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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) is evaluating alternative sets of
improvements to the transportation system in north-central Colorado through the North 1-25
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The general region covered in the EIS (Figure 1-1)
encompasses approximately 1,300 square miles. This regional study area generally is
bounded by and includes U.S. Highway (US) 287, US 85, State Highway (SH) 1 and US 36.
The distance from SH 1 to US 36 is approximately 60 miles and from US 287 to US 85 is
approximately 20 miles.

The overall purpose for the EIS is to improve connectivity, functionality and capacity of
transportation modes in the regional study area. The existing highways are becoming
inadequate and will underserve the expected future traffic demand in the region. CDOT
Project IM0253 179 is the EIS and is examining several alternatives that would upgrade
transportation infrastructure in this regional study area.

The overall purpose of this analysis was to conclude whether noise or vibration levels at any
receptors near potential project roadway improvements may exceed applicable impact
thresholds (CDOT, Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] or Federal Transit
Administration [FTA] guidelines). If so, mitigation actions for the impacted receptors are
considered for the project design. This is important because many properties are along the
several study corridors and may be impacted by noise or vibration from the alternatives.
The primary concern for traffic noise for the project is the 1-25 corridor, but also of concern
are new or expanded parking lots that would support the proposed bus transit.

The Draft EIS (CDOT/FHWA,/FTA 2008) examined three alternatives: the No-Action
Alternative and Packages A and B. The traffic noise impact results for these alternatives
were discussed in the Draft EIS. From comments and discussions after the Draft EIS, a new
Preferred Alternative has been developed. Detailed descriptions of these alternatives can
be found in the Final EIS (CDOT/FHWA, FTA 2011).

The remainder of this addendum describes follow-up traffic noise impact analyses that
supplement the Traffic Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FHU, 2008) originally
submitted as part of the Draft EIS. The follow-up analyses were performed for the Final EIS
for two primary reasons:

» The horizon years for the two current regional transportation models have changed from
2030 to 2035; consequently the project design year has changed.

» A new Preferred Alternative for the project has been developed that is a blend of other
alternatives and was not analyzed in the Draft EIS. As a result, the proposed typical
sections for I-25 have changed throughout the regional study area and design changes
are being proposed for some of the supplemental facilities, such as transit parking lots.

The information provided below is an addendum to the previous technical report prepared
for the Draft EIS and focuses on methods or results that are new or changed since the Draft
EIS. The noise topics that are unchanged can be found in the previous technical report
(FHU, 2008). Information on noise and vibration from the proposed rail transit facilities can
be found in a separate report (Harris, Miller, Miller and Hanson, 2010).

Introduction
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Figure 1-1
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1.1 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Comments and discussions occurring for the project after the Draft EIS was published lead
to a consensus that both Packages A and B could be improved to better meet the overall
EIS purpose. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative was developed that is a combination of
Package A and Package B components, with some refined features. This means that the
Preferred Alternative was not evaluated in the Draft EIS.

The Preferred Alternative is a multi-modal solution with highway, rail and bus
improvements. The Preferred Alternative includes:

» [|-25 interchange reconstructions
» addition of general purpose lanes and tolled express lanes on I-25

» commuter rail along the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway tracks between Fort
Collins and the FasTracks North Metro end-of-line station in Thornton

» express bus service along 1-25 between Fort Collins and downtown Denver

» commuter bus service along US 85 between Greeley and downtown Denver

1.2 ANALYSIS APPROACH

On July 13, 2010, FHWA issued a new final traffic noise rule that affects Federal and
Federal-aid projects (Code of Federal Regulations Title 23 Part 772); however, the new
requirements are not effective until July 13, 2011. CDOT's current guidance (CDOT, 2002)
is still in force and still the most restrictive of the applicable regulations for highway traffic
noise. Separately, the new highway commuter bus services (e.g., bus stations and parking
lots) were examined following FTA guidelines, as was done for the Draft EIS. Therefore, the
same methods of analysis were used for both the Final EIS as the Draft EIS
(CDOT/FHWA/FTA, 2008).

The primary impact thresholds of concern for this analysis are the CDOT Noise Abatement
Criteria (NAC) (Table 1-1) and the FTA impact levels (FTA, 2006). Under CDOT's
guidelines, equaling or exceeding the NAC is viewed as a noise impact and triggers an
investigation of noise mitigation measures. A “substantial” noise increase is also a noise
impact and leads to evaluation of traffic noise mitigation actions. A “substantial’ noise
increase is defined as the future noise level increasing by 10 dBA or more over existing
levels. For the CDOT analyses, the one-hour equivalent noise level (Leq) was used.

For the technical work under the Draft EIS, the regional transportation plans for the regional
study area had planned through year 2030. Since the Draft EIS, the regional plans have
been updated through year 2035. Therefore, the components of the Preferred Alternative
were designed for predicted 2035 traffic to be consistent with the latest regional plans.
However, this meant the Preferred Alternative results would not be consistent with the
2030 results for the other alternatives in the Draft EIS. Because all four alternatives are
being included in the Final EIS, a decision was made to update the Draft EIS traffic noise
impact analyses to year 2035 to maintain comparability.

Introduction
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Traffic Noise Model (TNM) Version 2.5 software models of the alternatives were developed
to assess impacts. A new model for 2035 for the Preferred Alternative was developed for
the Final EIS. To enable comparisons of impacts to be made, the previous TNM models for
the No-Action, Package A and Package B Alternatives were updated from 2030 traffic to
2035 traffic.

Table 1-1 CDOT Noise Abatement Criteria
éi?gggf; CDO-(FLN')AC Description of Land Use Category
€q
Tracts of land in which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
significance and serve an important public need and where the
A 56 dBA preservation of those qualities is to continue to serve its intended
(Exterior) purpose. Such areas could include amphitheaters, particular parks, or
open spaces which are recognized by appropriate local officials for
activities requiring special qualities of serenity and quiet.
66 dBA Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches,
B , libraries, hospitals, picnic areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, and
(Exterior) parks.
c 71 dBA Developed lands, properties or activities not included in categories A
(Exterior) and B above.
D None Undeveloped lands.
£ 51 dBA Residences, motels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, libraries,
(Interior) hospitals, and auditoriums.

Traffic noise results for the No-Action, Package A and Package B alternatives for 2030 are
part of the Draft EIS (CDOT/FHWA/FTA, 2008), and for 2035 are described below. Only
2035 traffic noise results have been developed for the Preferred Alternative and those are
also described below.

Impact criteria under the FTA guidelines are more complex than those for CDOT and are
described in other documents (FTA, 2006; HMMH, 2010). FTA screening analyses were
performed for each of the proposed highway bus/commuter facilities, and where necessary,
an FTA General Assessment was performed. The commuter rail analyses are presented in
a separate report (HMMH, 2010).

Introduction
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2.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The affected environment has not changed dramatically since the Draft EIS. At the south
end of the project area between 128th Avenue and US 36, there are numerous densely
populated residential and business areas along both the east and west sides of I-25. Along
I-25 between SH 1 and 128th Avenue, there are mostly dispersed residential and business
properties, though there are clusters of developed properties. There are several existing
noise barriers along I-25 that were included in the models.

However, some corridor properties have been repurposed and/or structures have been
demolished since the Draft EIS. Primarily, this includes a handful of isolated homes along
I-25. Also, some new buildings have been built along 1-25; these include some sizeable
residential and commercial developments. In total, the changes still represent a relatively
small fraction of the developed properties identified in the analysis for the Draft EIS.

Traffic data for 2005 were used for the TNM modeling to maintain consistency with the Draft
EIS, but the model receptors were adjusted to reflect current (early 2010) conditions. More
than 600 points were modeled for traffic noise (Appendix A).

The calculated result for each model point is presented in Appendix A. Modeled points that
represent 496 discrete receptors are calculated to have existing traffic noise levels above
the respective NAC during the afternoon peak hour. Of these, 388 are Category B
properties (residential) and 108 are Category C properties (commercial). The impacted
locations are summarized in Figure 2-1.

I-25 traffic is the predominant noise source for the highway corridor. The distance from 1-25
to the locations where traffic noise levels reach the CDOT NACSs varies along the length of
the 60-mile-long 1-25 corridor, mostly dependent on the terrain and I-25 traffic volumes.
Generally, receptors within approximately 350 feet of I-25 are at least 66 dBA and those
within approximately 200 feet of I-25 are at least 71 dBA.

Environmental Consequences
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Figure 2-1 Impacted Receptors from Existing Conditions Traffic Noise Model
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Details on the noise analysis procedures were presented in the technical report prepared for
the Draft EIS (FHU, 2008). To summarize, traffic noise levels from project roads were
evaluated through a combination of measurements and computer modeling. Impacts from
traffic noise were assessed on the basis of the predicted noise levels’ relationship to the
CDOT NAC (Table 1-1) and the magnitude of the predicted traffic noise level change from
existing conditions (Section 1.2). If a receptor was predicted to be impacted by traffic noise,
noise mitigation measures were evaluated (Section 4.0).

Updated traffic noise models were developed using TNM as described in Section 1.2 for
the three Draft EIS alternatives (No-Action, Package A and Package B) and new models
were developed for the Preferred Alternative. The models included the major project roads
using predicted future (2035) traffic volumes and road layouts. The only road data changes
from the Draft EIS TNM models were revised traffic volumes—no road alignment, width or
elevation changes were needed for these alternatives. Refinements and updates to
receptors were incorporated to reflect new residences, new parks, etc. since the Draft EIS
analyses.

The updated traffic noise impacts are summarized in Table 3-1 and described below for
each alternative. Detailed results from the models are presented in Appendix A.

Table 3-1 Summary of 1-25 Traffic Noise Impacts
Number of 2035 Noise-Impacted Receptors
-25 Segment - (Category B / Category C)
Existing No-Action Package A Package B Preferred
(2005) 9 9 Alternative

SH1toSH 14 33/7 53/8 61/8 61/8 61/8
SH 14 to SH 60 92/33 101/46 103 /44 103 /44 101/44
SH 60 to E-470 27149 29/55 31/55 30/56 29/55
E-470 to US 36 236/19 478/ 46 478/ 46 491/55 488 /54

Total | 388/108 661 /155 673 /153 685 /163 679 /161

3.1 UPDATED NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE RESULTS

Results for the No-Action Alternative have been updated from 2030 to 2035 (Figure 3-1 and
Table 3-1). The larger residential areas (Category B) predicted to be impacted were:

» Wellington East (Wellington) — 20 receptors
» Waterglen (Fort Collins) — 12 receptors
» Mountain Range Shadows (Larimer County) — 69 receptors

» Isolated/scattered homes along I-25 in CDOT Region 4 (Larimer and Weld Counties) —
82 receptors

» Numerous neighborhoods abutting I-25 in CDOT Region 6 (Broomfield, Thornton,
Westminster, Northglenn and Adams County) — 478 receptors

Environmental Consequences
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Impacted Receptors for 2035 No-Action Alternative

LEGEND

@ |mpacted Category B Receptor
@  Impacted Category C Receptor
@ Cities & Towns

il Regional Study Area

L.

NS Study Corridors
N/ Highways
AN Arterial Roads
G City Boundaries

]

s— i

-
lngion e

‘SH1$H14
|83 Category B, &
-—_8 Category C

o\l SH‘i 4—SH60 .
01 Category B

| = .:—' 4SCategoryC

gFil«estnme
DFraderick

A
0 2 4 6 8 10 N

' [Miles  North

ko \

Ae-ar0-Us36
#~1478 Category B
46 Category C

J i
Denve’r:}"-i‘w =

Environmental Consequences

3-2



Final EIS - August 2011 NORTH 1225
EIS

information. cooperation. transportation.

In addition, parts of Archery Range Natural Area, Arapahoe Bend Natural Area, Big
Thompson Ponds State Wildlife Area, St. Vrain State Park, Willowbrook Park, Niver Creek
Open Space, Civic Center Park and Thorncreek Golf Course were predicted to have traffic
noise levels above the CDOT NAC for Category B. No receptors were expected to
experience a 10-dBA increase; the largest increase was predicted to be approximately

6 dBA.

3.2 UPDATED PACKAGE A RESULTS

Results for Package A have been updated from 2030 to 2035 (Figure 3-2 and Table 3-1).
In terms of highway noise, the larger residential areas (Category B) predicted to be
impacted were:

» Wellington East (Wellington) — 20 receptors (same as No-Action Alternative)
» Waterglen (Fort Collins) — 20 receptors (more than No-Action Alternative)

» Mountain Range Shadows (Larimer County) — 69 receptors (same as No-Action
Alternative)

» Margil Farms (Mead) — 7 receptors (more than No-Action Alternative)
» Singletree Estates — 2 receptors (more than No-Action Alternative)

» Isolated/scattered homes along I-25 in CDOT Region 4 (Larimer and Weld Counties) —
77 receptors (fewer than No-Action Alternative)

» Numerous neighborhoods abutting 1-25 in CDOT Region 6 (Broomfield, Thornton,
Westminster, Northglenn and Adams County) — 478 receptors (same as No-Action
Alternative)

In addition, parts of Archery Range Natural Area, Arapahoe Bend Natural Area, Big
Thompson Ponds State Wildlife Area, St. Vrain State Park, Willowbrook Park, Niver Creek
Open Space, Civic Center Park and Thorncreek Golf Course were predicted to have traffic
noise levels above the CDOT NAC for Category B. No receptors were expected to
experience a 10-dBA increase; the largest increase was predicted to be approximately

6 dBA.

In terms of bus transit noise, five commuter bus stations/parking lots, six carpool parking
lots and one bus maintenance site are proposed as new facilities (Figure 3-3). Screening
analyses showed that there would be no noise impacts from these sites, with the possible
exception of three commuter bus stations (South Greeley, Evans and Platteville). These
three sites required further analysis with an FTA General Assessment, and the results were
that none of the three stations would create a noise impact to the neighboring properties.
Therefore, none of the proposed bus/carpool facilities were found to cause noise impacts.

Environmental Consequences
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Figure 3-2 Impacted Receptors for 2035 Package A Alternative
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Figure 3-3 Proposed New Transit Facilities Examined for Noise Impacts
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Figure 3-4 Impacted Receptors for 2035 Package B Alternative
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3.3 UPDATED PACKAGE B RESULTS

Results for Package B have been updated from 2030 to 2035 (Figure 3-4 and Table 3-1).
In terms of highway noise, the larger residential areas (Category B) predicted to be
impacted were:

» Wellington East (Wellington) — 20 receptors (same as No-Action Alternative)
» Waterglen (Fort Collins) — 20 receptors (more than No-Action Alternative)

» Mountain Range Shadows (Larimer County) — 69 receptors (same as No-Action
Alternative)

» Singletree Estates — 2 receptors (more than No-Action Alternative)

» Isolated/scattered homes along I-25 in CDOT Region 4 (Larimer and Weld Counties) —
83 receptors (same as No-Action Alternative)

» Numerous neighborhoods abutting 1-25 in Broomfield, Thornton, Westminster,
Northglenn and Adams County — 491 receptors (more than No-Action Alternative)

In addition, parts of Archery Range Natural Area, Arapahoe Bend Natural Area, Big
Thompson Ponds State Wildlife Area, St. Vrain State Park, Willowbrook Park, Niver Creek
Open Space, Civic Center Park, Adams 12 North Statium and Thorncreek Golf Course were
predicted to have traffic noise levels above the CDOT NAC for Category B. No receptors
were expected to experience a 10-dBA increase; the largest increase was predicted to be
approximately 6 dBA.

In terms of bus transit noise, 12 express bus stations/parking lots, six carpool parking lots
and one bus maintenance site are proposed as new facilities (Figure 3-3). The results from
the screening analyses showed that none of the proposed bus/carpool facilities were found
to cause noise impacts.

34 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE NOISE IMPACTS

Traffic noise model runs were completed for I-25 and the other major project roads using
2035 traffic volumes and proposed road layouts using the same procedures as for the other
alternatives (FHU, 2008). Results for the Preferred Alternative are summarized in Table 3-1
and Figure 3-5 and detailed in Appendix A. The potential noise impacts from new bus
services were also examined.

341 Highway Noise Results

The Preferred Alternative results showed that 679 Category B receptors and 161 Category
C receptors in the project area would be impacted by traffic noise (Table 3-1), which
represents 24 more receptors than the No-Action Alternative. All of the impacted receptors
were predicted to equal or exceed the relevant NAC; none were predicted to increase by
10 dBA or more over existing conditions.

Environmental Consequences
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Figure 3-5 Impacted Receptors for 2035 Preferred Alternative
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Results for the Preferred Alternative share many similarities with the No-Action Alternative
results for 2035. Even with the proposed roadway changes, most of the same receptors
were predicted to be impacted. A few of the receptors impacted under the No-Action
Alternative would be removed under the Preferred Alternative, thereby reducing the number
of impacted receptors in a few areas, but increased capacity on I-25 would mean greater
traffic noise. The larger residential areas predicted to be impacted were:

» Wellington East (Wellington) — 20 receptors
» Waterglen (Fort Collins) — 20 receptors
» Mountain Range Shadows (Larimer County) — 69 receptors

» Isolated/scattered homes along I-25 in CDOT Region 4 (Larimer and Weld Counties) —
82 receptors

» Numerous neighborhoods abutting 1-25 in CDOT Region 6 (Broomfield, Thornton,
Westminster, Northglenn and Adams County) — 488 receptors

These include parts of Archery Range Natural Area, Arapahoe Bend Natural Area, Big
Thompson Ponds State Wildlife Area, St. Vrain State Park, Willowbrook Park, Niver Creek
Open Space, Civic Center Park, Adams 12 North Stadium, and Thorncreek Golf Course
that were predicted to have traffic noise levels above the CDOT NAC for Category B.

3.4.2 Bus Transit Noise Results

For the Preferred Alternative, 12 express bus stations/parking lots, five commuter bus
stations/parking lots, six carpool parking lots and one bus maintenance site are proposed as
new facilities (Figure 3-3). These were evaluated for noise impacts as described in

Section 1.2.

Screening analyses showed that there would be no noise impacts from these sites, with the
possible exception of three commuter bus stations (South Greeley, Evans and Platteville).
These three sites required further analysis with an FTA General Assessment, and these
results were that none of the three stations would create a noise impact to the neighboring
properties. Therefore, none of the proposed bus/carpool facilities were found to cause noise
impacts.

3.5 SUMMARY OF TRAFFIC NOISE IMPACTS

A number of traffic noise impacts were predicted for each of the alternatives for 2035. The
predicted impacts (without mitigation) are summarized in Table 3-1. The bus transit and
carpool components were found not to cause noise impacts.

From field observations and modeling, Category B properties within approximately 500 feet
of 1-25 and Category C properties within approximately 200 feet in 2035 are likely to exceed
their respective NAC and thereby be impacted by traffic noise. Future development plans
along the 1-25 corridor should bear this in mind so as to minimize future incompatibilities.

It should be noted that Park Meadows, a neighborhood along 1-25 in Wellington, has not
reached full build out and is not impacted as it currently exists. However, full build out will

Environmental Consequences
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add many homes close to I-25 that may be impacted in the future by all the alternatives,
which may affect the traffic noise results at the time of construction of an alternative.

It should also be noted that the major road corridors and pavement designs for all of the
future alternatives are very similar in noise terms, with relatively minor profile and traffic
volume differences between them. Therefore, noise levels and impacts predicted for the
Preferred Alternative are very similar to those predicted for the other alternatives
(Table3-1).

The order from fewest traffic noise impacts to most impacts would be the No-Action
Alternative, Package A, the Preferred Alternative and Package B, but the differences
between the alternatives are rather trivial. The overall project noise and vibration impacts
must also consider the rail transit components for Package A and the Preferred Alternative,
which are discussed in a separate report (HMMH, 2010).

3.6 CONSTRUCTION NOISE

Adjoining properties in the project area would be exposed to noise from construction
activities when the Preferred Alternative is built. Construction noise differs from traffic noise
in several ways:

» Construction noise lasts only for the duration of the construction event, with most
construction activities in noise-sensitive areas being conducted during hours that are
less disturbing to adjacent and nearby residents;

» Construction activities generally are short-term, and depending on the nature of the
construction operations, could last from seconds (e.g., a truck passing by) to months
(e.g., constructing a bridge); and

» Construction noise also is intermittent and depends on the type of operation, location,
and function of the equipment, and the equipment usage cycle. Traffic noise, on the
other hand, is present in a more continuous fashion after construction activities are
completed.

Construction noise impacts will be avoided somewhat by the fact that relatively little of the
project abuts residential areas. To address the temporary elevated noise levels that may be
experienced during construction, standard mitigation measures should be incorporated into
construction contracts. These would include:

» Exhaust systems on equipment will be in good working order. Equipment will be
maintained on a regular basis, and equipment may be subject to inspection by the
project manager to ensure maintenance.

» Properly designed engine enclosures and intake silencers will be used where
appropriate.

» New equipment will be subject to new product noise emission standards.
» Stationary equipment will be located as far from sensitive receptors as feasible.

» Most construction activities in noise sensitive areas will be conducted during hours that
are less disturbing to adjacent and nearby residents.

Environmental Consequences
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Construction noise from future project activities must comply with any applicable local noise
regulations. Construction noise that complies with such noise regulations is viewed as not
having an impact on neighboring properties.

Given the size, complexity and length of time in constructing the Preferred Alternative, it is
not possible now to know every potential construction noise conflict or what new conflicts
may arise due to future development. When construction of the project is imminent, the
selected construction methods will be better known and potential conflicts due to
construction noise can be better determined. Individualized construction noise mitigation
strategies, where needed, will then be developed to address specific construction noise
issues.

Environmental Consequences
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4.0 MITIGATION EVALUATION

Noise mitigation evaluations for the No-Action Alternative, Package A and Package B were
presented in the previous technical report (FHU, 2008), and the results of these evaluations
have been reviewed (see Section 4.2) in light of the noise impact results based on

2035 traffic (Sections 3.2 and 3.3). Mitigation evaluations for the Preferred Alternative (see
Section 4.2) were performed because areas along the project corridor are predicted to be
above the applicable CDOT NAC (Section 3.4). This includes multiple geographic areas
and multiple land uses.

Impacted areas are not guaranteed mitigation measures under CDOT's policies, but
mitigation measures need to be evaluated. Typically, noise barriers are the primary
mitigation action evaluated but other kinds of mitigation were also considered. For reasons
described below, barriers appeared to be the only viable mitigation action and were the only
mitigation evaluated in detail. CDOT’s goal for noise barriers is a reduction of 10 dBA with a
minimum of 5 dBA.

Numerous locations were evaluated for barrier placement (Appendix B). For each
evaluation, hypothetical barriers protecting the impacted areas were added to the Preferred
Alternative TNM model and the model was re-run to assess and optimize barrier
effectiveness. After the minimum parameters for a feasible barrier were established in a
given area (if possible), each barrier was optimized and assessed for reasonability
according to CDOT guidance (Appendix C; FHU, 2008). The overall feasibility and
reasonableness of each barrier determined whether the barrier was then recommended for
construction.

The topography of the project corridor plays a very important role in the overall noise
environment. Any significant topographic changes from I-25 to the adjoining areas will affect
the traffic noise levels and also has a major impact on the constructability of noise barriers.
Barriers can easily be put into a computer model, but actually placing these barriers in the
real world may not always be possible. Because of topographic changes, a barrier may not
be a constant height throughout its length even if the top elevation may be constant. These
factors contribute to complication of the barrier evaluations.

4.1 NON-BARRIER MITIGATION EVALUATION

These items were discussed in the previous technical report (FHU, 2008) and have not
been updated for the Final EIS. The previous conclusions hold true—these kinds of
mitigation measures do not appear to be feasible and reasonable along the study corridor.

4.2 REVIEW OF MITIGATION RECOMMENDATIONS

The overall traffic noise impacts documented for the Final EIS are similar to those reported
for the Draft EIS (CDOT/FHWA/FTA, 2008). The same established neighborhoods were
calculated to be impacted in both cases (with the addition of Waterglen for the Final EIS
[Section 3.0]), so the recommended traffic noise solutions are similar as well.

Environmental Consequences
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Numerous noise barriers were evaluated for the Final EIS, some of which are
recommended for construction. The barriers evaluated were:

4
4

»
4

Wellington East

Waterglen

Mountain Range Shadows
Larimer County Road 20E
Johnsons Corner Campground
Margil Farms

Singletree Estates

St.Vrain State Park

Weld County Road 22

Weld County Road 20.5
Thorncreek Village

Stone Mountain Apartments
Greens of Northglenn
Badding Reservoir Extension
Brittany Ridge Extension

Various Isolated Receptors

For Packages A and B for 2035 traffic, the findings reported in the Draft EIS for these
barriers are still correct and the barrier recommendations are therefore unchanged for these
two alternatives in the Final EIS (Table 4-1). The findings for the Preferred Alternative
mirrored those for Package B. Therefore, the overall conclusions and recommendations
from the Draft EIS for highway noise barriers are unchanged in the Final EIS and the
following barriers are recommended for construction, as appropriate for the alternative
finally identified (Table 4-1; Appendix B):

4

»

Wellington East

Mountain Range Shadows
Thorncreek Village

Stone Mountain apartments
Greens of Northglenn apartments
Badding Reservoir barrier extension

Brittany Ridge barrier extension

Environmental Consequences
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Table 4-1 Traffic Noise Mitigation Barrier Summary
+— e (7)) o) 2 ) %
= 5 3 g o | 8B g
Noise Impacted | T % | O % S 5 S S o Comment
CategoryBArea | 6 L | 5L | <o = @ 2 £
= = - O [8) o a
pun — n 9 o} L o o
@ S Sa | © | 8
s} & 2 s
SH 1to SH 14
Wellington East 10- 1000 | 1,900 312 | Yes | Yes | Yes | Recommended for all build
12 alternatives.
10- Cost-benefit and recent
Waterglen 18 2400 | 4,200 3-9 Yes | No No construction of homes were
found to be unreasonable.
SH 14 to SH 60
Mountain Range Recommended for all build
Shadows 12 2500 | 2,400 3-7 Yes | Yes | Yes alternatives.
Near LCR20E |14 | 470 | 18000 |0-11 |Yes |No |No | Costbenefitwas calculated to
be prohibitive.
Johnsons Corner 10 675 8.300 8 ves | No No Cost-be_n_eﬂt was calculated to
Camp. be prohibitive.
SH 60 to E-470
Margil Farms 16 | 2200 | 7500 |35 |Yes |No |No | Costbenefitwas calculated to
be prohibitive.
Singletree 16 3200 | 41,000 3.5 ves | No No Cost—be_ngﬂt was calculated to
Estates be prohibitive.
St.Vrain State 14 2700 | 75,000 5 ves | No No Cost—be_ngﬂt was calculated to
Park be prohibitive.
Near WCR 22 12 |550 | 16500 |6 Yes | No | No | Costbenefitwas calculated to
be prohibitive.
Near WCR20.5 |16 | 675 | 27,000 |6 Yes | No | No | Costbenefitwas calculated to
be prohibitive.
E-470 to US 36
Thorncreek 14 1850 | 3,800 4-7 Yes | Yes | Yes Recommended fo_r Pkg. B and
Village Preferred Alternative.
Stone Mountain 14 1300 | 1,300 310 | Yes | Yes | Yes Recommended for Pkg. B and
Apts. Preferred Alternative.
Greens of 10- Recommended for Pkg. B and
Northglenn 12 600 1,100 3-8 Yes | Yes | Yes Preferred Alternative.
Badding
Reservoir 12 | 900 |4100 |38 |Yes |Yes |Yes | ReCOmmendedfor Pkg.Band
. Preferred Alternative.
extension
Brlttany Ridge 12 1000 | 3,000 3.7 ves | Yes | Yes Recommended fo_r Pkg. B and
extension Preferred Alternative.
Isolated receptor An example of an isolated
. P 10 720 31,000 7 Yes | No No receptor. Cost-benefit was
#1 (Wellington) s
calculated to be prohibitive.
Isolated receptor An example of an isolated
P 8-12 | 550 24,000 7 Yes | No No receptor. Cost-benefit was
#2 (SH7) o
calculated to be prohibitive.
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Finally, four Category B receptors have been identified — B-111, B-112, B-132, B-133
(Appendix A)—that are predicted to be “severely” impacted (above 75 dBA), but barriers
for them were found to be not feasible and reasonable. These receptors, and others that fit
this description, may qualify for supplemental building insulation for interior noise for NAC
Category E (Table 1-1). These receptors should be re-examined for supplemental building
insulation during final design for the identified alternative.

4.3 IMPACTED RECEPTORS AFTER RECOMMENDED
MITIGATION

For a noise or vibration mitigation action to be recommended, it must be both feasible and
reasonable according to the evaluation guidelines. In many of the areas with traffic noise
impacts, effective noise barriers were not feasible or the cost-benefit value for an effective
barrier was prohibitive (Table 4-1). Therefore, not all impacted areas have been
recommended for noise mitigation.

Overall, the recommended mitigation actions would serve to reduce traffic noise impacts for
each of the Final EIS build alternatives. The recommendations differ between the
alternatives for a number of reasons, including:

» Different road designs within the same alignment
» Different traffic volumes and speeds
» Different vertical road profiles

The recommended mitigation actions would not eliminate all of the calculated noise
impacts. These remnant noise impacts are described below for each of the EIS alternatives.

4.3.1 No-Action Alternative

The No-Action Alternative does not include any new noise mitigation actions, so there would
be no change in the traffic noise impacts (Section 3.1). The same 661 Category B
receptors and 155 Category C receptors would still be impacted by traffic noise.

4.3.2 Package A

Package A would include several recommended noise mitigation actions north of SH 7
within CDOT Region 4. The recommended mitigation measures would reduce the traffic
noise levels below the NAC for these receptors:

» Wellington East — 20 Category B receptors
» Mountain Range Shadows — 30 Category B receptors

An estimated 623 Category B receptors and 153 Category C receptors would still be
impacted by traffic noise. The added results for impacts from rail transit can be found in the
rail technical report addendum (HMMH, 2010).

Environmental Consequences
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4.3.3 Package B

Package B would include several recommended noise mitigation actions. The
recommended mitigation measures would reduce the traffic noise levels below the NAC for
these receptors:

» Wellington East — 20 Category B receptors

» Mountain Range Shadows — 30 Category B receptors
» Thorncreek Village — 30 Category B receptors

» Stone Mountain apartments — 56 Category B receptors
» Greens of Northglenn — 24 receptors

» Badding Reservoir extension — 9 Category B receptors
» Brittany Ridge extension — 12 Category B receptors

An estimated 504 Category B receptors and 163 Category C receptors would still be
impacted by traffic noise.

4.3.4 Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative would include several recommended noise mitigation actions. The
recommended mitigation measures would reduce the traffic noise levels below the NAC for
these receptors:

» Wellington East — 20 Category B receptors

» Mountain Range Shadows — 30 Category B receptors
» Thorncreek Village — 30 Category B receptors

» Stone Mountain Apartments — 56 Category B receptors
» Greens of Northglenn — 24 receptors

» Badding Reservoir extension — 9 Category B receptors
» Brittany Ridge extension — 12 Category B receptors

An estimated 498 Category B receptors and 161 Category C receptors would still be
impacted by traffic noise. The added results for impacts from rail transit can be found in the
rail technical report addendum (HMMH, 2010).
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5.0 VIBRATION

There are no federal or state requirements directed specifically to traffic-induced vibration.
The studies that have been done to assess the impact of operational traffic-induced
vibrations have shown that both measured and predicted traffic vibration levels are less
than any known criteria for structural damage to buildings (FHWA, 1995). Often, normal
indoor activities like closing doors have been shown to create greater levels of vibration in
homes than highway traffic. Therefore, vibration from highway traffic is not a concern within
the EIS. The results for rail transit vibration can be found in the rail technical report
addendum (HMMH, 2010).

Vibration from road construction could be a concern, if specific construction techniques
such as pile driving or blasting are used. Issues with construction-generated vibrations
would depend on these types of activities occurring close to vibration-sensitive locations. At
present, it is not expected that these types of construction techniques would be necessary
for the EIS alternatives, let alone occurring near sensitive properties. But, if such
construction techniques are necessary at a specific location, the vibration concerns will be
addressed during construction planning on a case-by-case basis and appropriate mitigation
action taken for the specific situation. Therefore, vibration from road construction will not be
examined further in this analysis.

Vibration
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Final EIS - August 2011

Receiver

B0OO1
B002
B003
B0O0O4
B0O05
B0O06
B0OO7
B0O08
BO13
B0O14
BO15
BO16
BO17
BO18
B0O19
B020
B021
B022
B023
B024
B025
B026
B027
B028
B029
B0O30
BO31
B032
B0O33
B034
B0O35
B036
BO37
B0O38
B0O39
B040
B0O41
B042
B043
B044
B045
B046
B047
B048
B049
B0OS0
BO51
B052
B0O53
B054
BO55

NAC

66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66

Existing
76
67
69
64
64
68
70
67
69
73
75
76
75
75
75
74
73
72
66
66
66
66
66
67
67
67
66
67
70
75
75
75
73
70
72
75
70
67
66
67
75
75
72
70
75
72
70
75
66
67
73

North I-25 FEIS
TNM Modeling Results (dBA)

No Action
79
71
71
67
67
70
72
69
71
75
77
78
77
76
77
76
75
74
68
68
68
68
68
68
69
69
68
68
72
77
77
76
74
72
74
77
72
68
68
69
77
76
73
71
77
73
71
77
67
68
74

Package A

1of13

80
72
71
66
66
72
75
69
68
75
77
77
77
76
77
76
75
74
69
68
69
68
69
69
69
70
68
69
73
76
76
76
75
73
75
76
73
69
69
71
76
76
74
72
76
74
72
75
68
70
74

Package B Preferred Alternative

80
72
71
65
66
72
75
67
67
76
77
77
77
76
77
76
75
74
69
69
69
69
69
69
70
70
69
69
73
76
76
76
74
72
74
76
73
70
69
71
76
76
74
72
76
74
73
76
69
70
75

80
71
71
65
66
72
75
68
68
74
76
77
76
75
76
75
74
73
68
68
68
68
68
68
69
69
68
68
72
76
76
75
74
72
74
76
72
69
69
70
76
75
74
72
75
74
72
75
68
69
74
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Receiver

B056
BO57
B058
B059
B0O60
B0O61
B062
B063
B064
B065
B0O66
B0O67
B068
B069
BO70
BO71
B0O72
BO73
BO74
BO75
BO76
BO77
BO78
BO79
B080
B0O81
B082
B083
B084
B085
B086
B0O87
B089
B0O90
B091
B092
B093
B095
B096
B097
B098
B099
B101
B102
B103
B104
B105
B107
B108
B109
B110

NAC

66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66

Existing
71
69
69
73
74
74
73
69
65
72
70
72
72
67
66
66
73
74
66
67
68
74
72
67
68
67
67
78
70
71
66
69
64
74
71
73
66
74
73
77
67
71
66
69
74
71
71
71
73
70
68

North I-25 FEIS

TNM Modeling Results (dBA)

No Action
72
70
70
75
75
76
75
71
67
74
72
74
74
68
68
68
74
75
68
68
69
76
74
69
69
69
69
80
72
72
69
71
66
76
73
74
69
77
76
78
71
72
68
71
76
72
73
70
75
72
71

Package A

73
71
71
75
76
76
75
72
67
75
72
73
73
68
68
68
73
73
68
68
69
73
72
70
70
69
69

Not Analyzed
Not Analyzed
Not Analyzed

68
76
71
76
70
76
71
70
77

Not Analyzed

20f13

78
73
68
70
75
73
74
70
76
72
71

Package B Preferred Alternative

74
73
72
75
76
76
76
72
68
75
72
74
73
69
68
68
73
73
68
69
70
72
71
69
69
69
69
Not Analyzed
Not Analyzed
Not Analyzed
67
75
71
78
70
75
70
69
76
Not Analyzed
77
72
68
70
75
72
73
68
75
70
71

72
71
71
75
75
76
75
72
68
74
72
73
73
68
68
68
73
73
68
69
70
73
72
70
70
69
70
Not Analyzed
Not Analyzed
Not Analyzed
69
73
69
78
70
75
69
69
77
Not Analyzed
79
73
68
70
75
73
74
69
76
71
71
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Receiver

B111
B112
B113
B114
B115
B116
B117
B118
B119
B120
B121
B123
B124
B125
B126
B127
B128
B129
B130
B131
B132
B133
B134
B135
B136
B137
B236
B237
B239
B241
B242
B243
B244
B245
B246
B249
B250
B252
B255
B261
B267
B270
B285
B286
B287
B288
B292
B294
B295
B296
B300

NAC

66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66

Existing
77
75
68
67
65
72
69
68
73
69
67
65
64
67
70
62
67
74
74
74
77
75
69
68
66
64
66
64
67
61
60
57
55
63
59
66
67
72
60
61
64
66
54
51
52
50
66
61
59
59
63

North I-25 FEIS
TNM Modeling Results (dBA)

No Action
79
78
71
71
68
76
75
70
75
72
70
67
66
69
71
66
69
75
76
76
79
77
74
71
69
68
71
62
69
63
61
58
57
64
60
68
69
75
63
65
67
69
57
55
55
53
70
64
60
60
64

Package A

30f13

79
78
71
71
68
76
75
72
77
73
72
67
66
69
71
69
72
77
77
77
79
77
74
71
69
68
71
67
72
66
63
61
58
67
63
68
71
75
65
64
65
67
60
56
57
56
70
64
62
65
64

Package B Preferred Alternative

79
77
71
70
68
75
75
71
76
72
72
68
68
71
69
69
72
77
77
77
79
77
76
74
73
72
71
69
73
65
62
60
57
66
62
70
70
78
65
64
64
67
59
56
57
55
70
64
63
65
65

79
78
71
71
69
75
75
71
76
72
71
68
67
69
70
68
71
77
77
77
79
77
73
72
68
70
70
67
72
66
64
61
58
65
62
69
70
77
66
65
62
66
60
56
58
56
70
64
62
65
64
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Receiver

B301
B302
B303
B304
B305
B306
B307
B308
B309
B310
B311
B312
B313
B314
B315
B316
B317
B318
B319
B320
B321
B322
B323
B324
B325
B326
B327
B328
B329
B330
B331
B332
B333
B334
B335
B336
B337
B338
B339
B340
B341
B342
B343
B344
B345
B346
B347
B348
B349
B350
B351

NAC

66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66

Existing
55
65
54
54
64
65
66
66
58
61
58
54
54
58
58
57
58
69
71
75
65
61
61
64
63
60
60
64
61
64
60
59
76
67
71
66
63
61
65
63
61
63
63
61
61
66
60
56
62
58
59

North I-25 FEIS
TNM Modeling Results (dBA)

No Action
57
66
55
56
64
66
67
67
58
62
59
55
55
59
59
58
59
70
71
75
65
61
62
65
63
61
60
64
62
64
60
60
77
68
71
66
63
61
63
61
60
66
66
64
64
69
63
58
65
60
62

Package A

4 0of 13

57
66
55
56
64
66
67
67
58
62
59
55
55
59
59
58
59
70
71
75
65
61
62
65
63
61
60
64
62
64
60
60
77
68
71
66
63
61
63
61
60
66
66
64
64
69
63
58
65
60
62

Package B Preferred Alternative

58
66
56
56
65
67
68
68
58
62
60
56
55
60
60
57
62
73
74
76
68
64
64
67
65
62
61
66
63
65
62
62
78
71
73
65
65
63
65
63
61
68
68
65
65
70
65
60
66
61
63

57
66
55
56
64
66
68
67
58
62
59
56
55
59
59
57
60
72
74
76
67
63
63
66
64
61
61
65
62
65
61
61
78
68
71
65
62
61
64
62
61
67
67
65
65
70
64
59
66
61
63
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Receiver

B352
B353
B354
B355
B356
B357
B358
B359
B360
B361
B362
B363
B364
B365
B366
B367
B368
B369
B370
B371
B372
B373
B374
B375
B376
B377
B378
B379
B380
B381
B382
B383
B384
B385
B386
B387
B388
B389
B390
B391
B392
B393
B394
B395
B396
B397
B398
B399
B400
B401
B402

NAC

66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66

Existing
68
63
60
61
64
66
63
59
59
58
67
63
60
66
62
58
66
61
59
69
58
62
65
59
57
64
57
59
60
61
64
62
62
59
71
61
62
64
68
63
58
56
58
61
69
64
57
59
55
61
66

North I-25 FEIS
TNM Modeling Results (dBA)

No Action
69
64
61
62
64
66
64
59
59
58
68
63
60
66
63
59
66
62
59
69
59
63
66
60
57
65
58
60
62
64
65
63
63
60
72
61
64
65
69
65
60
58
59
62
70
65
58
61
57
62
67

Package A

50f 13

69
64
61
62
64
66
64
59
59
58
68
63
60
66
63
59
66
62
59
69
59
63
66
60
57
65
58
60
62
64
65
63
63
60
72
61
64
65
69
65
60
58
59
62
70
65
58
61
57
62
67

Package B Preferred Alternative

69
65
61
61
65
67
64
60
60
58
68
64
60
67
64
60
67
64
61
70
59
63
66
60
58
66
58
61
62
64
65
64
64
61
75
64
65
67
70
65
60
58
59
62
71
65
58
61
57
62
67

69
64
61
61
63
67
64
60
59
58
68
64
59
67
63
59
67
63
60
70
60
63
66
60
58
65
58
60
62
64
66
64
63
61
73
63
65
66
69
65
60
58
58
62
70
65
57
61
56
62
67



Final EIS - August 2011

Receiver

B403
B404
B405
B406
B407
B408
B409
B410
B411
B412
B413
B424
B430
B432
B444
B448
B449
B450
B455
B458
B459
B460
B461
B462
B463
B464
B465
B466
B467
B468
B469
B470
B471
B472
B473
B502
B503
B504
B510
B600
B601
B604
B605
B607
B608
B611
B612
B618
B620
B624
B625

NAC

66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66

Existing
63
55
55
65
59
68
59
64
60
57
63
61
70
60
61
61
65
63
68
69
62
65
59
60
62
63
65
63
65
65
62
63
63
67
67
57
54
56
67
60
61
65
61
64
73
64
70
58
70
60
60

North I-25 FEIS

TNM Modeling Results (dBA)

No Action
64
56
56
66
61
70
61
66
61
58
64
60
72
66
61
62
66
64
70
70
63
66
60
61
64
64
65
63
66
66
62
66
64
68
68
59
56
58
71
61
63
67
63
65
72
65
72
60
74
61
57

Package A

64
56
56
66
61
70
61
66
61
58
64
60
72
66
61
62
66
64
70
70
63
66
60
61
64
64
65
63
66
66
62
66
64
68
68
64
57
58

Not Analyzed

6 of 13

66
65
69
63
65
77
68
75
62
70
67
59

Package B Preferred Alternative

66
57
57
65
61
72
61
66
62
59
65
61
74
66
61
63
67
64
72
73
64
67
61
63
63
64
70
64
66
67
63
68
64
69
68
64
56
58
Not Analyzed
65
64
71
66
66
77
67
75
62
70
67
58

65
56
56
65
60
71
60
65
61
58
64
61
74
66
62
62
67
63
71
72
63
64
58
61
63
63
65
64
66
66
61
67
63
67
68
64
57
59
Not Analyzed
65
65
69
64
64
78
68
76
63
64
66
59
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Receiver

B626

B627

B628

B629

B633

B647

B652

B653

B657

B658

B661

B662

B663

B665
BFEISSH1 100
BFEISSH1_104
BFEISSH1 105
BFEISSH1_106
BFEISSH1_107
BFEISSH1_108
BFEISSH1 109
BFEISSH1_110
BFEISSH1 50
BFEISSH1 51
BFEISSH1 53
BFEISSH1_55
BFEISSH1 56
BFEISSH1 57
BFEISSH1 58
BFEISSH1_59
BFEISSH1 60
BFEISSH1_61
BFEISSH1 62
BFEISSH1_63
BFEISSH1 64
BFEISSH1_65
BFEISSH1 66
BFEISSH1_67
BFEISSH1 68
BFEISSH1_69
BFEISSH1 70
BFEISSH1 71
BFEISSH1 72
BFEISSH1_73
BFEISSH1 74
BFEISSH1_75
BFEISSH1 76
BFEISSH1_77
BFEISSH1 79
BFEISSH1_80
BFEISSH1 81

NAC

66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66

Existing
59
64
64
63
62
62
65
62
62
63
67
64
65
63
59
64
61
62
57
57
65
63
61
60
70
63
64
61
62
63
62
62
61
63
63
71
64
61
60
58
71
61
73
73
73
57
71
68
73
71
67

North I-25 FEIS
TNM Modeling Results (dBA)

No Action
60
66
65
65
66
64
68
64
64
67
66
65
66
65
62
65
63
64
60
59
67
65
63
62
73
66
66
63
64
65
64
64
63
65
65
73
66
64
63
61
73
63
75
75
76
59
73
70
75
73
69

Package A

7 of 13

62
69
70
69
66
67
68
64
64
67
66
65
66
65
62
66
64
65
60
60
69
65
64
63
73
67
68
65
66
65
63
63
62
65
64
74
68
65
64
62
74
64
76
76
77
60
74
71
76
74
71

Package B Preferred Alternative

62
70
70
70
66
66
69
66
66
70
70
66
66
65
62
66
64
65
60
60
69
65
64
63
73
67
68
65
66
65
63
63
62
65
64
74
68
65
64
62
74
64
76
76
77
60
74
71
76
74
71

62
69
69
69
66
65
68
65
65
68
68
66
66
65
63
66
64
65
60
60
68
65
65
64
73
66
66
64
65
65
64
63
62
65
64
74
67
64
63
61
73
63
75
75
76
59
73
70
76
73
70
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Receiver
BFEISSH1 83
BFEISSH1_87
BFEISSH1 91
BFEISSH1_92
BFEISSH1 93
BFEISSH1 94
BFEISSH1 95
BFEISSH1_96
BFEISSH1 97
BFEISSH1_98
BFEISSH1 99
C009

Co010

Co11

Co088

C138

C139

C140

Cl141

C142

C143

Cl44

C145

C146

C147

C148

C149

C150

C154

C155

C156

C157

C158

C159

C160

Cle61

C162

C163

Cl64

C165

C166

Cc167

C168

C169

C170

Ci171

C172

C173

Cl74

C175

C176

NAC
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71

Existing
63
73
67
63
62
59
62
68
62
62
64
68
69
64
69
71
71
77
77
72
76
72
72
69
72
68
74
68
73
71
69
77
73
74
75
72
74
75
75
75
75
75
73
65
73
77
77
75
74
69
69

North I-25 FEIS
TNM Modeling Results (dBA)

No Action
65
76
69
65
64
61
64
69
65
64
66
71
72
68
73
74
74
79
80
75
78
75
74
72
74
70
77
70
76
73
71
79
75
75
77
74
75
76
76
76
76
75
75
69
74
78
78
76
76
70
71

Package A
66
76
69
65
65
62
64
70
66
65
67
75
73
70
75
71
71
78
81
76
79
77
76
73
76
72
78
72
76
80

Not Analyzed
78
74
75
76
74
76
80
73
73
73
76
78
74
72
77
78
76
76
74
73

8 of 13

Package B Preferred Alternative

66
76
69
65
65
62
64
70
66
65
67
74
74
70
75
71
71
77
81
76
79
77
77
73
76
72
77
72
76
79
Not Analyzed
78
74
75
76
74
77
81
73
73
72
76
78
73
71
76
74
75
76
74
72

65
77
70
66
65
63
65
70
66
65
67
74
72
70
77
73
71
78
81
76
79
77
76
73
76
72
77
72
77
80
Not Analyzed
78
74
75
76
74
78
81
71
72
74
77
77
72
72
77
77
76
76
73
70
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Receiver

Ci77
C178
C179
C180
c181
C182
C183
C184
C185
C186
c187
C188
C189
C190
C191
C192
C193
C194
C195
C196
C197
C198
C199
C200
C201
C202
C203
C204
C205
C206
C207
C208
C209
C210
C211
C212
C214
C215
C216
C217
C218
C219
C220
C221
C222
C223
C224
C225
C226
c227
C229

NAC

71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71

Existing
72
73
74
74
73
74
73
72
71
72
73
72
74
72
72
72
74
75
76
74
74
72
74
73
71
68
74
72
73
74
75
74
71
75
75
75
70
70
70
71
71
69
71
62
73
74
75
69
72
71
64

North I-25 FEIS

TNM Modeling Results (dBA)

No Action
74
75
76
75
75
75
75
73
73
75
79
74
78
76
76
76
77
78
79
77
77
76
77
75
74
70
76
74
75
76
77
76
76
77
77
78
73
73
73
73
74
71
73
65
74
78
78
72
72
72
64

Package A

74
75
70
77
76
77
77
76
76
78
79
74
78
76
77
76
77
78
79
77
77
76
77
75
73
71
75
74
75
76
77
76
76
78
78
79
74
74
74
74
75
71
73
67

Not Analyzed

9 of 13

78
78
74
75
74
66

Package B Preferred Alternative

75
75
69
76
76
76
76
75
75
77
78
74
78
75
76
76
77
78
79
76
77
75
77
75
73
70
75
74
75
75
77
76
75
78
78
78
73
74
73
73
74
72
73
66
Not Analyzed
78
80
72
74
73
65

75
76
70
77
77
77
76
76
76
78
79
73
78
76
76
76
77
78
79
77
77
75
77
75
74
71
75
74
75
76
77
76
76
77
77
78
73
73
73
73
74
71
73
67
Not Analyzed
78
79
74
75
74
65
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Receiver

C230
C231
C232
C233
C234
C235
C238
C240
C247
C248
C251
C253
C254
C256
C257
C258
C259
C260
C262
C263
C264
C265
C266
C268
C269
c271
Cc272
C273
C274
C275
C276
czr7
C278
C279
C280
C289
C290
C291
C297
C298
C299
C414
C415
C416
C417
C418
C419
C420
C421
C422
C423

NAC

71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71

Existing
72
69
73
70
68
66
67
64
73
70
74
65
66
63
63
65
64
64
67
63
61
64
62
66
68
69
67
63
61
66
66
67
71
64
64
57
56
57
63
64
63
64
69
64
70
64
63
77
70
70
73

North I-25 FEIS
TNM Modeling Results (dBA)

No Action
74
69
69
73
70
70
68
66
75
72
75
69
70
67
67
69
67
69
71
69
66
67
65
68
72
71
67
63
62
67
70
71
75
66
67
60
60
60
64
65
64
66
70
65
70
65
64
77
71
71
74

Package A

10 of 13

76
70
69
73
70
70
66
67
76
72
75
68
70
67
67
67
65
67
70
66
64
67
64
67
68
68
69
63
63
69
70
70
75
67
67
62
64
64
71
70
68
66
70
65
70
65
64
77
71
71
74

Package B Preferred Alternative

75
69
73
74
73
72
66
66
76
75
75
67
69
67
67
66
64
67
71
66
63
67
64
67
68
68
68
63
62
69
70
69
75
66
67
61
64
64
72
70
69
67
73
68
71
67
67
79
72
71
74

74
68
72
74
72
71
66
67
75
73
75
68
70
68
67
67
65
67
72
69
67
67
65
67
66
68
69
63
63
70
70
70
74
66
67
63
65
65
71
70
68
66
72
66
70
66
64
78
71
71
74
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Receiver

C425
C426
c427
C428
C429
C431
C433
C434
C435
C436
C437
C438
C439
C440
C441
C442
C443
C445
C446
C447
C451
C452
C453
C454
C456
C457
C474
C500
C501
C505
C506
C507
C508
C509
C602
C603
C606
C609
C610
C613
Co614
C615
C616
ce17
C619
Co621
C622
C623
C630
C631
C632

NAC

71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71

Existing
65
76
75
66
67
67
73
65
71
64
65
69
73
65
69
70
67
64
64
65
69
62
72
62
58
71
70
63
60
63
63
68
67
66
68
64
61
71
72
65
68
67
65
67
73
65
69
56
61
67
72

North I-25 FEIS
TNM Modeling Results (dBA)

No Action
65
80
78
70
70
69
74
65
76
65
68
75
74
65
70
70
68
66
65
65
70
63
74
64
60
72
71
64
66
64
66
71
70
69
71
66
64
72
73
66
69
69
66
69
74
68
72
58
62
69
73

Package A

11 of 13

65
80
78
70
70
69
74
65
76
65
68
75
74
65
70
70
68
66
65
65
70
63
74
64
60
72
71
70
68
66
70
67
68
66
72
66
63
73
77
68
70
70
69
68
69
69
68
58
67
73
75

Package B Preferred Alternative

66
81
79
74
74
72
76
68
77
68
68
76
75
67
69
69
70
66
67
67
73
65
75
66
60
70
72
70
67
66
71
67
68
66
72
65
64
72
77
68
70
69
68
68
68
69
68
58
68
73
74

66
81
79
72
73
71
75
67
77
67
68
76
75
67
70
69
70
66
66
67
72
64
75
65
60
70
72
70
68
66
69
65
60
66
71
66
63
74
78
69
71
70
69
69
68
60
60
58
67
73
75
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Receiver
C634

C635

C636

C637

C638

C639

C640

C641

C642

C643

C644

C645

C646

C648

C649

C650

C651

C654

C655

C656

C659

C660

C664
CFEISSH1 101
CFEISSH1_102
CFEISSH1_103
CFEISSH1 52
CFEISSH1 54
CFEISSH1_78
CFEISSH1_82
CFEISSH1 84
CFEISSH1_85
CFEISSH1_86
CFEISSH1 88
CFEISSH1_89
CFEISSH1 90
SH1 BO

SH1 B1

SH1 B10
SH1 Bl11
SH1 B12
SH1 B13
SH1 B14
SH1 B15
SH1 B16
SH1 B17
SH1 B18
SH1 B2

SH1 B21
SH1 B27
SH1 B28

NAC

71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
71
66
66

Existing
73
62
70
70
67
71
70
66
64
69
62
75
73
66
68
65
68
64
67
70
66
73
74
68
67
66
69
67
71
73
72
58
70
65
67
72
68
70
59
71
64
59
56
55
64
60
59
71
73
61
67

North I-25 FEIS
TNM Modeling Results (dBA)

No Action
77
66
74
73
70
74
73
69
66
71
66
77
75
68
70
67
70
66
70
73
69
74
75
70
69
68
72
69
74
75
74
62
73
68
70
75
71
72
62
74
66
62
59
57
66
63
62
74
76
66
69

Package A

12 of 13

77
66
74
73
70
74
73
70
66
71
66
78
76
70
72
67
70
66
70
73
69
74
75
70
69
69
73
69
75
76
75
63
74
69
70
75
70
72
61
74
67
63
60
59
67
64
63
74
76
65
70

Package B Preferred Alternative

75
65
72
72
70
73
72
69
66
71
66
78
76
69
71
69
70
69
73
76
72
76
76
70
69
69
73
69
75
76
75
63
74
69
70
75
70
72
61
74
67
63
60
59
67
64
63
74
76
65
70

77
66
74
72
70
74
73
70
66
72
67
77
75
68
71
68
70
67
70
74
71
76
76
70
69
69
73
69
74
75
74
63
74
70
70
75
71
72
63
74
68
63
59
59
68
64
63
74
76
65
71
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Receiver
SH1 B29
SH1 B3
SH1 B30
SH1 B31
SH1 B32
SH1 B4
SH1 B5
SH1 B6
SH1 B7
SH1 B8
SH1 B9
SH1 C19
SH1 _C20
SH1 C22
SH1 C23
SH1 C24
SH1 C25
SH1 C33
SH1 C34
SH1 C35

NAC
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
66
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71

Existing
60
72
58
73
60
63
65
65
59
60
59
62
65
64
59
57
57
59
70
60

North I-25 FEIS
TNM Modeling Results (dBA)

No Action
63
75
61
76
63
66
68
68
61
62
62
64
67
66
63
60
60
62
73
62

Package A

13 of 13

64
74
62
75
63
66
68
68
62
63
62
65
68
66
62
60
60
62
73
63

Package B Preferred Alternative

64
74
62
75
63
66
68
68
62
63
62
65
68
66
62
60
60
62
73
63

65
74
63
76
64
66
68
68
62
64
63
66
68
66
63
61
61
63
73
64
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Traffic Noise Barriers Evaluated
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Figure B-1. Barriers at Wellington
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Figure B-5. Barrier at Johnson’s Corner

W v 0

LEGEND
e Potential Barrier
Possible Road Changes

i LEGEND

e Potential Barrier

Possible Road Changes




Final EIS - August 2011

Figure B-7. Barrier at Singletree Estates
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Figure B-9. Barriers Ne
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Figure B-11. Barrier at Thorncreek Village
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Figure B-13. Barrier at Greens of Northglenn
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Figure B-14. Barrier Extension at Badding Reservoir
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Final EIS - August 2011

Project # T M 0353~ {7q Project code (SA#)

A. EEASIBILITY:

Project Location&j q“ \Aﬁ‘%«"\’ €0A7L§

1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. . .. ... . . YES O No
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...
10 dBA:/EI’YEs O No 7-10dBA: [J YES (O NO 5-7dBA: (J YESJ NO
3 Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrier orberm?. ... .......... O Yes ,B/ NO
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). ./Z/Less than $3000 (3 $3000-$3750 (J $3750-$4000 3 More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level .. ... ........ 70 dBA or More (3 66 - 70 dBA (J 63 - 66 dBA (3 Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons' desires . ............. (3 More than 75% O 50% - 75% (3 25% - 50% (7 Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B*)........ /Zl’ More than 75% (3 50% - 75% (3 25% - 50% (3 Less than 25%
5.  Development Existence (15 years or more)/Z’More than 75% (3 50% - 75% O 25% - 50% (7 Less than 25%
6. Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . (3 Greaterthan10dBA [ 5-10dBA ,B’o -5dBA (J Noise Level Decrease

*Category B — Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. . ... ... ................. . O vyes ,Z/NO
If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

2 a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit buildings?. . .. ... ... .. . ... . ... (J veS ,ZNO
b. Ifyes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. . ........ ... .. .. ... . ... . ... . ..... O yes J Nno

3. a. ls private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise level increase?. .. ....... ... ... .. ... ... .. O ves O No
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) Or mOre?. . .. ... .. . (3 ves Z NO

D. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS:

Mdwe
E. DECISION:
1 Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. .. ... ... . z YES O No
2. Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. . . ... .. ,Z YES O no
3. Is insulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. ... ... .. ... . . . L O ves Z NO
4. Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . ... . ... ... Aves OnNo
F. DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

m}W%MuWWﬁ“ B ke S joe H4 Ay
-1 H s Raee 2 Al

Date:

Compieted byw \/ W J31(1

CDOT Form #1209 12/02
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| AJML a5 FEIS

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATI.N
NOISE ABATEM NT DETERMINATION -

Instructlons To complete thls form refer to CDOT Nors "

(L Iys:s Guidelines

~—~

Project %/V\ 0953’ {7? PrOJect code (SA#) STIP# Project Locatlow “(V\S‘{ﬁt\« J,SD{M 2!2({ ;/Ulﬁ

A. FEASIBILITY:
1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. . .. ... .. L, _,E/Y‘ Es {nNo
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...
10dBA: OJ YES O NO 7-10dBA: [J YES[J NO 5- 7dBA'/9/YES 0 No
3. Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrier or berm?. ... .......... O ves ,B/NO
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . J Less than $3000 O $3000-$3750 (J $3750-$4000 Mﬂore than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level . ............ 70 dBA or More (J 66 - 70 dBA 0J 63-66 dBA (J Less than 63 dBA
3. impacted persons' desires . . ... ......... (J More than 75% 0 50% - 75% O 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B*) . .... ... A More than 75% O 50% - 75% 3 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
5. Development Existence (15 years or more) . B3 More than 75% 0O 50% - 75% O 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
6. Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . (J Greater than 10dBA  {J 5- 10 dBA A 0-5dBA (O Noise Level Decrease

*Category B — Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. .. .................... .. . ,Z’YES 0 No
If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

2 a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit buildings?. . ... ... .. .. ... ... . .. .. . ... .. ... .. ... J yES /B' NO
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. . . ............ ... ... . ... .. .. ... ... O Yes 1 NO

3 a. s private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise level increase?. . .. .............. ... .. ..... .. O ves B/ NO
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) OF MOTE?. . . .. .. ...ttt e Ovyes HAno

D. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS: . -

o Hbol € CR b S w%. A zox7aoﬁw fm o AM«%)\,
Wl V\M\M& ~ 7.48:4/\1«1%. Ot W\M/gg W#B/im M.

E. DECISION:

1 Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. . . ... ... /ErYES J No
2 Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. . .. ... O vYveEs HNO
3. Is insulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. .. ... ... ... . O vyes -BNO
4 Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . . .. ... Ovyes Ao
F. DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

Tk win tan il A itz / e
W@(WW ﬁ‘ywwmw
Jo st adalzd M.

Completed by: _ Date:
—
Nt / A—‘QM Y-2-

CDOT Form #1209 12/02



COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Iniistm ( ,ions: To complete th:s form refer to CDOT Noise AnaIys:s

PrOJect# IMGQS'S ,74 Project code (SA#) STIP # k Project Location: U [ Q,

Final EIS - August 2011

Musth 95 Fels
ABATEMENT DETERMINATION

A. FEASIBILITY:
1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. . .. ... ... YES 0 no
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...
10dBA: [ YES[J NO 7-10dBA: (J YES [(J NO 5.7dBA:_ T YES [J NO
3. Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrierorberm?. . ............ J yes )Zf NO
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . [ Less than $3000 (J $3000-$3750 (3 $3750-$4000 /lZl/ More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level ............. A 70 dBA or More 66 - 70 dBA (J 63 - 66 dBA (J Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons' desires .. ............ (3 More than 75% (J 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B%) . ... .. .. /B/More than 75% O 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% (7 Less than 25%
5. Development Existence (15 years or more) . (3 More than 75% 7 50% - 75% O 25% - 50% /B’Less than 25%
6.  Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level. [J Greaterthan 10dBA (J 5- 10dBA Z/O -5dBA (J Noise Level Decrease

*Category B — Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. .. ...................... . /B/YES O No
If the answer to 1is YES, then:

2. a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit buildings?. . .. ... ... ... .. ... . . O ves ,B"NO
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. .. ........ .. ... ... .. ... ... .. ..., J veS O no

3. a. Is private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise levelincrease?. .. ........ ... .. .. .. .. ... ... .. Ovyes EFno
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) OF MOTE?. . . . .. ..o\ttt e et e e e O ves _ENO

D. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS:

s ok @ o #4200 Ny N an W
Emum%rﬁ Mmm 2400 1+ owd [O- [8_[+WMWW.

DECISION:
Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. . ... ... ... ,Z/ vyes [ NO
Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. . . .. .. O Yes /Z' NO
Is insulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. .. ... ... ... ... ... Oves _A'no
Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . .. ... . ... .. ... Oves _HANo

E
1
2
3.
4
F

DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

IE ALV TIVOR N YV YIS m—w*w Metimamipn S, The hawts dane Josa

M 30l WM/MW b T e daning et A
AWM;%Wa7JB/zW T{a PYTVY O VRRWYY G /T
Hae k) o St sl A e Masmmanded .

Completed by: Date:

MW %/3‘//0

CDOT Form #1209 12/02
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Y w@u\” I35 fels

(0] E‘PAR'FM N

PrOJect #_ N\ 03 53 I7 4 Project code (SA#) STIP # - Pro;ect LocatlorM mm le\Qé ‘;
A

EEASIBILITY:
1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. .. ... .. ... .. /Bf YES J NO
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...
10dBA: (J YESJ NO 7-10d8A: O YES[J NO 5.7 dBA:_F YEs (J NO
3 Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrierorberm?. . ......... ... O Yes /B/NO
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . 4T ess than $3000 (J $3000-$3750 (J $3750-$4000 (J More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level . ............ JA"70 dBA or More (J 66 - 70 dBA (J 63-66 dBA (7 Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons' desires . ............. O More than 75% (J 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% (] Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B . . ... ... A More than 75% 3 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
5. Development Existence (15 years or more) .,Q/More than 75% (J 50% - 75% O 25% - 50% O Less than 25%
6. Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . (J Greater than 10dBA  [J 5-10 dBA /B/O -5dBA [J Noise Level Decrease

*Category B — Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. ... ................... .. . O ves /B/NO
If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

2. a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit buildings?. . ... ... ... .. .. . ... .. O yes 0 NO
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. . . ............. ... .. ... .. ... ...... O ves 0 No

3. a. Is private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise levelincrease?. .. ............ ... ... ...... .. J ves O No
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) ormore?. . . . ... O ves O No

D. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS W '35’- M\‘,\‘\‘L w (AWW\/‘
%‘V\“"' 5 /IMJ bd \(,\M bt otk also kY fuamar 19w asm £

Awe abbud™ 275 JRA 4 Tita W Cot s Fayw Ave.

E” DECISION:

1 Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. . . . ... . AT YES O No
2 Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. . ... ... ~FYES J No
3. Is insulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. .. . ... .. .. . O vyes _BNo
4 Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . ... ... . At YEs O nNo
F

I D;C?IOLDZZC;:;PHD ;LjTlFlCATlON [ M ! W A/{M WL.
& T B Mgt d %M W Juidd altvimalase .

Date:

Completed by: M m q.ﬁéﬂﬁ/o

CDOT Form #1209  12/02



Final EIS - August 2011

'COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATIC
t . SE ABATEMENT lETERMINATlON

_ /dm:bL T35 FeIs

Instructlons. To complete this form refer to CDOT No:s,e, is Guidelin,e:s:«

Project L Project code (SA#) STIP # ' ' Project Location:
) M@.Q{S 179 LcR  SbE

A. FEASIBILITY:

1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. . . ... . .. YES O No
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...
10 dBA: OJ YES(J NO 7-10dBA: (J YESJ NO 5-7dBA: (J YES/Zr NO
3 Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrierorberm?. ............. (J ves /Z NO
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . [J Less than $3000 (J $3000-$3750 (J $3750-$4000 /B/ Mare than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level . ............ O 70 dBA or More [ 66 -70 dBA 0 63-66 dBA O Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons' desires . ............. (J More than 75% O 50% - 75% O 25% - 50% O Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category BY) . .. .. ... (3J More than 75% (3 50% - 75% A 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
5. Development Existence (15 years or more) .ZfMore than 75% O 50% - 75% O 25% - 50% (3 Less than 25%
6. Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . (J Greater than 10 dBA )Z/S -10 dBA O o0-5dBA [JNoise Level Decrease

*Category B - Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. .. ...................... . /Z/YES O No
If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

2. a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit buildings?. . . ........ ... ... ... . ... O ves ,Z’ NO
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. ... ......... ... ... ........ . ..... O YEs O NO

3. a. Is private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise levelincrease?. ... ........................ .. O vyes AnNo
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB( A) or more? ..................................................... O ves ,B' NO

D.  ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS: “H{p p 648 id E. -P s € Lapthan .
b Az twed 19 % H10 34wl ppwaded

(2 JRA It 7o Y JB&% W WM
%mw %meﬂmw*m%+

E. DECISION:

1 Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. . .. .. .. O ves HNo
2. Are noise mitigation Measures reasonable?. . . .. .. ........uuiu e O ves -ETo
3. Isinsulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. . . . ... ...... .o 7 YES /B"NO
4 Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . .. ... . O ves

F. DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

Couk i thut 415 . tud did it ey oo Cotyn 2 v m
v 4 ond Atbwinind2d.

Completed by: - Date:

m/[ 43 -1

CDOT Form #1209 12/02




Final EIS - August 2011

Jedl. Tos FEIS

' TRANSP.RTATION

Instructlons

Project #IMOQ 53—"73 Project code (SA#) STIP # ' :/”_WWW Corwn CWVNMW

A. FEEASIBILITY:

'.jT

1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. . . ... ... . L L L,
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...
10dBA: (J YES[J NO 7-10 dBA',Z/gES (J NO 5-7dBA: [J YES(J NO
3 Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrierorberm?..............
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . [J Less than $3000 (J $3000-$3750 (J $3750-$4000 7T More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level .. ... .. .. .. .. /B’ 70 dBA or More 0 66-70 dBA (3 63-66 dBA (J Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons' desires . ... .......... (J More than 75% (J 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B*) . ....... ,B/More than 75% (J 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% (3 Less than 25%
5. Development Existence (15 years or more) ,Z’More than 75% 3 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% (3 Less than 25%
6. Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . (] Greater than 10dBA [J 5-10dBA A 0-5dBA (O Noise Level Decrease

*Category B - Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. . ... ................. .. . ,Z/YES O NO
If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

2. a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit buildings?. . . ............ ... .. .. .. ... .. . (J ves /B/NO
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. ... ........ .. .. ... ... ..... .. .... O ves 0 No

3. a. Is private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise levelincrease?. .. ......................... .. O ves ZNO
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) Or MOre?. . . ... .. . 0 ves ,B/ NO

D. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS: [n Mg ¢ PV Pt e 3 m FMW Aﬂb
W%. AVIO%GK WMQ[‘BAW% Adh

S A% W 0 8 B o Mt £8, 3 .
E. DECISION:

1 Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. .. ... .. ... ... /B/YES O No

2 Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. . . . ... e O ves A No

3. Is insulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. . . . .. ... ... ... e Oves &No

4 Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . .. ............ . O ves .GNo

F. DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

Completed by: Date:

M/\MWL b-20- (0

CDOT Form #1209 12/02



Final EIS - August 2011

Wodh a5 Fes

ARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA TIC
MENT DETERM[NATION

Instructions: mplete this form refer to CDOT No:se alysis Guidelines

Project :# ’ PFOW Project Lécétfon: : X -
L 1035317 Marge | Ftnns

A. FEASIBILITY:

1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. .. ... .. ... ., YES O No
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...
10dBA: (J YEs J NO 7-10d8A: (0 YEs O NO 5-7d8A. 2T YES 0 NO
3 Are there any "fatal flaw” safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrier orberm?. .. ........... O vyes /ZI/ NO
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . (J Less than $3000 (] $3000-$3750 (J $3750-$4000 /Zl’ More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level ............. {J 70 dBA or More /B/ 66 - 70 dBA (J 63-66 dBA (J Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons' desires . ............. (3 More than 75% (7 50% - 75% [ 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B*) . .. .. ... More than 75% (J 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% 3 Less than 25%
5.  Development Existence (15 years or more) . [J More than 75% O 50% - 75% O 25% - 50% A Less than 25%
6.  Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . [J Greaterthan 10dBA [J 5- 10 dBA 2 0-5dBA (J Noise Level Decrease

*Category B — Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. .. ...................... s 0= 0 No
If the answer to 1is YES, then:

2 a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit buildings?. . ... .. ... ... .. .. .. .. ... Oves A No
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buitdings?. .. . .................... ... .. ... Oves ONo

3. a. Is private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise levelincrease?. . .......................... .. dvyes Ano
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) ormore?. . .. ... Oves .BENo

o

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS: -, MM ~ J00¥, A by 33600 +H Lo
us Aloulite) To Wmug;k-gmww.wwmw

T8 e ~ #7500 . %MMMWW

E. DECISION:

1 Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. . .. ... ... ... . _BPyes OnNo
2 Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. . . ... ... ... Ovyes JHANO
3. Is insulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. . . . ... .. . .. Oves HANo
4 Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . .. ... .. .. Ovyes .Hno
F. DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

Honde O A0y Mtinct o P ot douft s To bl
Ralutfe 2 T Mbimidndes.

Completed by: /\ Date:
M L] 1~20-po

CDOT Form #1209  12/02



Final EIS - August 2011

OF TRANSPORTATION
TERMINATION

0 CDOT Noise Analysis Guidé’

| Opdth ras Fes

—’Tojegt Location:g {hde\’,\(\e& ég}»ﬂ—és
=

Project # j ode (SA# STIP #
Il IM 0953—|79 Project ¢ ( )
A. FEASIBILITY:
1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. . . ... ... YES O No
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...

*Category B — Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

10aBA: O yeEs O NO 7-10d8A: O yES O NO 57 dBA, T YES (J NO
3. Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrier orberm?. . ... ...... ... O yes /Z/NO
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . (7 Less than $3000 7 $3000-$3750 (J $3750-$4000 /Z] More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level . .. .......... (J 70 dBA or More 7 66-70 dBA ,8/63 - 66 dBA {7 Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons' desires .. ............ {3 More than 75% (7 50% - 75% 3 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B*) . ....... /B/More than 75% (1 50% - 75% (] 25% - 50% (7 Less than 25%
5. Development Existence (15 years or more) . (7 More than 75% 0 50% - 75% 3 25% - 50% ZLess than 25%
6. Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . {1 Greaterthan 10dBA [ 5-10dBA ,B/O -5dBA I Noise Level Decrease

Howis e

il

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. .. ...... ... .. .. ... ...... /Z YES 0 no
If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

2. a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit buildings?. . ........ ... ... . ... .. .. ... ... O ves EHNo
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. .. ............ ... ... .. ... ... .. .... (J YES O no

3. a. lIs private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise level increase?. .. ....... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. Oves HNo
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) Or more?. . .. ... .. Oves BNo

D. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS:

g™ /{MM,M’ ~ 1449, A Jex3z00 A sl ndd

~Ho d&A g Al boegot.  Cook wa adait £4), 00 for.

o ve

E. DECISION:

1. Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. .. ... ... A YES 0 Nno
2. Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. ... ... ... 0 ves ~£TNO
3. Is insulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. . . ... ... .. . . 0 ves o
4. Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . .. ... ... O vyes -SNo
F. DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

Completed by: [ Date:

q-30- 0

CDOT Form #1209 12/02




Final EIS - August 2011

To c

Instructions:

Project #
T MOISR-TY
A. FEASIBILITY:
1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...
10dBA: O YES(J NO 7-10dBA: O YES[J NO 5-7dBA. 2T YES O NO
3 Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrier orberm?. .. ........... J vEs /B/I:IO
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . [J Less than $3000 (J $3000-$3750 (J $3750-$4000 A3 More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level .. ........... JZ/70 dBA or More (J 66- 70 dBA (J 63-66dBA (J Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons'desires . . ............ (J More than 75% (J 50% - 75% O 25% - 50% O Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B*) . ..... .. }Z/More than 75% 0 50% - 75% [ 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
5. Development Existence (15 years or more) . Q/More than 75% O 50% - 75% J 25% - 50% O Less than 25%
6. Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . [J Greater than 10dBA  [J 5- 10 dBA J0-5dBA (J Noise Level Decrease

*Category B — Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Mote!, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. .. ................... ... . B@s J NO
If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

2. a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit buildings?. . . ... ... ... .. .. .. . ... .. O ves Z/NO
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. . ................ ... ... .. ... ... ... Ovyes ONo

3. a. Is private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise level increase?. .. ........ .. ... ............ .. J ves /,%' NO
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) Or more?. . . .. ... O Yes )Z/ NO

D. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS:

ke Wmﬁd@é@/} mmﬁ 97 AL e
EM%Z It/xa /"*WQWJW/&AW
BN Quj—(MAMWWSMDW

E. DECISION:
1. Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. . .. .. .. L ,B’VES O nNo
2. Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. . .. ... Oves _Sfo
3. Isinsulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. . ... ... ... ... ... ... ... Oyes .HAnNo
4. Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . .. .. ... ..t  Yes ,Q/NO
F. DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION W

B oot ah St Ntiwmmndl S,
Completed by: ~ Date:

MW 4- 2010

CDOT Form #1209 12/02




Final EIS - August 2011

Umﬂx 25 Fels

=PARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA
EMENT DETERM!NATION :

lns uctions: To complete this form refer to CDOT No:se Analys:s Gui

PFOJect#T‘M 0‘ 25317 Project code (SA#) ‘ I‘EW—'{—WL&;%T; v ' ‘ (,JO/L 13.

A. EEASIBILITY:

1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. . .. .. ... ., /B/ YES J Nno
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?... .
10dBA: (J YES[J NO 7-10dBA: [J YES (J NO 5-7 dBA 1 YES (O NO
3. Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrierorberm?. . .. .......... O ves /B/No
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . [J Less than $3000 (J $3000-$3750 3 $3750-34000 ,Z' More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level . ............ 170 dBA or More (J e6- 70 dBA (J 63-66 dBA (J Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons'desires . .. ........... (3 More than 75% (7 50% - 75% O 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B*) .. ... ... /E]/More than 75% (3 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
5. Development Existence (15 years or more) .Z’More than 75% O 50% - 75% 3 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
6.  Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . [} Greaterthan 10dBA [ 5- 10 dBA AT 0.54dBA (J Noise Level Decrease

*Category B — Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. . . ................ .. .... CYEs O No
If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

2. a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit buildings?. . .. .. ... ... . ... .. ... ... . OJyes .A'No
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. ... ........ ... .. .. ... .. .. ... . . .... O YEs O No

3. a. |s private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise levelincrease?. . ........... ... ... ... ... .. Ovyes FnNo
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) or more?. . . . .. ... .. E/YES 0 No

D. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS: &W\A»ULW m ::~'35‘M W /Mﬂ %WL o M/Vuld/
W Ham " Ty JRA A 3w 550

A tld
#M\MWAA/U\M 13 dRA Tt W Gt wnkd B puct o sm dir.

E. DECISION:

1 Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. ... ... . /B/YES (0 NO
2 Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. .. ... ... 0J YEs o}
3. Is insulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. . .. . ... ... ... L, ﬂ YES J No
4 Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . .. . ... . /B/YES 0 Nno
F

: DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION l W ~ } .

Pl S ianit” st ded. Uhne U {/\MZZ , MW

75 &Eﬁmﬂ%io@m%j&wm gt (18 ok,
162 hmts

Completed by N Date:

ST aadhd 420~

CDOT Form #1209  12/02



Final EIS - August 2011

_ ;, Upth Ty Feis
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION' : '
NOISE ABATEMENT DETERMINATION

Instructions: To complete this form refer'to CDOT Noise Analysrs Guldelmes

Project#  — Pro;ect code (SA#) STIP # — Project Locatlo

TMOI53-179 ?9 me\wz et aﬂfs‘b
A. FEASIBILITY:
1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. . . ... ... . YES O No
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...

10d8A: O vyes(J NO 7-10dBA: O YEs (O NO 57 dBA A YES O NO
3 Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrier orberm?. . .. ..... .. ... O ves /Z/NO
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE

1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . [ Less than $3000 (J $3000-$3750 (J $3750-$4000 A More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level . ............ 270 dBA or More (J 66 - 70 dBA (J 63-66 dBA (J Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons' desires .............. (O More than 75% O 50% - 75% 7 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B*) ... ... .. _A More than 75% O 50% - 75% O 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
5. Development Existence (15 years or more) &3 More than 75% 0 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% (O Less than 25%
6.  Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . [] Greater than 10dBA [ 5-10dBA AT 0-5dBA (O Noise Level Decrease

*Category B — Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. .. .. ... ... .. ... ..., . Yes O No
If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

2 a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit buildings?. . . ... .. ... ... ... ... (J yes /B/ NO
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. ... .. .. ... ... .. .. .. .. ... ... ... ... O Yes 0O No

3 a. lIs private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise level increase?. .. .. ... .. .. ... ... .. ... ... .. O ves NO
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) OF OT?. ... ...\ o oot AYeEs O nNo

D. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS: &(UUU-UL I, T Syl 3 W JA
& Mtk LA, MWWLA wum % i m&w#mﬁ

wiald il 13 dRA ¢ drtS Aowpt. Cout ol £ opauct # 37w AR

E. DECISION:

1 Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. . .. ... .. ... ... Aves  ONo
2 Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. . .. .. ... O ves _Hfo
3 Is insulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. . . ... ...... ... ... .. LFves O No
4 Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . .. . ... L _vEs O nNo
F

. DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION “H'\-LMMAUL /.A 7@ . \AM - ey .
e b o Mebagndz). Ww‘“ﬂ?ﬁf, .J%WMM
75 dRA, b Wt /\Wﬂwmﬂ/wm 2 hamta (9518 0k 9534

Completed by: Date:

Pl T e 2w

CDOT Form #1209  12/02



Final EIS - August 2011

/UMKIA I-x5 TEis

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
NOISE AB/ IENT DETERMINATION

Instructions: To complete this form refer to: CDOT Noise Analysis Gu:delmes
Project " ’ Project code (SA#) STIP # Project Locatlon
;*E/vw;ssfm‘i 5#7
A. FEASIBILITY:
1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. .. . .. ... .. L ﬂ YES (J Nno
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...
10dBA: (J YES OJ NO 7-10dBA: O YES OO NO 57 dBA‘/ZfYES 0 no
3 Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrierorberm?. . ......... ... O ves /Z/ NO
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA).. [J Less than $3000 (J $3000-$3750 (J $3750-$4000 /B” More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level ............. 71 70 dBA or More (J 66 - 70 dBA (3 63 -66 dBA (7 Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons' desires . .. ........... (J More than 75% (3 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
4.  Development Type (Category B*) ... ... .. ,lerore than 75% (J 50% - 75% [ 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
5. Development Existence (15 years or more) 4 More than 75% O 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% (73 Less than 25%
6.  Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . [J Greaterthan 10dBA  [J 5-10 dBA /E/O- 5 dBA (J Noise Level Decrease

*Category B — Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. . ..................... .. ./mES 0 NO
If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

2. a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profitbuildings?. . . ... .. ... ... ... . . (3 vYES /B/NO
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. ... ........ ... .. ... ... .. ... ...... O yes O No

3. a. Is private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise levelincrease?. ........................... .. (3 vES Zf NO
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) OF MOTE?. . - . .. .. ... e /B/YES O No

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS:

A«A 8- /;ﬁfso%+mmﬁkawmw/w¢7dg%w
sl Cot wdd Jo_ shuct £34,a0 por.

E. DECISION:

1 Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. . . ... ... /B/YES (0 NO
2 Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. ... ... ... Ovyes £ 'nNo
3. Is insulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. . .. ... .. ... . . L A YESs 3 No
4 Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . . .. ... Ovyes OG+fo
F. DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

mMame’WW. Hee

Completed by: - Date:

Db T e e 43010

CDOT Form #1209 12/02



Final EIS - August 2011

NO E ABATEMI NT DETERMINATION

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION =

Instru,ctlons: To complete this form refer to CDOT Noise Analys:s Gu:delmes

Upth 1'95 rels

6. Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . (J Greaterthan10dBA [J 5-10dBA

/B/O-SdBA

*Category B - Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

Project # Project code (SA#) STIP # Project Location: .T/k l/
TM69S3- 179 orncpek //dc,L
A. FEASIBILITY:
1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. ... ... ... Z YES 0 No
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...
10 dBA: (O YES{I NO 7-10dBA: O YES O NO 5-7 dBA A YES O NO

3 Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrier orberm?. . ............ O vEs /B’ﬁo
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY

REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . [J Less than $3000 (J $3000-$3750 /2/$3750-$4000 O More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level ............. /Zf 70 dBA or More (J 66 - 70 dBA (J 63-66 dBA (3 Less than 63 dBA
3.  Impacted persons' desires . ............. (J More than 75% (J 50% - 75% (3 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B*) .. ... ... )Z/More than 75% O 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
5. Development Existence (15 years or more) . (] More than 75% O 50% - 75% (3 25% - 50% /ZI/Less than 25%

(J Noise Level Decrease

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. ... .. ... ............... . O ves Z/NO

ADDITIONALCOWONS o M A W v 185D
me K W% s e g Toh] Ao,

2 a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profitbuildings?. .. ... ... ... ... .. . ... ... 3 ves 0 Nno
. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. ... .. ... ... .. .. ... . .. .. .. ... O YeS O No
3 a. lIs private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise levelincrease?. . ........ ... .............. .. (J yes (0 NnO
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) ormore?. . . ... (J ves O No

D.

4 v Wl
Cock WAL dhact %2500

MWMWM%W%
/tmmmm&/fm #M/m%& od Pt L bfTonatie. .

E DECISION

1 Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. . . ... ... ... e A YES 0 No
2 Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. ... ... ... SAYES 0 No
3. Is insulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. . . .. ... ... ... O ves _BFNo
4 Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . .. ... .. A YES (J Nno
F. DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

T35, Fabin A0, iy dmrun

Completed by: MM

Date:

0 20-/0

CDOT Form #1209 12/02




Final EIS - August 2011

Jueh T-25 FEIS

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSI
NOISE ABATEMENT DETERMIN

Instructions: . - To.complete this form referto CDOTNQiSe Ana

is Guidelines

Lﬁoject i; Mo 53’”—4—[ Project code (SA#) STIP# Project Location: < m M m ’

A. FEASIBILITY:

1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. ... .. ... .. /a/YES 0 Nno
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...
10dBA: (J yESJ NO 7-10dBA: 2T YES (J NO 5-7dBA: (J YES[J NO
3. Are there any "fatal flaw” safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrier or berm?. .. ... ... ... .. O Yes NO
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . /[ZI/ Less than $3000 (J $3000-$3750 (J $3750-$4000 (3 More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level . ............ 70 dBA or More (J 66 - 70 dBA (J 63-66dBA (3 Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons' desires .............. 3 More than 75% (J 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% O Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B*) .. .... .. ,Z’More than 75% 3 50% - 75% 3 25% - 50% (7 Less than 25%
5.  Development Existence (15 years or more) . [J More than 75% J 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% A Less than 25%
6.  Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . [J Greater than 10dBA  (J 5- 10 dBA AT 0-5dBA (J Noise Level Decrease

*Category B — Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. . .. ..................... . O vyes /B/NO
If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

2 a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit buildings?. . . ..... ... ... .. ... ... .. ... J vES 0 No
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. .. ......... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... O vEs 0 No

3 a. Is private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise level increase?. . . ... ...................... .. 3 ves O No
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) OF MOTE?. . . .. .. ..ot e ettt e Ovyes O No

D. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS:

meaoa,b. . l‘saoﬁww A /MW/#{

E. DECISION:

1 Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. . . . .. ... . AYes O nNoO
2. Are noise mitigation Measures reasonable?. . ... ... ..o.uu et ~ves O No
3. Isinsulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. ... .............. ... ... ... . . O ves _Bfo
4 Shall noise mitigation measures be Provided?. . . .. .. ... ... i _EHY¥es  Ono
F. DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

Completed by: ~ Date:
Tl b-2-

CDOT Form #1209 12/02



Final EIS - August 2011

Modth T-o5 Fers

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
NOISE ABATEMENT DETERMINATION

Instructions: To complete thls form referto CDOT Noise Analysis Gutdelmes

£

Project 5] Project code (SA#) STIP # Project Locatlon
*TMoss3-(7 C,/uﬂw o /uﬂ/tdq/(mh
A. FEASIBILITY:
1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. .. ... ... .., YES J NO
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...
10dBA: [J YES (I NO 7-10dBA_AYESO NO 5-7dBA: (J YES [J NO
3 Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrierorberm?. ... ...... .. .. O ves /B/NO
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . kA Less than $3000 (J $3000-$3750 (7 $3750-$4000 (J More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level ............. _X70 dBA or More (J 66 - 70 dBA (J 63 - 66 dBA (J Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons' desires . ............. (J More than 75% O 50% - 75% 0 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B*) ... ... .. _H More than 75% J 50% - 75% (3 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
5. Development Existence (15 years or more) . ] More than 75% 3 50% - 75% (J 25% - 50% /gLess than 25%
6.  Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . (] Greater than 10dBA (J 5- 10 dBA ,B/O- 5 dBA (J Noise Level Decrease

*Category B — Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. .. ...................... . O ves Z NO
If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

2. a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit builldings?. . ... ... ... 0o Oves [JNO
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. ... ........... e . Oyes ONo

3. a. |s private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise level increase?. . .. .................. . .. ... .. O yes 0 No
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) Ormore?. . . . ... O ves J Nno

D. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS:

w1997 A o2 2 bod ol s Laleddtd
%W 10 d&AqWW- Coct wma it 1, (00 .

E. DECISION:

1 Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. .. . ... ... .. ... ~ves O no
2 Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. . . ... ... ... ... ~ves [ NO
3. Is insulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. . . . . .. ... .. ... O ves -Bno
4 Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . . . ... . EHves J No
F. DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

in Jriban v Negmninded i Prokagt R o) Prygonsd Miailiee..

Completed by: Date:

Bl T b b a0

CDOT Form #1209 12/02



Final EIS - August 2011

| | Ut 755 Fas
PARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION Bor e T 1
A\TEMENT DETERMINATION ; | g

Inétmcﬁphs: - To complete this form refer to CDOT Noise Analysis Guidelines

RN oy 7] TR [T [ T D
/

A. FEASIBILITY:

1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be constructed?. .. ... ... e YES O no
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...
10dBA: (J YyEs O NO 7-10dBA: ZJ YES (J NO 5-7dBA: [J YES (O NO
3 Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrier orberm?. ... .. ... ..... O ves /gflfo
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . [J Less than $3000 (J $3000-$3750 __LA$3750-$4000 (3 More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level .. ........... /9/70 dBA or More (J 66 - 70 dBA J 63-66dBA (J Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons' desires . ............. O More than 75% O 50% - 75% (3 25% - 50% O Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B*) .. ... ... _LA " More than 75% O 50% -75% (3 25% - 50% (7 Less than 25%
5. Development Existence (15 years or more)/g/More than 75% O 50% - 75% 3 25% - 50% O Less than 25%
6. Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . (J Greaterthan 10 dBA  [J 5-10dBA /B/O -5 dBA (J Noise Level Decrease

*Category B -~ Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. ... ..................... . O ves ,B’NO
If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

2. a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit buildings?. . . ... ... .. .. ... .. .. ... ... ... .. O ves O No
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. . . .............. ... .. ... ... .. .. .. O YEs O No

3. a. lIs private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise level increase?. . ........... ... ......... ... .. J vyes [ No
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) ormore?. . . . . .. O vyes J Nno

D. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS: - \ . .
S wbeld fe o, Anthitan tmotne. Ao due 9eding Dunatn Wt § T35 ntan]

Rooddoes (98t Ave). ) 13 % Go H LatDniibn vpld Mgt 0

dBA g Fotud Auwhof.  Cott whadd de 0diact *4um pir.

E. DECISION:

1 Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. . .. .......... AAves O no
2 Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. .. ... ... AFYES O no
3. Is insulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. . .. . ... .. ... .. O ves £ No
4 Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . .. ... .. AFVES O no
F. DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

va Satmn Wwwwjéﬂ PM#@ R ol Prupted
Aot

Completed by: /__: Date:
=SSy WJ/V.L 4200

CDOT Form #1209  12/02
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- /\/wt/& I-95 FEIS
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION T 4
NOISE ABATEMENT DETERMINATION

Instructiohs: ‘To complete this forni refer to cbot No:se Analysis Guidelines

Project # IM 0353’/74 Project code (SA#) STIP # PrOJect Location: & ﬁ M{;

A. FEASIBILITY:

1. Can a continuous noise barrier or berm be CONSIUCEA?. . . .. ... .o\ttt ,B’V ES [ NO
2. Can a substantial noise reduction be achieved by constructing a noise barrier or berm?...
10dBA: O YES[OJ NO 7-10dBA: (J YES[J NO 5-7 dBA._HAYES [J NO
3. Are there any "fatal flaw" safety or maintenance issues involving the proposed noise barrierorberm?. ............. 7 YEs /E/NO
B. REASONABLENESS: EXTREMELY MARGINALLY
REASONABLE REASONABLE REASONABLE UNREASONABLE
1. Cost Benefit Index (per receiver per dBA). . [] Less than $3000 /,Z $3000-$3750 (J $3750-$4000 [ More than $4000
2. Average Build Noise Level . ............ 7 70 dBA or More /Z’ 66 - 70 dBA [ 63-66 dBA [ Less than 63 dBA
3. Impacted persons' desires . ............. (7 More than 75% (7 50% - 75% (7 25% - 50% [ Less than 25%
4. Development Type (Category B*) .. .. .. .. )Z More than 75% [ 50% - 75% O 25% - 50% (J Less than 25%
5. Development Existence (15 years or more) . [J More than 75% (J 50% - 75% (7 25% - 50% Z Less than 25%
6. Build Noise Level vs. Existing Noise Level . [J Greaterthan 10dBA [J 5- 10 dBA )Zf 0-5dBA [J Noise Level Decrease

*Category B - Residential, School, Hospital, Park, Picnic/Active Sports Area, Motel, Church, Library

C. INSULATION CONSIDERATION:

1. Are normal noise abatement measures physically infeasible or economically unreasonable?. .. ...................... . O vEs ,B/NO
If the answer to 1 is YES, then:

2. a. Does this project have noise impacts to public or non-profit buildings?. . .. ... ... ... ... . .. .. .. ... .. ... J YES O No
b. If yes, is it reasonable and feasible to provide insulation for these buildings?. . . ... ... ... ... . .. ... ... . .. .... O ves ] NO

3. a. Is private residential property affected by a 30 dB(A) or more noise level increase?. . ........... .. ... ... ... .. .. O yes O No
b. Are private residences impacted by 75 dB(A) Or more?. . . .. .. .. . O ves ] NnO

>

Mmaeoo P widd e a Yl
WW WO T-a5 ot Tod Ave. p 13 v 882 faner

MWISO dRA g mw Codt windd ke it 33, 60 pir

D. ADDITIONAL CO IDERATIONS:

E DECISION

1 Are noise mitigation measures feasible?. .. .. ... .. e —£1yEs O nNo
2 Are noise mitigation measures reasonable?. ... .. ... ~3vES O No
3. Isinsulation of buildings both feasible and reasonable?. . . . ... ... ... .. ... 0 yes -BNo
4 Shall noise mitigation measures be provided?. . .. .. ... e AT VES O No
F. DECISION DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

%meww pMA}LB bund. Priprred

Completed by: Date:
MM/@MJA , d-z0-10

CDOT Form #1209 12/02
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