POSSIBLE
IMPROVEMENT
OPTIONS
CHERRYVALE ROAD
TO WESTVIEW DRIVE

™
Y
<
=
T
>
T
H
<
_I
"

G

HISTORIC G@?{
o

|- - aaTissL AR IO
VLN @ %5 ' s}
1

- ATASEENAAV G,
HASOOHETA VAN 1

\

VALLEY SCHOGLE :

. DISTRICTE

e
2
N\
\
AN
N\
Wik
// \
N
A W
A\
)
N
/ //\
A N
X

DISTRICT ="

i
i
VALLBRY SCHOOL

BOULDER

ighway 7 ____

=

e — |

State H

1

[CHARD R,

BPAIQU

‘Rl
e

CE

o

GRORGE R. &

COMMONS LTD.

DORATHY R. JO¥!

HISTORIC

EXISTING EDGE OF PAVEMENT
PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
PROPOSED CURB AND GUTTER
PROPOSED LANE STRIPING

SIDEWALK/ TRAIL

z
W,
i
]
o
I
©
[

EXISTING DITCH

Legend

HERRYVALE COMMONS LTD.

<

J

2 *

Q
ALITaY)

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION

TYPICAL SECTIONS

— e
2 LY
LESIOUS |
VELLNELIAYD @ T ¥ )
i

 SIDEWALK
TRAL @

LANE @

TYPE 2 (SEC 1B)

—CURB AND GUTTER

TYPE 2 (SEC IIB)
LANE

~CURB AND GUTTER

LANE

2

THRU LANE THRU LANE BIKE AUXILLARY

THRU LANE BIKE

LEFT TURN
LANE
LEFT TURN
LANE

OPTION W-

5

BIKE_THRU_LANE

o
2
3

TJR
& Ll
@
E=
UE
GE
22
2
<~
[4a]
cg
ol
or

3
N
E
5

>
=
=z
o
o
z
[mi]
—
7]
]
=

F

w
b4
<
3
=)
x
T
=
w
z
<
3
=)
4
T
=
o]
x
©
3
X
S
<

OPTION W-3

TRAIL@

SIDEWALK

| -- aEEfSELL AR GOTT
VELNELLAYO @ F ' s}
H

sérood

- - QTS VALY
SOHVAVAY o

BR VALLRY

., DISTRICT

x
i}
=
E
2
o
o
=
<
o
x
=
o

TYPE 2 (SEC 1IB)

TRUST

‘I JOSRPE MY RS

& MARY BETE

]

TR

i

LEON VAEN

3
S LIvING

LIVING

CEIART) B

1
I
IPAQURETTE

NO BUILD

!
!

JTR, LG

!
- i

- ¢
:
v

\

%\u
B

o

RGE R &

GRO
DOROATHY R. JOYCR

e
<
—

'_'gy_Z;,,

e

,::LJ,,,,,

e U — |

HLLLENOVA ¥ NEOL

BMCASSETS INC.

State Highway 7~ =35 N

State

"

KA
A

e

——

=

STTROST

IPAIQUIEM

!
h

TR, |LLC

|-

lag
1l

g Ft

G‘,

| GHbURLL

2-LANE SECTION WITH LEFT TURN AND RIGHT TURN LANES, AS REQUIRED

SECIURCARE BOULD:

A

SECIIRCARE BROULDER

COMMONS LT,

At d

GRORGE R. &
DORQTHY R. JOY

CHRRRYVALR COMMONS LTD.

HISTORIC
HOUSE

| araswENLEvd
- ONTRLS S

CHERRYVALR COMMONS LTD.

&

o8 _
o N

HISTORIC
HOUSE

_SIDEWALK _
TRAIL@

TRAIL

—CURB AND GUTTER

SIDEWALK

TYPE 2 (SEC IIB)

LANE @

CURB AND GUTTER

LANE

LANE]

, THRU LANE THRU LANE BIKE
, THRU LANE THRU LANE BIKE AUXILLARY

LANE
LS

LEFT TURN

LEFT TURN

OPTION W-4

BIKE, THRU LANE THRU LANE

R /| @west EnD ONLY

LANE (g [LANE]

_AUXILLARY BIKE THRU LANE THRU LANE

TRAL@

SIDEWALK |

CURB AND GUTTE
TYPE 2 (SEC 1IB)

TRAIL

_SIDEWALK |

PERTY

VHLNELAYO O F ' 5 VHLNELYO @ % |
i ,

7 asnommava

+
+

‘I JOSRPE MY RS

& MARY BETE

T

‘I JOSRPE MY RS

& MARY BETE

T

~

AXINY

LIVING [TRU:
G [TRUST

LEDN
LEDN V.

=3
=3
LIVIN

|3

/4

|

I

TYPE 2 (SEC IB)

OPTION W-5

@ \wesT END ONLY

CURB AND GUTTER
TYPE 2 (SEC IIB)

\

BPERTL‘BS

A
=

<

State Highway 7

RSR PR

|}

O U —— |

HLLIEAOVE ¥ NEOL

T
CETART B
|
H
CEIART) B
|

BPAQUETTE

BPAQUETTE

[
|24
1
IS
|

BMCIASSETS INC.
|

L

LANE URBAN SECTION - 63RD TO VO-TEC ACCESS
2-LANE URBAN SECTION - VO-TEC TO WESTVIEW

s

4

| L

AREA ¥

HISTORIC GAS RTATIQN

e TG
AYID SALZNCA

HISTORIC_GAS BTATI

HISTORIC HOUSE

ESITIVE

|
I
ISRICH

s

A:RE‘A 5
11 1

SROUP LL

E$IIIYE

57
4-LANE URBAN SECTION WITH CONTINUOUS AUXILIARY TRANSIT LANE WEST OF VOTEC SCHOOL

6-LANE URBAN SECTION (INCL. TRANSIT/ AUXILIARY LANE IN EACH DIRECTION) - CHERRYVALE TO 63RD

N

-

=N

U T X

<

ATHSHINLEVT
- ONTRLE S "

HISTORIC GAS STATIO

B
B

GREBORGE R. &

DORQTHY R. JOY
GREBORGE R. &

DORQTHY R. JOY

<3

E EACH DIRECTION

-
(S

CHERRYVALR COMMONS LTD.

HISTORIC
HISTORIC
HOUSE

CHERRYVALRE COMMONS LTD.

AV LO*LL S3ANIL ¥O0Z “LL NP

Bmp 7007 T LSIM—0Yv08\BMP\V3 £ HS 90—120—10\d 3IAVN

MULLER

DOT
Carter=Burgess

RFPAR-MENT SF TRANSECRTATISN

&
=
=
I~
8
3
R
3
-
3
=
S

6-LANE URBAN SECTION (INCL. TRANSIT/ AUXILIARY LANE IN EACH DIRECTION) - CHERRYVALE TO 63RD
4-LANE URBAN SECTION - 63RD TO WESTVIEW
ALIGNMENT CONFIGURED TO AVOID NATIONAL HISTORIC REGISTER ELIGIBLE PROPERTIES



http://www.docu-track.com/index.php?page=38
http://www.docu-track.com/index.php?page=38

1:39 PM

DATE: JUN 08, 2004 TIME:

NAME: P:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\BOARD—EAST_2004.dwg

e e
Legend

RIGHT—QF —WAY

EXISTING EDGE OF PAVEMENT
EXISTING DITCH

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
PROPOSED CURB AND GUTTER
PROPOSED LANE STRIPING

SIDEWALK/ TRAIL

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION

an@yaw.é:xff}ig@msmmc BA;}J v ; 625 COUNTY OF BOULDER /,// // T ///(/} o & @L = . BD‘;VJA&D&’DEE'P&
= o Tl STON PARK o ) e
=0l e : o W e ) U 0m a7 S o
) = 7 O Vo PSR R R ’ Rl «0°
/O o & %00 o > e o s Y st - i AV (0P 75TH STREET
o 25 S % Lnads = © Joe 3 Q/ N "‘ | “ INTERSECTION
o Lk e o o) en o O {5 \\\I// © Sg )/ ;Qs\% g R l‘ O HISTORIC DITCH IMPROVEMENTS
HISTORIC 4 w T < T L.
/ \\ R e T v
/ - % Ot&\} /! e ~ _‘,_ﬁ\_ .
e g L e e B e e R R ) _ _oee - 3t il = =
7777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 S~ ———= = i e T e
7 Q S : i ’\.w_ &
b R ST R it O
777777 (v ‘\ﬂéu Do GEI O = o T Nuw? =l o i /’
Q = ' 5 o O e
/ N 9 C:) 4
O % % = ———=——— = — E
o S BRI
&% © ) S L
C]:Sl:;:l?A%; l;o‘g]?n&ll% (19) | ’ CITY QP BOULDRR { HISTOBREULQEASSAPIN KB%UCKBCQ%MA.NYENT i.g{a?
3 % -

)
OPTION E-1

NO BUILD

STATE HIGHWAY 7/
POSSIBLE
IMPROVEMENT
OPTIONS

WESTVIEW DRIVE
TO 75TH STREET

@ P
‘ ‘\

HISTORIC

COUNTY OF BOULDER =

LRGION PARK. st

HISTORIC BAF}N} \/ /65'
O Pz -
_/ 27
L

?‘-:——Vu

77 : = ~ 7

ALDREDGE

0‘1&}

HISTORIC DITCH

SO A 0 =
7 < o o oP
%) ag, o ne o / & A/
4// v ¢ Ct_) 5{30 N YLaNE © o Q wm@f} HISTORIC RAILROAD

7 m%

(3
CITY OF BOU [Eﬁlia £

BSTATE & OPENSE) !@.

HISTORIC LANDSCAPING
BRUCE A.
TENENBA UM

CITY OF BOULDBR

)
OPTION E-2

INTERSECTION SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT WESTVIEW DR. AND VALTEC LN.

TYPICAL SECTIONS

'SHOULDER, THRU LANE _ LEFT TURN _ THRU LANE SHOULDER
LANE

= =
OPTION E-2

°O.\
\

g Y o M
() @@
HISTORIC P

~ LEGTON PARK T

Lin, , N SR T s

V r Gﬁ COUNTY OF BOULDER e — //

= [
| MAEER 3

«0°
m}:!TBl{I? RISES| '\'09

o L%

wm

HISTORIC DITCH

U‘\“‘é © %0 G s o R ‘%::::—‘—\
5 r @ izz. 3
(] BIKE
2 A

CITY OF BOU
BSTATE & Q!

.y
HISTORIC LANDSCAPIN
BRUCE A.
TENBNBAUM

CITY OF BOQULDER [ '
\

)
OPTION E-3

2-LANE RURAL SECTION WITH SHOULDERS AND TURN LANES

LN

PR~ S

,\: — ;‘7‘1_/

P R s
rd LY

WESTERN EQUIPMENT
& TRUCK COMPANY

'SHOULDER THRU LANE  LEFT TURN _ THRU LANE SHOULDER

T
IN--- 1 - |

OPTION E-3

COUNTY OF BOULDER
LEGTON PARR

2l oo,

e

HISTORIC DITCH

G, ,
0@y zx‘;?f*

B, O
CI'TY OF BOULL Sﬁna ;
BSTATE & OPBM ST, %

HISTORIC LANDSCAPIN
BRUCE A.
TENENBAUM

CLTY OF BOULDER l

)
OPTION E-+4

4-LANE RURAL SECTION WITH SHOULDERS AND TURN LANES

§§ | O
e s e R ] e
wdi AN A HNkE——————=—=— —r
S i3
o
K9] EQUIPMENT
& TRUCK COMPANY

SHOULDER THRU LANE THRU LANE ,THRU LANE THRU LANE SHOULDER

Be  ma
OPTION E+4

LEFT TURN
LANE

§
9

HISTORIC ¢

COUNTY OF BOULDER. S %

LEGTON PARK.

.,
57

el o QCeNg ™ O
Y o A 9/ 5 /1

)
-
a °0 i g/’l/ {3(3 /A%G
@ ﬁcb .:5{30 \i /%AMQ Qé:}/m\?\}\\§ i @
2L »

HISTORIC DITCH

GRS /

TS ,.nb’ﬁno.
%S?A%B&OOP ,
k &

U g o 00 Dcpo s 08 tuw’
=

CONTINUOUS BIKE LANE L
EACH DIRECTION

o
=l )
CLTY OF BOULDBR HISTORIC LANDSCAPING
BRUCE A
TENENBAUM

)
OPTION E-5

4-LANE URBAN SECTION WITH BIKE LANES AND SIDEWALK/ TRAIL
ALIGNMENT CONFIGURED TO AVOID NATURAL HISTORIC REGISTER ELLGIBLE PROPERTIES

| JACOBS
RNBER, LLL

WESTERN EQUIBPMEN'T

LEFT TURN
LANE

_SIDEWALK
TRAIL

-l el
/L_aé = -

OPTION E-5

BIKE THRU LANE THRU LANE
LANE

,THRU LANE THRU LANE BIKE
LANE

_SIDEWALK
TRAIL

CURB AND GUTTER
TYPE 2 (SEC IIB)

Cherryvale Rd. to 75th St.  ==== -
Carter=Burgess

MULLER



http://www.docu-track.com/index.php?page=38
http://www.docu-track.com/index.php?page=38

131+00.00

P

oo ﬁ/\ INC. /cf\% 7
2

X
7y TRAFFIC
\ SIGNAL

S RN RS

=

—hy

WHITE
WAVE, INC.

o
WHITE VYAV i, INC.

CURB AND GUTTER i

S

IFM@NHOLE NP

L RGge ALt oEn
N84S P £

DATE: OCT 11, 2005 TIME: 11:39 AM

NAME: P:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\01021-PP_ALT2.dwg

T == i = m
== 2" STORMSEWER = = T eTOn w
— — N — 24" STORMSEWER o ~__ I T _ = - _24"STORMSEWER
T T N\ |[emeron T —— T —— & JIE=IL S : : =
—= = : i G SDEWALK ‘ ':%T = . — =
) - ~"STM MANHOLE Pattes STM MANHORE~ Tr
AREA WHERE > sTorRmINLET 18" STORM SEWER A 18" STORM SEWER | €}
TEMPORARY >~— 24" STORM SEWER § PROPOBED =
EASEMENT MAY! P STORM INLET CURB AND GUITE| STORM INLET
BE REQUIRED i [™~— FLARED END SECTION % <
5 LMIT OF FILL =
EXISTING AND D g \ 3 /
ROW (UNCHANGEDY" | — | PROPOSED R.OW. o Q @
£ STORM INLET 9 -
| \ POSSIBLE WATER
BURTON & ("> QUALITY POND LOCATION
EVERETT SMITH CHERRYV?}’IJ‘%COMMON% {iv (:::} L—*
| | ’ RS} S
5280 5280
5270 5270
gy
5260 Flo % 5260
<2 +
gie Bl ()
Q .
5250 S8 2L f 5250
% LIT PROFILE GRADE -
~|_. / <:
2y / | o
5240 Wi 0500 ‘// — — 1 5240
— = | — - EE - Il
—+ : 3l < |
\ g ™~ —-—
5230 Bxisting Ground s =1 5230
<[ _—
R E
< =]
5220 /@ | 5220
oo E
5210 5210
5200 5200
130+00 132+00 133+00 136+00 137+00 138+00 139+00 140+00 141+00 142+00 143+00
Computer File Information Sheet Revisions C i j
olorado Department of Transportation As Constructed ALTERNATIVE 2 Project No./Code
Creation Date: 08/23/05 Initials: G P P SH7 (IEREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
Last Modification Date:  10/08/05 Initials: G 'Cw gi?)?l?.DIEERE Eg.La%%gg RONGATE 4, SUITE 100 No Revisions: STA. 131400 TO STA. 143+00 STA 0072—-010
Full PathP:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\ | () —_————= Eru{neg%d:uff o LAKEWOOD, C(;%%RASSB Eﬂgsgs‘ MuLLER 1B Designer: LRP |Structure 11873
Drawing File Name: 01021-PP_ALT2.dwg | C_ D St o s [t (303) 444- (303) — Detailer: RKL | Numbers
Acad Ver. 2000i Scale:  1:50 Units: English | C_ D Void: Sheet Subset:  ROADWAY | Subset Sheets: Sheet Number:




| - N
NAROPA ! - CH
UN][VERS][T‘{ )

[T D

POSSIBLEWATER ~ ~ ~ ~ !
QUALITY POND LIMITS

DATE: OCT 11,2005 TIME: 11:41 AM

NAME: P:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\01021-PP_ALT2.dwg

I |
] | | A [ —
‘ ‘ N | ! ‘ o= i ) 54" STORM SEWER | § PROPOSED R.OW. g § | i
¢ 7y l CURB AND GUTTER N ‘ g / = |l /
@ ‘ ‘ § | } Existing R.O.W. I % l | S J : ; EY 2,. ‘ "y
1N i~ ! — ——- — —— - o |
=] - Existing Edh RIS . o] FLARED 18" cmp < '3 Qi Q
of Z m Of Favemere | §2LL.IS & 3 “END SECTION TR Ui o
T |y TR FIL Ly = o =T £ a_ 2 | é i rd
g ~j.§. /z ;i:; \(§ 11 \ y @1 ﬁ kﬁ\ o [} it 1‘18\ ST%BMW . %
_— e = ‘ - o A — v £/\ £
v == R 5 L E ——— A T SESToR 4"\ { Vet :
- _ e T —— S S—— - _ 777@7,75 e SE,XV/E—.——l = ’,77__'_ o o pEREs — — -
ﬁ [T—— ——=—— = %" STORMSEWER J 4 N N 12' MULTI-USE PATH - I | A
m ==— == & - - i STM (‘ I m
W reron e TSTORMSEWER | = [/} = = = T — ~ £ MANHOLE T e ——— 1]
= 7—7@7:\{ e D e -~ W N T S R e R S T PR RSN ST el i =
:‘ - ——y i e e - J!FUE E === 5 — TN . = ﬂ :
. . T — _ - ’- _ J _ I - < T b _ | -H ‘ T _ — \ _ O _ L —
¢=, r LA TR “owwdor - fRE o[ Tt o h [ 2o o %“:ﬁf,
" L L 1 N TRV AL v ) = -
o 5 —_—— oz i - g Ea L - - >
g\ ~ ~ - - - N __} | ! 1 7 \\/ 1‘ :HEI tin. T \ ” Eucting <
g ,E, 2 ‘m / ‘,l M Existing Edige \I;ROJECT élvfj{ ~ % M SEWER g\j\“"l‘[ } ‘ } | l_._/ 0 ‘\‘ W‘F: __ ﬁlfi;fr’/c ~ RN 18"5 X“ / S \* e b R.O.W. E
SN « ) ;‘ ‘ @ o = [ Of Pavement CONTROL LINE —p ) | | | T - z \\5@,72/ S‘TORMHNLET PR(bPOSEﬁ) ~— 18" STORM SEWER
s | i b _ L | I3 | L il ) ! | {
Loyl ~~( [~ § i~ ’ // o ! = Rewove J/ 5 2 / v | BT RN ©URBAND GUTTER i ST@RM INLET
i e | z @ | E/ TRUCTURE s — i REMUEE PROPOSED 'l
\ g8 8y 28 EOTYLE T e | e A
\ \ﬂ?%Z = Z o ‘g‘zj‘/ ‘ I I ‘ &
! =g } = \ ‘ w =2 g | i Dol AN '2\1
L NE3 @%ERR& VALE COMMONS L i <RSI L URCARE BOULDER |/ | ; ey e -
| LAt K i ; ! I ! LI ! Mmoo !
——— | D ELCNE e RS LR GROYBLL ) n
5280 5280
5270 3 8 % 5270
i : =) E e
5260 | & s | 5260
+ I_IJI ||: lq—; ::! PROFILE n
(] Wi =iE / <
? 3 // 0509 P
5250 |q= 7 0-50% —4¥ 5250
n - — — 1 — D - TR
— 1
E — — - B E—
|l il —
5240 — Existing =d| 5240
= = = =
5230 | = 2/ b s i% : 5 <& 5230
ﬁ - LR R & ! S g E
= It L i &
5220 |t olo Ol ° 5220
E (AN N (AN
5210 K=T206.10 5210
5290 5290
143+00 144+00 145+00 147+00 148+00 150+00 151+00 152+00 153+00 154+00 155+00 156+00 157+00 158+00
Computer File Information Sheet Revisions C i j
olorado Department of Transportation As Constructed ALTERNATIVE 2 Project No./Code
Creation Date: 08/23/05 Initials: D) P P PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
Last Modification Date:  10/08/05 Initials: ') 'C‘m 1050 LEE HLL ROrD JRONGATE 4, SUITE 100 No Revisions: A.143+00 TO STA. 158+00 STA 0072-010
Full PathP:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\ | () e . wm ~m Phone: (303) 546-5662  LAKEWOOD, COLORADO 80226 " LRP |Structure
e e e Fax: (303) 444-0740 (203) 982930 NSJAWARY | Revised: 11873
Drawing File Name: 01021-PP_ALT2.dwg | C_ D DEPARTHENT OF TRANSPORTATON |8+ — RKL | Numbers
') REGION 4 MHG Void:

Acad Ver. 2000i Scale:  1:50 Units: English

ROADWAY | Subset Sheets:

Sheet Number:




DATE: OCT 11, 2005 TIME: 11:42 AM

NAME: P:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\01021-PP_ALT2.dwg

I } i | AN i ; | ; I ' I \\ | ; a b | | | } ; ; I 1
! ! ‘ | ! | oo L [ ! = — ‘ | ‘ | A 0 | \ | [ \ | i | |
| ! ! ! | : Lol | RéR " PROPERTIES LILC , | 1 BT i
 RICHARDE. | | /| [ 11 | @ ( L B . (|, STEPNVAHNLIVING | KENT JOSEPH MYRON & MARY BETH S | BOULDER SELY
OUETTETRUST | ' Lk 1 &%) | X € F_1 TRUST | - | T | STORAGELLC| |
PAQUETHETRUST | 1 1§ LB | | D& /| \ | = I w g : M
o I T S = AR 22 ) ~ X ‘ ~ ‘ ‘
o Y I - < = = | J | A e \ 1 3 : N
B R L™ EeTai e e vy N -
| DR R - S@ ‘ | 1§ s S -7 | | | " ; | "
| R — 2 I = I ! ___--PROPOSEDROMW. | i \ I e B .
- Mo RETAINING WALL o Al v | . L d _ PROJECT —— Existing Edge I |— PROPOSE p =
|~ ! E L/ MAX HEIGHT 6 F < ) {j \ N pAvE af F"_ij P /@ 1 CONTROL LINE Of Pavemert ] SURE AMD GUTTER Q
o 54" STORM SEWER & 101 A N/ STORM INLET Xg \ @\ = 1\ T B / STORM INLET STORM INL g +
=] : ST s ( Bustng ROW1 4 I LS e—ﬁ;ﬁﬂ — =0 . " STORM SEWER 2
+ MANHOLE o | ANHOLE —ue % /. ] -
% LEG — e e T —— PoH e .4 ]
= = —— ok wsigmnsner <
J - : "'
P = o | 11}
3 = — e EECHs E— == E
ST — =1 - - 7 J
= = - _Z A 2 Z = : A — —
E —_Z 1 re— T , A‘i .‘ AN B SIDEWAIK | L
o \ /,
=1 5 - AN e ek P : A i L proposep ' ow 2
T s y ‘ — 3 stoRv = MANHOLE — RO.W. [
T) | SEWER * 9 CURBAND GUTTER g~ s10RM ¢ STORM INLET g
- STORM INLET r STORM INLET | o __; PROPOSEDROW.  SEWER — RETAINING WAL ke
< 18" STORM SEWER | 5} ‘ e STORM SEWER | \ E: %—MTF e o T:::j‘m%rﬁ@
= ﬁ STORMINLET | . STORM INLET | Y o 1 B = & e
K \ Existing Ecl = o ! A S D —m -
) RO e AN SIS N
\ | LMIT OF FILL | | o 3 | e =
%:::*T = | j l‘ \ i / LMIT OF CUT ‘ |
A | ° : , , 1
Y \&3 | | BMC ASSETS INC. \‘ | B - BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL D][STR][CTY”J |
ol - , ! | - i ==
4UU.UU V.U
5290 K=129.80 = 5290
| &
5280 } . - 3 . 5280
0 Sig S 3R 8l
5270 | o= Sy gl 3| e 5270
n e Ll? Ll “- Il " <[l g
< =i <| i m——
| =5 L) Al = ey A4
5260 5 Z :_J PROFILE GRADE |'.|: © :_'T_ e Sis E 5260
1l / .
E 509 l/ _0ENo, 0509, S
5250 |=— - —— = _ - — —®]| 5250
::3 — =t = = ; = = ‘ 8 g
7 ala -_—
5240 g Existime Grouret 8 g wll | 5240
+ 10 1
= g g o BB o
S als S e ;
5230 S[& kS S <] 5230
i | S E
E E L
5220 S 2H 5220
5210 '.'=.”99._;.1 . 5210
158+00 159+00 160+00 161+00 162+00 163+00 164+00 165+00 166+00 167+00 168+00 169+00 170+00 171+00 172+00 173+00
Computer File Information Sheet Revisions C i j
olorado Department of Transportation As Constructed ALTERNATIVE 2 Project No./Code
Creation Date: 08/23/05 Initials: RKL G P P SH7 (IEREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
Last Modification Date:  10/08/05 Initials: RKL ‘) 'Cwm 1050 LEE HLLROAD _ LWONGATE 1, SulE 100 No Revisions: STA. 158+00 TO STA. 173+00 STA 0072-010
Full PathP:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\ | () e Phonc: (303) 546-5662  LAKEWOOD, COLORADO 80226 o Designer: LRP | Structure
— e Fax: (303) 444-0740 (303) 988-4939 MULLER SRR Numb 11873
Drawing File Name: 01021-PP_ALT2.dwg | C_O DATVENT OF TRAISEARATN — Detailer: RKL | Umbers
Acad Ver. 2000i Scale:  1:50 Units: English | C_ D REGION 4 MHG Void: Sheet Subset:  ROADWAY | Subset Sheets: 30f7 | Sheet Number:




DATE: OCT 11, 2005 TIME: 11:45 AM

NAME: P:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\01021-PP_ALT2.dwg

; i P ; : ~,
| S i o DELL " f Y » P
. RLE $ | @881 VB?ER?[]%[N | ‘ b F(JUISMIW HARBURG
PROPERTIES (& | SoEl | | | o oA : S b S
JOUTH, LLC ™~ | 225 | | & E 1 3 3 s EM:{@\ . %
I o haEsd || | zze N =2 5 N AL 8 /7%
o || 5] ol on 2R | e d 2EEH | \ N o A m}@,& , 2 |
) Lo PORAR) TRUGT 2 NSTRUCT ¥,
: obwe (ivesey S22 /N cEmmme | “E5 N\ oSG ton 1 . «
™ s E‘?M SEWER | .7 I\ ST™ ;7 N | 4 ‘ If&,A STORM INLET Lusting Ldge il a 2 LT OF CUT < 8
~ a2 & 7 R e T WL 18" STORM SEWER f@f%%ﬁ»%r/g f BT oF eur ©
. —————— i : o] 0
< —— i — — _,ii,,, /] AN ’ M}*\"A*‘f S B i S W RN ] ©
= < : ettt ettty steil: Setien] ) 22 i Pt et a1 i e S e e A | —1 ™
] \ =pr
u ‘[TSE_EF{\P“A (<Y ={VVi=] P
= — T e "
—] Il P —
-l - - = =T VIR LT 5 — E
= U = -
2 == Ey i P R e — —— — - — / E AR : ;
o L S — = MAXHEIGHTSET [T L ,1_:_7””/ B e e JE e 9% )
777777 4 e 3 . N - ey
= g % PROPoéE\[i‘?Q. 5\&} e i/ LS R Hb ; - %SEAICEE mﬁ\ E . }5 | AR :
PN /” WA \ P P S N (d y T ! 18" STORM SEWER x é Xisting | ‘ E %
Y Y ) AN 13 PROJECT .ﬁ g ROW. el (e s
- o< 7 L' - ol | CONTROL LINE —1 i 3 STORM INLET b bnd | 2! E
e T 7z R ‘ PROPOSED M“ RN
G T \\\\ 2 g I y . CURBAND GUTTER "é | (', 7177
ik © o s o > D ﬂ ‘ E i% § 4§
ixﬂj@/’ 7 o lﬁ% <;3 LI, 5 \ A Je oo - ;
P a3 - V- 7 | —-
2 / < oTNN a e o \4 | E |
P _ Ve \,\ o ey / //
5 BOULDERVALLEY (‘f@/ AN \ ij | % / TE AVARY | ;
- ¢ S /v/ 2 N an / NSl
, N /cgi@QL DISTRICT ?/’; 2 N S g CHURCH| OF BOUKDER / {11 | /
A3 e I S ANy 0 ot @l ! ) ] 7 i
5300 —| 5330
466:66-V-€] 300.00"V-C. Qi
K=129.80 K=123.90 +|
Q
5290 0] 5320
Q /E
83 Sl _—— g
319 S| =
5280 | o =i gl w0/ 5310
' H f<s1IaN]
ﬁ ||. - olin = m
£ B oe — =
5270 jg' P PROFILE GRADE al Sla ROFILE GRADE P E Ie:: 5300
\ 00/ - — M ' [-38) N\
= \, 3.58% E =1 afa \ |~ ¥ 1 %
< > — E3N { <l
ﬁ — - b ) \ Exiat o 5 et
5260 | — ! i ; 2 g 5290
< (A
il D e ——— » o =l f—
z ; ; = 8
5250 = = — iz 000V E 5280
?J ; ~ ‘% g’() RK=1 I.0.00 ._J
i : 218 3.58% — & 8
5240 = g N m — %fé 5270
. < 2o
5230 : Tz < 5 5260
5220 5250
173+00 174+00 175+00 176+00 177+00 178+00 179+00 180+00 181+00 182+00 183+00 184+00 185+00 186+00 187+00 188+00
Computer File Information Sheet Revisions C i j
olorado Department of Transportation As Constructed ALTERNATIVE 2 Project No./Code
Creation Date: 08/23/05 Initials: RKL (D) P P SH7 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) ) /
Pr—— ; P \ A TRONGATE 4, SUITE 100 isions: STA. 173+00 TO STA. 188+00 —
Last Modification Date:  10/08/05 Initials: RKL (D) 'Cw égﬁ?.DIEERE EBLLa%%og RONGATE 4, SUITE 100 No Revisions: STA 0072-010
Full PathP:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\ | () e [hone: (303) 546-5662  LAKEWOOD, COLORADO 80226 Revised: Designer: LRP |Structure 7
e Fax: (303) 444-0740 (303) 988-1930 ISJBBARY | Revise Numb 11873
Drawing File Name: 01021-PP_ALT2.dwg | C_O T o o — Detailer: RKL | Numbers
Acad Ver. 2000i Scale:  1:50 Units: English | C_ D REGION 4 MHG Void: Sheet Subset:  ROADWAY | Subset Sheets: 40f7 | Sheet Number:




DATE: OCT 11, 2005 TIME: 11:47 AM

eport selected alternatives\01021-PP_ALT2.dwg

NAME: P:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwglre

- COUNTY OF BQULDER _~ 3
DO ?LQT DISTURB TRAIL 3
S
3 - LEGION RARK ~ —
S s L T /o
) L « — 7 .
e i ri oo v ‘6\”‘ ) ﬁﬁa 3 \\{\\%</ '
— /:v_*fw Eame Sy ST 7 —= - — SN -~ O
oI5 STORMSEWER | %}% e ”p’é PROPOSED ’gffﬁ;”vir‘:zjf \IT> A L~ Eéé 2
§ 7 STORM INRET {ﬁ & - /, EDGE OF PAVEMENT ;/prr*f\’v“\))w Nv( (;f‘ x«& S— B ~L | 8
- 18" STORMSEWER 37 |\ . S 50 N 12 MULTIUSE PATH ?
8 T - / = > 7 N
- : <
i—y_ e »
- [l —t— | e e e L W e e T L R0 o T T T T —w
() e =
[T} -
z 73
S F |8
T — , YN
o e
: LR D, FtRR s St Esamane b
E {, Aﬁ SOPINT / P)vu:f\ 3‘? %w’J V\} XKAWJ] Mﬁ\% %w = S - ¢ m’}\i(( S < PROJECT ;:% Existing PROPOSED = R
(\K} 7 {J/ v&$ j'\‘ : CONTROL LINE E R.O.W. ~ EDGE OF PAVEMENT LMIT/OF FILL [y
i Il < SE e fw \ = oy LMIT OF cUT = Jf
\( N 2 |
\ — A
s e ©° ! S
( CITY OF BOULDER REAL o / CITY OF BOULDER
’ ESTATE & OPEN SPACE " ™y B /]|
5370 58 5370
o 3] E
5360 | b\ il 5360
g o d Ll
5350 |00 | 5350
K_l — p— G |
e — -3
= = _ o
5340 |« ©| 5340
o N
= |
= =
5320 —— | 5320
: PROFI|
7.:_‘ [HE GRADE %
= Q0% 4.389 / :
5310 i — & ] 5310
. 14 |
< O
5300 &S 5300
] : ——
M Existing|Ground —
e P
5290 ; E 5290
5280 ReToE 5280
188+00 189+00 190+00 191+00 192+00 193+00 194+00 195+00 196+00 197+00 198+00 199+00 200+00 201+00 202+00 203+00
Computer File Information Sheet Revisions C i j
olorado Department of Transportation As Constructed ALTERNATIVE 2 Project No./Code
Creation Date: 08/23/05 Initials: RKL G P P SH7 (IEREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
Last Modification Date:  10/08/05 Initials: RKL (D) 'Cwm 1050 LEE HLLROAD _ LWONGATE 1, SulE 100 No Revisions: STA. 188+00 TO STA. 203+00 STA 0072-010
Full PathP:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\ | () s Plone: (303) 5465662  LAKEWOOD, COLORADO 80226 MULLER 1B Designer: LRP |Structure 11873
Drawing File Name: 01021-PP_ALT2.dwg | C DO St o meramaron Fac (303) 444-0740 (303) 9864939 EUERECE - Detailer: RKL_ | Numbers
Acad Ver. 2000i Scale:  1:50 Units: English | C_ D REGION 4 MHG Void: Sheet Subset:  ROADWAY | Subset Sheets: 50f 7 | Sheet Number:




DATE: OCT 11, 2005 TIME: 11:47 AM

NAME: P:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\01021-PP_ALT2.dwg

/S e e P | e A I =N x\ Y
dwoger /YO i EN%?R%FR]TSES @J RS {f T " -~_ & THOMASP. N NﬁDEN LLC ‘ ROSALIE
ggNSTBUCTION 1 | | g K S 3 CcoNway \ \\ \ / \& % ALDREDGE
ENT g : : ! 1 o + g STRUCTURE TEMPORARY
4% | sl = RETAINING WALL = 1 1 T TO BE REMOVED RAILROAD
CLOSE ACCESS E . PROPOSED ROW. 3%;‘ } § k. Vil H’EIGHT e N m o ! | : ; ALIGNMENT
N A LS | ‘ SR : : RETAINING WALL ! l R D GUNER RETANING WALL | o
{ESEE%SFEEA%@NT Grotrg e 15" emp ]l X swoeore | T —4 ] 1 | MAxHEeHTioRT | remp ey e HEIGHT 21T | Q
2 e zdf L | TO BF REMOVED . f =% > . +
o B Busting R.O.W. y o N T J o JDEBRA L / \ VA ©
3 D -~ e v \ | 3 - — - DFERAL By o el ata s o |y
; -7 7 @'@T\oo [elexe vl B || } . - “A 4/ \/A\ v: \’\:’A :fd ', o ___j 12 MUKTI-USE PATH \ NS ] :
° —_ i I~ [ St T P s s = e A\ \
N ~ 24" cm =
. B\ P g’j z ! \\A% Nev e | A
E 777777777777 T~ S eyt P
(7 ‘ N = =
| e —F—r , = , , - - e A\ i m—— 14
wl | T kS — J\E_J e 0 0- > e —
Ma = Z v v R.d = — < =
: ”»\M 5( ’f}ﬁéﬁkﬁg} @ ~ W,f/ww = \f - _{:‘flvrvjﬂllf' - j' - TT— ¢ CON TIO <
o § PROPOSED N N | i - ~ \ ASEMENT
2 O avemont w%fﬁ& <73 " [/ CURB ANDGUTTER_ . ——* | ,f\\ | e e, _ 5 3\ e . — ags \ =
< 7 M_’_-_-_v/‘- < § i . N RETAINNGWALL o N 2 \
S oqu——— ~——”:',, S S — f | U7 —— _MAXHEIGHT 16FT__ - — —~——/ %} ‘ S \
E/—/ - — - _ T T J ~ = 3 ~ @
— EARMRRCY! I i / \ PROPOSED [ RN WA ‘@\ \
Existing {ﬁ:;k PROPQSED | EDGE OF PAVEMENT § O \ "
R.O.W. {\‘j) EDGE OF PAVEMENT / [ ' 4 SN £ VP \
\ | B TEMPORARY °
: \ ] S RN NI AR AR (N
é < N I | TO 4'HIGH \
N HRA RN ) -
N | PROTECT HISTORIC VEGETATION
CITY OF BOULDER ~ | T L] NN N
N I\ PROTECT TREES \ "
\ ‘ . \ \ \
5320 Sl 5290
o ~
Si® I8
1.3 IR &
5310 |==8% Qe s 5280
= ] =
ﬁ e o L
o — bl 5675 2R
5300 E — zlz | 5270
= ~ — 7 ~L S
§ — o i / ;‘E
5290 | ~— — PROF|LE GRADE ~ Existing Ground | 5260
= — v — <
o = & earanca > |
5280 ~ SEEARANGE 0| 5250
- . — w
7‘} g 0 J{G ? z
= Bl 8l —=
5070 | i 518 =1 5540
:E Ny N i |
“. - Tl o TUT
< <2 38 =
5260 oo 2l 23 | 5230
(AN (AN & L) E:
1 “.
5250 K=20166 | 5220
oo
5240 5210
203+00 204+00 205+00 206+00 207+00 208+00 209+00 210+00 211+00 212+00 213+00 214+00 215+00 216+00 217+00 218+00
Computer File Information Sheet Revisions C i j
olorado Department of Transportation As Constructed ALTERNATIVE 2 Project No./Code
Creation Date: 08/23/05 Initials: RKL (D) P P SH7 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
Last Modification Date:  10/08/05 Initials: RKL (D) 'C‘m 1050 LEE HLL ROrD JRONGATE 4, SUTE 100 No Revisions: STA. 203+00 TO STA. 218+00 STA 0072-010
Full PathP:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\ | () —_ = e (303) 5465662  LAKEWOOD, COLORADO 80226 MULLER | Designer: LRP |Structure 11873
Drawing File Name: 01021-PP_ALT2.dwg | C_ D St o meramaron Fac (303) 444-0740 (303) 968-4939 - Detailer: RKL | Numbers
Acad Ver. 2000i Scale:  1:50 Units: English | C_ D REGION 4 MHG Void: Sheet Subset:  ROADWAY | Subset Sheets: 6 of 7 | Sheet Number:




DATE: OCT 11, 2005 TIME: 11:48 AM

NAME: P:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\01021-PP_ALT2.dwg

ROSALIE ALDREDGE

S
S
+
SIPHON OUTLET 20' NORTH g
OF EXISTING OUTLET [\

Existing 20" Open
Ditch In Bipe

Existing Siphon Qutlet
RETAINING WALL
MAX HEIGHT 21FT —\

N~
I

MAINTAIN EXISTING
OUTLET STRUCTURE

REGRADE SIPHON OUTLET
FOR COTTONWOOD DITCH

[ LMIT OF CUT

Existing Edge
f Of Favement

—
224+00.4p

__PcsTA
|
|

o

225+00

— e —

)

PROPOSED R.O.W.

PROPOSED
( CURB AND GUTTER

255

50 100’

=229+03.46

L\L\ PT STA

-/l LMIT OF FILL
[ ( Existing R.O.W.
1

/
I/
Y

.;l;\R }
\,IIIIIIN

WA P

|
C@W—ﬁ?@,«,

|

— | N

MATCH LINE STA. 218+00

R T : E
- S ——— ——————— 2=
=5 ~ y Jf' 7 _ __= RN T ——— 7;':7\\; ‘
: \ ROJECT - \ Y
DITCH SIPHON —=¢ Busting CONTROL LINE — o \WLT\OF CUT; Existing Edge N
,,,,, 5 ' I RN / Of Pavement PROPOSED |
W} o 9 PROPOSED SIPHON Ro.w. — -y N <h |
L = Q: INLET AT SAME LOCATION S — = h —— SN CURR AND GUTTER AN
1 b AS EXISTING INLET ) T — 5 ‘; | ﬁ\\ \ - AN
| i = S35 IV N | i
PROPERTY LINE wfj | N Ll Ty 3 &« = ‘ ! N LK
s T ‘ e - N i R4 T - ¥
- —_— .= : ‘ i  HEYBURN FAMILY . ‘
Y o | I m @ 1 |
? { | oz PARTNERSH][P y/
\\ | §<’ S : "i:
\é | =0 1
. ; : = |
Ry U
5270 o 5270
oIS Sla
FAR 3ls Sl
b s =N o3
5260 | _ : I NE 5260
& Gl N
|+ e T <L
) ala ol|d
5250 |w= S 212 . 5250
N r PROFILE GRADE 3
0.50% b=
— -0.509 / IR
—— I/ + 1
 — —— —— / Sl
5240 | = / < 5240
% f | -2.06% bl
: S — —
5230 »: CXTSUITE TOUTI  — 5230
£ 3 ———+F
O i 8z 8 8lz Sle =
< =k il SIS
5220 = S 5|3 S &S &S 5220
< NHT N N R
0 n_. m f_. m
5210 Q10 == Q10 == 5210
oo (AN o (AN
5200 K=29.60. Ke192.34 5200
218+00 219+00 220+00 221+00 222+00 223+00 224+00 225+00 226+00 227+00 228+00 229+00 230+00 231+00
Computer File Information Sheet Revisions C i j
olorado Department of Transportation As Constructed ALTERNATIVE 2 Project No./Code
Creation Date: 08/23/05 Initials: RKL (D) P P SH7 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
Lost Modification Date: _ 10/08/05 inifals: RKL | C O Lo 0 7] IS0 LEE HLL RO thoncans 1 s oo No_Revisions: STA. 218+00 TO STA. 225+03.46 STA 0072-010
Full PathP:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\ | () = Phor (303) 546-5662  LAKEWOOD, COLORADO 80226 Revised: Designer: LRP |Structure 11873
— e Fa (303) 444-0740 (s03) sas-ss90 (MICIGLISIRY | Revised: : Numb
Drawing File Name: 01021-PP_ALT2.dwg | C_O : Detailer: RKL | Numbers
Acad Ver. 2000i Scale:  1:50 Units: English | C_ D REGION 4 MHG Void: Sheet Subset:  ROADWAY | Subset Sheets: 7 0f7 | Sheet Number:




DATE: OCT 11, 2005 TIME: 12:09 PM

NAME: P:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\01021-RR_2 Lane.dwg

Is = 07°29'48"

_ 1 =16°47'36"R
X = 2405724 lo = 164738
= 249, = bashga0"
¥ = 10,8900 oo ggagg.og.,
z- P=27242 CH = N 43°26'48" W
K =124.9287 T = 141.0204 FT
~ o LT - 166.5184 R = 955.3661 FT
S X ST = 83;46?4 . o L=280.0188 FT
= ™ Ds = 0772948 g CL=279.0175 FT
3 > N E=10.3518 FT
& IS 3 3 M = 10.2409 P
3 ¥ 9 _z
n Q n _ y
g EXISTING Q- LIMIT OF FILL FOR n -7
& ALIGNMENT 9 TEMPORARY ALIGNMENT g
o T —— JEE I, - H L = = |
-3~ --5- ST T e e LIMIT OF CUT FOR N
T TEMPORARY ALIGNMENT I
_
—— )
**************** RS U LIMITOFR T OR
g TEMPORARY ALIGNMENT
o - &
NS e &
33— = =
# s = o g
b - Q ) TEMPORARY
/// -5 4 ALIGNMENT \
- - i f‘f e ’(E 1= 16°47'36" R LIMIT OF - o s
7 . o o = 16°47'36" CUTFOR o T =
7 // _ Z Is.= 07°29'48" Da = 05°59'50" TEMPORARY § Is = 07°29'48"™ ~ \ ~
= - L = 250.0000 Dc = 06°00'00" ALIGNMENT K ¥/ L =250.0000 ™ t
s - X = 249.5724 CH = N 43°26'48" W Q' §/ x-=2495724
/ 4 Y =10.8900 T=141.0204 FT &\I{W Y = 10.8900 o
P =27242 R =955.3661 FT (\] a P =27242 &
K =124.9287 L=280.0188 FT K =124.9287
LT =166.8164 CL=279.0175FT @ LT = 166.8164 v
ST =83.4694 E=10.3518 FT 60 ST =83.4694 #
Ds = 07°29'48" M =10.2409 Ds = 07°29'48"
Is = 07°29'48" N\ >/ L
L =250.0000 %
X = 249.5724 ~
Y = 10.8900 //\ g
P =27242 , s
K = 124.9287 / Z
LT=166.8164 , N ’ Y s =
ST =83.4694 MATE 4 @)
Ds = 07°294g"/ E § (\?\ CITY OF BOULDER 75
= e / £
b Lo A Z
= . 7 Existing °
& L] C} e S EXISTING _ = Q
Y prerRow. -+ ALIGNMENT Existing =
0 S \’ll~\’§‘\\\\7riilll Railroad Bridge +
g - T =T
b 1€ ~ HISTORIC RAILROAD g
o o O, e ALIGNMENT TO BE o
LD p, i _ /__iocateoon |
LIMIT OF CUT FBR LIMIT OF FILL FOR = NEWBRIDGE — +=% -
TEMPORARY ALIGNMENT TEMPORARY ALIGNMENT A\ RAILROADBRIDGE |
............ e 7
; A i L e =
11}
i === P e e e === ———=F-
2 |
—— —eea— == z Dz — - M (!(“& =l
—_——————— PROTECT T~ —"4E
— EXISTING/SHRUB — [T)
— ——==—— === LIMIT OF FILL FOR
g RELOCATE EXITING TEMPORARY TEMPORARY ALIG >
b IRRIGATION.CROSSING ALIGNMENT s = <
P (COTTONWOOD #2 LATERAL) I S
Y ) [ Existing = = E
& S Yy +
S / 3 BNSF R.O.W. Y ~ e
o LIMIT OF CUT FOR HISTORIC q B e i
" TEMPORARY ALIGNMENT Q COTTONWOOD DITCH N N s
< ) N S~ HISTORIC o N
P ! N TENENBAUM—/( ' W TEMPORARY
5 / Sk PROPERTY /\“ ] } RAILROAD BRIDGE
NN
K = 124.9287 m A {J /
LT = 166.8164 TENENBAUM 2 ‘ ROSALIE ALDREDGE
ST = 83.4604 TENEN < P Y fF:
Ds = 07°2948" & ~ - 2 y/ Y/
AR fﬂ o / /1 /
Computer File Information Sheet Revisions As Constructed Project No./Code

Creation Date:

10/06/05

Initials:

RKL

Last Modification Date:

10/08/05

Initials:

RKL

Full PathP:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\

Drawing File Name:

01021-RR_2 Lane.dwg

Acad Ver. 2000i

Scale:

1:50

Units: English

Colorado Department of Transportation

IRONGATE 4, SUITE 100
777 S. WADSWORTH BLVD.

BNSF RAILROAD PLAN
STA. 1212+84.19 TO STA. 1236+00

‘ 1050 LEE HILL ROAD
BOULDER, CO. 80302
e Ploe: (303) 5465662

V A— — —

LAKEWOOD, COLORADO 80226
(303) 988-4939 MULLER

e . wemen [ox: (303) 444-0740

00000

REGION 4

MHG

No Revisions: STA 0072-010
Revised: Designer: LRP | Structure 11873

o Detailer: RKL | Numbers

oid: Sheet Subset:  ROADWAY | Subset Sheets: 10f2 | Sheet Number:




DATE: OCT 11, 2005 TIME: 12:11 PM

NAME: P:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\01021-RR_2 Lane.dwg

TEMPORARY
ALIGNMENT

LIMIT OF CUT-EOR

| =44°50"12" L

lc = 44°50"2"

Da = 05°59'50"
Dc = 06°00'00"
CH = N 57°28'06" W
T =394.1309 FT
R =955.3661FT
L=7476189FT
CL =728.6882 FT
E =78.1065 FT

M =72.2026

TEMPORARY ALIGNMENT

MATCH LINE STA. 1236+00

~LIONS Dmgcﬁg@i

,\\/(,(\ ~ G

h X i\\Ai‘:t ~ \

\

AN

i }/\\ e /
{NMJ/ / .\\ o
~ /7 ‘ i\:ﬁ) 0\\\

>

~

! RS

e r)

Existing & / /
/ BNSF R.O.W. \;" EXISTING

/ ALIGNMENT §
e =X \ \M}

—

£

}/
//j»/

o’

X \.282& S

Wea

5

7/
Q Is = 07°29'48"

./ L=250.0000
Lo > X =2495724
A Yo= 10.8900
N P =27242
4 K =124.9287
LT = 166.8164

<
»
=
n
foc]
@
®
<
\
\
/

TEMPORAR{Y ALIGNMENT

S
3 L
o © [N
ol F A
i 5T
1" >
4 TR
o) A
1% 7 P
H (S NP
7 LIMIT OF QUT FOR

7O

BURLINGTON \

04

""" ==

_NORTHERN R.R.
g‘('_—

& Existing
S BNSF R.O.W.
LINIT cgwu_ FOR
TEMPORA YALlfﬁrx//lﬁigT
X b
N -
NI

— 1 =44°50'12" L

— . le=44°5012"
Da= 9'50"
Dc = 06°00'00"

CH =N 57°28'08W
T =394.1300 FT

EXISTING fi E = 78.1055 FT
ALIGNMENT / M = 72.2026

/,’ L =747.6189 FT
/ CL =728.6882 FT

—— e

2238+60.8277

TS STA

eazs

o

0928

(¢}

— LIMIT OF CUT FOR
“FEMPORARY ALIGNMENT

TEMPORARY
ALIGNMENT

Is = 07729'48"

" &}*)f/
249 5784

= 1048900 /

P =27242

K =124.9287
LT =166.8164
ST = 83.4694
Ds = 07°29'48"

< ||Ds = 07°29'48"

EXISTIJI‘iG&ﬁHON

o

TEMPORARY ALIGNMENT

LLZQ-QHWZZ

Is =07°29'48"
L = 250.0000
X'=249.5724
Y =10.8900
P=27242

K = 124.9287
LT = 166.8164
ST=83.4694

ST STA = 1251+17.9635

= —_—
= =
e——
>
S
+ s
% L
X
NI

.9

|
LIMIT OF FILL FOR
>( TEMPORARY ALIGNMENT

7°29'48"
50.0000
49.5724

2251+08.4466

—

0.8900 <'::
7242 =
= 1;4.9287 )
66:8164 =
83.4694 @ A
7°29'48"

Computer File Information

Sheet Revisions

Colorado Department of Transportation

As Constructed

BNSF RAILROAD PLAN

Project No./Code

Creation Date: 10/06/05 Initials: RKL (GD)
— - — \ 1050 LEE HILL ROAD IRONGATE 4, SUITE 100 No Revisions: STA. 1236+00 TO STA. 1253+53.96 —
Last Modification Date:  10/08/05 Initials: RKL D) BOULDER. 00. 80302 2 5 NALSYORTH BIVD. o Revisions: STA 0072-010
Full PathP:\01-021-06 SH 7 EA\dwg\report selected alternatives\ | () 5 = Phone: (303) 546-5662  LAKEWOOD, COLORADO 80226 MULLER IR Designer: LRP |Structure 11873
- - e o, s Fax: (303) 444-0740 (303) 988-4939 Pk : * Numbers
Drawing File Name: 01021-RR 2 Lanedwg | C - Detailer: RKL
Acad Ver. 2000i Scale:  1:50 Units: English | C— REGION 4 MHG Void: Sheet Subset:  ROADWAY | Subset Sheets: 20f2 | Sheet Number:




WETLAND FINDING
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
STATE HIGHWAY 7 PROJECT

C&B PROJECT NO.: 070702.400.1.0001
Prepared for:
MULLER ENGINEERING
and
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

REGION 4
GREELEY, COLORADO

Prepared by:

CARTER & BURGESS, INC.
216 16"" STREET MALL, SUITE 1700
DENVER, COLORADO 80202

February 22, 2002
Revised February 13, 2006



Wetland Finding
State Highway 7
February 2006 Technical Memorandum

State Highway 7 Highway Improvement Project, Boulder, Colorado; prepared
November 26, 2001; Revised November 29, 2005.

This Wetland Finding has been written in compliance with Executive Order 11990,
“Protection of Wetlands,” and is in accordance with 23 CFR 771, 23 CFR 777, and
Technical Advisory T6640.8A.

Project Location and Description

The project is located east of Boulder, Colorado (Mile Post 54.9 to 57.0) on State Highway
7 (Arapahoe Road) between approximately Cherryvale Road and 75" Street at the
boundaries between Sections 27 and 34 west V2, Sections 26 and 35, and Sections 25
and 36, TIN, R70W in Boulder County (Figure 1), and is located on the Niwot United
States Geological Survey (USGS) Quad Map.

The Colorado Department of Transportation has proposed transportation improvements
including highway capacity, level of service, and safety. Transportation improvements
including the widening of SH 7 between Cherryvale Road and 75" Street to incorporate
additional turn lanes, shoulders, and in some locations additional through lanes. Bike
lanes and sidewalks are also included for the entire project. The project will require the
replacement of the existing BNSF railroad bridge over SH7.

The primary purpose of improvements of SH 7 (Cherryvale Road to 75" Street) include
reducing congestion and enhancing safety. The improvements are also intended to
improve mobility for multiple modes of transportation.

Traffic accidents related to substandard roadway conditions are occurring within the study
area. Approach grades to the hill in the middle of the project are steep and the sight
distance over the hill is substandard. Existing paved shoulders are 2 to 3 feet in width.
The roadway section provides little room to pass an incapacitated vehicle or to easily
maneuver past a turning vehicle. Right and left turn lanes are substandard or non-
existent.

Existing conditions in the study area reduce the desirability for multiple modes of
transportation. Buses utilize the same lanes as general traffic and congestion along the
corridor creates a reduced level of service for transit operation. Transit stops are on
gravel shoulders or dirt areas adjacent to the highway. Sidewalk facilities exist along the
north side of SH 7 between Cherryvale Road and 63™ Street. Within the project area,
there are no other sidewalks or pedestrian facilities nor do bike lanes exist.

A wide range of alternatives were developed and evaluated during the EA process. The
public and local, state and federal agencies were involved during the alternative
development and evaluation. Alternatives evaluated included a wide range of roadway
build options, multi-modal enhancements, intersection enhancements, and congestion
management options. Alternatives were also evaluated for the Burlington Northern Santa
Fe railroad alignment that crosses SH 7 since roadway build alternatives require the
reconstruction of the BNSF railroad bridge over SH 7.

The alternatives evaluated in detail are the No-Action Alternative and two build
alternatives (Alternative 2 — the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 2 — the Optional
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Alternative). The No-Action alternative includes intersection improvements at the 75"
Street intersection including four through lanes of traffic along SH 7 with on-street bike
lanes and sidewalks. In addition, the City of Boulder has funding for intersection
improvements for transit operations along SH 7 from Cherryvale Road to east of 63"
Street. The US 36 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is evaluating multi-modal
transportation improvements between Denver and Boulder. As part of the US 36 study,
improvements including commuter rail are being considered along the existing BNSF
railroad corridor that crosses SH 7. In addition to possible commuter rail service, a
potential park-n-Ride is being considered in the vicinity of the SH 7 and 63 Street
intersection.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) has two through lanes in each direction from
Cherryvale Road to the Boulder Valley School District (BVSD) entrance. Westbound,
from west of 75" Street to the BVSD, the preferred alternative has one through lane in
each direction. Eastbound, from Westview Drive to 75" Street, there is also one lane in
each direction. The proposed improvements feature curb and gutter with storm sewer for
the west portion of the project and shoulders and roadside ditches for the east portion of
the project.

The Optional Alternative (Alternative 3) has the same elements of the Preferred
Alternative outlined above, with the exception of the number of through travel lanes for the
% mile segment between the BVSD intersection and west of 75" Street. The Optional
Alternative provides two lanes in each direction to 75" Street with deceleration lanes at
Westview Drive and Valtec Lanes.

Wetland Delineation Methods

The project area was surveyed for wetlands on June 12 and 15, 2001 by Laura Backus of
Carter and Burgess. Wetland survey limits of the project area were:

e 60 meters (200 feet) west of Cherryvale Street to 600 meters (2000 feet) east of 75™
Avenue, including 300 meters (1000 feet) north and south of SH 7 along 75" Avenue,

e 180 meters (600 feet) north and south along 63™ Avenue,

 the BNSF Railroad grade from 75" Avenue to north of Legion Park.

A wetland re-evaluation was conducted in February 2005 to determine if the location, size,
and extent of previously mapped wetlands were still consistent of field work conducted in
2001. No changes to any of the previously identified wetland areas were observed during
the 2005 re-evaluation.

Wetlands were delineated in accordance with the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands
Delineation Manual. Data were collected on wetland parameters of vegetation, hydrology,
and soils. A wetland was determined to be present at a site if at least one positive
indicator of each wetland parameter was observed.

Central Plains Wetland Indicator Status was assigned for each plant species from Porter
et al., 1996:
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e Obligate Wetland Plants (OBL) — species that almost always (>99% probability) occur
in wetlands.

o Facultative Wetland Plants (FACW) — species that usually (67 to 99% probability)
occur in wetlands.

¢ Facultative Plants (FAC) — species that are equally likely (33 to 67% probability) to
occur in wetlands or uplands.

e Facultative Upland Plants (FACU) — species that usually (67 to 99% probability) occur
in uplands.

¢ Not Listed (NL) — species with no designated wetland indicator status and assumed to
be upland.

¢ No Indicator (NI) — species for which insufficient information was available to

determine an indicator status, or species that were not considered by the review

panel.

* — tentative assignment based on limited information or conflicting review.

Wetlands were mapped using a Trimble ProXR Global Positioning System Receiver.

Wetland Descriptions

Emergent and scrub/shrub broad-leaved deciduous wetlands were present in and
adjacent to irrigation ditches, roadside ditches, BNSF Railroad, and a constructed basin
(Figure 2). All wetland areas were within unincorporated Boulder County. Total wetland
area adjacent to anticipated SH 7 improvements is approximately 0.66 acre. Very small
areas of wetland vegetation (fewer than 1.8 square meters [20 square feet]) which were
not considered to function as wetlands were excluded from mapping (per Jeff Manuel,
Colorado Department of Transportation, Region 4). Wetlands are grouped by wetland type
(e.g., roadside ditch, irrigation ditch) and generally numbered from west to east. Wetland
areas and US Corps of Engineers jurisdictional determination are presented in Table 1,
located in the Project Impacts section of this report. Wetland delineation forms are in
Appendix 1.

Wetland 1 - East Boulder Ditch

Wetland 1 is emergent wetland bands adjacent to East Boulder Ditch on the north side of
SH 7 (Photograph 1, Map 1). Total wetland area is 0.004 acre. The ditch drains north to
the Hillcrest portion of Valmont Reservoir and is jurisdictional. Dominant vegetation is a
cow parsnip (Heracleum sphondylium subsp. montanum, FACW) with a vegetative sedge
(probably Carex emoryi, OBL or C. lanuginosa, OBL) and minor smooth brome
(Bromopsis inermis, FACU*). On the east side of the ditch, cow parsnip extends up the
slope for approximately 1.5 meters (5 feet). Soils were too rocky to permit soil probe
sampling. Wetland hydrology is supplied by ditch flows, two stormwater drain pipes, and
probably by runoff from adjacent parking lots. Wetland functions include stormwater
storage, bank stabilization, and sediment and pollutant trapping. Ditch bank vegetation on
the south side of SH 7 did not meet wetland parameters.
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Wetland 2 - SH 7, roadside drainage ditches, west of Hoover Hill

Wetlands 2a, 2b, 2¢, and 2d are emergent wetland areas with patches of scrub-shrub
wetland in the roadside drainage ditches adjacent to the south side of SH 7 from just east
of 63" Street to the east side of the Boulder Valley Arapahoe Campus Technical
Education Center (Photograph 2, Map 1). Total combined wetland area is 0.286 acre.
Wetlands 2a and 2b drain west to East Boulder Ditch. Wetlands 2c and 2d each drain in
separate pipes under SH 7 to the north and outlet separately on the south side of the
BNSF railroad. These wetlands are non-jurisdictional.

For Wetlands 2a and 2b, dominant vegetation is spikerush (Eleocharis palustris, OBL),
threesquare bulrush (Schoenoplectus pungens, OBL), and quackgrass (Elytrigia repens,
FAC) with clumps of smooth brome. Soils were light brownish gray (2.5YR 6/2) clay with
common yellowish brown (10YR 6/8) and dark grayish brown (2.5YR 4/2) mottles and were
saturated to the surface. Wetland hydrology is provided by runoff from parking lots to the
south and from the highway. Wetlands 2a and 2b flow into a storm drain at the west end of
2a which appears to empty into East Boulder Ditch on the north side of SH 7.

For Wetlands 2c and 2d, dominant herbaceous species are broad-leaved cattail (Typha
latifolia, OBL), spikerush, threesquare bulrush with areas of foxtail barley (Critesium
Jjubatum, FACW), fescue (Festuca pratensis, FAC), redtop (Agrostis stolonifera, FACW),
curly dock (Rumex crispus, FACW), scouring rush (Hippochaete hymenalis, FACW),
Emory’s sedge (Carex emoryi, OBL), and wooly sedge (C. lanuginosa, OBL). Small,
intermittent patches of sandbar willow (Salix exigua, OBL) and seedling to sapling plains
cottonwood (Populus deltoides subsp. monilifera, FAC) were present. Some areas were
infested with Canada thistle (Breea arvensis, FACU) and a small stand of leafy spurge
(Tithymalus esula, NL) was present near Boulder Valley Arapahoe Campus Technical
Education Center. Hydric soils were assumed since the dominant species are OBL and
FACW and the boundary is abrupt. Flowing water was present in 2c and 2d and enters a
cross-drain under SH 7 north of the campus. Wetland hydrology is provided by runoff
from the highway and areas of irrigated side slopes.

Wetland functions include stormwater storage, bank stabilization, and sediment and
pollutant trapping. Wetlands 2c¢ and 2d were higher quality wetlands with greater plant
diversity. Wetlands 2a and 2b were in less distinctly defined roadside ditches and of lower
function.

Additionally, a small non-jurisdictional north-south ditch (Wetland 2e, Map 1) is present
east of the traffic light. Total area is 0.006 acre. Dominant vegetation is narrow-leaved
cattail (Typha angustifolia, OBL) with fescue. Hydric soils were assumed since the
dominant species is OBL and the boundary is abrupt. Wetland hydrology is probably
provided by parking lot and road runoff. Water was flowing in the ditch at the time of the
survey. Wetland functions include stormwater storage, bank stabilization, and sediment
and pollutant trapping.

Wetland 3 - Detention Basin south of SH 7

An emergent wetland is present in a basin at Boulder Valley Arapahoe Campus Technical
Education Center (Map 1). Total areais 0.075 acre. The wetland stormdrain connects to
Wetland 2d, and the wetland is non-jurisdictional. Dominant vegetation is redtop and



Wetland Finding
State Highway 7
February 2006 Technical Memorandum

fescue with cattail and foxtail barley. Soils were very dark gray (10YR 3/1) clay with
common yellowish-brown (10YR 5/8) mottles. Soils were saturated and standing water in
the wetland center was present at the time of the survey. Additionally, areas of cracked
mud and 20 centimeter (8 inch) deep vehicle tracks were present. Wetland hydrology
appears to be provided by runoff from adjacent parking lots and slopes. Wetland
functions include stormwater storage, wildlife habitat, food chain support, and sediment
and pollutant trapping.

Wetland 4 - Enterprise Ditch

The Enterprise Ditch is present in the project area adjacent to SH 7 on the west side of
Hoover Hill and to the BNSF Railroad north of Legion Park. At both locations, narrow
emergent and scrub-shrub wetland bands are present adjacent to the ditch (Maps 2 and
3). The ditch drains north to Valmont Reservoir, and is jurisdictional. Wetland functions
include bank stabilization, wildlife habitat, food chain support, and sediment and pollutant

trapping.

Wetland 4a is west of Hoover Hill (Photograph 3). Total wetland area adjacent to SH 7 is
0.025 acre. Dominant vegetation is Emory’s sedge with scouring rush (Hippochaete
hymenalis, FACW), a vegetative forb, showy milkweed (Asclepias speciosa, FAC), and
virgin's creeper (Parthenocissus inserta, FAC). Adjacent to the wetland bands the upper
banks are vegetated with plum (Prunus americana, UPL), Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila,
UPL), and Wood’s rose (Rosa woodsii, FACU). A minor infestation of Canada thistle is
present. Soils approximately 1 meter (3 feet) from the edge of the ditch were very dark
grayish brown (10YR 2/3) sandy clay loam with common yellowish brown (10YR 5/6)
mottles. Wetland hydrology is supplied by ditch flows, and water was flowing in the ditch
at the time of the survey.

Wetland 4b is north of SH 7 and west of the BNSF Railroad. Total area is 0.006 acre.
Wetland bands in the area of ditch lined with metal are dominated by sandbar willow,
wooly sedge, and arctic rush (Juncus arcticus, FACW) with curly dock and showy
milkweed. Hydric soils were assumed since the dominant species is OBL and the
boundary is abrupt. Wetland hydrology is provided by ditch flows.

Wetland 5 - Wetlands adjacent to BNSF Railroad embankment

A series of isolated, non-jurisdictional wetlands are present adjacent to both sides of the
toe of the BNSF Railroad embankment (Map 2). Wetland functions include wildlife
habitat, food chain support, and sediment and pollutant trapping.

Wetland 5a is an emergent wetland area north of the BNSF Railroad embankment
(Photograph 4). Wetland area is 0.015 acre. Dominant vegetation is clustered field sedge
(Carex praegracilis, FACW), arctic rush, and a vegetative sedge (probably C. emoryi,
OBL). Soils are 10 YR 2/1 and were saturated to the surface. Wetland hydrology
appears to be supplied by slope runoff.

South of the railroad, Wetland 5b is an emergent and scrub-shrub wetland area
dominated by sandbar willow, vegetative sedges (probably C. emoryi), and fescue with a
large-stemmed vegetative sedge and reed canarygrass (Phalaroides arundinacea,
FACW). Total areais 0.012 acre. On the north side of the railroad (Wetland 5c),
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dominant vegetation is emergent sedges, a vegetative forb that is probably swamp
milkweed (Asclepias incarnata, OBL), and fescue with threesquare bulrush, showy
milkweed, and Canada thistle. The wetland area within the fenceline is 0.015 acre. The
wetland continues north of the fence. Soils on both sides of the railroad were mottled dark
yellowish brown (10YR 4/4), and hydric soils were assumed based on the prevalence of
OBL and FACW species and the boundary is abrupt. Wetland hydrology appears to be
supplied by water steadily trickling out of a plastic pipe on the south slope. Soils were
saturated in the vicinity of the pipe outlet.

Wetlands 5d and 5e are emergent and scrub-shrub wetlands are present in a shallow .
ditch on the south side of the railroad just west of the curve to SH 7 (Photograph 5). Total
wetland area is 0.098 acre. Dominant vegetation is broad-leaved cattail, clustered field
sedge, wooly sedge, and Emory’s sedge with curly dock and Canada thistle. An area
dominated by sandbar willow is present at the east end of the shallow ditch. Hydric soils
were assumed since the dominant species are OBL and FACW and the boundary is
abrupt. Wetland hydrology is potentially supplied by seepage from the Enterprise Ditch on
the slope above and by runoff.

Wetland 6 — Cottonwood Ditch

The Cottonwood Ditch (also identified as Cottonwood Ditch #2 and Liner Cottonwood
Ditch) is present in the project area adjacent to the BNSF Railroad south of the bridge
over SH 7, SH 7 on the east side of Hoover Hill north of SH 7, and adjacent to the 75"
Street right-of-way north of the intersection with SH 7. Narrow bands of emergent
wetlands and minor areas of scrub-shrub wetlands are present adjacent to the ditch
(Maps 3 and 4). Cottonwood Ditch drains north into Boulder Creek near Brownsville (per
Robert Phearson, ditch company president), and Wetlands 6a, 6b, and 6d are
jurisdictional. Wetland functions include bank stabilization, wildlife habitat, food chain
support, and sediment and pollutant trapping.

Cottonwood Ditch side slope Wetlands 6a (Photograph 6) and 6b are present at the ditch
intersection with BNSF Railroad south of the bridge over SH 7. Total wetland area is
0.023 acre. Wetland 6c¢ is a network of non-jurisdictional feeder ditches with 0.024 acre
within the BNSF Railroad right-of-way. Dominant ditch bank vegetation is wooly sedge,
Emory’s sedge, and reed canarygrass, with patches of sandbar willow. A minor
infestation of Canada thistle is present. Hydric soils were assumed since dominant
vegetation is OBL and FACW and the boundary is abrupt. Wetland hydrology is supplied
by ditch flows, and water was flowing in the ditches at the time of the survey. Wetland
bands appear to continue outside the right-of-way.

Wetland 6d is narrow wetland bands present adjacent to Cottonwood Ditch on the west
side of 75" Street, north of the intersection with SH 7. Total wetland area adjacent to the
road is 0.032 acre. Dominant ditch bank vegetation is sedges (probably C. emoryi),
showy milkweed, and grasses.

Wetland 7 - SH 7, roadside drainage ditches, east of Hoover Hill

Wetlands 7a, 7b and 7c are emergent wetlands in SH 7 roadside drainage ditches east of
the BNSF Railroad bridge (Photograph 7, Map 2). Total wetland area is 0.027 acre. Ditch
flows are transferred by buried pipes to an irrigation water storage tank at the southeast
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corner of SH 7 and 75™ Street, and the wetlands are non-jurisdictional. Dominant
species of Wetland 7a are spikerush and clustered field sedge with curly dock and
threesquare bulrush. Hydric soils were assumed since the dominant species are OBL and
FACW and the boundary is abrupt. Dominant species of Wetlands 7b and 7¢ are broad-
leaved cattail, threesquare bulrush, spikerush, and redtop with foxtail barley, arctic rush,
quackgrass, horsetail (Equisetum arvense, FAC), curly dock, vegetative ragweed
(Ambrosia spp.), and prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola, FAC). Hydric soils were assumed
since the dominant species are OBL and FACW. Flowing and standing water were
present in some areas of the ditch. Wetland hydrology is provided by runoff from the
highway collected both east and west of the bridge and augmented at Wetland 7a and
Wetland 7c¢ from side slope seeps. The Wetland 7c seep is possibly supported by
Cottonwood Ditch. Wetland functions include stormwater storage, bank stabilization, and
sediment and pollutant trapping.

Ditch north of SH 7

The north-south ditch on the north side of SH 7 across from the traffic light at Boulder
Valley Arapahoe Campus Technical Education Center did not support wetlands within the
highway right-of-way. Right-of-entry was not available for the property north of the right-
of-way. Ditch banks, as viewed from the property line, appeared to be vegetated with
smooth brome and thus do not meet the parameter for wetland vegetation.

Alternatives

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative)

The Preferred Alternative has two thru lanes in each direction from Cherryvale Road to
the Boulder Valley School District entrance. At Cherryvale Road, curb and gutter is added
to the existing right turn deceleration lane for eastbound traffic. At 63" Street, in the
westbound direction, there is a continuous right turn acceleration/deceleration lane that
also functions as a bus bypass lane from east of 63" to Cherryvale Road. In the
eastbound direction, there is a continuous right turn acceleration/deceleration lane
between the business access west of the Boulder Valley School District to east of the
BVSD signal. From the BVSD signal to Westview Drive there is one thru lane westbound
and two thru lanes eastbound. The second eastbound thru lane is dropped as a right turn
lane at Westview Drive. There is a right turn lane in the westbound direction at Valtec
Lane. The two-lane section (one lane in each direction) continues past the Burlington
Northern Santa Fe Railroad overpass where the roadway section widens to two lanes in
each direction at the 75" Street intersection improvements.

Alternative 3 (Optional Alternative)

This alternative has all of the same elements of the Preferred Alternative outline above,
with the exception of the number of through travel lanes for the % mile segment between
the BVSD intersection and west of 75" Street. The Optional Alternative retains two lanes
in each direction to 75" Street with deceleration lanes at Westview Drive and Valtec
Lanes.

Project Impacts

Wetland impacts were reduced as much as practicable during project design specifically
by selection of an alternative that maintains the current alignment. Approximately 0.32
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acre of wetland impacts are anticipated to occur during construction of the Preferred
Alternative (Table 1). These impacts were unavoidable due to project purpose and need.

A Section 404 Permit will be obtained, as necessary, from the US Army Corps of
Engineers prior to project construction.

Impacted wetland functions and values are anticipated to include bank stabilization,

sediment/toxin retention, nutrient removal/transformation, food chain support, wildlife
habitat, and visual quality.

Table 1. Wetland Jurisdictional Determination, Areas, and Permanent Impacts

o . : Alternative2 | Alternative3 |
Lo | Acreswl/in | USACE | ito.x« | (Preferred) | (Optional)
Wb | Study Area | Jurisdictional? Wetlgnd L e   Permanent | Permanent
: - ~ - Impacts (Acres) | Impacts (Acres)
1 <0.01 Yes Emergent 0.002 0.002
Emergent with
2a,b,c,d 0.29 No Scrub Shrub 0.287 0.287
3 0.08 No Emergent 0.0 0.0
Emergent with
4a,b 0.03 Yes Scrub Shrub 0.011 0.011
Emergent with
5a,b,c,d,e | 014 No Scrub Shrub 0.0 0.0
Yes-a, b, d; Emergent with
6a,b,c d 0.08 No-c Scrub Shrub 0.0 0.0
7a,b,c 0.03 No Emergent 0.022 0.022
Total |0.66 0.322 10.322

*Cowardin, L.M. et al. 1979. Classification of Wetland and Deepwater Habitats of the United States. United
States Fish and Wildlife Service, Biological Services Program; FWS/OBS-79/31

Wetland Impact Minimization and Best management Practices

The alternative designs include avoidance and minimization of impacts to most study area
wetlands. Impacts to wetlands will be avoided and minimized as much as practical during
the final design process. The design shall comply with the policy of Executive Order
11990 regarding impacts to wetlands. The following specific BMPs from the Erosion
Control and Storm Water Quality Guide, CDOT, 2002, will be required during construction
to reduce the potential for wetlands to be indirectly affected by sedimentation from
accelerated erosion or by hazardous materials (e.g., fuel, equipment lubricants):

» All disturbed areas will be revegetated with native grass and forb species. Seed,
mulch and muich tackifier will be applied in phases throughout construction.

*» Where permanent seeding operations are not feasible because of seasonal
constraints (e.g., summer and winter months), disturbed areas will have mulch and
mulch tackifier applied to prevent erosion.
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Erosion control blankets will be used on slopes 3:1 or steeper, newly seeded
slopes to control erosion and to promote the establishment of vegetation. Slopes
should be roughened at all times.

Temporary erosion control blankets will have flexible natural fibers.

Erosion bales, erosion logs, silt fence or other sediment control device will be used
as sediment barriers and filters adjacent to wetlands, surface waterways and at
inlets where appropriate.

To minimize the loss of sand from the road surface during winter sanding
operations, sediment catch basins will be included during construction and put in
place permanently with continual maintenance.

Where appropriate, slope drains will be used to convey concentrated runoff from
top to bottom of the disturbed slopes. Slope and cross-drain outlets will be
constructed to trap sediment.

Storm drain inlet protection will be used where appropriate to trap sediment before
it enters the cross-drain.

Check dams will be used where appropriate to slow the velocity of water through
roadside ditches and in swales.

Additionally, the following BMPs to minimize additional wetland impacts during
construction will be employed:

All wetland areas and water bodies not impacted by the project will be protected
from unnecessary encroachment by temporary fencing and will be seeded in
phases throughout construction. Sediment control such as silt fence or erosion
logs will also be used where needed to protect the area from sediment. Siltation
control devices (e.g., fences) will be placed on the down-gradient side of
construction areas to prevent soil from entering wetland areas.

No staging of construction equipment, equipment refueling or storage of
construction supplies will be allowed within 100 feet of a wetland or any water-
related area.

Standard erosion/sediment control measures will be observed and an erosion
control plan will be developed prior to and for inclusion in the construction bid
plans. All bare fill or cut slopes adjacent to streams or intermittent drainages will
be stabilized as soon as practicable.

No fertilizers, hydrofertilizers, or hydromulching will be allowed anywhere on the
project.

Work areas will be limited as much as possible to minimize construction impacts to
wetlands.
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Compensatory Mitigation

Wetlands as well as their associated functions permanently impacted by project
construction will be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio by purchase of credits at one of the three
wetland mitigation banks within the primary service area. Wetland impacts will be
reduced as much as possible during final design.

Conclusion

“Based on the above considerations, it is determined that there is no practicable
alternative to the proposed new construction in wetlands and that the proposed action
includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from
such use.”
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Appendix 1

Wetland Delineation Forms



Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) w

Project, City/County, State: SHTFE O B outebon : (o
Applicant/Owner:_c .YV -~ R & Investigator: L Rack os

site:_C0ST  Roollua Tl moutha o SH Z Date: & -(5-O |

Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 ye{ars by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes @
Problem Area — Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes@
Ecological setting: clevelopant ovaon on— ploninsg

Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? Yes@

¢ Dominant species Layer Status E&ngminant species . Layer Status
¥Re “onmoToves Jo poresie e Yo FAcY “Tarosacorn oflicivalis " FAcy
MHermecoco W'Y cop | W FACL
T Salix Creeiis 'lmf\‘e:t.wmc»%vi b 7AY
Dacmy lis o lonae X =~ W Facu
& Vi cro» : WL
\/?T"c\, Sl H

H- woody/non-@ro\od <3.2": § — woody >3.2’, <3.0” dbh, T - woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V — woody, climbing >3.2’
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

Photo # |8 *-S % of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC pepn-= _ (Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)

Soils: Wetland soils present? Yes @

Map unit series and phase: Hydric soils list? Ye@
Depth  Horizon Matrix color ~ Mottle color ~ Mottle abundance/contrast ~ Texture, concretions, structuré

12 !~ loY R e  Aron—r—

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%
Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue — value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue — value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators: Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:

___Histosol —_Aquic moisture regime

__Histic epipedon ___High organic content in surface layer

__H2S odor ___Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
—Aquic moisture regime ) ___Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)
_._Fe/Mg recent concretions — Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
__Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil) at water table depth)

_._Gley

. Chroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled _Assume soils when all dominant plants are OBL and/or FACW

Hydrology: Wetland hydrology present? Yes f&:@ Q\ Ou S sl eI

Depth of surface water ___~_~ ““ Depth to free water in pit __ " Depth to saturated soil AT sotvurofe <
Watef sources: it Tong P,p

Primary wetland hydrology indicators: Y Secondary indicators (need 2 or more):

__Inundated —Oxidized root channels in upper 12”

__Saturated in upper 12” > 12.5% of growing season . Water-stained leaves

___Water marks __Local soil survey data

___drift lines ___Fac-neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
—_Sediment deposits v ____Other:

___Drainage pattern in wetlands

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria? Yes@



Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) @ 0 +D

Project, City/County, State: S‘H 7 \ @OU\Q/Q/\ LO
Applicant/Owrer:_ C- OO T ~ R 4 Investigator: L. Rocous
Site: Dt s 0 souTn s SH 7., wesT of Moore il Date:_(o "t > - |

Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events?_Yes @
Problem Area — Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes @
Ecological setting:

Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? No

Dominant species Layer Status ~ Dominant species ‘ Layer Status
A=chor o pudivs PU\*\»::@/\(\S R ORe ‘
%étﬁ‘ﬁ) g = mc;‘\u—v‘t {‘L\/‘, H_ ok
X\ TP\QW-W‘ pnn= H_ FEac

f)row\opm* ;v’\%\\/\\\_s Corouwee H FAco”

H — woody/non-wood <3.2’: S — woody >3.2’, <3.0” dbh, T — woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V — woody, climbing >3.2
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

Photo # ___ ) % of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC‘& Z\'S 2. (Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)
Mo Lo
Soils: Wetland soils preseNo
Map unit series and phase: Hydric soils list? Yes No
Depth  Horizon Matrix color ~ Mottle color ~ Mottle abundance/contrast Texture, concretions, structure
! 25 1R G2 [OMRE/H €6 n oy Ci{.-v\.

72 59D o e

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%
Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue — value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue — value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators: Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:
___Histosol —__Aquic moisture regime
__Histic epipedon —_High organic content in surface layer
—_H2S odor ___Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
___Aquic moisture regime V —Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)
__Fe/Mg recent concretions ' —Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
_Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil) ' at water table depth)
__Gley
VK_Chroma 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled __Assume soils when all dominant plants are OBL and/or FACW

Solt 1 =0l sonw P
Hydrology: Wetland hydrology present? @NO b\u\ ~ o WEST, G paser To Slow ek SHW
Cra®s el 2Ap 1 y rzg IS P T {,,)C:?Lﬂr»;)&,/-\ (AT TSR IPN i'\QVT\/\ < e ]/\hcg\f‘())our
Depth of surface water __~—— Depth to frcc water in pit st Depth to saturated soil|__S ©¢ Pm Gt

Water sources:_{0 00 D Feone NN uieu a0 < poankeie loTe To So JT(/\

Primary wetland hydrolo‘g)i indicators: > ’ Secon?fary indicators (need 2 or more);
Inundated ___Oxidized root channels in upper 12”
Saturated in upper 12” > 12.5% of growing season __Water-stained leaves
___Water marks ___Local soil survey data
__ drift lines X Fac-neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
___Sediment deposits __Other:

—_Drainage pattern in wetlands

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria? @@NO



Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) Qj/\ crd

Project, City/County, State: SH EGQ\A& O

Applicant/Owner: Investigator: L. Ractkos
Site:_ Mttt hes  ov SeuTih Sde SHF, 10esT of Hooven i 11 Date: 12 -ol ,
' N R T g
Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes @)WC@P cTen &
Problem Area - Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes@ Akt
Ecological Sﬁtﬁﬂg: Seue \O‘P& D CAT~ o ‘D (o) s
Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? No
Dominant species Layer Status Dominant species . Layer Status
fﬂ:(‘v\uwpzy\.@{\.‘«g}.aﬁ:\)3 locrumtr < MO OBRLC Salix 2ATEY O T '{JC""°“Uf'\'Lg . [ ORL
U"uf Lo laTiColie b 0Bl MElcochonrs pelustels o oR/
Cobr Sesida~ 4 ohoXuna B FACWw Po»?uiu:s AeVtoSe s;u'l:,:f?(», vy litena T FAC
Tostuc — 1o} (*QNT‘Q NS TS Rl FAC F'@ww‘&aﬂ"um ELE . : i
A% FosT S Stelonai ferne W Eac wo# Sclhee ve 2 poto -E!S plrgenn s YooY L
QQW\M C/*i‘fs'pu.'& H oo Con Crox © v e ) H RO

H - woody/non-wood <3.2’: S — woody >3.2’, <3.0” dbh, T — woody >3.0” dbh of any heigh&, V - woody, climbing >3.2’
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

Photo# 2 7 C % of dominants = OBL, FACW,FAC _|0O ___ (Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)
L=l c—? ety c%;}:,o_,\‘ﬁ’m?_?;(, \C‘& 2% )
ireW e o bacorie |less defiren oRwesT Side o Vegete o T e e o

Mo \BTEQ“F\ O\\I‘\F);ELY*‘ <= POJ\ \J‘w JIVNE Qka@?g AL j}’\ '»8\)37‘:\%& T~ aX o P P~ AR~ Yy Y3
Sl paRem e 8 Irach Mo Yolssanis ob @ @ST @an
Soils: Wetland foils present? No S

Map unit series and phase: Hydric soils list? No
Depth  Horizon Matrix color  Mottle color ~ Mottle abundance/contrast  Texture, concretions, structure
|2 ! }O (JJR 3/ 2 et b»-l CO YD Y

werl. arb

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%
Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue ~ value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue — value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators: Sandy hydric soil indicators - add:

___Histosol —_Aquic moisture regime

___Histic epipedon ___High organic content in surface layer

___H2S odor _._Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
___Aquic moisture regime _ _Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)

___Fe/Mg recent concretions o ___Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
—_Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil) at water table depth)

__Gley

—_Chroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled X Assume soils when all dominant plants are OBL and/or FACW

Hydrology: Wetland hydrology prescnt?No Clouwss ?[\ . NED T 20T vt @ OB s

3,V g - Jemem Wt 5
Depth of surface water Sheliowo & o uw SDepth to free waterinpit Depth to saturated soil
Water sources:_gone PP, o eote = lawon
>rimary wetland hydrolo&ft indicators? Secondary indicators (need 2 or more):
___Inundated __Oxidized root channels in upper 12”
__Saturated in upper 12” > 12.5% of growing season —_Water-stained leaves
__Water marks __Local soil survey data
___drift lines _XFac-neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
___Sediment deposits ___Other:

Drainage pattern in wetlands

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria? (fe\g No



Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) @ )

Project, County, State:_ >" " Roulw~ CO »
Site: ) S wditein /\3"“f fos e inKe Edve, Cormen, Date: (-2 ~0O]
Applicant/Owncr: C-DOT = u Investigator; L. @:‘«‘ALL%U ks

Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes W)
Problem Area — Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes(No>
Ecological setting:

Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? es)No

Dominant species ' % Layer Status  Dominant species , % Layer Status
.T\-( ng\_w-« av;"@%um'r’«ﬁ? o 1) o oL
T loxifely = aB L

H — woody/mon-wood <3.2’: § — woody >3.2°, <3.0” dbh, T — woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V — woody, climbing >3.2’
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.
% of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC (Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)

Soils: Wetland soils present? Yes) No  cisiurwmr =

Map unit series and phase: Hydric soils list? Yes No
Depth  Horizon Matrix color  Mottle color  Mottle abundance/contrast  Texture, concretions, structure

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%
Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue — value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue — value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators: Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:
___Histosol *___Aquic moisture regime
___Histic epipedon ___High organic content in surface layer

H2S odor ___Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
—_Aquic moisture regime ___Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)
___Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil) ____Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
__Gley B at water table depth)
__Chroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled
__Fe/Mg recent concretions

P J\oa\oka O d’ cunel ( T e g T LAET

Hydrology: Wetland hydrology presento )? e el leTs To
Jepth of surface water — Depth to free water in pit _—— Depth to saturated soil
Nater sources: '
’rimary wetland hydrology indicators: Secondary indicators (need 2 or more):

Inundated ___Oxidized root channels in upper 12
™ Saturated in upper 12” > 12.5% of growing season ___Water-stained leaves
__Water marks ___Local soil survey data
___drift lines ___Fac-neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
___Sediment deposits ___Other:

___Drainage pattern in wetlands OeKens CANP o necTh e

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria? No



Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) &y

Project, City/County, State:_SH ~1 , Louln Co
Applicant/Owner:___c- DoV R 4 ‘ Investigator: /. (Soclc us
Site:_defe Ao pas<i . oX VoTecl Date: (e, =12 =0 |

Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes Nod
Problem Area — Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes @

Ecological setting: e lope 2 Onam. o ploins

Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? @\Jo

Dominant species Layer Status  Dominant species ) Layer Status
b AstosTis STeloniCea H _ BAcw
) Plhos s po H omt
CAiVeSivrm 4 oizoXo v H FaAcw
L Festoce \VQ/*@&&? MNMETS I FAS

H - woody/non-wood <3.2’: S - woody >3.2’, <3.0” dbh, T — woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V — woody, climbing >3.2’
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

Photo #_| —7 (W % of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC _| © &7, (Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)

MOUD @ 2 Oy~ pues T S 'l»-}! =
Bﬁa@.c’\ cunern~s T AKX BT @ v =

Soils: Wetland soils present? @No

Map unit series and phase: Hydric soils list? Yes No
Depth  Horizon Matrix color  Mottle color  Mottle abundance/contrast  Texture, concretions, structure
A= — 109R=2/1  Jovur 58 cowvwneys clay

f

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%
Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue — value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue — value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators: Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:
___Histosol ___Aquic moisture regime
__Histic epipedon ____High organic content in surface layer
.H2S odor ___Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
—_Aquic moisture regime ' ___Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)
__Fe/Mg recent concretions ' ____Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
—Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil) at water table depth)
Gley
zChroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled __Assume soils when all dominant plants are OBL and/or FACW

i
A L Uf) Gz s s e @ Ve AN

&' Jealp velhiell Trecle®
Hydrology: Wetland hydrology present? ¥es, No
§To‘wn = TN
_urad g raass-

Depth of surface water Sme o Depih to free water inpit __——— Depth to saturated soil jres © = orfa ca

Water sources:_rUvraf D~ orobels Lo tnain e Stoves pankai o loTs  alonos

Primary wetland hydrolbéy indicators: < ! Secc}fndary indicators (need 2 or more):

___Inundated ____Oxidized root channels in upper 12”

___Saturated in upper 12" > 12.5% of growing season ___Water-stained leaves

___Water marks __Local soil survey data

___drift lines __XFac-neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
Sediment deposits ___Other:

_NDrainage pattern in wetlands
ST DA~ oot TS peor NWen 2 v E aan o
Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria? @ No



Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) @ oy
Project, City/County, State:_—> ' 7 Rooldin . co

Applicant/Owner:__C 00T R 4 Investigator: A ,@cx\c.é: 0

Site: E&\’Ye/\ {Q Vg R ‘C/\ el Tue s bAamcL\ Date: 6 -12-a |

Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events?. Yes @
Problem Area - Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes
Ecological setting: o\ \1 =3 ploing

Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? No

Dominant species ~ We=T S0 S Layer Statis  Dominant species , Layer Status
V Corom avvioey’y ¥ owme
H‘l?‘\-’r\(‘,‘«"\a,v‘?:e‘Q)’\«;er A A TS B Epcw
A‘;cge’?ra = ?Eu_ae;ﬂl‘o S o Sl Bac
Rosc Wwood=sll S FACO
P& r‘*’\\la»\OC,XSSUS T <o e \/ ‘:AC,
Doty * fe elono oko 4'5\ i‘:,&( )

H- woody7non-w0;d <3.2’: S — woody >3.2’, <3.0” dbh, T — woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V ~ woody, climbing >3.2’
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

Photo #_3 2500 9 of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC 15 & (Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)
W\'\V\o « B e O~ AV esn wU K

UP P \;-vx(;a,\‘cm/\. Lo~ D w/ Prunu s arv—en e e , OUlwos Youv\,-\.'\q
Eeost =0 Al voXe. ISR os()f:Mf‘ﬁ Sire o e
Soils: Wetland soils present? @No

Map unit series and phase: Hydric soils list? @ No
Depth  Horizon Matrix color  Mottle color ~ Mottle abundance/contrast  Texture, concretions, structure
g2 B Jotr >/ jOT R 5/ CO N0 Y sannd y elag loa y i~
Ty Up Iua,i“.:m, | 1 ru'\c} by R Yoo !/V\Ov‘gi ~ % ‘ '
I il \)

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%
Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue — value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue — value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators: Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:

____Histosol —__Aquic moisture regime

___Histic epipedon ___High organic content in surface layer

__H2S odor ___Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
—Agquic moisture regime , —Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)

____Fe/Mg recent concretions ' ___Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
—_Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil) at water table depth)

_Gley

_X Chroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled —Assume soils when all dominant plants are OBL and/or FACW

Hydrology: Wetland hydrology present? @;;No I e Clevo s

Depth of surface water i Depth to free water in pit Depth to saturated soil cm\\;vvw;ao

Water sources:_ - ton PNV el _Puref )
Primary wetland hydrology indicators: v

Secondary indicators (need 2 or more):

___Inundated ___Oxidized root channels in upper 12”

X_Saturated in upper 12" > 12.5% of growing season bocen o wego_ Water-stained leaves

___Water marks __Local soil survey data

___drift lines _XFac-neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
Sediment deposits ___Other:

_X_Drainage pattern in wetlands

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria? {fés No



Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Dk

E

Project, County, State:_ > H "+ Rovlu~  CO
Site:__ W) . EV\TQ/\RID/\?‘_J,/&H D\ o RR ke Dater (o150 !

Applicant/Owner:__c. DSV 4 Tnvestigator: _/_. (Sack o s

Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes @

Problem Area - Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to norxpal seasonal environmental variations? Ye:

Ecological setting: roliirg = 'hee™

BNl eh g, o
3

s Y Cale f‘x_ﬁcm.s
Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? o
Dominant species % Layer Status Dominant species , % Layer Status
ASalix oxtgy e S _obL '
ﬁ'CO\rm lar\.\%\n\)osa_ N o/
Ruoney crve ISR b FAL L
%\\T Ly eus are™ v pus WoTae W
Aerl 20103 @f}.!z{: YOS o YoORAC

H — woody/non-wood <3.2’: § — woody >3.2’, <3.0” dbh, T — woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V — woody, climbing >3.2’
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

% of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC

Hlo 2w
#H) =
B9 >A0W

Soils: Wetland soils present? No Asg oy~ e =

Map unit series and phase:

(Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)

- TXDY\/«: T RNy P N DR L. v F;AC" LA

Hydric soils list? Yes No

Depth  Horizon Matrixcolor  Mottle color

Mottle abundance/contrast

Texture, concretions, structure

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%
Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue — value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue — value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators:

___Histosol

___Histic epipedon

__H28 odor

__Aquic moisture regime

—_Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil)

___Gley :
___Chroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled
__Fe/Mg recent concretions

Hydrology: Wetland hydrology present? @ No

Jepth of surface water

Water sources:

:"C)oﬁr-\ - S
SR
U\)OU:-Q/\,.'Q‘\GK,L./\I y\& Vo Q?ﬁxx*“:‘\’\

Depth to free water in pit

Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:
—_Aquic moisture regime
__ High organic content in surface layer
_Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
___Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface) \
— Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
at water table depth)
ISP Iy PR A oA~ Yo vy R Po'\-ﬁ‘ o~

B T P N

[0 2l

Depth to saturated soil

’rimary wetland hydrology indicators:

___Inundated

X _Saturated in upper 127 > 12.5% of growing season
___Water marks

__ drift lines

__Sediment deposits

___Drainage pattern in wetlands

Secondary indicators (need 2 or more):

—.Oxidized root channels in upper 12”
___Water-stained leaves ’

_Local soil survey data

___Fac-neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
___Other:

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet ali 3 wetland criteria? @) No



Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project, City/County, State: SHF, \Bcvu iden , CG

Bem

Applicant/Owner:__C 0 oT v2 i

Investigator: /.- Lo clev s

Site: Pl voadd A af S ] n,«—m*\‘»\r\ of Trock S

Date;. &~/ 5-C !

Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed wfin last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes o>
Problem Area - Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes@

Ecological setting: o\ s 3 FKO’W\ < af eoc™ CO
Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? (@No

Dominant species Layer Status Dominant species Layer Status
b Cormr gog egvoer bis W PAcw
f NenmevsS oo ticus ) B ACAL
& ‘Ca T % TV ate R L vé:)r-»fdmﬁkw—t. H O

H - woody/non-wood <3.2": S — woody >3.2°, <3.0” dbh, T — woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V — woody, climbing >3.2°
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

Photo #
Onoc~ or LuesT @ N e Mzt o s

B,o.s-s: =N

Ty o T Gy e {

Soils: Wetland soils present? \Yes/No

Map unit series and phase:

% of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC

8 T VNG Yo R
U sl AR e R (,»«;Zi"im et 3 /g; 5

(Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)
s o iThe. d

Hydric soils list? Yes No

Depth  Horizon Matrix color ~ Moittle color ~ Mottle abundance/contrast ~ Texture, concretions, structure
o i o4 /1 —_—
A~ 10 Y 1’ 5/ |25 P Yoy My

]

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%

Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue — value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue ~ value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators:

___Histosol

. Histic epipedon

__H2S odor

___Aquic moisture regime

___Fe/Mg recent concretions

___Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil)

__Gley ‘

2X_Chroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled

Fetorbes Soils o podop R NN S
Hydrology: Wetland hydrology present? e9 No

Depth of surface water _____ Depth to free water in pit

Water sources:__g o P Ji

Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:

__Aquic moisture regime

.__High organic content in surface layer

___Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
—_Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)

___Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
at water table depth)

__Assume soils when all dominant plants are OBL. and/or FACW

gt

- Depth to saturated soil __(~

Primary wetland hydrologg' indicators:
Inundated
Saturated in upper 12” > 12.5% of growing season
___Water marks
___drift lines
___Sediment deposits
___Drainage pattern in wetlands

Secondary indicators (need 2 or more):

___Oxidized root channels in upper 12”

____Water-stained Ieaves

___Local soil survey data

__}ﬁ.Fac—neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
Other:

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria?{ Yes No



) B
Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) =/

Project, City/County, State: SH 7, PBoviden . CO
Applicant/Owner._C D o7 R ¢ Investigator: L. LRockos

Site:_ R & pometin af S‘H?, At ?O«Al«aé. Ve}\\‘c\i\ﬁh-)s o {rodeSDate;. G- l5-O |

Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes ‘S@)
Problem Area - Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes

Ecological setting: . (1, ~ P(“Q;“ < o E <o
Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? @ No

Dominant species Layer Status ~ Dominant species . Layer Status
d Sohy 2 Bz o el iep wowng S o’
QR(()(‘Q?JK‘ L \/\(‘ru‘l ° C H 08}4
\)@SZ@‘\?:O(\ R O/KQ— CRLoAy /<c.\ pDOS H o
??ﬁ"\‘uc o [ rofbrnse M FAcC

&kOA\%Q)QQ»Q Galneivwg e e H ?Acw

H - woody/non-wood <3.2": § -~ woody >3.2°, <3.0” dbh, T — woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V — woody, climbing >3.2’
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

Photo#_ 7 7.5 ()% of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC _/QQ o (Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)

Soils: Wetland soils present? No

Map unit series and phase: Hydric soils list? Yes No
Depth  Horizon Matrix color ~ Mottle color ~ Mottle abundance/contrast  Texture, concretions, structure
12 /" T .L() YR/ T e C N PGS

coOsST DT PVC curlesx

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%
Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue - value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue — value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators: Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:

___Histosol ____Agquic moisture regime

___Histic epipedon ___High organic content in surface layer

—__H2S odor __Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
ﬁAquic moisture regime . __Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)
__Fe/Mg recent concretions ___Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
___Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil) at water table depth)

___Gley

___Chroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled __Assume soils when all dominant plants are OBL and/or FACW

Gistocbe 2 =0l v T RR cuT

Hydrology: Wetland hydrology present? 1{@ No
urfFoce. ok

Depth of surface water " Depth to free water inpit _~___— Depth to saturated soil SP Ve wuTle 1
Water sources: Ty ~ie [1mo Clou s £ Monnn PUC pipe, PO fv?,@f)

rimary wetland hydrology indicators: o Secondary indicators (need 2 or more):

___Inundated __Oxidized root channels in upper 12”

X Saturated in upper 12” > 12.5% of growing season ___Water-stained leaves

___Water marks ___Local soil survey data

__ drift lines _X_Fac-neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
__Sediment deposits __ Other:

__Drainage pattern in wetlands

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria? (Yes) No



Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) (D)«

Project, City/County, State:__> < 7” B)ou S~ CO
Applicant/Owner: Investigator: /. Reockous
Site: R & y\nﬂ’%\m{; S paof Pwk-c&.\)@%va'\x L Mof Trece S Date;_ (=150 |

Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes @ )
Problem Area — Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes

Ecological setting: rotl: ,mé {)Lo;.- ng of eosT CO
Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present?No

Dominant species Layer Status Dominant species . Layer Status
\Carex 2 Yvory) H 0oRL
% A scleplas \y\rd A ? Uﬁ\g&e‘e“m&“‘{aﬂf‘? ORC.
A—»C—‘»‘LD\&«“ Sprelog o H Fac
4 VQSpJox e e ean S H pacS

mrl:am\m Lag ’F(”‘i\ Y e D OZEAD A Ee
T

“M:Qr' M e A vfg(g e S o V”ga? T, H #) LES L
H — woody/non-wood <3.2": S — \'voody >3.2°, <3.0” dbh, T ~ woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V — woody, climbing >3.2°
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

Photo# (> 7 LA ¢ of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC 00 7 100 7 .(Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)

B (e am o CAEOIAS TS E 3™ o o § B
E.‘ae.ogwus avxgurﬂ?(:o\‘“& OA W'\cu'”g? ~

Soils: Wetland soils present? (Yes No

Map unit series and phase: Hydric soils list? Yes No
Depth  Horizon Matrix color  Mottle color  Mottle abundance/contrast  Texture, concretions, structure
127 — 1OYR4/4 noottla D CO P VE v

Ul colove e dhin Scasae (o gﬂom oA ﬁ,

Moittle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%
Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue — value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue — value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators: Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:

___Histosol —_Aquic moisture regime

__Histic epipedon ___High organic content in surface layer

___H2S odor ____Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
—_Aquic moisture regime ) ___Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)
__Fe/Mg recent concretions ‘ —_Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
_Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil) at water table depth)

___Gley

____Chroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled __Assume soils when all dominant plants are OBL and/or FACW

!
N N Ve Ao, S
QA"‘:”;‘{u-’“\’J"’E"‘{ Hol \

Hydrology: Wetland hydrology present? Yes) No

Depth of surface water Depth to free waterinpit _—____ Depth to saturated soil

Watef sources:__r oot € | woten Seepice s Trecle S 3

Primary wetland hydrology indicators: > Secondary indicators (need 2 or more):

—_Inundated __Oxidized root channels in upper 12”

—Saturated in upper 12” > 12.5% of growing season __Water-stained leaves

____Water marks Local soil survey data

___drift lines ?Fac—neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
_Sediment deposits _Other:

X__Drainage pattern in wetlands

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria? No



Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project, City/County, State:_S+ 7, Baole.  CO

o

Applicant/Owner: CLoOT = -4

Investigator: _Z- - Racco s

Site: P& noeth of SHZ Jnoide copme  liteln

Date:_(o~[S~O f

Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes
Problem Area — Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes

Ecological setting: - {; P(&; s a—(’ zodT CO

Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? ¥es)No

Dominant species Layer Status Dominant species Layer Status
b Cacene progroct iis H o Bew)
X (nctex @ \WAoru N OR¢

R wnnen CASLOS HLBACW

H — woody/non-wood <3.2’: S — woody >3.2°, <3.0” dbh, T — woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V — woody, climbing >3.2’
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

Photo #
\)Qg‘ﬁ@«fTTCf\/ﬂx TS ooy ‘«&;gh)\/‘*«ﬁ?\ PDJ‘N»\/\,%
>

[

Soils: Wetland soils present? @ No

Map unit series and phase:

% of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC _[2Q “#._(Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)

Hydric soils list? Yes No

Depth  Horizon Matrix color  Mottle color

Mottle abundance/contrast

Texture, concretions, structure

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%

Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue -- value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue — value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators:

___Histosol

___Histic epipedon

_H2S odor

___Aquic moisture regime

___Fe/Mg recent concretions

____Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil)

___Gley

__ Chroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled

Hydrology: Wetland hydrology present? @@No

——

Depth of surface water Depth to free water in pit

Water sources:_{y vofl . powp °

Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:

___Aquic moisture regime

___High organic content in surface layer

___Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
___Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)

—.Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
at water table depth)

__>_{ Assume soils when all dominant plants are OBL and/or FACW

R ——

Depth to saturated soil o e {Dac —e_

Primary wetland hydrolc;‘g)} indicators: '
___Inundated

X _Saturated in upper 12” > 12.5% of growing season
___Water marks

___(drift lines

—_Sediment deposits

___Drainage pattern in wetlands

Secondary indicators (need 2 or more):

_Oxidized root channels in upper 12”

___Water-stained leaves

___Local soil survey data

__XFac-neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
Other:

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria? @s\ No



v o) e
Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) =

Project, City/County, State:_SH 7 [Rooi-k~ CO

Applicant/Owner:___ C O OT R -+ Investigator: _/_, Rocdk os

Site:_A A r\orﬂ/\d—f SHF L nside o oppen, e) TN Date:__©-15-0

Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes
Problem Area — Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes @

Ecological setting: rotli rg P{g:ns c;f epeT CO
Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? k\\e:@No

Dominant species Layer Status Dominant species N Layer Status
OO 2 oy ! H _orL ‘
vy Pho ot Bolie H omc
:Cé;&my: f&vx\koo-—,.i‘m H o

O )
C . pnelbiesCevasrs S)\)e'p\w*'ox?i?w WoOOR ¢
[ .
Salryx Qﬁ?'gua-. *gpo@‘c,‘tm sl Eerve S O/ L

H — woody/non-wood <3.2’: § — woody >3.2’, <3.0” dbh, T — woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V — woody, climbing >3.2’
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

Photo #_© 7 E % of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC |0 ©.7, (Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)
~CKO c::h =T o e G~ oo A C’? bi\)q Yool = ,.% ~6~/\0 e\ \./\)C"».E{s’”f»\g S te o ‘:.@ ]

Soils: Wetland soils present? @ No

Map unit series and phase: Hydric soils list? Yes No
Depth  Horizon Matrix color  Mottlecolor ~ Mottle abundance/contrast  Texture, concretions, structure

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%
Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue — value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue — value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators: Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:

_._Histosol ___Aquic moisture regime

____Histic epipedon ___High organic content in surface layer

___H2S odor ___Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
___Aquic moisture regime B _Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)
___Fe/Mg recent concretions — Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
—Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil) at water table depth)

___Gley

__Chroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled mssume soils when all dominant plants are OBL and/or FACW

Hydrology: Wetland hydrology present? @ No

Depth of surface water _ 2 ¢4 "’ Depth to free water in pit ' Depth to saturated soil Sw h?o <R
Watér sources:_t0 ng 0 [ Y T e Y Y

Primary wetland hydrol(')g!y indicators: ‘ Secondary indicators (need 2 or more):

__Inundated . Oxidized root channels in upper 127

/N _Saturated in upper 12” > 12.5% of growing season ___Water-stained leaves

___Water marks __Local soil survey data

___drift lines __Fac-neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
__Sediment deposits ___Other:

___Drainage pattern in wetlands

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria? \Yes/ No



(S

Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project, City/County, State:_SH 7 | Boolde~, CO
-
Dol

Investigator:

Applicant/Owner:

L. Reoekous
Site: Z:y\—m M\‘.‘S—&. D1 teim ~ uesT aaanaci I of St F

Date: G ~1 &5~/
MR S wa}qw Dot W, af*&'wc»d‘is L X . !
Dlsturbcd Wetland 1nc\hcators altered/removed wiin last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes No>

Problem Area -~ Wetland 1nd1cators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes(NO0)
Ecological setting: rolls &P lains vr eoET O

Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present?(Yes)No

Dominant species Layer Status Dominant species Layer Status
P L\f‘\ \GV\Q e © Arinnetinoce e H' ’I:AC, LAD
! Carex ECA/\/’\UC H o L
* C ‘ﬂV\/\O‘(‘“m.) }\g O
‘Sﬂa\‘\xpmrgu e H_ oRre

H- woody/non—wood <3.2’: § — woody >3.2°, <3.0” dbh, T — woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V — woody, climbing >3.2
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

15 PAC
Photo #_| 0[ IS e~ % of dominants = OBL, FACW,FAC _______ (Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)
7 w .. — A~ ~
Btc*c e rﬁ ‘Jﬁ\z\-ﬂ < oK O {3?&/\ wa,g YV S

Soils: Wetland soils present? @ No

Hydric soils list? Yes No
Texture, concretions, structure

Map unit series and phase:

Depth  Horizon Matrix color Mottle abundance/contrast

Mottle color

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%
Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue — value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue — value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators: Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:

____Histosol Aquic moisture regime

____Histic epipedon . High organic content in surface layer

___H2S odor ___Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
____Aquic moisture regime _...Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)
___Fe/Mg recent concretions —_Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
___Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil) at water table depth)

___Gley

___Chroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled

_\_éssume soils when all dominant plants are OBL and/or FACW

Hydrology: Wetland hydrology present? Yes)No

Depth of surface water ¢8'" Llows Depth to free water in pit __— Depth to saturated soil

Water sources;_cl el Hlowss
Primary wetland hydrology indicators:

Secondary indicators (need 2 or more):

___Inundated ____Oxidized root channels in upper 12”

X Saturated in upper 12” > 12.5% of growing season ___Water-stained leaves

___Water marks Local soil survey data

__drift lines _2 Fac-neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
____Sediment deposits ___Other:

K_Drainagc pattern in wetlands

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria? Yes) No



Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project, City/County, State:_SH 7 Pootden cO

(==

Applicant/Owner:__ -0 T

Investigator: L Rock s

Site: Erntenpaima. Dive = Lot aao ancin

[L\o((‘f\"x,.}c: ooy %Ys“%\rﬂ/\‘% Date: G-ls5-o |

R A ~wroclkes

B ide w;f . . .
Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes
Problem Area — Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes@»

Ecological setting: Fo{ii‘r\g P{\m s ews T CO
Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? (Yes) No

Dominant species Layer Status

Dominant species

Layer Status

Q,;{:”{:\L.W.fﬂ el R /I H QB &

X Péf\m?cvm{m@gmq CANLD Yo | g OO o BAC W

H — woody/non-wood <3.2": S — woody >3.2°, <3.0” dbh, T — woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V - woody, climbing >3.2°
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

20 FSE
Photo#23 +SE

Soils: Wetland soils present? No

% of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC _iQ® % (Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)

Map unit series and phase: ‘

Depth  Horizon Matrix color ~ Mottle color

Mottle abundance/contrast

Hydric soils list? @s No
Texture, concretions, sfructure

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%

Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue — value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue — value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators:

___Histosol

____Histic epipedon

___H2S odor

____Aquic moisture regime

____Fe/Mg recent concretions

___Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil)

—_Gley

___Chroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled

Hydrology: Wetland hydrology present? No

——

Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:

___Aquic moisture regime

___High organic content in surface layer

__ Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
___Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)

___Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
at water table depth)

lﬁssume soils when all dominant plants are OBL and/or FACW

N

Depth of surface water Depth to free water in pit Depth to saturated soil __——"——

Watet sources:_ = e Clain s

Primary wetland hydrology indicators: Secondary indicators (need 2 or more):

___Inundated ___Oxidized root channels in upper 12” -

X Saturated in upper 12” > 12.5% of growing season ___Water-stained leaves

___Water marks ___Local soil survey data

___ drift lines _Fac-neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
___Sediment deposits ___Other:

Drainage pattern in wetlands

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria? @ No



Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) @ —

Project, City/County, State: SH 7, Reo e, CO

Applicant/Owner:_ CDoT 2.4

Investigator: _ £, /R~ r i< 1S

Date:. & -12~0 (

Site: i tedn ATl sile SHF Eapf AR oni e .

Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes @
Problem Area — Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes @o )

Ecological setting: |/ % {)Lg.‘s Nns Gt € O
Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? (Yé5>No

Layer Status

Dominant species Layer Status Dominant species
§ # leoclhonts polusTeils " OoRc¢
Carex pAm»@éMmc..'i Cs H_ EAck
Rownes catmpos M EACW
T ye loe X o S %)( ;.N»a S H ol

H - woody/non-wood <3.2": § — woody >3.2°, <3.0” dbh, T — woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V — woody, climbing >3.2
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

Photo#_| @ NE
ST TNY S

Soils: Wetland soils present? No

Map unit series and phase:

Sk
% of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC [0© Ze (Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)

Hydric soils list? Yes No

Depth  Horizon Matrix color ~ Mottle color

Mottle abundance/contrast

Texture, concretions, structure

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%

Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue — value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue — value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators:

____Histosol

—_Histic epipedon

___H2S odor

_Aquic moisture regime

___Fe/Mg recent concretions

- Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil)

___Gley

_._Chroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled

Hydrology: Wetland hydrology present? (Yes) No

Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:

_...Aquic moisture regime

___High organic content in surface layer

___Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material

... Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)

—_Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
at water table depth)

__)Xssume soils when all dominant plants are OBL and/or FACW

Depth of surface water _ Depth to free water in pit — Depth to saturated soil _————

Watér sources:_j sz ) [

Primary wetland hydroléﬁy indicators: Secondary indicators (need 2 or more):

__Inundated ___Oxidized root channels in upper 12”

_X Saturated in upper 12” > 12.5% of growing season ___Water-stained leaves

___Water marks Local soil survey data

____drift lines _XFac-neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
Sediment deposits ___ Other:

X Drainage pattern in wetlands

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria?

es )No



. . . @ oy < -
Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project, City/County, State: > 7 {Rookle LO
Applicant/Owner:__C O T Y= - A Investigator: _ /. (Sock o g
Site:_ S v4c 0 SouTWN < ) SH ¥ 'Fdf R R lo'\;--l-s,x. Date:__ &—(>~O |

Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes
Problem Area — Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes@
Ecological setting: ro (l¢ g P Lo s a—(’ eowT OO

Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? @No

Dominant species Layer Status  Dominant species . Layer Status
F‘T\.,/‘D N oo Va1t Felres 4 OB L JurcUs Gectro us ' H PAC 79
"MT’\ ety Do |l N OBL  Caollesiuyvs Sulbau v H FACwW

A oot 1o ) M =  _Ruoen cnidpus R Faw
ctuce /w o v }:: \! o H FAc
&Elecehonis poluxTais B ome
d Accostis drolaniConn H FACwW

H- wBde/non—wood <3.2": S — woody >3.2°, <3.0” dbh, T — woody >3.0” dbh of any height, V — woody, climbing >3.2
Dominant species — most abundant species that exceed 50% of total cover, plus additional species comprising over 20% of total cover.

Photo # ) ( >N % of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC " {00 €« (Wetlands - 50% or greater of dominants = OBL, FACW, FAC)

Soils: Wetland soils present? No

Map unit series and phase: Hydric soils list? Yes No
Depth  Horizon Matrix color  Mottle color ~ Mottle abundance/contrast  Texture, concretions, structure

Mottle abundance: few = <2%, common = 2-20%, many = >20%-
Mottles prominent/distinct: same hue - value varies by 3 units, chroma by 2; different hue - value and chroma vary by 1 unit

Non-sandy hydric soil indicators: Sandy hydric soil indicators — add:

___Histosol ___Agquic moisture regime

____Histic epipedon ____High organic content in surface layer

___H2S odor ___Streaking of subsurface horizons by organic material
__Aquic moisture regime _ ___Organic accretions (muck balls just below surface)
___Fe/Mg recent concretions ' ___Wet spodosol (dark red-br horizon beneath leached E horizon
__Reducing conditions (a-a-dipyridil) at water table depth)

__Gley

____Chroma = 2/less in mottled, 1 or less in unmottled 2{Assume soils when all dominant plants are OBL and/or FACW

qqqqqq

) e o~ R e ST reaadaaXe WY O wbwed T
Hydrology: Wetland hydrology present? @ No STowmeiog voowives @ Y ce o

T T e e o b opoe) OO o,
X am\bcé \ouj; igeTJ\w;« l‘.qubérgb\ ( ? | E
Depth of surface water _"~ “ Depth to free water in pit __—— Depth to saturated soil _Sv cfec—a
Water sources:__ v no D f
Primary wetland hydrologgl indicators: Secondary indicators (need 2 or more):
___Inundated ___Oxidized root channels in upper 12”
_X Saturated in upper 12” > 12.5% of growing season ___Water-stained leaves
___Water marks ___Local soil survey data
__ drift lines _ﬁac»neutral test (>50% dom = OBL, FACW+, FACW)
Sediment deposits ___ Other:

Drainage pattern in wetlands

Wetland Determination: Does this sampling point meet all 3 wetland criteria? @NU



Routine Wetland Determination (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project, City/County, State: St 7, Rou \<ba , (O

NSESS

Applicant/Owner:_ 0D T 12 4

Investigator: L. Roclkos

Site:_ o Tiobes yoesT =il s TN mom’\r\a—{) R bf\‘x«_\éﬁyk

Date:_ &>~ |

Disturbed - Wetland indicators altered/removed w/in last 5 years by human activities/catastrophic natural events? Yes
Problem Area — Wetland indicators periodically lacking due to normal seasonal environmental variations? Yes(No

Ecological setting: o) 11 r8 P&of ~S o-T SOsT CO
Vegetation: Wetland vegetation present? (Yes) No

Dominant species Layer Status ~ Dominant species Layer Status
ey x&amrg\; fre i sva e
< Qfﬁeﬂfsﬂ]\)m kt)\naﬂ’um H 'T‘JACW
A Ca ALX ZAnrOY H ORC
Yo atugem sf}/‘ﬂﬁ@'\f\:&—« i FAC
Do LY Yﬁpp" H ——

T s
Populus. delicides ~mopliros HEFAC
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Wetland Mitigation Site Selection Form

Colorado Department of Transportation
Attachment to Wetland Finding

Project Name/No. SH 7 Cherryvale Road to 75" Street, STA 0072 -013

Region _4

Author Laura Backus Firm

Carter & Burgess

Subaccount

Date 4-18-2006

(1) Mitigation bank available? Yes

(2) Project impacts in 1°, 2° service area? Yes

(3) HUC units NA - ditch wetlands

=
'% § : (4) On-site mitigation available? No
28 ' (5) Off-site mitigation available? No
S O . (6) In-lieu fee arrangement? In-lieu fee sponsor? No
(7) Mitigation ratio(s) other than 1:1 involved? No Ratio(s) NA
Impact Site Mitigation Site

(8) Geographic location

R70W, T1N, S 25, 26, 27,

Wetland mitigation bank

8 34, 35, 36 (in primary service area of
k) 3 banks)
33 Emergent — 80% Varies
» 3 Scrub/shrub — 20%
S (9) Wetland community type, pct.
O (10) Functions, values GW-L, SS-M; SR-M, WH-L | Varies
(11) Size of impacts, pct. of total area? 0.32 acre, 50% of wetlands NA
in narrow study area
(12) T&E species/habitat present? No acp?pgfc?v%zig%reers
- (13) Species? Status? NA “
% (14) Migratory Bird Treaty Act? No “
jc:rs (15) Other wildlife issues No “
3 (16) Status of aquatic resource? NA “
% (17) Special aquatic site? Wetlands “
= (18) Unique? Quality? Ranking? No, L-M, none “
= (19) Watershed, ecosystem issues? No “
. (20) Likelihood of success? NA Bank
o (21) Interagency agreement? NA No
o (22) Project logistics, size/scope? NA Ditch wetlands
(23) Cost considerations? NA Ditch wetlands
(24) Buffer used: NA Bank
" (25) Individual 404 permit condition? No
> (26) 404(b)(1) Guidelines? No
f (27) NWP gen., reg. conditions? No
£ (28) Regulatory letters? No
= (29) S.B. 40? No
(30) Water rights issues? No
. . No
<9 (31) Cumulative impact issues?
o 2 (32) Agency policy, input? No
<= (33) Public involvement? No




(34) Basis for Decision
[Describe those factors from the front side that are instrumental in the selection of the chosen mitigation decision.]

SH 7 project impacts 0.32 acre of irrigation ditch and roadside ditch wetlands.

The Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century establishes a preference for mitigation banks, and the
project site is within the primary service area of three Corps of Engineers approved wetland mitigation
banks.

No suitable sites for wetland mitigation such as natural drainages or wetland sites are present in the
project area.

(35) Decision

Mitigation at a Wetland Mitigation Bank

(36) Contingency Plans

The project is within the primary service area of three wetland mitigation banks.

J:\_Transportation\070702.401\working\Laura\SH7 WetL mit form.doc
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1.0 Introduction

The Colorado Department of Transportation is currently considering improvements for State
Highway 7 from Cherryvale Road to 75" Street. The study area is located within the Boulder
County in Colorado, just east of the City of Boulder. A small portion of the western edge of the
study area falls within the city limits of Boulder. A detailed traffic noise analysis was conducted
to determine the potential impact to receptors along the roadway for the first phase of the
project in November 2001.

This technical report adheres to both the Colorado Department of Transportation’s (CDOT) and
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) policy. The use of CDOT and FHWA policy has been
used in this analysis to determine noise impact on existing and future planned development for
the second phase of the project.

The purpose of this report is to document this work effort, including results and mitigation
recommendations. This document provides the following information:

Study area definition

Description of the proposed action

Overview of noise standards and fundamentals,

Description of the methodology employed for the analysis,

Description of the traffic data utilized in the analysis,

Summary of the results,

Findings from the assessment of feasibility and reasonableness of mitigation, and
Recommended mitigation measures and next steps.

All model input and output files have been included in the appendix.

2.0 Study Area

Figure 1 graphically defines the study area that was evaluated for this noise analysis. From the
Cherryvale Road/SH7 intersection, the study area extends approximately 3.0 kilometers (1.9
miles) east along SH7 to the SH7/75" Street intersection. Both intersections were included in
the analysis.

The major roadway within the study area is SH7, a continuous two-lane roadway with an east-
west alignment. At Cherryvale Lane, SH7 widens to four lanes as it heads west into Boulder.

Existing land uses within the study area primarily include residential and commercial
developments with some light industrial. Commercial developments within the study area
include office, business, restaurant, school, and motel, all generally one or two stories tall.
Residential uses primarily consist of single-family dwelling units. The study area also includes a
church, which is located at the northwest corner of the SH7/75" Street intersection. The
Boulder Technical Education Center and the Arapahoe Ridge High School are located to the
south of SH7 along a 0.5-kilometer (1/3-mile) stretch of the roadway. These land uses are
defined as “noise-sensitive” activity categories in Section 7.1. The adjacent land uses to the
study area are generally at the same elevation as SH7.
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3.0 Proposed Action

The proposed transportation improvements evaluated consist of two alternatives, named the
Two-Lane Alternative and the Four-Lane Option. The Two-Lane Alternative has two thru lanes
in each direction from Cherryvale Road to the Boulder Valley School District entrance. In the
westbound direction, there is a continuous right turn acceleration/deceleration lane that also
functions as a bus bypass lane from east of 63" to Cherryvale Road. In the eastbound
direction, there is a continuous right turn acceleration/deceleration lane between the business
access west of the Boulder Valley School District to east of the BVSD signal. From the BVSD
signal to Westview Drive there is one thru lane westbound and two thru lanes eastbound. The
second eastbound thru lane is dropped as a right turn lane at Westview Drive. There is a right
turn lane in the westbound direction at Valtec lane. The two-lane section (one lane in each
direction) continues past the Burlington Northern Railroad Crossing. After the railroad crossing,
the roadway section widens to two lanes in each direction to the 75" Street improvements. The
Four-Lane Option is identical to the Two-Lane Alternative between Cherryvale Road and the
Boulder Valley School District entrance. The Four-Lane Option retains two lanes in each
direction to 75" Street with deceleration lanes at Westview Drive and Valtec lanes.

For both alternatives, the roadway is an urban section with curb and gutter between Cherryvale
Road and Westview Drive. Between Westview Drive and the Burlington Northern Railroad
crossing, The Two-Lane Alternative is a rural section with 10-foot shoulders. Between the
railroad crossing and 75" Street, SH7 is an urban section with curb and gutter; and between
Cherryvale and 63", there is a raised median with left turn lanes. East of 63" to the 75" Street
improvements is a continuous 16-foot left turn lane.

Both alternatives require the existing hill east of Westview Drive to be lowered approximately
thirteen feet. Retaining walls have been incorporated adjacent to the Burlington Northern
Railroad crossing and as required to minimize impacts to private parking or private access
roads.

4.0 NOISE STANDARDS & FUNDAMENTALS

There are three primary regulations that assist in the determination of noise impacts and when it
is applicable to provide mitigation for impacted receivers:

e Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic
Noise and Construction Noise (23 CFR Part 772)

o Federal Highway Administration, Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement, Policy and
Guidance, June 1995

e Colorado Department of Transportation, Noise Analysis and Abatement Guidelines,
December 2002

These documents collectively establish noise thresholds based on land use. Land uses are
categorized and hourly noise level maximums have been established. A complete list of Noise
Abatement Criteria (NAC) and each land use threshold has been included in Table 1.
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Table 1: Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC)
Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level (dBA)

ivi CDOT Leq (h
Activity a Description of Activity Category
Category |(hourly)
Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance
. and serve an important public need and where the preservation of
A 56 (exterior) S S . . .
those qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its
intended purpose.
Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas,
B 66 (exterior) | parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and
hospitals.
c 71 (exterior) Developed lands, properties or activities not included in Categories
A or B above.
D -- Undeveloped lands.

Source: Colorado Department of Transportation, Noise Analysis and Abatement Guidelines,
December 2002.

The following terms are used to quantify impacts and define sound levels. The following is a
brief summary of key terminology:

Decibel A decibel is a unit of measure for sound. Decibels are presented with the units
dB(A).
dB(A) dB(A) represents the noise levels in decibels measured with an A-weighted

frequency. The A- weighting corresponds to the A-scale on a standard sound
level instrument that closely approximates frequencies that the human ear can
detect.

Leq(h) Leq(h) is defined as the sound level for a specified time period. For normal
human hearing, the actual sound level measurement is modified by applying A
weighting. The A-weighted sound level is the most widely used measure of
environmental noise.

Noise impacts occur when existing or future predicted noise levels exceed the levels shown in
Table 1. Impact also occurs when future noise levels “substantially” exceed existing noise
levels by 10 decibels.

Table 2 provides a list of common outdoor noise levels. These noise levels can be used as a
point of reference for those presented in Table 1.
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Table 2: Common Outdoor Noise Levels

. Noise Level
Common Outdoor Noise Levels

(dBA)
Diesel Truck at 15 meters 90
Noisy Urban Daytime 80
Commercial Area 65
Quiet Urban Daytime 50
Quiet Urban Nighttime 40
Quiet Suburban Nighttime 35

Source: “Guide on Evaluation and Abatement of Traffic
Noise” (American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials, 1993).

5.0 Methodology

The major work elements associated with this traffic noise analysis included the following items:

1. Inventory of land uses (identify “noise-sensitive” developments).
2. Collect field noise measurements, traffic counts and speeds.

3. Validate the noise model.
4

Existing conditions model runs using STAMINA. Peak hour conditions used to represent
worst-case noise scenario.

5. Future year model runs using STAMINA.
6. Determination of noise impacts.

7. Consideration of feasible and reasonable noise abatement measures.

The methodology employed for this analysis is consistent with both FHWA and CDOT
guidelines for analyzing traffic noise. FHWA'’s noise prediction model (STAMINA 2.0) was
utilized for this analysis, using Colorado 1995 vehicle noise emission factors. The basic inputs
to noise modeling include roadway network layout, site characteristics, traffic volume
projections, fleet mix, and vehicular operating speeds. Roadway and residential receiver
geometry was included based on a preliminary civil design CAD file and aerial photography.

6.0 Traffic Data

Traffic counts of existing conditions and traffic volumes from the 2030 traffic model of the
Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) were used to derive peak hour volumes in
the noise models for this study. The existing (year 2004) average daily traffic (ADT) is
approximately 18,600 total vehicles. Future (year 2030) ADT is projected to be approximately
25,600 total vehicles. A vehicle mix of 97% automobile, 2% buses and medium trucks, and 1%
heavy trucks was used in the analysis. The morning and evening split of traffic in the eastbound
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direction and westbound direction was determined by modeled traffic patterns. The detailed
traffic data used in the analysis is included in the Appendix A.

7.0 Noise Analysis

7.1. LAND USE INVENTORY

Several areas of noise-sensitive land uses exist along the project corridor. A mobile home park,
a church, and single-family residential units are all present along the corridor. A total of 9
locations were field monitored for noise while 39 receivers were modeled in order to represent
the Category B and C receivers along the corridor.

Two residences located south of SH7 and between Cherryvale and 63™ Streets are located on
parcels that are slated to become the site of Cherryvale Commons, a future commercial
development. These sites are represented in the models as Receptor SW10. Receptor SW9 in
the same area, has been torn down since field measurements were taken at the start of the
project. Residences located north of SH7 in the 6300 block are vacant and the buildings are in
conditions that render them uninhabitable at this time. They are represented in the models as
Receptors NW3 and NW4.

7.2.  EXISTING NOISE LEVELS—NOISE MEASUREMENTS

Noise measurements were taken at nine different sites (see Figure 2) to determine the existing
noise conditions. The on-site measurements ranged from 60.6 to 69.9 dB(A). All on-site noise
measurements were taken during the PM (4:00 PM — 6:00 PM) peak periods. Field
measurements at the monitoring locations were generally taken at the closest point of the
structure or closest outdoor use area to the roadway. Table 3 summarizes the results of the on-
site measurements. Locations for existing monitoring locations are included on Figure 3. The
existing noise levels do not approach or exceed the NAC, as defined in Table 1, at any of the
monitoring locations.

Table 3: Existing Noise Levels

Monitored Modeled
Site | Category Location Noise Noise
(dBA) (dBA)
1 B Church at northwest corner of SH7/75" St. 65.3 63.8
th
5 c gtestaurant at southwest corner of SH7/75 63.5 62.8
3 B gkr\urch at southwest corner of SH7/Westview 60.9 59.5
4 B Trailers at BVSD site 62.8 60.2
5 B Tech school at 6500 Arapahoe Rd. (SH7) 61.8 60.4
Abandoned residence at 6437-6439 Arapahoe
6 B Rd. (SHT7) 61.1 62.2
7 B Trailer park southwest of SH7/63™ St. 60.6 64.9
Commercial site at 6123 Arapahoe Rd. (SH7) 67.5 65.6
Historic structure at northeast corner of
9 C SH7/63™ St. 69.9 70.7
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Figure 2: Noise Modeling Sites
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Figure 3: Noise Monitoring Locations
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7.3.  NOISE MODEL VALIDATION

FHWA's noise prediction model (STAMINA 2.0) was utilized to model existing and future noise
conditions. The model calculates existing and future noise levels during the peak traffic period
based on such variables as traffic volume, traffic speed, vehicle mix, and receptor distance from
the roadway. Because the project was initiated prior to release of the FHWA approved TNM
noise evaluation model, STAMINA 2.0 will be utilized for all analyses.

In order to accurately model future noise conditions, the STAMINA noise model must be
validated to emulate the existing field conditions. The model run for existing conditions resulted
in noise levels that were within 3 dB(A) as required by CDOT guidelines, except at one location.
At location 7, the field measurements were approximately four decibels lower than the noise
level predicted by the model. This difference is probably due to the storage units on either side
of this location blocking some of the sound waves from actually reaching the receptor. Although
the model tended to over-predict noise levels at this location, overall the noise model was found
to perform acceptably for this project.

7.4. EXISTING CONDITIONS NOISE MODEL RUNS

Noise levels were modeled at 39 locations along SH7 to represent the receptors along the
project corridor. These locations are listed in Table 4. According to the model, there are two
residential and one commercial noise level above the NAC in the existing conditions model.

7.5. PREDICTION OF FUTURE NOISE LEVELS

Future conditions for the 2030 were modeled at the same 39 locations along SH7 as in the
existing conditions model. The roadway alignments of both alternatives being evaluated were
modeled. Morning and evening peak hour traffic volumes represent the predicted 2030 vehicle
numbers. The No Action Alternative carries the same traffic volumes as the Two-Lane
Alternative. Roadway differences between the two conditions include widening of shoulders and
addition of auxiliary and turn lanes, which did not contribute significant changes to the noise
regime for this area. The lowering of the road profile (elevation), widening and extensive road
cuts at the hill by the BNRR railroad crossing increases local noise readings in the Four-Lane
Option. Noise modeling results have been summarized in Table 4.

7.6. IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Two-Lane Preferred Alternative. According to the model, the Two-Lane Preferred Alternative
would cause four of the modeled locations to have noise levels above the NAC in 2030. These
4 receptors approach or exceed the NAC with predicted future noise levels increasing between
3 and 5 dB(A). One of the sites, Receptor SW10 representing two residences, would
experience noise levels above the impact NAC for Category B if either build alternative was
constructed. Mitigation should be considered for this location. Receptors NE2, NE6 and SW7
would be acquired and removed, and therefore no mitigation needs to be considered for these
locations. Therefore, mitigation does not need to be considered for this location. If, however,
the condition of the structure should be improved and become habitable prior to construction of
either build alternative, the location should be analyzed at that time for possible mitigation.

All remaining receivers falling below the NAC have modeled noise levels ranging from 53.8 to
67.2 dB(A) for Category B receivers and from 56.0 to 71.3 dB(A) for Category C receivers. Of
these receivers, the greatest projected increase over existing noise levels is 3.4 dB(A).
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Table 4: Noise Model Results (Peak Hour 2004 and 2030)
AM 2030 No PM ?030 No AM 2030 PM 2030
o AM 2004 | PM 2004 Action and Action and Four I._ane Four-Lane
_ Activity Modgled Modgled 2—Lan_e 2—Lan_e Option Option Preferrgd
Site ID Category Noise Noise Alternatives Alternatives Modeled Alternative
#)H)> Level Level M_odeled Modeled Noise N(l\)/li(s),geLI:\(/jel Impact
(dBA) (dBA) Noise Level Noise Level Level (dBA)
(dBA) (dBA) (dBA)
NE1 B(1) 62.3 61.5 62.6 63.2 66.0 64.8 No
NE2 Cc() 71.8 71.0 Acquired Acquired Acquired Acquired No
NE3 B(1) 58.9 59.0 60.5 60.4 61.5 61.0 No
NE4 C(1) 66.9 66.5 68.0 68.4 66.7 65.7 No
NE5 C(1) 56.6 56.8 58.2 58.0 65.6 64.8 No
NE6 C(d) 70.7 69.9 Acquired Acquired Acquired Acquired No
SE3 C(1) 56.8 58.4 59.5 57.8 63.8 65.0 No
SE4 C(1) 59.2 61.4 62.6 60.3 66.7 68.5 No
SE5 B(2) 58.0 60.2 61.4 59.1 65.6 64.8 No
SE6 B(1) 60.3 60.6 62.0 61.7 65.0 66.4 No
SE7 B(1) 59.8 60.5 61.9 61.2 61.6 61.6 No
SE8 B(1) 62.4 63.3 64.7 63.8 65.0 66.4 No
SE9 B(1) 52.6 53.3 54.2 54.1 - - No
SE10 B(1) 52.5 53.2 54.2 54.0 - - No
SE11 B(1) 52.4 53.1 54.1 53.8 - - No
SE13 B(1) 54.6 55.3 56.3 56.1 - - No
NwW1 B(1) 62.7 63.0 63.8 64.1 65.1 64.1 No
Nw2 C(1) 64.2 64.5 65.3 65.6 65.2 64.2 No
NW3 B(1) 63.5 64.0 65.4 65.3 66.4 66.1 No
Nw4 B(1) 58.7 59.3 60.8 60.5 63.3 62.2 No
NW5 C(1) 61.8 62.3 63.8 63.6 64.4 64.2 No
NW6 C(2) 61.3 61.8 63.1 63.0 69.9 69.1 No
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Table 4: Noise Model Results (Peak Hour 2004 and 2030)
AM 2030 No PM 2030 No AM 2030 PM 2030
AM 2004 | PM 2004 Action and Action and Four Lane Four-Lane
Activity Modeled Modeled 2-Lane 2-Lane Option Obtion Preferred
Site ID Category Noise Noise Alternatives Alternatives Modeled P Alternative
. Modeled
#)H)> Level Level Modeled Modeled Noise Noise Level Impact
(dBA) (dBA) Noise Level Noise Level Level (dBA)
(dBA) (dBA) (dBA)

NW7 C(1) 57.7 58.3 59.4 59.0 59.2 59.3 No

NwW8 C(1) 54.8 55.6 56.6 56.1 61.4 61.4 No

NwW9 C(1) 67.8 67.6 68.6 68.9 67.6 67.0 No
NW10 C(1) 61.1 61.4 62.4 62.3 61.3 61.2 No
NwW11 C(1) 53.5 54.1 55.2 54.7 62.0 61.6 No
Nw12 C(1) 67.6 67.6 68.7 69.0 50.4 50.6 No

sSwi B(1) 58.7 59.6 60.5 60.2 60.9 61.9 No

Sw2 B(1) 61.7 62.7 63.6 63.3 61.3 62.1 No

SW3 C(1) 61.6 62.7 64.1 63.6 65.8 66.9 No

sSw4 C(1) 60.5 61.5 62.9 62.4 62.8 63.6 No

SW5 B(2) 62.2 63.2 64.4 63.6 64.0 65.0 No

SW6 B(2) 58.3 59.2 60.4 59.8 64.2 65.2 No

Sw7 B(1) 68.1 69.7 Acquired Acquired Acquired Acquired No

SW8 B(2) 60.7 61.7 62.8 62.1 64.6 65.7 No
SW10 B(2) 65.9 67.4 68.4 67.2 67.6 69.1 Yes
Swi1 B(1) 57.9 58.8 59.8 59.1 68.7 70.7 No
SW12 B(1) 55.4 56.4 57.5 56.6 60.7 61.7 No

*Number of individual dwelling units or businesses represented by the modeling site.
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Four-Lane Option. According to the model, the Four-Lane Option would cause nine of the
modeled locations to have noise levels above the NAC in 2030. These areas approach or
exceed the NAC with predicted future noise levels increasing between 2 and 5 dB(A) over
existing noise levels.

Receptors NE2, NE6 and SW7 would be acquired and removed, and therefore no mitigation
needs to be considered for these locations.

Receptor NE1, the City on the Hill Church, would experience noise levels at the 66 decibel
NAC during peak afternoon travel periods in 2030. Because of the location at the corner of
SH 7 and 75" Street, noise walls located within right-of-way would not be feasible for
intersection line of sight safety and driveway accessibility reasons. Visibility of the church
from the roadways is considered important. Therefore no further consideration of noise
abatement mitigation was considered. If noise levels reach a greater level, such that indoor
use of the church becomes impaired, then a noise reassessment at this location should be
undertaken in the future.

Receptor SE6 would experience noise levels above the 66 decibel NAC during peak
afternoon travel periods in 2030. This receiver is located along the south side of Arapahoe
Road east of the Burlington Northern Railroad freight line. Mitigation should be considered
for this location. It is included in the mitigation analyses.

Receptor SE8 would experience noise levels above the 66 decibel NAC during peak
afternoon travel periods in 2030. This receiver is located 8 feet above SH 7 on a hillside,
adjacent to the Burlington Northern Railroad freight line. The roadway in this area will be
lowered approximately 13 feet. A slope cut will be required between the residence and SH 7
to accommodate the new roadway height and width. The right-of-way does not reach the top
of the slope; therefore, a noise wall located within right-of-way would by necessity have to
be constructed along the outside shoulder of the eastbound roadway. The required noise
wall height to achieve a minimum 5 decibel noise reduction would exceed a height of 25
feet, and resultant shading issues with icing along the shadow zone of the downhill
eastbound highway lanes would present a safety issue. Therefore no further consideration
of noise abatement mitigation was considered.

Noise levels at Receptor NW3 would be above the NAC for Category B in 2030. Two of the
three residential structures represented by Receptors NW3 and NW4 have been abandoned
for that use, and in their current condition are uninhabitable. However, because these
structures have not yet been removed and re-occupancy is possible, mitigation should be
considered.

Receptor SW10 representing two residences, would experience noise levels above the
impact NAC for Category B if the build alternative is constructed. Mitigation should be
considered for this location.

Receptor SW11, a private residence, would experience noise levels above the 66 decibel
NAC during both morning and afternoon peak travel periods in 2030. Because of the
location at the intersection of SH 7 and Cherryvale Road, noise walls located on right-of-way
of SH 7 and Cherryvale Road capable of reducing noise levels the required minimum 5

12
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decibels would not be feasible for line of sight and safety reasons. Therefore no further
consideration of noise abatement mitigation was considered.

All remaining receivers falling below the NAC have modeled noise levels ranging from 60.6 to
65.1 dB(A) for all Category B receivers and from 56.4 to 69.9 dB(A) for Category C receivers.
Of these receivers, the greatest projected increase over existing noise levels is 8.5 dB(A).

7.7. MITIGATION ANALYSIS—REASONABLENESS AND FEASIBILITY

Once a noise impact is determined to result from the proposed improvements, a
Reasonableness and Feasibility analysis must be conducted to determine if mitigation is
warranted at these locations. Mitigation should consider all possible noise abatement measures
for reasonableness and feasibility. These include noise barriers or walls, earthen berms,
creating buffer zones of undeveloped land, planting vegetation, traffic management, installing
noise insulation on buildings and relocating the highway.

According to FHWA and CDOT guidelines, the “feasibility and reasonableness” of mitigation
needs to be considered for all locations that are projected to experience noise impacts. The
feasibility analysis of mitigation considers such factors as the effectiveness of a barrier to
achieve a 5-dBA reduction in predicted future noise levels, construction, engineering,
maintenance or other design issues. Mitigation measures are considered feasible if they can
achieve a noise reduction of 5-dBA for at least one receiver. They should not create any safety
or unacceptable maintenance problems. Noise mitigation is considered reasonable if it meets
certain criteria, such as the cost per receiver per decibel of noise reduction and type of land use
protected. For example, business districts typically do not receive noise mitigation, as noise
barriers would block the view of businesses from motorists.

Relocating the highway, creating buffer zones, constructing earth berms and planting vegetation
are not feasible in this situation because these abatement measures require large amounts of
land to achieve the necessary noise reductions. The surrounding land use in the project area
prohibits acquiring the space needed for these abatement measures. Traffic management,
such as limiting truck traffic on the highway, is not feasible because of the status of SH 7 as a
major highway and the commercial and light industrial uses along the highway. Because of the
high cost, installing noise insulation on buildings is usually reserved for public buildings such as
schools or hospitals. For these reasons, noise barriers seem to be the most appropriate noise
abatement measure for this project. Noise mitigation models were run to test the
reasonableness and feasibility of noise walls. Note that a unit noise wall cost of $30 per square
foot was used in all of the calculations, according to current CDOT guidelines. Noise abatement
structures were analyzed for one impacted area according to CDOT guidelines.

Mitigation Barrier—All Build Alternatives

Mitigation Barrier at SW10

A noise barrier was analyzed for Site SW10, which consists of two residences located at 6160
and 6180 Arapahoe Road. Noise mitigation at this site is not recommended because the
resultant cost-benefit was unreasonable according to CDOT and FHWA guidelines. The feasible
and reasonable analyses are detailed in Appendix B of this report.

An effective noise reduction of 5.7 decibels could be achieved at this location by constructing a
continuous six-foot noise wall that is 310 feet long. The noise wall would require relocation of
the two residential driveway accesses. Any gaps in the wall would decrease the effectiveness of
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the noise abatement, making the wall infeasible. The wall is shown in Figure 4, illustrating the
gaps created by intervening driveway access points. Construction of a continuous wall should
not create safety hazards for vehicles or pedestrians along SH 7. The cost of a continuous wall
of these dimensions would be approximately $55,800. Using the CDOT criterion for cost benefit
in determining the reasonableness of noise abatement discussed in the paragraphs above, the
cost benefit of this noise wall would be approximately $4,895 per receiver per decibel noise
reduction. CDOT considers any amount over $4,000 not reasonable. Noise mitigation at this
location is not recommended because, although relocating the two accesses would make this
wall feasible, the extraordinary cost/benefit ratio would make the wall unreasonable.

Mitigation Barrier—Four- Lane Option Only

Mitigation Barrier at SE6

A noise barrier was analyzed for Receptor SE6 a residence located along the south side of

SH 7. Noise mitigation at this site is not recommended because the resultant cost-benefit was
unreasonable according to CDOT and FHWA guidelines. The feasible and reasonable analyses
are detailed in Appendix B of this report.

An effective noise reduction of 5.2 decibels could be achieved at this location by constructing a
18-foot noise wall of 180 foot length. The wall is shown in Figure 5. Construction of a
continuous wall would likely cause icing safety hazards for vehicles along the eastbound lanes
of SH 7 making this noise mitigation not feasible. The cost of a continuous wall of these
dimensions would be approximately $97,200. Using the CDOT criterion for cost benefit in
determining the reasonableness of noise abatement discussed in the paragraphs above, the
cost benefit of this noise wall would be approximately $18,690 per receiver per decibel noise
reduction. CDOT considers any amount over $4,000 not reasonable. Noise mitigation at this
location is not recommended.

Mitigation Barrier at NW3

A noise barrier was analyzed for Sites NW3 and NW4, which consists of two currently
abandoned residences located along the north side of Arapahoe Road and 1 residence located
behind NW3 as a second row receiver. Noise mitigation at this site is not recommended
because the resultant cost-benefit was unreasonable according to CDOT and FHWA guidelines.
The feasible and reasonable analyses are detailed in Appendix B of this report.

An effective noise reduction of 6.5 decibels could be achieved at this location by

constructing a 10-foot noise wall of 220 foot length. The noise wall would require relocation of
one residential driveway access. Any gaps in the wall would decrease the effectiveness of the
noise abatement, making the wall infeasible. The wall is shown in Figure 6, and illustrates the
gap created by the intervening driveway. Construction of a continuous wall should not create
safety hazards for vehicles or pedestrians along SH 7. The cost of a continuous wall of these
dimensions would be approximately $66,000. Using the CDOT criterion for cost benefit in
determining the reasonableness of noise abatement discussed in the paragraphs above, the
cost benefit of this noise wall would be approximately $5,077 per receiver per decibel noise
reduction. CDOT considers any amount over $4,000 not reasonable. Noise mitigation at this
location is not recommended because, although relocating the access would make this wall
feasible, the excessive cost/benefit ratio would make the wall unreasonable.
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Figure 4: Preliminary Noise Barrier
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Figure 5: Preliminary Noise Barrier




SH 7 Final Noise Analysis
Technical Memorandum

August 2007

Figure 6: Preliminary Noise Barrier
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8.0 Recommendation

No noise mitigation is recommended for either alternative. If the structures at 6160 and 6180
Arapahoe Road still exist and development of the commercial center in this area is not
scheduled to proceed in the foreseeable future, and there are changes to the final design of the
project, a noise barrier should be reconsidered for these residences prior to final design of the
selected alternative.
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APPENDIX A:
2004 AND 2030 TRAFFIC DATA
(INCLUDED IN FULL TECHNICAL REPORT)



SH 7 Final Noise Analysis
August 2007 Technical Memorandum

APPENDIX B:
CDOT FORM 1209
(INCLUDED IN FULL TECHNICAL REPORT)
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APPENDIX C:

STAMINA 2.0 INPUT AND OUTPUT FILES
(INCLUDED IN FULL TECHNICAL REPORT)



B SH 7 I

Cherryvale Rd. to 75th St.

Environmental Assessment

CDOT No. STA 0072-013

AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Prepared for:

Colorado Department of Transportation

o

oT

A e, e, |
VA .

EET— T, “Te———
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Prepared by:
Carter=Burgess

707 17 STREET, SUITE 2300
DENVER, COLORADO 80202

February 28, 2007



AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Cherryvale Rd. to 75th St.

Table of Contents

(O F= 1o} (=T i I oY= Tox a0 LY od ] o f o 1 o 2-1
R Y (1 T LY Y 1= 2-1
1.2 AEINALIVES ...ttt ettt e e e ettt e e e e e e e bbbttt e e e e e e e s e ab bbb et e e e e e e e e a e e e e s 2-1

1.2.1 NO ACLON AREINALIVE ... e e e e e e e e e aaaaeaaaaaaaens 2-1
1.2.2 Preferred AIBIMALIVE ... ... e a e e e e e e e e 2-2

Chapter 2: AIR QUALITY DISCUSSION ......uiiiiiiiaiiiiitiiiee e e eeiieieee e e e e e s s sneaeeeaaa e e e e e nnnneeeees 2-3
P22 R 11 oo [ 1 Tox 1 o o PP TR PP PPRRPP 2-3
2.2 EXIStING CONITIONS ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ane 2-4

2. 2. L AT C e 2-4
2.2.2 National Ambient Air Quality Standards ..........cooooeiiiieiiiiii i, 2-5
2.2.3 Climate and MEtEOIOIOQY .......uuuretieeeiiiiiiiiiie et e e e eee s 2-6
2.2.4 A POIIULION SOUICES ... 2-6
2.2.5 Air QUAlity MONIOIING ...coeeiee e 2-6
2.2.6 Class | and 11 VISIDIlity AFEAS ......coceiiiiiiiiiiiiiie et 2-6
2.2.7 State Implementation Plans and Air Quality Conformity..............ccccoooee . 2-7
2.3 Environmental CONSEQUENCES.........uuuuiiiieeeieeeeiiiis s e e e e eeeeetts s e e e eseeeaesta e eeeeeeeasannaaeeeeeennes 2-7
2.3.1 Carbon MONOXIOE .....cceeeeiiiiiiiiieie ettt e et e e e e e e st e e e e e s s s bbb e eeea s 2-8
R A =Y PRSPPI 2-8
2.3.3 OZONE ..ttt e et e et et e et et e e eaaaeees 2-8
2.3.4 MODIIE SOUICE AIN TOXICS ...uuttveiiieieeee ittt ettt e e e e et e e e e e e e e eeeaaee s 2-9
2.3.5 Unavailable Information for Project Specific MSAT Impact Analysis.........ccccccceeeeenns 2-9
2.3.6 ProjJeCt LEVEI MSAT ...ttt e e e e e e e e e 2-13
2\ 1T = ) o 2-14
B2 @0 Yo o 1 =1 ({0 2-15

List of Figures

Figure 1 Study Area LOCAtION MaP .....cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiee et e e e 2-2
Figure 2 Graph of VMT versus MSAT EMISSIONS ......cccuuuiiiiieeiiieeiiiiii e eeeeeevian e e e e e eeeennens 2-10
List of Tables

Table 1 Project Intersection Level of Service..........ccccci 2-4
Table 2 National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants...............ccccccceeeenne 2-5
Table 3 Air Quality Monitoring Stations near the Study Corridor .............ccovvvviiiiiiin e, 2-6
Table 4 Carbon Monoxide Concentrations by Alternative...............cuevevvvvviiviviiiiniiiiii. 2-8

February 2006 TOC-i



AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Cherryvale Rd. to 75th St.

CHAPTER 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION
1.1 Study Area

The study area extends along the SH 7 (Arapahoe Road) corridor from Cherryvale Road in the
city of Boulder through its intersection with 75th Street in Boulder County, Colorado. The study
area is predominantly in unincorporated Boulder County. SH 7 is a principal east-west arterial
roadway serving as a commuter and intra-regional facility (see Figure 1). This important arterial
roadway serves the communities of Lafayette, Louisville, Erie, and Boulder, as well as other
communities to the east. The west end of the study area is predominantly characterized by
urban residential, commercial, and light industrial uses. The middle segment is characterized
by open space and vacant land. Finally, the east end is characterized by rural residential and
commercial uses at the 75th Street intersection. The highway provides direct public access at
intersections with Cherryvale Road, 62nd Street, 63rd Street, Westview Drive, Valtec Lane, and
75th Street. Direct access to abutting land serving residential, commercial, industrial, and public
use is prevalent in the study area. In addition to SH 7, South Boulder Road, Baseline Road,
and Valmont Road provide east-west travel options serving the eastern communities of Boulder
County and the city of Boulder.

A Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad line crosses SH 7 with an overpass in the study
area. The existing railroad bridge structure only allows for a restricted roadway section,
consisting of two travel lanes and minimal (two- to three-foot) shoulders. Modifications to the
BNSF alignment are evaluated in this EA because changes to SH 7 precipitate impacts to the
railroad crossing. Improvements to the safety and capacity of the BNSF railway are not
included in this study.

1.2 Alternatives

1.2.1 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative includes no transportation improvements beyond the programmed
improvements at the intersection of SH 7 and 75th Street. The SH 7 and 75th intersection has
committed funds, is designed and cleared as a Categorical Exclusion and is anticipated to be
constructed in 2006. This intersection project would include four through lanes of traffic along
SH 7 with on-street bike lanes and sidewalks. The build alternatives would tie to the western
extents of the intersection project. In addition, the City of Boulder has funding for intersection
improvements for transit operations along SH 7 from Cherryvale Road to east of 63rd Street.
These improvements include queue jump lanes, sidewalks, and connections to transit stops.
The FHWA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in cooperation with CDOT and RTD,
are jointly conducting the U.S. 36 EIS identifying multimodal transportation improvements
between Denver and Boulder. As part of this study, improvements including commuter rail are
being considered along the existing BNSF railroad corridor that crosses SH 7. In addition to
possible commuter rail service, a potential park-n-Ride is being considered in the vicinity of the
SH 7 and 63rd Street intersection.
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Figure 1
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1.2.2 Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative is the Four-Lane Alternative that consists of two through-traffic lanes
in each direction from Cherryvale Road to 75" Street. The roadway is an urban section with
curb and gutter except between Westview Drive and Valtec Lane, which is a rural 4-lane section
with 10-foot shoulders. The section of roadway between Cherryvale Road and 63™ Street, at
the Boulder Valley School District access, and the 75" Street approaches will have 2- to 4-foot
wide, raised center medians. The remainder of SH 7 will utilize a center turn lane.

February 2006
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CHAPTER 2: AIR QUALITY DISCUSSION

2.1 Introduction

The Clean Air Act of 1970 required the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants which pose a risk to public
health. The EPA has established standards for six pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), ozone,
particulate matter (PMyo and PM,s), nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead. Areas where
monitored values of any pollutant exceed the NAAQS are designated by EPA as nonattainment
areas. Air quality monitoring in Colorado is conducted by the Air Pollution Control Division
(APCD) of the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment. Nonattainment areas
are required to prepare implementation plans for attaining the standard for each pollutant where
there are violations of the NAAQS. Once an area has attained the standard, a maintenance
plan must be prepared to demonstrate that the standard will be maintained in the future. After
the maintenance plan is approved by the EPA, the area is re-designated an attainment/
maintenance area.

The study area for State Highway 7 (SH 7) Cherryvale to 75th Street has been re-designated
attainment/maintenance for carbon monoxide, PM;g and the 1-hour ozone standard. In 2004
the EPA designated the Denver metropolitan area as nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone
standard. However, the nonattainment designation is deferred as long as the milestones in the
Early Action Compact for Ozone are met. The Early Action Compact is an air quality
implementation plan that includes control measures to reduce emissions of 0zone precursors
(volatile organic compounds and oxides of nitrogen) and timelines for complying with the 8-hour
ozone standard by July 31, 2007, and maintaining the standard into the future.

The most significant federal air quality regulation that applies to transportation projects is the
transportation conformity rule. The purpose of this rule is to implement section 176(C) of the
Clean Air Act, which requires all transportation plans, transportation improvement programs and
transportation projects to: (a) conform to an implementation plan’s purpose of eliminating or
reducing the severity and number of violations of the NAAQS and achieving expeditious
attainment of such standards; and (b) insure that these transportation activities will not:

(i.) Cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard;

(ii.) Increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard; and

(iii.) Delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emissions
reductions.

All projects in nonattainment or attainment/maintenance areas must have a project-level
conformity determination unless they fit into the list of Exempt Projects of the conformity rule.
Air quality issues must be addressed as part of the project environmental clearance process.
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2.2 Existing Conditions

Air quality issues along the SH 7 study corridor include visibility and gaseous pollutant levels
related to motor vehicle emissions and street sanding sources.

2.2.1 Traffic

The transportation and circulation system evaluated for air quality impacts consists of major
intersections of 63rd Street, Boulder Valley School District Road, and 75th Street with SH 7.
Data pertinent to traffic volumes and level of service (LOS) in this section are drawn from traffic
data presented in Appendix A Traffic Analysis. LOS values for the various intersections of
interest are listed in Table 1. Project level air quality analyses are typically completed for
signalized intersections demonstrating deficient levels of service, LOS D or worse.

Table 1

Project Intersection Level of Service

: - . Preferred
Intersection Existing No Action Alternative
75th Street and SH 7 E/E E/E CiC
Boulder Valley School District Road B/B DID B/B
and SH 7
63rd Street and SH 7 CiIC E/D B/B
Cherryvale and SH7 CiC C/D C/iD

Weekday daily traffic volumes on SH 7 range from near 18,500 vehicles per day (vpd) at the
east end of the project near 75th Street, and 25,000 vpd at the west end near Cherryvale Road.
The existing daily traffic of 18,500 vpd produces an almost two-hour peak traffic period in the
morning and another two-hour peak traffic period in the evening. The 75th Street intersection
currently controls the peak hour traffic in the SH 7 corridor due to its intersection laneage
restrictions. The existing AM and PM peak hour level of service for the 75th Street intersection
is classified as level of service (LOS) E, a congested level of operation. The existing LOS for
the AM and PM peak hour for the two-lane corridor segment from 63rd Street to 75th Street is
classified as LOS E, with travelers experiencing significant delays and reduced travel speeds.
Six levels of service are defined from A to F, with LOS A representing the best operating
conditions and LOS F the worst. LOS E is generally considered to correspond to maximum
capacity.

Traffic volumes are projected to increase in the future. The daily traffic forecast of 25,000 in
2030 is anticipated to result in at least three congested hours in each peak period. No
improvements to the corridor will result in increasing congestion in the AM peak and PM peak
periods in 2030. As traffic volumes increase, the two-lane corridor segments are anticipated to
experience increasing congestions and to approach LOS F during the peak hours.
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The programmed SH 7 and 75th Street intersection improvements will alleviate some of the
congestion at the 75th Street intersection, resulting in a design year (2030) intersection LOS C.

2.2.2 National Ambient Air Quality Standards

The state of Colorado has adopted the NAAQS for these criteria pollutants as shown in Table 2.
Geographic areas that violate a particular NAAQS pollutant standard are considered
nonattainment areas for that pollutant. Violations are determined by a prescribed number of
exceedances of the particular standard.

Table 2
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants
Pollutant/Averaging Time | Primary Standard | Secondary Standard
Particulate Matter less than 10 microns (PMio)
Annual 50 ug/m3 50 ug/m3
24-hour 150 ug/m? 150 ug/m?
Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns (PM 25)
Annual* 15 ug/m3 15 ug/m3
24-hour* 65 ug/m3 65 ug/m3
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
Annual 80 ug/m3 (0.03ppm)
24-hour 365 ug/m3 (0.14ppm) -
3-hour -- 1300 ug/m? (0.5ppm)
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Annual | 100 ug/m3 (0.053ppm) | 100 ug/m3 (0.053ppm)
Ozone (03)
1-hour 235 ug/m3 (0.12ppm) 235 ug/m3 (0.12ppm)
8-hour 157 ug/m3 (0.08ppm) 157 ug/m3 (0.08ppm)
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
8-hour 10,000 ug/m3 (9 ppm)
1-hour 40,000 ug/m3 (35 ppm)
Lead (Pb)
Calender Quarter | 1.5 ug/m3

*The 0zone 8-hour standard and the PM2.5 standards are included for information only. These standards are currently not in use.
ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter ppm = parts per million

Because of monitored violations of the 8-hour ozone standard in 2002 and 2003, state and
regional air quality agencies in Denver metropolitan area have developed a plan for achieving
this standard by December 31, 2007. The Early Action Compact for Ozone includes specific
milestones that must be met to achieve the standard by July 31, 2007. The EAC was submitted
to the EPA in July 2004. EPA has deferred nonattainment designation for the region as long as
the area meets the milestones in the EAC.
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New standards were instigated in 1997 for particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter
(PM,5). The APCD completed installation of PM, s monitors in 2000 and the Denver
metropolitan area including Boulder County is in attainment. The APCD also monitors for
pollutants that do not have a national standard established. These "non-criteria" pollutants
include nitric oxide, total suspended particulate, cadmium, arsenic, sulfates, and visibility.

Greenhouse gases (water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide) and emissions
are discussed in the 1998 CDPHE report, Climate Change & Colorado—A Technical
Assessment and the November 2000 supplement. The APCD has developed several CO,
reduction strategies and will be considering regional programs to reduce stationary, area and
mobile CO, sources.

2.2.3 Climate and Meteorology

The study corridor is situated within the Colorado Front Range at an average elevation of 5,250
feet above sea level at SH 7 and 75th Street. The climate is moderate with average
temperatures ranging from 36°F in January to 75°F in July, with low relative humidity. The
average annual precipitation is 15 to 20 inches with annual snowfall averaging 79 inches since
1961. The predominant winds are from the southeast. Wind speeds can be highly variable.
Gusty system front-generated winds over 50 mph are not uncommon.

2.2.4 Air Pollution Sources

The SH 7 study corridor contains neither industrialized areas nor power generating plants.
Emission sources for this study corridor are generated from re-entrained dust and motor vehicle
emissions.

2.2.5 Air Quality Monitoring
There are six monitoring stations near the general SH 7 study corridor. The monitoring station
types are highlighted in Table 3. There are no monitors within the actual study corridor.

Table 3
Air Quality Monitoring Stations near the Study Corridor
Monitoring Station Monitored Critical Pollutants
CO O3 PM1o PM25

2150 28th Street, Boulder X

1405 %2 South Foothills, Boulder X

2102 Athens Street, Boulder X
2440 Pearl Street, Boulder X X
3rd Avenue, Longmont X X
440 Main Street, Longmont X

2.2.6 Class | and Il Visibility Areas

The EPA has designated a number of areas in the state of Colorado as Mandatory Class |
Federal Areas where visibility is an important value. Generally, these areas contain wilderness
areas greater than 5,000 acres or National Parks greater than 6,000 acres that are determined
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to require special air quality. There are no Class | areas within the study corridor. The 263,138
acre Rocky Mountain National Park located 40 miles northwest of the study area is the closest
Class | Federal Area.

There is one Class Il wilderness areas within 30 miles west of the study corridor: the Indian
Peaks Wilderness Area. Class Il refers to EPA designhated wilderness, park, scenic, or wildlife
refuge areas that lack the critical air quality status of a Class | area.

2.2.7 State Implementation Plans and Air Quality Conformity

Boulder County was historically classified as a moderate non-attainment area for PMj, but was
re-designated by the EPA for PMyo attainment in August 2002. The EPA re-designated Boulder
County as in attainment for CO in January 2002 for ozone in September 2001. The area is
currently under approved maintenance implementation plans for all three pollutants. There are
no non-attainment areas within the project study corridor, and no violations of the NAAQS in the
project Area of Influence have been reported for since 1991.

The federal Clean Air Act requires states to submit plans, known as State Implementation Plans
(SIP) to demonstrate how the state will meet the NAAQS for which they are designated non-
attainment. As a part of the SIP development process, an emissions budget is established for
non-attainment and maintenance areas to maintain the NAAQS. Because Boulder County is
classified as a maintenance area for PMy,, for ozone and CO, projected emissions of these
pollutants resulting from transportation improvement plans (TIP) and RTPs (long-range plan)
must not exceed the emissions budgets set forth in the SIP. Regional conformity for this project
has already been determined by inclusion in the current conforming long-range plan and TIP.

In addition, the Colorado Air Quality Control Commission sets the requirements for air quality
analysis for regional and "hot-spot" air quality on a project level. This includes the requirements
for modeling and screening analysis of the selected project. These requirements have been
incorporated in the air quality analysis for the SH 7 study area.

The Colorado Air Quality Control Commission on April 19, 2001 adopted the current PMy, Re-
designation Request and Maintenance Plan for the Denver Metropolitan area.

Re-entrained dust from road sanding is a prime contributor to PM;o,. CDOT reduces street
sanding emissions through the use of alternative de-icing compounds such as magnesium
chloride, lower temperature “M-Caliber 1000 and 2000”, and “Ice-slicer” and rapid sand clean
up. Transportation control measures (TCM) have been proposed in the SIP to induce reduction
of PM1o emissions from mobile sources.

2.3 Environmental Consequences

The study area is located in Boulder County which is included in the Denver metropolitan
attainment/maintenance area for carbon monoxide (CO), ozone, and particulate matter (PMy).
Therefore, the conformity provisions of the federal Clean Air Act apply. The impacts of motor
vehicle emissions in the study area on concentrations of CO, ozone, and PM;, were analyzed
for the Preferred Alternative. Pollutant concentrations, rather than total emissions, are a better
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indicator of project level air quality impacts because they can be compared to the federal
standards that were established to protect public health.

2.3.1 Carbon Monoxide

Carbon monoxide concentrations in the study area were calculated for future (2025) traffic
conditions for the build alternatives (see Table 4). CO concentrations were modeled using 2025
peak hour traffic volumes and motor vehicle emission rates at the 75th Street intersection which
has the same configuration and same general traffic volume for both build alternatives. CO
modeling at SH 7 and 75th Street results in a 5.5 ppm concentration, well below the CO NAAQS
of 9ppm. Traffic volumes consistent with the most recent RTP, the Metro Vision 2030 Regional
Transportation Plan, are slightly lower than the estimates used in the 2025 modeling. Because
emission rates have been consistently decreasing from 2025 to 2030 plans, the original CO
modeling for this intersection represents the most conservative calculation of CO concentrations
likely at this location. The numbers shown are “worst-case” CO concentrations for receptors
located near the edge of the highway shoulder within 10 to 12 feet from the travel lane. CO
concentrations at buildings and sensitive resources near the highway would be lower because
most of the buildings are at least 40 feet from the highway and vehicle related emissions would
experience some dispersion by wind and turbulence.

Table 4
Carbon Monoxide Concentrations by Alternative

. 2025 Traffic 2030 Traffic NAAQS il

Alternative 8-hour CO

Volume (vpd) Volume (vpd) 8-hour CO .

concentration
Preferred 24,800 23,700 9 ppm 5.5 ppm
Optional 24,800 23,700 9 ppm 5.5 ppm
2.3.2 PM1o

Motor vehicle related PM3, emissions are the primary source of PMyg in the study corridor.
About 80 to 90 percent of vehicle related PMyq is due to re-entrained dust associated with winter
sanding operations. The remainder is due to exhaust, brake, and tire wear. Maximum PMyg
concentrations are based upon comparison with regional PM;o modeling. The sixth highest
PMy, average daily concentration over a five-year period is typically used for comparison. The
nearest point of comparison from the 2030 Denver regional attainment/maintenance PMyq
model with a similar or higher VMT is at I-25 near SH 7. This regional grid receptor (#155) for
2030 PMyg concentrations provides a value of 89 ug/mS. The federal 24 hour PM;, standard is
150 ug/m®. This suggests that PM;, concentrations within the study corridor would remain
below the federal standard.

2.3.3 Ozone

Ozone is not directly emitted by motor vehicles; it is an indirect by-product of motor vehicle
emissions. Ozone is created by the reaction of nitrogen oxides (NOX) and volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), primarily on hot summer days. Since ozone formation depends on the
dispersion and reaction of the NOX and VOCs and occurs over several hours, ozone is
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predominantly a regional pollutant and cannot be quantified at the project level. Regional
modeling for the Denver ozone attainment/maintenance plan demonstrates continued
attainment of the federal 1-hour ozone standard in the future. During the summer of 2004, there
were no exceedances of federal 8-hour ozone standard.

2.3.4 Mobile Source Air Toxics

In addition to the criteria air pollutants for which there are National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), EPA also regulates air toxics. Most air toxics originate from human-made
sources, including on-road mobile sources, non-road mobile sources (e.g. airplanes), area
sources (e.g. dry cleaners) and stationary sources (e.g. factories or refineries). Mobile Source
Air Toxics (MSATSs) are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the Clean Air Act. The MSATs
are compounds emitted from highway vehicles and non-road equipment. Some toxic
compounds are present in fuel and are emitted to the air when the fuel evaporates or passes
through the engine unburned. Other toxics are emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels
or as secondary combustion products. Metal air toxics also result from engine wear or from
impurities in oil or gasoline.

The EPA is the lead Federal Agency for administering the Clean Air Act and has certain
responsibilities regarding the health effects of MSATs. The EPA issued a Final Rule on
Controlling Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources. 66 FR 17229 (March
29, 2001). This rule was issued under the authority in Section 202 of the Clean Air Act. In its
rule, EPA examined the impacts of existing and newly promulgated mobile source control
programs, including its reformulated gasoline (RFG) program, its national low emission vehicle
(NLEV) standards, its Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions standards and gasoline sulfur control
requirements, and its proposed heavy duty engine and vehicle standards and on-highway diesel
fuel sulfur control requirements. Between 2000 and 2020, FHWA projects that even with a 64
percent increase in VMT, these programs will reduce on-highway emissions of benzene,
formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and acetaldehyde by 57 percent to 65 percent, and will reduce
on-highway diesel PM emissions by 87 percent, as shown in Figure 2.

As a result, EPA concluded that no further motor vehicle emissions standards or fuel standards
were necessary to further control MSATs. The agency is preparing another rule under authority
of CAA Section 202(1) that will address these issues and could make adjustments to the full 21
and the primary six MSATSs.

2.3.5 Unavailable Information for Project Specific MSAT Impact Analysis

This EA includes a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emission impacts of this project. However,
available technical tools do not enable us to predict the project-specific health impacts of the
emission changes associated with the alternatives in this EA. Due to these limitations, the
following discussion is included in accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22(b))
regarding incomplete or unavailable information.
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Figure 2
Graph of VMT versus MSAT Emissions
U.S. Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) vs.
Mobile Source Air Toxics Emissions, 2000-2020 Emissi
VMT missions
(trillions/year) (tons/year)
6
-+ 200,000
enzene (-57%) -
W I
DPM+DEOG (-87%) |
3] + 100,000
Formaldehyde (-65%) \
Acetaldehyde (-62%)
1,3-Butadiene (-60%)
Acrolein (-63%) O — : : -
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Notes: For on-road mobile sources. Emissions factors were generated using MOBILE6.2. MTBE proportion of market for oxygenates is held
constant, at 50%. Gasoline RVP and oxygenate content are held constant. VMT: Highway Statistics 2000, Table VM-2 for 2000, analysis
assumes annual growth rate of 2.5%. "DPM + DEOG" is based on MOBILE6.2-generated factors for elemental carbon, organic carbon and SO4
from diesel-powered vehicles, with the particle size cutoff set at 10.0 microns.

Information that is Unavailable or Incomplete. Evaluating the environmental and health
impacts from MSATSs on a proposed highway project would involve several key elements,
including emissions modeling, dispersion modeling in order to estimate ambient concentrations
resulting from the estimated emissions, exposure modeling in order to estimate human
exposure to the estimated concentrations, and then final determination of health impacts based
on the estimated exposure. Each of these steps is encumbered by technical shortcomings or
uncertain science that prevents a more complete determination of the MSAT health impacts of
this project.

1. Emissions: The EPA tools to estimate MSAT emissions from motor vehicles are not
sensitive to key variables determining emissions of MSATSs in the context of highway
projects. While MOBILE 6.2 is used to predict emissions at a regional level, it has limited
applicability at the project level. MOBILE 6.2 is a trip-based model—emission factors are
projected based on a typical trip of 7.5 miles, and on average speeds for this typical trip.
This means that MOBILE 6.2 does not have the ability to predict emission factors for a
specific vehicle operating condition at a specific location at a specific time. Because of this
limitation, MOBILE 6.2 can only approximate the operating speeds and levels of congestion
likely to be present on the largest-scale projects, and cannot adequately capture emissions
effects of smaller projects. For particulate matter, the model results are not sensitive to
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average trip speed, although the other MSAT emission rates do change with changes in trip
speed. Also, the emissions rates used in MOBILE 6.2 for both particulate matter and
MSATSs are based on a limited number of tests of mostly older-technology vehicles. Lastly,
in its discussions of PM under the conformity rule, EPA has identified problems with
MOBILEG6.2 as an obstacle to quantitative analysis.

These deficiencies compromise the capability of MOBILE 6.2 to estimate MSAT emissions.
MOBILEG6.2 is an adequate tool for projecting emissions trends, and performing relative
analyses between alternatives for very large projects, but it is not sensitive enough to
capture the effects of travel changes tied to smaller projects or to predict emissions near
specific roadside locations.

2. Dispersion. The tools to predict how MSATSs disperse are also limited. The EPA’s current
regulatory models, CALINE3 and CAL3QHC, were developed and validated more than a
decade ago for the purpose of predicting episodic concentrations of carbon monoxide to
determine compliance with the NAAQS. The performance of dispersion models is more
accurate for predicting maximum concentrations that can occur at some time at some
location within a geographic area. This limitation makes it difficult to predict accurate
exposure patterns at specific times at specific highway project locations across an urban
area to assess potential health risk. The NCHRP is conducting research on best practices
in applying models and other technical methods in the analysis of MSATs. This work also
will focus on identifying appropriate methods of documenting and communicating MSAT
impacts in the NEPA process and to the general public. Along with these general limitations
of dispersion models, FHWA is also faced with a lack of monitoring data in most areas for
use in establishing project-specific MSAT background concentrations.

3. Exposure Levels and Health Effects. Finally, even if emission levels and concentrations of
MSATS could be accurately predicted, shortcomings in current techniques for exposure
assessment and risk analysis preclude us from reaching meaningful conclusions about
project-specific health impacts. Exposure assessments are difficult because it is difficult to
accurately calculate annual concentrations of MSATs near roadways, and to determine the
portion of a year that people are actually exposed to those concentrations at a specific
location. These difficulties are magnified for 70-year cancer assessments, particularly
because unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel
patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over a 70-year period.
There are also considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity
of the various MSATS, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of
occupational exposure data to the general population. Because of these shortcomings, any
calculated difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than
the uncertainties associated with calculating the impacts. Consequently, the results of such
assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this
information against other project impacts that are better suited for quantitative analysis.

Summary of Existing Credible Scientific Evidence Relevant to Evaluating the Impacts of
MSATs. Research into the health impacts of MSATSs is ongoing. For different emission types,
there are a variety of studies that show that some either are statistically associated with adverse
health outcomes through epidemiological studies (frequently based on emissions levels found in
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occupational settings) or that animals demonstrate adverse health outcomes when exposed to
large doses.

Exposure to toxics has been a focus of a number of EPA efforts. Most notably, the agency
conducted the National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) in 1996 to evaluate modeled estimates
of human exposure applicable to the county level. While not intended for use as a measure of
or benchmark for local exposure, the modeled estimates in the NATA database best illustrate
the levels of various toxics when aggregated to a national or State level.

The EPA is in the process of assessing the risks of various kinds of exposures to these
pollutants. The EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) is a database of human health
effects that may result from exposure to various substances found in the environment. The IRIS
database is located at http://www.epa.gov/iris. The following toxicity information for the six
prioritized MSATs was taken from the IRIS database Weight of Evidence Characterization
summaries. This information is taken verbatim from EPA's IRIS database and represents the
Agency's most current evaluations of the potential hazards and toxicology of these chemicals or
mixtures.

¢ Benzene is characterized as a known human carcinogen.

¢ The potential carcinogenicity of acrolein cannot be determined because the existing data
are inadequate for an assessment of human carcinogenic potential for either the oral or
inhalation route of exposure.

¢ Formaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen, based on limited evidence in humans, and
sufficient evidence in animals.

¢+ 1,3-butadiene is characterized as carcinogenic to humans by inhalation.

¢+ Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on increased incidence of nasal
tumors in male and female rats and laryngeal tumors in male and female hamsters after
inhalation exposure.

¢+ Diesel exhaust (DE) is likely to be carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from environmental
exposures. Diesel exhaust as reviewed in this document is the combination of diesel
particulate matter and diesel exhaust organic gases.

+ Diesel exhaust also represents chronic respiratory effects, possibly the primary noncancer
hazard from MSATs. Prolonged exposures may impair pulmonary function and could
produce symptoms, such as cough, phlegm, and chronic bronchitis. Exposure relationships
have not been developed from these studies.

There have been other studies that address MSAT health impacts in proximity to roadways.
The Health Effects Institute, a non-profit organization funded by EPA, FHWA, and industry, has
undertaken a major series of studies to research near-roadway MSAT hot spots, the health
implications of the entire mix of mobile source pollutants, and other topics. The final summary
of the series is not expected for several years.
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Some recent studies have reported that proximity to roadways is related to adverse health
outcomes—particularly respiratory problems®. Much of this research is not specific to MSATS,
instead surveying the full spectrum of both criteria and other pollutants. The FHWA cannot
evaluate the validity of these studies, but more importantly, they do not provide information that
would be useful to alleviate the uncertainties listed above and enable us to perform a more
comprehensive evaluation of the health impacts specific to this project.

Relevance of Unavailable or Incomplete Information to Evaluating Reasonably
Foreseeable Significant Adverse Impacts on the Environment, and Evaluation of impacts
based upon theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in the
scientific community. Because of the uncertainties outlined above, a quantitative assessment
of the effects of air toxic emissions impacts on human health cannot be made at the project
level. While available tools do allow us to reasonably predict relative emissions changes
between alternatives for larger projects, the amount of MSAT emissions from each of the project
alternatives and MSAT concentrations or exposures created by each of the project alternatives
cannot be predicted with enough accuracy to be useful in estimating health impacts. (As noted
above, the current emissions model is not capable of serving as a meaningful emissions
analysis tool for smaller projects.) Therefore, the relevance of the unavailable or incomplete
information is that it is not possible to make a determination of whether any of the alternatives
would have "significant adverse impacts on the human environment.”

In this document, FHWA has provided a qualitative analysis of MSAT emissions relative to the
various alternatives, and has acknowledged that the project alternatives may result in increased
exposure to MSAT emissions in certain locations, although the concentrations and duration of
exposures are uncertain, and because of this uncertainty, the health effects from these
emissions cannot be estimated.

2.3.6 Project Level MSAT

As discussed above, technical shortcomings of emissions and dispersion models and uncertain
science with respect to health effects prevent meaningful or reliable estimates of MSAT
emissions and effects of this project. However, even though reliable methods do not exist to
accurately estimate the health impacts of MSATSs at the project level, it is possible to
qualitatively assess the levels of future MSAT emissions under the project. Although a
gualitative analysis cannot identify and measure health impacts from MSATS, it can give a basis
for identifying and comparing the potential differences among MSAT emissions—if any—from
the various alternatives. The qualitative assessment presented below is derived in part from a
study conducted by the FHWA entitled A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic
Emissions Among Transportation Project Alternatives, found at:
www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/airtoxic/msatcompare/msatemissions.htm.

! South Coast Air Quality Management District, Multiple Air Toxic Exposure Study-Il (2000); Highway Health
Hazards, The Sierra Club (2004) summarizing 24 Studies on the relationship between health and air quality); NEPA's
Uncertainty in the Federal Legal Scheme Controlling Air Pollution from Motor Vehicles, Environmental Law Institute,
35 ELR 10273 (2005) with health studies cited therein.

February 2006 2-13



AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS

Cherryvale Rd. to 75th St. TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

For the Preferred Alternative in the EA, the amount of MSATs emitted would be proportional to
the vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the same
for each alternative. The VMT estimated for each of the Preferred Alternative is slightly higher
than that for the No Action, because the additional capacity increases the efficiency of the
roadway and attracts rerouted trips from elsewhere in the transportation network. The increase
in VMT would lead to higher MSAT emissions for the action alternative along the highway
corridor; along with a corresponding decrease in MSAT emissions along the parallel routes (see
Table 4). The emissions increase is offset somewhat by lower MSAT emission rates due to
increased speeds; according to EPA’'s MOBILE6 emissions model, emissions of all of the
priority MSATSs except for diesel particulate matter decrease as speed increases. The extent to
which these speed-related emissions decreases will offset VMT-related emissions increases
cannot be reliably projected due to the inherent deficiencies of technical models.

Because the estimated VMT under each of the Alternatives are nearly the same, it is expected
there would be no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions among the various
alternatives. Also, regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than
present levels in the design year as a result of EPA’s national control programs that are
projected to reduce MSAT emissions by 57 to 87 percent between 2000 and 2020. Local
conditions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT
growth rates, and local control measures. However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected
reductions is so great (even after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study
area are likely to be lower in the future in nearly all cases.

The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of the project alternatives will have the effect of
moving some traffic closer to nearby homes, schools, and businesses; therefore, under each
alternative there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of MSATSs could be
higher under the build alternatives than the No Build Alternative. The localized increases in
MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the expanded SH 7 roadway
sections that would be built between Cherryvale Drive and 75th Street under the Preferred
Alternative. However, as discussed above, the magnitude and the duration of these potential
increases compared to the No Build Alternative cannot be accurately quantified due to the
inherent deficiencies of current models. In sum, when a highway is widened and, as a result,
moves closer to receptors, the localized level of MSAT emissions for the Build Alternative could
be higher relative to the No Build Alternative, but this could be offset due to increases in speeds
and reductions in congestion (which are associated with lower MSAT emissions). Also, MSATs
will be lower in other locations when traffic shifts away from them. However, on a regional
basis, EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause
substantial reductions that, in almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSAT levels to be
significantly lower than today.

2.4 Mitigation

Motor vehicle emissions in the study corridor will not result in any exceedance of the NAAQS;
therefore, no direct project air quality mitigation is necessary.
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Dust emissions should be minimized by including techniques to control fugitive dust, such as
watering construction areas, into construction plans and specifications, and implementing these
measures during construction.

2.5 Coordination

A request has been made to include all proposed improvements in an amendment to the
DRCOG 2030 fiscally-constrained, conforming RTP. This must be completed prior to FHWA
adoption of the final Decision Document. This project has been coordinated with CDOT and the
APCD of the CDPHE. APCD concurrence was received January 19, 2006. The signed
concurrence letter from the APCD is attached as Appendix B.
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APPENDIX A
TRAFFIC DATA

(Included In Full Technical Report)

February 2006 Appendix A



AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Cherryvale Rd. to 75th St.

APPENDIX B
CORRESPONDENCE

February 2006 Appendix B



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver; Colorado 80222
(303) 757-9011

VAR R NS
e ———————— o]
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

January 10, 2006

Margie Perkins o
Director, Air Pollution Control Division
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South
Denver, CO 80222

Re: SH-7, Cherryvale Road to 75™ Street Environmental Assessment
Dear Ms. Perkins:

The Colorado Department of Transportation is preparing an environmental assessment for proposed
improvements to State Highway 7 (Arapahoe Road) between Cherryvale Road and 75" Street east of
Boulder (see attached project vicinity map). Alternatives being evaluated include widening the existing
segment of SH-7 to four lanes and intersection improvements (see attached project alternatives map).

The results of the traffic analysis showed that for any of the build alternatives, the two signalized
intersections in the area included in the project improvements under the preferred alternative would
operate at level of service (LOS) C or better in the year 2030 (please see attached traffic analysis
summary). EPA modeling guidance states that intersections that operate at LOS C or better are not likely
to cause a violation of the federal 8-hour average carbon monoxide (CO) standard. Thus, CO hotspot
modeling for these intersections is not required.

One of the intersections reported in the EA, the intersection of 75 Street and SH-7, is projected to
operate at LOS D with the preferred alternative. This intersection, however, was improved under a
separate action and will not be changed with the preferred alternative for this project. Cleared under a
categorical exclusion in 2002-2003 (please refer to the attached clearance letter prepared for this analysis
in 2002), this intersection was modeled at that time, using estimated volumes for the 2025 future year.
The resulting worst case 8-hour CO concentration was 5.5 ppm, which is below the 9.0 ppm standard.
The traffic volumes that were used for that analysis were compared to the most recent projections
developed for this EA to ensure that the 2002 analysis would still be appropriate. It was determined that
the traffic volumes used for the previous analysis were higher than the most recent projections, thus the
previous analysis represents a worst-case scenario that demonstrates that the CO standard will not be
exceeded with the current project.

This project was originally included in the conforming 2025 Ihterim Denver Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) and the DRCOG 2003-2008 (now 2005-2010) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP
#1997-033, STIP-ID# DR2072).

Pursuant to the conformity provisions of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, this project will not:
(i) cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard;

(ii) increase the frequency or severity of any existing violations of any standard;
(1i1) delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission reductions.



If you concur with the results of the air quality analysis and the conclusions regarding conformity of this
project, please sign below and return this letter by February 10, 2006.

Thank you.

Very truly yours
7

.

Bradley J. Beckham
Manager
CDOT Environmental Programs Branch

I Concur: %?(Ulﬂ/& ﬂ/ kfi))&}?ﬂﬂ}[)) / "/q - Dé

argie Perkins, Dlrector Date
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APPENDIX C
HOT SPOT MODELING DATA

(Included In Full Technical Report)
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CHAPTER 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION
1.1 Study Area

The study area extends along the SH 7 (Arapahoe Road) corridor from Cherryvale Road in the
city of Boulder through its intersection with 75th Street in Boulder County, Colorado. The study
area is predominantly in unincorporated Boulder County. SH 7 is a principal east-west arterial
roadway serving as a commuter and intra-regional facility (see Figure 1). This important arterial
roadway serves the communities of Lafayette, Louisville, Erie, and Boulder, as well as other
communities to the east. The west end of the study area is predominantly characterized by
urban residential, commercial, and light industrial uses. The middle segment is characterized
by open space and vacant land. Finally, the east end is characterized by rural residential and
commercial uses at the 75th Street intersection. The highway provides direct public access at
intersections with Cherryvale Road, 62nd Street, 63rd Street, Westview Drive, Valtec Lane, and
75th Street. Direct access to abutting land serving residential, commercial, industrial, and public
use is prevalent in the study area. In addition to SH 7, South Boulder Road, Baseline Road,
and Valmont Road provide east-west travel options serving the eastern communities of Boulder
County and the city of Boulder.

A Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad line crosses SH 7 with an overpass in the study
area. The existing railroad bridge structure only allows for a restricted roadway section,
consisting of two travel lanes and minimal (two- to three-foot) shoulders. Modifications to the
BNSF alignment are evaluated in this EA because changes to SH 7 precipitate impacts to the
railroad crossing. Improvements to the safety and capacity of the BNSF railway are not
included in this study.

1.2 Alternatives

1.2.1 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative includes no transportation improvements beyond the programmed
improvements at the intersection of SH 7 and 75th Street. The SH 7 and 75th intersection has
committed funds, is designed and cleared as a Categorical Exclusion and is anticipated to be
constructed in 2006. This intersection project would include four through lanes of traffic along
SH 7 with on-street bike lanes and sidewalks. The build alternatives would tie to the western
extents of the intersection project. In addition, the City of Boulder has funding for intersection
improvements for transit operations along SH 7 from Cherryvale Road to east of 63rd Street.
These improvements include queue jump lanes, sidewalks, and connections to transit stops.
The FHWA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in cooperation with CDOT and RTD,
are jointly conducting the U.S. 36 EIS identifying multimodal transportation improvements
between Denver and Boulder. As part of this study, improvements including commuter rail are
being considered along the existing BNSF railroad corridor that crosses SH 7. In addition to
possible commuter rail service, a potential park-n-Ride is being considered in the vicinity of the
SH 7 and 63rd Street intersection.
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Figure 1
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1.2.2 Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative is the Four-Lane Alternative that consists of two through-traffic lanes
in each direction from Cherryvale Road to 75" Street. The roadway is an urban section with
curb and gutter except between Westview Drive and Valtec Lane, which is a rural 4-lane section
with 10-foot shoulders. The section of roadway between Cherryvale Road and 63™ Street, at
the Boulder Valley School District access, and the 75" Street approaches will have 2- to 4-foot
wide, raised center medians. The remainder of SH 7 will utilize a center turn lane.
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CHAPTER 2: AIR QUALITY DISCUSSION

2.1 Introduction

The Clean Air Act of 1970 required the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants which pose a risk to public
health. The EPA has established standards for six pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), ozone,
particulate matter (PMyo and PM,s), nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead. Areas where
monitored values of any pollutant exceed the NAAQS are designated by EPA as nonattainment
areas. Air quality monitoring in Colorado is conducted by the Air Pollution Control Division
(APCD) of the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment. Nonattainment areas
are required to prepare implementation plans for attaining the standard for each pollutant where
there are violations of the NAAQS. Once an area has attained the standard, a maintenance
plan must be prepared to demonstrate that the standard will be maintained in the future. After
the maintenance plan is approved by the EPA, the area is re-designated an attainment/
maintenance area.

The study area for State Highway 7 (SH 7) Cherryvale to 75th Street has been re-designated
attainment/maintenance for carbon monoxide, PM;g and the 1-hour ozone standard. In 2004
the EPA designated the Denver metropolitan area as nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone
standard. However, the nonattainment designation is deferred as long as the milestones in the
Early Action Compact for Ozone are met. The Early Action Compact is an air quality
implementation plan that includes control measures to reduce emissions of 0zone precursors
(volatile organic compounds and oxides of nitrogen) and timelines for complying with the 8-hour
ozone standard by July 31, 2007, and maintaining the standard into the future.

The most significant federal air quality regulation that applies to transportation projects is the
transportation conformity rule. The purpose of this rule is to implement section 176(C) of the
Clean Air Act, which requires all transportation plans, transportation improvement programs and
transportation projects to: (a) conform to an implementation plan’s purpose of eliminating or
reducing the severity and number of violations of the NAAQS and achieving expeditious
attainment of such standards; and (b) insure that these transportation activities will not:

(i.) Cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard;

(ii.) Increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard; and

(iii.) Delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emissions
reductions.

All projects in nonattainment or attainment/maintenance areas must have a project-level
conformity determination unless they fit into the list of Exempt Projects of the conformity rule.
Air quality issues must be addressed as part of the project environmental clearance process.
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2.2 Existing Conditions

Air quality issues along the SH 7 study corridor include visibility and gaseous pollutant levels
related to motor vehicle emissions and street sanding sources.

2.2.1 Traffic

The transportation and circulation system evaluated for air quality impacts consists of major
intersections of 63rd Street, Boulder Valley School District Road, and 75th Street with SH 7.
Data pertinent to traffic volumes and level of service (LOS) in this section are drawn from traffic
data presented in Appendix A Traffic Analysis. LOS values for the various intersections of
interest are listed in Table 1. Project level air quality analyses are typically completed for
signalized intersections demonstrating deficient levels of service, LOS D or worse.

Table 1

Project Intersection Level of Service

: - . Preferred
Intersection Existing No Action Alternative
75th Street and SH 7 E/E E/E CiC
Boulder Valley School District Road B/B DID B/B
and SH 7
63rd Street and SH 7 CiIC E/D B/B
Cherryvale and SH7 CiC C/D C/iD

Weekday daily traffic volumes on SH 7 range from near 18,500 vehicles per day (vpd) at the
east end of the project near 75th Street, and 25,000 vpd at the west end near Cherryvale Road.
The existing daily traffic of 18,500 vpd produces an almost two-hour peak traffic period in the
morning and another two-hour peak traffic period in the evening. The 75th Street intersection
currently controls the peak hour traffic in the SH 7 corridor due to its intersection laneage
restrictions. The existing AM and PM peak hour level of service for the 75th Street intersection
is classified as level of service (LOS) E, a congested level of operation. The existing LOS for
the AM and PM peak hour for the two-lane corridor segment from 63rd Street to 75th Street is
classified as LOS E, with travelers experiencing significant delays and reduced travel speeds.
Six levels of service are defined from A to F, with LOS A representing the best operating
conditions and LOS F the worst. LOS E is generally considered to correspond to maximum
capacity.

Traffic volumes are projected to increase in the future. The daily traffic forecast of 25,000 in
2030 is anticipated to result in at least three congested hours in each peak period. No
improvements to the corridor will result in increasing congestion in the AM peak and PM peak
periods in 2030. As traffic volumes increase, the two-lane corridor segments are anticipated to
experience increasing congestions and to approach LOS F during the peak hours.
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The programmed SH 7 and 75th Street intersection improvements will alleviate some of the
congestion at the 75th Street intersection, resulting in a design year (2030) intersection LOS C.

2.2.2 National Ambient Air Quality Standards

The state of Colorado has adopted the NAAQS for these criteria pollutants as shown in Table 2.
Geographic areas that violate a particular NAAQS pollutant standard are considered
nonattainment areas for that pollutant. Violations are determined by a prescribed number of
exceedances of the particular standard.

Table 2
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants
Pollutant/Averaging Time | Primary Standard | Secondary Standard
Particulate Matter less than 10 microns (PMio)
Annual 50 ug/m3 50 ug/m3
24-hour 150 ug/m? 150 ug/m?
Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns (PM 25)
Annual* 15 ug/m3 15 ug/m3
24-hour* 65 ug/m3 65 ug/m3
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
Annual 80 ug/m3 (0.03ppm)
24-hour 365 ug/m3 (0.14ppm) -
3-hour -- 1300 ug/m? (0.5ppm)
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Annual | 100 ug/m3 (0.053ppm) | 100 ug/m3 (0.053ppm)
Ozone (03)
1-hour 235 ug/m3 (0.12ppm) 235 ug/m3 (0.12ppm)
8-hour 157 ug/m3 (0.08ppm) 157 ug/m3 (0.08ppm)
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
8-hour 10,000 ug/m3 (9 ppm)
1-hour 40,000 ug/m3 (35 ppm)
Lead (Pb)
Calender Quarter | 1.5 ug/m3

*The 0zone 8-hour standard and the PM2.5 standards are included for information only. These standards are currently not in use.
ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter ppm = parts per million

Because of monitored violations of the 8-hour ozone standard in 2002 and 2003, state and
regional air quality agencies in Denver metropolitan area have developed a plan for achieving
this standard by December 31, 2007. The Early Action Compact for Ozone includes specific
milestones that must be met to achieve the standard by July 31, 2007. The EAC was submitted
to the EPA in July 2004. EPA has deferred nonattainment designation for the region as long as
the area meets the milestones in the EAC.
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New standards were instigated in 1997 for particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter
(PM,5). The APCD completed installation of PM, s monitors in 2000 and the Denver
metropolitan area including Boulder County is in attainment. The APCD also monitors for
pollutants that do not have a national standard established. These "non-criteria" pollutants
include nitric oxide, total suspended particulate, cadmium, arsenic, sulfates, and visibility.

Greenhouse gases (water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide) and emissions
are discussed in the 1998 CDPHE report, Climate Change & Colorado—A Technical
Assessment and the November 2000 supplement. The APCD has developed several CO,
reduction strategies and will be considering regional programs to reduce stationary, area and
mobile CO, sources.

2.2.3 Climate and Meteorology

The study corridor is situated within the Colorado Front Range at an average elevation of 5,250
feet above sea level at SH 7 and 75th Street. The climate is moderate with average
temperatures ranging from 36°F in January to 75°F in July, with low relative humidity. The
average annual precipitation is 15 to 20 inches with annual snowfall averaging 79 inches since
1961. The predominant winds are from the southeast. Wind speeds can be highly variable.
Gusty system front-generated winds over 50 mph are not uncommon.

2.2.4 Air Pollution Sources

The SH 7 study corridor contains neither industrialized areas nor power generating plants.
Emission sources for this study corridor are generated from re-entrained dust and motor vehicle
emissions.

2.2.5 Air Quality Monitoring
There are six monitoring stations near the general SH 7 study corridor. The monitoring station
types are highlighted in Table 3. There are no monitors within the actual study corridor.

Table 3
Air Quality Monitoring Stations near the Study Corridor
Monitoring Station Monitored Critical Pollutants
CO O3 PM1o PM25

2150 28th Street, Boulder X

1405 %2 South Foothills, Boulder X

2102 Athens Street, Boulder X
2440 Pearl Street, Boulder X X
3rd Avenue, Longmont X X
440 Main Street, Longmont X

2.2.6 Class | and Il Visibility Areas

The EPA has designated a number of areas in the state of Colorado as Mandatory Class |
Federal Areas where visibility is an important value. Generally, these areas contain wilderness
areas greater than 5,000 acres or National Parks greater than 6,000 acres that are determined
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to require special air quality. There are no Class | areas within the study corridor. The 263,138
acre Rocky Mountain National Park located 40 miles northwest of the study area is the closest
Class | Federal Area.

There is one Class Il wilderness areas within 30 miles west of the study corridor: the Indian
Peaks Wilderness Area. Class Il refers to EPA designhated wilderness, park, scenic, or wildlife
refuge areas that lack the critical air quality status of a Class | area.

2.2.7 State Implementation Plans and Air Quality Conformity

Boulder County was historically classified as a moderate non-attainment area for PMj, but was
re-designated by the EPA for PMyo attainment in August 2002. The EPA re-designated Boulder
County as in attainment for CO in January 2002 for ozone in September 2001. The area is
currently under approved maintenance implementation plans for all three pollutants. There are
no non-attainment areas within the project study corridor, and no violations of the NAAQS in the
project Area of Influence have been reported for since 1991.

The federal Clean Air Act requires states to submit plans, known as State Implementation Plans
(SIP) to demonstrate how the state will meet the NAAQS for which they are designated non-
attainment. As a part of the SIP development process, an emissions budget is established for
non-attainment and maintenance areas to maintain the NAAQS. Because Boulder County is
classified as a maintenance area for PMy,, for ozone and CO, projected emissions of these
pollutants resulting from transportation improvement plans (TIP) and RTPs (long-range plan)
must not exceed the emissions budgets set forth in the SIP. Regional conformity for this project
has already been determined by inclusion in the current conforming long-range plan and TIP.

In addition, the Colorado Air Quality Control Commission sets the requirements for air quality
analysis for regional and "hot-spot" air quality on a project level. This includes the requirements
for modeling and screening analysis of the selected project. These requirements have been
incorporated in the air quality analysis for the SH 7 study area.

The Colorado Air Quality Control Commission on April 19, 2001 adopted the current PMy, Re-
designation Request and Maintenance Plan for the Denver Metropolitan area.

Re-entrained dust from road sanding is a prime contributor to PM;o,. CDOT reduces street
sanding emissions through the use of alternative de-icing compounds such as magnesium
chloride, lower temperature “M-Caliber 1000 and 2000”, and “Ice-slicer” and rapid sand clean
up. Transportation control measures (TCM) have been proposed in the SIP to induce reduction
of PM1o emissions from mobile sources.

2.3 Environmental Consequences

The study area is located in Boulder County which is included in the Denver metropolitan
attainment/maintenance area for carbon monoxide (CO), ozone, and particulate matter (PMy).
Therefore, the conformity provisions of the federal Clean Air Act apply. The impacts of motor
vehicle emissions in the study area on concentrations of CO, ozone, and PM;, were analyzed
for the Preferred Alternative. Pollutant concentrations, rather than total emissions, are a better
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indicator of project level air quality impacts because they can be compared to the federal
standards that were established to protect public health.

2.3.1 Carbon Monoxide

Carbon monoxide concentrations in the study area were calculated for future (2025) traffic
conditions for the build alternatives (see Table 4). CO concentrations were modeled using 2025
peak hour traffic volumes and motor vehicle emission rates at the 75th Street intersection which
has the same configuration and same general traffic volume for both build alternatives. CO
modeling at SH 7 and 75th Street results in a 5.5 ppm concentration, well below the CO NAAQS
of 9ppm. Traffic volumes consistent with the most recent RTP, the Metro Vision 2030 Regional
Transportation Plan, are slightly lower than the estimates used in the 2025 modeling. Because
emission rates have been consistently decreasing from 2025 to 2030 plans, the original CO
modeling for this intersection represents the most conservative calculation of CO concentrations
likely at this location. The numbers shown are “worst-case” CO concentrations for receptors
located near the edge of the highway shoulder within 10 to 12 feet from the travel lane. CO
concentrations at buildings and sensitive resources near the highway would be lower because
most of the buildings are at least 40 feet from the highway and vehicle related emissions would
experience some dispersion by wind and turbulence.

Table 4
Carbon Monoxide Concentrations by Alternative

. 2025 Traffic 2030 Traffic NAAQS il

Alternative 8-hour CO

Volume (vpd) Volume (vpd) 8-hour CO .

concentration
Preferred 24,800 23,700 9 ppm 5.5 ppm
Optional 24,800 23,700 9 ppm 5.5 ppm
2.3.2 PM1o

Motor vehicle related PM3, emissions are the primary source of PMyg in the study corridor.
About 80 to 90 percent of vehicle related PMyq is due to re-entrained dust associated with winter
sanding operations. The remainder is due to exhaust, brake, and tire wear. Maximum PMyg
concentrations are based upon comparison with regional PM;o modeling. The sixth highest
PMy, average daily concentration over a five-year period is typically used for comparison. The
nearest point of comparison from the 2030 Denver regional attainment/maintenance PMyq
model with a similar or higher VMT is at I-25 near SH 7. This regional grid receptor (#155) for
2030 PMyg concentrations provides a value of 89 ug/mS. The federal 24 hour PM;, standard is
150 ug/m®. This suggests that PM;, concentrations within the study corridor would remain
below the federal standard.

2.3.3 Ozone

Ozone is not directly emitted by motor vehicles; it is an indirect by-product of motor vehicle
emissions. Ozone is created by the reaction of nitrogen oxides (NOX) and volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), primarily on hot summer days. Since ozone formation depends on the
dispersion and reaction of the NOX and VOCs and occurs over several hours, ozone is
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predominantly a regional pollutant and cannot be quantified at the project level. Regional
modeling for the Denver ozone attainment/maintenance plan demonstrates continued
attainment of the federal 1-hour ozone standard in the future. During the summer of 2004, there
were no exceedances of federal 8-hour ozone standard.

2.3.4 Mobile Source Air Toxics

In addition to the criteria air pollutants for which there are National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), EPA also regulates air toxics. Most air toxics originate from human-made
sources, including on-road mobile sources, non-road mobile sources (e.g. airplanes), area
sources (e.g. dry cleaners) and stationary sources (e.g. factories or refineries). Mobile Source
Air Toxics (MSATSs) are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the Clean Air Act. The MSATs
are compounds emitted from highway vehicles and non-road equipment. Some toxic
compounds are present in fuel and are emitted to the air when the fuel evaporates or passes
through the engine unburned. Other toxics are emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels
or as secondary combustion products. Metal air toxics also result from engine wear or from
impurities in oil or gasoline.

The EPA is the lead Federal Agency for administering the Clean Air Act and has certain
responsibilities regarding the health effects of MSATs. The EPA issued a Final Rule on
Controlling Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources. 66 FR 17229 (March
29, 2001). This rule was issued under the authority in Section 202 of the Clean Air Act. In its
rule, EPA examined the impacts of existing and newly promulgated mobile source control
programs, including its reformulated gasoline (RFG) program, its national low emission vehicle
(NLEV) standards, its Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions standards and gasoline sulfur control
requirements, and its proposed heavy duty engine and vehicle standards and on-highway diesel
fuel sulfur control requirements. Between 2000 and 2020, FHWA projects that even with a 64
percent increase in VMT, these programs will reduce on-highway emissions of benzene,
formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and acetaldehyde by 57 percent to 65 percent, and will reduce
on-highway diesel PM emissions by 87 percent, as shown in Figure 2.

As a result, EPA concluded that no further motor vehicle emissions standards or fuel standards
were necessary to further control MSATs. The agency is preparing another rule under authority
of CAA Section 202(1) that will address these issues and could make adjustments to the full 21
and the primary six MSATSs.

2.3.5 Unavailable Information for Project Specific MSAT Impact Analysis

This EA includes a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emission impacts of this project. However,
available technical tools do not enable us to predict the project-specific health impacts of the
emission changes associated with the alternatives in this EA. Due to these limitations, the
following discussion is included in accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22(b))
regarding incomplete or unavailable information.

February 2006 2-9



AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS

Cherryvale Rd. to 75th St. TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Figure 2
Graph of VMT versus MSAT Emissions
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VMT missions
(trillions/year) (tons/year)
6
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Notes: For on-road mobile sources. Emissions factors were generated using MOBILE6.2. MTBE proportion of market for oxygenates is held
constant, at 50%. Gasoline RVP and oxygenate content are held constant. VMT: Highway Statistics 2000, Table VM-2 for 2000, analysis
assumes annual growth rate of 2.5%. "DPM + DEOG" is based on MOBILE6.2-generated factors for elemental carbon, organic carbon and SO4
from diesel-powered vehicles, with the particle size cutoff set at 10.0 microns.

Information that is Unavailable or Incomplete. Evaluating the environmental and health
impacts from MSATSs on a proposed highway project would involve several key elements,
including emissions modeling, dispersion modeling in order to estimate ambient concentrations
resulting from the estimated emissions, exposure modeling in order to estimate human
exposure to the estimated concentrations, and then final determination of health impacts based
on the estimated exposure. Each of these steps is encumbered by technical shortcomings or
uncertain science that prevents a more complete determination of the MSAT health impacts of
this project.

1. Emissions: The EPA tools to estimate MSAT emissions from motor vehicles are not
sensitive to key variables determining emissions of MSATSs in the context of highway
projects. While MOBILE 6.2 is used to predict emissions at a regional level, it has limited
applicability at the project level. MOBILE 6.2 is a trip-based model—emission factors are
projected based on a typical trip of 7.5 miles, and on average speeds for this typical trip.
This means that MOBILE 6.2 does not have the ability to predict emission factors for a
specific vehicle operating condition at a specific location at a specific time. Because of this
limitation, MOBILE 6.2 can only approximate the operating speeds and levels of congestion
likely to be present on the largest-scale projects, and cannot adequately capture emissions
effects of smaller projects. For particulate matter, the model results are not sensitive to
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average trip speed, although the other MSAT emission rates do change with changes in trip
speed. Also, the emissions rates used in MOBILE 6.2 for both particulate matter and
MSATSs are based on a limited number of tests of mostly older-technology vehicles. Lastly,
in its discussions of PM under the conformity rule, EPA has identified problems with
MOBILEG6.2 as an obstacle to quantitative analysis.

These deficiencies compromise the capability of MOBILE 6.2 to estimate MSAT emissions.
MOBILEG6.2 is an adequate tool for projecting emissions trends, and performing relative
analyses between alternatives for very large projects, but it is not sensitive enough to
capture the effects of travel changes tied to smaller projects or to predict emissions near
specific roadside locations.

2. Dispersion. The tools to predict how MSATSs disperse are also limited. The EPA’s current
regulatory models, CALINE3 and CAL3QHC, were developed and validated more than a
decade ago for the purpose of predicting episodic concentrations of carbon monoxide to
determine compliance with the NAAQS. The performance of dispersion models is more
accurate for predicting maximum concentrations that can occur at some time at some
location within a geographic area. This limitation makes it difficult to predict accurate
exposure patterns at specific times at specific highway project locations across an urban
area to assess potential health risk. The NCHRP is conducting research on best practices
in applying models and other technical methods in the analysis of MSATs. This work also
will focus on identifying appropriate methods of documenting and communicating MSAT
impacts in the NEPA process and to the general public. Along with these general limitations
of dispersion models, FHWA is also faced with a lack of monitoring data in most areas for
use in establishing project-specific MSAT background concentrations.

3. Exposure Levels and Health Effects. Finally, even if emission levels and concentrations of
MSATS could be accurately predicted, shortcomings in current techniques for exposure
assessment and risk analysis preclude us from reaching meaningful conclusions about
project-specific health impacts. Exposure assessments are difficult because it is difficult to
accurately calculate annual concentrations of MSATs near roadways, and to determine the
portion of a year that people are actually exposed to those concentrations at a specific
location. These difficulties are magnified for 70-year cancer assessments, particularly
because unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel
patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over a 70-year period.
There are also considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity
of the various MSATS, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of
occupational exposure data to the general population. Because of these shortcomings, any
calculated difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than
the uncertainties associated with calculating the impacts. Consequently, the results of such
assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this
information against other project impacts that are better suited for quantitative analysis.

Summary of Existing Credible Scientific Evidence Relevant to Evaluating the Impacts of
MSATs. Research into the health impacts of MSATSs is ongoing. For different emission types,
there are a variety of studies that show that some either are statistically associated with adverse
health outcomes through epidemiological studies (frequently based on emissions levels found in
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occupational settings) or that animals demonstrate adverse health outcomes when exposed to
large doses.

Exposure to toxics has been a focus of a number of EPA efforts. Most notably, the agency
conducted the National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) in 1996 to evaluate modeled estimates
of human exposure applicable to the county level. While not intended for use as a measure of
or benchmark for local exposure, the modeled estimates in the NATA database best illustrate
the levels of various toxics when aggregated to a national or State level.

The EPA is in the process of assessing the risks of various kinds of exposures to these
pollutants. The EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) is a database of human health
effects that may result from exposure to various substances found in the environment. The IRIS
database is located at http://www.epa.gov/iris. The following toxicity information for the six
prioritized MSATs was taken from the IRIS database Weight of Evidence Characterization
summaries. This information is taken verbatim from EPA's IRIS database and represents the
Agency's most current evaluations of the potential hazards and toxicology of these chemicals or
mixtures.

¢ Benzene is characterized as a known human carcinogen.

¢ The potential carcinogenicity of acrolein cannot be determined because the existing data
are inadequate for an assessment of human carcinogenic potential for either the oral or
inhalation route of exposure.

¢ Formaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen, based on limited evidence in humans, and
sufficient evidence in animals.

¢+ 1,3-butadiene is characterized as carcinogenic to humans by inhalation.

¢+ Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on increased incidence of nasal
tumors in male and female rats and laryngeal tumors in male and female hamsters after
inhalation exposure.

¢+ Diesel exhaust (DE) is likely to be carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from environmental
exposures. Diesel exhaust as reviewed in this document is the combination of diesel
particulate matter and diesel exhaust organic gases.

+ Diesel exhaust also represents chronic respiratory effects, possibly the primary noncancer
hazard from MSATs. Prolonged exposures may impair pulmonary function and could
produce symptoms, such as cough, phlegm, and chronic bronchitis. Exposure relationships
have not been developed from these studies.

There have been other studies that address MSAT health impacts in proximity to roadways.
The Health Effects Institute, a non-profit organization funded by EPA, FHWA, and industry, has
undertaken a major series of studies to research near-roadway MSAT hot spots, the health
implications of the entire mix of mobile source pollutants, and other topics. The final summary
of the series is not expected for several years.
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Some recent studies have reported that proximity to roadways is related to adverse health
outcomes—particularly respiratory problems®. Much of this research is not specific to MSATS,
instead surveying the full spectrum of both criteria and other pollutants. The FHWA cannot
evaluate the validity of these studies, but more importantly, they do not provide information that
would be useful to alleviate the uncertainties listed above and enable us to perform a more
comprehensive evaluation of the health impacts specific to this project.

Relevance of Unavailable or Incomplete Information to Evaluating Reasonably
Foreseeable Significant Adverse Impacts on the Environment, and Evaluation of impacts
based upon theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in the
scientific community. Because of the uncertainties outlined above, a quantitative assessment
of the effects of air toxic emissions impacts on human health cannot be made at the project
level. While available tools do allow us to reasonably predict relative emissions changes
between alternatives for larger projects, the amount of MSAT emissions from each of the project
alternatives and MSAT concentrations or exposures created by each of the project alternatives
cannot be predicted with enough accuracy to be useful in estimating health impacts. (As noted
above, the current emissions model is not capable of serving as a meaningful emissions
analysis tool for smaller projects.) Therefore, the relevance of the unavailable or incomplete
information is that it is not possible to make a determination of whether any of the alternatives
would have "significant adverse impacts on the human environment.”

In this document, FHWA has provided a qualitative analysis of MSAT emissions relative to the
various alternatives, and has acknowledged that the project alternatives may result in increased
exposure to MSAT emissions in certain locations, although the concentrations and duration of
exposures are uncertain, and because of this uncertainty, the health effects from these
emissions cannot be estimated.

2.3.6 Project Level MSAT

As discussed above, technical shortcomings of emissions and dispersion models and uncertain
science with respect to health effects prevent meaningful or reliable estimates of MSAT
emissions and effects of this project. However, even though reliable methods do not exist to
accurately estimate the health impacts of MSATSs at the project level, it is possible to
qualitatively assess the levels of future MSAT emissions under the project. Although a
gualitative analysis cannot identify and measure health impacts from MSATS, it can give a basis
for identifying and comparing the potential differences among MSAT emissions—if any—from
the various alternatives. The qualitative assessment presented below is derived in part from a
study conducted by the FHWA entitled A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic
Emissions Among Transportation Project Alternatives, found at:
www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/airtoxic/msatcompare/msatemissions.htm.

! South Coast Air Quality Management District, Multiple Air Toxic Exposure Study-Il (2000); Highway Health
Hazards, The Sierra Club (2004) summarizing 24 Studies on the relationship between health and air quality); NEPA's
Uncertainty in the Federal Legal Scheme Controlling Air Pollution from Motor Vehicles, Environmental Law Institute,
35 ELR 10273 (2005) with health studies cited therein.

February 2006 2-13



AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS

Cherryvale Rd. to 75th St. TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

For the Preferred Alternative in the EA, the amount of MSATs emitted would be proportional to
the vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the same
for each alternative. The VMT estimated for each of the Preferred Alternative is slightly higher
than that for the No Action, because the additional capacity increases the efficiency of the
roadway and attracts rerouted trips from elsewhere in the transportation network. The increase
in VMT would lead to higher MSAT emissions for the action alternative along the highway
corridor; along with a corresponding decrease in MSAT emissions along the parallel routes (see
Table 4). The emissions increase is offset somewhat by lower MSAT emission rates due to
increased speeds; according to EPA’'s MOBILE6 emissions model, emissions of all of the
priority MSATSs except for diesel particulate matter decrease as speed increases. The extent to
which these speed-related emissions decreases will offset VMT-related emissions increases
cannot be reliably projected due to the inherent deficiencies of technical models.

Because the estimated VMT under each of the Alternatives are nearly the same, it is expected
there would be no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions among the various
alternatives. Also, regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than
present levels in the design year as a result of EPA’s national control programs that are
projected to reduce MSAT emissions by 57 to 87 percent between 2000 and 2020. Local
conditions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT
growth rates, and local control measures. However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected
reductions is so great (even after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study
area are likely to be lower in the future in nearly all cases.

The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of the project alternatives will have the effect of
moving some traffic closer to nearby homes, schools, and businesses; therefore, under each
alternative there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of MSATSs could be
higher under the build alternatives than the No Build Alternative. The localized increases in
MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the expanded SH 7 roadway
sections that would be built between Cherryvale Drive and 75th Street under the Preferred
Alternative. However, as discussed above, the magnitude and the duration of these potential
increases compared to the No Build Alternative cannot be accurately quantified due to the
inherent deficiencies of current models. In sum, when a highway is widened and, as a result,
moves closer to receptors, the localized level of MSAT emissions for the Build Alternative could
be higher relative to the No Build Alternative, but this could be offset due to increases in speeds
and reductions in congestion (which are associated with lower MSAT emissions). Also, MSATs
will be lower in other locations when traffic shifts away from them. However, on a regional
basis, EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause
substantial reductions that, in almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSAT levels to be
significantly lower than today.

2.4 Mitigation

Motor vehicle emissions in the study corridor will not result in any exceedance of the NAAQS;
therefore, no direct project air quality mitigation is necessary.
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Dust emissions should be minimized by including techniques to control fugitive dust, such as
watering construction areas, into construction plans and specifications, and implementing these
measures during construction.

2.5 Coordination

A request has been made to include all proposed improvements in an amendment to the
DRCOG 2030 fiscally-constrained, conforming RTP. This must be completed prior to FHWA
adoption of the final Decision Document. This project has been coordinated with CDOT and the
APCD of the CDPHE. APCD concurrence was received January 19, 2006. The signed
concurrence letter from the APCD is attached as Appendix B.
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APPENDIX A
TRAFFIC DATA

(Included In Full Technical Report)
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4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver; Colorado 80222
(303) 757-9011
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

January 10, 2006

Margie Perkins o
Director, Air Pollution Control Division
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South
Denver, CO 80222

Re: SH-7, Cherryvale Road to 75™ Street Environmental Assessment
Dear Ms. Perkins:

The Colorado Department of Transportation is preparing an environmental assessment for proposed
improvements to State Highway 7 (Arapahoe Road) between Cherryvale Road and 75" Street east of
Boulder (see attached project vicinity map). Alternatives being evaluated include widening the existing
segment of SH-7 to four lanes and intersection improvements (see attached project alternatives map).

The results of the traffic analysis showed that for any of the build alternatives, the two signalized
intersections in the area included in the project improvements under the preferred alternative would
operate at level of service (LOS) C or better in the year 2030 (please see attached traffic analysis
summary). EPA modeling guidance states that intersections that operate at LOS C or better are not likely
to cause a violation of the federal 8-hour average carbon monoxide (CO) standard. Thus, CO hotspot
modeling for these intersections is not required.

One of the intersections reported in the EA, the intersection of 75 Street and SH-7, is projected to
operate at LOS D with the preferred alternative. This intersection, however, was improved under a
separate action and will not be changed with the preferred alternative for this project. Cleared under a
categorical exclusion in 2002-2003 (please refer to the attached clearance letter prepared for this analysis
in 2002), this intersection was modeled at that time, using estimated volumes for the 2025 future year.
The resulting worst case 8-hour CO concentration was 5.5 ppm, which is below the 9.0 ppm standard.
The traffic volumes that were used for that analysis were compared to the most recent projections
developed for this EA to ensure that the 2002 analysis would still be appropriate. It was determined that
the traffic volumes used for the previous analysis were higher than the most recent projections, thus the
previous analysis represents a worst-case scenario that demonstrates that the CO standard will not be
exceeded with the current project.

This project was originally included in the conforming 2025 Ihterim Denver Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) and the DRCOG 2003-2008 (now 2005-2010) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP
#1997-033, STIP-ID# DR2072).

Pursuant to the conformity provisions of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, this project will not:
(i) cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard;

(ii) increase the frequency or severity of any existing violations of any standard;
(1i1) delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission reductions.



If you concur with the results of the air quality analysis and the conclusions regarding conformity of this
project, please sign below and return this letter by February 10, 2006.

Thank you.

Very truly yours
7

.

Bradley J. Beckham
Manager
CDOT Environmental Programs Branch

I Concur: %?(Ulﬂ/& ﬂ/ kfi))&}?ﬂﬂ}[)) / "/q - Dé

argie Perkins, Dlrector Date
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APPENDIX C
HOT SPOT MODELING DATA

(Included In Full Technical Report)
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State Highway 7 (Cherryvale Road to 75th Street) Environmental Assessment and Draft 4(f) Evaluation
Appendix G - Agency Coordination Summary of Contents
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21-Oct-04|Transmittal Letter of Public Agency Coordination Meeting Materials Carol Parr CDOT Environmental Project Manager Public Agency Representatives 5
4-Oct-04|Public Agency Coordination Meeting Invitation Letter Carol Parr CDOT Environmental Project Manager Public Agency Representatives 7
1-Jun-04|Response Letter from Town of Erie Regarding Coordination Meeting Gary Behlen City of Erie Director of Public Works Carol Parr CDOT Environmental Project Manager 8
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4-Dec-06|Memorandum of Agreement Letter for Cottonwood Ditch and Burlington Northern Railroad David Nicol FHWA Division Administrator Carol Legard Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 40
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24-Aug-05 [Letter of SHPO response concerning Enterprise Ditch effects determinations Lisa Sonoch CDOT Environmental Programs Branch Carol Parr CDOT Environmental Project Manager 57
24-Aug-05 [Letter of SHPO response regarding Cottonwood Ditch siphon Lisa Sonoch CDOT Environmental Programs Branch Carol Parr CDOT Environmental Project Manager 58
15-Aug-05 [Letter of concurrence with finding of no adverse effect for historic properties Georgiana Contiguglia  State Historic Preservation Officer Brad Beckham CDOT Environmental Programs Branch Manager 59
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4-Aug-05|Transmittal Letter providing information to SHPO concerning Cottonwood Ditch siphon Brad Beckham CDOT Environmental Programs Branch Manager Georgiana Contiguglia ~ State Historic Preservation Officer 67
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14-Jan-05|Letter requesting review of archaeological resources survey report Brad Beckham CDOT Environmental Programs Branch Manager Georgiana Contiguglia State Historic Preservation Officer 88
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Post Office Box 471 » Boulder, Colorado 80306

Transportation Department

2045 13th Street * Boulder, Colorado 80302 ¢ (303) 441-3900 = Fax: (303) 441-4594

Boulder

\ County

March 31, 2005 iy 11

Carol H. Parr

Environmental Project Manager CDOT Region 4
Planning/Environment Section

1420 2™ Street

Greeley, Colorado 80631

STA 0072-013, S+H 7, Cherryvale Road to N. 75% Street, Current recommended
~ Alternative

Dear Carol,

In response to public Agency Meeting No 3 and CDOT’s recommended alternative for
-SH 7- Arapahoe Road at the above 10081]01’1 Boulder County has the following comments
and recommendation.

As you may recall, the Boulder County Consortium of Cites created the Boulder County
Regional Transportation Task Force was created in 1996 in order to define a process to
address regional transportation issues for the future. At the same time the RTTF began a
study of the six major regional arterials in Boulder County and included SH 7 Arapahoe
road from Cherryvale Road to US 287.

The funding for the study was a makeup of: partxclpatlon from the cities and town private
sector and the Colorado Department of Transportation.

The corridor analysis for Arapahoe included an examination of the population and growth
along the corridor based on DRCOG data and verified by the cities and towns along with
the resulting 2020 traffic volumes. The RTTF considered three alternatives for
improving transportation along the Arapahoe Corridor. Two lanes with improved
intersections, four lanes and an improved transit alternative.

The RTTF preference was to support a project that would improve both transit and the
intersections. This option was determined to be the most cost effective with the least
impact. This preference would be similar to CDOT’s Alternative 2.

Tom Mayer Ben Pearlman Will Toor
County Commissioner County Commissioner County Commissioner



In our opinion, Alternative 2 addresses the need from Cherryvale Road to Boulder Vall ey
School District while the three lane section to the 75™ Intersection would provide the
safety and capacity without the impacts of the four lane section with a center turn lane as
proposed in Alternative 3.

Thank you for the excellent work that CDOT staff and consultants have presented to
County staff through this phase of the project. We will look forward to working with you

in the future.

Sincerely,

/\

Clark A. Misner
Deputy Director of Transportation

Copy: Board of County Commissioners
Parks and Open Space
Bill Cowem, City of Boulder

Tom Mayer : Ben Pearlman Will Toor
County Commmissioner County Commissioner County Commisstoner



CITY OF BOULDER (/ﬁ‘

Department of Public Works Transportation Division 7/4

P.0. Box 791 W/%//}’
1739 Broadway

Boulder, Colorado 80306 k

(303) 441-3266

January 3, 2005

Carol H. Parr

Environmental Project Manager CDOT Region 4
Planning/Environmental Section

1420 2™ Street

Greeley, Colorado 80631

Subject: STA 0072-013, SH 7 — Cherryvale Rd. to N. 75" St., 14802
Public Agency Meeting and discussion of current recommended alternative

Dear Ms. Parr;

Thank you for the invitation to Public Agency Group Meeting No. 3 concerning this project and
for the materials which were provided ahead of time for our staff’s review. The CDOT
consultant did a good job of presenting the materials and there was good discussion of the pros
and cons of the two “build” alternatives being taken forward by CDOT through the rest of the
public process. I found the meeting to be very informative,

The purpose of this letter is to provide CDOT staff with our feedback on the alternatives and to
advocate that CDOT change the preferred recommendation to Alternative 2 (the alternative with
a three-lane section west of 75 Street).

Staffs from the City of Boulder, County of Boulder and CDOT are generally in agreement
concerning the improvements which should occur between Cherryvale Road and the
VOTECH/Boulder Valley School District (BVSD) driveway. Alternatives 2 and 3 provide these
improvements. In addition, city staff is supportive of the level and nature of the alternative
transportation improvements including sidewalks, multi-use path, on-street bicycle lanes, transit
queue jump at signalized intersections and improved transit stops in the corridor.

The difference between the two alternatives is the addition of general purpose vehicle lanes to
the east from VOTECH/BVSD driveway to 75" Street. Alternative 2 proposes a three-lane
section, while Alternative 3 proposes a five-lane section. In reviewing the two alternatives, the
five-lane section is being shown as the current preferred alternative because of efficiency and
safety benefits in this section of the corridor. The cost for Alternative 3 is approximately $2
million greater than Alternative 2.



As I mentioned at the public agency meeting, city staff is concerned that the benefits of
Alternative 3 are not sufficient to justify the added cost. The efficiency/corridor time travel
enhancement between these two alternatives is marginal. The intersections on each end of this
area will operate at a much improved level of service because of the planned improvements at
these locations. As aresult, the additional general purpose lanes between the two intersections
does not appear to be needed.

It was suggested that Alternative 3 would provide the greatest safety improvement in the
corridor. However, it was further discussed that there is not a significant existing safety issue in
the corridor and therefore any safety benefit from Alternative 3 is marginal. Furthermore, it
appeared to be difficult to quantify the level of benefit.

In summary, neither the efficiency benefits nor the suggested safety improvement would appear
to justify the increased cost of $2 million.

In addition, we believe that our community leadership will be unlikely to support the package
proposed in Alternative 3. As you know, both the City and County of Boulder leadership
participated with other community leaders from Louisville and Lafayette in the Regional
Transportation Task Force (RTTF) which discussed this corridor and made recommendations for
how this corridor should be improved. Since the RTTF recommendations show better
conformity with Alternative 2 and since their does not appear to be a sound technical
justification for deviating from that original recommendation, it would seem unlikely that policy
makers from either the City of Boulder or the County of Boulder would support Alternative 3.

Our staff would like to request that the CDOT staff consider these factors and endorse
Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative for this project. We believe that staff from both the city
and the county could support this alternative with CDOT staff as this project is taken before our
respective community leadership.

Our staff has enjoyed working with the CDOT staff and their consultants on this project. We
look forward to seeing this project completed in a manner in which we can all support. If CDOT
staff has any questions concerning the city’s position on this project, please feel free to contact
me at 303-441-3266.

Sincerely,

w,:«.%zf//" C e N e
Bill Cowern

Transportation Operations Engineer

City of Boulder



STATE OF COLORADC

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Planning/Environmental Section
1420 2 Street

Greeley, Colorado 80631

(970) 3506-2170 4 DEPARTMENT OF | RANGPORT IO
Fax (970) 350-2177

October 21, 2004

Clark Misner, P.E.

Transportation Planning Manager
Boulder County Transportation Dept.
P.O. Box 471

Boulder, CO 80306

RE:  STA 0072-013, SH 7 - Cherryvale Rd. to N. 75 St,, 14802
Public Agency Group Meeting No. 3 '
Information Packet

Dear Mr. Misner:

You were recently invited to attend a public agency group meeting to discnss the status of the Environmental Assessment
(EA) for State Highway 7 (Arapahoe Road) between Cherryvale and N. 75™ Street. Attached is a packet of information
for your review prior to the meeting. This information will be discussed in further detail at the coordination meeting.
Included for your review are the following itermns:

A meeting agenda

A plan graphic of the two Short-Listed Alternatives

A Draft Short-Listed Alternatives Evaluation Summary Matrix

A Draft Railroad Alternatives Evaluation Sunumary Matrix

An Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs of the two Short-Listed Alternatives
A memo comparing the RTTF Project Justification and the SH 7 EA Findings

A memo comparing the safety of the two Short-Listed Alternatives

A memo outlining bus priority options at the 63™ Street intersection

e b e

We look forward to seeing you on November 2™, 2004 at 9:00 am at the CDOT Boulder Residency Office, 1050 Lee Hill
Road. If you have any questions regarding the attached information or the public agency group meeting, please contact
me or Gray Clark, Muller Engineering Company, at (303) 988 4939,

Sincerely,

L\

Carol H. Parr
Environmental Project Manager, CDOT Region 4
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STATE OF COLORADC

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Planning/Environmental Section

1420 2% Street
Greeley, Colorado 80631 1
(970) 350-2170 DEPARTMENT OF TR o r O s

Fax (970) 350-2177

October 4, 2004

Clark Misner, P.E.

Transportation Planning Manager
Boulder County Transportation Dept.
P.O.Box 471

Boulder, CO 80306

RE:  STA0072-013, SH 7 - Cherryvale Rd. to N. 75 St., 14802
Public Agency Group Meeting No. 3

Dear Mr. Misner:

The purpose of this letter is to invite you to attend a public agency group meeting to discuss the status of the
Environmental Assessment (EA) for State Highway 7 (Arapahoe Road) between Cherryvale and N. 75% Street being
conducted by CDOT. The meeting will be held at the CDOT Boulder Residency Office, 1050 Lee Hill Road at 9:00 a.m.
on October 13, 2004,

CDOT has completed a comprehensive evaluation of design alternatives for the corridor and has identified an
improvement alternative that will be presented to the public agencies and to the general public. We are planning a public
open house, on November 9, to gather input from the general public regarding the study process and the preferred
alternative. Prior to the public open house we would like to share with the local agencies what will be presented to the
general public at the open house. We will be presenting graphics of the preferred alternative that will be presented, a
summary of the evaluation process (evaluation matrix) along with other public meeting presentation boards. A meeting
agenda is attached.

In addition to this public agency coordination meeting, we would like to invite you to attend the public open house, which
is tentatively scheduled to be held in the cafeteria of the Platte Middle School, 6069 Baseline Road, on November 9,
anytime between 4:00 pm and 7:00 pm (no formal presentation will be made). We will confirm the time and location
once the scheduling has been finalized.

Thank you for your continued participation in this process. If you have any questions regarding the public agency group
meeting, the public open house or any aspect of the EA, please contact me or Gray Clark, Muller Engineering Company,
at (303) 988 4939.

Sincerely,

C=\NYA

Carol H. Parr
Environmental Project Manager, CDOT Region 4



June 1, 2004

Ms. Carol H. Parr

State of Colorado

Department of Transportation
Planning/Environmental Section
1420 2nd Street

Greeley, CO 80631

RE: State Highway 7 — Cherryvale Road to North 75 Street Environmental Assessment
Dear Ms. Parr:

Thank you for the notice on the pre-meeting for the Environmental Assessment on Staie Highway 7.
Unfortunately, I have a conflict at this time and will be unable to attend. However, 1 am interested in -
the information that you will be providing in the open house on June 17, 2004. Please send me a copy
of the graphic and keep me informed of the progress with the project. If you have any questions, -
please contact me at 303-926-2871. :

Gary W. Bellen

Director of Public Works

Singerely,

K\06-01-04 SH7 Cherryvale Road to N 75th Environmental Assessment (Parr).doc

e e . g 8 ., ) S AL L g f s e e
645 Holbrook » P2, Box 750 « Erie, Colorado, 80516 » Phone (303) 928-2700 » Fax (30 926-27035



STATE OF COLORADC

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Planning/Environmental Section
1420 2™ Street

Greeley, Colorado 80631 ' AN MRS
(970) 350-2170 . DEPARTMENT OF TRANSFORTATION

Fax (970) 350-2177

May 26, 2004

Clark Misner, P.E.

Transportation Planning Manager
Boulder County Transportation Dept.
P.O. Box 471

Boulder, CO 80306

RE: STA 0072-013, SH 7 - Cherryvale Rd. to N. 75" St., 14802
Public Agency Group Meeting No. 2

Dear Mr. Misner:

The purpose of this letter is to invite you to attend a public agency group meeting to discuss the status of the
Environmental Assessment (EA) for State Highway 7 (Arapahoe Road) between Cherryvale and N. 75" Street being
conducted by CDOT. The meeting will be held at the CDOT Boulder Residency Office, 1050 Lee Hill Road at 9:00 a.m.
on June 9, 2004,

CDOT is proceeding with a comprehensive evaluation of design alternatives for the comridor. As part of this study, a
clear definition of the purpose and need for improvements is necessary, as well as specifically defined evaluation criteria.
We are planning a public open house, on June 17, to gather input from the general public regarding the project process
and the evaluation of alternatives. Prior to the public open house we would like to share with the local agencies what will
be presented to the general public at the open house. We will be presenting graphics of alternatives being evalnated along
with other public meeting presentation boards. A meeting agenda is attached. :

In addition to this public agency coordination meeting, we would like to invite you to attend the public open house, which
will be held in the cafeteria of the Platte Middle School, -6069 Baseline Road, on June 17, anytime between 4:00 pm and f
7:00 pm (no formal presentation will be made).

Thank you for your continued participation in this process. If you have any questions regarding the public agency group
meeting, the public open house or any aspect of the EA, please contact me or Gray Clark, Muller Engineering Company,
at (303) 988 4939.

Sincerely,

LSS

Carol H. Parr
Environmental Project Manager, CDOT Region 4



STATE OF COLORADC

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Planning/Environmental Section

1420 2™ Street v
Greeley, Colorado 80631 A T N
(970) 350-2170 DEVARTMENT OF TRANSPORT AT o)

Fax (970) 350-2177

April 5, 2004

Clark Misner, P.E.

Transportation Planning Manager
Boulder County Transportation Dept,
P.O.Box 471

Boulder, CO 80306

RE: STA 0072-013, SH 7 - Cherryvale Rd. to N, 75" St., 14802
Public Agency Group Meeting

Dear Mr. Misner:

The purpose of this letter is to invite you to attend a public agency group meeting to gather input and discuss the status of
the Environmental Assessment (EA) for State Highway 7 (Arapahoe Road) between Cherryvale and N. 75" Street being
conducted by CDOT. The meeting will be held at the CDOT Boulder Residency Office, 1050 Lee Hill Road at 10:00
a.m. on April 15, 2004,

Based upon results of earlier studies, preliminary traffic engineering analysis, and public and agency input, CDOT would
like to proceed with a comprehensive evaluation of several design alternatives for the corridor.

CDOT would like to present to the public agency group the information that has been gathered to this point and obtain
input regarding the evaluation of alternatives. The agenda for the meeting will include a description of the current
funding available for improvements, a summary of previous work completed and results, a traffic forecasting and LOS
analysis, environmental concerns, and potential project alternatives. A meeting agenda will be mailed to you within the
week.

This meeting is your opportunity to provide input to CDOT regarding the issues that are important to your constituents.
Thank you for your continued participation in this process.

If you have any questions regarding the meeting or any aspect of the EA, please contact me or Troy Halouska at
303.820.4898. '

Sincerely,

Carol H. Parr
Environmental Project Manager, CDOT Region 4

10
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A.GrayClark
From: Micki Kaplan [KaplanM @ci.bouider.co.us]
Sent:  Friday, July 27, 2001 1:46 PM

To: webbKS @c-b.com

Cc: Bill Cowemn; Marni Ratzel; Tracy Winfree

Subject: Comments on CDOT Arapahoe Project
Kirk:
Attached are City of Boulder commenis on the project to date. Thank you for contacting us. As you are developing your recommendations for alternative
wansportation strategies for the corridor for Mueller Engineering and CDOT, feel free to contact us. Also, we would be inlerested in seeing your
recommendations after they are completed.

Thaok you.
Micki

12



CITY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
P.O. Box 791
OF 1739 Broadway, Second Floor

BOULDER Boulder, Colorado 80306-0791

July 27, 2001

MEMORANDUM

TO: Kirk Webster, Carter & Burgess

From: Bill Cowern, City of Boulder, Traffic Engineer

Micki Kaplan, City of Boulder/GO Boulder, Senior Transportation Planner
Marni Ratzel, City of Boulder/Go Boulder, Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator

RE: City of Boulder Comments on the CDOT Arapahoe project

Comments were provided at the recent opeh house on the Arapahoe project. In addition, City of
Boulder comments on the CDOT Arapahoe project are summarized below.

1.

At the intersection of 75th & Arapahoe, construct an additional Through lane in each direction,
which tapers out on the approach and tapers back in on the departure. Provide a sufficient amour
of storage on each approach and a sufficient amount of acceleration before the taper on the
departure. Evaluate whether the most efficient use of that lane would be a "general purpose lane'
or a "Queue Jump Lane" for transit.

Consider whether you need an extra through lane at 63rd & Arapahoe. If you do, when connect
west to Cherryvale and taper back down to a three lane section east of 63rd. Otherwise, design
tapers, approach and acce! facilities and evaluate how you use the lane as above. When
rebuilding this intersection, realign the north and south legs of 63rd so that the intersection is a
more traditional four-way. Make needed signal equipment upgrades such that the City of Boulder
would be willing to take over maintenance and operation of the signal afterwards (coordinate with
Alex May and Joe Paulson about those issues).

We support reconstruction of the bridge structure west of 75th Street, as it constrains efficient
travel along the corridor and precludes adequate width necessary to provide a continuous
shoulder wide enough to accommodate safe bicycle travel. Forecast for future travel demand
should guide the design and construction of the new bridge structure. Consider the need to
accommodate any possible future configuration that makes sense (four lanes plus shoulder,
etc...). Also, make sure the new bridge structure accommodates any possible transit rail that
might use this facility in the future. We should rebuild this bridge ONCE and only ONCE.

Provide Bicycle Lanes through the City of Boulder portions of Arapahoe and then EITHER bicycle
lanes or shoulders (whichever is preferred by the County) for the remainder of Arapahoe Road
within the project.

Provide transit stop amenities throughout the corridor (shelters, benches, concrete pads, etc..).
Where there are transit stops, make sure that buses can use shoulder and additional space to
clear the motor vehicles space AND that the1¥ have adequate acceleration space afterwards to ge



‘back up to speed for reentry on to Arapahoe. Bus tumouts are not desired nor being requested.
"A shoulder that can be shared with bicycles can be effective.

6. Connect transit stops to significant destination points with concrete sidewalk or path. Sidewalk all
along Arapahoe is probably unreasonable, but facilities should exist to connect major
origin/destination points with transit stops.

7. Consider transit priority treatments to speed the bus up whenever possible. Ed Schumm, Carter
Burgess is currently researching transit system priority treatments for the City of Boulder. This
research should be completed by early September, 2001. Coordination with the results of Ed’s
research would be beneficial for the Arapahoe project. Some possibilities include queue-jumps a
intersections and exclusive bus lanes.

Contact information:

Bill Cowern (303) 441-4054 email: cowemb @ci.boulder.co.us
Marni Ratze! (303) 441-4138 ratzelm@ci.boulder.co.us
Micki Kaplan (303) 441-4162 kaplanm @ci.boulder.co.us

14
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

PIanning/Environmental Section
1420 2™ Street
Greeley, Colorado 80631

STATE OF COLORADO

RECEIVED

R
[ i N i v

NSRRI MR R
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

(970) 350-2170

March 7, 2008 MAR « N 7008

Ms. Georgianna Contiguglia Muller Engineering Company, inc.
State Historic Preservation Officer

Colorado Historical Society

1300 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

Section 4(f) De Minimis Notification, CDOT Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7
(Cherryvale Road to 75" Street) Environmental Assessment, Boulder County

SUBJECT:

Dear Ms. Contiguglia:

This letter and the attached correspondence constitute notification that FHWA intends to make a
4(f) de minimis finding for the project referenced above, which involves four historic resources associated
with State Highway 7 (Cherryvale Road to 75" Street) Environmental Assessment (EA). These National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible sites include: the Butler-Smith Property (Colorado Office of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation [OAHP] Site No. 5BL8917); a Gas Station and House (5SBL9021)
located at 6307 Arapahoe Road; the Harburg House (5B1.9024) and the DeBacker-Tenenbaum House
(5BL9029). CDOT’s Environmental Programs Branch consulted with your staff regarding eligibility and
effects for this project in March and August 2005. ;

Project Effects

Butler-Smith Property (SBL8917): The project will remove vegetation in the CDOT right-of-way
between Arapahoe Road and the Butler-Smith house. These improvements are limited to the existing
road right-of-way. Construction will also require a 25 square-foot temporary easement for new curbing.
Neither action will result in direct impacts to the property or the elements that make the property eligible
for NRHP-listing. In August 2005, the Colorado State Historical Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred
that these activities would result in no adverse effect.

Gas Station and House (SBL.9021): After the reconstruction of SH 7, the southwest corner of this
property will be required for sidewalk, curb and gutter, as there is currently no sidewalk. This triangle-
shaped property is paved and has been used as part of the highway. In March 2005, CDOT consulted
with the SHPO and it was determined that this triangle does not contribute to overall significance of the
property. The project also requires a 400-square-foot temporary easement to construct a private access on
”the property. The existing access off 63™ Street will be closed and a ten-foot wide and unpaved access
will be built to the north. In August 2005, your office concurred that these actions result in no adverse

effect.

Harburg House (SB1.9024): Construction will require various temporary easements resulting from
minor improvements to two existing property driveways. The improvements involve asphalting the
drives within the right-of-way. No work will occur on private property across the right-of-way line
except for two temporary construction easements totaling 600 square feet. In addition, an existing public
road on the west side of the Harburg property requires reconstruction and a temporary easement of 4,450

15



Ms. Contiguglia
March 7, 2008
Page 2

square feet. Finally, a temporary easement maybe needed to reconstruct the headwall and wingwalls on
the outlet end of a segment of the Enterprise Ditch (5BL4164.2) that runs through the property. This
segment of ditch was determined not eligible to the NRHP, in consultation with the SHPO, in March
2002. None of the aforementioned temporary easements will directly impact the property or the elements
that make the property eligible for listing to the NRHP. In August 2005, your office concurred that these
actions would result in no adverse effect to 5SBL9024.

DeBacker-Tenenbaum House (SBL9029): Widening of SH 7 will require the completion of a retaining
wall along CDOT right-of-way north of the house. The retaining wall will not directly impact the
property’s landscaping or buildings. The Burlington Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad located west
of the property will be temporarily realigned to the east of its existing location. This work will not
directly impact SBL9029. However, a temporary easement of approximately 2,000 square feet is
necessary to build the fill slope for the railroad shoe-fly alignment, which is also a temporary
improvement. These fill slopes will be located partially within the historic property boundary and the
limit of the fill may impact some of the landscaping along the property’s western boundary. With the
exception of a single juniper bush, the vegetation impacted by the toe of the slope is not part of the
original plantings that contribute to the property’s significance. CDOT will build a temporary 2-foot to 4-
foot-long retaining wall to minimize impacts inside the historic property boundary. Crews will remove
the retaining wall after construction is completed. There will be no direct impacts to the property or the
elements that make the property eligible for NRHP-listing. In August 2005, the SHPO concurred that
these actions would result in no adverse effect.

De Minimis Determination

CDOT’s Environmental Programs Branch (EPB) sent your office a request for comment on a revised
boundary and effects determination on March 24, 2005. Your office responded on March 29. 2005. EPB
followed a request for an effects determination for SBL8917, 5BL9021, 5SB1.9024, and 5B1.9029 on
August 4, 2005. You concurred with CDOT’s determinations in a letter dated August 15, 2005. As part
of the Section 106 consultation process, the Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board was
afforded the opportunity to comment on the eligibility and effects determinations in correspondence dated
March 24 and August 4, 2005. Based on this determination, FHW A may make a de minimis finding for
the Section 4(f) requirements for this property. Enclosed are copies of the letters from March to August

2005 letters for your convenience.

We request your acknowledgment of this de minimis notification. We have forwarded this notification to
the Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board as well. Thank you in advance for your
prompt attention to this matter. If you require additional information, please contact CDOT Region 4
Senior Historian Robert Autobee at (970) 350-2204.

Yérj tr'{JTy yo

. Cmé

/ Robert Autobee Senior Historian
CDOT-Region 4 Environmental

Enclosures: correspondence

cc: Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4
File/CF
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STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Planninng/Environmental Section

1420 2™ Street 5
Greeley, Colorado 80631 Lo e
(970) 3%0-2170 RECE“/ED DEPATIMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MAR (1573

Muller Engineering Company, Inc.

March 3, 2008

Ms. Karla S. Petty

FHWA Colorado Division Administrator
12300 W. Dakota Avenue, Suite 180
Lakewood, CO 80228

SUBJECT: Finding of Section 4(f) De Minimis Impact, CDOT Project STA 0072-013, State
Highway 7 (Cherryvale Road to 75" Street) Environmental Assessment, Boulder County

Dear Ms. Petty:

This letter and the attached materials constitute a request for review and concurrence on a finding of de
minimis impact for four historic resources associated with the State Highway (SH) 7 (Cherryvale Road to
75" Street) Environmental Assessment (EA) which involves improvements from Cherryvale Road to 750
Street to reduce congestion and enhance safety. These National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-
eligible sites include: the Butler-Smith Property (Colorado Office of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation [OAHP] Site No. 5SBL8917); a Gas Station and House (5BL9021) located at 6307 Arapahoe
Road; the Harburg House (5BL9024) and the DeBacker-Tenenbaum House (5BL9029).

Project Effects

Butler-Smith Property (SBL.8917): The project will remove vegetation in the CDOT right-of-way
between Arapahoe Road and the Butler-Smith house. These improvements are limited to the existing
road right-of-way. Construction will also require a 25 square-foot temporary easement for new curbing.
Neither action will result in direct impacts to the property or the elements that make the property eligible
for NRHP-listing. In August 2005, the Colorado State Historical Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred
that these activities would result in no adverse effect.

Gas Station and House (SBL.9021): After the reconstruction of SH 7, the southwest corner of this
property will be required for sidewalk, curb and gutter, as there is currently no sidewalk. This triangle-
shaped property is currently paved and has been used as part of the highway. In March 2005, CDOT
consulted with the SHPO and it was determined that this triangle does not contribute to overall
significance of the property. The project also requires a 400-square-foot temporary easement to construct
a private access on the property. The existing access off 63" Street will be closed and a new access,
about ten feet wide and unpaved, will be built to the north. In August 2005, the SHPO concurred that
these actions result in no adverse effect.

Harburg House (5BL.9024): Construction will require various temporary easements for minor
improvements to two existing property driveways. The improvements involve asphalting the drives
within the right-of-way. No work will occur on private property across the right-of-way line except for
two temporary construction easements totaling 600 square feet. In addition, an existing public road on the
west side of the Harburg property requires reconstruction and a temporary easement of 4,450 square feet.
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Ms. Petty
March 3, 2008
Page 2

Finally, a temporary easement maybe needed to reconstruct the headwall and wingwalls on the outlet end
of a segment of the Enterprise Ditch (5BL4164.2) that runs through the property. This segment of ditch
was determined not eligible to the NRHP, in consultation with the SHPO, in March 2002. None of the
aforementioned temporary easements will directly impact the property or the elements that make the
property eligible for listing to the NRHP. In August 2005, the SHPO concurred that these actions would
result in no adverse effect to 5SBL9024.

DeBacker-Tenenbaum House (SB1.9029): Widening of SH 7 will require the completion of a retaining
wall along CDOT right-of-way to the north of the house. The retaining wall will not directly impact the
property’s landscaping or buildings. The Burlington Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad located west
of the property will be temporarily realigned to the east of its existing location. This work will not
directly impact SBL9029. However, a temporary easement of approximately 2,000 square feet is
necessary to build the fill slope for the railroad shoe-fly alignment, which is also a temporary
improvement. These fill slopes will be located partially within the historic property boundary and the
limit of the fill may impact some of the landscaping along the property’s western boundary. With the
exception of a single juniper bush, the vegetation impacted by the toe of the slope is not part of the
original plantings that contribute to the property’s significance. CDOT will build a temporary 2-foot to 4-
foot-long retaining wall to minimize impacts inside the historic property boundary. Crews will remove
the retaining wall after construction is completed. There will be no direct impacts to the property or the
elements that make the property eligible for NRHP-listing. In August 2005, the SHPO concurred that
these actions would result in no adverse effect.

Finding of De Minimis Impact

CDOT consulted with the SHPO regarding eligibility and effects for these sites in correspondence dated
August 4, 2005. The SHPO concurred with these determinations on August 15, 2005. On August 4,
2005, CDOT offered the Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board the opportunity to
comment on eligibility and effects via letter. CDOT did not receive a response from the Advisory Board
to this request within the 30-day review period. Copies of the Section 106 correspondence are attached
for your review.

Based on the information presented above and on the attached documentation, the effects of the project on
the historic properties noted above constitute a de minimis impact and the requirements of 23 USC 138
and 49 USC 303 have been satisfied. This finding is considered valid unless new information is obtained
or the proposed effects change to the extent that consultation under Section 106 must be reinitiated.

If you concur with this finding, please sign below.
Very tru;y yours,

r \ / BTN

\ ;" ",
N A U

%

Carol Parr
CDOT Region 4 Environmental Manager

Enc:

cc: Lisa Schoch, CDOT-EPB
File/CF
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Ms. Petty
March 3, 2008
Page 3

7

R

(\: > . /", ; :
I concur: \3(:(’ VAT o /[ @»;Q/(c,p

5/&/857

for Kharla S Petty
Administrator, Colorado Division
Federal Highway Administration
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Wuller Enginesring Ciny

David A. Nicol, PE

FHWA Colorado Division Administrator
12300 W. Dakota Avenue, Suite 180
Lakewood, CO 80228

SUBJECT: Findings of Section 4(f) De Minimis Impact, (Legion Park anc’lm Cottonwood Ditch #2
[5BL4488.31), Project STA 0072-013, SH 7 (Cherryvale Road to 75% Street) Environmental
Assessment, Boulder County ,

Dear Mr. Nicol:

This letter and attached materials constitute a request for review and concurrence on findings of de
minimis impact for two resources associated with the State Highway (SH) 7 (Cherryvale Road to 75th
Street) Environmental Assessment (EA). The sites are the City of Boulder’s Legion Park and a segment
of the Cottonwood Ditch #2 (Colorado Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation [OAHP] Site No.
5BLA4488.3). Resulting from an agreement between Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) and the
Colorado Department of Transportation’s (CDOT) Region 4 Office, we are including in this
correspondence both 4(f) de minimis findings for your review and signature.

CDOT will implement improvements to a two-mile segment of SH 7 to alleviate current problems with
congestion, safety and multi-modal deficiencies. The project corridor is the length of SH 7 from
Cherryvale Road in the city of Boulder and east to 75th Street in Boulder County. In the area of Legion
Park, the project will widen the existing alignment from two to four lanes, including shoulder
improvements for pedestrian and bike users and replace a deteriorating siphon within a 500-foot segment
of Cottonwood Ditch #2,

Request for Finding of 4(D) De Minimis for Legion Park

Federal and state agencies conducted three group meetings early in the EA process. The official agency
with jurisdiction, Boulder County Open Space, attended all three group meetings, project team progress
gatherings and public open houses. The following summarizes the project’s public involvement from June
and November 2004:

% First EA Public Meeting, June 17, 2004
o Information Presented
® Project Background
® Possible Alternatives
*  Existing Conditions
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Mir. Nicol
November 28, 2007
Page 2

¢ Identified All Parks, Open Space, and Recreation Facilities Along
Project Corridor
o Public Comments
®  Project team received 29 Comment Sheets Containing 173 Different Responses
* None of the Comments Specifically Addressed Legion Park

% Second EA Public Meeting, November 9, 2004
o Information Presented
Project Background
=  Alternatives Evaluation
= Preferred Alternative (4-Lane)
=  Environmental Impacts
® Visual Display Identified Specific Impacts to Legion Park — With Cut
Slopes Or With A Retaining Wall
® Photo Simulations Showed View Of Legion Park Before And After
Construction ~ With Cut Slopes Or With A Retaining Wall
o Public Comments
= Question to the Public on the comment sheet: In the area of Legion Park and the
City of Boulder Open Space (top of hill), both cut slopes and retaining walls are
being considered. Cut slopes would require a larger construction impact area
affecting more vegetation and trees, while retaining walls would be up to 20-23°
tall. Which do you prefer?
® 43 Responses Preferred Cut Slopes
® 18 Responses Preferred Retaining Walls
=  Project team received 75 Comment Sheets Containing 293 Responses
Four Comments Addressed Retaining Walls
»  Graffiti will be a problem if walls are built (2 comments)
e Concern about the aesthetics of the wall (1 comment)
¢ Concern with sight restrictions and shadows causing icing problems (1
comment)
Two requests that cut slopes appear more natural
One respondent wanted as many trees saved as possible

% After the signing of the EA, the project team will conduct a public hearing. At this time, the team
will inform those in attendance of the de minimis findings and the public will have an opportunity
to comment. This meeting has yet to be scheduled. ‘

*¢ All Public Process Information Is Documented In The EA

Legion Park is a 28-acre mesa overlooking the Hillcrest, Leggett-Owen and Valmont Reservoirs. These
reservoirs support the local osprey and eagle populations and provide park visitors the opportunity for
raptor watching. Inside the park, Legion Park Trail is a one-mile loop open to hikers, mountain bikers
and equestrians. Construction will accommodate a widened roadway; improve access to the primary
park; connect the primary entrance to SH 7, and improve safety along the roadway resulting from the
removal of a secondary access. The proposed action will impact approximately 0.5 of an acre of Legion
Park and project effects on the Section 4(f) resource are limited to alterations to the existing cut slopes
inside the park. In the impacted area, there is a landscaped hillside with no formal support of use or
activity. In consultation with Boulder County Open Space, the impact from the cut slopes and/or loss of
secondary access will not negatively affect any of the activities, attributes, or functions of the park.
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Mr. Nicol
November 28, 2007
Page 3

Please refer to the enclosed for an illustration of the park and the May 17, 2005 concurrence letter from
the Official with Jurisdiction, Boulder County Open Space. After construction, CDOT will return any
affected locations to a condition that does not impact the use of the park or diminish its setting. The park
will remain open and accessible during the entire project. CDOT believes that this represents the best
effort to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to the Section 4(f) resources associated with this project.

On April 26, 2005, CDOT and Boulder County Open Space met to discuss the cut slope and access
change impacts to Legion Park. In May 2005, Boulder County Open Space sent CDOT a letter outlining

the impacts to the Park and the County’s concurrence that the project would not negatively impact park
resources. Attached is a copy of the concurrence letter from Boulder County Open Space dated May 17,

2005.

Based on these actions and correspondence, and taking into consideration the harm minimization
measures that have been incorporated into the proposed action as documented in this Section 4(f)
Evaluation in Section 4.5 of the Environmental Assessment, it is recommended that the proposed action
would have de minimis impacts and that an analysis of feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives under

Section 4(f) is not required.

Please refer to page five with the heading: Finding of 4(f) de minimis for Legion Park for a complete

compliance summary.

Request for Finding of 4(f) De Minimis for Cottonwood Ditch #2 (5B1.4488.3)

The following description of the effects to a segment of the Cottonwood Ditch # 2 (5BL4488.3) and
attached materials constitute a request for concurrence on a finding of de minimis impact for the project
referenced above. The Cottonwood Ditch #2 is a historic resource within the State Highway 7 EA project
area. Segment SBL.4488.3 was initially determined eligible under National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) Criterion A on March 29, 2005.

Project Effects

1) Improvements to SH 7 require the construction of a temporary bridge to carry the Burlington
Northern railroad over the Cottonwood Ditch #2. CDOT will remove the bridge upon the
project’s completion.

2) CDOT will also construct a permanent bridge to replace the existing railroad bridge over the
ditch. The proposed bridge will be similar in configuration to the existing bridge (approximately
a 15-foot span vs. the existing 12-foot span). The introduction of the new bridge will not alter the
resource’s current alignment or change the ditch’s existing surface or materials.

Because the construction of the two bridges will not impact this segment or the entire eligible
Cottonwood Ditch # 2, CDOT has determined that the project will result in 1o adverse effect to the entire
ditch. Please see the attached graphic referencing this element of the SH 7 project.

Finding of De Minimis Impact

CDOT initially consulted with the SHPO regarding eligibility and effects for this sites in correspondence
dated March 24, 2005. The SHPO concurred with our findings of eligibility and effects by letter on March
29, 2005. CDOT’s Environmental Programs Branch submitted additional information regarding effects
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Mr. Nicol
November 28, 2007
Page 4

for 5BL.4888.3 in a letter dated March 13, 2006 and the SHPO concurred with those findings on March
24, 2006. CDOT offered Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board the opportunity to
comment on eligibility and effects via letter dated March 24,2005. We did not receive a response from
the Commission to these requests within the 30-day review period. Copies of the Section 106
correspondence are attached for your review.

CDOT believes that this documentation is sufficient to demonstrate compliance with Section 4D de
minimis requirements and ask that you find as such for both resources, If you concur with this finding for
Legion Park, please sign at the concurrence line on page five of this document and for the finding on
Cottonwood Ditch #2, please sign the concurrence line on page six.

CDOT Region Environmental Manager

Enc: Legion Park Attachments:

Legion Park location map

Parks and Open Space Concurrence Letter dated May 17, 2005
Map showing Preferred Alternative and impacts to Legion Park

Cottonwood Ditch #2 Attachments:
Section 106 correspondence

Site forms

Plan sheets

¢c: Lisa Schoch, CDOT-EPB
File/CF
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Mr. Nicol
November 28, 2007
Page 5

Finding of 4(f) de minimis for Legion Park

The Federal Highway Administration hereby finds that:

® CDOT has consulted with the Official(s) with Jurisdiction on the uses and impacts to the non-historic
Section 4(f) resource from the proposed State Highway 7 (Cherryvale Road to 75% Street)
Environmental Assessment, CDOT Project Number STA 0072-013.

 The public has been given an opportunity to provide input.

®  The Official(s) with Jurisdiction concurred that the project will not adversely affect the activities,
features, and attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f). The FHWA finds
that the project will have de minimis impacts on the non-historic Section 4(f) resources for the
purposes of Section 6009 of SAFETEA-LU [to be codified at 23 U.S.C § 138(b) and 49 U.S.C §

303(d)].

Therefore, all Section 4(f) requirements, as they relate to these uses, have been met.

1 concur: %% LZ, ///0?

[7#  David A. Nicol, PE Date
Administrator, Colorado Division
Federal Highway Administration
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Mr. Nicol
November 28, 2007
Page 6

Finding of 4(f) de minimis for a segment of Cottonwood Ditch # 2 (5BL4488.3)

Based on the information presented above and on the attached documentation, the effects of this proposed
improvement on the property noted above constitute a de minimis impact and the requirements of 23 USC
138 and 49 USC 303 have been satisfied. This finding is considered valid unless new information is
obtained or the proposed effects change to the extent that consultation under Section 106 must be

reinitiated.

I concur: % - / 2// / 67

Folt David A, Nicol, PE Date
Administrator, Colorado Division
Federal Highway Administration
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-Colorado Department of Transpartation

- Boulder, CO 80302

. This lefter concems impacts to Legion Park with regard to proposed road improvements ‘associated with

" County with regard to the folfowing is currently in negotiation.

L ﬂ%nn W

~ Carol Parr, CDOT - R4Environmental

. LisaSchoch, CDOT
~ Gray Clark, Mdller Engineering
-:File -
" Tom l;viayer Ben Pearimon * _ Wil Toor
Counly Commisstaner County Commissioner County Commissioner

Post Office Box 471 » Boulder, Colorado B0306

Parks and Open Space Department

5201 31. Viain Road + Longmont, Colorado 80503 » (303) 678-6200 « Fac {303) 678-56180
Fairgrounds: 9595 Nelson Road - Longrmons, Colorado 80501 « (303} 678-6235 « Event Line: (303} 441-3927

PROJECT: STA 0072-013
LOCATION: SH7EA
CODE: 14802

‘May 17, 2005

1050 Lee Hill Road
Atin: Mark Gosselin

Deéar Mr. Gosselin, ,

the State Highway 7 (SH 7) Environmental Assessment, The Boulder County Parks and Open Space
‘Bepartment agrees that the proposed road improvements will not have an adverse impact on the use of
Legion Park, and that the project meets the criteria for temporary occupancy as outfined’in the Section 4{f}
regulatiens. An agreement between the Colorado Department of Transpettation {CDOT) and Boulder

1. According to CDOT the project will require approximately one year to construct. The fime required -
for the construction of the main access and removal of the secondary access will take fess than
one month. Thie duration of construction of the cut siopes along SH 7 will take approximately two
mionths. The cut slopes are a result of the lowering of the hil adjacent to Legion Park and are not
related to the construction of the Legion Park access. This work will take place under temporary
easements and the ownership of Legion Park will not change. We consider the scope of wark io
be minor in nature and magnitude. THe main access will require minorimprovements to fe- -
connect to SH 7. The secondary.access will be removed to improve safety. The cut slopes are
considerad minor and will not change the use of the park inany way. .

2. - The project will not have any adverse impacts to Legion Park and.the park will remain open during
‘construction activities. o

3. The affected portion of the Legion Park property will be returned to a condition. that wilt not impact -
the use of the park or diminish the park setting. -

Resource Planning Manager

Cc.
Ron Stewart: Courity Open Space
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STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch
4201 E. Arkansas Ave,

Shumate Bldg,

Qenver, CO 80222 TEDAITTSIAT (OF TR P o
(303)757-8281

November 27. 2007

Mr. Richard Koopman

Resource Planning Division Manager
Boulder County Parks & Open Space
5201 St. Vrain Road )
Longmont, CO 80503

SUBJECT:  Natification of Section 4(f) De Minjmis for Cottonwood Ditch #2 Segment SBL4488.3,
CDOT Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment

Dear Mr. Koopman:

Enclosed are materials submitted to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) -- Colorado Division
notifying that office of a Section 4(f) De Minimis for a segment of the Cottonwood Ditch #2 (Colorado
Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation Site No, 5BL4488.3) and the City of Boulder’s Legion
Park , This correspondence is sent to you as a consulting party for the State Highway 7 Environment

Assessment,

Tfyou have questions or require additional information, please contact me at (970) 550-2204.

Ygﬁ{hﬂ}l yours,” /.f'l

A

ey V .-'l"“-]m '"m:"‘ .."r . '/;\' ?
e /"tl "'I . reé
/ '@ L/‘ 64—! -

Robert Autobee, Senior Historian
CDOT-Region 4

Enclosures

cer - Larol Pare CDOT Region 4
File/C1
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STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Envirohmantal Programs Branch
4201 E. Akansas Ave,

DO

Shumats Bidg,

Denver, CO B0222 TRARTHENT F TRANSONTATION
(303)757-9281

November 6, 2007

Mr. James Hewat

Historic Preservation Planner

Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board
Boulder Planning Department

P.0. Box 791

Boulder, CO 80306

SUBJECT: Notification of Section 4(f) De Minimis for Cottonwood Ditch #2 Segment SBL4488.3,
CDOT Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment (CHS
#448019) '

Dear Mr. Hewat:

Enclosed are materials submitted to the Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) notifying
that office of a Section 4(f) De Minimis for a segment of the Cottonwood Ditch #2 (Colorado Office of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation Site No. 5B1.4488.3). The segment is located south of Arapahoe
Road. This correspondence is sent fo you as a consulting party for the State Highway 7 Environment
Assessment.

If you have questions or require additiopal information, please contact me at (970) 350-2204.

Rober utobee, Senior Hitorian

CDOT-Region 4

Enclosures

ce:  Carol Parr CDOT Region 4
File/CF
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STATE OF COLORADQ

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ‘ O T
Environmental Programs Branch

Shumate Building '

4201 Easl Arkansas Avanug FE—

O I U
Denver, Colarade 80222 DIFARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(303) 757-9258

November 2, 2007

Ms. Georgianna Contiguglia

State Historic Preservation Officer
Colorado Historical Society

1300 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

SUBJECT: Notification of Section 4(f) De Minimis for Cottonwood Ditch #2 Scgment 5BLA488.3,
CDOT Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment (CHS
#448019)

Dear Ms. Contiguglia;

This letter and the attached materials constitute notification of a Section 4(f) de minimis impact for 2
segment of the Cottonwood Ditch #2 (SBL4488.3) associated with the Environmental Assessment

referenced above.

CDOT initially consulted with your office regarding 5BL4488.3 in correspondence dated March 24, 2005.
That letter included descriptions of effects to this scgment and one other (5BL4488.2). On March 25,
2005 you determined SBL4488.3 was eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and
the project would result in an adverse effect to the segment. On March 13, 2006, CDOT submitted.
additional information and a clarification of effects for both segments. Based on the revised description
of effects, you concurred with our finding of no adverse effect to SBL4488.3 in correspondence dated
March 24, 2006.

Based on this determination, FHWA may make a de minimis finding for the Section 4(f) requirerents for
this property. Enclosed are copies of the letters from March 2005 and March 2006 for your convenience.

We request your acknowledgment of this de minimis notification. We have forwarded this notification to
the Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board as well. Thank you in advance for your
prompt attention to this matter. If you require additional information, please contact CDOT Region 4
Senior Historian Robert Autobee at (970) 350-2204.

rad Becklia ,Manager
Environmental Programs Branch

Enclosures: March 24, 2005 letier from CDOT to SHPO
March 29, 2005 SHPO response
March 13, 2006 letter from CDOT to SHPO
Iarch 24,2006 SHPO respouse

oL Carul Purr. CDOT Region 4/Lisa Schoch, CDOT-EPB
F/CF
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BA OFFICE of ARCHAEOLOGY and HISTORIC PRESERVATION

c Ny 2, 2007

Brad Betkham

Manager, Environmental Programs Branch
Celorado Deparimant of Trangponation
Department of Transporiglion
Environmesntal Programs Branch

4201 East Arkansas Avenus

Denver, CO 80222

Re: COOT Project STA 0072-013, 8H 7; ﬂoﬁﬁcauon cf S&ttion 4{5) De Minimfs.
{CHS #44808) S

Daar Mr. Beckham,

Thank you for your correspondence dated Apriz 25 2{:0? -and recsived by our offics on
April 26, 2007 regarding the above-mentioned project. Alter review of the submitted
Information, we acknowledge the de minimis notification under Section 4(f) of the
Depariment of Transportation Act for this project.

f unidentified archaeologleal resources are discovered during consiruction, work must
be Interrupted untll the resourcas have been evaluated in terms of the National Reglster
critaria, 36 CRF 60.4, In consultation wih this offics.

Wa request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, which
a3 stiputated in 36 CFR 800.8.1s requirsd {5 be notified of the pndeniaking, ‘and with ofher
consulling parties. Additional information provided by the jocal govermment.or. ﬁormaﬁmg
parties might cause our office to re-evaluate our ehg:bf#ity and potentrat aﬁm findings,

Please note that our compliance letier does not end the 30-day review. pencd provided
to othar sonsulting parties.

if we may be of further assistance, please contagt Amy Pallants, our Saction 106
Complianca Coordinator, at (303) 866-4578.

Sinceraly,
R\ Goen

Georgianna Contigugfia |
State Historic Presservation Officer

20°d QLTI 2007 9T AGN
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STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch
Shumate Building

4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80222

(303) 757-9259

SRR B R A
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

April 26, 2007 RECEIVED
Mr. David A. Nicol, PE MAY 3 ¢ 2007
Division Administrator

FHWA - Colorado Division Muller Engineering Company, jng

12300 W. Dakota Avenue, Suite 180
Lakewood, CO 80228

Dear Mr. Nicol,

RE: Finding of Section 4(f) De Minimis Impact, Enterprise Ditch Segment 5BL4164.2,
Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment, Boulder County,
SA 14802

This letter and attached materials constitute a request for review and concurrence on a finding of de
minimis impact for the project referenced above, which involves improvements to State Highway 7 (SH
7) from Cherryvale Road to 75" to reduce congestion and enhance safety. The Enterprise Ditch
(5BL4164) is within the project area and is eligible to the National Register of Historic Places under
Criterion A for its association with the agricultural/irrigation history in Boulder County.. We recently
requested your review of a de minimis finding for segment 5B14164.4 of this ditch. . T

Project Effects o
The project will involve the replacement of a concrete box culvert that currently carries segment

5BL4164.2 of the Enterprise Ditch under State Highway 7, and will include minor realignment of
approximately 200 feet of the ditch on the south side of SH 7. The segment that will be impacted was
determined to have a low degree of integrity due to changes in setting. Please see the attached Exhibit 3,
which shows the planned impacts to the ditch segment.

Finding of De Minimis Impact

CDOT consulted with the SHPO regarding eligibility and effects to this ditch segment in correspondence
dated August 4, 2005. At that time, CDOT determined that the project would result in no historic
properties affected, but in their response dated August 15, 2005, SHPO determined that the entire
Enterprise Ditch is NRHP-eligible, and the project will result in no adverse effect to the ditch. The SHPO
was notified of the intent to make a de minimis finding for this segment of ditch in correspondence dated
April 25, 2007. The Boulder County Landmark Preservation Advisory Board was afforded an
opportunity to comment on the Section 106 findings in August 2005 and was also notified of the intent to
make a de minimis finding for this historic resource in correspondence dated April 25, 2007. Boulder
County did not provide any comments on the Section 106 determinations. Copies of the Section 106
correspondence are attached for your review.

Based on the information presented above and on the attached documentation, the effects of this proposed
improvement on the prdpgglt_vies noted above constitute a de minimis impact and the requirements of 23
USC 138 and 49 USC 303 have been satisfied. This finding is considered valid unless new information is

34



Mr. Nicol
April 26, 2007
Page 2

obtained or the proposed effects change to the extent that consultation under Section 106 must be
reinitiated.
If you concur with this finding, please sign below.

Sincerely,

WZBrad Beckham, Mariager
Environmental Programs Branch

I concur, %&’/&/{ ﬂ MM o7 S Z2-0F

é ¢ David A. Nicol. P.E. (date)
Administrator, Colorado Division
Federal Highway Administration

Enclosures:
Section 106 correspondence
Site form for 5BL4164.2
Exhibit 3
cc: Carol Parr, Region 4
File/CF
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STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch
Shumate Building

4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80222

(303) 757-9259

R SR
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

April 25, 2007

Ms. Denise Grimm

Historic Preservation Advisory Board
Boulder County Land Use Department
P.O. Box 471

Boulder, CO 80306

SUBJECT: Notification of Section 4(f) De Minimis, Enterprise Ditch Segment 5BL4164.2, CDOT
Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment

Dear Ms. Grimm:

This letter and the attached materials constitute notification of a Section 4(f) de minimis impact for a
segment of the Enterprise Ditch (SBL4164.2) associated with the Environmental Assessment referenced
above. We provided an extended explanation of the Section 4(f) de minimis requirements in
correspondence for this project dated May 31, 2006. Please reference that correspondence for more
information about Section 4(f) de minimis.

We mitially consulted with your office regarding eligibility and effects for this ditch in correspondence
dated August 4, 2005. At that time we determined that the segment in the project area lacked integrity
and the project would result in no historic properties affected with regard to the ditch. In correspondence
dated August 15, 2005, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) determined that the entire
Enterprise Ditch is National Register-eligible and that the project would actually result in no‘adverse
effect to the ditch. Based on this determination, FHWA may make a de minimis finding for the Section
4(f) requirements for this property. Enclosed are copies of the August 2005 letters for your convenience.

We request your acknowledgment of this de minimis notification. We have forwarded this notiﬁcation to
the SHPO as well. Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you require
additional information, please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303) 512-4258.

Very truly yours,

7/

Brad Béckltam, Manager

Environmental Programs Branch

Enclosure: August 5, 2005 (Letter from CDOT to SHPO)
August 15, 2005 (Response, SHPO to CDOT)

cc: Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4
F/CF
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STATE OF COLORADO
3 DOT]
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch
Shumate Building

4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80222

(303) 757-9259

April 25, 2007

Ms. Georgianna Contiguglia

State Historic Preservation Officer
Colorado Historical Society

1300 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

SUBIJECT: Notification of Section 4(f) De Minimis, Enterprise Ditch Segment 5BL4164.2, CDOT
Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment (CHS #44809)

Dear Ms. Contiguglia:

This letter and the attached materials constitute notification of a Section 4(f) de minimis impact for a
segment of the Enterprise Ditch (SBL4164.2) associated with the Environmental Assessment referenced
above.

We initially consulted with your office regarding eligibility and effects for this ditch in correspondence
dated August 4, 2005. : At that time we determined that the segment in+the project area lacked integrity
and the project would result in no historic properties affected with regard to the ditch. In correspondence
dated August 15, 2005, you determined that the entire Enterprise Ditch is National Register-eligible and
that the project would result in no adverse effect to the ditch. Based on this determination, FHWA may
make a de minimis finding for the Section 4(f) requirements for this property. Enclosed are copies of the
August 2005 letters for your convenience.

We request your acknowledgment of this de minimis notification. We have forwarded this notification to
the Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board as well. Thank you in advance for your
prompt attention to this matter. If you require additional information, please contact CDOT Senior Staff
Historian Lisa Schoch at (303) 512-4258.

Environmental Programs Branch

Enclosure: August 5, 2005 (Letter from CDOT to SHPO)
August 15, 2005 (Response, SHPO to CDOT)

cc: Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4
F/CF
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" STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch

4201 East Arkansas Avenue e S S ]
Denver, Colorado 80222 A —————
(303) 757-9259 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

January 30, 2007

Mr. David A. Nicol, PE

Division Administrator

FHWA - Colorado Division

12300 W. Dakota Avenue, Suite 180
Lakewood, CO 80228

SUBIJECT: Finding of Section 4(f) De Minimis Impact, Pro;ect STA 0072-0013, State nghway 7
Environmental Assessment, Boulder County

Dear Mr. Nicol:

This letter and the attached materials constitute a request for review and concurrence on a finding of de
minimis impact for the proj ect referenced above, which involves improvements to State Highway 7 from
Cherryvale Road to North 75" Street to reduce congestion and enhance safety. In August 2005, the entire
. Enterprise Ditch (5BL4164) was found eligible to the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion
A for its significant association with the agricultural/irrigation history in Boulder County.

Project Effects

A 1,000-foot segment of the ditch (5BL4164.4) crosses under the Burlington Northern and Santa Fe

- (BNSF) Railroad in an existing siphon pipe. In order to construct a new BNSF railroad bridge over State
Highway 7, a temporary railroad alignment is necessary approximately 25 feet east of the current road
alignment The temporary railroad alignment will require part of the ditch to be placed in a 100-foot long
pipe. CDOT will remove the pipe and restore the open ditch after removal of the temporary rail grade
alignment. The railroad will remain on its current alignment.

Since CDOT will restore this 1,000-foot segment to its original function and appearance, we have
determined that these improvements will resuit in no adverse effect to the entire ditch. Please refer to the

enclosed plan sheet for additional information.

Finding of De Minimis Impact

CDOT initially consulted with the SHPO regarding eligibility and effects for this ditch in correspondence
dated March 24, 2005. At that time, we determined that the segment in the project area lacked integrity
and the project would result in no historic properties affected. The SHPO concurred with these
determinations in correspondence dated March 29, 2005, but in subsequent correspondence dated August
12, 2005, the SHPO revised that decision and determined that the entire Enterprise Ditch is NRHP-
eligible. On May 31, 2006, Boulder County’s Land Use Department/Historic Preservation Advisory
Board was offered the opportunity to comment on eligibility and effects to the Enterprise Ditch via letter.
We did not receive a response from the Committee to this request within the 30-day review penod
Copies of the Section 106 correspondence are attached for your review.
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‘Mr. Nicol
January 30, 2007 -
. Page2

Based on the information presented above and in the attached documentation, the effects of the proposed
improvements noted above constitute a de minimis impact and the requirements of 23 USC 138 and 49 -
USC 303 have been satisfied. This finding is considered valid unless new information is obtained or the
proposed effects change to the extent that consultation under Section 106 must be reinitiated.

If you concur with this finding, please sign below.

“Very truly ours,b

/ Environmental Programs Branch

Enclosures: Section 106 correspondence

Site form for 5BL4164.4
Project plans
cc: Carol Parr; Region 4
File/CF
e Mhale Voudilloy) 2o for

) David A.-Nicol, PE Date
Administrator, Colorado Difision
Federal Highway Administration
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- 12300 W. Dakota Ave., Ste. 180
- RECEIVFD Lakewood, CO 80228

Q

us. Depon‘merﬁ
of Transportation WAR 3 8 2007 :
Federal Highway December 4, 2006

" Administration

aduller Engineering Cormpany, G-

RECD DEC 0 7 2005
Colorado Federal Aid Division

Ms. Carol Legard

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004

Dear Ms. Legard:

Subject: Memorandum of Agreement, Colorado Department of Transportation Project
STA 0072-0013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment, Boulder County, CO

Transmitted herewith is the fully executed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the Colorado
Department of Transportation (CDOT) project referenced above. The Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) have agreed
that the proposed project will have an Adverse Effect on two historic properties: the
Cottonwood Ditch # 2 (5BL.4488/5B1.4488.2) and the Colorado Southern-Burlington Northern
Railroad (5SBL400/5BL400.5) in Boulder County. CDOT is a participant in this agreement as an
invited signatory. :

In accordance with the process set forth in the Council regulations, Section 800.6(b)(1)(iv),
mitigation measures and measures considered to avoid or minimize the undertaking’s adverse
effects have been agreed upon with the SHPO and are outlined in the MOA. There have been no
substantive revisions or additions to the documentation previously provided to the Council, nor
additional views expressed by the public concerning this project.

If you have questions, please contact CDOT Assistant Staff Historian Robert Autobee at (303)
757-9758. '

. S v Sincerely yours,

“WMlindn Gty
- ¥ David A. Nicol, P.E.
Division Administrator
Enclosure: Copy of MOA for ACHP files
cc: Thomas E. Norton, CDOT Executive Director
Attn: R. Autobee, CDOT Environmental Progx)ams (w/original MOA)
Karla Harding, CDOT Region 4 Director o~ "
Attn: S. Elmquist, CDOT Region 4 Env. Manager
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STATE OF COLORADQ

L_J

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch
4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80222

(303) 757-9011

DEPARTHENT OF TRANSPORTATION

November 20, 2006

Mr. David Nicol, P.E.

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
12300 W. Dakota Avenue, Suite 180
Lakewood, CO 80228

RE:  CDOT Project STA 00720013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment, Boulder County,
(SA 14802) ' :

Dear Mr. Nicol:

Enclosed for your signature is the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between FHWA and the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for the project referenced above, which will adversely affect two
historic properties: the Cottonwood Ditch #2 (5BLA4488/5B1.4488.2) and the Colorado Southern-
Burlington Northern Railroad (SBL400/5BL400.5).

CDOT has signed the MOA as an invited signatory. Once you have affixed your signature in the
designated location, please forward a copy of the executed document to. Carol Legard at the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (Council) for filing. A draft transmittal letter to the Council is
enclosed on CD. The Council was notified of the adverse effect to this historic property on July 18,
2006, but elected not to participate in consultation in correspondence dated October 20, 2006.

Please send the original fully executed MOA and a copy of all of your corréspondence with the
Council to CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch for our files. If you have questions or require
additional information, please contact Ms. Schoch at (303) 512-4258.

Very truly yours,

» /61 Brad Beckham, Manager
/ Environmental Programs Branch

Enclosures (Original MOA for signature)
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STATE OF COLORADO
£RooT

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch
Shumate Building

4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80222

(303) 757-9259

November 14, 2006

Ms. Georgiana Contiguglia

State Historic Preservation Officer
Colorado Historical Society

1300 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

SUBJECT: Memorandum of Agreement for Signature, Project STA 0072-0013, State Highway 7
Environmental Assessment, Boulder County (CHS #44809)

Dear Ms. Contiguglia:

Enclosed for your signature is one copy of the original Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the
transportation undertaking referenced above. The project will adversely affect two historic properties, the
Colorado Southern-Burlington Northern Railroad (5BL400/5BL400.5) and the Cottonwood Ditch #2
(5BLA4488/5BL4488.2).

The irrigation ditch and railroad will be recorded prior to construction so that there will be a permanent
record of their present appearance and history. Recordation shall consist of Level Il documentation as
determined in consultation with your staff, and established in OAHP form #1595, Historical Resource
Documentation: Standards for Level I, I, and III Documentation.

Please sign and rétum the document to CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at the address on this
letterhead. The document was modeled after a sample MOA provided by your office and uses standard
language agreed upon by our respective agencies.

This procedure is consistent with the process outlined in the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s
regulations, 36 CFR Part 800. You will receive a copy of the original document when fully executed. If
you have questions or require additional information, please contact Ms. Schoch at (303) 512-4258.

Very truly yours,

L Brad Beckham, Manager
" Environmental Programs Branch

Enclosure: Original copy of signed MOA

cc: Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4
F/CF
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
AND THE COLORADO STATE HiSTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
REGARDING STATE HIGHWAY 7 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
PROJECT STA 0072-0013, BOULDER COUNTY

WHEREAS, the Federal Hiphway Administration (FHWA) has determined that Project STA
072-0013 will have an adverse effect on the Cottonwood Ditch #2 (5BL4488/5BL4488.2) and the
Colorado-Southern Burlington Northern Railroad (SBL400/5BL400.5) both of which are eligible to the
National Register of Historic Places. FHWA has consulted with the Colorado State Historic Preservation

" Officer (SHPO) pursuant to 36 CFR 800, regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (16 U. s.C. Section 470f); and

WHEREAS, FHWA has consulted with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT)
regarding the effects of the undertaking on historic properties and has invited CDOT to sign this MOA as
an invited signatory; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1), FHWA has notified the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation (Council) of its adverse effect determination with specified documentation, and
the Council has elected not to participate in the consultation pursuant 1o 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1)(iii); and

WHEREAS, the hJstonc propertles that will be affected by the MOA are:

“Colorado Southern—Burlmgton Northern Railroad (5BL400/5BL40{) 5): The entire rallroad is considered
eligible under National Register Criterion A for its association with the history of rail transpottation in Boulder
County. A 2500-foot segment of the railroad was evaluated for this project and was found to retain sufficient
integrity to support the overall eligibility of the railroad.

Cottonwood Ditch #2 (5BL4488/5BL.4488.2): The entire 3-mile ditch is considered eligible to the National
Register under Criterion A for its importance in the history of agricultural development in Boulder County.
The segment of the ditch in the project area has sufficient integrity to support the overall eligibility of the ditch.

NOW, THEREFORE, FHWA and the Colorado SHPO agree that the undertaking shall be
implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take into account the effect of the -

undertaking on historic properties.
STIPULATIONS

FHWA shall ensure that the following measures are carried out:

L MITIGATION

The irrigation ditch and railroad will be recorded prior to construction so that a permanent record exists of
their history and present appearance. This will include historic research and documentation.

A.  ARCHIVAL DOCUMENTATION

CDOT shall ehsurc‘ that the ditch and railroad are documented in accordance with the guidance for
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Level Il documentation found in Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (OAHP) Form
#1595, Historical Resource Documentation: Standards for Level I, IT. and III Documentation.
CDOT shall consult with the SHPO to determine the appropriate Level Il recordation measures.

1) CDOT shall ensure that all documentation activities will be performed or directly
supervised by architects, historians, photographers and/or other professionals meeting the
minimum gualifications in their field as specified in the Secretary of Interior’s -
Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR 61, Appendix A).

2) CDOT shall provide originals of all records resulting from the documentation to the
SHPO and a local library or archive designated by the SHPO. ~

o DURATION

This agreement will be null and void if its terms are not carried out within five (5) years from the date of
" its execution. Prior to such time, FHWA may consult with the other signatories to reconsider the terms of
the agreement and amend it in accordance with Stipulation IV below. ‘

IOl. MONITORING AND REPORTING

Each year following the execution of this agreement until it expires or is terminated, FHWA shall provide
all parties to this agreement a summary report detailing work undertaken pursuant to its terms. Such report
shall include any scheduling changes proposed, any problems encountered, and any disputes and/or
objections received in FHWA’s efforts to carry out the terms of this agreement. Failure to provide such.

- summary report may be considered noncompliance with the terms of this MOA. pursuant to Stipulation V,

below.

Iv. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

Should any party to this agreement object at any time to actions proposed or the manner in which the terms
of this MOA are implemented, FHWA shall consult with the objecting party(ies) to resolve the objection.
IEFFHWA determines, within 30 days, that such ebjection(s) cannot be resolved, FETWA will:

A. Forward all documentation relevant to the dispute to the Council in accordance with 36 CFR
800.2(b)(2). Upon receipt of adequate documentation, the Council shall review and advise FHWA
on the resolution of the objection within 30 days.. Any comment provided by the Council, and all
comments from the parties to the MOA, will be taken into account by FHWA in reaching a final
decision regarding the dispute.

B. If the Council does not provide comments regarding the dispute within 30 days after receipt of
adequate documentation, FHWA may render a decision regarding the dispute. In reaching its
decision, FHWA will take into account all comments regarding the dispute from the parties to the

MOA.
-

C. FHWA’s responsibility to carry out all other actions subject to the terms of this MOA. that are '
not the subject of the dispute remain unchanged. FHWA will notify-all parties of its decision in

44



wﬁting before implementing that portion of the Undertaking subject to dispute under this
stipulation. FHWA s decision will be final.

“l

V. AMENDMENTS AND NCOMPLIANCE

If any signatory to this MOA, including any invited signatory, determines that its terms will not or cannot
be carried out or that an amendinent to its terms must be made, that party shall immediately consult with
the other parties to develop an amendment to this MOA pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(c)(7) and 800.6(c)(8).
The amendment will be effective on the date a copy signed by all of the original signatories is filed with
the Council. If the signatories cannot agree to appropriate terms to amend the MOA, any signatory may |
terminate the agreement in accordance with Stipulation VI, below, .

V1. TERMINATION

If the MOA 1is not amended following the consultation set out in Stipulation IV above, it may be
terminated by any signatory or invited signatory. Within 30 days following termination, the FHWA shall
notify the signatories if it will initiate consultation to execute an MOA with the signatories under 36 CFR _
800.6(c)(1) or request the comments of the Council under 36 CFR. 800.7(a) and proceed accordingly.

Execution of this Memorandum of Agreement by FHWA and Colorado SHPO and the submission of
documentation and filing of this document with the Council pursuant to 36 CFR. 800.6(b)(1)(iv) prior to
FHWA’s approval of this undertaking, and implementation of its terms evidence that FHWA has taken
into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties and afforded the Council an opportunity

to comment.

SIGNATORIES:

hway Administration ' :
/éf. %w%ué/ " | hfos

Federal Hi
)

David Nicol, P.E., Division Adminisjfor Date

Colorade State Hl% Preservation Officer

sv%/u/ﬁ s, d@@’z o /f}%é

‘ Georgianna Contiguglia, SHPO' v d-\ Date

INVITED SIGNATORY:

Colarado Depart ent of Transpoytation -

j &bwé\r ZL&Z , 1/ /7
om Norton, 17'xecutive Director / Dafe
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. REGEIVED -
MAY 0 8 2007

Multer Engineering Company, Inc.

HISTORICAL
SOCIETY

73 Y The Colorado History Museum 1800 Broadway Denver, Colorado 80203-2137
LA

Marefi 74, 2006

Brad Beckham

Manager, Environmental Programs Branch
Colorado Department of Transportation
Department of Transportation
Environmental Programs Branch

4201 East Arkansas Avenue

Denver, CO 80222

Re: CDOT Project STA 0072-013, SH 7, Enterprise Ditch Segment 5BL.4164.4. (CHS #44809)
Dear Mr. Beckham,

Thank you for your additional information correspondence dated May 31, 2006 and received by
our office on June 2, 2006 regarding the above-mentioned project. We appreciate your staff's
work in submitting the additional information.

After review of the submitted information, we concur with the determination of no adverse effect
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the Enterprise Ditch/5BL.4164.
We acknowledge the de minimis notification under Section 4(f) of the Department of
Transportation Act for this project.

If unidentified archaeological resources are discovered during construction, work must be ‘
interrupted until the resources have been evaluated in terms of the National Register criteria, 36
CRF 60.4, in consultation with this office.

We request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, which as
stipulated in 36 CFR 800.3 is required to be notified of the undertaking, and with other consulting

parties. Additional information provided by the local government or consulting parties might
cause our office to re-evaluate our eligibility and potential effect findings.

Please note that our compliance letter does not end the 30-day review period provided to other
consulting parties.

If we may be of further assistance, please contact Amy Pallante, our Section 106 Compliance
Coordinator, at (303) 866-4678. '

Sincerely,

/%V Vi ﬁ@
) Georgianna Contiguglia

State Historic Preservation Officer
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ATTR /;;f Transp P;f lt ;f“t -
FR ’3 & ¥ { é aW » ?
OM: Fede L/ FEN s
US Department | e C°1°§aa§polffg Y Admingsey,y,
S. . : s
of Transportation - 3 L{ Slon on

Federal Highway _ e
Administration

Colorado Federal Aid Division

Subject: - ACTION: State Highway 7, Cherryvale Road to 75™ Date: June 14, 2006
Boulder County, Colorado
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Section 4f Evaluation

' Eamd 4 '
FTOMA. 1col, P.E. Reply to HDA-CO

. b, . Attn of:
Division Administrator

To: David Ortez
Office of Chief Counsel
Western Legal Services, HCC-WE

Attached is one copy of the subject document for this Colorado project for legal sufficiency review.

Questions on this submittal should be directed to Mr. Scott Sands, of this office, at (720) 963-3014.

Attachment

ce: (Memorandum only)
Mr. Karla Harding, Director, Region 4, CDOT
Attn: Ms. Carol Parr, Environmental

\_".ntinlf Sy
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TO: Colorado vepartimen.
of Transportation Q ‘!7[

g n A
ATTNE Cavd vl -
FROM: TFederal Higm:ra}( Administration
US.Department Colorado Division
of Transporiation
Federal Highway
Administration , In Reply Refer To:
HDA-CO

Colorado Federal Aid Division RECEIVED
Ms. Carol Legard JUL 2 8 2006

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW Muller Engineering Company, inc.
Washington, DC 20004

Dear Ms. Legard: ~

SUBJECT: Documentation for Finding of Adverse Effect for
Colorado Department of Transportation Project STA 0072-013
State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment, Boulder County

Transmitted herewith is the Documentation of Finding of Adverse Effect for Colorado Department of
Transportation (CDOT) STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment in Boulder County.

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) have agreed that the proposed undertaking will have an Adverse Effect on the Cottonwood Ditch
#2 (5BLA4488/5B1.4488.2) and the Colorado Southern-Burlington Northern Railroad (5BL400/5BL400.5),
both of which are eligible to the National Register of Historic Places.

FHWA is submitting this Documentation for Finding of Adverse Effect, pursuant to the Advisory Council
Regulations, 36 CFR Part 800, Section 800.6 (a) (1). In accordance with the process set forth in the
regulations, mitigation measures have been agreed upon with the SHPO and are outlined in the request for
concurrence of effects (Attachment C of the Documentation).

If there are any questions regarding this project, please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch
at (303) 512-4258.

Sincerely yours,

7
, “[‘E ond
v David A. Nicol, P.E.
Division Administrator

Enclosures (Copy of Documentation of Adverse Effect for CDOT Project STA 0072-013)

cc: Mr. Scott Sands, Operations Engineer, FHWA, CO Division
Ms. Carol Parr, Region 4, Environmental Manager, CDOT
Ms. Lisa Schoch, Environmental Programs Branch, CDOT
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STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch
4201 East Arkansas Avenue

Denver, Colorado 80222 )
. R ER U A
(303) 757-9259 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

May 31, 2006

Ms. Denise Grimm

Historic Preservation Advisory Board
Boulder County Land Use Department
P.O. Box 471 ,
Boulder, CO 80306

SUBJECT: Revised Determination of Effect, Enterprise Ditch Segment 5BL4164.4, CDOT Project
STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment

Dear Ms. Grimm:;

This letter and the attached materials constitute the request for comments on a determination of effect for
a segment of the Enterprise Ditch (5SBL41 64.4) associated with the Environmental Assessment referenced
above. We have also included a notification of Section 4(D) de minimis, which is described in more detail

below.

Consultation Background
We initially consulted with your office regarding eligibility and effects for this ditch in correspondence

dated March 24, 2005. At that time we determined that the segment in the project area lacked integrity
and the project would result in o historic Dproperties affected. Your office did not provide any official
comments on those determinations. However, the SHPO concurred with the determinations in
correspondence dated March 29, 2005, and in a subsequent letter SHPO determined that the entire
Enterprise Ditch is National Register-eligible. Because the eligibility status of the entire ditch changed,
and since our original correspondence regarding this segment of ditch did not provide a detailed
description of effects, we are providing that additional information and a revised effects determination in

this submittal.

EFFECTS DETERMINATION

Enterprise Ditch (5BL4164.4): This segment of the ditch crosses under the BNSF railroad in an existing
siphon pipe. In order to construct a new BNSF railroad bridge over State Highway 7, a temporary
railroad alignment would be required 25 feet to the east of the current alignment. The effects to the
railroad were described in a letter to you dated March 24, 2005. The temporary BNSF alignment will
require part of the Enterprise Ditch to be placed in approximately 100 feet of temporary pipe. The
temporary pipe will be removed and the open ditch restored when the temporary railroad alignment is -
removed. The ultimate railroad alignment will remain on its current alignment. Please see the attached
plan sheet for more information. Because the ditch segment will be restored to its original function and
appearance and because it has already been determined that this segment lacks integrity, CDOT has
determined that these improvements will result in 70 adverse effect to the entire ditch.

49



Ms. Grimm
May 31, 2006
Page 2

SECTION 4(F) AND 2z Mivuris

Background -
In addition to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), FHWA must comply with

Section 4(f), which is codified at both 49 U.S.C § 303 and 23 U.S.C. § 138. Until recently Section 4(f)
required that any time a proposed federally-approved or federally-funded highway project would result in
any “use” of land designated as a Section 4(f) resource, which includes listed or eligible historic
properties under the NHPA, FHWA must perform an evaluation (“Avoidance Analysis™) to determine
whether there is a “feasible and prudent” alternative that would avoid the Section 4(f) resource.!

With regard to this project, FHWA has determined that the impact to the Enterprise Ditch (SBL41 64.4),
while causing no adverse effect for purposes of the NHPA, may nonetheless be a “use” for purposes of

Section 4(f).

However, Congress recently amended Section 4(f) when it enacted the Safe, Accountable, Flexible,
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (Public Law 109-59, enacted August 10,
2005)(“SAFETEA-LU™). Section 6009 of SAFETEA-LU added a new subsection to Section 4(f), which
authorizes FHWA to approve a project that uses Section 4(f) lands that are part of a historic property
without preparation of an Avoidance Analysis, if it makes a finding that such uses would have “de
minimis” impacts upon the Section 4(f) resource, with the concurrence of the relevant SHPO.

More specifically, with regard to Section 4(f) resources that are historic properties (like those that would
affected by the proposed CDOT undertaking), Section 6009(a)(1) of SAFETEA-LU adds the following

language to Section 4(f):
(b) De Minimis Impacts. --
(1) REQUIREMENTS.--

(A) REQUIREMENTS FOR HISTORIC SITES.--The
requirements of this section shall be considered to be satisfied with
respect to an area described in paragraph (2) if the Secretary determines,
in accordance with this subsection, that a transportation program or
project will have a de minimis impact on the area.

L As currently codified, the pertinent language of Section 4(f) reads as follows:

[T]he Secretary shall not approve any program or project . . . which requires the use of any . . .
land from an historic site of national, State, or local significance as so determined by such officials

unless ,
(1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land, and

(2) such program includes all possible planning to minimize harm to sﬁch park, recreational area,
wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from such use.

23 U.S.C. § 138; 499 U.S.C. § 303 (c). This analysis would usually be required under what is referred to as the first
prong of Section 4(f). A de minimis determination does not relieve FHWA of its responsibility under the second
prong to “minimize harm” to the historic sites. :

? This provision will be codified as 23 U.S.C. § 138(b). Section 6009(a)(2) of SAFETEA-LU adds identical
language at 49 U.S.C. § 303(d).
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(C) CRITERIA.~-In making any determination under this
subsection, the Secretary shall consider to be part of a transportation
program or project any avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or
enhancement measures that are required to be implemented as a
condition of approval of the transportation program or project.

(2) HISTORIC SITES.--With réspect to historic sites, the Secretary may
make a finding of de minimis impact only if--

(A) the Secretary has determined, in accordance with the consultation
process required under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (16 U.S.C. 4701), that--

(i) the transportation program or project will have no adverse effect
on the historic site; or .

(if) there will be no historic properties affected by the transportation
program or project;

(B) the finding of the Secretary has received written concurrence from
the applicable State historic preservation officer or tribal historic
preservation officer (and from the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation if the Council is participating in the consultation process);
and

(C) the finding of the Secretary has been developed in consultation
with parties consulting as part of the process referred to in subparagraph

(A).

On December 13, 2005, FHWA issued its “Guidance for Determining De Minimis Impacts to Section 4(f)
Resources” which indicates that a finding of de minimis can be made when the Section 106 process
results in a no adverse effect or no historic properties affected determination, when the SHPO is informed
of FHWA'’s intent to make a de minimis impact finding based on their written concurrence in the Section
106 determination, and when FHWA has considered the views of any consulting parties participating in
the Section 106 process. This new provision of Section 4(f) and the associated guidance are, in part, the
basis of this letter, and of FHWA'’s determination and notification of de minimis impacts to the Boulder
County Historic Preservation Advisory Board with respect to the proposed project. At this time we are
notifying the Section 106 consulting parties per Section 6009(b)(2)(C).

Notification of De Minimis Finding

The project has been determined to have no adverse effect on the Enterprise Ditch (5BL4164.4), as
indicated above. As part of the Section 106 consultation process, the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) was also afforded the opportunity to concur on this effects determinations in correspondence
dated May 31,2006. We have also notified the SHPO of the de minimis finding,

As a local historic commission with a potential interest in this historic resource, we welcome your
comments regarding the Section 106 effect determination and the Section 4(f) de minimis finding outlined
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herein. Should you elect to respond, we request that you do so within 30 days qf receipt of_‘ this_ letteF. If
you have questions or require additional information, please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa
Schoch at (303) 512-4258.

Very truly yours,

}GLBrad Beckham, Manager

Environmental Programs Branch

Enclosure: Plan Sheet

cc: w@arel RIS UDOTREsHHE &
F/CF/RF

52



STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch
4201 East Arkansas Avenue

D , Colorado 80222
(3%2\)’6;57-33523 ° DEPARTHENT OF TRANSTORTATION
May 31, 2006 JUN 18 2008

Ms. Georgianna Contiguglia \uler Enginesring Company, (1%
State Historic Preservation Officer
Colorado Historical Society

1300 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

SUBIJECT: Revised Determination of Effect, Enterprise Ditch Segment 5BL4164.4, CDOT Project
STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment

Dear Ms. Contiguglia:

This letter and the attached materials constitute the request for concurrence on a determination of effect
- for a segment of the Enterprise Ditch (5BLA4164.4) associated with the Environmental Assessment

referenced above.

Consultation Background
We initially consulted with your office regarding eligibility and effects for this ditch in correspondence

dated March 24, 2005. At that time we determined that the segment in the project area lacked integrity
and the project would result in no historic properties affected. You concurred with these determinations
in correspondence dated March 29, 2005, but in subsequent correspondence dated August 15, 2005, you
determined that the entire Enterprise Ditch is National Register-eligible. Because the eligibility status of
the entire ditch changed, and since our original correspondence regarding this segment of ditch did not
provide a detailed description of effects, we are providing that additional information and a revised effects

determination in this submittal.

EFFECTS DETERMINATION

Enterprise Ditch (5BL4164.4): This segment of the ditch crosses under the BNSF railroad in an existing
siphon pipe. In order to construct a new BNSF railroad bridge over State Highway 7, a temporary
railroad alignment would be required 25 feet to the east of the current alignment. The effects to the
railroad were described in a letter to you dated March 24, 2005. The temporary BNSF alignment will
require part of the Enterprise Ditch to be placed in approximately 100 feet of temporary pipe. The
temporary pipe will be removed and the open ditch restored when the temporary railroad alignment is
removed. The ultimate railroad alignment will remain on its current alignment. Please see the attached
plan sheet for more information. Because the ditch segment will be restored to its original function and
appearance and because it has already been determined that this segment lacks integrity, CDOT has
determined that these improvements will result in 7o adverse effect to the entire ditch.

NOTIFICATION OF SECTION 4(F) 2% MiNi#25 DETERMINATION
The project has been determined to have no adverse effect on the Enterprise Ditch (5BLA4164/5BL4164.4).
Based on this finding, FHWA may make a de minimis finding for the Section 4(f) requirements for this
historic property. Your written concurrence on the #o adverse effect finding as outlined above will be
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.evidence that cbnsultation requirements of Section 6009 of SAFETEA-LU, as they will be codified at 23
U.S.C. § 138(b)(2)(B) and (C), and 49 U.S.C. § 303(d)(2)(B) and (C), are satisfied.

This revised effects determination and the de minimis notification have also been forwar.ded to the
Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board for review. Once we receive their comments, we
will forward them to you. :

We request your concurrence with the revised determination of effect outlined herein and
acknowledgment of the de minimis notification. Your response is necessary for the Federal Highway
Administration’s compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and the .
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations. Thank you in advance for your prompt attention

to this matter. If you require additional information, please contact CDOT Senior Staff Histqrian Lifg. o

Schoch at (303) 512-4258.

Very truly yours,

rad Beckham, Manager
Environmental Programs Branch

Enclosure: Plan Sheet

cor  EEHUIPHECDOTREHT
F/CF/RF
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The Colorado History Museum 1300 Broadway Denver, Colorado 80203-2137

* March 24, 2006

Brad Beckham

Manager, Environmental Programs Branch
Colorado Department of Transportation
Department of Transportation
Environmental Programs Branch

4201 East Arkansas Avenue

- Denver, CO 80222

Re: CDOT Project STA 0072-013, SH 7, Cotionwood Ditch #25BL.4488.2/5BL 4883.3
(CHS #448019)

Dear Mr. Beckham,

Thank you for your additional information correspondence dated August 4, 2005 and received by
our office on August 8, 2005 regarding the above-mentioned project. We appreciate your staff's
work in submitting the additional information.

After review of the submitted information, we concur with the finding of adverse effect under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106) for resource
5BL.4488.2/segment of Cottonwood Ditch #2, and the finding of no adverse effect under Section
106 for resource SBL.4488.3/segment of Cottonwood Ditch #2.

If unidentified archaeological resources are discovered during construction, work must be
interrupted until the resources have been evaluated in terms of the National Register criteria, 36
CRF 60.4, in consultation with this office.

We request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, which as
stipulated in 36 CFR 800.3 is required to be notified of the undertaking, and with other consulting
parties. Additional information provided by the local government or consulting parties might
Cause our office to re-evaluate our eligibility and potential effect findings.

Please note that our compliance letter does not end the 30-day review period provided to other
consulting parties.

If we may be of further assistance, please contact Amy Pallante, our Section 106 Compliance
Coordinator, at (303) 866-4678.

Sincerely, ‘\/Lf P
Vv Wz

Georgianna Contiguglia
State Historic Preservation Officer
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MEMORANDUM
Environmental Programs Branch '@w

4201 East Arkansas Avenue A R ———
Denver, Colorado 80222 VAR T N

(303) 757-9259 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DATE: August 24, 2005
TO: Carol Pary, Region 4 Environmental
FROM: Lisép&h,Environmental Programs

SUBJECT: SHPO response, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment, Eligibility and Effects and
Historic Property Boundary Revisions

The SHPO reviewed our request for concurrence on eligibility and effects determinations and a historic
property boundary revision. A summary of the SHPO response is provided below:

1) The SHPO-concurred with the proposed boundary revision for the Butler-Smith property
(5BL8917).

2) The SHPO also concurred with FHWA and CDOT’s determination that the project will result in
no adverse effect for the following properties: 5BL8917, 5BL9021, 5BL.9024, and SBL9029.

3) The SHPO did not concur with our determination that work on the Enterprise Ditch will result in
no historic properties affected. They conducted additional research and have determined that the
entire ditch is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion A for
assoctation with irrigation and agricultural development in Buolder County. The SHPO did state,
however, that the segment of the Enterprise Ditch (5BL4164.2) in the project area exhibits a low
degree of integrity and that the project will result in #o adverse effect to the eligible Enterprise
Ditch. .

With regard to the Enterprise Ditch, because the SHPO has determined that the entire irrigation ditch is
eligible, any impacts to it need to be evaluated to determine if there is a Section 4(f) use. I have not
discussed this issue with FHWA, but our office has completed programmatic-level Section 4(H)
evaluations for other projects with similar impacts to linear resources. Iassume a similar evaluation will
be necessary in this case since the entire ditch is considered eligible. Iwill discuss this with FHWA and
provide some guidance on how to proceed. '

We are still awaiting a response from the Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board, who was
contacted in correspondence dated August 4, 2005. I will forward a copy of this letter to them to aid in
their review. I will send the Boulder County response to you once I receive it.

I have attached a copy of the SHPO response for your file.
cc: Mike Vanderhoof, FHWA
Gray Clark/Lisa Powell, Muller Engineering

-Gina McAfee, Carter & Burgess
File/CF/RF
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch
4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80222

(303) 757-9259

R ——— '
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DATE: August 24, 2005
TO: Caro] Parr, Region 4 Environmental
FROM: L ch, Environmental Programs

SUBJECT: = SHPO response, CDOT Project STA 0072-010, State Highway 7, Cherryvale Road to
75t Street, Boulder County, SA 11873

The SHPO reviewed the additional information provided by FHWA/CDOT regarding the siphon
associated with the Cottonwood Ditch #2 (5BL4488.2). The SHPO did not concur with our determination
that the siphon is a non-contributing part of the entire Cottonwood Ditch #2. Instead, they determined that
the siphon contributes to the overall significance of the Cottonwood Ditch #2, but its replacement will
result in no adverse effect to the entire eligible urigation ditch because the plans indicate that the
proposed siphon replacement will be close in size to the existing siphon.

Hewever, as we discussed with FHWA, because the entire ditch is eligible, and this segment with the
siphon still retains sufficient integrity, a programmatic-level Section 4(f) evaluation for this resource is
necessary. Let me know if you have any questions about this, and if this evaluation will be drafted by

Caster & Burgess or our staff.

I’ve sent a copy of the SHPO response to the Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board. I’ve
also attached a copy of the SHPO response for your file.

cc: Mike Vanderhoof, FHWA
Gray Clark/Lisa Powell, Muller Engineering
Gina McAfee, Carter & Burgess
File/CF/RF

Tk
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HISTORICAL
SOCIETY

The Colorado History Museum 1300 Broadway Denver, Colorado 80203-2137
August 15, 2005

Brad Beckham

Manager, Environmental Programs Branch
Colorado Department of Transportation
Department of Transportation
Environmental Programs Branch

4201 East Arkansas Avenue

Denver, CO 80222

Re: CDOT Project STA 0072-01 3, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment; Determinations
of Eligibility and Effect and Historic Property Boundary Revisions. (CHS #44809)

Dear Mr. Beckham,

Thank you for, your additional rnformatron correspondence dated August 4, 2005 and received by
our office on August 8, 2005 regarding the above—mentloned pro;ect We appreciate your stast
work m submrttlng the addltronal rnformatlon ,

After- review of the submitted additional mformatlon we concur with'the revrsed boundary for
resource 5BL.8917/Butler-Smith Property

After review of the fi ndrng of effects we concur wrth the finding of no adverse effect for the.
properties listed below .

5BL.891 7/Butler-Smith Property
5BL.9021/Gas Station and House
5BL..9024/Harburg House _
5BL.9029/DeBacker-Tenerbaum House

As a result of your revised information, our office has conducted additional research regarding
resource 5BL..4164.2/Enterprise Ditch. According to a report titted Cultural Resource Inventory of
the Sombrero Marsh, City of Boulder Open Space (dated March 1, 2000; BL.LG.R115), the
Enterprise Ditch is significant because of its association with the development of water storage
and irrigation in Boulder County. In another report titled Cultural Resouirces of City of Boulder

Open Space (dated March 2001; BL.LG.R125), the Enterprise Ditch, which began in 1865, was
found to_be eligible under National Register Criteria A for its significant association with the
agricultural/firrigation history in Boulder County.

Aﬁer revrew of the above mformatron and survey forms on file associated with resource
5BL.4164/Entérprise Ditch, we recommend that the entire ditch is eligible for the National
Register.of Historic Places under National Register Criteria A for its significant association with
the rrngatronlagncultural history of Boulder County.. Also, we reviewed your submitted information
regarding the segment 5BL.4164.2 and concur that the segment has a low degree of integrity, as
stated in your cover letter. Therefore, in our opinion, we recommend that the proposed project
would result in a finding of no adverse effect for the entire Enterprise Ditch.
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If unidentified archaeological resources are discovered during construction, work must be
interrupted until the resources have been evaluated in terms of the National Register criteria, 36

CRF 60.4, in consultation with this office.

We request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, which as
stipulated in 36 CFR 800.3 is required to be notified of the undertaking, and with other consulting
parties. Additional information provided by the local government or consulting parties might
cause our office to re-evaluate our eligibility and potential effect findings.

Please note that our compliance letter does not end the 30-day review period provided to other
consulting parties.

- If we may be of further assistance, please contact Amy Pallante, our Section 106 Compliance
Coordinator, at (303) 866-4678. ;

Sincerely,
"Mook A

\Gr Georgianna Contiguglia
State Historic Preservation Officer

CDOT Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 EA
CHS #44809
August 15, 2005 60
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The Colorado History Museum 1300 Broadway Denver, Colorado 80203-2137
August 12, 2005

Brad Beckham

Manager, Environmental Programs Branch
Colorado Department of Transportation
Department of Transportation
Environmental Programs Branch

4201 East Arkansas Avenue

Denver, CO 80222

Re: CDOT Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment; Determinations
of Eligibility and Effect and Historic Property Boundary Revisions. (CHS #44809)

Dear Mr. Beckham,

Thank you for your additional information correspondence dated August44, 2005 and received by
our office on August 8, 2005 regarding the above-mentioned project. We appreciate your staff's
work in submitting the additional information. '

After review of the submitted additional information, we concur that the period of significance for
resource 5BL.4488.2 is from 1863 to 1955. The siphon was constructed during the period of
significance and it helped to maintain the use and function of an important ditch that played a
significant role in the agricultural development of this area of Boulder County. Siphons were often”
added after the original period of construction for a ditch or canal but within the period of
significance. According to the draft lrigation and Water Supply Ditches and Canals in Colorado
by Michael Holleran (April 14, 2005), siphons are identified as significant associated property
types of a ditch or canal. Therefore, in our opinion, we continue to concur with the original 2002
. assessment from Survey Form 5BL.4488.2 that the segment (resource 5BL..4488.2) supports the
overall eligibility of the Cottonwood Ditch #2/resource 5BL.4488 under National Register Criterion

A in the area of agriculture.

In our opinion, the replacement of the existing siphon with a new siphon will result in a finding of
no adverse effect (36 CFR 800.5(b)). The siphon is one element of many that support the overall
eligibility of the National Register-eligible Cottonwood Ditch #2. It also appears from the
construction drawings that the proposed siphon will be close in size to the existing siphon. While
the removal and replacement of the siphon would lessen the integrity of the Cottonwood Ditch #2,
it would not significantly diminish the qualities, such as its historic association to the agricultural
history of the area, that make the resource eligible for the National Register.

If unidentified archaeological resourcesA are discovered during.construction, work must be
interrupted until the resources have been evaluated in terms of the National Register criteria, 36

CRF 60.4, in consultation with this office.

We request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, which as
stipulated in 36 CFR 800.3 is required to be notified of the undertaking, and with other consulting
-parties. Additional information provided by the local government or consulting parties might
cause our office to re-evaluate our eligibility and potential effect findings.
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Please note that our compliance letter does not end the 30-day review period provided to other
consulting parties.

If we may be of further assistance, please contact Amy Pallante, our Section 106 Compliance
Coordinator, at (303) 866-4678.

Sincerely,

Vol

or, .
Georgianna Contiguglia
State Historic Preservation Officer

CDOT Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 EA
CHS #44809 62
August 12, 2005



STATE OF COLORADO
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ) A
Environmental Programs Branch

4201 East Arkansas Avenue A . NS
Denver, Colorado 80222 ]

(303) 757-9259 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSTORTATION

August 4, 2005

Ms. Denise Grimm

Boulder County

Historic Preservation Advisory Board
Boulder County Land Use Department
P.O. Box 471

Boulder, CO 80306

SUBJECT: = Section 106 Issues, CDOT Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 Environmental
Assessment

Dear Ms. Grimm:

This letter and the attached materials constitute CDOT’s request for comment on a revised boundary and
effects determinations for historic properties associated with the Environmental Assessment (EA) . - -
referenced above. We consulted with you regarding a number of Section 106-related issues in
- correspondence dated March 24, 2005. This submittalincludes-the following elefiients: =

" Revised boundary information for the Butler-Smith property (5BL8917)
- Effects determmatlons for: addltlona} propertles in pI'O_] ect- APE

REVISED HISTORIC BOUNDARY, BUTLER-SMITH PROPERTY
SBL8917, Butler-Smith Property: The Butler-Smith house, initially surveyed for the Arapahoe Road

feasibility study, was determined eligible under Criterion C as an excellent example of an 1880s
farmhouse with clapboard siding and a Victorian front porch. At the time of the survey in 2001, the
historic boundary was defined as the extent of the legal ownership boundary, which included a barn to the
south of the main house and a house and two garages on an adjoining property, also to the south. At that
time, the house and garages to the south were determined to be non-contributing, but the barn was
determined to be contributing. The original boundary also included a pasture to the west.

In March 2005, FHWA and CDOT proposed amending the boundary of the property so that it included
only the historic house and barn, and some of the landscaping around the house and barn that includes the
driveway from Cherryvale Road. The house to the south and the two garages do not convey the
significance of the property and have been excluded from the boundary. Your office and the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) requested that we address whether the agricultural field/pasture to
the west is part of the historic boundary. We have determined that the agricultural field/pasture to the
west is indeed part of the historic boundary. This change is reflected in the revised architectural inventory

form and on the attached aerial photo of the property.

EFFECTS DETERMINATIONS
The following information describes effects to the National Register-eligible properties in the APE that

were not addressed in our submittal of March 24, 2005. All of these effects are based on the Preferred
Alternative identified in the EA (Alternative 2), which involves the widening of SH 7 (Arapahoe Road)
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between Cherryvale Road and 75™ Street to incorporate additional turn lanes, shoulders, and in some
locations additional through lanes. The project will have two through lanes in each direction between
Cherryvale Road and the Boulder Valley School District (BVSD) entrance, and one lane in each direction
from the BVSD entrance to 75" Street. There will be two through lanes in each direction through the 75"
Street intersection. Bike lanes and sidewalks are also included for the entire project. The project will
require the replacement of the existing BNSF railroad bridge over SH7.

5BL8917, Butler-Smith Property: The road in this area is already a 4-lane facility, and the only
improvements will involve defining the right turn lane and curb and gutter. Additional vegetation will be

removed in the right-of-way between Arapahoe Road and the house. All improvements will be limited to
the existing road right-of-way (ROW). There will be no direct impacts to the house or barn. A 25 square-
foot temporary easement for construction of the curb return may be required. Although the roadway
widening will move toward the property, the improvements will remain within the existing right-of-way
and there will be no difference in the elevation or grade of the road that would cause visual impacts that
would diminish the qualities that make this property eligible to the National Register. The proposed
improvements will also not result in any noise increases that will alter the significance of this property.
Please see Exhibit 1 for more information. FHWA and CDOT have determined that the project will result

in no adverse effect to the Butler-Smith property.

SBL.9021, Gas Station and House: When Arapahoe Road is reconstructed, the southwest corner of this
property will be required for sidewalk and curb and gutter, as there is currently no sidewalk. This triangle
-of property is presently paved and has been used as part of the highway.. In consultation with your staff in

| . March 2005, it-was determined that’ this triangle of property does. not.contribute to the overall- 31gn1ﬁcance

of the property.

There will be no direct impacts to the elements-ef the -property within the historic boundary. The
sidewalk will be closer than the existing edge of pavement in the areas within CDOT right-of-way, but the
visual-effect of a closer sidewalk will not diminish the qualities that make this property significant. A
curb cut from 63™ Street will be installed on the existing roadway right-of-way. In addition, a 400-
square-foot temporary construction easement will be required to construct a private access on this
property. The existing access off 63" will be closed and a new access—about 10 feet wide and
unpaved—will be built to the north. Please see Exhibit 2 for more information.

Some tree removal may be required for construction, but these trees are on public right-of-way; two large
pine trees close to the house that may be part of the setting of the property will remain in place. For the
preferred alternative the road will be widened to the south, so the project improvements will actually be
farther away from this property and the roadway elevation will not change. As such there will be no
visual alterations that will affect the historic property. CDOT has determined that there will be no noise
increases associated with the project, and consequently no issue related to increased noise at and near this
property. We have determined that the project will result in no adverse effect to 5SBL9021.

5B1.9024, Harburg House: For the preferred alternative, there will be minor improvements to two
existing property driveways, which will involve asphalting the drives within the ROW. No work will be

undertaken on private property across the ROW line except for two temporary construction easements
(600 square feet) required to complete the work. No vegetation will be removed.

An existing public road on the west side of the Harburg property will require reconstruction and a

temporary easement (4450 square feet) on the property will be required to complete the work. This
roadway appears to be within the boundary of the historic property. In addition, the project will involve
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the replacement of the headwall and wingwalls on the outlet end of a segment of the Enterprise Ditch
(5BL4164.2) that runs through the property. This segment of ditch was initially determined not eligible
to the NRHP in March 2002, in consultation with your office. It was evaluated as a separate linear
resource and was not recorded as a feature of the eligible Harburg property. The work to replace the
headwall and wingwalls will occur within existing CDOT right-of-way for the preferred alternative. A
temporary easement on the Harburg property may be required to remove the existing headwall and
wingwalls and to construct the new headwall and wingwalls but this will not involve any permanent
impacts to the Harburg property. Please see Exhibit 3 for more information.

As indicated above, because the road is being widened to the south, the improvements will actually be
farther away from this property. The noise study for the project indicates that there is only a minimal
change in noise levels from the existing noise levels to the modeled levels associated with the built
project. CDOT has determined that this change in noise levels will not diminish the qualities that make
this property historically significant. The roadway widening will move the alignment south of the
property and the roadway elevation will remain the same, so there are no changes to the visual setting of
the roadway that will diminish the qualities that make this historic property significant. As noted above,
there will be no noise increases associated with the project, and therefore no issue related to increased

noise at and near this property.

CDOT has determined that the improvements outlined above will not diminish the qualities of
- ...significance of this property, and the project will thus result in no adverse effect to SBL.9024..

- .5BL9029. DeBacker-Tenenbaum-House: When Arapahoe Road is widened a retaining wall-may be .
constructed along a portion of the road ROW north of the DeBacker-Tenenbaum property, but will not
directly impact the landscaping or buildings on the property. The BNSF railroad, located west of the

- property; will be:temporarily. realigned so it is east of its existing location, but this work-will not directly
impact SBL9029 .-~ However, a temporary-easement of approximately 2,000 square feet will be required to
build the fill slope for the railroad shoe-fly alignment, which is a temporary improvement. These fill
slopes will be located partially within the historic property boundary, and the limit of the fill may impact
some of the landscaping along the west boundary of the property. With the exception of a single juniper
bush, the vegetation impacted by the toe of slope is not part of the original plantings that contribute to the
property’s significance. A temporary retaining wall will be built to protect the juniper bush that is part of
the original planting. The retaining wall will be removed after construction is complete. Please see -
Exhibit 4 for a visual representation of this historic property and the planned work.

There will be some slight increases in noise levels in this area once the project is built. Increases between
existing future modeled noise levels for the preferred alternative range between 1.4 and 1.9 decibels,
which is not a significant increase to the human ear and will not diminish the qualities that make this

property eligible to the National Register.

Although there will be some temporary visual effects associated with the construction of the project, the
permanent improvements—the retaining wall, realignment of the railroad, fill slopes, and impacts to
vegetation—will not introduce a visual element that will diminish the qualities that make this property
significant. CDOT has determined that the project will result in no adverse effect to SBL9029.

5B1.4164.2, Enterprise Ditch: The project will involve the replacement of the concrete box culvert that
currently carries the Enterprise Ditch under SH 7, and will include minor realignment of approximately
200 feet of the ditch on the south side of SH 7. The segment that will be impacted was determined to
have a low degree of integrity due to changes in setting. At the time of the original evaluation in 2001,
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the entire seven-mile ditch was found fleld not eligible due to diminished integrity, but no official
determination has been made. Based on the field determination, CDOT has determined that the proposed

work will result in no historic properties affected.

Several other properties were identified as State Register-eligible or eligible for local landmark
designation in the 2002 Section 106 consultation. These include the Arapahoe School (5BL409) and
Goodview Hill/Veteran’s Memorial park (SBL516). Because these are not National Register-eligible
properties, we did not evaluate potential project impacts on them.

We request your comment on the boundary revisions and effects determinations described herein. Your
response is necessary for the Federal Highway Administration’s compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations,

We have also sent this request to the SHPO for compliance purposes. We will forward their response to
you once we hear from them. We have also attached for your files the SHPO’s recent response regarding

this project.

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you require additional information,
please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303) 512-4258.

-Very truly yours, e e

< -

rad Beckham, Manager
Environmental Programs Branch.- ~ ...~ —— . -~

Enclosures: Site Form for 5SBL.8917

Exhibits 1-4
cc: Mike Vanderhoof, FHWA

Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4
Gina McAfee, Carter & Burgess
Gray Clark/Lisa Powell, Muller Engineering Company
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Environmental Programs Branch @‘m

4201 East Arkansas Avenue [ <~
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

(303) 757-9259

August 4, 2005

Ms. Georgianna Contiguglia

State Historic Preservation Officer
Colorado Historical Society

1300 Broadway .

Denver, CO 80203

SUBJECT: Additional Information Submittal, Cottonwood Ditch #2 (5BL4488.2); CDOT Project

STA 0072-010, State Highway 7, Cherryvale Road to 75" Street, Boulder County

Dear Ms. Contiguglia:

This transmittal is in response to your letter of July 6, 2005, in which you requested additional
information regarding a siphon associated with segment 5BL.4488.2 of the Cottonwood Ditch #2, which is
within the limits of the intersection reconstruction project referenced above.

Your questions and our responses are outlined as follows:

1)

2)

3)

What information is the 1931 date based on?

The 1931 date of the siphon is based on information from the Level I documentation for the
Cottonwood Ditch #2, which was approved by your office in 2003. The ca. 1920s date of the
siphon that appears in the original inventory form came from 2001 interviews with Dick Gilbert,
Cottonwood Ditch #2 secretary, and Robert Carlson, Boulder County Water Commissioner.

None of the historical records of the ditch company are available to researchers, and this therefore
limits reliable sources for ditch history.

Did the construction of the 1931 siphon continue the ditch’s use as a significant irrigation ditch in
Boulder County? :

In 1931 the construction of a railroad bridge impacted the ditch where it intersects Arapahoe
Road (SH 7), approximately a quarter of a mile west of the 75" Street intersection. Because the
railroad crossing west of the ditch was dangerous, a bridge across Arapahoe Road was
constructed and excavation was necessary to carry the roadway beneath it. Cottonwood Ditch #2
is about 200 feet east of the railroad tracks, so the excavation to lower the road also required the
lowering of the ditch in this area. A siphon was installed to continue the flow of the ditch. This
work did impact a small portion of the open character of the ditch, but not its historic function.
The construction of the 1931 siphon allowed the ditch to function as it did historically and still

does today.
What is the period of significance for the ditch?

The period of significance is 1863 to 1955.
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4)

Why is the 1931 siphon no longer part of the history of the ditch?

We do not dispute that the siphon is part of the history of the ditch—it has clearly been a feature
of the ditch since 1931 and was constructed during the period of significance. However, we do
not believe that this underground pipe conveys the feeling and association of this open earth-lined
irrigation feature. The physical integrity of the pipe is poor; it is cracked, leaking, and in need of
replacement. Furthermore, construction of the siphon required the entire ditch to be lowered in
this area. For these reasons, we do not believe that the segment of ditch that runs through the
siphon—and the physical structure of the siphon proper—contribute to the overall significance of

the ditch.

We have also determined that the proposed work to replace the siphon, as described in our letter of July 1
2005, will result in ro adverse effect to this historic irrigation feature.

We request your concurrence with the determinations of eligibility and effect outlined above. Thank you
in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you require additional information, please contact
CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303)512-4258.

Very truly yours,

Ol
/ﬂ'LBrad Beckham, Manager

Environmental Programs Branch

CcC:

Mike Vanderhoof, FHWA

Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4

Gina McAfee, Carter & Burgess

Gray Clark, Muller Engineering Company

Denise Grimm, Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch
4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80222

(303) 757-9259

DATE: July 19, 2005
TO: Caro;&;r, Region 4 o l
FROM: Lisé och, Environmental Programs Branch . \

SUBJECT:  SHPO response, Proj ect STA 0072-010, Cottonwood Ditch #2 (5BL4488.2), State |
Highway 7 Road to 75" Avenue, Boulder County

The SHPO has responded to FHWA/CDOT’s request for a determination of eligibility and effect to the
Cottonwood Ditch #2 (segment SBL4488.2) and has requested additional information to determine if the
51phon contributes to the overall significance of the ditch. I have attached the SHPO response for your
review, and request that the historical consultant Barbara Norgren assist in addressing the following
questions about the siphon so that I can prepare a response to SHPO:

1) What information is the 1931 date based on?

2) Why is the 1931 siphon no longer a part of the history of the d1tch‘7

3) Did the construction of the 1931 siphon continue the ditch’s use as a significant lrrigation ditch in
Bould-r County? :

4) What 1s the period of significance for the ditch?

In order to gain the SHPO concurrence on our eligibility and effects determination for the Cottonwood
Ditch #2 (segment SBL4488.2), we need to respond to their request for additional information. At this
point the SHPO is unable to concur with our findings. Please contact me with any questions Or concerns.

cc:

“Barbara N orgren, Historica
File/CF/RF
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COIORADO
HISTORICAL
SOCIETY

The Colorado History Museum 1300 Broadway ]jenver, quorado 80203-2137

July 6, 2005

Brad Beckham

Manager, Environmental Programs Branch
Colorado Department of Transportation
Environmental Programs Brancit

4201 East Arkansas Avenue

Denver, CO 80222

Re: CDOT Project STA 0072-010, Cottonwood Ditch #2 (SBL.4488.2) State Highway 7 from
Cherryvale Road to 75® Street, Boulder County CO. (CHS #44809)

Dear Mr. Beckham,

Thank you for your submission dated July 1, 2005 and received by our office on that same date
regarding the above-mentioned project.

After review of the submitted information, we are unable to concur with the finding of not
eligible for resource SBL.4488.2. According to your cover letter, the original documentation for
the resource 5BL.4488.2 stated that the siphon dated to the 1920s and was part of the history of
the ditch. The Re-evaluation Form states that, “In 1931, to eliminate the dangerous railroad
crossing on Arapahoe Rd. just west of the ditch, the road was lowered to pass under a new
railroad bridge. The ditch was put into a siphon to go under the lowered road.” The survey form
also records the date of the siphon as 1931 and states that the siphon no longer contributes to the
significance of the ditch, which is under Criterion A. What information is the 1931 date based
on? Why is the 1931 siphon no longer a part of the history of the ditch? Did the construction of
the 1931 siphon continue the ditch’s use as a significant irrigation ditch for Boulder County
(National Register Criterion A)?

In order to understand whether or not the siphon contributes to the ditch, it is our opinion that the
period of significance of the ditch needs to be addressed. On the original August 2001 survey
form, the siphon with a construction date of ¢.1920 was considered contributing to the
Cottonwood Ditch #2, but no period of significance was addressed. The form appears to use the
date of construction of the ditch and the 50-year cut-off date for the period of significance. We
recommend further consultation regarding the period of significance to determine whether or not
the 1931 siphon contributes to the ditch. The methodology would be same in determining the
significance and integrity of alterations or additions to a historic house during its period of
significance.
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We request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, which as
stipulated in 36 CFR 800.3 is required to be notified of the undertaking, and with other consulting
parties. Additional information provided by the local government or consulting parties might
cause our office to re-evaluate our eligibility and potential effect findings. '

Please note that our compliance letter does not end the 30-day review period provided to other
consulting parties.

If we may be of further assistance, please contact Amy Pallante, our Section 106 Compliance
Coordinator, at (303) 866-4678.

Sincerely,

AN (ot

eorgianna Contiguglia
State Historic Preservation Officer

CDOT: State Highway 7, Cherryvaile Rd to 75" Street
CHS #44809
July 6, 2005 71



STATE OF COL_ORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmiental Programs Branch

4201 East Arkansas Avenue A N N
Denver, Colorado 80222 A T ———
(303) 757-9259 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
July 1, 2005

Ms. Denise Grimm

Historic Preservation Advisory Board
Boulder County Land Use Department
P.O.Box471 -

Boulder, CO 80306

SUBJECT: ° Determinations of Ehg1b1hty and Effect Cottonwood Ditch #2 (5BL4488 2); CDOT
Project STA 0072-010, State Highway 7, Cherryvale Road to 75™ Street, Boulder County

Dear Ms. Grimm:

This letter and the attached materials constitute CDOT’s request for comments on eligibility and effects
determinations for segment 5SBL4488.2 of the Cottonwood Ditch #2, which is within the limits of the
Arapahoe Road (State Highway 7)/North 75" intersection reconstruction project in Boulder County.

Project Background

Segment 5BL4488.2 of the Cottonwood Ditch #2 was recorded in September 2001 and determined
eligible for the National Register in consultation with your office in February 2002. During that
consultation, CDOT determined that there would be an adverse effect to a 500-foot section of segment
5BL4488.2. A Memorandum of Agreement was executed and Level Il documentation was completed for
those impacts. Later, it was determined that the segment of the ditch in the project area could be avoided,
so ultimately it was not impacted by the proposed project. Current plans involve replacement of a siphon

that is part of this same ditch segment

ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS

The entire 3-mile Cottonwood Ditch #2 (SBL4488) is considered eligible to the National Register of
Historic Places under Criteria A. As part of the original survey for the intersection project, segment
5BLA4488.2 was found officially eligible in 2002. The initial survey of this ditch segment indicated that
the feature included a 1920s-era siphon beneath Arapahoe Road, and that this siphon was “part of the
history of the ditch.” In June 2005, CDOT conducted a re-evaluation of the ditch segment and
determined that the section of ditch in the siphon under the road is a non-contributing part both of the
ditch segment and the overall Cottonwood Ditch #2. Please see the attached re-evaluation form for more

infolmation about the integrity of the siphon.
EFFECTS DETERMINATIONS

The Cottonwood Ditch #2 currently crosses Arapahoe Road just east of the Colorado Southern-Burlington
Northern railroad bridge in an inverted siphon pipe. Current plans involve replacing this siphon for the
following reasons: 1) the siphon is leaking and in deteriorating condition, and there are concerns that the
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pipe may fail in the near future; 2) the intersection reconstruction requires that a storm sewer pipe be
constructed beneath the existing siphon pipe, but there are concemns about supporting the siphon during
construction; and 3) the roadway will be reconstructed above the siphon pipe and replacement of the
siphon would reduce the amount of reconstruction required in the future. The project involves replacing
the inlet or south end of the siphon and approximately three-quarters of the pipe. Because the siphon
lacks the historical integrity to support the eligibility of segment SBL4488.2 and the entire eligible
Cottonwood Ditch #2, FHWA and CDOT have determined that the work to replace the siphon will result
in no adverse effect to the entire ditch. Please see the attached graphic showing the proposed impacis to
the siphon beneath Arapahoe Road.

We request your comment on the determinations of eligibility and effect outlined above. Your response
is necessary for the Federal Highway Administration’s compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations.

We have also forwarded this information to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for Section
106 compliance purposes. We will forward their response to you once we hear from them.

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you require additional information,
please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303)512-4258.

Very truly yours,

Brad Bckhm, Manager
Environmental Programs Branch

Enclosures
Re-Evaluation Form, 5BL4488.2
Graphic—Proposed impacts to siphon

cc: " Mike Vanderhoof, FHWA
Carol Parr/Renee Galeano-Popp, CDOT Region 4
Gina McAfee, Carter & Burgess
Gray Clark, Muller Engineering Company
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HISTORICAL
SOCIETY

The Colorado History Museum 1300 Broadway Denver, Colorado 80203-2137

March 29, 2005

Brad Beckham

Manager, Environmental Programs Branch
Colorado Department of Transportahon
Depariment of Transportation
Environmental Programs Branch

4201 East Arkansas Avenue

Denver, CO 80222

Re: CDOT Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment; Determinations
of Eligibility and Effect and Historic Property Boundary Revisions. (CHS #44809)

Dear Mr. Beckham,

Thank you for your correspondence dated March 24, 2005 and received by our office on that
same date regarding the above-mentioned project.

After review of the submitted information, we concur with the proposed boundary adjustment for
resource 5SBL.9021/Gas Station and House. We are not able to complete our review of the -
boundary adjustment for resource 5SB1..8917/Butler-Smith House. The original survey form
completed in 2001 does not include photographs of the buildings south of the main residence and
described as non-contributing. Please submit photographs to aid in reviewing the historic
integrity of the properties. The proposed western edge of the boundary, as illustrated in the ,
-attached map of the Re-Evaluation Form, shows the boundary line running through a historic tree.
In reviewing the pictures from the 2001 survey form, the trees in this area appear to be mature
trees associated with the historic landscaping. The boundary justification explains that the
properties to the south should be excluded because théy do not have historic integrity. However,
the justification does not address the western boundary line or why the agricultural field to the
west should be excluded. If the field was historically associated with the house and still retains

integrity, it should be included within the property boundary.

‘We concur with the finding of eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) for
resource 5BL.9021/Gas Station and House; resource 5BL.400.5/Colorado Southern-Burlington
Northern Railroad segment; and resource 5BL.4488.3/Cottonwood Ditch #2 segment. We also
concur with the finding of not eligible for the NRHP for resource SBL. 9617/7195 Arapahoe Road

and resource 5BL.4164.4/Enterprise Ditch.
After review of the effect determmatlons, we concur with the finding of adverse effect under

Section 106 for resource 5BL.400.5/Colorado Southern Burlington Northern Railroad segment
and resource 5BL.4488.3/Cottonwood Ditch #2. We also concur with the finding of no historic
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properties affected under Section 106 for resource 5BL.4164/Enterprise Ditch and resource
5BL.9617/7195 Arapahoe Road.

We request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, which as
stipulated in 36 CFR 800.3 is required to be notified of the undertaking, and with other consulting
parties. Additional information provided by the local government or consulting parties might
cause our office to re-evaluate our eligibility and potential effect findings.

Please note that our compliance letter does not end the 30-day review period provided to other
consulting parties.

If we may be of further assistance, please contact Amy Pallante, our Section 106 Compliance
Coordinator, at (303) 866-4678.

Sincerely,

eorgianna Contiguglia _
State Historic Preservation Officer

CDOT Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 EA
(CHS #44808) .

March 29, 2005
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STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION /\

Environmental Programs Branch

4201 East Arkansas Avenue m_
Denver, Colorado 80222 =

(303) 757-9259 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

March 24, 2005

Ms. Georgianna Contiguglia

State Historic Preservation Officer
Colorado Historical Society

1300 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

SUBJECT: Determinations of Eligibility and Effect and Historic Property Boundary Revisions
CDOT Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment

Dear Ms. Contiguglia:

This letter and the attached materials constitute CDOT’s request for concurrence on proposed historic
boundary revisions and on determinations of eligibility and effect for historic properties associated with
the Environmental Assessment referenced above. As you are aware, SH 7 is a principal east-west arterial
roadway serving as a commuter and intra-regional facility for the communities of Lafayette, Louisville,
Erie and Boulder as well as other communities east. CDOT, Boulder County, the City of Boulder and
other local jurisdictions have identified SH 7 as an important regional arterial roadway. Population and
employment growth in the City of Boulder and suburban areas east in Boulder County has brought
increases in traffic along the SH 7 corridor.

Project Background

The historic properties identified for this project were initially identified in September 2001 These
resources were surveyed as part of a feasibility study that was conducted by CDOT for the Arapahoe
Road corridor between Cherryvale Road and North 75" Street. This feasibility study identified
improvements to the 75" Street intersection as the highest priority. During the des1gn phase of the
intersection improvements, we consulted with your office about these resources in correspondence dated
February 19, 2002, in which we provided the history survey report and our Determinations of Eligibility
and Effect for the intersection improvements. Your office was also a signatory to the Memorandum of
Agreement that outlined mitigation measures for a segment of the Cottonwood Ditch #2 in the project
area. Our office also consulted about determinations of effect in addltlonal correspondence in September
and December 2003.

With the exception of the newly recorded resources provided in this submittal (see below), the historic
properties associated with the current EA were evaluated as part of the survey report for the feasibility
study. Complete effects determinations for this EA project area will be forwarded to you at a later date.
This preliminary submittal includes the following elements:

. Revised historic boundary for Butler-Smith House (SBL8917)

*  Revised historic boundary for Gas Station and House (5BL9021)

. Eligibility determination for new segment of Cottonwood Ditch #2 (5BL4488.3)

. Eligibility determination for Colorado Southern-Burlington Northern RR segment (5BL400.5)
. Eligibility determination for Enterprise Ditch (5BL4614.4)
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. Eligilibity determination for 7195 Arapahoe Road (5BL9617)

- Effects determination for Colorado Southern Burlington Northern RR segment (5BL400.5)
" Effect determinations for Cottonwood Ditch #2 (5BL4488.3)

. Effect determinations for Enterprise Ditch (SBL4614.4) and property at 7195 Arapahoe

(5BL9617)

REVISED HISTORIC BOUNDARIES

Butler-Smith House (SBL8917): The Butler Smith House, initially surveyed for the Arapahoe Road
feasibility study, was determined eligible under Criterion C as an excellent example of an 1880s
farmhouse with clapboard siding and a Victorian front porch. At the time of the survey in 2001, the
historic boundary was defined as the extent of the legal ownership boundary, which included a barn to the
south of the main house and a house and two garages on an adjoining property, also to the south. At that
time, the house to the south was determined to be non-contributing, but the barn was determined to be
contributing. The original boundary also included a pasture to the west. FHWA and CDOT propose
amending the boundary of the property so that it only includes the historic house and barn, and some of
the landscaping around the house and barn that includes the driveway from Cherryvale Road. The house
to the south and the two garages do not convey the significance of the property and have been excluded
from the boundary. Please refer to the site form and revised boundary map for additional information.

Gas Station and House (SBL9021): The Gas Station and associated house were also initially surveyed
for the Arapahoe Road feasibility study, and assigned site number 5SBL8919. The property was
determined eligible in 2001 under Criterion C for possessing distinctive characteristics of a type, method,
and period of construction from the 1920s to 1950s in rural Boulder County. In the initial survey, the
historic property boundary was defined as the extent of the legal boundaries. Since then, it has been
determined that in the southwest corner of the property a small 20ft x 20ft triangle-shaped area is
currently paved and is part of the existing roadway. This triangle shaped area is.no longer part of the
property setting and does not convey the historical significance of the property. FHWA and CDOT
propose the revision of the historic property to exclude this triangular piece of the property. Please see the
revised historic boundary as depicted on the sketch map attached to the site form. Also refer to the
attached aerial photo, which shows the property and the triangle-shaped area in relation to the ex1st1ng
road right-of-way.

ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS

Cottonwood Ditch #2 (5BL.4488.3): The entire 3-mile Cottonwood Ditch #2 (5BL4488) is considered
eligible to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criteria A. As part of the original
survey for the intersection project, segment 5BL4488.2 was found officially eligible in March 2002. This
new segment (5BL.4488.3) is approximately 1500 feet in length and starts on the south side of Arapahoe
Road and follows the north, east and south property lines of the Tenenbaum property until it reaches the
Colorado Southern - Burlington Northern railroad line southwest of the property. The ditch crosses under
the railroad and extends southwest parallel to the railroad for a short distance. This segment of ditch was
found to retain sufficient integrity to contribute to the overall significance of the entire ditch.

Colorado Southern-Burlington Northern RR segment (SBL400.5): A 200-foot segment of the
Colorado Southern Burlington Northern Railroad segment was also initially surveyed in 2001 for the
Arapahoe Road feasibility study. This segment has been extended to include 2500 feet of the railroad
both north and south of Arapahoe Road. The new segment is eligible under Criterion A for its association
with the history of rail transportation in Boulder County. Please refer to the attached Reevaluation form

and photo.
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Enterprise Ditch (5SBL.4164.4): The Enterprise Ditch is a newly recorded resource; a 1000-foot segment
of the ditch was evaluated for this project. The rural setting of this segment has been compromised by
light industrial development and the ditch as been piped where it runs through these industrial properties.
For these reasons, this segment does not retain sufficient integrity and is considered nof eligible. Please
see the attached site form and photos for more information about the eligibility of this resource.

7195 Arapahoe Road (5BL9617): This property consists of a main residential building and some
associated outbuildings. The main house was built in 1930 and its integrity has been compromised by
numerous modifications, for which there are no known dates. It does not retain the integrity to qualify for
eligibility to the National Register under any of the NRHP Criteria and has been determined not eligible.
Please refer to the attached site form and photographs for more information.

EFFECTS DETERMINATIONS

Colorado Southern Burlington Northern RR segment (5BL400.5): The preferred alternative involves
the construction of a temporary alignment offset 25 feet to the east of the existing alignment and the
construction of a bridge along this alignment over SH 7 (see the BNSF Alternative graphic). This
temporary alignment is required so that the new, longer bridge over State Highway 7 can be constructed
while train operations can continue on the temporary alignment. The ultimate railroad alignment will
follow the existing alignment. The following features are part of this alternative:

| To construct the temporary alignment, approximately 500 feet of the existing railroad track will
be temporarily impacted along the southern curve and approximately 600 feet of existing track
- will be temporarily impacted along the northern curve (see A on the attached graphic).

B The widening of State Highway 7 will require the removal of approximately 25 to 35 feet of
existing track on the north side of the highway. This portion of the track alignment will
ultimately be on the future bridge structure over State Highway 7 (please see B on the attached

graphic).

n A temporary bridge will be required to carry the temporary railroad alignment over the
Cottonwood Ditch (C on the attached graphic). This temporary bridge can be removed following
the project. ‘

FHWA and CDOT have determined that the permanent impact to 25 to 35 feet of the railroad segment
will result in an adverse effect to the historic Colorado Southern Burlington Northern RR segment
(5BL400.5) because that portion of the railroad will be removed.

Cottonwood Ditch #2 (SBL4488.3): As noted above, for the preferred alternative a temporary bridge will
be required to carry the temporary railroad alignment over the Cottonwood Ditch #2 (C on the attached
graphic). This temporary bridge will be removed following the project. In addition, a permanent bridge
will be required to replace the existing railroad bridge over the Cottonwood Ditch #2. The proposed
bridge will be similar in configuration to the existing bridge (approximately 15-foot span vs. existing 12-
foot span), and will not alter the current alignment of the ditch and the ditch will retain its natural earth
bottom.

The Cottonwood Ditch #2 currently crosses SH 7 just east of the Colorado Southern Burlington Northern
railroad bridge in an inverted siphon pipe. This existing structure will be replaced with a new inverted
siphon. In order to accommodate the SH 7 improvements; the inlet end of the siphon pipe (south end)
will be located at the existing inlet end and the north end of the siphon pipe will be located approximately
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20 feet north of the existing outlet end of the siphon pipe. This 20-foot portion of the existing open ditch
will be piped. FHWA and CDOT have determined that this will result in an adverse effect to this eligible
irrigation ditch.

Enterprise Ditch (5BL4164.4) and 7195 Arapahoe Road (5B1.9617)
Neither of these resources is NRHP-eligible, and as such the project will result in no historic properties

affected.

We hereby request your concurrence with the determinations of eligibility and effect, and the boundary
revisions described herein within 30 days of receipt. Given your past reviews of this project corridor, we
would appreciate an expedited review. Your response is necessary for the Federal Highway
Administration’s compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations.

We have also sent this request to the Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board for review
and comment. We will forward their response to you once we hear from them.

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you require additional information,
please contact CDOT Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303) 512-4258. :

Very truly yours,

N/

‘Brad Beckham, Manager
Environmental Programs Branch

Enclosures
Site Forms for 5B1.400.5, 5BL4488.3, 5BL4614.4, 5BL8917, 5BL9021, 5BL9617

Graphic—BNSF Alternative
Aerial photo—Gas Station and ROW

cc: Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4
Helen Peiker, CDOT Region 4
Gina McAfee, Carter & Burgess
- Gray Clark, Muller Engineering Company
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STATE OF COLORADO
A DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Environmental Programs Branch ; ‘m

4201 East Arkansas Avenue QEC E i!/ "-—
"SIVED

Denver, Colorado 80222 ]
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

(303) 757-9259

March 24, 2005

Ms. Denise Grimm

Historic Preservation Advisory Board
Boulder County Land Use Department
P.O. Box 471

Boulder, CO 80306

SUBJECT: Determinations of Eligibility and Effect, and Historic Property Boundary Revisions,
CDOT Project STA 0072-013, State Highway 7 Environmental Assessment

Dear Ms. Grimm:

This letter and the attached materials constitute CDOT’s request for comment on proposed historic
boundary revisions and determinations of eligibility and effect for historic properties associated with the
Environmental Assessment referenced above. As you are aware, SH 7 is a principal east-west arterial
roadway serving as a commuter and intra-regional facility for the communities of Lafayette, Louisville,
Erie and Boulder, as well as other communities east. CDOT, Boulder County, the City of Boulder and
other local jurisdictions have identified SH 7 as an important regional arterial roadway. Population and
employment growth in the City of Boulder and suburban areas east in Boulder County has brought
increases in traffic along the SH 7 corridor. '

Project Background

The historic properties surveyed for this project were initially identified in September 2001. These
resources were inventoried as part of a feasibility study conducted by CDOT for the Arapahoe Road
corridor between Cherryvale Road and North 75" Street. The feasibility study identified improvements to
the 75" Street intersection as the highest priority. During the design phase for the intersection
improvements, we consulted with your office about these resources in correspondence dated September 9,
2003, in which we provided the history survey report and Section 106 consultation materials for your
review. Your office responded to the initial submittal in correspondence dated November 19, 2003. In a
letter daied March 8, 2004, we requested your comment on effects findings associated with the
intersection project.

With the exception of the newly recorded resources provided in this submittal (see below), the historic
properties associated with the current EA were evaluated as part of the survey report for the feasibility
study. Complete effects determinations for the EA project area will be forwarded to you at a later date.
This submittal includes the following elements:

. Revised historic boundary for Butler-Smith House (SBL8917)

. Revised historic boundary for Gas Station and House (5BL9021)

. Eligibility determination for new segment of Cottonwood Ditch #2 (SBL4488.3) .

. _ Eligibility determination for Colorado Southern-Burlington Northern RR segment (SBL400.5)
. _Eligibility determination for Enterprise Ditch (SBL4614.4) . - e

. Eligibility determination for 7195 Arapahoe Road (5BL9617)
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. Effects determination for Colorado Southern Burlington Northern RR segment (5BL400.5)

. Effect determinations for Cottonwood Ditch #2 (5B1.4488.3)

. Effect determinations for Enterprise Ditch (5BL4616.4) and 7195 Arapahoe Road (5BL9617)

REVISED HISTORIC BOUNDARIES

Butler-Smith House (SBL8917): The Butler Smith House, initially surveyed for the Arapahoe Road
feasibility study, was determined NRHP eligible under Criterion C as an excellent example of an 1880s
farmhouse with clapboard siding and a Victorian front porch. At the time of the survey in 2001, the
historic boundary was defined as the extent of the legal ownership boundary, which included a barn to the
south of the main house and a house and two garages on an adjoining property, also to the south. At that
time the house to the south was determined to be non-contributing, but the barn was determined to be
contributing. The original boundary also included a pasture to the west. FHWA and CDOT propose
amending the boundary of the property so that it includes only the historic house and barn, and some of
the landscaping around the house and barn that includes the driveway from Cherryvale Road. The house
to the south and the two garages do not convey the significance of the property and have been excluded
from the boundary. Please refer to the site form and revised boundary map for additional information.

Gas Station and House (SBL9021): The Gas Station and associated house were also initially surveyed
for the Arapahoe Road feasibility study, and assigned site number SBL8919. The property was
determined eligible in 2001 under Criterion C for possessing distinctive characteristics of a type, method,
and period of construction from the 1920s to 1950s in rural Boulder County. In the initial survey, the
historic property boundary was defined as the extent of the legal boundaries. Since then it has been
determined that in the southwest corner of the property a small 20ft x 20ft triangle-shaped area is
currently paved and is part of the existing roadway. This area is no longer part of the property setting and
does not convey the historical significance of the property. FHWA and CDOT propose the revision of the
historic property to exclude this triangular piece of property. Please see the revised boundary as depicted
on the sketch map attached to the site form. Also refer to the attached aerial photo, which shows the
property and the triangle-shaped area in relation to the existing road right-of-way.

ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS

Cottonwood Ditch #2 (SBL4488.3): The entire 3-mile Cottonwood Ditch #2 (5B1.4488) is considered
eligible to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criteria A. As part of the original
survey for the intersection project, segment SBL.4488.2 was found officially eligible in March 2002. This
new segment (5BL4488.3) is approximately 1500 feet in length and starts on the south side of Arapahoe
Road and follows the north, east and south property lines of the Tenenbaum property until it reaches the
Colorado Southern - Burlington Northern railroad line southwest of the property. The ditch crosses under
the railroad and extends southwest parallel to the railroad for a short distance. This segment of ditch
retains sufficient integrity to contribute to the overall significance of the entire ditch.

Colorado Southern - Burlington Northern RR segment (5BL400.5): A 200-foot segment of the
Colorado Southern - Burlington Northern Railroad segment was also initially surveyed in 2001 for the
Arapahoe Road feasibility study. This segment has been extended to include 2500 feet of the railroad
both north and south of Arapahoe Road. The new segment is eligible under Criterion A for its association
with the history of rail transportation in Boulder County. Please refer to the attached Site Reevaluation

Form and photo.
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Enterprise Ditch (5BL4164.4): The Enterprise Ditch is a newly recorded resource; a 1000-foot segment
of the ditch was evaluated for this project. The rural setting of this segment has been compromised by
light industrial development and the ditch has been piped where it runs through the industrial properties.
For these reasons, this segment does not retain sufficient integrity and is considered not eligible. Please
see the attached site form and photos for more information about the eligibility of this resource.

7195 Arapahoe Road (5BL.9617): This property consists of a main residential building and some

" associated outbuildings. The main house was built in 1930 but its integrity has been compromised by
numerous modifications, for which there are no known dates. It does not retain the integrity to qualify for
eligibility to the National Register under any of the NRHP criteria and has been determined noft eligible.
Please refer to the attached site form and photographs for more information.

EFFECTS DETERMINATIONS

Colorado Southern - Burlington Northern RR segment (SBL400.5): The preferred alternative
involves the construction of a temporary alignment offset 25 feet to the east of the existing alignment, and
the construction of a bridge along this alignment over SH 7 (see the BNSF Alternative graphic). The
temporary alignment is required so that the new, longer bridge over Highway 7 can be constructed while
train operations continue on the temporary alignment. The ultimate railroad ahgnment will follow the
existing alignment. The following features are part of this alternative:

m To construct the temporary alignment, approximately 500 feet of the existing railroad track will
be temporarily impacted along the southern curve, and approximately 600 feet of existing track
will be temporarily impacted along the northern curve (see A on the enclosed graphic).

®  The widening of State Highway 7 will require thé removal of approximately 25 to 35 feet of
existing track on the north side of the highway. This portion of the track alignment will
ultimately be on the future bridge structure over the highway (see B on the enclosed graphic).

[ A temporary bridge will be required to carry the temporary rail alignment over the Cottonwood
Ditch (C on the graphic). The temporary bridge will be removed following the project.

FHWA and CDOT have determined that the permanent impact to 25 to 35 feet of the railroad segment
will result in an adverse effect to the historic Colorado Southern - Burlington Northern RR segment
(5BL400.5) because that portion of the railroad will be removed.

Cottonwood Ditch #2 (SBL.4488.3): As noted above, for the preferred alternative a temporary bridge will
be required to carry the temporary rail alignment over the Cottonwood Ditch #2 (C on the graphic). The
temporary bridge will be removed following the project. In addition, a permanent bridge will be required
to replace the existing railroad bridge over the Cottonwood Ditch #2. The proposed bridge will be similar
in configuration to the existing bridge (approximately 15-foot span vs. existing 12-foot span), and will not
alter the current alignment of the ditch; the ditch will retain its natural earthen bottom.

The Cottonwood Ditch #2 currently crosses SH 7 just east of the Colorado Southern - Burlington
Northern railroad bridge in an inverted siphon pipe. This existing structure will be replaced with a new
inverted siphon. In order to accommodate the SH 7 improvements, the inlet end of the siphon pipe (south
end) will remain at its existing location, whereas the north end of the siphon pipe will be situated
approximately 20 feet north of its existing outlet location. This 20-foot portion of the existing open ditch
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will be piped. FHWA and CDOT have determined that this will result in an adverse effect to this eligible
irrigation ditch.

Enterprise Ditch (5BL4164.4) and 7195 Arapahoe Road (5BL9617): Neither of these resources is
NRHP-eligible, and as such the project will result in o historic properties affected.

We request your comments on the determinations of eligibility and effect, as well as the boundary
revisions, described herein within 30 days of receipt. Given your past reviews of this project corridor, we
would appreciate an expedited review. Your response is necessary for the Federal Highway
Administration’s compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations.

We have concurrently sent a request for eligibility and effects review to the State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) for review and comment. We will forward their response to you when received.

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you require additional information,
please contact CDOT Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303) 512-4258.

Very truly yours,

Brad Beckham, Manager
Environmental Programs Branch

Enclosures
- Site Forms (5BL400.5, 5SBLA488.3, 5BL4614.4, 5SBL8917, SBL9021, 5BL9617)
Graphic—BNSF Alternative ‘
Aerial photo—Gas Station and ROW

cc: Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4
Helen Peiker, CDOT Region 4
Gina McAfee, Carter & Burgess
. Gray Clark, Muller Engineering
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Post Office Box 471 « Boulder, Colarado 80306

Land Use Department

Courthouse Annex
2045 13th Street « 13th & Spruce Streefs » Boulder, Colorado 80302 » (303) 441-3930

January 4, 2005

Mark Gosselin
CDhOT

1050 Lee Hill Rd.
Boulder, CO 80302

Re: Highway 7-Arapaho Road widening, Boulder County
CDOT Project STA 0072-010, SH 7, Arapahoe Road

Dear Mark:

Thank you and everyone for coming to our November 4, 2004 Historic Preservation Advisory Board
meeting, and for the opportunity to comment on this project. The Boulder County Historic Preservation
Advisory Board discussed the project and the affected properties at their meeting and asked that a letter be
sent outlining their concerns.

There is still concern about the impact of the project on the historic landscaping and we would urge CDOT
to follow up with Clark Misner on the County’s offer to help maintain replanted trees.

At earlier meetings we discussed our concern about the Brown-Debacker farm and this was once again
raised as an issue. The board indicated that it was once the property of Peter M. Housel who was the first
probate judge elected in Boulder County and was a prominent local pioneer. I’ve attached information from
the book, Historic Homes of Boulder County, which features this property. Considering this information the
property might be eligible for the National Register.

There were a number of questions raised regarding how context and setting affect eligibility. Some
members expressed a concern that properties were written off as ineligible because they had incompatible
development around them. They then raised the concern that the impact of the widening project would
negatively impact the context and setting of the corridor as a whole.

The Goodview Hill/Veterans’ Memorial Park is another area of concern. The use of cnt slopes and/or
retaining walls in this area could have a major impact on the park area. '

We would like to be able to comment on the design plans for widening as they become available. The
HPAB is concerned about the historic corridor and would like to be able to provide Jfeedback on the overall
design of the project. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to call me at (303) 441-3930.

Sincg:rely, .

" Denise Grimm
Planner 1T

ce: SHPO, Barbara Norgren, Brad Bechham, Karla Harding, letter log, Arapaho Rd. file

Paul Danish Ronald K. Stewart Tom Mayer
County Commissioner County Commissioner ) County Commissioner
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Every Fourth of July and Colorado Day, for
more than half a century, the stars and stripes and
the Colorado banner have flown over the DeBacker
home at 7602 Arapahoe Avenue. The flags remind
the family of their heritage, which includes grand-
parents who immigrated to the United States and
who, as farmers and freighters, helped settle
Colorado.

The house was built in stages. The original part
was probably constructed in the early 1870s by
Boulder’s first school teacher Abner Brown. This
. two-story section now contains the dining room and
a bedroom downstairs, and two bedrooms upstairs.
It is in the mi