
Appendix A 
I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context Sensitive Solutions  

August 2010 



Appendix A. I 70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context Sensitive Solutions 

This page intentionally left blank.



Appendix A. I 70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context Sensitive Solutions 

Table of Contents 
A.1 Introduction to Context Sensitive Solutions ................................................................. A-1 

A.1.1 What is Context Sensitive Solutions?....................................................................... A-1 
A.1.2 Why do Context Sensitive Solutions on the I-70 Mountain Corridor?....................... A-2 
A.1.3 The Commitment to Context Sensitive Solutions on the I-70 Mountain  

Corridor .................................................................................................................. A-2 
A.1.4 Amending the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions Guidance ......... A-3 
A.1.5 How We Got Here: The History of Context Sensitive Solutions on the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor .................................................................................................................. A-3
A.2 The Evolution of the Context Sensitive Solutions Guidance....................................... A-6 

A.2.1 The Elements of the Context Sensitive Solutions Guidance .................................... A-6 
A.3 The Context Statement and Core Values ....................................................................... A-8 

A.3.1 What is a Context Statement?.................................................................................. A-8 
A.3.2 The I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Statement........................................................ A-8 
A.3.3 The I-70 Mountain Corridor Core Values.................................................................. A-8 
A.3.4 The Core Values Defined ....................................................................................... A-10 

A.4 The Decision-Making Process ...................................................................................... A-15 
A.4.1 Overview................................................................................................................. A-15 

A.5 Life Cycle Phases........................................................................................................... A-16 
A.5.1 Life Cycle Phase 1: I-70 Mountain Corridor Planning............................................. A-16 
A.5.2 Life Cycle Phase 2: Project Development .............................................................. A-17 
A.5.3 Life Cycle Phase 3: Project Design ........................................................................ A-17 
A.5.4 Life Cycle Phase 4: Project Construction ............................................................... A-18 
A.5.5 Life Cycle Phase 5: I-70 Mountain Corridor Operations, Maintenance, and  

Monitoring ............................................................................................................ A-18 
A.6 Overview of the 6-Step Process.................................................................................... A-19 

A.6.1 Step 1: Define Desired Outcomes and Actions ...................................................... A-20 
A.6.2 Step 2: Endorse the Process.................................................................................. A-20 
A.6.3 Step 3: Establish Criteria ........................................................................................ A-20 
A.6.4 Step 4: Develop Alternatives or Options................................................................. A-21 
A.6.5 Step 5: Evaluate, Select, and Refine Alternative or Option .................................... A-21 
A.6.6 Step 6: Finalize Documentation and Evaluate Process.......................................... A-22 

A.7 Collaboration and Communication............................................................................... A-22 
A.7.1 Ongoing Collaboration and Communication........................................................... A-22 
A.7.2 Project Collaboration and Communication ............................................................. A-22 
A.7.3 Project Leadership Team ....................................................................................... A-23 
A.7.4 Project Staff ............................................................................................................ A-25 
A.7.5 Technical Team...................................................................................................... A-25 
A.7.6 Issue Task Force .................................................................................................... A-26 

A.8 Conclusion...................................................................................................................... A-27 
A.8.1 Why Context Sensitive Solutions for the I-70 Mountain Corridor? ......................... A-27 
A.8.2 The Context Sensitive Solutions Guidance is the Implementation  

Strategy for the Corridor....................................................................................... A-27 
A.8.3 Partnerships: The Hidden Treasure of the Context Sensitive Solutions  

Process ................................................................................................................ A-27 

List of Exhibits 
Exhibit 1. I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions Landing Page .......................... A-7 
 

I-70 Mountain Corridor Revised Draft PEIS 
September 2010 Page i 



Appendix A. I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context Sensitive Solutions 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 

Revised Draft PEIS I-70 Mountain Corridor 
Page ii September 2010 



Appendix A. I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context Sensitive Solutions 

Appendix A. I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context Sensitive 
Solutions 

A.1  Introduction to Context Sensitive Solutions 
A.1.1  What is Context Sensitive Solutions? 
The Federal Highway Administration defines Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) as: 

Context Sensitive Solutions is a collaborative, interdisciplinary approach that involves all 
stakeholders to develop a transportation facility that fits its physical setting and preserves 
scenic, aesthetic, historic, and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and 
mobility. CSS is an approach that considers the total context within which a transportation 
improvement project will exist. CSS principles include the employment of early, continuous 
and meaningful involvement of the public and 
all stakeholders throughout the project 
development process. 

It is recognized that government agencies cannot cede 
statutory or regulatory responsibilities. 

The principles of CSS apply to any transportation 
project aiming to bring the full range of 
stakeholder values to the table and actively 
incorporate them into the design process and final 
results. 

Context sensitive solutions begin early and continue 
throughout the entire project development process – 
from project concepts through alternative studies and 
into construction, and beyond into maintenance and 
monitoring improvements. Context sensitive solutions mean maintaining commitments to communities. 

The following excerpt is from the National 
Cooperative Highway Research Program 480: 
A Guide to Best Practices for Achieving 
Context Sensitive Solutions: 

A consensus of the research and 
practitioners … confirms that there are 
four essential aspects to achieving a 
successful CSS project. These include 
effective decision-making and 
implementation, outcomes that reflect 
community values and are sensitive to 
environmental resources, and ultimately, 
projects solutions that are safe and 
financially feasible. 

Context sensitive solutions recognizes that highway and transit projects are not just the responsibility or 
concern of engineers and constructors. For that matter, they are not only the responsibility of the 
Department of Transportation or transportation agency. Rather, CSS calls for the interdisciplinary 
collaboration of technical professionals, local community interest groups, landowners, facility users, and 
the general public—including any and all stakeholders who live and work near the road, and those who 
will use it. It is through this process and this team approach that the owning agency gains an 
understanding and appreciation of community values and strives to incorporate or address these values in 
the evolution of its projects.  

Context sensitive solutions apply essentially anywhere and everywhere because every project has a 
context as defined by terrain and topography, communities, users, and surrounding land use. 
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A.1.2  Why do Context Sensitive Solutions on the I-70 Mountain 
Corridor? 

CSS provides guidance on future studies, designs, and construction projects to ensure that 
planners, designers, and constructors incorporate stakeholder values into their decisions on the I-70 
Mountain Corridor. 

After years of mistrust and disagreements among Corridor stakeholders, the Colorado Department of 
Transportation at the request of the Corridor citizens agreed to develop the CSS guidance for the I-70 
Mountain Corridor. This agreement marked the creation of a unique set of guidance, built from common 
goals in a true collaboration of the stakeholders.  

This guidance is the “how” to build the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Starting with agreement of what to 
protect and developing guidance for future planners, designers, and contractors on how to protect what 
matters most, this guidance set the precedence, the direction, and the inspiration for the Corridor. 

The Context Sensitive Solutions project brought together a multidisciplinary, multi-interest stakeholder 
group to discuss, debate, and capture what they respect and will work to preserve in the Corridor. 

The Context Statement and the Core Values provide direction to achieve improvements that exceed 
expectations by incorporating goals for agencies, communities, and users. The Context Statement and the 
Core Values represent a vision and goals for the Corridor. 

Processes have been developed for use on future studies, designs, and construction projects to ensure that 
planners, designers, and constructors incorporate these values into their decisions. 

To provide further depth and support to studies, designs, and construction projects on the Corridor, 
strategies consistent with the Context Statement and Core Values have been included for engineering, 
aesthetics, mitigation, and construction. These strategies are proposed or suggested as methods consistent 
with the Context Statement and the Core Values.  

The Corridor stakeholders, the authors of this material, want the best and newest ideas – consistent with 
our vision and goals – to be used on the Corridor. To ensure flexibility to address and/or incorporate 
innovations, new techniques, advanced technologies, and emerging trends, an Amendment Process has 
been designed for revising and updating the Context Statement, the Core Values, and proposed guidance 
throughout the website. 

A.1.3  The Commitment to Context Sensitive Solutions on the I-70 
Mountain Corridor 

The Colorado Department of Transportation has made the commitment to use the principles of CSS on all 
projects on the I-70 Mountain Corridor. To reach this end, the CSS website has been developed, 
(i70mtncorridorcss.com).  

As described on the CSS website, the commitment has been made by the Colorado Department of 
Transportation and Federal Highway Administration to include a project leadership team on all of the 
projects on the Corridor. The formation of the project leadership team is done in collaboration with the 
county local to the project. 

This commitment further includes direction for all Corridor projects to use the Decision Process and to be 
guided by the Context Statement and Core Values. 
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A.1.4  Amending the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions 
Guidance 

The overarching Core Value of Sustainability demands that the I-70 Mountain Corridor CSS Guidance 
have balance —today and for future generations. The Amendment Process allows for the best and newest 
ideas, consistent with our vision and goals, to be used on the Corridor. To ensure flexibility to address 
and/or incorporate innovations, new techniques, advanced technologies, and emerging trends, this 
Amendment Process has been designed to revise and update the Context Statement, the Core Values, and 
the proposed strategies. 

The Amendment Process respects the CSS principles outlined in the 6-Step Process and ensures a 
collaborative and open approach to maintaining dynamic Guidance on the I-70 Mountain Corridor. To 
initiate the Amendment Process, contact the Colorado Department of Transportation's I-70 Mountain 
Corridor or Region 1 leadership. 

 

A.1.5  How We Got Here: The History of Context Sensitive Solutions on 
the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

In October 2005, the Colorado Department of Transportation’s chief engineer made the first step in 
leading Colorado Department of Transportation toward the full adoption of Context Sensitive Solutions 
with the issuance of “Policy Memo 26, Context Sensitive Solutions Vision for Colorado Department of 
Transportation.” The memo defined CSS and offered a vision for its implementation. 

In the spring of 2008, a Programmatic Agreement was signed in which Colorado Department of 
Transportation committed to initiating the development of design guidelines and historic context(s) for 
the I-70 Mountain Corridor. The agreement, which was developed over several years, stated that 
Colorado Department of Transportation would complete this work prior to any Tier 2 undertakings. The 
guidelines would be consistent with the principles of CSS and Colorado Department of Transportation’s 
Policy Memo 26 and, along with the historic context, would guide the development of Tier 2 
undertakings on the Corridor. 

Colorado Department of Transportation initiated the I-70 Mountain Corridor CSS project to provide 
effective guidelines for all future planning, design, and construction projects along the 144-mile Corridor. 
Colorado Department of Transportation’s goal was to have the Corridor become the nation’s standard for 
collaboration, partnerships, transportation innovation, and environmental sustainability. 

The principles of CSS are detailed in the National Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 480, 
titled A Guide to Best Practices for Achieving Context Sensitive Solutions (2002). Further guidance is 
captured in the NCHRP manual titled Performance Measurement in Context Sensitive Design (2004). 
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The I-70 Mountain Corridor Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement was ongoing as the CSS 
project was being advanced. One element of the CSS project has been coordination with the I-70 
Mountain Corridor PEIS. 

In the fall of 2006, proposals for the CSS project were requested from consultants with CSS experience. 
This effort was led by the selection committee with representatives from Colorado Department of 
Transportation, the Federal Highway Administration, the I-70 Coalition, and Clear Creek County. 

As a part of the CSS Guidance development, the project staff and the project leadership team came 
together to define the goals and desired outcomes from the project. These discussions were the foundation 
for the teams, working groups, public meetings, and workshops described below.  

The Corridor Team 
During the development of the CSS Guidance for the Corridor, the project team worked with seven 
counties; 27 towns; two National Forests; one ski corporation; six ski resorts; and thousands of residents, 
business owners, truckers, and commuters to develop the CSS design guidelines—the ground rules for 
building the planned improvements. The inclusive group of stakeholders became the CSS Corridor Team. 

The first Corridor Team Meeting was held October 26, 2007. The stakeholders came together to discuss, 
debate, and agree on what they respected and wanted to preserve in the Corridor. The Context Statement 
and Core Values were drafted. The group also discussed how the CSS Corridor Team and the 
Collaborative Effort would interact and support each other’s work. 

Additional Corridor team meetings were held in December 2007, March 2008, October 2008, and 
September 2009. 

Public Open Houses 
In November 2007, the I-70 Mountain Corridor CSS project team held public meetings in three locations 
along the Corridor to introduce the project, which will provide guidance for all future transportation 
studies, designs, and construction projects conducted along the I-70 Mountain Corridor. The public 
meetings included a short presentation, a small group discussion session, and informational displays 
explaining the process and schedule for the I-70 Mountain Corridor CSS effort. 

The Collaborative Effort 
The Context Sensitive Solutions project team worked with the Collaborative Effort, which was an 
element of the PEIS. The Collaborative Effort was designed to facilitate the Corridor stakeholders in 
discussions about the recommended alternatives for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. The Collaborative Effort 
Team included representatives of local governments; highway users; and transit, environmental, business 
and recreation interests; as well as state and federal agencies. Working with independent facilitators from 
the Keystone Center, the Collaborative Effort completed their work in the spring of 2008 by coming to 
agreement on a recommended alternative to be used in the I-70 Final Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

The Project Leadership Team 
A Context Sensitive Solutions project leadership team was formed at the onset of the CSS project. The 
project leadership team’s mission was to move world-class solutions forward by designing a principle-
driven process that involved everyone, produced decisions, and resulted in projects that would stand the 
test of time.  

A project leadership team will be formed for every project on the I-70 Mountain Corridor. The project 
leadership team will be scaled to fit the size and type of each project and their role will be to lead projects, 
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champion CSS on projects, and enable decision-making. Project leadership team will always include 
public stakeholders and are one avenue for public input. 

Working Groups 
Several working groups were formed to tackle some of the detailed issues along the Corridor: 

CSS Process Working Group 
The CSS Process Working Group developed decision steps and methods for Tier 2 design project and 
construction projects processes. The group developed the methods to be used in the future for considering 
new ideas, practices, and technologies. A 6-Step Process and five Life Cycle Phases for use on all 
subsequent Corridor projects were adopted and the roles and responsibilities of future project teams were 
vetted. 

Chain Station Working Group 
The Chain Station Working Group used the CSS Decision-Making Process in the planning of chain 
stations. More than fifty stakeholders—including community members, jurisdictions, and agencies—were 
involved in the chain station decision process. 

Stream and Wetland Ecological Enhancement Program (SWEEP) 
The SWEEP program focuses on efforts to integrate water resource needs (such as water quality, 
fisheries, wetlands, and riparian areas) with design elements for construction activities and long-term 
maintenance and operations of the transportation system. The working group will develop a 
Memorandum of Understanding establishing the management framework to assure the protection of water 
resources throughout the life cycle of projects in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

A Landscape Level Inventory of Valued Ecosystems (ALIVE) 
The ALIVE Working Group provided an opportunity to address issues related to improving wildlife 
movement and reducing habitat fragmentation in the Corridor. An inventory of Linkage Interference 
Zones (LIZ) where evidence suggests that the highway’s barrier effect impedes important wildlife 
migration or movement routes or zones of dispersal has been developed and prioritized. A Memorandum 
of Understanding between Colorado Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, 
Colorado Division of Natural Resources –Division of Wildlife, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service, and the Bureau of Land Management established 
a program of cooperation. Its purpose is the early and full implementation of corrective actions to solve 
permeability problems in identified LIZs, and to streamline the Section 7 consultation process under the 
Endangered Species Act for the I-70 Mountain Corridor Tier 2 processes. 

Sustainability Working Group 
The Sustainability Working Group was formed to discuss more specifically what sustainability means in 
the Corridor, to provide definition to criteria and measures of success in relation to sustainability of the 
Core Values, and to develop potential strategies for sustainability in the Corridor. 

Historic Context Working Group 
The Historic Context Working Group developed a multi-property document form for the I-70 Mountain 
Corridor. This document will be used in all future National Environmental Policy Act documents as part 
of the Section 106 process. It will ensure that the preservation of historic resources in the communities 
along the I-70 highway is taken into consideration when planning and constructing future projects. 
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Aesthetics Working Groups 
The Aesthetic Working Groups were formed to assist the Corridor and consultant teams in preparing the 
Aesthetic Guidance. These working groups were formed around four geographic Design Segments that 
collectively include the entire I-70 Mountain Corridor.  

The four Design Segments include: 

 Front Range Foothills 
 Mountain Mineral Belt 
 Crest of the Rockies 
 Western Slope Canyons and Valleys 

Design and aesthetic objectives and strategies were developed for each segment to guide the design of 
future improvements. 

Idaho Springs Visioning Workshop 
Idaho Springs sits in one of the narrowest canyons in the Corridor and transportation improvements—
both highway and transit—have the potential to severely impact the town. The Idaho Springs Visioning 
Workshop brought together Idaho Springs’ citizens and business owners for a day and a half to discuss 
and determine what must be protected and enhanced as transportation improvements are developed 
through the town. 

A.2  The Evolution of the CSS Guidance 
As originally conceived and described, the CSS Guidance would: 

 Direct all Tier 2 processes in the Corridor 
 Ensure that CSS principles were employed 
 Direct an open, comprehensive, and fair public process for each project 
 Reflect the unique context of the Corridor and direct future designs 
 Support the identification and protection of historic resources through the Historic Context 

The CSS Guidance has been delivered in an interactive website that delivers the above objectives and 
further: 

 Presents the Corridor Context Statement and Core Values 
 Delineates the decision-making process to be used on projects 
 Defines the design criteria 
 Organizes Corridor environmental data on maps 
 Indexes the PEIS data by mile marker 
 Provides tools, templates, photos, exercises, and ideas for project managers 
 Makes available all Corridor agreements 
 Captures years of stakeholders comments and concerns 
 Links to other relevant materials 

A.2.1  The Elements of the CSS Guidance 
The CSS Guidance website (shown in Exhibit 1) provides information, guidance, and tools to implement 
CSS on the Corridor. It supports project managers and project leadership teams in guiding a project 
through the CSS decision-making process.  
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Exhibit 1. I-70 Mountain Corridor CSS Landing Page 

 

 

The website goes further and provides background through resource maps, connections to the resource 
data developed for the PEIS, lists of stakeholders and stakeholder comments, relevant Corridor 
agreements. 

Included in this document are detailed descriptions of the: 

 Context Statement 
 Core Values  
 Decision Process 
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A.3  The Context Statement and Core Values 
The I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Statement, in concert with the Core Values, represents a 
vision and goals for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

A.3.1  What is a Context Statement? 
A context statement seeks to capture in words the special qualities and attributes that define a place as 
unique. A context statement should capture in words that which was true 50 years ago and that which 
must be considered during the development of improvements in order to sustain truth in those same words 
for fifty years to come. 

A.3.2  The I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Statement 
 

 

 
The I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Statement 

 
The I-70 Mountain Corridor is a magnificent, scenic place. Human elements are woven 

through breathtaking natural features. 
 

The integration of these diverse elements has occurred over the course of time. 
 

This corridor is a recreational destination for the world, a route for interstate and local 
commerce, and a unique place to live. 

 
It is our commitment to seek balance and provide for twenty-first-century uses. 

 
We will continue to foster and nurture new ideas to address the challenges we face. 

 
We respect the importance of individual communities, the natural environment, and the need 

for safe and efficient travel. 
 

Well-thought-out choices create a sustainable legacy. 

 

A.3.3  The I-70 Mountain Corridor Core Values 
What is a Core Value? 
A Core Value describes something of importance to stakeholders—something they respect and will work 
to protect and preserve. 

Core Values must be honored and understood. Decisions and choices made along the I-70 Mountain 
Corridor should be influenced by and support the Core Values. 
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The I-70 Mountain Corridor Core Values 
 
Sustainability is an overarching value that creates solutions for today that do not diminish 
resources for future generations. Ideal solutions generate long-term benefits to economic 
strength, scenic integrity, community vitality, environmental health, and ecosystems. 
 
Methods for decision making must be fair, open, equitable, and inclusive. Collaboration 
moves decision making beyond individual and agency interests. New ideas will always be 
considered with respect and an open mind. 
 
Enhancing safety for all is paramount in all decisions. 
 
A healthy environment requires taking responsibility to preserve, restore, and enhance 
natural resources and ecosystems. 
 
Humankind’s past has contributed to the sense of place. The broad historic context is 
foundational to the corridor’s character and must be a part of every conversation. 
 
We must respect the individuality of communities in a manner that promotes their viability. 
The character of the corridor is realized in the differences and commonalities of its 
communities. 
 
Mobility and Accessibility must address local, regional, and national travel by providing 
reliability, efficiency, and inter-connectivity between systems and communities. 
 
Aesthetics will be inspired by the surroundings, protect scenic integrity, and incorporate the 
context of place. Timeless design continues the corridor’s legacy. 
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A.3.4  The Core Values Defined 
Sustainability 
Sustainability is an overarching value that creates solutions for today that do not diminish resources for 
future generations. Ideal solutions generate long-term benefits to economic strength, scenic integrity, 
community vitality, environmental health, and ecosystems. 

Sustainability Principles: 

These principles further define sustainability and the role it plays in implementing all of the Core Values. 
Specific strategies to reach some principles have been included. Achieving these principles requires 
partnerships and commitments by all Corridor stakeholders. 

 Maintain the regional conversation through expanded collaboration with responsible agencies and 
stakeholder partnerships. 

 Improve regional planning to promote responsible managed growth and development. 
 Utilize holistic planning to minimize redesign and reconstruction of major elements. 
 Encourage responsible individual transportation choices. 
 Improve safety. 
 Preserve, protect, and improve public lands, the natural environment, and outdoor recreation 

opportunities in the I-70 Mountain Corridor for future generations to enjoy. 
 Minimize fossil fuel consumption. 
 Pursue renewable energy-based transportation alternatives to respond to the potential of peak oil. 
 Improve energy efficiency in transportation, homes, and businesses. 
 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
 Respond to current state and national climate action plans. 
 Respond and adapt to broader global trends and future technologies. 
 Improve the conservation of all resources. 
 Preserve and protect the historic and cultural resources of communities. 
 Provide quality access to and from resources and communities. 
 Respect the role natural resources played in building communities and continue this legacy for 

future generations. 
 Sustain and improve Corridor economic health. 
 Support viable and vital communities through the responsible use of the available resources and 

quality access. 
 Enhance mobility by integrating modes of transportation that accommodate multiple user needs. 
 Develop new and improve existing multimodal transportation alternatives. 
 Improve efficiency of freight movement. 
 Provide accessibility that meets the needs and expectations of users, residents, and responsible 

agencies. 
 Encourage timeless designs that provide lasting value, are financially responsible, and are 

accountable to future generations. 
 Preserve visual and scenic integrity. 
 Protect view sheds. 
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Safety 
Enhancing safety for all is paramount in all decisions. 

Eliminating fatalities and reducing injuries and property damage are measures of enhanced safety. All 
users must be considered and protected: wildlife, first responders, Corridor workers, trail users, 
automobiles, and commercial carriers. All types of safety must be considered: vehicle collisions, weather, 
rockfalls, construction, and wildlife crossings. 

The I-70 Mountain Corridor is a unique section of interstate that passes through mountainous terrain. The 
Corridor cuts through rock formations that are prone to rock slides. Weather conditions in the Corridor 
also play a role in safety. In the winter, frequent snowstorms impact driving conditions and traveler 
safety. Additionally, the current I-70 Mountain Corridor design includes steep vertical grades and/or 
sharp horizontal curves. The speed limit varies throughout the Corridor. 

As alternatives to improve the I-70 Mountain Corridor are developed, improving the safety of the 
Corridor should be paramount; and design should address the unique conditions of the Corridor. The 
Evaluation Guidance details how I-70 Mountain Corridor alternatives will be evaluated. The Alternative 
Evaluation Guidance documents how safety criteria will be used to determine how well an alternative is 
able to enhance the safety of the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Criteria are provided for use at each level of 
alternative analysis. 

During the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solution Workshops, the stakeholders developed a 
list of critical issues to be considered during all future work on the Corridor. The stakeholders further 
provided a list of safety strategies that should be considered when developing and refining alternatives. 

 

Healthy Environment 
A healthy environment requires taking responsibility to preserve, restore, and enhance natural resources 
and ecosystems. 

To maintain a healthy environment, it is paramount to know the environment, the terrain, and the 
ecosystems; how they interact; and what makes these natural systems healthy. Philosophically, a healthy 
environment should sustain itself. Human intervention in maintenance should be minimal, and mitigation 
should restore natural systems to a level that is self-sustaining. 

The I-70 Mountain Corridor passes through three national forests and some of Colorado’s most pristine 
mountain environment. The Corridor is home to many animals, including elk, mule deer, big horn sheep, 
and threatened and endangered species such as the lynx. These animals live along the Corridor and many 
migrate across the I-70 highway. The Corridor crosses over and provides access to a number of streams, 
lakes, and riparian habitat areas. The unique balance between preserving, restoring, and enhancing the 
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natural resources and ecosystem must be measured as alternatives to improve the I-70 Mountain Corridor 
are considered. 

The following key resource areas should be considered when developing and analyzing I-70 Mountain 
Corridor alternatives to determine whether alternatives are compatible with a healthy environment: 

 Biological Resources 
 Climate and Air Quality 
 Hazardous Materials 
 Wetlands and Water Resources 
 Wildlife 

During the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solution Workshops, the stakeholders developed a 
list of critical issues to be considered during all future work on the Corridor. The stakeholders further 
provided a list of healthy environment strategies that should be considered when developing and refining 
alternatives. 

Historic Context 
Humankind’s past has contributed to the sense of place. The broad historic context is foundational to the 
Corridor’s character and must be a part of every conversation. 

The historic context of this Corridor centers on human interaction with the environment and its resources: 
trapping, hunting, fishing, mining, hiking, and skiing. People have economically benefited from these 
resources over time. An interest in these past activities continues to bring economic benefit and a strong 
sense of place. New interests in the resources of this Corridor may develop. To honor this Core Value, 
projects must contribute to a positive historic context, even as they create history. 

The following principles further define the historic context and provide specific ways to identify and 
reach the Core Value. 

Historic Context Principles 

 Connect to the historic setting and harmonize with the cultural landscape. 
 Draw upon historic context for design input that shapes project solutions. 
 Use the I-70 Mountain Corridor Historic Context as the definitive historic framework resource for 

future projects in the Corridor. 
 Support heritage tourism and historic preservation. 
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Communities 
We must respect the individuality of communities in a manner that promotes their viability. The 
character of the Corridor is realized in the difference and commonalities of its communities. 

Communities are the pulse of the Corridor and they must be respected and supported in their efforts to 
remain viable and vital. Understanding what is truly important in a local area can be found only by 
engaging with the community – understanding their definition of what is unique and what makes them a 
“community.” Plans and designs must support and integrate local area efforts. 

The following principles further define communities and provide specific ways to identify and reach the 
Core Value. 

Community Design Principles 
 Celebrate, enhance, and protect the individual identities of the Corridor communities. 
 Improve the quality of life for current and future residents. 
 Integrate alternatives with community plans. 
 Engage communities in the decision-making process. 
 Support economic diversity and sustainability. 
 Provide mobility choices. 
 Provide community vitality through access and connectivity. 
 Strive to balance local community interests with regional interests. 
 Support Corridor-wide planning. 
 Maximize community benefits from transportation improvements. 

The natural environment has shaped the development pattern of the communities along the I-70 Mountain 
Corridor. Community economics and quality of life are based on the wealth of resources found in the 
Rocky Mountains. Responsible use of and access to these resources are necessary to sustain communities 
and are the basis for all community design principles. Understanding how community resources are 
influenced by the I-70 highway improvements is necessary in each step of the 6-Step Process. 
Community resources found in the I-70 Mountain Corridor are discussed in the I-70 PEIS. Additional 
data from the PEIS can be found on the Interactive Map. 

Mobility and Accessibility 
Mobility and accessibility must address local, regional, and national travel by providing reliability, 
efficiency, and the interconnectivity between systems and communities. 

Mobility and accessibility on the Corridor are served by promoting and providing options that best fit a 
variety of travel and access needs. Remain open to and consider new approaches and technology that 
advance mobility and accessibility. 
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The I-70 Mountain Corridor is an important part of our national interstate system and a vital route for the 
travelers and truckers who cross our nation. It provides access for Coloradoans statewide who wish to 
access the Rocky Mountains and the national forests, ski areas, and recreation areas in the Corridor. The 
I-70 Mountain Corridor provides critical links to and between the communities along the Corridor. An 
unprecedented number of vehicles travel through the Eisenhower/Johnson Memorial Tunnels, and the 
Corridor is frequently congested. Because many travelers and communities depend on I-70 Mountain 
Corridor, mobility and accessibility must be considered with any improvements in the I-70 Mountain 
Corridor. 

The Evaluation Guidance details how I-70 Mountain Corridor alternatives will be evaluated. The 
Alternative Evaluation Guidance documents how mobility and accessibility criteria will be used to 
determine how well an alternative is able to address local, regional, and national travel while providing a 
reliable and efficient transportation system that is interconnected with communities. Criteria are provided 
for use at each level of alternative analysis. 

During the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solution Workshops, the stakeholders developed a 
list of critical issues to be considered during all future work on the Corridor. The stakeholders further 
provided a list of mobility and accessibility strategies that should be considered when developing and 
refining alternatives. 

 

Aesthetics 
Aesthetics will be inspired by the surroundings, protect scenic integrity, and incorporate the context of 
place. Timeless design continues the Corridor’s legacy. 

Aesthetics will be inspired by the surroundings, protect scenic integrity, and incorporate the context of 
place. Timeless design continues the Corridor’s legacy. 

The following principles further define aesthetics and provide specific ways to identify and reach the 
Core Value. 

Aesthetic Principles: 
 Connect to the setting; harmonize with the surroundings; and be a light touch on the land, 

subservient to the landscape. 
 Reflect the I-70 highway as a major regional and national transportation Corridor. 
 Celebrate crossing the Rocky Mountains with a high-country travel experience. 
 Respect urban, rural, and natural settings. 
 Draw upon and regenerate the context of place. 
 Aesthetic design treatments shall: 

• Support safety and mobility. 
• Support communities and regional destinations by providing direct and subliminal messaging 

for gateways, connections, access, and identification. 
• Maintain a sense of the greater whole. 
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• Respect the current time and place. 
• Integrate with functional elements. 
• Borrow materials from the landscape. 
• Showcase key views while buffering inconsistent views. 
• Include maintenance considerations and responsibilities. 

A.4  The Decision-Making Process 
A.4.1  Overview 
The I-70 Mountain Corridor Decision-Making Process is consistent with the following Colorado 
Department of Transportation manuals: The National Environmental Policy Act Manual, the Planning 
and Environmental Linkages Program, and the Life Cycle Phases for Project Management. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation National Environmental Policy Act Manual includes 
guidance on incorporating CSS into the process. In Section 3.3, the manual states that “CSS represents an 
evolution in the philosophical approach to transportation and supports the social, economic, and 
environmental context of the facility... It should be reflected in the way the National Environmental 
Policy Act process is implemented.” 

I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions is built on a commitment to collaborative 
decision-making. The key principles of collaborative decision-making are: 

 Principle-based 
 Outcome-driven 
 Multidisciplinary 

To achieve a truly collaborative process, the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions Team 
developed a 6-Step Process that can be used for all projects at any phase of the project life cycle. This 
process is based on the three principles above and uses the constructs of Decision Science to guide 
effective, collaborative decision-making. 

Principle-Based 
The Corridor Team developed the Context Statement and Core Values for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 
These form the principles on which the 6-Step Process is based. These provide a touchstone for every 
decision that is made in the Corridor to ensure its consistency with stakeholder principles. 

Outcome-Driven 
The Life Cycle Phases and 6-Step Process provide clearly defined, repeatable decision-making steps. 
Early and continuous involvement of stakeholders in a fair and transparent process is a critical component 
of CSS and promotes the development of recommendations with strong support. Work in each of the 
phases will be carried out using the 6-Step Process for decision-making. Each phase has its own set of 
requirements and expectations, and the products developed at each phase provide inputs to the subsequent 
phases. 

Multidisciplinary 
The project leadership team, Technical Team, and Issue Task Forces are structured to provide 
multidisciplinary-involvement on each project. This structure supports a more robust definition of the 
issues and desired outcomes and leads to recommendations with broad support by the stakeholders. 

I-70 Mountain Corridor Revised Draft PEIS 
September 2010 Page A-15 



Appendix A. I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context Sensitive Solutions 

A.5  Life Cycle Phases 

 

The Colorado Department of Transportation defines the life cycles of the I-70 Mountain Corridor in five 
phases: 

Phase 1: I-70 Mountain Corridor Planning, using the 6-Step Process, integrates with statewide planning 
efforts and develops plans for Corridor-wide resources. 

Phase 2: Project Development, using the 6-Step Process, brings improvement concepts, environmental 
documents, and mitigation strategies to completion. Examples include Tier 2 documents and feasibility 
studies. 

Phase 3: Project Design, using the 6-Step Process, develops construction plans for a project. 

Phase 4: Project Construction, using the 6-Step Process, safely builds a functional transportation facility. 

Phase 5: I-70 Mountain Corridor Operations, Maintenance, and Monitoring, using the 6-Step Process, 
will inspect, monitor, assess, manage, and maintain completed facilities. 

These five phases are consistent with the process that the Colorado Department of Transportation uses 
throughout the state to plan, design, construct, maintain, and operate its facilities. Work in each of the 
phases can be carried out using the 6-Step Process for decision-making. Each phase has its own set of 
requirements and expectations, and the products developed at each phase provide inputs to the subsequent 
phases. 

A.5.1  Life Cycle Phase 1: I-70 Mountain Corridor Planning 
Using the 6-Step Process, I-70 Mountain Corridor Planning integrates with statewide planning efforts and 
develops plans for Corridor-wide resources. 

I-70 Mountain Corridor Planning integrates with statewide planning efforts, champions regional planning, 
and promotes consistency among planning efforts. The Corridor Planning phase includes broad traffic and 
planning studies, such as the PEIS, that set the course for the Project Development phase. 

Section 3.2 of the Colorado Department of Transportation NEPA Manual refers to Planning and 
Environmental Linkages as “an approach to transportation decision-making that considers environmental, 
community, and economic goals early in the planning stage and carries them through project 
development, design, and construction.” The I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions 6-Step 
Process is consistent with the Planning and Environmental Linkages approach. The 6-Step Process 
considers Core Values that address environmental, community, and economic goals. Each of the activities 
shown in the Planning and Environmental Linkages Corridor Planning Process Flow Chart are included in 
the CSS 6-Step Process, and reinforce the importance of clear and consistent decision-making processes. 
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Planning studies include a public and agency outreach component that engages stakeholders in the 
planning process. The Colorado Department of Transportation will continue to involve public and agency 
stakeholders throughout the Life Cycle Phases for projects on the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

Types of projects in Phase 1 include the PEIS, the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement, the Landscape 
Level Inventory of Valued Ecosystem Components Memorandum of Understanding, the Stream and 
Wetland Ecosystem Enhancement Program Memorandum of Understanding, the Historic Context Report, 
the Aesthetic Plan, and other Corridor-wide planning studies. 

A.5.2  Life Cycle Phase 2: Project Development 
Life Cycle Phase 2 – Project Development – brings improvement concepts, environmental documents, 
and mitigation strategies to completion. 

Project Development brings improvement concepts, environmental documents, and mitigation strategies 
to completion. Following the 6-Step Process, Project Development identifies a project leadership team, 
reviews the initial project scope and inputs from previous Corridor Planning efforts, and clarifies project 
outcomes. The project leadership team and project staff ensure that the subsequent steps of the 6-Step 
Process are followed and that each step is documented. These and other teams are defined in Section 7, 
Collaboration and Communication. 

The requirement of the Colorado Department of Transportation to include public and agency outreach in 
NEPA documents is consistent with CSS and the 6-Step Process. The Colorado Department of 
Transportation National Environmental Policy Act Manual includes guidance on incorporating CSS into 
the National Environmental Policy Act Process. Colorado Department of Transportation has made a 
commitment to include community representation on selection committees and project leadership teams 
for all projects, including site-specific Environmental Impact Statements and Environmental Assessments. 
The CSS approach encourages partnerships with local, regional, and state entities. 

During Project Development, the project staff develops a Project Work Plan, Project Schedule, 
Stakeholder Involvement Plan, and Context Map checklist for review and approval by the project 
leadership team. 

Types of projects included in Phase 2 include Tier 2 processes (Environmental Impact Statement, 
Environmental Assessment, Categorical Exclusions), subsequent National Environmental Policy Act 
Decision Documents, environmental clearances, and feasibility studies. Documents generated in this 
phase often include conceptual design. 

A.5.3  Life Cycle Phase 3: Project Design 
Life Cycle Phase 3, Project Design, develops construction plans for a project. 

Project Design develops construction plans for a project. In this phase, the project staff ensures that the 
final design is consistent with the conceptual design and commitments made during the Project 
Development phase. The project staff continues to coordinate with the public, as well as with the agencies 
having jurisdiction in the project limits. This coordination occurs through project teams, public outreach, 
and one-on- one meetings with property owners to address issues such as access and design refinements. 
Project Design may include value engineering for more complex projects and may initiate right-of-way 
acquisition if right-of-way is required for Project Construction. Project Design will review environmental 
mitigation/sustainability commitments and ensure that they are included in the construction 
design/specifications/bid package. Construction phasing is considered during Project Design, particularly 
for larger projects that may not be fully funded. 
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Deliverables include project design plans, construction plans, specifications, and cost estimates. The 
project staff will complete environmental permits/certifications such as 404 permits and Senate Bill 40 
certifications during this phase. 

A.5.4  Life Cycle Phase 4: Project Construction 
Life Cycle Phase 4, Project Construction, safely builds a functional transportation facility 

Project Construction safely builds a functional transportation facility. In this phase, the Colorado 
Department of Transportation bids the project, selects the contractor, and manages construction. Project 
Construction ensures completion of environmental conditions/permits. The project staff coordinates with 
local, regional, and state governments and interest groups during the Project Construction Phase. 

The Project Work Plan must include commitments to provide public information about construction 
activities, detours, and delays. Any construction modifications will be developed following the 6-Step 
Process as shown in the Sample Tasks and Documentation Matrix. 

Deliverables include completion of the physical improvements, work acceptance, as-built drawings, and 
project closure documents. 

A.5.5  Life Cycle Phase 5: I-70 Mountain Corridor Operations, 
Maintenance, and Monitoring 

Life Cycle Phase 5 – I-70 Mountain Corridor Operations, Maintenance, and Monitoring – will inspect, 
monitor, assess, manage, and maintain completed facilities. 

I-70 Mountain Corridor Operations, Maintenance, and Monitoring includes inspection, monitoring, 
assessment, management, and maintenance of completed facilities. Deliverables from this phase provide 
feedback to Phase 1: I-70 Mountain Corridor Planning and Phase 2: Project Development for 
consideration on future projects. The Colorado Department of Transportation maintains a Maintenance 
Management System inventory list of roadway features along state roadways. This list includes items 
such as surface type, ditch length, and culvert count to assist in the development of maintenance projects. 
If a maintenance activity is part of an ongoing program or plan, the 6-Step Process must be used to update 
or revise any existing plans and/or programs as outlined in the Sample Tasks and Documentation Matrix. 
Traveler information and traffic management are important aspects of this phase and should be addressed 
in plans or programs. 

Stakeholders in the I-70 Mountain Corridor identified sustainability as an overarching value. Tracking the 
success of sustainability efforts is a major function of this life cycle phase. Sustainability Success 
Tracking efforts are detailed in the sustainability Core Value. 

Deliverables include monitoring feedback, site-specific maintenance best management practices, and 
program documents such as traffic incident management plans, mowing and paving programs, and safety 
inspection reports. 
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A.6  Overview of the 6-Step Process 
The 6-Step Process used for all projects on the I-70 Mountain Corridor was developed to ensure 
collaboration. It is consistent with Decision Science principles and can be followed for all decisions 
from Corridor-wide planning to construction change orders. 

 

The 6-Step Process is used for projects on the I-70 Mountain Corridor to ensure collaboration. It is 
consistent with Decision Science principles and can be followed on all projects from Corridor-wide 
planning to construction change orders. Established plans, such as emergency plans, do not require that 
implementation decisions use the 6-Step Process. 

The 6 Steps are: 

Step 1: Define Desired Outcomes and Actions. Using the CSS Guidance and other relevant materials, 
this step establishes the project goals and actions. It also defines the terms to be used and decisions to be 
made. 

Step 2: Endorse the Process. This step establishes participants, roles, and responsibilities for each team. 
The process is endorsed by discussing, possibly modifying, and then finalizing with all teams the desired 
outcomes and actions to be taken. 

Step 3: Establish Criteria. This step establishes criteria, which provides the basis for making decisions 
consistent with the desired outcomes and project goals. The criteria measure support for the Core Values 
for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

Step 4: Develop Alternatives or Options. The project staff works with the project leadership team, 
stakeholders, and the public to identify alternatives or options relevant to the desired outcomes, project-
specific vision, and goals. 

Step 5: Evaluate, Select, and Refine Alternative or Option. The process of analyzing and evaluating 
alternatives applies the criteria to the alternatives or options in a way that facilitates decision-making. 
This may be a one-step or multi-step process depending on the complexity of the alternatives and the 
decision. 

Step 6: Finalize Documentation and Evaluate Process. Documentation should be continuous 
throughout the process. Final documentation will include each of the previous steps, final 
recommendations, and the process evaluation. 

These steps are intended to provide a clear and repeatable process that is fair and understandable. The 
order of the steps is as important as the activities within each step. 
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A.6.1  Step 1: Define Desired Outcomes and Actions 
Step 1 establishes the project goals and actions. It also defines the teams to be used and decisions to be 
made. Using the CSS Guidance and other relevant materials, this step establishes the project goals and 
actions. It also defines the teams to be used and decisions to be made. Relevant material may include the 
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program, previously developed plans or commitments, 
environmental documents, and current program documents. These provide the initial input into 
establishing the goals for the project. If the project is in the Project Design phase, for example, the desired 
outcomes should reflect those documented in the Project Development phase and the CSS Guidance. 

During Step 1 in Life Cycle Phase 1: I-70 Mountain Corridor Planning, a project leadership team is 
established and should be carried through all subsequent phases of a project. By using the 6-Step Process 
framework, the project leadership team will develop the specific process to be used during decision 
making, including teams, team roles and responsibilities, and interactions during the project. 

Sample tasks and documentation matrices have been developed for each of the Life Cycle Phases to guide 
the 6-Step Process in each phase. 

A.6.2  Step 2: Endorse the Process 
Step 2 establishes participants, roles, and responsibilities for each team. The process is endorsed by 
discussing, possibly modifying, and then finalizing with all teams the desired outcomes and actions to be 
taken. Endorsing the process includes clarifying teams and expectations for use in the process, developing 
a schedule, and confirming the project-specific decision process. 

During Step 2 of a project in the Project Development phase, for example, the project leadership team and 
the project staff may form a Technical Team to support the project. The project leadership team leads the 
effort to gain endorsement of the process. 

A.6.3  Step 3: Establish Criteria 
Step 3 establishes criteria, which provides the basis for making decisions consistent with desired 
outcomes and project goals. The criteria support the Core Values and previously developed agreements 
and commitments, as well as design standards and other state and federal requirements. 

The project staff will review the Context Statement, Core Values, Issues by Core Value, and CSS 
Evaluation Guidance for every project or study to identify criteria and guidance relevant to the decisions 
that will be made on the project. The project staff will work with the project leadership team, county 
representatives, and the public to establish project-specific vision, goals, and criteria. This activity is 
initiated with Scoping on National Environmental Policy Act projects. On smaller, less complex projects, 
the development of a project vision and project-specific goals and criteria can be accomplished in focused 
working sessions with the project leadership team, project staff, county representatives, and the public. 

The purpose of establishing criteria is to support a structured decision-making process and ensure that 
decisions made and alternatives selected support the desired outcomes and actions, as well as the Core 
Values. In order to establish a fair process that reflects the stated outcomes and project goals, it is 
important to determine the criteria prior to developing potential alternatives. 

Step 3 tracks how concerns and issues are used in the formation of criteria, allowing stakeholders and 
affected parties to see how their interests will be considered and permitting them to monitor the outcome 
in a meaningful way. 
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It is important to represent the needs of all stakeholders in the criteria – including local, state, and federal 
priorities and requirements, as well as previous comments and concerns identified through earlier efforts 
in the Corridor. Criteria should reflect the range of stakeholder interests, including community, interest 
group, and local needs and priorities. It is critical that the full range of interests and requirements be 
incorporated into criteria to support an evaluation process that meets requirements and interests in a clear 
and transparent manner. 

Applicable legal and policy requirements must also be incorporated into the criteria to ensure their 
inclusion in alternative evaluation and selection. Such requirements may include American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials and Colorado Department of Transportation design standards 
and National Environmental Policy Act criteria. 

A good criterion is measurable and relevant to the project decision, and it distinguishes between 
alternatives or options. 

A.6.4  Step 4: Develop Alternatives or Options 
In Step 4, the project staff works with the project leadership team, stakeholders, and the public to identify 
alternatives or options relevant to the desired outcomes, project-specific vision, and goals. This work 
includes the review of commitments previously made for improvements, options outlined in the CSS 
Guidance, and brainstorming options to meet the desired outcome, vision, and goals for the project. 

Engaging the public and other interested parties in this step provides an opportunity to identify and 
consider a wide range of alternatives and ideas in a structured approach. Ideas introduced at this step can 
be evaluated and documented in a way that all interested parties can track and understand. This minimizes 
new ideas brought forward in later steps and creates a streamlined and transparent process. Strategies 
developed in past Corridor efforts have been captured in Strategies by Core Value and will supplement 
the brainstorming effort. 

Alternatives or options may include complete alternatives that address the desired outcomes and project 
goals. They may also be smaller parts of a solution that can be combined into a package of options to 
form an alternative or elements of an alternative. The important aspect of the brainstorming exercise is to 
allow all ideas to be captured. They will all be considered and documented in Step 5: Evaluate, Select, 
and Refine Alternative or Option. 

A.6.5  Step 5: Evaluate, Select, and Refine Alternative or Option 
Step 5 evaluates, selects, and refines an alternative or option. The process of analyzing and evaluating 
alternatives applies evaluation criteria to alternatives or options in a way that facilitates decision-making. 
This may be a one-step or multi-step process, depending on the complexity of the alternatives and the 
decision. The evaluation process may include refining alternatives to develop the final alternative or 
option. A critical element in this step is the evaluation of all ideas using all previously established criteria. 

Effective use of criteria in the evaluation and selection of alternatives applies the criteria at appropriate 
levels of the decision-making process. If the decision or the criteria are complex, the process may be 
iterative, applying a series of criteria at differing levels of detail. For example, a three-level process may 
use broad criteria to screen out unrealistic or unfeasible alternatives and apply more detailed evaluation 
criteria in subsequent evaluation steps. This helps to streamline the evaluation by focusing data collection 
and analysis on viable alternatives. Multi-level evaluation also provides an opportunity to refine options 
or alternatives to meet the desired goals or outcomes more effectively with a greater understanding of the 
alternative’s strengths and weaknesses in each criterion. 

I-70 Mountain Corridor Revised Draft PEIS 
September 2010 Page A-21 



Appendix A. I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context Sensitive Solutions 

The project staff must clearly document how evaluation criteria are applied to all ideas to provide an 
easily accessible record of how each idea generated through brainstorming was evaluated and possibly 
modified. 

A.6.6  Step 6: Finalize Documentation and Evaluate Process 
Step 6 finalizes documentation and evaluates the process. Continuous documentation should take place 
throughout the 6-Step Process. Step 6 compiles, summarizes, and references the documentation from the 
previous steps. It also debriefs and evaluates the process, compiling lessons learned and best practices. 
Final documentation will include the outcome from each of the previous steps, final recommendations, 
and the process evaluation. Documentation will provide strategies, exercises, and successes for use in 
future studies. 

A.7  Collaboration and Communication 
Collaboration and Communication explains project teams and partnerships necessary for project 
completion. 

 

A.7.1  Ongoing Collaboration and Communication 
The Colorado Department of Transportation will partner with county agencies and stakeholders to 
convene County-Wide Coordination Meetings. These include county, city, and town representatives who 
will meet on an agreed-upon schedule in order to discuss upcoming projects, ongoing projects, and 
maintenance activities. Federal and state agencies and special interest groups may also be involved in 
these meetings. 

Additionally, Colorado Department of Transportation will organize public meetings that will be open to 
all stakeholders when their input is needed or when information is available for discussion. 

A.7.2  Project Collaboration and Communication 
Every project in the I-70 Mountain Corridor will form a project leadership team to lead the project. The 
project leadership team is a collaborative stakeholder team that focuses on the decision-making process 
and moving the process forward. 

The project staff is a multidisciplinary team that includes experts in planning, design, public process, and 
communication. This team focuses on the day-to-day work of the project. 

Optional Project Teams 
Technical Teams are multidisciplinary teams that include experts in each of the Core Values. Projects 
with multiple issues and stakeholders may require Technical Teams. The project staff may act as the 
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Technical Team for smaller projects or projects that address a single issue, such as rock fall mitigation or 
pavement overlays. 

Issue Task Forces are multidisciplinary teams that include stakeholders and experts in the Core Values 
surrounding a single issue. When a single or focused issue arises during a project, the project may require 
an Issue Task Force. The Issue Task Force will report its recommendations to the project leadership team 
or the project staff, after which the Issue Task Force will be dissolved. The project staff may be the Issue 
Task Force for a project addressing a single issue, such as updating a traffic incident management plan. 

A.7.3  Project Leadership Team 
Every project in the I-70 Mountain Corridor will form a project leadership team to lead the project. The 
project leadership team is a collaborative stakeholder team that focuses on the decision-making process 
and moving the process forward. 

Roles and Responsibilities 
Lead the Project: The project leadership team will identify all relevant materials for the project – such as 
the CSS Guidance, Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, other environmental documents, and 
local plans. The project leadership team will discuss and establish project outcomes and will identify the 
actions and decisions needed to reach those outcomes. Furthermore, the project leadership team may 
develop a request for proposals using those outcomes, actions, and decisions. 

The project leadership team will also determine the teams needed to reach the project outcomes and will 
identify the members needed for each team. If consultants are used on the project, the Colorado 
Department of Transportation project manager and community leaders will join the consultant selection 
team. 

Along with the project staff and attendees at County-Wide Coordination Meetings, the project leadership 
team will assist in staffing the other teams needed for the project. 

Champion CSS: The project leadership team will ensure that the CSS Guidance, the Context Statement, 
the Core Values, and the 6-Step Process are integrated into the project. The project leadership team will 
identify CSS checkpoints as events in the project timeline upon completion of a formal review for 
consistency with CSS. 

The project leadership team will have primary responsibility for ensuring that Step 1: Define Desired 
Outcomes and Actions and Step 2: Endorsing the Process are accomplished with all project stakeholders. 

The project leadership team will review and endorse required CSS elements such as Project Work Plans 
and associated Project Schedule, the Project Manager checklist, Context Map Reviews, the Stakeholder 
Involvement Plan, and the Public Information Plan. 

Enable Decision-Making: The project leadership team will approve the project-specific decision-making 
process for its project. This process will detail the interaction between teams, the Stakeholder 
Involvement Plan, and the Project Communication Plan. The project leadership team will be responsible 
for keeping the project on track with each of these plans. 

When policy issues arise that cannot be resolved within the project teams, the project leadership team will 
identify and implement the steps needed to resolve the issue and make a decision. The project leadership 
team is not empowered to make policy decisions. Instead, it is responsible for identifying who must be 
involved in making the decision, bringing the decision-makers together, and facilitating solutions or 
approaches to keep the project moving forward. 
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The project leadership team will facilitate formal actions required by councils, boards, and/or 
commissions to keep the project moving forward. 

Membership 
The project leadership team is the leader of the project and consists of the FHWA, Colorado Department 
of Transportation, and Corridor leaders. The following entities will have representation on the project 
leadership team: 

 Federal Highway Administration (1 – 2) 
 Colorado Department of Transportation program engineer (1) 
 Colorado Department of Transportation project manager (1) 
 Community leaders (1 – 2) 
 Colorado Department of Transportation environmental lead (1) 
 Open seat based on individual project needs (1) 
 Contractor project manager, added during the construction phase of a project (1) 
 Consultant project manager as facilitator 
 Consultant staff for technical expertise as needed 

If a consultant is engaged for the project, the consultant project manager will facilitate this team. 

Forming the Project Leadership Team 
The project leadership team should include representatives from each of the entities listed above. Every 
effort should be made to keep the members of the project leadership team consistent throughout all phases 
of the project. Each of the agencies and affected communities should be contacted early in the project 
initiation and asked to identify its representative(s) for the project leadership team. Outreach to county 
officials and local municipalities should occur prior to finalizing a scope or advertising for consultant 
services to ensure the involvement of community leaders in developing the request for proposal and 
selecting the consultant or contractor. 

Members of the project leadership team should make every effort to attend all meetings in person rather 
than appoint alternate members and should be able to adequately represent their agency's interests on the 
project leadership team. 

Meetings 
The project leadership team will meet regularly, perhaps monthly, through active times of the project. The 
project leadership team will remain intact through all the phases of the project. Periods of low activity 
may occur, particularly between Life Cycle Phases. 

Every effort will be made to keep the members of the project leadership team consistent throughout all 
phases of the project. 
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A.7.4  Project Staff 
The project staff is a multidisciplinary team that includes experts in planning, design, public process, and 
communication. This team focuses on the day-to-day work of the project. 

Roles and Responsibilities 
 Implement Context Sensitive Solutions. 
 Develop the project-specific decision-making process, which will detail the interaction between 

teams, the Project Work Plan, the Stakeholder Involvement Plan, and the Public Information 
Plan. 

 Set goals for the project, identify the actions and decisions needed to reach those goals, and 
support the County-Wide Coordination Meetings used in staffing the Technical Team. 

 Lay out alternatives and options. 
 Analyze alternatives and options. 
 Plan and hold team meetings identified in the Project Work Plan. 
 Plan and hold all public meetings identified in the Stakeholder Involvement Plan. 
 Document the project. 

The project staff will have primary responsibility for accomplishing Step 3: Establish Criteria; 
Step 4: Develop Alternatives or Options; Step 5: Evaluate, Select, and Refine Alternative or Option; and 
Step 6: Finalize Documentation and Evaluate Process. 

Membership 
The project staff will include the Colorado Department of Transportation staff and consultant staff needed 
to reach the project goals. The project leadership team will guide the project staff. 

The project managers and the project staff will have the following skills: 

 Understanding of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions Guidance. 
 Understanding of the Context Statement and Core Values. 
 Previous use of Context Sensitive Solutions on a transportation project. 
 Previous use of structured decision processes. 

Meetings 
The project staff will meet frequently, perhaps weekly. 

A.7.5  Technical Team 
The Technical Team will be a multidisciplinary team that includes experts in all of the Core Values. 

Roles and Responsibilities 
The roles and responsibilities of the Technical Team include: 

 Assuring that local context is defined and integrated into the project. 
 Recommending and guiding methodologies involving data collection, criteria, and analysis. 
 Preparing and reviewing technical project reports. 
 Supporting and providing insight with respect to community and agency issues and regulations. 
 Assisting in developing criteria. 
 Assisting in developing alternatives and options. 
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 Assisting in evaluating, selecting, and refining alternatives and options. 
 Coordinating and communicating with respective agencies. 

Documents provided for review will identify what input is needed, how the input will affect the project, 
and the timeframe requested for response. 

Membership 
The Technical Team will be comprised of experts in the Core Values relevant to the project goals. These 
may include, but are not limited to, technical staff such as planners, engineers, maintenance personnel, 
historians, emergency providers, and environmental specialists. 

Technical Team membership will be comprised of representatives from: 

 Cities and towns within the project limits. 
 Counties encompassed by the project limits. 
 Non-governmental organizations relevant to the project goals. 
 Federal and state agencies with responsibilities relevant to the project. 

The project manager will be responsible for organizing and facilitating the Technical Team. 

Meeting Topics/Format 
The Technical Team’s meeting topics will generally parallel the project-specific decision-making process. 
This process will detail the interaction between teams, the public participation plan, and the project 
communication plan. 

The meeting format will be structured for open conversations and information sharing. 

A.7.6  Issue Task Force 
Issue Task Forces are multidisciplinary teams that include stakeholders and experts in the Core Values 
surrounding a single issue. 

Roles and Responsibilities 
The roles and responsibilities of an Issue Task Force will include working through the elements of the 
identified issue in order to reach a recommendation to be taken forward to the project leadership team, the 
Technical Team, or the project staff. 

The project leadership team, the Technical Team, or the project staff may form an Issue Task Force as 
needed to reach the project goals. An Issue Task Force will have focused topics and will work from a plan 
that outlines the actions needed to make a recommendation within a given timeframe. 

The Issue Task Force will be responsible for documenting the process and making recommendations. 

Membership 
The Issue Task Force will be comprised of stakeholders and experts in the Core Values relevant to the 
identified issue. 

Meeting Format 
Meetings will be structured for open conversations and information sharing. When appropriate, the Issue 
Task Force will distribute materials for review prior to the meeting for discussion at the meeting. 

Revised Draft PEIS I-70 Mountain Corridor 
Page A-26 September 2010 



Appendix A. I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context Sensitive Solutions 

Examples of Issue Task Force Topics 
 Develop the mitigation needed for an impacted city park. 
 Develop the way-finding signage plan for a stretch of the I-70 highway with reconfigured 

interchanges. 
 Update a traffic incident management plan. 

A.8  Conclusion 
A.8.1  Why CSS for the I-70 Mountain Corridor? 
The I-70 Mountain Corridor is unique in the world. It is the gateway to the Colorado Rockies, one 
hundred forty- four miles of mountains and valleys, towns and scenic views, places to stop and linger, 
destinations and activities, places to live, history to experience, a world of snow, wildlife and people. If 
you ski, hike, camp, fish, hunt, gamble, mountain bike, love history, or just like clean air then the I-70 
Mountain Corridor is a place you will want to visit.  

Sounds like travel advertising, but this is the I-70 Mountain Corridor. And it deserves unique and world 
class planning, design and construction. That was the thinking of all of the stakeholders as they embarked 
on the development of the CSS Guidance.  

During the development of the CSS Guidance, trust has been rebuilt among the corridor stakeholders. The 
Colorado Department of Transportation has shown they are listening and adapting their approach in the 
corridor. Agencies and communities are talking about shared solutions. Using the CSS Guidance will 
streamline all of these future plans and designs.  

The corridor stakeholders, the authors of this material, want the best and newest ideas -- consistent with 
the Corridor vision and goals—to be used on the corridor.  

A.8.2  The CSS Guidance is the Implementation Strategy for the Corridor  
The I-70 Mountain CSS Guidance is the how-to-get-it-done-right instructions on the Corridor for all 
future Tier 2 processes, all design projects, and all future construction. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation initiated the I-70 Mountain Corridor CSS project to provide 
effective guidelines for future planning, design, and construction projects. The goal was to have the 
corridor become the nation’s standard for collaboration, partnerships, transportation innovation, and 
environmental sustainability. 

The guidance website, a one-of-a-kind collection of the work completed-to-date on the Corridor, includes 
technical work, analysis, mapping of resources, and thousands of stakeholder comments, concerns and 
strategies. Captured on this website are the dreams and goals of stakeholders from agencies to users. 

A.8.3  Partnerships: The Hidden Treasure of the CSS Process 
CSS recognizes that transportation projects are not only the responsibility or concern of engineers and 
constructors – or, for that matter, only the responsibility of the Colorado Department of Transportation. 
CSS calls for the collaboration of technical professionals, local community interests groups, landowners, 
facility users, the public, and, essentially, any and all stakeholders who live and work near or use the 
facility.  

It is through the CSS team approach that an understanding is gained of the stakeholder values for the 
project. With this understanding, stakeholders strive to incorporate these values into the project solutions. 
This approach begins conversations among the agencies and groups that have plans and responsibilities 

I-70 Mountain Corridor Revised Draft PEIS 
September 2010 Page A-27 



Appendix A. I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context Sensitive Solutions 

for resources within the area of a project. This discovery leads to solutions that meet both the common 
and unique goals for a multitude of stakeholders. Partnerships are forged through recognizing everyone’s 
goals, developing solutions that support all goals, and joining together to implement the solutions.  

The I-70 Mountain Corridor CSS Guidance is an efficient and effective use of public resources, by 
realizing the goals for all of the responsible agencies with a multiplied benefit to the Corridor. 
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Appendix A.
Purpose and Need for the Mountain Corridor Project1

Purpose and Need Summary 

(from I-70 Mountain Corridor Tier 1 Draft PEIS, December 2004, Executive Summary)

Interstate 70 is the only east-west interstate crossing Colorado and is the only continuous east-
west highway in the study area. The Corridor serves as the lifeblood of east-west travel in 
Colorado, providing for the movement of people, goods, and services across the state. It is a 
major corridor for access to many of Colorado’s recreation and tourism destinations. In addition, 
it is a link in the national interstate highway system, the principal purposes of which are to 
connect major metropolitan areas and industrial centers by direct routes, and to provide a 
dependable highway network to serve in national emergencies.  

Existing transportation congestion along I-70 is degrading the accessibility of mountain travel for 
Colorado residents, tourists, and businesses. Congestion is impeding freight-related services and 
affecting the connectivity of intra- and interstate travel. Tight curves, steep grades, and outmoded 
interchanges and other safety issues present in various locations along the Corridor contribute to a 
degradation of mobility. Travel demand in the Corridor is projected to increase over the next 25 
years and beyond. Congestion along I-70 is believed to be impeding economic growth in the 
Corridor communities, which is highly reliant on weekend tourism. 

The need to relieve this congestion is especially acute for extended weekend travelers seeking 
access between the Denver metropolitan area and US 40 (to Grand County), as well as through 
the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels (EJMT) to the Western Slope. The need primarily 
results from the number of travelers bound for Corridor destinations from the Denver 
metropolitan area and from out of state. Motor carriers, which provide freight services necessary 
to serve mountain residents, businesses, and visitors, as well as interstate commerce, also add to 
the I-70 traffic. 

Weekday commuting traffic into and within the western portions of the Corridor is also becoming 
congested, particularly in previously more rural Eagle County. In contrast, the portion through 
Jefferson County is within the greater metropolitan Denver area, where congestion is an 
acknowledged circumstance.

The underlying need represents the transportation challenges of the Corridor:
� Increased capacity 
� Improved accessibility and mobility 
� Decreased congestion 
The overall purpose of the proposed action will be to determine the future capacity, mode choice(s), and general location(s) for the 
future travel demand of the I-70 Mountain Corridor, in a manner that addresses the underlying need, while providing for and 
accommodating:
� Environmental sensitivity  
� Respect for community values  
� Improvements to Corridor safety conditions, such as tight curves and lane drops
� Ability to implement – technical feasibility and affordability in terms of capital costs, maintenance and operational costs, user

costs, and environmental mitigation costs

These purposes will be considered in the identification of a preferred alternative. 

1 FHWA and CDOT are examining  all multimodal alternatives not only for their ability to accommodate 
the 2025 planning horizon but also for their potential to meet the 50-year vision travel demand.  The 50-
year vision travel demand represents approximately 45 percent higher volume than the travel demand for 
2025, on both the east and west sides of the Continental Divide.  The results of this additional examination 
will be included in the Final PEIS. 



A-2



B-1

Appendix B.
Section 106 Summary and Evaluation of Relative Effects on 
Historic Properties (updated 03-23-07)

B.1 Introduction 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Colorado 
Department of Transportation (CDOT) circulated a Draft 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for the I-70 
Mountain Corridor in December 2004. This Section 106 Summary 
and Evaluation of Relative Effects on Historic Properties supports the 
Draft PEIS, providing a review of Section 106 consultation activities 
associated with the I-70 Mountain Corridor. This document brings 
together in one place all of the sections of the Draft PEIS that address 
Section 106 compliance issues, thereby clarifying the merger of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 106 process. 
This section includes information for Section 106 consultation with the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and consulting parties. 
This information is being used for Section 106 consultation purposes, as well as documentation for 
the NEPA process. Pursuant to Section 110 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, and 36 CFR 800.10, due to the special requirements 
for protecting National Historic Landmarks (NHL), the Georgetown-
Silver Plume NHL is identified in each discussion that follows. 
Additional support information is available in the January 2005 Revised 
Reconnaissance Survey of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Between 
Glenwood Springs and C-470 in Colorado (Revised Reconnaissance 
Survey).  

The phased nature of the tiered PEIS process requires an approach specifically tailored for the 
implementation of Section 106 and is the subject of consultations among the federal agencies and 
consulting parties involved in the project.  

As noted during the Section 106 consulting party meetings on August 18, 2004, and 
September 22, 2004, and in correspondence with the consulting parties, CDOT and FHWA 
examined, as part of Tier 1 for the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS, the relative effects that the 
various alternatives being evaluated would have on currently known historic properties and 
properties that may be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). This approach 
was developed in consultation with the SHPO and the ACHP. 

The purpose of the Tier 1 PEIS is to take a broad view of the transportation issues and to identify a 
mode(s) of transportation and the general location of improvements; the design specifics are yet to 
be determined. Therefore, it is not possible to evaluate specific effects on specific historic 
properties at this stage in the NEPA process. For this reason, the evaluation of effects at Tier 1 
consists of an analysis of relative visual, noise, physical, land use, and cumulative effects of the 
different alternatives on known and potential historic properties within the project’s area of 
potential effect (APE) based on current data. This evaluation of relative effects is then used as part 
of the evaluation of alternatives under Tier 1. Identification of specific historic properties that 
might be affected by individual Tier 2 actions would be completed in the areas affected by those 
actions, and the specific effects of each action on historic properties would be evaluated at that 
time.  

Reference: 
Draft PEIS 
Revised Reconnaissance Survey 
(available on the project website at 
www.i70mtncorridor.com/ 
documents/recon_report_final.pdf). 
The Revised Reconnaissance Survey 
updates the Reconnaissance Survey 
included in the Draft PEIS, 
Appendix N. 

Reference: 
Additional information is found in 
the Draft PEIS Chapter 3, Section 
3.15.1, Regulations, Coordination 
and Approach. 
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Because specific effects on specific historic properties 
cannot be determined at this stage in the NEPA process, the 
outcome of Section 106 for Tier 1 is the Programmatic 
Agreement among the Federal Highway Administration, the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the Colorado 
State Historic Preservation Officer, the Colorado Department of Transportation, the US Forest 
Service (USFS), and the US Bureau of Land Management (BLM) regarding implementation of the 
Interstate 70 Mountain Corridor Project (referred to in this document as the PA) establishing the 
process through which FHWA and CDOT would take into account the effects of Tier 2 
undertakings on historic properties. This PA was developed in consultation with the Section 106 
consulting parties.  

The I-70 Mountain Corridor traverses five counties and 
includes more than 1,400 known historic properties and 
historic places that are potentially eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. A significant portion of these properties is in Clear 
Creek County, and many are encompassed by the 
Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL and the town of Idaho 
Springs (including the Idaho Springs Commercial Historic District). Additional historic areas 
include the Lawson-Downieville-Dumont area, the Fall River area west of Idaho Springs, and the 
Hot Springs Historic District in Glenwood Springs (Garfield County). Individual historic 
properties are also found throughout the five counties traversed by the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

B.2 Project Purpose and Need Statement and Summary of Proposed 
Alternatives

Current travel demand is exceeding capacity in portions of 
the I-70 Mountain Corridor, causing congestion, which is 
projected to increase over the next 25 years and beyond. 
Tight curves, steep grades, and closely spaced interchanges 
in many locations along this Corridor further decrease 
mobility and safety for Corridor travelers. 

The underlying need represents the transportation challenges of the Corridor—to increase 
capacity, improve accessibility and mobility, and decrease congestion. The measure of meeting 
the underlying need is based on the 2025 Baseline travel demand, a modeled projection of what 
the travel conditions would be like if all of the demand for travel on a peak day in 2025 were to be 
satisfied on the existing highway network without any future changes to the capacity of I-70. 
Alternatives would meet the underlying need by addressing capacity deficiencies, providing I-70 
users with transportation mode choice(s), reducing hours of congestion, and improving travel time 
from the 2025 Baseline travel demand conditions, particularly during periods of peak use in the 
Corridor.

The Preferred Alternative would address the underlying need while providing for and 
accommodating the following purposes:  

� Environmental sensitivity  
� Respect for community values  
� Improvements to Corridor safety conditions, such as tight curves and lane drops  
� Ability to implement—technical feasibility and affordability in terms of capital costs, 

maintenance and operational costs, user costs, and environmental mitigation costs. 

Reference: 
The Programmatic Agreement 
(PA) is the main text of this 
document. 

Reference: 
Additional information is found in 
Appendix N of the Draft PEIS and 
is updated in the Revised 
Reconnaissance Survey. 

Reference: 
Draft PEIS – Executive Summary 
and Chapter 1, Purpose of and 
Need for Action 



B-3

The Draft PEIS included an analysis of a range of 
alternatives. As a result of this analysis, the alternatives were 
grouped as to whether they are preferred or not preferred as 
shown below. The Draft PEIS included an analysis of the 
environmental impacts of these alternatives. This analysis 
included an evaluation of effects on historic properties and 
other properties that may be potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP. 

Preferred Group of Alternatives Other (Not Preferred) Group of Alternatives 

Transit Alternatives 
Dual-Mode Bus in Guideway  
Diesel Bus in Guideway 

Highway Alternatives 
Six-Lane Highway 55 mph  
Six-Lane Highway 65 mph  
Reversible/HOV/HOT Lanes 

Preservation Alternatives 
Build Six-Lane Highway and Preserve for Rail with IMC 
Build Six-Lane Highway and Preserve for AGS 
Build Six-Lane Highway and Preserve for Dual-Mode Bus in 
Guideway  
Build Six-Lane Highway and Preserve for Diesel Bus in 
Guideway 

Minimal Action Alternative  
Minimal Action (as a stand-alone alternative) 

Transit Alternatives 
Rail with IMC  
AGS 

Combination Alternatives (Build Simultaneously) 
Six-Lane Highway with Rail and IMC 
Six-Lane Highway with AGS  
Six-Lane Highway with Dual-Mode Bus in Guideway 
Six-Lane Highway with Diesel Bus in Guideway  

Preservation Alternatives 
Build Rail with IMC and Preserve for Highway 
Build AGS and Preserve for Highway 
Build Dual-Mode Bus in Guideway and Preserve for Highway 
Build Diesel Bus in Guideway and Preserve for Highway

B.3 Determination of the Area of Potential Effect
As defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (d), “area of potential effect” is 
the “geographic area or areas within which an undertaking 
may directly or indirectly cause changes in the character or 
use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. The 
area of potential effect is influenced by the scale and nature 
of an undertaking and may be different for different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking.” 
In many instances, the APE is not simply the project’s physical boundaries, or right-of-way. The 
methods of determining the APE, identifying historic properties, and assessing effects for 
purposes of the I-70 PEIS are described below. 

The APE for Tier 1 was defined in consultation with the Colorado SHPO and other consulting 
parties. The APE includes areas of direct impact and areas from which I-70 could be seen. The 
APE runs along the Corridor and extends between the project termini at Glenwood Springs 
(milepost 116) and C-470 (milepost 260). The width of the APE varies along the Corridor. 
Between the Glenwood Springs interchange (milepost 116) and approximately 9 miles east of the 
Garfield/Eagle County line (milepost 139.5), the width of the existing right-of-way is the APE. 
Except for the interchange itself, minimal changes to the existing I-70 are expected to occur in this 
location. In other areas, the APE extends up to 3 miles along either side of the interstate, following 
ridgelines and encompassing the I-70 viewshed (area from which I-70 can be seen).  

Reference: 
Draft PEIS –
� Executive Summary  
� Chapter 2, Description and 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Reference: 
� Draft PEIS, Chapter 3, Section 

3.15.2, Affected Environment 
� Revised Reconnaissance Survey 
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B.4 Identification of Historic Properties
Types of Historic Properties Within the Area of Potential Effect 

The I-70 Mountain Corridor contains numerous National 
Register-listed historic districts and additional areas that may 
be potential historic districts. The Corridor also includes 
numerous individual historic properties, listed and eligible 
for listing in the NRHP, and some are listed on the Colorado 
State Register of Historic Places (SRHP). Many sites need 
additional information before their National Register eligibility can be determined.  

Process for Identifying Historic Properties within the Area of Potential Effect 
Given the phased nature of this undertaking, FHWA and CDOT conducted a phased identification 
of historic properties within the APE, pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4(b)(2). The evaluation of effects at 
Tier 1 consists of an analysis of relative physical, noise, visual, land use, and cumulative effects of 
the different alternatives on known and potential historic properties within the project’s APE, 
based on current data. 

The original historic property Reconnaissance Survey 
(August 2004) included a records and file search conducted 
at the Colorado Office of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation (OAHP), a windshield survey along I-70, and 
collection of property information from local interested 
parties, such as historical societies and commissions. The windshield survey (an informal drive-by 
survey that does not require property access) was conducted along the Corridor to identify 
properties that may not have been previously recorded. Input by local interested parties has also 
been used to identify previously unrecorded properties.  

Historic property data, initially gathered within a 2-mile-wide study corridor along I-70, were 
obtained from a file search conducted at the OAHP in 2000. Subsequently, a file search was 
conducted for historic sites in specific areas within the viewshed of I-70 that are wider than the 
2-mile corridor. In fall 2003, the OAHP file search was updated for a 3-mile corridor along either 
side of I-70.  

In addition to the records searches and field surveys 
described above, some of the consulting parties and local 
interested parties provided additional information on 
properties not included in the PEIS and original 
Reconnaissance Survey (August 2004). This additional 
information is included in the Revised Reconnaissance 
Survey.  

Historic and Archaeological Resources 
The file search of the OAHP records found 1,477 previously 
recorded historic properties within 3 miles on either side of 
I-70 (October 2003). Three existing historic districts are 
found in the Corridor: Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL 
(5CC.3), Idaho Springs Commercial District (5CC.201), and Hot Springs Historic District 
(5GF.1050). No traditional cultural properties of concern to Native Americans have been 
identified to date. The full file search list is provided in the Revised Reconnaissance Survey. 
Twenty-nine additional properties were identified based on the windshield survey and information 
from local interested parties. The 29 properties included 26 individual properties, plus a potential 
Commercial Historic District in Glenwood Springs, a Silver Mining Heritage Area, and the 
Lawson-Downieville-Dumont area (a property that includes 38 individual potential historic sites). 

Reference: 
NRHP criteria are summarized in 
–
� Draft PEIS, Section 3.15
� Revised Reconnaissance Survey 

Reference: 
See Appendix N of the Draft PEIS 
for complete text of original 
survey. 

Reference: 
See Revised Reconnaissance 
Survey at 
www.i70mtncorridor.com/ 
documents/recon_report_final.pdf

Reference: 
� Draft PEIS, Section 3.15.2.2
� Revised Reconnaissance Survey 
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Five portions of I-70 have been identified as NRHP eligible and are exceptions to the recently 
approved exemption. 

National Historic Landmarks 
Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL (5CC.3). The
Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL represents one of the most 
scenic and historic of all of Colorado’s mining districts. Gold 
was first discovered along Clear Creek in 1859 and resulted 
in Georgetown’s first boom. Prospectors moved into the area, establishing satellite villages such as 
Silver Plume. The area also became the center of the silver craze of 1867. The district was listed 
on the NRHP as a NHL on November 13, 1966, under all four National Register criteria: 

� It is significant under NRHP Criterion A for its associations with the early mining history of 
Colorado.  

� Some of the elements within the NHL District are also considered significant for associations 
with persons of note (Criterion B). 

� There are architectural values in the Landmark (Criterion C). 
� Information contained in other features of the Landmark is important to history (Criterion D). 

The Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL includes many contributing and noncontributing properties. 
To date, 384 individual properties have been recorded within the district boundaries. Most of 
these, however, have not been formally evaluated regarding their individual eligibility or 
contributing status within the NHL.  

The Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL includes the entire commercial and residential areas of both 
the Georgetown and Silver Plume communities, as well as the Georgetown Loop Railroad grade 
located between the two communities. The Victorian homes and buildings represent the peak of 
the silver mining industry from 1885 to 1905. The Georgetown Loop Railroad was an engineering 
marvel of the late Nineteenth Century when it was built. After the line was abandoned and the 
tracks removed before World War II, it sat derelict until the 1970s when the historic rail line was 
rebuilt as a tourist attraction. 

Historic Districts 
Hot Springs Historic District (5GF.1050). The hot springs bathhouse, natatorium, and Yampa 
Spring were developed between the late 1880s and early 1890s on what was at that time an island 
in the Colorado River, by the Glenwood Hot Springs Company, a combination of local, East 
Coast, and English investors, led by prominent mining engineer and Glenwood developer, Walter 
Devereux. With the completion of the Hotel Colorado (5GF.767) to the north of the natatorium in 
1893, the resort was visited by many of the business and social elite of Colorado. The historic 
district also includes the Glenwood Springs Train Station (Denver and Rio Grande Railroad 
Station, 5GF.1050.3). 

Idaho Springs Commercial District (5CC.201). The currently defined Idaho Springs district is 
located north of I-70. The district contains various late-Nineteenth Century commercial buildings 
focused on Main Street. Today many of the businesses are service and tourist oriented and rely on 
both local and visitor traffic. Most of the 36 recorded properties within the Idaho Springs 
Commercial District have not been evaluated for their NRHP status. 

Reference: 
See Revised Reconnaissance 
Survey 
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B.5 Analysis of Relative Effects on Historic Properties 
As noted above, the purpose of the Tier 1 PEIS is to take a 
broad view of the transportation issues and to identify a 
mode(s) of transportation and the general location of 
improvements; the design specifics are yet to be determined. 
Therefore, it is not possible to evaluate specific effects on 
specific properties at this stage in the Section 106 process. 
For this reason, the evaluation of effects at Tier 1 consists of 
an analysis of the relative direct (physical destruction or 
damage) and indirect (noise, visual, land use changes, and 
cumulative) effects of the different alternatives on known 
and potential historic properties within the APE based on 
current data. Methods used for evaluating potential direct and indirect effects on historic properties 
(except land use changes) were presented and discussed with the Colorado SHPO and other 
consulting parties at a meeting on September 22, 2004. The following methods were used for this 
effects evaluation:  

� For possible direct effects from alternative footprints and construction disturbance zones, an 
area 500 feet from the outer edges of each side of the existing pavement of I-70 was 
examined. For the purposes of this study, a 15-foot zone outside the alternative footprint was 
assumed for the area that would likely be disturbed by construction activities.  

� For potential noise effects, FHWA’s standard noise abatement criteria were applied to 
determine if there would be significant increases based on human noise perceptions. When 
increases in noise are perceived by the human ear, they may diminish the characteristics that 
qualify these historic properties for inclusion in the National Register, depending on the 
nature and function of the properties.  

� The analysis of visual effects on historic properties is based on a broad landscape and 
viewshed approach. This viewshed extends to the boundaries of the APE, which is generally 
3 miles from the current corridor. Changes to the visual setting, as with perceptible increases 
in noise, may diminish the characteristics that qualify these historic properties for inclusion in 
the National Register. 

� The analysis of land use and growth effects is based on the potential for induced growth due 
to accessibility and availability of infrastructure to support growth. It should be noted that 
large portions of the I-70 Mountain Corridor (64 to 75 percent of the Corridor counties) are 
federal land, not available for development. In addition, geographic land use constraints in the 
mountainous terrain further restrict development potential on remaining privately held 
properties. 

� Cumulative effects analysis examines effects that may diminish the historic setting and sense 
of place based on past actions, present activities, and future induced growth and direct effects 
on historic properties and/or communities, as well as noise and visual effects.  

Under 36 CFR 800.5, assessment of effects is divided into two findings: adverse effect and no 
adverse effect. A third finding is possible: that of no historic properties affected. Per 36 CFR 
800.5, impact definitions are for adverse effects. For the Tier 1 PEIS, identification of potential 
effects has been made for both direct and indirect effects as described in the following sections. 
Only the potential for effect is identified at Tier 1. Because this analysis is for relative effects 
based on mode choice(s) and general alternative location(s), specific effects on specific properties 
or districts are not identified. This activity will occur for Tier 2 undertakings with direction 
provided in the PA.  

Direct Effects
36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i) refers to physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property.  
36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii) refers to alteration of a property. 

Reference: 
� The Draft PEIS used the terms 

potential damage or alteration,
potential noise effects, and 
potential visual effects for historic 
properties in Section 3.15.3, 
Environmental Consequences. 

� Land use impacts were discussed in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.10, Land Use. 

� Cumulative impacts were addressed 
in Chapter 4. 
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36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii) refers to removal of the property from its historic location.  
36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv) refers to a change of the character of the property’s use or of physical 
features within the property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance.  

Assessments of these relative effects are based on the overlay of the footprint and construction 
disturbance zone onto maps of known and potential historic properties. 

Potential Direct Effects (Destruction or Alteration)  
Fifteen known historic properties may be subject to direct 
effects as a result of an overlay of alternative footprints or 
construction effects on maps of known and potential historic 
properties. Note that, for mines, the direct effects are only on 
mining-related waste. These properties are:  

� Hot Springs Historic District (5GF.1050)  
� Hot Springs Lodge and Pool (Glenwood Hot Springs Bathhouse, Natatorium, Yampa Spring, 

5GF.1050.2) in the Hot Springs Historic District 
� Glenwood Springs Viaduct F-07-A (5GF.2717)  
� Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL (5CC.3)  
� Dunderberg Mine (5CC.3.107) eligible as a contributing element to Georgetown-Silver Plume 

NHL  
� Mendota Mine (5CC.3.217) with associated Burleigh Tunnel and Mine (5CC.3.108) eligible 

as a contributing element to Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL  
� Toll House or Mine Manager’s House (Julius G. Pohle House, 5CC.13) property and 

structures in Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL  
� Big Five Mines (5CC.328) 
� Darragh Placer (5CC.985)  
� Multicomponent site (5CC.389)  
� Two Barns in Lawson (identified in Reconnaissance Survey; have not been evaluated in terms 

of National Register eligibility) 
� Loveland Ski Area Lease (identified in Reconnaissance Survey; has not been evaluated for 

eligibility at this time)  
� Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels 
� Vail Pass Highway Segment 
� Twin Tunnels 

The comparison of direct effects by alternative reveals only minor differences:  

� All alternatives would include components of the Minimal Action alternative and are 
expected to have an effect on the Hot Springs Historic District (5GF.1050), specifically the 
Hot Springs Lodge and Pool (5GF.1050.2). The Minimal Action alternative would include 
improvements to the Glenwood Springs interchange 116 and upgrades to all existing ramps, 
including widening and lengthening, and signalization of the intersections on SH 82 at the 
bottom of the I-70 ramps. The Minimal Action alternative could have the potential to affect 
access to and parking at the Hot Springs Lodge and Pool.  

� The Minimal Action alternative would include minor improvements to intersections and roads 
that provide for the movement of vehicles from I-70 interchange 116 to and from SH 82. 
Although it is possible that there would be an effect on the Glenwood Springs Viaduct F-07-A 
(5GF.2717), none is identified at this time. No modifications have been identified for the 
viaduct as a part of these improvements. This Minimal Action component would be included 
in all of the alternatives. 

Reference: 
For additional information on 
these specific properties, see: 
� Draft PEIS Section 3.15.3.1
� Revised Reconnaissance Survey 
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� All alternatives may directly affect the Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL (5CC.3). Specifically, 
the following three properties within the NHL may be affected: the Toll House (5CC.13), the 
Dunderberg Mine (5CC.3.107), and the Mendota Mine (5CC.3.217) with associated Burleigh 
Tunnel and Mine (5CC.3.108).  

� The NRHP listed Toll House or Mine Manager’s House (Julius G. Pohle House, 5CC.13) 
is within the I-70 right-of-way. Due to the constraining topography and rockfall hazards 
along Georgetown Hill, each alternative would involve widening to the south side of I-70 
along the eastbound lane, which is adjacent to the Toll House (5CC.13).

� The Mendota and associated Burleigh Mine tailings would be affected by construction 
activities for all alternatives, including the Minimal Action alternative.  

� Surface area of the Dunderberg Mine tailings has previously been disturbed by 
construction of I-70 and reclamation of tailings piles. These tailings may be further 
affected by the footprint and construction activities of all alternatives. 

� Portions of the Big Five Mines (5CC.328) sites are already overlain by the interstate. Small 
additional encroachments may occur as a result of all alternative and construction activities. 

� The two barns located in Lawson (not yet evaluated for National Register eligibility) would 
be affected by the Reversible HOV/HOT Lanes alternative and all four of the Combination 
alternatives. Effects would only be construction related.  

� The Darragh Placer tailings may be affected by construction activities for all alternatives, 
including the Minimal Action alternative. For the Rail with IMC and AGS alternatives, the 
project footprint itself may also affect the tailings.  

� The Multicomponent Site (5CC.389) may be directly affected by any highway modifications 
or disturbance within the I-70 right-of-way associated with alternative footprints or 
construction.  

� The potentially eligible Loveland Ski Area may be directly affected by all alternatives, except 
the Minimal Action alternative. 

� The eligible I-70 Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels would be directly affected by all 
alternatives, except the Minimal Action alternative, due to their proximity to a proposed third 
bore. 

� Although the eligible Vail Pass Highway Segment and related structures would remain, they 
could be affected by all alternatives, except the Minimal Action alternative, due to 
modifications to the highway and structures.  

� The Twin Tunnels would be directly affected by all alternatives, except the Minimal Action 
alternative, due to the need for an additional bore. 

Indirect Effects 
36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v) refers to the introduction of visual or 
audible elements that diminish the integrity of the property’s 
significant historic features. 36 CFR 800.5 (a)(1) refers to 
the adverse effects that may include reasonably foreseeable 
effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in 
time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative.  

Noise Analysis – Audible Elements  
Under Section 106, when audible elements are introduced, 
they are evaluated in regard to whether they diminish the 
integrity of a property’s significant historic features. While 
FHWA noise guidelines and criteria were used for Tier 1 analyses, Section 106 regulations are 
also taken into account in the discussion that follows.  

Reference: 
Draft PEIS –
� Section 3.15.3.2 and 3.15.3.3  
� Section 3.10, Land Use 

Reference: 
Draft PEIS Section 3.15.3.2 
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Under Tier 1, noise analyses were not conducted for individual properties identified during the 
Reconnaissance Survey. Rather, existing noise levels were measured for four historic 
communities: Silver Plume; Georgetown; Lawson, Downieville, Dumont; and Idaho Springs. No 
noise analysis was conducted for Glenwood Springs due to the Minimal Action activities proposed 
for that area. Guidance for analyzing effects on historic properties due to noise for Tier 2 is 
included in the PA.  

Except for one alternative, the Combination Six-Lane Highway with Rail and IMC alternative, all 
alternatives would have minimal noise increases on Silver Plume and Georgetown (including the 
NHL District) and for the Lawson-Downieville-Dumont area. Minimal noise increases are defined 
as increases of between 1 and 3 dB(A), which are generally not perceptible to the human ear. 
Given that the historic properties within these locations are either residential or commercial, these 
minimal increases should not diminish those characteristics that qualify these properties for 
inclusion in the National Register.  

The Combination Six-Lane Highway with Rail and IMC alternative may potentially result in a 
4 B(A) increase in noise for the Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL. This noise increase would be 
audible to the human ear and would have the potential to affect the NHL.  

The topography and setting for the Idaho Springs area promotes a different situation. Perceived 
noise effects would range from barely audible (1 to 2 dB(A) increases) to twice as loud as existing 
conditions (10 dB(A) increases). No perceptible noise increases would be associated with the 
Minimal Action, Rail with IMC, and AGS alternatives. The remaining alternatives would have the 
potential to affect historic properties in Idaho Springs. Combination alternatives are expected to 
result in a 4 to 10 dB(A) increase in noise through the Idaho Springs area. 

Visual Elements – Visual Intrusion  
The first step in completing a visual resource inventory was 
the development of distinct Scenery Analysis Units (SAUs) 
across the I-70 Corridor as defined by distinct landform 
character, vegetative appearance, and community values or 
place identity. Under Section 106, visual elements that are introduced are evaluated with regard to 
whether they diminish the integrity of the property’s significant historic features. At the Tier 1 
level, analysis is not property-specific—rather, it addresses the setting in which a historic property 
exists. Visual effects are identified by the level of intrusion (low to high) and a contrast range 
(weak to very strong). Identification of visual intrusion and contrast under Tier 1 suggests a 
potential for effect. Guidance for evaluating visual effects on historic properties in Tier 2 is 
included in the PA.  

Each alternative considered in the Draft PEIS would include various components that could affect 
the visual setting along the Corridor. Some components would be more likely to attract attention 
than others. Elements common to all project alternatives would include cut-and-fill slopes and 
retaining walls in select locations where terrain changes would be necessary to accommodate the 
alignment within the mountainous terrain. Vertical elements, such as elevated structures and 
retaining walls, would tend to attract more attention from views that are inferior (below) or normal 
(even) to the alternative. Horizontal elements, such as additional pavement and median treatment, 
would attract attention from views that are superior (above) to the alternative; however, they 
would not attract attention from views that are inferior (below) or normal (even) to the alternative. 
Appendix L of the Draft PEIS documented the degree of visual contrast associated with terrain 
changes and the addition of structural elements.  

The Draft PEIS grouped representative historic properties by community. The same communities 
were included as described for the noise impact analysis discussed above. All action alternatives 
are anticipated to result in potential visual effects on historic districts and sites ranging from low 
to high depending on the level of visual contrast anticipated within the setting and the proximity in 

Reference: 
Draft PEIS Section 3.15.3.3 



B-10

which it is viewed. The AGS alternative, which would be a completely elevated system, is 
anticipated to result in changes that would attract attention and dominate the setting (strong 
contrast). The AGS and Combination Six-Lane Highway with AGS Preservation alternatives 
would provide the strongest visual intrusion into all four historic communities: Silver Plume, 
Georgetown, Lawson-Downieville-Dumont, and Idaho Springs. Changes associated with the 
Highway alternatives would range from very strong to weak contrast. Areas of large-scale 
retaining walls and major cut-and-fill slopes would result in changes that attract attention (strong 
contrast). Areas of elevated structures (Idaho Springs and Floyd Hill) would attract attention and 
dominate the setting (very strong contrast). The Minimal Action alternative is anticipated to result 
in the least visual effects.  

As with noise, Idaho Springs’ topography and setting would result in a strong visual intrusion for 
all alternatives, except the Minimal Action alternative. All other alternatives would create a 
moderate level of visual intrusion and contrast for Silver Plume, Georgetown, and Lawson-
Downieville-Dumont. Therefore, these alternatives would have the potential to affect the historic 
properties in these communities, including the Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL.  

Land Use Analysis – Induced Growth 
Indirect effects associated with growth and development will 
be influenced by geographic land use constraints in the 
mountainous terrain of the Corridor. Additionally, Clear 
Creek County, the location of many historic properties, has 
limited available land for development (much of which is not easily accessible and lacks 
infrastructure). Within the NHL, both the Georgetown comprehensive land use plan and the Silver 
Plume Planning Commission historic preservation plan include preservation elements. The Clear 
Creek County 2030 Master Plan (2004) includes the Clear Creek Valley (Twin Tunnels to Empire) 
as a significant area and includes the following protection notation: 

Protect environmental, cultural, and historic sensitive areas, and designate future land 
uses consistent with the preservation of these areas. 

In Glenwood Springs, in the vicinity of the Hot Springs Historic District, there are also minimal 
growth opportunities. There will be limited potential for land use change and growth opportunities 
for any privately owned properties in the I-70 Corridor.  

Outside Clear Creek County in the Corridor, the No Action and Minimal Action alternatives 
would have the potential to suppress growth due to congestion and increased travel times. The 
Transit, Highway, and Combination alternatives would have the potential to induce peak seasonal 
traffic, to differing degrees, due to increased access and decreased travel times. Unlike the 
Highway alternatives, Transit alternatives would require local transit feeder systems for travel to 
off-Corridor locations. The potential for inducement of growth, therefore, would be different 
between Highway and Transit alternatives. Whereas growth associated with Highway alternatives 
is anticipated to occur within both rural and urban locations following current trends, growth 
associated with Transit alternatives is anticipated to be more focused on urban locations. Analysis 
of the effects of induced growth on potential historic properties or areas focused on areas that were 
adjacent to I-70. These areas are located in Clear Creek County and Glenwood Springs. Specific 
growth-induced effects on historic properties outside Clear Creek County and Glenwood Springs 
would be addressed during Tier 2 analysis. At this time, no effects have been identified. 

Cumulative Effects  
36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) refers to the adverse effects that may 
include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the 
undertaking that may be cumulative.  

Reference: 
Draft PEIS Chapter 3, Section 
3.10, Land Use 

Reference: 
Draft PEIS Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts
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Tier 1 analysis includes an examination of cumulative effects on historic communities, focusing 
on direct physical effects and visual and noise effects.  

The initial construction of I-70 resulted in property encroachment and the loss of structures. The 
extent of lost structures and developed lands was documented only for communities in Clear 
Creek County. A total of approximately 35 acres of developed lands was lost from the original 
construction of I-70 within the county (based on 1956 and 1957 photography). The following 
losses were identified for Clear Creek County communities: 

� Idaho Springs: approximately 8 acres lost within 161 acres of developed land  
� Dumont: approximately 4 acres lost within 45 acres of developed land 
� Downieville: approximately 6 acres lost within 16 acres 
� Lawson: approximately 2 acres lost within 23 acres 
� Georgetown: approximately 3 acres lost within 65 acres 
� Silver Plume: approximately 12 acres lost within 65 acres 
� Historic structures lost to I-70: approximately 80 
� Loss of forest due to the I-70 construction: approximately 175 acres 

Additional losses within these historic communities and further alteration to their visual historic 
setting could result in cumulative effects on the Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL; the Lawson-
Downieville-Dumont historic area; and the Idaho Springs historic area. 

Ambient noise in Clear Creek County has been increasing over the decades. Mining ushered in 
noise from steam trains, mills, blasting, and other mining-related activities. Construction of US 6 
and ultimately I-70 and associated traffic have created an ambient noise in this portion of the 
Corridor ranging from 60 to 70 dB(A) as a result of increases in traffic volumes, speeds, and 
trucks. The result for all Clear Creek County historic communities (including the Georgetown- 
Silver Plume NHL and the Idaho Springs Commercial District) is that even with a minimal noise 
increase of between 1 and 3 dB(A), there may be a cumulative effect on historic properties 
associated with all of the project alternatives.  

B.6 Preliminary Findings of Relative Effects 
FHWA finds that there will be a potential for effects on 
NRHP-eligible and listed properties as a result of all of the 
action alternatives. The following discussions summarize 
the nature of these potential effects.  

Fifteen known historic properties may be subject to direct 
effect or damage or alteration associated with alternative 
footprints or construction effects (see Table 1). Note that 
some of the historic mine properties are part of Superfund cleanup activities. The Mine-Related 
Materials Memorandum of Understanding  provides the steps that will be followed to characterize 
and clean up historic mine and mill site wastes. Disturbance of these materials will be avoided and 
minimized to the extent possible. The Minimal Action alternative would have the least direct 
effects (8 properties), while the Rail with IMC and AGS alternatives would have the most direct 
effects (13 properties). The remaining alternatives may potentially affect the same number of 
historic properties (12 properties). 

These same known historic properties are also subject to 
construction effects (see Table 1). The Minimal Action 
alternative would have the least construction effects (10 
properties). The Rail with IMC, AGS, Dual-Mode and Diesel 

Reference: 
The Draft PEIS did not use 
Section 106 terminology but 
addressed impacts and cited the 
appropriate references to 36 CFR 
800 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 

Reference: 
Draft PEIS, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.15.3.1 and Table 3.15-3
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Bus in Guideway, and Six-Lane Highway alternatives would affect 14 properties. The remaining 
alternatives (Reversible/HOV/HOT Lanes alternative and all of the Combination Highway/Transit 
alternatives would affect all 15 known historic properties. 

Auditory effects that may diminish the National Register 
characteristics of historic properties within the APE have 
been identified. Based on the noise analysis used for Tier 1 
relative effects, the Combination Six-Lane Highway with 
Rail and IMC alternative would have the most potential for affecting historic properties in Clear 
Creek County. The Idaho Springs Commercial Historic District and other Idaho Springs historic 
properties may be affected by the Bus in Guideway, Highway, and Combination alternatives. 
Minimal Action, Rail with IMC, and AGS alternatives would have no noise effects on historic 
properties.  

Visual effects that may diminish the National Register 
characteristics of historic properties have been identified 
within the APE. The AGS alternative, which would be a 
completely elevated system, and the Combination Six-Lane 
Highway with AGS Preservation alternative may result in the highest level of visual intrusion and 
contrast within the areas of Georgetown, Silver Plume, Lawson-Downieville-Dumont, and Idaho 
Springs. Except for the Minimal Action alternative, all remaining alternatives would create a 
moderate level of visual intrusion and contrast for Silver Plume, Georgetown, and Lawson-
Downieville-Dumont. Idaho Springs Commercial Historic District and other Idaho Springs 
historic properties would have the potential to be affected by the highest level of intrusion and 
contrast with all alternatives. Therefore, all alternatives would have the potential to affect the 
historic properties in these communities.  

The undertaking is not expected to induce development or 
growth that would result in a change in the setting or 
character or use of historic properties in Clear Creek County 
or Glenwood Springs in Garfield County. Analysis of the 
effects of induced growth on potential historic properties or areas focused on areas that were 
adjacent to I-70. These areas are located in Clear Creek County and Glenwood Springs. Growth 
effects associated with historic properties in these other locations will be addressed in Tier 2.  

Cumulative effects on historic properties in Clear Creek 
County may result from all of the action alternatives. 

Georgetown – Silver Plume NHL 
Pursuant to Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act, and 36 CFR 800.10, there are special requirements for 
protecting NHLs. Therefore, this document includes an 
additional section discussing relative effects on the 
Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL.  

The following direct effects have been identified for the Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL:  

� Toll House or Mine Manager’s House (Julius G. Pohle House, 5CC.13). This property is 
within the I-70 right-of-way and would be potentially affected by all alternatives. Due to the 
constraining topography and rockfall hazards along Georgetown Hill, each alternative would 
involve widening to the south side of I-70 along the eastbound lane, which is adjacent to the 
Toll House (5CC.13).  

� Mendota Mine (5CC.3.217) and associated Burleigh Tunnel and Mine (5CC.3.108), 
eligible as a contributing element to the NHL. For all alternatives, mine tailings that 
overlap the I-70 right-of-way may be disturbed by construction activities only.  

Reference: 
Draft PEIS Chapter 3, 
Section 3.15.3.2 

Reference: 
Draft PEIS Chapter 3, 
Section 3.15.3.3 

Reference: 
Draft PEIS Chapter 3, Section 
3.10, Land Use 

Reference: 
Draft PEIS Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts

Reference: 
This information was found 
throughout the Draft PEIS, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.15. 
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� Dunderberg Mine (5CC.3.107) eligible as a contributing element to the NHL. Mine
tailings that overlap the I-70 right-of-way may be disturbed by project footprints and 
construction activities for all alternatives. 

No additional right-of-way intrusion into the NHL has been identified. Note that due to the close 
proximity of the two mines, the effects on the Burleigh Tunnel and Mine (5CC.3.108), just east of 
the Mendota Mine, were included in the discussion for the Mendota Mine in the Draft PEIS.  

Indirect effects on the NHL include moderate to high-level visual intrusions and moderate to very 
strong visual contrast associated with all alternatives, except the Minimal Action alternative. As a 
result, all of the alternatives, except the Minimal Action alternative, would have the potential to 
affect the NHL. In addition, all alternatives may have noise- and visual-related cumulative effects 
on the NHL.  

B.7 Conclusion 
All of the project alternatives would have the potential to 
affect historic properties in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. As 
noted above, specific effects on historic properties cannot be 
determined at this stage in the NEPA process. Therefore, the 
outcome of Section 106 for Tier 1 is a Programmatic 
Agreement (PA). The PA stipulates how adverse effects resulting from individual Tier 2 
undertakings may be avoided, minimized, or mitigated. The PA also includes stipulations for 
identifying and evaluating additional National Register properties within the APEs associated with 
these future individual undertakings. 

Reference: 
The Programmatic Agreement 
referenced is the main text of this 
document.   



 

 



Footprint Construction Footprint Construction Footprint Construction Footprint Construction Footprint Construction Footprint Construction Footprint Construction Footprint Construction Footprint Construction Footprint Construction Footprint Construction Footprint Construction

 Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL (Toll House 
& mine tailings) 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 4

 Lawson-Downieville-Dumont (2 barns only) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1

 Idaho Springs (mine tailings only) 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

Hot Springs Historic District, Pool/Lodge, 
and Glenwood Springs Viaduct 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Loveland Ski Area 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Multicomponent Site 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Vail Pass Highway Segment 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Twin Tunnels 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Total Properties Affected through 
Damage or Alteration 8 10 13 14 13 14 12 14 12 14 12 14 12 14 12 15 12 15 12 15 12 15 12 15

 Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL 

 Lawson-Downieville-Dumont

 Idaho Springs

Potential Visual Intrusion to Georgetown-
Silver Plume NHL 

Potential Visual Intrusion to Lawson-
Downieville-Dumont

Potential Visual Intrusion to Idaho Springs

Clear Creek County:  Georgetown-Silver 
Plume  NHL, Lawson-Downieville-Dumont, 
Idaho Springs 

Hot Springs Historic District, Pool/Lodge, 
and Glenwood Springs Viaduct

 Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL

 Lawson-Downieville-Dumont

   Idaho Springs

Potential Effects due to Noise Impacts

Potential Effects due to Highest Visual Intrusion

Potential Noise and Visual Effects due to Cumulative Impacts

Potential Damage or Alteration (number of sites directly affected by each alternative) 

Footprint: Impacts associated with the footprint would be considered permanent because the 
given resource would be covered by the transportation facility (such as additional traffic lanes, 
rail, or guideways). 
Construction: Impacts associated with construction disturbance would be considered temporary 
because this area could later be reclaimed. 
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Noise and Visual Effects
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Noise and Visual Effects

Potential 
Noise and Visual Effects
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Noise and Visual Effects
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Noise and Visual Effects

4 No cumulative impacts have been identified for historic properties outside Clear Creek County.
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Legend:2 Potential Visual effects on Glenwood Springs were identified as low due to the minimal improvements proposed.  Visual analysis was conducted for the entire Corridor and additional 
information is available in Chapter 3, Section 3.13 of the Draft PEIS, Visual Analysis. Impacts on the Loveland Ski Area have not been evaluated at this time.
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3 Potential induced growth impacts on other historic properties have not been examined at Tier 1.  
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Potential Effect Due to Noise Impacts 1

Potential Effect Due to Visual Intrusion 2

No Effect (1-3 dBA) No Effect (1-3 dBA) No Effect (1-3 dBA)

Potential Effect
(4-10 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

6-Lane Highway with 
Diesel Bus in GuidewayAGS 6-Lane Highway 65 mph 6-Lane Highway with Dual-

Mode Bus in Guideway

Potential Effect
(4 dBA) No Effect (1-3 dBA) No Effect (1-3 dBA) No Effect (1-3 dBA)

Minimal Action Rail with IMC 6-Lane Highway with AGSDual-Mode Bus in 
Guideway Diesel Bus in Guideway 6-Lane Highway with Rail 

and IMC
Reversible/HOV/HOT 

Lanes6-Lane Highway 55 mph

1 3 1042 9876
Combination Highway/Transit AlternativesHighway AlternativesTransit Alternatives
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1Potential Noise effects on Glenwood Springs historic properties were not estimated due to the minimal improvements proposed.  Noise effects were not estimated for other 
individual historic properties in the Corridor, including the Loveland Ski Area and Multicomponent Site.
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Appendix C.
Parties Informed about the Mountain Corridor Project 
and Invited to Participate in Section 106 Consultations 
Agency Team 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 

National Park Service (NPS) 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
United States Forest Service (USFS) 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USCOE) 

SRI Foundation 
J.F. Sato and Associates 

Consulting Parties and Those Invited to Be Consulting Parties 
Clear Creek County 
Eagle County 
City of Glenwood Springs 
City of Idaho Springs 
Town of Georgetown 
Town of Silver Plume 
Georgetown Silver Plume Historic District Public Lands Commission 

National Trust for Historic Preservation Mountain Plains Office 
Colorado Preservation Inc. 
Historic Georgetown Inc. 
Historical Society of Idaho Springs 
Mill Creek Valley Historical Society 
Colorado Historical Society 

Denver Landmark Preservation Commission   
Town of Breckenridge 
Jefferson County Historical Commission  
Jefferson County Historical Society 
Summit County 
Summit County Historic Preservation Commission 
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Consulting Parties Included by Reference 
Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma 
Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma 
Northern Arapaho Tribe 
Northern Cheyenne Tribe 
Rosebud Sioux Tribe 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe 
Standing Rock Sioux Tribe 
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 
Ute Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Agency 
White Mesa Ute Tribe 
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Appendix E.
Context Sensitive Solutions and the Mountain Corridor Project 
Using Context Sensitive Solutions in the Tier 2 NEPA and Section 106 Processes  

The Section 106 process for Tier 2 undertakings, as established in this PA, involves participation by 
the consulting parties in many aspects of agency decision-making. CDOT is committed to initiating a 
context sensitive solutions (CSS) program that would engage Mountain Corridor consulting parties 
and other stakeholders in the process of developing solutions during the Tier 2 NEPA and Section 106 
processes and continue throughout the implementation of design and construction phases. Table E-1 
illustrates the consultation process interface between the Section 106 and NEPA activities 
emphasizing CSS. 

Measuring Context Sensitive Solutions Performance for Section 106 Issues 
By partnering and collaborating with the agencies, consulting parties, and other stakeholders, CDOT 
will develop effective transportation solutions in a manner that: 

� Satisfies the project need and achieves purposes to the extent practicable, while recognizing fiscal 
constraints

� Fits into the context of the Corridor 

� Avoids or minimizes adverse effects on historic properties and other impacts 

� Adds value to the communities and environment of the Corridor 

� Achieves a level of excellence. 

As part of initiating consultation at the beginning of each Tier 2 undertaking, CDOT will convene a 
charrette-style meeting (collaborative session in which a group of participates explore solutions) 
among FHWA, CDOT, SHPO and the appropriate consulting parties to develop a vision and historic 
preservation goals for the project.  In this or subsequent meetings, the parties will establish context-
sensitive solutions performance measures for the project.  The ideal outcome for each Tier 2 
undertaking would be a Section 106 finding of “no historic properties affected” or “no adverse 
effect.”  For undertakings found to have an “adverse effect on historic properties,” a PA supplement 
for that undertaking will be executed.  Subsequent to the PA supplement, the agencies and appropriate 
consulting parties will meet to evaluate the Section 106 process and outcome for that undertaking in 
terms of the previously established context-sensitive solutions performance measures. 

Sample evaluation measures might include (but are not limited to): 

� Project design consistency with and/or enhancement of historic community setting and features of 
the surrounding area and community. 

� Project design consistent with or providing enhancement of the historic integrity of the 
surrounding community, including historic districts, the national historic landmark district, 
individual buildings, and their context included within boundaries listed or determined to be 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

� Project design that promotes preservation of integrity of archaeologically significant structures or 
sites.

Guidance for development of effectiveness measures might include National Cooperative Highway 
Research Program (NCHRP) Document 69: Performance Measures for Context Sensitive Solutions – 
A Guidebook for State DOTs (October 2004) or other current NCHRP and USDOT materials 
available at that time. 
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Table E-1.  
Section 106 and NEPA Process Interface Emphasizing Context Sensitive Solution (CSS) Activities for I-70 Mountain Corridor Tier 2 Projects 

Tier 2 Section 106 Consultation Process Tier 2 NEPA Process Tier 2 Context Sensitive Solution (CSS) Activities Tier 1 PA Stipulations 

Initiate Section 106 consultation (with interested 
tribes and parties) 
 

Initiate NEPA study – Scoping 
• Formulate or refine purpose and 

need  
• Develop public involvement plan 

Early project consultations with stakeholder/consulting 
parties 
Facilitate process of developing project-specific context 
sensitive solutions 

Issues identified and tracked by: 
• stakeholder group and Section 106 consulting 

parties 
• type of concern 
• significance of the outcome to the group  
Obtain Section 106 consulting parties and stakeholders 
views on: 
• purpose and need 
• Issues that might affect NEPA process, 

particularly alternative analysis  

Stipulations I. A-H, II.B, IV.A, 
and VI.A 

Consultations about: 
• Identification of Area of Potential Effects 

(APE) 
• Information on known or potential historic 

properties in APE (including properties listed 
in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP)) 

• Level of effort for identifying historic 
properties in APE 

Alternative Analysis – preliminary 
alternatives development and screening 

Obtain consulting party views on:  
• preliminary alternatives 
• screening criteria 
Develop alternatives concepts through collaboration 
with stakeholder/consulting parties 

Stipulations II.C and D, III.A-B, 
and IV.B-E 

Consultations about: 
• Identification of NRHP eligible and listed 

properties in APE 
• Effects on NRHP eligible and listed 

properties 

Analysis of alternatives retained for 
detailed study 

Issues related to: 
• community values  
• environmental sensitivity of the project setting 

(including historic setting) 
• fiscal constraints  

Stipulations II.E and V.A-D 

Consultations about: 
• whether effects on NRHP eligible and listed  

properties are adverse (includes assessment 
of indirect, reasonably foreseeable, and 
cumulative effects) 

Impact Analysis – identification of 
Preferred Alternative 

Indirect and cumulative effects analysis 

Identify impacts in coordination with agency and 
community stakeholders/consulting parties 

Stipulations II.E, II.F and V.A-D 

Continued consultations about: 
• resolution of adverse effects on historic 

properties (avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
adverse effects) 

Develop a project-specific supplement to the PA  

Mitigation 
For project impacts: 
• avoid and/or minimize 
• reduce or eliminate 
• compensate 
Include PA supplement in the NEPA 
document 

Encourage creative mitigation: 
• commitment to environmental stewardship 
• outside the box 
• better project and historic preservation outcomes 
• greater public benefit 
Develop mitigation in coordination with agency and 
community stakeholder/consulting party participation 

Stipulations II.F and VI.A-C 
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Tier 2 Section 106 Consultation Process Tier 2 NEPA Process Tier 2 Context Sensitive Solution (CSS) Activities Tier 1 PA Stipulations 

 After NEPA   
Implement stipulations of PA and project-specific 
supplemental 

Project Design Continue stakeholder/consulting party involvement 
through the design process 

Use design standards and criteria that follow American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO) policy, which will provide flexibility 
in design activities to incorporate CSS 

Stipulation VI.B 

Implement stipulations of PA and project-specific 
supplemental 

Project Construction Develop construction mitigation strategies for each 
Tier 2 project with stakeholder/consulting party input  

Focus strategies on community involvement to 
minimize disruption (including to minimize/mitigate 
economic impacts on historic properties/heritage 
tourism) during construction 

Stipulation VI.B 
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Appendix G.  
Additional Signatory Form 
Programmatic Agreement 
Regarding the Interstate70 Mountain Corridor Project 

WHEREAS, [name of agency] proposes to [nature of participation in or assistance to the 
Mountain Corridor Project]; and 

WHEREAS, [name of agency] must take into account the effects of such undertakings on 
historic properties and provide the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation with an 
opportunity to comment on those effects as required by Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470[f]); and 

WHEREAS, FHWA, USFS, BLM, Colorado SHPO, CDOT, and ACHP, with 
participation by and concurrence of other consulting parties, have executed a 
programmatic agreement governing Section 106 compliance for Tier 2 undertakings that 
are part of the Mountain Corridor Project;

NOW THEREFORE, [name of agency] has chosen to meet its Section 106 
responsibilities for Mountain Corridor Tier 2 undertakings by executing this Agreement 
as provided in stipulation XVI of the programmatic agreement. 

[Name of Agency] 

By:        Date:    
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INTRODUCTION 
The Collaborative Effort, a 27-member group representing varied interests of the corridor, was charged 
with reaching consensus on a recommended transportation solution for the I-70 Mountain Corridor.  The 
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) were 
active participants in this group and committed to adopt the consensus recommendation in the I-70 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS). 
 
VISION FOR THE I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR 
The Collaborative Effort’s vision for transportation in the I-70 Mountain Corridor is multi-modal. Transit 
and highway improvements are based on proven needs and will enhance the corridor, its environment and 
communities. The Collaborative Effort has not completed a corridor-wide vision for the future, thereby 
limiting the ability of the group to accurately determine future actions and needs.  In order to adequately 
assess future transportation needs, local governments and communities, along with additional broad 
stakeholder participation, need to lead a discussion to develop a long-range corridor vision for growth, 
transportation, and mobility.  One primary purpose of this endeavor would be used to assist in the 
evaluation of capacity improvements.  All parties must take ownership in needed changes and continue to 
work together to achieve this vision. 
 
 The criteria below informed the Collaborative Effort’s recommendation and will serve as criteria of 
effectiveness moving forward: 
 

• The solution should improve safety and mobility for all users. 
• The solution should be responsive and adaptive to broader global trends that will affect the way 

we make travel decisions into the future. 
• The solution will meet the purpose and need and all environmental and legal requirements. 
• The solution should preserve, restore and enhance community and cultural resources. 
• The solution should preserve, and restore or enhance ecosystem functions.   
• The solution should be economically viable over the long term. 

 
The Collaborative Effort’s solution recognizes the importance of providing meaningful recommendations, 
short-term direction, and the ability to adapt to future conditions and needs. The Collaborative Effort has 
not analyzed the potential environmental impacts of this recommendation. A comparative analysis must 
be made of the impacts of this alternative against all other alternatives identified in the Draft 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. The CE understands that the agencies will make this 
comparison as required by the National Environmental Policy Act. As soon as this analysis is complete 
and prior to publication in the Final Programmatic EIS the agencies shall provide a briefing to interested 
members of the CE of the results of this analysis.  
 
The recommendation below captures the consensus of the Collaborative Effort. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The recommendation for I-70 through Colorado’s mountain corridor is a multi-modal solution including 
non-infrastructure components, a commitment to evaluation and implementation of an Advanced 
Guideway System (AGS), and highway improvements. A reassessment of the improvements’ 
effectiveness and reviews of study results and global trends shall be conducted prior to implementing 
additional capacity improvements. Continued stakeholder involvement is necessary for all tasks 
conducted on the I-70 transportation system. 
 
The following describes the components of this recommendation: 
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Non-Infrastructure Related Components 
Non-infrastructure related components can begin in advance of major infrastructure improvements to 
address some of the issues in the corridor today. These strategies and the potential tactics for 
implementation require actions and leadership by agencies, municipalities and other stakeholders beyond 
CDOT and FHWA. The strategies include but are not limited to the following: 

• Increased enforcement. 
• Bus, van or shuttle service in mixed traffic. 
• Programs for improving truck movements. 
• Driver education. 
• Expanded use of existing transportation infrastructure in and adjacent to the corridor. 
• Use of technology advancements and improvements which may increase mobility without 

additional infrastructure. 
• Traveler information and other intelligent transportation systems. 
• Shift passenger and freight travel demand by time-of-day and day-of-week. 
• Convert day-trips to overnight stays. 
• Promote high occupancy travel and public transportation. 
• Convert single occupancy vehicle commuters to high occupancy travel and/or public 

transportation. 
• Implement transit promotion and incentives.  
• Other transportation demand management (TDM) measures yet to be determined. 

 
Advanced Guideway System 
An Advanced Guideway System (AGS)1 is a central part of the recommendation and includes a 
commitment to the evaluation and implementation of AGS within the corridor, including a vision of 
transit connectivity beyond the study area and local accessibility to such a system.  
 
Additional information is necessary to advance implementation of an AGS system within the corridor: 

• Feasibility of high speed rail passenger service. 
• Potential station locations and local land use considerations. 
• Transit governance authority. 
• Alignment. 
• Technology. 
• Termini. 
• Funding requirements and sources. 
• Transit ridership. 
• Potential system owner/operator. 
• Interface with existing and future transit systems. 
• Role of AGS in freight delivery both in and through the corridor. 

 
Several studies currently underway will provide further information to assist stakeholders with evaluation 
and implementation of AGS. CDOT is committed to provide funding for studies in support of the 
additional information needs to determine the viability of the AGS. The implementation plan included in 
the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement will identify roles and responsibilities, 

                                                 
1 As defined by the performance criteria identified by the I-70 Coalition. 
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including actions and leadership required by agencies, municipalities and other stakeholders in addition to 
CDOT and FHWA.  
 
Highway Improvements 
The Collaborative Effort recognizes that following highway improvements are needed to address current 
corridor conditions and future demands. These improvements must be planned considering all elements of 
the recommendation and consistent with local land use planning. The following safety, mobility, and 
capacity components are not listed in order of priority, are not subject to the parameters established for 
future capacity improvements identified in the latter part of this document, do not represent individual 
projects and may be included in more than one description.  They are listed in two categories.  All of the 
improvements in both categories are included in our recommendation.  The “Specific Highway 
Improvements” are called out specifically for the triggers for the Future Highway and Non-AGS Transit 
Improvements: 
 
Specific Highway Improvements 

• A six-lane component from Floyd Hill through the Twin Tunnels including a bike trail and 
frontage roads from Idaho Springs East to Hidden Valley and Hidden Valley to US 6. 

• Empire Junction (U.S. 40/I-70) improvements. 
• Eastbound auxiliary lane from the Eisenhower Johnson Memorial Tunnel (EJMT) to Herman 

Gulch. 
• Westbound auxiliary lane from Bakerville to the EJMT. 
 

Other Highway Projects 
• Truck operation improvements such as pullouts, parking and chain stations. 
• Safety improvements west of Wolcott. 
• Eastbound auxiliary lane from Frisco to Silverthorne. 
• Safety and capacity improvements in Dowd Canyon. 
• Interchange improvements at the following locations: 

- East Glenwood Springs. 
- Gypsum. 
- Eagle County Airport (as cleared by the FONSI and future 1601 process) 
- Eagle. 
- Edwards. 
- Avon. 
- Minturn. 
- Vail West. 
- Copper Mountain. 
- Frisco/Main Street. 
- Frisco/SH 9. 
- Silverthorne. 
- Loveland Pass. 
- Georgetown. 
- Downieville. 
- Fall River Road. 
- Base of Floyd Hill/US 6. 
- Hyland Hills and Beaver Brook. 
- Lookout Mountain. 
- Morrison. 
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• Auxiliary Lanes: 
- Avon to Post Boulevard (eastbound). 
- West of Vail Pass (eastbound and westbound). 
- Morrison to Chief Hosa (westbound). 

 
Future Stakeholder Engagement  
Ongoing stakeholder engagement is necessary because the aforementioned improvements may or may not 
fully address the needs of the corridor beyond 2025, and the recommendation does not preclude nor 
commit to the additional mutli-modal capacity improvements. As such, CDOT and FHWA will convene a 
committee that retains that the Collaborative Effort member profile. The committee will establish its own 
meeting schedule based on progress made against the approved triggers, with check-ins at least every two 
years.  Such meetings will review the current status of all projects and will consider the following triggers 
in evaluating the need for additional capacity improvements. 
 
Triggers for Additional Highway and Non-AGS Transit Capacity Improvements 
Additional highway and non-AGS transit capacity improvements may proceed if and when: 

• The “Specific Highway Improvements” are complete, and an AGS is functioning from the front 
range to a destination beyond the Continental Divide, or 

 
• The “Specific Highway Improvements” are complete, and AGS studies that answer questions 

regarding the feasibility, cost, ridership, governance, and land use are complete and indicate that 
AGS cannot be funded or implemented by 2025 or is otherwise deemed unfeasible to implement, 
or  
 

• Global, regional, local trends or events have unexpected effects on travel needs, behaviors and 
patterns and demonstrate a need to consider other improvements, such as climate change, 
resource availability, and/or technological advancements. 

 
In 2020, there will be a thorough assessment of the overall purpose and need and effectiveness of 
implementation of these decisions.  At that time, CDOT and FHWA, in conjunction with the stakeholder 
committee, may consider the full range of improvement options.   
 
The CE recommends that the Record of Decision for the PEIS require that Tier 2 studies comply with: 

• The Section 106 Programmatic Agreement, 
• The Memoranda of Understanding for: 

o Stream Wetland Ecology Enhancement Project (SWEEP),  
o Minewaste, and 
o A Landscape-level Inventory of Valued Ecosystem Components (ALIVE),, and  

• The Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) decision making process and guidance manual.  
 
CDOT and FHWA also will consider the principles of the Colorado Governor Ritter’s Climate Action 
Plan within future environmental studies. 
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Stream and Wetland Ecological Enhancement Program (SWEEP) 

Memorandum of Understanding 
 

Background 
This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is made and entered into this xxth day of  xxx, 
2010, among the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the USDA Forest Service 
(USFS), the US Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW), 
Clear Creek County, Clear Creek Watershed Foundation, Upper Clear Creek Watershed 
Association (UCCWA), and Colorado Trout Unlimited, hereinafter referred to as “Parties.” 
 
The Parties to this agreement recognize that the existing I-70 Mountain Corridor and the 
proposed future improvements pass through several watersheds that support numerous aquatic 
resources.  While all Parties to this MOU recognize that the I-70 transportation system provides 
important benefits to Colorado citizens, the local communities, and economic interests on a 
statewide level, they also acknowledge that the I-70 Mountain Corridor impacts the water quality 
and viability of watershed ecology in these watersheds.  Therefore, the benefits derived from a 
transportation system may come at a cost to other resources, including water quality and 
aquatic resources, unless appropriate actions are taken to consider these resources at all 
stages of the Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) Decision Making Process. 
 
The Parties to this agreement desire to improve stream and wetland conditions in the I-70 
Mountain Corridor.  To meet that need, CDOT convened the Stream and Wetland Ecological 
Enhancement Program (SWEEP) Committee, an advisory committee consisting of fisheries 
biologists, hydrologists, and other watershed and water quality-related technical experts, 
community representatives, and other potentially-affected parties.  The SWEEP Committee will 
identify and recommend appropriate mitigation strategies, including design, implementation and 
monitoring, for anticipated environmental impacts likely to occur as a result of redevelopment of 
the I-70 Mountain Corridor.  The SWEEP Committee will coordinate with the A Landscape Level 
Inventory of Valued Ecosystem Components Committee (ALIVE), whose goal is to increase the 
permeability of the I-70 Corridor to terrestrial and aquatic species to provide and maintain long-
term protection and restoration of wildlife linkage areas, improve habitat connectivity, and 
preserve essential ecosystem components. 
  
The I-70 Mountain Corridor extends through three major hydrologic drainage basins: Clear 
Creek, the Blue River and the Eagle/Colorado Rivers.  Historic human practices, not solely 
related to I-70, have significantly degraded the quality of these streams.  This MOU establishes 
agreement around SWEEP and forms the foundation of mitigation for aquatic resource impacts 
during Parties’ projects along the I-70 Mountain Corridor and its communities. 
 

Purpose and Intent 
The primary purpose of the SWEEP Committee and MOU is to assist the parties with means by 
which to effectively and efficiently comply with applicable federal, state, and local laws regarding 
water quality, stream and riparian habitats, and aquatic wildlife; and where applicable, improve 
stream conditions associated with past, ongoing, and future planning, construction, and 



maintenance actions in the I-70 Mountain Corridor.  All applicable federal and state laws apply 
to these actions, such as the Clean Water Act, Endangered Species Act, CERCLA, RCRA, 
Colorado Water Quality Control Act, and Senate Bill 40.  Local laws, regulations, and legislative 
actions also apply.  The parties to this MOU agree to work within the decision making structure 
of the I-70 Mountain Corridor CSS Guidance to consider and expand the menu of mitigations 
strategies and develop standards, quality control and assurance, and processes for future 
studies. 
 
Whereas the Parties intend to implement this SWEEP MOU to: 
 

1. Enhance stream and wetland ecology using the watershed context 
2. Develop more sustainable ways of maintaining transportation systems while avoiding 

and minimizing future impacts to watersheds within the Corridor. 
3. Protect aquatic and amphibian communities 
4. Sustain and restore aquatic communities supporting species for their intrinsic, 

ecological, and recreational value 
5. Address stream stability and functionality 
6. Compile historic information on changes to stream geometry from community 

development and transportation-related activities and explore logical strategies for 
restoring stream functions, such as bank stabilization and flood control 

7. Support and coordinate with ALIVE (A Landscape Level Inventory of Valued 
Ecosystem Components) 

8. Work with the ALIVE recommendations to coordinate actions that support the ALIVE 
MOU 

9. Establish a foundation of baseline information for water-related state and federal 
permits along the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

10. Relate CDOT and FHWA state and federal permitting procedures to current laws and 
regulations and determine potential impact of SWEEP recommendations.   

11. Support delisting 303(d) waterways  
12. Understand factors contributing to water quality impaired segments within the 

Corridor and base certain goals on specific pollutant reduction 
 
The intent of this MOU is to establish agreement to: 
 

1. Create a system for management and mitigations over the life of the projects 
2. Follow the CSS Decision Process in developing mitigation procedures based on 

SWEEP recommendations 
3. Outline a process for collaboration and defining specific strategies for avoidance and 

mitigation 
4. Determine appropriate people and data resources to develop strategies.  Expand 

Tier 1 recommendations to avoid, minimize, and compensate for impacts during Tier 
2 

5. Identify issues to be considered 
6. Use diversity of data resources and stakeholders to recognize Corridor issues 

related to streams and wetlands.  Allow for dynamic nature of diverse experiences 
and ideas 

7. Address cumulative impacts  
8. Collect data on past corridor activities and future growth projections to predict 

potential impacts on water quality. 
9. Prioritize and specify aquatic, riparian, and amphibian resources 
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10. Assemble Corridor studies and information on species with special designation to 
identify those species and habitats that should be priority while establishing 
mitigation recommendations 

11. Define the process for developing mitigation for Tier 2 documents 
12. Determine SWEEP Committee involvement in Tier 2 and how mitigation 

recommendations will be incorporated into project development. 
13. Identify parties and how they work together 
14. Agree to work together effectively and outline expectations, including general and 

specific roles and responsibilities. 
15. Pool resources 
16. Maintain collaboration as an efficient way to use individual expertise, gather 

agency/group information, and concentrate the focus while allowing room for 
innovative solutions. 

17. Identify realistic opportunities for specific issues and sustainability 
18. Promote the development of mitigation recommendations specific to a watershed, 

community, or project with future needs and resources in mind. 
19. Compare past activities and apply lessons learned to recommendations for future 

mitigation strategies. 
20. Develop standards, quality control and assurance, and processes for future studies  
21. Expand existing standards to fit future Tier 2 needs and support activities that meet 

or exceed these standards. 
 

Issues of Concern 
This MOU identifies three areas of concern that should be addressed in all subsequent phases 
of development – water quality, natural habitat, and information.  Other concerns may be 
identified and will need to be addressed. 

Water Quality 
• Sediment Management 

Because I-70 Mountain Corridor experiences severe weather during the winter, CDOT and 
local agencies use significant amounts of traction sand to keep the roadway open and safe.    
CDOT has developed Sediment Control Action Plans (SCAP) to identify solutions to 
sedimentation, but not all basins have been studied.  SCAPs should be developed and 
implemented in coordination with ALIVE to minimize linkage interference. 
 
SWEEP will support the development of SCAPs in areas where they are needed.  Existing 
SCAPs should be updated to reflect completed projects and water quality features, 
modifications, and lessons learned. 
 

• Clean Water Act, Section 303(d) Listing of Stream Segments 
A number of stream segments along I-70 are listed as impaired waters of the United States.  
The impairment is due to heavy metals and/or sediments that exceed levels of chronic 
standards.  Sources for these issues include past mining activities and the operation and 
maintenance of I-70. 
 
SWEEP will support strategies, including but not limited to restoration and remediation, 
toward de-listing the segments in the Corridor from the 303(d) list. 
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• Mine Workings in the I-70 Corridor 
The I-70 corridor contains shafts, drifts, stopes, and other mine workings often filled with 
contaminated water.  The groundwater hydrology of these workings is not known, but 
evidence indicates that these workings contain significant quantities of acid mine waters.   
 
SWEEP will support the identification of these underground mine locations, avoid 
intercepting these pollutants to the extent practicable, and remediate exposed contaminated 
mine water, where practicable and particularly those near impaired waters within the 
Corridor. 

 
• Highly Mineralized Rock Formations within the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

The geology through the I-70 Mountain Corridor includes certain sections of heavily 
mineralized bedrock, mainly in Clear Creek County.  Historic construction practices required 
significant excavation through rock walls that exposed entrained heavy metals.  Over time 
these minerals have leached from the rock walls and have likely found their way to local 
water courses, contributing to their toxicity.   
 

SWEEP will recommend means by which these potential threats can be abated. 
 
• Previous Construction Practices Using Mine Waste as Roadbed Material 

Several miles of the current I-70 alignment run through areas of historic and active mining, 
mainly in Clear Creek County.  Original construction of I-70 through Clear Creek County 
used mine waste as road bed material which, even today, has quantities of toxic metals (and 
other materials) that represent significant threats to water quality should that material be 
disturbed.   
 

SWEEP will recommend strategies for dealing with these potential threats on a site-specific 
basis, using expertise and sound science. 

Natural Habitat 
• Wetlands Protection 

Wetlands perform many important functions, including providing wildlife habitat and filtering 
stormwater runoff.  The location of I-70 adjacent to creeks and rivers makes it difficult to 
completely avoid wetland impacts during transportation improvements, and locating 
mitigation property within the same watershed as impacts can be a challenge. 
 
SWEEP will support avoidance and minimization measures during project development and 
identify ways of restoring and enhancing wetlands, preferably in the same watershed, to 
compensate for unavoidable impacts. 

 
• Aquatic Species with Special Status Designation under State and Federal Rule 

Clear Creek, Blue River, and the Eagle/Colorado Rivers are home to aquatic species of 
special designation, as defined by the Colorado Division of Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Bureau of Land Management, and U.S. Forest Service.  (Links to agency lists are 
available in Appendix X).  In each case these species have suffered through a significant 
loss of habitat, and each species is currently being studied under recovery efforts.   
 

SWEEP will identify mitigation that will encourage no further degradation to, and where 
possible improve, stream systems containing species of special designation and show that 
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transportation improvements and other community developments will be consistent with the 
efforts of these recovery strategies. 

 
• Aquatic Species as a Recreational Resource 

Each of the river basins in the I-70 Mountain Corridor contains populations of introduced 
species of trout that provide significant recreational resources to both in-state and out-of-
state visitors.  In some instances, whole reaches of these rivers were rendered unusable for 
aquatic life as creeks were channelized, inundated with sediment, heavy metals, and/or 
chemicals were introduced. 
 

SWEEP will develop recommendations that protect, and where possible improve, aquatic 
systems in each of the phases of development identified in the Context Sensitive Solution 
process.  These recommendations should be consistent with the protection or recovery of 
special status species. 

Information 
• Information and Research Needs 

Development of mitigation is hampered by a lack of information germane to watershed 
health. 
 

SWEEP will identify relevant information needs and take steps to acquire that information. 
 

Implementation 
Implementation of SWEEP Committee recommendations will be subject to the respective 
Parties’ planning, NEPA, and decision-making requirements.  SWEEP activities and 
recommendations should be coordinated with the ALIVE committee and be consistent with the 
ALIVE recommendations. 
 
• Project-specific SWEEP teams 

The development of specific recommendations and mitigations for projects will be developed 
collaboratively with a project specific SWEEP team.  Establishment of a SWEEP team will 
follow the CSS guidelines for establishing issue teams based on the specific needs and 
issues of the project. 
 

• Define the process for developing mitigation for Tier 2 documents 
Determine SWEEP Committee involvement in Tier 2 and how mitigation recommendations 
may be incorporated into project development. 
 

• Implementation Matrix 
The Implementation Matrix provided in the Appendix should be used as guidance for 
developing recommendations at each life cycle phase of projects on the corridor.  The matrix 
outlines inputs, considerations, and outcomes for each phase of a project, consistent with the 
phases used by the CSS decision-making process. 
 

• Development and implementation of SCAPS  
Sediment Control Action Plans (SCAPs) will be used to address sediment management and 
meet Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  Parties will work collaboratively to implement  
SCAP recommendations. 
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Cooperation 
All Parties recognize that this process goes beyond the ordinary regulatory or statutory 
requirements of its participants.  All Parties, within their statutory and regulatory authority, agree 
to work together toward the long-term protection of water quality and restoration of wetlands and 
aquatic resources within the I-70 Mountain Corridor.  All parties recognize that neither CDOT 
nor FHWA has a mission to enhance water quality and aquatic resources and that they 
cooperate with and rely on resources and regulatory agencies to further these efforts.  Based on 
this understanding, all Parties agree to reasonably cooperate in the implementation of this 
MOU.  Such cooperation would include: 
 
• Supporting the concepts identified in this MOU and working to actively implement this MOU 

as authorized under applicable laws, regulations, and policies. 
• Providing transportation and stream and wetland expertise, data, and technical support to 

the SWEEP Committee for planning and project review that will mitigate impacts on, or 
provide betterments for, water quality, wetlands, and aquatic resources within the I-70 
Mountain Corridor. 

• Considering the SWEEP Committee’s program and recommendations when the opportunity 
to construct improvements arises, with the expectation that additional analyses may be 
needed prior to any investment in stream and wetland improvements. Analysis will include 
evaluations of the effectiveness of previous improvements. 

• Identifying specific programs or actions that could result in the long-term protection, 
restoration and enhancement of stream and wetland ecology in the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

• Working with the SWEEP Committee, local governments, and other stakeholders as 
appropriate to: 

− pursue potential partnerships and funding mechanisms; 
− identify and promote opportunities and resources to enhance stream and wetland 

ecology; and 
− sustain partnerships for the long-term protection and restoration of stream and 

wetland ecology in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 
• All Parties to this MOU agree that when funding options are identified through successful 

efforts of one or more of the Parties or stakeholders, or other independent initiatives, 
recommendations developed by the SWEEP Committee will be considered. 

• Existing planning and funding mechanisms for transportation projects can create limitations 
to the programmatic approaches envisioned by this MOU.  Full implementation of a 
successful SWEEP outcome requires the participation by all Parties and other stakeholders 
in the commitment of resources beyond those meant for transportation mitigation. 

 

Roles and Responsibilities 
Cooperation by CDOT shall include: 
 

1. Leading the primary effort to initiate the SWEEP, thereby helping to achieve the 
environmental goals of the Tier 1 PEIS and subsequent Tier II decisions, which extend 
beyond the legal requirements of CDOT and FHWA. 

2. Facilitating open discussions and working relationships to accomplish corridor wetland 
and stream mitigation goals. 

3. Providing technical support to the SWEEP, primarily involving wetlands, water quality, 
wildlife, and transportation engineering. 

4. Providing funding mechanisms to support mitigation strategies, primarily through project 
budgets and applying for state and federal grant programs 
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Cooperation by FHWA and CDOT shall include: 
 

1. Leading the primary effort to initiate the SWEEP program, thereby helping to achieve the 
environmental goals of the PEIS and subsequent Tier II decisions, which extend beyond 
the requirements of CDOT and FHWA. 

 
Cooperation by the USFS and BLM shall include: 
 

1. Considering the recommendations of SWEEP in the review of Tier 2 NEPA documents, 
considering granting of any land actions or other use permits germane to 
aquatic/amphibian wildlife movement corridors and other aquatic resources including 
water quality and riparian habitat, and reviewing biological reports for consideration of 
approval and participating in Section 7 consultation under the ESA so that transportation 
projects and associated conservation measures can proceed in a timely manner. 

2. Encouraging the cooperation and support of land authorization holders and other entities 
with legal interest on public lands to ensure the realization of the objectives of the MOU, 
which could include their active participation in achieving the goals of SWEEP. 

3. Exercising Forest Service regulatory requirements and authorities to protect 
aquatic/amphibian wildlife and riparian vegetation species and their habitats.  
Accordingly, the USFS, by means of ordinary and established planning and subsequent 
NEPA processes, will consider lands in proximity to I-70 for their aquatic/amphibian 
wildlife and riparian vegetation habitat and aquatic/amphibian wildlife movement 
attributes, among other multiple use considerations.  They will treat installed 
aquatic/amphibian wildlife passages consistent with their intended purpose of connecting 
functional aquatic /amphibian wildlife movement corridors, and will strive to maintain  the 
associated aquatic and amphibian  wildlife movement corridors. 

4. Informing the CDOT Environmental Programs Branch, Transportation Regions 
1 and 3 by letter of all requested land actions, special use permits, USFS plan 
amendments, or other pertinent actions that could affect an identified aquatic or 
amphibian habitat linkage and/or could potentially conflict with a planned 
aquatic/amphibian wildlife passage area. 

5. Seeking to acquire lands along the I-70 Corridor through donation, exchange, or 
legislation to maintain or improve aquatic, riparian, and amphibian habitat connectivity 
adjacent to the I-70 Corridor, as opportunities arise and in compliance with the Forest 
Service land adjustment policy. 

 
Cooperation by USFWS shall include: 
 

1. Providing fish passage and aquatic wildlife expertise. 
2. Considering SWEEP recommendations during Tier 2 review and ESA Section 7 

consultation. 
 
Cooperation by CDOW shall include: 
 

1. Providing in-kind support through cooperation and consultation with other Parties, 
jurisdictions, and landowners to facilitate a Corridor-long perspective and understanding 
of aquatic wildlife needs and conservation measures. 

2. Providing aquatic wildlife data and management expertise. 
3. Assist with monitoring the effectiveness of aquatic wildlife mitigation. 
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Cooperation by Clear Creek County shall include: 
 

1. Support the concepts and activities identified in this MOU. 
2. Through adoption and implementation of Best Management Practices, protect water 

quality and riparian areas. 
3. Through partnerships, act to enhance stream and wetland ecology. 
4. Through our budgetary process, strive to continue to support the acquisition of data 

relating to Clear Creek. 
5. Through outreach efforts, raise public awareness of and support for actions that protect 

and enhance stream and wetland health. 
 
Cooperation by Upper Clear Creek Watershed Association (UCCWA) shall include: 
 

1. Supporting the concepts identified in this MOU and working to actively implement this 
MOU as authorized under applicable laws, regulations, and policies. 

2. Providing Clear Creek water quality expertise, data, and support to the SWEEP 
Committee for planning and project review that will mitigate impacts on, or provide 
betterments for, Clear Creek water quality across the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

3. Identifying programs or actions that could result in the long-term protection, restoration, 
or enhancement of water quality in Clear Creek along I-70 Mountain Corridor.   
Implementation of SWEEP Committee recommendations would be subject to the 
respective Parties’ planning, NEPA, and decision-making requirements.  

4. Working with the SWEEP Committee, local governments, and other stakeholders as 
appropriate to:  

a. pursue potential partnerships and funding mechanisms; and 
b. identify and promote opportunities and resources to improve water quality in 

Clear Creek along the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 
5. Be a signing party to the Memorandum of Understanding along with other signing 

parties. 
6. Solicit volunteer and donated efforts among its members and affiliates for providing data, 

in-kind labor, or other volunteer or donated efforts. 
7. Act as a conduit for information sharing and communication between CDOT, the I-70 

PEIS, and UCCWA members 
 
Cooperation by Clear Creek Watershed Foundation (CCWF) shall include: 
 

1. Promoting and managing Good Samaritan projects that advance watershed 
sustainability. 

2. Bringing potential funding for projects that enhance watershed sustainability through 
grants and other resources.  

3. Sharing data and expertise concerning water quality for the Clear Creek Watershed.  
CCWF is the repository for continuous data and analysis dating from 1994 to the 
present. 

4. Aiding in public outreach and education through our existing outlets; including our 
website (www.clearcreekwater.org) and the Clear Creek Watershed Exhibit, housed in 
the Idaho Springs Heritage Museum & Visitor Center.  

5. Be a signing party to this Memorandum of Understanding with other cooperating 
signatories.   
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Cooperation by Colorado Trout Unlimited (CTU) shall include: 
 

1. Supporting the concepts identified in this MOU and working to actively implement it as 
authorized under applicable laws, regulations, and policies. 

2. Identifying opportunities for enhancement of aquatic species in those river systems likely 
to be adversely affected by activities associated with the redevelopment of the I-70 
Mountain Corridor. 

3. Identifying programs or actions that could result in the long-term protection, restoration, 
or enhancement of aquatic species in riparian systems along I-70 Mountain Corridor.   
Implementation of SWEEP Committee recommendations would be subject to the 
respective Parties’ planning, NEPA, and decision-making requirements.  

4. Working with the SWEEP Committee, local governments, and other stakeholders as 
appropriate to:  

a. pursue potential partnerships and funding mechanisms; and 
b. identify and promote opportunities and resources to improve water quality in 

Clear Creek along the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 
5. Be a signing party to the Memorandum of Understanding along with other signing 

parties. 
6. Solicit volunteer and donated efforts among its members and affiliates for providing data, 

in-kind labor, or other volunteer or donated efforts. 
7. Act as a conduit for information sharing and communication between CDOT, the I-70 

PEIS, and other conservation organizations. 
 

It Is Mutually Understood and Agreed by and among the Parties that:  
 
1. Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).  Any information furnished to all federal and state 

agencies under this instrument is subject to the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552). 
 
2. Participation in Similar Activities.  This instrument in no way restricts the Parties from 

participating in similar activities with other public or private agencies, organizations, and 
individuals. 

 
3. Commencement/Expiration/Termination.  This MOU takes effect upon the signature of the 

Parties and shall remain in effect from the date of execution until all I-70 Mountain Corridor 
projects tiered to that Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement have been 
constructed and the mitigation/reclamation actions committed to in the PEIS have been 
completed.  All Parties will review this MOU every 5 years from original date of execution.  
This MOU may be amended if/as necessary by written request of any Party and upon written 
concurrence of all Parties. 

 
4. Responsibilities of Parties.  The Parties and their respective agencies and office will handle 

their own activities and utilize their own resources, including the expenditure of their own 
funds, in pursuing these objectives.  Each party will carry out its separate activities in a 
coordinated and mutually beneficial manner.   
 

5. Principal Contacts.  The principal contacts for this instrument are: 
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CDOT Administrative Contact  FHWA Administrative Contact 
Peter Kozinski Monica Pavlik 
Phone:  970-328-6385 Phone: 720-963-3012 
E-Mail: 
Peter.kozinski@dot.state.co.us 

E-Mail:  Monica.pavlik@fhwa.dot.gov 

 

USFWS Administrative Contact USFS Administrative Contact 
Alison Michael Carol Kruse 
Phone:  303-236-4758 Phone:  970-295-6663 
E-Mail:  Alison_michael@fws.gov E-Mail:  Ckruse@fs.fed.us 
 

BLM Administrative Contact CDOW Administrative Contact 
Tom Fresques Paul Winkle 
Phone: 970-947-2814 Phone:  
E-Mail: tom_fresques@co.blm.gov E-Mail:  Paul.winkle@state.co.us 

 

Clear Creek County Administrative 
Contact 

Clear Creek Watershed Foundation 
Administrative Contact 

Jo Ann Sorensen Ed Rapp 
Phone:  303-679-2409 Phone:  303-567-2699 
E-Mail:  jsorensen@co.clear-
creek.co.us 

E-Mail:  info@clearcreekwater.org 

 

UCCWA Administrative Contact Trout Unlimited Administrative 
Contact 

Fred Lyssy Gary Frey 
Phone:   Phone:  303-986-0106 
E-Mail:  flyssy@comcast.net E-Mail:  Gbfrey@msn.com 

 
 
6. Non-fund Obligating Document.  Nothing in this MOU shall obligate the Parties to obligate or 

transfer any funds.  Specific work projects or activities that involve the transfer of funds, 
services, or property among the various agencies and offices of the Parties will require 
execution of separate agreements and be contingent upon the availability of appropriated 
funds.  Such activities must be independently authorized by appropriate statutory authority.  
This MOU does not provide such authority.  Negotiation, execution, and administration of 
each such agreement must comply with all applicable statutes and regulations.  

       
7. Establishment of Responsibility.  This MOU is not intended to, and does not create, any 

right, benefit, or trust responsibility, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or equity, 
by a party against the United States, its agencies, its officers, or any person. 

 
8. Authorized Representatives.  By signature below, the Cooperating Party certifies that the 

individuals listed in this document as representatives of the Cooperating Party are 
authorized to act in their respective areas for matters related to this agreement. 
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The Parties hereto have executed this instrument. 
 
        
             

       
   
      DATE        DATE 
             
 
        
             

       
   
      DATE        DATE 
             
 
        
             

       
   
      DATE        DATE 
             
 
        
             

       
   
      DATE        DATE 
             
 
        
             

       
   
      DATE        DATE 
             
 
 
The authority and format of this 
instrument has been reviewed and 
approved for signature. 
 

      DATE 
 



Appendix A 

SWEEP Implementation Matrix 
 
The following matrix identifies the primary objective for each of the Issues of Concern identified in the SWEEP MOU and supports 
policy-level mitigation for aquatic resources as it applies to site specific projects.  The matrix outlines the inputs, considerations, and 
outcomes needed for each of the life cycle phases for improvements in the corridor.  As activities in the corridor move from corridor 
planning to project development to project design and so on, the outcomes from the previous phase become inputs for the 
subsequent phase.  This approach is consistent with the Life Cycle Phases and 6-Step Process in the CSS Guidance for the I-70 
Mountain Corridor. (For more information on the I-70 Mountain Corridor CSS Life Cycle Phases, see Appendix B) 
 
 
Water Quality Corridor Planning Project 

Development 
Project Design Project 

Construction 
Operations, 
Maintenance, 
Monitoring 

Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Sediment 
Management 
 
 
Objective: 
Reduce 
sediment 
loading in 
waterways 
from winter 
maintenance, 
erosion, and 
mine waste 
 
Applicable 
Laws: 
Clean Water 
Act Section 
303(d) 
 
 

Total Maximum Daily 
Loading (TMDLs) or 
other quantification of 
loading and 
characterization 
 
Current operations 
 
Existing conditions 
and anticipated broad 
impacts 
 
Inventory of 
potentially impacted 
streams 
 

Existing water quality 
monitoring programs 
 
Sediment Control 
Action Plans 
(SCAPs) 
 
Site specific 
assessments 
 

Anticipated project 
impacts 
 
Best management 
practices (BMPs) 
 
Recommended 
mitigations 
 
Existing water quality 
monitoring programs 
data 
 
Water Quality 
Management Plan 
 
SCAPs 

Storm Water 
Management Plan 
(SWMP) for the 
project 
 
Water quality 
monitoring during 
construction 

Water quality 
monitoring programs 
 
SCAPs 
 
BMPs 
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Water Quality Corridor Planning Project 
Development 

Project Design Project 
Construction 

Operations, 
Maintenance, 
Monitoring 

Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: 
What opportunities 
exist to minimize 
sediment loading? 
 
 
 
 

Does the existing 
SCAP provide 
strategies to avoid, 
minimize or mitigate 
impact to meet the 
objective? 
 
What are the costs 
and benefits of each 
strategy? 
 
What revisions are 
needed for the 
SCAP? 
 

What are the 
appropriate site 
specific sediment 
controls? 
 
What are the 
receiving waters in 
the project area? 
 
How might any 
remaining impacts 
that exceed 
standards in the 
project reach be 
mitigated? 

What practices can 
be implemented to 
minimize or avoid 
construction related 
impacts? 

Are conditions and 
sediment levels 
consistent over time? 
 
Do the current levels 
meet TMDLs 

Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: 

Sediment 
Management 
(continued) 

Develop SCAPs for 
the I-70 Mountain 
Corridor 
 
 

Revise or endorse 
SCAP 
 
Specific sediment 
management 
recommendations to 
meet the standards 
 
Identify site specific 
mitigation strategies 
 
Water Quality 
Management Plan 

Design sediment 
management 
strategies and 
structures 
 
Plan for maintaining 
operations into the 
future 
 
Water Quality 
Monitoring Plan 

Construct sediment 
management 
recommendations 
from the SCAP 
 
Implement Best 
Management 
Practices (BMPs) 
 
Maintenance and 
removal of 
temporary BMPs 

Maintenance of 
mitigation measures 
 
Remove remaining 
temporary 
construction BMPs 
 
Sediment basin 
maintenance 
 
Meet the objective 
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Water Quality Corridor Planning Project 

Development 
Project Design Project 

Construction 
Operations, 
Maintenance, 
Monitoring 

Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: 
303d listings 
 

303d List 
impairments by 
segment 
 
Gaining/losing 
segments 

Remediation 
strategies for specific 
segments 
 
Sampling Analysis 
Protocol (SAP) 
 

Design 
requirements 
 
Agency permit 

Listed stream 
segment inventory 
and remediation 
areas 

Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: 
What are the 
requirements for 
working in and/or 
near a listed 
segment? 

What are the 
baseline vs. event 
driven issues? 

What are project 
design options to 
lessen impacts to 
listed segments? 
 
What are mitigation 
design options to 
remediate impaired 
segments? 

How can 
construction 
activities minimize 
impacts and control 
specific species of 
pollutants? 

How can 
maintenance 
activities avoid 
impacts? 

Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: 

Clean Water 
Act, Section 
303(d) Listing 
of Stream 
Segments  
 
Objective: 
Reduce non-
point source 
loading 
impacting 
stream 
segments and 
reduce metals 
and nutrients 
loading to meet 
water quality 
standards 
 
Applicable 
Laws: 
Clean Water 
Act 
CERCLA 
RCRA 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recognition of 
impaired segments, 
isolated areas with 
increased 
concentration of 
pollutants, and 
associated 
requirements 

Remediation 
strategies for specific 
segments 
 
Sampling Analysis 
Protocol (SAP) 
 
Initiate site specific 
consultation with 
permitting agencies 
 

Non-point source 
mitigation design 
 
Agency permit 

Remediate 
impaired areas 
consistent with 
agency BMPs and 
stipulations in 
agency-granted 
permits 

Monitoring and 
adaptive 
management to meet 
objective 
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Water Quality Corridor Planning Project 

Development 
Project Design Project 

Construction 
Operations, 
Maintenance, 
Monitoring 

Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: 
CERCLA sites 
information 
-surface  
-subsurface 
-water  
 
Mill sites in ROW 
 
Previous efforts to 
remediate mine site 
 
Current agreements 
regarding mitigation 
and mitigation 
responsibilities 
 

Subsurface / 
Geotechnical 
analysis 
 
Site specific  
avoidance 
opportunities 
 

Identify specific 
locations 

Follow remediation 
designs  

Known locations of 
mine workings 

Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: 

Mine Workings 
in the I-70 
Right-of-Way 
 
 
Objective: 
Avoid 
intercepting 
underground 
mines and 
remediate 
contaminated 
mine water 
where possible 
 
Applicable 
Laws: 
CERCLA 
RCRA 
Clean Water 
Act 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

What are possible 
impacts? 
 
Are there potential 
effects to the water 
course? 
 

What design/controls 
are available? 

Identify specific 
remediation designs 
if appropriate 

Potential design 
issues or 
construction 
challenges 

How can activities 
avoid impacts? 
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Water Quality Corridor Planning Project 

Development 
Project Design Project 

Construction 
Operations, 
Maintenance, 
Monitoring 

Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Mine Workings 
in the I-70 
Right-of-Way 
(continued) 

Avoidance 
opportunities 
 
Liability relief for 
general 
improvements 
 

Water quality 
design/controls/ 
baselines 
 
Mitigation strategies 
 
Liability relief memo 
for specific project 

CERCLA site 
remediation support 
 
Plan for meeting 
stipulations in site 
specific liability relief 
memo 

Remediate 
impacted areas 
 
Plan 
implementation  

Monitor plan to 
determine success 
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Water Quality Corridor Planning Project 

Development 
Project Design Project 

Construction 
Operations, 
Maintenance, 
Monitoring 

Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: 
Surface and 
subsurface geology 
of ores 
 
Existing monitoring 
results, if any 
 

Site specific 
assessments 

Site specific geology 
and hydrology 
considerations 

Design 
specifications 

Known locations of 
mineralized rock 
formations 

Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: 
Plan avoidance of 
rock cuts through the 
ore body 
 
 

What alternatives 
minimize impacts? 

How can these 
formations be 
avoided? 

If encountered, how 
can site specific 
mitigation be 
utilized? 

Can impacts be 
avoided? 

Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: 

Highly 
Mineralized 
Rock 
Formations 
within the I-70 
Mountain 
Corridor 
 
 
Objective: 
Avoid cuts in 
rock walls that 
expose 
entrained 
heavy metals 
 
 
Applicable 
Laws: 
CERCLA 
 
 
 
 
 

Avoidance 
opportunities 

Avoidance or 
mitigation strategies 

Project mitigation 
design 

Redesign or make 
adjustments in the 
field 

Hydraulic and 
chemical 
management of 
contaminants 
 
Monitoring 
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Water Quality Corridor Planning Project 

Development 
Project Design Project 

Construction 
Operations, 
Maintenance, 
Monitoring 

Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: 
Identify existing 
locations/sites 

Verify location 
inventory 
 
Site specific 
assessments 

Verify location 
inventory 
 
Commitments from 
project development 
phase 

Verify location 
inventory 
 
Design 
specifications 

Location inventory 

Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: 
Can remobilization of 
mine waste be 
avoided? 

What alternatives 
minimize impacts? 

How can this material 
be avoided? 

If encountered, how 
can site specific 
mitigation be 
utilized? 

Avoid further impacts 

Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: 

Previous 
Construction 
Practices 
Using Mine 
Waste as 
Roadbed 
Material 
 
 
Objective: 
Avoid 
disturbing mine 
waste in 
mining areas 
or mine waste 
previously 
used as 
roadbed 
material 
 
 
Applicable 
Laws: 
CERCLA 
RCRA 

Avoidance 
opportunities 
 
Liability relief for 
general 
improvements 

Avoidance or 
mitigation strategies 
 
Liability relief memo 
for specific project 

Site specific design 
that avoids or 
minimizes impacts 
 
Plan for meeting 
stipulations in site 
specific liability relief 
memo 

Redesign or field 
adjustments 
 
Plan 
implementation  

Chemical 
management of 
contaminants 
 
Monitor plan to 
determine success 
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Natural 
Habitat 

Corridor Planning Project 
Development 

Project Design Project 
Construction 

Operations, 
Maintenance, 
Monitoring 

Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: 
GIS inventory of 
wetlands (NWI) 
 
Existing watershed 
information 
 
Stream morphology 
 
Species of special 
concerns inventory 
 

Wetland location 
inventory 
 
Site specific 
assessments 
 
Wetland Functional 
Assessments 
 
Current guidance and 
regulations 
 
Coordination with 
USACE and USEPA 

Wetland location 
inventory 
 
General avoidance 
and minimization 
measures 
 
Mitigation plan 
requirements 
 
Permit Special 
Conditions 
 
Monitoring Plan 
 

Wetland location 
inventory 
 
Specific impact 
minimization 
measures 

Wetland location 
inventory 
 
Current guidance and 
regulation 

Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: 

Wetlands 
Protection 
 

 

Objective: No 
net loss of 
wetland 
functions 

 

Applicable 
Laws: 
Clean Water 
Act Section 
404 
Executive 
Order 11990 Opportunities for 

corridor level 
mitigation strategies 
 
What are the policies 
regarding off-site 
remediation should 
remediation of 
existing wetlands be 
deemed infeasible? 

Do unique or highly 
functioning wetlands 
exist in project 
areas? 
 
Will project be 
subject to USACE 
Merger Agreement? 

What design 
strategies are being 
used to avoid all 
wetland areas? 

Can construction 
practices be 
improved to further 
avoid wetland 
impacts? 
 
Are wetlands and 
drainages adjacent 
to the project area 
being protected 
from direct and 
indirect impacts? 

Does CDOT 
Maintenance staff 
know who to contact 
in case of an 
accidental discharge 
to wetlands or 
drainages? 
 
How long following 
construction of 
mitigation sites 
and/or remediation of 
temporary impacts 
should monitoring 
continue? 
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Natural 
Habitat 

Corridor Planning Project 
Development 

Project Design Project 
Construction 

Operations, 
Maintenance, 
Monitoring 

Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Wetlands 
Protection 
(continued) 

Corridor-wide 
mitigation strategies 
 
Coordination with 
USACE and USEPA 

Site specific 
mitigation, preferably 
within the same 
watershed 
 
ROW acquisition 
 
Clean Water Act 
Permit or continued 
consultation 
 

Site specific 
protection measures  
 
Mitigation design / 
monitoring plan 
 
Clean Water Act 
permits, if necessary 

BMPs – 
Installation, 
maintenance during 
construction, and 
removal following 
construction  
 

Maintenance of 
permanent BMPs 
 
Monitoring reports 
 
Adaptive 
management 
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Natural 
Habitat 

Corridor Planning Project 
Development 

Project Design Project 
Construction 

Operations, 
Maintenance, 
Monitoring 

Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: 
Current guidance and 
regulations 

Species habitat 
inventory  
 
Existing recovery 
efforts 
 
Section 7 
consultation on 
special status 
species 
 
Coordination with 
CDOW and USFWS 

Species habitat 
inventory  
 
Species specific 
needs and 
compatible project 
designs 

Species habitat 
inventory  
 
Design 
specifications 

Species habitat 
inventory 

Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: 

Aquatic 
Species with 
Special Status 
Designation 
Under State 
and Federal 
Rule 
 
 
Objective: No 
further 
degradation to, 
and where 
possible 
improvement 
of, stream 
systems 
containing 
species of 
special 
designation 
 
Applicable 
Laws: 
Endangered 
Species Act 
CDOW Listing 
Colorado SB 
40 

Are any special 
status species 
present? 
 
Do species recovery 
teams have 
restoration plans 
within the project 
area? 
 
Are water depletions 
to the South Platte 
River or Colorado 
River basins a 
potential? 

Do opportunities exist 
for projects to 
enhance recovery 
efforts? 
 
Do fish barriers exist 
that should be 
removed or fish 
passages that should 
be designed? 
 
Should fish barriers 
be installed that will 
protect special status 
species? 

Will project designs 
minimize impacts to 
native fish during 
construction and 
operations? 
 
Are there innovative 
designs that will 
further the goals of 
the recovery efforts in 
the stream segments 
affected? 

Do storm water 
management plans 
show locations of 
temporary and 
permanent BMPs? 

Are maintenance 
strategies in place to 
reduce pollutants that 
enter streams known 
to have Special 
Designation status? 
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Natural 
Habitat 

Corridor Planning Project 
Development 

Project Design Project 
Construction 

Operations, 
Maintenance, 
Monitoring 

Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Aquatic 
Species with 
Special 
Designation 
Under Federal 
and State 
Rule 
(continued) 
 

Corridor-wide 
mitigation strategies 
 
Inventory of special 
status species 

Identify possible 
recovery efforts 
 
 

Project design 
incorporating 
recovery efforts 

Avoidance of 
special designation 
species impacts 

Impact minimization 
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Natural 
Habitat 

Corridor Planning Project 
Development 

Project Design Project 
Construction 

Operations, 
Maintenance, 
Monitoring 

Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: 
Current guidance and 
regulations 
 
Current stream 
designations by 
segment 

Recreational 
resource inventory 
within corridor  
 
Project area stream 
designations 
 
Adopted local plans 

Recreational 
resource inventory 
within corridor  
 
Site specific 
mitigation strategies 

Recreational 
resource inventory 
within corridor  
 
Design 
specifications 

Recreational 
resource inventory 
within corridor 

Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: 
Have corridor creeks, 
rivers, and lakes 
been inventoried by 
segment? 
 
What areas of viable 
habitat can be 
improved? 

Does the CDOW 
have special 
designation 
segments within the 
project area?  

Where can new and 
improved recreation 
opportunities be 
incorporated into 
project design? 
 
Where should 
recreation in certain 
stream segments be 
avoided to protect 
special status 
species? 

Is it necessary to 
limit construction 
during certain times 
of the year to avoid 
reproduction 
periods? 

Are maintenance 
strategies in place to 
reduce pollutants that 
enter streams known 
to have Special 
Designation status? 

Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: 

Aquatic 
Species as a 
Recreational 
Resource 
 
 
 
Objective: 
Protect and 
improve 
aquatic 
systems as 
significant 
recreational 
resources 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Corridor-wide 
mitigation strategies 

Site specific 
mitigation strategies 
 
Partnerships 
 
Enhancement 
opportunities  

Design for improved 
habitat and 
compatible low-
impact recreation 

Improved habitat 
for recreational 
resources and 
users 

Expanded habitat 
and Improved habitat 
value and function 
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Information Corridor Planning Project 

Development 
Project Design Project 

Construction 
Operations, 
Maintenance, 
Monitoring 

Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: Inputs: 
Habitat, flow data, 
water quality data, 
event data, and site 
specific data 

Project specific data Project specific data Project specific 
data 

Data inventory 

Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: Considerations: 

Information 
and Research 
Needs 
 
 
Objective: 
Identify and 
acquire 
information 
germane to 
watershed 
health 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Do we know the 
variety and quantity 
of aquatic species 
present in the stream 
being impacted? 
 
What are the historic 
aquatic values and 
functions of each 
stream reach? 
 
Is there evidence of 
stressed riparian 
vegetation in the 
project area? 
 
Is there a water 
quality baseline 
available for the 
stream likely to be 
affected? 

What are the 
environmental effects 
of winter sand/salt 
procedures on 
aquatic vegetation? 
 
Are there alternative 
processes that would 
better minimize 
sand/salt deposits in 
the vicinity of rivers 
and streams? 

Are additional data 
needed for design? 

Are additional data 
needed for 
construction? 

What monitoring 
protocols are in 
place? 
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Information Corridor Planning Project 

Development 
Project Design Project 

Construction 
Operations, 
Maintenance, 
Monitoring 

Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Information 
Needs 
(continued0 

Data inventory and 
needs analysis 

Data collection and 
use 

Data collection and 
use 

Data collection and 
use 

Monitoring strategies 
 
Data collection and 
use 
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