  The 
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FHWA agreed to eliminate from consideration improving this parking area, but will not 
eliminate access to it.  The other Forest Service-managed informal parking area, located at 
Station 52+700 (MP 26.4), was eliminated by the Forest Service because it is causing 
degradation to a fragile riparian area.  The FHWA agreed to eliminate from consideration 
improving this informal parking area, and would design the adjacent roadway in a manner that 
would restrict vehicular access, thereby facilitating the Forest Service’s restoration and 
conservation efforts for the riparian area. 
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Penstemon Found In Area Grasslands 

CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

KEY ISSUES 
The FHWA used a scoping process to identify key issues associated with the proposed Tarryall 
Creek Road project.  It included public meetings in 1995 and in 1999, several meetings with 
cooperating agencies, and a number of field surveys.  As a result of the scoping process, the SEE 
Study Team identified the following key issues for the proposed project:  

• Vegetation • Recreation Resources 
• Wildlife • Noise 
• Threatened and Endangered Species • Land Use 
• Forest Sensitive Species • Cultural Resources 
• Wetlands and Riparian Areas • Socioeconomic Resources 
• Visual Quality  

 

Following the scoping process, the SEE Study Team identified two other issues to include: 
hazardous materials and private property/right-of-way. 

Resources Discussed in this EA 
Resources potentially affected by the proposed project are discussed in the following sections.  
The affected environment section for each resource is a summary of a technical report prepared 
for the proposed project.  A list of all technical reports appears in Appendix C.  Some of the 
information in the technical reports may differ from that presented in this EA where the proposed 
project information, design, or analysis have been updated.  A comparison of effects for the 
resources discussed below appears in Table 5, at the end of Chapter 3. 

Mitigation 
Mitigation and conservation measures will be 
incorporated into the Action Alternative to minimize 
potential impacts on the resources discussed in the EA.  
These measures will be developed and implemented in 
cooperation with the FHWA, Forest Service, USACE, 
FWS, and CDOW during final project design.  Mitigation 
measures for each resource are discussed in Chapter 4. 

VEGETATION 

Affected Environment 
The Tarryall Creek Road traverses a variety of plant 
communities at elevations ranging from 2,900 m (9,500 
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ft) at Jefferson to 2,530 m (8,300 ft) at the proposed project end.  The northern end of the 
proposed project is located within broad, dry to mesic grasslands of South Park.  Jefferson Creek, 
Michigan Creek, and Tarryall Creek each intermittently parallel the existing road throughout 
most of the proposed project area.  These creeks support low, flat banks of wet meadows, 
shrubby wetlands, and riparian communities.  Grassland meadows are found on dry hillsides and 
adjacent to the road.  Scattered stands of bristlecone pine and ponderosa pine are found on the 
dry meadows and rocky hills.  Moist meadows adjacent to the valley bottom support mesic 
grasslands and hay meadows.  Forests of bristlecone pine, Engelmann spruce, ponderosa pine, 
aspen, and Douglas-fir begin to dominate the landscape on surrounding hillsides between 
Tarryall Reservoir and the community of Tarryall.  South of Tarryall, ponderosa pine forests 
interspersed with dry grasslands dominate the hills adjacent to the road.  Noxious weeds are 
currently present in the proposed project area and on adjacent Forest Service and private lands.  
The proposed project would have no effect on timber resources (ERO Resources Corp. 2000a) 
and is not likely to impact Forest Service sensitive species including livid sedge, Nagoon 
blackberry, Weber’s monkeyflower, Porter’s feathergrass, Colorado wild buckwheat, Colorado 
tansy aster, reflected moonwort, or pale moonwort (ERO Resources Corp. 2000b). 

The pale blue-eyed grass has been identified by the Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP) 
as rare (G2G3/S2; global rank falling between imperiled and vulnerable/state imperiled), but it is 
not included in the sensitive species list of the Pike and San Isabel National Forests and the 
Comanche and Cimarron National Grasslands (Ryke et al. 1994, updated 2001).  It is common in 
the proposed project area and potential impacts to this species are likely.  The loss of individual 
plants, however, would not likely cause a trend toward federal listing (ERO Resources Corp. 
2000b).  Two additional sensitive species based on the CNHP that occur in Park County include 
Greenland primrose and Rocky Mountain cinquefoil.  Greenland primrose and Rocky Mountain 
cinquefoil were not found during vegetation surveys (ERO Resources Corp. 2000b). 

Environmental Consequences 

Effects of the No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no new vegetation disturbance or clearing.  
Vegetation adjacent to the existing roadway would continue to be affected by vehicle parking on 
the shoulder, erosion of fill slopes from improper drainage, and sediment deposition at culvert 
outlets.  The No Action Alternative would not involve land-disturbing activities likely to increase 
the number and distribution of exotic or noxious weeds.  Noxious weeds currently present in the 
proposed project area would continue to be subject to Forest Service and Park County weed 
management practices.  Indirect impacts on vegetation may occur as recreational activity 
increases at popular trails, picnic areas, and fishing sites accessed by Tarryall Creek Road.  
Vegetation impacts may occur from additional recreation activity including hiking on 
backcountry trails or camping. 

Effects of the Action Alternative 
The Action Alternative would result in both temporary construction disturbances and a 
permanent loss of vegetation resources.  Undisturbed areas adjacent to the existing road would 
be disturbed to provide new cuts and fills in the reconstructed sections.  These areas would be 
reclaimed using native vegetation species following construction.  In some areas, a conversion of 
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Mule Deer 

one vegetation type to another would occur.  For example, forested vegetation, including old 
aspen that would be removed in the road clear zone, would be permanently converted to 
grassland.  A long-term loss of vegetation would occur within the footprint of the widened road, 
shoulder, and drainage structures.  In these areas, vegetated cover would be replaced with an 
impermeable surface.  Noxious weeds currently present in the proposed project area would 
continue to be subject to Forest Service and Park County weed management practices.  
Vegetation impacts may occur from additional recreation activity including hiking on 
backcountry trails or camping.   

WILDLIFE 
A Biological Report was prepared describing the potential effects of the planned project (ERO 
Resources Corp. 2000b).  The proposed project is not expected to adversely impact Pike National 
Forest management indicator species including Abert’s squirrel, beaver, mountain bluebird, wild 
turkey, Wilson’s warbler, and mallard duck.  Brook trout potentially could be affected by an 
increase in sedimentation in Tarryall Creek and other drainages, but planned erosion control 
measures would minimize short- and long-term adverse impacts.   

The proposed project is not likely to impact Forest Service sensitive species including the 
peregrine falcon, flammulated owl, northern goshawk, golden-crowned kinglet, Townsend’s big-
eared bat, and northern leopard frog.  Individual pygmy nuthatch, three-toed woodpecker, 
osprey, or tiger salamander, could be impacted by the proposed action, but impacts are not likely 
to cause a trend toward federal listing or result in a loss in species viability rangewide (ERO 
Resources Corp. 2000b). 

Affected Environment 
The Tarryall Creek Road traverses diverse habitat types from open mountain meadows in South 
Park to mixed ponderosa pine, Engelmann spruce, bristlecone pine, aspen forests, riparian 
meadows, and irrigated hayfields.  Under the Pike and San Isabel National Forest Land and 
Resource Management Plan (USDA 1984), fish and wildlife habitat on Forest Service lands is 
managed to maintain viable populations of existing native and desired non-native vertebrate 
species. 

Vertebrate species potentially affected by the proposed project and discussed below include mule 
deer, elk, and bighorn sheep.  Additional information about these species can be found in the 
Final Biology Report (ERO Resources Corp. 2000b).  The Forest Service management 
prescription for the majority of the proposed project area includes an emphasis on winter range 

for deer, elk, and bighorn sheep (U.S Department of 
Agriculture 1984).   

Mule Deer.  The entire road traverses summer and winter 
mule deer range.  Severe winter range is found between 
Station 38+047 and Station 59+047 (MP 17.3 and MP 30.3).  
Calving areas are found near the community of Tarryall.  
Forest standards and guidelines provide for protection of 
calving and fawning areas from habitat modification or 
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disturbance between May 15 and June 15 (USDA 1984).  CDOW data (1999) indicate mule deer 
crossing areas from north of Tarryall (Station 56+047, MP 28.5) to the southern project terminus 
Station 64+976 (MP 34.2).   

Elk.  The proposed project area contains overlapping areas of summer, winter and severe winter 
elk range.  Severe winter range is found near Jefferson (Station 10+247 to Station 13+047; MP 
0.0 to MP 1.7), Johnson Ranch (Station 30+047 to Station 32+047; MP 12.3 to MP 13.5), and 
Tarryall (Station 57+047 to Station 60+047; MP 29.1 to MP 30.9).  Elk calving areas are located 
outside of the proposed project area.  Mule deer and elk mortality from vehicle collisions is low 
(Table 3). 

Bighorn Sheep.  Bighorn sheep winter and summer range is found on mostly south-facing slopes 
in the vicinity of the community of Tarryall and Tarryall Reservoir (Howard 1999).  Generally, 
bighorn sheep stay east of the Tarryall Creek Road, but will move to the lower elevation valley 
during cooler seasons (Howard 1999).  Their habitat includes areas on both sides of the highway, 
so bighorn sheep may cross in several locations.  Important crossing areas are found between 
Station 51+047 and Station 64+047 (MP 25.4 and MP 33.4) (Berry 1999). 

Table 3.  Wildlife mortality due to vehicle collisions in the proposed project area. 
Year (State Fiscal) Elk Mule Deer 

1998 to 1999 1 2 
1999 to 2000 2 3 
2000 to 2001 0 2 

Source: Ron Zaccagnini, District Wildlife Manager, Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) in FHWA 2002. 
 

Environmental Consequences 

Effects of the No Action Alternative 
No land-disturbing activities would occur and there would be no loss of wildlife habitat.  The 
existing road and recreation activities in the proposed project area would continue to fragment 
wildlife habitat and influence wildlife movement and activity.  Occasional wildlife mortality 
would continue from collisions with motor vehicles.  There would be no improvement in sight 
distances that may help motorists avoid wildlife.  Deterioration of the road, parking on roadway 
shoulders, and use of unimproved pullouts would continue to result in erosion of fill slopes and 
drainages ditches and possible sedimentation in aquatic habitat adjacent to the road. 

Effects of the Action Alternative 
Mule Deer and Elk.  The Action Alternative may affect mule deer or elk during and after 
construction.  Planned road improvements would result in minor losses of habitat, mostly 
adjacent to the existing road.  Construction traffic, equipment operation, and noise during road 
work may influence deer or elk movement or behavior.  Because construction would occur 
primarily in the summer, the proposed project would have minimal effect on mule deer and elk 
use of winter range.  There would be minimal loss of foraging habitat due to the limited area of 
disturbance.  Mortality from vehicle collisions following construction may increase if the 
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improved road results in increased driving speeds.  However, this risk may be reduced because 
the sight distance would be improved.  The existing road and recreation activities in the proposed 
project area would continue to fragment wildlife habitat and influence wildlife movement and 
activity.   

Bighorn Sheep.  The Action Alternative may impact bighorn sheep activity in the proposed 
project area.  Construction-related disturbances may temporarily affect bighorn sheep movement 
patterns and use of available range.  Because construction is likely to occur primarily in the 
summer, there is minimal potential for affecting bighorn sheep use of winter range.  Bighorn 
sheep mortality may increase with higher vehicle speeds, although posted speed limits would be 
similar to existing conditions and sight distances would be improved.  There would be a minimal 
loss of habitat associated with road improvements.   

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Affected Environment 
Based on the species list provided by FWS, the FHWA evaluated potential effects to threatened, 
proposed threatened, endangered, and candidate (threatened and endangered) species that could 
occur within the proposed project area.  A Biological Report was prepared describing the 
potential effects of the proposed project (ERO Resources Corp. 2000b) to the bald eagle, Canada 
lynx, mountain plover, Mexican spotted owl, black-footed ferret, greenback cutthroat trout, 
boreal toad Uncompaghre fritillary butterfly, Pawnee montane skipper, and penland eutrema.  

Environmental Consequences 

Effects of the No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no threatened and endangered species would be affected. 

Effects of the Action Alternative 
The FWS concurred with the FHWA’s determination that the Action Alternative would have no 
effect on the bald eagle, mountain plover, Mexican spotted owl, black-footed ferret, 
Uncompaghre fritillary butterfly, Pawnee montaine skipper, and the penland eutrema.  In 
addition, the FWS concurred with the FHWA’s determination that the Action Alternative may 
affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the Canada lynx, greenback cutthroat trout, and the 
boreal toad.  (See correspondence under Biological Resources in Appendix A and FWS letter to 
FHWA in Appendix E.)  

WETLANDS, WATERS OF THE U.S., AND RIPARIAN AREAS 

Affected Environment 
Wetlands, waters of the U.S., and riparian areas occur throughout much of the proposed project 
area, especially along Jefferson, Michigan, and Tarryall Creeks.  The alluvial valleys of these 
creeks, especially where supplemented by irrigation, are ideal for forming large wetland/riparian 
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Wetlands and Riparian Area Along Tarryall 
Creek 

complexes.  Smaller wetlands also occur along intermittent drainages within the proposed project 
area.   

Wetlands.  Using the FWS’ classifications (Cowardin et 
al. 1979), all wetlands in the proposed project area are 
the palustrine system, and were in the following classes: 
emergent persistent, scrub/shrub, or forested (ERO 
Resources Corp. 2000c).  About 17.8 ha (44.1 ac) of 
wetlands are mapped within 30 m (100 ft) of the road 
corridor (ERO Resources Corp. 2000c).  The survey 
efforts indicated there are no fens within the proposed 
project area. 

Waters of the U.S.  In addition to wetlands, waters of the 
U.S. in the proposed project area include reservoirs; 
ponds; perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral streams; 
and pool and riffle complexes.  Tarryall Reservoir is the 
primary reservoir within the proposed project area 

(Station 36+047 to 37+547; MP 16.0 to 17.0).  Tarryall Reservoir has gently sloping shores that 
support emergent wetlands. 

The primary streams within the proposed project area   Jefferson, Snyder, Michigan, and 
Tarryall Creeks   maintain a gentle gradient with wide meanders throughout most of the 
proposed project area.  Both intermittent and ephemeral tributaries flow into Tarryall Creek and 
other major streams.  Most of the drainages are ephemeral and occur along steep hills forming 
small gullies that occasionally receive enough water to flow for short periods of time, but not 
long enough to support wetland vegetation. 

Riparian Areas.  Riparian areas mapped for the proposed project area do not meet the USACE 
criteria for wetland soils and/or wetland hydrology and frequently occur in locations transitional 
between jurisdictional wetlands and adjoining uplands.  They are discussed because of Forest 
Service management responsibilities.  Riparian communities in the proposed project area are 
dominated by herbaceous, shrub, or tree species similar to those of the jurisdictional wetlands.  
Three types of riparian areas occur within the proposed project area: mesic meadows, shrubby 
riparian, and forested riparian.  About 11 ha (27 ac) of riparian areas were mapped along the road 
corridor (ERO Resources Corp. 2000c). 

Environmental Consequences 

Effects of the No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, wetlands, waters of the U.S., and riparian areas will continue 
to be impacted by the current condition of the road and parking areas.  The impacts may increase 
in severity over time as conditions continue to deteriorate.   
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Effects of the Action Alternative  
Based on current plans, 0.85 ha (2.08 ac) of wetlands would be impacted by road reconstruction.  
The amounts and types of wetlands that would be affected by the proposed project are about 0.51 
ha (1.25 ac) of palustrine emergent wetland, about 0.28 ha (0.68 ac) of scrub/shrub wetlands, and 
about 0.06 ha (0.15 ac) of forested wetlands.  Most of the wetlands that would be affected by the 
proposed project currently provide production export, food chain support, sediment 
shoreline/stabilization, general wildlife and fish/aquatic habitat functions, and recreational/ 
educational potential.  Under the Action Alternative, about 1.02 ha (2.52 ac) of riparian areas 
would be impacted by road reconstruction activities.  However, some riparian areas would be 
better protected by improvements to parking areas on Forest Service lands. 

Culverts at road crossings over Tarryall Creek would be replaced with appropriately sized and 
aligned new culverts.  Impacts may include a short-term increase in sedimentation in Tarryall 
Creek and wetlands during construction.  Road cuts would be stabilized and streambank 
restoration (including planting willows) along streambanks adjacent to the road would be 
implemented.  Improvements to parking areas, eroding slopes, and streambanks affected by the 
current road condition would help in reducing sedimentation to Tarryall Creek. 

VISUAL QUALITY 

Affected Environment 
Three distinct character regions, or areas with similar scenic quality and landscape sensitivity, 
were identified in the proposed project area (Holdeman Landscape Architecture 2001).  These 
character regions are montane meadow, open valley, and closed valley (Figure 9 on page 27). 

Environmental Consequences 

Effects of the No Action Alternative 
The road’s existing scenic quality, landscape character, and visibility would not change in the No 
Action Alternative.  The road would be maintained in its present footprint and existing parking 
areas and pullouts would remain.  Damaged road segments, raveling pavement of road edges, 
and eroded slopes that may distract from the scenic views would not change. 

Effects of the Action Alternative 
Impacts on visual resources during construction may be the creation of dust, the presence of 
construction equipment, and possible short-term nighttime lighting during construction.  Under 
the Action Alternative, widening the road pavement in some locations would enlarge or increase 
cut faces, fill slopes, and drainage structures.  For the Action Alternative, the visible impacts of 
the road on the landscape would increase.  Proposed improvements to parking areas would 
increase visible contrasts of the pavement and surrounding landscape. 

Areas disturbed by the project would be confined primarily to areas immediately adjacent to the 
road.  The casual forest visitor would not be able to discern the effect of construction in the long 
term after revegetation is achieved.  The road is the primary viewing point and is considered 
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Pike National Forest 

neutral in assessing Visual Quality Objectives.  The areas adjacent to the road would meet the 
Visual Quality Objective of Partial Retention after construction. 

The Pike and San Isabel National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (USDA 1984) 
contains forest-wide standards and guidelines for visual resource management.  With the 
proposed mitigation discussed in Chapter 4, the Action Alternative would be in compliance with 
the forest-wide standards and guidelines for visual resource management.   

RECREATION RESOURCES 

Affected Environment 
Recreational opportunities along Tarryall Creek Road are 
found mostly on Forest Service lands and the Tarryall 
Reservoir State Wildlife Area (SWA).  The area adjacent 
to the road is popular for a variety of recreational 
activities including hiking, fishing, camping, wildlife 
viewing, bicycling, four-wheeling, scenic driving, 
horseback riding, cross-country skiing, snowshoeing, and 
snowmobiling.  The road provides access to trails into the 
Lost Creek Wilderness.  Of the 54.7 km (34.2 mi) of the 
proposed project, over half pass through private land.  
About 16 km (10 mi) pass through the Pike National 
Forest, 3.2 km (2 mi) pass through Tarryall Reservoir 
SWA, and 1.6 km (1 mi) pass through Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) land. 

Developed recreation sites within the Pike National Forest include campgrounds, picnic areas, 
and trailheads with parking.  Four campgrounds are located within the proposed project area.  
One other campground, Happy Meadows, is located along South Platte River Road (CR 112) at 
the southern terminus of the proposed project.  Tarryall Reservoir SWA, comprised of 359 ha 
(886 ac), has become an important aquatic recreation and wildlife area, attracting 11,000 visitors 
annually (Park County 1999).  Two guest ranches along Tarryall Creek Road accommodate 
visitors overnight or for longer stays.  In addition to developed recreation sites, the proposed 
project area is used for dispersed recreation, including informal parking and scenic viewing; 
trails for hiking, horseback riding, cross-country skiing, snowshoeing, and access to backcountry 
camping; fishing and hunting; and use by off-highway vehicles such as snowmobiles.  Several 
popular trails are located along Tarryall Creek Road.  The Spruce Grove, Twin Eagles, and Ute 
Creek Trailheads provide access to the Lost Creek Wilderness and opportunities for hiking, 
horseback riding, cross-country skiing, snowshoeing, and backcountry camping.  A number of 
areas proposed for parking and angler access currently serve informally for parking.   

Tarryall Creek between Jefferson and Tarryall provides fishing opportunities.  There is creek 
access on the National Forest below Spruce Grove Campground and limited creek access on the 
National Forest at the Ute Creek Trail bridge below Tarryall Reservoir.  The CDOW manages 
Tarryall Reservoir SWA and 6.4 km (4.0 mi) of Tarryall Creek for rainbow, brown, and brook 
trout fishing.  
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Environmental Consequences 

Effects of the No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not affect existing recreation opportunities available along the 
road, but would not offer needed improvements to parking areas.  Current poor road conditions 
would continue to discourage bicycling and pedestrian use of the road shoulder.   

Effects of the Action Alternative  
Under the Action Alternative, the recreation experience for most visitors would probably 
improve in the long-term.  Travel lanes and shoulder widths would increase, allowing drivers to 
more easily enjoy the scenery.  Wider shoulders on both sides of the road probably would 
encourage motorists to share the road with bicyclists and pedestrians.  Added room along the 
road shoulder would increase safety for bicyclists and for pedestrian uses.  Intersections, such as 
campground turnoffs, Forest Service roads, county roads, and access onto private properties 
would be upgraded to improve sight distance where needed.   

Parking areas would be sized, located and constructed more appropriately, which would improve 
both visitor experience and safety.  Thus, the Action Alternative would provide more 
opportunities to experience scenery, trails, lakes, and streams along the road.  During 
construction, temporary road closures, increased truck and construction traffic on the road, noise, 
and dust probably would inconvenience recreationists near the road.   

NOISE 

Affected Environment 
The entire project area is rural, with the road passing through ranches, ranching subdivisions, and 
public lands.  The existing noise level was computed based on traffic volume, speed, vehicle 
mix, and other factors using the FWHA RD-77-108 noise model.  For an observation site located 
30 m (100 ft) from the existing road, with no shielding (trees or buildings) and no barriers (berms 
or walls), the noise level in 2001was 48 decibels. 

Environmental Consequences 

Effects of the No Action Alternative 
Traffic-generated noise would continue under the No Action Alternative at the same predicted 
rate as identified under the Action Alternative discussed below, because traffic growth is 
expected to increase at the same rate with or without the proposed road improvement.  
Construction-generated noises would not occur under the No Action Alternative. 

Effects of the Action Alternative 
The predicted noise level for 2024 is 56 decibels at an observation site located 30 m (100 ft) 
from the road with no shielding and no barriers.  A noise impact is considered to occur if 
projected traffic noise levels approach or exceed noise abatement levels in the area or when the 
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predicted traffic noise levels substantially exceed the existing noise levels (23 CFR 772).  The 
criterion for residential, picnic areas, parks, and schools is 67 decibels, and the criterion for lands 
on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary value is 57 decibels.  Most State highway 
agencies use either a 10- or 15-decibel increase in noise levels to define a “substantial increase,” 
or they may use a sliding scale with greater allowance for increases from a lower base level.  The 
projected noise level of 56 decibels does not approach the noise abatement criteria, nor is the 
increase in noise above the existing 48 decibels considered substantial. 

During construction, noise would be generated by the operation of heavy equipment, some 
blasting, and worker vehicles.  Construction-generated noise, however, would be temporary and 
would not require long-term mitigation. 

LAND USE 

Affected Environment 

Existing Land Uses 
A wide variety of year-round recreational activities occur on 
Forest Service-managed lands near Tarryall Creek Road.  The 
proximity to the Lost Creek Wilderness provides opportunities to 
access wilderness recreational experiences near the highway.  
Areas along Tarryall Creek Road are used during the summer for 
camping, mountain biking, and four-wheel driving, in the fall for 
hunting, and in the winter for snowmobiling and cross-country 
skiing.  Recreation is discussed in greater detail in the Recreation 
Resources section. 

Lands near Tarryall Creek Road provide important habitat for bighorn sheep, deer, elk, and a 
variety of other species.  A number of trout species have been introduced into Tarryall Creek 
along Tarryall Creek Road.  Wildlife is discussed in greater detail in the Wildlife section. 

Private development along Tarryall Creek Road includes some single-family residential homes 
and ranches, many of which are used seasonally and some of which are used year-round.  Ranch 
operations along Tarryall Creek Road include four grazing allotments, some of which are open 
range.  At times cows and calves may congregate on the road.  On average, livestock mortality 
due to collisions by vehicles is low, less than one annually (Mayben 2002).   

Existing Land Management 
The proposed project area consists of six land use areas: the Pike National Forest, Tarryall 
Reservoir SWA, BLM lands, the town of Jefferson, the community of Tarryall, and private 
lands.  Two land management plans apply to the proposed project area: the 2001 Park County 
Strategic Master Plan (RNL Design 2001) and the 1984 Land and Resource Management Plan, 
Pike and San Isabel National Forests (USDA 1984). 

The proposed project area is primarily rural and zoned agricultural with the exception of some 
small areas zoned residential.  Park County developed a strategic master plan in 2001 to guide 
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decisions associated with the physical development of the County (RNL Design 2001).  Under 
the plan, the County established policies in areas such as transportation, land use, water, 
environmental quality, open space, and historic preservation.  The strategic master plan calls for 
prioritizing the upgrading and maintenance of the County’s primary collector roads.  Other 
preferred scenarios in the strategic master plan include concentrating higher density residential 
development in designated growth areas (none of which are identified on Tarryall Creek Road), 
preserving priority cultural resources, and limiting development in areas with significant natural 
resources. 

Land management direction for the Pike National Forest is described in the Land and Resource 
Management Plan (USDA 1984).  The plan provides forest-wide management goals, objectives, 
and standards.  In addition to forest-wide goals, the Forest Service has established specific 
management area (MA) standards that govern land use.  The MA adjacent to the proposed 
project area is managed for rural and roaded natural recreation opportunities (MA 2B). 

Environmental Consequences 

Effects of the No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not affect existing land uses along the road.  Recreation 
resources and wildlife habitat would not be affected by the proposed project. 

Effects of the Action Alternative  
The proposed project would alter existing land use in some locations.  Wildlife habitat and 
vegetation resources would be lost in areas where the road would be widened to 7.3 m (24 ft). 
Where right-of-way is acquired, private land would be purchased and converted to public land 
for transportation purposes. 

Livestock mortality from vehicle collisions following construction may increase if an improved 
road results in increased driving speeds.  However, this may be offset by sight distance 
improvements.  An increase in livestock mortality may result in an unrecoverable loss to the 
permittee. 

Short-term impacts would occur in areas disturbed by construction outside of the road footprint.  
Disturbed areas would be reclaimed using native vegetation species following construction.  As 
revegetation becomes established, the reclaimed areas would provide similar uses as the 
adjoining areas.   

Compliance with Applicable Land Use Plans 
The proposed project would be in compliance with the Park County Strategic Master Plan (RNL 
Design 2001).  The proposed project would upgrade and maintain the primary rural collector 
road that links major recreational assets to major highways. 

Most of the Forest Service lands in the proposed project area are in MA 2B–rural and roaded 
natural recreation opportunities.  The proposed project would enhance the road recreation 
opportunities by improving parking areas, improving the road surface, and alignment 
consistency.  Proposed reclamation of road cuts and realignment areas would restore the 
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Tarryall School

landscape to the desired visual quality.  The proposed project would comply with forest-wide 
and management area-specific standards and guidelines. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Affected Environment 
Through consultations with the Colorado State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the Park 
County Historic Preservation Advisory Commission (PCHPAC), and affected landowners, the 
FHWA has determined there are 19 eligible historic properties near or within the road right-of-
way and one that is listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (Table 4).  All 20 
sites are of a historic nature, representing early settlement, mining, and ranching activities from 
the latter half of the 19th Century to the early 20th Century. 

In addition, consultations have been held with federally recognized Native American tribal 
governments to determine the presence or absence of properties possessing significance to tribal 
religious beliefs or practices and cultural affiliation.  Although such properties exist in the 
vicinity, none are present within the project area. 

Environmental Consequences 

Effects of the No Action Alternative 
If no action is undertaken, most of these historic properties would 
not be affected.  However, some of the features associated with 
these properties are very near the driving lanes, and their proximity 
to the road poses a high risk of damage and vandalism.  The No 
Action Alternative would result in the continuation of this threat, 
and may result in future adverse effects to some of the historic 
properties. 

Effects of the Action Alternative 
In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the FHWA has determined 
that the Action Alternative would cause no adverse effects to the eligible and listed historic 
properties (Table 4; also see correspondence under Cultural Resources in Appendix A).  In the 
few places where the integrity of historic features are threatened by proximity to the road, the 
FHWA has designed measures to either slightly shift the alignment away from the feature, or 
confine the construction limits in such a manner that the feature would not be harmed.  In these 
instances, although care would be given to ensure that no harm would occur, the FHWA would 
monitor those historic properties during construction and repair any damage incurred as a result 
of construction activities. 
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Table 4.  FHWA agency determinations of effects to historic properties located within the 
area of potential effects of CO FH 81, Tarryall Creek Road. 

Site Name Location Relative  
to Road 

Eligible 
Criteria† 

Agency Determination in 
Accordance with NHPA 

Willard R. Head Ranch Both sides a,b,c,d No Adverse Effect 
Wright Homestead Both sides a,c,d No Adverse Effect 
Miller Ranch Both sides a,c,d No Adverse Effect 
Dunbar/Robbins Ranch North side a,c No Historic Properties Affected 
Olney Borden Ranch Both sides d No Adverse Effect 
Timothy Borden Ranch Both sides a,c,d No Adverse Effect 
No name (historic site) North side a,c No Adverse Effect 
Derby Cabin West side c No Historic Properties Affected 
Ute Trail River Resort North side a,c No Adverse Effect 
No name (historic site) West side c No Adverse Effect 
Williams Ranch Both sides a,c No Adverse Effect 
Sidney Derby Ranch Both sides d No Adverse Effect 
Denny Place South side d No Historic Properties Affected 
Derby Residence Northwest side d No Historic Properties Affected 
No name (historic site) Northwest side d No Historic Properties Affected 
No name (historic site) Southeast side d No Historic Properties Affected 
Tarryall School East side a, Listed No Adverse Effect 
Marksbury/Davenport Residence North side a,d No Historic Properties Affected 
Tenderfoot Mining Claim West side a,d No Historic Properties Affected 
Gloss Ranch Both sides a,c No Adverse Effect 

†National Register of Historic Places eligibility criteria (from 36 CFR Part 60.4, Criteria for Evaluation) are defined 
as: 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture is present in 
districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association and: 

(a) that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history; 
or 
(b) that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
(c) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the 
work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity 
whose components may lack individual distinction; or 
(d) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 
 

Site locations are not provided to protect the privacy of private owners. 
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SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

Affected Environment 

Populations and Demographics 
The population in Park County grew from 7,174 in 1990 to 14,523 in 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau 
2001a and 2001b), an annual average increase of 8.2 percent.  Population growth in Park County 
is due in large part to its proximity to Denver and several mountain resorts (Park County 1999).  
The County population is expected to increase about 9.8 percent annually from 2000 to 2010, 
while state population is expected to increase by 2 percent annually (Colorado Department of 
Local Affairs 2001a). 

Employment 
The average unemployment rate for Park County in 1999 was 3 percent, similar to the state 
average of 2.9 percent (Colorado Department of Local Affairs 2001b).  Historically, mining and 
ranching were the most important economic sectors in Park County.  The County economy has 
become less dependent on these sectors, and more dependent on tourism and real estate (Park 
County 1999). 

The largest employer in Park County is local government, which employed 594 workers in 1999.  
From 1990 to 1999, the services, government, retail, and construction sectors consistently made 
up the largest part of the County economy.  In recent years, the finance, insurance, real estate; 
transportation and public utilities; and construction sectors have shown significant growth 
(Bureau of Economic Analysis 2001; Park County 1999). 

Income 
Per capita personal income in Park County increased during the period from 1990 to 1999.  In 
1990, per capita personal income in Park County was $17,391.  In 1999, per capita personal 
income ($23,761) had grown by about 37 percent since 1990 or 3.5 percent annually. 

In 1999, total personal income in Park County was $337.8 million, up from about $125.5 million 
in 1990, reflecting an average annual growth rate of about 11.6 percent (Bureau of Economic 
Analysis 2001).  About one-fifth of the personal income is generated through transfer payments, 
dividends, interest, and rent, of which retirees account for half (Bureau of Economic Analysis 
2001).   

Environmental Consequences 

Effects of the No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the project area economy may be at risk of losing tourism 
because of the road’s continued deterioration.   
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Effects of the Action Alternative 
Population and Employment.  The Action Alternative would result in a small, short-term 
increase in population in Park County due to the employment of about 30 to 60 seasonal 
construction workers.  The construction workforce would represent a small population increase, 
which would not adversely change the area’s demographics. 

Income.  The Action Alternative would result in increased expenditures for living and 
construction expenses associated with jobs and construction on the road.  For workers that live in 
the proposed project area, the income earned likely would remain in the project area.  For 
workers that reside outside the project area, a significant part of their earned income would go 
back to the area where they reside. 

Local businesses providing lodging, meals, equipment, fuel, operating supplies and other 
consumer goods and services would benefit from increased expenditures.  These expenditures 
would positively affect the local and regional economies both directly and indirectly.  Direct 
economic benefits include dollars spent in the local economy by project workers.  Local 
merchants and other providers of goods and services would benefit.  Indirect or secondary 
economic benefits also would be associated with the Action Alternative.  Indirect income results 
when dollars from an initial purchase of goods and services are spent again.  For example, for 
every paycheck dollar spent on local gasoline or groceries, a portion is spent again by the 
receiver for other goods and services.  Direct and indirect expenditures also would boost local 
and state taxes. 

Tourism.  In the short term, tourists traveling the road would experience delays and limited 
closures associated with summer construction.  In the long term, the road would be improved 
significantly, which probably would increase a driver’s sense of safety for the increasing 
numbers of tourists who travel the road each year.   

Environmental Justice.  Executive Order No. 12898 addresses environmental justice in minority 
and low-income populations.  The Action Alternative would not have disproportionately high 
adverse effects on minority or low-income populations. 

OTHER ISSUES 

Hazardous Materials 
An initial site assessment was conducted along the Tarryall Creek Road corridor in accordance 
with ASTM Standard E1527-94.  The assessment included a corridor of 60 m (200 ft) centered 
on the centerline of the entire road.  The site assessment indicated the following: 
• Discarded creosote-soaked railroad ties located at: 

Station 14+592 (MP 2.7), about 8 m (26 ft) from the north edge of the pavement 
Station 41+307 (MP 19.3) near the road 
Station 45+492 (MP 21.9), about 10 m (38 ft) from the north edge of the pavement 
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• Solid waste consisting of discarded household and miscellaneous rubbish, at:  
Station 28+111 (MP 11.1), about 20 m (75 ft) from the north edge of the pavement 
Station 65+126 (MP 34.1), about 20 m (75 ft) from the north edge of the pavement 
 

• Bridge at the Tarryall Reservoir, Station 38+571 (MP 17.6), that may have lead-based paint. 
 

If the No Action Alternative is undertaken, the recognized environmental conditions would 
remain in place unless the County or the landowners take steps on their own to remove them. 

If the Action Alternative is undertaken, the FHWA would have all railroad ties and solid waste 
materials that lie within the construction limits removed and disposed of in a permitted landfill.  
The bridge below Tarryall Reservoir would be dismantled and disposed of at an appropriate 
waste facility.  Replacement of the bridge would occur during the second construction phase. 

Private Property and Right-of-Way 
The FHWA and Park County have reviewed existing rights-of-way and determined that several 
private properties adjacent to the road would be affected.  Under the No Action Alternative, no 
right-of-way would be acquired.  If the Action Alternative is implemented, rights-of-way would 
be acquired.  Property acquisitions would be made by Park County in accordance with applicable 
provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions Policies Act of 
1970 (P.L. 91-646) as amended by the Uniform Relocation Act Amendments of 1987 (P.L. 100-
17). 

Private property owners along the road have expressed their desires to keep the road on its 
existing footprint and either eliminate or reduce the amount of private land needed for road 
improvements.  Likewise, Park County officials have expressed their need to keep acquisitions 
as minimal as possible due to budgetary restraints.  The FHWA considered these requests and 
responded by minimizing, wherever possible, the need for private property acquisitions.  For 
example, several of the previously considered realignment alternatives have been eliminated and 
every attempt feasible is being made to keep the road within or as near as possible to its existing 
footprint.  Nevertheless, some rights-of-way would need to be acquired.  For the first phase of 
the project, the FHWA has estimated that 9.1 ha (22.5 ac) of property need to be acquired; 6.1 ha 
(15.2 ac) private, and 3 ha (7.3 ac) public.  However, engineering design on this phase is 
currently at 30 percent.  The FHWA would continue to try to reduce the amount of private 
property needed for the first phase. 

The FHWA, Park County, and Pike National Forest would review engineering design of the 
second and third phases as they are developed.  Based on design of these phases, which is 
presently less than 30 percent, it is estimated that an additional 40 ha (99 ac) would be needed; 
13.3 ha (33 ac) private, and 26.7 ha (66 ac) public.  Altogether, it is estimated that Park County 
may spend from $200,000 to $350,000 for right-of-way acquisition.  However, every effort 
would be made to continue to reduce the amount of private lands needed for road improvement. 



CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 

Environmental Assessment 

37 

Table 5.  Comparison of effects by alternative. 
No Action Alternative Action Alternative 

Vegetation 
No new vegetation impacts.  
Continued disturbance to roadside 
vegetation from vehicles parking on 
shoulders and informal pullouts. 

Temporary construction disturbances and a permanent loss of vegetation 
resources.  A long-term loss of vegetation would occur within the 
footprint of the widened road, shoulder, realignment, and drainage 
structures.  In these areas, vegetated cover would be replaced with an 
impermeable surface. 

Wildlife 
No new land-disturbing activities that 
would affect wildlife.  Continued 
potential for road kill.  Potential for 
sedimentation of streams from 
deficiencies in drainage. 

Temporary and permanent disturbance to wildlife habitat as described for 
vegetation.  Slightly increased potential for road kills from higher vehicle 
speeds, although speed limits would remain the same.  Wildlife may avoid 
habitat adjacent to the road during construction.   

Threatened and Endangered Species 
No effect to threatened and 
endangered species 

The FWS has concurred with the FHWA’s determination that the Action 
Alternative would have no effect on the bald eagle, mountain plover, 
Mexican spotted owl, black-footed ferret, Uncompaghre fritillary 
butterfly, Pawnee montane skipper, or penland eutrema.  Furthermore, the 
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the greenback 
cutthroat trout, the boreal toad, or the Canada lynx.   

Wetlands, Waters of the U.S., and Riparian Areas 
No new impacts on wetlands.  
Continued sediment deposition in 
wetlands from roadside erosion. 

Direct impact to 0.85 ha (2.08 ac) of wetlands and 1.02 ha (2.52 ac) of 
riparian areas by road reconstruction activities. 

Visual Quality 
No new effects on visual quality.  
Damaged road segments and raveling 
pavement edges would continue to 
distract from the scenic views. 

Impacts on visual resources during construction would be the creation of 
dust, the presence of construction equipment, and possible short-term 
nighttime lighting during construction.  Widening the road pavement in 
some locations would enlarge or increase cut faces, fill slopes, and 
drainage structures.  Visible impacts of the road on the landscape would 
increase.  A majority of the proposed alignment would closely follow the 
existing road alignment.  Proposed parking area improvements would 
increase visible contrasts of the pavement and surrounding landscape.   

Recreation Resources 
No effect to existing recreation 
opportunities available along the road, 
but would not offer needed 
improvements to parking areas. 

Added room along the road shoulder would increase safety for bicyclists 
and pedestrians.  Major intersections, such as campground turnoffs, would 
be upgraded to improve sight distance where needed.  Parking areas 
would be sized, located and constructed more appropriately, which would 
improve visitor safety and would provide opportunities to experience 
scenery, way trails, and lakes and streams along the road. 

Noise 
Increased noise from growth-related 
increase in traffic. 

Temporary increase in noise during construction.  Increased noise from 
growth-related increase in traffic, but not approaching or exceeding noise 
abatement levels. 
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Table 5.  Comparison of effects by alternative (continued). 

No Action Alternative Action Alternative 

Land Use 
No effects on existing land uses along 
the road.  Recreation resources and 
wildlife habitat would not be affected 
by the proposed project. 

Livestock mortality from vehicle collisions following construction may 
increase if an improved road results in increased driving speeds.  An 
increase in mortality may result in an unrecoverable loss to the permittee.  
Where right-of-way is acquired, private land would be purchased and 
converted to public land for transportation purposes. 

Cultural Resources 
No adverse effects to historic 
properties. 

Through consultations with the SHPO, PCHPAC, and affected 
landowners, the FHWA has determined that the Action Alternative would 
cause no adverse effects to the eligible and listed historic properties.  In 
the few places where the integrity of historic features is threatened by 
proximity to the road, the FHWA has designed measures to either slightly 
shift the alignment away from the feature, or confine the construction 
limits in such a manner that the feature would not be harmed. 

Socioeconomics 
The project area economy may be at 
risk of losing tourism because of the 
road’s continued deterioration.  The 
services sector in Park County 
probably would be impacted if 
tourism associated with scenic driving 
on the road decreased because of 
safety issues.   

Short-term increase in employment of seasonal construction workers and 
local and regional spending.  No anticipated negative effect on local 
businesses from reduced tourism.  Possible long-term tourism benefit 
from improved road conditions. 

Hazardous Materials 
Recognized environmental conditions 
would remain in place unless the 
County or the landowners take steps 
on their own to remove them. 

FHWA would have all railroad ties and solid waste materials that lie 
within the construction limits removed and disposed of in a permitted 
landfill.  The bridge below Tarryall Reservoir would be dismantled and 
removed to an authorized solid waste facility.  Replacement of the bridge 
would occur during the second construction phase. 

Private Property and Rights-of-Way 
No right-of-way would be acquired. Rights-of-way would be acquired.  For the first phase of the project, the 

FHWA has estimated that 9.1 ha (22.5 ac) of property need to be 
acquired; 6.1 ha (15.2 ac) private, and 3 ha (7.3 ac) public.  However, 
engineering design on this phase is currently at 30 percent.  The FHWA 
would continue to try to reduce the amount of private property needed for 
the first phase.  The FHWA, Park County, and Pike National Forest would 
review engineering design of the second and third phases as they are 
developed.  Based on design of these phases, which is presently less than 
30 percent, it is estimated that an additional 40 ha (99 ac) would be 
needed; 13.3 ha (33 ac) private, 26.7 ha (66 ac) public.  Altogether, it is 
estimated that Park County may spend from $200,000 to $350,000 for 
right-of-way acquisition.   
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CHAPTER 4. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS 

This chapter summarizes the environmental commitments that will be a part of the Action 
Alternative.  These commitments will be incorporated during final design or project 
implementation. 

VEGETATION 
• The first priority following construction will be to re-establish ground cover using native 

vegetation species.  This will help control erosion and sedimentation into nearby streams.  
Seed, mulch, and fertilizer (where needed) will be placed on all cut and fill slopes that are 
capable of sustaining vegetation.  If hay or straw mulch is used, it will be free from weeds, 
mold, or other objectionable materials. 

• Tree removal will be kept at a minimum. 
• Topsoil will be salvaged from within the construction limits and redistributed prior to 

revegetation.  It is possible that sediment from Tarryall Reservoir will be available for 
additional topsoil. 

WILDLIFE 
• Certain construction activities, to be coordinated between the FHWA and the Forest Service, 

will be restricted from within designated mule deer calving areas on Forest Service lands 
during the calving season, May 15 through June 16. 

• New culverts will be designed to ensure that they will not create a barrier to fish movement. 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
• If new information becomes available, new species listed, or should there be any changes to 

the project that may affect any threatened or endangered species in a manner or to an extent 
not considered in the biological assessment, Section 7 consultation under the ESA would be 
reinitiated. 

WETLANDS AND RIPARIAN AREAS 
• FHWA consulted with the USACE to determine the effects of the proposed project on 

wetlands and to develop measures to avoid or minimize impacts to them.  Mitigation during 
construction includes Best Management Practices (i.e., silt fencing and proper erosion control 
techniques).  FHWA has requested approval from the USACE to purchase credits at the 
Warm Springs Wetland Mitigation Bank, located near Fairplay, Colorado, for mitigation of 
impacts related to the Tarryall Creek Road project.  Because a Section 404 Permit application 
has not been submitted and the full evaluation of impacts has not been completed, the final 
approval for use of the Bank is conditional pending the issuance of a permit.  However, based 
on ongoing discussions with the USACE, use of the Bank is likely the best option for 
mitigation. 
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• Impacts to some wetlands are unavoidable, particularly in cases where wetlands are 
immediately parallel or perpendicular to the road.  The FHWA will obtain a Section 404 
permit from the USACE for these unavoidable impacts. 

• The Forest Service has inspected areas on its lands to evaluate potential areas for riparian 
improvements.  Two informal parking areas on Forest Service property will be reclaimed as 
riparian areas.  The first is the relocation of the Rocky Canyon Angler parking area located at 
Station 21+140 (MP 6.2) to the opposite side of the road on a large gravel bench currently 
used as an informal parking area and material storage site.  The second is the elimination of 
the Spring Gulch parking area at Station 52+700 (MP 26.4). 

• During final design, the FHWA will coordinate with Park County and the Forest Service to 
determine where the use of willow stabilized embankments will be effective.  One such site 
already identified is the stretch of roadway from Station 19+560 to 19+840 (MP 5.8 to MP 
6.0), just prior to the Rocky Canyon parking area.  Another riparian impact that may be 
eliminated or reduced is at the curve at Station 21+700 to 21+900 (MP 7.1 to MP 7.2).  

VISUAL QUALITY 
• Rock formations will be avoided as much as is possible.  Blasting will be done in a way that 

avoids the defined, vertical holes that sometimes result. 
• Existing vegetation will be retained as much as possible. 
• The road surface will consist of an asphalt chip-seal surface that will better match the current 

character of the road. 
• Blasting patterns will be manipulated to create rock surfaces, terraces, and ridges similar to 

undisturbed rock faces and outcrops. 
• Cut faces will be shaped to blend with, and be similar to adjacent undisturbed rock faces. 
• Terracing, surface stone placement, and revegetation will match adjacent undisturbed ground 

surfaces and land forms. 

RECREATION RESOURCES 
• Access to campgrounds and other developed recreation resources will be maintained.  The 

Forest Service will have additional opportunities to review and provide comments through 
the final design. 

NOISE 
• Construction equipment will be well maintained, especially with respect to mufflers, and 

equipped with spark arrestors. 
• Notification of blasting locations, dates, and times will be given in advance through on-site 

informational signs. 

LAND USE 
• Cattle guards, irrigation ditches, and fences will be replaced or repaired where such 

structures are impacted by construction operations or right-of-way acquisitions.  At the 
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request of the Forest Service, additional cattle guards and warning signs may be installed.  
The locations of these will be coordinated with Park County and the Forest Service. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
• The FHWA will continue to consult with the SHPO, PCHPAC, and affected landowners as 

project design continues to develop.  Due to the proximity of some eligible historic 
properties, the FHWA, through a qualified archeologist, will monitor select historic 
properties, in accordance with consultations and agreements developed under the NHPA with 
the SHPO, PCHPAC, and affected landowners. 

• If previously unknown cultural resources are discovered during construction, work will stop 
in the immediate vicinity until the resource can be evaluated in accordance with the NHPA 
by the FHWA.  If it is determined that such resources are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, 
the FHWA will conduct such mitigation measures that will be developed through 
consultation with the SHPO, PCHPAC, and the affected landowner. 

SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 
• Public notices of construction locations, dates, and times will be given in advance through 

the local news media and on-site informational signs. 
• Construction will occur in three separate phases estimated to begin in 2004.  Each phase will 

take place during two seasons or a 2-year period.  Access along Tarryall Creek Road is 
expected to remain open to visitors throughout most of the period of construction.  Traffic 
delays during peak season will be kept within about 30 minutes to minimize inconvenience to 
visitors.   

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
• The construction contractor will remove all existing wastes located within the construction 

limits and dispose of them at an appropriate waste facility. 
• The construction contractor will be required to comply with all Federal, State, and local laws 

and regulations controlling pollution of the environment.  Precautions will be taken to 
prevent pollution of streams and nearby waterways with silt, oils, fuels, bitumens, or other 
harmful materials.  The contractor will be required to prevent pollution of the atmosphere 
from particulate and gaseous matter by implementing appropriate surface watering and 
proper maintenance of construction equipment. 

• In the event of an accidental spill by the construction contractor, containment measures will 
be implemented immediately.  For an accidental spill of petroleum products in reportable 
quantities or if hazardous materials are encountered during construction, the Colorado 
Department of Public Health and Environment will be contacted immediately to determine 
appropriate additional measures. 
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RIGHT-OF-WAY 
• Right-of-way acquisitions will be limited to the requirements for construction operations and 

maintenance.  The FHWA will continue to coordinate the development of project design with 
Park County and affected private property owners. 

CONSTRUCTION 
• Construction will occur from ½ hour after sunrise to ½ hour before sunset within a 2 km 

(1.25 mi) distance to the nearest residence.  
• Water will be applied to control dust during construction.  After the roadway is graded, a dust 

palliative will be applied to prevent dust if surfacing will not be completed immediately 
thereafter. 

• Effective erosion and sedimentation control measures will be implemented.  Construction site 
drainage will be controlled. 

• The area of excavation, borrow, grading, and embankment operations will be limited 
commensurate with the contractor’s capability and progress in accomplishing finished 
grading, seeding, mulching, and other erosion control measures. 

• The contractor will be required at all times to conduct the work in a manner that ensures the 
safety and convenience of the general public and the residents along the highway and ensures 
the protection of persons and property. 

• The contractor will be required to keep work areas in an orderly condition; to dispose of all 
refuse properly; and to obtain permits for the construction and maintenance of all 
construction camps, stores, warehouses, latrines, and other structures in accordance with 
applicable requirements.  Under no conditions will litter be left where it can gain entry into 
any live stream or other body of water. 

• The contractor will use only areas approved by the FHWA, Park County, and Forest Service 
for storing material and equipment. 

• If material will be obtained from a location other than a commercial source, the construction 
contractor will secure all permits and clearances. 

• All construction equipment will be thoroughly washed before being brought into the project 
area to avoid introducing undesirable plants and noxious weeds. 

• Contractor-furnished topsoil must be free of subsoil, refuse, stumps, roots, brush, weeds, or 
other substances detrimental to the development of vegetative growth.  Seed must be certified 
for purity and weed seed content. 

• The contractor will furnish plants that are essentially free from plant diseases and insect 
pests. 

• A permit will be obtained to allow discharge of storm water from 2 ha or more (5 ac. or 
more) to state waters.  A stormwater management plan will be prepared as part of the CDPS 
permit process to address construction-related sediment and erosion control plans.  In 
addition, a construction dewatering permit will be obtained. 
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• Revegetation success will be monitored and remedial measures will be taken for areas that do 
not revegetate.  Revegetation establishment will need to meet CDPS permit requirements 
before an Inactivation Notice can be issued. 

• Special Contract Requirements will include section 107.11, Protection of Forests, Parks, and 
Public Lands (Federal Highway Administration 1996), which includes, among other 
requirements, operational guidance by the Forest Service for emergency curtailment of 
operations in the case of fire. 
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CHAPTER 5. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

In 1995, the FHWA held public scoping meetings to provide information and solicit public 
issues and concerns about a proposal to reconstruct Tarryall Creek Road to uniform standards.  
The proposed project was reduced in priority status in 1996.  In 1998, the FHWA completed a 
rehabilitation project from Station 64+976 to Station 86+847 (MP 34.2 to MP  47.6) near Lake 
George.  With the passage of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century and the 
reduction in priority of some Forest Highway projects in Colorado, the proposed Tarryall Creek 
Road project received increased priority in 1999. 

In July 1999, the FHWA held two public meetings on a proposal to rehabilitate and reconstruct 
the remainder of Tarryall Creek Road from Station 10+247 to Station 64+976 (MP 0 to MP 
34.2).  These meetings were held in Jefferson and Lake George on July 24, 1999.  Before both 
meetings, the FHWA sent a notice to individuals, organizations, and agencies announcing the 
public meetings.  In addition, public notices were placed in the news sections of the Denver Post, 
Rocky Mountain News, Hustler (Jefferson County), The High Country Trader, and Fairplay 
Flume. 

During project development, the FHWA held several SEE Study Team meetings to discuss 
environmental issues, design considerations, and the project schedule.  These meetings were held 
on: May 12, 1999; July 23, 1999; December 12, 2000; November 9, 2001; and January 9, 2002. 

The EA was made available for review by Federal, State, and County agencies, as well as to 
affected and interested members of the public from May 20 to June 21, 2002.  During this period, 
three public hearings were held.  Details of these public hearings, the comments received, and 
the FHWA’s response to comments appear in Appendix D. 

Additional FHWA consultation and coordination meetings, not noted in this EA or in the 
technical reports, include: 

• May 1, 2000: FHWA met with the SHPO to discuss the cultural resource inventory report. 
• May 10, 2000: FHWA met with the PCHPAC to discuss the cultural resource inventory 

report. 
• October 24, 2000: FHWA met with the USACE to inspect the wetland delineations. 
• February 8, 2001: FHWA met with the Forest Service to discuss the environmental studies. 
• April 5, 2001: FHWA met with the FWS to discuss potential impacts to the lynx. 
• May 15, 2001: FHWA met with Alpine Archaeological Consultants, Inc. to inspect the 

locations of historic properties. 
• June 20, 2001: FHWA met with the USACE to inspect the conceptual wetland mitigation 

sites. 
• June 21, 2001: FHWA met with the South Park Focus Area Committee to discuss the 

wetland delineation efforts, potential impacts from the proposed project, and potential 
mitigation sites. 
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• August 9, 2001: FHWA met with the SHPO to discuss the conceptual road design and 
potential impacts to historic properties. 

• August 19, 2001: FHWA met with the PCHPAC to discuss the conceptual road design and 
potential impacts to historic properties. 

• August 21, 2001: FHWA met with the Environmental Protection Agency to discuss the 
results of the environmental studies and the direction of the EA. 

• September 25, 2001: FHWA attended a public meeting for affected and interested 
landowners, arranged by the Ute Trail River Ranch, to discuss the proposed project. 

• October 17, 2001: FHWA met with the Forest Service to inspect potential impacts to visual 
resources. 

• January 23, 2002: FHWA met with the Forest Service to inspect parking areas and pullouts. 
• February 11, 2002: FHWA met with the Warm Springs Wetland Bank to discuss the 

possibility of purchasing wetland credits. 
• February 12, 2002: FHWA met with the FWS to inspect lynx habitat along Tarryall Creek 

Road and to discuss potential impacts to the lynx. 
• February 28, 2002: FHWA met with the USACE to discuss Section 404 permit issues. 
• March 19-22, 2002: FHWA met with the Forest Service, Park County, and a representative 

from the Tarryall Valley Neighborhood Council to conduct a 30 percent design line and 
grade review of the first phase, from Station 10+247 (MP 0.0) to Station 31+140 (MP 13.0); 
and met with concerned landowners to inspect and discuss the proposed realignment. 

• June 12, 2002: FHWA met with the USACE to discuss Section 404 permit issues. 
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CHAPTER 6. LIST OF PREPARERS 

Central Federal Lands Highway Division 
Name Title: Responsibilities Education Experience 
John Knowles Project Manager B.S.; Civil Engineering 13 years 

Edward DeCleva Environmental Protection Specialist; 
Introduction, Chapter 1, Chapter 2 (co-
author), Cultural Resources, Noise, 
Hazardous Materials, Private Property and 
Right-of-Way, Chapter 4, Chapter 5, and 
Appendices 

B.A.; Anthropology 13 years 

 

 

ERO Resources Corporation 
Name Responsibilities Education Experience 

Richard Trenholme Project Management, Chapter 2 (co-author) B.S.; Agronomy 23 years 

Steve Dougherty Wetlands, Waters of the U.S., and Riparian 
Areas (co-author) 

B.A.; Biology 26 years 

Denise Larson Wetlands, Waters of the U.S., and Riparian 
Areas (co-author) 

M.A.; Plant Ecology 15 years 

Mark DeHaven Wildlife, Forest Resources, Vegetation, 
Threatened and Endangered Species  

M.S.; Natural Resources 22 years 

Andy Cole Land Use, Recreation  M.F.S.; Forest Science 10 years 

Anjie Saunders Socioeconomics M.E.M.; Environmental 
Policy and Management 

11 years 

Mark Holdeman Visual Resources BLA; Landscape 
Architecture 

19 years 

Janelle Luppen GIS B.A.; Land Use 5 years 

Sadie Russo GIS B.A.; Natural Resource 
Management 

5 years 

Mark Bina Graphics B.S.; Art 20 years 

Martha Clark Technical editor; document production B.A.; English 15 years 
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Appendix A.  Agency Consultation 

The FHWA had several correspondences with federal, state, and local agencies to solicit their 
issues and concerns about the proposed project.  Letters are categorized by subject below and 
copies of pertinent correspondence (indicated by an asterisk) appear in Appendix A. 

Scoping 
* CDOW to FHWA, December 6, 1994 
* FHWA to CDOW, March 5, 1999 
* CDOW to FHWA, April 5, 1999 
 

Scoping Regarding Public Recreation 
* FHWA to CDOW, December 1, 2000 
* FHWA to CDPOR, December 1, 2000 
 

Cultural and Historic Resources 
SHPO to FHWA, December 1, 1994 
SHPO to FHWA, June 7, 1995 
SHPO to FHWA, April 30, 1996 
SHPO to FHWA, September 10, 1996 
SHPO to NPS, September 24, 1996 
SHPO to FHWA, April 8, 1997 

* PCHPAC to FHWA, September 25, 2000 
* FHWA to PCHPAC, November 16, 2000 
* FHWA to SHPO, September 7, 2001 
* FHWA to PCHPAC, September 7, 2001 
* FHWA to DNR, September 12, 2001 
* FHWA to Forest Service, September 12, 2001 
* Forest Service to FHWA, October 3, 2001 

FHWA to CDPOR, October 17, 2001 
* SHPO to FHWA, November 20, 2001 
* FHWA to SHPO, January 17, 2002 
* FHWA to PCHPAC, January 17, 2002 
* SHPO to FHWA, February 25, 2002 
 

Biological Resources  
* FHWA to FWS, March 5, 1999 
* FWS to FHWA, March 16, 1999 
* FHWA to FWS, December 1, 2000 
* FWS to FHWA, June 26, 2001 
* FHWA to FWS, March 29, 2002 
 

Wetlands 
* USACE to FHWA (ERO Resources), November 2, 2000 
* FHWA to USACE, January 8, 2002 
* USACE to FHWA, January 24, 2002 
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Appendix B.  Public Comments 

On July 24, 1999, the FHWA held two public meetings; one in Jefferson, Colorado, and one in 
Lake George, Colorado.  Twenty-four individuals attended the meetings, seven of which 
completed comment forms.  Since then and until the release of this EA, the FHWA has received 
public comments by letters, e-mails, and telephone calls from eighteen individual landowners 
adjacent to the proposed project.  The comments reflect a variety of public opinions and 
concerns, including: 

• No support for the project 
Response:  The need for the project has been discussed in Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for 
Action. 

• Potential impacts caused by the project to wildlife, historic, natural, and aesthetic resources 
Response:  These potential impacts have been discussed in Chapter 3, Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences.  FHWA has considered these issues and will continue to make 
every effort to avoid significant impacts during the remainder of project design.  In addition, 
Chapter 4, Summary of Environmental Commitments, discusses measures to avoid, minimize, 
and mitigate the impacts of the project. 

• Access to private properties would be eliminated where reconstruction or the realignments 
would occur 

Response:  Access to private properties would not be eliminated, and all access roads would be 
improved to the right-of-way line. 

• Private property acquisitions for right-of-way purposes are unacceptable to some landowners 
Response:  The FHWA, in consultation with Park County, is continuing to consider ways in 
which acquisitions could be reduced and yet still meet an acceptable level of design safety 
standards.  Affected landowners will have opportunities to meet with and provide comments to 
the FHWA and Park County at the public hearings for this EA, and during line and grade 
reviews for the second and third phases of the project when they occur.  All right-of-way 
acquisitions would be performed in accordance with applicable provisions of the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-646) as 
amended by the Uniform Relocation Act Amendment of 1987 (P.L. 100-17). 

• Potential impacts to fences and irrigation ditches on private properties 
Response:  Where fences and irrigation ditches would be impacted by the project, they would be 
replaced in kind in a manner that provides no break in service or functionality. 

• The need to add additional cattle crossings and replace or repair existing ones 
Response:  Cattle crossings will be removed and replaced in a manner so that servicing them is 
more efficient. Where practicable, some new cattle crossings may be installed in places where 
they presently do not exist.  The FHWA will continue to consult with the Forest Service and Park 
County during project design to determine the practicability of new cattle crossings. 
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• Support for improving the road, but only if such improvements are kept within the existing 
alignment 

Response:  The FHWA will continue to make every attempt to stay within the existing alignment.  
However, some minor realignments would occur in places where the existing roadway geometry 
(horizontal and vertical alignments) does not meet modern design safety standards. 

• Desires of affected landowners to avoid realignment alternatives at the community of 
Tarryall and at the Landis Curve 

Response:  The FHWA has eliminated consideration of the realignment at the community of 
Tarryall.  The roadway alignment there will follow the existing alignment.  Three alternatives to 
realign Landis Curve were also eliminated, because too much material would be generated by 
the cuts and icing of the road surface would occur during the winter.  However, due to the 
problems presented in the present alignment, the FHWA is considering other alternatives.  The 
consideration of this matter will be coordinated with Park County and affected landowners. 

• Improve conditions at Mud Hill 
Response:  The steep slope and limited sight distance at Mud Hill would be improved to meet 
modern design safety standards. 

• Impacts caused by increases in traffic speed and volume to human safety, wildlife, and 
livestock 

Response:  The road is being designed to meet the existing posted speeds.  Considering the 
projected increased in population along Colorado’s Front Range and in South Park, traffic 
volumes are expected to increase regardless of improvements to the road. 

• Impacts from construction affecting emergency access and local businesses 
Response:  Emergency vehicle access would have priority access across construction segments 
along the road.  Access to local businesses would be maintained during construction. 
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Appendix C.  Available Technical Reports 

The FHWA produced a number of technical reports in preparation of this EA.  These reports are 
available for review at the following locations: 

Lake George Public Library, 37900 Hwy 24, Lake George, CO 

Ute Trail River Ranch, 21446 County Rd 77, Lake George, CO 

Park County Library, 418 Main St, Fairplay, CO 

Park County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, 501 Main St, Fairplay, CO 

Park County Road and Bridge, 1246 County Road 16, Fairplay, CO 

Pike National Forest, South Park Ranger District, 320 Hwy 285, Fairplay, CO 

Pike National Forest, South Platte Ranger District, 19316 Goddard Ranch Ct, Morrison, CO 

Pike National Forest, Forest Supervisor’s Office, 1920 Valley Dr, Pueblo, CO 

U.S. Forest Service, Region 2, 740 Simms St, Golden, CO 

FHWA, Central Federal Lands Highway Division, 555 Zang St, Lakewood, CO 

 

List of Technical Reports: 

Alpine Archaeological Consultants, Inc.  1996.  Cultural Resource Inventory of Forest Highway 
81 (Tarryall Road), Park County, Colorado.  Prepared for the National Park Service.  
Montrose, Colorado. 

ERO Resources Corporation.  2001.  Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan.  Prepared for the 
Federal Highway Administration.  Lakewood, Colorado. 

ERO Resources Corporation.  2000.  Final Biology Report – Proposed Tarryall Creek Road 
Project (Forest Highway 81).  Prepared for the Federal Highway Administration.  Lakewood, 
Colorado. 

ERO Resources Corporation.  2000.  Final Forest Resources Report – Proposed Tarryall Creek 
Road Project (Forest Highway 81).  Prepared for the Federal Highway Administration.  
Lakewood, Colorado.   

ERO Resources Corporation.  2000.  Final Land Use Report – Proposed Tarryall Creek Road 
Project (Forest Highway 81).  Prepared for the Federal Highway Administration.  Lakewood, 
Colorado.   

ERO Resources Corporation.  2000.  Final Recreation Resources Report – Proposed Tarryall 
Creek Road Project (Forest Highway 81).  Prepared for the Federal Highway Administration.  
Lakewood, Colorado.   
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ERO Resources Corporation.  2000.  Final Social and Economic Conditions Report – Proposed 
Tarryall Creek Road Project (Forest Highway 81).  Prepared for the Federal Highway 
Administration.  Lakewood, Colorado.   

ERO Resources Corporation.  2000.  Final Wetlands, Waters of the U.S., and Riparian Areas 
Report – Proposed Tarryall Creek Road Project (Forest Highway 81).  Prepared for the 
Federal Highway Administration.  Lakewood, Colorado.   

ERO Resources Corporation.  2000.  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment – Proposed 
Tarryall Creek Road Project, Forest Highway 81, Park County, Colorado Prepared for the 
Federal Highway Administration.  Lakewood, Colorado. 

Foothill Engineering Consultants, Inc.  2000.  Final Traditional Cultural Properties Study – 
Portions of Colorado Forest Highway 81, The Tarryall Creek Road, Park County, Colorado.  
Prepared for ERO Resources Corp.  Golden, Colorado. 

Holdeman Landscape Architecture.  2001.  Final Visual Assessment Report for Portions of 
Colorado Forest Highway 81, Tarryall Creek Road, Park County, Colorado.  Prepared for the 
Federal Highway Administration.  Lakewood, Colorado. 

 



Appendix D 
Public Comments on the  

Environmental Assessment 



 

 

Appendix D.  Public Comments on the  
Environmental Assessment 

The Environmental Assessment was made available for review by Federal, State, and County 
agencies, as well as to the affected and interested public from May 20, 2002, to June 21, 2002.  
Notices were issued in the Denver Post and Fairplay Flume.  Copies of the Environmental 
Assessment were made available during this period at the locations listed in Appendix C and 
online.  Three public hearings and several on-site meetings with interested landowners were held 
during the period of availability. 

The first hearing was held on June 3, 2002, at the Lake George Community Center, and the 
second hearing was held on June 5, 2002, at the Jefferson Community Center.  Each was an open 
house, informal hearing, held from 7:15 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.  At these two hearings, the SEE Study 
Team was represented by the FHWA, Pike National Forest, and Park County Road and Bridge, 
including Mr. Jerry Solberg, Park County Commissioner.  Fifteen individual members of the 
interested public attended the Lake George hearing and 20 individuals attended the Jefferson 
hearing.  At these meetings, the public viewed displays depicting 30 percent and preliminary 
design of the three construction phases, with individuals specifically inquiring into the nature of 
the proposed road improvements at their respective private properties. 

The third public hearing was held on June 7, 2002, at the Park County Commissioners Room in 
Fairplay, CO, from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.  This formal hearing was hosted and chaired by Park 
County Commissioners Ms. Leni Walker and Mr. Jerry Solberg.  The SEE Study Team was 
represented by the FHWA, Pike National Forest, Park County Road and Bridge, and CDOT.  A 
court recorder transcribed the hearing (transcriptions on file at FHWA, Lakewood, CO).  Eleven 
individual members of the interested public attended.  At this meeting, the County 
Commissioners opened the floor to the public for comments.  In general, the comments were 
supportive of the project, with inquiries expressed mainly about the amount and manner in which 
rights-of-way would be acquired. 

The on-site meetings took place on June 5, 6, and 7, 2002.  During these meetings, the FHWA 
met with interested and affected private landowners to discuss the nature of the proposed road 
improvements and proposed parking areas. 

Following the hearings, the FHWA received comments by mail from interested and affected 
landowners.  These comments, with FHWA responses, are outlined in the table on the following 
page.  Sign-in sheets for the public hearings and comments received from the public are included 
following the table.  Agency comments on the Environmental Assessment appear in Appendix E. 
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Name Comment Summary FHWA Response 
Steve Plutt Road needs to be paved for safety 

sake.  ROW purchases justified. 
ROW acquisition would be 
minimized. 

Dan Harbour Wants road surface improved, 
provided it remains in present 
location. 

Minor changes to the proposed 
alignment have been made to reflect 
public comments, but FHWA 
anticipates generally adhering to the 
road’s present footprint. 

Charles Schwailer, representing 
Tarryall Fishing Club.  Clifford 
Pugh, representing Lost Park Ranch 
Owners Association 

Wants quid pro quo trade (signage, 
improvements to remaining land) for 
land instead of cash payment. 

Compensation for ROW will be 
discussed during individual ROW 
negotiations between Park County 
and individual landowners. 

Jeff Cohn, Cheri Cohn Very much favors project in entirety. Comments noted. 
Tarryall Valley Neighborhood 
Council 

Thanks FHWA for open 
communication with community. 

Comment noted. 

Jim Holben, on behalf of Edward 
Koehler 

E. Koehler wants tour of project near 
his land at 70% design. 

Community walkthroughs will be 
held for each phase of the project.  
The Phase I walkthrough is 
scheduled for late summer/early fall 
of 2002. 

Lawlor Wakem, Kurt Kratz Opposed to additional curves near 
property as a result of proposed 
realignment at Station 29+360 (MP 
11.9). 

The FHWA has eliminated the 
proposed realignment at Station 
29+360 (MP 11.9) and will 
rehabilitate the road at its present 
location instead. 

Bernard Petrone Wants snow reflectors installed on 
both sides of roads. 

Snow reflectors will be installed 
during road construction. 

Helen Johnson Wants to meet with FHWA to 
inspect historic fence on her 
property, and clarify where new 
fencing will be installed. 

FHWA met with Ms. Johnson on 
July 3, 2002 to discuss the merits of 
the project and potential effects to 
the historic fence.  FHWA and Ms. 
Johnson agreed that if the fence is to 
be affected, its integrity would be 
maintained and moved. 

Name withheld at landowner’s 
request 

Concerned about ROW takings on 
property.  Concerned about the 
potential for uneconomical 
remainder to be left of property. 

Potential uneconomical remnants 
will be discussed and addressed 
through the ROW negotiations 
between Park County and individual 
landowners. 

David Gardner, representing Circle 
R Property Owners Association 

Wants to extend Phase I to junction 
of CR 77 & 34 to reduce impacts to 
Circle R Residents.  Wants project 
walkthrough. 

Phase I terminus will be estimated at 
70% design and will be made 
available for landowners review.  
Final decision on terminus will be 
made after construction contract bids 
have been received. 
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Appendix E.  Agency Comments on the Environmental Assessment 

The FHWA provided each of the agencies listed below a copy of the EA for comment during the 
public comment period, May 20 to June 21, 2002: 

Bureau of Land Management, Colorado State Office 

Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services 

Forest Service: Region 2; Pike National Forest; South Park Ranger District; South Platte 
Ranger District 

US Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District, Denver Regulatory Office 

Colorado Division of Wildlife 

Colorado Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation 

Colorado Historical Society (State Historic Preservation Office) 

Colorado Department of Transportation 

Park County Commissioners 

Park County Road and Bridge 

Park County Historic Preservation Advisory Commission 

The FHWA received concurrence with the selection of the Action Alternative from the Project 
Cooperators:  Pike National Forest and Park County.  Also received were comments from three 
agencies during the availability period for the Environmental Assessment.  Those comments are 
addressed below, followed by copies of the correspondence received from those agencies. 

May 28, 2002, correspondence from FWS 

The FWS issued notification that it concurred with the FHWA’s determination that the proposed 
action “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the threatened Canada lynx.  The FHWA 
revised the Threatened and Endangered Species section of Chapters 3 and 4 to depict the status 
determinations issued under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 

June 20, 2002, correspondence from CDOW 

The CDOW indicated that it would like to know what the design considerations are for the 
stretch of road that passes through the Tarryall State Wildlife Area, and that Wildlife 
Commission approval is necessary for any work that would be conducted outside of the right-of-
way at the Tarryall State Wildlife Area.  Furthermore, the CDOW would like to have an existing 
Watchable Wildlife pull-off better developed to provide a safe viewing experience of bighorn 
sheep for motorists in the area.  The FHWA responds by noting that the proposed improvements 
to the road at the Tarryall State Wildlife Area, while planned for phase two, involve 
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rehabilitation of the existing alignment without deviating from the existing road right-of-way.  In 
addition, the FHWA will consider improvements to the wildlife viewing pull-off.  The FHWA 
will consult with the CDOW, providing an opportunity for an on-site inspection with the CDOW 
of the proposed improvements through the Tarryall State Wildlife Area and to the wildlife 
viewing pull-off, once design for the second phase reaches 30 percent. 

June 20, 2002, correspondence from USACE 

The USACE submitted two recommendations for the EA.  The first recommended that the 
FHWA revise a statement on page 49 of Chapter 4 to more clearly indicate conditional approval 
of the use of a wetland bank.  The second comment recommended that the Environmental 
Assessment clearly indicate whether fens are present within the project area and if they would be 
impacted.  These recommendations were incorporated into the Environmental Assessment. 
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