
Date Description

2016-04-04
Letter to Douglas County Historic Preservation Board from CDOT re: determinations of eligibility and effects 

and Section 106 assessment effects

2016-04-04 Letter to SHPO from CDOT re: determinations of eligibility and effects and Section 106 assessment effects

2016-04-20
Response letter from SHPO to CDOT re: determinations of eligibility and effects and Section 106 

assessment effects

2016-06-28
Email correspondence from CPW to CDOT concurring with the "no impact" determination of any Section 

6(f)-protected properties within Chatfield State Park.

2016-08-25
Letter to Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma from CDOT re: survey of Native American occupation 

along the project corridor

2016-08-25
Letter to Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma from CDOT re: survey of Native American occupation along the project 

corridor

2016-09-07
Response letter from Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma to CDOT concurring with "no properties 

affected."

2016-11-22 Historic Section 4(f) De Minimis Use Clearance Form

2017-01-03 Memo to CPW from CDOT re: High Line Canal temporary non-conforming use

2017-03-14 NRCS Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form

2017-04-19 CPW approval letter re: High Line Canal temporary non-conforming use

2017-05-04 U..S Army Corps of Engineers NEPA Reevaluation approval

2015-09-29 Meeting Minutes: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers cooperating agency meeting

2015-09-29 Meeting Minutes: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers property management experiences meeting

2016-04-12 Meeting Minutes: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 408 coordination meeting

2016-06-08 Meeting Minutes: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and HRMD coordination meeting

Appendix B: Agency Coordination

INDEX

2002 South I-25 Corridor and US 85 Corridor Record of Decision

Reevaluation and Section 4(f) Evaluation

US 85 HIGHLANDS RANCH PARKWAY TO C-470
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US 85 NEPA Re-Evaluation - Section 6(f) Coordination (CPW) 
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From: "Morrissey - DNR, Thomas" <thomas.morrissey@state.co.us> 
Date: June 28, 2016 at 10:05:01 AM MDT 
To: "Halouska - CDOT, Troy" <troy.halouska@state.co.us> 
Cc: <scot.roush@state.co.us>, Jeff Ver_Steeg - DNR <jeff.ver_steeg@state.co.us>, 
"Longsdorf, Jason" <Jason.Longsdorf@hdrinc.com>, "Wallach, Wendy" 
<wendy.wallach@hdrinc.com>, Ayman Salloum - CDOT <ayman.salloum@state.co.us>, 
Margaret Taylor - DNR <margaret.taylor@state.co.us>, Mark Leslie - DNR 
<mark.leslie@state.co.us> 
Subject: Re: US 85 NEPA Re-Evaluation - Section 6(f) Coordination 

Troy, 
 
CPW concurs with DOT's assertion that this project will not impact any Section 6(f) protected 
properties within Chatfield State Park.   
 
As a matter of public safety, please alert bicyclists and walkers as to the closure of the C-470 
trail, if one occurs, as this project moves into construction phase.  Also, we request that DOT 
provide CPW with periodic updates on the project once it moves into he construction phase. 
 
Thank you for your attention and communication on this proposed renovation work. 
 
Thomas Morrissey 
 
Thomas M. Morrissey, PE 
State Trails Program Manager 
State Liaison Officer  for the Land and Water Conservation Program  

 
New Phone # 303.791.1957 Ext. 4129 
13787 South Highway 85 
Littleton, CO 80125 
thomas.morrissey@state.co.us  I  www.cpw.state.co.us 
 
 
 
On Thu, May 26, 2016 at 1:51 PM, Halouska - CDOT, Troy 
<troy.halouska@state.co.us> wrote: 

Dear Tom and CPW Officials, 

As you may know CDOT and Douglas County have secured construction funding and are designing 
improvements for US 85 (Santa Fe Drive) from C470 south to Highlands Ranch Parkway. This project will 
implement improvements that are consistent with the Refined Selected Alternative from the 2002 I-25/US 
85 Record of Decision (ROD). These improvements would result in both permanent and temporary 
impacts within the boundaries of Chatfield State Park (Chatfield) which we know is a designated Section 
6(f) property. Based on the attached US 85 Parks Map which includes an aerial and an overlay of our 
current design, the construction impacts would occur entirely on easements which have previously been 
set aside for future transportation improvements by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). 

mailto:thomas.morrissey@state.co.us
mailto:troy.halouska@state.co.us
mailto:scot.roush@state.co.us
mailto:jeff.ver_steeg@state.co.us
mailto:Jason.Longsdorf@hdrinc.com
mailto:wendy.wallach@hdrinc.com
mailto:ayman.salloum@state.co.us
mailto:margaret.taylor@state.co.us
mailto:mark.leslie@state.co.us
mailto:thomas.morrissey@state.co.us
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 These proposed improvements are anticipated to occur primarily in the southwest and southeast 
quadrants of the C-470 and US 85 interchange. These improvements include adding one through lane, 
an auxiliary lane, curb and gutter, and building a 10-foot multi-use path on both sides of US 85 . 

 In the southwest quadrant of the C-470/US 85 interchange  the multi-use path will be approximately 10 
feet wide and provide a new connection to the existing C-470 bikeway as well as a future grade 
separated underpass. A wall will be built adjacent to the bike path to minimize impacts associated with 
“cut” from lowering the multiuse path to meet the grade of the future proposed underpass. These 
improvements will all occur on the existing transportation easement (parcel 1065 on attached Revised 
ROW map) that CDOT has acquired from the USACE in the past. 

In the southeast quadrant of the interchange, the proposed improvements include an additional 10-foot 
multi-use path adjacent to the east side of US 85. This path will connect with the existing C-470 multi-use 
path as well. In a future phase which is not part of this project, Douglas County has proposed 
improvements to include construction of a grade separated underpass (indicated on the attached US 85 
Parks Map) to carry the C-470 trail under US 85. Current right-of-way information indicates that property 
owned by the USACE on the east side of US 85 may be impacted by these improvements; however, we 
have determined that CDOT also has easements in this area as indicated on the Revised ROW map 
(parcels 1068 and 1069). 

 All of the proposed improvements will occur in existing easements that CDOT has with the USACE 
property and will not impair the function, activities or the use of the property. Based on the location of the 
improvements within the existing easements, we would like to request concurrence that no Section 6(f) 
conversion or temporary non-conforming use will occur and no further coordination will be needed with 
Colorado Parks and Wildlife on this topic. 

If there are any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Thanks much, 

Troy Halouska 
Region 1 Environmental Program Manager 







 

US 85 Highlands Ranch Parkway to C-470 Refined Selected Alternative 

 
Source: HDR 2016 

 









 

US 85 Highlands Ranch Parkway to C-470 Refined Selected Alternative 

 
Source: HDR 2016 

 

















  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Approximately 20 miles of the High Line Canal Trail in the vicinity of Chatfield State Park is 

identified as Section 6(f) property. As a part of the US 85 widening project, the trail is planned to 

be placed in a culvert that will run underneath US 85. The reason for this is to improve safety for 

trail users who are currently forced to cross US 85 at grade. This temporary change affects 0.2 

mile of the trail, which is a very small portion of the 20 mile Section 6(f) resource.  It would not 

restrict use of the remainder of the High Line Canal Trail.  No permanent damage would occur to 

the Section 6(f) site and appropriate mitigation measures will be taken to ensure no residual 

impacts would occur on the site once the temporary use is concluded. No practical alternatives to 

the proposed temporary use exist. Therefore, CDOT has concluded this use meets the criteria for 

a Temporary Non-Conforming Use. 

TIMEFRAME 

Construction on this part of the US 85 widening project is anticipated to begin in November of 

2019 and conclude in March of 2020. The period of construction would be no greater than 6 

months. 

ALTERNATIVES 

The alternative considered instead of the proposed use consisted of leaving the at-grade crossing 

with US 85 in its current state. Currently, pedestrians, bicyclists and equestrians who are using 

the trail from east to west or vice versa are forced to stop at US 85 and cross multiple lanes of 

traffic in an unprotected area. This is a safety and trail user convenience issue which is 

anticipated to become a greater issue as traffic volumes grow on US 85. Since the US 85 project 

is a multi-modal project, one of its stated purposes is to improve pedestrian and bicycling uses. 

Therefore, not only would the alternative of leaving the at-grade crossing intact be unsafe and 

inconvenient, it also would not meet the multi-modal purpose of the US 85 project. It was not 

advanced for those reasons. 

Region 1 South Program 

7328 S. Revere Pkwy, Room 204-A 

Centennial, CO  80112 

 

MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Megan Barton, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 

FROM:  Troy Halouska, Colorado Depatment of Transportation 

DATE: January 3, 2017 

SUBJECT: High Line Canal Temporary Non-Conforming Use: Highlands Ranch Parkway to 

C-470 Project 



MEMO: High Line Canal Temporary Non-Conforming Use: Highlands Ranch 
Parkway to C-470 Project 
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IMPACTS 

The portion of the 20 mile site that is affected (0.2 mile) is illustrated on the attached figure. The 

area needed is the minimum necessary to build the culvert for the new underpass. The immediate 

impact on the site as a result of the temporary use includes grading, noise, dust, gravel removal, 

trail detours, culvert placement and signage placement. The only long-term impact on the site’s 

recreational use is positive since trail users would be able to cross under US 85 in a much safer 

environment. Lighting would be added as well to assist with safety. 
 

MITIGATION 

A detour will be signed and in place prior to the construction of this portion of the project.  The 

detour is shown on a second attached graphic. With the detour in place, the recreational activity 

along the trail will not be interrupted during construction. 

 

In addition, any impacts to vegetation along the trail or the detour will be mitigated in kind and 

reestablished. 
 

 



  

 

 

 

 

 



  

 

 
 



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)

1. Name of Project

2. Type of Project

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

5. Federal Agency Involved

6. County and State

1. Date Request Received by NRCS

YES                NO

4.
Sheet 1 of

NRCS-CPA-106
(Rev. 1-91)

2.  Person Completing Form

4.  Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

7.  Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Acres: %

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

6.  Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

Acres: %

3.  Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland?
     (If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form).

5.  Major Crop(s)

8.  Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9.  Name of Local Site Assessment System 10.  Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS

Alternative Corridor For Segment
Corridor A            Corridor B              Corridor C            Corridor D

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)

A.  Total Acres To Be Converted Directly
B.  Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services
C.  Total Acres In Corridor

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information

 A.  Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland
B.  Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland
C.  Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted
D.  Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative 
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points)
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))

1.  Area in Nonurban Use
2.  Perimeter in Nonurban Use
3.  Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed
4.  Protection Provided By State And Local Government
5.  Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average
6.  Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

Maximum
Points

15
10
20
20
10
25
57.  Availablility Of Farm Support Services

8.  On-Farm Investments
9.  Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services

10.  Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

20
25
10

160TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) 160

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

1.  Corridor Selected: 2.  Total Acres of Farmlands to be
     Converted by Project:

5.  Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part:

3. Date Of Selection: 4.  Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

YES                 NO

DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor

US 85: Highlands Ranch Parkway to 470

Transportation

8/23/16
1

FHWA

Douglas County, CO

8/23/16 Clark K. Harshbarger
✔ 3453 175

Wheat, Barley, Corn, Hayland 189210 53 24230 7

CO NRCS LE N/A 3/14/17

0.92
0.0
60.0

0
0.92
0.0005
0.001

50

10
0
0
0
0
0
5

0
0
0
15 0 0

50 0 0 0

0

15 0 0 0

65 0 0 0

Corridor A 0.92 8/22/06 ✔

Corridor A maximizes use of adjacent right-of-way which minimizes impacts to land uses when compared to an alternative
on a new alignment. The site 0.92 acres that are being converted are a vegetated area adjacent to US 85 that is existing
road right-of-way that is not being used for agricultural production.

/s/ Sandy Beazley 8/23/16



NRCS-CPA-106 (Reverse)

CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

            The following criteria are to be used for projects that have a linear  or corridor - type site configuration connecting two distant
points, and crossing several different tracts of land.  These include utility lines, highways, railroads, stream improvements, and flood
control systems.  Federal agencies are to assess the suitability of each corridor - type site or design alternative for protection as farmland
along with the land evaluation information.

           (1)      How much land is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended?
More than 90 percent - 15 points 
90 to 20 percent - 14 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (2)      How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use?
More than 90 percent - 10 points
90 to 20 percent - 9 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (3)      How much of the site has been farmed (managed for a scheduled harvest or timber activity) more than five of the last
10 years?
More than 90 percent - 20 points
90 to 20 percent - 19 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (4)      Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs 
to protect farmland?
Site is protected - 20 points
Site is not protected - 0 points

           (5)      Is the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average - size farming unit in the County ?
(Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS field offices in each state.  Data are from the latest available Census of
Agriculture, Acreage or Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.)
As large or larger - 10 points
Below average - deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points if 50 percent or more below average - 9 to 0 points

           (6)      If the site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of 
interference with land patterns?
Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly converted by the project - 25 points
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 1 to 24 point(s)
Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 0 points

           (7)      Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers, 
processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets?
All required services are available - 5 points
Some required services are available - 4 to 1 point(s)
No required services are available - 0 points

           (8)      Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, other storage building, fruit trees
and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, waterways, or other soil and water conservation measures?
High amount of on-farm investment - 20 points
Moderate amount of on-farm investment - 19 to 1 point(s)
No on-farm investment - 0 points

           (9)      Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for farm support
services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area?
Substantial reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 25 points
Some reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 1 to 24 point(s)
No significant reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 0 points

         (10)      Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it is likely to
contribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural use?
Proposed project is incompatible to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 10 points
Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 9 to 1 point(s)
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 0 points



State Trails Program 
13787 South Hwy 85 N. 
Littleton, CO 80125 
P 303.791.1957 | F 303.470.0784 

Bob D. Broscheid, Director, Colorado Parks and Wildlife • Parks and Wildlife Commission: Robert W. Bray  Jeanne Horne  

John Howard, Vice-Chair • Dale Pizel  James Pribyl, Chair  James Vigil  Dean Wingfield   Michelle Zimmerman, Secretary  Alex Zipp 

Dear Mr. Halouska, 

Given the conditions cited in the attached letter dated January 3, 2017 describing the relocation of the 
High Line Canal Trail through a culvert that will run under US 85, the request for a temporary non-
conforming use is approved as the work will not result in any type of permanent conversion of Section 
6(f) lands. 

The project will provide a safer trail crossing of US 85 by creating an underpass instead of the existing 
at grade crossing.  This will provide a safety and recreation traffic flow enhancement to that section of 
the High Line Canal Trail. 

As the project proceeds, please be sure to maintain signage and any needed detour information for 
trail users throughout the duration of the project. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter and potential LWCF, section 6(f) conversion issues. 

Respectfully, 

Nick Dellaca 
State Trails Program Manager 
Colorado Parks and Wildlife  

Received from CPW via email on April 19, 2017





From: Vandenberg, Matthew D CIV USARMY CENWO (US) 
[mailto:Matthew.D.Vandenberg@usace.army.mil]  
Sent: Thursday, May 04, 2017 9:02 AM 
To: Ezekwemba, Nnaemeka (FHWA) 
Cc: Cossette, Brent J CIV USARMY CENWO (US) 
Subject: US 85 FEIS Reevaluation 
 
Emeka, 
 
As a cooperating agency, the Corps has reviewed the document entitled: NEPA 
Reevaluation and Section 4(f) Evaluation, US 85 Highlands Ranch Parkway to C-470, 
Project Number: 0852-114, Project Code: 21557, Douglas County, Colorado prepared 
by the Federal Highway Administration and the Colorado Department of Transportation 
(Reevaluation) and found it to be acceptable. 
 
Noted in the Reevaluation are the requirements that prior to any work being conducted 
on Corps land, a Section 408 decision document with accompanying NEPA assessment 
and real estate documentation will need to be completed by the Corps. 
 
We are currently preparing those documents for review and approval by the Colonel.  
Once completed, those documents will be forwarded to your office. 
 
Thanks 
 
Matthew D. Vandenberg 
Environmental Resources Specialist 
Omaha District, US Army Corps of Engineers 
1616 Capitol Avenue 
Omaha, Nebraska 68102 
402/995-2694 
 
 
 

mailto:Matthew.D.Vandenberg@usace.army.mil




 
  

FINAL MEETING 
NOTES 

USACE Project Intro/Cooperating Agency 
September 29, 2015 
CDOT Region 1, S. Revere Pkwy 

 
 
Attendees: Douglas County – Art Griffith 

USACE – Tim Rose (Property Management, Tri-Lakes Office), Amy Reif (Natural 
Resources, Omaha Office), Kelly Crane (Operations, Natural Resources, Omaha Office), 
Joe Maxwell (Operations Manager, Tri-Lakes Office), Aaron Eilers (Regulatory, Tri-Lakes 
Office) 
CDOT Region 1 – Ayman Salloum, Roman Jauregui, Kevin Williams 
FHWA – Dahir Egal, Melinda Urban 
HDR – Greg Jamieson, Gina McAfee, Jason Longsdorf, Allan Brown 

 

Action Items: 
1. Gina will contact Francesca Tordonato to discuss the 0.45 Ac mitigation shortfall and start working on 

a strategy to resolve it. 

2. Greg will look into the history and timing of the 30’ easement in the vicinity of Spring Gulch to 
determine whether it is sufficient for the proposed widening, or if an additional easement will be 
required. 

Summary of Discussion: 
1. Allan gave an overview of the history of the US 85 Corridor since the signing of the South I-25/US 85 

EIS/ROD in 2002, and of the two studies that are now being conducted. Douglas County obtained 
construction funding from the Denver Regional Council of Governments for the section from 
Highlands Ranch Parkway to Blakeland Drive, and that project is moving forward. A reevaluation of 
the EIS/ROD is being performed as the first step of advancing the project. The reevaluation will look 
at the travel demand and improvements for 2040. The second study is a Planning and Environmental 
Linkages (PEL) Study for a broader portion of the Corridor – from SH 67 in Sedalia to north of C-470. 
It is a planning study to determine the transportation needs beyond 2040, responding to additional 
development in northwest Douglas County that was not anticipated in the 2002 EIS. 

2. Aaron indicated that since the Regulatory Office was the point of contact for the Cooperating Agency 
role during the FEIS process, it makes sense for them to take the lead for the Corps in their role as a 
Cooperating Agency for the Reevaluation project. He will also be the point of contact for regulatory 
issues. 

3. Tim will be the point of contact for property management issues and the Section 408 process. Amy 
will process the Section 408 in Omaha. 

4. Aaron reported that the Corps issued an Individual Permit (IP) after completion of the 2002 EIS/ROD. 
It has been amended seven times, most recently in 2013 to extend the expiration date. 

5. Aaron informed the group that CDOT is 0.45 Ac short of meeting the wetland mitigation obligation in 
the permit. That issue needs to be addressed. No other amendment to the IP can be issued until 
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FINAL MEETING 
NOTES 

US 85 Corridor Improvements 
USACE Project Intro/Cooperating Agency 
September 29, 2015 
CDOT Region 1, S. Revere Pkwy 

 
 

mitigation has been completed. CDOT needs to prepare a solid plan on how they’ll make up that 
shortfall. Once that is resolved, amending the IP for other reasons associated with this project should 
be straightforward. Action Item #1: Gina will contact Francesca Tordonato to discuss the 0.45 
Ac mitigation shortfall and start working on a strategy to resolve it. 

6. Art suggested that Douglas County’s property on Plum Creek (that is an existing wetland) just south 
of Titan Parkway could be used as a bank to help address the mitigation shortfall – as credit for land 
preservation. Aaron replied that they’d have to review a proposal for that concept. One of the primary 
things they’d look for would be connectivity to a water source. He also said that land preservation is 
likely to need an 8:1 or 10:1 ratio of replacement. 

7. Gina noted that few wetland impacts are anticipated as part of this project, and inquired about the 
possibility of obtaining a Nationwide Permit in lieu of falling under the IP. Aaron stated that we cannot 
do a separate NW permit but need to process another amendment to the IP. 

8. Amy discussed the Section 408 process and said she’d be the one conducting the 408 process for 
the Corps, though Tim will be our point of contact. We submit through Tim; he and Joe will review at 
the local level, then forward to Amy for further processing. 

9. Tim noted that CDOT has a 30’x731’ easement from the Corps on the east side of US 85 in vicinity of 
Spring Gulch. It wasn’t clear to anyone whether this easement was obtained specifically for the 
purpose of the 2002 EIS action, or if it had been in place prior to that. Action Item #2: Greg will look 
into the history and timing of the 30’ easement in the vicinity of Spring Gulch to determine 
whether it is sufficient for the proposed widening, or if an additional easement will be 
required. Tim reported that US 85 is not on an easement across Corps property from Chatfield to 
Spring Gulch. The Corps does not own any property under US 85. 

10. The 408 review process is a prerequisite to executing any real estate agreements. However, the two 
processes can be conducted in parallel, as appropriate, to save time. 

11. The NEPA reevaluation being prepared for FHWA action can be used as the NEPA evaluation 
needed for the Section 408 process, showing the proposed improvements (in lieu of 60% plans). 

12. Kelly offered that the Section 408 process is still new to the Corps and they’re working out some of 
the finer details. She estimated updated guidance might be available in January.  Steps for this 
include:  A written request for Step 2 which goes to Tim.  Then submit drawings that show as much 
detail as possible, then the Corps will evaluate impacts to their land.  This includes sending the 
drawings to various departments prior to sending the drawings to their real estate people.  The real 
estate office will take 3 to 6 months before issuing a new permanent easement.  

13. Kelly said it is possible that the Section 408 process may not be required if improvements stay within 
the existing easement. That will need to be investigated. 

14. Amy reported the real estate process typically takes 3-6 months. 

15. The Corps will not perform their own NEPA documentation, but will review the CDOT/FHWA 
reevaluation and adopt that as their own. Then the Section 408 process would proceed. 

16. The Spring Gulch Equestrian center is operated by the Highlands Ranch Metro District. 

17. The Corps recommends frequent communications as our plans are being developed.  

END 
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FINAL MEETING 
NOTES 

USACE Property Management Experiences 
September 29, 2015 
CDOT Region 1, S. Revere Pkwy 

 
 
Attendees: Douglas County – Art Griffith 

CDOT Region 1 – Ayman Salloum, Roman Jauregui 
FHWA – Dahir Egal, Melinda Urban 
HDR – Greg Jamieson, Gina McAfee, Jason Longsdorf, Allan Brown 

 

Action Items: 
1. None identified in this meeting. 

Summary of Discussion: 
1. The Corps needed 100% plans for the C470 project before they would do the Section 408 

assessment and give a ruling. How 100% is defined is a question, as we can’t finish design until we 
know what bounds we’re working within. 

2. The Engineering Circular for the 408 process says the Corps will require “at least 60%plans” prior to 
approval. 

3. Art suggested stamping a qualifying statement on our plans to the effect that “these plans represent 
100% design and are ready for real estate purposes.” We may also want to discuss with the Corps 
and agree on what all the plans need to consist of – horizontal/vertical geometry, cross sections, 
details, SAQ, traffic, landscaping, etc. 

4. The 408 process takes about 4-6 months once they receive the 100% plans. 

5. The 408 process has essentially been done informally in the past. Now it is just being formalized in 
regulation just the past year. As such, even the Corps is wrestling with the guidance and figuring out 
how to navigate the process. 

6. The group agreed it would be preferable to obtain an easement from the Corps at Spring Gulch as 
opposed to purchasing it. Roman said that at Spring Gulch we will be extending the culvert. Gina read 
the list of other actions we will be taking at Spring Gulch because of Section 4(f) commitments.  
These are listed in the Section 4(f) chapter of the FEIS. 

7. Art pointed out that we may also need Corps property at Chatfield because of the sidewalk 
commitment for the Reeval. We may also need Corps property because of the desire to put the C-470 
trail in an underpass. This would be in the PEL.  

8. Janet Gerak did a reevaluation of wetland impacts on US 85 to confirm the number provided in the 
EIS. 

9. Melinda pointed out that there are three departments we will need to coordinate with: Regulatory, 
NEPA, Property Management. The communication and coordination between them could be better. 

END 
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MEETING MINUTES 
DRAFT 

USACE SECTION 408 COORDINATION MEETING 
April 12, 2016 
USACE Offices 

 
 
Attendees: USACE: Joe Maxwell, Mike Stanley 

Douglas County: Art Griffith 
CDOT: Roman Jauregui, Chuck Attardo, Ayman Salloum 
FHWA: Dahir Egal 
HDR: Gina McAfee, Greg Jamieson, Jason Longsdorf, Steve Long 

Copies: Attendees, Wendy Wallach, Kurt Kolleth, Troy Halouska, Amy Rief, Timothy Rose, 
Project File 

 

Action Items: 
1. HDR will draw the two access options at Spring Gulch, with cut and fill and water quality pond. HDR 

will develop a pros and cons list for these two options. 

2. HDR will check the utilities/utility easements. 

3. Joe will check on what level of plans are needed:  30% level plans might suffice for their review. 

4. Joe will check with Amy regarding the timing of the NEPA review for the Section 408 process and 
how it fits with the NEPA review for CDOT/FHWA.   If the Corps adopts the FHWA NEPA document, 
is another NEPA review required just to support the Section 408 requirements?  

Summary of Discussion: 
1. Joe Maxwell from the USACE joined the meeting late and announced that the original invitees were 

stuck in an elevator. 

2. Joe said the USACE will do a review of both of the 470 East and West parcels. We need to submit 
detailed plans. In both locations, we have an easement. He said they are not worried about cut and 
fill. They will examine our plans for storm drainage. They will also ask CPW to review the plans. 
Section 408 is not a permit—just an approval. 

3. After Art asked, Joe said we could submit a preliminary plan of the future bike underpass, even 
though that is not a part of the current construction project. 

4. Gina asked about the timing of approvals. Will the Section 408 approval kick off the Corps NEPA 
review? Can the Corps review the 30% plans, rather than wait for final design plans? That is what 
they did for the C-470 project.  Joe said that Amy is the person to ask about what is needed for NEPA 
and how that relates to the Section 408 process.  Gina reminded Joe that the Corps is a Cooperating 
Agency for the FHWA NEPA action. 

5. Jason described the Spring Gulch parcel. We do not have an easement on the Corps property to 
allow for US 85 improvements on this parcel. Art asked if we could put a permanent water quality 
pond on this parcel. Joe said they will need to review this. They need to review the function to make 
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sure that the water will still flow downstream of the dam. Joe said that he is not opposed to the 
access options presently, but we should work with Highlands Ranch Metro District to confirm they still 
accommodate the Corps’ maintenance needs. Highlands Ranch Metro District is looking to enhance 
some pedestrian paths on the Spring Gulch parcel. The closed stormwater system will assist with 
debris collection. CDOT will need to access the culvert. 

6. Steve described the two basic access options. Joe likes the idea of the cul-de-sac, but does not like 
the idea of combining movements (Corps and church). The best traffic option is the one with the 
signal (Option 2). Each option also needs a CDOT maintenance road. Option 1 has less pavement on 
Spring Gulch land, which is desirable. We will draw these options to minimize fill into the Corps 
parcel. There is an exposed black cable in this area. 

The Corps maintains an outfall from Spring Gulch dam that feeds the culvert under US 85. Then it 
goes to the High Line Canal. 
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Summary of Discussion: 
1. Corps (Joe) concerns—getting horse trailer access. Jason described that they have four lanes north 

of space to make a U turn. 

2. HRMD (Forest) asked about the church’s need for ramp storage. Steve said we are working with 
them and will size it appropriately. 

3. HRMD high usage is Saturday and Sundays. 

4. There is transient and kid usage, which is a problem. Could we take the E-W trail and run it out to the 
detached trail along US 85? The E-W trail is mostly used by pedestrians and bicyclists—not 
equestrians. Then abandon the trail down in the gulch. 

5. The Corps does not want horses in the dam. 

6. Joe prefers the option that is not on Corps land, but we will need to get an easement along US 85 
anyway. Fencing of the property boundary should be done. 

7. We should add a gate to control access to the maintenance road. 

8. There is a fee box that will need to be modified slightly. 

9. Option 1 is preferred from a traffic standpoint. The church is happy getting the left in. HRMD is okay 
with this option. So is the Corps. 

10. Can we add a crushes fine shoulder to US 85 path? It may not be needed because there are other 
sections of the E-W trail that are concrete. 

11. There are 3 to 4 very large equestrian events with 60 horse trailers. 

12. Joe thinks that the FHWA NEPA documentation will suffice for the Corps’ 408 NEPA review. 

13. This project will add a concrete connection at the US 85 trail for a future connection north of the 
Spring Gulch property. 

14. The church will dedicate the easement and the County will maintain the access road. 

15. We will check the radius on the cul-de-sac to make sure a horse trailer can fit around it. 
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