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APPENDIX E 
FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCY COORDINATION 

This appendix documents federal and state agency coordination that has occurred throughout 
the EIS process (listed in the order they are presented): 

 
Documentation Prior to the Release of the Draft EIS 

Date Description of Materials 
Multiple Resource Agencies  
January 19, 2004 Invitation letters to resource agency scoping meeting sent to 11 agencies 
February 26, 2004 Resource agency scoping meeting attended by EPA, USFWS, SHPO, RTD, and 

DRCOG 
May 2, 2006 Resource agency scoping meeting attended by USACE, USFWS, and CDOW 
April 10, 2007  Section 404 field meeting with EPA, USACE, and CDOW 
July 27, 2007  Response memo to comments from the April 10th Section 404 field meeting 
Regional Coordination Committee and the Technical Advisory Committee 
See Table 9-1 in 
Chapter 9 

Minutes of meetings with the Regional Coordination Committee and the Technical 
Advisory Committee (a list of those meeting dates is included in Table 9-1) 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
January 13, 2004 Scoping Meeting with FHWA and FTA 
January 21, 2004 Letter of invitation from CDOT to scoping meeting for resource agencies 
February 5, 2004 Letter from FHWA and FTA to USACE requesting them to be cooperating agency 
March 5, 2004  Letter from USACE accepting FHWA invitation to be cooperating agency 
April 21, 2004  Meeting with FHWA, FTA, EPA, and CDOT 
June 14, 2004  Meeting with FHWA, EPA, and CDOT 
December 8, 2004 Meeting with FHWA,EPA, and CDOT to discuss purpose and need, alternative 

screening process 
March 2, 2005 Meeting with FHWA and CDOT to discuss purpose and need, and evaluation 

criteria for screening 
May 11, 2005 Meeting with FHWA, USFWS, EPA, and CDOT to concur on purpose and need 

and discuss Level 2 screening 
July 19, 2005  Transmittal letter from FHWA to USACE for Purpose and Need Statement 
July 25, 2005  Letter from USACE to FHWA concurring on Purpose and Need Statement 
May 15, 2006 Meeting with USFWS, FHWA, EPA, and CDOT to update USACE on status of the 

404 Merger Process 
August 4, 2006 Letter from FHWA to USACE requesting concurrence on alternatives for detailed 

evaluation 
August 9, 2006 Letter from USACE to FHWA concurring on alternatives for detailed Evaluation 
July 29, 2008 Letter from USACE to CDOT concurring with Wetland Delineation Report, Corps 

File No. 200480110 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
January 21, 2004 Invitation to scoping meeting for the Resource Agency Team 
April 21, 2004  Meeting with FHWA, FTA, USACE, and CDOT  (see minutes in the USACE 

section) 
May 17, 2004  Letter with 11 pages of scoping comments to FTA and FHWA 
June 14, 2004  Meeting with FHWA, USACE, and CDOT (see minutes in the USACE section) 
July 15, 2004  Meeting with FHWA and CDOT at EPA to discuss scoping comments 

Final EIS 
August 2011

Page E-1



 

Agency Coordination 
 

 

Documentation Prior to the Release of the Draft EIS 
Date Description of Materials 

December 8, 2004 Meeting with FHWA and USACE to discuss purpose and need, alternative 
screening process  (see minutes in the USACE section) 

May 11, 2005  Meeting with FHWA, USFWS, and USACE to concur on purpose and  
need and discuss Level 2 screening  (see minutes in the USACE section) 

Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) 
January 21, 2004 Invitation to scoping meeting for the Resource Agency Team 
March 1, 2004  Scoping meeting at FRA 
March 10, 2004 Letter from FHWA and FTA to FRA requesting them to be cooperating  

agency 
April 5, 2004  Letter from FRA agreeing to support the study as required 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
January 21, 2004 Invitation to scoping meeting for the Resource Agency Team 
February 20, 2004 Letter from USFWS to CDOT with review comments on the Notice of Intent  
U.S.D.A. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
October 27, 2004 Letter sent to four District Offices of the NRCS requesting lists of any soils  

that are Prime or Unique Farmland, and/or Farmlands of Statewide or Local 
Importance 

October 29, 2004
  

Letter from the NCRS Platte Valley District 
 

November 1, 2004 Letter and list from the NCRS Greeley Field Office 
September 4, 2007
  

Letter sent to four District Offices of the NRCS presenting impacts to  
Prime and Important Farmlands, and requesting return of the Farmland 
Conversion Impact rating form 

October 9, 2007 Letter with rating form for Larimer County 
October 2007  Conversion Impact rating form for Boulder/Broomfield County 
October 2007  Conversion Impact rating form for Adams County 
October 2007  Conversion Impact rating form for Weld County 
Tribal Consultation 
March 4, 2004 Letter from FHWA to Apache Tribe of Oklahoma, inviting them to be consulting 

parties in Section 106 process  
April 20, 2004 Letter from FTA/FHWA to 31 Indian tribes, inviting them to be consulting parties in 

Section 106 process 
May 12, 2004  Correspondence from Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma to CDOT agreeing to be a 

consulting party 
July 20, 2004 Letter from FHWA to White Mesa Ute Tribe, inviting them to be consulting parties 

in Section 106 process 
July 23, 2004 Letter from FHWA to tribes (Cheyenne and Arapahoe Tribes of Oklahoma, 

Northern Arapaho Tribe), inviting them to be consulting parties in Section 106 
process 

August 2004  Sec.106 Tribal Consultation Interest Response Forms received from 3 tribes 
(Southern Ute Tribe, Pawnee Nation of Oklahoma, Northern Cheyenne Tribe) 

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
January 29, 2007
  

CDOT letter to SHPO for review of Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
 

March 12, 2007 CDOT letter to SHPO clarifying APE boundary, requesting agreement on it 
May 1, 2007 Letter from CDOT to 13 preservation organizations inviting them to be consulting 

parties 
May 4, 2007  Letter from Greeley Historic Preservation agreeing to be a consulting party 
June 26, 2007  Letter to CDOT from Fort Lupton re: access to a park 
August 8, 2007  Letter to CDOT from the City of Greeley re: determinations of not eligible 

Final EIS 
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Documentation Prior to the Release of the Draft EIS 
Date Description of Materials 

August 21, 2007 Letter to CDOT from the SHPO with questions on 12 resources 
October 4, 2007 CDOT letter to SHPO with information in response to the August 21st letter 
January 7, 2008 SHPO letter to CDOT concurring on eligibility of two neighborhoods 
October 6, 2008 CDOT letter to SHPO regarding additional determinations of eligibility for five 

properties 
Colorado State Parks 
December 1, 2006 Request for confirmation of parcels acquired with any Land and Water 

Conservation Funds 
January 22, 2007 Second letter of request for confirmation of parcels acquired with any Land and 

Water Conservation Funds 
March 8, 2007  Request for concurrence that the build alternatives would not impact any  

properties where LWCF monies were used 
Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) 
January 21, 2004 Invitation to scoping meeting for the Resource Agency Team (see letter in USACE 

Section) 
May 2, 2006   Meeting with FHWA, USACE and USFWS on any agency concerns or new 

methodologies  (see minutes in the USACE section) 
Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment (CDPHE) 
January 19, 2004 CDOT invitation letter to resource agency scoping meeting (see letter in Multiple 

Resource Agency Section) 
February 20, 2007 Meeting with FHWA, NPS, EPA, and CDOT on air quality in Rocky Mountain 

National Park 
Colorado Department of Revenue 
December 8, 2006 Letter to four Dept of Revenue personnel transmitting technical memo for the new 

Port of Entry near Ft. Collins 
 

Colorado Geological Service 
January 21, 2004 Invitation to scoping meeting for the Resource Agency Team 

 
Distribution of the Draft EIS 

Date Description of Materials 
Various 
n/a Draft EIS Distribution List 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
October 29, 2008 Draft EIS distribution letter to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
USACE 
October 29, 2008 Draft EIS distribution letter to the USACE 
Department of the Interior 
October 29, 2008 Draft EIS distribution letter to the Department of Interior, Office of Environment 
Federal Railroad Administration 
October 29, 2008 Draft EIS distribution letter to the Federal Railroad Administration, Office of 

Railroad Development 
USFWS 
October 29, 2008 Draft EIS distribution letter to the USFWS 
Tribal Consultation 
October 30, 2008 Draft EIS distribution letter to the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma 
October 30, 2008 Draft EIS distribution letter to the Commanche Nation of Oklahoma 
October 30, 2008 Draft EIS distribution letter to the Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma 

Final EIS 
August 2011
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Distribution of the Draft EIS 
Date Description of Materials 

October 30, 2008 Draft EIS distribution letter to the Northern Araphao Business Council 
October 30, 2008 Draft EIS distribution letter to the Northern Cheyenne Tribe 
October 30, 2008 Draft EIS distribution letter to the Pawnee Nation of Oklahoma 
October 30, 2008 Draft EIS distribution letter to the Southern Ute Indian Tribe 
SHPO 
October 29, 2008 Draft EIS distribution letter to the SHPO 
Colorado State Parks 
November 26, 2008 Draft EIS distribution letter to the Colorado State Parks 

 
Documentation Following the Release of the Draft EIS 

Date Description of Materials 
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
November 17, 2009 Minutes from meeting with the Colorado Department of Public Health and 

Environment Air Pollution Control Division to discuss the Regional Transportation 
Model 

U.S.D.A. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
November 12, 2010 Letter sent to four U.S.D.A. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

District Offices (Greeley, Ft. Collins, Longmont, & Brighton) of the NRCS 
presenting impacts to Prime and Important Farmlands, and requesting return of the 
Farmland Conversion Impact rating form 

December 14, 2010 Conversion Impact rating form for Weld County 
December 14, 2010 Conversion Impact rating form for Larimer County 
December 14, 2010 Conversion Impact rating form for Adams County 
January 5, 2011 Conversion Impact rating form for Boulder/Broomfield Counties 
April 25, 2011 Letter from NRCS 
USFWS 
August 4, 2011 Letter from FHWA to the USFWS submitting the Programmatic Biological 

Assessment  
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
November 5, 2010 CDOT letter to SHPO requesting concurrence with the Determinations of Eligibility 

for 38 additional sites  
November 29, 2010 SHPO letter to CDOT regarding additional determinations of eligibility for one 

property (5LR.995.6) 
December 9, 2010 CDOT letter to SHPO containing additional information for one property 

(5LR.995.6) 
January 3, 2011 SHPO correspondence concurring on eligibility of 38 additional sites 
Colorado State Parks 
March 30, 2011 Meeting minutes from meeting with Colorado State Parks to discuss wetland 

mitigation associated with St. Vrain State Park 
April 21, 2011 Meeting minutes from meeting with Colorado State Parks to discuss wetland 

mitigation associated with St. Vrain State Park 
June 14, 2011 Meeting minutes from meeting with Colorado State Parks to discuss Wetland 

Mitigation Plan Review associated with St. Vrain State Park 
Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
June 3, 2011 Letter to Colorado Division of Wildlife (now Colorado Parks and Wildlife) requesting 

concurrence on the Section 4(f) Determination for the Big Thompson Ponds State 
Wildlife Area 

July 25, 2011 Letter of concurrence from the Colorado Parks and Wildlife on the Section 4(f) 
Determination for the Big Thompson Ponds State Wildlife Area 

Final EIS 
August 2011
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Technical Advisory Committee 
 
MEETING DATE: November 18, 2004 
  
LOCATION: Southwest Weld County Service Complex  
  
ATTENDEES:    See Sign In Sheet 
  
PREPARER: Felsburg Holt & Ullevig 

Gregg Mugele 
 
 
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 
1. Self Introductions 
 
2. Comments on October Meeting Minutes 

 No comments 
 

3. Presentation on status of the Downtown Denver Multimodal Access Plan 
(DMAP)  

 Mark Najarian presented the status of Denver’s DMAP, which is focusing on 
elements needed to implement FasTracks in and around Downtown. 

 Before FasTracks begins operation in 2013, a second circulator along 18th and 19th 
Streets and Lincoln/Broadway is now proposed to supplement the 16th Street Mall 
shuttle 

 FasTracks will cover the cost of the buses for the new circulator, but not for the 
buses that will run along other regional corridors destined for Market Street and 
Civic Center Stations 

 In a previous study, the “Central Connector” from I-25/Broadway to Civic Center 
Station was recommended as a BRT operation, but that decision was then 
deferred to DMAP 

 A bus facility at Union Station is not included in FasTracks, so there will still be 
many buses using Market Street or Civic Center Stations 

 The DMAP schedule calls for preliminary plan recommendation in March for 
approval by the RTD Board, Denver City Council, and CDOT Transportation 
Commission 

 
4.  Presentation on status of I-25 Central Corridor Study 

 Myron Swisher, CDOT Region 6, presented the $200,000 pre-NEPA engineering 
feasibility study of I-25 between 38th/Park Avenue and the 6th Avenue interchanges 

 Like DMAP, this informal analysis will address access to and from Downtown 
Denver
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 As part of another project now under construction, the “Downtown Express Lanes”, 
the existing reversible bus/HOV lanes, are being converted to a HOT lane 
operation 

 Since the HOT (and bus/HOV) lanes operate like a pipeline, the traffic capacity 
constraints at their south end near 20th Street are a significant operational problem 

 Potential solutions include reconfiguration of the ramps at the Speer Blvd 
interchange, constructing a new collector-distributor (C-D) road system, a tunnel 
from southbound (SB) I-25 to SB Speer, a flyover ramp from SB I-25 to a C-D road 
to a signal on Speer, and extending the HOT lanes south to 6th Avenue 

 No studies have considered any changes from the existing 2-lane reversible 
operation, although the current 50-50 directional split disallows further extension of 
the reversible concept 

 The issues of how buses can make return PM trips to Boulder on US 36, or SB I-
25 north of Speer during the PM have been raised, but not yet addressed 

 How the cumulative effects of the potential multiple bus/HOV streams of traffic 
from North  I-25, US 36, I-70 East, and I-76 (a “Perfect Storm” analogy) will likely 
have to be addressed by top level agency staff 

 
4. Summary of Public Comments Received 

 Kim Podobnik distributed and briefly summarized the over-400 comments received 
at 18 small group meetings, six special events, and four public meetings held since 
July 

 The handout cuts off some of the longer comments, and that will be fixed. 
 More specific categorization of comments was requested.  That will be done and 

the results posted on the project website. 
 
5. Stakeholder Interviews – Congestion Management Alternative 

 Julie Morrison distributed and briefly summarized the interviews that she and Zafar 
Alikan conducted with representatives from four cities, two counties, and the NFR 
MPO. 

 TAC members requested that Thornton, Adams County, and RTD in Denver also 
be interviewed 

 Julie also distributed a 2-page draft outline of the Congestion Management 
Alternative’s purpose, role in the EIS, and strategies under consideration; and 
requested review and comments on it from the TAC  

 
6. Level 2A Analysis process 

 Tom Anzia briefly informed the TAC that validation of the travel model, highway 
and transit projections, will delay the near-term project schedule by 2-4 weeks 

 Results of the “Off-Model” 2A analyses, with recommended screening out of 
alternatives using data on Purpose & Need, Environment, and Practicability, will be 
presented for Transit at the next TAC meeting.  Highway recommendations will be 
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presented in January, and then the travel model results and information for the 
next public meetings at the February TAC meeting. 

 
Action Items:  In response to a question on the possibility of rail lines being moved out of the 

Central Platte Valley, Tom Anzia will investigate and report on the status of the 
Rail Freight Relocation Study 

 
Next Meeting: 
 
December 9,  2004 
1:30 to 3:30 PM 
Southwest Weld County Services Complex 
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216 16th Street Mall, Suite 650 
Denver, CO  80202 
(303) 844-3242 

555 Zang Street, Suite 250 
Lakewood, CO  80228 
(303) 969-6730 

 
 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

March 4, 2004 
 
 
 
Mr. Alonzo Chalepah, Chairman 
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 1220 
Anadarko, OK  73005 
 
Subject: Request for Section 106 Consultation, North I-25 Environmental Impact 

Statement, Adams, Boulder, Broomfield, Denver, Weld, Larimer, and Jefferson 
Counties, Colorado 

 
Dear Mr. Chalepah: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in 
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and Regional 
Transportation District (RTD), are preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a 
proposal to address transportation demand along a segment of I-25 between Denver and Fort 
Collins, Colorado (please refer to the enclosed map and aerial photo).  Improvements to this 
severely congested corridor, as well as portions of adjacent and closely related roadways and 
other transportation corridors, are needed in order to address substandard capacity and safety 
conditions in a fast-growing environment.  Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969 and the Council on Environmental Quality implementing regulations (40 CFR 
1500-1508), FHWA, FTA and CDOT are documenting the potential social, economic and 
environmental consequences of this action in an EIS. 
 
The agencies are seeking the participation of regional tribal governments described in Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act implementing regulations 36 CFR 800 et seq.  As a 
consulting party you are offered the opportunity to identify traditional cultural and religious 
properties, evaluate significance of these properties and how the project affects them.  If it is 
found that the project will impact historic properties that are eligible for inclusion on the 
National Register of Historic Places, your role in the consultation process includes participation 
in resolving how to avoid, minimize, and mitigate the impacts.  With your participation in the 
proposed undertaking we can more effectively avoid and minimize our impacts on areas 
important to tribal governments.  If you have interest in participating in this undertaking as a 
consulting party, please notify us by responding with the enclosed form by May 5, 2004. 
 
The proposed area of potential effect (APE) as defined by 36 CFR 800.16(d) for the undertaking 
has not been defined because of the large size of the study area.  The APE will be defined later in 
the process and will be much smaller than the area identified on the enclosed map.  A 
comprehensive survey and assessment of historic properties in the study area has not yet been 
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conducted.  Once this task has been completed, all interested parties and consulting tribes will be 
apprised of the results and asked to comment.  If you desire to consult, make a request to send a 
representative or want to provide input on the APE, please return the enclosed form as a 
consulting party by the above date. 
 
A part of the EIS process will be an analysis of the cumulative effects of the undertaking.  This 
will include past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects.  If you have any input on 
issues of concern from a cumulative impact standpoint, please let us know. 
 
The North Front Range area is home to a number of American Indian people.  As such, if you are 
aware of members of your tribe living in proximity to the study area who would be interested in 
participating in the NEPA consultation process on some level, please notify us so that we can 
facilitate that interaction. 
 
We are committed to ensuring that tribal governments are informed and involved in decisions 
that may impact places that have significance to your tribe.  If you are interested in becoming a 
consulting party for the North I-25 EIS, please complete and return the enclosed Consultation 
Interest Response Form to CDOT Native American liaison Dan Jepson by May 5, 2004 (the 
mailing address and facsimile number for Mr. Jepson are listed at the bottom of that sheet).  Mr. 
Jepson can also be reached via E-mail at daniel.Jepson@dot.state.co.us, or by telephone at (303) 
757-9631.  Thank you for considering this request for consultation. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
William C. Jones Lee O Waddleton 
FHWA Division Administrator FTA Regional Administrator 
 
cc: Jean Wallace (FHWA) 
 John Dow (FTA) 
 Daniel Jepson (CDOT) 
 Dave Martinez (CDOT) 
 Bob Garcia (CDOT) 
 Stan Elmquist (CDOT) 
 Carol Parr (CDOT) 
 Tom Anzia (FHU) 
 Gina McAfee (C&B) 
 File 
 
Enclosures 
 
 
 
 
\\de1-s01\jobs\_Transportation\071609.400\manage\corr\Agency\Apache Tribe_ltr030404j.doc 
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Name & Address Packages* Delivery Date

Dave Beckhouse
Federal Transit Administration
12300 W. Dakota Avenue, Suite 310
Lakewood, CO 80228

1 Basic Hard Copy

1 Full CD Set

Delivered 10/29/2008

Monica Pavlik
Federal Hwy Administration 
12300 W. Dakota Ave., #180
Lakewood, CO 80228

1 Basic Hard Copy

1 Full CD Set

Delivered to Monica 10/28/2008

FHWA HQ 1 Basic Hard Copy Copy Delivered to Monica 10/28/2008

FHWA - Legal 1 Basic Hard Copy Copy Delivered to Monica 10/28/2008

Date:       November 24, 2008
To:           Carol Parr CDOT Region 4
From:     Tom Anzia Felsburg Holt & Ullevig
Subject:  DEIS Document Distribution List

LEAD AGENCIES

DEIS FINAL DISTRIBUTION LIST

CDOT Region 4 Headquarters
Carol Parr
1420 2nd St.
Greeley, CO 80631

1 Full Hard Copy

1  Full CD Set

Delivered to Long Nguyen 11/10/2008

CDOT Region 4, Loveland Residency
Long Nguyen
2207 Hwy 402
Loveland, CO 80537

1 Full Hard Copy

1  Full CD Set

Delivered to Long Nguyen 11/3/2008 
(Basic Copy) and 11/10/2008 (Tech 

Reports and CDs)

Tom Mauser
CDOT Headquarters
4201 E. Arkansas Ave.
Shumate Bldg.
Denver, CO 80222

1 Basic Hard Copy

1 Full CD Set

Delivered 11/14/2008

CDOT EPB
Vanessa Henderson
4201 E. Arkansas Ave.
Denver,  CO 80222

1 Full Hard Copy

1  Full CD Set

Basic Signature Copy Delivered 
10/13/2008; Delivered Full Package 

11/14/2008

Richard Cogswell
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave., SE
SE Mail Stop W38145
(Irradiated, Reg Mail)
Washington, DC 20590

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered on 10/28/2008

USACE
Tim Carey
9307 S. Wadsworth Boulevard
Littleton, CO 80128

1 Basic Hard Copy

1 Full CD Set

1 Hard Copy Wetlands Tech

Delivered on 10/28/2008; Provided 
CD1/CD2 set and a Wetlands Tech 

Report on 11/10/2008

COOPERATING AGENCIES

1 Hard Copy Wetlands Tech 
Report
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Name & Address Packages* Delivery Date

RTD
David Krutsinger
1600 Blake Street
Denver, CO 80202

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered on 10/28/2008

US Department of Interior (DOI)
Willie Taylor
Office of Environmental Affairs
1849 C Street, NW, Room 2340
Washington, DC 20240
202/208-4169

1 Basic Hard Copy

17 Basic CDs

Delivered to Monica on 10/28/2008

Mr. Don Klima, Director
Office of Federal Agency Programs
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Ste. 803
Washington, DC 20004

1 Basic CD Delivered to Monica 10/28/2008

Mr. Edward C. Nichols
State Historic Preservation Office, Office of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation
1300 Broadway
Denver, CO 80203

1 Basic CD Mailed 10/29/2008

Mr. Mike Konefal 1 Basic CD Mailed 10/29/2008

SECTION 106 CONSULTATION

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR

Fort Lupton Historic Preservation Board
130 S. McKinley Street
Fort Lupton, CO 80621
Brien Schumacherm, Principal Planner
Longmont Historic Preservation Commission
Longmont Planning Office
350 Kimbark St.
Longmont, CO 80501

1 Basic CD Mailed 11/12/2008

Ms. Betsy Kellums
Greeley Historic Preservation Commission
1100 10th Street, Suite 210
Greeley, CO 80631

1 Basic CD Mailed 10/29/2008

Mr. Billy Evans Horse, Chairman
Kiowa Business Committee
Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 369
Carnegie, OK 73015

1 Basic CD Mailed 10/29/2008

Mr. Clement Frost, Chairman
Southern Ute Indian Tribe
P.O. Box 737
Ignacio, CO 81137

1 Basic CD Mailed 10/29/2008

Mr. Wallace Coffey, Chairman
Commanche Tribal Business Committee
Commanche Nation of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 908
Lawton OK 73502

1 Basic CD Mailed 10/29/2008

TRIBAL CONSULTATION - PER LIST FROM DAN JEPSON

Lawton, OK 73502
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Name & Address Packages* Delivery Date

Mr. George Howell, President
Pawnee Nation of Oklahoma
881 Little Dee Drive
Pawnee, OK 74058

1 Basic CD Mailed 10/29/2008

Mr. Richard Brannan, Chairman
Northern Arapaho Business Council
P.O. Box 396
Fort Washakie, WY 82514

1 Basic CD Mailed 10/29/2008

Mr. Darrell Flyingman, Governor
Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 38
Concho, OK 73022

1 Basic CD Mailed 10/29/2008

Mr. Eugene Little Coyote, Chairman
Northern Cheyenne Tribe
P.O. Box 128
Lame Deer, MT 59043

1 Basic CD Mailed 10/29/2008

Cliff Davidson
NFR MPO
235 Matthews Street
Ft. Collins, CO 80524

1 Volume 1 and 2 prior to 
signature

1 Basic Hard Copy

10/9/2008; Delivered Signature Copy 
on 11/10/2008

AGENCY - OTHER

Aimee Ryel, District Wildlife Manager
CDOW
4207 W Country Road 16E
Loveland, CO.  80537

1 Basic CD Mailed 11/26/2008

US EPA Office of Federal Activities
Ariel Rios Building (S. Oval Lobby)
Mail Code 2252-A
1200 P l i A NW

5 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Monica 10/22/2008

US EPA Region 8 (*EPR-N)
999 18th Street, Suite 300
Denver, CO 80202

4 Basic Hard Copy plus  9 
Alternatives Development and 
Screening Report & Package 

Concept Plans on CD

Delivered to Monica 10/22/2008

Greg Monroe
Colorado State Parks
1313 Sherman Street, #618
Denver, CO 80203

1 Basic CD Mailed 11/26/2008

Bryan Kohlenberg
UDFCD
2480 W. 26th Avenue, #156-B 
Denver, CO 80211

1 Basic CD Mailed 11/26/2008

Alison Michael
USFWS
PO Box 25486
Denver, CO 80225-0486

1 Basic CD Mailed 11/26/2008

John Stokes
City of Ft. Collins Natural Resources 
Department
P.O. Box 580

1 Basic CD Mailed 11/26/2008

Fort Collins, CO 80522-0580
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Mike Soderberg
City of Thornton Community Services
9500 Civic Center Dr.
Thornton, CO 80229

1 Basic CD Mailed 11/26/2008

Amanda Peterson
City of Northglenn Parks and Recreation 
Department
11700 Community Center Dr.
Northglenn, CO 80233

1 Basic CD Mailed 11/26/2008

Jeremy Olinger
Town of Berthoud Parks and Recreation 
Department
100 10th St.
Berthoud, CO 80513

1 Basic CD Mailed 11/26/2008

Gary Havener
City of Loveland Parks and Recreation 
Department
500 East Third
Loveland, CO 80537

1 Basic CD Mailed 11/26/2008

Don Bessler
City of Longmont Parks, Open Space, & 
Public Facilities Department
7 South Sunset St.
L t CO 80501

1 Basic CD Mailed 11/26/2008

Longmont, CO 80501

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig
Tom Anzia
6300 S. Syracuse Wa7, #600
Centennial, CO 80111

1 Full Hard Copy

Jacobs
Gina McAfee
707 17th St., #2300
Denver, CO 80202

1 Full Hard Copy

1  Full CD Set

Delivered 11/10/2008

Berthoud City Hall
328 Massachusetts Ave.
Berthoud, CO 80513

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Mindy Crane on 
10/28/2008

CDOT Region 4 Headquarters
Carol Parr
1420 2nd St.
Greeley, CO 80631

1 Full Hard Copy Delivered to Long Nguyen on 
10/28/2008

CDOT Region 4, Loveland Residency
Long Nguyen
2207 Hwy 402
Loveland, CO 80537

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Long Nguyen on 
10/28/2008

CDOT Headquarters
Vanessa Henderson
4201 E. Arkansas Ave.
Denver,  CO 80222

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Mindy Crane on 
10/28/2008

Brighton City Hall
22 S. 4th Ave.
Brighton, CO 80601

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Mindy Crane on 
10/28/2008

PROJECT TEAM

PUBLIC LOCATIONS

Brighton, CO 80601
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Name & Address Packages* Delivery Date

Longmont Civic Center
350 Kimbark St.
Longmont, CO 80501

1 Basic Hard Copy

1 Basic CD

Hard Copy Delivered to Mindy Crane 
on 10/28/2008; CD mailed on 

10/30/2008
Erie Town Hall
645 Holbrook
Erie, CO 80516

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Mindy Crane on 
10/28/2008

Ft. Collins City Bldg.
300 Laport
Fort Collins, CO 80522

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Mindy Crane on 
10/28/2008

Ft. Collins Regional Library District
201 Pertson
Fort Collins, CO 80524

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Mindy Crane on 
10/28/2008

Longmont Library
409 4th Avenue
Longmont, CO 80501

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Mindy Crane on 
10/28/2008

Northglenn City Hall
11701 Community Center Dr.
Northglenn, CO 80233

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Mindy Crane on 
10/28/2008

Thornton City Hall
9500 Civic Center Dr.
Thornton, CO 80229

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Mindy Crane on 
10/28/2008

Dacono City Hall
512 Cherry St.
Dacono, CO 80514

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Long Nguyen on 
10/28/2008

Firestone Town Hall
151 Grant Ave.
Firestone, CO 80520

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Long Nguyen on 
10/28/2008

Frederick Town Hall Admin Bldg
401 Locust  St.
Frederick, CO 80530

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Long Nguyen on 
10/28/2008

Greeley City Bldg
1000 10th Avenue
Greeley, CO 80631

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Long Nguyen on 
10/28/2008

Greeley Lincoln Park Library
919 7th St., #100
Greeley, CO 80631

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Long Nguyen on 
10/28/2008

Johnstown Town Hall
101 Charlotte St.
Johnstown, CO 805034

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Long Nguyen on 
10/28/2008

Larimer County
200 West Oak St. Suite 3000
Ft. Collins, CO 80522

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Long Nguyen on 
10/28/2008

Loveland City Hall
500 E. 3rd St., #110
Loveland, Co 80537

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Long Nguyen on 
10/28/2008

Loveland Library
300 N. Adams
Loveland, Co 80537

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Long Nguyen on 
10/28/2008

Mead Town Hall
441 Third St.
Mead, CO 80452

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Long Nguyen on 
10/28/2008

Milliken Town Hall
2951 Ash St.

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Long Nguyen on 
10/28/20082951 Ash St.

Milliken, CO 80543
10/28/2008
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SW Weld county Bldg
915 10th St.
Greeley, CO 80632

1 Basic Hard Copy Delivered to Long Nguyen on 
10/28/2008

* Packages
Hard Copy
Basic = Volume 1 + Volume 2 + Alternatives Development and Screening Report + Package Concept Plans

Full = Volume 1 + Volume 2 + Alternatives Development and Screening Report + Package Concept Plans + All Technical Reports 
(Excluding Traffic Report)

Basic CD = Volume 1 + Volume 2 + Alternatives Development and Screening Report + Package Concept Plans

Full CD Set = Volume 1 + Volume 2 + Alternatives Development and Screening Report + Package Concept Plans + All Technical Reports
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STATE OF COLORADO 
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Region Four 
 
1420 2nd Street 
Greeley, CO 80631 
(970) 350-2170   Fax (970) 350-2177 

“Taking Care To Get You There” 

 
 
November 26, 2008 
 
Alison Michael 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
P.O. Box 25486 
Denver, CO 80225-0486 
 
RE: North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Dear Mrs. Michael: 
 
Enclosed for your information is a copy of the North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
which is currently available for public review. The public review period concludes on December 30th, 
2008. Written comments on the Draft EIS must be received by CDOT by December 30, 2008 to be 
considered. If you have comments, please send to Attn: Carol Parr at the address below, or by fax (970-
669-0289), or email (carol.parr@dot.state.co.us). 
 
Additional information is available on the project website at www.cdot.info/northi25eis/.  
 
The following individuals may be contacted for additional information concerning this document: 
 
Carol Parr      Monica Pavlik, P.E. 
Project Manager     Environmental Engineer 
Colorado Department of Transportation    Federal Highway Administration 
Region 4      12300 W. Dakota Avenue  Suite 180 
1420 2nd Street      Lakewood, CO 80228 
Greeley, Colorado 80632    (720) 963-3012 
(970) 350-2170 
 
Thank you for your assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Carol H. Parr 
N I-25 Corridor EIS Project Manager 
 
Enclosure 
North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement – 1 CD
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STATE OF COLORADO 
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Region Four 
 
1420 2nd Street 
Greeley, CO 80631 
(970) 350-2170   Fax (970) 350-2177 

“Taking Care To Get You There” 

 
 
October 30, 2008 
 
 
Mr. Darrell Flyingman, Governor 
Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 38 
Concho, OK 73022 
 
RE: North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Dear Mr. Flyingman: 
 
The Notice of Availability for the North I-25 Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will 
be published October 31, 2008. Enclosed please find a CD of the entire document.  You are receiving this 
document for review as a consulting party under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.   

The public comment period for this project begins October 31, 2008 and ends December 30, 2008.   An 
electronic version of the comment form is available for your use on the project website at 
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/, and comments can be submitted online.   Additional information on the 
project, including the public hearings to be held November 18th, 19th and 20th, is available on the project 
website as well.  

If you have any questions or concerns with regard to this information, please call me at (970) 350-2170 or 
contact Long Nguyen (CDOT Region 4) at (970) 622-1280.  Thanks. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Carol H. Parr 
N I-25 Corridor EIS Project Manager
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STATE OF COLORADO 
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Region Four 
 
1420 2nd Street 
Greeley, CO 80631 
(970) 350-2170   Fax (970) 350-2177 

“Taking Care To Get You There” 

 
 
October 30, 2008 
 
 
Mr. Wallace Coffey, Chairman 
Commanche Tribal Business Committee 
Commanche Nation of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 908 
Lawton, OK 73502 
 
RE: North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Dear Mr. Coffey: 
 
The Notice of Availability for the North I-25 Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will 
be published October 31, 2008. Enclosed please find a CD of the entire document.  You are receiving this 
document for review as a consulting party under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.   

The public comment period for this project begins October 31, 2008 and ends December 30, 2008.   An 
electronic version of the comment form is available for your use on the project website at 
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/, and comments can be submitted online.   Additional information on the 
project, including the public hearings to be held November 18th, 19th and 20th, is available on the project 
website as well.  

If you have any questions or concerns with regard to this information, please call me at (970) 350-2170 or 
contact Long Nguyen (CDOT Region 4) at (970) 622-1280.  Thanks. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Carol H. Parr 
N I-25 Corridor EIS Project Manager
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STATE OF COLORADO 
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Region Four 
 
1420 2nd Street 
Greeley, CO 80631 
(970) 350-2170   Fax (970) 350-2177 

“Taking Care To Get You There” 

 
 
October 30, 2008 
 
 
Mr. Billy Evans Horse, Chairman 
Kiowa Business Committee 
Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 369 
Carnegie, OK 73015 
 
RE: North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Dear Mr. Evans Horse: 
 
The Notice of Availability for the North I-25 Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will 
be published October 31, 2008. Enclosed please find a CD of the entire document.  You are receiving this 
document for review as a consulting party under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.   

The public comment period for this project begins October 31, 2008 and ends December 30, 2008.   An 
electronic version of the comment form is available for your use on the project website at 
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/, and comments can be submitted online.   Additional information on the 
project, including the public hearings to be held November 18th, 19th and 20th, is available on the project 
website as well.  

If you have any questions or concerns with regard to this information, please call me at (970) 350-2170 or 
contact Long Nguyen (CDOT Region 4) at (970) 622-1280.  Thanks. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Carol H. Parr 
N I-25 Corridor EIS Project Manager
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STATE OF COLORADO 
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Region Four 
 
1420 2nd Street 
Greeley, CO 80631 
(970) 350-2170   Fax (970) 350-2177 

“Taking Care To Get You There” 

 
 
October 30, 2008 
 
 
Mr. Richard Brannan, Chairman 
Northern Arapaho Business Council 
P.O. Box 396 
Fort Washakie, WY 82514 
 
RE: North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Dear Mr. Brannan: 
 
The Notice of Availability for the North I-25 Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will 
be published October 31, 2008. Enclosed please find a CD of the entire document.  You are receiving this 
document for review as a consulting party under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.   

The public comment period for this project begins October 31, 2008 and ends December 30, 2008.   An 
electronic version of the comment form is available for your use on the project website at 
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/, and comments can be submitted online.   Additional information on the 
project, including the public hearings to be held November 18th, 19th and 20th, is available on the project 
website as well.  

If you have any questions or concerns with regard to this information, please call me at (970) 350-2170 or 
contact Long Nguyen (CDOT Region 4) at (970) 622-1280.  Thanks. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Carol H. Parr 
N I-25 Corridor EIS Project Manager
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STATE OF COLORADO 
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Region Four 
 
1420 2nd Street 
Greeley, CO 80631 
(970) 350-2170   Fax (970) 350-2177 

“Taking Care To Get You There” 

 
 
October 30, 2008 
 
 
Mr. Eugene Little Coyote, Chairman 
Northern Cheyenne Tribe 
P.O. Box 128 
Lame Deer, MT 59043 
 
RE: North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Dear Mr. Little Coyote: 
 
The Notice of Availability for the North I-25 Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will 
be published October 31, 2008. Enclosed please find a CD of the entire document.  You are receiving this 
document for review as a consulting party under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.   

The public comment period for this project begins October 31, 2008 and ends December 30, 2008.   An 
electronic version of the comment form is available for your use on the project website at 
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/, and comments can be submitted online.   Additional information on the 
project, including the public hearings to be held November 18th, 19th and 20th, is available on the project 
website as well.  

If you have any questions or concerns with regard to this information, please call me at (970) 350-2170 or 
contact Long Nguyen (CDOT Region 4) at (970) 622-1280.  Thanks. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Carol H. Parr 
N I-25 Corridor EIS Project Manager
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STATE OF COLORADO 
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Region Four 
 
1420 2nd Street 
Greeley, CO 80631 
(970) 350-2170   Fax (970) 350-2177 

“Taking Care To Get You There” 

 
 
October 30, 2008 
 
 
Mr. George Howell, President 
Pawnee Nation of Oklahoma 
881 Little Dee Drive 
Pawnee, OK 74058 
 
RE: North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Dear Mr. Howell: 
 
The Notice of Availability for the North I-25 Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will 
be published October 31, 2008. Enclosed please find a CD of the entire document.  You are receiving this 
document for review as a consulting party under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.   

The public comment period for this project begins October 31, 2008 and ends December 30, 2008.   An 
electronic version of the comment form is available for your use on the project website at 
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/, and comments can be submitted online.   Additional information on the 
project, including the public hearings to be held November 18th, 19th and 20th, is available on the project 
website as well.  

If you have any questions or concerns with regard to this information, please call me at (970) 350-2170 or 
contact Long Nguyen (CDOT Region 4) at (970) 622-1280.  Thanks. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Carol H. Parr 
N I-25 Corridor EIS Project Manager
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STATE OF COLORADO 
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Region Four 
 
1420 2nd Street 
Greeley, CO 80631 
(970) 350-2170   Fax (970) 350-2177 

“Taking Care To Get You There” 

 
 
October 30, 2008 
 
 
Mr. Clement Frost, Chairman 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe 
P.O. Box 737 
Ignacio, Colorado  81137 
 
RE: North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Dear Mr. Frost: 
 
The Notice of Availability for the North I-25 Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will 
be published October 31, 2008. Enclosed please find a CD of the entire document.  You are receiving this 
document for review as a consulting party under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.   

The public comment period for this project begins October 31, 2008 and ends December 30, 2008.   An 
electronic version of the comment form is available for your use on the project website at 
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/, and comments can be submitted online.   Additional information on the 
project, including the public hearings to be held November 18th, 19th and 20th, is available on the project 
website as well.  

If you have any questions or concerns with regard to this information, please call me at (970) 350-2170 or 
contact Long Nguyen (CDOT Region 4) at (970) 622-1280.  Thanks. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Carol H. Parr 
N I-25 Corridor EIS Project Manager
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STATE OF COLORADO 
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Region Four 
 
1420 2nd Street 
Greeley, CO 80631 
(970) 350-2170   Fax (970) 350-2177 

“Taking Care To Get You There” 

 
October 29, 2008 
 
Edward C. Nichols, State Historic Preservation Officer 
Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
1300 Broadway 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
 
RE: North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Dear Mr. Nichols, 
 
The Notice of Availability for the North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will be 
published October 31, 2008. Enclosed please find a CD of the entire document.  We are providing this 
information to you under the Section 106 process substitution process under which this document will be 
processed by your office for historic and archaeological resource determination of effects.   
 
For the North I-25 EIS, CDOT and FHWA have formally arranged with your office to substitute the 
project’s NEPA documents (DEIS and FEIS) in lieu of separate correspondence, in order to accomplish 
the Section 106 consultation process. The document substitution process is intended to provide a more 
complete opportunity for comments on the effects to historic properties by the various project 
alternatives.  This will, hopefully, reduce the time and complexity of the review process involving the 
SHPO and other Section 106 consulting parties, by providing detailed information about project 
alternatives and impacts in the DEIS.  
 
Previous steps in the document substitution  process, as applied in the North I-25 Corridor project, have 
included identification of the Area of Potential Effect and the identification of properties eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP).  the Section 106 consultation step involving 
determinations of NRHP-eligibility for all historic and archaeological resources was accomplished by the 
traditional method of submitting survey reports and site forms to your office and Section 106 participating 
consulting parties.  Once this step was completed, and all questions and comments were satisfactorily 
addressed CDOT and FHWA described and made determinations of effect for these properties in the 
DEIS, arranged by project alternative. All Section 106 consulting parties now have the opportunity to 
comment upon the determinations of effect and recommended mitigation measures as presented in the 
DEIS. Following the consultation on effects, any changes as a result of the consultation can be 
incorporated into the FEIS.  Once the consultation on effect has been completed, the mitigation 
commitments will be memorialized in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to be signed by CDOT, 
FHWA, the SHPO and other appropriate parties.   
 
If you have questions or concerns with this process, please notify me at (970) 350-2170 or Monica Pavlik 
at (720) 963-3012.  
Sincerely, 

 
Carol H. Parr 
N I-25 EIS Project Manager
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STATE OF COLORADO 
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Region Four 
 
1420 2nd Street 
Greeley, CO 80631 
(970) 350-2170   Fax (970) 350-2177 

“Taking Care To Get You There” 

 
 
November 26, 2008 
 
Greg Monroe 
Colorado State Parks 
1313 Sherman Street, #618 
Denver, CO 80203 
 
RE: North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Dear Mr. Monroe: 
 
Enclosed for your information is a copy of the North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
which is currently available for public review. The public review period concludes on December 30th, 
2008. Written comments on the Draft EIS must be received by CDOT by December 30, 2008 to be 
considered. If you have comments, please send to Attn: Carol Parr at the address below, or by fax (970-
669-0289), or email (carol.parr@dot.state.co.us). 
 
Additional information is available on the project website at www.cdot.info/northi25eis/.  
 
The following individuals may be contacted for additional information concerning this document: 
 
Carol Parr      Monica Pavlik, P.E. 
Project Manager     Environmental Engineer 
Colorado Department of Transportation    Federal Highway Administration 
Region 4      12300 W. Dakota Avenue  Suite 180 
1420 2nd Street      Lakewood, CO 80228 
Greeley, Colorado 80632    (720) 963-3012 
(970) 350-2170 
 
Thank you for your assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Carol H. Parr 
N I-25 Corridor EIS Project Manager 
 
Enclosure 
North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement – 1 CD
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Agency Coordination After the Release of the Draft EIS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page E-581



 
 
 

THIS PAGE LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY. 
 

Page E-582



 
 
 
 

MEETING MINUTES
 

 
 

 
Federal Highway Administration  Federal Transit Administration  Colorado Department of Transportation 

Regional Transportation Model Discussion 
 
MEETING DATE: November 17, 2009 
  
LOCATION: APCD 
  

ATTENDEES: 

APCD:  Jim Dileo, Dale Wells, Lisa Silva 
CDOT:  Jill Schlaefer 
NFRMPO:  Suzette Mallette, Arvilla Kirchoff 
DRCOG:  Erik Sabina, Shahida Mirza 
Jacobs:  Gina McAfee, Chris Primus 

 

PREPARER:  
Gina McAfee 

  

COPIES: 
Attendees, Carol Parr, Long Nguyen, Monica Pavlik, Holly Buck, 
Tom Anzia, Dana Ragusa, Gayl Harrison, Jacobs File 

 
 
MEETING SUMMARY 
 
 
1. Jill Schlaefer began the meeting by discussing the purpose of the meeting, which is to 

discuss a regional conformity analysis needed for the entire Preferred Alternative, for which 
there is insufficient funding.  An actual formal conformity run will be done only on Phase I. 

2. Suzette asked if there are any guidelines for this type of analysis.  Would this be similar to 
an interim run?  Gina described that this is not a conformity run—it is required for NEPA 
purposes. 

3. Dale asked about the derivation of the combined model. 

4. Chris described the process used to develop the combined model (see attached handouts).  
Much of the work to develop the model was done in 2004 and 2005.  In 2008 the networks 
and the land use data sets were updated from information obtained from the two MPOs. 

5. Dave asked how the model worked.  Chris described the four-step model. 

6. Suzette clarified that this combined model is likely not what will be used for a Phase I 
conformity run.  Chris indicated that our most recent networks were collected in spring 
2008. 

7. Lisa indicated that there will be new emissions budgets for ozone at the end of February 
2010, so the Phase I conformity run will need to consider this. 
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MEETING MINUTES 

 
Regional Transportation Model Discussion 
November 17, 2009 
2 of 2 
 
 

 

8. Dale would like an ARC GIS-based file so he can look at it based on the different 
geographic areas involved. 

9. Lisa and Dave and Suzette asked about the pollutants to be analyzed.  Gina and Jill stated 
they will be the same as in the DEIS:  CO, VOC, NOx, PM10, various MSATs.  We will also 
be providing some estimates of ammonia. 

10. Erik asked about the coverage area.  The area to the east, which includes the 8-hour ozone 
non-attainment area, is not currently in either the DRCOG or the NFRMPO areas.  
Everyone agreed that the study area used for the EIS does not have to be identical to that 
used for other purposes. 

11. Dale, Lisa, and Jim are all OK with using this combined model for this purpose. 

12. Jim asked if we would make sure that whatever we provide to Dale is tested to make sure it 
works and is easily understood and quality assured.  We will do this. 

13. The schedule for this is to provide the ARC GIS data to Dale by end of January/early 
February. 

14. MOVES is coming out by the end of the year, supposedly.  We will need to figure out if we 
are going to be using this.  MOVES will include CO2.  We will probably be coming to a 
decision point on the NEPA process for this project close to the end of the grace period for 
using MOVES. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J:\_Transportation\071609.400\_WVXV8110_NI25 TO10\manage\mtgs\minutes\APCD_RTM discussion mtg mins_111709.doc 
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 MEMO
 
 
TO:  Cindy Einspahr– NRCS District Conservationist 

Greeley Service Center 
4302 West 9th Street Road 
Greeley, CO 80634-1317 

DATE: November 12, 2010

FROM: Misty Swan 
SUBJECT: North I-25 EIS 

Prime and Important Farmland Impacts/Form 
NRCS CPA-106 

PROJECT NO.: 071609.400

 
COPIES: Bob Quinlan; File 
 
 
The purpose of this memo is to present the impacts to Prime and Important Farmland that have been identified 
in the North I-25 FEIS. Form NRCS CPA-106 is attached for your review and signature.  We would appreciate 
return of the completed form within 30 days. If you have any questions or concerns please contact me at: 
 
Misty Swan 
Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 
Environmental Planner 
303-820-5267 
Misty.Swan@Jacobs.com 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in cooperation with 
the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an environmental impact 
statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements along approximately 70 
miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver. The purpose and need for the 
improvements is to address mobility, accessibility, safety, and aging infrastructure problems along I-25, as well 
as to provide for a greater variety of transportation choices and support economic growth. 
 
The regional study area that encompasses the proposed improvements extends from US 287 and the 
Burlington Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway routes on the west to US 85 and the Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR) routes on the east (Figure 1).  
 
The Preferred Alternative includes the following elements: 

• General Purpose Lanes: One new general purpose lane in each direction of I-25 between State Highway 
(SH) 66 and SH 14. 

• Tolled Express Lanes (TEL): One buffer-separated TEL in each direction of I-25 from the existing High 
Occupancy Vehicle/Toll lanes at 84th Avenue to SH 14. 

• Interchange Improvements: 16 improved interchanges along the corridor. 
• Express Bus: Express bus service with 13 stations along I-25, US 34 and Harmony Road with service 

from Fort Collins and Greeley to downtown Denver, and from Fort Collins to Denver International Airport 
(DIA). 
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FIGURE 1: REGIONAL STUDY AREA 
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• Commuter Rail: Commuter rail service with nine stations connecting Fort Collins to Longmont and 
Thornton using the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad, generally paralleling United States Highway 
(US) 287 and tying into FasTracks Northwest Corridor Rail in Longmont, which will travel to Boulder.  The 
commuter rail extends south to the North Metro northern terminus. 

• Commuter Bus: Commuter bus service with eight stations along US 85 connecting Greeley to downtown 
Denver. 

• Congestion Management: Accommodations for ridesharing, carpools, and vanpools, along with bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities.  In addition, signal timing, ramp metering on I-25 and signage could also be 
improved.  

 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Impacts were calculated in Geographic Information Systems (GIS) using soil data downloaded from the NRCS 
Soil Data Mart and the limits of construction as determined by project design. Soils within Census 2000 
urbanized areas and existing highway right-of-way were extracted from the dataset and excluded from 
analysis.  
 
The total impact to farmland associated with the Preferred Alternative for the entire project corridor is 977.15 
acres, which includes 5.04 acres of Farmland of Local Importance, 46.60 acres of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and 925.50 acres of Prime Farmland.1  
 
Because the project crosses county boundaries, coordination is required with multiple NRCS Service Centers.  
Each NRCS District Conservationist will receive only the impacts that occur within the counties under their 
jurisdictions. In Weld County, the Preferred Alternative would result in impacts to 3.66 acres of Farmland of 
Local Importance, 38.73 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 342.52 acres of Prime Farmland. 
Impacts that would occur in Weld County are shown by location in Figure 2. Impacts are also reported for 
NRCS completion and signature on Form NRCS CPA-106. Please send the completed form to: 
 
Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 
707 17th Street, Suite 2300 
Denver, CO 80202 
 
Attention: Misty Swan 
 

                                                 
1 For purposes of this study, Prime Farmland includes prime farmland if certain conditions are present, and includes prime farmland if 
irrigated, prime farmland if drained and either protected from flooding or not frequently flooded during the growing season, prime 
farmland if irrigated and reclaimed of excess salts and sodium, and prime farmland if irrigated and the product of soil erodibility and 
climate factor does not exceed 60. 
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FIGURE 2: DIRECT FARMLAND IMPACTS – PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)

1. Name of Project

2. Type of Project

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

5. Federal Agency Involved

6. County and State

1. Date Request Received by NRCS

YES                NO  

4.
Sheet 1 of

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

2.  Person Completing Form

4.  Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

7.  Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Acres: %

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

6.  Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

Acres: %

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

5.  Major Crop(s)

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

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

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)

A.  Total Acres To Be Converted Directly

B.  Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services

C.  Total Acres In Corridor

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

 A.  Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland

B.  Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland

C.  Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted

D.  Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

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

1.  Area in Nonurban Use

2.  Perimeter in Nonurban Use

3.  Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed

4.  Protection Provided By State And Local Government

5.  Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average

6.  Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

Maximum
Points

15
10

20

20
10

25
57.  Availablility Of Farm Support Services

8.  On-Farm Investments

9.  Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services

10.  Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

20

25

10

160TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

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

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

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

5.  Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part:

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

YES                 NO

DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor
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CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Fort Collins Service Center 
2150 Centre Ave Bldg A, Suite 116 
Fort Collins, CO 80526-8121 

DATE: November 12, 2010

FROM: Misty Swan 
SUBJECT: North I-25 EIS 

Prime and Important Farmland Impacts/Form 
NRCS CPA-106 

PROJECT NO.: 071609.400

 
COPIES: Bob Quinlan; File 
 
 
The purpose of this memo is to present the impacts to Prime and Important Farmland that have been identified 
in the North I-25 FEIS. Form NRCS CPA-106 is attached for your review and signature.  We would appreciate 
return of the completed form within 30 days. If you have any questions or concerns please contact me at: 
 
Misty Swan 
Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 
Environmental Planner 
303-820-5267 
Misty.Swan@Jacobs.com 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in cooperation with 
the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an environmental impact 
statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements along approximately 70 
miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver. The purpose and need for the 
improvements is to address mobility, accessibility, safety, and aging infrastructure problems along I-25, as well 
as to provide for a greater variety of transportation choices and support economic growth. 
 
The regional study area that encompasses the proposed improvements extends from US 287 and the 
Burlington Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway routes on the west to US 85 and the Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR) routes on the east (Figure 1).  
 
The Preferred Alternative includes the following elements: 

• General Purpose Lanes: One new general purpose lane in each direction of I-25 between State Highway 
(SH) 66 and SH 14. 

• Tolled Express Lanes (TEL): One buffer-separated TEL in each direction of I-25 from the existing High 
Occupancy Vehicle/Toll lanes at 84th Avenue to SH 14. 

• Interchange Improvements: 16 improved interchanges along the corridor. 
• Express Bus: Express bus service with 13 stations along I-25, US 34 and Harmony Road with service 

from Fort Collins and Greeley to downtown Denver, and from Fort Collins to Denver International Airport 
(DIA). 
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FIGURE 1: REGIONAL STUDY AREA 
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• Commuter Rail: Commuter rail service with nine stations connecting Fort Collins to Longmont and 
Thornton using the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad, generally paralleling United States Highway 
(US) 287 and tying into FasTracks Northwest Corridor Rail in Longmont, which will travel to Boulder.  The 
commuter rail extends south to the North Metro northern terminus. 

• Commuter Bus: Commuter bus service with eight stations along US 85 connecting Greeley to downtown 
Denver. 

• Congestion Management: Accommodations for ridesharing, carpools, and vanpools, along with bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities.  In addition, signal timing, ramp metering on I-25 and signage could also be 
improved.  

 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Impacts were calculated in Geographic Information Systems (GIS) using soil data downloaded from the NRCS 
Soil Data Mart and the limits of construction as determined by project design. Soils within Census 2000 
urbanized areas and existing highway right-of-way were extracted from the dataset and excluded from 
analysis.  
 
The total impact to farmland associated with the Preferred Alternative for the entire project corridor is 977.15 
acres, which includes 5.04 acres of Farmland of Local Importance, 46.60 acres of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and 925.50 acres of Prime Farmland.1  
 
Because the project crosses county boundaries, coordination is required with multiple NRCS Service Centers.  
Each NRCS District Conservationist will receive only the impacts that occur within the counties under their 
jurisdictions. In Larimer County, the Preferred Alternative would result in impacts to 1.39 acres of Farmland of 
Local Importance, 4.18 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 441.38 acres of Prime Farmland. 
Impacts that would occur in Larimer County are shown by location in Figure 2. Impacts are also reported for 
NRCS completion and signature on Form NRCS CPA-106. Please send the completed form to: 
 
Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 
707 17th Street, Suite 2300 
Denver, CO 80202 
 
Attention: Misty Swan 
 

                                                 
1 For purposes of this study, Prime Farmland includes prime farmland if certain conditions are present, and includes prime farmland if 
irrigated, prime farmland if drained and either protected from flooding or not frequently flooded during the growing season, prime 
farmland if irrigated and reclaimed of excess salts and sodium, and prime farmland if irrigated and the product of soil erodibility and 
climate factor does not exceed 60. 
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FIGURE 2: DIRECT FARMLAND IMPACTS – PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)

1. Name of Project

2. Type of Project

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

5. Federal Agency Involved

6. County and State

1. Date Request Received by NRCS

YES                NO  

4.
Sheet 1 of

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

2.  Person Completing Form

4.  Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

7.  Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Acres: %

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

6.  Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

Acres: %

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

5.  Major Crop(s)

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

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

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)

A.  Total Acres To Be Converted Directly

B.  Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services

C.  Total Acres In Corridor

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

 A.  Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland

B.  Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland

C.  Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted

D.  Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

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

1.  Area in Nonurban Use

2.  Perimeter in Nonurban Use

3.  Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed

4.  Protection Provided By State And Local Government

5.  Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average

6.  Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

Maximum
Points

15
10

20

20
10

25
57.  Availablility Of Farm Support Services

8.  On-Farm Investments

9.  Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services

10.  Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

20

25

10

160TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

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

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

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

5.  Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part:

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

YES                 NO

DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor
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CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Longmont Service Center 
9595 Nelson Road Ste D 
Longmont, CO 80501-6359 

DATE: November 12, 2010

FROM: Misty Swan 
SUBJECT: North I-25 EIS 

Prime and Important Farmland Impacts/Form 
NRCS CPA-106 

PROJECT NO.: 071609.400

 
COPIES: Bob Quinlan; File 
 
 
The purpose of this memo is to present the impacts to Prime and Important Farmland that have been identified 
in the North I-25 FEIS. Form NRCS CPA-106 is attached for your review and signature.  We would appreciate 
return of the completed form within 30 days. If you have any questions or concerns please contact me at: 
 
Misty Swan 
Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 
Environmental Planner 
303-820-5267 
Misty.Swan@Jacobs.com 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in cooperation with 
the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an environmental impact 
statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements along approximately 70 
miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver. The purpose and need for the 
improvements is to address mobility, accessibility, safety, and aging infrastructure problems along I-25, as well 
as to provide for a greater variety of transportation choices and support economic growth. 
 
The regional study area that encompasses the proposed improvements extends from US 287 and the 
Burlington Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway routes on the west to US 85 and the Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR) routes on the east (Figure 1).  
 
The Preferred Alternative includes the following elements: 

• General Purpose Lanes: One new general purpose lane in each direction of I-25 between State Highway 
(SH) 66 and SH 14. 

• Tolled Express Lanes (TEL): One buffer-separated TEL in each direction of I-25 from the existing High 
Occupancy Vehicle/Toll lanes at 84th Avenue to SH 14. 

• Interchange Improvements: 16 improved interchanges along the corridor. 
• Express Bus: Express bus service with 13 stations along I-25, US 34 and Harmony Road with service 

from Fort Collins and Greeley to downtown Denver, and from Fort Collins to Denver International Airport 
(DIA). 
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FIGURE 1: REGIONAL STUDY AREA 
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• Commuter Rail: Commuter rail service with nine stations connecting Fort Collins to Longmont and 
Thornton using the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad, generally paralleling United States Highway 
(US) 287 and tying into FasTracks Northwest Corridor Rail in Longmont, which will travel to Boulder.  The 
commuter rail extends south to the North Metro northern terminus. 

• Commuter Bus: Commuter bus service with eight stations along US 85 connecting Greeley to downtown 
Denver. 

• Congestion Management: Accommodations for ridesharing, carpools, and vanpools, along with bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities.  In addition, signal timing, ramp metering on I-25 and signage could also be 
improved.  

 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Impacts were calculated in Geographic Information Systems (GIS) using soil data downloaded from the NRCS 
Soil Data Mart and the limits of construction as determined by project design. Soils within Census 2000 
urbanized areas and existing highway right-of-way were extracted from the dataset and excluded from 
analysis.  
 
The total impact to farmland associated with the Preferred Alternative for the entire project corridor is 977.15 
acres, which includes 5.04 acres of Farmland of Local Importance, 46.60 acres of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and 925.50 acres of Prime Farmland.1  
 
Because the project crosses county boundaries, coordination is required with multiple NRCS Service Centers.  
Each NRCS District Conservationist will receive only the impacts that occur within the counties under their 
jurisdictions. In the Boulder Valley, the Preferred Alternative would result in impacts to 3.70 acres of Farmland 
of Statewide Importance, and 73.09 acres of Prime Farmland. Impacts that would occur in the Boulder Valley 
are shown by location in Figure 2. Impacts are also reported for NRCS completion and signature on Form 
NRCS CPA-106. Please send the completed form to: 
 
Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 
707 17th Street, Suite 2300 
Denver, CO 80202 
 
Attention: Misty Swan 
 

                                                 
1 For purposes of this study, Prime Farmland includes prime farmland if certain conditions are present, and includes prime farmland if 
irrigated, prime farmland if drained and either protected from flooding or not frequently flooded during the growing season, prime 
farmland if irrigated and reclaimed of excess salts and sodium, and prime farmland if irrigated and the product of soil erodibility and 
climate factor does not exceed 60. 
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FIGURE 2: DIRECT FARMLAND IMPACTS – PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)

1. Name of Project

2. Type of Project

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

5. Federal Agency Involved

6. County and State

1. Date Request Received by NRCS

YES                NO  

4.
Sheet 1 of

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

2.  Person Completing Form

4.  Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

7.  Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Acres: %

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

6.  Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

Acres: %

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

5.  Major Crop(s)

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

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

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)

A.  Total Acres To Be Converted Directly

B.  Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services

C.  Total Acres In Corridor

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

 A.  Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland

B.  Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland

C.  Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted

D.  Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

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

1.  Area in Nonurban Use

2.  Perimeter in Nonurban Use

3.  Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed

4.  Protection Provided By State And Local Government

5.  Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average

6.  Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

Maximum
Points

15
10

20

20
10

25
57.  Availablility Of Farm Support Services

8.  On-Farm Investments

9.  Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services

10.  Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

20

25

10

160TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

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

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

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

5.  Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part:

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

YES                 NO

DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor
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CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Conservationist Brighton Service Center  
57 W Bromley Ln  
Brighton, CO 80601-3025 

DATE: November 12, 2010

FROM: Misty Swan 
SUBJECT: North I-25 EIS 

Prime and Important Farmland Impacts/Form 
NRCS CPA-106 

PROJECT NO.: 071609.400

 
COPIES: Bob Quinlan; File 
 
 
The purpose of this memo is to present the impacts to Prime and Important Farmland that have been identified 
in the North I-25 FEIS. Form NRCS CPA-106 is attached for your review and signature.  We would appreciate 
return of the completed form within 30 days. If you have any questions or concerns please contact me at: 
 
Misty Swan 
Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 
Environmental Planner 
303-820-5267 
Misty.Swan@Jacobs.com 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in cooperation with 
the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an environmental impact 
statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements along approximately 70 
miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver. The purpose and need for the 
improvements is to address mobility, accessibility, safety, and aging infrastructure problems along I-25, as well 
as to provide for a greater variety of transportation choices and support economic growth. 
 
The regional study area that encompasses the proposed improvements extends from US 287 and the 
Burlington Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway routes on the west to US 85 and the Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR) routes on the east (Figure 1).  
 
The Preferred Alternative includes the following elements: 

• General Purpose Lanes: One new general purpose lane in each direction of I-25 between State Highway 
(SH) 66 and SH 14. 

• Tolled Express Lanes (TEL): One buffer-separated TEL in each direction of I-25 from the existing High 
Occupancy Vehicle/Toll lanes at 84th Avenue to SH 14. 

• Interchange Improvements: 16 improved interchanges along the corridor. 
• Express Bus: Express bus service with 13 stations along I-25, US 34 and Harmony Road with service 

from Fort Collins and Greeley to downtown Denver, and from Fort Collins to Denver International Airport 
(DIA). 
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FIGURE 1: REGIONAL STUDY AREA 
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• Commuter Rail: Commuter rail service with nine stations connecting Fort Collins to Longmont and 
Thornton using the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad, generally paralleling United States Highway 
(US) 287 and tying into FasTracks Northwest Corridor Rail in Longmont, which will travel to Boulder.  The 
commuter rail extends south to the North Metro northern terminus. 

• Commuter Bus: Commuter bus service with eight stations along US 85 connecting Greeley to downtown 
Denver. 

• Congestion Management: Accommodations for ridesharing, carpools, and vanpools, along with bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities.  In addition, signal timing, ramp metering on I-25 and signage could also be 
improved.  

 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Impacts were calculated in Geographic Information Systems (GIS) using soil data downloaded from the NRCS 
Soil Data Mart and the limits of construction as determined by project design. Soils within Census 2000 
urbanized areas and existing highway right-of-way were extracted from the dataset and excluded from 
analysis.  
 
The total impact to farmland associated with the Preferred Alternative for the entire project corridor is 977.15 
acres, which includes 5.04 acres of Farmland of Local Importance, 46.60 acres of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and 925.50 acres of Prime Farmland.1  
 
Because the project crosses county boundaries, coordination is required with multiple NRCS Service Centers.  
Each NRCS District Conservationist will receive only the impacts that occur within the counties under their 
jurisdictions. In Adams County, the Preferred Alternative would result in impacts to 68.51 acres of Prime 
Farmland. Impacts that would occur in Adams County are shown by location in Figure 2. Impacts are also 
reported for NRCS completion and signature on Form NRCS CPA-106. Please send the completed form to: 
 
Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 
707 17th Street, Suite 2300 
Denver, CO 80202 
 
Attention: Misty Swan 
 

                                                 
1 For purposes of this study, Prime Farmland includes prime farmland if certain conditions are present, and includes prime farmland if 
irrigated, prime farmland if drained and either protected from flooding or not frequently flooded during the growing season, prime 
farmland if irrigated and reclaimed of excess salts and sodium, and prime farmland if irrigated and the product of soil erodibility and 
climate factor does not exceed 60. 
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FIGURE 2: DIRECT FARMLAND IMPACTS – PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)

1. Name of Project

2. Type of Project

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

5. Federal Agency Involved

6. County and State

1. Date Request Received by NRCS

YES                NO  

4.
Sheet 1 of

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

2.  Person Completing Form

4.  Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

7.  Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Acres: %

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

6.  Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

Acres: %

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

5.  Major Crop(s)

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

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

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)

A.  Total Acres To Be Converted Directly

B.  Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services

C.  Total Acres In Corridor

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

 A.  Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland

B.  Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland

C.  Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted

D.  Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

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

1.  Area in Nonurban Use

2.  Perimeter in Nonurban Use

3.  Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed

4.  Protection Provided By State And Local Government

5.  Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average

6.  Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

Maximum
Points

15
10

20

20
10

25
57.  Availablility Of Farm Support Services

8.  On-Farm Investments

9.  Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services

10.  Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

20

25

10

160TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

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

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

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

5.  Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part:

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

YES                 NO

DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor
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CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

         (10)      Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it is likely to
contribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural use?
Proposed project is incompatible to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 10 points
Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 9 to 1 point(s)
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 0 points
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 Colorado Division 12300 W. Dakota Ave., Ste. 180 
  Lakewood, Colorado 80228 
 August 4, 2011 720-963-3000 
  720-963-3001 
  
 
 
 
   
Susan Linner 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Ecological Services 
P.O. Box 25486, DFC, (MS 65412) 
Denver, Colorado 80225-0486 
 
 
Subject: North I-25 Programmatic Biological Assessment 
 
Dear Ms. Linner: 
 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the Colorado Department of 
Transportation (CDOT) is requesting formal consultation to address the potential effects to 
federally listed species by the Preferred Alternative presented in the North I-25 Final EIS.  The 
transportation improvements are needed to improve mobility, provide multimodal opportunities, 
and address aging infrastructure in Adams, Boulder, Broomfield, Denver, Larimer and Weld 
counties, Colorado. 

Please accept the attached Programmatic Biological Assessment (PBA) which describes in more 
detail the project and the expected effects to listed species. This PBA is meant to address listed 
species found in the North I-25 EIS Project study area. Because of the length of time it will take 
to implement the whole Preferred Alternative, the Programmatic Agreement defines the process 
for future consultations as they are needed. 

It is expected that the Preferred Alternative will have an adverse effect on the Preble’s meadow 
jumping mouse (Zapushudsoniuspreblei). Additionally, it is expected that the Project may affect, 
but would not be likely to adversely affect either the Colorado butterfly plant (Gaura 
neomexicana coloradensis) or the Ute ladies’-tresses orchid (Sprianthes diluvialis). Species 
affected by depletions to the South Platte River are also addressed.   FHWA is requesting that the 
USFWS review the enclosed PBA and prepare a Biological Opinion to address the determined 
effects and the amount of take of federally listed species and their habitat.  

These actions will ensure that FHWA and CDOT comply with section 7(a)(2) of the ESA.  If you 
have additional questions, or need additional information, please contact Monica Pavlik at 720-
963-3003 or Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4 Environmental, at 970-350-2170. 
 
 
 
 

Page E-622



 
 

2 
 

 Sincerely, 
  
  
  
  
 John M. Cater 
 Division Administrator 
 
 
Cc: Jeff Peterson, CDOT EPB 
Carol Parr, CDOT Environment Region 4 
Enclosure 
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From: Autobee, Robert [mailto:Robert.Autobee@dot.state.co.us]  
Sent: Monday, January 03, 2011 8:27 AM 
To: Parr, Carol; Thor.Gjelsteen 
Subject: Determination of Eligibility North I-25 EIS (CHS#42346) 
 
Carol and Thor: 
 
Please use the following as the SHPO’s concurrence on the determinations of eligibility for the recent 
round of properties for the North I‐25 EIS. 
 
Bob Autobee 
 
 
Robert Autobee 
CDOT‐Region 4 Senior Historian 
1420 2nd Street 
Greeley, CO  80631 
(T):  (970) 350‐2204/(F): (970) 350‐2203 
 
 
 
From: Pallante, Amy [mailto:Amy.Pallante@chs.state.co.us]  
Sent: Monday, January 03, 2011 7:59 AM 
To: Autobee, Robert 
Subject: RE: Determination of Eligibility North I-25 EIS (CHS#42346) 
 
Happy New Year, 
  
Hello Bob, 
  
We concur with the recommended findings of National Register eligibility for the surveyed properties 
presented in your November 5, 2010.  We had additional questions in regards to resource 5LR.995 from 
your November 5, 2010 letter which were answered in your December 9, 2010 letter. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Amy 
  
_______________________________ 
  
Amy Pallante 
Section 106 Compliance Manager 
Colorado State Historic Preservation Office 
Colorado Historical Society 
1560 Broadway 
Suite 400 
Denver, CO 80202 
303-866-4678 
amy.pallante@chs.state.co.us 
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From: Autobee, Robert [mailto:Robert.Autobee@dot.state.co.us]  
Sent: Thursday, December 23, 2010 1:42 PM 
To: Pallante, Amy 
Subject: Determination of Eligibility North I-25 EIS (CHS#42346) 

Amy: 
  
I just received the letter of concurrence (dated December 20, 2010) for the eligibility of the Lake Canal Ditch 
(5LR.995).  This was a follow‐up to the determination letter of November 29, 2010.   I could not find in either letter 
a mention of concurrence on the eligibility of the other properties submitted for review.  Can we say that your 
office concurs with our findings? 
 
Thank you, 
  
Bob Autobee  
  
Robert Autobee 
CDOT‐Region 4 Historian 
1420 2nd Street 
Greeley, CO  80631 
(T):  (970) 350‐2204/(F): (970) 350‐2203 
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MEETING MINUTES
 

 
 

 
Federal Highway Administration  Federal Transit Administration  Colorado Department of Transportation 

St. Vrain State Park:  Wetland Mitigation 
 
MEETING DATE: March 30, 2011 
  
LOCATION: St. Vrain State Park 
  

ATTENDEES: 
CO State Parks:  Kathy Seiple, Jim Trotter 
CDOT:  Carol Parr, Patrick Hickey 
Jacobs:  Gina McAfee, Diane Yates 

 

PREPARER:  
 

  

COPIES: 
Attendees, Bob Quinlan, Thor Gjelsteen, Monica Pavlik, Jacobs File 

 
 
MEETING SUMMARY 
 
 
1. Carol gave an introduction to project status.  The FEIS is projected to be released for 

review in July.  The ROD will be only for the first phase. 

2. Diane said the project will impact approximately 7.3 acres of high and moderate wetlands.  
Not much of this is within this watershed, but it makes sense to concentrate impacts in one 
or two mitigation sites, because: 

 State Parks and CDOT have good working relationship. 
 State Parks knows what is expected. 
 There is a greater chance of wetland success. 

3. CDOT is looking at other options as well: 

 Westminster 
 Fort Collins 
 CDOW 

4. Carol described the MOA that would be needed. 

5. CSP worked with CDOT (Jim Eussen) a couple of years ago for wetland mitigation.  CDOT 
provided plans.  CSP and WRV did the construction.  This was a remedial action for 
mitigation. 
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6. There was an MOA done 15 years ago between CDOT and CSP for wetland and riparian 
mitigation.  CDOT did the annual monitoring for work done. 

7. CSP (at St. Vrain State Park) is planning $4 million in improvements.  Wetland mitigation 
could be along an oxbow north of Blue Heron Reservoir or down by the Headquarters 
building.  CSP has senior water rights off of a ditch.  They currently only use about 60 
percent of their water.  The water table is about four to six feet. 

8. Money for this could be possibly from Headquarters, or maybe this could be a Region 4 
maintenance project.  Trying to get this done in advance of the wetland impact is a good 
goal.  Planting could be done by several different volunteer groups. 

9. CSP has a planting palette they can give us.  A weed control specification would be useful. 

10. Carol will look for the old MOA. 

11. Kathy will check to see if the Conceptual Master Plan is available.  This will probably be 
online. 

12. Action is: 

 Diane to proceed with developing the CMP for the site along SH 119.  Carol also 
directed Diane to develop back up CMPs for the other sites. 

 Jacobs/CDOT will provide to CSP an outline of what would be in an MOA. 

 Carol will investigate what options there might be for short-term funding possibilities 
(including with HQ or with Region 4 budgets).  Since there will be contractors out on site 
next fiscal year (July 2012), that would be an ideal time. 

 Diane will send out the requirements from the Corps to the attendees 
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Federal Highway Administration � Federal Transit Administration � Colorado Department of Transportation 

St. Vrain State Park:  Wetland Mitigation 
 
MEETING DATE: April 21, 2011 
  
LOCATION: St. Vrain State Park (SVSP) 
  

ATTENDEES: 
CO State Parks:  Kathy Seiple, Jim Trotter 
Jacobs:  Diane Yates 

 

PREPARER:  
 

  

COPIES: 
Attendees, Carol Parr, Gina McAfee, Bob Quinlan, Thor Gjelsteen, 
Monica Pavlik, Jacobs File 

 

 

MEETING SUMMARY 
 
Purpose of Meeting:  To collect information on SVSP’s ideas for wetland mitigation. 
 
Meeting Highlights 

1. Diane reviewed the 12 components to be described in the concept level mitigation plan 
to accompany the 404 permit application. A copy of this list is attached to these minutes.  

 
2. It is CDOT’s objective to provide 7.4 acres of compensatory wetland mitigation by 

establishing new wetlands or a combination of new wetland areas with riparian buffer.  
The wetland replacement ratio is 1:1 for new wetland area and 4:1 for new riparian 
buffer area.  

 
3. Kathy and Jim prefer the combination of wetland areas with riparian buffer to meet 

SVSP’s goals to “enhance and diversify the existing plant, animal and fish ecosystems 
within the park” (St. Vrain State Park Draft Master Plan, January 2004).  

 
4. Diane explained CDOT would like to provide all of North I-25 Project’s mitigation at St. 

Vrain State Park, if possible. The 7.4 acres represent the total area of on-site wetland 
mitigation requested from the Corps.   

 
5. Jim and Kathy described their ideas for wetland establishment, restoration and/or 

enhancement for two sites: the upland area west of SVSP’s park headquarters (the 
WPH Site); and the Oxbow restoration site north of the Blue Heron Reservoir (the 
Oxbow Site).  A copy of the Vrain State Park Draft Master plan (2004) was provided for 
Diane’s use to copy and return to Kathy. 
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West of Park Headquarters (WPH) Site 
 

• The WPH Site wetland mitigation project would convert flat agricultural land to a 
wetland / riparian complex typical to pre-settlement conditions of the St Vrain River 
floodplain.  The restoration objective would be to establish new wetlands adjacent to 
the existing wetlands along Idaho Creek.   

 

• The WPH site may not be large enough to provide 7.4 acres of wetland mitigation.  
  

• Wetland hydrology would be established by creating a new creek channel connected 
with the existing Idaho Creek channel.  The new channel would be 6-8 feet wide. 
Wetland hydrology would be established in the new channel and within 6 feet along 
both sides of channel.  The total width of wetland along the new channel would be 12 
to 14 feet. The new channel length would depend on existing site topography and 
the channel gradient of Idaho Creek.   

 

• Idaho Creek enters the WPH Site from the south, travels east and north in a 
meandering pattern, and exits the north side of the WPH Site to flow north and 
connect with Last Chance Ditch and ultimately the St. Vrain River.  

 

• Currently SVSP owns senior water rights from Idaho Creek and uses approximately 
60% of this water allocation to flow through the wetland playas and riparian areas in 
SVSP.  The new wetland would draw upon the unused portion of SVSP’s water 
allocation spring, summer and fall irrigation seasons.  A topographic survey of the 
WPH Site would be needed to design the new channel and adjacent wetlands.  

 

• Ground water would contribute to the WPH Site wetland hydrology if the new 
channel was excavated to groundwater elevation. Jim estimates groundwater to be 4 
to 6 feet below existing ground surface.  In 2006, fifteen ground water wells were 
installed around the Blue Heron Reservoir (immediately north of the WPH Site), 
including 2 wells on the WPH Site. The wells were installed to identify any breaks in 
the reservoir liner. Data from these wells will be used to verify ground water 
elevations on the WPH Site. 

 

• Jim Trotter can provide the SVSP plant lists for native trees, shrubs and grasses, 
including upland and wetland seed mixes.  Arkansas Valley Seed (a local seed 
distribution company) has SVSP’s seed mixes in stock. 

 

• Jim Trotter expects the WPH Site to have 6 to 8 inches of loam on top of undisturbed 
gravel and sand deposits typical to Front Range river floodplains. Excavated material 
could be used to create berms to visually screen and buffer adjacent highway and 
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commercial land uses. Also, berms landscaped with native trees and shrubs would 
improve SVSP’s image from the highway. 

 

• The WPH Site wetland mitigation project would greatly enhance existing wetland 
functions for the WPH Site.  New wetland areas with riparian buffer would provide 
wildlife habitat, flood abatement, water quality improvement and possibly T & E 
species habitat.  Native shrubs and trees, especially cottonwood would provide 
habitat for raptors, water fowl and other birds and mammals.   

 
The Oxbow Site:  

• The Oxbow Site wetland mitigation project would restore wetlands and riparian 
habitat to existing agricultural lands adjacent to the St. Vrain River. Jim Trotter 
estimated that approximately 6 acres would be available for restoration on this site.  

 

• A small restoration project was installed on the Oxbow Site in 2006.  An oxbow 
shaped depression was excavated to ground water level and planted with native 
riparian trees and shrubs and seeded with bulrushes. The area of this wetland and 
riparian restoration could be expanded to provide mitigation credit for the North I-25 
Project.  

 

• There is potential to create wetland hydrology from the un-used water allocation that 
would not be used at the WPH site. 

 

• A pump house and service road will be installed this summer to provide water from 
St Vrain River to the Blue Heron Reservoir.  Otherwise the agricultural lands will be 
managed as natural open space.  No trails are planned for this area. 

 

• Trees and shrubs would be irrigated by SVSP and volunteer staff.  A temporary 
irrigation system could be considered as an alternative to hand watering and would 
be a part of the project’s adaptive management plan. 

 

• The Oxbow Site wetland mitigation project would enhance the site’s functional value 
by providing wildlife habitat, flood abatement, water quality improvement, bank 
stabilization and possibly T & E species habitat.  Native shrubs and trees, especially 
cottonwood, would provide habitat for raptors, water fowl and other birds and 
mammals. There is the potential of adding roosting platforms for hawk, ospreys and 
other raptors.  The prairie dog colony with in the Oxbow Site would be 
accommodated and possibly enhanced.  Educational functions of the Oxbow site will 
be enhanced.  The site is next to a future SVSP interpretive center. 
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6. SVSP project review process will take approximately 3 weeks once the mitigation plan is 
developed to SVSP and CDOT staff satisfaction. The review will include the SVSP 
engineer and district parks supervisor.    

 
7. The memorandum of agreement (MOA) will follow a similar review process and may 

require more review time than the plan. 
 

8. Diane reviewed a draft schedule and goal to submit the mitigation plan with the 404 
permit application by July 1.  With this deadline in mind, the next step would be to 
develop the mitigation plan in April and May, and conduct the plan and MOA reviews in 
June. 

 
Action Items: 

• CDOT to provide copy of previous MOA with SVSP to Kathy. 

• Kathy Seiple to provide GIS files of master plans maps, plant palette, groundwater well data 
and water rights documentation. 

• Diane Yates to provide example of monitoring plan to SVSP for their reference.  

• Diane Yates to investigate if CDOT could provide site survey, soil borings and analysis.  

• Bob Quinlan to work with Carol Parr to develop a draft MOA for SVSP review.  

• Bob Quinlan to revise 404 permit schedule to include SVST Park review process.  

• Diane to copy the draft master plan report, distribute it to CDOT and FEIS project managers, 
and return original to Kathy Seiple. 

 
Components of a Compensatory Wetland Mitigation Plan 

1. Objectives: What is the resource type and amount provided? 

2. Site Selection Factors: What are the factors considered during site selection? 

3. Site Protection Instrument: What are the management plans on government property? 

4. Baseline Information: What are the ecological practices of proposed mitigation site? 

5. Work Plan: Provide project work descriptions and construction specifications. 

6. Maintenance Plan: Provide a description and schedule of tasks. 

7. Performance Standards: What are the standards by which the project can be assessed for 
success? 

8. Monitoring Requirements: Use USACE standards for a typical 10 page annual report. 

9. Financial Assurances: Describe the source of funds and how they will suffice for project 
construction and wetland establishment. 

10. Credit Determination: What is the number of credits provided and the rationale? 

11. Long-term Management Plan: Describe management procedures after performance 
standards are met. 

12. Adaptive Management Plan: What is the strategy to address unforeseen site conditions and 
who is responsible? 
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Federal Highway Administration  Federal Transit Administration  Colorado Department of Transportation 

St. Vrain State Park:  Wetland Mitigation Plan Review 
 
MEETING DATE: June 14, 2011 
  
LOCATION: St. Vrain State Park (SVSP) 
  

ATTENDEES: 
St. Vrain State Park:  Kathy Seiple, Jim Trotter, Paul Barker 
CDOT:  Carol Parr, Rebecca Pierce 
Jacobs:  Gina McAfee, Diane Yates 

 
PREPARER: 
  
COPIES: Attendees, Bob Quinlan, Thor Gjelsteen, Monica Pavlik, Jacobs File 
 
 
MEETING SUMMARY 
 

1. Carol asked about the wetland impact.  The quantities are: 

15.86 Jurisdictional—wetland* 
2.87 Open—waters 

18.73 Are the total wetlands and other jurisdictional water impacts 

 
*Correction:  The total area of jurisdictional wetland impact is 15.31 
acres. 

Carol would like to have as many wetlands created on site as possible. 

2. Paul Barker is one of the project engineers who know a lot about this park.  
Bahman Hatami is the Park’s statewide water manager and the one who could answer 
water rights questions. 

3. Carol described the MOA. CDOT would provide information on timing of the funding 
(prior to the next growing season) and the funding itself.  CDOT’s fiscal year starts July 
1.  State Parks could either do the construction in-house or with a contractor.  The 
plantings could be done by volunteers.  CDOT will provide a final design and 
specifications (construction documents), wetland delineation and functional assessment, 
water augmentation plan (if needed), site survey, grading plan, and post-construction 
monitoring reports per USACE requirements. 

4. Bahman would have to review this potential plan to determine if there are water right 
issues. 

5. If we are excavating down to groundwater, the project may not need water rights if the 
new wetlands directly replace the impacted wetlands without affecting other water right 
owners. 

6. What are advantages and disadvantages of either CDOT or State Parks contracting for 
work? 
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Federal Highway Administration  Federal Transit Administration  Colorado Department of Transportation 

7. Water right issues are: 

• Can the Park’s shares in Rural Ditch water be used for this plan? 

• Replacing impacted wetlands from other drainages (like the Cache la Poudre) at 
SVSP.  Becky said CDOT normally would not ask for the State Engineer’s input on 
something like that. 

8. Jacobs needs to determine the water budget for this.  We should consider the use of the 
Blaney-Criddle method.  We should also coordinate with Bahman Hatami. 

9. The St. Vrain River Terrace site was seeded with native plants in 2007, and without 
irrigation, the native grasses were not established.  A diversion structure will be built in 
2011 with a pump and access road to be converted to the Colorado Front Range trail in 
the future.  The trail will not be paved. 

10. One issue is disposal of the excavated soils. 

11. On the Idaho Creek site, can we excavate to groundwater to form a larger site — west of 
the existing wetland?  We might be able to get as much as five acres if we include 
various spots of upland area in addition to the large wetland area on the plan.  This 
would need to be combined with delineating the existing wetlands. 

12. On the St. Vrain site, wetlands can be added within the oxbow. 

13. We should meet next week with Bahman Hatami, but not Margaret or Sarah.  For this 
meeting, we can provide information on: 
• Where the North I-25 project impacts are.  (Becky provided her maps for Paul to give 

to Bahman.) 
• The basic concepts of excavating to groundwater. 
• The approximate water budget. 

 
Action Items: 

• Cancel June 22 meeting with Section 404 Permit agencies.  (Note:  Meeting has been 
cancelled.) 

• Schedule meeting with Bahman Hatami and all who attended today’s meeting.  (Note: 
Meeting scheduled for June 21 at 10:00 a.m. at the St. Vrain State Park.) 

• Confirm July 12 meeting with permit agencies. 
• Prepare estimate of project water budget. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
(J:\_Transportation\071609.400\_WVXV811_NI25 TO11\manage\mtgs\handout\NI25_ wetland mitigation plan review mtg_061411_handouts.pdf) 

• Meeting agenda 
• Plans and descriptions for the St. Vrain River Terrace site and Idaho Creek site 
 
 
J:\_Transportation\071609.400\_WVXV811_NI25 TO11\manage\mtgs\minutes\NI25_ wetland mitigation plan review mtg_061411_draft.doc 
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NORTH I-25 EIS/ WETLAND MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW 
MEETING 

ST VRAIN STATE PARK 

June 14, 2011;  2:00 PM – 4:00 PM 

St. Vrain State Park 
3525 State Hwy 119, Firestone, CO  80504 

303-485-0186 
 

 

Purpose of meeting:   

 Review concept site plans with existing site conditions. 

 Listen to CDOT and SVSP staff ideas and comments.  

 
1. Introductions 

2. Wetland Mitigation Objectives 

3. Idaho Creek Site:  Wetland and Riparian Habitat Restoration 

4. St. Vrain River Terrace Site:  Riparian Habitat Restoration 

5. Memorandum of Agreement 

6. Site Visit to Compare Existing Conditions with Concept Plans 

7. Next Steps 

 

 
Invitations sent to: 
St Vrain State Park:  Kathy Sieple, Jim Trotter and Paul Barker 
CDOT:  Carol Parr, Long Nguyen, Patrick Hickey, and Rebecca Pierce 
Jacobs: Gina McAfee, Diane Yates, and Bob Quinlan 
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10 June 2011 

Idaho Creek Wetland Restoration Site 
1.8 acres of wetland restoration and 13 acres of upland riparian buffer providing 3.3 acres of wetland mitigation credit. 

 
The Idaho Creek wetland restoration site would convert flat agricultural land to a wetland / riparian complex typical to pre-settlement 
conditions of the St. Vrain River floodplain.  The restoration objective would be to establish new wetlands adjacent to existing 
wetlands along Idaho Creek.   
 
Wetland hydrology would be established by creating a new creek channel and two new wetland basins connected with the existing 
Idaho Creek channel.  Idaho Creek enters the state park from the south, travels east and north in a meandering pattern, exits the 
north side of the wetland restoration site to flow north and connect with Last Chance Ditch and ultimately into the St. Vrain River.  
The new creek channel would be 6-8 feet wide and 500 linear feet in length. Wetland hydrology would be established in the new 
channel bottom and along the channel banks.  The width of the new wetland along the new channel would be approximately 12 feet. 
The new wetland basins would also be adjacent to and at the same ground elevation as Idaho Creek. 
 
St. Vrain State Park owns five shares of senior water rights from Idaho Creek but uses only 60% of this water allocation to irrigate 
wetland playas and riparian areas in other areas of the park.  The new wetlands would draw upon the unused portion of the Park’s 
water allocation during spring, summer and fall irrigation seasons.  
 
Ground water would be a second source of water for the two new wetland basins.  Groundwater levels on the site range between 5-8 
feet below the ground surface between July and September.  These ground water levels drop 12-18 inches over the growing season. 
This information is based on groundwater data collected from three monitoring wells on the Idaho Creek site.  
 
Wetland vegetation planted in the new creek channel and basins will be native wetland shrubs, trees, grasses, sedges, rushes and 
other wetland forbs common to river floodplains along the Front Range. Wetland and riparian buffer plant species will be selected 
from the Park’s approved plant species list.  
 
The Idaho Creek site has 6-8 inches of loamy soils on top of undisturbed gravel and sand deposits typical to Front Range river 
floodplains. The excavated material may be used to create landscaped berms along the south and west sides of the site to visually 
screen SH 119 and adjacent private commercial developments. 
 
The Idaho Creek wetland restoration site would greatly enhance existing wetland functions for the South Platte River watershed. New 
wetland areas surrounded by riparian vegetation would provide the following wetland functions: wildlife habitat, flood abatement, 
ground water recharge, water quality improvement and habitat for threatened and endangered species such as Prebles Meadow 
Jumping Mouse, raptors, water fowl and other birds and mammals.   
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St. Vrain River Terrace Riparian Restoration Site 
12.7 acres of upland riparian buffer providing 3.2 acres of wetland mitigation credit at a 4:1 ratio 

 
The St. Vrain River terrace site would restore upland riparian habitat to land adjacent to the St. Vrain River previously used for 
agriculture and ranching purposes.  This new riparian forest and shrub-land would provide a buffer of native vegetation to the existing 
high quality wetland and riparian areas along the river.  
 
According the 2007 St. Vrain State Park Draft Master Plan amendment, the Park plans to restore this site to native short grass 
prairie, as funds permit.  The edges of the St. Vrain River and surrounding riparian forest are currently retained as a Wildlife 
Conservation Area and will remain in a natural state.  The master plan includes goals to construct a segment of the Colorado Front 
Range Trail along the existing riparian area, which would enhance the educational function of the proposed project and meet the 
goals of the Park’s master plan.  The site is next to a future park interpretive center.  Currently the site is closed to public use. A 
pump house and service road will be installed along the north edge of the site in summer 2011 to provide river water to the Blue 
Heron Reservoir to the south. 
 
A small riparian restoration project was installed in the southeast corner of the site by the Park in 2006.  This restoration project 
included excavation of an oxbow shaped depression to ground water level, planting native riparian trees and shrubs, followed by 
seeding the oxbow bottom with emergent wetland vegetation.  It is the intent of this proposed mitigation project to expand the riparian 
restoration area toward the St. Vrain River and provide a 600-foot wide buffer between the river and high-use areas of the Park.  
 
The existing ground surface elevation of the agricultural field is 2-4 feet above the average water surface level of the St. Vrain River.   
To provide a sustainable source of water for shrubs and trees, the site’s land surface would be re-graded to bring the plant root zone 
closer to groundwater level.  Depressions and ditches would be created to capture surface run-off.  Approximately 1-2 feet of subsoil 
would be excavated and topsoil would be harvested and stockpiled for replacement over the new land surface.  To help establish 
new planting areas, Park staff and volunteers would hand-water the trees and shrubs, or a temporary irrigation system would be 
installed. There is also a possibility to use some of the Park’s un-used water allocation from the Last Chance Ditch to establish new 
plantings. 
 
Native shrubs and trees, especially cottonwood, would provide habitat for raptors, water fowl, Prebles Meadow Jumping Mouse and 
other birds and mammals.  There is the potential of adding roosting platforms for hawk, ospreys and other raptors.  The existing 
prairie dog colony on the site would be accommodated and potentially enhanced as part of this project.   
 
The St. Vrain River Terrace Site would provide the following wetland and riparian functions: general wildlife habitat, flood abatement, 
and habitat for threatened and endangered species such as the Prebles Meadow Jumping Mouse. 
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STATE OF COLORADO  
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 
Region Four 
1420 2nd Street 
Greeley, CO  80631 
 
(970) 350-2146 
(Fax) 350-2198 
 
 
June 3, 2011 
 
 
 
Mr. Tom Remington 
Director 
Colorado Division of Wildlife 
6060 Broadway 
Denver, CO 80216 
 
Re: North I-25 Environmental Impact Statement 
 Effects to Big Thompson Ponds State Wildlife Area 
 
Dear Mr. Remington: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in 
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), are in the process of 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal 
transportation improvements along approximately 61 miles of the I-25 corridor from the 
Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver. The improvements being considered in the Final EIS 
will address regional and inter-regional movement of people, goods, and services in the I-25 
corridor.  
 
A property administered by the Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) has been determined to 
qualify for Section 4(f) protection as defined in 23 Code of Federal Regulations 774.17 and 
would experience a use by project alternatives under consideration. Big Thompson Ponds State 
Wildlife Area (SWA) qualifies for protection under Section 4(f) because it is a publicly-owned 
wildlife refuge. 
 
By way of this letter, FHWA, FTA, and CDOT are requesting written concurrence from the 
CDOW, as the official with jurisdiction over Big Thompson Ponds SWA, that the project will 
not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify this area for protection 
under Section 4(f) (see below).  
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Background 
In 2005, Congress amended Title 49 USC 303, also known as Section 4(f), when it enacted the 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and 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 the Secretary of Transportation to 
approve a project that uses Section 4(f) lands without analysis of feasible and prudent avoidance 
alternatives if it would have de minimis impacts upon the Section 4(f) resource.  The impacts of a 
transportation project on a park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge that qualifies 
for Section 4(f) protection may be determined to be de minimis if: 

1. The transportation use of the Section 4(f) resource, together with any impact avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation or enhancement measures incorporated into the project, 
does not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the resource 
for protection under Section 4(f); 

2. The official(s) with jurisdiction over the property are informed of FHWA's or FTA's 
intent to make the de minimis impact finding based on their written concurrence that the 
project will not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the 
property for protection under Section 4(f); and 

3. The public has been afforded an opportunity to review and comment on the effects of the 
project on the protected activities, features, and attributes of the Section 4(f) resource. 

Section 4(f) Use 
Three build alternatives are being analyzed in the Final EIS; Package A, Package B, and the 
Preferred Alternative. Although these alternatives may result in different uses of the property in 
question, for the purposes of receiving de minimis concurrence, the following discussion assumes 
selection of the alternative with the highest degree of use of the property. 

Big Thompson Ponds State Wildlife Area 
Impacts 
Use at this location would result from improvements to I-25 including the addition of the two 
barrier-separated tolled express lanes on the western side of the general-purpose lanes as well as 
the transition of the ramp from the US 34 interchange south onto I-25. The additional lanes 
would also accommodate the bus rapid transit. The combined improvements would affect the 
easternmost edge of the wildlife area. Walls were placed in this area in order to minimize impact 
and the acreage used was reduced to 0.24 acre. None of the features or amenities would be used 
as a result, and the remainder of the natural area would not be diminished in utility. The 
attributes that qualify the Big Thompson Ponds SWA for Section 4(f) protection are not 
adversely affected. 
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Indirect effects that may also occur include noise impacts to portions of the area which exceed 
CDOT’s noise abatement criteria (NAC). Although the noise level impacts are above the level 
required for NAC, they will not substantially impair the activities or features that qualify the 
wildlife area for Section 4(f) protection. The increase would be small but still require an 
exploration of mitigation. 
 
Measures to Minimize Harm 
The design includes retaining walls which require a 10-foot easement for CDOT maintenance 
activities. Retaining walls have been included on the east side of I-25 to minimize impacts to the 
property. The retaining walls would not impede wildlife movement and would redirect wildlife 
to use the crossing under the highway. Further design modifications proposed under the 
Preferred Alternative would remove all use of this property. However, if an alternative other than 
the Preferred Alternative were selected, the impacts described may be realized. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 CDOT will reseed disturbed areas with native grasses. 
 CDOT will replace native shrubs as appropriate. 
 Easement acquisition will be completed under the Uniform Relocation Act. 

Public Involvement 
Agency coordination, including meetings, outreach, and agency scoping, began early in the EIS 
process and has been ongoing throughout. Public input on the possible findings of de minimis 
was requested during the public comment period for the Draft EIS and the public will have an 
opportunity to further comment on the proposed improvements and potential impacts as part of 
the Final EIS as well. Specific requests to provide input on the proposed de minimis findings was 
made at the EIS public hearings.  

Request for Concurrence 
CDOT requests the written concurrence from the CDOW that effects of the project as described 
above, and considering the minimization and mitigation measures that have been proposed, will 
not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes of Big Thompson Ponds SWA.  This 
written concurrence will help satisfy the concurrence and consultation requirements of 23 CFR § 
774.5(b)(2).  Concurrence can be provided either by signing and dating the signature block at the 
end of this letter, or by separate letter from the CDOW to the CDOT at the address shown above. 
Because impacts to the property in question as reported in the Final EIS are similar to or lesser 
than those reported in the Draft EIS we are requesting your concurrence prior to release of the 
Final EIS. FHWA and FTA are willing to make a de minimis determination at this point as the 
public has been provided an opportunity to comment. 
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Intent for De Minimis Finding 

Pending your concurrence, CDOT believes that the impacts to Big Thompson Ponds SWA will 
not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes of the property.  Based on this finding, 
and taking into consideration the minimization and mitigation measures that have been proposed 
and public input received, CDOT recommends and anticipates FHWA’s and FTA’s concurrence 
that the proposed action will have de minimis impacts to Big Thompson Ponds SWA, and that an 
analysis of feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives under Section 4(f) is not required. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Carol Parr 
CDOT Project Manager 
 
cc: Monica Pavlik, FHWA 
 Thor Gjelsteen, FHU 
 Bob Quinlan, Jacobs 
 File 
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Concurrence 
 
As the official with jurisdiction over Big Thompson Ponds SWA, I hereby concur with the 
recommendations of the project proponents that the use and impacts associated with this project, 
along with the identified avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, will not adversely 
affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 
4(f). 
 
 
By: _______________________________ 
 
 
Title: _______________________________    
 
 
Date: _______________________________ 
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Mr. Remington, Director  6/3/2011 
Colorado Division of Wildlife  Page 6 
 
 
 

Attachment A:  Use of Big Thompson Ponds State Wildlife Area 

 
 
 
J:\_Transportation\071609.400\_WVXV811_NI25 TO11\manage\corr\4(f) deminimis Concurrence Letters\4fdeminimisconcurrence_CDOW_121310.doc 
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