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I. PROJECT	SUMMARY	

A. Project Identification 
Applicant: Town of Cedaredge 
Address: Colorado Highway 65, Cedaredge, CO 
Project No. 140391D 

B. Contact Person 
Ms. Kathleen (Katie) Sickles, Town Administrator 
235 W. Main Street, P.O. Box 398, Cedaredge, CO 81413 

C. Abstract 
The Town of Cedaredge provides domestic water to both the Town population and 
unincorporated areas outside the Town limits.  According to the Town's water leak repair 
logs from 2006 to 2016, existing waterlines have been repaired an average of 14.3 times 
per year with a maximum of 30 times in 2006.  These repairs are costly both in time and 
materials and create an inconvenience to customers due to service outages.  For the years 
2011 through 2016, estimated distribution system losses ranged from 13.5% to 27.2% with 
an average of 21.7%. 
 
The selected alternative consists of replacement of approximately 4517-ft of existing water 
line with the addition of a new connector of approximately 205-ft and a new loop of 
approximately 838-ft in the vicinity of Colorado Highway 65 within the Town of 
Cedaredge, Colorado.  Included in the approximately 1043-ft of new distribution piping are 
looped distribution laterals and service to the Town Public Works building for an outside 
hydrant.  The project focuses on improving the performance of the drinking water 
distribution system and does not alter the water supply, treatment, or storage infrastructure.   

Benefits of the project include increased distribution efficiency and reduction in the 
frequency of leaks to be accomplished by replacing the aged and deteriorating piping. 

A water rate study is currently in process and is expected to be completed by the end of 
April 2017.  The total project cost for construction is estimated to be $900,000 (refer to 
Appendix B for Engineer’s Construction Estimate) with the requested loan amount of 50%. 

D. Comment Period 
In conformance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and the 
Colorado Environmental Review Process, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) will 
be subject to a 30-day public review period.  The FNSI will be distributed to interested 
persons and agencies for their review.  The FNSI will be available for public review at the 
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment.  Any comments received will be 
given due consideration.  Comments should be addressed to: 
 Randi Johnson-Hufford, Project Manager 
 Water Quality Control Division 
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 Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
 WQCD-OA-B2 
 4300 Cherry Creek Drive South 
 Denver, Colorado 80246-1530 

II. PURPOSE	AND	NEED	FOR	ACTION	
The purpose of the Drinking Water Revolving Fund (DWRF) is to finance the design and 
construction of Colorado drinking water infrastructure projects to help ensure the protection of 
public and environmental health.   

The purpose of the project is to increase distribution efficiency and reduce the frequency of 
breaks and leaks in the waterline by replacing the aged and deteriorating steel piping with new 
HDPE and / or PVC pipe.  The project will also create looped distribution laterals and provide 
service to an outside hydrant at the Town Public Works building with approximately 1043-ft of 
new distribution piping.   

According to the Town's water leak repair logs from 2006 to 2016, existing waterlines have 
been repaired an average of 14.3 times per year with a maximum of 30 times in 2006.  For the 
years 2011 through 2016, estimated distribution system losses ranged from 13.5% to 27.2% 
with an average of 21.7%.  The project will increase distribution efficiency and reduce the 
frequency of leaks by replacing the aged and deteriorating piping. 

III. PROJECT	SUMMARY	
This project consists of replacing approximately 4517-ft of existing water line, adding a new 
connector of approximately 205-ft and a new loop of approximately 838-ft in the vicinity of 
Colorado Highway 65 within the Town of Cedaredge, Colorado.  Included in the 
approximately 1043-ft of new distribution piping are looped distribution laterals and service to 
the Town Public Works building for an outside hydrant.  Construction shall include:  
• Replacement / Pipe Bursting: 

o Pipe bursting is planned for the 6” main located along Highway 65 from SE 
Independence to SE Centennial Avenue (a distance of 2,384-ft). 

o SE Greenwood Avenue existing waterline will be abandoned and replaced with new 4” 
and 6” lines within the RoW to a blow off hydrant and a new 2” line added to create a 
loop and provide service to the community gardens and Town Public Works building 
for an outside hydrant (a distance of 1,773-ft). 

o SE Frontier Avenue 4” waterline will be replaced in-place (a distance of 968-ft).  SE 
Frontier Court 4” waterline will be replaced in-place (a distance of 230-ft). 

• New: 
o A new 4” waterline will be installed connecting SE Frontier Court to SE Greenwood 
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Avenue (a distance of 205-ft). 

The Engineer’s Construction Estimate is included as Appendix B. 

A. Alternative 1 – Waterline Replacement (Proposed Project) 
According to the Town's water leak repair logs from 2006 to 2016, existing waterlines 
have been repaired an average of 14.3 times per year with a maximum of 30 times in 
2006.  These repairs are costly both in time and materials and create an inconvenience to 
customers due to service outages.  For the years 2011 through 2016, estimated distribution 
system losses ranged from 13.5% to 27.2% with an average of 21.7%.  This project 
focuses on improving the performance of the drinking water distribution system and does 
not alter the water supply, treatment, or storage infrastructure.  Benefits of the project 
include increased distribution efficiency and reduction in the frequency of leaks to be 
accomplished by replacing the aged and deteriorating piping.   
 
A majority of the larger waterline replacement will be performed using trenchless 
technology, with the remaining waterlines to be trenched as needed within subdivisions 
that lack adequate right-of-way.  The project is in a congested area in town, predominantly 
along the east side of Highway 65 both within the CDOT right-of-way and within three 
subdivisions platted in the 1970’s.  In addition to being adjacent to Highway 65, the 
current waterline is underneath a walking path, high-pressure natural gas line, and fiber 
infrastructure.  If the project was completed with 100% trenching and replacement, 
construction costs could double (current estimated project cost is $900,000).  Again due to 
congestion, relocating the waterline and abandoning the current waterline is not an option. 
 

B. Alternative 2 – No Action 
Under this alternative, Cedaredge would not replace the existing waterline along Highway 
65.  Consequently, Cedaredge would continue to have failures in its aging waterlines 
causing service outages and further system losses, and necessitating costly repairs.   

IV. AFFECTED	ENVIRONMENT	
A. Description of the Planning Area 

The project area is entirely within the Town limits of Cedaredge, Colorado and the physical 
setting is that of a rural town.  Disturbance will be limited to an already developed area of 
the Town and construction activities will predominantly be located under existing 
sidewalks, roadways, and driveways (within existing right-of-ways) where underground 
infrastructure is already in-place.  The project site will be returned to pre-project conditions 
upon completion.  The majority of the project consists of replacing existing waterlines.  
The only new construction is limited to approximately 1043-ft of waterline that is proposed 
to be installed in an already developed area of Town.  Refer to Appendix A for project 
location map showing that environmentally sensitive areas do not exist within the project 
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area. 
 
B. Population and Flow Projections 

The current population of Cedaredge is 2,162 with a 20-year projection of 2,770.  The 
current number of water taps is 1,333 with a 20-year projection of 1,700.  A water rate 
study is currently in progress and is scheduled for completion by the end of April 2017.  
 
As stated in the Statewide Water Supply Initiative by TL Roberts dated June 29, 2007 
(included in the PNA as Attachment 17) with a target date of 2030 and a population growth 
rate of 4%, "During years of normal water availability, Cedaredge will have no problem 
supplying the demand."   
 
The study further describes several measures the Town can make to help increase the 
available water supply during a period drought.  These measures include: 
- Convert some of the Town's available flow into storage water. 
- Develop water storage cost sharing and water availability sharing programs with local and 
regional partners. 
- Rent unused water during abundant years and use the proceeds to acquire additional water 
rights. 
- Institute various water conservations measures. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL	IMPACTS	OF	THE	PROPOSED	PROJECT	
A. Direct and Secondary Impacts 

“Construction of [the Highway 65 Waterline Replacement] may have direct impacts from 
facility construction and secondary and cumulative impacts from future development 
within the service area.  Secondary impacts are those induced or stimulated by, or as a 
result of, the proposed action.  These can include cumulative, social and land use impacts, 
among others.  Cumulative impacts are the collective incremental impacts of the proposed 
action regardless of the entity undertaking the action.  Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.  
From the characteristics of the proposed project, and descriptive elements of the 
environmental setting, probable impacts are direct and/or secondary.  Potential secondary 
and cumulative impacts to the environment from new development, such as increased 
quantity and decreased quality of urban runoff, degradation of wetland and wildlife habitat 
and increased air pollution and noise are likely to affect the planning area.  Some of the 
more specific impacts are as follows:” 
 
Surface Water and Groundwater Quality and Quantity 
The nearest surface water to the project site is Surface Creek, Colorado Department of 
Public Health and Environment Water Quality Control Division Waterbody ID 
COGULG07b, which is located more than 250-ft from the project (refer to Appendix A for 
project location in relation to Surface Creek).  As per Colorado Department of Public 
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Health and Environment Water Quality Control Commission 5 CCR 1002-93 Regulation 
#93, Colorado’s Section 303(D) List of Impaired Waters and Monitoring and Evaluation 
List, Surface Creek is listed on the Monitoring and Evaluation List.  COGULG07b is listed 
for lead (Pb) because there is reason to suspect there are water quality problems with 
Surface Creek but there is also uncertainty.  The proposed project will not contribute to 
existing impairments because there will be no presence of lead or other harmful pollutants 
at the project site.  Potential impacts from the project include sediment runoff.  Surface 
water impacts to Surface Creek from sediment runoff will be avoided by implementing 
Best Management Practices (BMPs).  Best Management Practices utilized may include the 
use of silt fences, straw bales, straw logs, and sediment traps to contain runoff and prevent 
sediment from leaving the staging and construction areas of the project.  As the project site 
will be returned to pre-project conditions upon completion, we do not anticipate any long-
term or future impacts. 
 
We do not anticipate any impacts to groundwater quality or quantity.  The proposed project 
provides repairs and increased efficiency to the water distribution system only and does not 
include any additional water sources.  The project will not change nonpoint source 
pollution because the project site will be reverted to pre-project conditions once 
construction is completed.  Population growth and/or change of land use will not result 
from the proposed project.  Construction activities are planned for late summer when 
groundwater is typically low. 
 
Wetlands 
There are no wetlands within the project area.  A request for comment sent to the USACE 
was answered by Travis Morse, Senior Project Manager for the Colorado West Branch of 
the Regulatory Division.  In his response letter, which is included in Appendix D, Travis 
suggests that a wetland delineation may be necessary to ascertain the extent of waters on 
the project site.  Upon further investigation and discussion with both Travis and Matt 
Stearns, Compliance Specialist with CDPHE, it was determined that a wetland delineation 
was not required.  The current project is more than 250-ft away from Surface Creek and the 
USFWS’s NWI map indicates that the nearest wetlands to the project area are 
approximately 920-ft to the west (refer to Appendix A for project location in relation to 
wetlands). 
 
BMPs in the form of silt fences, straw bales, straw logs, and sediment traps will be used to 
contain runoff and prevent sediment from leaving the staging and construction areas of the 
project. 
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Floodplains 
The FEMA FIRM for the project area is map #08029C0243D.  This map is included in 
Appendix A and indicates that the project area is in Zone X (unshaded), which is described 
as “Areas determined to be outside the 0.2% annual chance of floodplain.”  As the project 
is located in an already developed area of the Town with the intent to return the surface 
topography and stormwater conveyance to its current state post-construction, there will be 
no additional flow or impervious areas.  There will be no direct changes to the volumetric 
capacity of the floodplain or indirect changes to the total volume of water arriving at or 
being conveyed by the floodplain.   
 
Terrestrial and Aquatic Plants and Wildlife 
The project is located within an already developed area of the Town and construction 
activities will predominantly be located under existing sidewalks, roadways, and driveways 
(within existing right-of-ways) where underground infrastructure is already in-place.  The 
project site will be returned to pre-project conditions upon completion.  Vegetation clearing 
will be limited to a small amount of residential lawn and the removal of any trees or shrubs 
is not anticipated.  A Regulatory Review through IPaC of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Threatened and Endangered Species that may occur within the project area and/or 
may be affected by the project indicated that there are a total of 8 threatened or endangered 
species that should be considered:   

• The Yellow-Billed Cuckoo is a threatened bird species with proposed critical 
habitat along the North Fork of the Gunnison River in Delta County.  Typical 
habitat for this species is cottonwood-dominated forests that line large rivers 
running through arid country.  The project area is outside the proposed critical 
habitat for this species and is not expected to affect their habitat in any way.   

• There is one threatened species of fish (Greenback Cutthroat Trout) listed, though 
the Critical Habitat for this species has not been designated.  There are four 
endangered species of fish (Bonytail Chub, Colorado Pikeminnow, Humpback 
Chub, and Razorback Sucker) with final critical habitat designated in rivers that are 
outlets for the project area watershed.  The project area is outside these designated 
critical habitats and with the use of BMPs; any contaminated runoff from 
construction activities is expected to be minimized such that the impacts to Surface 
Creek and larger downstream waters are negligible.   

• The Colorado Hookless Cactus is a listed threatened flowering plant species, though 
no critical habitat has been designated.  This species typically occurs on alluvial 
benches (soils deposited by water) along the Colorado and Gunnison Rivers and 
their tributaries.  This species has not been found within the project area. 

• The North American Wolverine is listed as a proposed threatened species, though 
no critical habitat has been designated for this species.  Typical habitat for this 
species is areas that are cold and receive enough winter precipitation to reliably 
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maintain deep persistent snow late into the warm season.  This species has not been 
found within the project area. 

 
A review of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Critical Habitat for Threatened & 
Endangered Species indicates that the nearest Critical Habitat to the project site is that of 
Clay-loving Wild Buckwheat and is located approximately 6.4 miles southeast of 
Cedaredge (refer to Appendix A for project location in relation to Critical Habitat).  There 
are no critical habitats within the project area.  There are no refuges or fish hatcheries 
within the project area. 
 
Because the project site is in an area that has tightly spaced homes without large wooded 
areas, project-related impacts that would adversely affect migratory birds and Bald and 
Golden Eagles and their habitat are not anticipated.  
 
Potential secondary and cumulative impacts include road kill and loss, degradation, or 
fragmentation of wildlife habitat and temporary or permanent reductions in biodiversity.  
There may be temporary increased traffic due to construction activities, though this is not 
expected to increase the number of road kill instances.  Loss, degradation, or fragmentation 
of wildlife habitat and temporary or permanent reductions in biodiversity are not expected 
as a result of this project.   
 
A response to our request for comment was received via email from Kris Monday, 
Administrative Support Assistant with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Ecological 
Services.  In her email, she states “Just wanted to also let you know that our office has 
determined we have no concerns and will not be sending a formal letter/response.”  A copy 
of this email is included in Appendix D with other agency response letters. 
 
A response letter was received from John Andrews, State Conservation Engineer with the 
Natural Resource Conservation Service.  His letter states “Based on review of the 
information in your January 12, 2017 letter describing the proposed Town of Cedaredge – 
Highway 65 Waterline Replacement Project, NRCS believes that construction of this 
project will not cause any impacts to prime, unique, or important agricultural lands.”  A 
copy of this letter is included in Appendix D. 
 
A response letter was received from Cody Purcell, District Wildlife Manager - Cedaredge 
with Colorado Parks and Wildlife.  His letter states “The proposed areas are within city 
limits and surrounded by existing development which limits the value of wildlife habitat.  
The new connector from Frontier Court to SE Greenwood and the new loop on SE 
Greenwood pose no concern considering it is still within city limits and is surrounded by 



Environmental Assessment – Town of Cedaredge Highway 65 Waterline Replacement 
Project 
Page 10 of 18 

 
 

disturbed areas.  With the information given to CPW there are no current recommendations 
or concerns.”  A copy of this letter is included in Appendix D. 
 
Cultural, Historic and Archeological Resources 
There are no cultural resources listed on the National Register of Historic Places within or 
adjacent to the project area.  The nearest listing to the project site is the Surface Creek 
Livestock Company Silos (reference number 00000367) at 315 SW 3rd Street, located 
approximately 750-ft away from the project site (refer to Appendix A).  The project will 
not have any direct or permanent secondary (visual, auditory, or atmospheric) effects on 
this resource because no permanent above ground structures will result from the project and 
the project site will return to pre-project conditions upon completion.  Minimal temporary 
unavoidable adverse impacts such as short-term increases in noise and ambient air 
particulate levels and increased traffic in the immediate vicinity of construction activities 
will not affect the nearest listing due to its distance (750-ft) from the project 
site.  Furthermore, this project does not require a federal action and therefore Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act does not apply.  In the event that there is federal 
agency involvement, it is the responsibility of the federal agency to meet the requirements 
of Section 106 as set forth in 36 CFR Part 800. 
 
A response letter was received from Kelly Norton on behalf of Steve Turner, AIA, State 
Historic Preservation Officer, dated February 15, 2017.  This letter states “Following our 
review of the provided documentation, we have conducted a search of our cultural resource 
database and confirmed that there does not appear to be any properties nominated for 
inclusion in or listed to the state register that intersect of are adjacent to the project area.”  
A copy of this letter is included in Appendix D. 
 
Given that the project area is in an already developed area of Town with existing below 
ground infrastructure, we do not anticipate the discovery of human remains.  Caution will 
be exercised during construction, and if human remains are encountered, the requirements 
of CRS 24-80 Part 13 shall be followed. 
 
Air Quality 
In his response, Paul Lee, Transportation Planner with CO Air Pollution Control Division, 
stated that his only comment was to verify that a land development permit from the Air 
Pollution Control Division was not needed.  These permits are only required for 
construction activities that are more than 25 contiguous acres or longer than six months in 
duration.  A copy of Paul’s email is included in Appendix D. 
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Environmental Justice 
Executive Order 12898, entitled “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” mandates that federal agencies 
identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 
effects of programs on minority and low-income populations.   
 
The proposed project is located in the Town of Cedaredge, Colorado within Census Tract 
9652.  The following table, based on 2010 data from the U.S. Census Bureau summarizes 
the total and minority population: 
Location	 Total	Population	 Percent	Minority	

(Non-White)	

Cedaredge	 2,253	 5.59%	

Census	Tract	9652	 4,464	 4.91%	

Delta	County	 30,952	 10.31%	

Colorado	 5,029,196	 18.69%	

National	 308,745,538	 27.59%	

 
The U.S. EPA Environmental Justice Screening and Mapping Tool indicates that, for a 1-
mile ring around the project area, the percentage of the population that is considered low-
income is 60%, compared to the state average of 30% and the national average of 35%. 
 
Though the project area has a low minority and relatively high low-income population, the 
nature of the project is to provide improvements to an existing water distribution system 
that will benefit the entirety of the Town population.  The proposed project is intended to 
correct potential public health impacts for every segment of the population similarly and 
will not adversely impact minority or low-income residents, nor will it disproportionately 
benefit any segment of the population.   
 

B. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Unavoidable adverse impacts of all construction and development related projects that may 
not be fully mitigated include: 

• Short-term increases in noise and ambient air particulate levels and increased traffic 
in the immediate vicinity of construction activities. 

• Increased pollution in stormwater runoff from construction sites and impervious 
surfaces throughout the planning area. 

• Commitment of resources including capital, manpower, and materials. 
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C. Mitigation of Adverse Impacts 
Local and regional measures intended to mitigate environmental impacts include: 

• Regional watershed plan – South Grand Mesa Source Water Protection Plan, 
February 2010 

• Comprehensive or master plan – Town of Cedaredge Master Plan, Adopted April 
26, 1999, Revised January 2005; Delta County Master Plan, October 1996 

• Urban growth boundary or other growth management tools – Not applicable 
• Stormwater management plan – Included in Construction Documents 
• Habitat and/or open space preservation and protection – Not applicable to this 

project 
• Wetland policies / ordinances – Not applicable to this project 
• Floodplain policies / ordinances – Not applicable to this project 
• Erosion control and re-vegetation requirements – Included in Construction 

Documents 
• Development review / approval processes that relate to wetlands, open space, 

wildlife, and stormwater – Not applicable to this project 
• Local or regional air quality monitoring – Not applicable 
• Mitigation measures requested by contract agencies – Not applicable 

VI. PUBLIC	PARTICIPATION	
An overview of the project and any changes in rates will be discussed at a public hearing and is 
scheduled for Thursday, March 16, 2017 at 7:00 pm at the Civic Center Grand Mesa Room, 
140 NW 2nd Street, Cedaredge, CO 81413.  A copy of the public notice is included as 
Appendix C.   

VII. REFERENCE	DOCUMENTS	
Refer to the appendices for project area map, engineer’s construction estimate, public notice, 
and agency response letters. 

VIII. AGENCIES	CONTACTED	
Letters describing the project and requesting agency comments were sent to the following: 

A. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
B. State Historic Preservation Society 
C. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
D. Natural Resources Conservation Service 
E. CO Division of Wildlife 
F. CO State Engineer’s Office 
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G. CO Air Pollution Office 
H. National Park Service 

 Agency responses are included as Appendix D. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX	A	–	MAPS	OF	PROJECT	AREA	
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APPENDIX	B	–	ENGINEER’S	CONSTRUCTION	ESTIMATE	



Engineers Construction Estimate

Hwy 65 Waterline Replacement (with all options)
Cedaredge, Colorado

PLAN
AS 

CONST.

0 EASEMENT ACQUISITION LS 1 10,000.00$             10,000.00$               
201‐00001 CLEARING AND GRUBBING AC  1 2,500.00$               2,500.00$                 
201‐00005 REMOVAL OF DEBRIS L S 1 3,500.00$               3,500.00$                 
203‐00010 UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION (COMPLETE IN PLACE) CY 200 48.00$                    9,600.00$                 

203 POTHOLING (0'‐6') (TAPS AND MISC) EA  50 70.00$                    3,500.00$                 
206‐00050 STRUCTURAL BACKFILL (RECOMPCTED SUBGRADE) CY 250 25.00$                    6,250.00$                 

206 BEDDING MATERIAL CY 200 50.00$                    10,000.00$               
208 SWEEPING HR  40 150.00$                  6,000.00$                 

208‐00020 SILT FENCE (2" GREENWOOD LINE) LF 2000 1.50$                       3,000.00$                 
208‐00045 CONCRETE WASHOUT STRUCTURE EACH 1 1,500.00$               1,500.00$                 
208‐00206 EROSION CONTROL SUPERVISOR DAY 10 175.00$                  1,750.00$                 
212‐00006 SEEDING (NATIVE) ACRE 1 700.00$                  700.00$                    
304‐06007 AGGREGATE BASE COURSE (CLASS 6) CY 100 35.00$                    3,500.00$                 

403 HOT MIX ASPHALT (PATCHING) TON 150 180.00$                  27,000.00$               
412‐00500 CONCRETE PAVEMENT (5 INCH) (PATCHING) SY 70 70.00$                    4,900.00$                 

619 TEMPORARTY WATER SUPPLY EACH 1 15,000.00$             15,000.00$               
619‐50060 3/4 INCH PLASTIC PIPE LF 500 20.00$                    10,000.00$               
619‐50160 2 INCH PLASTIC PIPE (IN‐PLACE) LF 853 40.00$                    34,120.00$               
619‐50320 4 INCH PLASTIC PIPE(IN‐PLACE) LF 964 110.00$                  106,040.00$            
619‐50325 4 INCH PLASTIC PIPE (PIPE BURST) LF 1198 140.00$                  167,720.00$            
619‐50480 6 INCH PLASTIC PIPE (IN‐PLACE) LF 135 120.00$                  16,200.00$               
619‐50482 6 INCH PLASTIC PIPE (PIPE BURST) LF 1384 165.00$                  228,360.00$            

619 REPLACEMENT VALVES EACH 50 300.00$                  15,000.00$               
619 MICS FITTINGS LS 1 2,500.00$               2,500.00$                 

619‐78048 6 INCH FIRE HYDRANT EACH 3 3,000.00$               9,000.00$                 
619‐80000 CATHODIC PROTECTION LS 1 1,500.00$               1,500.00$                 
620‐00001 FIELD OFFICE (CLASS 1) EACH 1 10,000.00$             10,000.00$               
620‐00020 SANITARY FACILITY EACH 1 1,500.00$               1,500.00$                 
625‐00000 CONSTRUCTION SURVEYING L S 1 2,000.00$               2,000.00$                 
630‐00008 TRAFFIC CONTROL (VARIOUS LOCATIONS) L S 1 15,000.00$             15,000.00$               

727,640.00$   
20% CONTINGENCY 145,528.00$   

873,168.00$   

COST

SUBTOTAL

TOTAL

CDOT SPEC 
SECTION

CONTRACT ITEM UNIT
ENTIRE PROJECT

COST PER UNIT

Page 1 of 1 1/31/2017 Odisea LLC
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From: Kris Monday kris_monday@fws.gov
Subject: RE: Regarding your phone call on 1/13/17 to US F&WS for a project in Cedaredge

Date: January 31, 2017 at 12:46 PM
To: Lucy Hunter lucy@odiseanet.com

Just wanted to let you know that we received both the letter you addressed to our GJ
office and the letter that you sent to Lakewood was forwarded to us as well.  In the future
for projects on the western slope please send to GJ office.
 
Just wanted to also let you know that our office has determined we have no concerns
and will not be sending a formal letter/response.
 
Thanks
Kris
 
Kris Monday
Administrative Support Assistant
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Ecological Services
445 W Gunnison Ave, Suite 240
Grand Junction, CO  81501-5711
Email: Kris_monday@fws.gov
Direct Phone:  970.628.7180
Work Hours: 8am - 4:30pm
Fax:  970.245.6933
Office email address:  GrandJunctionES@fws.gov
 
From: Lucy Hunter [mailto:lucy@odiseanet.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 27, 2017 9:03 AM
To: Kris Monday
Subject: Re: Regarding your phone call on 1/13/17 to US F&WS for a project in Cedaredge
Importance: High
 
Hi Kris,
 
Thank you for your reply.  I did send a copy of the letter to the GJ office.
 
Lucy Hunter, P.E.
Principal

ODISEA  |  Civil and Structural Engineering 
Designing Your Vision

P.O. Box 1809
Paonia, CO  81428
(970) 270-7353
www.odiseanet.com

mailto:Mondaykris_monday@fws.gov
mailto:Mondaykris_monday@fws.gov
mailto:Hunterlucy@odiseanet.com
mailto:Hunterlucy@odiseanet.com
mailto:Kris_monday@fws.gov
mailto:GrandJunctionES@fws.gov
mailto:lucy@odiseanet.com
http://www.odiseanet.com/




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, SACRAMENTO DISTRICT 

1325 J STREET 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814-2922 

 
January 18, 2017 

 
Regulatory Division (SPK-2017-00040) 
 
Odisea, LLC 
Attn: Ms. Lucy Hunter, P.E. 
Post Office Box 1809 
Paonia, Colorado 81428 
lucy@odiseanet.com 
 
Dear Ms. Hunter: 
 

I am responding to your January 12, 2017 request, on behalf of the Town of 
Cedaredge, for comments on the Highway 65 Waterline Replacement Project.  The 
linear-project site is generally centered on existing waterlines from Centennial Avenue 
to Independence Avenue along the east side of Grand Mesa Drive (Highway 65) and on 
waterlines along and between SE Frontier Avenue and SE Greenwood Avenue, within 
the W ½ of Section 29, Township 13 South, Range 94 West, Sixth Principal Meridian, 
centered approximately at Latitude 38.895143°, Longitude -107.926375°, in the Town of 
Cedaredge, Delta County, Colorado. 

 
The Corps of Engineers' jurisdiction within the study area is under the authority of 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for the discharge of dredged or fill material into 
waters of the United States.  Waters of the United States include, but are not limited to, 
rivers, streams, lakes, ponds, wetlands, wet meadows, and seeps.  Project features that 
result in the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States will 
require Department of the Army authorization prior to starting work. 

 
To ascertain the extent of waters on the project site, the applicant should prepare a 

wetland delineation, in accordance with the "Minimum Standards for Acceptance of 
Preliminary Wetlands Delineations" and “Final Map and Drawing Standards for the 
South Pacific Division Regulatory Program” under "Jurisdiction" on our website at the 
address below, and submit it to this office for verification.  A list of consultants that 
prepare wetland delineations and permit application documents is also available on our 
website at the same location. 

 
The range of alternatives considered for this project should include alternatives that 

avoid impacts to wetlands or other waters of the United States.  Every effort should be 
made to avoid project features which require the discharge of dredged or fill material 
into waters of the United States.  In the event it can be clearly demonstrated there are 
no practicable alternatives to filling waters of the United States, mitigation plans should 
be developed to compensate for the unavoidable losses resulting from project 
implementation. 

mailto:lucy@odiseanet.com
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Please refer to identification number SPK-2017-00040 in any correspondence 

concerning this project.  If you have any questions, please contact me at the Colorado 
West Regulatory Branch, 400 Rood Avenue, Room 224, Grand Junction, Colorado 
81501, by email at w.travis.morse@usace.army.mil, or telephone at (970) 243-1199 ext. 
1014.  For more information regarding our program, please visit our website at 
www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory.aspx. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Travis Morse 
Senior Project Manager 
Colorado West Branch 
Regulatory Division 

 
cc.  
Ms. Kathleen Ann Sickles, Town Administrator, Town of Cedaredge, 235 W Main Street, 

Cedaredge, Colorado 81413, manager@cedaredgecolorado.com 
Ms. Jeanie McCulloch, Delta County Planning and Community Development, 501 

Palmer Street, Suite 105, Delta, Colorado  81416, planning@deltacounty.com 
 
 

mailto:manager@cedaredgecolorado.com
mailto:planning@deltacounty.com


United States Department of Agriculture 
 

 
 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Denver Federal Center 
Building 56, Room 2604 
P.O. Box 25426 
Denver, Colorado 80225  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
23 January, 2017 
 
 
Lucy Hunter, P.E. 
Odisea, LLC 
PO Box 1809 
Paonia, CO  81428 
 
 
RE: Town of Cedaredge – Highway 65 Waterline Replacement Project. 
 
 
Dear Ms. Hunter: 
 
Based on review of the information in your January 12, 2017 letter describing the proposed 
Town of Cedaredge – Highway 65 Waterline Replacement Project, NRCS believes that 
construction of this project will not cause any impacts to prime, unique, or important agricultural 
lands. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
John E. Andrews, PE 
State Conservation Engineer 
 
 



 

 

Gunnison Office 
300 W New York 
Gunnison, CO 81230 
P (970) 641-7060  |  F (970) 641-7883 
 

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 

 

 
 
March 14, 2017 

 
Odisea, LLC 
337 Main Ave 
Paonia, CO 81428 
 
RE: Town of Cedaredge – Highway 65 Waterline Replacement Project  
 
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 
 
Odisea LLC has been contracted to complete an Environmental Assessment (EA) by the Town of 
Cedaredge for the Highway 65 Waterline Replacement Project. Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
(CPW) has been requested to review and comment on any concerns raised by CPW staff.   
 
The proposed project areas are within city limits and surrounded by existing development which 
limits the value of wildlife habitat. The new connector from Frontier Court to SE Greenwood and 
the new loop on SE Greenwood pose no concern considering it is still within city limits and is 
surrounded by disturbed areas.   
 
With the information given to CPW there are no current recommendations or concerns.  
 
CPW would like to thank Odisea LLC for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project. 
Please feel free to contact me, District Wildlife Manager, Cody Purcell, at (970) 835-3851 if you 
have any question or would like to discuss our recommendations.  
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Cody Purcell 
District Wildlife Manager – Cedaredge 
Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
	



From: Lee, Paul - CDPHE paul.lee@state.co.us
Subject: Re: Comment request for Town of Cedaredge Hwt 65 Waterline Replacement

Date: February 13, 2017 at 1:57 PM
To: Lucy Hunter lucy@odiseanet.com
Cc: Aaron Moseley - CDPHE aaron.moseley@state.co.us

Hi Lucy,

The only comment that I have is for you to check and see if you need a land development permit from the Air Pollution Control Division.
Construction activities that are more than 25 contiguous acres or longer than 6 months in duration must obtain a permit. If this is the case,
please contact Aaron Moseley, Permit Engineer, of the Air Pollution Control Division Construction Permit Unit. He can be reached at 303-
692-3242 and his email is aaron.moseley@state.co.us . He has been cc'd in this email.

Thanks,

Paul Lee

Transportation Planner

Planning and Policy Program

303.692.3127
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South, Denver, CO 80246
paul.lee@state.co.us

On Mon, Feb 13, 2017 at 12:05 PM, Lucy Hunter <lucy@odiseanet.com> wrote:
Hi Paul,

Thanks again for getting back to me so quickly.  Attached is the letter that was sent in last month.

Lucy Hunter, P.E.
Principal

ODISEA  |  Civil and Structural Engineering 
Designing Your Vision

P.O. Box 1809
Paonia, CO  81428
(970) 270-7353
www.odiseanet.com

mailto:CDPHEpaul.lee@state.co.us
mailto:CDPHEpaul.lee@state.co.us
mailto:Hunterlucy@odiseanet.com
mailto:Hunterlucy@odiseanet.com
mailto:CDPHEaaron.moseley@state.co.us
mailto:CDPHEaaron.moseley@state.co.us
mailto:aaron.moseley@state.co.us
mailto:paul.lee@state.co.us
mailto:lucy@odiseanet.com
http://www.odiseanet.com/


From: IMRextrev, NPS imrextrev@nps.gov
Subject: Re: National Park Service Inter-mountain Region Environmental Review

Date: February 24, 2017 at 8:51 AM
To: lucy@odiseanet.com

Dear Ms. Hunter,

 

The National Park Service (NPS) would like to thank you for the opportunity to be involved in your project.
The NPS has reviewed this project and has no comment at this time. 

 

Regards,

National Park Service
Intermountain Region External Review Team
Serving MT, UT, WY, CO, AZ, NM, OK, TX
imrextrev@nps.gov

On Thu, Feb 16, 2017 at 8:45 AM, Hurd, David <david_hurd@nps.gov> wrote:

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Lucy Hunter <lucy@odiseanet.com>
Date: Thu, Feb 16, 2017 at 8:28 AM
Subject: Fwd: National Park Service Inter-mountain Region Environmental Review
To: david_hurd@nps.gov

Good morning David.

I am preparing a Project Needs Assessment and Environmental Assessment on behalf of the Town of Cedaredge for their Highway 65
Waterline Replacement Project.  These documents will be submitted to CO Division of Public Health and Environment.  Part of the
requirements for the EA is requesting comments from various agencies with regard to potential environmental impacts.  

Please refer to the attached letter and let me know if you have any questions or comments.

Thank you,

Lucy Hunter, P.E.
Principal

ODISEA  |  Civil and Structural Engineering 
Designing Your Vision

P.O. Box 1809
Paonia, CO  81428
(970) 270-7353
www.odiseanet.com

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Wharry, Paul" <paul_wharry@nps.gov>
Subject: National Park Service Inter-mountain Region Environmental Review
Date: February 15, 2017 at 3:32:41 PM MST
To: <lucy@odiseanet.com>

Hi Lucy,

The person you need to send your materials to is David Hurd  at the Inter-Mountain Region .
 
david_hurd@nps.gov

mailto:NPSimrextrev@nps.gov
mailto:NPSimrextrev@nps.gov
mailto:lucy@odiseanet.com
mailto:david_hurd@nps.gov
mailto:imrextrev@nps.gov
mailto:david_hurd@nps.gov
mailto:lucy@odiseanet.com
mailto:david_hurd@nps.gov
http://www.odiseanet.com/
mailto:paul_wharry@nps.gov
mailto:lucy@odiseanet.com


303 987 6705

Hope this helps,

Paul
-- 
Paul Wharry
DSC Transportation Division Compliance Section Chief
DSC NEPA Technical Specialist
12795 W. Alameda Parkway
Denver, Colorado 80225-0287
(303) 987-6727

-- 
David Hurd
Environmental Protection Specialist
NPS - Intermountain Regional Office
12795 W. Alameda Pkwy.
Denver, Colorado  80225-0287
Tel:  303.987.6705
Fax:  303.969.2717
Email:  david_hurd@nps.gov

mailto:david_hurd@nps.gov
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 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST  
 
 
Use the Discussion and References space at the end of each section to document your responses.  
For example, explain how you determined the level of impact and document the reasoning if 
checking PA (possible adverse) for any resource.  Attach additional pages if necessary.   
    

1. Brief project description, including identification of selected alternative: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Describe if the project will improve or maintain water quality, and if the project 
addresses a TMDL, and/or Watershed Management Plan. 

 
 

 
 

 

3. Provide latitude and longitude of the proposed project (if a transmission / distribution / 
collection line identify the center point not the whole line): 

 

 

4. Provide discharge information: N/A □ 

 

 

5. Provide NPDES/PWSID number: 

 

 

6. Provide primary waterbody name and waterbody ID, secondary name (if available), and 
State designated surface water use: 
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7. Did your analysis consider how this project impacts community planning efforts in other 
areas (i.e. transportation, housing, etc.)?   
 
 
 

Y = Yes               N = No             PA = Possible Adverse 
 
1. Physical Aspects - Topography, Geology and Soils 
          
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Are there physical conditions (e.g., steep slopes, shrink-swells 

soils, etc.) that might be adversely affected by or might affect 
construction of the WWTF facilities? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Are there similar limiting physical conditions in the planning 
area that might make development unsuitable? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Are there any unusual or unique geological features that might 
be affected? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ d. Are there any hazardous areas (slides, faults, etc.) that might 
affect construction or development? 

Discussion and References:               
 
                                                                                                                                                                                               
 
2. Climate  
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Are there any unusual or special meteorological constraints in 

the planning area that might result in an air quality problem? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Are there any unusual or special meteorological constraints in 

the planning area that might affect the feasibility of the 
proposed wastewater treatment alternative? 

Discussion and References:   
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                           
 
3. Population 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Are the proposed growth rates excessive (exceeding State 

projections, greater than 6% per annum for the 20 year planning 
period)? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Will additional growth be induced or growth in new areas 
encouraged as a result of facilities construction? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Will the facilities serve areas which are largely undeveloped 
areas at present? 

Discussion and References:                                                                                                                                                                                                              
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4. Housing, Industrial and Commercial Development and Utilities 

 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Will existing homes or business be displaced as a result of 

construction of this property? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Will new housing serviced by this facility affect existing 

facilities, transportation patterns, environmentally sensitive 
areas, or be in special hazard or danger zones? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Will new housing create strains on other utilities and services - 
policies, power, water supply, schools, hospital care, etc.? 

Discussion and References:    
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                          
 
5. Economics and Social Profile 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Will certain landowners benefit substantially from the 

development of land due to interceptor routing or WWTP 
location and size? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Will the facilities adversely affect land values? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Are any poor or disadvantaged groups especially affected by 

this project? 
Discussion and References:        
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                       
 
6. Land Use 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Will projected growth defeat the purpose of local land use 

controls (if any)? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Is the location of the WWTP or other facilities incompatible 

with local land use plans? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Will inhabited areas be adversely impacted by the project site? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ d. Will new development have adverse effects on older existing 

land uses (agriculture, forest land, etc.)? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ e. Will this project contribute to changes in land  use in 

association with recreation (skiing, parks, etc.), mining or other 
large industrial or energy developments? 

Discussion and References:        
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7. Floodplain Development 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Does the planning area contain 100 year floodplains? 

If yes - 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Will the project be constructed in a 100 year floodplain? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Will the project serve direct or indirect development in a 100 

year floodplain anywhere in the planning area? 
Discussion and References:                                                                                                                                                                                                              
 
 
 
8. Wetlands 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Does the planning area contain wetlands as defined by the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service? 
If yes - 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Will any major part of the treatment works be located on 
wetlands? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Will the project serve growth and development which will 
directly or indirectly affect wetlands? 

Discussion and References:          
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                     
 
9. Wild and Scenic Rivers  
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Does the planning area contain a designated or proposed wild 

and scenic river? 
If yes - 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Will the project be constructed near the river? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Will projected growth and development take place contiguous 

to or upstream from the river segment? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ d. Will the river segment be used for disposal of effluent? 
Discussion and References:                                                                                                                                                                                                              
 
 
 
10. Cultural Resources (Archeological/Historical) 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Are there any properties (historic, architectural, archeological) 

in the planning area which are listed on or eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places? 
If yes - 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Will the project have direct or indirect adverse impacts on any 
listed or eligible property? 

Discussion and References:    
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11. Flora and Fauna (including endangered species) 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Are there any designated threatened or endangered species or 

their habitat in the planning area? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Will the project have direct or indirect adverse impacts on any 

such designated species? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Will the project have direct or indirect adverse impacts on fish, 

wildlife or their habitat including migratory routes, wintering or 
calving areas? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ d. Does the planning area include a sensitive habitat area designed 
by a local, State or Federal wildlife agency? 

Discussion and References:                                                                                                                                                                                                              
 
 
 
12. Recreation and Open Space 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Will the project eliminate or modify recreational open space, 

parks or areas of recognized scenic or recreational value? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Is it feasible to combine the project with parks, bicycle paths, 

hiking trails, waterway access and other recreational uses? 
Discussion and References:            
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                   
 
13. Agricultural Lands 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Does the planning area contain any environmentally significant 

agricultural lands (prime, unique,  statewide importance, local 
importance, etc.) as  defined in the EPA Policy to Protect 
Environmentally Significant Agricultural Lands dated 
September 8, 1978? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Will the project directly or indirectly encourage the irreversible 
conversion of Environmentally Significant Agricultural Lands 
to uses which result in the loss of these lands as an 
environmental or essential food production resource? 

Discussion and References:            
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14. Air Quality 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Are there any direct air emissions from the project (e.g., odor 

controls, sludge incinerator) which do not meet Federal and 
State emission standards contained in the State Air Quality 
Implementation Plan (SIP)? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Is the project service area located in an area without an 
approved or conditionally approved SIP? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Is the increased capacity of the project greater than 1 mgd? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ d. Do the population projections used in the facilities plan exceed 

the Sate or areawide projections in the SIP by more than 5%? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ e. Does the project conform with the requirements of the SIP? 

(See EPA regulations under Section 316 of the Clean Air Act.) 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ f. Is the project inconsistent with the SIP of an  adjoining State 

that may be impacted by the Project? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ g. Does the project violate national ambient Air Quality Standards 

in an attainment or unclassified area? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ h. Will the facilities create an odor nuisance problem? 
 
Discussion and References:               
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                
 
15.  Water Quality and Quantity (Surface/Groundwater) 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Are present stream classifications in the receiving stream being 

challenged as too low to protect present or recent uses? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Is there a substantial risk that the proposed discharge will not 

meet existing stream standards or will not be of sufficient 
quality to protect present or recent stream uses? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Will construction of the project and development to be served 
by the project result in non-point water quality problems 
(sedimentation, urban stormwater, etc.)? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ d. Will water rights be adversely affected by the project? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ e. Will the project cause a significant amount of water to be 

transferred from one sub-basin to another (relative to the 7-day, 
10 year flow of the diverted basin)? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ f. Will stream habitat be affected as a result of the change in flow 
or stream bank modification? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ g. Are stream conditions needed for deciding upon the required 
limitations inadequately specified in the 208 Plan?  If so, have 
the wasteload allocations calculations been performed and 
approved by the State and EPA? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ h. Is an Antidegradation Review required? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ i. Will the project adversely affect the quantity or quality of a 

groundwater resource? 
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Y ___  N ___  PA ___ j. Does the project adversely affect an aquifer used as a potable 
drinking water supply? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ k. Are there additional cost effective water conservation measures 
that could be adopted by community to reduce sewage 
generation? 

Discussion and References:   
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                            
 
16. Public Health 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Will there be adverse direct or indirect noise impacts from the 

project? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Will there be a vector problem (e.g., mosquito) from the 

project? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Will there be any unique public health problems  as a result of 

the project (e.g., increased disease risks)? 
Discussion and References:       
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                        
 
17. Solid Waste (Sludge Management)  
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Will sludge disposal occur in an area with inadequate sanitary 

landfills or on land unsuitable for land application? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Are there special problems with the sludge that  makes disposal 

difficult (hazardous, difficult to treat)? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Is the technology selected for sludge disposal controversial? 
 
Discussion and References:         
                                                                                                                                                                                                             
 
 
18. Energy 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Are there additional cost effective measures to reduce energy 

consumption or increase energy recovery which could be 
included in this project? 

Discussion and References:         
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                     
 
19. Land Application 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Has a new or unproven technique been selected? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Is there considerable public controversy about the project? 
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Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Will the project require additional water rights or impact 
existing water Rights? 

Y ___  N ___  PA ___ d. Is the project multi-purpose? 
Discussion and References:                                                                                                                                                                                                             
 
 
 
20. Regionalization 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Are there jurisdictional disputes or controversy over the 

project? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Is conformance with the 208 plan in question? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ c. Is the proliferation of small treatment plants and septic systems 

creating a significant health problem? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ d. Have inter-jurisdictional agreements been signed? 
 
Discussion and References:    
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                          
 
21.  Public Participation     
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Is there a substantial level of public controversy? 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ b. Is there adequate evidence of public participation in the project? 
 
Discussion and References:        
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                          
 
22.  Environmental Laws 
 
Y ___  N ___  PA ___ a. Does the project threaten to violate any State, Federal or local 

law or requirement imposed to protect the environment? 
Discussion and References:                                                                                                                                 
 
 
Prepared By:__________________________________________________ 
   Name, Title, and Affiliation 
Date:  ___________                        
  
Reviewed By (WQCD):                                                         _______                                                                                       
    Name and Title 
Date:  ___________                       
 
Environmental Determination: (Circle One)  CE  EA  EIS 

Lucys_Mac
Typewritten Text
X

Lucys_Mac
Typewritten Text
X

Lucys_Mac
Typewritten Text
X

Lucys_Mac
Typewritten Text
X

Lucys_Mac
Typewritten Text
X

Lucys_Mac
Typewritten Text
X

Lucys_Mac
Typewritten Text
X

Lucys_Mac
Typewritten Text
X

Lucys_Mac
Typewritten Text
X

Lucys_Mac
Typewritten Text
Lucille L. Hunter, P.E. / Principal, Odisea, LLC

Lucys_Mac
Typewritten Text
2-14-17




