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The community’s investment in transportation infrastructure
and services can provide significant benefits in terms of
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mobility,
travel choice, and quality of life for the citizens of the
Potential Environmental Impacts ............. 9
Mesa County region. In many cases, these investments
Sustainable and Livable Communities ..... 22
contribute to better air quality, energy conservation, and
reduced traffic congestion. However, negative impacts to the
natural and physical environments can result as well. Irreversible damage to environmental features, such as
floodplains, wetlands, and biological research areas, can be caused by poorly planned transportation
improvements. Investments that provide benefits to the community as a whole may have a negative effect on
minority or low‐income areas. Finally, premature infrastructure improvements in undeveloped areas can lead to
growth characterized as sprawl, which can have a detrimental effect on some aspects of a community’s quality
of life.
To protect the public’s investments in community facilities
and to protect and preserve natural areas and
neighborhoods that can be sensitive to development, the
impacts of traffic and potential new roadway and trails
construction have been examined in the context of
environmental values to the extent practical. Transportation
facilities and roadway expansions should be implemented in
a manner that promotes the beneficial aspects and
minimizes unwanted effects. It is important that the
location, alignment, sizing, right‐of‐way needs, and design
details of arterial streets and highways be identified well
ahead of actual development so that proper planning can
occur to minimize negative impacts on residential and
commercial areas.
In this chapter, an Environmental Justice analysis is also presented to identify potential effects of RTP actions on
low‐income and minority populations in the region. This is followed by a discussion of environmental issues and
the outreach to and involvement of environmental resource agencies through the development of the 2035
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Potential environmental issues and mitigation measures are identified
where they are known. The chapter concludes with a section on Sustainable and Livable Communities.

Environmental Justice
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act requires that “no person, because of race, color,
religion, national origin, sex, age, or handicap, be excluded from participation in,
denied benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination by any federal aid activity”.
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
and Low‐Income Populations, issued on February 11, 1994, broadens this requirement
to mandate that disproportionately high and adverse health or environmental impacts
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to minority and low‐income populations be avoided or minimized to the extent feasible. Projects that include
actions that are proposed, funded, authorized, or permitted by federal agencies are subject to this Executive
Order. The federal nexus for the applying an Environmental Justice analysis to the 2035 RTP is based on FHWA
and FTA funding of the projects and services in the Plan.
Guidance for evaluating Environmental Justice in planning and impact assessments is provided in several
sources. The most relevant sources for the 2035 RTP are:
•

Order 6640.23, FHWA Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low‐Income
Populations, issued by FHWA on December 2, 1998, and

•

USDOT’s Memorandum, Implementing Title VI Requirements in Metropolitan and Statewide Planning,
dated October 7, 1999.

These documents explain how FHWA and FTA‐project proponents should identify relevant populations,
integrate environmental justice principles in project planning, avoid disproportionately high and adverse effects,
and determine actions that can be taken to address or mitigate potential impacts.
Incorporating Environmental Justice into the planning process involves three steps ‐ identification of relevant
groups, reaching out to relevant groups, and considering effects of the proposed actions on relevant groups.
Project proponents can more effectively demonstrate their compliance with the Executive Order when they
document their investigations of the presence of minority or low‐income neighborhoods and take appropriate
actions during project planning to ensure opportunities for participation and to avoid disproportionate and
adverse impacts to these groups.
FHWA and FTA encourage metropolitan planning organizations to incorporate Environmental Justice
requirements in the process for developing transportation plans. That way, concerns or issues can be addressed
long before construction begins.

Mesa County Region Demographics
No specific standards are available to conduct the environmental
justice analysis. Generally, any census block group that contains
more than the statewide average of low income or minority
population qualities as a potential Environmental Justice area. Some
regions use twice the statewide average as the threshold. In their
online environmental justice guidelines, the EPA suggests low
income thresholds between 19 and 24% in poverty for low‐income
and about 50% for the minority thresholds. Social literature
generally considers areas with 20 to 40% poverty rates to be high‐
poverty areas. The 20% definition used for the Mesa County analysis
is often used in MPO plans to identify locations of significant
minority and low income populations. The 20% threshold is more stringent than most guidelines including the
application of simple statewide averages. Any tribal lands in the region should be considered as a minority area.
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An overview of the ethnic and income characteristics of the Mesa County region is presented in Table 10‐1 and
Figure 10‐1. The table also provides data for the state and nation as a context for comparison to larger
geographic areas. The 2000 Census, the most recent detailed data available, indicates that the population of the
region is predominantly white (92%) with about 8% minority.
When the 20% criteria was applied to identify census blocks with high minority concentrations, none of the
census block groups in the Mesa County region meet this threshold. To provide some meaning and context to
the environmental justice analysis for minorities, the threshold was lowered to 15%. Only four census block
groups of 91 in the County meet this discounted criteria. There are no tribal lands in Mesa County.
The 2000 Census also indicates that about 10% of area residents live in poverty, similar to the statewide and
national averages. Thirteen census block groups in the MPO area have more than 20% of the population living in
poverty. Two of those census block groups also have medium to high minority populations (15% or greater).

Table 10‐1: Socioeconomic Characteristics – Region, State, Nation
Racial Composition
(Percent of Population)
White
Black or African American
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Other
Hispanic or Latino1
Low Income Statistics (2000)
Persons in Poverty
Median Household Income
1

Mesa County

Colorado

United States

92.3%
0.5%
0.9%
0.5%
5.8%
10.0%

82.8%
3.8%
1.0%
2.2%
10.2%
17.1%

75.1%
12.2%
0.9%
3.6%
8.2%
12.5%

10.2%
$35,864

9.3%
$47,203

12.4%
$41,994

Hispanic/Latino ethnicity is not treated as a separate racial group, so the column total exceeds 100%.

Source: U.S. Census (2000)
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Figure 10‐1: Minority and Low‐Income Concentrations
Please refer to the Map Appendix for a larger version of this map.

Potential Environmental Justice Effects of the Recommended Plan
The Environmental Justice analysis for the 2035 RTP focuses on the potentially adverse impacts caused by
roadway construction. The construction of new roadways along new rights‐of‐way received special attention
due to their potential to split or isolate parts of the community. Widening of existing roadways was deemed not
as critical, but was still scrutinized for potential impacts. Many of the new and widened roadways will feature
enhanced alternative mode facilities, so their impacts may be positive in terms of new transportation services
and access.
Alternative mode investments in transit service and bicycle and pedestrian facilities were considered to provide
positive impacts to the minority and low‐income populations of the MPO area, particularly in terms of
accessibility. For those locations that do not currently have multimodal transportation facilities, alternative
mode services and facilities would provide additional, lower‐cost transportation options to increase access to
the community and to jobs. In this context, alternative mode investments are not seen as potentially adverse
impacts.
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The potential effects of the proposed projects have been identified and evaluated with respect to the impacts
that the minority and low‐income populations may experience. Several figures are presented to demonstrate
graphically where these may occur. The concept of environmental justice is to ensure that adverse effects are
not borne unduly by certain groups, and this analysis revealed both positive and potentially negative influences
from the implementation of the 2035 RTP. These impacts are summarized in Table 10‐2 by census block and
illustrated in Figures 10‐2, 10‐3, and 10‐4.
The criteria used for the minority population impact study was based on Census 2000 census block group data
with 20% or greater minority resident population per block group. As stated previously, none of the census
blocks met the 20% threshold for minority concentrations, so the criteria was lowered to 15%. Four census
blocks met this discounted criteria. Table 10‐2 lists the census block groups that are potentially affected, the
improvements that are proposed, and the potential impacts.
The criteria used for the low‐income population impact study was based on census block group data with 20% or
greater of the tract population living in poverty. The study area has thirteen low‐income block groups. In all, 15
census block groups include minority and/or low‐income population concentrations that may be affected by the
implementation of the 2035 RTP. The transportation categories that have been analyzed are roadways, bicycle
and pedestrian facilities, and transit services; although the focus of the exercise was on the roadway
improvements since they have the most potential for negative impacts.

2002
5001
5002
6012
6022
6023
7001
7003
7005
11014
13015
14031
15012
17044
18001

9
9

Low‐Income

Block
Group

Minority

Table 10‐2: Environmental Justice Analysis (Mesa County)

9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9

Roadway

The 2035 RTP does not
recommend any roadway
improvements in any of these
block groups, so no impacts are
anticipated.

9
9
9
9
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Bicycle and Pedestrian

Implementation of new
roadways increases the
opportunity for new transit
service routes. Transit
improvements and changes
should be analyzed to insure
that minority and “transit‐
captive” users are serviced to
the extent possible. Increased
transit service is considered to
have positive benefits in terms
of additional transportation
options and increased access to
the community for target
populations.

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities
should be incorporated into
new and widened roadways to
increase options for citizens
without cars or driver’s
licenses. New bicycle facilities
and pedestrian improvements
are considered to have positive
benefits in terms of additional
transportation options and
increased access to the
community for target
populations.
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Figure 10‐2: Roadway Improvements in Proximity to Low‐Income and Minority Areas
Please refer to the Map Appendix for a larger version of this map.
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Figure 10‐3: Transit System Bus Routes in Proximity to Low‐Income and Minority Areas
Please refer to the Map Appendix for a larger version of this map.
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Figure 10‐4: Non‐Motorized Improvements in Proximity to Low‐Income and Minority Areas
Please refer to the Map Appendix for a larger version of this map.

In conclusion, none of the transportation improvements recommended by the 2035 RTP appear to have any
adverse impacts to the identified minority or low‐income populations, at least in the context of long‐range
transportation planning. In fact, many of the investments will have positive impacts to populations of interest in
terms of increased access to the community and employment opportunities through additional transportation
options.
Proactive efforts should be made to ensure meaningful opportunities for public participation including specific
activities to increase outreach for low‐income and minority participation during the project development
process for each of the 2035 RTP’s recommendations. This participation will be important to the decision‐
making process and will help to ensure that transportation needs of the target populations are met to the
greatest extent possible.
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Potential Environmental Impacts
The 2035 RTP is required to identify and address potential
environmental impacts that may result from transportation
improvements implemented through the Plan. As the Plan is
developed, consultation with Federal, State, and Tribal land
management, wildlife, and regulatory agencies is also necessary.
On August 30, 2010, a meeting with state and local resource
agencies was held to discuss the process and schedule for
developing the 2035 RTP, specific coordination needs of the
agencies, and potential impacts. The following agencies
participated:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Grand Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization (GVMPO)
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE)
US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
Governors Energy Office (GEO)
Colorado Division of Wildlife (DOW)
US Army Corps of Engineers (ACE)
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT)

As part of the draft Plan review, the GVMPO sent draft copies of the 2035 RTP to the agencies listed above as
well as to the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

US Department of Agriculture Forest Service
US Fish and Wildlife Service
Colorado Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
National Forest Service / US Department of Agriculture
National Park Service / US Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Consultation with these resource agencies is an important part of the process to develop the 2035 RTP. The
Mesa County region has many environmentally sensitive areas that contribute to the natural beauty and quality
of life in the region. While there are currently no projects recommended in the 2035 RTP that impact the
national forest and park lands in the region, continued coordination with these and other resource agencies will
ensure that they have adequate opportunity to review potential impacts and recommend mitigation
opportunities.
Consultation throughout the 2035 RTP’s development process did not yield any project‐specific comments or
concerns due in part to the planning‐level nature of the Plan document. Exact alignments and other details are
not determined at this stage. As projects move closer to implementation when alignments and design features
are developed, it will be important to consult with resource agencies. On federally‐funded projects and project
that need permitting or other environmental clearances, this consultation is required. It is the GVMPO’s policy
that all federally funded projects comply with applicable environmental statutes as a condition to receiving
funding.
Mesa County 2035 Regional Transportation Plan
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Wetlands, Rivers, Streams, and Floodplains
Legislation and regulations require that the Colorado Department of Transportation avoid all wetlands impacts
or, where avoidance is not practicable, minimize to the greatest extent practicable on all on‐system highway
improvements. Special emphasis is placed on avoiding impacts to high‐quality wetlands; including those
wetlands with known or potential endangered species support functions. When the objectives of a
transportation project cannot be
met without adverse impacts to
wetlands, wetland mitigation
involves the preparation of a
wetland mitigation plan detailing
how lost wetland functions will
be compensated. Subsequently,
wetland mitigation plans are
submitted to one or more
regulatory agencies for their
review and permit approval.
Even when the impacts are so
small as to fall below regulatory
thresholds, the department
follows a "no‐net‐loss" directive
requiring compensatory
mitigation for any wetland loss.
Figures 10‐5 to 10‐7 show an overlay of the 2035 RTP’s recommended roadway, transit, and bicycle/pedestrian
projects on the wetlands, rivers, and streams and the RTP’s financially‐constrained long range transportation
projects. Possible mitigation activities associated with wetlands, rivers, and streams have been identified below:

Possible Mitigation Activities
•
•
•
•
•

Avoid transportation improvements that cross or otherwise affect wetlands.
Take steps to minimize harm and compensate for impacts.
Retain open spaces, vegetated natural buffers, and riparian areas around wetlands.
Reduce and/or prevent highway stormwater runoff from entering wetlands.
Employ low‐impact development and construction activities.

Possible Mitigation Activities for Project That May Impact A Known Fishery
•
•
•
•
•

In‐stream work should not be undertaken during fish spawning periods.
Stream bottoms and wetlands impacted by construction activities should be restored to pre‐project
elevations.
Removal of vegetation and soil should be accomplished in a manner to reduce soil erosion and to
disturb as little vegetation as possible.
Grading operations and reseeding of native species should begin immediately following construction.
If trees or brush will be impacted by the project, a ratio of at least 2:1 planted vs. impacted should be
incorporated into mitigation plans for the project.
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Figure 10‐5: Recommended Roadway Improvements Relative to Wetlands, Rivers, and Streams
Please refer to the Map Appendix for a larger version of this map.
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Figure 10‐6: Recommended Transit System Relative to Wetlands, Rivers, and Streams
Please refer to the Map Appendix for a larger version of this map.
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Figure 10‐7: Recommended Non‐Motorized Improvements Relative to Wetlands, Rivers, and Streams
Please refer to the Map Appendix for a larger version of this map.

The development of roadways in or through floodplains, wetlands, or other environmentally sensitive areas is
discouraged by the 2035 RTP. When it has been determined that no other choice is feasible and a roadway
expansion is necessary, the expansion will be undertaken if it can be demonstrated that the improvement will
have no negative impacts upon the environment or that negative impacts that are created will be mitigated.
If impacts will occur in floodplains, the project sponsor must consult as early as possible with the floodplain
administrator or the Federal Emergency Management Agency, as appropriate, to evaluate potential impacts,
and identify avoidance actions or mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to floodplains.
If wetlands will be affected, the project sponsor must consult as early as possible with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers to evaluate potential impacts, and identify avoidance actions or mitigation measures to reduce
potential impacts to these sensitive resources.
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Threatened and Endangered Species / Fish and Wildlife
Section 7(a) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 as amended
requires Federal agencies to evaluate the impact of their actions on
threatened or endangered species, and ensure such actions are “not likely
to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of (its) habitat”.
Furthermore, actions resulting in the “take” of an endangered species
habitat are required to minimize the impact of that take thru the
implementation of reasonable and prudent measures.
Because many transportation projects are partially funded by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and require the procurement of a federal
404 permit for dredge and fill activities within waterways of the United
States, compliance with Section 7(a) of the Endangered Species Act is
required.
At least four (4) endangered fish species live in the upper Colorado River
Basin. Grey wolves, black‐footed ferret, Canada lynx, Gunnison sage grouse,
and bald eagles are other endangered species that can potentially be found
in the Mesa County region. Possible mitigation activities associated with
endangered species habitat have been identified below:

Possible Mitigation Activities
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Avoid new construction in and around these areas.
Take steps to minimize harm and compensate for impacts.
Design wildlife fencing to accommodate migration routes.
Keep the roadway free of trash.
Use minimal amounts of deicing agents (salts).
Alert drivers to possible presence of wildlife.
Provide buffer strips along streams and rivers.
Maintain natural lighting to the extent possible along the roadway.
Construct under‐road passages.
Design culverts to be compatible with fisheries.
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Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources
Historic and pre‐settlement land use patterns relied heavily
on water resources, such as rivers and streams. As such,
potentially significant archaeological and pre‐
historic/historical resources are possible along the
Colorado and Gunnison Rivers and other waterways within
the planning area. Historic resources can include bridges,
mills, farmsteads, quarries, levees, and railroads among
others in the region. Historic properties are sites, buildings,
districts, structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing
in the National Register of Historic Places.
The National Register is used as the standard for defining those historic places worthy of preservation and
protection. These historic places might include archeological sites, bridges and roads, buildings, designed
landscapes such as parks, and places of religious and cultural significance to Native American tribes and other
traditional communities.
If it is determined that a project will have an adverse effect on a historic property, efforts should be made to
redesign the project in order to eliminate or minimize its adverse effects. If an adverse effect cannot be avoided,
a Memorandum of Agreement would be negotiated outlining specific measures that should be undertaken to
mitigate the project’s effects. Mitigation measures may include site excavation and recording; archival
photography; detailed floor plan and site plan drawings which show the relationship of the building with its
associated features; archival documentation of the property’s history; and/or a detailed written description of
the property.
Figure 10‐8 shows an overlay of the historic districts and the
recommended roadway, transit, and bicycle/ pedestrian systems
recommended in the 2035 RTP. Possible mitigation activities associated
with historic, cultural, and archaeological resources have been
identified below:
Possible Mitigation Activities
•
•
•
•
•

Avoid new construction around these areas.
Take steps to minimize harm and compensate for impacts.
Develop Memorandum of Agreement documenting steps to be
taken to minimize harm and compensate for impacts.
Include buffers and/or berms in project plans.
Conduct archeological surveys if unable to avoid the area.
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Figure 10‐8: Recommended Transportation Improvements Relative to Historic Districts, Properties,
and Structures
Please refer to the Map Appendix for a larger version of this map.
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Parklands
Section 4(f) of the Department of
Transportation Act of 1966 requires that
special effort be made to preserve public
parks and recreational lands, wildlife and
waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.
Section 4(f) specifies that federally‐funded
transportation projects requiring the use
of land from a public park, recreation area,
wildlife and waterfowl refuge or land of
significant historic site can only occur if
there is no feasible and prudent
alternative. Using Section 4(f) land requires
“all possible planning to minimize harm to
the property resulting from use”.
Often times, transportation officials are
aware of and account for Section 4(f)
resources that are important for
preservation and community cohesion. Other resources may not be as well‐known but are afforded the same
protection under Section 4(f). Long range planning should account for well‐known Section 4(f) resources
throughout the area that would pose a significant loss if impacted. It is however, premature to analyze individual
projects’ Section 4(f) impacts this early in the process.
Figure 10‐9 shows an overlay of the parks in Mesa County with the transportation improvements identified in
the 2035 RTP. Possible mitigation activities associated with parklands have been identified below:

Possible Mitigation Measures
•
•
•
•
•

Avoid new construction around these areas.
Take steps to minimize harm and compensate for impacts.
Provide enhancements to the properties including possible enhancements to the pedestrian/bicycle
networks around these areas.
Reduce vehicle speeds and volumes near parks and recreational areas.
Replace park/open space acreage taken.
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Figure 10‐9: Recommended Transportation Improvements Relative to Parklands
Please refer to the Map Appendix for a larger version of this map.
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Energy Conservation, Air Quality, and Greenhouse Gases
Transportation is inextricably linked to energy
consumption, but several measures can be planned and
implemented to reduce the amount of energy consumed
for transportation purposes. Some energy conservation
occurs as older vehicles in the transit and private vehicle
fleet are replaced with more fuel‐efficient vehicles. Other
measures take advantage of incentives or mandates
developed through the planning process. For example,
travel demand management (TDM) techniques such as
carpooling, vanpools, flexible work hours, and alternative
mode use can be utilized to reduce vehicular travel and the
energy consumption associated with it. Transportation
system management (TSM) can also assist with reduced
energy consumption using techniques such as intersection
improvements (e.g., turning lanes), signal timing and
progression, roadway widenings, and others.
Technology often provides the greatest efficiency in reducing energy consumption and air quality, and recent
trends in transportation are no different. In particular, President Obama’s mandate to increase Corporate
Average Fuel Efficiency (CAFÉ) standards to 35.5 miles per gallon (mpg) by 2016 with additional increases after
that will significantly reduce energy consumption and air emissions in the timeframe of the 2035 RTP.
Fuel consumption curves are very similar to air emission curves in which the emissions (and energy
consumption) generally decrease as speed increases up to 50 or 60 miles per hour. Energy consumption and air
quality calculations both rely on vehicle miles of travel and congested speeds. For these reasons, it is reasonable
to assume that future transportation scenarios with the lowest emission levels will also have the lowest fuel
consumption.
Energy consumption will increase over time between now and 2035.
However, when comparing the Existing and Committed network results
with the Recommended Financially Constrained Roadway Plan, the
vehicle miles of travel and congestion delay are lower with the plan’s
implementation. This indicates that implementation of the roadway
improvements recommended in the 2035 RTP will serve to reduce
energy consumption over the baseline no‐build condition. Furthermore,
additional investments in alternative modes consistent with the 2035
RTP may further reduce vehicle trips and their associated energy needs.
By encouraging alternative modes and supporting higher density development, the 2035 RTP attempts to reduce
increases in vehicle trips, vehicle miles traveled, and congestion delay, thereby reducing air emissions that
impact regional air quality and contribute to global climate change.
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Ozone Nonattainment
Ground‐level ozone is a significant air quality‐based health concern
in many cities across the US. It causes respiratory stress particularly
in people with lung disease, children, seniors, and those who are
active. Ozone is a gas composed of three oxygen atoms and is the
primary component of smog. It is formed by the combination of
emissions from motor vehicles and other sources ‐ nitrogen oxides
(NOX) and volatile organic compounds (VOC) ‐ in the presence of
sunlight. Ozone has been regulated for several decades by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and state pollution control
agencies.
As of this writing (February 2011), the US EPA is reconsidering the 2008 National Ambient Air Quality Standard
(NAAQS) for ozone and will likely raise it to be more protective of public health and the environment. EPA has
delayed the update to the 8‐hour ozone standard until at least mid‐2011. Although the Mesa County region
currently meets the ozone standard, it is likely that the region will become nonattainment for ozone if the
standard is raised.

Greenhouse Gases
The issues related to global warming and greenhouse gases continue to be debated. Whether human activity is
the primary cause or not, it is clear that new legislation and regulations will be forthcoming that will force
regions to consider greenhouse gases in greater detail in future long range transportation planning efforts.
Greenhouse gases include Carbon Dioxide (CO2), Methane (CH4), Nitrous
Oxide (N2O), and others. However, to simplify reporting and analysis of
greenhouse gasses, emission rates are often reported as equivalent CO2,
which represents the amount of CO2 that would have the same impact as
the sum of the other gasses. CO2 is the largest contributor to greenhouse
gases.
Greenhouse gas emissions from motor vehicles are directly tied to the
amount of fossil fuel used. They are not currently controlled through
emission control devices on the vehicle, nor is this likely in the foreseeable
future. Therefore, greenhouse gas emission rates (emissions per mile)
decrease as fuel efficiency increases. Because stop‐and‐go driving is less
efficient than driving in uncongested conditions, higher congestion will
lead to increased fuel consumption and greenhouse gas emissions.
As shown in the graphic below, the EPA’s emissions model accounts for congestion effects by varying
greenhouse gas emission rates with average vehicle speed. Greenhouse gas emission rates are higher for
vehicles traveling at lower, more congested, average speeds. Additionally, each vehicle mile of travel (VMT) will
have a base level of greenhouse gas emissions regardless of speed and congestion. Reductions in overall VMT
and/or traffic congestion will generally result in a system‐wide reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.
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CO2 Equivelant Emission Rates
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Energy consumption in the region will likely increase between now and 2035 barring some significant new
technology. However, when comparing the Existing and Committed network results with the Recommended
Financially Constrained Roadway Plan, the vehicle miles of travel and congestion delay are lower with the plan’s
implementation. This indicates that implementation of the financially‐constrained roadway improvements
recommended in the 2035 RTP will serve to reduce energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions over the
baseline 2035 no‐build condition. Furthermore, additional investments in alternative modes may further reduce
vehicle trips and their associated energy needs.
By encouraging alternative modes and supporting higher density development, the Plan could attempt to reduce
future increases in vehicle trips and/or vehicle miles traveled, thereby reducing air emissions that impact
regional air quality and contribute to global climate change. Transportation is inextricably linked to energy
consumption and the undesirable emissions of undesirable pollutants, but several measures can be planned and
implemented to reduce the amount of energy consumed and pollutants emitted from transportation‐related
activities.
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Sustainable and Livable Communities
When one thinks of the factors related to traffic that help create sustainable and livable communities, one might
think of issues such as traffic calming, street design, scenic road preservation, bicycle facility parking and design,
public transit, transportation policies for planning and people, land use planning, parking management, access
control, zoning and design, innovative strategies for reducing traffic congestion, and private sector initiatives.
Livability is difficult to define because it means
different things to different people. A home
can be livable, as can a street, neighborhood,
community, or region the country. But what
does it mean for transportation to be livable?
In terms of long range planning, transportation
affects the livability of our neighborhoods and
communities in both positive and negative
ways. For example, six‐lane arterial streets are
difficult to cross for pedestrians, so their
application should be context‐sensitive. Areas
of recreation such as parks and open space
could be enhanced with a network of trails and
sidewalks. Transportation is a key factor in
safe routes to schools. These examples and
many more demonstrate the potential impact
of transportation on our surroundings.
In 2009, the DOT, HUD, and EPA Interagency Partnership for Sustainable Communities established six livability
principles:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Provide more transportation choices
Promote equitable, affordable housing
Enhance economic competitiveness
Support existing communities
Coordinate policies and leverage investment
Value communities and neighborhoods

Sustainability is generally defined as actions that meet current needs in an efficient and financially viable
manner without compromising the ability to meet those needs in the future. In the context of transportation,
sustainability can be defined based on four areas of function and responsibility:
•
•
•
•

Mobility and accessibility,
Environmental stewardship,
Social equity / quality of life, and
Economic robustness.

Conventional road widening proposals can threaten and irreversibly damage the scenery, environment,
livability, and community character. Conventional road projects are designed to serve the “public” but primarily
mean the “motoring public.” For many decades, road projects have been treated primarily as conduits for motor
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vehicles by state departments of transportation. The primary need was considered to be speed, or travel time.
Safety in roadway design has been developed to serve this need. Elevating this need above all other needs of the
community can have real‐world implications for the quality of life in the communities and rural areas of Mesa
County.
It is important to accommodate motor vehicles in our society
because they are the dominant and prevailing mode used by the
traveling public and are likely to continue that role long into the
future. However, this is and should be only one function that
streets and roads address. Transportation planners and engineers
are reflecting back on the decisions of the last 50 years and are
recognizing that it is equally as important to enhance rather than
ignore blight areas of the community and neighborhoods that are
within or adjacent to the major transportation corridors. Sharing
the road or a transportation corridor with other, equally important
users (e.g., bicycles, pedestrians, children at play, and disabled and
wheelchair‐bound individuals) is also an important goal to strive to achieve. Streets exist in conjunction with—
not in isolation of—their surroundings. Streets pass through landscapes full of people who are somewhere
rather than people who are going somewhere. This is an important distinction.
In 1994, a Boston Globe article posed the question, “Is the front yard obsolete?” According to John Stilgoe,
Harvard Social historian, “It’s getting so only the elderly can remember the days when people actually spent
time sitting on the front porch greeting people or kissing good night after a date. Many homeowners have
ignored this half of their lot. The main reason front yards have become more unlivable are a lot more cars going
a lot faster.”
Streets and roads are important public spaces. They determine
whether a community looks scenic and inviting, or bleak and
unappealing to drivers and others who are passing through. Cities
that are attractive and appealing to people have streets that
provide a variety of purposes, not just a driving surface. Places
along these streets provide space for people to walk or jog, cyclists
to ride, pet owners to walk their pets, children to play, and
wheeled individuals to find independence in access to and from
their neighborhoods to places for work or play.
The reality of a direct and dynamic link between roads and land uses has led to communities adopting policies
that put overall community goals ahead of traffic considerations. The 1980 Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) report, State of the Art: Residential Traffic Management, states the primary goal of street improvements
and traffic management is, “to significantly improve the environmental conditions of as many residents as
possible, especially those most vulnerable to traffic impacts.”
There are several sub‐goals listed in this report, six of which are to reduce traffic accidents; provide for safety
and convenience of pedestrians and other non‐motorists; eliminate noise and pollution; provide a safe place for
children’s play; improve scenery; and revitalize and stabilize neighborhoods. Achieving these goals in the design
of new streets or the redesign of older streets will result in a more livable community for residents of Mesa
County.
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Improving traffic flow and safety in neighborhoods, when
done on a project‐by‐project basis, can decrease the safety
and increase traffic flow on streets in adjoining
neighborhoods. Where traffic calming measures and other
roadway design techniques are planned for and undertaken
on a community‐wide basis, everyone in the community can
benefit from these improvements, not just those residents of
a select few neighborhoods. Traffic calming, innovative street
designs, the establishment of levels of service (LOS) standards,
and implementation of access management standards to
regulate the number and proximity of access points are all
steps that, when taken together, will help build, develop, and
maintain more livable and sustainable communities.
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