APPENDIX B
AGENCY COORDINATION

Chronologies of letters and minutes by federal and state agencies included in this appendix

Multiple Resource Agencies

January 19, 2004
February 26, 2004
May 2, 2006

April 10, 2007
July 27, 2007

Invitation letters to resource agency scoping meeting sent to 11 agencies
Attended by EPA, USFWS, SHPO, RTD, and DRCOG

Attended by USACE, USFWS, and CDOW

Field meeting with EPA, USACE, and CDOW

Response memo to comments from the April 10" field meeting

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

January 13, 2004
January 21, 2004
February 5, 2004
March 5, 2004
April 21, 2004
June 14, 2004
December 8, 2004
March 2, 2005
May 11, 2005
July 19, 2005
July 25, 2005
May 15, 2006
August 4, 2006
August 9, 2006

July 29, 2008

Scoping Meeting with FHWA and FTA

Letter of invitation from CDOT to scoping meeting for resource agencies
Letter from FHWA and FTA to USACE requesting them to be cooperating
agency

Letter from USACE accepting FHWA invitation to be cooperating agency
Meeting with FHWA, FTA, EPA, and CDOT

Meeting with FHWA, EPA, and CDOT

Meeting with FHWA and EPA to discuss purpose and need, alternative
screening process

Meeting with FHWA to discuss purpose and need, and evaluation criteria for
screening

Meeting with FHWA, USFWS, and EPA to concur on purpose and need
and discuss Level 2 screening

Transmittal letter from FHWA to USACE for Purpose and Need
Statement

Letter from USACE to FHWA concurring on Purpose and Need Statement
Meeting to update USACE on status of the 404 Merger Process

Letter from FHWA to USACE requesting concurrence on alternatives

for detailed evaluation

Letter from USACE to FHWA concurring on alternatives for detailed
Evaluation

Letter from USACE to CDOT concurring with Wetland Delineation Report,
Corps File No. 200480110

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

January 21, 2004
April 21, 2004

May 17, 2004
June 14, 2004

July 15, 2004
December 8, 2004

Invitation to scoping meeting for the Resource Agency Team

Meeting with FHWA, FTA, USACE, and CDOT (see minutes in the
USACE section)

Letter with 11 pages of scoping comments to FTA and FHWA
Meeting with FHWA, USACE, and CDOT (see minutes in the USACE
section)

Meeting at EPA to discuss scoping comments

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



May 11, 2005

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

Federal Railroad Administration (FRA)

January 21, 2004
March 1, 2004
March 10, 2004

April 5, 2004

Invitation to scoping meeting for the Resource Agency Team

Scoping Meeting at FRA

Letter from FHWA and FTA to FRA requesting them to be cooperating
agency

Letter from FRA agreeing to support the study as required

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

January 21, 2004
February 20, 2004

Invitation to scoping meeting for the Resource Agency Team
Letter from USFWS to CDOT with review comments on the Notice of
Intent

U.S.D.A. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)

October 27, 2004

October 29, 2004
November 1, 2004
September 4, 2007

October 9, 2007
October 2007
October 2007
October 2007

Letter sent to four District Offices of the NRCS requesting lists of any soils
that are Prime or Unique Farmland, and/or Farmlands of Statewide or
Local Importance

Letter from the NCRS Platte Valley District

Letter and list from the NCRS Greeley Field Office

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

Letter with rating form for Larimer County

Conversion Impact rating form for Boulder/Broomfield County
Conversion Impact rating form for Adams County

Conversion Impact rating form for Weld County

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)

April 20, 2004

May 12, 2004
July 20, 2004
August 2004
January 29, 2007
March 12, 2007
May 1, 2007

May 4, 2007
June 26, 2007
August 8, 2007
August 21, 2007
October 4, 2007
January 7, 2008
October 6, 2008

Letter from FTA/FHWA to 31 indian tribes, inviting them to be consulting
parties in Section 106 process

Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma agrees to be a consulting party

Letter from FTA/FHWA to four other tribes, inviting them

Sec.106 Tribal Consultat.Interest Response Forms received from 3 tribes
CDOT letter to SHPO for review of Area of Potential Effects (APE)

CDOT letter to SHPO clarifying APE boundary, requesting agreement on it
Letter from CDOT to 13 preservation organizations inviting them to be
consulting parties

Letter from Greeley Historic Preservation agreeing to be a consulting party
Letter to CDOT from Fort Lupton re: access to a park

Letter to CDOT from the City of Greeley re: determinations of not eligible
Letter to CDOT from the SHPO with questions on 12 resources

CDOT letter to SHPO with information in response to the August 21 letter
SHPO letter to CDOT concurring on eligibility of two neighborhoods

CDOT letter to SHPO regarding additional determinations of eligibility for five
properties



Colorado State Parks

December 1, 2006  Request for confirmation of parcels acquired with any Land and Water
Conservation Funds

January 22, 2007 Second letter of request

March 8, 2007 Request for concurrence that the build alternatives would not impact any
properties where LWCF monies were used

Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW)

January 21, 2004 Invitation to scoping meeting for the Resource Agency Team
May 2, 2006 Attended a meeting with FHWA, USACE and USFWS on any agency
concerns or new methodologies (see minutes in the USACE section)

Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment (CDPHE)

January 19, 2004 CDOT invitation letter to resource agency scoping meeting
February 20, 2007  Meeting with FHWA, NPS, EPA, and CDOT on air quality in
Rocky Mountain National Park

Colorado Department of Revenue

December 8, 2006  Letter to four Dept of Revenue personnel transmitting technical memo for
the new Port of Entry near Ft. Collins

Colorado Geological Service

January 21, 2004 Invitation to scoping meeting for the Resource Agency Team
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Distribution list is attached.

January 19, 2004

«Mmame» «Inames
wtitles

€aRENCY»

wclepty

«waddl»

wadd2»
acilyslatezipy

Re: North 1-23 Front Range EIS
Invitation to 2 Resource Agency Mecting

Dear Mr. «Iname»:

The Colorado Department of Transportation has issued the Notice to Proceed with the Norsh 1-23
Front Range Environmental Impact Statement (E1S) process in CDOT Region Four and the
Notice of Intent was published in the Federal Register on December 31, 2005, The goal of this
project is to prepare an EIS evaluating future transportation alternatives and improvements for
the £-23 corridor between Denver and Fort Collins.

Alternatives under consideration include:

1. Taking no action.

2. Improvements to the existing highway network, particularly I-235 but perhaps also US 85 and
US 287.

3. Transit options including bus and rail technologies.

4. Constructing a highway at a new location.

We would like to invite you or vour designated representative 1o participate in the scoping
mecting for the Resource Agency Team. This meeting will be:

Thursday, February 26, 2004
2:00 p.n, to 4:00 pam,
Loveland CDOT Office
2207 E. Highway 402
Loveland, CO R0537




wftiamer «lname» January 19, 2004
CRECICY Page 2

At this meeting we will provide a summary of our process and would request your input on any
particular issues you wish us to study or processes vou wish us to follow.

We look forward to working it a partnership with you to conduct this EIS and deiermine the best
transportation options for Northern Colorado.

Sincercly.

David M. Martinez
Project Manager
CDOT N. 1-25 Front Range EIS

ce:  Project File

I, Transpartation\071609,400vmanageicorriagencyiResource Agency_ilr.doc
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NORTH |-25 FRONT RANGE EIS
Rescurce Agency Contact List (11)
David Noe Alison Deans-Michael

Chief of Engineering Geology
Colorado Geological Survey
1313 Sherman Street, Room 715
Denver, CO 80203

Suzette Thieman

Transportation Planning Manager
North Front Range MPO Offices
235 Mathews Streef

Fort Colling, CO 80524

Aaron Linstrom

Terrestrial Biologist

Colorado Division of Wildlife
Denver Service Center and
Northeast Region Office
6060 Broadway

Denver, CO 80216

Howard Roitman

Acting Director of Environmental
Programs

Coloradoe Department of Public
Health and Environment
HMWMD-ADM-B2

4300 Cherry Creek Drive South
Denver, CO 80246-1530

Deborah Lebow

Environmental Protection Agency
NEPA—EcoSystem Protection
Mcait Stop 8EPR-EP

909 18th Street

Denver, CO 80202

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
755 Parfet, Suite 361
Lakewood, CO 80215

Tim Carey

U.5, Army Corps of Engineers
Tri-Lakes Project Office

@307 8. Platte Canyon Road
Littleton, CO 80128

Steve Fender

Principal Regional Inspector
Federal Railroad Administrafion
5565 Zang Street, Suite 263
Denver, CO 80228

Dan Corson

State Historic Preservation Office
1300 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

Scott Weeks

Regional Transporiation District
1600 Blake Street

Denver, CO 80202

George Scheuernsfuhi

Denver Regional Council of
Governments

4500 Cherry Creek Drive South, Suite 800
Denver CO 80246-1531
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NORTH |-25 FRONT RANGE EIS

MEETING MINUTES

Project: North I-25 Front Range EIS
Purpose: Resource Agency Scoping Meeting
Date Held: February 26, 2004

Location:  CDOT Region 4, Loveland Residency

Attendees: CDOT: Pete Graham, Bob Garcia, David Martinez, Beth Chase, Carol Parr
EPA: Robert Edgar, Deborah Lebow
SHPO: Amy Pallante
DRCOG: Jennifer Edwards
RTD: David Krutsinger
FTA: John Dow
FHU: Tom Anzia
FHWA: Jean Wallace
USFWS: Alison Michael
C&B: Kim Gambrill, Gina McAfee, Wendy Wallach

Copies: Attendees, Stan Elmquist, Holly Miller, Gail Keeley, Kirk Webb, Art Hirsch,
File #071609.400

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:

1. Following introductions, Gina described the five primary purposes for this meeting:

Describe the project and possible issues.

ldentify sources of information.

Ask resource agencies to determine significant or non-significant issues.

Ask agencies to identify any concerns to be evaluated in cumulative effects analysis.
Consider if the study area is appropriate.

Pao T

2. Gina then described the project purpose and some of the more important environmental
issues to be addressed in the EIS. At the conclusion of this presentation, the resource
agency representatives were asked if there were additional questions or concerns to be
discussed. These included:

a. Robert Edgars, EPA
Question: Who will sign the ROD? What will be screened out during Phase | of the
data collection?
Answer: Gina explained the two-tier data collection effort in greater detai.

b. Amy Pallante
Question: Will this be a programmatic EIS?
Answer: No.
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¢. Deborah Lebow, EPA
Question: Are there any corridor alignments being identified thus far?
Answer: Not really, although we anticipate looking at existing highway and raifroad
lines.

d. Bob Garcia: There is a study titted Weld County’s Parallel Corridors Study that looks at
alternative corridors to 1-25. The project team needs to be aware of this as we proceed.

e. Tom Anzia: We've gotten some input on regional travel patterns but not much on local
and community travel patterns. We are working to identify community traffic and travel
patterns.

f. Robert Edgar, EPA

Question: What's the time frame for the study?

Answer: The draft and final EISs will be completed in a little over three years. Travel
Demand modeling will have to blend DRCOG and NFRACOG models and a piece of
the Upper Front Range planning area, so this will take some time to complete the
model. In addition, the sheer size of the study area will require more time.

3. The agency representatives then identified specific issues and concerns to be addressed in
the EIS:

a.

RTD had the following comments:
+ Relative to the North Metro Study, we need to look at downstream effects on 1-25.

» FasTracks will probably go to the ballot this November. If it passes, an interregional
system will be more feasible.

DRCOG had the following comments:

* DRCOG has rail concerns. They are working on 2030 plan. Potentially, they would
include FasTracks in transit network, but rait north from Longmont to unknown
termini may be included in the transit network as well as rail north from SH 7 to
160th.

* Metrovision plan identifies 1-25 up to eight lanes up to SH 7.

* The Front Range Commuter Bus Study should be reflected in the North 1-25 Study.

* The DRCOG TAC has requested to review purpose and need. We would likely
present them with information in late spring. Jennifer Edwards will be participating
in our TAC.

USFWS

* Refer to their scoping letter.

* South Platte water depletion issue—this is an evolving program which is also a big
issue for EPA. We will need to work together to identify an approach for this issue.
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d. SHPO

Is the study area the area of potential effect? (No: This won't be determined until
Phase Il data collection.)

Would appreciate an early coordination meeting on the data collection methodology.
Phase I is usually general reconnaissance and Phase |l is where you define the
A.P.E. and do an intensive level survey.

Concerned about secondary effects of highway projects on historic downtown areas
of communities, if the widening would increase traffic. (Tom Anzia is also
concerned with all modes.) Look at secondary effects under 1086.

Also concerned about land use changes that will result, especially to rural and
undeveloped communities.

At what stage will Section 4(f) properties be identified? We will start looking at
potential 4(f) properties immediately but won't do eligibility determinations until
Phase Il data collection.

e. EPA offered the following comments:

Other ongoing studies include the North Front Range Step Up Study (an FHWA pilot
program looking at transportation and land use). These findings should be included
in our analysis.

Very happy we're looking at the Ozone Early Action Compact and using the Delphi
technique on induced growth.

EPA will comment on the Purpose and Need statement. On other projects, EPA is
looking to simplify those statements. Gina said we are trying to finalize this so the
sooner we can get input, the better.

EJ needs to be addressed in this study area. Project Team will develop several
possible approaches and coordinate with EPA on this. This methodology needs to
be consistent with US 36 Corridor and I-70 East Corridor EIS. North |-25 will include
specialized targeted outreach; we have already begun to identify potential areas for
outreach. Bob said we should look at EJ done for the US 287 EA.

South Platte water depletion is important to EPA right now. Please work with them
to address this.

What is the highway-widening project along |-25 that’s underway now and how does
this fit in with the North |-25 study?

Very glad there are multiple alternatives being considered.

Need to ensure the public is given an opportunity to comment on issues they can
understand. Must compare impacts to the existing conditions, particularly for air
quality. Need existing air quality modeled. Give each alternative equal
consideration.
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Ozone non-attainment is an issue so reasonable mitigation measures, including
measures outside the preview of CDOT, that could mitigate impacts (i.e., stage |
and stage Il vapor controls for petroleum vapor capture would dramatically reduce
NOC emissions) are important. The ROD can include recommendations for
mitigation measures outside their control. The public can make comment on this
and make suggestions to different entities regarding mitigation.

4. The agency representatives were then asked to provide input on cumulative issues.
Secondary and cumulative impacts to historic districts (identified earlier by SHPO). EPA is
concerned with:

Land Use Impacts.

Water quality and supply/depletion.

Habitat fragmentation for wildlife, associated impacts to wetland and riparian
communities.

Wetlands.

VMT (vehicle miles traveled) impacts on AQ.

5. Following this discussion of Cumulative Effects several additional comments and concerns
were raised:

EPA would like us to figure out impacts to water quality from additional impervious
surface using the Driscoll model (for cumulative impacts).

Also, EPA feels it would be good to calculate the infrastructure costs of growth.

The lack of transit ridership numbers could be addressed through a good survey of
potential riders (how much would you pay? How often would you use transit? Etc.).
Perhaps this survey could be tied to the travel demand modeling we're doing. Tom
feels that the model might be able to shed some light on “mode choice”. We need
to ensure that we have really defensible transit ridership projections.

DOW should be contacted for wildlife migration patterns in the area. Roland Wost|
at CDOT is working on mapping some of these areas. This effort is called the
“Connectivity Campaign” sponsored by CDOT and FHWA.

EPA: Any idea of total wetland acreage in the project area? This is unknown at this
time.

Alison Michaels said a portion of this project will fall under the “shortgrass prairie
programmatic” initiative.

6. At the conclusion of the meeting it was agreed that this larger group should meet again at
key points in the project development process, including when preliminary alternatives have
been identified and prior to the release of the Draft EIS. Meanwhile, this group will be kept
apprised of project progress through newsletters, E-mail updates, and meeting invites.

J:\_Transportation\071609.400\manage\mtgs\minutes\Resource Agency_022604mef.doc
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NORTH I-25

MEETING MINUTES mformation. cocperation. transportation.

Resource Agency Meeting
MEETING DATE: May 2, 2006
LOCATION: SW Weld County Services Complex

CDOT: Sharleen Bakeman, David Martinez, Steve Olson,
Carol Parr, Jeff Peterson, Rebecca Pierce,
Michelle Rabouin

FHWA: Jean Wallace, Mike Vanderhoof

ATTENDEES: USACE: Margaret Langworthy

USFWS: Alison Michael

CDOW:  Eric QOdell

FHU: Gregg Mugele

C&B: Gina McAfee, Wendy Wallach

. Carter=Burgess

PREPARER: Wendy Wallach

Attendees, Dave Beckhouse, Dave Shelley, Lee Cryer, Bob Garcia,
Stan Elmquist, Tom Anzia, Gayl Harrison, Steve Butler, Ron Beane,
Lindsey Larson, Kim Podobnik, Bob Quinlan, Jill Schlaefer,

C&B File #071609.400

COPIES:

MEETING SUMMARY

1. Introductions were made.

2. Gina stated the purpose for the meeting—to obtain new input regarding concerns, and new
methodologies. She reviewed the study area and the phased data collection approach.
She reviewed the Purpose and Need: safety, capability, mobility, and infrastructure.

3. Public and agency scoping was conducted and conceptual alternatives analysis has been
completed. There are two lead federal agencies: FTA and FHWA. Alternatives advanced
include additional general-purpose and managed lanes, commuter bus, BRT, commuter
rail, improved interchanges and stations. The commuter rail vehicle type has not been
selected. The No-Action Alternative includes: bridges, drainage structures, minor
improvements.

4. We are still evaluating sites for station locations. The team is exploring the possibility of
single tracking for portions of the commuter rail component. From Longmont east to SH 7
the rail would be in a new right-of-way.

~

Federal Highway Administration 8 Federal Transit Administration & Colorado Department of Transportation




NORTH 25 !
MEETING MINUTES informatian. cooperation. transportation.

Resource Agency Meeting
May 2, 2006
2of4

5. Commuter bus includes bus stations (parking and drop off). This alternative includes
feeder bus service which would be local system to feed bus or rail.

6. Mike Vanderhoof asked about right-of-way preservation shown on the study area map.
Gina answered that this is part of FasTracks; right-of-way is set aside for future transit use.

7. There are maintenance facilities associated with each alternative package; size will be
determined by operating plans.

8. Gina passed out the summary of public meetings held in January and February 2006.
Twelve meetings have been held with average attendance of 30 people.

Summary of public meetings:

Comments on interchange configuration

People felt 2030 was not far enough for evaluation.

How is fuel factored into this?

Travel time of each mode.

How was fransit selected (i.e., CR on western alignment versus CR on central
alignment). What technology ended up where?

o How will the study affect land use?

9. Since the town hall meeting, there have been a series of interchange reconstruction
meetings. There are also transit station working groups. We are also working closely with
local jurisdictions while siting stations.

10. Gina asked about South Piatte River water depletion methodology. Alison said
methodology is still undetermined, but she is anticipating it will be complete in late summer.
First, determine whether or not we are using water from the South Platte River—for
compaction or dust suppression. Compare historical water use versus new depletion; there
may be some actions grandfathered in.

11. Environmental Justice (EJ): Gina reviewed what next steps are related to EJ. Small group
outreach will occur soon. She noted areas where there may be special outreach conducted
to Hmong populations. Sharleen said to work with Jonathan at CDR who did this for US 36.
We are working to map concentrations of potential EJ areas and then select meeting
locations, meet and document concerns. We will meet with the Steering Committee after
we solicit input, but will invite Michelle Rabouin to a project team meeting in the interim.

12. Water Quality: Will not be using DRISCOLL model. Art has met with EPA and devised his
own modetl. Copies of this methodology were available at the meeting.

13. Induced Growth: Concern from public, TAC and RCC. We are planning a methodology
similar fo other projects—Delphi Plus. Land use could be changed as a result of these

Federal Highway Administration B Federal Transit Adminisiration B8 Colorado Department of Transporiation




NORTH 125 -

MEETING MINUTES information. cooperation. transportation.

Resource Agency Meeting
May 2, 2006
3of4

14,

15.

16.

17.

alternatives. We will look at what environmental resources could be impacted by changes
in land use. We have asked local agencies in station working groups about what kind of
changes in land use could be associated with the North I-25 proposed improvements,
These will be documented as part of the Delphi Plus methodology.

Sharleen stated we may have to revisit this issue; they are (CDOT) having a meeting with
EPA on these kinds of issues. Sharleen said we don't need to wait for this meeting. It is
more about defining roies and responsibilities. We may want to address this at a future
meeting.

Mike Vanderhoof asked if we are still working with local communities about growth. Gina
said local agencies will play a role on the panel and provide additional input.

Air Quality: This area is part of the early action compact for ozone. There are also several
maintenance areas and nitrogen deposition at RMNP. We will use the new MSAT guidance
on this project because we are adding capacity.

Mike Vanderhoof asked how to deal with NO,. Gina said we will likely do total burden
analysis similar to MSAT. Mike said it is an “upslope phenomena coming out of the Front
Range.” We may need to revisit air quality methodology with agencies.

Wetlands: We are in the process of doing delineations. We will come up with impacts and
avoidance and minimization and then work with the Corps, EPA, and USFWS. We have a
merger meeting with the Corps on May 15. Also, Gina mentioned looking at avoiding
resources at the 392 interchange.

Wildlife: DOW said the big issue is more of a fishery issue: aquatic species impacis.
Contact Eric Odell to schedule a meeting with the three project biologists. We should sit
down with them to review conceptual design.

Mike asked about SREP incorporating the “linking landscapes” study. We should review
the SREP report to determine if there are corridors in our project area—make sure we
incorporate considerations.

STEP UP, NFRMPO: Make sure we work in STEP UP information. Alison said we should
evaluate our alternatives to determine effect to growth as it related to areas specified in the
STEP UP plan. Gina said we will identify areas that could be subject to development
impacts and we could flag these areas for CDOW, NFRMPO, and locals. We will plan a
subsequent meeting to discuss those possible impacts.

Mike Vanderhoof said it would be interesting to see if we target some corridors designated

for protection by SREP. Are we looking at this as the cornerstone of our mitigation? Gina
said since we do not yet know our impacts, we do not yet know mitigation. There are

e
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places where we may choose to concentrate mitigation. Mike would like to start having this
conversation soon—the earlier the better.

18. Gina asked if there were other issues.

o DOW-—more general issues, MBTA, raptor, nesting area. We want to be aware of
these issues. They are documented in the previous scoping letter provided by USFWS.

19. Mike asked about the status of the schedule: We are in the process of surveying wetlands
and cultural resources. Impacts won’t be known until later this year or early next year.

20. Gina talked about potential impact areas: noise and vibration, EJ, wetlands, cultural
resources, and Section 4(f).

21. Michelle asked about the summary of town hall meetings. She would like to review the
answers to questions. The team is working on categorizing and summarizing them.
General summary will be posted on the Web site and distributed to this group.

22. Sharleen said there is robust conversation within TAC and RCC. She said we get regular
feedback and this is quite an involved process so these packages have come down through
that. Dave Martinez talked about the interactive workshop held with TAC/RCC to make
sure we covered everything. He thinks we really captured everyone’s desire in these two
packages.

23. Gina said the biggest challenge is disconnect between what people want (transit) and what
we can easily provide, because there are no funding mechanisms for transit and ridership
forecast is just not there. Census data showed that it is a very dispersed population and
employment is very dispersed.

ACTION ITEMS:

U Follow-up with USFWS in early fall to obtain South Platte River water depletion issues.
(Quinlan)

Invite Michelle Rabouin to project progress meeting this summer after we start concentrated
EJ outreach. (Wallach)

Coordinate with Sharleen on induced growth after CDOT meets with EPA. (McAfee)
Revisit air quality methodology with agencies. (Schlaefer)

Contact Jonathan at CDR about Longmont EJ outreach. (Wallach)

Schedule a meeting with the Division of Wildlife to review station locations. (Butler, ERO)
Distribute Public Meetings Q&A Summary to the group. (Larson)

Oooooo o

I:\_Transportatiom071609.400\manage\mtgs\mintutesiresourceAgency_0502061gj.doc
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Section 404 Resource Agencies Field Meeting
Tuesday, April 10, 2007; 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.
Meet at Park-n-Ride at the southeast quadrant of

US 119 and I-25 Interchange for tour in a van.

PURPOSE OF MEETING
1. Review Waters of the U.S ; including wetland delineation, types and functions.
2. Review design alteratives, avoidance and minimization, and potential im pacts.
3. Receive comments from COE / EPA/ USFWS / CDOW.

AGENDA
9:00 AM Van tour begins

» Meeting location—US 119 and I-25 Interchange Park-n-Ride
» Wetland site for review—St. Vrain River crossing of SH 119
» Topic—Impact to roadside wetlands along SH 119 by commuter rail track.

10:00 AM

» Meeting location— |-25 Frontage Road and St. V rain River Crossing

P Wetland site for review—3St. Vrain River

» Topic—Impact to St Vrain River by 1-25 highway improvements. Is there
potential for wetland mitigation at St. Vrain State Park?

10:30 AM

» Meeting location— I-25 Frontage Road and Big T hompson River Crossing

» Wetland site for review— Big Thompson River

» Topic— Impact to Big Thompson River by [-25 highway improvements. Is
there potential for wetland m itigation at Big Thompson State Wildlife Area?

11:30 AM
» Meeting location—I-25 rest area, (southbound I-25, north of Poudre River
Crossing
» Wetland site for review—Poudre River

Topic— Impact to Poudre River by I- 25 highway improvements. Is there
potential for wetland mitigation at Arapaho Bend Natural Area or rest area?

12:00 PM
» Meeting ends, return to parking area.

Invitees:

Margaret Langworthy, COE Kendra Gabbert, FHU Banielle Smith, C&B
Alison Michael, USFWS Tom Anzia, FHU Gina McAfee, C&B
Sarah Fowler, EPA Jeanne Sharps, FHU Bill Knapp, C&B
Chad Morgan, CDOW Carol Parr, CDOT Wendy Wallach, C&B
Larry Rogstad, CDOW Jim Eussen, CDOT Diane Yates, C&B
Ron Beane, ERO Rebecca Pierce, CDOT

Dave Beckhouse, FTA Long Nguyen , CDOT

1 0f1
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Section 404 Resource Agencies Field Meeting

MEETING DATE: April 10, 2007
LOCATION: Wetland locations along North i-25 Interchange
ATTENDEES: C&B: Bill Knapp, Wendy Wallach, Gina McAfee, Diane Yates

ERO: Steve Butler, Ron Beane

EPA: Sarah Fowler

COE: Margaret Langworthy

FHU: Kendra Gabbert, Jeanne S harps, Tom Anzia
CDOT: Jim Eussen, Carol Parr

CDOW: Chad Morgan, Larry Rogstad, Mark Leslie

PREPARERS: Diane Yates, Wendy Wallach
ATTACHMENTS: Meeting handout (9 sheets)
COPIES: Attendees, Bob Garcia, Steve QOlson, Rebecca Pierce, Dave Martinez,

l.ong Nguyen, Alison Michaels, Dave Beckhouse, Danielle Smith,
Gayl Harrison, C&B File #071609.400

MEETING SUMMARY

Purpose of Field Meeting
= To review wetland delineation at I-25 and major river crossings
= To review current designs for the two build alternatives (Package A & B),
avoidance and minimization measures, and potential impacts.
= To receive comments from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE),
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and Colorado Division of Wildlife
(CDOW). U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service representatives were unable to attend.

Field Meeting Agenda _

Meeting participants met at the 1-25 / US 119 park-n-ride to board a large van for the
project tour. All agency representatives (CDOT, COE, EPA and CDOW) were able to
ride in the van with most of the natural resource specialists, highway engineers and
environmental planners from the North [-25 team, allowing project discussions while
traveling between each tour stop.

Federal Highway Administration & Federal Transit Administration ® Colorado Department of Transportation
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A handout was distributed, containing a summary of the project's wetland resources and
mapping methods, descriptions of the DEIS design alternatives, estimated impacts, and
design strategies used to avoid impacts. Large plots of the design plans for each tour
site were shown to the group to describe the proposed highway or rail improvement.

Diane Yates (DEIS team) began the tour by explaining that the four stops were selected
for their water quality and wetland perspectives, and to view the major river crossings
effected by the |-25 and commuter rail alternatives currently under evaluation by the
DEIS: No Action, Package A and Package B. The four stops were also selected
because they represent the areas of greatest potential impact.

COE asked about the estimated wetland impact areas for the project. Diane Yates
replied that the existing wetland area for Package A is 633 acres with 32 acres of
wetland impact. Package B has 233 acres of existing wetlands with 21 acres of wetland
impact. Most impacts to important wetlands are at river crossings. The COE's reaction
to the large area of impact by both packages is that we should work harder to try to
minimize these. Methods to avoid wetland impact should be explored further.

STOP #1: COMMUTER RAIL ALONG SH 119 at ST VRAIN RIVER CROSSING
Proposed Improvements: Commuter rail tracks would be built south and parallel to SH
119, crossing the St. Vrain River bridge. CDOT will be replacing the eastbound bridge
within the next year.

Wetland and other site conditions: Scrub shrub wetlands and riparian areas are located
on both banks of the river.

Methods to Avoid and Minimize Wefland Impacts: Rail tracks designed for the south
side of SH 119 will avoid the larger wetlands and 4(f) properties on the north side of SH
119. Wetlands associated with the St. Vrain Creek corridor are located throughout the
area; much design effort was made to locate the rail corridor where it would have the
least impact to wetlands.

Agency Comments and Mitigation Options:

= Arecreation trail is planned along the St. Vrain River.

= A pedestrian crossing is proposed for SH 119.

* Ron Beane said the entire riparian area along the St. Vrain Creek is a winter
roosting area for bald eagle, on both sides of 119. There is a communal
roosting area located south of 119 on Boulder Creek. If the rail alignment is on
the south side of 119, it would be closer to this communal roosting area, but still
more than 2 mile away.
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= There is a bald eagle mitigation area at the Boulder Estates gravel pit mining
reclamation area, near Boulder Creek. The gravel mine is putting up two posts
at this site to mitigate for the impacted trees that are used for perching.

* There is also an active nest site near the confluence of Boulder Creek and
Idaho Ditch a little more than 1 mile south of the 119 bridge.

» The city of Longmont Parks and Recreation also has a mitigation area nearby.

» The St. Vrain serves as a wildlife crossing of SH 119. The agencies asked if
new bridges for SH 119 and commuter rail can incorporate a wildlife crossing.
COE asked if this was a significant wildlife migration location, because the
wildlife crossing could count as mitigation for the North [-25 project by improving
the value of wildlife habitat for the existing wetlands and river corridor. COE
referenced SH 285 as an example of a wildlife crossing.

» CDOT answered that only the eastbound bridge will be replaced, and CDOT will
try to incorporate a wildlife crossing in the highway project. Team engineers said
the crossing would be under the SH 119 bridge spans and would require
widening and raising the spans to allow deer to cross. CDOW said 10-feet
would provide sufficient height of the crossing. Engineers said it's possible for 7
to 8-foot height to be made without changing the superstructure, using soil nail
walls and providing bank stabilization. Carol Parr to send updated animal-
vehicle collision data to Ron Beane.

STOP #2: 1-25 CROSSING at ST VRAIN RIVER

Proposed Improvements: Package B proposes widening |-25 toward the center median.
Package A does not include improvements along this section of I-25. No change to the
Frontage Road or bridge. During summer 2007, the |-25 bridges will be reconstructed.

Wetland and other site conditions: Scrub shrub wetlands and riparian vegetation line the
banks of the St. Vrain River.

Agency Comments, Methods to Avoid and Minimize Wetland Impacts, and Mitigation
Options:
= COE asked about fill impacts. There will be no impacts from fill, everything is on
structure or impacts will be temporary.
* COE asked about the difference between Package A and B. At this location,
Package A assumes the capacity will be okay with the current widening project;
no improvements are proposed for [-25 between SH 52 and SH 66. Package B
will add 1 tolled express lane in each direction.
»  We talked about the current Region 4 project and wetland impacts associated
with this. Region 4 will be requesting a nationwide Sec 404 permit for this
project. Terry McKee determined jurisdictional wetlands to be less than 1/10 of
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an acre. This project has complete independent utility from the North [-25 EIS
project. R4 Environmental personnel met with CDOW personnel approximately
one year ago to discuss the drop structure east of the frontage road bridge.
Division personnel were concerned about the structure being a barrier to fish
passage. Any changes to the drop structure WILL NOT be included in the
current construction on 125, but will be part of the DEIS design. COE said this
change is an enhancement, increasing aquatic habitat function; so take credit
for this improvement.

» Diane Yates asked if there are opportunities to provide mitigation at St. Vrain
State Park. Agency representatives said there are opportunities at the State
Park but there are problems because the wetlands are isolated. The COE would
be reluctant to accept mitigation if the wetland mitigation is not in-kind or under
the jurisdiction of the State Park. If the wetlands mitigation is connected or
adjacent to impacted wetlands, they may be available for enhancement by
creating canopy layers.

»  CDOT waould like to create buffers to the State Park that also support St. Vrain
River.

» COE said ratios for preservation area 10:1. To provide more mitigation credit,
the project would need enhancement with native vegetation and other efforts to
improve the existing wetlands. Enhancement credit ratios are 4:1.

» COE asked if the bridge span will be made longer at this location because she
noticed the passage under the bridge is narrow. This project widens the
proposed reconsirucied bridges toward the median and does not increase the
existing span length.

» COE asked if deer are in the area. CDOT would lengthen the bridge span for
wildlife. Ron Beane said increasing the span would help but this area is not an
important wildlife area. At this point, a longer span would not reap benefits for
large game but would benefit small animals.

WATER QUALITY PONDS I-25 (not on tour, general project question)
Proposed Improvements: Water quality ponds are designed for low collection areas
along the 1-25 highway alignment. Some ponds are designed for the river floodplains.

Methods to Avoid and Minimize Wetland Impacts: Ponds would be located outside of
wetland boundaries.

Agency Comments:
Diane Yates asked if existing wetlands can receive water from water quality ponds.
COE and EPA said yes, as long as the water discharged to the wetland is pre-treated. A
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fore-bay must be integrated with the water quality pond and both should not be in the
park / 4(f) property.

1-25 CROSSING at LITTLE THOMPSON RIVER (not a stop on the tour, but
discussed from review of design plans)

Proposed Improvements: Highway would be moved to the west and widened. Frontage
Road would not change. Safety median is 80-feet wide. Interchange with SH 392 was
pulled in to avoid wetlands.

Wetland conditions: Scrub shrub wetlands line banks of the Little Thompson River.

Methods to Avoid and Minimize Wetland Impacts: Water quality ponds moved outside of
wetlands.

Agency Comments and Mitigation Options:
»  COE asked if anything can be done to enhance the buffer to Little Thompson

River wetlands

STOP #3: 1-25 CROSSING at BIG THOMPSON RIVER

Propased Improvements: For Package A and B, |-25 was widened east and west,
maintaining the rural median width of 80 feet. Proposed US 24 exit/entrance ramps
extend south of the Big Thompson River crossing, making the width of the highway
more than twice the existing I-25 width. The Frontage Road would be placed adjacent to
I-25 with a barrier separation in lieu of the normal 40-foot ditch section.

Wetland and other site conditions: Wetlands line the river bank; extend across the
floodplain and along I-25 roadside ditch. Big Thompson Ponds State Wildlife Area (BTP
SWA) is adjacent to river and |-25 to the west. This area is Preble’s meadow jumping
maouse habitat.

Methods to Avoid and Minimize Wetland Impacts: Jeanne Sharps said retaining walls
were added to the west and east sides of |-25, ramp alignment was modified, and river
crossing designed with bridges instead of culverts, to avoid wetland and 4(f) property

Agency Comments and Mitigation Options:
» CDOW does not want the highway to expand west into the State Wildlife Area
or west into the riparian area along the Big Thompson, adjacent to the roadway.
The cottonwood riparian area provides nice riparian habitat, COE agrees.
* Engineers said |-25 improvements follow design standards by maintaining the
rural design standards (80-foot center median) and widening to the outside.
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COE said the project design must document that the least environmentally
impact alternative was selected and impacts to wetlands were avoided and
minimized. EPA suggested considering a design exception to the rural design
standard to avoid impacts.

» COE likes the idea of mitigating at the reclaimed gravel mine sites near Big
Thompsaon if the CDOW is purchasing the reclaimed mine property.

= COE asked CDOW about mitigation options at Big Thompson Ponds State
Wildlife Area (BTP SWA). CDOW said a large gravel pit mine operation (Flying
W Gravel Pit) is planned for property next to the BTP SWA and west of |-25, to
be mined by Jake Kauffman and Sons, Inc. After mining is complete, the
property owners would like to reclaim this site and add it to the BTP SWA.
CDOW said this addition would add wildlife habitat value to the BTP SWA. The
gravel operation is planned for a 10-20 year operation. A permit has been
issued to State Mineral and Geology Department, but a Sec 404 permit has not
been requested, perhaps because there are no jurisdictional wetlands on site
and no federal nexus. CDOT said currently the North |-25 project does not have
funding and may not be complete for 20-30 years; therefore wetland mitigation
at the gravel pit may be feasible. COE would get involved if mitigation for North
I-25 impacts is considered at this site. This would provide a federal nexus for
COE to help monitor site activities.

*  We need to locate the WQ pond here so it is not right in the middle of Preble’s
habitat.

STOP #4: I-25 CROSSING at CACHE LE POUDRE RIVER

Proposed Improvements: Highway improvements shifted the alignment east of existing
highway centerline. The channel of Cache Le Poudre does not hold a 10-year fiood
flow. If the project improves the 1-25 bridges for more flood flow capacity, land uses
along the river downstream of the bridge would be at risk of flooding. This highway
improvement meets the rural design criteria.

Wetland and other site conditions: Wetlands line the riverbanks and extend along the
floodplain on east side of I-25. City of Fort Collins owns property immediately west of I-
25, its potential 4(f) property. Abandoned CDOT rest areas are north of the river
crossing.

Agency Comments and Mitigation Options:
= CDOW suggested these potential wetland mitigation sites:
o Landowner near Timnath
o Larimer County open space
o North of SH 392 in BIuff area
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o Arapahoe Bend Naturai Area
» COE suggested wetland restoration in Ft. Collins 4(f) recreation property
southwest of Poudre River / I-25 crossing.

ACTION ITEMS
» FHU to explore and document design variations at the St. Vrain and the Big
Thompson rivers with the intent to minimize impacts to wetlands and Preble’s
meadow jumping mouse habitat. (Riparian habitat). This information will be
included in the DEIS.
= Carol Parr to send updated animal-vehicle collision data to Ron Beane.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Margaret Langworthy, COE; S arah Fowler, EPA; Jim Eussen, CDOT;
Carol Parr, CDOT; Larry Rogstad, CDOW; Chad Morgan, CDOW;
Mark Leslie, CDOW; Tom Anzia, FHU; Kendra Gabbert, FHU; Jeanne Sharps, FHU;
Steve Butler, ERQO; Ron Beane, ERO

ce: File

Fron. Jeanne Sharps, P.E., Tom Anzia, P.E., Wendy Wallach, & Carol Parr

Date: July 27, 2007

Subject: Responses to Comments Raised During the April 10, 2007 Section 404 Resource

Agencies Field Meeting Regarding Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation of Wetland
Areas Potentially Impacted by the North |-25 project

Introduction

This memorandum is in response to concerns raised by the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers
(USACE), Colorado Department of Wildlife (CDOW) and the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) regarding avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of wetland areas potentially impacted
by the North I-25 project. These concerns were raised during the April 10, 2007 Section 404
resource agencies field meeting (see minutes attached).

The agencies expressed three primary areas of concern on the field trip, where mi nimization
and mitigation was of special interest to them. These are discussed below:

Cache la Poudre River. Wetlands line the riverbank and extend along the floodplain o n the
east side of I-25. The agencies asked that consideration be given to m inimize impacts to the
adjacent river banks associated with the widening of the bridge. T he agencies asked that the
design team explore a design exception at this location in order to narrow the median and
lessen the impacits.

Big Thompson River. This wetland area provides an important riparian area with mature
cottonwood frees for wil dlife habitat. The adjacent Big Thompson Ponds State Wildlife Area is
located west of I-25. These areas are considered Preble's meadow jumping mouse habitat. The
agencies asked that every effort be taken to mi nimize impacts to the adjacent river banks
associated with the widening of the bridge. The agencies asked that the design team explore a
design exception at this location in order to narrow the median and lessen the im pacts.

St Vrain River. Wetlands are abundant adjacent to SH 119. The agencies asked if CDOT
could increase the vertical clearance at the two bridges (eastbound and westbound) to provide
greater height for larger mammals to use as a crossing.

Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of Transportation
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The following is a summary of the wetland i mpact minimization measures already incorporated
in the existing DEIS design at these areas:

Big Thompson River

Retaining walls were placed on the e ast and west edges of roadway to contain the highway
fill and minimize impacts to the wetlands. Walls extend 100 feet north and south of the
wetland areas on both sides of |-25.

The design standard 40-foot wide ditch between [-25 and the east fronta ge road was
eliminated near the river crossing to mi nimize impacts to the wetlands. A barrier separation
between the roadways was utilized in lieu of the ditch.

Water quality ponds were placed out side the limits of the wetland areas near the river.

Cache la Poudre River

Retaining walls were placed on the east edge of r cadway to contain the highway fill and
minimize impacts to the wetlands. Walls extend 100 feet north and south of the wetl and
areas.

Water quality pands were placed out side the limits of the wetland areas near the river.

8t. Vrain River

The commuter rail tracks are proposed to run along the south side of SH 119 to avoid
impacts to larger wetlands on the north side.

In addition to these aforementioned minimization measures, at the reque st of the agencies the
team explored additional opportunities for minimization and mitigation.

Additional Minimization of Wetland Impacts—Median Alternative

Standard rural design allows an 80-foot median for freeways, with a cable median guardrail. A
design exception coutd be made to eliminate the 80-foot median half a mile north and south of
the river crossings, and replacing the tensioned cable barrier with a concrete guardrail in the
closed median areas.

For the Big Thompson River, the reduction in median width would m inimize wetiand impact by
approximately 1.35 acres. Original impacts under Package A were estimated at 6.17 acres and
under Package B were estimated at 4.76 acres. There would be m inimal changes to
construction and right-of-way costs.

The proposed design alternative at the Big Thompson River introduces a horizontal shift in the
roadway alignment, which may be a concern in terms of driver expectancy. West of 1-25 the
edge of roadway will shift reducing impacts to the State Wildlife Area. Both the alternative
design and the original design implement guardrails that differ from mainline options, and both
cases include transitions in the design. Thus, there is no appreciable difference in safety
conditions for the two alternatives.

Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration » Colorado Department of Transportation
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For the Cache la Poudre River, the reduction in median width would minimize wetland impact by
about 0.5 acre. Original im pacts under Package A were estimated at 5.59 acres and under
Package B were estimated at 2.14 acres. T here would be minimal changes to construction
costs, and approximately 15,000 square feet less of right-of- way acquisition.

Mitigation for Wildlife—St. Vrain Crossing

For the SH 119 crossing at St. Vrain River, the COE reguested that on the west side of the
eastbound bridge CBOT should try to move or position the pier to allow for ad ditional elevation
for wildlife movement.

The eastbound bridge is currently under design for replacement by CDOT. The existing
elevation will be retained as the new eastbound bridge is designed. Additionaily, riprap will be
buried and covered with exi sting substrate to provide a natural surface for wildlife and
backwaters will be left in place per CDOW reque st.

Conclusion

With regard to the Big Thompson and Cache la Poudre crossings, the DEIS environmental
analysis will continue to refiect the impacts of the standard median in the original des ign, since
the median design is consistent with both build packages. The DEIS will include this possible
option to narrow the median as a mitigation measure to be explored in more detail during the
FEIS process. During FEIS design, consideration will be given to incorporating a closed median
section at river crossings into the preferred alternative design if other mitigation measures do
not adequately minimize impacts. During the design process, potential safety concerns will be
thoroughly addre ssed.

For the §t. Vrain crossing proposed within the N orth 1-25 DEIS, CDOT will commit to continued
collaboration with the CDOW and COE on other concerns in this geographic area. This could
include effects to backwaters by any future design changes and opportunities to minimize
impacts to wildlife when and if the local agency constructs a bike path under SH 119 at the St.
Vrain bridge.

J:\_Transportation\071609.400\manage\corr\Mem o\memo_wetland072707. doc
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Meeting Minutes

Project: North 1-25 Front Range EIS

Purpose: Scoping Meeting with the Corps of Engineers

Date Held: January 13, 2004

Location: FHWA

Attendees: FHWA, FTA, CDOT and consultants for numerous corridor projects

Copies: Carol Parr, Stan Elmquist, Dave Martinez, Bob Garcia, Tom Anzia, Bob Felsburg,
Gina McAfee, Wendy Wallach, Kim Gambrill, Jeanette Lostracco, Laura Backus,
Mary Powell, File #071609.300

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:

1. Tim Carey began the meeting. The Corps is the lead agency for two EISs for water and
they are cooperating agency for the Windy Gap Firming Project. They are running out of
staff and will not be able to come to individual corridor meeting. They have prepared a
scoping letter that can be used for all Colorado projects authorized by the Littleton office. It
is attached.

2. The Corps always has some type of federal action (404) associated with transportation
projects, so they have to prepare a NEPA document.

3. The Corps is required to comply with the ESA and NHPA.

4. We should provide the Corps with a copy of our purpose and need statement so they can
review it. Good examples are Guanella Pass, US 285 (first project), and |-25 South.

5. The Corps requires that an alternative be developed with no impact to Waters of the U.S.
(This alternative may be found not practicable.) This is for EAs and EISs.

6. The Corps needs to be involved in the screening of alternatives. We can provide a
description of alternatives, screening criteria and initial results in written form or in a
meeting.

On design/build contracts, the design and impacts are not nailed down, so the Corps does
not like them. On larger projects, the Corps likes to issue a permit for the corridor and then
issue a permit amendment as needed. Disadvantages of this could be:

e \Wetlands may have changed.
e A greater level of design may be needed during the EIS.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

The Corps could put a condition in the permit that before the last phase of the project, you
would reassess the wetland conditions. Or you proceed with what was authorized in the
permit regardiess of what has changed (unless it is the design—and you need to get a
permit amendment for that). The Corps will not do separate permits for each phase.

The level of design is up to CDOT to determine what level of risk they are willing to accept.
You will need to do enough to determine bridge piers, retaining walls. US 285 was a good
example.

The Corps looks at:

o Have you avoided as much as you can
¢ Have you minimized impacts

Only after these have been satisfied can you look at compensatory mitigation.

We must submit a complete mitigation plan for the requirements of RGL 02-2. It is okay to
have phased mitigation.

The Corps would like to see a 404 permit application at the time of the FEIS, as long as
they have been involved and EPA has been involved. The Corps would like to see the
merged process.

On [-70, a FTA person said that commuter rail on 1-70 would not be funded. If that is the
case, why was rail still a reasonable alternative?

The Corps will still do field reviews to verify delineations.

The Corps recommends a meeting with them and EPA (Deb and Glen Rodriguez) to
discuss purpose and need and alternatives. Before the meeting, the Corps would like to
see draft purpose and need and alternatives with screening criteria. Subsequent meetings
would be needed just prior to the time that alternatives are screened.

For wetland delineations, is it okay to just map wetlands and then do a delineation at the
time the preferred alternative is chosen? Tim Carey said it is okay to do the delineation
just prior to permit application. From Ron's perspective, you need to delineate wetlands
partway through the process. [-70 used color infrared photography with some ground
truthing, looking at vegetation and hydrology.

The Corps is moving away from mitigation on an acreage basis, but focusing on functional
replacement. The Corps is going to use the Summit County methodology used by the
Sacramento District. Tim has been working with Kris Meiring to refine this. By the end of
2004 the Corp will have a functional assessment methodology they will be using for
individual permits.

J:\_Transportatiom\071609.400ymanage\mtgs\minutes\Corps Scoping_011304j.doc




General Scoping Comments
for
Transportation Projects

Denver Regulatory Office
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

These scoping comments address critical issues that need to be addressed in the Section 404
permit evaluation process. While some of these issues may be addressed through scoping
comments provided by other Federal agencies, I've also included them, since we must ensure our
permit complies with the Endangered Species Act and National Historic Preservation Act.

L T&E species (not meant to be all inclusive, just the biggies):

Preble’s meadow jumping mouse:

A. Does a “suitable habitat determination” need to be done for Preble’s (project located
in an area where a suitable habitat determination is required)?

B. If your project is located in a suitable habitat area for Preble’s, has a trapping survey
been done and approved by the USFWS?

C. Is your project located in designated critical habitat for Preble’s?

Ute ladies’ tress orchid and Colorado butterfly plant: Is your project located in an area

where a plant survey is required? If so, has a survey been done and approved by the USFWS?

Bald Eagle: Are there any eagle nests or roost trees in the vicinity of the project?

IL. Historic Properties & Cultural Resources:

A. Are you aware of any cultural or historic resources on-site? Are there any features or
structures on the property that may be eligible for listing on the National Register (bridges, bams,
houses, railroad embankments, irrigation ditches, etc., that are older than 50 years)?

B. Is your project located in a National Historic Landmark District? Central City, Black
Hawk, Georgetown, Silver Plume, and Morrison, as well as other areas, are so designated,

. 404(b)(1) Guidelines (Guidelines):

Project Purpose and Need:

A. Under the Guidelines, the Corps must determiine “basic” and “overall” project
purposes. The “basic” project purpose is used to determine if the project is water dependant
(Non-water dependant projects are presumed to have less damaging, to the aquatic ecosystem,
alternatives). “Overall” project purpose is used to screen alternatives, with selection of the least
damaging, to the aquatic ecosystem, practicable alternative required (unless there are other
significant adverse environmental consequences).




B. Is your initial project purpose too narrowly or broadly defined? Broad definitions
require too many alternatives to be analyzed. Narrow definitions eliminate alternatives that could
truly meet your purpose and need.

C. Have you sufficiently demonstrated a public need for the project?
Alternatives:

A. If the discharge involves a special aquatic site (wetlands, mudflats, pool & riffle
complexes), are sufficient alternatives presented to clearly select the least damaging, to the
aquatic ecosystem, alternative that meets the “overal” project purpose?

B. Have you considered any off-site alternatives? If not, why? (For projects with large-
scale impacts, the Corps must consider off-site alternatives. Just because you now have a legal
interest in the land (e.g., right-of-way already purchased), or have an option to purchase one,
doesn’t mean that off-site alternatives can’t be considered.)

C. Prior to receiving a permit, you must provide an alternative analysis. The analysis
should provide at least 3 alternatives; no build; build; and build with total avoidance of impacts {o
waters of the U.S. The number of acceptable alternatives varies with the size of the project and
value of the aquatic resources to be impacted.

D. We must screen alternatives based on the following criteria;

We can only issue a permit for the practicable alternative that has the least adverse affect
on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as there are not other si gnificant adverse environmental
consequences. Practicable means capable of being done after taking into consideration
cost, existing technology and logistics in light of overall project purposes.

E. Since many transportation projects have an EA or EIS prepared under the auspices of
the Federal Highway Administration, is the preferred alternative presented in the EA or EIS the
least damaging 1o the aquatic ecosystem? Is the Purpose and Need correctly defined for our
purposes, so as not to eliminate alternatives that would meet our definition of overall project

purpose?

Avoidance, Minimization & Compensatory Mitigation:

A. The applicant must demonstrate, and we must verify, that you have avoided and
minimized impacts to aquatic resources to the maximum practical extent. This must occur prior
to any consideration of compensatory mitigation (compensatory mitigation is necessary to offset
unavoidable impacts, after minimizing these impacts).

B. Buffers can be both a form of minimization and compensatory mitigation.
Compensatory mitigation includes creation, restoration, enhancement and/or preservation used to
offset unavoidable impacts. Buffer areas created merely by moving development areas further
away from aquatic resources are considered 2 form of minimizing impacts. If a buffer area is
enhanced, through the planting of native vegetation, shrubs, trees, etc., this enhancement may be
counted as compensatory mitigation.




C. How will your proposed compensatory mitigation, as well as remaining aquatic
resources, be protected in the future? What’s the best method available for protection (deed
restriction, conservation easement, fee title transfer of land)?

D. You will be required to submit a complete mitigation plan (meeting the mitigation
plan requirements of the Mitigation Regulatory Guidance Letter [RGL 02-2]). We must receive
this before a permit can be issued. This is necessary to insure compliance with the RGL 02-2 and
the 404(b)(1) Guidelines. Why?

(RGL 02-2) “This guidance applies to all compensatory mitigation proposals associated
with permit applications (emphasis added) submitted for approval after this date
(December 24, 2002).” Compliance with the RGL must be determined prior to permit
issuance.

(1990 Corps/EPA Mitigation MOA) “If the mitigation plan necessary 1o ensure
compliance with the Guidelines is not reasonably implementable or enforceable, the
permit shall be denied.” We can’t make this determination without a mitigation plan.

IV. Special Aquatic Resources:

A. The U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service has classified fens as Resource Category 1. What
this means is that they consider impacts to fens non-mitigatable. The only methods that might be
suitable for fen impact mitigation, within our area of Col orado, are restoration of a degraded fen
or purchase of mitigation credits from the Warm Springs Mitigation Bank.

B. For activities that may qualify, with project modifications, for authorization bya
Nationwide Permit, certain aquatic sites or resources that may require special congideration are
fens, springs, important spawning areas, Critical Resource Waters, Wild Trout Waters and Wild
and Scenic Rivers.




State of Colorado

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Region 4 - Loveland Residency

2207 E. Highway 402 i
Loveland, CO 80537-8885 BETARTHENT OF TRANSPORTATION

January 21, 2004

Tim Carey

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Tri-Lakes Project Office

9307 S. Platte Canyon Road
Littleton, CO 80128

Re:  North 1-25 Front Range EIS
Invitation to a Resource Agency Meeting

Dear Mr. Carey:

The Colorado Department of Transportation has issued the Notice to Proceed with the North 1-25 Front Range
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process in CDOT Region Four and the Notice of Intent was published in the
Federal Register on December 31, 2003. The goal of this project is to prepare an EIS evaluating future
transportation alternatives and improvements for the !-25 corridor between Denver and Fort Collins.

Alternatives under consideration include:

1. Taking no action.

2. Improvements to the existing highway network, particularly 1-25 but perhaps also US 85 and US 287.
3. Transit eptions including bus and rail technologies.

4.  Constructing a highway at a new location.

We would like to invite you or your designated representative to participate in the scoping meeting for the Resource
Agency Team. This meeting will be:
Thursday, February 26, 2004
2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.
Loveland CDOT Office
2207 E. Highway 402
Loveland, CO 80537

At this meeting we will provide a summary of our process and would request your input on any particular issues you
wish us to study or processes you wish us to follow.

We look forward to working in a partnership with you to conduct this EIS and determine the best transportation
options for Northern Colorado.

Sincerely,

D . inade

David M. Martinez
Project Manager
CDOT N. 1-25 Front Range EIS

cc: Project File
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Federal Transit Administration Federal Highway Administration
Region VIH Colorado Division
U.S. Department 216 16th Street Mall, Suite 650 - 555 Zang Street, Suite 250
of Tran sportation Denver, CO 80202 Lakewood, CO 80228
(303) 844-3242 (303) 969-6730
February 5, 2004
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MAR - 4 2004
Mr. Timothy T. Carey AR - & 2004

Chief, Denver Regulatory Office Omaha District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

9307 South Wadsworth

Littleton, Colorado 80128-6901

| FELSBURG, HOLT & ULLEVIG

Subject: North I-25 Front Range EIS
Cooperating Agency and NEPA Merger Agreement

Dear Mr. Carey:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) Region 4, are initiating an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) addressing highway and transit improvements generally
along the J-25 corridor from Denver to north of Fort Collins. The transportation improvements
will most likely require a Section 404 permit and because of your agency's legal jurisdiction over
these permits we are requesting that you be a cooperating agency for this EIS.

In addition, we would like to request your involvement in merging the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) process and the 404 permitting process for this project. We think this is
warranted because of the extent of drainages and water resources that dissect this project area.

Your agency's involvement should entail those areas under its jurisdiction and no direct writing
or analysis will be necessary for the document’s preparation. The following are activities we
will take to maximize interagency cooperation:

Invite you to coordination meetings.

Consult with you on any relevant technical studies that will be required for the project.
Organize joint field reviews with you.

Provide you with project information, including study results.

Notify you of joint public involvement and public hearing process.

Encourage your agency to use the above documents to express your views on subjects within
your jurisdiction or expertise

7. Include information in the project environmental documents that cooperating agencies need
to carry out their NEPA responsibilities and any other requirements regarding jurisdictional
approvals.

BB =




" Mr. Timothy T. Carey January 22, 2004
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers page 2

You have the right to expect that the EIS will enable you to carry out your jurisdictional
responsibilities. Likewise you have the obligation to tell us if, at any point in the process, your
needs are not being met. We expect that at the end of the process the EIS will satisfy your
NEPA. and Clean Water Act requirements including those related to project alternatives,
environmental consequences and mitigation. We expect the permit application to proceed
concurrently with the EIS approval process. Further, we intend to utilize the EIS and our
subsequent decision making documents (ROD) as the basis for your issuing a Clean Water Act
permut,

We look forward to your response to this request and your role as a cooperating agency on this
project. If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our
agencies respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact
Jean Wallace (FHWA) at (303) 969-6730 extension 382 or John Dow (FTA) at (303) 844-4266.

. Waddleton
Regional Administrator

cc: Mr. Bob Garcia, CDOT
Mr. Dave Martinez, CDOT
Ms. Carol Parr, CDOT
M. Stanley Elmquist, CDOT
Mr. Tom Anzia, FHU .
Ms. Gina McAfee, Carter and Burgess
Mr. John Dow, FTA
Ms. Jean Wallace, FHWA
File

X\_Transportation\071609.400\manage\cort\Agency\Carey,_It012204].doc
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT
DENVER REGULATORY OFFICE, 9307 SOUTH WADSWORTH BLVD ~
LITTLETON, CO 80128-6901

March 5, 2004

Mr. William C. Jones

Division Administrator

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
Colorado Federal Aid Division
555 Zang Street, Room 250
Lakewood, Colorado 80228-1040

Mr. Lee O. Waddleton
Regional Administrator
Federal Transit Administration
Region 8

216 Sixteenth Street, Suite 650
Denver, Colorado 80202-5120

RE: Permit Application number 200480110
I-25 North Corridor EIS; Adams, Weld, and Larimer Counties, Colorado

Dear Mr. Jones and Mr. Waddleton:

I am writing this letter in response to your correspondence dated February 5, 2004, received in
this office on March 4, 2004, regarding the above referenced project. In your letter you requested that the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) participate as a Cooperating Agency during preparation of the
subject EIS. Please note that this project has been assigned permit application number 200480110 and
should be referenced as such in all future correspondence.

The COE accepts your invitation to participate as a Cooperating Agency. Our involvement will
include providing document review and input concemning potential impacts to waters of the United States
subject to COE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. In addition, we will work with
your agency and the Colorado Department of Transportation to merge the NEPA/Section 404 process as
much as possible. This effort will include providing assistance in developing the Purpose and Need
statement, as well as evaluating and assessing alternatives relative to the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines.

As requested in my letter dated February 6, 2004, to Mr. David Martinez of the Colorado Department of )
Transportation, the first step in the NEPA/Section 404 merger process will be our review of a draft
Purpose and Need statement.

Ms. Margaret Langworthy will serve as the primary point of contact. If you need to reach either
of us by telephone, our number is 303-979-4120. Our e-mail addresses are

timothy.t.carey@usace.army.mil and margaret.k.langworthy@usace.army.mil.

Chief, Denver Reguiatory||!!

CF:
Kathryn Schenk, CENWQ-0OD-R
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS COORDINATION MEETING
(REVISED)

MEETING DATE: April 21, 2004
LOCATION: Corps of Engineers
FHWA: Mike Vanderhoof, Jean Wallace

Corps: Margaret Langworthy
CDOT: Carol Parr, Dave Martinez, Pete Graham

ATTENDEES: FTA: John Dow
C&B: Gina McAfee
EPA: Sarah Fowler

PREPARER: Carter-Burgess

Gina McAfee

Attendees, Chris Primus, Laura Backus, Wendy Wallach,
COPIES: Kim Gambrill, Rebecca Pierce, Zafar Alikhan, Tim Carey, Beth Chase,
Holly Miller, Becky Noe, C&B File #071609.400

MEETING SUMMARY

1. The Corps number for this project is 2004-80110.

2. Gina gave a brief update to the project and a summ ary of scoping impact. Margaret asked
why traffic volumes have increased. This is likely due to increases in population and
employment in the study area. The NF R household survey found that I-25 is used for local
trips but also that not much traffic goes all the way from Fort Collins to Denver. Trips are
ofien dispersed.

3. Gina gave a summary of agency scoping input. The functional evaluation of wetlands is
being developed by S cott Franklin. Something in between the F lorida procedure and a
Summit County procedure is likely. They would like to capture some of the biological
functions. When we get ready to do our wetland delineation, we should ¢ heck with
Scott Franklin, to see if we need to include functional evaluations in our delineations.

4. Inthe permitting process, we should show both jurisdi ctional and non-jurisdictional
wetlands. The Corps will be evaluating indirect impacts to all wetlands and will want to
review mitigation for all wetlands. Per E xecutive Order requirements, m itigation for all
wetlands will be provided. All permit applications should now show both jurisdictional and
non-jurisdictional wetl ands.

Federal Higlway Administration M Federal Transit Administration & Colorade Department of Transportation
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April 21, 2004
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5. Tom described the initial statement of purpose and need, including data to support th e
needs. Tim Carey wanted us to be aware of the recent CDOT guidance. When we
develop an alternative, we need to eval uate whether or not that alternative meets purpose
and need. We need to quantify the needs and the goals to respond to th ese needs.

Will we be improving the existing condition?
Gina said that we may be able to measure some of these, but some we may not.

6. Margaret feels that the evaluation criteria we are showing dem onstrate a very logical
approach.

7. Margaret thinks the overall approach sounds good—we seem to be out in front.

8.  There will be a meeting this afternoon to clarify expectations from the Corps. An attorney
will be coming (Skip Spensley).

9. The 404(b)(1) guidelines from EPA provide a better description of practicability.

10. In June we plan to have a revisi on of our purpose and need, with data to s upport the needs
and (for some of the needs) possible measurements of the needs.

11. Should AASHTO standards be referenced in our purpose and need? Saying “in
accordance with appropriate standar ds...”

12. Alternatives will be dropped out for reasons other than whether or not an alternative
responds to purpose and need.

13. Gina described the phased data coliecti on plan.
14. In June we should send the revised purpose and ne ed to Margaret. We will meet to
discuss the results of initial and conceptual alternatives screening at one time. We need to

involve Sarah Fowler at all of these points as well.

15.  The No-Action Alternative can suffice as the alternative that aveids impact to wetlands and
Waters of the U.S. Another option is the Congesti on Management Alternative.

16. Sarah reminded us of the St. George Smart Growth analysis. We may want to add some
of this to our Congestion Management Alternative.

T\ _Transportation \071609.400\manage\m tgs\minutes\Corps Coord REV_042104j.doc
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Corps of Engineers Coordination

MEETING DATE: June 14, 2004

LOCATION: Corps of Engineers Offices

CDOT: Stan Elmquist
FHWA: Mike Vanderhoof
Corps of Engineers: Margaret Langworthy

ATTENDEES: C&B: Gina McAfee, Laura Backus
FHU: Tom Anzia
EPA: Sarah Fowler
PREPARER: Carter:-Burgess
Gina McAfee
COPIES: Attendees, Tim Carey, Carol Parr, Jean Waliace, Holly Miller,

John Dow, Becky Noe, C&B File #071609.400

MEETING SUMMARY

1.

Gina and Tom provided an update to project activities. We invited Sarah Fowler to the
EPA meeting.

Margaret likes our criteria and process for Level | screening. This demonstrates that we
used the Corps criteria and it is visual.

Regarding the evaluation criteria, we might want to lock at people movement not just
vehicle movement.

Tom described the comments received on purpose and need relative to the ordering of the
needs.

The measure of improving accessibility...is confusing. Should this be “Improve
accessibility of?" Could it be “Improve transportation access options?”

The need which is stated as continued growth pressure really consists of two issues:

» Land use and development is proceeding at a very high rate.
» The encroaching development restricts future transportation uses.

There is real interest in this corridor in rail transit.

Why are there more accidents in certain segments? There are a couple of super elevation
problems; the speed is an issue, the vehicle mix is an issue.
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9. The service life of infrastructure can be increased by replacement or maintenance.

10. We may be failing all heavy rail alternatives.

11.  Are we considering a guided bus type technology? I-70 West is seriously considering this,
so it can go off system as needed, rather than requiring a transfer.

12. Margaret thinks the Level Il evaluation criteria are okay—certainly wetlands, endangered
species and historic properties would make sense and the final three are community or
agency concerns.

13. For "smart growth” we should make sure we disciose the benefits of this in the EIS.

14, Tim will be likely be looking for a threshold. It is too early for this corridor.

15. We will meet again:

* When we have some data collected.
* When we have some preliminary screening results (from Level |1).

F\_Transportation\071609.400ymanage\migs\minutes\Corps Coord_61404f.doc
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Discuss Issues with the Corps of Engineers
MEETING DATE: December 8, 2004
LOCATION: Corps of Engineers

EPA: Sarah Fowler

COE: Margaret Langworthy

FHWA: Jean Wallace, Mike Vanderhoof
CDOT: Dave Martinez, Pete Graham
FHU: Tom Anzia, Gregg Mugele

Carter and Burgess: Gina McAfee

ATTENDEES:

PREPARER: Carter=Burgess
Gina McAfee

Attendees, Wendy Wallach, Holly Miller, Carol Parr, Dave Beckhouse,
Alison Deans-Michael, Julie Morrison, Craig Gaskill, Bob Garcia,
Stanley Elmquist, Pete Graham, Dave Martinez, Becky Noe,

C&B File #071608.400

COPIES:

MEETING SUMMARY

1. One comment on purpose and need is that the terminology of generally “decreasing
congestion” is preferred over increasing capacity. For purpose and need, Margaret thinks
we need thresholds. Mike indicated that the merger agreement commits to quantifications
where possible. The screening criteria are really thresholds.

2. Gina, Jean and Tom described the Level 2 alternatives. Margaret asked for clarification
about HOT lanes. Sarah asked if limited access lanes could be HOV—or could they have a
different speed limit? For additional lanes (alternative C)—this should be a six to eight
lanes total. Margaret is concerned that the new arterial roads will stimulate growth and will
have a greater impact on the environment.

3. Mike asked for a clarification of where we are in the process. We have completed Level 1
screening and still need to get official concurrence on purpose and need.

We will be adding more data to purpose and need, like travel patterns, most recent travel
projections, origin and destinations, etc.

The merger agreement says that we cannot use purpose and need to screen alternatives
until the Corps concurs with our purpose and need. The merger agreement also says that

Federal Highway Administration B Federal Transit Administration # Colorado Department of Transportation
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we request concurrence from the Corps on an actual draft Purpose and Need chapter.
Margaret is expecting more detail like we have a safety problem because there is a curve in
this location.

Mike indicated the merger agreement requires concurrence on purpose and need,
alternatives, preferred alternative and mitigation. Before getting Corps concurrence on
purpose and need, we can screen alternatives based on practicability and environmental
factors.

We should continue to develop purpose and need to add details like travel patterns.

Margaret is confused about the aging infrastructure component. This would be addressed
regardless of which alternative is selected, but should also be an evaluation criteria.

4. At the end of January, we should plan to ask for concurrence on purpose and need (more
detailed than this one) and 2A and 2B screening—all in the same meeting.

FHWA does not like to use absolute thresholds because there is a desire to let the process
flow and not to restrict alternatives.

5. On |-70, there were aerial photos that had different scales, so it appeared that there was
less impact. We should avoid this.

To portray the LEDPA, we need to make sure we have gone through the process of
minimizing wetland impacts.

I\ _Transportation\071609.460\manage\mitgs\minutes\Corps Coord_120804.doc
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Briefing with the Corps of Engineers
MEETING DATE: March 2, 2005
LOCATION: Corps of Engineers

Corps:  Margaret Langworthy

FHWA:  Monica Paviik, Ron Speral, Mike Vanderhoof, Bill Haas, Jean Wallace,
CDOT.  Dave Martinez, Brad Beckham, Carol Parr,

ATTENDEES:
Renee Galeane-Popp
FHU: Tom Anzia, Holly Miller, Gregg Mugele
C&B: Gina McAfee
PREPARER: Carter-Burgess

Gina McAfes

Attendees, Craig Gaskill, Julie Morrison, Sarah Fowler, Alison Michagls, Bob Garcia,
COPIES: Stanley Eimqguist, Becky Noe,
C&B File #071608.400

MEETING SUMMARY

1. Gina went over the agenda, which is ta discuss two items: Purpose and Need and the Corps’ version
of the evaluation criteria for Levels 1 and 2A. After this meeting, we will make a formal request of the
Corps to formally approve our Purpose and Need statement. Then at our next meeting, we will plan to
present the results of Levels 2A and 2B screening and will request informal concurrence on that.

2. Holly described the changes in this Purpose and Need statement from the previous one: changes in
terminology, charts added.

e  (an we use the journey to work data to screen alternatives?

+ Do we need to define when the criteria are required for both highway and transit? We will need
to make it clear which criteria are absolutes and which are not.

« Canwe use an absolute for measuring level of safety service? Any places that fall above the line
would be studied with the intent to reduce the rate at that location.

« |s the project purpose consistent with the project purpose required hy the Corps?

Federal Higihway Administration B Fedeval Transit Administration & Colorado Department of Transporiation
JAGI22RMEETING MINUTESWIMM - Misc Meeting Minutes\2005 Minutes\COE - 130205 .doc
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o  Margaret is still looking for threshoids to be used for the criteria. The merger agreement says

IA_Tr

that we should use measurable criteria where we can. Mike thinks that if it is something we can
measure, such as reducing the number of locations of accidents—that should be OK. Or we
could set a threshold but it may be relatively low. Ron thinks you can't have a measurable
threshold for safety. Holly mentioned that we could provide different limits along |-25 that have
been improved to design standards.

o  Aging infrastructure is okay to leave in purpose and need.
For the criteria chart, we have used the Corps’ format.

» For the bridges, we should add that we will replace bridges that were structurally or functionally
ohsolete.

Margaret will send us comments on these criteria, and the Purpose and Need in about a week. We
will send her prior to the next meeting the criteria for 2B.

ansportation 071609, 400\manage\m tgs\minutes\Corps Briefing_030205!gj.doc
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Briefing Related to Section 404 Merger
MEETING DATE: May 11, 2005
LOCATION: US Army Corps of Engineers

USACE: Tim Carey, Margaret Langworthy
EPA: Sarah Fowler
USFWS: Alison Dean-Michaels
ATTENDEES: FHWA: Ron Speral, Mike Vanderhoof, Jean Wallace
CDOT: Carol Parr, Brad Beckham
FHU: Tom Anzia, Holly Miller
C&B: Gina McAfee

PREPARER: Carter:Burgess
Gina McAfee

Attendees, Dave Martinez, Bob Garcia, Robert Edgar, Julie Morrison,

COPIES: Gregg Mugele, C&B File #071609.400

MEETING SUMMARY

1. Gina went over the agenda:
» Final comments and concurrence on purpose and need.
= Discussion of Level 2 screening.

2. We will take final comments today and send out a final draft to the Corps, Sarah Fowler,
Deb Lebow, Sharleen Bakeman, Brad Beckman, FHWA, and Region 4.

3. Holly described the main changes that have been made since Tim Carey's comments
which had been received a month or so ago.

4. Tim had one over arching comment which is related to transit. The statement on page 7
that is: “There is a need to develop a coordinated, overall long-term strategy for ROW
preservation...” is very all conclusive and broad. Does this mean that at the end of the
process we cannot recommend an alternative that just solves a specific transportation need
unless it also provides for future ROW preservation?

Brad described the phased ROD assumption, which is identifying a phase 1 which has AQ
conformity and independent utility.

Federal Highway Administration ® Federal Transit Administration & Colorado Department of Transportation
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Tim requested that we add the year 2030 to the first sentence under “Highway and Transit
Mability and Accessibility”.

At the top of page 4, we have a purpose statement that only relates to 2030. The
committees on the project are interested in looking beyond 2030. CDOT and FHWA need
to decide if the sentence about “long-term strategy for ROW preservation” should be
expressed for the year 2030 or beyond 2030. And we need to decide if that is such a
compelling need that we could not recommend a strategy that only addressed the need for
2030.

Ron Speral feels strongly that this document needs to stop at 2030. This should not be a
Tier 1 EIS.

5. Tim’s main comment was to request another clarification on page 7 about transportation
demand. That is related to “capacity and efficiency”.

6. Tim provided verbal concurrence with purpose and need. We will clarify the 2030 vs.
beyond 2030 and send this out again with a letter requesting written concurrence.

7. We passed out the complete package of criteria, measures, and thresholds. The Corps has
seen most of this previously, although the Level 2A and 2B criteria and measures have
been finalized.

Tim asked Mike about the 1978 DOT order that states that transportation alternatives will
be evaluated based on practicability (rather than reasonableness).

As long as we are screening on reasonableness but the screening is also related to
practicability, that would make the most sense. For environmental resources, the Corps will
want us to treat resources like listed species and AQ in a manner that gives them more say
in the alternatives screening.

June 23 is a tentative date for a NEPA/404 workshop.

Economic growth demands needs to be removed from 2A — safety also needs to be
removed from the transit category.

For effects to the built environment and social environment, as we move through the
evaluation process, we will have more data so we can more clearly say whether a certain
impact could be considered not practicable.

The Corps would likely have a problem with eliminating an alternative for “built
environment” impacts — especially if that alternative had wetland impacts. EJ should not
have the same “standing” as 4(f) since it is an Executive Order and not a law.

Please get additional comments on this criteria back to us after this meeting.
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8. Holly described the 2A screening results.
Margaret questioned how much of an impact on |-25 traffic would an arterial road have?
We modeled US 85 and if you improved it, it would take 5 to 10% if traffic off of I-25.
For the CM Alternative, we need to document the most generous assumption for each of
the elements and show if it can stand as a stand-alone alternative.
Sarah asked for clarification about transit operators. We will be developing a future plan for
transit operations.
What about guided bus (like on I-70 West)? We need to make sure we allow this as a
derivative of BRT.
9. The Corps needs to be provided with a table for 2A and 2B — that shows clearly why
different alternatives were dropped out.
10. Holly described the roadway analysis results for 2B. The only alternatives that were
eliminated were the shorter distance alternatives.
We need fo provide Tim with the very specific data for wetlands, endangered species, and
water quality (Waters of the US).
If we are screening based on social, we need to make sure we have quantifiable
information.
11. Gina described the transit 2B results.
Commuter Rail F may drop out because of impacts to rare or T/E species. Commuter Rail
A may also drop out because of environmental reasons, but not if the most substantial
impacts occur on the FasTracks corridor.
12. Once the southern terminus issue is resolved, we will need to send out:
* Revised (and fin‘ai) purpose and need.
* |evel 2 screening table.
* Quantitative data for aquatic resources.
13. If Tim sees a problem with any of this, he will let us know.

}:\_Transportation\071609.400\marage\mtgs\minutes\Section 404 Merger 051105 tdg.doc




f : / 12300 W. Dakota Ave., Ste. 180

Lakewood, CO 80228
US.Department

of Transportation

Federal Highway
Administration

July 19, 2005

Colorado Federal Aid Division

Mr. Tim Carey, Chief

Denver Regulatory Office, Omaha District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

9307 South Wadsworth

Littleton, CO 80128-6901

Dear Mr. Carey:

Enclosed please find a current copy of the Purpose and Need Statement for the North 1-25 EIS.
This most recent version includes some minor changes to the “Purpose” statement and to the
“Mobility and Accessibility” Need statement to address concerns raised by our office on the
planning horizon as well as to reflect our discussions at our last meeting on May 11, 2005. At
this time, we are requesting written concurrence from you that this Purpose and Need statement
is acceptable under the NEPA/404 merger agreement.

Please contact Jean Wallace at (720) 963-3015 if you have any questions regarding the Purpose
and Need Statement or this request. We look forward to receiving your written response.

Sincerely,

%«-'David Nicol, P.E.
Division Administrator

Enclosure
ce (w/enclosure):
Margaret Langworthy, USACE
Dave Martinez, CDOT Region 4
/%arol Parr, CDOT Region 4

om Anzia, Felsburg, Holt and Ullevig
Gina McAfee, Carter & Burgess

Ron Speral, FHWA IN
M?llze ‘I;Z;derhoof, FHWA E @ E U w E KLE UP
JUL 21 2005 m

FELSBURG, HOLT & ULLEVIG
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT .
DENVER REGULATORY OFFICE, 9307 SOUTH WADSWORTH BLVD.
LITTLETON, COLORADO 80128-6901

July 25, 2005

Mr. David Nicol

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Colorado Federal Aid Division
12300 W. Dakota Avenue, Suite 180
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

RE: North I-25 Front Range EIS

Dear Mr. Nicol:

I'm writing this letter in response to your correspondence of July 19, 2005. In your letter,
you requested that the Corps of Engineers (Corps) provide concurrence on the Purpose and Need
Statement for the above referenced EIS. In response to your request, and in accordance with our
NEPA/404 Merger Agreement, the Corps concurs with the Purpose and Need Statement.

Please extend my thanks to Ms. Jean Wallace and the project team for taking my earlier

comments into consideration and revising the original draft Purpose and Need Statement. I
believe the current statement more accurately reflects the purpose and need for the project. If you

have any questions, please call me at 303-979-4120.

Sincerely,
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MEETING MINUTES information. cocperation transportation

Section 404 Merger Update
MEETING DATE: May 15, 2006 5

LOCATION: Corps of Engineers

CDOT: Dave Martinez, Carol Parr, Brad Beckham, Sharleen Bakeman
USACE: Margaret Langworthy
EPA: Sarah Fowler

ATTENDEES: USFWS: Alison Michael

FHWA: Mike Vanderhoof, Jean Wallace
FHU: Holly Buck
C&B: Gina McAfee

Carter=Burgess

PREPARER: Gina McAfee
Attendees, Bob Garcia, Stan Eimquist, Steve Olson, Dave Beckhouse,
COPIES: Robert Edgar, Tom Anzia, Gayl Harrison, Chris Primus, Wendy Wallach,
C&B File #071609.400
MEETING SUMMARY

Gina gave a very brief update on the project.

Brad described the derivation of the work “pot’—the seventh pot covers projects that are
outside of committed projects for Regions 1 through 6.

Holly described the new “No Action” alternative—these are generally maintenance or safety
issues. These could have wetland or other natural resource impacts.

Margaret asked about our rationale for combining highway and transit components into
each of the packages. Holly described the primary reasoning, which was to first address
the primary 1-25 purpose and need of addressing congestion—widen the highway plus
managed lanes. ' :

Sarah wanted to know which of the two transit alternatives would be most energy efficient.

Tim Cary asked about a transit implementer—should this be a screening criterion for
practicability? This will be a screening criterion, but not at this level.

Federal Highway Administration ® Federal Transit Administration & Colorado Department of Transportation
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MEETING MINUTES imformation. cooperation transportation

Secfion 404 Merger Update
May 15, 2006
20f2

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

18.

17.

Brad asked about the physical impact difference between toll and HOT. The two had
slightly different alignments. Both were assumed to be express tolled. At Level 3, we
assumed two managed lanes in each location.

For trave! time comparison between highway and transit, there is a discrepancy between
our criteria and the transit travel time. We will add this to the transit travel time column.
Action: Holly

There seems to be a discrepancy in the highway chart between the hours of congestion
and the miles of congestion.
Action: Holly will check with Chris Primus.

The reason there is such a large capital cost difference between six lanes and toll is that
the tolled lanes would be longer because of the seventh pot committed project.

BRT looks pretty good from a purpose and need, practicability, and environmental
standpoint.

Sarah would like to see a robust discussion of indirect impacts in the DEIS. What will be
the trade-offs between the two packages in terms of land use patterns?

FHWA will send an alternatives sign-off request to the Corps.
Action: Jean Wallace/Mike Vanderhoof.

Mike questioned whether or not we could mix and match along |-25.

We should combine the purpose and need, practicability and environmental matrices. We
need to make sure that we never eliminate the LEDPA.

Action: Wendy Wallach

We will send out revised charts.
Action: Holly

We will set up avoidance and minimization meetings to look at “hot spots.”
Action: Gina

}\_Transportation\071609. 400\manage\mtg s\minutes \Agency\Corps404marger_051506 igj.doc




Federat Transit Administration Federal Highway Administration

Region Vil Colorado Divisian
12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 310 12300 W. Dakota Ave., Suite 180
U.8. Department Lakewood, CO 80228-2583 Lakewood, GO 80228
of Transportation Telephane: 720-963-3300 Telephone: 720-963-3000
Al 4
Mz, Tim Carey

1.8, Army Corps of Engineers

Denver Regulatory Office

Omaha District

9307 S. Wadsworth Blvd.

Littleton, CO 80128-6901 N

Dear Mr. Carey:

Subject: North I-25 Merger Concurfextce Point

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act/Clear Water Action Section 404 merger process for
transportation projects in Colorado, we are requesting concurrence from the Corps of Engineers
regarding the alternatives that we have identified for detailed analysis id the draft EIS. These were
presented to your staff in a meeting on May 15, 2006, with subsequent clarification provided to you by

e-mail on June 23, July 13, and July 24, 2006.

These packages are:

¢ DEIS Alternative A: General purpose lanes 1-25 plus commuter rail
along BN Corridor plus commuter bus on US 285; and
+ DEIS Alternative B: Express lanes plus bus rapid transit (on I-25).

As we learn more about how the different elements of the packages work together to meet the project
purpose and need, our intention is to be able to have the flexibility to combine the elements to optimize

the alternatives. We do not expect to add elements that are not identified in either of these two
packages.

Enclosed for easy reference is a description of how these packages were formed and maps of them.

If you have any further questions, please contact Monica Pavlik at (720) 963-3012.

Lee Waddieton David A. Nicol, P.E.
Regional Administrator Division Administrator
Federal Transit Administration Federal Highway Administration

cc:  Sarah Fowler, EPA
Alison Michael, USFWS
Carol Parr/Dave Martinez, CDOT Region 4
Brad Beckham. CDOT EPB
Gina McAfee, Carter-Burgess
File\Fr\mpavlikiNI23\carey. 61071706 MCP edits 8-2-06.doc




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF EINGINEERS, OMALIA DISTRICT
DENVER REGULATORY OQFFICE, 9307 SOUTH WADSWORTH BLVD.
LITTLETON, COLORADO 80128-6901

August 9, 2006

Mr. David Nicol

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Colorado Division

12300 West Dakota Avenne, Suite 180
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

Mr. Lee Waddleton

Regional Administrator

Federal Transit Administration

Region VI

12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 310
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

RE: North I-25 EIS
Dear Messrs, Nicol and Waddleton:

I'm writing this letter in response to your correspondence of August 4, 2006. In your
letter, you requested that the Corps of Engineers (Corps) provide concurrence on alternatives to
be evaluated in detail in the Draft EIS for the above-referenced project. In response to your
request, and in accerdance with our NEPA/404 Merger Agreement, the Corps concurs with the
alternatives to evaluated, as the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative has not
been eliminated.

Please extend my thanks to Ms. Monica Pavlik and the project team for taking my earlier

comments into consideration and revising the alternatives. If you have any questions, please call
me at 303-979-4120,

CF:

Sarah Fowler, EPA
Alison Michael, USFWS
Martha Chieply, CENWO-OD-R




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT
DENVER REGULATORY OFFICE, 9307 SOUTH WADSWORTH BOULEVARD
LITTLETON, COLORADO 80128-6901

July 29, 2008

Ms. Carol Parr

Colorado Department of Transportation
Planning/Environmental Section

1420 2nd Street

Greeley, CO 80631

RE: North I-25 Environmental Impact Statement _
Wetland Delineations along the I-25 Highway Corridor
Corps File No. 200480110

Dear Ms. Parr: )

Mr. Terry McKee of my office has reviewed the July 28, 2008 wetland delineation report for this
project. The wetland report and wetland mapping for this project is considered accurate and accepted by
my office. This delineation verification is valid for 5 years from the date of this letter, unless there has
been a change in hydrology.

If any work associated with this project requires the placement of dredged or fill material, and
any excavation associated with a dredged or fill project, either temporary or permanent, in the aquatic
sites identified in your delineation report, this office should be notified by a proponent of the project for
Department of the Army permits, changes in permit requirements and jurisdictional determinations
pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Work in an aquatic site should be shown on a map
identifying the Quarter Section, Township, Range and County and Latitude and Longitude, Decimal
Degrees (datum NAD 83) of the work and the dimensions of work in each area. Any loss of an aquatic
site may require mitigation. Mitigation requirements will be determined during the Department of the
Army permitting review.

If there are any questions regarding wetland determinations call Mr. Terry McKee at (303) 979-
4120 and reference Corps No. 200480110. If there is any question regarding permitting and
Jurisdictional determinations call Ms. Margaret Langworthy at this office.

Sincerely,




State of Colorado

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Region 4 - Loveland Residency

2207 E. Highway 402 P =
Loveland, CO 80537-8885 DEPARTHENT OF TRANSPORTATION
January 21, 2004

Deborah Lebow

Environmental Protection Agency
NEPA—EcoSystemn Protection
Mail Stop 8EPR-EP

999 i8th Street

Denver, CO 80202

Re:  North I-25 Front Range EIS
invitation to a Resource Agency Meeting

Dear Ms. Lebow:

The Colorado Department of Transportation has issued the Notice to Proceed with the North I-25 Front Range
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process in CDOT Region Four and the Notice of Intent was published in the
Federal Register on December 31, 2003. The goal of this project is to prepare an EIS evaluating future
transportation alternatives and improvements for the 1-25 corridor between Denver and Fort Collins.

Alternatives under consideration include:

Taking no action.

Improvements to the existing highway network, particularly I-25 but perhaps also US 85 and US 287.
Transit options including bus and rail technologies.

Constructing a highway at a new location.

PN

We would like to invite you or your designated representative to participate in the scoping meeting for the Resource
Agency Team. This meeting will be:
Thursday, February 26, 2004
2:0 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.
Loveland CDOT Office
2207 E. Highway 402
Loveland, CO 80537

At this meeting we will provide a summary of our process and would request your input on any particular issues you
wish us to study or processes you wish us to follow.

We look forward to working in a partnership with you to conduct this EIS and determine the best transportation
options for Northern Colorado.

Sincerely,

David M. Martinez

Project Manager

CDOT N. ]-25 Front Range EIS

cct Project File




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 8
999 18™ STREET - SUITE 300
DENVER, CO 80202-2466
Phone 800-227-8917
hitp:iiwww.epa.goviregion08

MAY 17 2004

Ref: 8EPR-N

Leo O. Waddleton

Federal Transit Administration
216 16" Street, Suite 650
Denver, CO 80202

William Jones

Federal Highway Administration

Division Administrator, Colorado Division
555 Zang Street, suite 250

Lakewood, Colorado 80228

Re:  Scoping Comments on North [-25 Corridor
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Messrs. Waddleton and Jones:
!

This letter is in response to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Colorado
Department of Transportation’s (CDOT) request for scoping comments regarding the
Environmental Impact Statement (ELS) for the North I-25 Front Range project. The project area
extends along I-25 from I-70 in Denver to CO Hwy 14 north of Ft. Collins. The corridor is
bordered by US-85 on the east and US 287 on the west. This area covers major portions of

-Denver, Boulder, Broomfield, Adams, Larimer, and Weld Counties. EPA is pleased to see an
EIS that will analyze the overall transportation needs of an entire corridor.

Enclosed are EPA’s detailed scoping comments. These comments are intended to help
ensure a comprehensive assessment of the project’s environmental impacts, adequate public
disclosure, and sufficient alternatives to support the decision-making process. We understand
that you are well versed in the NEPA process but offer a complete letter to provide our input
early in the process. We sincerely hope that our scoping comments will be beneficial to you and
to the project, and that they will help streamline the process.

Our major concerns with the North I-25 Front Range transportation project are the
indirect and cumulative environmental impacts of the growth along the Front Range as well as
future air quality impacts in the region. We voiced these concerns at the scoping meeting held in
Loveland on 2/26/04. Based on discussions at the scoping meeting, we understand that you

-
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intend to address these issues within each of the EIS alternatives. We look forward to working
with you on the development of a strategy for a comprehensive impacts analysis. If you have

questions about these comments, please feel free to call me at (303) 312-6004 or Robert Edgar of
my staff at (303) 312-6669.

Thank you in advance for consideration of these comments. We look forward to a
continued cooperative working relationship with your agencies.

L}

Sincerely, ™~

Clbde

Larry Svoboda
Director, NEPA Program
Office of Ecosystems Protection and Remediation

'

Enclosures (2)

cC: Jean Wallace, Program Manager, FHHWA
David Martinez, CDOT Region 4




EPA SCOPING COMMENTS
I-25 North Front Range EIS

Alternatives
EPA recommends that this EIS investigate alternatives that incorporate the following
options: *

Intelligent transportation system improvements on [-25, US 287 and US 85;
Travel Demand Management (eg., tolls)

Expanded Inter-Regional Bus Service;

Combined General Purpose - High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Bus Lanes; and
Passenger Rail Service with development along existing rail lines.

bl

For each alternative, please include the morning (am) and afternoon (pm) peak travel times at the
build-out year between Denver and other cities such as Boulder, Longmont, Loveland, Fort
Collins and Greeley. Show a comparison between today’s travel times and the projected travel
times at the build-out year.

The EIS should also address the impacts of interchanges and transit stations. Often, different
locations will have significantly different impacts, particularly indirect impacts, so we encourage
you to have an array of options that are sufficiently different to compare various impacts. The
EIS should coordinate with the pilot project to combine NEPA and transportation planning
currently underway in the Ft. Collins - Greeley area.

Air Quality Impacts

This project covers several counties including the Denver-Boulder metropolitan area
which is currently a maintenance area for carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM10) and
1-hour ozone. In addition, this metropolitan area along with the counties of Larimer, Adams and
Weld may be classified as non-attainment for the §-hour ozone standard. The analysis of the air
quality impacts in the EIS should allow for a comparison of the impacts between the various
alternatives. The analysis should also cover likely combinations of alternatives such as minor
widening, expanded regional bus service, versus highway widening only. This comparison of air
quality impacts along with some reasonable steps to help mitigate significant air quality impacts
will assist the public and decision-maker in evaluating the proposed action and the alternatives to
the proposed action. The EIS should present the existing environment (current conditions), a no-
action alternative (conditions without the proposed action), and future conditions under proposed
alternatives as well as cumulative effects for each alternative. Listed below are our suggestions
for a complete air quality discussion.

Baseline Analysis of Clean Air Act Criteria Pollutants and Conformity

In the existing environment section, the EIS should establish the baseline air emissions
and concentrations of criteria pollutants and the area’s current compliance status with national
and state air quality regulations. The following information should be considered for inclusion in
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the document:

e The pollutants to be evaluated should include CO, nitrogen oxides (NOx), volatile
organic compounds and hydrocarbons, ozone, and PM10.

. Any local and regional air monitoring data. Local hot spot monitoring and ambient
monitoring projects implemented by the state or local air agencies would also be sources
of short or long-term air quality data.

. Analysis of the Clean Air Act attainment status for CO, PM10, I-hour ozone, NOx, sulfur
dioxide, and PM 2.5. The recent non-attainment status for 8-hour ozone in this project
area should be discussed as well as local actions being planned to reach attainment such
as the Early Action Compact.

. Any air dispersion modeling that has already been completed including urban air-shed
modeling and hot spot assessments. Include relevant climatological data such as the
incidence of hazardous weather that may impact transportation as well as a windrose
showing the prevalent wind directions and wind speeds. For modeling results, describe
the type of model used and include a summary of the values used for the model input
parameters.

o A complete inventory of mobile source emissions in the area of the project as well as a
cumulative impacts analysis that accounts for both mobile and stationary sources. Recent
mobile source estimates may be found in local and regional transportation plans orin a
conformity determination. The estimates should include fugitive or re-entrained road
dust.

Hazardous Air Pollutants

Recent studies are showing a variety of health-related effects near high traffic areas.
Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPS) are those pollutants known or suspected to cause cancer or
other serious health or environmental effects. Section 112(b)(1) of the Clean Air Act established
the list of HAPs. There are currently 188 HAPs. In a rulemaking published on March 29, 2001,
EPA identified a subset of 21 mobile source air toxics (MSATS), a subset of the 188 HAPs with
the addition of diesel exhaust (PM and organic gases).

EPA recognizes that the methods and procedures for assessing the environmental impact
of MSATSs may be new to many parties working on transportation projects through the NEPA
process. Policies, procedures, and methods for assessing MSATSs in NEPA documents are still
being developed. Although regulatory standards for MSATS have not been set, there is
substantial information on impacts that can be ascertained from emissions and concentrations
data.

The level of analysis of MSATSs is most appropriately determined on a case-by-case basis,




recognizing that each project has unique characteristics. The impact of a proposed project should
be analyzed appropriate to its significance, paying particular attention to providing information
that can be of use to the decision-maker and that meets the needs of public disclosure. The
analysis should not be expected to be the same in either content or specificity for every project.

For this project, we suggest that a general discussion of MSAT’s along with an emissions
inventory be included in the EIS. Identify residential areas / schools immediately adjacent to
highways, interchanges, rail lines and transit stations, that could be impacted. For purposes of
comparison, it will be useful to determine whether future conditions will be worse than today’s
existing conditions, and how the emission inventories for each alternative compares with the
existing conditions. '

Analysis of all air pollutant impacts for the alternatives

. Mobile source emissions should be estimated using EPA’s Mobile 6.2 emissions model
and EPA’s Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, also known as AP-42, The emissions
and air quality impacts associated with each alternative including the no build scenario should be
estimated and should include the following:

. The vehicle miles traveled (VMT) from the best available travel models for the
traffic and travel patterns estimated for the future transportation system under all
build and no-build scenarios;

° All pollutants mentioned above including MSATSs and road dust;

° Analysis, where appropriate, of CO and PM10 using hot spot and ambient
-modeling methods. PM10 hot spots can be analyzed using several models
including CAL3QHC for comparing alternatives;

° Construction impacts for each alternative. Construction impacts include the
equipment exhaust and dust created by construction equipment. (See also the
Maintenance and Construction Impacts Section, below).

" Conformity Analysis

This project is located in a maintenance area for carbon monoxide (CO), PM10, and
1-hour ozone, and the project area is proposed as part of the 8-hour ozone non-attainment area.
Adams, Boulder, Broomfield, and Denver counties are part of the Denver metro maintenance
areas for the PM10 and 1-hour ozone standards. Demonstrating conformity for CO and 1-hour
ozone standards with the SIP is required and may be required for the 8-hour ozone standard if the
Denver Early Action Compact is not successful.

o 'The project must be part of a conforming transportation plan and Transportation

Improvement Program (TIP) before an EIS or EA can be finalized. The EIS should

assess and discuss whether the project meets this criteria.

. The project concept and scope in the EIS must not be significantly different from the
project analyzed in the plan and TIP. This should be discussed in the EIS.
° If the conformity analysis was completed in another document, ensure that the {atest

planning assumption and models were used.
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J For the purpose of conformity, complete CO hot spot analysis is required (See 40 CFR
sections 93.116 and 93.123).

Possible mitigation of impacts _
We suggest that the EIS include possible methods and techniques that might be employed to

mitigate the negative impacts of the project on air quality. A few suggestions follow:

. Implementation of stage I/ stage II vapor controls (reducing vehicle refueling emissions).
. Limitations on idling emissions from diesel engines particularly during construction

. Use of soot filters on diesel powered construction equipment

. Use of watering to control fugitive dust emissions during construction activities.

Where possible, estimate the air emissions reduction for various mitigation measures.

. Mitigation of construction impacts should be fully considered. Mitigation methods
include dust suppression using emulsion solutions and temporary paved or aggregate road
base, diesel oxidation catalysts on engine exhaust, ultra low sulfur diesel fuel, biodiesel,

" engine idling time-limits, use of modern low emission equipment, time limitations on
idling emissions from diesel engines, and the use of soot filters on diesel equipment.

. A list of suggested practices is attached.

" Hazardous Waste/Superfund

The analysis should include a list of potentially affected hazardous waste sites, and
mitigation measures to ensure avoidance of hydrologic and other disturbances at these sites. If
any underground storage tanks are found in the proposed right-of-way, CDPHE should be
notified. A contingency plan on finding unidentified petroleum and hazardous substances should
be in place prior to disturbing the soil.

Water Quality

As you know, highway construction and completed highway projects can result in
increased surface water runoff, stream channel alternation, alteration in hydrology, wetland
modification and other water quality-related problems. In rapidly growing areas such as this
corridor, the majority of the water quality impacts will be indirect and cumulative.

This project crosses over several streams that are in the South Platte drainage system.
Degradation and depletion of the South Platte River are major issues, and we suggest looking at
the impacts on a watershed scale and addressing these water quality issues accordingly. The
question to be answered is whether this project contributes to those overarching impacts. In
addition, the water quality section of this EIS should analyze the following topics:

o Present Colorado designated uses of the affected water bodies and identify if uses are
currently impaired. (CDPHE 303(d) list). For example, a segment of the Cache LaPoudre
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River has been listed as impaired due to e. coli. The State (CDPHE) has also identified
most streams in this corridor for additional monitoring and evaluation. Please refer to
Appendix C, pages 7 and 89 of the monitoring and evaluation list in the Status of Water
Quality Report in Colorado 2004. Potential water quality problems have been identified
for the following streams: Big Thompson River, Little Thompson River, Boulder Creek,
Cache LaPoudre, South Platte, and St.Vrain Creek.

Below is a list of what would be included in a very complete water quality analysis. All of this
information may not be appropriate for this project:

° Baseline water quality data to provide a comparison between projected conditions and
current conditions. This can include baseline data on the following parameters:
> temperature,
> turbidity (as an indicator of sediment loading),
> channel morphological conditions,
> the existence of any known point or non-point pollution sources or other problems

including nutrients, pesticides and metals, or other toxic substances,

aquatic species and the condition and productivity of that habitat,

> the occurrence of aquatic species of concern, e.g., listed threatened and
endangered species, state species of concern.

The assessment should reveal what data are available, gaps in the data, and the reliability

of that information. Particular attention should be given to fisheries spawning and rearing

habitat.

¥

. The extent to which the physical aquatic habitat could be impaired by project activities,
including effects on stream structure and channel stability, streambed substrate including
seasonal and spawning habits, streambank vegetation and riparian habitats. The analysis
should disclose whether the project will cause any reductions in habitat capability or
impair designated uses. Other information relevant to the analysis, such as aquatic
species habitat and condition and productivity of that habitat should also be included.
Particular attention should be directed at evaluating and disclosing aggregate effects of
increased levels of sediment, salts and metals.

° A forecast of future conditions for each of the alternatives considered in the document.
The forecast should track the baseline data points of concern.

° A description of best management practices (BMPs) to be used to assure that water
quality will not be impaired.

. A monitoring program to be used for determining the effects of the project on water
quality and the aquatic environment.

. Thresholds for adaptive management, i.e., a description of what will trigger a change in




the BMPs if monitoring data shows that water quality is being impaired by the highway
project.

Storm Water Runoff

Storm water discharges associated with highway construction are an industrial activity
according to federal storm water regulations (see 40 CFR section 122.6). Highway construction
projects must obtain a pollution discharge permit for storm water if construction activities will
disturb more than one acre of land. Construction activities may be covered by a general pollution
discharge permit rather than an individual permit. If a storm water permit is required, on-site
notification must be posted along with a pollution prevention plan.

Normal highway runoff contains contaminants which could affect surface and ground
water quality. The EIS should characterize the current quality of streams and ground water
resources in the vicinity of the project, as well as the quality of the anticipated highway runoff.
Copper, lead and zinc at a minimum should be addressed. Existing water quality impairments or
effluent limitations should be considered so that the storm water runoff related to both
construction and post-construction does not cause or contribute to a problem with water quality
standards. BMPs for collecting and treating storm water during construction and post-
construction as required in state and federal pollution discharge permits should be outlined in the
EIS. The EIS should include an estimate of increased storm water flows from impervious
surfaces for each alternative and should address the potential effects of these increased flows to
adjacent receiving waters. We suggest using the Driscoll model for these estimates and for the
impact the runoff will have on receiving waters. EPA and FHWA are currently working with the
Driscoll model to ensure that it is appropriate for these uses in Colorado.

Provisions for hazardous waste containment in case of a spill, and means of collection
and treatment of storm water runoff both during and after construction, should also be included.

Although this project falls under a State rather than an EPA permit, EPA requires a
sediment basin during construction where one outfall drains ten or more acres. Flow attenuation
devices or sediment basins during construction, therefore, are suggested but are not required.
Regional stormwater detention facilities may be used as a BMP for reducing sediment loading
provided that the proper authority and/or permissions are obtained so those facilities can be
maintained in a condition necessary to provide adequate sediment removal efficiency.

Wetlands/Waters of the U.S. '

Road construction clearing and earthwork generally includes sedimentation and
hydrologic impacts which may cause changes to surface and subsurface drainage patterns and,
ultimately, wetland integrity and function. Wetlands are significant environmental resources that
have experienced severe cumulative losses nationally. We do not know the extent of wetland
impacts from this project. We are nevertheless including this information so that this scoping
letter is complete.




The document should describe the following topics:

° Existing wetlands within the analysis area (the analysis area is the landscape or watershed
perspective, larger than the project area)

° Wetland acreage, type, ecological function, and how both acreage and function will be
protected,; _

. A thorough analysis of alternatives to avoid and minimize wetland and aquatic resource
habitat impacts to assure consistency with the 404(b)(1) Guidelines;

o Indirect impacts on wetlands, in terms of how the direct impacts of the highway will
impact the adjacent wetlands and upland hydrology and habitat;

. Indirect impacts to wetlands from induced development (this may be addressed elsewhere
in the document, e.g., in the land use section); and

° A clear description of direct, indirect and cumulative adverse impacts to wetlands from

all project activities and an explanation of how the direct and indirect impacts, if they
cannot be avoided, will be mitigated.

Avoidance of wetland losses is a primary requirement of the Clean Water Act Section
404(b)(1) Guidelines. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the EPA through their
Mitigation Memorandum of Agreement state that they will “strive to avoid adverse impacts and
offset unavoidable adverse impacts to existing aquatic resources, and for wetlands, will strive to
achieve a goal of no overall net loss of values and functions.” Avoidance is required before
mitigation will be considered. In addition, where applicable, the discussion must address the
reputable presumption that there are less damaging upland alternatives.

The section 404(b)(1) guidelines provide the substantive environmental criteria for
protecting waters of the U.S. The 404(b)(1) Guidelines , the Corps and EPA 404 staff should be
consulted for specific guidance on the scope of avoidance and minimization alternatives that
need to be addressed. We recommend coordination with the Corps and other resource agencies
when developing alternatives to determine whether impacts to wetlands can be eliminated or
reduced. The document should include a discussion that informs the public of the potential
requirement of a section 404 permit for any discharge of dredged or fill material into Waters of
the United States, including wetlands.

We encourage you to conduct the 404 permit process concurrently with the NEPA
process, and recommend that a draft 404(b) (1) analysis be prepared for the preferred alternative
and appended to the NEPA document. The least damaging practicable alternative should be
addressed in the document. This will help ensure that 404 regulatory requirements are properly
integrated into the NEPA process as directed by the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1500). A separate
meeting on the wetlands permitting options should be held with EPA and the Corps, FWS and
other interested agencies.

Vegetation and Wildlife
The environmental document should include information on the current quality and
capacity of the relevant habitat, usage by wildlife near the proposed project, and impacts upon




known wildlife corridors/trails and habitat fragmentation. When evaluating wildlife impacts,
include the impacts on birds. Existing wildlife mortality should be disclosed, if known, The
document should evaluate the increased mortality from higher traffic levels, habitat removal,
reduced access to available habitat and habitat fragmentation, effects on biodiversity, and
estimated reductions in impact due to mitigation. We recommend the use of GIS habitat
fragmentation map series to visually depict the footprint and zone of influence for each
alternative and reasonably-foreseeable build-out scenarios. In addition, information on how
invasive species will be handled would be appropriate.

Threatened and Endangered Species

We are not including information in this letter on threatened and endangered species other
than to emphasize that the EIS should include the Biological Assessment and the associated U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Biological Opinion or formal concurrence.

Muaintenance and Construction Impacts

Maintenance and construction activities can have significant air and water quality
impacts. This project area is a maintenance area for some of the criteria poliutants, and has
recently violated the new 8-hour ozone standard. If it is not already required in the SIP, we
encourage you to estimate the most likely daily emissions associated with each construction
phase of the project and review possible mitigation actions. Air quality impacts during
construction are potentially significant, and construction periods can last quite a few years. We
are enclosing examples of mitigation for air polution during construction that you can require of
your contractors. We suggest that you incorporate whichever of these actions that make sense for
this project. '

In addition, to minimize water quality impacts, properly staging construction activities so
that there is a manageable amount of exposed soils at any given time, is encouraged. If
construction activities cannot be staged and/or stormwater runoff cannot be effectively treated to
remove sediment during construction, steep slopes and exposed soils should be stabilized to
minimize sediment transport to local water bodies and to reduce the risk of localized flooding in
roadways. Recommended slope stabilization techniques may include but are not limited to the
use of erosion control blankets and soil binding polymers.

Road standards and design have a major effect on scheduled and unscheduled
maintenance needs. Scheduled maintenance, such as ditch cleaning and disposal of debris
generated from sanding, as well as anticipated but unscheduled maintenance of debris from
slumps, should be analyzed and planned for during the design phase of construction and
reconstruction projects.

Past practices of sidecasting material over the shoulder, filling depressions and widening
shoulders have an adverse effect on wetlands and riparian areas, and should be addressed.

Winter maintenance often results in the introduction of sediment and salt, either directly




or indirectly into streams and associated riparian and wetland resources. These maintenance
activities are more a matter of long-term indirect and cumulative effects, and should be analyzed
accordingly. Snow plowing subsequent to sanding moves sand and salt off the roadbed to
adjacent storm sewers and ditches. It then migrates until deposited in streams or forms a carpet
on flat ground. Where winter maintenance may affect wetlands, riparian areas or water quality,
the effects should be disclosed in the NEPA document. This discussion should include steps
taken to minimize and mitigate unavoidable effects on waters of the U.S.

Environmental Justice

We are including here the questions EPA will ask when reviewing this document’s
environmental justice analysis. These questions come from EPA Guidance for Consideration of
Environmental Justice in Clean Air Act Section 309 Reviews, dated July, 1999.

v Were the minority characteristics of potentially affected communities identified?

° Were the relevant economic indicators (e.g., average median income) of the potentially
affected populations identified?

. Were potential environmental impacts to minority populations or low-income populations
identified?

. What effort was made by the Federal Agency to secure input and participation from
potentially impacted minority and/or low income communities?

o Are impacts to the minority populations and low-income populations disproportionately
high and adverse compared to the general population or a comparison group; and

° If disproportionately high and adverse impact to minority and low income population is

identified, can those impacts be mitigated?

Pollution Prevention ,
Section 6602 of the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 established that as a national
priority, the following actions should be implemented:

. Pollution should be prevented or reduced at the source whenever feasible;

o Pollution that cannot be prevented should be recycled in an environmentally safe manner
whenever feasible;

. Pollution that cannot be prevented or recycled should be treated in an environmentally
safe manner whenever feasible;

° Disposal or other release into the environment should be employed as a last resort and

should be conducted in an environmentally safe manner.

We raise this issue here in a general manner. Pollution prevention should be evaluated at
each level of highway construction, maintenance and operation to reduce waste streams and
reduce use of toxic substances.

Pollution prevention is a voluntary program. Through pollution prevention efforts,
agencies and private companies have been able to reduce or eliminate groups of pollutants, save
money, and reduce regulatory requirements. The EPA Pollution Prevention Program can help




with information on new ideas and technology. Please contact John Brink at (303) 312-6498.

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts of Growth

The indirect impacts from the induced growth that may occur because of transportation.
improvements, both highway and transit, in this corridor will need to be addressed, as well as the
cumulative environmental impacts from potential growth in this area. ' EPA understands that
FHWA, CDOT, and RTD-Denver have proposed using Delphi-Plus as a methodology for
assessing indirect induced growth effects for this project.

Transit options in particular may induce growth in and around transit stops. The end of the
transit corridor will be of concern for potential environmental impacts, as well as impacts on
feeder routes. A comparison of alternatives with reasonably foreseeable growth patterns should
be included, and their impacts addressed. Environmental criteria that may be important to
consider include the following points: '

° Differences in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) translating into air quality improvements;

o Differences in open space translating into habitat preserved,

. Flood plain, wetland and riparian areas preserved or avoided, through sustainable
development;

o Amount of impervious surface per alternative, translating into water quality impacts; and

. Infrastructure costs, translating into wastewater and drinking water investments, and

economic impacts.

The land use section may be the appropriate place to document the actual environmental
impacts of any induced and cumulative growth. In most EIS’s, we see a good summary of what
will happen to the land use in the area, e.g., how many acres will be converted from farmland to
commercial or residential, but we do not see those changes translated into environmental
impacts, e.g., acres of wetlands lost or increased stormwater flow due to increased impervious
surfaces. We would like to see an impacts analysis performed in the EIS. Land conversion
changes the ecosystem through paving, fragmenting and increased human activity, all of which
invariably change the natural migration processes and brings non-native plant species to the area.
The document should analyze these potential impacts, rather than just reporting acreage
potentially disturbed.

We understand that land use decisions are not FHWA, FTA or CDOT’s decisions to
make. However, if alternatives with larid use components that reduce the environmental impacts
of the expected growth on air, water, habitat fragmentation, etc, require actions by local
responsible entities, those actions should be addressed in the document through agreements,
plans, or some process outlining how those actions will be developed

Mitigation

The mitigétion proposals in this EIS should have enough detail to allow the reader to
determine how the mitigation will be implemented, where it will be implemented, and whether it

10




will be effective. The attached list of suggested mitigation measures for air quality could help
fulfill these requirements.

Mitigation not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency can also be included in the EIS
with a discussion of which agency does have jurisdiction and how the mitigation could be
implemented. Land use is particularly relevant to mitigation of transportation impacts.

Monitoring ,

The EIS should include a discussion of and a commitment to monitoring for each
resource category determined to be significant. A properly designed monitoring plan will
demonstrate how well the preferred alternative resolves the identified issues and concerns by
measuring the effectiveness of the mitigation measures in controlling or minimizing adverse
effects.

The EIS should include a feedback mechanism which can compare baseline data with
monitoring results to ensure that mitigation strategies will improve in the future and that
unforeseen adverse effects are identified and minimized. To be effective, the design of the
monitoring program should include the following criteria:

. Ensure State objectives and standards are met;

. Provide a mechanism to initiate additional measures if needed to meet State standards and
. goals;

. Evaluate the effectiveniess of the BMPs utilized in the project;

. Evaluate the accuracy of estimates made in the analysis; and

. Provide a feedback mechanism for future projects.




Possible Mitigation Strategies for Air quahty
Highway Projects

Construction phase - requirements which can be included in construction contracts

Construction vehicles (source of air toxics):

° Require that construction vehicles meet EPA’s most recent standards for new
onroad and nonroad diesel engines

° Require Best Available Control Technology (BACT) on all construction vehicle
diesel engines (e.g., diesel particulate filters/traps, oxidizing soot filters, catalytic
oxidizers, and other feasible control devices that become available to limit or
prevent exhaust emissions)

. Require diesel retrofit of construction vehicle engines as appropriate

o Use alternatives in engines and/or diesel fuels e.g., engines using fuel cell
technology; electric engines; engines using liquified or compressed natural gas;
diesel engines fueled with biodiesel or ultra-low sulfur fuel; fuel onsite equipment
with lower sulfur highway diesel instead of nonroad diesel fuel

4 Require heavy duty construction vehicle fleet owners in nonattainment areas to
participate in EPA’s Clean Fuel Vehicle Fleet Program to gradually increase the
percentage of low emission vehicles in their fleets, meet specified federal
emission standards for low emission vehicles, and power such vehicles by clean
diesel, natural gas, propane, ethanol, methanol or electricity

* Prohibit excessive idling by setting an idling time limit and training employees on
requirements (must be in compliance with local municipality’s anti-idling
regulations; go beyond local requirements if circumstances warrant). Install
engine preheater devices to eliminate unnecessary idling.

. Prohibit tampering with equipment to increase horsepower or to defeat emission
control device effectiveness

° Require construction vehicle engines to be properly tuned and maintained

. Use construction vehicles with minimum practical engine size for the intended job

Construction site logistics:

o Route diesel truck traffic to and from the construction site away from
communities and schools
. Minimize construction-related traffic trips through appropriate policies,

implementation measures, and employee education

Construction materials - must meet Architectural Coating Standards for VOCs (since
many VOCs are air toxics) - see 63 FR 48848, 9/11/98. There are standards for the
following compounds used in road construction:

. Compounds for concrete curing, concrete curing and sealing, concrete protective




coatings and concrete surface retarders

Bituminous coating and mastic compounds for asphalt pavement sealing
Traffic marking coatings (for line painting)

Zone marking coatings (for driveway lines, parking lots, sidewalks & curbs)

Construction plapning:

Plan for operation needs to reduce emissions, such as high occupancy vehicle
(HOV) lane, bike lane, other operation needs (see below)

Adopt a “Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan (CEMP)” to ensure that
procedures for implementation of mitigation measures are adequately defined
Consult with appropriate Air Quality Management District for existing applicable
requirements (e.g., requirements of the State Implementation Plan) at beginning of
project; continue periodic consultation throughout construction phase to

determine if additional air quality mitigation for criteria air pollutants and/or air
toxics is warranted; undertake any necessary additional air quality mitigation in an
expeditious manner

Operation phase - include appropriate stakeholders and government entities - ensure that
construction phase addresses these needs where necessary

Transportation planning strategies as appropriate to promote:

Transportation control measures such as employer-subsidized transit passes,
telecommuting, work schedule changes, compressed work week, rideshare,
parking management (e.g., reduced rates for carpools; parking cash out programs
to “buy-out” employee parking spaces), roadway toll/congestion pricing (Le.,
higher tolls for peak hours/solo drivers)

Intelligent transportation systems

Biking and walking alternatives, which include needs for infrastructure (paved
shoulders, adjacent paths, pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly intersections, bike
parking and lockers), local transportation district support (to address logistics of
bikes on buses, light-rail, etc.), and employer support (such as incentives for
biking or walking, provision of showers/lockers, participation in EPA’s
Commuter Choice Program, see www.commuterchoice.gov)

Public education regarding personal vehicle choice and use, ¢.g., the benefits of
high fuel efficiency/low emissions models, proper engine tuning and maintenance,
proper tire pressure, avoiding idling, limiting and combining trips




Possible Mitigation Strategies for Air Quality
(Particulates-Related) '
Highway Projects

Construction site:

L)

Require permits with time and weather conditions if open burning to clear right-of-way
Require dust suppression measures on all unpaved work areas, haul out roads, borrow and
waste sites, including use of dust suppressant solutions, temporary pavement, aggregate
road base, and/or temporary seeding

Require procedures for loading and covering haul trucks to minimize track out and
material spills in transit

Require frequent cleaning of paved roadway and paving access points

Maintenance phase

Comply with existing sanding/de-icer/street sweeping requirements in local ordinances or
the applicable State Implementation Plan

Develop sanding program that specifies: (1) sanding material size that will minimize re-
entrainment; (2) sanding material testing procedures; (3) record keeping and reporting
requirements; and (4) area of application

Institute street sweeping program that specifies frequency, equipment, record keeping and
reporting requirements, and area of application
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EPA Meeting

MEETING DATE: July 15, 2004

LOCATION: EPA

CDOT: Carol Parr, Dave Maninez, Pefe Graham Sian Elmguis!
FHWA: Mke Vanderhoof, hMelnda Castiilo

ATTENDEES: EPA: Raobert Edgar. Deb Lebow Jeff Kimes

C&B: Gina McAfee
FHU: Gregg Mugele. Art Huisch, Kevin Maddoux

PREPARER: Carter Burgess

COPIES:

Gina McAfee

Attendees, Jerry Piffer. Tom Anzia. Becky Noe, Wendy Wallach,
Chris Primus, Kirk Webb, C&B File #071608 400

MEETING SUMMARY

L)

Gina began the meeting by describing the purpose. which is o discuss EPA scoping
commentis

We will definitely assess the alternatives isted on page 1 of the comments and will provide
travel charactenstics of these.

We need {0 make sure we compare 2030 ravel tmes (for different altarnatives) to existing
lravel times . Is it possible to compare congestion now with what it nught be after a widened
1-25 is open to trafic?

For air quality. it shouid net be a problem to provide any of the baseline ar qualily
information. For #MSATs, we will do the analysis as suggested in the letler. We should
oblain existing emissions levels. We shouid look at what -70 is doing in terms of historical
emissions tevels, existing and future.

Cur biggest potential impact may be at transit stations. if we use a diesel locomotive.
For PM,, hot spots, we should do qualitative for conformity  EPA 15 expecting a quantitative

PMyc hot spot modeling. Jeff suggests that we use CALIQHC for PM..—we need to
change settling veiocity and deposition rate or velocity  PM., hot spots could be transit

slations, maintenance fzcilities, interchange localions

Foderal iy Lbmmearaires; 8 Fodorad Trosn Lisinsarainn B Colotado Prpartment of Jransportation
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We will form an Air Qualty Working Group to meet to discuss methodelogy and praject-
speciic results

The NFRMPGC draft 2030 Plan has some 1-25 improvements in it

For mitigation. we should ook at cleaner diese! locamolives—ihere are 2010 siandards we
shoudd look at

Hazardous waste—none of this should be a problem

Water quality. Monitoring has been recommended by EPA. This was intended to be during
and post construction  The intent 1s {0 comnut to monitor BMPs inimpaired walers. This
would be commitied (o as needed  For exisiing conditions, we wilt use existing data from
CDPHE and watershed agencies

For sensiive sireams. permanent BMPs will be recommended. consisient with MS4,

We have a concern about using the Driscoll model. Art has a handout that describes his
congerns. It hag limiiations

Art 15 proposing that we modei only in situations where we are proposing to discharge intg
animpaired stream with no BMPs—or intc a sirgam that is close t¢ bemg sensitive (with ng
BMPs). The model Artis recommending 1s & spreadsheet that breaks the river down into
different segmenis. calculates mass, includes BiPs. and results m an indication of whether
or not there is 2 poiential {o exceed a standard

FHWA has been working on alternalive ways 10 model water quality. They are planning {o
come up with & different approach Mike recommends we wait uniill after the upcoming
course o decwde for sure on the water quality modeling approach

FFor adaptive management. we could commit 10 monitorng. agency roles. and BMPs,

It is okay wilh EPA to use & spreadsheet miodel

At should talk to Gordon MceEvoy and Tom Boyee about thes spreadsheet model. We will
wait until after the ccurse has been held and then Art will prepare & proposed methodology.

For wetlands, we are doing a merger with 404 so will be closely evaluating avoidance
allernatives. We will plan to delineate wetlands prior to defining DEIS aiternatives,

For mainlenance and construction, these suggestions came as a result of T-REX prablems.
Mag chiornde may become an issue CDOT is doing a new study on mag chloride impacts.
Temperature monilonng can be done to determine when lo apply mag chionde
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8 For EJ, we are not pianning to do as exhaustive a study as 1-70.

©

Regarding the Delphi Plus technique: we could contact CSU, the 1-25 Corridor Plan group,
the LUTRAQ—for ideas on the expert panel. if need to. we can break this into two panels.

We may consider forming a Land Use Working Group to provide ongoing guidance.

We are not geing to be making recommendaions 1o locals about how to modify their
comprehensive pians

In New Hampshire. there were issues about how many wetland acres are impacted and
whal should be the mutigation commitment

We will be developing a “smart growth” component to our Congestion Management
Alternative.

Foo Hramepnlahom s A manae mrgsgmmutesyd PA Mg o I gt




tate of Colorado

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Region 4 - Loveland Residency

2207 E. Highway 402

Loveland, CO 80537-8885

THENT OF TIRANSPOGTATION

January 21, 2004

Steve Fender

Principal Regional Inspector
Federal Raiiroad Administration
555 Zang Sireet, Suite 263
Denver, CO 80228

Re:  North I-25 Front Range EIS
Invitation to a Resource Agency Meeting

Dear Mr. Fender:

The Colorade Department of Transportation has issued the Notice to Proceed with the North 1-25 Front Range
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process in CDOT Region Four and the Notice of Intent was published in the
Federal Register on December 31, 2003. The goal of this project is to prepare an EIS evaluating future
transportation alternatives and improvements for the 1-25 cotridor between Denver and Fort Collins.

Alternatives under consideration include:

Taking no action.

Improvements to the existing highway network, particularly 1-25 but perhaps also US 85 and US 287.
Transit options including bus and rail technologies.

Constructing a highway at a new location,

bl

We would like to invite you or your designated representative to participate in the scoping meeting for the Resource
Agency Team. This meeting will be:
Thursday, February 26, 2004
2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.
Loveland CDOT Office
2207 E. Highway 402
Loveland, CO 80537

At this meeting we will provide a summary of our process and would request your input on any particular issues you
wish us to study or processes you wish us to follow.

We look forward to working in a partnership with you to conduct this EIS and determine the best transportation
options for Northern Colorado.

Sincerely,

Dl -t

David M. Martinez
Project Manager
CDOT N. I-25 Front Range EIS

cc: Project File




NORTH £-25 FRONT RANGE EIS

]

Meeting Minutes

Project: North |-25 Front Range EIS
Purpose: Federal Railroad Administration Scoping Meeting
Date Held: March 1, 2004
Location.  FRA Offices, 555 Zang Street, Lakewood
Attendees: FHWA: Jean Wallace
FRA: Steve Fender
FTA: John Dow
CDOT: Dave Martinez
C&B: Gina McAfee, Danielle Smith, Paul Brown, Craig Gaskill
FHU: Tom Anzia

Copies: Attendees, Holly Miller, File #071609.400

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:

Gina gave a very brief discussion introduction to the project.

2. FRA'is an enforcement agency—primary safety enforcement. They also serve as liaison
to passenger rail projects. Commuter rail is an area of interest, particularly in shared
freight/passenger corridors. FRA can help if we need help negotiating with the railroads.
FRA will get more involved as we move into engineering.

Steve went through a PowerPoint presentation (attached).
The Denver office is a part of Region 6. The Regional Administrator is in Kansas City.

They also regulate tourist-type railroads called excursion railroads—Iike the Georgetown
Loop or the Durango to Silverton line.

6. FRA designates corridors for high-speed rail. They are funding three corridors for maglev
back east.

7. PUC regulates surface grade crossings (new ones and closures of public ones) and state
safety oversight.

FRA will be a Cooperating Agency. We will send a letter of invitation.

We will include them on our mailing lists for meetings, especially those related fo rail
engineering.

10. The whistle blowing proposed rule shortens the warning time to 20 seconds. Communities
can install gates with raised medians or alternate safety measures (physical upgrades,
signage, education) to reduce the risk threshold. This means no whistles except for other
safety requirements. There is a risk index calculator.

JA_Transportation\071609.400\managemtgs\minutes\FRA scoping_030104j.doc




u.s Departmént Federal Transit Administration  Federal Highway Adminigtration

- Region Vil Colorado Division
of Transportation 216 Sixteanth St,, Suite 850 §55 Zang St,, Room 250
Danver, Colorado 80202 Lakewood, Colorado 80228
(303) 844.3242 {303) $89-6730 s
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L/
Mr. Steve Fender o M
Chief Inspector
Federal Railroad Administration
555 Zang Street, #263
Lakewood, CO 80228 )
Re: North I-25 Front Range EIS
Cooperating Agency Agreement
Dear Mr. Fender:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA),
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) Region 4, are :mtxatmg an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the North I-25 Front Range area, whlch includes atea
from Denver Union Station to Fort Collins, to improve transportation and transportation linkages.
The transportation improvements may require FRA action and we are requesting that yoube a
cooperating agency.

Your agency’s involvement should entail those areas under its jurisdiction and no direct writing or
analysis will be necessary for the documents preparation. The following are activities we - will take
to maximize interagency cooperation:

1
S

. Inclede you on mailing lists for ceordination meetings.
2.
3. Consult with you on any relevant technical studies that will be required for the project and

Invite you to meetings related to rail engineering.

share information that may be useful 1o other studies in the area (US 36, Boulder/ Longmont
Feasibility Study and North Metro study).

Organize joint field reviews with you, if requested.
Provide you with project information, including study results.

Encourage your agency to use the above documents 1o express your review on subjects within
your jurisdiction or expertise.
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7. Include information in the project environmental documents that cooperating agencies need to
carry out their NEPA responsibilities and any other requirements regarding jurisdictional
approvals.

We also request that you be available to help us negotiate with the railroad entities within the study
area if needed.

You have the right to expect that the EIS will enable you to carry out your jurisdictional
responsibilities. Likewise, you have the obligation to tell us if, at any point in the process, your
needs are not being met. We expect that at the end of the process the EIS will satisfy any rail
safety compliance requirements including those related to project alternatives, environmental
consequences and mitigation.

We look forward to your response to this request and your role as a cooperating agency on this
project. If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our
agencies’ respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact
Jean Wallace (FHWA) at (303) 969-6730 extension 382 or John Dow (FTA) at (303) 844-3243.

L, il —

Regional Administrator

Sincerely yours,

cc.  Mr. Dave Martinez, CDOT Region 4 /
Mr. Bob Garcia, CDOT Region 4
Mr. Stanley Elmquist, CDOT Region 4
Ms. Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4
Mr. Brad Beckham, CDOT EPB
Mr. Dave Krutsinger, RTD
Mr. John Dow, FTA
File

J:\_Transportation\071609.400\manage\corr\Agency\Coop Agency Agreement FRA.doc
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U.S. Department Region VI DOT Building
of Transportation 901 Locust Street, Suite 464

. Kansas City, MO 64106
Federal Railroad

Administrafion

April 5, 2004

Mr. William C. Jones

Federal Highway Administration
Colorado Division Administrator
555 Zang Street - Ste. 250
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

Dear Mr. Jones:

Regarding your correspondence dated March 10, 2004, directed to Steven Fender, the Federal
Railroad Administration’s (FRA) Chief Inspector at the Lakewood District office. I understand
that Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) for the I-25 corridor is being developed. As has
been past practice at Denver and in western FRA Region 6, and according to FRA’s previous
interdepartmental agreements, we formally agree to support these studies as required. We
recognize that we may be quite interested in this corridor due to the possibility that passenger
rail may be a preferred transportation alternative. FRA is also aware of and preparing for our
safety regulation and related responsibilities if these projects develop as anticipated.

As has been past practice, Steven Fender will be the principal contact for FRA on issues such as
this. He will continue to manage FRA involvement there as appropriate with the resources he
has at his disposal. He will also communicate with our passenger rail team at FRA’s Office of
Railroad Development and involve them as necessary. Flease feel free to continue to

communicate with Steve at the Denver FRA office and continue with the relationship that now
exists.

Should you need assistance from me at any time, please feel free to call.




State of Colorado

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION o DOT
Region 4 - Loveland Residency o
2207 E. Highway 402

Loveland, CO 80537-8885

January 21, 2004

Alison Deans-Michael

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
755 Parfet, Suite 361
Lakewood, CO 80215

Re:  North I-25 Front Range EIS
Invitation to a Resource Agency Mecting

Dear Ms. Michael:

The Colorado Department of Transportation has issued the Notice to Proceed with the North 1-25 Front Range
Environmentat Impact Statement (EIS) process in CDOT Region Four and the Notice of Intent was published in the
Federal Register on December 31, 2003. The goal of this project is to prepare an EIS evaluating future
transportation alternatives and improvements for the I-25 corridor between Denver and Fort Collins.

Alternatives under consideration include:

Taking no action.

Improvements to the existing highway network, particularly 1-25 but perhaps also US 85 and US 287.
Transit options including bus and rail technologies.

Constructing a highway at a new location.

S led B e

We would like to invite you or your designated representative to participate in the scoping meeting for the Resource
Agency Team. This meeting will be:
Thursday, February 26, 2004
2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.
Loveland CDOT Office
2207 E. Highway 402
Loveland, CO 80537

Al this meeting we will provide a summary of our process and would request your input on any particular issues you
wish us to study or processes you wish us to follow.

We look forward to working in a partnership with you to conduct this EIS and determine the best transportation
options for Northern Colorado.

Sincerely,
David M. Martinez %
Project Manager

CDOT N. 1-25 Front Range EIS

cc: Project File




United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
Colorado Field Office
7535 Parfer Streat. Suite 361
Lakewood, Colorado 80215

IN REPLY REFER TO-
ES/CO: ER04/0004
Mail Stop 63412
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David Martinez
2sident Engineer
Colorado Depariment of Transportation, Region 4
2207 East Highway 402
Loveland, Colorado 80337

Dear Mr. Martinez.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed vour Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for transportation improvements between Denver and
Fort Collins in Denver, Boulder, Broomfield. Adams. Larimer, and Weld Counties. Colorado.
We have comments regarding threatened. endangered. and candidate species: migratory birds:
and highsway permeability to wildlife.

Several species listed under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as umended (16 U.S.C. 1331
et. seq.) (Act) which may be affected by the proposed action may occur along the corridor. These
species include the Preble’s meadow jumping mouse (Zapus hudsonius preblei), the bald eagle
{Haligeetus leucocephalus), the Ute ladies’-iresses orchid (Spiranthes diluvialis). and the
Colorado butterfly plant (Gaura neomexicana ssp. coloradensis). The black-iailed prairie dog
(Cynomys ludovicianus) is a Candidate species under the Act and the Service is interested in their
protection and avoiding adversely impacting their habizat to a degree that they would need 10 be
listed and, therefore, protected under the Act. We are also concerned about the effects of
depletions to the South Platte River system on downstream species. Transportation projects
typically cause depletions through use of water for compaction and dust control, although other
uses are concelvable. Impacts to all listed species will need 1o be addressed in the EIS and
consuitation under section 7 of the Act may be necessary. In addition, all native bird species are
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. and impacts to them will ne=d to be anticipated and
addressed in the EIS.

Maintaining or improving the permeability of highways to all wildlife species is becoming or
incrzasing concern (o all wildlife resource agencies. including the Service. We would like to sez
wildlife movement across the [-23 corridor and animal-vehicle collisions addressad in the EIS.




David Martnez Page 2

In vour NOI you mention that a new highway alignment is an alternative. Depending on site-
specific conditions and plans for the old highway, new alignments are in general aot preferred in
terms of impacts to wildlife. We look forward to coordinating with you on this alternative.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project, and we look forward to working with you as
it progresses. If the Service can be of further assistance, please contact Alison Deans Michael at
303 275-2378.

Sincerely,

A
A
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Susan C. Linner

-+

Colorado Field Pupervisor
pe: FWS.RO (Connie Young-Dubovsky)
BFA (ERT)
OEPC, Denver (Regional Environmental Officer)
Michael ’
Ref: Alison\ERs
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Carter-Burgess

October 27, 2004

Jan Fritch

District Conservationist
Platte Valley District
57 West Bromley Lane
Brighton, CO 80601

RE: North I-25 Front Range EIS

Dear Mr. Fritch

Carter & Burgess, Inc. is assisting the North |-25 Front Range EIS project in developing inter-
regional solutions to traffic congestion, mobility problems, safety issues, and air quality
problems between the northern Colorado populat ion centers and the Denver metropolitan area.
Specifically, the purpose of the study is to investigate a range of transportation alternatives for
moving people, goods, and information throughout the region. These alternatives are to include
highway improvements, inter-city passenger rail alignments and technologies, and bus and
other modal options.

The project area is from US 287 and SH 119 in the west to US 85 in the east; from SH 14 in the
north to SH 7 in the south, but the southern boundary includes Denver Union Station for the
consideration of passenger rail options.

The legal sections for the study area include:

RG50W RG60W RG70W RG80W RBIOW R700W
45678916 11§ ?491150 1161 1172
17181920 21
TAN s ALL ALL ALL 202122 23 24
2 25 26 27 28 29
3233 34 35 36
123456789
1011121314
5678171819 1516171819 | 12345910
T.15 2030 31 ALL ALL 202122232 | 1112131424
25 26 27 28 29
3334 35 36
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Carter-Burgess

October 28, 2004

Tim Carney

District Manager

Longmant & Boulder Districts
9595 Nelson Road, Box D
Longmont, CO 80501

RE: North I-25 Front Range EIS

LCear Mr. Carney

Carter & Burgess, Inc. is assisting the North 1-25 Front Range EIS project in developing inter-
regional solutions to traffic congestion, mobility problems, safety issues, and air quality
problems between the northern Colorado populat ion centers and the Denver metropolitan area.
Specifically, the purpose of the study is to investigate a range of transportation alternatives for
moving people, goods, and information througho ut the region. These alternatives are to include
highway improvements, inter-city passenger rail alignments and technologies, and bus and

other modal options.

The project area is from US 287 and SH 119 in the west to US 85 in the east; from SH 14 in the
north to SH 7 in the south, but the southern boundary includes Denver Union Station for the

consideration of passenger rail options.

The legal sections for the study area include:

RB50W RGEOW R670W R680W R690W R700W
456780918 Ei?f%ﬁ?ﬂf
171819 20 21
TAN eeEs ALL ALL ALL 20212223 24
i 25 26 27 28 29
3233 34 35 36
123456789
10111213 14
5678171819 1516171819 | 12345910
TAS 20 30 31 ALL ALL 2021222324 | 11121314 24
25 96 77 28 29
33 34 35 36
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Cctober 27, 2004

Jeanene Hess, District Manager
Fort Collins District Office

415 N College Ave., #3

Ft Collins, CQO 80524

RE: North I-25 Front Range EIS

Dear Ms. Hess

Carter & Burgess, Inc. is assisting the North 1-25 Front Range EIS project in developing inter-
regional solutions to traffic congestion, maobility problems, safety issues, and air quality
problems between the northern Colorado populat ion centers and the Denver metropolitan area.
Specifically, the purpose of the study is to investigate a range of transportation altematives for
moving people, goods, and information througho ut the region. These alternatives are to include
highway improvements, inter-city passenger rail alignments and technologies, and bus and

other modal options.

The project area is from US 287 and SH 119 in the west to US 85 in the east; from SH 14 in the
north to SH 7 in the south, but the southern boundary includes Denver Union Station for the

consideration of passenger rail options,

The legal sections for the study area include:

RE50W RE6OW RG70W REB0W RG90W R7T00W
45678916 11%?5115011611172
1718 1920 21

TAN A ALL ALL ALL 20212223 24
x 95 96 27 28 29
3233 34 35 36

123456789

: 10111213 14
56781718 19 1516171819 | 12345910
118 2030 31 ALL ALL 0212232 | 1112131424

25 96 27 28 29

3334 35 36
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grier:

October 27, 2004

Nick Hoban

District Conservationist
West Greeley District Office
4302 W 9th St. Rd.
Greeley, CO 80634

RE: North I-25 Front Range EIS

Dear Mr. Hoban

Carter & Burgess, Inc. is assisting the North I-25 Front Range EIS project in developing inter-
regional solutions to traffic congestion, mobility problems, safety issues, and air quality
problems between the northern Colorado populat ion centers and the Denver metropolitan area.
Specifically, the purpose of the study is to investigate a range of transportation alternatives for
moving people, goods, and information througho ut the region. These alternatives are to include
highway improvements, inter-city passenger rail alignments and technologies, and bus and
other modal options.

The project area is from US 287 and SH 119 in the west to US 85 in the east; from SH 14 in the
north to SH 7 in the south, but the southern boundary includes Denver Union Station for the
consideration of passenger rail options.

The legal sections for the study area include:

RE50W RBGOW RG70W REBOW RBI0W R700W
456789 16 11%?5115?11611172
1718 1920 21

TAN s ALL ALL ALL 2021222324
x 2596 27 28 29
3233 34.35 36

123456789

10111213 14
5678171819 1516171819 | 12345910
18 20 30 31 ALL ALL 2021222324 | 11121314 24

25 96 77 28 29

33343536
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Carfer:

urgess

North I-25 Front Range EI

RE50W R660W RE70W RG8OW RESOW R700W
123489 1011
1213 1415 16
56781718 19 1719202122
T.2N 20293031 32 AL ALL 23 24 25 %6 27 253536
289930 31 32
3334 35 36
153456789
101112 14 15
128 161718 19 20 ALL 1 213 121 12%13
212227 28 29
30313233
1234971077
456781718 12131415 18
T.3N 1920 29 30 31 ALL ALL 2122 2324 25
3 2 27 28 33 34
35 36
1235458910
11121314 15
138 4567818 | 1617202122
2324 26 97 28
2932 33 34 35
113?1415261;?49 123431011
1516 17 1819 1213141518
TN 6 I ALL ALL 21222324 25
262728 33 34
282930 31 32 x
3334
123497011
4567891617 121314 15 16
TSN | 1819202129 ALL ALL ALL 2122934 25
303132 26272833 34
35 36
123401011
5678171819 1213141516
TEN | 2028293031 ALL AL ALL 21222324 25
1233 26 27 28 33 34
35 36
123101112
6718192930 13141522 23
T.7N 3132 ALL ALL ALL 2495 %6 27 28
3334 35 36
4567891015
16171819 20 11112131415
T8N 2122 2325 % ALL ALL 2293 24 25 %
27 28 79 30 31 2734 35 36
3233 34 35 36
102021252 | 2425263738
TN 31 2708293031 | 3132333435
323334 35 35 36
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North I-25 Front Range EI

We have already collected all of the digital soil mapping for the project area. Enclosed for your
review is a map of the project study area. Could you please send us a list of any soils that are
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Im portance, and/or Farmland of
Local Importance for your jurisdiction within the study area. The information can be sent or
faxed to the following address:

Carter & Burgess, Inc.
Attn: Kirk Webb

707 17" Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202

Fax: 303.820.2401

Also, please send a request for payment of any fees along with the products. If you have any
questions, or need further information, please call me at 303-223-5852, or email me at

webbkw @c-b.com.

Sincerely,

Kirk Webb
Environmental Planner

Enclosure

cc: file #071609.401

Ji\_Transportation\07 1609.400\manage\corAFarmland\farmlandreqltr Platte Valley 10.27 .04tdg.doc
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United States Department of Agriculfure

ONRCS

Natural Resources Conservation Service Phone: 303-659-0525
57 West Bremley Lane Fax : 303-659-1768
Brighton, Colorado 80601-2697

October 29, 2004

Kirk Webb

Carter & Burgess, Inc.
707 17™ Street, Suite 2300
Denver, Colo 80202

Kirk,

As per your request, enclosed are list containing Prime and Fmportant Farmlands soils. T have
included lists for the entire project area, The approximate area that is under my work unit are the
parts that are in Adams County and the Southern part of Weld County up to about Gilcrest.

There are no Unique Farmlands within my work unit and no identified Farmlands of Local
Importance that I am aware of,

Project parts not in this area are serviced from other Natural Resources Conservation Service
offices. The location of these offices can be found at the web site listed below. On the bottom lefi
of the screen click on Find A Service Center.

The information found on the enclosed sheets is available on the web at;

kittp://www.co.nres.usda. gov

under Quick Access locate eFTOG

Section 1l

Soils Information

Click on the County you want information for

Click on Soils Reports

On Survey Area screen

Click on Generate Reports

On Map Unit screen

Click on Select All

Under drop down menu labeled please select the report that you would like to generate,
Click on Prime & Important Farmlands

Click Generate Report ,

Please note for Weld County there are choices for Northern Part & Southern Part.

Hopetully this covers the information you requested.
;an Fritch
District Conservationist

The Natural Resources Conservation Service provides leadership in a partnership effort to help people
conserve, maintain, and improve our natural resources and environment,

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer
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United States Department of Agriculture

ONRCS

Natural Resourcas Conservation Service 970-356-8097 - Office

Greeley Field Office 870-351-0392 - Fax

4302 W 9" Street Rd : ' www.co.usda.gov

Greeley, Colorado 80634-1317 jon.wicke@co.usda.gov
FAX COVER SHEET

From: Jon Wicke Date: November 1, 2004

District Conservationist
NRCS —~ Greeley Field Office

To: Kirk Webb, Environmental Planner
Carter & Burgess, Inc.

Fax: (303)820-2401
Pages (including this one): 4
COMMENTS:

Faxing a copy as requested of the Prime and other Important Farmlands reports for
Weld County, from both the North and South Weld County Soil Surveys.

Note that these reports are now readily available for public use online, for ali counties in

Colorado. Following are instructions for accessing this data online:

- Go to www.co.nres.usda.gov

- Click on the Technical Resources tab.

- Click on Colorado electronic Field Office Technical Guide/feFOTG.

- Click on the county you would like to access,

- On the Left Hand side of the page, click on Section il.

- Click on Soils Information.

- Scroll down and click on the County you need to collect data for.

- Click on Soil Data Download and Soil Reports

- Click on the Soil Survey you need information from.

- Click on Generate Reports

- In the resulting table, highlight particular soils, or click on Select All if you want to
access data for all Soils.

- In the selection box, select the report you need, such as “Prime and Other important
Farmiands”

- Click on Generate Reports.

This could be helpful, since much of the soils information is readily available, you may
be able to avoid sending letters out and awaiting the return of needed information. If
you have any questions, give me a call at (870)356-8097, x3, or email me at
Jon.Wicke@co. usda.gov.

The Natural Resources Conservation Service provides leadership in a partnership effort to help people
conserve, malntaln, and improve our natural resources and environment.

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer
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Prime and other Important Farmlands

Weld County, Coforade, Narihem Part

Map unit name Fanmland classification

Farmiand of statew;de imporlance
12 Fanmitnd of statewide mpértarice:

17 Bushrnan fine sandy Ioam ) tn 3 percenl slupes

20 77 Havéregn jodm 0o 3 prighit e R AR - ortange. ‘

34 "Manter sandy foam, 0 to & percent slopes F rrnland of slalawuda imponance )

44 " .. Olnejfine saiidyliga, 010 §hardéitatopes | .- i . 1Y o alET o vﬁde importance < 17 S
49 Paofi fine sandy loam, 0 to 6 percenl slopes )
&8 - Fpebud ing sandy 19ami OioSpercentsrepqs.- = S
61 Stoneham fine sandy [oam. Oto 6 parcent slopss

B4 - Tery saadyloam; 0t 2

73

75 T

80

23

30

41 Nunn clay loam, D tc 6 pement s!opes

54 7 . Platriar foam 0 f.'or:i percent sIopes 2

77 : Weld roam. 0 06 percant sropes

(- ”;‘_;-Aéca?qnloam.&(’ Sriantsiopes 72

83

86 ..

USDA Natural Resources
""7 Conservation Service

Tabular Data Version: 1
Tabular Data Version Date: 04/13/2004 Page 1 of 1
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d

b
Prime and other important Farmlands
Weald County, Colorada, Southem Pari ’
Map Map unit nrame Famland classiication
$ymbol . .
34 iKimloam, 5toepercenlslopes T wm s e e HFarmlandoflom' tiipoptanica T
38 MNelson fine sandy loam, 3o 9 percenl slopes ' o ’ Farrnland of local !rnponance
54 " Thedalund loain, 115 3 Pareentslops . iTa T T ", Fanmland of locaiFnportancd ;1.
69 Valent sanci 0 lo 3 percant slopes Fan-niand of local Impartanca
oy . . ‘-;‘,. - e ‘
7
i : : : -
28 Haldt sulty clay, 3 to 5 percent slupas
£ IR 'M*!Qaiﬁ_. o 5. plie 'T
a7
45: 0 T SR R T aland s‘ta:emdé mpoﬁanc ' L
48 ' Ornay fine sandy Ioam 3 to5 percent slopes ' T Fammiand of statewide Importance
49, "+ Csgoot sand; 01573 percenitgiopes o g e rentandof staldWidefnpibitance _
52 Ctero sandy loam, 3 {o 5 percent slopss Farmland of statewide imporiance
56 +Reshohilliglay toam, 0 to Fpecchiit'siopes . . - T LT Fémiain“dotsltﬁteﬁdazmpoﬂanbe S G
67 Uim clay loam, 3 to 5 percent slopes ' Farmiand of stalewide importance
T8 Vo &dndy b, 0 & 5 Porcatit stopes . - Pl e T Farmiasid 6f statewiadimportaiice™ "
76 Vona sandy loam, 1 fo 3 percent slopes Farmtand of statewlde importance
86, - Weldloam, 3to6 perent ot Sn L L -".T':'T.':"A«E\.*giajh'_ﬁraﬂd efstatewide imiportarics -
83 wtey-Colby camptex. 3lo5 percent s]opes ' Farmland of statewide lmportanca
a7 . ;Plginei find savidy fosm T Lo * Farmiang dt Satsidite nportaice S
3 Aquolls and Aquents, gravelly substratum Prime farmland if drained and either pmtected fmm
: flooding or not frequantly flseded duting the growing

season

Prlm; faim;and Iftmgated:

S R RV PrmeFarmidnd iigates
ana famﬂand if nmgated B
Bresser sandy Ioam. 1to 3 p rceni s!opas . Pr:ma farmland rf:mgated
. Golbyloam, 419 1 pereritidiopes- .. LR Y Rdinanmiand i inigh jiited!
Co!by loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes Prime farmiand if inigated
- Golombscidy loatn, B'to 't percint slopes e T < Prime farr'nlancilflrri'ga!ed o o
Calembo clay loam, 1 to 3 percenl slopes ' Prime farmland if imigated
<"Dacono clay.igam, 0 to 1 Percentsiopes . . - ) ", Phime faniigind i irighted < 1o =
Dacono c!ay leam, 1 to 3 parcent slopas ' o ' Prime farmland if Emgated '

Fod Cn[llns [Gamigio 'E‘pa‘r&‘éni slopes
Fort Collins loam, 1 zo 3 percent slcrpes
Hayaksontosin 0
Haverson loam, 1 to 3 pement slopes
= Htdh sty cihyy 4 15 34 résntElar it
Jutesburg sandy !oam, Oto1 percent slopea
bY “Jules'burg‘é?aﬁdyioam THo. P pércant gy
Kimloam, 0 1o 1 percent slopes

USDA Natural Resources

Tahular Data Version: 2
‘/" Conservation Service

Tabular Data Version Date: 10/07/2004 Page 1 of 2
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4+ .9
Prime and other Important Farmlands
Weld County, Colorado, Southern Part

Sx:&] Map unit name Farmland ctassitication
32 i Kiniloih, 140 3 percantsigpes.. T T LT e fariland f migaled L v 0T 0
39 Nurn leam, 0 to 1 percent slopas ' ' Piima farmland'lif imigaled
40 ' Nuareloar; 16,3 pereent siopgs: & B SR Primg-farmiaid f ifigated v
41 Nunn clay Ioam, 010 1 percent slopes ane farmland rf lmgated
42 RNunni clay Igam, 1 to’ Zpercentsiopes | - L nome 0 ?
43 Nunn luarny sand, Cto 1 percant slopes Prime 1armtand if Imgated
44 . - Qifiey toamy"sandi 710 3'percentslopes ™ - 1 =40 Prinve farmildndii Trigated :
46 Olney fine sandy loam, 0 to 1 percent sIOpes Prime farmland if irrigated
47 ..e]ney ﬁnesandyioam, a ld‘S'perGﬂntslepes s v PHMe: fal-m]'ahd‘ tigdted” -
50 O!Bro sandy ioam, Dto 1 percent slopes ‘ane farmiand if lmga!ed
Ky Ui : perdaht slopes AT T T - e-fannland'ﬂlrr!gatad .f:— o
54 PaoII !oarn 0 lo 1 percenl sk}pes ‘ ' ane falmland H]mgated
851", o " Baclicam, 10 perentsiopes s 14 TR ST Y e
66 Ulm day loam 0 to 3 pe
78
79
81 g - i
82 W:tay-CoIby comp!ex, 1 to 3 percent slopes
o0 Plaas o : .
R Srertod .;,‘" v

i

LJSDA Natural Resources
] . Tabular Data Version: 2
@l Conscrvation Service Tabutar Data Version Date: 10/07/2004 Page 2 of 2
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TO:
MAILING ADDRESS: Brighton Service Center

rrer

Consultants in Engineering, Architecture,
Planning and the Environment

MEMO

Jan Fritch — NRCS District Conservationist DATE: September 4, 2007

57 W Bromley Ln
Brighton, CO 80601-3025
FROM: Shonna Sam
SUBJECT: North I-25 EIS Project No.: 071608.400

Prime and Important Farmland Impacts/Form
NRCS CPA-106

COPIES: Wendy Wallach; File

The purpose of this memo is to present the impacts to Prime and Important Farmland that have
been identified in the North I-25 DE IS. Form NRCS CPA-106 is attached for your review and
signature. We would appreciate return of the completed form within 30 days. If you have any
questions or concerns please contact me at:

Shonna Sam, AICP
Carter & Burgess, Inc.
Environmental Planner
303-223-5831
shonna.sam@c-b.com

PRCJECT DESCRIPTION

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation
of an environmental i mpact statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation
improvements along approximately 70 miles of the 1-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington
area to Denver. The purpose and need for the improvements is to address mobility,
accessibility, safety, and aging infrastructure problems along 1-25, as well as to provide for a
greater variety of transportation choices and support economic growth,

The regional study area that encom passes the proposed improvements e xtends from US 287
and the Burlington N orthern and Santa F e (BNSF) Railway routes on the west to US 85 and
the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) routes on the east (Figure 1).

Two multi-modal build packages (Packages A and B) are being evaluated, as well as the No-
Action Alternative in accordance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements.
Types of highway improvement being considered as a part of the multi-modal packages include
highway widening and interchange reconstruction. Transit improvements being considered in
the multi-modal packages include commuter rail, commuter bus, and bus rapid transit (BRT) on
three different alignments,

Carter & Burgess, Inc. 707 171h Street, Suite 2300 Denver, Colcrado 8020Z
{303) 820-5240




TO:

Consultants in Engineering, Architecture,
Planning and the Environment

MEMO

Boyd Byelich — NRCS District Conservationist DATE: September 4, 2007

MAILING ADDRESS: Longmont Service Center

9595 Nelson Road Ste D
Longmont, CO 80501-6359

FROM: Shonna Sam
SUBJECT: North 1-25 EIS Project No.: 071609.400

Prime and Important Farmland Impacts/Form
NRCS CPA-106

COPIES: Wendy Wallach; File

The purpose of this memo is to present the impacts to Prime and Important Farmland that have
been identified in the North 1-25 DE IS. Form NRCS CPA-106 is attached for your review and
signature. We would appreciate return of the completed form within 30 days. If you have any
questions or concerns please contact me at:

Shonna Sam, AICP
Carter & Burgess, Inc.
Environmental Planner
303-223-5831
shonna.sam@c-b.com

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation
of an environmental impact statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate m ulti-modal transportation
improvements along approximately 70 miles of the [-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington
area to Denver. T he purpose and need for the improvements is to address mobility,
accessibility, safety, and aging infrastructure problems along 1-25, as well as to provide for a
greater variety of transportation choices and support economic growth.

The regional study area that encom passes the proposed improvements e xtends from US 287
and the Burlington Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway routes on the west to US 85 and
the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) routes on the east (Figure 1).

Two multi-modal build packages (Packages A and B) are being eval uated, as well as the No-
Action Alternative in accordance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements.
Types of highway improvement being considered as a part of the multi-modal packages include
highway widening and interchange reconstruction. Transit improvements being considered in
the multi-modal packages include commuter rail, commuter bus, and bus rapid transit (BRT) on
three different alignments.

Carter & Burgess, Inc. 707 17th Street, Suite 2300 Denver, Colorade 80202
(303) 820-5240




TO:

MAILING ADDRESS: Fort Collins Service Center
2150 Centre Ave Bldg A, Suite 116

Fort Collins, CO 80526-8121

Consultants in Engineering, Architecture,
Planning and the Environment

MEMO

Todd Boldt — NRCS District Conservationist DATE: September 4, 2007

FROM: Shonna Sam
SUBJECT: North 1-25 EIS Project No.: 071609.400

Prime and Important Farmland Impacts/Form
NRCS CPA-106

COPIES: Wendy Wallach; File

The purpose of this memo is to present the impacts to Prime and Important Farmland that have
been identified in the North |-25 DE IS. Form NRCS CPA-106 is attached for your review and
signature. We would appreciate retumn of the completed form within 30 days. If you have any
questions or concerns please contact me at:

Shonna Sam, AICP
Carter & Burgess, Inc.
Environmental Planner
303-223-5831
shonna.sam@c-b.com

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation
of an environmental impact statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate m ulti-modal transportation
improvements along approximately 70 miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington
area to Denver. The purpose and need for the improvements is to address mobility,
accessibility, safety, and aging infrastructure problems along 1-25, as well as to provide for a
greater variety of transportation choices and support economic growth.

The regional study area that encom passes the proposed improvements extends from US 287
and the Burlington N orthern and Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway routes on the west to US 85 and
the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) routes on the east (Figure 1).

Two multi-modal build packages (Packages A and B) are being eval uated, as well as the No-
Action Alternative in accordance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements.
Types of highway improvement being considered as a part of the multi-modal packages include
highway widening and interchange reconstruction. Transit improvements being considered in
the multi-modal packages include commuter rail, commuter bus, and bus rapid transit (BRT) on
three different alignmenits.

Carfer & Burgess, Inc. 707 t7th Street, Suite 2300 Denver, Colcrado 80202
{303) 820-5240




T0O:

Consuliants in Engineering, Architecture,
Plonning and the Environment

MEMO

Jon Wicke — NRCS District Conservationist DATE: September 4, 2007

MAILING ADDRESS: Greeley Service Center

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

FROM: Shonna Sam
SUBJECT: North I-25 EIS Project No.: 071609.400

Prime and Important Farmland Impacts/Form
NRCS CPA-106

COPIES: Wendy Wallach; File

The purpose of this memo is fo present the impacts to Prime and Important Farmland that have
been identified in the North I-256 DE IS. Form NRCS CPA-106 is attached for your review and
signature. We would appreciate return of the completed form within 30 days. If you have any
questions or concerns please contact me at:

Shonna Sam, AICP
Carter & Burgess, Inc.
Environmental Planner
303-223-5831

shonna.sam@c-b.com

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation
of an environmental impact statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate m ulti-modal transportation
improvements along approximately 70 miles of the [-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington
area to Denver. The purpose and ne ed for the improvements is to address mobility,
accessibility, safety, and aging infrastructure problems along 1-25, as well as to provide for a
greater variety of transportation choices and support economic growth.

The regional study area that encom passes the proposed improvements e xtends from US 287
and the Burlington N orthern and Santa F e (BNSF) Railway routes on the west to US 85 and
the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) routes on the east (Figure 1).

Two multi-modal build packages (Packages A and B) are being eval uated, as well as the No-
Action Alternative in accordance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements.
Types of highway improvement being considered as a part of the multi-modal packages inciude
highway widening and interchange reconstruction. Transit improvements being considered in
the multi-modal packages include commuter rail, commuter bus, and bus rapid transit (BRT) on
three different alignments.

Carter & Burgess, Inc. 707 17th Sireet, Suite 23001 Denver, Colorago 80202
{303} 820-5240




FIGURE 1: REGIONAL STUDY AREA
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Carler & Burgess, Inc. 707 171 Street, Sutie 2300 Denver, Colorado 80202
{303) 820-5240
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Package A would include adding one additional general purpose lane in each direction for a
total of eight total lanes on |-25. The additional general purpose lanes would extend from SH 14
to the interchange of -2 5 with E-470 and Northwest Parkway. Interchange reconstructions
would be included. Package A also includes a new double-tracked com muter rail line along the
BNSF railroad right-of-way from downtown Fort Collins to the 1st and Terry rail station in
Longmont. Additionally a new double-tracked commuter rail line would be built along 119 that
would go south along SH 7 to connect with the North Metro end-of-line station in Thomton.
Package A also would include nine commuter rail stations and a commuter rail maintenance
facility; a commuter bus maintenance facility and feeder bus routes along five east-west routes;
and commuter bus service along US 85 between Greeley and Denver Union Station and along
E-470 from US 85 to Denver International Airport.

Package B would include adding one buffer-separated tolled express lane to |-25 except for the
section between SH 60 and Harmony Road, where two barrier-separated lanes woul d be
added. Tolled express lanes would extend from SH 14 to 84th Avenue in Thornton. Tolled
express lanes would be used by high-occupancy vehi cles for free, by single-occupancy vehicles
if they pay a toll, and by bus rapid transit (BRT) vehicles. Interchange reconstructions would be
included. Package B would include 12 BRT stations providing service along I-25, along US 34
into Greeley, and along Harmony Road into Fort Collins. Along US 34 and Harmony Road, the
buses would travel in mixed traffic. Package B also would include a bus maintenance facility
and feeder bus routes along five east-west streets. In addition, BRT service would be provided
along E-470 from |-25 to Denver International Airport.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Impacts were calculated in Geographic Inform ation Systems (GIS) using soil data downloaded
from the NRCS Soil Data Mart and the limits of construction as determined by project design.
Soils within Census 2000 urbanized areas and existing highway right-of-way were e xtracted
from the dataset and excluded from analysis. The GIS files that contain the soil data, limits of
construction, and calculated impacts are included on the CD attached to this memo. Impacts
were assessed for each package by component (e.g., commuter rail, commuter bus, highway
widening). As the project continues, components may be repackaged or selected individually
for implementation. If repackaging results in additional impacts to farmland, revised data sets
and NRCS-CPA -106 forms will be provided.

The total impact to farmland associated with Package A is 982.3 acres (1.8 to Farmiand of Local
Importance, 44.4 to Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 936.1 to Prime Farmland if irrigated
or drained and either protected from flooding or not frequently flooded during the gro wing
season). The total impact to farmland associated with Package B is 926.8 acres (1.7 to
Farmland of Local Importance, 35.7 to Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 889.4 to Prime
Farmland if irrigated or drained and either protected from flooding or not frequently flooded
during the growing season).

Because the project crosses county boundaries, coordination is required with multiple NRCS
Service Centers. Each NRCS District Conservationist will receive only the impacts that occur
within the counties under their jurisdictions. In Adams County, Package A would result in
impacts to 30.1 acres of Prime Farmland if Irrigated. Package B would result in 70.2 acres of
Prime Farmland if Irrigated. Impacts to any other Prime or Important Farmiand classifications
are not anticipated. It is important to note that impacts are primarily a result of widening the
existing roadway/railway and do not constitute a new alignment through agricultural land. Acres
required for the project are immediately adjacent to the existing highw ay/railway. Impacts that
would occur in Adams County are shown by location in Figure 2 for Package A and Figure 3

Carter & Burgess, Inc. 707 17th Street, Sulte 23C0 Denver, Colorado 80202
{303) 820-5240
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FIGURE 3

t

Project
Location Map "

@ Adams County Boundary

LEGEND

=
b
m 8
o
5
D E
5= Q
8 T -
D..B | -
£t E L1
S 5 :
ER: |
€O
3 E " .
== 7]
s 88
e 5% 8
w 0 o=
28 835
EE2: S
a =

AN H
SN Are

ield

B?oo_mf

LS

RS

Trurhize gt 1€
SRR TR I T T A e

Denver, Colorade 80202

707 17ih Street, Suile 2300

Carter & Burgess, Inc.

(303) 820-5240



NRCS Farmland Impact Memo August 2007 Page 4

for Package B. Impacts are also reported for NRCS completion and signature on Form NRCS
CPA-106. Please send the completed form to:

Carter & Burgess, Inc.
707 17" Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202

Attention: Shonna Sam, AICP

Carter & Burgess, Inc, 707 17th Street, Suite 2300 Denver, Colorado 80202
{303) 820-5240




United States Department of Agriculiure

NRCS

Matural Resources Conservation Service 970-295-5650 - Office
Fort Collins Field Office 970-295-5668 - Fax
2150 Centre Ave Building A, Ste 116 WWW.CO.Nres. usda.gov
Fort Collins, Colorado 80526 todd.boldt@co.usda.gov

Tuesday, October 09, 2007

Carter & Burgess, Inc
707 17" Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202

Atti: Shonna Sam
Subject: North [-25 EIS

Enclosed is the completed NRCS-CPA-106 for Larimer County. [ apologize for the delay in

getting this completed; | had an unexpected leave of absence. If you have questions please don't
hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,
wN‘T_———"“/" ! ™ R
TN et SR QI

Todd ID. Boldt
District Conservationist
Fort Collins Field Office

The Matural Resources Conservation Service provides leadership in a partnership effort to help people
conserve, maintain, and improve our natural resources and environment.

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer




U.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

NRCS-CPA-106

(Rav. 1.91)

PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency)

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

8/28/07

Sheet 1 ol

1. Name of Project North 1-25 EIS

5. Federalﬁency Involved
FTA

2. Type of Project  pransnortation

6. County and State | &rimer County, Colorado

PART Il {To be completed by NRCS)

1. Date Rey

I LY

quest Received by NRGCS
" ?

4T 2

2. Person Completing Form
e s a0

3. Doas the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmiaad?
{lf rio, the FPPA dees nat apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form).

vES

no [

4. Acres Irrigaled| Average Farm Size

S¢.9a7 339 Acves

5. Major Grop(s) 4igeika,
oo ilie, Preay s \;) s D "\3.”!\'{&@-; o

6. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

Acres: 5.9_{ Sqq

% 53

7. Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Acres: .;27] %G

“ L8

8. MName Cf Land Evaluation System Used

§. Name of Local Site Assessment System

10. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS

L E.f?;“t Lﬁﬂn\a\aﬁ‘ C,:.‘».s.,r"I t... £aA
{ . .
AHernative Corridor For Segment
PART lll (To be completed by Federaf Agency) Corridor A Corridor 8 Corridor G Carridor D
A. Tetal Acres To Be Converted Directly 567 480
B. Tolal Acres To Be Converted Indiractly, Or To Receive Services 125 125
C. Total Acres In Corridor 692 605 0 g
PART IV ({To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A. Totai Acres Prime And Unique Farmiand su3 4 He8 5
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 4.5 1.9
G. Percentage Of farmland in County Cr Local Govt. Unit To Be Converled W OOARY OO
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 5.2,/ S f
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative .
value of Farmiand to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) v, O Fin) @)
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agencyj Corridor Maximum
Assessmaent Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5{c}} | Paoints
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 11 12
2. Perimeter in Nenurban Use 10 [+ 7
3. Percent Of Corrider Being Farmed 20 16 17
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20 D 0
5, Size of Present Farm Unit Gompared To Average 10 b 1
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 21 24
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 5 5 5
8. On-Farm Invesiments 20 10 10
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services . 25 0 1]
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 5 10
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 75 86 0 0
PART VIl {To be completed by Federal Agencyj} ‘
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 100 \0 0
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) 160 75 86 1] 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 175 {86 0 0
1. Cormidor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands o be 3. Date Of Selection: 4, Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Cenverted by Project:
ves 1 wo 3
5, Reason For Selection:
“Signature of Person Completing this Part: DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NRCS-CPA-106
Natural Resources Conservation Service (Rev. 1.81)

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

PART | (To be campleted by Federal Agenicy) 3. Dato of Land Evaluation Request g g s |“- Sheet 1 ol l
1. Name of Project 5. Faderal Agency Involved
JeCL North I-25 EIS FHWA?FTA
2.7ype of Project  Tanenortation 8. County and State oy ider/Broomiield, Colorada
BART Il {To ba completed by NBCS 1. Date Request Recelvad by NRCS | 2. Person Completing Form
( plcted by NRCS) G/ /o BoIN Bt £l
: i o ; . i 4 4. Acres lrrigated | Average Farm Size
3. Doos the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or Io.c.al important farr.nland? YESE NO D { 3
{If no, tha FPPA does not apply - Do nat complete additional parts of this form). 3/‘ O
5. Major Crop(s) 6. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction 7. Afnount of?rmland As Defined in FPPA |
£ (o2 \ALF/}LF:,& Acres: [07JQZ? 9% 93 Acres: 09,@@ %
8. Nams Of Land Evatuation System Used 9, Name of Local Site Asse sq.ent System 1C. Date Land Evaluafion Returned by NRCS
k_r/ A I\[f ¢ -
Alternative Corridor For Segment
PART Wl (To be completed by Federat Agency) Corridor A Corridor B Corrldor C Corridor D
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 72 a1
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services 0 a0
C. Total Acres In Corridor 72 111 0 0
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation information
)
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland (5] &
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Impartant Farmland 5’ 3
C. Percentage Of Farmtand in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted XY Yo :“'9@_;09 Yo
D. Percentage Of Farmtand in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 2.5 Ehl =/, < &
PART V (To be completed by NRCS} Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative & 5'
value of Farmland fo Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Poinis) i 7 %:n ;
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)){ Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 10 12
2, Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 5 10
3, Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 3 3]
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Governmant 20 0 0
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 5 5
6. Creation Of Nontarmable Farmland 25 0 21
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 5 5 5
8. On-Farm Investments 20 10 10
9. Efiects Of Conversion On Farm Suppori Services 25 0 0
10, Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 5 5
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 a3 74 0 o
PART VIl (To be compleled by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 103 (7:%3 & =7
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site -
assessment) 160 43 74 0 0
TOTAL POQINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 g igg,"j ro | !{oq "'] 0 0
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands tobe | 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessmerdt Used?
Converted by Project:
ves [ e [
5. Reason For Selection:
Signature of Person Completing this Part: DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with mere than one Alternate Corridor
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

NRCS-CPA-106

{Rew. 1-91)

PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Date of Land Evaluation Requesl 8/28/07 Shest 1 of
1. Name of Project 8. Federal Agency Invoived
°% North 1-25 EIS EHWA/FTA
? Type ol frojest Transportation 8. County and Stale pyams County, Colorado
PART il {To be completed by NRCS, 1. Date;equesiﬂeceived by NRCS | 2. Person rnPIeting Form
( P d 4 ~6- 2007 [ TN

3. Does the corrider contain prime, unigue statewide or local important farmland?

(If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this formy).

YeS Ei/ no []

4. Acres rrigated | Average Farm Size

28 890 764

5. Major Crop(s)

Coen Alfalfo

Acres:

6. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

70/ 47!

x 73.0

7. Amount of Farmiand As Defined in FPPA

Acres: 21 72/

%56

8. Name Of Land Evatuation System Used

Esd

9. Name of Locatl Site Assegsment System

10. Date Land Evdluation Returned by NRCS

9- (9- 2007

PART ill (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Alternative Corridor For Segment

Corridor A Caorridar B Corridor C Corridor D
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 30 70
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Raceive Services 0 0
C. Total Acres in Caorridor 30 70 0 9
PART WV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmiand Kfs) 70
B. Total Acres Statewide Ard Local Important Farmfand
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted ,GB.OOIf =800 G %
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value /&,7 iy e LA
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative i o
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) ?5— e 7 ?5- . 7
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))| Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 5 3
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 5 4
3. Percent Gf Corrider Being Farmed 20 2 0
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20 4] Q0
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 4] 0
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 [¢] ]
7. Availablitity Of Farm Suppost Services 5 5 5
8. On-Farm invesiments 20 10 10
9. Effects Of Conversion COn Farm Support Services 25 0 0
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 10 10
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 37 32 0 0
PART Vit {To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 q 6 "'7
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment} 160 37 39 0 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 58 -‘272 7 ¥ t L,l /? 0 0
L4 3
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmiands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Lacal Site Assessment Used?
Converted by Project:
ves [ wno [
5. Reason For Selection:
Signature of Parson Cempleting this Part: DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE , NRCS-CPA-106

Natural Resources Conservation Service
FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

{Rev. 1-91)

PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3 Date of Land Evaluation Request g g /)2 I"- Sheet 1 of
1. Name of Project R 5. Federal Agency Involved
North I-25 EIS AJFTA
2. Type of Project  yransportation 8. County and State yyeq County, Colorado
PART il (To be completed by NRCS ERE . 1. Date Request Received by NRCS 2. Person Complza'ng Form - 5o
( P 4 ) s - 5-0& Raymen ¢ mowerg e
3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or Iocaf important farmiand? ves m vo [ 4. Actps Irigated [ Average Farm Size :
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form).

6." Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction - 1. Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

- Acres: 87 9, lfO { ) %'  37 Acres: £ 7 8 ,/D/ .%3’71

5. Major Crop(s)

Coon, alSefle  Sugos bed w

8. Name &f Land Evaluation System’Used o 9. Name of Local Sife Assessment Sygtem 10. Date Land Evaluatidn Returned by NRCS
M. »na?Aqf.'CuHura{quf, Ser. Colog _Cn Yy Pffé’\i.'/e 20} . 56-08
PART Ili (To be cc‘Jlmpleted by Federal Agency) cmﬁ:::::aﬂve C::rrrl:lz: ;or Segrréi?:im
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 313 285

’ B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services 40 40
C. Total Acres In Corridor 353 325 0 0

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

»?faés . .?

A_ Total Acres Prime And Unigue Farmland o
B. Tolal Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland ™. G e e
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt: Unit To Be Converted 1 dr0ve3 7
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 0000 q 000037
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative | ..~ & " | <"
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) T 885
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)) | Points
1. Areain Nonurban Use 15 14 14
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 9 9
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 17 17
4. Protection Provided By Stale And Local Government 20 0 0
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10, 2 2
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 15 15
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 5 5 S
8. On-Farm Investments 20 10 10
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 0 0
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 5 10
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 77 82 0 0

PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland {From Part V) 100 8 q» eg

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

assessment) 160 77 82 0 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 V l " 4 ﬂ “'q. 0 0
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

Converted by Project:

ves [1 w~o [

5. Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part: DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor
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Colorado Federal Ald Division MAY I a 2004
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Date: 5/6/2004 From: Mike Vanderhoof, Env, Program Manager
{30:3) 969-6730, ext, 331

Te:  Dan Jepson, CDOT Environmental Programs
Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4 Env.
Tom Anzla, FHU
Gina McAfes, C-B

Per Your Request For Your Signature
"XX_ For Your Information T Gomment
" Per Our Conversation " Take Appropriate Action
T Note and Refurn T Prepare Reply for Signature of
T Disouss With Me -
" Foryour Approval
Remarks

Altached is a copy of a letter (with attachments) dated April 20, 2004, from FTA/FHWA to Ms. Maxine Natchees,
regarding North |-25 Front Range EIS. Also attached is g list of Individuals who received an identical letter and copy
notations were made as appropriate from the additional list attached. .

Attachments; &

Copy: Jean Wallace, FHWA
John Dow, FTA
File
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U.S. Department Federal Highway Administration

Of Transportation 5535 Zang Street, Room 250
Lakewood, CO 80228-1040

Federa! Transit Administration
216 Sixteenth Street, Suite 650
Denver, CO 80202-5120

April 20, 2004

Ms. Maxine Natchees, Chairwoman

Uintah and Ouray Tribal Business Committee
P.O. Box 190

Ft. Duchesne, UT 84026

Dear Ms. Natchees:

Subject: Request for Section 106 Consultation, North I-25
Front Range Environmental Impact Statement, Adams,
Boulder, Broomfield, Denver, Jefferson, Larimer and
Weld Counties, Colorado

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and Regional
Transportation District (RTD), are preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)ona
proposal to address transportation demand along a segment of Interstate 25 between Denver and
Fort Collins, Colorado (please refer to the enclased maps). Improvements to this severely
congested corridor, as well as portions of adjacent and closely related roadways and other
transporiation corridors, are needed in order to address substandard capacity and safety
conditions in a fast-growing environment. Pursuant to the National Bnvironmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969 and the Council on Environmental Quality implementing regulations (40 CFR
1500-1508), FHWA, FTA and CDOT are documenting the potential social, economic and
environmental consequences of this action in an EIS. }
The agencies are seeking the participation of regional tribal governments as described in Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act implementing regulations 36 CFR 800 et seq. Asa
consulting party, you are offered the opportunity to identify traditional cultural and religious
propertics, evaluate significance of these properties and how the project might affect them.
Further, if it is found that the project will impact cultural resources that are eligible for inclusion
on the National Register of Historic Places and are of religious or cultural significance to your
tribe, your role in the consultation process would include participation in resolving how best to
avoid, minimize, or mitigate those impacts. I you have interest in this project and in cultural
resources that may be of religious or cultural significance to your tribe, we invite youtobe a
consulfing party,




The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the undertaking, as defined by 36 CFR 800.16(d), has not
been determined because of the large size of the study area, which incorporates an enormous area
between Denver and Fort Collins, Colorado, The agencies intend to perform a records review to
identify known historic properties within the corridor and use that information to develop and
sereen improvement alternatives down to those that will be evaluated in detail. An APE willbe
developed for each alternative that is much smaller than the area identified on the enclosed map.
A comprehensive survey and assessment of historic properties within that APE will be
conducted. Onee this task has been completed, all interested parties and consulting tribes will be
apprised of the results and asked to comment. We would appreciate any information you have
that may locate cultural resources in this corridor so that they may be considered with other
known resources.

The EIS process will entail an analysis of the secondary and cumulative effects of the
undertaking, which will include past, present and reasonably foresesable future projects. If you
have any input on issues of concern from the standpoint of secondary or cumulative impacts,
please let us know. Also, the North Front Range area is home to 2 number of American Indian
people, As such, if you are aware of members of your tribe living in proximity to the study area
who would be interested in participating in the NEPA consultation process on some level, please
notify us so that we can facilitate that interaction.

We are committed to ensuring that fribal governments are informed of, and involved in,
decisions that may impact places that have religious or cultural significance. If you are
interested in becoming a consulting party for the North I-25 EIS, please complete and return the
enclosed Consultation Interest Response Form to CDOT Native American liaison Dan Jepson
within 60 days of receipt (the mailing address and facsimile number for Mr. Jepson are listed at
the bottom of that sheet). Mr. Jepson can also be reached via E-mail at

Daniel Jepson@dot.state.co.vs or by telephone at (303) 757-9631. The 60-day period has been
established to encourage your participation at this stage in project development. Failure to
respond within this time frame will not prevent your tribe from becoming a consulting party ata
later date. However, studies and decision-making will proceed and it may become difficult to
reconsider previous determinations or findings, -unless significant new information is introduced.

Thank you for considering this request for consultation.

Yery truly yours,

whteidley  f] gD

lfz,y William C. Jones
FHWA Division Administrator FTA Regional Administrator

Enclosures
cc:  Ms. Betsy Chapoose, Director, Cultural Rights & Protection Office
Ms. Jean Wallace, FHWA
Mr. John Dow, FTA
Mr. Danie] Jepson, CDOT Env. Programs
Ms, Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4 Bav.
Mr, Tom Anzia, FHU
Ms. Gina McAfee, C-B




C .

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION/COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
. ! SECTION 106 TRIBAL CONSULTATION INTEREST RESPONSE FORM

PROJECT:___North 1-25 Front Range Environmental Impact Statement

The Tribe [is / is not] (circle one) interested in becoming a
consulting party for the Colorado Department of Transportation project referenced above, for the purpose of
complying with Section 106 of the Natjonal Historic Preservation Act and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800). X your tribe will be a consulting party, please answer the questions below,

Signed:

Name and Title

CONSULTING PARTY STATUS [36 CFR §800.2(c)(3)]
Do you know of any specific sites or places to which your tribe attaches religious and cultural significance that
may be affected by this project?

Yes No I yes, please explain the general nature of these places and how or why they are
significant (use additional pages if necessary). Locational information is not required.

SCOPE OF IDENTIFICATION EFFORTS {36 CFR §800.4(a)(4)]
Do you have information you can provide us that will assist us in identifying sites or places that may be of
religious or cultural significance to your tribe?

Yes No  Ifyes, please explain.

CONRIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION [36 CFR §800.11(c)]
Is there any information you have provided here, or may provide in the fature, that you wish to remmain
confidential?

Yes No  Ifyes, please explain.

Please complete and return this foxm within 60 days via US Mail or fax to:

Dan Jepson, Section 106 Native American Liaison
Colorado Department of Transportation
Environmental Programs Branch

4201 E. Arkansas Ave,

Denver, CO 80222

FAX: (303)757-9445




MS. MAXINE NATCHEES
CHAIRWOMAN, UINTAH & OURAY
"TRIBAL BUSINR3S COMMITTEE
P.O.BOX 190

FORT DUCHESNE, UT 84026

MR. BURTON HUTCHINSON
CHAIRMAN, NORTHERN

ARAPAHO TRIBE BUSINESS COUNCIL
P.C. BOX 35§

FORT WASHAKIE, WY 82514

MS. ROXANNE SAZUE

CHAIRWOMAN

CROW CREEK SIOUX TRIBAL COUNCIL
P.O. BOX 658 .

FORT THOMPSON, SD 57325

MR. GEORGE E. HOWELL
FPRESIDENT

PAWNEE NATION OF OKLAHOMA
P.0. BOX 470, BLDG. 64

PAWNEE, OK 74058

MR. CLIFFORD MCKENZIE
CHAIRMAN

KIOWA TRIBE OF OKLAHOMA
P.0. BOX 369

CARNEGIE, OK 73015

Original letters mailed to each
of the shove

MR. HOWARD RICHARDS
CHATRMAN

SOUTHERN UTE INDIAN TRIBE
P.0O. BOX 737

IGNACIO, CO 81137

MBS, GERI SMALL
CHAIRWOMAN

NORTHERN CHEYENNE TRIBE
P.C. BOX 128

LAME DEER, MT 55043

MR, WILLIAM KINDLE
PRESIDENT

ROSEBUD SIOUX TRIBE
P.O. BOX 430
ROSEBUD, SD 57570

MR, HAROLD CUTHAIR
ACTING CHAIRMAN

UTBE MOUNTAIN UTE TRIBE
P.O. BOX 348

TOWAQC, CO 81334

MR. WALLACE COFFBY

CHAIRMAN, COMANCHE TRIBAL

BUSINESS COMMITTEE
P. 0. BOX 908
LAWTON, OK 73502

MR. ROBERT TABOR
CHAIRMAN, CHEYENNE &
ARAPAHO BUS COMMITTEE
POBOX 38

CONCHO, OK 73022

MR. HAROLD €. FRAZIER

CHAIRMAN

CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBAL COUNCIL
P.O. BOX 590

BAGLE BUTTE, 8D 57625

MR. JOHN YELLOWRIRD
PRESIDENT

OGLALA SIOUX TRIBAL COUNCIL
P,0. BOX H

PINE RIDGE, SD 57770

MS. MARY JANE YAZZIE
CHAIRWOMAN

WHITE MESA UTE TRIBAL COUNCIL
P,0. BOX 7095

WHITE MESA, UT 845)1

-MR. CHARLES W. MURPHY

CHAIRMAN, STANDING
ROCK SIOUX TRIBAL COUNCIL

P.O,BOXD _

FORT YATES, ND 58538




MR WILLIAM L PEDRO
NAGPRA REPRESENTATIVE
-CHEYENNE & ARAPAHO TRIBES
OF OKLAHOMA
PO BOX 41
CONCHO OK 73022

MR GORBON YELLOWMAN
NHPA/TRANSPORTATION PLANNER
CHEYENNE & ARAPAHO TRIBES/QOKLA
ROADS CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

PO BOX 137

CONCHO OK 73022

MR JIMMY ARTERBERRY
THPO/NAGPRA - DIRECTOR
COMANCHE NATION OF OK
PO BOX 908

LAWTON OK 73502

MS ALICE ALEXANDER

TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION
. OFFICER, PAWNEE NATION/OKLA

PO BOX 470

PAWNEE, OK 74058

MR TERRY G KNIGHT

NAGFRA REPRESENTATIVE

UTE MOUNTAIN UTE INDJAN TRIBE
PO BOX 102

TOWAOC, CO 81334

TERRY GRAY
(ROSEBUD SIOUX)
NAGFRA COORDINATOR
SGUHERITAGE CENTER

BOX 675
MISSION, 5D 57655

i

List of Individuals Who Received Copies
of Letter based on Tribe

MR JOE BIG MEDICINE

NAGPRA REPRESENTATIVE
CHEYENNE & ARAPAHO TRIBES
OF OKLAHOMA

500 S LEACH, APT 36

WATONGA OK 713772

MR GILBERT BRADY

TRIBAL HISTCRIC PRESERVATION

QFFICER
NORTHERN CHEYENNE TRIBE
P.O. BOX 128
LAME DEER MT 55043

MR ROBERT GOGGLES
NAGPRA REPRESENTATIVE
NORTHERM ARAPAHO TRIBE
PO BOX 396

FORT WASHAKIE, WY 82514

MR NEIL CLOUD

NAGPRA REPRESENTATIVE
CULTURE PRESERVATION OFFICE
SOUTHERN UTE INDIAN TRIBE
P.0. BOX 737

IGNACIO, CO 81137

MR JIM PICOTTE

NAGPRA REPRESENTATIVE
CHEYENNE RIVER SIQUX TRIBE
PO BOX 590

EAGLE BUTTE, $D 57625

MR ALONZO SANKEY

NAGPRA REPRESENTATIVE
CHEYENNE & ARAPAHOB TRIBES/OKLA
P. O, BOX 836

CANTON, OK 73724

REVEREND GEORGE DAINGKAU
NAGPRA REPRESENTATIVE
KIOWA TRIBE OF OKLAHOMA
118 N STEPHENS

HOBART OK 73015

MR HOWARD BROWN, CHAIR
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
NORTHERN ARAPAHOE TRIBE

PC BOX 9079

ARAPAHOE, WY 82510

M8 BETSY CHAPDOSE, DIRECTOR

CULTURAL RIGHTS & PROTECTION
OFFICE

NORTHERN UTE TRIBE

PO BOX 190

FT DUCHESNE UT 84026

TIM MENTZ

STANDING ROCK SIOUX, TRIBE
CULTURAL RESOURCE PLANNER
POBOXD

FT YATES, ND 58538
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depsou, Daniet

From:  George Ddingkau [pastor04 @ sbeglobal.net]

Seritt  Wednesday, ¥ay 12, 2004 8:23 PM

Te: Japson, Daniel

Subject: Impact stigdies

Thess racesof ¢is, or ea.is what I am-censulting you about today.

StateHW}'4021 WS 287 10 T25; Larimer County, Colo.

L25:ProhitRenzeEIS Adams Boulder, Broomfield, Denver, Larimar and Weld Connties
Powe$ Boulsvard BA, BY Paso County. Colo.

Powers Boulevard under taking is an existing road? Construction on widening it out?

Witdt; imsurveyed.aveas are yoit taking about? What eis do you have now? What ROW does
CBOT have to do improvements?

Ins talking with the Elders on this road, there would have been many sites but since the
constrisgtion.of past roads and hwy's many of thie sites were destroyed and now they want to
consult us? I think what they met was that if new reality would be disturbed out side of the ROW
the,there: would need to be"an on site visit made.

o FremRanges The 125 that ks-existing now doss:not provide encugh road way? These

i substandard roads-your talking about, dees it mean pull-offs, road parks, rest area, loops, off and
© O rdmps, and:(4) four more lanes?

+. Riowais kitown to be in this area up and down the Bast range of Colorado, so there must be

4 some sifes along this corridor, In this study area are you or CDOT asking for Tribal monitors to

£ help;with this undertaking? The only-answer I can give now is wewantto-bea consulting pasty.

™~ State Hivy 403 U287 to 1-25; Yes we will become a consulting party when this project is
fnggrway, ‘
“Well Dan, Hope iis Helps. Abotit the signing oftHe PEES is still in limbiy becauise now T at told
there-are some diserepancies on our newly appointed vice-chairman, or if he can sign at all. Be

safe, Rev. Daingkau

5/14/2004-
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L S Dep finent Colorado Federal Aid Divisian
DF: ’I”rag ‘_‘% rhalion. 555 Zang Street, Room 250
. “FederalHighivay Lakewood, CO' 802281040
Adngﬁ%ﬁﬁon
w:;;wﬁ July 20, 2004

M, Blaine Atzitty
Coungil Representative
WhiteMesa'Ute Ttibe
PO, qu ?@96

White, Mgsa, UT 84511

Dcan'hifs_. Afzitty:

Subject:  Request for Section 106 Consultation, North 1-25
Front Range Environmental Impact Statement, Adars,
Bouider Brootifield, Denver, Jefferson, Larimer and
Wcld Counties; Colorado-

Thanik you for your request For a. copy of.our April 20,2004, consultation letter. We are
cnclbsiug i filg Copy witly:4 complete recrgnont list; location map,.and tribal interest response
form, A5 mted thé purpose of the letter is to request participation of regional tribal
governments in.consultation as required by Section 106 the National Historic Preservation Act.

We look forward o your response. If you have any questions.or comments, please contact M,
Michael Vanderhoef Environmental Program Manager, at 720-963-3013, or Mr. Dan fepson,
Calo:adu Deparémeat of 1 mnspoz fation, at 303-757-9631.

Sincerely yours,

Pt ol UhdB ), /

z/c’fv Douglas Bermett
Acting Division Administrator

Enélosures
och s Jeah Wallies; FHWA,
Wir: Dave Beckhouse, FTA
‘M Danel Jepson, CDOT Env. ngmns/

Ms. (.axol Parr, CDOT Regiond Bov.
M, Tom Anzia, FHU
s Gipa MeAfee, G-B
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LLS. Pépartmént Colorado Federat Ald Division
OFf Transportation 12300 W. Dakota Ave,, Ste. 180
Federal Mighway Lakewood, CO 80228-1040
Administrition

July 23, 2004

File: 14276, 13599
My Hlowayid Brown
Chairman
Economic Bevelopment Commission
Northem /\rapabo Tribe
Y.0: Box 9079
Arapaho, WY 82510

Sybjects . cqqeat;@‘a&ﬁ%mmx 106:Consuitationy Norh.1-25
Ewné&ange Erirommental Tnpack-Skitsment, Adams,
Boulder, Broomficld, Denver, Jetferson, Larimer 2nd
Welkl Counties, Coldrado

Request for Section (06 Consultation, Inrerstate 70
East Corridor Environmental Impact Stitement,
Adams, Ardpahoe and Denver Counties, Colorado

DearMr. Brown:

Thaitk:yoi Tor yeurrequést fora copy of the April 20, 2004-consultation leters for our

Norith 1:25 Front ngc and 178 East Corridor Piojeets. We have enclosed a file copy with a
complete recipient list, location map, and {ribal inlerest response form for each project. As
noted, the purposes of the letters are fo request participation of regional tribal gavernments in
consultation as:required by Section 106 the National Historie Preservation Act.

We look forward o your response. If you have any questions er comments please contact
Mr. Michael Vanderhoot, Envirenmental Program Manager at (720) 963-3013 or
'anJepmn Colotadd: Departmeut of Transportation a1 (303) 757-9631,

Bmu:-rclx y
/) M Gy f 4,1 /
v Douglas Bunmu
/ Acting Division Enginecr

anlosureh
e T M Jean W*zdatc TEIWA
P i fi8
N 3 Beckhwsc. Fra
 -Afe Dani] Jepsen; COOT Bnv. Programs
\{s. Clato) Fire, COT Rcu;mn 4 Buv.
s, Girth MeAfee, (,-H
Ma. ’-fllam-z L CI0T Regiun




Colorado Federal Aid Division

OfTrﬂnaporfatmn 12300 W. Dakota Ave., Ste. 180
Federal Highway Lakewood, CO 80228-1040
Admiinistration

July 23, 2004

File: 14276, 13599
Mr. Gordon Yellowman
NHPA/Transpoitation Plunner
Ch&veuns and Arapahoe Tribss of Oklaboma
Roads Cemgpryetion ngram
P:O.Box137
Clonchio, OK. 73734

Subjett:  RequestdorSectien 06 Constitation, Noith 25
Erom:Range Envirotinrertal Tmpact Statement, Adams,
Boulder, Broonifield, Denver, Jeffersen, Larimer and
Weld Counties, Colerado

-Remquést for Section 108 Consultztion, Tnlerstate 70
East Comidor Environmental Tmpact Statement,
Adams, Arapahoe and Denver Coonties, Colorado

Dear Me. Yellowman:

ibank you for yourrequest for a copy of the April 20, 2004 consultation Ictters for our

Erom Range, and-1 70 East Corridor Projects. We have enclosed a file copy with a
e vesipiant Jist, Toeation tnap, and wibal interest response Forin for cach projéct, As

led; therpuspeses; of the Jetters ave to request participation of regional trikal governaments in
} tltanon as Tequired by ‘Section 106 the Natiorial Historic Prescrvation Act.

We-ook forward.to your response. If vou bave any questions or comments please contact
Mr. Michacl Vanderhoof, Bovironmental. Progiam Manager at (720) 953-3013 or
Mr. Dan Tepson, Colorado Pepatiment of Transpmtanon at {303) 757-963 1.

? ci3
Hit w/

Q) Douviab Bumcit
Acting Division Engineer

Lnclosures.
w s, Joan Waliace, FEIWA
., ('hm Hern, FHWA
M davd Beckhouss, FT4
Wi sl Fapetn, CDOT Btk Progranis
" B Canl P, CBOT Hépton 4-Gab,
Ms, Gma \Ac.f\ﬁ:c o
&13 hirarmr an, ehoT Rupiond

[k
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U.8. Department Colorado Federal Aid Division
Of Transportation 12300 W. Dakota Ave., Ste. 180
Fediral Highway Lakewood, CO R022R-1040
Adntinistiation

July 23, 2004

. File: 14276, 13599
Mr, William L. Pediro
NAGPRA Representative
Chesepne and Arapahoe Tribes.of Oklahoma
P.0. Box 41
Comeho, OF 73022

Subjeets  Rieduest:firSectsti O6:Consalmtion, Novkh 1:25
Froni-Renge:Bnviro timettal hmpact Statement:Adams,
Boulder, Broom{ield, Denver, Jefforsen, Larimer and
Weid Counties, Colorado

Request for Seetiont 106 Consultation, Interstate 70
Bast Comdor Envirommental Impact Statement,
Adams, Arapdhoc-and Denver Counties, Colorado

‘BeavBir. Pedro:

"Thank you for yaur request for pcopy of the Aprit 20,2004 consuhation letters for our

Noril T-25 Front Range, and 170 East Corvidor Projects, We have onclosed 2 file copy with a
complete recipient list, location map, and tribal interest response form for each project. As
noted, the purposes of the letters are to request pamclp'mon of regional iribal governments in
_ccnsu}hguqn as. yequired by Section 106 the National Historic Preservation Act.

We Joalk forward to vout response. If you have any-questions or comments please contact
Mg: Michael Vandexhc}oi “Environmental Program Manager at (720) 963-3013 ar
M. Dan .Ie,pson Colorado Department of Transportation at (303) 757-9631.

Bxuc?h yny ,/
~Hgelia O Londhe .N/
fe  Douglas Bennett
Acting Division Bngineer

Eﬂt’}i@&ﬂr&a
& g Jean Wallce, FAWA

e Slrls Hoep, FERH

M,’r Tave ﬂeckhons'.. FTA

=T Daniet .fcps-ou COE R Peppeams:
"M, Cavdt P, CTIOT Riegion 4 Baw,

Ms, Bina Moifs, CB
M. Sharén ‘Lipp, ciiof Region 6




LUVTHRE FOHA A 1 ' FiNETTE LEFEie L T RN e R

Mezs-208 16:30  FROM-GTOT ENVIRSIMEHTAL FROSKAMS 13037575445 TME B08T/00R  FedSS
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mmmww ADMBISTRATION/COXORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
BRCTION 105 TRIBAYL CONSULTATION INTEREST RESPONSE FORM

7Y o ‘ 'I’ni:e;s nol] {eitcle o) mimf.::dm becoming a

sonisulfing: mfm tﬁsﬂaﬂmﬂa Tiepaptrewnit of Teatisportation Praject refersvond above, for the purposs of
Semplyug with Sedtion 106 of tin Nugional Hisioric Preservarion Act and fvs inpletoenting regtilations (36 CFR

B0y, € yiruraribe wiit b a consilling pany, ploass answer the gitestions helow.

CONSULTING PARTY STATUS [36 CFR §800.2(c)(3)]
B yendmow of any specific sites or plages te whith your wibe amaches roligions snd cultues significance ta

mayhaaffectad by ey projece?

¥is /No) Ifyss, ploase siplaln the: genevel natore of theve plades aod bow of why they ave
N gigriifiiont fass fddivonel pagey ifnecessery). Locational information is sot reguiced.

ScopE tF INENTIRIOATION BFFORTS [36 CER §800414)(4)
L3 yori hisvis inifarmatton yoir san provide us dizt wilt assisk us in fdenfifying sites or places that thay b of
ciligivas o onltardl signifiemes oo yovr ibs?

Yes ‘ Hyes, pleass explain.

CONFTENTIALETY OoF INFORMATION [35 CFR $800.11{)]
Eathern anwat;;maﬁon you have provided hare, or mny provide i the forne, that you wish w temain

conﬁdenml?

. Mo Eynplease . oyl Lis £ tin- Do pper-
ﬁ;f S #Bpomsnts = L . sew  amy Chyemer. Jols oo

Lot jidin — stk Ly me pilies ahfoct?

Pleist.compiete dind xeturn this form within 50 days vin US Madl or fax te:

g:nkgmn, Sectfoa. tﬂﬁ Native Ameritay Liafson




FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION/COLORADO PEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

SECTION 106 TRIBAL CONSULTATION INTEREST RESPONSE FORM

PROJECY: _Notth 125 Front Range Environmental Impact Statement

The; ma*\ dasp e, o Okdgliphnio Tribe [is { is not) {eircle one) interested in becoming a
consultisg party forthe Coloxado Department of Transportation. project referenced above, for the purpose of
complying with:Secfion 106 of the National Historic Preservation Aat and jts implementing regulations (36 CFR

L

- 808). T your:tbe- Il be a-consulting party, please answer the questions below.

" Signed: /}j;ifzt/&@,ﬂ,‘.fd’ﬂé{% PWMJE, f\/fa‘h.m') THRO

Name and Title

CONSULTING PARTY STATUS [36 CRR. §800.2(c)(3)]
Do you kiow. of any specific sites or places to which your tribe attaches religious and culrural significance thar
“may be affebted by this project?

Yeg _ If yés, please explain the-general iisturs of thése pluces and how or why they are
significant (use:additional pages if necessary). Locational information is not required.

Score oF IDENTIFICATION EFFORTS [36 CFR §800.4(2)(4}]

Do yourhiave information you.can provide us that will assist us in identifying sites or places that may be of
Yeligioi orculvural sighificance to your tibe? .
. ki

.' Mo Tryes pidascexplain.  Possible sk Jst norFh o} Liver moretand &
swiaais To locaied o Weld County, Orad Historyy duge we

CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATIGN [36 GFR §800.11(c))
Tsthieres any information, you have provided here, of tay provide in the future, that you wish to rematn

Yes. No.  Ifyes,pledse explain,

Please comiplete axid return this form within 60 days via US Mail or Pax to:

- idu-Jepsdn, Section :106-Native Americait Liaison
‘ColoradoDepartment-of Fransportation
EnvirorrmentalPrograms Branch

4201 E, Arkansas Ave.

Denver, CO-80222

FAX: (303)757-9445




FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION/COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
SECTION 106 TRIBAL CONSULTATION INTEREST RESPONSE FORM

PROJBCL: Mo _ —
T S A T el (T TSy & Tribe {ishis ftot] (civele pne) interested in becoming
cogsultiig pany for the:Colorado Depatrment of Transportation project referenced above, for the purpose of
cormplying with-Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
200} Fyourtribe will be a consulting party, please answer the questions below,

Signed: &L B CLoup~NAGH _cowr
Narme and Title i

"CONSULTING PARTY-STATUS (36 CFR:§800:2(0)3)]
- Doyou kdow pf-any specific sites 9r pldces to which-your tribe attaches religiows and cultural significance that
misy b affecid by tig profect?
@ Né  If yes, pléasé explain the genetal hature of these piaces and how 6r why they are
' significant (use. additional pages if necessary). Locational information is not required.
W phag & Ouml ANVERITORS Bokiasd N T re Su- ALEAS.

SCOFBOFIDENTIFICATION BFFORTS [36 CER §8004()4)]
Do yob Have infoiraation youcan provide'us that-will assist us in identifying sites or places that may be of
religiows or cultural significance to your tribe?

Yes . I yes; please explain.

“CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION (36 CFR §800.11(¢)]
Is thete any infortnation yout have provided hievs, or may provide in the future, that you wish to temain
confideitial?
@ ‘Mo I yes, please explain.
I1E You Dreg oM Cevarsin AZEAS Yoo (WA DUERTEMNTLY

Drs CovER. iy o a RaEatarn s,

-Pledsecorplete and return this form within 60 days via US Ma#l or fax to:

Dan Jepison, Seetion 106 Native American Liaison
Celorado Bepartrment of Transportation
EnvironiextaliPrograms Branch .~ -

42018, Atingisidve. . 0

“BAX{303Y757:0445




STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRAMSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch
4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80222

{303) 757-9259

PRSI FER N R
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORFATION

January 29, 2007

Ms. Georgianna Contiguglia

State Historic Preservation Officer
Colorado Historical Society

1300 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

. SUBJECT: Area of Potential Effects Boundary for the I-25 North Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Ms. Contiguglia:

This letter and the attached documentation constitute the Colorado Department of Transportation’s
(CDOT) request for your review of the Atea of Potential Effects (APE) associated with the project
referenced above. The undertaking proposes to itaprove I-25 and associated transportation corridors
between the Denver metropolitan area north to the Fort Collins/Wellington vicinity. Recent commercial
and residential development has resulted in increased traffic volume on the interstate and parallel
roadways regionally, which requires a broad, comprehensive plan for transportation improvements
system-wide. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the project is presently planned to be ready
for public review in mid-2007.

Area of Projected Effects {APE) Boundaries and Methodology

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this project was discussed with your staff at several meetings in
early 2006 and further evaluated during a field trip with staff from your office and CDOT personnel on
June 15,2006, Specific APE boundaries have been defined for the three proposed transportation
improvements under evaluation: the North I-25 corridor, a commuter rail corridor, and queue jumps for
bus rapid transit along US Highways 34 and 85, and State Highway 68. (A queue jump is a lane created
through new pavement or re-striping the existing roadway that allows transit vehicles such as buses to get
around automobiles stopped at a traffic light.)

North I-25 Corridor

The APE for the North I-25 Corridor extends along I-25 from 84™ Ave. in Thornton to State Highway 1 in
Wellington. The APE includes the area within the maximum area of disturbance for the project, which is
generally the existing ROW plus portions of adjacent properties. In instances where there is an older
structure exhibiting architectural integrity outside of the maximum area of disturbance, but within an
approximate 150 ft. buffer, that property was also included within the APE.

Commuter Rail Corridoyr

The APE for the Commuter Rail Comidor extends along the existing BNSF railroad tracks from Fort
Collins to Longmont, From Longment, it follows the new Longmont North Metro alignment eastward
along the north side of Hwy 119 to Weld County Road 7, where it continues on the west side of Weld
County Road 7 in a southward direction for about seven miles until it intersects with the existing




. Wls. Contiguglia
January 29, 2007
Page2

abandoned Union Pacific Railroad tracks near Erie. The APE includes the existing railroad tracks and

ROW along the existing BNSF tracks. There are several areas along the BNSF alignment where curves
will be slightly realigned. In those areas the APE includes the adjoining parcels. From Longmont to the
south and east, the APE includes the parcels within a 300-ft. corridor along the proposed new alignment.

Queue Jumps — Bus Rapid Transit

The APE for the queue jump improvements occur along three highways: US 85 from Platteville through
Evans; US 34 from SH 257 to US 85; and SH 68 between 1-25 and US 287. The APE includes the area
. within the maximum area of disturbance. Aswith the North I-25 corridor, in instances where there is an
older structure exhibiting architectural integrity beyond the maximum area of disturbance, but within an
approximate 150 ft. buifer, that property was also included within the APE. There are proposed queue
jumps to accommodate the commuter bus on US 85, and on US 34 to accommodate Bus Rapid Transit.
Most of these queue jumps will be improvements within the existing right-of-way. For improverments
associated with queue jumps outside the existing right-of-way, we will include the adjacent first-tier
properties,

We request your review of and agreement with the APE boundary(ies) as discussed above and
represented on the enclosed maps. Your response is necessary for CDOT’s and FHWA’s compliance
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation’s regulations. Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you require
additional information, please contact CDOT Acting Staff Historian Robert Autobee at (303) 757-9758.

Very truly yours,’

Brad Beckham, Manager
. Environmental Programs Branch

Enclosure: APE maps

cc: Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4
Gina McAfee, Carter & Burgess
Melinda Castillo, FHWA.
File/CF
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| - STATE OF COLORADO
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION A .
Environmental Programs Branch .
4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Benver, Colorado 80222 .

(303) 757-9259

March 12, 2007

Ms. Georgianna Contiguglia

State Historic Preservation Officer
Colorado Historical Society

1300 Broadway

Deriver, CO 80203

StJBJ‘ECT: Additional Information on the Area of Potential Effects, North I-25 Environmental
Impact Statement (CHS #42346)

Dear Ms. Contiguglia:

Your letter of February 16, 2007, regarding the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the project referenced
above expressed concerns regarding the commuter rail cotridor within the APE. By way of clarification,
the APE for the commuter rail corridor extends along the Burlington Northern Sarita Fe (BNSF) Railroad
from Fort Collins to Longmont. From Longmont, the APE follows the new Longmont-North Metro
Alignment eastward along the porth side of State Highway 119 to Weld County Road 7 (refer to the
enclosed map book pages A-22, A-23 and B-27), where it continues to the Westside of Weld County
Road 7 fo the south for about seven niiles (see map book pages B-27 through B-31), until it intersects
with the existing abandoned Union Pacific (UP) railroad tracks near Erie,

You also iriquited if the effects determination took into account potential noise and vibration issues
addressed in'the APE. In June 2006, representatives from your office and CDOT held a field meeting to
discuss the commuter rail APE, Both patties agreed that the commuter rail APE would include the
existing railroad itsclf where the proposed improvements were on existing alignment. Where the track
was proposed to be reatigned, the APE would include adjacent properties. In‘those locations where the
commmuter rail would be on a new alignment (i.e., the Longmont-North Metro Connection), the APE
includes parcels within a 300-foot corridor along the proposed new alignment, which will include
potential noise and vibration effects. A 1:800 scale map is enclosed that better defines the North I-25
APE boundary to aid in your review.

We request your comment on and agreement with the APE boundary as discussed above and reprqsented
on the enclosed maps. Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you require
additional information, please contact CDOT Assistant Staff Historian Robert Autobee at (303) 757-9758.

Environmental Programs Branch
Enclosure: APE maps

ce: Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4
Gina McAfee, Carter & Burgess
Melinda Castillo, FHWA.
File/CF




DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

____STATE OF COLORADO

oS

Environmantal Programs Branch
Shuimate Bullding

4201 East Arkansas Avenue IR
Danver, Colorado 80222 e e
(303} 757-9259

May 1, 2007

Tom Vaughn, Museum Director

Berthoud Historic Preservation Commission
P. O.Box 225

Berthoud, CO 80513

SUBJECT: Section 106 Historic Properties Consultation, North Interstate 25 Environmental
Agsessment

Dear Mr, Vaughn:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Drepartment of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EES) to identify and evaluate multi-modal franspartation improvemients
along approximately 70 miles of the [-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington arca to Denver. The
EIS will address regional and inter-regional movement of peaple, goods and services in the 125 corridor.

This projeot is an undertaking subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Pieservation Act, as amended (Section 106, 16 U.8.C. 470f) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800). We are currently seeking the assistanve of local communities and historic preservation
organizations in the identification of historic properties, and to help identify issues that may relate to the
undertaking’s potential effects on historic properties. Toward that end, FHWA, FTA and CDOT would
like to formally offer the Berthoud Historic Preservation Commission the opportunity to participate as a
consulting party for the Section 106 compliance process, as previded in Section 800.3(f)(1) of the
regulation.

Historic Properties Identification and Area of Potential Effects

As part of dur survey of the project arca, we are identifying previously unrecorded historic properties in
the Area of Potential Effects (APE), as well as known properties. Specific APE houndaries have been
defined for the three proposed transportation improvements under evaluation: the North [-25 corridor, a
commuter ratl corridor, and queue jumps for bus rapid transit along US Highways 34 and B5. (A queue
jump s a lane created through new pavement or re-siriping the existing roadway that allows transit
velticles such as buses to get around automobiles stopped at a traffic light.) All of these APE boundaries
are located within the larger regional study area on the enclosed map. We have provided brief
descriptions of the different APE Cerridors below:

North I-25 Corrvidor

The APE for the North I-25 Corridor extends along 1-25 from 84™ Avenue to Thornton to State Highway
1 in Wellington. The APE includes the area within the maximum ares of disturbance for the project,
which is generally the existing ROW plus portions of adjacent properties. In instences where there is an
alder structure exhibiting architectural integrity outside the maximum area of disturbance, but within an
approximate 150-foot buffer, that property was also included within the APE.




Mr. Veughn
May i, 2007
Page 2

Commuter Raif Corvidor

The APE for the Commuter Rail Corridor extends along the existing BNSF railroad iracks from Fort
Collins to Longmont. From Longmont, it follows the new Longmont North Metro alignment eastward
along the north side of State Highway 119 to Weld County Road 7, where it continues on the west side of
Weld County Road 7 in a southward direction for about seven miles until it intersects with the existing
abandoned Union Pacific Railroad tracks near Erie. The APE includes the existing railvoad tracks and
ROW along the existing BNSF tracks, There arc several arcas along the BNSF alignment where curves
will be slightly realigned. In those areas the APE includes the adjoining parcels. From Longmoni fo the
gouth and east, the APE includes the parcels within a 300-foot corridor along the proposed new
alignment.

Quere Jumps — Bus Rapid Transit

The APE for the queuc jump improvements occur along three highways; US 85 from Platteville through
Evans and US 34 from SH 257 to US 85. The APE includes the area within the maximum area of
disturbance, As with the North I-25 cotridor, in instances where fhere is an older structure exhibiting
architectural integrity beyond the maximum area of disturbance, but within an approximate 150-foot
buffer, that property was also included within the APE. There are proposed queus jurnps to accommodate
the commuter bus on US 85, and on US 34 to accommodate Bus Rapid Transit. Most of these queue
jumps will be improvements within the existing right-of-way. For improvements associated with queue
jumps outside the existing right-of-way, we will include the adjacent first-tier properties,

APE Maps

For detailed maps of the APE, please refer to the following FTP site: fto://ftp.c-
com/Projects/North%201-25/ To access the file, follow the directions below:
1) Go o “File”

2) Click “Log-in As”.., (using your Internet browser's File menu)

3) Enter Username: NorthI25FTP

4) Enter Username: bSadriwe

A single pdf file will appear. This is a large file containing numerous aerial maps, so it will take several
minutes for this file to download so please be patient.

Section 106 Consultation

We are contacting local historical organizations to help identify any historic buildings, districts, sites,
objects, or archaeological sites of significance within the APE. Additionally, we are conducting research
on praperties not previously evaluated for the National Register of Historie Places (NRHP} within the
project area to determine their architectural and historical significance, Our assessment of significance
will be based on the established NRHP eligibility criteria. Any information you can provide will help
ensure that important historical resources are considered and protected.

If you are interested in participating as a consulting party for this project under the Section 106
guidelines, please respond in writing within 30 days of receipt of this letter to Lisa Schoch, CDOT Senior
Staff Historian, at the address on the letterhead. We request that your response include a statement of
demoenstrated inferest in historic propertics associated with this project, as stipulated in the Section 106
regulation. If you require additional information or have any questions about the Section 106 process,
please contact Ms. Schoch at (303)512-4258.
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Very truly yours,

% Beckham, Manager

Environmental Programs Branch
Enclosure: Map of Study Area

cor Carol Parr, CDOT Region 4
Melinda Urban, FHWA
Wendy Wallach, Carter Burgess
Carol Legard, ACHP
Georgianna Contiguglia, Colorade SEIPO
FICF




STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmantal Programs Branch
Shumate Bullding

4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Deanver, Colorado 80222

(303) 757-9259

May 1, 2007

Jim Sidebottom

Fort Lupton Historic Preservation Board
130 8. McKinley St.

Fort Lupton, CO 80621

SUBJECT: Section 106 Historic Properties Consultation, North Interstate 25 Environmental
Assegsment

Dear Mr. Sidebottom:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (BIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements
along approximately 70 miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver. The
EIS will address regional and inter-regional movement of people, goods and services in the I-25 corridor.

This project is an undertaking subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (Section 106, 16 U.S.C. 470f) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800). We are currently seeking the assistance of local communities and historic preservation
organizations in the identification of historic properties, and to help identify issues that may relate to the
undertaking’s potential effects on historic properties. Toward that end, FHWA, FTA and CDOT would
like to formally offer the Fort Lupton Historic Preservation Board the opportunity to participate as a
consulting party for the Section 106 compliance process, as provided in Section 800.3()(1) of the
regulation.

Historic Properties Identification and Area of Potential Effects

As part of our survey of the project area, we are identifying previously unrecorded historic properties in
the Area of Potential Effects (APE), as well as known properties. Specific APE boundaries have been
defined for the three proposed transportation improvements under evaluation: the North 125 corridor, a
commuter rail corridor, and queue jumps for bus rapid transit along US Highways 34 and 85. (A queue
jump is a lane created through new pavement or re-striping the existing roadway that allows fransit
vehicles such as buses to get around automobiles stopped at a traffic light) All of these APE boundaries
are located within the larger regional study area on the enclosed map. We have provided brief
descriptions of the different APE Corridors below:

North I-25 Corridor

The APE for the North I-25 Corridor extends along 1-25 from 84" Avenue to Thornten to State Highway
1 in Wellington. The APE includes the area within the maximum area of disturbance for the project,
which is generally the existing ROW plus portions of adjacent properties. In instances where there is an
older structure exhibiting architectural integrity outside the maximum area of disturbance, but within an
approximate 150-foot buffer, that property was also included within the APE.




STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Envirenmental Pragrams Branch
Shumate Building

4201 East Arkansas Avenle - s
Denver, Calorado 80222 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSFORTATION

(303) 7579259

May 1, 2007

Karen McWilliams

Fort Collins Landmark Preservation Commission
Fort Collins Advance Planning Dept.

281 N. College Ave.

Fort Collins, CO 80524

SUBJECT: Section 106 Historic Properties Consultation, North Interstate 25 Environmental
Assessment ,

Dear Ms. McWilliams:

'The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements
along approximately 70 miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver. The
EIS will address regional and inter-regional movement of people, goods and services in the I-25 corridor.

This project is an undertaking subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (Section 106, 16 U.S.C. 470f) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800). We are currently seeking the assistance of local communities and historic preservation
organizations in the identification of historic properties, and to help identify issues that may relate to the
undertaking’s potential effects on historic properties. Toward that end, FHWA, FTA and CDOT would
like to formally offer the Fort Collins Landmark Preservation Commission the opportunity to participate
as a consulting party for the Section 106 compliance process, as provided in Section 800.3(f)(1) of the
regulation.

Historic Properties Identification and Area of Potential Tffects
we are identifying previously unrecorded historic properties in

As part of our survey of the project area,

the Area of Potential Effects (APE), as well as known properties. Specific APE boundaries have been
defined for the three proposed fransportation improvements under evaluation: the North 1-25 corridor, a
commuter rail corridor, and queue jumps for bus rapid transit along US Highways 34 and 85. (A queue
jump is a lane created through new pavement or re-striping the existing roadway that allows transit
vehicles such as buses to get around automobiles stopped at a teaffic light.) All of these APE boundaries
are located within the larger regional study area on the enclosed map. We have provided brief
descriptions of the different APE Corridors below:

Nortk I-25 Corvidor

The APE for the North I-25 Corridor extends along I-25 from 84"™ Avenue to Thomton to State Highway
1 in Wellington. The APE includes the area within the maximum area of disturbance for the project,
which is generally the existing ROW plus portions of adjacent properties. In instances where there is an




STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Envirenmental Programs Branch
Shumate Building

4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Danver, Colorado 80222

(303} 757-9259

May 1, 2007

Mark Rodman

Colorado Preservation, Inc.

333 W. Colfax Avenue, Suite 300
Denver, CO 80204

SUBJECT: Section 106 Historic Properties Consultation, North Interstate 25 Environmenta)
Assessment

Dear Mr, Rodman;

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA),in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements
along approximately 70 miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver. The
EIS will address regional and inter-regional movement of people, goods and services in the 1-25 corridor.

This project is an undertaking subject to compliance with Section 106 of the Natjonal Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (Section 106, 16 U.S.C. 4701) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800). We are curently seeking the assistance of local communities and historic preservation
organizations in the identification of historic properties, and to help identify issues that may relate to the
undertaking’s potential effects on historic properties. Toward that end, FHWA, FTA and CDOT would
like to formally offer Colorado Preservation Incorporated the opportunity to participate as a consulting
party for the Section 106 compliance process, as provided in Section 800.3(£)(1) of the regulation.

Historic Properties Identification and Area of Potential Effects

As part of our survey of the project area, we are identifying previously unrecorded historic properties in
the Area of Potential Effects (APE), as well as known properties, Specific APE boundaries have been
defined for the three proposed transportation improvements under evaluation: the North -25 corridor, a
commuter rail corridor, and queue jumps for bus rapid transit along US Highways 34 and 85. (A queue
jump is a lane created through new pavement or re-striping the existing roadway that allows transit
vehicles such as buses to get around automobiles stopped at a traffic light) All of these APE boundaries
are located within the larger regional study area on the enclosed map. We have provided brief
descriptions of the different APE Corridors below:

North I-25 Corridor

The APE for the North I-25 Corridor extends along 1-25 from 84™ Avenue to Thornton to State Highway
1 in Wellington. The APE includes the area within the maximum area of distwrbance for the project,
which is generally the existing ROW plus portions of adjacent properties. In instances where there is an
older structure exhibiting architectural integrity outside the maximum area of disturbance, but within an
approximate 150-foot buffer, that property was also included within the APE.




'STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch L
Shumate Building

4201 East Arkansas Avenus ;
Denver, Colorado 80222 T B T e OF TRANSPORFATION

{303) 7579259

May 1, 2007

Tonya Haas

Broomfield Historic Landmark Board
1 Descomtbes Drive :
Broamfield, CO 80020

SUBJECT: Section 106 Historic Properties Consultation, North Interstate 25 Environmental
Assessment

Dear Mr. Vaughn:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHEWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements
along approximately 70 miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver, The
EIS will address regional and inter-regional movement of people, goods and services in the I-25 corridor.

This project is an undertaking subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (Section 106, 16 U.8.C. 470f) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800). We are currently seeking the assistance of local communities and historic preservation
organizations in the identification of historic propertics, and to help identify issues that may relate to the
undertaking’s potential effects on historic properties, Toward that end, FHWA, FTA and CDOT would
like to formally offer the Broomfield Historic Landmark Board the opportunity to participate as a
consuiting party for the Section 106 compliance process, as provided in Section 800.3(f)(1) of the
regulation.

Historic Properties Identificatior and Area of Potential Effects

_ Aspart of our survey of the project area, we are identifying previously unrecorded historic properties in
the Area of Potential Effects (APE), as well as known properties. Specific APE boundaries have been
defined for the three proposed transportation improvements under evaluation: the North I-25 corridor, a
commuter rail corridor, and queue jurnps for bus rapid transit along US Highways 34 and 85. (A quene
Jjump is a lane created through new pavement or re-striping the existing roadway that allows transit
vehicles such as buses to get around automobiles stopped at a traffic light.) All of these APE boundaries
are located within the larger regional study area on the enclosed map. We have provided brief
descriptions of the different APE Corridors below:

North I-25 Corridor

The APE for the North I-25 Corridor extends along 1-25 from 84® Avenue to Thomton to State Highway
1 in Wellington. The APE includes the area within the maximum area of disturbance for the project,
which is generally the existing ROW plus portions of adjacent properties. In instances where there is an
older structure exhibiting architectural integrity outside the maximum area of disturbance, but within an
approximate 150-foot buffer, that property was also included within the APE,
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May 1, 2007

Mark Heidt

- Brighton Historic Preservation Commission

22 South 4% Avenue, #102
Brighton, CC 80601

SUBJECT: Section 106 Historic Properties Consultation, North Interstate 25 Environmental
Assessment

Dear Mr. Heidt:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA),in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated prepatation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements
along approximately 70 miles of the E-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver. The
EIS will address regional and inter-regional movement of people, goods and services in the 1-25 corridor.

'This project is an undertaking subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (Section 106, 16 U.8.C. 470f) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800). We are currently seeking the assistance of local communities and historic preservation
organizations in the identification of historic properties, and to help identify issues that may relate to the
undertaking’s potential effects on historic properties. Toward that end, FHWA, FTA and CDOT would
like to formally offer the Brighton Historic Preservation Commission the opportunity to participate as a
consulting party for the Section 106 compliance process, as provided in Section 800.3(f)(1} of the

" regulation.

Historie Properties Identification and. Area of Pb;tﬁﬁsil”Efféc g T

As part of our survey of the project area, we arc identifying previously unrecorded historic properties in
the Area of Potential Effects (APE), as well as known properties. Specific APE boundaries have been
defined for the three proposcd transportation improvements under evaluation: the North I-25 corridor, a
commuter rail corridor, and queue jumps for bus rapid transit along US Highways 34 and 8. {A quene
jump is a lane created throngh new pavement or re-striping the existing roadway that allows fransit
vehicles such as buses to get around automobiles stopped at a fraffic light) All of these APE boundaries
are located within the larger regional study area on the enclosed map. We have provided brief
descriptions of the different APE Corridors below:

North I-25 Corvidor

The APE for the North 1-25 Corridor extends along I-25 from 84® Avenue to Thomton to State Highway
1 in Wellington. The APE includes the area within the maximum area of disturbance for the project,
which is generally the existing ROW plus portions of adjacent properties, Ininstamces where there is an
older structure exhibiting architectural infegrity outside the maximum area of disturbance, but within an
approximate 150-foot buffer, that property was also included within the APE.
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May 1, 2007

Ms. Barbara Pahl

National Trust for Historic Preservation
Mountains/Piains Office

535 16" Street, Suite 750

Denver, CO 80202

SUBJECT: Section 106 Historic Properties Consultation, North Interstate 25 Environmental
Assessment

Dear Ms, Pahl:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements
along approximately 70 miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver. The
EIS will address regional and inter-regional movement of people, goods and services in the 1-25 corridor.

This project is an undertaking subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (Section 106, 16 U.S.C. 470f) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800). We are currently seeking the assistance of local communities and historic preservation
organizations in the identification of historic properties, and to help identify issues that may relate to the
undertaking’s potential effects on historic properties. Toward that end, FHWA, FTA and CDOT would
like to formally offer the National Trust for Historic Preservation the opportunity to participate as a
consulting party for the Section 106 compliance process, as provided in Section 800.3(f)(1) of the
regulation.

Historie Properties Identification and Area of Potential Effects

As part of our survey of the project area, we are identifying previously unrecorded historic properties in
the Area of Potential Effects (APE), as well as known properties. Specific APE boundaries have been
defined for the three proposed transportation improvements under evaluation: the North 1-25 corridor, a
commuter rail corridor, and queue jurnps for bus rapid transit along US Highways 34 and 85, (A queue
jump is a lane created through new pavement or re-striping the existing roadway that allows transit
vehicles such as buses to get around automobiles stopped at a traffic light) All of these APE boundaries
are located within the larger regional study area on the enclosed map. We have provided brief
descriptions of the different APE Corridors below:

North I-25 Corridor

The APE for the North I-25 Corridor extends along I-25 from 84™ Avenue to Thomton to State Highway
1 in Wellington. The APE includes the area within the maximum area of disturbance for the project,
which is generally the existing ROW plus portions of adjacent properties. In instances where there is an

)
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Joseph A, Racine

Timnath Planning Commission
P.0.Box 37

4100 Main Street

Timnath, CO 81435

SUBJECT:  Section 106 Historic Properties Consulfation, North Interstate 25 Environmental
Assessment

Dear Mr. Racine:

The Federal Highway Administration (FFWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA),in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements
along approximately 70 miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver. The
EIS will address regional and inter-regional movement of people, goods and services in the E-25 corridor.

‘This project is an undertaking subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (Section 106, 16 U.S.C. 470f) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800). We are currently seeking the assistancé of local communities and historic preservation
organizations in the identification of historic prapeties, and to help identify issues that may relate to the
undertaking’s potential effects on historic properties. Foward that end, FHWA, FTA and CDOT would
like to formally offer the Timnath Planning Commission the opporiunity to participate as a consulting
party for the Section 106 compliance process, as provided in Section 800.3(f)(1) of the regulation.

HBistoric Properties Identification and Area of Potential Effects

As part of our survey of the project area, we are identifying previously unrecorded historic properties in
the Area of Potential Effects (APE), as well as known properties. Specific APE boundaries have been
defined for the three proposed transportation improvements under evaluation: the North [-25 corridor, a
commuter rail corridor, and queue jumps for bus rapid transit along US Highways 34 and 85. (A queue
jump is a lane created through new pavement or re-striping the existing roadway that allows transit
vehicles such as buses to get around automobiles stopped at a traffic light) All of these APE boundaries
are located within the larger regional study area on the enclosed map. We have provided brief
descriptions of the different APE Corridors betow:

North I-25 Corridor

The APE for the North I-25 Corridor extends along 1-25 from 84™ Avenue to Thornton to State Highway
1 in Wellington. The APE includes the area within the maxinum area of disturbance for the project,
which is generally the existing ROW plus portions of adjacent properties. In instances where there is an
older structure exhibiting architectural integrity outside the maximurn area of disturbance, but within an
approximate 150-foot buffer, that property was also included within the APE.
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May 1, 2007

Greg George

Loveland Historic Preservation Commission
500 E. 3™ St

Loveland, CO 80537

SUBJECT: Section 106 Historic Properties Consultation, North Interstate 25 Environmental
Assessment

Dear Mr. George:

‘The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an
Environmental Impact Staternent (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements
along approximately 70 miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver. The
EIS will address regional and inter-regional movement of people, goods and services in the I-25 corridor.

This project is an undertaking subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (Section 106, 16 U.S.C. 470f) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800). We are currently secking the assistance of local communities and historic preservation
organizations in the identification of historic propertics, and to help identify issues that may relate to the
undertaking’s potential effects on historic properties. Toward that end, FETWA, FTA and CDOT would
like to formally offer the Loveland Historic Preservation Commission the opportunity to participate as a
consulting party for the Section 106 compliance process, as provided in Section 800.3(f)(1) of the
regulation,

Historic Properties Identification and Area of Potential Effects

As part of our survey of the project area, we are identifying previously unrecorded historic properties in
the Area of Potential Effects (APE), as well as known properties. Specific APE boundaries have been
defined for the three proposed transportation improvements under evaluation: the North 1-25 corridor, a
commuter rail corridor, and queue jumps for bus rapid fransit along US Highways 34 and 85. (A queue
jump is a lane created through new pavement or re-striping the existing roadway that allows fransit
vehicles such as buses to get around antomobiles stopped at a traffic light.) All of these APE boundaries
are located within the larger regional study area on the enclosed map. We have provided brief
descriptions of the different APE Corridors below:;

North I-25 Corridor

The APE for the North I-25 Corridor extends along I-25 from 84" Avenue to Thornton to State Highway
1 in Wellington. The APE includes the area within the maximum area of disturbance for the project,
which is generally the existing ROW plus portions of adjacent properties. In instances where there is an
older structure exhibiting architectural integrity outside the maximum area of disturbance, but within an
approximate 150-foot buffer, that property was also included within the APE.
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May 1, 2007

Ryan Kragerud

Longmont Historic Preservation Commission
Longmont Planning Office

350 Kimbark St.

Longmont, CO 80501

SUBJECT: Section 106 Historic Properties Consultation, North Interstate 25 Environmental
Assessment

Dear Mr. Kragerud:

The Federal Highway Administration (FETWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Departrent of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements
along approximately 70 miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver, The
EIS will address regional and inter-regional movement of people, goods and services in the 1-25 corridor.

This project is an undertaking subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (Section 106, 16 U.S.C. 470f) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800). We are currently seeking the assistance of local communities and historic preservation
organizations in the identification of historic properties, and fo help identify issues that may relate to the
undertaking’s potential effects on historic properties, Toward that end, FHWA, FTA and CDOT would
like to formally offer the Longmont Historic Preservation Commission the opportunity to participate as a
consulting party for the Section 106 compliance process, as provided in Section 800.3(f)(1) of the
regulation.

Histaric Properties Identification and Area of Potential Effects

As part of our survey of the project area, we are identifying previously unrecorded historic properties in
the Area of Potential Effects (APE), as well as known properties. Specific APE boundaries have been
defined for the three proposed transportation improvements vnder evaluation: the North 1-25 corridor, a
commuter rail corridor, and queue jurnps for bus rapid transit along US Highways 34 and 85, (A queue
jump is a lane created through new pavement or re-striping the existing roadway that allows transit
vehicles such as buses to get around automobiles stopped at a traffic light.) All of these APE boundaries
are located within the larger regional study area on the enclosed map. We have provided brief
descriptions of the different APE Corridors below:

North I-25 Corridor

The APE for the North I-25 Corridor extends along I-25 from 84 Avenue to Thornton to State Highway
1 in Wellington. The APE includes the arca within the maximum area of disturbance for the project,
which is generally the existing ROW plus portions of adjacent properties. In instances where there is an
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Enviranmental Programs Branch
Shumate Bullding
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May 1, 2007

Betsy Kellums

‘Greeley Historic Preservation Commission
City of Greeley Museums

714 8th Street

Greeley, CO 80631

SUBJECT: Section 106 Historic Properties Consultation, North Interstate 25 Environmental
Assessment

Dear Ms. Kellums:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements
along approximately 70 miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver. The
EIS will address regional and inter-regional movement of people, goods and services in the 1-25 corridor.

This project is an undertaking subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (Section 106, 16 U.S.C. 470f) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800). We are currently seeking the assistance of local communities and historic preservation
organizations in the identification of historic properties, and to help identify issues that may relate to the
undertaking’s potential effects on historic properties. Foward that end, FEWA, FTA and CDOT would
like to formally offer the Greeley Historic Preservation Commission the opportunity to participate as a
consulting party for the Section 106 compliance process, as provided in'Section 800.3(f)(1) of the
regulation,

Historic Properties Identification and Area of Potential Effccts

As part of our survey of the project area, we are identifying previously unrecorded historic properties in
the Area of Potential Effects (APE), as well as known properties. Specific APE boundaries have been
defined for the three proposed fransportation improvements under evaluation: the North I-25 corridor, a
commuter rail corridor, and quene jumps for bus rapid transit along US Highways 34 and 85. (A queue
jump is a lane created through new pavement or re-striping the existing roadway that allows transit
vehicles such as buses to get around automobiles stopped at a fraffic light.) All of these APE boundaries
are located within the larger regional study area on the enclosed map. We have provided brief
descriptions of the different APE Corridors below:

North I-25 Corridor

The APE for the North I-25 Corridor extends along I-25 from 84 Avenue to Thornton to State Highway
1 in Wellington. The APE includes the area within the maximum area of disturbance for the project,
which is generally the existing ROW plus portions of adjacent properties. In instances where there is an




STATE OF COLORADO
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May 22, 2007

Ms. Celeste Flares

Historic Preservation Commission
City of Northglenn

11701 Community Center Drive
Northglenn, CO 80233

SUBJECT: Section 106 Historic Properties Consultation, North Interstate 25 Environmental
Assessment

Dear Ms. Grimm:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Colorado Depattment of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements
along approximately 70 miles of the I-25 corridor from the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver. The
EIS will address regional and inter-fegional movement of people, goods and services in the 1-25 corridor.

This project is an undertaking subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (Section 106, 16 U.S.C. 470f) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800). We are currently seeking the assistance of local communities and historic preservation
organizations in the identification of historic properties, and to help identify issues that may relate to the
undestaking’s potential effects on historic properties. Toward that end, FHWA, FTA and CDOT would
like to formally offer the Northglenn Historic Preservation Commission the opportunity (o participate as a
consulting party for the Section {06 compliance process, as provided in Section 800.3(f)(1) of the
regulation.,

Historic Properties Idenfification and Area of Potential Effects

As part of our survey of the project area, we are identifying previously unrecorded historic propertics in
the Area of Potential Effects (APE), as well as known properties. Specific APE boundaries have been
defined for the three proposed transportation iraprovements under evaluation: the Notth I-25 corridor, a
commuter rail corridor, and queue jumps for bus rapid transit along US Haghways 34 and 85. (A queue
jump is a lane created through new pavement or re-striping the existing roadway that allows transit
vehicles such as buses to get around automobiles stopped at a traffic light) All of these APE boundaries
are located within the larger regional study area on the enclosed map. We have provided brief
descriptions of the different APE Corridors below:

North 1-25 Corridor

The APE for the North I-25 Corridor extends along I-25 from 84™ Avenue to Thornton Lo State Highway
1 in Wellington. The APE includes the area within the maximum area of disturbance for the project,
which is generally the existing ROW plus portions of adjacent properties. In instances where there is an




STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch
Shumate Building
4201 East Arkansas Avenue

e
Denver, Colorado 80222 BEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(303) 757-8259
May 1, 2007

Denise Grimm

Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board
Boulder County Land Use Dept.

P. Q. Box 471

Boulder, CO 80306

SUBJECT: Section 106 Historic Properties Consultation, North Inferstate 23 Environmental
Assessment

Dear Ms, Grimm:

The Federal Highway Administration (FEWA) and the Federal Transit Administration {FTA), in
coopetation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), have initiated preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to identify and evaluate multi-modal transportation improvements
along approximately 70 miles of the I-25 corridor fom the Fort Collins-Wellington area to Denver, The
EIS will address regional and inter-regional movement of people, goods and services in the I-25 corridor.

This project is an undertaking subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (Section 106, 16 U.S.C. 470f) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800). We are currently seeking the assistance of local communities and historic preservation
organizations in the identification of historic properties, and to help identify issues that may relate to the
undertaking’s potential.effects on historic properties. Toward that end, FH'WA, FTA and CDOT would
like to formally offer the Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board the opportuznity to
participate as a consulting party for the Section 106 compliance process, as provided in Section
800.3(f)(1) of the regulation.

Historic Properties ¥dentification and Area of Potential Effects

As part of our survey of the project area, we are identifying previously unrecorded historic properties in
the Area of Potential Effects (APE), as well as known properties. Specific APE boundaries have been
defined for the three proposed transportation improvements under evaluation: the North I-25 corridor, a
commuter rail corridor, and queue jumps for bus rapid transit along US Highways 34 and 85. (A queue
jump is a lane created through new pavement or re-striping the existing roadway that allows transit
vehicles such as buses to get around automobiles stopped at a traffic light)) All of these APE boundaries
are located within the larger regional study area on the enclosed map. We have provided brief
descriptions of the different APE Corridors below:

North I-25 Corridor

The APE for the North I-25 Corridor extends along I-25 from 84™ Avenue to Thomton to State Highway
1 in Wellington, The APE includes the area within the maximum area of disturbance for the project,
which is generally the existing ROW plus portions of adjacent properties. In instances where there is an




COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Historic Preservation

1100 10" Street, Sulte 201, Greeley, Colorado BOEST
(970} 350-9222 ¢ Fax (976} 350-9895

www.greelevqov.com

May 4, 2007

Lisa Schoch

CDOT Senior Staff Historian
Enivornmental Programs Branch
Shumate Buijlding

4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80222

Dear Lisa,

We appreciate your letter offering us the opportunity to participate it the North Interstate 25
Environmental Assessment. We arc interested in participating as a consulting party and are thankful
for the chance to comment.

Please note the Greeley Historic Preservation Office address hag changed. ‘The new address is:
1100 10 Street, Ste. 201
Greeley, CO 80631

Please feel fiee to call me at 350-9222 or e-mail me at betsy.kellums@erceleyaov.com if you have
any questions. Thank you very much. I really appreciate your help.

ds, X
Betsy Kellums
Historic Preservation Specialist

Ml e
Egﬁ: e
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City of Fort Lupton
Planning and Building

Department
iy
303) 857-6694 x 125
Tom Parke, Planning Direstor Fax (303) 8570351
130 S, McKinlay Avenue e-math (parke@fortupton o
Fort Lupton, Colorado 80621 . hitg: e forlupton.org
June 26, 2007
Brad Becklham, Manager
Environmental Programs Branch
Colorado Department of Transportation
Shurnate Building
4201 E Arkansas Ave
Denver, CO 80222
Mr. Beckham:

The Historic Preservation Board for the City of Fort Lupton has reviewed the proposed multi-
modal fransportation improvements along US Highway 85.

Upon review of the application the Board finds that there are no conflicts with the Fort Lupton
Preservation Plan or applicable Municipal Codes with regard to Historic Preservation. The
Board would like the Colorado Department of Transportation 1o be aware that the South Platte
Valley Historical Sociefy owns property that serves as a Historic Park and includes several
historic structares. The Board requests that access to and from this Park not be hindered by this

proposed project.

K you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact me at 303/857-6694 ext. 125 or
tparko@fortlupton.org,

Planning Director
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Great. From the Ground Up.

August 8, 2007

Brad Beckham, Manager

C-DOT Environmental Programs Branch
4201 East Arkansas Avenue

Shumate Building

Denver, Colorado 80222

SUBJECT:  Eligibility Determinations, North I-25 Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Beckham:

Thank you for the letter requesting comments on the eligibility determinations in the North I-25 EIS. The
Greeley Historic Preservation Office reviewed the forms for Greeley properties including: the North
Boomerang Extension Ditch SWL.2049.1, Book Rack Shopping Center SWL.5214, New Idea Cleaners
SWL.5298, Best in Show Pet Grooming/Checks Cashed SWL.5299, Rapp’s Service Station SWI..5300,
Tortilleria Y Panaderia SWL.5281, and Precision Welding & Design SWL.5280 and agrees with the
determinations of not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

Please contact me at betsy hg!! 0y feyyos.cow or 970.350.9222 if there is anything I can do to assist
with this project.

Sincerely,
“Beny Febbumr—

Betsy Kellums
Historic Preservation Specialist

Community Development-Historic Preservation -» 1100 10th Street, Ste. 201, Greeley, CO 80631 « (970) 350-9222 Fax (970) 350-9895

We oromise to preserve and imorove the auality of life for Greeley throurh timelv. courteous and cost-effective service,




HISTORICAL
SOCIETY

The Colorado History Museum 1300 Broadway Denver, Colorado 80203-2137

August 21, 2007

Brad Beckham

Manager, Etviroromental Programs Branch
Colorado Department of Transportation
Environmental Progtams Branch

4201 East Arkansas Avenue

Denver, CO 80222

Re: North I-25 Environmental Impact Statement: Determinations of Eligibility. (CHS #42346)
Dear Mr. Beckham,

Thank you for your cortespondence dated August 1, 2007 and received by our office on that
same date regarding the consultation of the above-mentioned project under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106).

Afler review of the provided information, we have additional questions regarding the resources
listed below.

¢ SWL.5205. According to the site form the chimney is located in the center of the roof of
the main section. This chimney placement strongly suggests that the house conforms to
the saddlebag type, which features a central chimney flanked by rooms. This example
appears to featute the central chimney with a hipped with ridge roof. The additions
appear to be within the historic period and do not overwhelm the house. In our opinjon,
the property has the potential of being eligible as a good represantative example of 2
saddlebag type residence.

*  SWL.5201. We do not concur that this resource is not eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP). In our opinion, the property is a good representative example
of the I-House type featiiring the Gothic Revival style. The rear addition does not appear
to overwhelm the historic character-defining features of the house. While the agricultural
setting has been lost, the historic setting around the house still appears to be intact.
Therefore, we feel the property is eligible under National Register Criterion C for
architecture,

¢ 5WL.3146.1. No official determination bas been made by the SHPO for the entire ditch,
The submitted site form states that the SHPO officially concutred with a finding of not
eligible for the entire ditch in 2001. Ttem 17 of that form statcs that the evaluation of the
entixe ditch is a field determination and not an official SHPO determination. The entire
ditch has nat been surveyed nor evaluated. The 2001 evaluation was for the segment

11/29/2007 THU 23:43 [TX/RX NO 69371 [doo2



only. In addition, only a very small segment of the ditch that traveled under [-25 was
evaluated at that time (approximatel y 8 km). Inour opinion, there is not enough

segment of the ditch that traveled under I-25 was evaluated at that time. n our opinion,
there is not enough information to make a2 determination of eligibility for the entire ditch.
Please provide an evaluation of whether or ngot the segment Supports or does not support
the overall eligibility of the ditch, o
e SLR.11391. The site form discusses outbuildings, but there are no pictures, sketch map,
or detailed narrative descriptions of the outbuildings, Because it is difficult to see the
main building in the provided picture, please proyide more narrative on why the building
is not a good representative example of the bungalow type? The Bungalow type is
COmMOon in Colorado, but that doesn’t mean that jt shouid be considered not eligible just
because it is a common type. Is this building a good example of that common type?

“shed is one of many similar function, basic sheds that were built on the Plains in
early to mid-20"% Centuty,” but the form does not state the funection,

¢ SWL.5308.1. The site form states that the history of this resource is tied to the histofy of Y
the New Thomas Lake; however, no history is provided regarding the lake, Inordertp |~ 1 (ID
evaluate the significance of this resoutee, please provide a short history on the New
Thomas Lake. ,

* SBL.10359.1. We conour that this segment has Jost integrity and does not support the
overall eligibility of the entira linear resource. We do not concur that the entire railroad
line is not eligible, In our opinion, the site form only includes detailed information
regarding the segment and does not provide enough detailed information regarding the
entire line, _

* SWL.B52. Was this resource evaluated as a historic site? According to the National B
Register Bulletin: How 1o Complete the National Register Registration Form (foqna]l_y | /b"w
National Register Bulletin 16A), a site is “a location of a significant event, a pre]_nstonc
or histotic occupation or activity, or a building or structure, whether standing, ruined, or
vanished, where the location itself possess historic, cultural, or archeological valye

North 1-25 EIS; Determinations of Eligibility
August 21, 2007
CHS #42346
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repardless of the value of any existing structure.” Was the townsite of St. Vrains
significant at the Jocal level for its history?

We concur with the findings of eligibility for the bridges within the Area of Potential Effecis as
presented in your cover letter and in the survey teport, We concur that resource SWL.2985 is
eligibile and listed on the NRHP on Ootober 15, 2002.

Tn regards to resource SLR.11396/Einarsen Parm, we concur that this resource is eligible under
National Register Criterion C. Was the resources evaluated under National Register Criterion A
for significance in agriculture? The resource features the main house, agricultural outbuildings,
and farmed fields that can convey and represent the historic association of agriculture.

Item 44 on the site forms for resources SWL.5267, SWL.5272, and 5WL.5274 was not marked.
From the narratives and the survey repott we were sble to determine that the evaluation for these
resources under item 44 was “not eligible.” Staff has marked the forms accordingly.

We request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, which as
stipulated in 36 CFR 800.3 is required to be notified of the undertaking, and with other
consulting parties. Additional information provided by the lacal govesnment or consulting
parties might cause our office to re-evaluate our ¢li gibility and potential effect findings.

Please note that our compliance letter does not end the 30-day review period provided to other
consulting parties. If we may be of further assistance, please contact Amy Pallante, our Section
106 Compliance Cootdinator, at (303) 866-4678.

Sincerely,

/WDU-J\'\W

W Georgianna Contiguglia
State Historic Preservation Officer

North 1-25 BIS: Determinations of Eligibifity 3
August 21, 2007
CHES #42346
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STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Environmental Programs Branch
4201 East Arkansas Avenus

Shumate Bullding . P—
Denver, Golorado 80222 __._._nwmﬂmmw —
(303) 757-9259 TRANSPORT.
FAX {303) 757-0445

October 4, 2007

Ms. Georgianna Contiguglia

State Historic Preservation Officer
Colorado Historical Society

1300 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

Subject: Additional Information, North 125 Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Ms. Contiguglia:

This letter includes additional information regarding resources associated with the project referenced
above. As requested in your letter of August 21, 2007, included herein is additional data regarding seven
architectural properties and six irrigation and railroad properties.

ARCHITECTURAL PROPERTIES
{Revised site forms were prepared for SWL5574, SBL7606 and 5LR1 1391).

SWIL852 (Now SWL5574): You asked if the St. Vrains town site was evaluated as a historic stte, and
inquired whether it is significant at the local level. We have determined that the initial site form we
submitted did not document the proper resource, so we’ve assigned a new number and provided a revised
site form. The property assigned SWL852 was evaluated as the St. Vrains town site, which was
essentially a post office from 1911 to 1918. The pame St. Vrains was given fo the junction of the Union
Pacific and Denver & Boulder Valley railroad lines, and this junction is about 0.3 miles from the flour
elevator documented on the attached revised site form and assigned number SWL5574. According to
research, the grain elevator site was in operation from the carly 1900s until the 1930s. The building on the
site reportedly once housed an office and scale for weighing grain, but currently consists of a shell with
no roof, windows, or doors. There were originally four grain elevators on the site; ail that is left of these
are four circular foundations. Although the propesty likely had an association with agricultural
development in the area, it does not retain the essential physical features that comprised its character and
appearance during the period of its association and thefefore is not eligible for the National Register.
Please note that the photos attached to the initial site forna for 5WEL852 remain valid.

SWL5201: You disagreed with our eligibility determination and stated that the property is significant
under National Register Criterion C as an example of an I-House featuring the Gothic Revival style. We
believe that the addition of vinyl siding and the addition on the rear of the house have compromised its
integrity and it is therefore not a good representative example of this architectural style. We continue to
support our determination that the property is not eligible.

SWL5205: You stated that the house on this property has the potential to be a good example of 2
saddlebag type residence. Additional research indicates that saddlebag residences are typical in the
southeast part of the country. They are characterized as two one-room, cabins that are connected and




Ms. Contipuglia
October 4, 2007
Page 3

SWL5308.1: Your office requested additional information regarding the history of the New Thomas Lake
Feeder Ditch and its relationship to New Thomas Lake. Archival research indicates that the ditch
functions as a supply ditch to both Thomas Lake (built in 1891) and New Thomas Lake, which was built
between 1949 and 1979. Research also indicates that the portion of the ditch west of Interstate 25 was
built c. 1891, and the ditch to the east of the highway was built c. 1965. CDOT has determined that the
entire ditch is not eligible to the NRHP and that the segment in the project area lacks inteprity.

We request your concurrence with the additional information and determinations of eligibility outlined
herein. If you have questions or require additional information in order to complete your review, please
contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303) 512-4258.

Very truly yours,

Brad Beckham, Manager
Environmental Programs Manager
Enclosures: Revised site forms

cel File/R




STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

CDOT-Region 4 O T
Environmental/Planning

1420 2™ Street

Greeley, Colorado 80631

(970) 350-2204 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

October 6, 2008

Mr. Edward C. Nichols

State Historic Preservation Officer
Colorado Historical Society

1300 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

SUBJECT: Additional Determinations of Eligibility, I-25 North Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS), CDOT Project No. IM 0253-179, Boulder and Larimer Counties, (CHS#42346)

Dear Mr. Nichols:

This letter and enclosed materials constitute a request for additional determinations of eligibility for the
project referenced above. In October 2007, your office concurred with our initial eligibility
determinations for historic properties within the I-25 North project corridor. During the summer of 2008,
the I-25 North project team discovered five additional properties along the proposed commuter rail
corridor between Fort Collins and Longmont requiring survey and inclusion into the EIS.

Methodology and Survey Results

Four of the sites are in Longmont with the remaining property in Berthoud. All five properties are within
the boundaries of the Area of Potential Effects (APE) as agreed to by your office on March 21, 2007. In
August 2008, Gail Keeley of Hermsen Consultants surveyed three unrecorded properties and re-evaluated
two previously recorded sites. Please refer to the table below for a brief description of each site:

OAHP Site Number Location Name/Description Eligibility Assessment

5BL9186 833 Baker Street, Residence Recommended Field -
Longmont not eligible, 2003

5BL9187 841 Baker Street, Residence Recommended Field-
Longmont not eligible, 2003

5SBL10636 122 8" Avenue, Boggs Residence Determined NRHP-
Longmont eligible under Criterion

C, 2008

5BL10637 11120 Vermillion Road, | Carlson Farm Determined not eligible
Longmont to the NRHP, 2008

SLR12015 1933 S. County Road Johnstone Residence Determined not eligible
15, Berthoud to the NRHP, 2008

Accompanying the site forms is a revised map of the Schmer Farm’s (Colorado Office of Archaeology
and Historic Preservation [OAHP] Site No. SLR11209) historic property boundary. The new map
corrects an error found in the 2007 Historic Resources Survey Report. This office will submit for review



Mr. Nichols
October 6, 2008
Page 2

a determination of effects for National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible properties within the
[-25 North project corridor at a later date.

Eligibility Determinations

5BL10636, Boggs Residence, 122 8™ Avenue: This structure was initially constructed in 1939 and
appears to have been a rental property since the mid-1960s. The house displays elements of the hipped-
roof box style with an arcaded porch and stucco walls indicating a Mediterranean influence. These style
elements are unusual for Longmont residences built during the mid-20" century. There is no historically
significant individual or event associated with this location. CDOT has determined that SBL10636 is not
eligible to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion A. Despite the introduction
of new windows along the basement level during the past 20 years, the Boggs house has retained much of
its original integrity and is eligible to the NRHP under Criterion C as a good example of the hipped-roof
box style.

SBL9186, 833 Baker Street: Cultural Resource Historians, Inc. (CRH) initially surveyed this property
as part of the City of Longmont East Side Neighborhood Historic Context and Survey Report and
recommended SBL9186 as not eligible to the NRHP in May 2003. Modifications to the front porch, the
introduction of a garage and new siding since the mid-1970s has altered the structure’s original integrity.
There are no historically notable individuals or events associated with this residence. CDOT concurs with
the previous recommendation that SBL9186 is not eligible to the NRHP under Criteria A and C.

SBL9187, 841 Baker Street: CRH initially surveyed this property as part of the City of Longmont East
Side Neighborhood Historic Context and Survey Report and recommended the residence as not eligible to
the NRHP in May 2003. Built in 1961, 5BL9187 is in residential neighborhood dominated by houses
dating from the early 20® century. There are no significant historic events or individuals associated with
5BL9187 and the property displays poor physical integrity. CDOT concurs with the earlier
recommendation that SBL9187 is not eligible to the NRHP under Criteria A and C.

3BL.10637, Carison Farm, 11120 Vermillion Road: This 155-acre property has been in agricultural
production since the early 20™ century, but there is no association with any notable historic figure and
event in local history. The removal of the original farmhouse for a modern residence during the last
decade, and the re-use of the silo as a telecommunication antenna support, has altered the site’s original
historic integrity. Because there is no association to any historically significant individual or event, and
the severity of the alternations to the integrity of the original farm site, CDOT has determined that
5BL10637 is not eligible to the NRHP under Criteria A and C.

SLR12015, 1933 S. County Road 15: The main house associated with this Berthoud farm site was built
in 1915 and underwent remodeling during 2002. There is little detailed information on the property’s
ownership over the last century. The gradual loss of the surrounding farm acreage to new tract housing
has severely altered this site’s original historic setting and feeling. For these reasons, CDOT has
determined that SLR12015 is not eligible to the NRHP under Criteria A and C.

We request your concurrence with this additional information and determinations of eligibility outlined
herein and on the enclosed forms. Your response is necessary for the Federal Highway Administration’s
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation’s regulations.



Mr. Nichols
October 6, 2008
Page 3

We have also sent this request to the I-25 North EIS consulting parties, the Cities of Greeley and Fort
Lupton, for their review and comment.

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you require additional information,
please contact CDOT-Region 4 Senior Historian Robert Autobee at (970) 350-2204.

Vey tiu y yoq{ /’)

B / // [
: Y/ /|
’ Robert Autobee CDOT -Region 4 Semor Historian
Environmental/Planning Branch

Enc.

cc: Monica Pavlik, FHWA
Gina McAfee, Jacobs, Carter & Burgess
Thor Gjelsteen, FHU
Carol Parr, CDOT-Region 4
CF
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December 1, 2006

Greg Monroe

Colorado State Parks

1313 Sherman Street, Room 618
Denver, CO 80203

Dear Mr. Monroe,

Carter & Burgess, Inc. has been retained by the Colorado Department of Transportation
to provide environmental consulting services to compiete a transportation study and
environmental documentation for the North 1-25 DEIS project. The project runs from
Denver Union Station to Wellington along 1-25.

As part of the environmental impact assessment process we consider the impacts to
parks, recreations areas, trails, and any other parcels that have received Land and
Water Conservation funding. We have attached maps and tables that identify the parks
and open space areas that are adjacent to the project alternatives. We would appreciate
confirm whether or not any Land and Water Conservation Funds [6(f)] were used at any
of these locations. A map or land description to accompany any results would be useful.

Please respond at your earliest convenience. If you have any questions, feel free to call
me at 303-820-4807 or email me at Wendy.Wallach@c-b.com.

Sincerely,

i

I “M i :/l'l

! Fita% : . _‘;)’-%\
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Wendy Wallach, AICP
Carter & Burgess, Inc.

attachments _ i}
ECENVE
DEC - 7 2006

FESBUG, HOLT & ULLEVIG

Cc: Gina McAfee, Thor Gjelsteen

J\_Transportatiom\071609.400\waorking\Wendy\120106_6ftetter.doc
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January 22, 2007

Greg Monroe

Colorado State Parks

1313 Sherman Streat, Room 618
Denver, GO B0203

Dear Mr. Monroe,

Carter & Burgess, Inc. has been retained by the Colorado Department of Transportation
to provide environmental consulting services to complete a transportation study and
environmental documentatian for the North 1-25 DEIS project. The project runs from
Denver Union Station to Wellington along 1-25.

As pari of the environmental impact assessment process, we consider the impacts to
parks, recreations areas, trails, and any other parcels that have received Land and
Water Conservation funding, We have attached maps and tables that identify the
existing and proposed trails that are adjacent to the project alternatives. We would
appreciate confirmation on whether or not any Land and Water Conservation Funds
{Section 6(f}] were used at any of these locations. A mag or land description to
accompany any results would be useful.

Please respond at your eariiest convenience. |f you have any guestions, feet free to call
me at 303-820-4807 or email me at Wendy Wallach@c-b.com.

Sincerely,
Y 1 { %’ s i i,
Wi WAz

Wendy Wallach \AICP
Carter & Burgess, inc.

- T

attachments

Cc: Gina McAfae, Thor Gielsteen

J4_Transporiatiom07 1609, 2400werkingWendy 120106 _siLetter.doc
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March 8, 2007

Greg Monroe

Colorado State Parks

1313 Sherman Street, Room 618
Denver, CO 80203

Dear Mr. Monroe,

This letter serves as follow up to previous letters sent to you on December 1, 2006 and January
22, 2007 regarding the North I-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

In the email you sent to Diana Bell of Carter & Burgess on January 2, 2007, you indicated that, of
the park properties we sent to you, you found only three sites where Land and Water
Conservation Funds (LWCF) were used: Pearson Park in Fort Lupton, Grant Park in Northglenn,
and Riverside Park in Evans. In a later phone call, you confirmed that these three park properties
were the only park and trail facilities that received LWCF funding, of those listed in the tables we
provided in the correspondence mentioned above.

In reviewing the locations of these parks relative to potential impact areas, we determined that
none of the transportation build alternatives currently under study would require land from any of
these properties. I've attached a map that shows the property boundary for Grant Park in relation
to proposed impact areas. Pearson Park and Riverside Park are located more than 8 and 14
miles, respectively, from any areas where new right-of-way would be required.

Please indicate your concurrence that the build alternatives would not impact properties where
LWCF monies were used by signing below and returning to me at the address listed above. If

you have any questions, feel free to call me at 303-820-4807 or email me at Wendy.Wallach@c-
b.com.

Sincerely,

\Sa_:“a C™x
e
Wendy Wallach, AICP
Carter & Burgess, Inc.

attachment

Cc: Gina McAfee, Thor Gjelsteen
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Concurrence

Colorado State Parks hereby concurs that the build alternatives under study as part of the North
-25 Draft Environmental Impact Statement would not impact properties where LWCF monies
were used.

By:

Title:

Date:

J\_Transportation\071609.400\working\Jim\030707_6fL etter.doc




State of Colorado

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Region 4 - Loveland Residency

2207 E. Highway 402
Loveland, CO 80537-8885 CEFARTHENT OF TRANSTORTATION

January 21, 2004

Aaron Linstrom, Terrestrial Biologist

Colorado Division of Wildlife

Denver Service Center and Northeast Region Office
6060 Broadway

Denver, CO 80216

Re:  North I-25 Froant Range EIS
Invitation to a Resource Agency Meeting

Dear Mr. Linstrom:

The Colorado Department of Transportation has issued the Notice to Proceed with the North 1-25 Front Range
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process in CDOT Region Four and the Notice of Intent was published in the
Federal Register on December 31, 2003. The goal of this project is to prepare an EIS evaluating fiture
transportation alternatives and improvements for the 1-25 corridor between Denver and Fort Collins.

Alternatives under consideration include:

Taking no action.

Improvements to the existing highway network, particularly I-25 but perhaps also US 85 and US 287.
Transit options including bus and rail technologies.

Constructing a highway at a new location.

LR W

We would like to invite you or your designated representative to participate in the scoping meeting for the Resource
Agency Team. This meeting will be:
Thursday, February 26, 2004
2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.
Loveland CDOT Office
2207 E. Highway 402
Loveland, CO 30537

At this meeting we will provide a summary of our process and would request your input on any particular issues you
wish us to study or processes you wish us to follow.

We look forward to working in a partnership with you to conduct this EIS and determine the best transportation
options for Northern Colorado,

Sincerely.
Dl i 1y
David M. Martinez
Project Manager

CDOT N. 1-25 Front Range EIS

oo Project File
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Air Quality: Nitrogen Deposition Meeting
MEETING DATE: February 20, 2007
LOCATION: CDOT Region 4, Loveland Residency

CDQT: Carol Parr, Dave Martinez, Long Nguyen, Ayman Salloum
FHWA: Bill Haas
CDPHE: Lisa Silva, Jim DiLeo, Curt Taipale
EPA: Jeff Kimes, Robert Edgar, Deborah Lebow
ATTENDEES: Fort Collins: Lucinda Smith
Larimer County Health & Environment: Doug Ryan
NPS: Karl Cordova
FHU: Tom Anzia
Ca&B: Gina McAfee, Wendy Wallach, Jill Schiaefer

Carter:Burgess

PREPARER: Gina McAfee
Attendees, Bob Garcia, Stan Elmquist, Steve Olson, Monica Pavlik,
COPIES: Dave Beckhouse Gayl Harrison, Chris Primus, Brian Werle, C&E File

#071609.400

MEETING SUMMARY

1. Carol Parr began the meeting with a brief introduction to the project purpose and need and
where we are in the NEPA process.

2. Wendy Wallach described the DEIS packages: No Action Alternative required I-25 facility
upgrades; Alternative A with Commuter Rail, US 85 and feeder system bus service, and I-
25 widening; Alternative B with Express Toll and BRT along |-25.

3. Jim DiLeo asked if we had been coordinating with the MPOs. Gina described this
coordination—-with the TAC and RCC and relative to the travel demand forecasting model.

4. Jeff Kimes asked if the BRT is in an exclusive lane. It is, along with HOV and other
managed lanes.

5. Why is a preferred alternative not being identified in the DEIS? Gina described how FHWA
normally does their DEIS’s - without identifying a preferred alternative.

Federal Highway Administration ® Federal Transit Administration ® Colorado Department of Transportation
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10.

11

12.

13.

14.

Does FHWA only look at construction impacts? Will alternative-fueled vehicles be
discussed? Gina described the impact analysis and mitigation commitment process—and
the RTA discussions.

Will the component analysis look at each component as it stands on its own—or as a
cumulative standpoint?

Local jurisdictions can implement mitigation like imposing use fees for vehicles as they
enter a city center.

Gina described the SIP boundaries, the travel patterns, and travel time savings of the
Tolled Express Lanes (40 minutes compared to SOVs).

Vanpools are a viable option for this area. Could this be something the project could do?
Purchase vans?

Will our ridership be able to take advantage of the FasTracks corridors?

What does the BNSF think about us using their right-of-way? There have been no
discussions with them recently. They typically do not interfere in planning studies. There is
no reason to think now that there will be an issue.

Karl Cordova from RMNP provided a brief discussion of the nitrogen deposition situation
(see attached). Ozone is also an issue that will be addressed in the ozone EAC. The
increasing NOx is affecting algae, plant species, composition, and variety of species.
RMNP has initiated an MOU process with APCD and EPA. The Park is now looking at
sources of NOx. The weather conditions bring air masses from the east which deposit
gases in the park. Potential sources come from the east. The Park also in looking at their
own operations.

Suspected sources are:

P NOx
P Ammonia

Jill Schlaefer described the air quality analysis we will do from a transportation conformity
standpoint. Both Larimer County and Weld County are projected to grow noticeably.
Farmland is decreasing. The transportation analysis will look at VMT, speeds, EMIT (air
quality), and hot spot analysis for CO and PMjq.

For the RMNP analysis, we will need to look at NOx and PMy,.

NOx emissions will be dropping due to increase emissions controls, even though there will
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15.

16.

17,

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

be increased VMT due to the improvements. This is also occurring with the No-Action
Alternative.

Curt Taipale provided information about the monitoring data and emissions inventory. NOx
and ammonia are the sources——split 50/560, Mobile sources are not the dominant source
{45 percent in 2003 for NOx). Livestock is a noticeable source of ammonia. In 2018,
mobile sources are predicted to decrease by 21 percent. Oil and gas goes up from 5
percent to 10 percent.

For ammonia, mobile sources go from 13 percent to 15 percent. Livestock goes from 42
percent to 40 percent.

Speed is a factor for NOx, with lowest emissions between 35 mph and 50 mph. And higher
emissions at lower speeds and higher speeds.

Jill noted that FHWA analysis show that even with increases in VMT (doubling) and default
speeds, NOx will continue to go down.

What are the sources in the RMNP? Not known yet.

The data will be available in a preliminary manner soon.

How will the recent APCD rule changes for oil and gas affect the situation?

The analysis we will be doing is:

» NOx emissions—that includes speed, and for different geographic areas (using EMIT).

The Larimer County Environmental Board is iooking at the effect our alternatives may have
on nitrogen deposition and regional haze. We should specifically mention this in the DEIS.

Can we look at what factors will have an influence on Estes or Loveland or other
neighborhoods between 1-25 and RMNP?

Would we be able to look at the monitoring data and disclose what the transportation
component is and what portion of that would come from our project?

There is a requirement in NEPA to disclose impacts. This information can be used by
CDOT and locals to discuss what could be done to make the situation better. Other issues
besides transportation here are land use/development and oil and gas. Will the
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transportation and widened highways make this a more attractive place to live and work?
Will there be less development if no transportation improvements at all are made?

25. In the cumulative impacts analysis, we will need to look at the cumulative impacts of all
reasonable foreseeable changes to NOx deposition and ammonia. Can we commit to
mitigation in concert with the NRDP strategies and indicate which entity would have
responsibility for implementation?

26. In California, there is a similar situation with SH 99 and adjacency to Class 1 areas
(Yosemite) and livestock. We could look at what the CARB is requiring there.

27. Al participants are invited to come to the upcoming committee meetings:

» Land Use—May 10
1:30 p.m. {Technical Advisory Committee)
3:00 p.m. (Regional Coordination Committee—Policy-makers)

» Air Quality—dJuly 12
1:30 p.m. (Technical Advisory Committee)
3:00 p.m. (Regional Coordination Committee—Policy-makers)

28. Will Package A increase development overall since it adds improvements to three

corridors? From a nitrogen deposition perspective, is it better to have development spread
out?

Package A does have more potential for TOC. It goes along the older established
communities and fits with their development plans to strengthen the city cores. Package B
addresses more of the development along 1-25.

29. Lisa Silva discussed possible mitigation strategies.

»  VMT reduction (HOV lanes, rail, buses)

» VMT reduction (no vehicles zones, bicycles lanes or trails, pedestrian friendly, access to
natural areas)

» Roundabouts instead of signalized intersections
» ITS (gueue jumps, etc.)
30. The St. George "Smart Growth” chapter findings could be shared with the TAC/RCC.

CDOT or FHWA could discuss mitigation to assist with city or county planning. The DEIS
should acknowledge the interest of land use from the NFRMPO.
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31. Could there be a variable message sign that gives variable speed limits? This could make
the traffic go at a more consistent speed. Ramp metering does the same thing.

32. Transportation pricing is a good way to manage demand.

33. Jim DiLeo expressed a concern about DMU emissions with the commuter rail.

J:\_Transportaticn\071609.400\manage\mtgs\minutes\AQ Nitrogen Depostion_0220071gj.doc
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STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Region Four

2207 East Highway 402

Loveland, CO B0537 st

{970) 622-1270 Fax (970) 669-0289 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

December 8, 2006

Ms. Kirstie Nixon

Director

Motor Carrier Services Division
Colorado Department of Revenue
1881 Pierce Street, Room 118
Lakewood, CO 80214-1497

Re: CDOT’s North I-25 Environmental Impact Study and Basic Engineering — New Port of
Entry Facility

Dear Ms. Nixon:

Attached please find the North 1-25 Environmental Impact Study Technical Memorandum and Basic
Engineering for the new Port of Enfry facility between Harmony Road and Prospect Road in Fort

Collins.

Please review this document and forward any comments to me by December 22, 2006. If you have
any questions or need any additional information, please contact me at 970-622-1280 or
Long.Nguyen@dot.state.co.us.

Thank you for your assistance and participation on this project.

Sincerely,

7

Long Nguyen, P.E.
Colorado Department of Transportation
Assistant Project Manager

/(%74,//

Cc: D. Martinez (CDOT), S. Olson (CDOT), T. Anzia {(FHU) J. Sharps {FHU)

Attachments

“Taking Care To Get You There”




STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Region Four

2207 East Highway 402
Loveland, CO 80537
{070) 622-1270 Fax (970) 669-0280

December 8, 2006

Mr. Roger A. Reisig

District Supervisor

Motor Carrier Services Division
Colorade Department of Revenue
2237 Frontage Road S.W.

Fort Collins, CO 80525

Re: CDOT’s North I-25 Environmental Impact Study and Basic Engineering - New Port of
Entry Facility

Dear Mr. Reisig:

Attached please find the North 1-25 Environmental Impact Study Technical Memorandum and Basic
Engineering for the new Port of Entry facility between Harmony Road and Prospect Road in Fort
Collins.

Please review this document and forward any comments to me by December 22, 2006. [f you have
any questions or need any additional information, please contact me at 970-622-1280 or

Long.Nguyen@dot.state.co.us.

Thank you for your assistance and participation on this project.

Sincerely,

s

Long Nguyen, P.E.

Colorado Department of Transportation

Assistant Project Manager

Cc: D. Martinez (CDOT), S. Olson (CDOT), T. Anzia (FHU) J. Sharps (FHU)

Attachments

“Taking Care To Get You There”




STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Region Four

2207 East Highway 402
Loveland, CO 80537
(970} 6221270 Fax (970) 669-0289

December 8, 2006

Mr. Rick Archer

Moter Carrier Services Division
Colorado Department of Revenue
1881 Pierce Street, Room 118
Lakewood, CO 80214-1497

Re: CDOT’s North I-25 Environmental Impact Study and Basic Engineering — New Port of
Entry Facility

Dear Mr. Archer:

Attached please find the North [-25 Environmental Impact Study Technical Memorandum and Basic
Engineering for the new Port of Entry facility between Harmony Road and Prospect Road in Fort
Collins.

Please review this document and forward any comments to me by December 22, 2006. If you have
any questions or need any additional information, please contact me at 970-622-1280 or
Long.Nguyen@dot.state.co.us.

Thank you for your assistance and participation on this project.

Long Nguyen, P.E.

Colorado Department of Transportation

Assistant Project Manager

Cc: D. Martinez (CDOT), S. Olson (CDOT), T. Anzia (FHU) J. Sharps (FHU)

Attachments

“Taking Care To Get You There”




State of Colorado

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Region 4 - Loveland Residency

2207 E. Highway 402 :

Loveland, CO 80537-8885 PEPARTHENT 07 TRANSPONTATION

January 21, 2004

David Noe

Chief of Engineering Geology
Colorado Geological Survey
1313 Sherman Street, Room 715
Denver, CO 80203

Re:  North I-25 Front Range EIS
Invitation to a Resource Agency Meeting

Dear Mr. Noe:

The Colorade Department of Transportation has issued the Notice to Proceed with the North I-25 Front Range
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process in CDOT Region Four and the Notice of Intent was published in the
Federal Register on December 31, 2003. The goal of this project is to prepare an EIS evaluating future
transportation alternatives and improvements for the 1-25 corridar between Denver and Fort Collins.

Alternatives under consideration include:

Taking no action.

Improvements to the existing highway network, particularly 1-25 but perhaps also US 85 and US 287.
Transit options including bus and rail technologies.

Constructing a highway at a new location.

B —

We would like to invite you or your designated representative to participate in the scoping meeting for the Resource
Agency Team. This meeting will be:

Thursday, February 26, 2004
2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.
Loveland CDOT Office
2207 E. Highway 402
Loveland, CO 803537

At this meeting we will provide a summary of our process and would request your input on any particular issues you
wish us to study or processes you wish us to follow.

We look forward to working in a partnership with you to conduct this EIS and determine the best transportation
options for Northern Colorado.

Sincerely,
David M. Martinez ’L?/
Project Manager

CDOT N. [-25 Front Range EIS

cc: Project File




STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Region Four

2207 East Highway 402
Loveland, CO 80537
(570) 6221270 Fax (970) 669-0289

December 8, 2006

Mr. Dan Wells

Motor Carrier Services Division
Colorado Department of Revenue
1881 Pierce Street, Room 118
Lakewood, CO 80214-1497

Re: CDOT's North [-25 Environmental Impact Study and Basic Engineering — New Port of
Entry Facility

Dear Mr. Wells:

Attached please find the North 1-25 Environmental impact Study Technical Memorandum and Basic
Engineering for the new Part of Entry facility between Harmony Road and Prospect Road in Fort
Coliins.

Piease review this document and forward any comments to me by December 22, 2006. If you have
any questions or need any additional information, piease contact me at 970-622-1280 or
Long.Nguyen@dot.state.co.us.

Thank you for your assistance and participation on this project.

Sincerely,

7%&% o

Long Nguyen, P.E.

Colorado Department of Transportation

Assistant Project Manager

Cc: D. Martinez (CDOT), 8. Olson (CDOT), T. Anzia (FHU) J. Sharps (FHU)

Aftachments

“Taking Care To Get You There”
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