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1 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Background 

The 2014 Casper Area Long Range Transportation Plan concludes that Wyoming Boulevard 
east of Casper Mountain Road operated at a level of service (LOS) D, with the prediction that 
this highway will operate at LOS F in 2040.  Anticipated regional growth is expected to more 
than double the traffic along segments of Wyoming Boulevard.  The main contributor to the 
anticipated growth is the continued residential development in southeast Casper, plus the future 
development between Wyoming Boulevard and Hat Six Road.  Another segment of Wyoming 
Boulevard with projected substandard LOS is the segment between Blackmore Road and the I-
25 Interchange.  Anticipated commercial infill in this section is anticipated to result in operational 
degradation to a LOS D. 

As the population of Casper continues to increase, the land east of Wyoming Boulevard is 
expected to be an area of regional growth.  The 2014 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
identified the creation of the East Belt Loop Road arterial roadway extending from Wyoming 
Boulevard to connect with Hat Six Road and ultimately with I-25.  Further, the Plan prioritized 
the East Belt Loop road as the 5th out of 35 long-range transportation project needs for Casper. 

The Wyoming Department of Transportation (WYDOT) commissioned this Pre-National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Corridor Study to establish purpose and need for the project, 
and serve as the predecessor to the NEPA documentation for the ultimate design and 
construction of the project.   

The primary goal of this study is to evaluate two route alignment alternatives, and a no-build 
alternative in accordance with the guidelines established in the FHWA Guidance on Corridor 
and Subarea Planning to Inform NEPA.  The two alignments are illustrated on the attached 
Figure 1.1.  Morrison-Maierle was retained by the Wyoming Department of Transportation to 
perform the Pre-NEPA study, and provide recommendations on the best-fit route for the future 
East Belt Loop Road, including weighted ranking to identify the preferred route.  The scope of 
the study included: 

a. Develop a Purpose and Need statement, 

b. Evaluate and build on the progression of prior planning studies, 

c. Identify two route alignment alternatives and a no-build alternative, 

d. Perform a preliminary environmental screening, 

e. Prepare planning level cost estimates, 

f. Evaluate impacts to existing, undeveloped and developed properties and where 
possible, mitigate or minimize impacts to private properties, 

g. Perform a public involvement and stakeholder review process. 
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1.2 Draft Purpose and Need 

The purpose of this study is to determine the corridor for a major east-west arterial roadway that 
will provide access to large land tracts east of the City of Casper, and improve connectivity 
between Wyoming Boulevard and Interstate 25.  In cooperation with the City of Casper and 
Natrona County, the Wyoming Department of Transportation needs to complete a corridor study 
to identify a conceptual alignment that best fits the topography, and provides optimal access 
opportunity to future land development.  The study will address the following eight issues: 

a. Improve vehicle safety by reducing commercial truck and passenger vehicle traffic on 
Wyoming Boulevard by providing an alternate access to I-25 near Hat Six Road,   

b. Provide east-west connectivity between Wyoming Boulevard and I-25, 
c. Relieve congestion and thereby improve the level of service on the eastern portion of 

Wyoming Boulevard, 
d. Provide an arterial roadway that can serve future development of land tracts southeast 

of the City of Casper, 
e. Improve regional transportation circulation, 
f. Accommodate a range of travel modes including passenger vehicles, trucks and non-

motorized users, 
g. Establish preliminary access control guidance for future NEPA documentation by 

identifying potential intersection access points, 
h. Provide a planning tool for Natrona County to review and approve future development in 

the area. 

 

1.3 FHWA NEPA Guidelines 

On April 5, 2011, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) published its “Guidance on Using 
Corridor and Sub Area Planning to Inform NEPA (National Environmental Protection Act)” 
document.  The guidance document is provided to assist agencies and their transportation 
planners to better integrate transportation planning with the NEPA process.  This study is not 
required to undergo a formal NEPA environmental review process.  However, the FHWA 
guidance document provides recommended procedures so that the study document is 
consistent with future NEPA compliance.  The Wyoming Department of Transportation directed 
that the East Belt Loop Road Corridor Study adhere to the NEPA guidance document, including 
the development of the applicable Purpose and Need statement defined herein. 

1.4 Process for Future Project Development 

There have been previous planning studies, and two updates to the LRTP leading up to this 
study.  The previous studies represent a progression of evaluations that have drilled down from 
broader regional investigations to a more focused Casper East Belt Loop Road investigation.    

Based on the identification of an arterial belt loop south and east of Casper, the next step would 
be to undertake the formal NEPA process to validate the transportation improvement, followed 
by the development of detailed engineering documents.  It is important to note that there are 
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currently no funds available to undertake the NEPA process, right-of-way acquisition, utility 
construction, or design and construction of the East Belt Loop Road.  A funding source would be 
secured in the future should WYDOT and local agencies decide to advance the project. 
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2 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF PRIOR STUDIES 
2.1 General Discussion 

In 1997 the Casper Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Long Range Transportation 
Plan identified East Belt Loop Road as a long-term need.  There have been three additional 
studies performed that directly or indirectly address the need for the East Belt Loop Road 
connection between Wyoming Boulevard and Hat Six Road.  These studies, as summarized 
below, represent a progression of regional transportation plans intended to evaluate the existing 
and future function of Wyoming Boulevard and establish preliminary justification for the 
described connection. 

2.2 Previous Studies 

2.2.1 1997 Casper Area MPO Long Range Transportation Plan, for Casper Area 
MPO 

The planning document recognized the commercial and residential growth on Casper’s east 
side has increased traffic along Wyoming Boulevard, creating an unsafe mix of local residential 
and truck traffic.  Although not specifically focused on the East Belt Loop Road connection, the 
roadway was identified as one method to alleviate traffic congestion, and reduced level of 
service along Wyoming Boulevard.  The study concluded there was a need for the project. 

2.2.2 Casper Area East Belt Loop Corridor Study, February 2000, for Wyoming 
Department of Transportation 

The corridor study provided the first focused analysis of the purpose and need for the East Belt 
Loop Road connection.  The analysis utilized current and projected traffic conditions on 
Wyoming Boulevard.  The analysis yielded five alternative alignments reflecting the goals of 
WYDOT, site conditions, community plans, and public input.  The study’s recommended 
alternative was presented to the Casper City Council, Casper MPO Technical Committee, MPO 
Policy Committee and MPO Citizen’s Committee in February 2000.  These stakeholders 
provided an endorsement of the preferred alternative.  It is worth noting that for the purposes of 
this 2018 Pre-NEPA corridor study, the 2000 preferred alternative is incorporated herein as one 
of the two alternative alignments.  

2.2.3 Casper East Side Transportation Study, June 2002, for Casper Area MPO 
The 2002 study established a framework of an arterial and collector transportation system on 
the east side of Casper.  The study area encompassed the East Belt Loop Road alignment.  
While the study provided regional arterial and collector recommendations, it did not provide 
extensive analysis of the East Belt Loop Road connection.  It did however, make certain 
assumptions that the East Belt Loop Road would serve as the connection with other east-west 
arterial and collector streets. 
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2.2.4 Casper Area Long Range Transportation Plan, 2007, for Casper Area MPO  
This plan represents an update to the 1997 Long Range Transportation Plan.  The 2007 LRTP, 
branded as Connecting Casper, provided an update of community needs in the metropolitan 
planning area in Casper and adjoining communities.  One primary mission of this plan was to 
help the Casper MPO plan for the ever changing dynamics of the regional transportation 
system.  The creation of East Belt Loop Road is listed among the recommended improvements.  

2.2.5 Casper Area Long Range Transportation Plan, 2014, for Casper Area MPO  
This plan represents an update to the 2007 Long Range Transportation Plan.  The plan builds 
on the concepts and recommendations from several previous planning efforts, including those 
studies that addressed the East Belt Loop Road improvements.  The 2014 LRTP identified the 
creation of the East Belt Loop arterial roadway extending from Wyoming Boulevard to connect 
with Hat Six Road and I-25.  Further, the Plan prioritized the East Belt Loop Road as the 5th out 
of 35 long-range transportation project needs for Casper. 

2.2.6 Generation Casper Comprehensive Plan 2017, for City of Casper 
This plan is the City of Casper’s revised and updated Comprehensive Land Use Plan intended 
to serve as a guide for policy changes, land use and transportation planning, economic 
development forecasting, and capital improvement planning. 
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3 TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS  
This section provides an executive summary of the transportation analysis prepared for the East 
Belt Loop Road Corridor Plan, condensed to primarily highlight conclusions.  The full report 
provides assumptions, approach, and methodology material.  This has been attached as 
Appendix A “Transportation Analysis, Full Report.”    

3.1 General Discussion 

A planning level capacity analysis was performed to forecast transportation conditions 
associated with the advancement of East Belt Loop Road.  The analysis helps establish a 
geometric cross section for the corridor, as to support right-of-way (ROW) review and concept 
level cost estimation.  Also provided is guidance suggesting the general location of potential City 
roadway connections (intersections) to properties that could develop along the corridor in the 
longer-term future.     

The transportation analysis was founded on data and methodology provided with the Casper 
Area Long-Range Transportation Plan (Fehr & Peers, 2014), sponsored by the Casper Area 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), and Generation Casper Comprehensive Plan (City 
of Casper, 2017).   

There are two alignment alternatives being considered for East Belt Loop Road.  Alternative 1 
was recommended in the 2000 East Belt Loop Road Corridor Study.  Alternative 2 is a slightly 
altered alignment created to take advantage of topographic features and reduce property 
impacts.  Both Alternatives 1 and 2 are illustrated and discussed in Section 6.   

3.2 Project Description 

East Belt Loop Road would be a 4.7 to 5.1-mile arterial, pending alternative, extending from 
Wyoming Boulevard to Hat Six Road.  The roadway would establish a travel route between 
Wyoming Boulevard and I-25 along the eastern boundary of Casper, providing a link between 
the eastern and southeastern fringes of the City.  Currently, travel between east and southeast 
areas of the City is supported by Wyoming Boulevard, the first north-south principal arterial west 
of East Belt Loop Road, and to a lesser extent E. 2nd Street south of I-25.  The improvement 
would help alleviate congestion along Wyoming Boulevard and E. 2nd Street, and support long-
term property development potential.   

Two alignment alternatives were addressed by this study, the preferred alternative documented 
by the Casper East Belt Loop Road Corridor Study (Balloffet & Associates, 2002) and a 
modified Morrison-Maierle alignment.  The two alignment alternatives are again shown on 
Figure 1-1 and are generally described as follows:  

♦ Alternative 1 (Balloffet & Associates) - Connecting with Wyoming Boulevard 
approximately one mile east of S. McKinley Street, the alignment takes a general 
southerly alignment towards the foothills of the Casper Mountain.  At the approximate 
halfway point, the alignment curves north, then to the northeast to its connection with 
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Hat Six Road.  The Balloffet alternative has a length of 5.07 miles that results in a free-
flow travel time of approximately 5.1 minutes at a 60-mph travel speed.     

♦ Alternative 2 (Morrison-Maierle) - Like Alternative 1, East Belt Loop Road connects with 
Wyoming Boulevard east of S. McKinley Street.  This alignment follows a less circuitous 
route and connects to Hat Six Road to the east.  This alternative has a length of 4.71 
miles with a free-flow travel time of about 4.7 minutes at that same speed.    

From a planning perspective, both alignments are comparable, as both intersect with Wyoming 
Boulevard and Hat Six Road at similar locations, with both extending roughly equivalent 
distances over similar terrain.  The appeal of East Belt Loop Road as a route should be 
comparable for commuters and truckers between alternatives, given the comparable travel 
distance and time.  Given these similarities, forecast traffic conditions were addressed overall, 
with minimal distinction necessary between alignments.   

With either alignment alternative, the easterly connection of East Belt Loop Road would initiate 
about 0.3 miles south of 2nd Avenue, departing from Hat Six Road in a horizontal curve directed 
west towards Wyoming Boulevard.  Existing Hat Six Road would be realigned to a “tee” with the 
East Belt Loop Road, now the mainline roadway south of I-25.  The new roadway would be 
fitted through terrain and past water bodies to intersect with Wyoming Boulevard about a mile 
southwest of Country Club Road, via one of two alternatives.  

East Belt Loop Road could “tee” with Wyoming Boulevard at an intersection aligned 
approximately one mile southwest of Country Club Road.  Alternatively, East Belt Loop Road 
could tie into Wyoming Boulevard directly through a horizontal curve, which would allow 
continuous traffic movements between Wyoming Boulevard and East Belt Loop Road.  The 
northerly approach of Wyoming Boulevard, extending into Casper, would then “tee” into this new 
roadway alignment.  Specific intersection design will be determined later during the design 
process.  The assumption is represented here only for discussion purposes.   

In addition, two primary east-west connectors are recommended by the Casper Area Long-
Range Transportation Plan to help with both lateral travel demands through the City, and to 
open additional access to land development.  These include the extension of two collectors, E. 
12th Street and E. 21st Street, from present termini (Near Elkhorn Valley Street) to the East Belt 
Loop Road corridor.   The E. 12th Street and E. 21st Street routes would complement travel 
currently supported by E. 2nd Street between Wyoming Boulevard and Hat Six Road. 

The Generation Casper Plan indicates that the East Belt Loop Road would be a part of an 
integrated street system used to support land development, as well as provide for regional 
travel.  This study similarly assumes the corridor would ultimately support growth of Casper, and 
be an important element for local access and mobility within the City.   

3.3 Existing Conditions 

The East Belt Loop Road and the E. 12th Street and E. 21st Street connectors will influence 
travel demand to the greatest degree along Wyoming Boulevard and E. 2nd Avenue in Casper.  
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Other primary roads that may experience travel demand changes with the construction of these 
roads include I-25, Hat Six Road, Blackmore Road, E. 12th Street, and E. 21st Street.    

Arterial performances (capacity conditions) were evaluated for the roadways summarized 
above.  Performances were evaluated based on methodologies outlined with the Casper Area 
Long-Range Transportation Plan.  A summary of existing condition results is as follows: 

♦ I-25 experiences no capacity issues between Wyoming Boulevard and Hat Six Road.   
♦ Wyoming Boulevard experiences capacity issues from Blackmore Road to E. 12th Street, 

and from E. 15th Street south past Country Club Road.  No other capacity issues noted.     
♦ Capacity issues are noted on E. 2nd Avenue between Wyoming Boulevard to the Sam’s 

Club/Walmart approach. No other capacity issues noted.     
♦ No volume capacity issues are noted on E. 12th Street.   
♦ E. 21st Avenue experiences a minor capacity issue east of Wyoming Boulevard to 

Waterford Street.  No other capacity issues noted.     
♦ Hat Six Road functions within acceptable capacity tolerances. 

3.4 Year 2040 Baseline Conditions (No Land Use Development) 

A 2040 analysis horizon was used for the Casper Area Long-Range Transportation Plan, the 
horizon year adopted for this study.  A travel demand model was used to support development 
of the Transportation Plan, as created in TransCAD 6.0 (Caliper, 2014).   

Travel demand forecasts assume construction of East Belt Loop Road.  Forecasts are shown on 
the Casper Area MPO Geoportal website (https://geosmart.casperwy.gov/?map=MPO).  From 
this website, the principal arterial was assumed to support bypass traffic with no development of 
adjacent lands.  E. 12th Street and E. 21st Street were extended as two-lane, minor arterials 
assuming minimal property development.  Given these conditions, the model predicted East Belt 
Loop Road would support about 5,500 ADT with 12th Avenue and 21st Avenue each supporting 
less than 200 ADT.  Projected volumes comprise the 2040 baseline forecasts for this study.   

In addition to East Belt Loop Road, the widening of Wyoming Boulevard was assumed in the 
model to accommodate travel demands.  Improvements include widening to four or five lanes 
from E. 15th Street south past Country Club Road.  Improvements are highlighted as priorities 
of the Casper Area MPO Long-Range Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  
 
Performance measures were again reviewed based on year 2040 baseline forecasts, now 
including described improvements.  A summary of 2040 baseline results is as follows: 

♦ Capacity issues are not forecast on I-25 from Wyoming Boulevard to Hat Six Road.   
♦ Capacity issues are forecast along most of Wyoming Boulevard.  An acceptable 

capacity condition was noted only from Gannett Street to Carriage Lane.   
♦ Capacity issues are forecast along E. 2nd Avenue from Wyoming Boulevard to 

Coliseum Way.  No other capacity issues are forecast.   
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♦ E. 12th Street is forecast to function within acceptable capacity ranges with one 
exception noted from Wyoming Boulevard to Waterford Street.       

♦ Capacity issues are forecast on E. 21st Avenue east of Wyoming Boulevard to 
Waterford Street, but experiences acceptable capacity otherwise.           

♦ Hat Six Road is forecast to function within acceptable capacity tolerances.   
♦ East Belt Loop Road is forecast to function within acceptable capacity ranges as a 

two-lane, principal arterial with no land use development.   

3.4.1 Wyoming Boulevard 
East Belt Loop Road would provide congestion relief for Wyoming Boulevard in addition to 
providing access for long-range development growth.  Further review of travel conditions for 
Wyoming Boulevard was performed to assess when East Belt Loop Road might be needed to 
support regional travel demands and alleviate congestion.    

The transportation analysis currently indicates about half of the ten Wyoming Boulevard 
sections studied (1.1 out of 2.2 miles overall) operate below desired capacity standards for 
Casper.  By year 2040, nine study sections along Wyoming Boulevard (2.0 miles out of 2.3 
miles overall) would function below desired standards, even with corridor widening.  Detailed 
performance analyses confirmed congestion relief improvements are needed for Wyoming 
Boulevard to address current and projected travel demands.   

Capacity conditions were extrapolated and reviewed biannually for Wyoming Boulevard, both 
with and without widening improvements.  The analysis suggests both the widening of Wyoming 
Boulevard and construction of East Belt Loop Road are needed to address year 2040 travel 
demands.  Most of Wyoming Boulevard is forecast to function below capacity standards by year 
2022 without widening.  The need for additional capacity then becomes apparent by year 2028 
even with widening of Wyoming Boulevard assumed in the analysis; suggesting both 
improvement projects could be warranted even as soon as year 2028, given current City 
capacity standards.     

In terms of which improvement should be developed first, Wyoming Boulevard is forecast to 
accommodate a higher degree of traffic beyond that of a 2-lane East Belt Loop Road initially (a 
range of 14,000 to 17,000 vehicles forecast on Wyoming Boulevard versus 5,500 to 5,600 on 
East Belt Loop Road).  However, this benefit is limited to the south end of the corridor; whereas 
capacity analysis indicates congestion relief is needed for most of Wyoming Boulevard. This 
suggests the need for an alternate route first, given the broader benefits to the east Casper.   

Also, the widening of Wyoming Boulevard delays degradation of the corridor by only about six 
years.  This does not demonstrate the sustained degree of benefit an agency might expect 
given high investment, further supporting the position that an alternate route may provide 
improved benefits over widening the existing roadway.   

Finally, while the cost of East Belt Loop Road will exceed that of Wyoming Boulevard widening, 
at nearly three times the construction cost according to the Casper Area Long-Range 
Transportation Plan, the cost-impact of deferring new route development over widening will be 
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more substantial. East Belt Loop Road will require construction of new roadway through newly 
acquired ROW.  Wyoming Boulevard will require lane widening with some ROW acquisition.  
Given its higher overall cost, the increased cost of deferring East Belt Loop Road will be more 
substantial versus that of Wyoming Boulevard over time.  Using this rationale, East Belt Loop 
Road could be considered over widening of Wyoming Boulevard.   

3.5 Year 2040 Forecast Conditions (Land Use Change Scenarios) 

Traffic conditions were developed and reviewed assuming the development of adjacent 
properties along East Belt Loop Road.  This was performed to assess the ultimate geometric 
cross-section needs for the corridor.  Land use assumptions were derived from Generation 
Casper, as to be consistent with the growth visions of City officials and the community.   

3.5.1 Land Use Forecasts 
Land use assumptions were established for an influence area that generally extends a ½ mile 
along either side of the proposed corridor.  Generation Casper indicates the area would be 
developed with five primary land use types that include Community Center, Employment Mixed-
Use, Neighborhood 1, Neighborhood 2, and Neighborhood 3 land uses.   

Overall, 2,381 acres were designated as “developable” property within the access influence 
area of the corridor.  These properties would secure some level of access to/from East Belt 
Loop Road with potential to be developed in the long-term future; although the supporting 
roadway network highlighted by the Comprehensive Plan will provide alternate travel to the 
corridor.   

There are topography challenges to development in east Casper.  Also, roads, parking, open 
spaces, parks, drainage/treatment areas, and wetlands would occupy areas along the corridor.  
To address this, 30 percent of properties were not included in developed tallies.  Also, per the 
Comprehensive Plan, 35 percent of Commercial Center and Employment Mixed Use land uses 
were designated to residential.  Thus, overall 233 acres were assumed for commercial 
development with 1,433 acres assumed residential.  This is a total of 1,667 acres of 
development property out of 2,381 acres along East Belt Loop Road.   

Neighborhood 1 was assumed at a density of 2.5 units per acre, developed with single family 
homes.  Neighborhood 2 was assumed at 8 homes per acre, developed likely with owner 
occupied and rental townhome style residences.  Neighborhood 3 was assumed at a density of 
18-units per acre, developed likely with rental apartments or ownership style condominiums.  
The mixed-use commercial/employment areas were assumed with ownership or rental style 
condominiums or townhomes with a density of eight units per acre.  Overall, 9,203 homes were 
assumed for the developed access/influence area of East Belt Loop Road. 

The following are assumptions for development within the East Belt Loop Road corridor 
influence/access area, as per Comprehensive Plan Land Use designations: 

♦ 200 acres of Community Center assumed in four areas along the corridor. 
♦ 33 acres of Employment Mixed Use assumed in a central area.  
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♦ 795 acres in Neighborhood 1 with 1,988 homes assumed along the corridor.   
♦ 338 acres of Neighborhood 2 assumed, including 125 acres in the Commercial Center 

and Employment Mixed Use zones, for a total of 2,706 homes along the corridor.       
♦ 300 acres of Neighborhood 1 with 4,509 homes assumed along the corridor.       

The land uses above were segregated into six areas along the corridor, used in supporting the 
trip distribution and assignment process.  This essentially means they were organized into areas 
of common access, so more complete forecasts could be developed for corridor sections.  
Assignments are provided in the following section.    

It should be stressed that the land use assumptions summarized within this section were 
developed for traffic forecasting and analyses on a corridor level, meaning more basic 
assumptions were used in advancement of the Plan.  With that said, the use of Generation 
Casper was important to assure assumptions were developed in compliance with land use local 
policy.  However, the City and WYDOT may find more accurate forecasts would be needed to 
precipitate analyses in support of geometric and traffic control determinations.  This would likely 
come by way of the next regional travel demand model update, in which case closer 
coordination with City planners is recommended regarding land use assumptions. 

3.5.2 Trip Generation 
Trip generation was forecast using the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation Manual (9th Edition, 2012).  Trip generation was determined using rates that equate 
traffic to homes for residential areas or acres for the Commercial Centers and Employment 
Mixed Use areas. A summary of ITE Codes used for this study is summarized as follows: 

♦ Commercial Centers.  Determined with ITE Code 770 for Business Park.   

♦ Employment Mixed Use.  Determined with ITE Code 750 for Office Park.   

♦ Neighborhood 1.  Determined with ITE Code 210 for Single Family Homes.   

♦ Neighborhood 2.  Determined with ITE Code 230 for Condominium or Townhome.   

♦ Neighborhood 3.  Determined with ITE Code 220 for Apartments.   

Trip generation was determined by comparing the ITE rates with land use distinctions, homes or 
acres, resulting in trip totals for the typical weekday, and AM and PM peak hours of the typical 
weekday.   A summary of trip generation is provided with Table 3-1 for the corridor influence 
area, as provided on a Land Use Area and category basis.  It is important to note that full build 
out of the area is not likely to occur until well after the 2040 study horizon.  However, this study 
considers the ultimate “potential” build out so geometric conclusions can be provided. 
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Table 3-1 - Corridor Trip Generation 

Land Use Area 
Property  

Area Weekday 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 
Land Use Area 1 
- Community Center 
- Employment Mixed Use 
- Neighborhood 1 
- Neighborhood 2 
- Neighborhood 3 
Area 1 Acres/Trips 

 
54.0 
0.0 

29.0 
0.0 

57.5 
140.5 

 
8,090 

0 
2,210 

0 
5,740 

16,040 

 
865 

0 
44 
0 

88 
997 

 
153 

0 
130 

0 
352 
635 

 
1,018 

0 
174 

0 
440 

1,632 

 
182 

0 
146 

0 
348 
676 

 
727 

0 
86 
0 

187 
1,000 

 
909 

0 
232 

0 
535 

1,676 
Land Use Area 2  
- Community Center 
- Employment Mixed Use 
- Neighborhood 1 
- Neighborhood 2 
- Neighborhood 3 
Area 2 Acres/Trips 

 
51.7 
0.00 

100.4 
150.1 
24.4 

326.6 

 
7,745 

0 
4,505 
5,680 
2,435 

20,365 

 
829 

0 
89 
73 
37 

1,028 

 
146 

0 
266 
357 
150 
919 

 
975 

0 
355 
430 
187 

1,947 

 
174 

0 
298 
341 
148 
961 

 
697 

0 
175 
168 
79 

119 

 
871 

0 
473 
509 
227 

2,080 
Land Use Area 3  
- Community Center 
- Employment Mixed Use 
- Neighborhood 1 
- Neighborhood 2 
- Neighborhood 3 
Area 3 Acres/Trips 

 
41.5 
0.0 

229.9 
23.8 
71.2 

366.4 

 
6,215 

0 
6,635 
1,105 
7,100 

21,055 

 
666 

0 
131 
14 

109 
920 

 
117 

0 
392 
70 

436 
1015 

 
783 

0 
523 
84 

545 
1,935 

 
0 

140 
385 
56 

332 
913 

 
559 

0 
258 
33 

232 
1082 

 
699 

0 
697 
99 

662 
2157 

Land Use Area 4 
- Community Center 
- Employment Mixed Use 
- Neighborhood 1 
- Neighborhood 2 
- Neighborhood 3 
Area 4 Acres/Trips 

 
0.0 

33.0 
187.7 
37.9 
54.8 

313.4 

 
0 

6,440 
5,815 

940 
5,465 

18,660 

 
0 

778 
115 
12 
84 

989 

 
0 

68 
343 
59 

335 
805 

 
0 

846 
458 
71 

419 
1,794 

 
0 

140 
385 
56 

332 
913 

 
0 

793 
226 
28 

178 
1,225 

 
0 

933 
611 
84 

510 
2,138 

Land Use Area 5  
- Community Center 
- Employment Mixed Use 
- Neighborhood 1 
- Neighborhood 2 
- Neighborhood 3 
Area 5 Acres/Trips 

 
24.6 
0.0 

193.1 
36.3 
41.3 

295.3 

 
3,685 

0 
5,605 
1,075 
4,125 

14,490 

 
394 

0 
111 
14 
63 

582 

 
70 
0 

331 
67 

253 
721 

 
464 

0 
442 
81 

316 
1,303 

 
83 
0 

371 
64 

250 
768 

 
331 

0 
218 
32 

134 
715 

 
414 

0 
589 
93 

384 
1,483 

Land Use Area 6 
- Community Center 
- Employment Mixed Use 
- Neighborhood 1 
- Neighborhood 2 
- Neighborhood 3 
Area 6 Acres/Trips 

 
28.6 
0.0 

121.6 
23.5 
51.3 

225.0 

 
4,285 

0 
3,705 
1,090 
5,120 

14,200 

 
458 

0 
73 
14 
79 

624 

 
81 
0 

219 
69 

314 
683 

 
539 

0 
292 
83 

393 
1,307 

 
96 
0 

245 
66 

310 
717 

 
386 

0 
144 
32 

167 
729 

 
482 

0 
389 
98 

477 
1,446 

Total Land Use Trips 
- Community Center 
- Employment Mixed Use 
- Neighborhood 1 
- Neighborhood 2 
- Neighborhood 3 
Total Acres/Trips 

 
200.4 
33.0 

795.0 
338.3 
300.5 

1,667.2 

 
30,020 

6,440 
28,475 

9,890 
29,985 

104,810 

 
3,212 

778 
563 
127 
460 

5,140 

 
567 
68 

1,681 
622 

1,840 
4,778 

 
3,779 

846 
2,244 

749 
2,300 
9,918 

 
675 
140 

1,884 
593 

1,818 
5,110 

 
2,700 

793 
1,107 

293 
977 

5,870 

 
3,375 

933 
2.991 

886 
2.795 

10,980 
Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition)10 

As shown, corridor properties could generate 104,810 weekday trips.  Approximately 9,918 of 
these trips would be generated during the AM peak hour and 10,980 trips during the PM peak 
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hour.  Peak hourly trips would comprise about 20 percent of weekday trips along the corridor.  
Overall, about 35 percent of trips would be associated with commercial businesses and about 
65 percent with residential uses.   

3.5.3 Trip Assignments and Forecasts  
Average daily traffic (ADT) forecasts were developed for East Belt Loop Road, combining 
baseline forecasts with Land Use Area trip generation predictions.  As indicated, the travel 
demand model forecast 5,500 to 5,600 ADT along the corridor.  These are simply through trips 
not associated with development.  Land Use Area assignments were combined with baseline 
volumes to generate total corridor forecasts. 

Table 3-1 presents the total trips generated by land uses/properties assumed within the 
access/influence area of East Belt Loop Road.  However, this does not mean these trips will 
travel the corridor.  Generation Casper highlights a robust arterial and collector system to 
support local travel off East Belt Loop Road.  As such, only 50 percent of projected land use 
trips were assumed to travel East Belt Loop Road on a weekday basis.  The remaining trips 
would be “shared” between corridor properties with travel supported by other arterial and 
collector streets.  To be clear, half the trips shown with Table 3-1 would be assigned to East Belt 
Loop Road.      

The remaining corridor trips were assumed to use East Belt Loop Road for daily travel.  Six trip 
land use assignment areas were developed, with travel to/from I-25 and Wyoming Boulevard 
comprising primary origin and destination centers. Travel distance was used as the primary 
method for the distribution and assignment of corridor trips.  Trips were proportioned north and 
south using distance comparisons, as prepared for each land use area.  Incremental 
gains/forecasts were developed for each land use area, and then combined to establish total 
corridor forecasts.  Traffic forecasts are summarized for land use areas with Table 3-2 for the 
typical weekday, and then combined to generate total corridor forecasts.   

Table 3-2 - Forecast Year 2040 Land Use Area Forecasts, ADT 

Assignments 
Travel To/From 

Year 2040 Land Use Area Forecasts, ADT 
Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 Area 6 

North South North South North South North South North South North South 
East Belt Loop 
Road 
+ Area 1 
+ Area 2 
+ Area 3 
+ Area 4 
+ Area 5 
+ Area 6 
Total Assign. 

 
7,619 
8,146 
6,317 
3,732 
1,449 

355 
27,618 

 
401 

8,146 
6,317 
3,732 
1,449 

355 
20,400 

 
401 

8,146 
6,317 
3,732 
1,449 

355 
20,400 

 
401 

2,307 
6,317 
3,732 
1,449 

355 
14,291 

 
401 

2,307 
6,317 
3,732 
1,449 

355 
14,291 

 
401 

2,307 
4,211 
3,732 
1,449 

355 
12,185 

 
401 

2,307 
4,211 
3,732 
1,449 

355 
12,185 

 
401 

2,037 
4,211 
5,598 
1,449 

355 
14,051 

 
401 

2,037 
4,211 
5,598 
1,449 

355 
14,051 

 
401 

2,037 
4,211 
5,598 
5,796 

355 
18,398 

 
401 

2,037 
4,211 
5,598 
5,796 

355 
18,398 

 
401 

2,037 
4,211 
5,598 
5,796 
6,745 

24,788 

+ Baseline Trips 5,600 5,600 5,600 5,600 5,600 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 
Yr 2040 Forecasts 33,218 26,000 26,000 19,891 19,891 17,685 17,685 19,551 19,551 23,898 23,898 30,288 
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As shown, the interior of the corridor would support less traffic with a range of about 17,700 to 
23,900 ADT between land use area 2 and area 5.  Higher volumes are noted at the northern 
and southern ends of East Belt Loop Road where traffic accesses I-25 and Wyoming Boulevard, 
respectively.  Land use area 1 volumes range from 26,000 ADT south of E. 2nd Avenue to 
33,200 north.  About 30,300 ADT are forecast on East Belt Loop Road at Wyoming Boulevard.    

As indicated, year 2040 is the horizon that complements forecasts/data provided with the Long-
Range Transportation Plan and travel demand model.  However, it is acknowledged the trip 
generation and forecasts shown are more indicative of a long-range horizon following year 
2040.  The analysis assesses a more advanced land use development potential to provide an 
ultimate geometric/cross-sectional lane recommendation for East Belt Loop Road.   

3.5.4 Forecast Performance Measures and Geometric Conclusions 
Performance measures were reviewed following land use forecasting.  Per the Transportation 
Plan, the arterial would initially be planned with a two-lane cross section.  However, the number 
of through travel lanes would need to increase with land use development to maintain 
acceptable capacity standards in the long-term future.   

The performance analysis indicates a cross section of four to seven lanes is needed to maintain 
acceptable LOS, based on full land use forecasts, pending location.  Traffic densifies towards 
the northern and southern ends of the corridor where a six-to seven-lane section may be 
needed to maintain capacity standard for the section of East Belt Loop Road from around E. 2nd 
Street to I-25 on the north end of the corridor, and approaching Wyoming Boulevard towards the 
south end.       

Given the analysis, a five-lane section is recommended to accommodate forecast traffic 
volumes for most of the corridor; that is an arterial with four through lanes and right-and left-turn 
lanes as needed at major intersections to affect a five-lane roadway section.  Right-of-way 
should be preserved along the northern and southern ends of the corridor (within approximately 
½ mile) to provide for a six/seven lane street section, as needed.  However, construction of this 
wider section should be based on review of traffic data following opening and operation of the 
corridor and land use changes. 

The Casper Area MPO Long-Range Transportation Plan recommends a two-lane section for 
East Belt Loop Road, as to accommodate baseline traffic forecasts.  However, it makes sense 
to advance a three-lane section as the interim improvement, that is an arterial with two through 
lanes and right-and left-turn lanes at major intersections to affect a three-lane roadway section.  
This would be sufficient to accommodate 12,500 to 15,000 ADT.  Widening to five lanes would 
be needed approaching this volume range.  Finally, a volume range of about 24,000 to 25,500 
ADT would be supported with a 5-lane section.  Further widening would be indicated if volumes 
were to exceed these thresholds.   

3.6 Transportation Access 

East Belt Loop Road would be constructed and maintained by WYDOT, likely designated a rural 
principal arterial by State officials.  The WYDOT Access Manual (2014 Edition) was used to 
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recommend approximate intersection locations.  The intent is recommending intersection 
locations for the corridor that provide an acceptable degree of access to adjoining properties 
without significantly impacting efficiency/mobility of the corridor.   
 
As indicated, East Belt Loop Road will have an approximate length of 4.7 miles.  The relative 
location of primary and minor access was mapped graphically to help envision the number and 
location of approaches and intersections along the corridor.  Intersections were mapped 
according to spacing standards noted in the WYDOT Access Manual, accounting for the primary 
ties with Hat Six Road, Wyoming Boulevard, E. 12th Street, and E. 21st Street.   

The result of this review is a total of 18 potential intersections could be developed over the 
corridor length with 9-primary and 9-minor intersections.  This includes the construction of 5 
currently known intersections planned with Scenic Route, Country Club Road, Blackmore Road, 
12th Street, and 21st Street; leaving 13 intersections to be programmed as corridors and 
property access in the future.  Primary intersections assume construction of a traffic signal or 
roundabout as traffic control and allowance of full turning movements.  Minor intersections 
assume minor approach/street left-turn restrictions as controlled by stop controls.   

Driveways could be located on a spacing standard of 660 feet between major and minor 
intersections, as controlled by stop signs and limited to right-in and right-out only movements.  A 
potential for 18-driveway locations would be feasible, given this spacing standard.    

Note these recommendations represent the relative location of project access for estimating the 
number of allowable approach/intersections along the corridor.  Intersections may need to be 
moved to better access multiple parcels, account for topography, or to better match mobility 
needs of development and/or local agencies.  WYDOT Access Manual guidelines do allow for 
some flexibility in spacing (+/- a few hundred feet), so long as the intent of guidance are met 
and no more than 18-primary and minor access points are developed, and 18-driveway points.   

Again, the primary purpose of this study is to review design alternatives for East Belt Loop 
Road.  To that end, the selected alignment may extend beyond or fall short of 4.7 miles.  This 
means one primary access, one minor access, and one driveway can be reduced with any 
reduction of ½ mile from the corridor, or increased with any addition of ½ mile.   

These access spacing conclusions are generally consistent with guidelines provided by 
Generation Casper.  The Transportation Element of the Plan recommends major arterial 
spacing on a 1-mile basis, minor arterial spacing intermittently on the ½ mile, and collector 
spacing intermittently on the ¼ mile basis.  In comparison, primary intersections would 
represent the junctions of major or minor arterials with East Belt Loop Road, with minor 
intersections representing a juncture with collectors.    

3.7 Public Comments, Transportation Analysis 

A community meeting was held on February 21, 2018 to discuss the East Belt Loop Road 
Corridor Plan.  Citizens had questions regarding transportation mobility and safety, and 
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questions relevant to the Transportation Analysis section of this study.  A summary of the 
primary community comments and questions, followed by the responses is as follows:   

♦ West Belt Loop provides a sufficient circulatory route and bypass of Casper.   

West Belt Loop is aligned about 10-miles west of the East Belt Loop potential alignment, 
providing a direct link between State Highway 26 and State Highway 220.  The roadway 
provides a westerly congestion relief route for Casper, reducing travel demands along 
streets such as Robertson Road, SW Wyoming Boulevard, and Poplar Street, as well as 
provides access to future urban growth areas of the City.  East Belt Loop is proposed as 
an easterly congestion relief route to reduce travel demand along streets such as SE 
Wyoming Boulevard.  The route would also provide a “backbone” of the street network 
anticipated within long-term urban growth areas of the City, as shown by the Generation 
Casper Comprehensive Plan. 

♦ Safety and capacity can be improved by widening Wyoming Boulevard. 

Widening of SE Wyoming Boulevard north of E. 15th Street would be difficult and costly 
due to right-of-way limitations (property needs) and restrictions with the built 
environment (i.e. location of buildings and other infrastructure).  In comparison, East Belt 
Loop could be constructed along undeveloped property, affecting similar capacity and 
safety gains at a reduced cost.  It is true widening can occur along SE Wyoming 
Boulevard south of E. 15th Street to match sections aligned north, but this would just 
improve mobility for limited roadway sections.  The overall capacity of the route would be 
limited as no more comprehensive/extensive widening could be provided (i.e. a six or 
seven lane roadway).   

♦ Signal upgrades, signal coordination, turn restrictions, turn lane additions, and access 
management could provide needed capacity and safety improvements for SE Wyoming 
Boulevard.   

These are congestion management strategies that can provide a 5 to 15 percent 
increase in street capacity through improved efficiencies, pending the extent of 
strategies employed.  In the case of SE Wyoming Boulevard, these improvements could 
increase capacity by up to 3,000 vehicles per day.  However, the issue is a 10,000 to 
15,000 vpd increase in traffic that is forecast along SE Wyoming Boulevard by year 
2040, as per growth data secured from the Casper Area Long-Range Transportation 
Plan.  Thus, congestion management improvements/strategies would not provide the 
degree of capacity necessary for long-term safety and mobility needs.   

♦ Future growth areas and East Belt Loop are not needed in Casper.   

Generation Casper Comprehensive Plan indicates the properties surrounding East Belt 
Loop as a land use growth/development area.  Transportation and land use 
professionals acknowledge this as a very long-term growth area, but the planning for 
roadways and infrastructure is necessary so right-of-way is reserved for public uses.   

♦ LOS C an unrealistic threshold/standard for roadways such as SE Wyoming Boulevard.   

The level-of-service (LOS) standard for a city or county is subjective, established by 
purveyors based on the understanding of a community’s tolerance for traffic congestion.  
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Typical LOS thresholds range between LOC C to LOS D for communities the size of 
Casper; meaning LOS that fall below these thresholds are unacceptable with 
improvements potentially necessitated to address congestion.  The City of Casper and 
Casper Area Metropolitan Planning Organization have established a LOS C standard.  
This threshold can be lowered and set a reduced standard for Wyoming Boulevard, for 
instance to LOS D, with increased congestion and delay being the result of this 
standard.  Most of Wyoming Boulevard is forecast to operate at LOS D or better by year 
2040, with only sections forecast to operate at LOS E or LOS F.        

♦ East Belt Loop will not effectively reduce congestion along SE Wyoming Boulevard.   

Information provided through the Casper Area Long-Range Transportation Plan and 
associated travel demand model indicates East Belt Loop would support about 5,500 
vehicles per day by year 2040, with most of this traffic redirected from SE Wyoming 
Boulevard.  The redirection of this traffic is sufficient to promote a LOS C condition along 
most of SE Wyoming Boulevard, indicating the improvement would successfully improve 
traffic mobility and safety within developed Casper.   

3.8 Summary Conclusions 

A planning level transportation analysis was provided to help guide geometric determinations 
and determine relative access/intersection points for the corridor.  A summary of conclusions 
from this analysis includes: 

1. Analysis shows that improvements are needed to provide congestion relief for Wyoming 
Boulevard by year 2022.  Partial widening of Wyoming Boulevard and construction of 
East Belt Loop Road are the prevailing options discussed by the Casper Area MPO 
Long-Range Transportation Plan.   

2. East Belt Loop Road is the first logical improvement as the corridor provides 
comprehensive congestion relief for Wyoming Boulevard whereas widening helps 
mobility primarily along the southern end of the corridor.  The East Belt Loop Road 
corridor provides the potential for economic development.  The cost impacts are greater 
with the delay of constructing East Belt Loop Road versus partial widening of Wyoming 
Boulevard.   

3. Both improvements will be needed to provide congestion relief at some time between 
year 2028 and year 2040.   

4. A five-lane geometric section will ultimately be needed to accommodate through traffic 
and the site-generated traffic from fully developed properties along the corridor. 

5. A three-lane section is an acceptable, interim improvement with partial development of 
adjacent properties.  Widening would be indicated as the roadway volume approaches 
12,500 ADT. 

6. Right-of-way should be preserved for potential six-to-seven lane widening within ½ mile 
of I-25 and Wyoming Boulevard, respectively.  Need for widening to six/seven lanes 
would be indicated based on traffic analyses following opening of the corridor.    
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7. About 9-primary and 9-minor approaches/intersections could be allowed along the 
corridor with the currently anticipated length of approximately 4.7 miles, spaced 
intermittently on the ¼-mile basis (primary, minor, primary, etc.).  Five intersections are 
already anticipated.   

8. Primary intersections should be planned with traffic signals or roundabout controls and 
allow full turning movements.   

9. Minor intersections should be planned with minor street left-turn restrictions and stop-
controls used on the minor approach.  

10. Up to 18 right-in and right-out driveways could be aligned intermittently between primary 
and minor approach/intersections, with minimum spacing on a 660-foot interval.   

11. One primary, one minor, and one right-in and right-out driveway access can be added 
with each ½-mile increase of East Belt Loop Road, from 4.7 miles, whereas the loss of 
each should occur with the reduction of each ½-mile.    
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4 NON MOTORIZED MOBILITY  
In accordance with the draft purpose and need for the East Belt Loop Road, accommodation of 
non-motorized travel is one of the goals of this study.  As the area develops along the arterial 
highway, it is anticipated that cyclist and pedestrian mobility will need to be accommodated 
along and across the highway. 

The goal of this section is to lay out a general strategy for future development of non-motorized 
facilities.  It should not establish any detailed policies or standards.  The State, County and City 
of Casper will need to address pedestrian and cyclist development standards in the future as 
developments begin to in-fill along the corridor. 

By its design, East Belt Loop Road will serve as a major arterial by maintaining vehicular 
mobility and safety as its primary function.  Unlike lower speed collector and residential 
systems, the higher speed arterial highways themselves are not ideal for non-motorized travel 
corridors.  More functional non-motorized facilities are generally off-street trail systems and 
sidewalk systems running parallel with the bypass corridor.  Physically separated trails and 
pedestrian systems should be a goal of future regional development.   

It is important to note that the East Belt Loop Road would introduce a barrier to north-south 
mobility.  Future area development, especially residential development must address safe 
pedestrian and cyclist crossings.  Future developments south-east of East Belt Loop Road will 
undoubtedly need to cross the highway to access Casper, and intersection designs will need to 
consider pedestrian safety aspects.  Mid-block crossings should be discouraged for obvious 
safety reasons. 

Based on the preliminary intersection layout addressed in this study, intersections will be 
spaced generally every one-half mile.  In accordance with WYDOT access management 
guidelines, major intersections likely to be signalized should be staggered at approximately one-
mile interval spacing.  All intersections, whether signalized or unsignalized, would serve as the 
crossing locations for pedestrians and cyclists. 

There have been several studies conducted in Casper that address non-motorized travel in the 
City and outlying communities.  Two of the more focused studies are the Casper Area Trails, 
Path and Bikeway Plan and the Casper MPO 2014 Long-Range Transportation Plan Update.  
The first study addresses, design elements, recommended standards, and policy 
implementation strategies.  The Long-Range Transportation Plan focuses on specific 
infrastructure performance, projected travel demands, and long-range regional growth.  The 
trails plan does include some recommended trail improvements, but does not extend east of the 
Casper area of influence.  The Transportation Plan Update addresses mostly the vehicular 
planning issues, but does provide some information pertaining to potential non-motorized 
corridor development. 

In conclusion, given that the corridor and future development lie outside the Casper city limits, it 
will be up to Natrona County to establish non-motorized mobility standards and policies for the 
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East Belt Loop Road corridor developments.  Where developments interface with East Belt 
Loop Road, the County would need to coordinate closely with WYDOT to establish these 
standards and policies.  
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5 ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING 
5.1 Introduction 

A preliminary environmental screening process was undertaken to determine the level of 
impacts the East Belt Loop Road Corridor might have on the local environment.  The 
environmental screening for this Corridor Plan included a desktop data review and resource 
agency contacts.  For the purpose of this Pre-NEPA Study, a 500-foot wide assessment area 
was used to evaluate the 2 alignment alternatives.  Letters were distributed to the resource 
agencies listed in Table 5.1 to solicit comments on any known or anticipated environmental 
issues.  A copy of the resource agency request for comment letters can be found in Appendix A.  
The following table indicates the agency contacted and documents whether or not a reply was 
received.   

Table 5.1 - Regional LOS Standards for Streets, Casper Area MPO 

Resource Agency Reply Received 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) 

• Wildlife 
• Fisheries 

Yes (joint reply) 

Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) No 
US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Yes 
Natrona County: Department of Roads and Bridges No 
City of Casper: Public Services No 
City of Casper: Planning Yes 
Wyoming State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) Yes 
Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) No 
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Yes 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Yes 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Yes  
Wyoming Department of Transportation No 

The following environmental information was compiled based on desktop review and information 
supplied from resource agencies.  It should be noted that this is a pre-NEPA (National 
Environmental Policy Act) document.  Should the project move forward, a formal NEPA 
document will be required.   

5.2 Environmental Setting and Land Ownership 

The City of Casper sits north of Casper Mountain.  The proposed project area is located to the 
east of the City in a growing portion of the community.  The area where the project is proposed 
is generally considered “high desert” and is predominantly privately owned.  Figure 6.1 in 
Section 6 herein indicates property boundaries within the proposed project area.   
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5.3 Planning and Zoning 

Natrona County has established a County Development Plan (Natrona County, 2016).  This 
document establishes goals and specific development policies for reviewing and making land 
development decisions.  The Natrona County Zoning map indicates that the general study area 
is zoned Urban Agriculture (UA).  The Natrona County Zoning Resolution (2000) indicates that 
the UA zoning district “is to provide for and protect properties of ten-acre lots or larger in the 
urbanized area which are used for agriculture and residential purposes”.   

The City of Casper has recently adopted a new Comprehensive Land Use Plan (July 2017).  
This document set forth goals and visions for future community development.  Concern was 
expressed by the City of Casper Community Development Department in a letter dated January 
23, 2018, that a major arterial designed to move traffic, rather than enhance connectivity, is not 
envisioned for the City of Casper.  The City encouraged the future design to enhance 
connectivity with abundant cross connections, and adequate access to properties along the 
length.   

The City of Casper Community Development Department brought up a number of other 
concerns and recommendations in the correspondence dated January 23, 2018.  These are 
summarized in the bulleted list below.  A copy of this letter can be reviewed in Appendix A. 

• The East Belt Loop Road project could lead to urban sprawl, which is not a goal of the 
City’s formally adopted Urban Growth Boundary. 

• The bisection of the area by a major arterial with limited, or inadequate cross 
connections and property access, could extremely alter the type of land uses and 
neighborhoods that the City wishes to promote in the area.   

• The City indicated its opposition to creating a physical and/or psychological barrier 
which impedes future growth and development beyond the belt loop.  

• The East Belt Loop Road may have significant negative effects on pedestrian and bike 
connectivity.   

• Previous planning initiatives have made it apparent that two natural assets are most 
important to citizens in Casper: the river and Casper Mountain.  The construction of the 
belt loop could disrupt the view shed.  

• Extensive planning has gone into maintaining emergency response times, with the 
recent relocation and construction of new fire/EMS stations in strategic places around 
the City to ensure response times remain under four minutes. Premature development 
of the area in question could have many unforeseen consequences.   

• The City of Casper may no longer consider this project a priority because of its desire 
to limit sprawl and reinvest in established neighborhoods.   

5.4 Aquatic Resources and Wetlands 

Based on the desktop review, six drainages (three named streams and three tributaries 
associated with those streams) and four wetland areas associated with those drainages are 
located within the assessment area. The three named streams are Elkhorn Creek, East Fork 
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Elkhorn Creek, and Claude Creek. One drainage is a tributary of Elkhorn Creek, one drainage is 
a tributary of East Fork Elkhorn Creek, and one drainage is a tributary of Claude Creek. Three 
of the wetland areas are in the East Fork Elkhorn Creek drainage area, and one is in the Claude 
Creek drainage area. Two of the wetland areas are complexes with multiple National Wetland 
Inventory (NWI) polygons.   

Elkhorn Creek crosses the assessment area in the SE1/4 Section 23, T33N, R79W and appears 
to have a defined drainage. Another short drainage in the NW1/4 SE1/4 Section 23, T33N, 
R79W is connected to Elkhorn Creek; this drainage does not appear to have an ordinary high 
water mark (OHWM), but this should be confirmed by field surveys. The flood zone area along 
Elkhorn Creek indicates the possible presence of fringe wetlands.  

East Fork Elkhorn Creek crosses the assessment area in the E1/2 Section 24, T33N, R79W and 
the W1/2 Section 19, T33N, R78W.  The creek appears to have a defined drainage and braids 
into two channels that cross the assessment area. The western channel braid appears to be an 
old irrigation diversion that leads to an impoundment with a wetland complex which is partially 
located in the assessment area in NW1/4 SE1/4, NE1/4 SE1/4, and SE1/4 NE1/4 Section 24, 
T33N, R79W.  In addition, a tributary that drains into East Fork Elkhorn Creek crosses the 
assessment area in Section 24, west of the main channels. The drainage tributary confluence 
with East Fork Elkhorn Creek is located at the wetland complex on the main channels. A large 
impoundment on the drainage tributary lies along the Alternative 1 route within a portion of the 
assessment area in the SW1/4 SW1/4 Section 24, T33N, R79W.  

Claude Creek crosses the assessment area in the W1/2 Section 17, T33N, R78W and appears 
to have a defined channel. An impoundment is located along Claude Creek along the southern 
boundary of the assessment area. This impoundment has created wetlands where the runoff 
water is cached. A small drainage in Section 17 that runs along the northern assessment area 
boundary does not appear to have a channel, but this should be confirmed during field surveys. 
The National Hydrography Database (NHD) data also show a drainage that runs into Claude 
Creek in the E1/2 of Section 17 and the W1/2 Section 18, R33N, T78W; this NHD line is within a 
cultivated field and does not function as a drainage.  

A formal wetland and waterway delineation has not occurred within the assessment area.  
Should the project move forward, a wetland and waterway delineation should take place within 
the proposed study area.   

5.5 FEMA Floodplains 

The FEMA National Flood Hazard Layer database was queried for flood hazard zones within the 
assessment area. The only mapped flood hazard zones within the assessment area are along 
Elkhorn Creek. The rest of the assessment area is mapped as “Area of Minimal Flood Hazard.” 
Elkhorn Creek has 100-year flood zones (1 percent annual chance flood) along its channel, and 
a “Regulatory Floodway” is mapped along its channel. A Regulatory Floodway is the channel of 
watercourse and adjacent land areas that must be reserved in order to discharge the base flood 
without cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation. Figure 6-2 in Section 6 identifies the 
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floodplain limits within the three major drainages.  Natrona County may require a Floodplain 
Development Permit for roadway construction within these flood hazard zones.   

5.6 Topography, Soils, Prime Farmland 

Topography within the study area ranges from approximately 5,600 feet above mean sea level 
near the southwest terminus of the alignment to approximately 5,200 feet above mean sea level 
near the northeast terminus.  Casper Mountain is located directly south of the proposed corridor 
area and Jones Draw is southeast of the corridor area.  In general, the proposed corridor is 
located within the foothills of Casper Mountain.   

A Custom Soil Resource Report for Natrona County Area, Wyoming – Casper East Belt Loop 
Road Corridor Study (Soil Report) was obtained from the Natural Resource Conservation 
Service.  This document is located within the correspondence in Appendix A. During the initial 
analysis, the NRCS concluded that there were no soils which are classified as “Prime Farmland” 
located within the corridor study area.  The NRCS does request that if a final alignment is 
established, the AD-1006 form should be completed to verify that no “Prime Farmland” is being 
impacted by a potential project.   

The Soil Report also identifies all soil map units within the corridor area and provides selected 
soil properties, and interpretations such as flooding hazards, limitations for roads, and dwellings, 
soil layers with USDA textures, and engineering classifications.  The Soil Report indicates that 
the limitation ratings for roads and streets range from “not limited” to “very limited”.  While 
limitations are noted, these limitations do not preclude the construction of roads.  It does, 
however, signal that corrective measures may be required, which could lead to increased cost in 
design and maintenance.   

5.7 Vegetation 

In general, vegetation within the proposed study area includes high plains desert species.  
Mixed grass prairie and sagebrush/shrubland ecosystems dominate the ground-cover.  Riparian 
species dominate the vegetation type around rivers and streams.  Natrona County maintains a 
list of “county-declared noxious weeds” in addition to Wyoming State designated noxious 
weeds.  Any future ground-disturbance will need to be quickly reseeded with an approved native 
seed mix to prevent the establishment of state or county declared noxious weeds.  

5.8 State Species of Concern 

The following is a compilation of information on Wyoming State Species of Concern that have a 
potential to exist within the assessment area.  The Wyoming Game and Fish Department 
(WGFD) recommends that a formal wildlife survey take place within the study area should the 
proposed project move forward.   

5.8.1 Greater Sage-Grouse 
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Greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) suitable habitat consists of plant 
communities containing sagebrush (Artemisia spp.) and a diverse native grass and forb 
understory (Connelly et al. 2003).  Sagebrush is essential for greater sage-grouse survival. 
Seasonal habitat must exist in a patchwork or mosaic across the landscape. Broad ridgetops, 
grassy openings, and disturbed sites provide ideal locations for leks. For nesting and brood 
rearing, sage-grouse choose denser mid-height sagebrush stands. These habitats generally 
have greater total shrub cover, dead sagebrush canopy cover, and grass cover than 
surrounding areas (Wyoming Sage-Grouse Working Group 2003). 

The WGFD regulates ground disturbance activities within designated core and connectivity 
areas via Wyoming Executive Order 2015-4. The proposed project does not fall within the 
boundary of any core areas. No known greater sage-grouse leks exist within 4 miles of the 
proposed project. The nearest occupied lek is the Altmann lek approximately 6 miles to the 
southeast (WGFD 2017). 

5.8.2 Big Game 

According to WGFD big game GIS data, the proposed location of the project is not in 
designated crucial winter range of any of the following big game species: pronghorn, bighorn 
sheep, bison, elk, mule deer, moose, Rocky Mountain goat, and white-tailed deer (WGFD 
2013).  However, communication received from Wyoming Game and Fish Department indicated 
their concern with the construction of an arterial road near mule deer habitat.  WGFD stated:  

“There is a lot of mule deer movement and activity within the area surrounding the two 
potential routes.  The project is within yearlong habitat for mule deer and is also located 
within close proximity to crucial winter-yearlong range.  Mule deer use the project area 
all winter long and also travel up and down Elkhorn Creek and Claude Creek throughout 
the year.   

Additionally, the project is within pronghorn winter-yearlong habitat.  We regularly 
observe sizable groupings of pronghorn in this area, especially in the winter months.  Elk 
are also known to congregate just south of the proposed routes during the winter 
months.  Construction of a new, arterial road in this area will effectively reduce winter 
habitat for these species, in addition to create conflict with motorists similar to what is 
experienced on the Garden Creek Road.” 

WGFD recommended that the project designers incorporate mitigation measures into project 
plans in order to minimize impacts to wildlife and motorists.  Mitigation measures that were 
suggested included underpasses along drainage corridors and fencing that either allows wildlife 
movement or funnels animals to safe crossings.   

In addition to WGFD comment and recommendations, correspondence was also received from 
a resident on the East Elkhorn Ranch.  This correspondence indicated the following:  

“The East Elkhorn Ranch is abundant with wildlife. The proposed East Belt Loop will 
disrupt and displace numerous species of wildlife that exist on East Elkhorn Ranch. 
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…Many other species of wildlife: white tail deer, mule deer, black bears, cougars, fox, 
raptors to name a few live in the direct path of the proposed route and they all call East 
Elkhorn Ranch their home.” 

Correspondence in the form of public comments are located in Appendix E of this report. 

5.8.3 Other Species 

The Wyoming Natural Diversity Database (WYNDD) at the University of Wyoming has been 
tasked with tracking species designated as Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) in 
the WGFD State Wildlife Action Plan. WYNDD occurrence records for the study area were 
queried. Table 5.2 lists the species that have been recorded within T33N, R78W and T33N, 
R79W within the past 20 years and that could potentially occur within the 500-foot assessment 
area. 

 

Table 5.2 - SGCN that could occur within the Study Area 

Common Name  Scientific Name 
American white pelican Pelecanus erythrorhynchos 
American avocet Recurvirostra americana 
American dipper Cinclus mexicanus 
American three-toed woodpecker Picoides dorsalis 
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
Brewer’s sparrow Spizella breweri 
Bufflehead Bucephala albeola 
Bushtit Psaltriparus minimus 
California gull Larus californicus 
Caspian tern Hydroprogne caspia 
Common goldeneye Bucephala clangula 
Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis 
Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos 
Golden-crowned kinglet Regulus satrapa 
Grasshopper sparrow Ammodramus savannarum 
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus 
Merlin Falco columbarius 
Northern goshawk Accipiter gentilis 
Osprey Pandion haliaetus 
Peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus 
Pygmy nuthatch Sitta pygmaea 
Ring-billed gull Larus dealwarensis 
Ring-necked duck Aythya collaris 
Sage thrasher Oreoscoptes montanus 
Sandhill crane Grus Canadensis 
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There are no state regulations pertaining to these species. However, the state does manage its 
lands to promote suitable habitats for species designated as SGCN. WFGD indicated in 
correspondence that species including swift fox, peregrine falcon, mountain plover, bald eagle, 
ferruginous hawk, and burrowing owl may occur within the proposed study area.  WFGD also 
recommends conducting a wildlife survey within a 1-mile buffer of the selected alignments and 
incorporating appropriate mitigation measures into project designs.   

5.9 Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species 

The USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) database (USFWS 2017a) 
identified six species listed under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA), that 
have the potential to be affected by the proposed project (Table 5.3). These listed species are 
further discussed in the subsections below. 

 

Table 5.3 - Listed Species for the Study Area 

Common Name  Scientific Name ESA Status 
Least tern Sterna antillarum Endangered 

Pallid sturgeon Scaphirhynchus 
albus Endangered 

Piping plover Charadrius 
melodus Threatened 

Ute ladies’-tresses Spiranthes diluvialis Threatened 

Western prairie fringed orchid Platanthera 
praeclara Threatened 

Whooping crane Grus americana Endangered 

 
5.9.1 Ute Ladies’-Tresses 

Ute ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis) is an orchid whose suitable habitat consists of 
seasonally moist soils, wet meadows associated with perennial or seasonally flooded stream 
terraces, floodplains, oxbows, sub-irrigated or spring-fed abandoned stream channels and 
valleys, and lakeshores (Fertig et al. 2005). In Wyoming, this orchid species is found mostly on 
low, flat floodplain terraces or abandoned oxbows adjacent to small perennial streams or rivers 
at elevations under 6,850 feet (Fertig et al. 2005). 

This species is not known to occur within Natrona County. The nearest known population occurs 
along Antelope Creek in Converse County (Fertig and Heidel 2007), more than 60 miles 
northeast of the assessment area. However, suitable habitat could occur along the wetland and 
waterbodies in the assessment area. Habitat and/or presence surveys may be required as part 
of a USACE Section 404 permit or other regulatory permits.  

5.9.2 Platte River Species 
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The pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus), whooping crane (Grus americana), least tern 
(Sterna antillarum), piping plover (Charadrius melodus), and western prairie fringed orchid 
(Platanthera praeclara) are collectively called the Platte River Species by the USFWS Wyoming 
Ecological Services office. The Platte River Species do not occur or only incidentally occur in 
Wyoming. Because projects within the Platte River Watershed could impact these five species 
where they occur in states downstream of Wyoming, all projects within the Platte River system 
must be assessed for impacts to these species. If a proposed action will lead to consumptive 
use of water or have the potential to affect water quality, impacts to the Platte River Species 
may occur.  

5.10 Migratory Birds 

The USFWS protects most avian species under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA) 
(916 United States Code [USC] 703–711). The MBTA makes it illegal for anyone to take, 
possess, import, export, transport, sell, purchase, barter, or offer for sale any migratory bird or 
the parts, nests, or eggs of such a bird except under the terms of a valid permit issued by the 
USFWS. The MBTA provides guidance and protection for most avian species including non-
migratory resident species as well as true migrants and their active nests. In December 2017, 
the U.S. Department of the Interior Office of the Solicitor issued an opinion, in memorandum M-
37050, that the MBTA only applies to “direct and purposeful actions that reduce migratory birds, 
their eggs, or their nests.” The M-37050 opinion excludes accidental and incidental take of 
migratory birds and their nests on projects where migratory bird take is not the purpose of that 
project. The M-37050 opinion has not yet been codified at this time, but a Secretarial Order 
doing so is expected in 2018.  

Nesting habitat for bird species protected under the MBTA is present within the 500-foot 
assessment area. Depending on the regulatory oversight on the project and the regulatory 
changes made from the M-37050 opinion, ground surveys may be required if disturbance 
activities occur during the nesting season. 

5.10.1 Raptors 

Raptors are a subset of birds protected under the MBTA. Recommendations including seasonal 
timing and spatial buffers for man-made disturbance activities are provided by the USFWS 
Wyoming Ecological Services Office to help protect avian species and ensure that project 
activities avoid unnecessary take. 

The USFWS Wyoming Ecological Services office offers general guidelines and 
recommendations to limit surface-disturbing activities from January 15 through August 15. 
These recommendations include spatial and temporal stipulations for disturbance activities. The 
USFWS recommendations are tailored to specific species. Spatial buffers range from 0.125 mile 
for species known to be tolerant of disturbance and/or nest in areas that are sheltered from 
visual and noise disturbance such as those species that nest within cavities in trees or on cliff 
faces to 1 mile for species that are less tolerant of disturbance and nest primarily in open areas 
or on the ground (USFWS 2017b). 
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No recorded raptor nests occur within 1 mile of the study area. Raptor nesting habitat occurs 
throughout the assessment area. The nesting habitat includes trees and grassland areas.   

5.10.2 Eagles 

Bald and golden eagles are protected under the MBTA, and further protections are afforded to 
these two species under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) (16 USC 668–
668d; 54 Sta. 250). The BGEPA specifically provides for the protection of eagles, their nests 
(occupied and unoccupied), and young. The BGEPA also protects eagles from disturbance that 
could or is likely to cause injury of an eagle; decrease in productivity by interfering with 
breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior; or nest abandonment by interfering with breeding, 
feeding, or sheltering behavior. 

The USFWS Wyoming Ecological Services office guidelines pertaining to eagles include 
recommended spatial and seasonal buffers around nests and roost sites. For golden eagles, the 
recommendations are to limit surface-disturbing activities within ½ mile of known nests from 
January 15 through July 31 (USFWS 2017b). For bald eagles the recommendations are to limit 
surface-disturbing activities within ½ mile of known nests from January 1 through August 15 and 
within ½ mile of communal winter roost sites from November 1 through April 1 (USFWS 2017c). 
Other guidelines may be required if other federal agencies are part of the project permitting 
process.  

According to a query of the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPAC) system, 
no recorded eagle nests are within the ½ mile assessment area for eagles. However, 
correspondence received from a resident at the East Elkhorn Ranch indicated that one of the 
proposed routes was within 200 yards of tree where a nesting pair of bald eagles reside.  
Correspondence in the form of public comment are located in Appendix E of this report.  

The assessment area contains very few trees and thus, the available nesting habitat present 
along the North Platte River and other nearby adjacent areas, is minimal. The assessment area 
has a lot of existing disturbance and activity that makes the presence of eagle nests unlikely. 
The lack of eagle nest presence should be confirmed by field surveys during the formal NEPA 
process. If an eagle nest is present, then timing or other stipulations may be required to 
eliminate the potential for take.  

5.11 Section 4(f) Properties 

Section 4(f) properties include the following types of properties: publicly owned park and 
recreation areas that are open to the general public, publicly owned wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges, and public or privately owned historic sites.  The Natrona Regional Geospatial 
Cooperative website was reviewed for parks, trails and recreational facilities. None of these 
types of sites were identified within the assessment area.   

5.12 Section 6(f) Properties 
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The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) provides funds to States and local 
governments for the acquisition and development of public outdoor recreation areas and 
facilities.  These properties are called Section 6(f) properties.  The closest LWCF Project is 
located along the North Platte River near Casper.  LWCF funding was used to improve fishing 
access and day-use at the North Platte River.  This project, nor any other project completed with 
LWCF funding, will be impacted by the proposed East Belt Loop project.    

5.13 Cultural Resources  

For preliminary planning purposes, a cultural resource literature review was performed for this 
report.  The study area included: Sections 9, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 30, Township (T) 33 North (N), 
Range (R) 78 West (W); and Sections 23, 24, and 25, T33N, R79W. The review consists of a 
synopsis of existing site and inventory data and does not substitute for Class III Cultural 
Resource Inventory on-the-ground surveys and effects analysis.  

Historic properties are those cultural resources eligible for or listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP), which is the “official list of the Nation’s historic places worthy of 
preservation” (National Park Service 2017). The program is administered federally by the 
National Park Service and managed by SHPOs. This would also address historic sites as 
defined under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act.  

Cultural resource investigations and known archaeological sites are tracked by the Wyoming 
State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) through the Cultural Records Office (WYCRO).  A 
records search was conducted through the WYCRO online database, available to 
archaeological consultants. An official file search would be necessary prior to any fieldwork or 
per agency request should the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 process 
be triggered. NHPA Section 106 will be triggered by presence of a federal nexus, such as use of 
federal funds, crossing federal surface ownership, or the requirement for a federal permit. An 
official file search prior to any due diligence survey or site evaluations is also recommended. In 
addition to the unofficial file search, SWCA reviewed historic General Land Office survey plats 
using Bureau of Land Management online records available to the public.  

The unofficial file search identified two previous cultural resource Class III Intensive Surveys 
that overlap with the study area. Approximately 4.62 miles of the Alternative 2 route has not 
been covered by previous survey and would require, at minimum, Class III survey if the project 
were to become a federal undertaking. Approximately 5.01 miles of the Alternate 1 route has not 
been covered by previous survey and would require, at minimum, Class III survey if the project 
were to become a federal undertaking.  The surveyed areas consist of the very east end of 
Alternate 1 where it ties into WY-136 (Hat Six Road) and a narrow inventory corridor that 
crosses Alternative 2 and Alternate 1 in the SE ¼ of Section 18 T33N R78W. 

The unofficial file search indicates there are no previously recorded cultural resources within the 
study area. Based on the results of this unofficial file search, the Casper East Belt Loop Road 
will not impact any known historic properties. This assessment does not account for 
undiscovered cultural resources or buried archaeological sites. 
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Review of the 1883 GLO survey plats showed no historic properties that would require new 
recording as cultural sites. Correspondence with Wyoming SHPO indicated that regardless of 
which alternative is chosen, an archaeological survey will need to be conducted for the direct 
and indirect Areas of Potential Effect (APE).   

5.14 Noise Analysis 

A noise analysis will not be conducted as a part of this corridor study.  The future NEPA 
documentation may necessitate a noise study.   

5.15 Air Quality 

A nonattainment area is one in which air quality does not meet the ozone standards set forth by 
the Federal government in 2008, which is 75 parts per billion over an eight-hour period of time.  
According to the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) website, the State of 
Wyoming has one ozone nonattainment area located in the Upper Green River Basin which 
includes Sublette County and portions of Lincoln and Sweetwater Counties.  This area does not 
encompass the assessment area.   

5.16 Hazardous Materials 

The potential for hazardous materials to exist within the study area was evaluated using publicly 
available data.  Both federal and state data were reviewed as a part of this evaluation. Wyoming 
DEQ was contacted about this assessment and no reply was received.  No hazardous sites 
were identified within the assessment area.  Should the project move forward, a more formal 
environmental review will take place, likely in the form of a Phase 1 Environmental Site 
Assessment.   

5.16.1 Federal Data Sources 

The EPA Environmental Justice (EJ) Data Service creates an overview of potential 
environmental indicators (often federally listed contaminated sites or pollution generators) in 
relation to demographic data. The EPA EJ Data service was queried on January 10, 2018, for 
the following potentially contaminated sites: EJ Grants, CARE Grants, Brownfield Grants, 
Superfund sites, Topic Releases, Water discharges, Air pollution sites, Brownfields, and 
Hazardous Waste sites.  A map was generated and is illustrated in Figure 5.1.  No sites are 
located within the assessment area.   

5.16.2 Wyoming Data Sources 

The Wyoming Voluntary Remediation Program works with businesses, landowners and 
communities to repair contaminated land and return it to productive use. No site was 
documented within the assessment area.   

The Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality, Casper PCE Plume Orhan Site Map was 
reviewed as a part of this report.  The plume is not located within the assessment area.     
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5.17 Regulatory Compliance and Potential Permitting Requirements 
The following information is a list of potential permitting requirements that may be necessary to 
implement one of the alignments within the assessment area. It should be noted that alignments 
presented within this corridor could involve a varying suite of permits based on project scale, 
construction locations, and land ownership.  At this point, the alignments look as if they will have 
identical permitting requirements.  

5.17.1 Federal 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Documentation 
NEPA requires federal agencies to integrate environmental values into their decision making 
processes by considering the environmental impacts of their proposed actions and reasonable 
alternatives to those actions.  NEPA’s most significant effect was to set up procedural 
requirements for all federal government agencies to prepare Environmental Assessments (EAs) 
and Environmental Impact Statements (EISs).  EAs and EISs contain statements of the 
environmental effects of proposed federal agency actions. NEPA’s procedural requirements 
apply to all federal agencies in the executive branch.  NEPA compliance is required for any 
projects that receive federal funding.  Based on initial review of NEPA requirements, it is 
assumed that NEPA compliance will be required due to the project utilizing federal funds.   

Federal Clean Water Act, Section 404 Permit 
The presence of potential waters of the U.S. (WOUS), as defined under the Clean Water Act 
(CWA) and regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), within the 500-foot 
assessment area was assessed via desktop review. Potential WOUS were identified using the 
USFWS National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) database, the USGS National Hydrography Dataset 
(NHD), and aerial photo interpretation by an environmental scientist.  

Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the USACE regulates the discharge of 
dredge and/or fill material into WOUS. Section 404 requires any person proposing an activity 
that would discharge such materials into a WOUS to obtain a permit from the USACE. 
Designation as a WOUS applies to the jurisdictional limits of USACE authority under the CWA 
and typically includes traditional navigable waters, interstate waters, and wetlands; 
impoundments, tributaries, and wetlands adjacent to those waters; and territorial seas. Most 
rivers, creeks, streams, arroyos, lakes, special aquatic sites, and their tributaries are typically 
protected as WOUS. Wetlands are the most common special aquatic site and are defined as 
“areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration 
sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation 
typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (USACE 1987).  

In order to be classified as a wetland under federal definition, an area must meet the following 
three criteria under normal circumstances: 1) have a predominance of hydrophytic vegetation, 
2) contain soils that are characteristic of frequent saturation (i.e., hydric soils), and 3) have the 
presence of hydrology showing regular inundation or saturation (USACE 1987). The ordinary 
high water mark (OHWM) is a defining element for identifying the lateral limits of waterbodies 
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lacking adjacent wetlands and typically represents the outer limits of potential USACE 
jurisdiction. 

Pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA, the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 
(WDEQ) issues water quality certifications for any USACE Section 404 permit that may result in 
a discharge into WOUS. The WDEQ exempts some Nationwide Permits from Section 401 water 
quality certification under certain conditions; if these conditions are not met, or an individual 
permit is required, then a water quality certification would be required.  

US Fish and Wildlife Section 7 Consultation 

Consultation with the USFWS may be required if the project will affect a listed species. If there 
is a federal nexus, the lead federal agency will lead the USFWS consultation under Section 7 of 
the ESA. If the project will affect ESA-listed species on private lands, then a take permit under 
Section 10 of the ESA may be required.  

5.17.2 County/State 

A Regulatory Floodway is the channel of a watercourse and adjacent land areas that must be 
reserved in order to discharge the base flood without cumulatively increasing the water surface 
elevation. Natrona County may require a Floodplain Development Permit for construction within 
these flood hazard zones.   

Natrona County may require a stormwater management plan or other associated NPDES 
planning to meet county regulations. WDEQ and Natrona County must be consulted before 
starting the project. Natrona County regulations also require that any land disturbed by 
construction be stabilized in a manner that prevents wind and water erosion and water runoff 
both during and after construction. Land reclamation and fill on projects not otherwise controlled 
by building permit will be permitted via a Natrona County Conditional Use Permit. 
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6 ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 
Development of a preferred alternative requires attention to several factors.  The two alignment 
alternatives both meet of the Purpose and Need as outlined in Section 1 of this study.  The No-
Build Alternative 3 serves as the baseline alternative for comparison against the two highway 
alignment alternatives.  Based on accepted transportation planning objectives and State and 
local expectations for the East Belt Loop Road, we evaluated the alternatives on the following 
screening factors: 

1. Connectivity between Wyoming Boulevard and Hat Six Road and with future City of 
Casper streets, 

2. Safety, 
3. Physical challenges associated with the general topography of the area, 
4. Impacts to private properties, 
5. Environmental impacts, 
6. The constructability of the alternatives, 
7. Maintenance considerations,  
8. Cost of the improvements, and  
9. Public input. 

All of these screening factors are discussed herein and included in the screening matrix 
included at the end of this section.    

6.1 Preliminary Cost Estimates 
One screening criteria used to evaluate the alternatives is projected capital cost of the 
improvements.  In Appendix C are the planning level construction cost estimates for the two 
alignment alternatives.  The estimates are based on preliminary assumptions and anticipated 
design requirements.  The primary costs associated with roadway construction include 
earthwork, crushed base, and asphalt quantities.  Additional cost to acquire right-of-way can 
also be a significant part of the cost.  For this estimate, we apply a planning level contingency of 
25% to allow for quantity adjustments or unforeseen construction and incidental items, e.g., 
utilities, drainage improvements, etc.   

Table 6-1 is a summary of the preliminary cost estimate of the two alignment alternatives: 
Table 6.1 - Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate 

Alternative 1 – 2000 Corridor Study Alignment  $27,200,000 
Alternative 2 – Direct Route Alignment $19,800,000 

6.2 Design Standards 
Highway design standards that apply to this study include: 

♦ WYDOT Road Design Manual 
♦ WYDOT Design Guidelines 
♦ AASHTO A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (Green Book) 
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6.3 Alternatives Discussion 
The two East Belt Loop Road alignment Alternatives 1 and 2 are illustrated in Figures 6.1 and 
6.2 included herein.  Figure 6.1 provides an overall aerial view of both alignments and includes 
major streets, property ownerships and location with respect to the City of Casper.  Figure 6.2 
includes the two alternatives superimposed on an aerial photo including 10-feet topographic 
lines, property owners, and major watercourses.  
6.3.1 Alternative 1 – Alignment Outlined in 2000 Corridor Study 
6.3.1.1 Alternative Description 

The East Belt Loop Road Corridor Study prepared in 2000 provided the first comprehensive 
analysis of the purpose and need for the East Belt Loop Road connection.  The analysis utilized 
current and projected traffic conditions on Wyoming Boulevard and yielded five alternative 
alignments reflecting the goals of WYDOT, site conditions, community plans, and public input.  
The study’s recommended alternative was presented to the Casper City Council, Casper MPO 
Technical Committee, MPO Policy Committee and MPO Citizen’s Committee in February 2000.  
These stakeholders provided an endorsement of the preferred alternative.  For the purposes of 
this 2018 Pre-NEPA corridor study, the 2000 preferred alternative is incorporated herein as 
Alternative 1 in this current study.  

6.3.1.2 Performance Measures  

♦ Connectivity- This alignment provides suitable connectivity between Wyoming Boulevard 
and Hat Six Road.  It is the longer of the two alignments by approximately 4,000 feet and 
therefore requires slightly longer travel times.  Provided that access management 
standards commensurate with an arterial roadway are implemented, travel times for this 
alignment should not be overly long for through traffic.  If access standards are relaxed 
(i.e., intersections spaced closer together), it is expected that travel times would be 
longer resulting in delays and increased fuel cost. 

♦ Safety- Currently half of Wyoming Boulevard operates below target level of service 
(LOS) standards.  Wyoming Boulevard operates at substandard LOS from Blackmore 
Road to E. 12th Street, and from E. 15th Street south past Country Club Road.  The 
remainder of the roadway functions at LOS C or better.  Likewise, substandard LOS 
occurs along E. 2nd Avenue between Wyoming Boulevard to the Sam’s Club/Walmart 
approach.  As the area continues to build out, the LOS of these roadways can be 
expected to degrade.  Existing and projected LOS is an indicator of the safety of the 
highway.  Poor levels of service can be equated to increased accident potential.  There 
is therefore a direct correlation between roadway safety and how efficient the roadway 
functions.  As illustrated, the areas described herein are susceptible to high accident 
potential and are expected to worsen over time.  With this alternative, creation of the 
East Belt Loop Road will have a significant improvement to the LOS of the regional 
transportation network, and is expected to improve highway safety. 

♦ Geometric and Topographic Constraints- The alignment of Alternative 1 was originally 
developed in the 2000 East Belt Loop Road Corridor Study based partly on avoidance of 
the Casper Country Club.  This alignment was selected as the preferred alignment in the 
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described 2000 study.  The alignment is 5.2 miles long and initiates approximately 1.3 
miles south of Country Club Road.  The alignment rapidly descends to the east towards 
Elkhorn Creek.  The crossing at this location is at a wide section of the floodplain 
necessitating a 400-feet multi span bridge.  After crossing the creek, the alignment then 
crosses perpendicular to a bluff below the East Elkhorn Ranch reservoir.  The alignment 
crosses East Elkhorn Creek and follows the ridge separating East Elkhorn Creek and 
Claude Creek before crossing Claude Creek and connects with Hat Six Road 
approximately 2000 feet south of E. 2nd Street.  Figure 6.3 illustrates the profile of the 
existing terrain along the Alternative 1 alignment.  

♦ Roadway Geometry - Major Horizontal curves along the alignment beginning at 
Wyoming Boulevard include: 

o 9,200-feet radius, 6,700-feet long, 2.0% superelevation 
o 3,700-feet radius, 7,500-feet long, 3.6% superelevation 
o 4,800-feet radius, 5,400-feet long, 3.0% superelevation 
o 14,900-feet radius, 5,400-feet long, superelevation NA 
o 3,500-feet radius, 1,800-feet long, 3.8% superelevation 

Superelevation rates are generally mild with this alignment.  Overall the curve radii are 
significantly greater than the six curves in Alternative 2.    
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♦ Property Impacts- The alignment crosses nine different parcels.  Except at the west end 

where the alignment generally follows the property line separating the CE Swinney LLC 
and Donna Gene Walter properties, the alignment does not parallel property boundaries 
and will create significant division of properties.  Alternative 1 avoids the developable 
property south of the Casper Country Club. 

♦ Environmental Impacts- The alignment crosses a wide section of the Elkhorn Creek 
floodplain and wetlands complex.  The alternative disrupts game animal habitat and 
current movement corridors.  Based on the environmental screening summarized herein, 
the alignment avoids or reduces impacts to other environmental features. 

♦ Constructability- Constructability challenges associated with this alignment generally 
center on topographic challenges.  The alignment crosses through the bluff east of 
Elkhorn Creek requiring a significant cut.  It cuts through a minor bluff immediately west 
of East Elkhorn Creek, then traverses rugged terrain along the ridge separating East 
Elkhorn Creek and Claude Creek.  Earthwork is anticipated to be more significant with 
this Alternative 1 compared with the Alternative 2 alignment. 

♦ Maintenance Impacts- The maintenance effort associated with this alignment will include 
periodic resurfacing, repairs, and intersection controls.  There will be annual 
maintenance associated with snow plowing and periodic culvert cleanout.  A portion of 
the alignment is higher up on the foot of Casper Mountain and is likely to receive a minor 
increase in snow accumulation.  Likewise this alignment includes a mile section of 
roadway perpendicular to prevailing winds and snow drifting.  An increased quantity of 
snow fencing may be necessary for the alignment. Given this alignment is approximately 
15% longer than the Alternative 2 alignment, maintenance costs are expected to be 
approximately 15% higher for Alternative 1. 

♦ Cost - Included in Appendix C, and as shown in the preliminary cost estimate summary 
above, the capital cost of Alternative 1 is anticipated to be approximately 27% higher 
than Alternative 2.   

♦ Public and Stakeholder Response- This alternative was presented to all impacted 
property owners.  There appears to be slightly less resistance from landowners around 
the Casper Country Club.  Likewise this alternative does impact five smaller land 
holdings.  There is known opposition from the two major ranchers (East Elkhorn Ranch 
and Eastgate Ranch) regarding impacts to their working ranch operations.  Of the two 
alignments, it appears that Alternative 1 has slightly more support from landowners than 
Alternative 2, but significantly less than the No-Build Alternative 3. 

6.3.2 Alternative 2 – Direct Route Alignment  
6.3.2.1 Alternative Description 

This alternative provides for a more direct route between Wyoming Boulevard and Hat Six 
Road.  The alignment follows property lines as closely as possible to reduce splitting properties.  
Finally, the alignment takes advantage of flat topography and thus reduces cut and fill quantities 
in future roadway construction. 
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6.3.2.2 Performance Measures  

♦ Connectivity- This alignment provides slightly improved connectivity between Wyoming 
Boulevard and Hat Six Road.  It is the shorter of the two alignments by approximately 
4,000 feet.  The Alternative 2 alignment is slightly closer to the city limits and would 
require shorter distances to connect the arterial with future extended city streets and 
infrastructure. 

♦ Safety- Alternative 1 describes the current and projected safety improvements resulting 
from construction of the East Belt Loop Road.  This Alternative 2 shares the same safety 
benefits.  With this alternative, creation of the East Belt Loop Road will have a significant 
improvement to the LOS of the regional transportation network and is expected to 
improve highway safety. 

♦ Topographic Constraints- The alignment is approximately 4 ½ miles long.  The alignment 
connects with Wyoming Boulevard approximately 1 mile south of Country Club Road. 
Similar to Alternative 1 alignment, Alternative 2 descends from Wyoming Boulevard to a 
low point at Elkhorn Creek.  The road crosses the creek at a narrow location requiring a 
single span 100-feet long bridge.  After crossing the creek, the alignment curves to the 
northeast to align parallel with the east side of Elkhorn Creek.  The alignment descends 
at a slight grade to the west side of the Casper Country Club, then drops down 50 feet in 
elevation to a flat grade along the southerly boundary of the country club.  The alignment 
crosses East Elkhorn Creek and begins a diagonal ascent to the top of the ridge 
separating East Elkhorn Creek and Claude Creek drainages. At the top of the ridge, the 
alignment takes a northeasterly course at a downgrade to a point it crosses Claude 
Creek.  From Claude Creek the alignment climbs a moderate slope and ultimately 
connects with Hat Six Road approximately 2000 feet south of E. 2nd Street.  Figure 6.4 
illustrates the profile of the existing terrain along the Alternative 2 alignment.    

♦ Roadway Geometry - Major Horizontal curves along the alignment beginning at 
Wyoming Boulevard include: 

o 1700-feet radius, 1800-feet long, 6.6% superelevation 
o 1000-feet radius, 600-feet long, 8.0% superelevation 
o 1700-feet radius, 1500-feet long, 6.6% superelevation 
o 1800-feet radius, 1400 feet long, 6.4% superelevation 
o 2500-feet radius, 2000-feet long, 5.0% superelevation 
o 1800-feet radius, 1200-feet long, 6.4% superelevation 

The superelevation rates are significant in relation to those in Alternative 1.  Although the 
curves are tighter than those found with Alternative 1, their total length is much shorter, 
thus minimizing potential intersection accident exposure.  The alignment curves are 
within the design standards for a projected 55-mph design speed.  

♦ Property Impacts- The alignment of Alternative 2 more closely follows existing property 
boundaries. The alignment bisects seven different parcels.  This alternative would 
require acquisition of the east-west narrow strip of land owned by East Elkhorn Ranch, 
located south of the Casper Country Club. 
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♦ Environmental Impacts- This alternative is similar to Alternative 1 except it has the 
reduced length and corresponding environmental footprint.  The alignment crosses a 
narrower section of the Elkhorn Creek floodplain and wetlands complex.  Similar to 
Alternative 1, this alternative disrupts game animal habitat and current movement 
corridors.  The westerly portion of Alternative 2 is located closer to developed properties, 
and is therefore expected to have less impacts to game animal movement.  Based on 
the environmental screening summarized herein, the alignment avoids or reduces 
impacts to other environmental features. 

♦ Constructability- Alternative 2 alignment makes slightly better use of level terrain than 
Alternative 1.  However, there is one on the east side of East Elkhorn Creek wherein the 
roadway needs to ascend 70 feet up to the ridge separating East Elkhorn Creek and 
Claude Creek.  Earthwork is anticipated to be less extensive than anticipated with 
Alternative 1. 

♦ Maintenance Impacts- Due to the fact this alignment is located farther downhill of 
Alternative 1, there should be slightly less snow accumulation at lower elevations.  For 
both alternatives, there will be annual maintenance associated with snow plowing and 
periodic culvert cleanout.  This alignment has less exposure to wind and corresponding 
snow drifting.  Pavement and drainage maintenance costs are slightly less than 
Alternative 1 due to the shorter length of the alignment.   

♦ Cost - Included in Appendix C, and as shown in the preliminary cost estimate summary 
above, the capital cost of Alternative 2 is anticipated to be approximately 27% lower than 
Alternative 1.  Likewise maintenance costs should be approximately 15% lower than 
Alternative 1 for this alternative.  

♦ Public and Stakeholder Response- This alternative was presented to all impacted 
property owners.  There has been significant resistance to this alignment especially 
landowners near the Casper Country Club.  Likewise this alternative impacts four 
smaller land holdings, three of which voiced their opposition to the alternative.  There 
was opposition received from the two major ranchers (East Elkhorn Ranch and Eastgate 
Ranch) regarding impacts to their working ranch operations.  Of the two alignments it 
appears that Alternative 2 has less support than Alternative 1 or the No-Build Alternative 
3. 

6.3.3 Alternative 3 – No Build  
6.3.3.1 Alternative Description 

Alternative 3 serves as the baseline for comparison of the two build alternatives.  This 
alternative does not meet the purpose and need as described in Section 1 of this study.  The 
study does however apply the same screening criteria as described below.  The screening 
matrix at the end of this section assigns values to each of these screening criteria. 

6.3.3.2 Performance Measures  

♦ Connectivity- Alternative 3 does not provide for connectivity between Wyoming 
Boulevard and Hat Six Road. A screening value of zero will be applied. 
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♦ Safety- As described in Alternative 1, the LOS of the regional transportation system will 
continue to degrade without the implementation of East Belt Loop Road.  

♦ Geometric and Topographic Constraints- This criteria does not apply and a screening 
value of zero will be applied. 

♦ Property Impacts- By not building the belt loop through this area, none of the landowners 
will be impacted.  The full value will be applied in the screening matrix. 

♦ Environmental Impacts- This alternative does not impact the environment.  This criteria 
will receive the full value in the screening matrix. 

♦ Constructability- This criteria does not apply and a screening value of zero will be 
applied. 

♦ Maintenance Impacts- This alternative does not require maintenance and will receive the 
full value in the screening matrix. 

♦ Cost Effectiveness- Since this alternative does not require capital expenditures, it will 
receive full value in the screening matrix.  

♦ Public and Stakeholder Response- Landowners are mostly in favor of the no-build 
alternative.  However, the screening needs to consider public input and assess the 
receptivity to the general public.  Assuming that the East Belt Loop Road will be well 
received by the general public, an average value of two will be applied in the screening 
matrix.  

6.4 Alternative Screening 
The following Table 6.2 Alternative Screening Matrix was developed as a screening tool to 
guide the selection of the preferred alternative.  For each of the screening criteria, the maximum 
ranking (i.e., most favorable) is four with the minimum value of one for the least favorable.  The 
highest cumulative score is theoretically the best alternative.  In accordance with NEPA 
guidelines, the No-Build Alternative (Alternative A) is considered the baseline for comparison.  
The screening criterion included in the table is consistent with the Purpose and Need Statement 
outlined in the Introduction Section 1.0 herein.   
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Table 6.2 - Alternatives Screening Matrix 

Screening Criteria Components Alternative 1 Alternative 2 
Alternative 3 

No-Build 

Meets Purpose and Need 4 4 0 

Safety 4 4 0 

Connectivity 3 4 0 

Topographic Constraints 3 4 0 

Roadway Geometry 4 3 0 

Property Impacts 1 2 4 

Environmental Impacts 2 3 4 

Constructability 3 4 0 

Maintenance Impacts 3 4 4 

Cost Effectiveness 0  1 4 

Public and Stakeholder Response 0 0 4 

Cumulative Score 28 23 19 
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7 PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER COORDINATION 
A public and key stakeholder involvement process was used to inform citizens, generate public 
participation and encourage public participation in the Casper East Belt Loop Corridor Study.  
This section summarizes this process, Appendix D and E provide additional details of the public 
meeting and public comments respectfully. 

7.1 Key Stakeholders 
WYDOT provided a listing of key stakeholders for the corridor study.  The key stakeholder group 
met six times, and guided the consultant through the corridor study process.  During meetings 
with the key stake holder group it was determined that the consultant should meet twice with 
individual landowners that would be directly impacted by the two alignments brought forth by 
this corridor study.  The consultant met twice with all the directly affected landowners except 
one. 

7.1.1 Listing of Key Stakeholders Organizations 
♦ WYDOT Planning 
♦ WYDOT District 2 
♦ FHWA 
♦ Casper Area MPO 
♦ Natrona County 
♦ Casper Area Economic Development Authority (CAEDA) 

7.2 Landowner Meetings 
Meetings with Landowners started on December 19, 2017 and continued through February 21, 
2018.  All directly impacted landowners were met with at least twice, except for one landowner 
that could not be reached.  The goals of these meetings were to inform these landowners of the 
corridor study, seek to understand how the proposed project would affect them, and solicit 
general comments understanding of intended future use of the properties.  The landowners 
were not supportive of the project. 
 

7.3 Public Meeting 
A Public Open House-style meeting was advertised on February 14, 18 and 21; 2018 in the 
Casper Star Tribune.  Directly impacted landowners, Casper City Council and Natrona County 
Commissioners were invited to the meeting via individual letters of invitation.  The Draft Study 
was completed prior to the meeting, and a presentation was made summarizing the findings, as 
well as the two alternative alignments being considered.  The presentation and sign-in sheets 
for the meeting can be found in Appendix D.  Comment forms were made available at the public 
meeting, and those that were completed, , along with other written comments gathered at the 
public meeting, can be found in Appendix E. 
 
 

7.4 Public Comments 
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Extensive public comments were received from the public for this corridor.  Comments received 
before the March 15, 2018 deadline have been incorporated into Appendix E.  These public 
comments did not support the corridor for the Casper East Belt Loop. 
 
WYDOT executive staff received extensive input from the public for the Casper East Belt Loop 
corridor, which for the most part was unsupportive.  WYDOT directed Morrison-Maierle to 
cancel the planned second public meeting, incorporate the comments received into the final 
report, and to not make any recommendations in the final study. 
 
The public comments received included comments involving environmental topics.  These 
comments have been generally incorporated and addressed in Section 5, Environmental 
Screening of this report. 
 
The public comments received also touched on transportation topics.  These comments have 
been generally incorporated and addressed in Section 3, Transportation Analysis of this report. 
 
There were multiple comments concerning the alternate alignment closest to the Casper Golf 
Course.  In general should a corridor be considered in the future it should take appropriate 
mitigation steps to mitigate impacts to this golf course? 
 
Multiple comments mentioned aesthetic concerns with the view shed of Casper Mountain being 
impacted by the corridor.  One comment mentioned the possibility of merging the two 
alignments to come up with a refined compromise to limit aesthetic impacts while minimizing 
costs of a future project.  In general should a corridor be considered in the future it should take 
appropriate mitigation steps to mitigate Casper Mountain view shed impacts?  The view shed of 
Casper Mountain is a community value in Casper, Wyoming. 
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APPENDIX A-TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS, FULL REPORT 
A.1 General Discussion 

A planning level capacity analysis was performed to forecast transportation conditions 
associated with the advancement of East Belt Loop.  The analysis helps establish a geometric 
cross section for the corridor, as to support right-of-way (ROW) review and concept level cost 
estimation.  Also provided is guidance recommending the general location of potential City 
roadway connections (intersections) to properties that could develop along the corridor in the 
longer-term future.     

The transportation analysis was founded on data and methodology provided with the Casper 
Area Long-Range Transportation Plan (Fehr & Peers, 2014), sponsored by the Casper Area 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), and Generation Casper (City of Casper, 2017).  The 
Long-Range Transportation Plan highlights East Belt Loop as a long-term, regional priority.  
Thus, this study assumes construction of the arterial with land-use driven traffic forecasts used 
to assess geometric design potentials.  The study was developed using performance measures 
of the Transportation Plan with baseline traffic forecasts adapted from regional travel demand 
model data provided on the Casper Area MPO GIS website.  

Generation Casper, the City Comprehensive Plan, outlines the “vision” of City officials and the 
community regarding growth throughout Casper.  This Plan summarizes land use assumptions 
for properties anticipated for development adjacent to East Belt Loop.  Transportation forecasts 
were developed founded on land use assumptions provided by Generation Casper.   

There are two alignment alternatives being considered for East Belt Loop.  Alternative 1 was 
recommended in the 2000 East Belt Loop Road Corridor Study.  Alternative 2 is a slightly 
altered alignment created to take advantage of topographic features and reduce property 
conflicts.  Both Alternatives 1 and 2 are illustrated and discussed in Section 6.  These 
alternatives depart somewhat from the alignment highlighted by the Long-Range Transportation 
Plan, but this does not affect the conclusions of this analysis.  The Transportation Plan 
highlights East Belt Loop as a need for improving traffic flow and mobility within east Casper, 
from a planning perspective.  The specifics of corridor alignment should have minimal influence 
on the macroscopic traffic forecasting and analyses used with the Transportation Plan, so long 
as connection points and alignment are generally consistent with travel demand modeling.   

To that end, this transportation analysis summarizes results collectively for the two study 
alternatives as the difference between alignments will have minimal impact on travel demand 
conclusions.  The purpose is identifying geometric corridor requirements based on through 
traffic and land use trip generation potentials; factors that do not alter substantially with 
moderate alignment and connection point adjustments. 

 

 



A-2 

A.2 Project Description 

East Belt Loop would be an approximately 4.7-mile arterial extending from Wyoming Boulevard 
to Hat Six Road.  The roadway would establish a travel route between Wyoming Boulevard and 
I-25 along the eastern boundary of Casper, providing a link between the eastern and 
southeastern fringes of City.  Currently, travel between east and southeast areas of the City is 
supported by Wyoming Boulevard, the first north-south principal arterial west of East Belt Loop, 
and to a lesser extent E. 2nd Street south of I-25.  The improvement would help alleviate 
congestion along Wyoming Boulevard and E. 2nd Street and support long-term property 
development potential.   

Two alignment alternatives were addressed by this study, the preferred alternative documented 
by Casper East Belt Loop Corridor Study (Balloffet & Associates, 2002) and a modified 
Morrison-Maierle alignment.  The two alignment alternatives are again shown on Figure  and 
are generally described as follows:  

 Alternative 1 (Balloffet & Associates) - Connecting with Wyoming Boulevard 
approximately 1-mile east of S. McKinley Street, the alignment takes a general southerly 
alignment towards the foothills of the Casper Mountain.  At the approximate halfway 
point, the alignment curves north, then to the northeast to its connection with Hat Six 
Road.  The Balloffet alternative has a length of 5.07 miles that results in a free-flow 
travel time of approximately 5.1 minutes.     

 Alternative 2 (Morrison-Maierle) - Similar to Alternative 1, East Belt Loop Road connects 
with Wyoming Boulevard east of S. McKinley Street.  This alignment follows a less 
circuitous route than Alternative 1 and connects to Hat Six Road to the east.  This 
alternative has a length of 4.71 miles with a free-flow travel time of about 4.7 minutes.    

From a planning perspective, alignments are comparable as both intersect with Wyoming 
Boulevard and Hat Six Road at similar locations, with both extending roughly equivalent 
distances over similar terrain.  The appeal of East Belt Loop as a travel route should be 
comparable to commuters between alternatives, also as a freight route, given equal travel 
distance and travel time.  Given these similarities, forecast traffic conditions were addressed 
overall with minimal distinction necessary between alignments.  Instead, this study considers 
the geometric need/impact of land use growth; meaning the extent of development required to 
influence the width of the roadway (i.e. number of lanes). 

With either alignment alternative, the easterly connection of East Belt Loop would initiate about 
0.3 miles south of 2nd Avenue, departing from Hat Six Road in a horizontal curve directed west 
towards Wyoming Boulevard.  Existing Hat Six Road would be realigned to a “tee” with the East 
Belt Loop, now the mainline roadway south of I-25.  The new roadway would be fitted through 
terrain and past water features to intersect with Wyoming Boulevard about a mile southwest of 
Country Club Road, via one of two alternatives.  

East Belt Loop could “tee” with Wyoming Boulevard at an intersection aligned approximately 
one mile southwest of Country Club Road.  Alternatively, East Belt Loop could tie into Wyoming 
Boulevard directly through a horizontal curve.  Continuous traffic movements would be allowed 
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between Wyoming Boulevard and East Belt Loop.  The northerly approach of Wyoming 
Boulevard, extending into Casper, would then “tee” into this new roadway alignment.  Specific 
intersection design will be determined later during the design process, the assumption is 
represented here only for discussion purposes.   

In addition, two primary east-west connectors are recommended by the Casper Area Long-
Range Transportation Plan to help with lateral travel demands through the City, also to open 
additional access to land development.  These include the extension of two collectors, E. 12th 
Street and E. 21st Street, from present termini (Near Elkhorn Valley Street) to the East Belt 
Loop corridor.   The E. 12th Street and E. 21st Street routes would complement travel currently 
supported by E. 2nd Street between Wyoming Boulevard and Hat Six Road. 

Generation Casper indicates East Belt Loop would be a part of an integrated street system used 
to support land development, as well as provide for regional travel.  This study similarly 
assumes the corridor would ultimately support growth of Casper and be an important element to 
local access and mobility within the City.   

A.3 Performance Measures 

Per the Transportation Plan, MPO performance measures are based on consideration of 
volume-to-capacity comparisons and capacity thresholds associated with levels-of-service 
categories.  Per the Highway Capacity Manual (TRB, 2010), transportation levels-of-service 
(LOS) are a method of quantifying traffic flow and congestion for streets and intersections.  
Criteria range from LOS A, indicating free-flow conditions with minimal vehicle delays, to LOS F, 
indicating congestion with significant vehicle delays and operational failures.   

Table A.1 summarizes Casper Area LOS thresholds for the region, as per roadway type for 
volume-to-capacity (V/C), and as categorized by functional classification based on consideration 
of number of through lanes and average daily traffic volumes thresholds.  The Transportation 
Plan identifies a LOS C standard for regional arterials and streets.  The Plan describes this 
threshold as “approaching moderate congestion levels with speeds near free flow.”   

The V/C ratio is calculated by dividing traffic volumes by free-flow lane capacities, with the LOS 
C target being a V/C of 0.70 for freeways and 0.58 for arterials and collectors.  Free-flow 
capacity represents ideal conditions where traffic is not delayed due to slowing, stopping, or 
turning vehicles.  Free-flow capacities for street functional classifications is as follows: 

 Freeway/Interstate – 20,000 daily vehicles per lane 
 Principal Arterial – 9,000 daily vehicles per lane 
 Minor Arterial – 7,000 daily vehicles per lane 
 Collector & Local – 6,000 daily vehicles per lane 
 Assumption of 15% Increased Capacity for TWLTL Section 
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Table A.1 - Regional LOS Standards for Streets, Casper Area MPO 

By Roadway Type 

Volume-to-Capacity (V/C), Upper Thresholds 

LOS A-C LOS D LOS E LOS F 

- Freeways  
- Arterials/Collectors 

0.70 
0.58 

0.80 
0.75 

0.98 
0.92 

>0.98 
>0.92 

By Functional  
Classification 

Average Daily Volume (ADT) Thresholds 

LOS A-C LOS D LOS E LOS F 

Freeway/Interstate 
- 4 Lane 
- 6 Lane 

 
56,000 
84,000 

 
64,000 
96,000 

 
78,400 
117,600 

 
n/a 
n/a 

Principal Arterial 
- 2 Lane 
- 3 Lane 
- 4 Lane 
- 5 Lane* 
- 6 Lane 

 
10,400 
14,900 
20,900 
25,500 
31,300 

 
13,500 
18,200 
27,000 
31,700 
40,500 

 
16,600 
22,400 
33,100 
38,900 
49,700 

 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Minor Arterial 
- 2 Lane 
- 3 Lane 
- 4 Lane 

 
8,100 

11,000 
16,200 

 
10,500 
14,200 
21,000 

 
12.900 
17.400 
25.800 

 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Collector 
- 2 Lane 
- 3 Lane 

 
8,100 

11,000 

 
10,500 
14,200 

 
12.900 
17.400 

 
n/a 
n/a 

 *  Estimated/Interpolated Threshold 

A street has an acceptable LOS C condition when existing or forecast average daily traffic 
(ADT) are less than the volume threshold specified via functional classification and number of 
lanes; also per the V/C comparison for street type (both criteria reviewed).  Otherwise, the 
relative LOS can be determined by comparing ADT and V/C with the specifications from the 
table above.   

A.4 Existing Conditions 

East Belt Loop and the E. 12th Street and E. 21st Street connectors described will influence 
travel demand to the greatest degree along Wyoming Boulevard and E. 2nd Avenue in Casper.  
Other primary roads that may experience travel demand changes with the construction of these 
roads include I-25, Hat Six Road, Blackmore Road, and existing E. 12th Street and E. 21st 
Street.    

Table  provides a summary of existing conditions.  Shown is functional classification, number of 
travel lanes, TWLTL availability, the legal speed limit, and existing ADT.  LOS thresholds and 
V/C comparisons were provided to assess whether streets are currently functioning within 
capacity tolerances.  Existing traffic counts were gathered from the Casper Area MPO 
Geoportal website.   
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Table A.2 - Existing Transportation Conditions and Performances 

Roadway, Roadway Segment 
Functional 

Classification 
Number 
Lanes 

TWLTL 
Available? 

Legal 
Speed 

LOS C 
Capacity 

Daily 
Counts 

V/C  
Ratio 

Interstate-25 (I-25) 
- Westbound, Wyoming Blvd to Hat Six Rd 
- Eastbound, Wyoming Blvd to Hat Six Rd 

 
Interstate 
Interstate 

 
2 
2 

 
n/a 
n/a 

 
60/80 
60/80 

 
28,000 
28,000 

 
5,600 
5,600 

 
0.14 
0.14 

Wyoming Blvd 
- I-25 EB Ramp to Legion Ln 
- Legion Ln to E. 2nd St  
- E 2nd St to Gannett St 
- Gannett St to Carriage Ln 
- Carriage Ln to Blackmore Rd 
- Blackmore Rd to E. 12th St 
- E. 12th St to E. 15th St 
- E. 15th St to E. 21st St 
- E. 21st St to Country Club Rd 
- Southwest of Country Club Rd 

 
Principal 
Principal  
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 

 
6 
6 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 

3/2 
2 
2 

 
No1 
No1 
No1 
No1 
No1 
No1 
No1 
No 
No 
No 

 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
60 

 
31,300 
31,300 
26,1001 
26,1001 
20,900 
20,900 
20,900 
10,400 
10,400 
10,400 

 
28,200 
21,500 
18,300 
15,600 
19,100 
23,600 
20,000 
11,900 
13,100 
11,900 

 
0.52 
0.40 
0.41 
0.35 
0.53 
0.66 
0.56 
0.66 
0.73 
0.66 

E. 2nd Avenue 
- Wyoming Blvd to Sams/Walmart Drive 
- Sams/Walmart Drive to Landmark Drive 
- Landmark Drive to Blackmore Rd 
- Blackmore Rd to Coliseum Wy 
- Coliseum Wy to Ranch Rd 
- Ranch Rd to Hat Six Rd 

 
Principal 
Principal 

Minor 
Minor 
Minor 
Minor 

 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

 
30 
30 
40 
40 
40 
40 

 
20,900 
20,900 
16,200 
16,200 
16,200 
16,200 

 
24,500 
14,400 
9,000 
10,900 
6,600 
4,400 

 
0.68 
0.40 
0.32 
0.39 
0.24 
0.16 

E. 12th St 
- Wyoming Blvd to Waterford St 
- Waterford St to Cornwall St 
- Cornwall St to Elkhorn Valley St  

 
Collector 
Collector 
Collector 

 
2 
2 
2 

 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

 
30 
30 
30 

 
8,100 
8,100 
8,100 

 
5,000 
3,200 
900 

 
0.42 
0.27 
0.08 

E. 21st St/Centennial Village Drive 
- Wyoming Blvd to Waterford St 
- Waterford St to Cornwall St 
- Cornwall St to Elkhorn Valley St  

 
Collector 
Collector 
Collector 

 
2 
2 
2 

 
No 
No 
No 

 
30 
30 
30 

 
8,100 
8,100 
8,100 

 
8,800 
2,800 
1,900 

 
0.73 
0.23 
0.16 

Hat Six Rd 
- I-25 Ramp Junction to E. 2nd Avenue 
- South of E. 2nd Avenue 

 
Collector 

Local 

 
4 
2 

 
No1 
No 

 
45 
65 

 
8,100 
8,100 

 
4,000 
500 

 
0.17 
0.04 

1. Center median provides for left-turning movements, but no TWLTL due to limited access corridor. 

 
A summary of existing conditions results is as follows: 

 I-25 experiences no capacity/LOS issues between Wyoming Boulevard and Hat Six 
Road, operating with a V/C of 0.14 for both the eastbound and westbound directions.   

 Wyoming Boulevard experiences LOS issues from Blackmore Road to E. 12th Street, 
and from E. 15th Street south past Country Club Road.  The remainder of the roadway 
functions at LOS C or better.   

 V/C issues are noted along E. 2nd Avenue between Wyoming Boulevard to the Sam’s 
Club/Walmart approach.  The remainder of the roadway functions at LOS C or better.   

 No volume threshold exceptions or V/C issues are noted on E. 12th Street.   
 E. 21st Avenue experiences a LOS D issue just east of Wyoming Boulevard to Waterford 

Street, as noted by volume thresholds comparisons and V/C analyses.  The remainder 
of the roadway functions at LOS C or better.   

 Hat Six Road functions within acceptable LOS C and V/C ranges. 
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A.5 Year 2040 Baseline Conditions (No Land Use Development) 

A 2040 analysis horizon was used for the Casper Area Long-Range Transportation Plan, the 
horizon year adopted for this study.  A travel demand model was used to support development 
of the Transportation Plan, as created in TransCAD 6.0 (Caliper, 2014).  The model generates 
traffic forecasts based on the predicted assignment of land use trips between origins and 
destinations throughout Casper, and to/from external locations outside the City.  The model was 
used to generate forecast traffic, review system performance, and vet mitigation strategies.   

Per the direction of the Transportation Plan MPO policy committee and Casper City Council, 
travel demand forecasts were developed assuming a “high” population growth scenario for the 
region.  Traffic growth was forecast assuming a 1.05-percent annual increase in population by 
year 2040.  In comparison, Casper has increased closer to a 0.9-percent annual growth rate 
since year 1990 overall, but recent historical trends have resulted in a 1.1-percent annual 
growth rate between 2000 and 2010, and a 1.3-percent annual growth rate between 2010 and 
2016.  It appears an appropriate population growth assumption was used with Transportation 
Plan.  Summary population growth trends are shown in Table .      

Table A.3 - City of Casper, Population Change (Year 1990 - 2016) 

Year 1990 2000 2010 2016 

Census Population 46,742 49,644 55,316 59,397 

Annual Population Change, 10-Yr -- 0.6%/Yr 1.1%/Yr 1.3%/Yr 

Annual Population Change, Incremental -- 0.6%/Yr 0.8%/Yr 0.9%/Yr 

 

 
Year 2040 travel demand forecasts were compared with counts to provide an assessment of 
traffic growth for study roads.  A summary of this comparison is as follows for study roadways:   

 Interstate 25.  Traffic growth calculated at 45-percent, 1.6-percent annually. 
 Wyoming Boulevard.  Traffic growth ranges from 35-percent north end to 140 percent 

south end of the corridor, calculated at a range of 1.2 to 3.7-percent annually. 
 E. 2nd Avenue.  Traffic growth calculated at a range of 35 to 80-percent, depending 

on location, with a range of 1.2 to 2.5-percent calculated annually.   
 E. 12th Street.  Traffic growth calculated at 45-percent, 1.6-percent annually. 
 E. 21st Street.  Traffic growth calculated at 45-percent, 1.6-percent annually. 
 Hat Six Road.  Traffic growth calculated at 85-percent, 2.5-percent annually.   

Travel demand forecasts assume the construction of East Belt Loop.  These forecasts are 
shown on the Casper Area MPO Geoportal website.  From this website, the principal arterial 
was assumed to support bypass traffic with no development of adjacent lands.  E. 12th Street 
and E. 21st Street were extended as two-lane, minor arterials, assuming minimal property 
development.  Given these conditions, the model predicted East Belt Loop would support about 
5,500 ADT with 12th Avenue and 21st Avenue each supporting less than 200 ADT.  These 
comprise the 2040 baseline forecasts for this study.   
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Travel demand forecasts were shown in Section 3.6 for study streets reflecting forecasts with 
East Belt Loop.  In addition to East Belt Loop, the widening of Wyoming Boulevard was 
assumed in the model to accommodate travel demands.  Improvements include widening to four 
or five-lanes from E. 15th Street south past Country Club Road.  Improvements are highlighted 
as priorities of the Casper Area MPO Long-Range Transportation Improvement program (TIP).  

A summary of resulting travel demand forecast results are summarized with Table .  Also 
provided are LOS C thresholds and V/C used in consideration of year baseline 2040 
performances.   
 

Table A.4 - Year 2040 Baseline Performances 

Roadway, Roadway Segment 
Functional 

Classification 
Number 
Lanes 

TWLTL 
Available? 

Legal 
Speed 

LOS C 
Capacity 2040 ADT 

V/C  
Ratio 

Interstate-25 (I-25) 
- WB, Wyoming to Hat Six 
- EB, Wyoming to Hat Six 

 
Interstate 
Interstate 

 
2 
2 

 
No 
No 

 
60/80 
60/80 

 
28,000 
28,000 

 
8,200 
8,200 

 
0.21 
0.21 

Wyoming Blvd 
- I-25 EB Ramp to Legion 
- Legion to E. 2nd St  
- E 2nd St to Gannett 
- Gannett to Carriage 
- Carriage to Blackmore 
- Blackmore to E. 12th St 
- E. 12th St to E. 15th St 
- E. 15th St to E. 21st St 
- E. 21st St to Country Club 
- Southwest of Country Club 

 
Principal 
Principal  
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 

 
6 
6 
5 
5 
52 
52 
52 
42 
42 
42 

 
No1 
No1 
No1 
No1 
No1 
No1 
No1 
No 
No 
No 

 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
60 

 
31,300 
31,300 
26,1001 
26,1001 
26,1001 
26,1001 
26,1001 
20,900 
20,900 
20,900 

 
38,200 
37,200 
28,500 
25,800 
25,300 
38,700 
35,100 
28,700 
27,100 
28,900 

 
0.71 
0.69 
0.63 
0.57 
0.70 
1.08 
0.98 
0.80 
0.75 
0.80 

E. 2nd Ave 
- Wyoming to Sams/Walmart  
- Sams/Walmart to Landmark  
- Landmark to Blackmore 
- Blackmore Rd to Coliseum 
- Coliseum to Ranch Rd 
- Ranch Rd to Hat Six 

 
Principal 
Principal 

Minor 
Minor 
Minor 
Minor 

 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

 
30 
30 
40 
40 
40 
40 

 
20,900 
20,900 
16,200 
16,200 
16,200 
16,200 

 
33,000 
22,800 
16,200 
16,800 
14,600 
6,000 

 
0.92 
0.63 
0.58 
0.60 
0.52 
0.21 

E. 12th St 
- Wyoming to Waterford 
- Waterford to Cornwall 
- Cornwall to Elkhorn Valley 
- Elkhorn Valley to East Belt Loop 

 
Collector 
Collector 
Collector 
Collector 

 
2 
2 
2 
2 

 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

 
30 
30 
30 
30 

 
8,100 
8,100 
8,100 
8,100 

 
7,300 
4,700 
1,300 
120 

 
0.61 
0.39 
0.11 
0.01 

E. 21st St/Centennial Village 
- Wyoming to Waterford 
- Waterford to Cornwall 
- Cornwall to Elkhorn Valley 
- Elkhorn Valley to East Belt Loop 

 
Collector 
Collector 
Collector 
Collector 

 
2 
2 
2 
2 

 
No 
No 
No 
No 

 
30 
30 
30 
30 

 
8,100 
8,100 
8,100 
8,100 

 
12,850 
4,100 
1,300 
170 

 
1.07 
0.34 
0.11 
0.02 

Hat Six Rd 
- I-25 WB Ramp to E. 2nd Ave 
- South of E. 2nd Ave 
- South of East Belt Loop 

 
Collector 

Local 
Local 

 
4 
2 
2 

 
No1 
No 
No 

 
45 
65 
65 

 
8,100 
8,100 
8,100 

 
7,300 
4,700 
1,300 

 
0.23 
0.47 
0.11 

East Belt Loop 
- Hat Six Road to E. 12th St 
- E. 12th Street to E. 21st St 
- E. 21st Street to Wyoming Blvd 

 
Principal 
Principal  
Principal 

 
2 
2 
2 

 
No 
No 
No 

 
55 
55 
55 

 
10,400 
10,400 
10,400 

 
5,600 
5,600 
5,500 

 
0.31 
0.31 
0.31 

1. Center median provides for left-turning movements, but no TWLTL due to limited access corridor. 

2. Widening project assumed from existing conditions. 
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Given these changes, a summary of 2040 baseline results is as follows: 
 I-25 should not experience LOS issues between Wyoming Boulevard and Hat Six 

Road, operating with a V/C of 0.21 for the eastbound and westbound directions.   
 LOS issues are experienced along most of Wyoming Boulevard with V/C ranging 

from 0.63 to 1.08; operating at LOS D to E south of E. 12th Street with four-lane 
widening.  An acceptable section was noted from Gannett Street to Carriage Lane.   

 V/C issues are forecast along E. 2nd Avenue from Wyoming Boulevard to Coliseum 
Way.  The street functions within acceptable LOS and V/C from Coliseum Way to 
Hat Six Road.   

 E. 12th Street is forecast to function at LOS C with one LOS exception noted from 
Wyoming Boulevard to Waterford Street.  The extended section would function well 
above LOS C.     

 E. 21st Avenue operates at LOS F east of Wyoming Boulevard to Waterford Street, 
but experiences acceptable LOS otherwise.           

 Hat Six Road is forecast to function within acceptable LOS and V/C ranges.   
 East Belt Loop is forecast to function within acceptable LOS and V/C ranges as a 

two-lane, principal arterial.  Again, no land use development is forecast along the 
corridor with the baseline condition.   

A.5.1 Wyoming Boulevard 

As indicated, East Belt Loop would provide congestion relief for Wyoming Boulevard in addition 
to providing access for long-range development growth.  Further review of travel conditions for 
Wyoming Boulevard was performed to assess when East Belt Loop might be needed to support 
regional travel demands and alleviate congestion.    

As shown with Table  and Table , traffic performances were reviewed for ten sections of 
Wyoming Boulevard between I-25 and Country Club Road.  The existing conditions analysis 
indicates four sections of the roadway functions below LOS C, a total of 1.1 miles out of a total 
of 2.2 miles examined within the study area.  A weighted average V/C of 0.51 was calculated for 
the corridor from existing count and capacity data.   

The year 2040 baseline conditions analysis was performed assuming no widening of Wyoming 
Boulevard.  V/C are shown with Table . The analysis indicates nine sections (out of ten) 
reviewed along Wyoming Boulevard would operate below LOS C, which results in over 2 miles 
of the corridor operating within the LOS D to F range.  A weighted average V/C of 0.87 was 
calculated for this segment.   

Finally, V/C ratios were calculated assuming the widening of Wyoming Boulevard.  
Improvements highlighted by the Transportation Plan include four to five-lane widening south of 
E. 15th Street past Country Club Road.  Nine sections of Wyoming Boulevard (2-miles) were 
noted to function within the LOS D to F range, even with widening improvement; although the 
overall V/C did improve to 0.76.   
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The relevance of these comparisons is to indicate that about half of Wyoming Boulevard 
currently operates below target LOS standards.  By year 2040, the majority of Wyoming 
Boulevard functions below accepted standard, even with corridor widening.  Performance 
analysis confirms congestion relief improvements are needed for Wyoming Boulevard.   

Graphical Comparisons.  V/C forecasts were developed biannually for Wyoming Boulevard, 
with Figure A.1 assuming no widening of Wyoming Boulevard and Figure A. assuming four to 
five-lane widening between E. 15th Street past Country Club Road.  The intent of this analysis 
was to help determine when improvements may be necessary to help preserve mobility in east 
Casper, when the majority of Wyoming Boulevard is shown to operate below LOS 
thresholds/tolerances.   

The weighted-average corridor V/C exceeds the LOS C threshold of 0.58 by year 2022, without 
widening south of E. 15th Street.  This means most of the corridor is functioning within the LOS 
D to F range.  This is confirmed with about half of the street section data points exceeds this 
V/C threshold as well.   

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

With widening, the weighted average V/C for the corridor exceeds 0.58 by year 2028.  About 
five roadway sections were shown to surpass the LOS C threshold by this time as well.   

Figure A.1- Wyoming Boulevard, Forecast Biannual V/C Changes (Existing to Year 2040), No Widening 
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The determination of corridor improvement needs can be subjective, depending on the 
tolerances of the community for congestion.  In large cities, travelers understand that congestion 
and long vehicle delays are a part of life; whereas, any congestion and delay may be 
unacceptable to citizens of smaller cities.  Thus, all that can be provided here is an assessment 
of timing based on local guidance, in this case as based on the regional Transportation Plan, 
and also the relative V/C analyses discussed within this section.   

V/C analyses suggests both the widening of Wyoming Boulevard and construction of East Belt 
Loop are needed, as unacceptable levels of congestion are noted by year 2040 without and with 
both improvements.  In terms of priority, most of Wyoming Boulevard is forecast to function 
below LOS standards by year 2022 without widening; indeed, maybe sooner as some benefit of 
East Belt Loop is already built into travel demand forecasts.  The need for additional capacity 
then becomes evidenced by year 2028 with widening of Wyoming Boulevard, which again 
inherently assumes East Belt Loop.  Thus, this suggests both improvement projects could be 
warranted as soon as year 2028.     

In terms of which improvement should be developed first, Wyoming Boulevard is forecast to 
accommodate a higher degree of traffic gains beyond that of East Belt Loop (a range of 14,000 
to 17,000 vehicles forecast on Wyoming Boulevard versus 5,500 to 5,600 on East Belt Loop).  
However, this benefit is limited almost entirely to the south end of the corridor.  LOS and V/C 
analysis indicates congestion relief is needed for nearly all of Wyoming Boulevard. This 
suggests the need for an alternate route first given the broader benefits to the East side of 
Casper.   

Figure A.2 - Wyoming Boulevard, Forecast Biannual V/C Changes (Existing to Year 2040), W/ Widening  
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Also, the widening of Wyoming Boulevard delays the weighted average V/C LOS degradation of 
the corridor by about six years.  This does not demonstrate the sustained degree of benefit an 
agency might expect given high investment, further supporting the position an alternate route 
may provide improve benefits over widening the existing roadway.   

Finally, while the cost of East Belt Loop will exceed that of Wyoming Boulevard widening, at 
nearly three times the construction cost according to the Casper Area Long-Range 
Transportation Plan, the cost-impact of deferring new route development over widening will be 
more substantial. East Belt Loop will require construction of new roadway through newly 
acquired ROW.  Wyoming Boulevard will require lane widening with some ROW acquisition.  
Thus, the increased cost of deferring East Belt Loop will be more substantial versus that of 
Wyoming Boulevard over time. 

A.6 Year 2040 Forecast Conditions (Land Use Change Scenarios) 

Traffic forecasts were reviewed for East Belt Loop based on land use assumptions identified 
from Generation Casper Comprehensive Plan.   Generation Casper highlights the vision of City 
officials and the community for the area.   

A.6.1 Land Use Forecasts 

Land use assumptions were established for an influence area that generally extends ½-mile 
along either side of the proposed corridor.  Some attempt was made to adhere to current 
property lines; thus, land use assumptions extended outside this ½-mile guideline in a few 
areas.  Boundary adjustments would occur regardless of the final alignment, so ultimately, some 
areas would be added with 
others subtracted.  However, 
overall, it is not anticipated that 
land use totals and projected trip 
generation would vary 
substantially with alignment 
changes and affect the 
geometric cross-section 
recommendations provided later 
with this section.   

Land use assumptions were 
based off Generation Casper, 
the City Comprehensive Plan.  
Map 4-4 of the Plan provides a 
summary of future land uses for 
the East Belt Loop Road access/influence area, shown above as Figure .  There were five land 
use areas of emphasis along the corridor, described by the Comprehensive Plan as follows: 

 Community Center.  Areas include a concentration of commercial activity serving a 
large area or neighborhood.  Retail, trade, services, and office are land uses of 

Figure A.3 - Generation Casper Future Land Use Map, East Belt Loop Area  
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emphasis, but areas can include a mix of high density residential with a range of 10 to 
30 dwelling units per acre. 

 Employment Mixed Use.  These areas include a variety of regional, job-creating, 
civic, and medical uses within integrated essential services.  Buildings types include 
free-standing, mid-rise, office medical and education buildings in a campus setting.  
Limited multi-family housing would be allowed with a density range of 10 to 15 units 
per acre.  

 Neighborhood 1.  The lowest residential land use density designation with 0.5 to 5 
dwelling units per acre.  Development would be clustered to protect open space and 
view corridors.   

 Neighborhood 2.  Single- and multi-family neighborhoods built using a traditional 
development pattern, as served by a highly connected street system.  Neighborhoods 
would include schools, public facilities, and walkable neighborhood amenities in 
support of residential. Densities range from 3 to 10 dwelling units per acre.       

 Neighborhood 3.  Higher density neighborhoods near commercial centers and major 
corridors.  Neighborhoods include multi-modal services and are walkable with pocket 
parks and public gathering areas. Densities range from 8 to 30 dwelling units per acre.       

The Comprehensive Plan shows a much larger growth area for east Casper than what is 
assumed by this study, but the Plan also shows a vast supporting roadway network.  Thus, not 
all access and travel would be provided by East Belt Loop Road.  In addition, this study 
assumes East Belt Loop Road with be aligned closer to the City.  The assumptions of the 
Comprehensive Plan were adapted to support this study, with primary adaptations being a more 
condensed development area with a shorter corridor alignment.   

A summary of land use assumptions for this study is shown with Figure .  This figure uses the 
Alternative 2 alignment.  Similar land uses and layout would likely occur with the Alternative 1 
alignment.  The figure shows relative milepost markers beginning with 0.55 miles before 
approximate corridor initiation at Hat Six Road, extending to Wyoming Boulevard.  Land use 
assumptions were defined with different colored and hatched areas, an important distinction for 
the subsequent trip generation analysis.  Finally, the relative centers of six different 
development areas were identified for use in the trip assignment process, discussed 
subsequently.  A comparison between the Generation Casper land use map and Figure  is 
provided as follows.   

Commercial Areas.  Generation Casper indicates the corridor would be developed with five 
Community Centers and one Employment Mixed Use area.  A large Community Center would 
be aligned along the north end of the corridor at E. 2nd Street, then spaced regularly at major 
intersections along the corridor with the last center aligned near Wyoming Boulevard.  The 
Employment Mixed Use area would be central along East Belt Loop Road.   

As shown with Figure , large Community Centers were denoted on the north side of the corridor 
with this study, with centers spaced regularly at major intersections with the last located at 
Wyoming Boulevard.  Due to the spacing of E. 12th Street and E. 21st Street, two Community 
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Centers were essentially merged for this study whereas they were separate with the 
Comprehensive Plan.  The Employment Mixed Use area is located near Central to East Belt 
Loop Road.  The land use data presented with this study closely approximates commercial 
areas highlighted by Generation Casper.   

Residential.  The Comprehensive Plan indicates Neighborhood 3 development is forecast just 
outside of Commercial Centers and Employment Mixed Use areas along the corridor; a pattern 
emulated with this study as shown with Figure .  Neighborhood 2 land uses were noted with 
Generation Casper to extend between Commercial Centers and the Employment Mixed Use 
area, except for the Casper Country Club.  This pattern was emulated with this study with 
Neighborhood 2 infilling along East Belt Loop Road between commercial areas, except adjacent 
to the Casper Country Club.  Neighborhood 1 residential comprises the remainder of the 
corridor access/influence areas, shown with both the Comprehensive Plan and for this study.  
Residential street patterns also closely approximate what was shown for Generation Casper.   

A.6.2 Land Use Density 

Overall, 2,381 acres were designated as “developable” property within the access influence 
area of the corridor, shown by attached Figure .  These properties would secure some level of 
access to/from East Belt Loop Road with potential to be developed in the long-term future; 
although the supporting roadway network highlighted by the Comprehensive Plan will provide 
alternate travel to the corridor.  No land use development was assumed for wetlands and 
developed and occupied properties such as the Casper Country Club.   Also, parks and general 
open space were not included in the analysis. 

Density assumptions were developed for corridor land uses to support trip generation and 
assignment forecasts.  In other words, commercial, employment, and residential development 
assumptions were created for the corridor.   

There are topography challenges to development in east Casper.  Also, roads, parking, open 
spaces, parks, drainage/treatment areas, and wetlands would occupy areas along the corridor.  
To address this, 30 percent of properties were not included in developed tallies.  Also, per the 
Comprehensive Plan, 35 percent of Commercial Center and Employment Mixed Use land uses 
were designated to residential.  Thus, overall 233 acres were assumed for commercial 
development with 1,433 acres assumed residential.  This is a total of 1,667 acres of 
development property out of 2,381 acres along East Belt Loop Road.   

Neighborhood 1 was assumed at a density of 2.5 units per acre, developed with single family 
homes.  Neighborhood 2 was assumed at 8 homes per acre, developed likely with owner 
occupied and rental townhome style residences.  Neighborhood 3 was assumed at a density of 
18 units per acre, developed likely with rental apartments or ownership style condominiums.  
The mixed-use commercial/employment areas were assumed with ownership or rental style 
condominiums or townhomes with a density of 8 units per acre.  Note that residential densities 
were assumed on the lower end of the ranges identified previously for these land use 
categories.  This is because homes would be developed along the boundary of the urban 
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growth area where less density is typical.  Also, because facilities that support residential 
development (schools, etc.) would occupy some property reducing overall home densities.  
Overall, 9,203 homes were assumed for the developed access/influence area of East Belt Loop 
Road. 

Given the assumptions above, the following was assumed for development within the East Belt 
Loop Road corridor influence/access area, as per Comprehensive Plan Land Use designations: 

 Community Center.  About 200 acres assumed in four areas along East Belt Loop 
Road. 

 Employment Mixed Use.  About 33 acres assumed along the corridor.  
 Neighborhood 1.  About 795 acres assumed along the corridor with a count of 1,988 

homes.   
 Neighborhood 2.  About 338 acres assumed, including 125 acres within the 

Commercial Center and Employment Mixed Use zones, for a total of 2,706 homes 
along the corridor.       

 Neighborhood 3.  About 300 acres assumed along the corridor with a count of 4,509 
homes.       

The land uses above were segregated into six areas along the corridor, used in supporting the 
trip distribution and assignment process.  This essentially means they were organized into areas 
of common access so more complete forecasts could be developed for corridor sections.  
Figure  denotes land use area boundaries.  The actual development assignments are provided 
in the following section.    

It should be stressed the land use assumptions summarized with this section were developed 
for traffic forecasting and analyses on a corridor level, meaning more basic assumptions were 
used in advancement of the Plan.  With that said, the use of Generation Casper was important 
to assure assumptions were developed in compliance with land use local policy.  But the City 
and WYDOT may find more accurate forecasts would be needed to precipitate analyses in 
support of geometric and traffic control determinations.  This would likely come by way of the 
next regional travel demand model update, in which case closer coordination with City planners 
is recommended regarding land use assumptions. 
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A.6.3 Trip Generation 

Trip generation was forecast using the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation Manual (9th Edition, 2012).  The Manual is a nationally recognized and locally 
accepted approach for forecasting trip generation for commercial, retail, institutional and 
residential land uses.  The forecasting methods of the Manual are developed from survey of 
existing land use developments. 

Trip generation was determined using rates that equate traffic to homes for residential areas or 
acres for the Commercial Centers and Employment Mixed Use areas. A summary of ITE Codes 
used for this study is summarized as follows: 

Commercial Centers.  Determined with ITE Code 770 for Business Park.  These 
“consist of a group of flex-type or incubator one- or two-story buildings served by a 
common roadway system.  The tenant space is flexible and lends itself to a variety of 
uses including offices, retail and wholesale stores, restaurants, recreational areas and 
warehousing, manufacturing, light industrial, or scientific research functions”.  The 
emphasis of this generalized land use is on commercial.  Residential trip generation was 
assumed per the description provided with Neighborhood 2.    

Employment Mixed Use.  Determined with ITE Code 750 for Office Park.  These 
contain “general office buildings and support services such as banks, restaurants and 
service stations, arranged in a park- or campus-like atmosphere.”  The emphasis of this 
generalized land use is on office and institutional uses.  Residential trip generation was 
assumed per the description provided with Neighborhood 2.  Trip generation was 
calculated per acre. 

Neighborhood 1.  Determined with ITE Code 210 for Single Family Homes.  These 
include “all single family detached homes on individual lots.”  Again, this land use was 
assumed at 2.5 homes per acre. Trip generation was calculated per acre. 

Neighborhood 2.  Determined with ITE Code 230 for Residential Condominium or 
Townhome.  These include “ownership units that have at least one other owned unit with 
the same building structure.”  Again, assumed at 8.0 homes per acre with trips 
calculated based on units.  This land use included the residential areas from Commercial 
Center and Employment Mixed Use.   

Neighborhood 3.  Determined with ITE Code 220 for Apartments.  These include 
“dwelling units located within the same building with at least three other dwelling units.”  
Again, assumed at 15.0 homes per acre with trips calculated based on units.   

Trip generation was determined by comparing the ITE rates with land use distinctions, homes or 
acres, resulting in trip totals for the typical weekday, and AM and PM peak hours of the typical 
weekday.   A summary of trip generation is provided with Table  for the corridor influence area, 
as provided on a Land Use Area and category basis.  It is important to note that full build out of 
the area is not likely to occur until well after the 2040 study horizon.  However, this study 
considers the ultimate “potential” build out so geometric recommendations can be provided. 
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Table A.5 - Corridor Trip Generation 

Land Use Area 
Property  

Area Weekday 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Land Use Area 1 
- Community Center 
- Employment Mixed Use 
- Neighborhood 1 
- Neighborhood 2 
- Neighborhood 3 
Area 1 Acres/Trips 

 
54.0 
0.0 

29.0 
0.0 

57.5 
140.5 

 
8,090 

0 
2,210 

0 
5,740 

16,040 

 
865 

0 
44 
0 

88 
997 

 
153 

0 
130 

0 
352 
635 

 
1,018 

0 
174 

0 
440 

1,632 

 
182 

0 
146 

0 
348 
676 

 
727 

0 
86 
0 

187 
1,000 

 
909 

0 
232 

0 
535 

1,676 

Land Use Area 2  
- Community Center 
- Employment Mixed Use 
- Neighborhood 1 
- Neighborhood 2 
- Neighborhood 3 
Area 2 Acres/Trips 

 
51.7 
0.00 

100.4 
150.1 
24.4 

326.6 

 
7,745 

0 
4,505 
5,680 
2,435 

20,365 

 
829 

0 
89 
73 
37 

1,028 

 
146 

0 
266 
357 
150 
919 

 
975 

0 
355 
430 
187 

1,947 

 
174 

0 
298 
341 
148 
961 

 
697 

0 
175 
168 
79 

119 

 
871 

0 
473 
509 
227 

2,080 

Land Use Area 3  
- Community Center 
- Employment Mixed Use 
- Neighborhood 1 
- Neighborhood 2 
- Neighborhood 3 
Area 3 Acres/Trips 

 
41.5 
0.0 

229.9 
23.8 
71.2 

366.4 

 
6,215 

0 
6,635 
1,105 
7,100 

21,055 

 
666 

0 
131 
14 

109 
920 

 
117 

0 
392 
70 

436 
1015 

 
783 

0 
523 
84 

545 
1,935 

 
0 

140 
385 
56 

332 
913 

 
559 

0 
258 
33 

232 
1082 

 
699 

0 
697 
99 

662 
2157 

Land Use Area 4 
- Community Center 
- Employment Mixed Use 
- Neighborhood 1 
- Neighborhood 2 
- Neighborhood 3 
Area 4 Acres/Trips 

 
0.0 

33.0 
187.7 
37.9 
54.8 

313.4 

 
0 

6,440 
5,815 

940 
5,465 

18,660 

 
0 

778 
115 
12 
84 

989 

 
0 

68 
343 
59 

335 
805 

 
0 

846 
458 
71 

419 
1,794 

 
0 

140 
385 
56 

332 
913 

 
0 

793 
226 
28 

178 
1,225 

 
0 

933 
611 
84 

510 
2,138 

Land Use Area 5  
- Community Center 
- Employment Mixed Use 
- Neighborhood 1 
- Neighborhood 2 
- Neighborhood 3 
Area 5 Acres/Trips 

 
24.6 
0.0 

193.1 
36.3 
41.3 

295.3 

 
3,685 

0 
5,605 
1,075 
4,125 

14,490 

 
394 

0 
111 
14 
63 

582 

 
70 
0 

331 
67 

253 
721 

 
464 

0 
442 
81 

316 
1,303 

 
83 
0 

371 
64 

250 
768 

 
331 

0 
218 
32 

134 
715 

 
414 

0 
589 
93 

384 
1,483 

Land Use Area 6 
- Community Center 
- Employment Mixed Use 
- Neighborhood 1 
- Neighborhood 2 
- Neighborhood 3 
Area 6 Acres/Trips 

 
28.6 
0.0 

121.6 
23.5 
51.3 

225.0 

 
4,285 

0 
3,705 
1,090 
5,120 

14,200 

 
458 

0 
73 
14 
79 

624 

 
81 
0 

219 
69 

314 
683 

 
539 

0 
292 
83 

393 
1,307 

 
96 
0 

245 
66 

310 
717 

 
386 

0 
144 
32 

167 
729 

 
482 

0 
389 
98 

477 
1,446 

Total Land Use Trips 
- Community Center 
- Employment Mixed Use 
- Neighborhood 1 
- Neighborhood 2 
- Neighborhood 3 
Total Acres/Trips 

 
200.4 
33.0 

795.0 
338.3 
300.5 

1,667.2 

 
30,020 

6,440 
28,475 

9,890 
29,985 

104,810 

 
3,212 

778 
563 
127 
460 

5,140 

 
567 
68 

1,681 
622 

1,840 
4,778 

 
3,779 

846 
2,244 

749 
2,300 
9,918 

 
675 
140 

1,884 
593 

1,818 
5,110 

 
2,700 

793 
1,107 

293 
977 

5,870 

 
3,375 

933 
2.991 

886 
2.795 

10,980 

Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition)10 

As shown, corridor properties could generate 104,810 weekday trips.  Approximately 9,918 of 
these trips would be generated during the AM peak hour and 10,980 trips during the PM peak 
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hour.  Peak hourly trips would comprise about 20 percent of weekday trips along the corridor.  
Overall, about 35 percent of trips would be associated with commercial businesses and about 
65 percent with residential uses.  These are adjusted trip totals generated specifically by 
corridor land uses. 

Again, trip generation provides a high-level basis for developing year 2040 corridor forecasts 
that support geometric/cross-sectional recommendations.  Further itemization/distinction of land 
uses could increase the accuracy of trip generation predictions, but not to a level of precision 
that would change the planning level, “mile-high” conclusions of this study for corridor 
assessment.  Further refinement with extensive travel demand modeling would be necessary if 
State or local agency officials wish to detail corridor recommendations at the intersection level. 

A.6.4 Trip Assignments and Forecasts  

Average daily traffic (ADT) forecasts were developed for East Belt Loop Road, combining 
baseline forecasts with Land Use Area trip generation predictions.  As indicated, the travel 
demand model forecast 5,500 to 5,600 ADT along the corridor.  These are simply through trips 
not associated with development.  Land Use Area assignments were combined with baseline 
volumes to generate total corridor forecasts. 

As indicated, A.5 presents the total trips generated by land uses/properties assumed within the 
access/influence area of East Belt Loop Road.  However, this does not mean all of these trips 
will travel the corridor.  Generation Casper highlights a robust arterial and collector system to 
support local travel off East Belt Loop Road.  As such, only 50 percent of project trips of land 
use trips were assumed to travel East Best Loop on a weekday basis.  The remaining trips 
would be “shared” between corridor properties with travel supported by other arterial and 
collector streets.  To be clear, half the trips shown with Table  would be assigned to East Belt 
Loop Road.      

The remaining corridor trips were assumed to use East Belt Loop Road for daily travel.  Travel 
distance was used as the primary method for the distribution and assignment of corridor trips.  
As indicated, the East Belt Loop Road would extend about 4.7 miles between Hat Six Road and 
Wyoming Boulevard.  The corridor departs from Hat Six Road about 0.55 miles south of the I-25 
interchange.  Relative mile-markers were noted between I-25 and Wyoming Boulevard, as 
noted in descending order from north to south shown with Figure .  The I-25 interchange is 
noted as -0.55 as the ramp junction is located prior to the corridor. 

Project trips were assumed to access East Belt Loop Road roughly ½-mile between the mile-
markers shown with Figure  (via green circles).  Travel distances between these accesses 
to/from I-25 versus Wyoming Boulevard were compared and trips were proportioned north and 
south using these comparisons, as prepared for each land use area.  Incremental 
gains/forecasts were developed as trip assignments prepared for each land use area and then 
combined to establish total corridor forecasts.   

For instance, the relative access point aligned between mile-marker “2” and “3” is about 2.1 
miles south of I-25 and 3.15 miles north of Wyoming Boulevard, denoted with the number “3” 



A-19 

green circle.  Travel distance on East Belt Loop Road is shorter to/from I-25 versus Wyoming 
Boulevard.  Comparing distances calculates to about 60 percent of project trips from this access 
point should travel to/from the north and 40 percent to/from the south to access regional 
arterials.  Thus, of the 50-percent trips assigned to East Belt Loop Road from Table , of 10,530 
trips, about 6,317 of these trips (60-percent) would travel to/from the north and 4,210 trips (40-
percent) to/from the south, based on travel distance comparisons.   

Again, this process was repeated for each Land Use Area and access point until volumes could 
be tallied for notable points along the corridor.  Sequential assignments were combined with 
baseline volumes to develop these incremental forecasts.  Traffic forecasts are summarized for 
each land use areas with Table  for the typical weekday, and then combined to present total 
corridor forecasts.   

Table A.6 - Forecast Year 2040 Corridor Volumes by Land Use Area 

Assignments 
Travel To/From 

Year 2040 Land Use Area Forecasts, ADT 

Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 Area 6 

North South North South North South North South North South North South 

East Belt Loop 
 Area 1 
 Area 2 
 Area 3 
 Area 4 
 Area 5 
 Area 6 
Total Assign. 

 
7,619 
8,146 
6,317 
3,732 
1,449 

355 
27,618 

 
401 

8,146 
6,317 
3,732 
1,449 

355 
20,400 

 
401 

8,146 
6,317 
3,732 
1,449 

355 
20,400 

 
401 

2,307 
6,317 
3,732 
1,449 

355 
14,291 

 
401 

2,307 
6,317 
3,732 
1,449 

355 
14,291 

 
401 

2,307 
4,211 
3,732 
1,449 

355 
12,185 

 
401 

2,307 
4,211 
3,732 
1,449 

355 
12,185 

 
401 

2,037 
4,211 
5,598 
1,449 

355 
14,051 

 
401 

2,037 
4,211 
5,598 
1,449 

355 
14,051 

 
401 

2,037 
4,211 
5,598 
5,796 

355 
18,398 

 
401 

2,037 
4,211 
5,598 
5,796 

355 
18,398 

 
401 

2,037 
4,211 
5,598 
5,796 
6,745 

24,788 

+ Baseline Trips 5,600 5,600 5,600 5,600 5,600 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 

Yr 2040 Forecasts 33,218 26,000 26,000 19,891 19,891 17,685 17,685 19,551 19,551 23,898 23,898 30,288 

 

As shown, the interior of the corridor would support less traffic with a range of about 17,700 to 
23,900 ADT between land use area 2 and area 5.  Higher volumes are noted at the northern 
and southern ends of East Belt Loop Road where traffic accesses I-25 and Wyoming Boulevard, 
respectively.   Land use area 1 volumes range from 26,000 ADT south of E. 2nd Avenue to 
33,200 north.  About 30,300 ADT are forecast on East Belt Loop Road at Wyoming Boulevard.    

As indicated, year 2040 is the horizon that complements forecasts/data provided with the Long-
Range Transportation Plan and travel demand model.  However, it is acknowledged the trip 
generation and forecasts shown are more indicative of a long-range horizon following year 
2040.  The analysis assesses a more advanced land use development potential to provide an 
ultimate geometric/cross-sectional lane recommendation for East Belt Loop Road.   

A.6.5 Forecast Performance Measures 

Performance measures were reviewed following Land Use forecasting.  Per the Transportation 
Plan, the arterial would initially be planned with a two-lane cross section.   However, the number 
of through travel lanes would need to increase with land use development to maintain a LOS C 
standard in the long-term future.  Table  provides a summary of LOS and V/C for noted 
locations along the corridor.  Initial LOS and V/C screening assumes a two-lane section, which 



A-20 

was sufficient to maintain a LOS C condition for East Belt Loop Road.  However, development 
would precipitate need for roadway widening.    

A performance evaluation was used to determine the minimum cross-section (i.e. number of 
lanes) required to maintain acceptable LOS for the corridor.  The evaluation was performed 
based on the build-out traffic forecasts shown with Table ; again, acknowledged as occurring 
sometimes well after year 2040.  LOS C is the target using volume threshold criteria for a 
principal arterial with a V/C of 0.58 used in evaluations.   

Table A.7 - Forecast Year 2040 Corridor Volumes by Land Use Area 

Roadway Segment 

Year 2040 Land Use Area Forecasts, ADT 

Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 Area 6 

North South North South North South North South North South North South 

Forecast Traffic 33,218 26,000 26,000 19,891 19,891 17,685 17,685 19,551 19,551 23,898 23,898 30,288 

Two-Lane Performance 
- Approximate LOS  
- V/C Range* 

 
LOS F 
1.85 

 
LOS F 
1.44 

 
LOS F 
1.44 

 
LOS F 
1.11 

 
LOS F 
1.11 

 
LOS F 
0.68 

 
LOS F 
0.98 

 
LOS F 
1.09 

 
LOS F 
1.09 

 
LOS F 
1.33 

 
LOS F 
1.33 

 
LOS F 
1.68 

Lanes, Maintain LOS C 
- Minimum Lanes  
- V/C Range 

 
7-Lane 

0.53 

 
6-Lane 

0.48 

 
6-Lane 

0.48 

 
4-Lane 

0.55 

 
4-Lane 

0.55 

 
4-Lane 

0.49 

 
4-Lane 

0.49 

 
4-Lane 

0.54 

 
5-Lane 

0.54 

 
5-Lane 

0.58 

 
5-Lane 

0.58 

 
6-Lane 

0.56 

 *  Assumes free flow Capacity increased by 15 percent for center or 3rd/5th lane.   

As shown, the analysis indicates a minimum cross section of four to seven lanes is needed to 
maintain acceptable LOS, based on full land use forecasts.  A four-lane section would be 
needed to assure safe operations between land use areas 2 through 4, and five-lanes for land 
use area 5 through area 6.  The four/five lane section would address most of the corridor.  

As indicated, traffic densifies towards the northern and southern ends of the corridor.  A six to 
seven lane section would therefore be needed to maintain the LOS C standard for the section of 
East Belt Loop Road from around E. 2nd Street to I-25 on the north end of the corridor, and 
approaching Wyoming Boulevard towards the south end.       

A.6.6 Geometric Recommendations 

A five-lane section is recommended to accommodate forecast traffic volumes for most of the 
corridor, that is an arterial with four through lanes and right-and left-turn lanes as needed at 
major intersections to effect a five-lane roadway section.  Right-of-way should be preserved 
along the northern and southern ends of the corridor (within approximately ½ mile) to provide for 
a six/seven lane street section, as needed.  However, construction of this wider section should 
be based on review of traffic data following opening and operation of the corridor and land use 
changes. 

The five-lane section yields a V/C range of 0.43 to 0.58 for most of the corridor (about 3.5-
miles).  If the five-lane section is maintained to I-25 and Wyoming Boulevard, respectively, a 
V/C of 0.63 to 0.80 would occur within the vicinity of E. 2nd Street to I-25.  A V/C of 0.73 would 
be noted approaching Wyoming Boulevard.  These V/C fall within the LOS D range for traffic 
operations, a rating that is acceptable in many urban environments.  In addition, conservative 
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traffic forecasts were used in supporting this analysis.  Thus, further widening is probably not 
justified without further data in support of the determination.  Only right-of-way preservation is 
recommended at this time.    

The Casper Area MPO Long-Range Transportation Plan recommends a two-lane section for 
East Belt Loop Road, as to accommodate baseline traffic forecasts.  A two-lane section is 
acceptable as an interim improvement until development of traffic generating land uses occur 
along the corridor.     

However, it makes sense to advance a three-lane section as the interim improvement, that is an 
arterial with two through lanes and right-and left-turn lanes at major intersections to affect a 
three-lane roadway section.  This would be sufficient to accommodate 12,500 to 15,000 ADT, 
based on V/C analyses and LOS C threshold analyses, respectively.  Widening to five lanes 
would be needed approaching this volume range.   Finally, a volume range of about 24,000 to 
25,500 ADT would be supported with a five-lane section, pending V/C versus LOS C threshold 
analyses.  Further widening would be indicated if volumes were to exceed these thresholds.   

A.7 Transportation Access 

East Belt Loop Road would be constructed and maintained by WYDOT, likely designated a rural 
principal arterial by State officials.  The WYDOT Access Manual (2014 Edition) was used to 
recommend approximate intersection locations.  The intent is recommending intersection 
locations for the corridor that provide an acceptable a degree of access to adjoining properties 
without significantly impacting efficiency/mobility of the corridor.   

A.7.1 Access Guidelines  

Different access types are allowed by WYDOT along rural principal arterials so long as spacing 
standards are met.  The distinction between types is dependent upon 1) the general type of land 
use being accessed and 2) the intensity of traffic generated by the land use.  Levels of access 
allowed per general land use type, as defined by the WYDOT Access Manual, range from: 

 Field (Minor) access:  An access for a field or unoccupied property used with daily use 
occurring only a few weeks of a year.  The Manual infers only a few daily trips are allowed at 
these locations.   

 Residential access:  An access for residential dwellings used for exclusive use and benefit of 
those residing therein.  It is inferred these access serve less than 10 residences.   

 Commercial access:  An entrance for a business, commercial development, 
cultural/institutional complex, public establishment, or any development serving more than 10 
family residences.   

 Major access:  Any access that generates more than 50 trip ends in any hour of a typical day 
or is a public street access. 

There are spacing standards that regulate the distances these access types can be developed 
in relation to each other.  These are minimum separation distances in feet per side of the 
arterial.  A summary of the spacing standards from the WYDOT Access Manual for these 
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access types is summarized with Table .  The table is read by selecting the type of access for 
uses shown on the left column, and then comparing the minimum separation distance to access 
for other land uses identified from the top row.  Separation distance is provided in feet from 
center-of-driveway or street, to center-of-driveway or street. 

Table A.8 - WYDOT Access Spacing Policy for a Rural Principal Arterial 

Access Type Field Residential Commercial Major 

Field 330-feet 330-feet 660-feet 1,320-feet 

Residential 330-feet 660-feet 1,320-feet 1,320-feet 

Commercial 330-feet 1,320-feet 2,640-feet 2,640-feet 

Major 1,320-feet 1,320-feet 2,640-feet 2,640-feet 

Source: WYDOT Access Manual 

As shown, spacing between primary corridor accesses, be it a commercial approach or a public 
intersection, is 2,640-feet.  Thus, the prevailing spacing standard for major East Belt Loop Road 
intersections should be 2,640-feet, or ½-mile.  A full access break can be developed on this 
spacing standard. A full access break means a location where all left-turns, right-turns, and 
through movements can occur at an intersection or driveway, likely with development of a signal 
or roundabout used as traffic control.   

Spacing of 1,320-feet, or ¼-mile, should be allowed for minor commercial approaches and 
intersections.  Although not specified with the Access Manual, minor-street left-turns onto the 
major roadway are typically restricted at these unsignalized intersections to improve traffic 
operations and safety.  This is a practice recommended with this study. 

Finally, commercial driveways can be located intermittently between intersections at a spacing 
of 660 feet.  Although not specified with the Access Manual, these driveway types are normally 
stop-controlled and limited to right-in and right-out movements to improve traffic operations and 
safety.  This also is a practice recommended with this study. 

In addition to the spacing criteria above, additional WYDOT Access Manual guidelines relevant 
to developing access points along the corridor include: 

 Accesses should be aligned directly across from each other when on opposite sides of 
the main road.     

 Subdivisions should be allowed no more than one direct access with two justified only by 
traffic studies.   

 Joint access should be sought when possible, as straddling the line between properties.   
 No access should be constructed within the limits of an auxiliary lane, including the 

taper.   
 Promote connectivity between developments off the corridor using backage roads, local 

streets, and easements, when possible.   
 A traffic impact study (TIS) should be performed to support access decisions for projects 

that generate more than 50 peak hourly trips along the corridor.   
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A.7.2 Access Recommendation  

As indicated, East Belt Loop Road will have an approximate length of 4.7 miles.  The relative 
location of primary and minor access was mapped graphically to help envision the number and 
location of approaches and intersections along the corridor.  Intersections were mapped 
according to spacing standards noted in the previous section, accounting for the primary ties 
with Hat Six Road, Wyoming Boulevard, E. 12th Street, and E. 21st Street.  The spacing 
analysis is illustrated on Figure A.1. 

The result of this review is a total of 18 potential intersections could be developed over the 
corridor length with 9 primary and 9 minor intersections.  This includes the construction of five 
currently known intersections planned with Scenic Route, Country Club Road, Blackmore Road, 
12th Street, and 21st Street; leaving 13 intersections to be programmed as corridors and 
properties develop in the future.  Again, primary intersections assume construction of a traffic 
signal or roundabout as traffic control and allow full turning movements.  Minor intersections 
assume minor approach/street left-turn restrictions as controlled by stop controls on side-
streets.   

Driveways could be located on a spacing standard of 660 feet between major and minor 
intersections, as controlled by stop-signs and limited to right-in and right-out only movements.  A 
potential for 18 driveway locations would be feasible, given this spacing standard.    

Note these recommendations represent the relative location of project access for estimating the 
number of allowable approach/intersections along the corridor.  Intersections may need to be 
moved to better access multiple parcels, account for topography, or to better match mobility 
needs of development and/or local agencies.  WYDOT Access Manual guidelines do allow for 
some flexibility in spacing (+/- a few hundred feet), so long as the intent of guidance are met 
and no more than 18 primary and minor access points are developed, and 18 driveway points.   

Again, the primary purpose of this study is to review design alternatives for East Belt Loop 
Road.  To that end, the selected alignment may extend beyond or fall short of 0.7 miles.  This 
means one primary access, one minor access, and one driveway can be reduced with any 
reduction of ½ mile from the corridor, or increased with any addition of ½ mile.   

These access spacing recommendations are generally consistent with guidelines provided by 
Generation Casper.  The Transportation Element of the Plan recommends major arterial 
spacing on a 1-mile basis, minor arterial spacing intermittently on the ½ mile, and collector 
spacing intermittently on the ¼ mile basis.  In comparison, primary intersections would 
represent the junctions of major or minor arterials with East Belt Loop Road, with minor 
intersections representing a juncture with collectors.    
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A.8 Summary Recommendations 

A planning level transportation analysis was provided to help guide geometric determinations 
and determine relative access/intersection points for the corridor.  A summary of conclusions 
from this analysis includes: 

1. Improvements are recommended to provide congestion relief for Wyoming Boulevard by 
year 2022.  Partial widening of Wyoming Boulevard and construction of East Belt Loop 
Road are the prevailing options discussed by the Casper Area MPO Long-Range 
Transportation Plan.   

2. East Belt Loop Road is recommended as the first of these improvements as the corridor 
provides comprehensive congestion relief for Wyoming Boulevard whereas widening 
helps mobility primarily along the southern end of the corridor.  The East Belt Loop Road 
corridor provides the potential for economic development.  The cost impacts are greater 
with the delay of constructing East Belt Loop Road versus partial widening of Wyoming 
Boulevard.   

3. Both improvements will be needed to provide congestion relief at some time between 
year 2028 and year 2040.   

4. A five-lane geometric section is ultimately recommended to accommodate through traffic 
and the site-generated traffic from fully developed properties along the corridor. 

5. A three-lane section is an acceptable, interim improvement with partial development of 
adjacent properties.  Widening would be indicated as the roadway volume approaches 
12,500 ADT. 

6. Right-of-way should be preserved for potential six-to-seven lane widening within ½-mile 
of I-25 and Wyoming Boulevard, respectively.  Need for widening to six/seven lanes 
would be indicated based on traffic analyses following opening of the corridor.    

7. About 9 primary and 9 minor approaches/intersections could be allowed along the 
corridor with the currently anticipated length of approximately 4.7 miles, spaced 
intermittently on the ¼ mile basis (primary, minor, primary, etc.).  Five intersections are 
already anticipated.   

8. Primary intersections should be planned with traffic signals or roundabout controls and 
allow full turning movements.   

9. Minor intersections should be planned with minor street left-turn restrictions and stop-
controls used on the minor approach.  

10. Up to 18 right-in and right-out driveways could be aligned intermittently between primary 
and minor approach/intersections, with minimum spacing on a 660-foot basis.   

11. One primary, one minor, and one right-in and right-out driveway access can be added 
with each ½-mile increase of East Belt Loop Road, from 4.7 miles, whereas the loss of 
each should occur with the reduction of each ½-mile.    
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Resource Agency Replies 
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Christine A. Pearcy

From: Allen, Dana <Allen.Dana@epa.gov>
Sent: Friday, December 1, 2017 4:40 PM
To: Phillip Giffin; Christine A. Pearcy
Subject: RE: East Casper Belt Loop Project: A phone call to answer questions

Let’s try again to set up a phone call.  I’m in Monday (Dec 4) – Thurs next week. I have listed below some notes 
on my review of the project. 
 

 Looking at the corridor study notice, I noticed that the two alignments are very similar; making a 
robust environmental analysis of the alternatives difficult should the project trigger an environmental 
review under NEPA.  One potential alternative would be to increase capacity and conductivity of SE 
Wyoming Boulevard (Highway 258 on Google map). 

 Some components of the proposed corridor are likely to be of greater importance to the community 
and the environment, than the corridor alignment.   For example,  will the proposed road be controlled 
access?  If so where the interchanges be located. Similarly, if the road it is typical suburban arterial 
with stoplights which streets will connect  the proposed Beltway. Will there be only a few stoplights or 
will there be stoplights for neighborhood arterial roads.  

 The majority of the community and environmental impacts will stem from the secondary effects of the 
proposed Beltway. We recommend incorporating where appropriate the city of Casper's sustainable 
development and land use planning to reduce/mitigate potential environmental 
effects.  (http://www.casperwy.gov/government/departments/community_development/generation_
casper/ )  

 For new highway alignments, such as the proposed East Belt Loop we recommend incorporating the 
Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) program to help facilitate incorporation of environmental, 
community and economic goals into the transportation planning process. See 
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/PEL_Benefits_report.asp .  The report document  is a 
summary of several case studies, many in Colorado and Utah.   

 
*** Dana Allen   **  303‐312‐6870  ** EPA Region 8 (EPR‐N), 1595 Wynkoop Street, Denver, CO 80202‐1129  * * *  

 
 
 
From: Christine A. Pearcy  
Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2017 3:09 PM 
To: Phillip Giffin <pgiffin@m‐m.net>; allen.dana@epa.gov 
Subject: East Casper Belt Loop Project: A phone call to answer questions 
 
Hi Dana and Phillip,  
 
Phillip, Dana works at the EPA and is involved in Region 8 NEPA projects.  Dana, Phillip is a Senior Design 
Engineer for the East Casper Belt Loop project.  Dana had some additional question on alternatives and 
existing roadways.  Phillip will be a great resource for all of these questions.  Because everyone will be out of 
the office in the next few weeks. I’m going to throw out November 10 (this Friday) at 10am.  If this works for 
all, I’ll set up a conference call.  If it doesn’t, we’ll need to push this meeting until the first week of December.   
 
Thank you everyone for your collaboration.   
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Kindly,  
Christine 
 
Christine A. Pearcy 
Environmental Scientist 

 

2880 Technology Blvd W (59718) 
P.O. Box 1113, Bozeman, MT 59771 
Main: 406.587.0721 | Direct: 406.922.6846 | Cell: 406.581.6543 
   



























































































































 
January 23, 2018 

 
 Christine Pearcy 
 Environmental Scientist 
 Morrison-Maierle, Inc. 
 2880 Technology Blvd. W. 
 PO Box 1113 
 Bozeman, MT 59771 
 
 RE: Casper East Belt Loop Corridor Study – Natrona County, WYDOT Project PL01217 
  
 Dear Ms. Pearcy: 
 

The City of Casper received your request for information dated January 10, 2018.  It is our understanding   
that the potential East Belt Loop project which you have outlined is in conceptual/preliminary stages.  We 
appreciate being given the opportunity to discuss our concerns with the project, and look forward to 
further dialogue in the future.  Below, please find a list of our initial concerns, in no particular order of 
priority: 
 

 Casper adopted a new Comprehensive Land Use Plan in July of 2017.  A major arterial, designed 
primarily to move traffic rather than enhance connectivity, is not envisioned in this future 
development area.  However, if the proposed belt loop were constructed in a manner that 
enhances connectivity, with abundant cross connections (streets) meeting City spacing standards 
and block length maximums, and if adequate access to properties is provided along its length, 
then the belt loop would be considered to be a welcome addition within the City’s growth 
boundary.  In that the purpose of the belt loop appears to be the relief of congestion on Wyoming 
Boulevard, or stated another way, to move traffic, it is suspected that the State would likely limit 
connections, and access, contrary to the City’s adopted plans and policies. 
 

 The City formally adopted an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) as a part of the Land Use Plan to 
limit growth and development on the periphery of the City in an effort to manage future costs of 
providing services, and to enact the City’s first “tool” to manage sprawl.  The premature 
construction of the proposed East Belt Loop could lead to premature development of the area and 
suburban sprawl, contrary to good planning, adopted plans, and the input that we received from 
citizens during the public engagement process.  Sprawl, and premature development of the area 
would have financial impacts on the City and could affect the provision of services.  Obviously, 
the timing of the proposed belt loop would have the greatest impact on whether or not the 
development of the surrounding area would be considered premature. 



 
 The Comprehensive Land Use Plan adopted a planned pattern of land use for the subject area 

consisting of a fine-grained street network, small blocks, and primarily residential neighborhoods 
with limited neighborhood-serving small commercial centers at intersections of arterials and 
collectors.  The bisection of the area by a major arterial with limited, or inadequate cross 
connections and property access, could extremely alter the type of land uses and neighborhoods 
that the City wishes to encourage in the area.  One only has to look directly to the south, at 
Wyoming Boulevard, to see the resulting negative land use pattern that results from these bypass 
roadways.  Rather than distinct neighborhood development, a likely outcome of the construction 
of this type of bypass would be heavy commercial or industrial type land uses that benefit from 
large roadways and heavy traffic. 

 
 As stated above, it is assumed that the State’s purpose in looking at the East Bypass is to relieve 

congestion on Wyoming Boulevard with limited cross streets and direct connections.  In addition 
to the concerns already stated, the City would be opposed to creating a physical and/or 
psychological barrier which impedes future growth and development beyond the belt loop, if and 
when growth and development is warranted in the distant future.  The City recently adopted a 
Master Street Plan, according to State Statute, and established best practices for cross-connections 
and maximum block sizes.  The City’s desire to control its urban form through mandating more 
street connections is in direct conflict with the likely purpose and design of the East Bypass.   

 
 The construction of the East Belt Loop may have significant negative effect on not just vehicular 

connectivity, but also pedestrian and bike connectivity.  Again, we only have to look at Wyoming 
Boulevard or Interstate 25 to see what limited connectivity looks like from a pedestrian/bike 
perspective, and the negative effect it has had on the surrounding neighborhoods, and abilities of 
limited-income, young, old, and disabled population’s ability to get around easily.  Also of note, 
during the recent public engagement process for the Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Casper 
citizens repeatedly prioritized safety over alleviating traffic congestion. 
 

 During the City’s planning processes over the years, it has become extremely apparent that the 
community values two natural assets in Casper above all others, the river, and Casper Mountain.  
With respect to Casper Mountain, past planning efforts have noted the public’s desire to maintain 
views of the mountain, and to limit development that would detract from the natural beauty.  The 
development of a bypass could be contrary to what the public has expressed as their desire to 
maintain the view shed if land use controls were not instituted in conjunction with its 
development.  The resulting change in land use that would most likely occur along the corridor 
would also bring with it billboards, pole signs, and other forms of visual clutter.   Also of concern 
is what effect the bypass may have on Garden Creek and the long range plan of the property 
owner to develop a conservancy in the area surrounding it. 
 

 Incorporated into the latest Comprehensive Land Use Plan is the public’s strong desire to invest, 
or more accurately, reinvest in the downtown and existing neighborhoods, and better utilize the 
infrastructure that we already have, rather than opening up new areas to development.  Sprawl has 
many negative effects on the finances of the City related to the provision of services, as well as 
directly to the citizens of Casper.  Extensive planning has gone into maintaining emergency 
response times, with the recent relocation and construction of new fire/EMS stations in strategic 



places around the City to ensure response times remain four (4) minutes or under to any 
developed property in the City.  Response times not only affect lives, they affect everyone in the 
City financially because they figure prominently into our insurance costs.   Managed/planned 
growth is Casper’s goal, and premature development of the area in question could have many 
unforeseen consequences.  The Urban Growth Boundary forces compact and efficient 
development and infill, and provides well over one hundred (100) years of developable property. 
 

 Although the current Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) shows a future arterial in this 
general location to be a priority, the Casper Area MPO is in the process of updating the LRTP as 
we speak.  It is very likely that this project may no longer be considered to be a priority given the 
recently adopted Comprehensive Land Use Plan, and its desire to limit sprawl.  Instead, other 
State highway improvements may very well rise to the top of the priority list.  For instance, there 
has been an inward focus, supported by the citizens, to fix the roads that we already have, rather 
than constructing new ones.  Frequently discussed are that Wyoming Boulevard has no pedestrian 
or bike accommodations.  Interstate 25 has inadequate cross connections for both vehicles and 
pedestrians/bikes.  First Street needs both traffic and pedestrian improvements.  Yellowstone 
Highway has inadequate right-of-way and no pedestrian and bike infrastructure in place.  
Highway 220, west of Wyoming Boulevard, also has no pedestrian or bike facilities, but clearly 
shows a need for them.  South Poplar Street, north of CY Avenue, was slated not long ago for 
widening, installation of boulevards, and improved pedestrian and bike facilities, but has been 
pushed back for an undetermined reason.  The Casper Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO), in cooperation with the State, has completed corridor studies for 20/26 and Interstate 25 
that have identified the need for improvements along both roadways. The State has been 
discussing an extension of North McKinley Street in the vicinity of East Yellowstone Highway 
for years.  We would respectfully argue that prior to the State actively pursuing the design of the 
East Belt Loop, it would be prudent to pause, and allow the update of the LRTP to determine the 
priorities for the overall area.   

 
As the East Belt Loop feasibility/design process moves forward, the City requests that the State 
respect the planning and forethought that has gone into developing the plans and policies that 
ensure both the financial sustainability of the City and its residents, and encourage the urban form 
that the public has asked for, through numerous public engagement processes.  Specifically, we 
request the following: 
 
1. It is the City’s primary preference to locate the belt loop outside/beyond the City’s Urban 

Growth Boundary (UGB) if the purpose of the bypass will be to relieve congestion and move 
traffic, with limited connectivity.  The City is not planning for future growth or development 
beyond the UGB; therefore, the bypass would not constitute a physical or psychological 
barrier to future growth and development. 
 

2. If the bypass is to be located within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary, we would request 
that it be constructed according to the City’s adopted plans and policies, to allow abundant 
cross connections, pedestrian and bike facilities, honor the City’s urban form/design 
standards such as maximum block lengths, and not be constructed too soon, as to open up 
areas to development/growth prematurely.  If there is a lesson to be learned during economic 
downturns, it is that there are financial implications to unmanaged growth (sprawl) for both 
the City and its residents. 



 
Again, thank you for allowing us to comment on the proposed East Belt Loop project. If you have 
further questions, please feel free to call me at (307)-235-8241, or you may reach me by E-mail at 
ccollins@casperwy.gov. 

 
Respectfully, 

 

  
Craig Collins, AICP 
City Planner 
 
Cc: J. Carter Napier, City Manager 
 Liz Becher, Community Development Director 
 Aaron Kloke, MPO Supervisor 
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Preliminary Cost Estimates 



MMI PROJECT NO. 1806024 2/1/2018

WYDOT East Belt Loop Road Casper

Alternate 1 

ROADWAY ITEMS

106.05100 FIELD LABORATORY EA 1 $9,000.00 $9,000

109.04000 FORCE ACCOUNT WORK $$ $50,000 $1.00 $50,000

203.02500 UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION CY 1100000 $5.00 $5,500,000

207.03100 TOPSOIL STORING CY 67200 $1.75 $117,600

207.03200 TOPSOIL PLACING CY 67200 $2.10 $141,120

209.01000 WATER MG 51800 $5.00 $259,000

210.03300 MOTOR GRADER HR 75 $145.00 $10,875

215.01000 CONTRACTOR STORM WATER CONTROL LS LUMP SUM $15,000.00 $15,000

216.03100 SEEDING (PLS) LB 2040 $20.00 $40,800

216.03120 FERTILIZER TYPE I LB 2540 $3.00 $7,620

216.03900 DRY MULCH TON 200 $190.00 $38,000

217.01043 GEOTEXTILE, SUBGRADE REINFORCEMENT SY 217000 $3.30 $716,100

301.01085 CRUSHED BASE CY 80100 $35.00 $2,803,500

401.02000 HOT PLANT MIX TON 56700 $45.00 $2,551,500

401.03323 ASPHALT BINDER (PG 64-22) TON 3400 $380.00 $1,292,000

407.01000 TACK COAT TON 36 $590.00 $21,240

408.01000 PRIME COAT TON 185 $820.00 $151,700

413.01000 HYDRATED LIME TON 540 $165.00 $89,100

603.50018 CMP 24 in  FT 4800 $80.00 $384,000

703.03100 FLAGGING HR 1000 $34.00 $34,000

703.03110 TEMPORARY TRAFFIC CONTROL LS LUMP SUM $10,000.00 $10,000

999.25000 STRUCTURE ITEMS LS 1 $3,120,000.00 $3,120,000

Construction Subtotal $17,362,155

Mobilization $868,108

Contingency 25% $4,557,566

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION $22,787,828

Rounded $22,800,000

ESTIMATED COSTITEM NO. ITEM UNIT
ESTIMATED 

QUANTITY
UNIT PRICE

Alt_1_(2000 Prev)Qty Calcs Proposal.xlsx   TEQ 1 of 1 2/1/2018
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WYDOT East Belt Loop

Alternate 2 

ROADWAY ITEMS

106.05100 FIELD LABORATORY EA 1 $9,000.00 $9,000

109.04000 FORCE ACCOUNT WORK $$ $50,000 $1.00 $50,000

203.02500 UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION CY 750000 $5.00 $3,750,000

207.03100 TOPSOIL STORING CY 60700 $1.75 $106,225

207.03200 TOPSOIL PLACING CY 60700 $2.10 $127,470

209.01000 WATER MG 35700 $5.00 $178,500

210.03300 MOTOR GRADER HR 75 $145.00 $10,875

215.01000 CONTRACTOR STORM WATER CONTROL LS LUMP SUM $10,000.00 $10,000

216.03100 SEEDING (PLS) LB 1830 $20.00 $36,600

216.03120 FERTILIZER TYPE I LB 2280 $3.00 $6,840

216.03900 DRY MULCH TON 180 $190.00 $34,200

217.01043 GEOTEXTILE, SUBGRADE REINFORCEMENT SY 196000 $3.30 $646,800

301.01085 CRUSHED BASE CY 72400 $35.00 $2,534,000

401.02000 HOT PLANT MIX TON 51200 $45.00 $2,304,000

401.03323 ASPHALT BINDER (PG 64-22) TON 3080 $380.00 $1,170,400

407.01000 TACK COAT TON 32 $590.00 $18,880

408.01000 PRIME COAT TON 167 $820.00 $136,940

413.01000 HYDRATED LIME TON 490 $165.00 $80,850

603.50018 CMP 24 in  FT 2200 $80.00 $176,000

703.03100 FLAGGING HR 1000 $34.00 $34,000

703.03110 TEMPORARY TRAFFIC CONTROL LS LUMP SUM $0.00 $10,000

999.25000 STRUCTURE ITEMS LS 1 $1,144,000.00 $1,144,000

Construction Subtotal $12,575,580

Mobilization $628,779

Contingency 25% $3,301,090

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION $16,505,449

Rounded $22,800,000

ESTIMATED COSTITEM NO. ITEM UNIT
ESTIMATED 

QUANTITY
UNIT PRICE

Alt_2_(MMI_1)Qty Calcs Proposal.xlsx   TEQ 1 of 1 2/1/2018
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Casper East Belt Loop Corridor Study 

Natrona County, Wyoming

Public Open House
February 21, 2018



Opening Remarks
• Pre-NEPA document, facilitates incorporation of  

local data into future NEPA processes
• Preliminary alignments
• Wyoming Blvd congestion and safety issues 

precipitates need for East Belt Loop
• ROW challenges
• East Belt Loop Study builds on previous studies



Corridor Study Screening Elements

I. Establish purpose and need

II. Build upon conclusions of  previous studies

III. Review alignments alternatives and no-build

IV. Perform preliminary environmental screening

V. Prepare planning level costs estimates

VI. Perform public & stakeholder outreach



I. Purpose and Need
1. Reduce commercial truck traffic on Wyoming Blvd
2. Support east-west connectivity
3. Relieve congestion on East Wyoming Boulevard 
4. Provide an arterial to serve future development
5. Improve regional transportation circulation
6. Accommodate a wide range of  travel modes 
7. Establish preliminary access control guidance
8. Provide a planning tool to assist with future land 

use development approvals



II. Prior Studies

• 1997 Casper Area MPO Transportation Plan

• 2000 East Belt Loop Corridor Study

• 2002 Casper East Side Transportation Study

• 2007 Casper Area MPO Transportation Plan

• 2014 Casper Area MPO Transportation Plan

• 2017 Generation Casper Comprehensive Plan





III. Review Alternatives (Traffic Analysis)
• No-Build Condition 

- A mile of  Wyoming Blvd currently experiences 
congestion (Surpass LOS C per MPO methods)

- Third highest collision corridor in Casper, per MPO 
Transportation Plan (295 crashes in four years) 

- Baseline growth based on MPO Transportation Plan
- Two miles of  congestion forecast by year 2040
- Congestion mitigation options include partial widening 

of  Wyoming Blvd (ROW is limited) and East Belt Loop
- Improvements advised within 10 years, as overall 

corridor performance falls below LOS C





III. Review Alternatives (Traffic Analysis)
• Alternative Alignments

- East Belt Loop recommended over widening Wyoming 
Blvd as higher degree of  capacity & mobility offered 

- Two alignments reviewed, similar mobility benefit
- Shorter route favored because of  reduced construction 

cost & better access to developed, future areas of  City
- Additional traffic forecasts generated from land use 

assumption with City Comprehensive Plan
- Three lanes recommended initially with five lanes 

envisioned long-term
- 18 intersections possible to access future development



IV. Preliminary Environmental Screening
• 500 foot assessment minimum 
• Eight Federal and State agencies have commented
• Minor wetlands and floodplain impacts
• Two alignments lack documented cultural or 

biological issues



V. Preliminary Cost Estimates
• Alternative One

- 2000 Study preferred alignment  
- Length 5.1 miles 
- Cost Estimate $27,000,000
- Topographical challenges and long bridge span

• Alternative Two
- Direct route alignment
- Length 4.7 miles 
- Cost Estimate $19,800,000
- Improved topography fit and shorter bridge span



VI. Property Impact
• Meetings were held with landowners the alignments 

cross
• Landowners are not supportive of  the corridor
• Look forward to written comments from 

landowners and the public in general to incorporate 
into the study



VII. Public Involvement 
• Stakeholder discussions
• Today is the project open house
• Written comments should be provided by March 15, 

2018 to receive consideration
• Wednesday, April 5th, 2018, Centennial JH Cafeteria



Casper East Belt Loop Corridor Study 

Thank you for attending!

Open House Discussions - 3 Station

• John, Process and Concept Design

• Bill, Traffic analysis and planning

• Phillip, Land owner contact and general comments



APPENDIX E 

Public Comments 







































Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study  

Comments 

Feb. 21, 2018  

Contact Name (s): Peter Palacios (GM/COO) 

       Randy Norvelle (Superintendent)   

Property Address: 4149 E. Country Club Road 

Mailing Address:   same as above 

Daytime Phone: 307‐235‐5777 

Cell Phone: 307‐258‐0868 or 307‐259‐1923 

E‐Mail: peter@caspercountryclub.com and randy@caspercountryclub.com  

Comments: Initially, thank you for hosting the first Public Forum on this study and for all the 

pertinent information given and explained.  

We, Randy and myself, represent Casper Country Club and would like to offer this comment 

to you to be considered when now discussing this study moving forward. Our comment (and 

concern) with the Alternate 2 plan is relayed to the proximity of the loop to the property 

boundary of our golf course. Our concern is based strictly on a Liability status to traffic 

heading East or West bound. Having managed golf course facilities for the last twenty years I 

can share with you, from experience, that having public roads in such a close proximity to a 

golf course creates a hazard to all traffic, specifically the traffic heading in the opposite 

direction of a designated golf hole. The liability and safety concern when a golf ball strikes a 

moving vehicle can be devastating; specifically when a vehicle is traveling at speeds greater 

than 40mph. A golf ball can travel at speeds up to 100 mph and the intense force upon impact 

has caused severe injury to drivers, passengers and extensive damage to vehicles. Since there 

was no mention of this potential liability last night we felt it was extremely important that 

this issue is now a point of discussion in future meetings to further educate the public and 

make the stockholders of this study aware of this potential and likely liability up front. 

In addition, we feel that there are several other alternatives to resolving this issue, some of  

which are utilizing alternative routes, expansion of existing roads and in creating incentives to 

existing businesses, that have been a direct cause of this increased commercial traffic, to 

relocate.      

We would welcome, at any time, further discussion on our comments listed above.        
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Casper East Belt Loop Corridor Study 
 
COMMENTS 
 

Contact Name(s) Edie Holmes  - East Elkhorn Ranch 

Property Address East Elkhorn Ranch 

Mailing Address PO Box 3003, Casper, WY  82602 

Daytime Phone 307-268-7114 

Cell Phone 307-258-7577 

E-Mail edie@mcmurry.net 

  

 
Comments: 
 
East Elkhorn Ranch strongly opposes the construction of the East Belt Loop road. 
 
The ranch will be impacted negatively by the loss of land, loss of agriculture productivity 
and opportunity, loss of land value, loss of recreational opportunities, loss of wildlife and 
loss of quiet enjoyment of the property.  
 
The McMurry family has put forth a tremendous amount of effort and expense to put 
together a contiguous block of land for agriculture and private recreational use.  Great 
expense was incurred perfecting and acquiring water rights to allow for pivot irrigation 
and grazing of livestock.  The proposed East Belt Loop path goes directly through the 
middle of two proposed pivot irrigation systems.  Retention ponds have already been 
built to supply the water to these future pivots.  The loss of the ability to install these 
pivots leaves no way to recoup the expense of these reservoirs.   
 
The proposed East Belt Loop would segregate the ranch into a north half and a south 
half making ranching operations inefficient and dangerous.  Having to continuously 
cross a road with posted speed limits of 60 MPH with haying equipment and ranch 
vehicles is a danger to ranch employees and those traveling the roadway.  The ranch is 
currently fenced in a manner to allow for best agriculture grazing practices by 
segregating the ranch it will lead to inefficiencies in grazing and a hazard of having to 
move livestock across a public road.   
 
East Elkhorn Ranch is abundant with wildlife.  The proposed East Belt Loop will disrupt 
and displace numerous species of wildlife that exist on East Elkhorn Ranch.  The 
proposed road is within 200 yards of tree where a nesting pair of bald eagles reside.  
Elk winter within 1.5 miles of the proposed East Belt Loop.   Many other species of 
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wildlife white tail deer, mule deer, black bears, cougars, fox, raptors to name a few live 
in the direct path of the proposed route and they all call East Elkhorn Ranch their home. 
 
The West Belt Loop makes the need for an East Belt Loop unnecessary.  We believe 
the current traffic studies being used do not accurately reflect the opening of the West 
Belt Loop.  The West Belt Loop has only recently begun showing up on Google Maps 
and other navigation systems so those unfamiliar with Wyoming roads are unaware of 
the West Belt Loop existence.   
 
Traffic accidents on the 1.5 mile stretch of Outer Belt Drive between I-25 exit and 15th 
Street can be minimized by optimizing signal lights, center barriers between north and 
south bound lanes and the widening of Outer Belt Drive. 
 
The proposed East Belt Loop does very little to elevate the traffic pressure on that 
portion of Outer Belt Drive between 15th Street and the I-25 exit.  Very little of that traffic 
originates from the Hat Six road area and would not be using the East Belt Loop. 
 
Maintenance of the East Belt Loop will be burdensome on Natrona County or the City of 
Casper.  Budget struggles already exist and adding an unnecessary road to plow in the 
winter and maintain in the summer is a waste of funds.  Outer Belt Drive poses a blow 
over risk to high profile light vehicles and the proposed East Belt Loop would be an 
even greater blow over risk. 











Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study  

Comments 

Date: March 8, 2018 

Contact Name:   Bill Thompson 

Property Address: 721 La Hacienda  Casper, WY 82601 

Mailing Address:   Same 

Daytime Phone: 307.259.9345 

Cell Phone: 307.259.9345 

E‐Mail: bthompson@jonahbank.com 

Comments:  

As a member of the Casper Country Club, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed East Belt 

Loop Corridor, and in particular, to Alternate Plan 2.  I oppose this project for the following reasons: 

 It is my understanding that Alt. 2 would route a multilane highway adjacent to golf holes 

No. 3, 4 and 5 in some cases bringing the road within 150 feet of the golf course 

boundary giving rise to the following problems: 

 

‐ A danger to public safety by reason of errant golf shots hitting fast moving cars, 

motorcycles, bicycles and even pedestrians; 

‐ Increasing the risk of liability to Club members; 

‐ Reducing the ability of the Club to control trespassers on its property; and  

‐ Generally diminishing enjoyment of the Club. 

 

 Given competition from two municipally subsidized golf courses and a fourth private 

course the Club’s continued viability may be jeopardized if Plan 2 is constructed.   

 

 Esthetically, the East Belt Loop Corridor is a bad idea.  The Elk Horn Creek Valley is one of 

the unspoiled jewels in Natrona County.  To plow a road across that valley would spoil its 

beauty. 

 

 As a taxpayer in the State of Wyoming, to spend between $19 and $28 million to build a 

road to fix an imperceptible traffic problem is wasteful.  The money would be better 

spent extending the four lanes to Alcova, or improving the Shoshoni Highway, roads on 

which people often die.   
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Phillip Giffin

From: Christine Lauro <christine.lauro@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 3:29 PM
To: Phillip Giffin; peter@caspercountryclub.com
Subject: Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study

Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study 
 
 
 
Date: 03/08/2018 
 
Contact Name: Christine Lauro 
 
Property Address: 7056 S. Ridgecrest Dr, Casper, WY 82601 
 
Mailing Address: 
 
Daytime Phone: 307-235-5433 
 
Cell Phone: 
 
E-Mail: Christine.lauro@gmail.com 
 
Comments: 
 
As a member of the Casper Country Club, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed East Belt 
 
Loop Corridor, and in particular, to Alternate Plan 2. I oppose this project for the following reasons: 
 
• It is my understanding that Alt. 2 would route a multilane highway adjacent to golf holes 
 
No. 3, 4 and 5 in some cases bringing the road within 150 feet of the golf course 
 
boundary giving rise to the following problems: 
 
- A danger to public safety by reason of errant golf shots hitting fast moving cars, 
 
motorcycles, bicycles and even pedestrians; 
 
- Increasing the risk of liability to Club members; 
 
- Reducing the ability of the Club to control trespassers on its property; and 
 
- Generally diminishing enjoyment of the Club. 
 
• Given competition from two municipally subsidized golf courses and a fourth private 
 
course the Club’s continued viability may be jeopardized if Plan 2 is constructed. 
 
• Esthetically, the East Belt Loop Corridor is a bad idea. The Elk Horn Creek Valley is one of 
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the unspoiled jewels in Natrona County. To plow a road across that valley would spoil its 
 
beauty. 
 
• As a taxpayer in the State of Wyoming, to spend between $19 and $28 million to build a 
 
road to fix an imperceptible traffic problem is wasteful. The money would be better 
 
spent extending the four lanes to Alcova, or improving the Shoshoni Highway, roads on 
 
which people often die. 
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Phillip Giffin

From: Eric Cubin <ecubin@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 3:47 PM
To: Phillip Giffin
Cc: peter@caspercountryclub.com
Subject: East end belt loop

Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study  

Comments  

Date:3/8/18 

Contact Name: Dr. Frederick Cubin III   

Property Address:  2441 Fairwood Common Ave, Casper, WY 82609 

Mailing Address: Same 

Daytime Phone: 307‐232‐5025 

Cell Phone: 307‐262‐7148 

E‐Mail: Comments: 

As a member of the Casper Country Club, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed East Belt Loop Corridor, 
and in particular, to Alternate Plan 2. I oppose this project for the following reasons:  

It is my understanding that Alt. 2 would route a multilane highway adjacent to golf holes No. 3, 4 and 5 in some cases 
bringing the road within 150 feet of the golf course boundary giving rise to the following problems:  

 ‐  A danger to public safety by reason of errant golf shots hitting fast moving cars, motorcycles, bicycles and even 
pedestrians;  

 ‐  Increasing the risk of liability to Club members;  
 ‐  Reducing the ability of the Club to control trespassers on its property; and  
 ‐  Generally diminishing enjoyment of the Club.  

Given competition from two municipally subsidized golf courses and a fourth private course the Club’s 
continued viability may be jeopardized if Plan 2 is constructed.  

Esthetically, the East Belt Loop Corridor is a bad idea. The Elk Horn Creek Valley is one of the unspoiled jewels 
in Natrona County. To plow a road across that valley would spoil its beauty.  

As a taxpayer in the State of Wyoming, to spend between $19 and $28 million to build a road to fix an 
imperceptible traffic problem is wasteful. The money would be better spent extending the four lanes to Alcova, 
or improving the Shoshoni Highway, roads on which people often die.  
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Thank you for considering these comments. 

































Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study  

Comments 

Date: 3/9 

Contact Name: Chris Thompson    

Property Address: 1337 East Bryan Ave, SLC, UT 84105 

Mailing Address: 1337 East Bryan Ave, SLC, UT 84105 

Daytime Phone: 801‐471‐8161 

Cell Phone: 801‐471‐8161 

E‐Mail: chris.thompson.co@gmail.com 

Comments:  

As a frequent guest of the Casper Country Club, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed 

East Belt Loop Corridor, and in particular, to Alternate Plan 2.  I oppose this project for the following 

reasons: 

 It is my understanding that Alt. 2 would route a multilane highway adjacent to golf holes 

No. 3, 4 and 5 in some cases bringing the road within 150 feet of the golf course 

boundary giving rise to the following problems: 

 

‐ A danger to public safety by reason of errant golf shots hitting fast moving cars, 

motorcycles, bicycles and even pedestrians; 

‐ Increasing the risk of liability to Club members; 

‐ Reducing the ability of the Club to control trespassers on its property; and  

‐ Generally diminishing enjoyment of the Club. 

 

 Given competition from two municipally subsidized golf courses and a fourth private 

course the Club’s continued viability may be jeopardized if Plan 2 is constructed.   

 

 Esthetically, the East Belt Loop Corridor is a bad idea.  The Elk Horn Creek Valley is one of 

the unspoiled jewels in Natrona County.  To plow a road across that valley would spoil its 

beauty. 
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Phillip Giffin

From: Phillip Giffin <pgiffin3@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2018 11:17 AM
To: Phillip Giffin
Subject: Fwd: Donna W

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Donald Walters" <djwalters@timberlinehotels.com> 
Date: Mar 9, 2018 9:04 AM 
Subject:  
To: "pgiffin3@gmail.com" <pgiffin3@gmail.com> 
Cc:  
 
I am a resident in East Casper and have been made aware of your study of an East belt loop road. If there was 
truly a need, the study would be justifiable,however , in my mind and most people in Casper minds, traffic is 
not a significant problem on outer drive to warrant spending much time or money on this project. If WYDOT 
perceives a problem with traffic on outer drive, there are many small changes that can be made to control traffic 
without wasting millions of dollars on a belt road. Casper is a town of 50,000 people not5,000,000. 
 
Get Outlook for iOS 
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Phillip Giffin

From: Gina Hayden <ghayden@jonahbank.com>
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2018 10:58 AM
To: Phillip Giffin
Cc: pgiffin3@gmail.com
Subject: Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study

Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study 
Comments 
Date: 3-9-18 
Contact Name: Gina Hayden 
Property Address: 972 Cornwall, Casper WY 82609 
Mailing Address: Same 
Daytime Phone: 307-262-7110 
Cell Phone: Same 
E-Mail: ghayden@jonahbank.com 
Comments: 
As a member of the Casper Country Club, I am writing to strongly voice my opposition to the proposed East Belt 
Loop Corridor, and in particular, to Alternate Plan 2. I oppose this project for the following reasons: 
 

It is my understanding that Alt. 2 would route a multilane highway adjacent to golf holes 
No. 3, 4 and 5 in some cases bringing the road within 150 feet of the golf course 
boundary giving rise to the following problems: 
‐ A danger to public safety by reason of errant golf shots hitting fast moving cars, 
motorcycles, bicycles and even pedestrians; 
‐ Increasing the risk of liability to Club members; 
‐ Reducing the ability of the Club to control trespassers on its property; and 
‐ Generally diminishing enjoyment of the Club. 


Given competition from two municipally subsidized golf courses and a fourth private 

course the Club’s continued viability may be jeopardized if Plan 2 is constructed. 


Esthetically, the East Belt Loop Corridor is a bad idea. The Elk Horn Creek Valley is one of 

the unspoiled jewels in Natrona County. To plow a road across that valley would spoil its 
beauty. 


As a taxpayer in the State of Wyoming, to spend between $19 and $28 million to build a 

road to fix an imperceptible traffic problem is wasteful. The money would be better 
spent extending the four lanes to Alcova, or improving the Shoshoni Highway, roads on 
which people often die. 
 

 
 

Gina Hayden 
Mortgage Lender  
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Direct: (307) 268‐7306   
Office: (307) 237‐4555| Fax: (307) 237‐4557 
777 W. 1st St., Casper, WY 82601 
www.jonahbank.com 
NMLS # 1625497 JBW NMLS 313969 
 

Apply today 
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Phillip Giffin

From: Jonna Cubin <dubby77@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2018 10:25 AM
To: Phillip Giffin
Cc: pgiffin3@gmail.com; peter@caspercountryclub.com
Subject: opposition to Casper East Belt Loop

Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study 
Comments 
Date:3/9/2018 
Contact Name: Jonna Cubin 
Property Address: 2441 Fairwood Common Ave 
Mailing Address: 2441 Fairwood Common ave 
Daytime Phone:307-460-1505 
Cell Phone:307-460-1505 
E-Mail:dubby77@gmail.com 
Comments: 
As a member of the Casper Country Club, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed East Belt 
Loop Corridor, and in particular, to Alternate Plan 2. I oppose this project for the following reasons: 
• It is my understanding that Alt. 2 would route a multilane highway adjacent to golf holes 
No. 3, 4 and 5 in some cases bringing the road within 150 feet of the golf course 
boundary giving rise to the following problems: 
- A danger to public safety by reason of errant golf shots hitting fast moving cars, 
motorcycles, bicycles and even pedestrians; 
- Increasing the risk of liability to Club members; 
- Reducing the ability of the Club to control trespassers on its property; and 
- Generally diminishing enjoyment of the Club. 
• Given competition from two municipally subsidized golf courses and a fourth private 
course the Club’s continued viability may be jeopardized if Plan 2 is constructed. 
• Esthetically, the East Belt Loop Corridor is a bad idea. The Elk Horn Creek Valley is one of 
the unspoiled jewels in Natrona County. To plow a road across that valley would spoil its 
beauty. 
• As a taxpayer in the State of Wyoming, to spend between $19 and $28 million to build a 
road to fix an imperceptible traffic problem is wasteful. The money would be better 
spent extending the four lanes to Alcova, or improving the Shoshoni Highway, roads on 
which people often die 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
Sincerely, 
Jonna Cubin, MD 
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Phillip Giffin

From: Karen B. Nicholas <kbn.wyo@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2018 5:19 PM
To: Phillip Giffin
Subject: Brewer/Nicholas protest

Hi, Phillip, 
 
Instead of using the form, it was easier for me to just write a letter.  I don’t know if you would prefer an e-
mailed letter or a postal service one, so I’m sending both.   
 
Please do let me know what happens at the next Stakeholders’ meeting.  Thank you. 
 
Karen 
 

 
Dear Stakeholder Committee Members: 
 
As an impacted property owner, I am strongly opposed to the proposed loop from Wyoming Boulevard to the Hat Six 
Road.  The proposed route for this highway has a severe negative impact on the Brewer family property that has been in our 
family for almost 70 years.  Although we have very little land in comparison to other land holders in the area, the proposed 
highway impacts our property more than others.  On our property to the east of the original Blackmore Road, the proposed 
highway bisects our land with no provision for a way for us to go from west to east on our property.  We literally will have no 
way to cross our land, therefore preventing us from using it for recreation or as range land for running cattle or 
horses.  Certainly there would be no way for livestock to get down to our meadow for water.  With a major highway running 
through it, developing the land or selling the land seems highly unlikely.  Our land will become unusable and, therefore, 
essentially worthless. 
 
In addition to the problems over the hill on the eastern part of our property, the proposed highway would 
drastically reduce the value of our property in the meadow near the golf course.  There are two expensive homes 
in the north end of the meadow already.  One is the home my parents built in the early 1950s, which now 
belongs to the Davis family.  My plan to someday develop our remaining property south of those homes with 
“country estates” is now in jeopardy.  Who would build a nice home near a highway with noisy, smelly semis 
rolling by?  The current appeal of the property is its country setting and beautiful view of the mountain.  All that 
would be lost.   
 
What you are proposing will destroy a family legacy and inheritance for our children.  Not only will this project 
have a major impact on us financially (and emotionally) but it does not seem to us to be in Casper’s best 
interest.  What would be gained by some lessening of traffic on Wyoming Boulevard hardly seems worthwhile 
in that the city would be losing prime land for future development, and there would be a highly negative impact 
on a major Casper attraction (a beautiful golf course in a beautiful valley) and on wild life in the area.  We hope 
you will reconsider the entire project.  We are adamantly opposed to a project that destroys multiple 
possibilities while gaining very little that cannot be accomplished by other means. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our objections. 
 
Karen Brewer Nicholas 
1217 Purdue Drive 
Longmont, CO  80503 
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(303) 774-0400 
(307) 760-3324 
kbn.wyo@gmail.com 
 



Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study  

Comments 

Date:    3/9/2018 

Contact Name:    Michelle Thompson 

Property Address:  721 La Hacienda, Casper WY   

Mailing Address:    Same 

Daytime Phone:  307.268.7131 

Cell Phone:   307.259.4132 

E-Mail:   mthompson@mcmurry.net 

Comments:  

As a member of the Casper Country Club, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed East Belt 
Loop Corridor, and in particular, to Alternate Plan 2.  I oppose this project for the following reasons: 

• It is my understanding that Alt. 2 would route a multilane highway adjacent to golf holes 
No. 3, 4 and 5 in some cases bringing the road within 150 feet of the golf course 
boundary giving rise to the following problems: 
 
- A danger to public safety by reason of errant golf shots hitting fast moving cars, 

motorcycles, bicycles and even pedestrians; 
- Increasing the risk of liability to Club members; 
- Reducing the ability of the Club to control trespassers on its property; and  
- Generally diminishing enjoyment of the Club. 

 
• Given competition from two municipally subsidized golf courses and a fourth private 

course the Club’s continued viability may be jeopardized if Plan 2 is constructed.   
 

• Esthetically, the East Belt Loop Corridor is a bad idea.  The Elkhorn Creek Valley is one of 
the unspoiled jewels in Natrona County.  To plow a road across that valley would spoil its 
beauty. 
 

• As a taxpayer in the State of Wyoming, to spend between $19 and $28 million to build a 
road to fix an imperceptible traffic problem is wasteful.  The money would be better 
spent extending the four lanes to Alcova, or improving the Shoshoni Highway, roads on 
which people often die.   
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Phillip Giffin

From: Carol Swinney <carol@carolswinney.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 10, 2018 9:19 PM
To: Phillip Giffin
Cc: Drew.Perkins@wyoleg.gov; Charles.Scott@wyoleg.gov; Joe.Macguire@wyoleg.gov; 

Tom.Walters@wyoleg.gov; Jerry.Obermueller@wyoleg.gov; Chuck.Gray@wyoleg.gov; 
Patrick.Sweeney@wyoleg.gov; Bunky.Loucks@wholeg.gov; Debbie.Bovee@wyoleg.gov; 
ilaawson@natronacounty-wy.gov; fchadwick@natronacounty-wy.gov; 
pbertoglio@natronacounty-wy.gov; rhendry@natronacounty-wy.gov; 
mkeating@natronacounty-wy.gov; bhopkins@casperwy.gov; 
ahuckabay@casperwy.gov; jmorgan@casperwy.gov; shjohnson@casperwy.gov; 
dlaird@casperwy.gov; cpowell@casperwy.gov; cwalsh@casperwy.gov; 
rpacheco@casperwy.gov; Bill.Landen@wyoleg.gov; khumphrey@casperwy.gov; 
Steve.harshman@wyoleg.gov; Jameslee.anderson@wyoleg.gov

Subject: Re: Casper East Belt Loop Study

Thank you for this form, but I have decided to give my comments as a reply to this email. 
 
As I have expressed in all our previous conversations, I oppose this WDOT EAST BELT LOOP CORRIDOR.  This would be 
devastating for me and anyone who loves the unspoiled beauty and privacy of my Grandparents beautiful and historic 
Pratt Ranch land.  This road would be close enough to my home (300 yards or less depending on where it is built) that I 
would constantly hear and see the large semis and other cars and trucks, directly in the meadow in front of my home of 
67 years (my Grandparents built it in 1947).  This photo below was taken from my front yard and this proposed loop 
road would be just beside or in front of the beautiful big tree and chokecherry bushes you see in the meadow and that 
have been a part of my life and my entire families lives.  As a professional artist, I have painted this view at least 20‐25 
times over my career and have always sold all of the paintings as everyone agrees that this is one of the most beautiful 
and unspoiled views of Casper Mountain. 
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This Loop road would cross this pristine meadow and be seen all the way up the hill to the left, as it works its way East, 
not to mention the constant sound of the traffic as it comes down from the current Wyoming Blvd., and down behind 
my historical barn (see photo below) built by my Grandparents in the late 1930’s, dissecting my land at the entry point 
from Wyoming Blvd. to the point of connecting to the current easement road that McMurray group put in a few years 
ago.  This would separate important pasture land that is part of my horse pasture business.  This road would also 
eliminate all current riding areas that my boarders use to ride on when they come out to ride their horses.  With the 
elimination of the majority of riding areas for these horse owners, I am sure I will lose most if not all this pasture rental 
income which is a prominent source of income for my LLC and for me. 
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This is the front of the historic Pratt Ranch barn and the loop road would be built a couple hundred feet behind it, where 
I have a round pen for the horse boarders and the remains of a couple other historic ranch buildings that would be 
destroyed with this road. 
 
I feel the money WDOT would spend on this project is much better spent on widening the existing Wyoming Blvd. along 
the 2 lane section from Casper Mountain Road to 15th St.  Or putting some of it towards our Natrona County schools 
that are under funded. 
 
I also agree completely with all points covered in the February 22, 2018 letter to you from Cary E. Brus, Manager East 
Elkhorn Ranch LLC.   
 
Please consider all of my concerns and reasons that I believe this East Belt Loop Corridor should not be built.  
 
Thank you very much for your time and consideration of this email, 
Carol Swinney 
Manager/Owner CE Swinney, LLC 
Pratt Ranch home and headquarters 

Sent from my iPad   
Carol Swinney 
(307) 262‐2168, Cell 
 
On Mar 10, 2018, at 3:13 PM, Phillip Giffin <pgiffin@m‐m.net> wrote: 

Carol, 
  
Attached please find the comment form you requested.  You could also just reply to this email if 
it is more convenient. 
  
I look forward to your comments. 
  
Regards, 
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Phillip Giffin, PE 

<image001.png> 

Direct | 307.577.5485 

  
From: Carol Swinney [mailto:carol@carolswinney.com]  
Sent: Friday, March 9, 2018 6:58 PM 
To: Phillip Giffin <pgiffin@m‐m.net> 
Subject: Re: Casper East Belt Loop Study 
  
Mr. Giffin, 
  
You told me, about 3‐4 weeks ago that you wanted me to fill out a form or questionnaire for the 
upcoming meetings and I never received these from you.  Please send them to me right away so that I 
can include my thoughts and comments of opposition for the next public meeting.   
  
I returned to my home in Tucson about 3 days ago and am ready to proceed with this 
form/questionnaire that you spoke of. 
  
Best regards, 
Carol Swinney 

Sent from my iPad   
Carol Swinney 
(307) 262‐2168, Cell 
 
On Feb 16, 2018, at 7:29 AM, Phillip Giffin <pgiffin@m‐m.net> wrote: 

Carol, 
  
Morrison‐Maierle, on behalf of the Wyoming Department of Transportation, would like 
to  invite you to the first of two public meetings for the Casper East Belt Loop Corridor 
Study.   
  

 7:00 PM 
 Wednesday, February 21, 2018 
 Centennial Junior High School Cafeteria 

  
            The Casper East Belt Loop Corridor Study is evaluating a corridor to 
connect Hat Six Road to Wyoming Boulevard.   
  
            Your attendance to this meeting would be greatly appreciated.  We look 
forward to informing attendees of the study process and would appreciate 
comments on this corridor study. A 2nd meeting will be held on Wednesday, April 
4, 2018. 
  
            Morrison-Maierle would like to incorporate your comments into this corridor 
study.  If possible please use the attached comment sheet and provide comment 
no later than March 15, 2018 so this can be accomplished. 
  
            Morrison-Maierle looks forward to seeing you there! 
  
Regards, 
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Phillip Giffin 
  
  

Phillip Giffin, PE 
Senior Transportation Engineer 
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Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study Comments  
Date:    March 10, 2018 

Contact Name (s):  Justin Binfet  

Property Address:  3420 Vista Royale, Casper WY, 82601  

Mailing Address:  3420 Vista Royale, Casper WY, 82061 

Daytime Phone:  307-315-3309 

Cell Phone:   307-315-3309 

E-Mail:   justinbinfet@gmail.com  

 

Mr. Griffin: 

As a member of the Casper Country Club and a citizen of Casper, I have significant concerns 
regarding the proposed East Casper Belt Loop (both Alternatives 1 and 2).  It is my 
understanding that Alternative 2 is currently considered to be the preferred alternative.   

To begin, the East Casper Belt Loop simply does not seem warranted.  Traffic volumes 
connecting outer drive (WY 258) to either I-25 or East 2nd street are completely manageable.  If 
there was a goal to facilitate traffic flow from outer drive to East 2nd, then I strongly consider 
WYDOT and the city of Casper collaborate to better time stop lights along WY 258.  Secondly, 
widening Blackmore to a 4-lane street would be far cheaper and more efficient than developing a 
completely new road that cuts through pristine landscapes and viewsheds.  Currently, one of the 
primary problems with traffic flow along WY258 is the poor timing of stop lights.  East-west 
traffic from 12th, 15th, and 21st streets readily obtain green lights at the expense of north-south 
traffic flow along WY258.   

From the standpoint of connecting traffic coming from west of Casper to south-bound I-25, this 
project is also unwarranted.  The West Casper Belt Loop, though not without its own 
controversy, was a logical project and a marked improvement in transportation infrastructure 
from the standpoint that it connects traffic, especially semi-truck traffic, from WY220 to U.S. 
20-26 while negating the need to drive through neighborhoods with 2-lane roads such as 
Robertson Road.  Therefore, heavy truck traffic already has a way to readily connect from west 
or southwest of Casper to I-25.  As such, the proposed East Casper Belt Loop must merely serve 
as a way to facilitate the flow of residential vehicle traffic.  The current infrastructure fully 
accommodates this volume of traffic, therefore rendering the need for this proposed belt loop 
unnecessary.  In addition, there is currently very little heavy truck traffic on WY258.  Semi-truck 



traffic along outer drive should be discouraged, especially considering the prevalence of 
sustained high winds that can lead to semis being blown over.  This proposed project may 
actually encourage heavy truck traffic along WY258, which represents a human safety concern 
and will slow traffic progression along outer drive along the 2-lane hilly portions.     

Finally, this proposed project will significantly alter the aesthetic aspects of the Casper Country 
Club by severely compromising a pristine viewshed along Elkhorn Creek and Casper Mountain.  
Additionally, the proposed Alternative 2 route represents a potential safety hazard given its 
proximity to the southern border of the golf course.  Wayward golf balls into vehicular traffic 
constitute a human safety concern first and foremost, but will also unduly increase liability from 
golfers.   

I fully recognize that ruining the ambience of a golf course can appear trivial to some, but it 
should be recognized that severely impacting the quality of experience at the Country Club is an 
indirect form of a takings given the potential for this project to compromise future membership.  
Considering the likelihood of additional objections from property owners along the proposed 
route(s), this project is completely unwarranted given existing infrastructure.  I strongly urge you 
to refrain from pursuing construction of the East Casper Belt Loop.   

Sincerely,  

 

Justin Binfet   

 

 

 



Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study  

Comments 

Date:  March 11, 2018 

Contact Name:  Brandon Davison    

Property Address:  6125 Coronado Dr., Casper, WY 82609  

Mailing Address: Same as Property Address    

Daytime Phone: NA 

Cell Phone:  (307) 441‐4768 

E‐Mail:  bdavison764@gmail.com  

Comments:  

As a member of the Casper Country Club, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed East Belt 

Loop Corridor, and in particular, to Alternate Plan 2.  I oppose this project for the following reasons: 

 It is my understanding that Alt. 2 would route a multilane highway adjacent to golf holes 

No. 3, 4 and 5 in some cases bringing the road within 150 feet of the golf course 

boundary giving rise to the following problems: 

 

‐ A danger to public safety by reason of errant golf shots hitting fast moving cars, 

motorcycles, bicycles and even pedestrians; 

‐ Increasing the risk of liability to Club members; 

‐ Reducing the ability of the Club to control trespassers on its property; and  

‐ Generally diminishing enjoyment of the Club. 

 

 Given competition from two municipally subsidized golf courses and a fourth private 

course the Club’s continued viability may be jeopardized if Plan 2 is constructed.   

 

 Esthetically, the East Belt Loop Corridor is a bad idea.  The Elk Horn Creek Valley is one of 

the unspoiled jewels in Natrona County.  To plow a road across that valley would spoil its 

beauty. 

 

 As a taxpayer in the State of Wyoming, to spend between $19 and $28 million to build a 

road to fix an imperceptible traffic problem is wasteful.  The money would be better 

spent extending the four lanes to Alcova, or improving the Shoshoni Highway, roads on 

which people often die.   
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Phillip Giffin

From: Elise Abbott <elise_abbott@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 11, 2018 9:12 AM
To: Phillip Giffin
Cc: Bill.Landen@wyoleg.gov; jameslee.anderson@wyoleg.gov; Drew.Perkins@wyoleg.gov; 

Charles.Scott@wyoleg.gov; Joe.Macguire@wyoleg.gov; steve.harshman@wyoleg.gov; 
Tom.Walters@wyoleg.gov; Jerry.Obermueller@wyoleg.gov; Chuck.Gray@wyoleg.gov; 
Patrick.Sweeney@wyoleg.gov; Bunky.Loucks@wyoleg.gov; Debbie.Bovee@wyoleg.gov; 
jlawson@natronacounty-wy.gov; fchadwick@natronacounty-wy.gov; 
pbertoglio@natronacounty-wy.gov; rhendry@natronacounty-wy.gov; 
mkeating@natronacounty-wy.gov; bhopkins@casperwy.gov; 
ahuckabay@casperwy.gov; jmorgan@casperwy.gov; shjohnson@casperwy.gov; 
dlaird@casperwy.gov; cpowell@casperwy.gov; cwalsh@casperwy.gov; 
rpacheco@casperwy.gov; khumphrey@casperwy.gov; curt.meier@wyoleg.gov; 
Wyatt.Agar@wyoleg.gov; jameslee.anderson@wyoleg.gov; Fred.Baldwin@wyoleg.gov; 
Leland.Christensen@wyoleg.gov; John.Eklund@wyoleg.gov; 
Jim.Blackburn@wyoleg.gov; stan.blake@wyoleg.gov; Scott.Court@wyoleg.gov; 
Thomas.Crank@wyoleg.gov; Roy.Edwards@wyoleg.gov; Bunky.Loucks@wyoleg.gov; 
Garry.Piiparinen@wyoleg.gov; Landon.Brown@wyoleg.gov

Subject: Proposed East Belt Loop Corridor

Mr. Griffin: 
 
With regard to the the proposed East Belt Loop Corridor which has been revived by WYDOT, I vehemently oppose this 
highway bypass from the Hat Six turnoff. This unnecessary corridor would not only be an eye sore and noise generator but 
also would bisect the untouched, natural foothills and creeks between east side homes and Casper Mountain. 
 
The land is a revenue generator for many individuals. It is enjoyed not only by its owners but also by people who board 
animals on the property. The development of a corridor that is not needed at this time (especially with a sluggish 
economy and when there are funding needs in other areas, including education) would be a detriment to any and all land 
owners. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this correspondence. Your consideration is greatly appreciated. 
 
Regards, 
 
Elise 
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Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study  

Comments 

Date: 3/12/18 

Contact Name: Brian Bummer   

Property Address: Casper Country Club 

Mailing Address:  992 7th St. Evansville WY  

Daytime Phone: 307.262.6881 

Cell Phone: Same 

E‐Mail: bbummer@wyprecastproducts.com 

Comments:  

As a member of the Casper Country Club, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed East Belt 

Loop Corridor, and in particular, to Alternate Plan 2.  I oppose this project for the following reasons: 

 It is my understanding that Alt. 2 would route a multilane highway adjacent to golf holes 

No. 3, 4 and 5 in some cases bringing the road within 150 feet of the golf course 

boundary giving rise to the following problems: 

 

‐ A danger to public safety by reason of errant golf shots hitting fast moving cars, 

motorcycles, bicycles and even pedestrians; 

‐ Increasing the risk of liability to Club members; 

‐ Reducing the ability of the Club to control trespassers on its property; and  

‐ Generally diminishing enjoyment of the Club. 

 

 Given competition from two municipally subsidized golf courses and a fourth private 

course the Club’s continued viability may be jeopardized if Plan 2 is constructed.   

 

 Esthetically, the East Belt Loop Corridor is a bad idea.  The Elk Horn Creek Valley is one of 

the unspoiled jewels in Natrona County.  To plow a road across that valley would spoil its 

beauty. 

 

 As a taxpayer in the State of Wyoming, to spend between $19 and $28 million to build a 

road to fix an imperceptible traffic problem is wasteful.  The money would be better 

spent extending the four lanes to Alcova, or improving the Shoshoni Highway, roads on 

which people often die.   









Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study 

Comments 

Date: 3‐12‐18 

Contact Name: Josh Pierantoni 

Property Address: 5801 Scenic Route, Casper, WY 

Mailing Address:  same 

Daytime Phone:  307–262‐6183 

Cell Phone:  307–262‐6183 

Email:  joshpierantoni@outlook.com 

Comments: 

My family owns property owner on Scenic Route.  I am writing to voice my opposition to the East Belt 

Loop Corridor. 

My family purchased property in this area due to the serene surroundings, quiet area, beautiful 

unspoiled scenery, including multitudes of wildlife.  This proposed road will spoil all of the reasons that 

make this area so special. Traffic will increase, unspoiled beautiful areas will be “improved” with asphalt, 

cars and trucks. Noise and litter from the new road will decrease property values, and lower the 

standard of living. 

Wyoming Boulevard is busy as is, and this will only serve to increase traffic, making our only access road 

near impossible to enter, and vehicle safety in this area will decrease. 

People who want to travel to the east side from Wyoming Boulevard can still complete this trip as is, 

without this very expensive road.  What is the concern with travelers wanting to make this journey 

navigating a couple more traffic lights, and passing hundreds of local businesses along the way?  

Concerned they may spend some money in Casper along their travels? 

As a member of the Casper Country Club, I also oppose this road, as it will decrease the enjoyment of 

the club, due to the noise, traffic, and proximity to the golf course where errant golf balls could strike 

cars. 

We have lived in communities in the past that have built a bypass loop to alleviate traffic.  What they 

found after implementation is that the community suffered, as the loop “worked” and ensured that 

local businesses were bypassed. 

As we all know, Wyoming Boulevard has extreme wind, and despite the warnings and closure to trucks, 

multiple trucks get blown over every year.  This will be problematic along this proposed East Belt road as 

well.  What have we gained in building a new, very expensive road, if we have to “close” it to truck 

traffic in the winter due to winds, and the trucks, if they obey the law, will take the existing route 

through town? 
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Phillip Giffin

From: Kendall Bryce <kgbryce@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 1:16 PM
To: Phillip Giffin
Subject: Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study

As a member of the Casper Country Club, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed East Belt Loop 
Corridor, and in particular, to Alternate Plan 2. I oppose this project for the following reasons:  
 
It is my understanding that Alt. 2 would route a multilane highway adjacent to golf holes No. 3, 4 and 5 in some 
cases bringing the road within 150 feet of the golf course boundary giving rise to the following problems:   

 A danger to public safety by reason of errant golf shots hitting fast moving cars, motorcycles, bicycles 
and even pedestrians. 

  Increasing the risk of liability to Club members.  
 Reducing the ability of the Club to control trespassers on its property. 
 Generally diminishing enjoyment of the Club.  

 
Given competition from two municipally subsidized golf courses and a fourth private course the Club’s 
continued viability may be jeopardized if Plan 2 is constructed.  
 
Esthetically, the East Belt Loop Corridor is a bad idea. The Elk Horn Creek Valley is one of the unspoiled 
jewels in Natrona County. To plow a road across that valley would spoil its beauty.  
 
As a taxpayer in the State of Wyoming, to spend between $19 and $28 million to build a road to fix an 
imperceptible traffic problem is wasteful. The money would be better spent extending the four lanes to Alcova, 
or improving the Shoshoni Highway, roads on which people often die.  
 
 
--  
Kendall G Bryce 
1558 S Oak Street, Casper, WY  82601 
307.259.4307 
kgbryce@gmail.com 
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Phillip Giffin

From: paul homar <paulhomar@excite.com>
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 3:23 PM
To: Phillip Giffin
Cc: peter@caspercountryclub.com
Subject: Casper East Belt Loop
Attachments: Scan0037.pdf

Dear Mr. Giffin, 
  
Please see my attached comments regarding the East Belt Loop.  Along with these comments,  the area appears 
to be a migratory route for both deer and antelope which should also be a reason to select another route. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Paul Homar 
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Phillip Giffin

From: Phillip Giffin <pgiffin3@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 7:08 PM
To: Phillip Giffin
Subject: Fwd: East Belt Loop

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Paul Mogen" <paul.mogen@gmail.com> 
Date: Mar 12, 2018 5:09 PM 
Subject: East Belt Loop 
To: <pgiffin3@gmail.com> 
Cc: <peter@caspercountryclub.com> 
 
Mr. Giffin, 
Just a short note to let you know that our family is very much opposed to the construction of the East Belt Loop 
Corridor.  In addition to being a waste of taxpayer funds, the proposed corridor would also be very detrimental 
to the Casper Country Club, the surrounding area, and wildlife. 
Sincerely, 
Paul 
 
--  
 
Paul Mogen 
2035 Manor Drive 
Casper, Wy  82609 
is 
307-473-1213 
cell 307-267-3139 
 





Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study 

Comments 

Date: 3‐12‐18 

Contact Name: Troy Pierantoni 

Property Address: 5801 Scenic Route, Casper, WY 

Mailing Address:  same 

Daytime Phone:  307–277‐0282 

Cell Phone:  307–277‐0282 

Email:  tpierantoni@hotmail.com 

Comments: 

I am a property owner on Scenic Route.  I am writing to voice my opposition to the East Belt Loop 

Corridor. 

I purchased property in this area due to the serene surroundings, quiet area, beautiful unspoiled 

scenery, including multitudes of wildlife.  This proposed road will spoil all of the reasons that make this 

area so special. Traffic will increase, unspoiled beautiful areas will be “improved” with asphalt, cars and 

trucks. Noise and litter from the new road will decrease property values, and lower the standard of 

living. 

Wyoming Boulevard is busy as is, and this will only serve to increase traffic, making our only access road 

near impossible to enter, and vehicle safety in this area will decrease. 

People who want to travel to east side from Wyoming Boulevard can still complete this trip as is, 

without this very expensive road.  What is the concern with travelers wanting to make this journey 

navigating a couple more traffic lights, and passing hundreds of local businesses along the way?  

Concerned they may spend some money in Casper along their travels? 

As a member of the Casper Country Club, I also oppose this road, as it will decrease the enjoyment of 

the club, due to the noise, traffic, and proximity to the golf course where errant golf balls could strike 

cars. 

We have lived in communities in the past that have built a bypass loop to alleviate traffic.  What they 

found after implementation is that the community suffered, as the loop “worked” and ensured that 

local businesses were bypassed. 

As we all know, Wyoming Boulevard has extreme wind, and despite the warnings and closure to trucks, 

multiple trucks get blown over every year.  This will be problematic along this proposed East Belt road as 

well.  What have we gained in building a new, very expensive road, if we have to “close” it to truck 

traffic in the winter due to winds, and the trucks, if they obey the law, will take the existing route 

through town? 

 



Casper	East	Belt	Loop	Feasibility	Study	

Comments	

Date:		3/12/18

Contact	Name:				Bob Dundas 

Property	Address:	1932 S. Cedar Street

Mailing	Address:				Same

Daytime	Phone:		307-247-3702

Cell	Phone:		same

E-Mail: bobdogis1@gmail.com

Comments:	

As	a	member	of	the	Casper	Country	Club,	I	am	writing	to	voice	my	opposition	to	the	proposed	East	Belt	
Loop	Corridor,	and	in	particular,	to	Alternate	Plan	2.		I	oppose	this	project	for	the	following	reasons:	

• It	is	my	understanding	that	Alt.	2	would	route	a	multilane	highway	adjacent	to	golf	holes 
No.	3,	4	and	5	in	some	cases	bringing	the	road	within	150	feet	of	the	golf	course 

boundary	giving	rise	to	the	following	problems:

- A	danger	to	public	safety	by	reason	of	errant	golf	shots	hitting	fast	moving	cars, 
motorcycles,	bicycles	and	even	pedestrians;

- Increasing	the	risk	of	liability	to	Club	members;
- Reducing	the	ability	of	the	Club	to	control	trespassers	on	its	property;	and
- Generally	diminishing	enjoyment	of	the	Club.

• Given	competition	from	two	municipally	subsidized	golf	courses	and	a	fourth	private 

course	the	Club’s	continued	viability	may	be	jeopardized	if	Plan	2	is	constructed.

• Esthetically,	the	East	Belt	Loop	Corridor	is	a	bad	idea.		The	Elk	Horn	Creek	Valley	is	one	of 
the	unspoiled	jewels	in	Natrona	County.		To	plow	a	road	across	that	valley	would	spoil	its 
beauty.

• As	a	taxpayer	in	the	State	of	Wyoming,	to	spend	between	$19	and	$28	million	to	build	a 

road	to	fix	an	imperceptible	traffic	problem	is	wasteful.		The	money	would	be	better 
spent	extending	the	four	lanes	to	Alcova,	or	improving	the	Shoshoni	Highway,	roads	on 

which	people	often	die.

• Additionally, a By-Pass route was recently constructed around Casper on the west side 

of Casper.  The benefits of an east side bypass seem questionable at best and an 

ineffective use of limited resources.

• Re-routing of traffic flow off of Outer Drive also impacts local businesses that are 

located along Outer Drive by removing potential customers . 



Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study 

 

March 13, 2018 

Ken Hendricks 

4025 Placid Drive 

Casper, WY 82604 

Phone: (307) 262-1082 

Email: 5hendricks5@charter.net 

 

Comments: 

 

As a Wyoming resident, an outdoorsman, and a member of the Casper Country Club, I am writing to 
oppose the proposed East Belt Loop Corridor.  

 Constructing the Belt Loop through the Elk Horn Creek area has a negative impact on the beauty, 
and present use of this area with minimal to no justifiable reason.  

 It is difficult to comprehend that in a period of significant budget shortfalls that we would burden 
the Wyoming taxpayers with an expensive and unnecessary road construction project when there 
are clearly better places for this money to be used.  

I appreciate that consideration is being given to future infrastructure expansions. However, it’s likely that 
a true justification for this particular project may never materialize, and to move forward with this project 
at this time is simply a bad idea. 

 

Regards, 

Ken Hendricks 
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Phillip Giffin

From: glindabryce@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 9:25 AM
To: Phillip Giffin
Subject: East Belt Road

Dear Mr. Giffin, 
 
We are against construction of the east belt road.  If you have driven Wyoming Blvd during our high wind days, any month 
of the year, you know what a dangerous route it is.  Every year trucks are blown over.  Why would you want to build a 
road that extends this unnecessary risk?  And there is no proof it is even needed.  The new west loop has relieved much 
of the truck traffic demand.There is no way to justify using 19-28 million dollars when we have bridges that need repaired 
and highways that need widened.  And some roads, like the roads to Shoshoni and Alcova, see yearly accidents and 
deaths. 
 
That is the practical argument against this road.  Then there is the esthetic one.  Why would you mar the only unspoiled 
section of Casper mountain with a truck route?  One proposed route has it passing within 150 feet of Casper Country Club 
golf course.  That is a danger to both golfer and motorist. It would have a very negative impact on the roaming wildlife that 
makes Wyoming so special. That route also destroys pristine ranch land and mountain views for the entire east side of 
Casper.     
 
This plan was thoroughly reviewed 8-10 years ago and the western bypass was deemed the safest and best solution for 
commercial traffic.  It still is. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Linda and George Bryce 
P O Box 822 
Casper,  WY  82602                                                                                                                                                                 
                                                                                                                                                                                                  
                                                                                                                                                                                                  
                                                                                                                                                                                                  
                                                                                                                                                                                                  
                                                                                                                                                                                                  
                                                                                                                                                                                                  
                                                                                                                                                                                                  
                                         
 
 
 



Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study  

Comments 

Date:  March 9, 2018   

Contact Name:   Shane Galles 

Property Address: 810 W. 60th St, Casper, WY 82601 

Mailing Address:   same 

Daytime Phone: 307‐797‐8717 

Cell Phone: same 

E‐Mail: sgalles11@gmail.com 

Comments:  

As a member of the Casper Country Club, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed East Belt 

Loop Corridor, and in particular, to Alternate Plan 2.  I oppose this project for the following reasons: 

 It is my understanding that Alt. 2 would route a multilane highway adjacent to golf holes 

No. 3, 4 and 5 in some cases bringing the road within 150 feet of the golf course 

boundary giving rise to the following problems: 

 

‐ A danger to public safety by reason of errant golf shots hitting fast moving cars, 

motorcycles, bicycles and even pedestrians; 

‐ Increasing the risk of liability to Club members; 

‐ Reducing the ability of the Club to control trespassers on its property; and  

‐ Generally diminishing enjoyment of the Club. 

 

 Given competition from two municipally subsidized golf courses and a fourth private 

course the Club’s continued viability may be jeopardized if Plan 2 is constructed.   

 

 Esthetically, the East Belt Loop Corridor is a bad idea.  The Elk Horn Creek Valley is one of 

the unspoiled jewels in Natrona County.  To plow a road across that valley would spoil its 

beauty. 

 

 As a taxpayer in the State of Wyoming, to spend between $19 and $28 million to build a 

road to fix an imperceptible traffic problem is wasteful.  The money would be better 

spent extending the four lanes to Alcova, or improving the Shoshoni Highway, roads on 

which people often die.   
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Phillip Giffin

From: Shelly Golay <sgolay@rmiwyoming.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 12:01 PM
To: Phillip Giffin
Subject: EAST BELT LOOP PROPOSAL

I am not in favor of the belt loop as I would like to keep the Country Club’s mountain views and peacefulness for our 
members to enjoy.  I feel like it would take away from why we go there to get away from the hussle and bussle of our 
busy lives and this traffic would be more of con for me than a pro if I were looking at joining. 
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Phillip Giffin

From: Tyler Holthouse <tholthouse@rvbwy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 10:56 AM
To: Phillip Giffin
Cc: Cary Brus
Subject: East Belt Loop Opposition 
Attachments: east belt loop opposition letter..docx

Phillip, 
 
As you know from our previous meetings I am opposed to the East Belt Loop as well as opposed  to having it be an 
option as a potential solution to a future need.   
 
Repectfully,  
 
Tyler Holthouse 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phillip J. Giffin, PE 
Sr.Transportation engr. 
Morrison-Maierle 
123 W. 1st , Ste. 640 
Casper, Wyo. 82601 
 
Re:  East Belt Loop Corridor 
 
Dear Mr. Giffin, 
 
Let this correspondence serve as my written opposition to the proposed east belt loop 
corridor for the following reasons: 
 

1. As a beneficiary, trustee, and eventual benefactor of the Mick and Susie McMurry 
estate I am legally obligated to be a good steward of those trusts and the assets 
therein. It is a responsibility that Is truly monumental and one that I take very 
seriously… In order to serve as an effective beneficiary/Trustee  one must always be 
reminded about the original vision of the benefactor whose assets they are now 
responsible for.  For me this is easy (at least easier).  The code of the west and building 
a better Wyoming.  These are the things that guide our choices when we ask ourselves 
what would Micky do???????  East Elkhorn Ranch LLC is an entity that Micky cherished, 
nurtured, and, perhaps more importantly for this topic, poured 10’s of MILLIONS of 
dollars improving and sculpting into his better Wyoming.  So, what would Micky Do?  
Well, this road would Kill future plans already in place for Further reservoirs, 
Irrigation, and agricultural projects.  And when I say Kill I mean you want the road 
directly through the heart of its  operations in both options.  It would bisect the 
significant infrastructure already in place which makes this A working “water ranch,” 
Jeopardize the ability to exercise our water rights, and effectively undo the 10’s of 
MILLIONS of dollars we have already spent on improvements and planning. Our 
grazing leases will be directly effected and become far less desirable.  Our Gravel 
mine Is also effected significantly by this proposed road. It undoes so many of the 
things he did, So I know that Mick would oppose this road. It all but ruins an asset for 
which I hold myself responsible and that is the number one reason why this road will 
not be built.  

 
2. As a builder and developer I have a very real sense for how Wyoming is growing.  

Companies I am involved with work very hard trying to make good decisions for the 
future of this city, State, and my home.  As we build a better Wyoming we consider what 
that looks like, at what our home and its infrastructure look like, and what is 
practical.  The proposed east belt Loop Does not meet a need Nor is it a good solution 
to a future need.  Our population is shrinking! I just came through the worst down 
turn I’ve faced as a builder in 10 years, and there is speculation for a future east belt 
loop when we barely just finished the new bypass!?  This an example of a fully 
utilitarian Project supported with manipulated statistics by people who are trying to 
find  the most efficient and easy solution to a non existent problem because we have 
some money to spend. This is NOT Building a Better Wyoming.   
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Phillip Giffin

From: Phillip Giffin <pgiffin3@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 15, 2018 10:30 AM
To: Phillip Giffin
Subject: Fwd: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Mail Delivery Subsystem" <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com> 
Date: Mar 15, 2018 11:16 AM 
Subject: Delivery Status Notification (Failure) 
To: <pgiffin3@gmail.com> 
Cc:  
 

 

Message not delivered  

Your message couldn't be delivered to pgiffn@m-m.net because the remote server is misconfigured. 
See technical details below for more information.  

 

 

The response was: 

550 permanent failure for one or more recipients (pgiffn@m-m.net:550 5.4.1 [pgiffn@m-m.net]: 
Recipient address rejected: Access denied [DM3NAM03FT024.eop-NAM03.prod.pr...)  

 
Final-Recipient: rfc822; pgiffn@m-m.net 
Action: failed 
Status: 5.0.0 
Remote-MTA: dns; d98985a.ess.barracudanetworks.com. (64.235.153.10, the server 
 for the domain m-m.net.) 
Diagnostic-Code: smtp; 550 permanent failure for one or more recipients (pgiffn@m-m.net:550 5.4.1 
[pgiffn@m-m.net]: Recipient address rejected: Access denied [DM3NAM03FT024.eop-NAM03.prod.pr...) 
Last-Attempt-Date: Thu, 15 Mar 2018 10:16:17 -0700 (PDT) 
 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
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From: Phillip Giffin <pgiffin3@gmail.com> 
To: pgiffn@m-m.net 
Cc:  
Bcc:  
Date: Thu, 15 Mar 2018 11:16:14 -0600 
Subject: Fwd: East Belt Loop 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Jeff Muratore" <muratorejeff@gmail.com> 
Date: Mar 14, 2018 11:40 PM 
Subject: East Belt Loop 
To: <pgiffin3@gmail.com> 
Cc:  
 
Mr Giffin 
 
I am forwarding my strong opposition to the proposed East Belt Loop. 
This is an unnecessary expenditure with little to no gain and in fact 
possibly a detriment to the traffic situation in Casper. 
 
First, the West Belt Loop is succeeding in routing large truck 
traffic, to and from I-25, off of Wyoming Blvd. and away from the 2nd 
St area. Implementing the East Loop would encourage more large trucks 
back onto Wyoming Blvd from both directions. I frequent Wyoming Blvd 
and it is a convenient route and much safer with less tractor trailers 
on it. 
 
Second, very little passenger traffic would divert to the East Loop, 
with the destination being Hat Six Rd., due to no access to 
residential areas of east Casper and quicker access is attained to 
most businesses by staying on Wyoming Blvd. 
 
Third, impact to area landowners, including the Casper Country Club 
and local ranches, would be considerable and unnecessary. 
 
Fourth, impact to wildlife would be considerable, with many antelope, 
mule deer, whitetail deer and small game residing in this area. East 
Elkhorn Creek is a migration corridor for wildlife in the Casper area. 
 
Please remove the East Belt Loop from any future consideration. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Jeff Muratore 
3211 S Coffman Ave 
Casper, Wy 82604 
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Phillip Giffin

From: 5hendricks@bresnan.net
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2018 8:53 PM
To: Phillip Giffin
Cc: peter@caspercountryclub.com
Subject: East Belt Loop Proposal

Dear Mr. Giffin, 
 
I understand that there have been several comments pertaining to the proposed East Belt Loop. I appreciate your taking 
comments, and I will keep mine brief. I do oppose the Loop. This is Wyoming, and traffic is, generally, not an issue. I 
appreciate being proactive, but our community is not growing at this time, and with the State economy being on a 
downturn, we should not spend money on something that is not needed.  
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Lori Hendricks 
4025 Placid Dr. 
Casper, WY 82604 
 
(307)577‐0530 



Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study  

Comments 

Date: 3/14/18 

Contact Name (s):   Patrick Dixon   

Property Address: 1919 Rustic Ct.  

Mailing Address:   1919 Rustic Ct, Casper, 82609 

Daytime Phone: 307‐234‐7321 

Cell Phone:  

E‐Mail: pdixn@aol.com 

Comments:  

I am writing as a member of Casper Country Club in strenuous opposition to the East belt Loop 

Plan No. 2.  My member number is 5* I inherited it from my grandfather, who was a founding 

member of the Club back in the 1920’s, nearly 100 years ago.  My Grandfather and his fellow 

businessment were visionaries in many respects; two respecting the Club.  First, they picked out 

the Elkhorn Creek Valley which is a jewel on the face of the Mountain.  They located the 

clubhouse on the bluff overlooking the valley with an unspoiled vista of the Mountain, east to 

west.  To sit in that dining room on a summer evening, watching the last golfers give way to the 

deer moving along the creek and the antelope running randomly around the course, just for 

exercise, is truly magical. 

The second example of the founders vision is that they located the Club so far from then Casper 

as to assure there would be no development to spoil the beauty of the property.  Thanks to the 

graciousness ‐ I can’t find a better word ‐ of the surrounding landowners who, over the 

generations have passed on millions of dollars, the Elkhorn Creek Valley remains undeveloped a 

hundred years hence.   

To plow a highway through that valley would be an abomination.  If you haven’t noticed, there 

aren’t that many lovely places in Natrona County.  Let’s don’t trash this one.   

Before you write this off as a comment from another NMBI , consider that a viable country club 
is more than just a recreational facility for the privileged few.  It is an asset to the whole community.  

From a business development standpoint, Casper cannot be taken seriously without a solid, well‐

functioning country club.  In addition to hosting its members and many guests, the Club hosts local 

charity tournaments almost weekly throughout the season, including the Wildcatters tourney in mid‐

July, which draws oil field executives, literally from around the world.  During the holiday season, the 

Club is one of the few venues for company parties.  It hosts wedding and funeral receptions. My wife 



(who doesn’t golf)  and I, and thousands of others over the years have supported the Club or these 

reasons, not because we are avid golfers.   It’s our commitment to and investment in the community.  

Given competition from two municipally subsidized golf courses and a fourth private course (none of 

which come close to offering the amenities of the Club),  the Club’s continued viability is seriously in 

jeopardy if Plan 2 is constructed.   

Finally, who needs it?  Why in the world would Wyoming taxpayers spend twenty to thirty million dollars 

($20,000,000 to $30,000,000) building the By Pass to Nowhere?  We already have a bypass at 

Blackmoor.  I live on the east side and I use Outer Drive a lot and it does get congested – for like 5 

minutes.   Is Wyoming in that big a hurry? Millions to skip two stop lights?  Seriously? Let’s spend our 

bucks on roads where we can save lives and not minutes.   

Consider that the Club’s founders built the course nearly 7 miles from downtown Casper, and how long 

it must have taken them to get to that pretty place at the foot of the Mountain, over two track roads in 

their old cars.  If they were visionary, they weren’t in that big a hurry.  Are we in such a hurry that we 

should despoil a valley where so many people go to slow down?   

Put me down as a NO on either plan.  Pat Dixon  
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Phillip Giffin

From: Alex Nicholas <anich@icloud.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 15, 2018 5:54 PM
To: Phillip Giffin
Subject: East Belt Loop Corridor

From: Alex M. Nicholas 
E-Mail: anich@icloud.com 
Re:  East Belt Loop Corridor 
  Brewer Family Land, Casper, WY 
 
 
Phillip J. Giffin 
Morrison-Maierle 
123 W. 1st St., Suite 640 
Casper, WY 82601 
 
March 15, 2018 
 
Dear Phillip, 
 
Thank you for meeting with my mom, Karen Nicholas, and my sister, Kristin Nicholas Vaver about this 
proposed project that so greatly effects our land in Casper. I am writing to you separately to voice my 
opinion regarding this project. I am strongly opposed to the proposed loop from Wyoming Boulevard 
to the Hat Six Road. The proposed route for this highway has a severe negative impact on my 
grandparent’s old ranch property, the Brewer family property, land that has been in our family for 
almost 70 years.   
 
Despite the fact that we have very little land in comparison to other land holders in the area, the 
proposed highway impacts our property more than others. On our property to the east of the original 
Blackmore Road, the proposed highway bisects our land with no provision for a way for us to go from 
west to east on our property. We literally will have no way to cross our land, therefore preventing us 
from using it for recreation or as range land for running cattle or horses. Certainly there would be no 
way for livestock to get down to our meadow for water. With a major highway running through it, 
developing the land or selling the land seems highly unlikely. Our land will become unusable and, 
therefore, essentially worthless. 
 
In addition to the problems over the hill on the eastern part of our property, the proposed highway 
would drastically reduce the value of our property in the meadow near the golf course.  There are two 
expensive homes in the north end of the meadow already.  One is the home my grandparents built in 
the early 1950s, which now belongs to the Davis family.  My mother, sister and I have planned to 
someday develop our remaining property south of those homes, and that plan is now in 
jeopardy.  This road, as planned, will make the land virtually worthless for development. The current 
appeal of the property is its country setting and beautiful view of the mountain.  All that would be 
lost.   
 
The highway being proposed will not only make our land unusable for us, but also seriously impacts 
future growth of Casper, making it very clearly not in Casper’s best interest. The Country club golf 
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course is an asset to the community. The preferred route of this highway runs all the way along the 
golf course. How can that be in the city’s best interest? What would be gained by some lessening of 
traffic on Wyoming Boulevard hardly seems worthwhile in that the city and county would be losing 
prime land for future development. With the right vision and partnerships, this land in Casper has 
significant potential. Smart development could meet the needs of individual landowners and the golf 
course, as well as benefit the citizens of the City of Casper. A huge highway in this area is not 
forward thinking or in the best interest of Casper. My family joins the large number of land and 
business owners in Casper in strong opposition to the project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Alex M. Nicholas 
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Phillip Giffin

From: Sara Warner <sarbear_34@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 15, 2018 2:31 PM
To: Phillip Giffin; pgiffin3@gmail.com
Cc: peter@caspercountryclub.com
Subject: East belt loop

Sorry my attachments haven’t worked, I have tried to cut and paste it below. Hope this works!  
Thank you! 
Sara Bummer 
 
Casper East Belt Loop Feasibility Study  

Comments 

Date: 3-12-18 

Contact Name:   Sara Bummer 

Property Address: 992 7th st. Evansville WY 82636 

Mailing Address:   992 7th st. Evansville WY 82636 

Daytime Phone: 307-262-3225 

Cell Phone:  

E-Mail:  

Comments:  

As a member of the Casper Country Club, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed East Belt Loop 
Corridor, and in particular, to Alternate Plan 2.  I oppose this project for the following reasons: 

 It is my understanding that Alt. 2 would route a multilane highway adjacent to golf holes No. 3, 4 
and 5 in some cases bringing the road within 150 feet of the golf course boundary giving rise to the 
following problems:  

 

 A danger to public safety by reason of errant golf shots hitting fast moving cars, motorcycles, 
bicycles and even pedestrians;  

 Increasing the risk of liability to Club members;  

 Reducing the ability of the Club to control trespassers on its property; and   

 Generally diminishing enjoyment of the Club.  

 

 Given competition from two municipally subsidized golf courses and a fourth private course the 
Club’s continued viability may be jeopardized if Plan 2 is constructed.    

 

 Esthetically, the East Belt Loop Corridor is a bad idea.  The Elk Horn Creek Valley is one of the 
unspoiled jewels in Natrona County.  To plow a road across that valley would spoil its beauty.  
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 As a taxpayer in the State of Wyoming, to spend between $19 and $28 million to build a road to fix 
an imperceptible traffic problem is wasteful.  The money would be better spent extending the four 
lanes to Alcova, or improving the Shoshoni Highway, roads on which people often die.   

Sent from my iPhone 
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