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 eastwest 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 50year 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.
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Appendix B.
Section 106 Summary and Evaluation of Relative Effects on
Historic Properties (updated 03-23-07)
B.1 Introduction

Reference:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Colorado
Draft PEIS
Department of Transportation (CDOT) circulated a Draft
Revised Reconnaissance Survey
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for the I-70
(available on the project website at
www.i70mtncorridor.com/
Mountain Corridor in December 2004. This Section 106 Summary
documents/recon_report_final.pdf).
and Evaluation of Relative Effects on Historic Properties supports the
The Revised Reconnaissance Survey
Draft PEIS, providing a review of Section 106 consultation activities
updates the Reconnaissance Survey
associated with the I-70 Mountain Corridor. This document brings
included in the Draft PEIS,
together in one place all of the sections of the Draft PEIS that address
Appendix N.
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
Reference:
for protecting National Historic Landmarks (NHL), the GeorgetownAdditional information is found in
Silver Plume NHL is identified in each discussion that follows.
the Draft PEIS Chapter 3, Section
Additional support information is available in the January 2005 Revised
3.15.1, Regulations, Coordination
and Approach.
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.
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Because specific effects on specific historic properties
Reference:
cannot be determined at this stage in the NEPA process, the
The Programmatic Agreement
outcome of Section 106 for Tier 1 is the Programmatic
(PA) is the main text of this
Agreement among the Federal Highway Administration, the
document.
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
Reference:
includes more than 1,400 known historic properties and
Additional information is found in
historic places that are potentially eligible for listing in the
Appendix N of the Draft PEIS and
NRHP. A significant portion of these properties is in Clear
is updated in the Revised
Creek County, and many are encompassed by the
Reconnaissance Survey.
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.

Reference:

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

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.
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The Draft PEIS included an analysis of a range of
Reference:
alternatives. As a result of this analysis, the alternatives were Draft PEIS –
grouped as to whether they are preferred or not preferred as
• Executive Summary
shown below. The Draft PEIS included an analysis of the
• Chapter 2, Description and
environmental impacts of these alternatives. This analysis
Comparison of Alternatives
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 Reference:
the “geographic area or areas within which an undertaking
• Draft PEIS, Chapter 3, Section
may directly or indirectly cause changes in the character or
3.15.2, Affected Environment
use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. The
• Revised Reconnaissance Survey
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).
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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
Reference:
Register-listed historic districts and additional areas that may NRHP criteria are summarized in
be potential historic districts. The Corridor also includes
–
numerous individual historic properties, listed and eligible
• Draft PEIS, Section 3.15
for listing in the NRHP, and some are listed on the Colorado
• Revised Reconnaissance Survey
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
Reference:
(August 2004) included a records and file search conducted
See Appendix N of the Draft PEIS
at the Colorado Office of Archaeology and Historic
for complete text of original
Preservation (OAHP), a windshield survey along I-70, and
survey.
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.

Reference:

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

Historic and Archaeological Resources
The file search of the OAHP records found 1,477 previously
Reference:
recorded historic properties within 3 miles on either side of
• Draft PEIS, Section 3.15.2.2
I-70 (October 2003). Three existing historic districts are
• Revised Reconnaissance Survey
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).
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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
Reference:
Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL represents one of the most
See Revised Reconnaissance
scenic and historic of all of Colorado’s mining districts. Gold Survey
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.

B-5

B.5 Analysis of Relative Effects on Historic Properties
As noted above, the purpose of the Tier 1 PEIS is to take a
Reference:
broad view of the transportation issues and to identify a
• The Draft PEIS used the terms
mode(s) of transportation and the general location of
potential damage or alteration,
potential noise effects, and
improvements; the design specifics are yet to be determined.
potential visual effects for historic
Therefore, it is not possible to evaluate specific effects on
properties in Section 3.15.3,
specific properties at this stage in the Section 106 process.
Environmental Consequences.
For this reason, the evaluation of effects at Tier 1 consists of
• Land use impacts were discussed in
an analysis of the relative direct (physical destruction or
Chapter 3, Section 3.10, Land Use.
damage) and indirect (noise, visual, land use changes, and
• Cumulative impacts were addressed
in Chapter 4.
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.
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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:

Reference:

For additional information on
these specific properties, see:
• Draft PEIS Section 3.15.3.1
• Revised Reconnaissance Survey

•

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.
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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.

Reference:

Draft PEIS –
• Section 3.15.3.2 and 3.15.3.3
• Section 3.10, Land Use

Noise Analysis – Audible Elements
Under Section 106, when audible elements are introduced,
Reference:
they are evaluated in regard to whether they diminish the
Draft PEIS Section 3.15.3.2
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.
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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
Reference:
the development of distinct Scenery Analysis Units (SAUs)
Draft PEIS Section 3.15.3.3
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
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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 LawsonDownieville-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
Reference:
be influenced by geographic land use constraints in the
Draft PEIS Chapter 3, Section
mountainous terrain of the Corridor. Additionally, Clear
3.10, Land Use
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.
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Reference:

Draft PEIS Chapter 4, Cumulative
Impacts

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 LawsonDownieville-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 GeorgetownSilver 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.

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.

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
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Reference:

Draft PEIS, Chapter 3,
Section 3.15.3.1 and Table 3.15-3

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
Reference:
characteristics of historic properties within the APE have
Draft PEIS Chapter 3,
been identified. Based on the noise analysis used for Tier 1
Section 3.15.3.2
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
Reference:
characteristics of historic properties have been identified
Draft PEIS Chapter 3,
within the APE. The AGS alternative, which would be a
Section 3.15.3.3
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 LawsonDownieville-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
Reference:
growth that would result in a change in the setting or
Draft PEIS Chapter 3, Section
character or use of historic properties in Clear Creek County
3.10, Land Use
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.

Reference:

Draft PEIS Chapter 4, Cumulative
Impacts

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.

Reference:

This information was found
throughout the Draft PEIS,
Chapter 3, Section 3.15.

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.
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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
Reference:
affect historic properties in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. As
The Programmatic Agreement
noted above, specific effects on historic properties cannot be
referenced is the main text of this
determined at this stage in the NEPA process. Therefore, the
document.
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.
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Table B-1. Summary of Relative Effects for I-70 Mountain Corridor

1

2

3

Transit Alternatives
4

5

6

Highway Alternatives
7

Minimal Action

Rail with IMC

AGS

Dual-Mode Bus in
Guideway

Diesel Bus in Guideway

6-Lane Highway 55 mph

6-Lane Highway 65 mph

8

Combination Highway/Transit Alternatives
10
11

9

Reversible/HOV/HOT
Lanes

6-Lane Highway with Dual6-Lane Highway with Rail
6-Lane Highway with AGS
Mode Bus in Guideway
and IMC

12
6-Lane Highway with
Diesel Bus in Guideway

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

8

10

13

14

13

14

12

14

12

14

12

14

12

14

12

15

12

15

12

15

12

15

12

15

Total Properties Affected through
Damage or Alteration
Potential Effect Due to Noise Impacts

1

Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

Potential Effect
(4 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

Lawson-Downieville-Dumont

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

Potential Effect
(4 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

Idaho Springs

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

No Effect (1-3 dBA)

Potential Effect
(1-7 dBA)

Potential Effect
(2-7 dBA)

Potential Effect
(3-7 dBA)

Potential Effect
(3-7 dBA)

Potential Effect
(3-7 dBA)

Potential Effect
(4-10 dBA)

Potential Effect
(4-10 dBA)

Potential Effect
(4-10 dBA)

Potential Effect
(4-10 dBA)

Potential Effect Due to Visual Intrusion

2

Potential Visual Intrusion to GeorgetownSilver Plume NHL

No Effect

Potential Effect Potential Effect Potential Effect Moderate Level Intrusion Highest Level Intrusion and Moderate Level Intrusion
Contrast
and Contrast
and Contrast

Potential Effect Moderate Level Intrusion
and Contrast

Potential Effect Moderate Level Intrusion
and Contrast

Potential Effect Moderate Level Intrusion
and Contrast

Potential Effect Moderate Level Intrusion
and Contrast

Potential Effect Potential Effect - Moderate
Potential Effect Potential Effect Level Intrusion and
Moderate Level Intrusion Highest Level Intrusion and
Moderate Level Intrusion
Contrast
Contrast
and Contrast
and Contrast

Potential Visual Intrusion to LawsonDownieville-Dumont

No Effect

Potential Effect Potential Effect Potential Effect Moderate Level Intrusion Highest Level Intrusion and Moderate Level Intrusion
Contrast
and Contrast
and Contrast

Potential Effect Moderate Level Intrusion
and Contrast

Potential Effect Moderate Level Intrusion
and Contrast

Potential Effect Moderate Level Intrusion
and Contrast

Potential Effect Moderate Level Intrusion
and Contrast

Potential Effect Potential Effect Potential Effect Moderate Level Intrusion Highest Level Intrusion and Moderate Level Intrusion
Contrast
and Contrast
and Contrast

Potential Effect Moderate Level Intrusion
and Contrast

Potential Effect Moderate Level
Intrusion and Contrast

Potential Effect Highest Level
Intrusion and Contrast

Potential Effect Highest Level
Intrusion and Contrast

Potential Effect Highest Level
Intrusion and Contrast

Potential Effect Highest Level
Intrusion and Contrast

Potential Effect Highest Level
Intrusion and Contrast

Potential Effect Highest Level
Intrusion and Contrast

Potential Effect Highest Level
Intrusion and Contrast

Potential Effect Highest Level
Intrusion and Contrast

Potential Effect Highest Level
Intrusion and Contrast

Potential Effect Highest Level
Intrusion and Contrast

Potential Effect Highest Level
Intrusion and Contrast

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

No Effect

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

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

No Effect

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

No Known Effect
at This Time

Georgetown-Silver Plume NHL

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Lawson-Downieville-Dumont

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential
Noise and Visual Effects

Potential Visual Intrusion to Idaho Springs
3

Potential Effects Due to Induced Growth

4

Potential Effects Due to Cumulative Impacts

Idaho Springs

1
Potential 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.

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.
3

Potential induced growth impacts on other historic properties have not been examined at Tier 1.

4

No cumulative impacts have been identified for historic properties outside Clear Creek County.

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.

Potential Effects due to Noise Impacts
Legend:

Potential Effects due to Highest Visual Intrusion

Potential Noise and Visual Effects due to Cumulative Impacts

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

C-2

Appendix D
Programmatic Agreement for Tribal Consultation for the
Mountain Corridor Project
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D-2

D-3

D-4

D-5

D-6

D-7

D-8

D-9

D-10

D-11

D-12

D-13

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 contextsensitive 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.

E-1

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
Initiate Section 106 consultation (with interested
tribes and parties)

Tier 2 NEPA Process

Tier 2 Context Sensitive Solution (CSS) Activities

Initiate NEPA study – Scoping
•
•

Formulate or refine purpose and
need
Develop public involvement plan

Early project consultations with stakeholder/consulting
parties

Tier 1 PA Stipulations
Stipulations I. A-H, II.B, IV.A,
and VI.A

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

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

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

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)

Mitigation

Encourage creative mitigation:
commitment to environmental stewardship
•
outside the box
•
better project and historic preservation outcomes
•
greater public benefit

Stipulations II.F and VI.A-C

Develop a project-specific supplement to the PA

Obtain consulting party views on:
•
preliminary alternatives
•
screening criteria

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

Develop alternatives concepts through collaboration
with stakeholder/consulting parties

Indirect and cumulative effects analysis

•

For project impacts:
•
avoid and/or minimize
•
reduce or eliminate
•
compensate
Include PA supplement in the NEPA
document
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Develop mitigation in coordination with agency and
community stakeholder/consulting party participation

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

Stipulation VI.B

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
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
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Stipulation VI.B

Appendix F.
CDOT Chief Engineer’s Policy Memo #26 on Context
Sensitive Solutions

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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