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2004-2006: With voter approval of the FasTracks Plan, RTD initiated planning for a CRMF.
Definition of site requirements and the identification and evaluation of alternative sites is initially
conducted as part of the US Highway 36 (US 36) DEIS. A preferred site located on property
owned by the UPRR—the UPRR 36" Street Yard/Properties West Site—is selected during the
US 36 DEIS site evaluation process.

October 2007: Because the preferred site is located on the FasTracks East corridor line, more
detailed work on site design and impacts is transferred from the US 36 DEIS project team to the
East Corridor DEIS project team. During planning activities for the East Corridor DEIS, the
design of the UPRR 36" Street Yard/Properties West Site is reconfigured, expanded, and
renamed the 40"/40™ Site.

Late 2007 — Early 2008: Following negotiations between UPRR and RTD in 2007, it is
determined that acquisition of the 40"/40™ Site would not be possible due to high acquisition
costs. Therefore, RTD reconsiders other CRMF sites that had been previously evaluated as
part of the US 36 DEIS.

May 2008 — October 2008: RTD begins evaluation of the RTD District Shops/Platte Facility,
which currently houses RTD’s Platte Division bus maintenance facility at approximately 31°
Avenue and Ringsby Court and east of the BNSF Railway Company (BNSF) 31°% Street Yard.
During this time period, several meetings were held with the public, local stakeholders, and
adjacent property owners. Strong public opposition to the CRMF at the Platte Site is expressed
due to changing land uses in the area.

October/November 2008: While the environmental analysis at the Platte Site is in progress, an
RTD FasTracks Peer Review evaluation is conducted, which suggests that a smaller CRMF
footprint may meet the needs of the 2030 planning horizon for the FasTracks commuter rail
system. Using this smaller footprint, RTD continues to evaluate the Platte Site and reevaluates
four sites previously considered, including Smith Road (south side)/Peoria Street/Interstate 225
(1-225), Smith Road (north side)/Chambers Road to Airport Road, and BNSF 23" Street Yard
and North Metro East. At the same time, design modifications to the Northwest Rail and Gold
Line Corridors render a previously considered site, the BNSF Trailer-on-Flatcar (TOFC) Facility
Site, as a potentially viable, less-expensive CRMF location. This alternative is reconfigured
(shifted east to avoid the BNSF TOFC yard), renamed the Modified BNSF TOFC — Fox North
Site, and carried forward through the site selection process.

December 2008 — February 2009: Reassessment of the candidate sites concludes with the
Modified BNSF TOFC — Fox North Site being selected as a preferred CRMF location. The Fox
North Site was selected because it would decrease property impacts and lower construction
costs, sharing right-of-way (ROW) with the Northwest Rail and Gold Line Corridors. The
rationale for setting aside the Platte Site was associated with the cost and time required to
relocate the bus maintenance facility and general lack of public support.

February — March 2009: SEA initiated to evaluate the shared alignment and the CRMF.

2.3.1 CRMF Screening Criteria

As shown in Table 2.3-1, criteria were developed for each level of the screening process
through the agency and public involvement process.
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TABLE 2.3-1: THREE-TIERED SCREENING PROCESS USED FOR 24 CANDIDATE SITES

Screening
Level

Screening Criteria

First Level

w N

© o N oA

Is the site located within 5 miles of DUS or end-of-line terminal station?
Does the site meet size and configuration requirements?

Is the site able to accommodate a double-ended yard and shop rather than a stub-
ended facility?

Is rail access into the site at-grade?

Is site access from tracks on an RTD transit corridor?
Does the site avoid conflicts with freight trains?

Does the site avoid impacts to major public roadways?
Does the site avoid substantial environmental impacts?

Does the site accommodate part of a split central maintenance facility, if a site for
the entire facility cannot be identified? For example, train storage and running
maintenance could be accommodated on one site with heavy maintenance
accommodated at another site.

Second Level

I T S

Can the functions and uses of the existing property owner be relocated?
Can rail and vehicle access be provided?

Does the site avoid significant environmental issues?

Does the site require minimal property acquisitions?

Are there minimal railroad crossings into the site?

Are there minimal impacts on vehicle traffic?

Third Level

Environmental Resource Impacts or Benefits

Land Use ¢ Biological Resources
Economic Conditions e Mineral Resources
Right-of-Way and Relocations e Farmland

Social Impacts and Community Facilities e Hazardous Materials
Environmental Justice e Transportation
Cultural Resources o Ultilities

Parks and Open Space e Energy

Safety and Security e Water Resources
Visual Resources e Wetlands

Air Quality e Construction

Noise and Vibration e Property Acquisition Cost

Source: CRMF Team, 2008b.

As the process advanced through the three levels of screening, the number of alternatives

decreased while being subjected to an increasing level of detailed analysis. The results of this
process are shown in Table 2.3-2, which summarizes the three-level screening process results.

Due to ongoing operational analyses to accommodate the four commuter rail corridors (and
their vehicle fleets), the selected location (Site C5: UPRR 36™ Street Yard/Properties West) was
modified to include additional property to the east. The proposed CRMF site was renamed the
40™/40" Site. Following negotiations between UPRR and RTD in 2007, it is determined that

acquisition of the 40"/40™ Site would not be possible due to high acquisition costs.
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TABLE 2.3-2: 2005 - 2006: US 36 CORRIDOR DEIS CRMF CANDIDATE SITES: SUMMARY OF FIRST-, SECOND-, AND THIRD-LEVEL
SCREENING RESULTS

Site Site Location First | Second | Third Reason for Retention or Elimination
No. Level Level Level
BNSF Rennick I . . -

C1 vard/Properties East v v X Eliminated (Third) — Higher Acquisition Costs
Eliminated (Third) — Size/configuration; conflicts
with freight; impacts to public roadways; Brought

C2 | BNSF TOFC Facility X v X back at second level due to public support.
Eliminated in third level due to higher acquisition
costs

C3 | BNSF 31 Street Yard v v X Eliminated (Third) — Higher Acquisition Costs

o Eliminated (Third) — Potential conflict: planning

Cc4 RTD District Shops/ v v X documents indicate future mixed use development;

Platte Facility
three households affected
UPRR 36" Street .

C5 Yard/Properties West v v v Selected as Preferred Alternative

c6 | UPRR North Yard v x x Eliminated (Second) — Existing property owner
cannot be relocated
Eliminated (First) — Not on RTD transit corridor;

C7 | UPRR Moffat Station X X X conflicts with freight; impacts to public roadways;
substantial environmental impacts

National Western Stock Eliminated (First) — Conflicts with freight;
Cc8 X X X : : .
Show Stockyards substantial environmental impacts
Eliminated (First) — Conflicts with freight; impacts
C9 | Suncor Refinery X X X to public roadways; substantial environmental
impacts
. Eliminated (First) — Not on RTD transit corridor;
C10 UPRR .B.oulder Industrial X X X conflicts with freight; impacts to public roadways;
Subdivision . ; ;
substantial environmental impacts
c11 | UPRR Burnham Yard x x x Ellm!nateql (Flrs_,t) — Not on RTD transit corridor;
conflicts with freight.
UPRR 36" Street . o
C12 Yard/Properties East v X X Eliminated (Second) — Conflicts with freight.
Smith Road (south side)
C13 | Dahlia Street to Quebec X X X Eliminated (First) — Impacts to public roadways.
Street
Smith Road (north side) I . . . R
C14 | Dahlia Street to Quebec x x x Ellmlngted (First) — Conflicts with freight; impacts
to public roadways.
Street
UPRR Rock Island Eliminated (First) — Not on RTD transit corridor;
C15 . X X X : ; :
Alignment substantial environmental impacts.
Smith Road (south side) Eliminated (Second) — significant environmental
C16 | Quebec Street to v X X issues; major property acquisitions; vehicle traffic
Central Park impacts.
Smith Road (north side) Eliminated (First) — Not within 5 miles of end of

C17 | Quebec Street to X X X transit corridor; conflicts with freight; substantial

Central Park environmental impacts.
c18 Smith Road (south side) x x x Eliminated (First) — Not within 5 miles of end of
Peoria Street/I-225 transit corridor; size/configuration requirements.
Smith Road (north side) Eliminated (First) — Not within 5 miles of end of
C19 | Chambers Road to X X X transit corridor; size/configuration requirements;
Airport Road conflicts with freight.
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TABLE 2.3-2: 2005 - 2006: US 36 CORRIDOR DEIS CRMF CANDIDATE SITES: SUMMARY OF FIRST-, SECOND-, AND THIRD-LEVEL
SCREENING RESULTS

Site Site Location First | Second | Third Reason for Retention or Elimination
No. Level Level Level
Smith Road (north side) I . - .
C20 | Airport Road to Tower x x x EI|m|_nateo_I (FI.I'St) —_Not V\_/lthln 5 miles of end of
transit corridor; conflicts with freight.
Road
Smith Road (south side) I . - .
C21 | Airport Road to Tower x x x EI|m|_nateo_I (First) — Not within 5 miles of end of
transit corridor.
Road
Eliminated (First) — Size/configuration
C22 | BNSF 23" Street Yard X X X requirements; not on RTD transit corridor; conflicts
with freight.
Eliminated (Second) — significant environmental
C23 | North Metro East v X X issues; major property acquisitions; impacts public
roadways; vehicle traffic impacts.
Denver Water Eliminated (First) — Not on RTD transit corridor;
Cc24 X X X conflicts with freight; impacts with public roadways;
Treatment Plant . ; X
substantial environmental impacts.

Source: CRMF Team, 2008b.

v Passed X = Failed

194  Table 2.3-3 provides a summary of screening results for the CRMF site reevaluation that took
195  place after railroad negotiations for property acquisition of the 40"/40" Site did not proceed.

196  Previously eliminated alternatives that passed second-level screening were reintroduced for this
197  evaluation.

TABLE 2.3-3: 2007: RESULTS OF REEVALUATION AFTER RAILROAD NEGOTIATIONS

Site Site Location Reevaluatlon Findings After Reevaluation
No. Screening
BNSF Rennick Eliminated — Higher acquisition costs due to operational link to TOFC
C1 | Yard/Properties X facility that would require purchase and relocation of both TOFC and
East Rennick facilities
BNSE TOEC Eliminated — Higher acquisition costs due to operational link to Rennick
Cc2 - X Yard that would require purchase and relocation of both TOFC and
Facility . o ;
Rennick facilities; stub-ended site
BNSE 31 Eliminated — Higher acquisition costs associated with operational link to
C3 Street Yard X the BNSF 23" Street Yard that would require purchase and relocation of
both 23" Street and 31% Street Yards
RTD District Selected — Majority of site owned by RTD and acquisition costs fall
C4 | Shops/ Platte v within RTD budget; potential to resolve land use conflicts with
Facility extensive coordination efforts

Source: CRMF Team, 2008b.

VY - passed X = Failed

198 Table 2.3-4 summarizes the findings from a reevaluation that occurred after strong public
199 opposition to Site C4: RTD District Shops/Platte Facility (hereafter Platte Site) as well as a Peer
200 Review suggesting that a smaller CRMF footprint was feasible. In addition, costs and changes
201 in the overall FasTracks program necessitated the reevaluation of alternative CRMF sites.
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331

Resources with No or Minimal Impacts

Resources with either no or minimal impacts are shown in Table 3.3-1.

TABLE 3.3-1: ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES WITH NO ADVERSE IMPACTS

Resources

Impact*

Social and Environmental
Justice

No community facilities or neighborhoods are affected, and no
disproportionate impacts are identified under the Preferred Alternative.

Land Use and Zoning and
Farmlands

The shared alignment and CRMF are compatible with existing zoning and land
use. There are no farmlands in the impact area.

Archaeological Resources

No impact because there are no archaeological resources located in the
impact area.

Visual and Aesthetic
Resources

Visual changes that result from the Preferred Alternative are consistent with
existing industrialized conditions.

Parklands, Open Space and
Recreational Facilities

Construction of the structure over the South Platte River for the shared
alignment would result in temporary construction impacts to the river itself and
the South Platte River Greenway Trail. Adequate trail detours approved by the
City and County of Denver will be used to mitigate this impact.

Air Quality

Operational impacts are predicted to be less than the No Action alternative,
with no violation of NAAQS.

Possible dust during construction will be mitigated.

Noise and Vibration

No operational impacts.
Possible increased noise and vibration during construction will be mitigated.

Biological Resources

No permanent loss of important habitat since the impact area is industrial.

Crossing of the South Platte River may affect as much as 0.5 acre of habitat
which will be mitigated. Coordination with USFWS is being conducted in the
Gold Line EIS process as the Gold Line study area encompassed this site.

Wetlands No wetlands have been identified within the impact area. Complete wetland
delineation and jurisdictional determinations have been coordinated with the
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) through the Gold Line EIS.

Floodplains Construction of a bridge over the South Platte River would not cause a rise in

the floodplain (0.19 foot) sufficient to require mitigation. The remainder of the
shared alignment is outside of any floodplains. The CRMF is not located in a
floodplain.

Water Resources

The impact area is industrial, highly disturbed and generally impervious.
Runoff from new impervious surfaces would be captured in onsite detention
ponds meeting or exceeding existing regulations.

Construction impacts (erosion primarily) from the bridge over the South Platte
River will be mitigated to protect water quality. No in-stream construction is
required as the bridge has been designed to span the river.

Hazardous Materials

It is anticipated that hazardous materials will be encountered during
construction of both the shared alignment and CRMF. Any materials
encountered will be remediated resulting in cleaner site conditions than
currently exist.

Safety and Security

The shared alignment and CRMF will be fenced during operations and
secured during construction. No new public at grade crossings would be
required.

Utilities

There are an estimated 18 potential utility relocations associated with
constructing the shared alignment. The CRMF would potentially require
relocation or modification of two water mains, five storm sewers, five sanitary
sewers, one buried gas line, and multiple fiber optic telecommunication and
electric lines. Utilities will be relocated or protected as required.

Source: CRMF Team, 20009.

'Detailed environmental analysis information can be found in the technical memorandum for the SEA titled, CRMF
Supplemental Environmental Assessment Environmental Resources Technical Memorandum 2009, which is incorporated

herein by reference.
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3.3.2 Resources with Impacts
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would result in impacts to the following resources:

¢ Economic Conditions
¢ Land Acquisition, Displacements, and Relocation of Existing Uses
e Cultural Resources

The following narrative describes the impacts and mitigation measures for each of these
resources.

3.4 Economic Considerations

34.1  Summary of Results

The shared alignment between DUS and Pecos Street would result in the acquisition and
relocation of three businesses and the displacement of approximately 181 employees. The
CRMF would result in the acquisition and relocation of one business and the displacement of
approximately 61 employees. Both of these elements of the Preferred Alternative would result
in a loss of annual property taxes. Construction activities would generate temporary
construction, and the operation of the CMRF would result in the creation of approximately 300
new jobs.

3.4.2 Affected Environment

The Preferred Alternative is located in an industrial area in the City and County of Denver and
Adams County. The shared alignment between DUS and Pecos Street is primarily located
within existing BNSF ROW and some industrial properties. Four industrial businesses are
located within the impact area and it is estimated that these four businesses employ
approximately 242 people. The total assessed property valuation for the four impacted
businesses is approximately $2.9 million.

3.4.3  Environmental Consequences

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the four businesses and the 242 jobs that are currently on the
proposed site would remain in place. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would result in no
direct, indirect, or temporary construction impacts related to economics.

3.4.3.1 Preferred Alternative

Alignment

Table 3.4-1 lists the number of businesses, employees and taxes potentially affected by
property acquisitions for the implementing the DUS to Pecos Street shared alignment. This
analysis does not include BNSF or Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) properties that would be
acquired within the proposed alignment ROW.
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Construction of the shared alignment is estimated to generate a total of approximately 1,220
construction jobs, or between 305 and 405 temporary jobs per year during the 36- to 48-month
construction period.2

TABLE 3.4-1: SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL BUSINESS AND PROPERTY TAX LOSSES — SHARED ALIGNMENT!

Displaced Estimated
Section Annual Tax Assessed Valuation Businesses Employees
Denver $196,000 $3,057,000 3 181
Adams $2,000 $21,000 0 0
Total $198,000 $3,078,000 3 181

Source: Gold Line Team, 2009; Adams County, 2008; and City and County of Denver, 2008.
'Numbers are rounded to the nearest thousands of dollars.

CRMF

In addition to property acquired by RTD for the shared alignment from DUS to Pecos Street
(noted above), one business would need to be acquired for the CRMF. Development of the
CRMF at the Fox North Site would utilize surplus land acquired for the construction of the
shared alignment. Table 3.4-2 summarizes the number of businesses, employees, and taxes
potentially affected by property acquisitions.

TABLE 3.4-2: SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL BUSINESS AND PROPERTY TAX LOSSES - CRMF!

Displaced Estimated

Section Annual Tax Assessed Valuation Businesses Employees
Denver $2,000 $30,000 0 0
Adams $38,000 $436,000 1 61
Total $40,000 $466,000 1 61

Source: Gold Line Team, 2009; Adams County, 2008; and City and County of Denver, 2008.
"Numbers are rounded to the nearest thousands of dollars.

In addition, the CRMF would require the acquisition of three additional small strips of BNSF
ROW. These acquisitions would not result in any business relocations, but would have effects
on annual property taxes and assessed valuation within the City and County of Denver and
Adams County. These impacts are not quantified in this analysis since assessor information on
railroad-owned property is limited.

Approximately 300 permanent jobs would be created by the CRMF.

Other businesses along Fox Street and 48™ Avenue would be temporarily impacted by
construction-related vehicle traffic, and adjacent businesses could experience temporary
disruptions as a result of construction related noise and dust. Construction of the CRMF would
generate a total of 1,000 construction jobs, or approximately 500 construction jobs per year for
two years. 3 Temporary construction impacts to businesses along Fox Street and 48" Avenue
would include traffic congestion, noise, and dust. RTD will prepare a Construction Mitigation
Plan (CMP) that specifies public communications and construction means and methods to
reduce or mitigate the inconveniences of construction such as noise, dust, visual blight,
construction traffic, and preservation of access to businesses.

2 Assumes that 40 percent of the $235 million (year of expenditure [YOE]) capital cost, for the shared alignment, is associated with
labor over a 36 to 48-month construction period.

3 Assumes that 40 percent of the $192 million (YOE) capital cost, for the CRMF, is associated with labor over a 24-month
construction period.
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3.4.3.2  Mitigation

Table 3.4-3 provides a description of proposed mitigation measures under the Preferred

Alternative.

TABLE 3.4-3: PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES — ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS UNDER THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Impact Impact Type Mitgation Measures for the Preferred Alternative
e Acquisition or relocation of property as a result of the Preferred Alternative will
Acquisitions and Direct comply with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Relocations Policy Act of 1970, as amended (see Section 3.5, Land Acquisition,
Displacements, and Relocation of Existing Uses).
No Impact Indirect ¢ No mitigation measures are required.
Temporary e RTD will prepare a CMP that specifies public communications and

Construction Impacts
(including traffic
congestion, and air)

Construction

construction means and methods to reduce or mitigate the inconveniences of
construction such as noise, dust, visual blight, construction traffic, and
preservation of access to businesses.

Source: CRMF Team, 2009.

3.5  Land Acquisition, Displacements, and Relocation of Existing

Uses

35.1  Summary of Results

The shared alignment between DUS and Pecos Street would result in the acquisition of 30.77
acres of private property, resulting in the acquisition of three businesses. In addition,
approximately 14 acres of railroad property and 1.4 acres of municipal ROW would also be
acquired. The CRMF at the Fox North Site would result in the acquisition 12.42 acres of private
property, resulting in the acquisition of one business. In addition, approximately 2.08 acres of
railroad property would be acquired for the CRMF.

3.5.2 Affected Environment

This section presents the property acquisition requirements that would result from development
of the Preferred Alternative. Property acquisition for federally funded projects is regulated and
all federal guidelines apply.4

The properties located within the impact area are owned by public and private entities, including
BNSF and other individual owners. Industrial and railroad uses dominate the properties within
(and surrounding) the shared alignment between DUS and Pecos Street and the Fox North Site.

3.5.3  Environmental Consequences

3.5.3.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the existing property configurations would remain with no
acquisition of property by RTD anticipated. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would result in
no direct, indirect, or temporary construction impacts related to property acquisitions,

displacements, and relocations.

4 Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970, as amended.
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3.5.3.2 Preferred Alternative

This analysis identifies all properties that would be acquired and businesses that would be
relocated for construction. Parcel data were obtained from the City and County of Denver and
Adams County. For this analysis, relocation is defined as being necessary when property
acquisition boundaries come into contact with a built structure or when the remaining portion of
a property is not adequate to maintain its prior use (an uneconomic remnant). A partial property
acquisition occurs when the project does not require the entire parcel and the integrity of the
existing function of the property is likely to be maintained.

Alignment

The shared alignment between DUS and Pecos Street and roadway and drainage
improvements would result in acquisition of approximately 30.77 acres of private property and
would result in the relocation of three businesses. Table 3.5-1 presents the specific property
acquisitions and business relocations associated with the shared alignment between DUS and
Pecos Street. Approximately 14 acres of railroad property (which would include one BNSF
structure) and 1.4 acres of municipally owned ROW would also need to be acquired.
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TABLE 3.5-1: SUMMARY OF PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS — SHARED ALIGNMENT

Property Acres Percent Business
Parcel ID Property Owner Type® Acquired® | Impact® Relocations
Partial Acquisitions

227801017000 | SOMPined Fishman Other 0.15 17 0

Properties
222328002000 | | £*X@co Downstream Industrial 0.05 4 0

Properties
222327012000 'C"L”C”roe Investment Company | . trial 0.05 2 0
222300085000 gf\f:”dam Capital Partners |,y syrial 0.19 9 0
222200058000 gf\l"Aenda“t Capital Partners | | cirial 2.03 5 0
222200056000 | New 48" Warehouse LLC Industrial 0.06 1 0
182510300003 | Koppers Industries Inc. Industrial 0.17 3 0
182509400037 | Broderick Investment Other 1.04 2 0

Company

Full Acquisitions
227801013000 | SP Fishman LLC Other 0.05 100 0
227801018000 | Fishman, Ben Other 0.05 100 0
222300034000 | Texaco Refining & Marketing | Industrial 0.05 100 0
222200063000 | 750 West 48th Ave. LLC Industrial 1.67 100 1
215300072000 | Rocla Concrete Tie Inc. Industrial 13.96 100 1
215300071000 | Investreal Partners Limited Industrial 3.00 100 1
1 (same
215300077000 | Investreal Partners Limited Industrial 8.25 100 b“i‘)'gff; as
215300071000)
Total NA NA 30.77 NA 3

Source: Gold Line Team, 2009; Adams County, 2008; and City and County of Denver 2008.
Notes:

! Other property is defined as uses that the assessor’s office does not pick up (e.g., sheds, outbuildings, vacant land,

etc.).

Numbers are approximate, rounded, and are based on information available from City and County of Denver and

Adams County.

3 Impacts greater than 20 percent are assumed as full acquisitions, but will be negotiated as part of the property
acquisition process.

2

The businesses impacted by this portion of the alignment include larger warehouse and
manufacturing operations. Market studies in the Denver area show a vacancy rate for industrial
properties of 6.9 percent in January 2009 (Metro Denver Economic Development Corporation
2009). This means a somewhat higher availability of industrial/commercial properties over the
previous quarter, which registered a 6.5 percent vacancy rate (Metro Denver Economic
Development Corporation 2009). The information available at the time of this analysis indicates
adequate availability exists for sale or lease of replacement sites for relocated businesses.

Figure 3.5-1 provides graphic representations of the potential property acquisitions and
relocations for the Preferred Alternative at the Fox North Site.

CRMF

The CRMF would result in acquisition of approximately 14.50 acres of property and would result

in the relocation of one business. The property acquisitions for the CRMF include one business

and small strips of BNSF Railway Company ROW. The remaining property located within the
3-7
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Fox North Site would already be required by development of the shared alignment from DUS to
Pecos Street. Therefore, the CRMF location minimizes impacts to additional properties that
might be required in another location.

Table 3.5-2 presents the specific property acquisitions and business relocations associated with
the CRMF. Figure 3.5-1 provides graphic representations of the potential property acquisitions
and relocations in the vicinity of the Fox North Site. The shared alignment is used to access the
CRMF at the Fox North Site. Therefore, the property acquisition impacts associated with both
the shared alignment and the CRMF are presented in Figure 3.5-1.

TABLE 3.5-2: SUMMARY OF PROPERTY ACQUISITION — CRMF

Acres to .
Parcel ID Percent Businesses
Property Owner Property Type be 2 .
Number Acquired® Impact Relocations
cquired
Full Acquisitions
1 (same
215300070000 | Owens Corning® Industrial 0.49 100 b“%‘gf:; as
182515204006)
182515204006 | Owens Corning® Commercial 11.93* 100 1
0215300042000 | BNSF Railway Company Industrial/Railroad 0.58 100 0
0215300036000 | BNSF Railway Company Industrial/Railroad 0.04 100 0
0182515204003 | BNSF Railway Company Industrial/Railroad 1.46 100 0
Total NA NA 14.50 NA 1

Source: CRMF Team, 2009; Adams County, 2009; and City and County of Denver, 2009.

! Numbers are approximate, rounded, and are based on information available from City and County of Denver and Adams
County.

2 Impacts greater than 20 percent are assumed as full acquisitions, but will be negotiated as part of the property acquisition
process.

% owens Corning notified RTD that the acquisition of the Owens Corning property at Fox Street (parcels 215300070000 and
182515204006) may also result in impacts to the associated Owens Corning facility located at 5201 Bannock Street (parcels
182515200008 and 182515202010). The two properties need to be in close proximity for Owens Corning operations.

* These parcels would be full acquisitions as a result of the CRMF and the alignment would be located on approximately 0.58
acre of these parcels.

The CRMF would result in no indirect impacts associated with property acquisition.

Construction of the buildings, parking areas, and other site plan elements would be confined to
the property acquired by RTD. However, temporary construction easements would be required
for elements of construction in public ROW. The extent of the easements cannot be estimated
until the project has been further designed.

3.5.4  Mitigation

The Preferred Alternative has been designed to minimize impacts to private property. Mitigation
measures are described in Table 3.5-3.

3-8



COMMUTER RAIL MAINTENANCE FACILITY SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

FIGURE 3.5-1: PROPERTY ACQUISITION AND BUSINESS RELOCATIONS IN THE VICINITY OF THE FOX NORTH SITE

WO T PETT G OO St
—

3021530077000,

0215300071000

= 0215300042000

ll 2 Preferred Alternative
| Parcels
Preferred Alternative

1 CRMF Parcel Impacts b
! Preferred Alternative
= Alignment Parcel impacts g

Source(s).

CRMF Team, 2008; CCoD, 2008;

DRCOG, 2007-08; COOT, 2006 0 200
ESRI SOC, 2004 —— oot

EE BY CUAPTER SECTIONI ) LAND ACOUISTIOND 3 1 CRUF FROPERTY oA =

Source: CRMF Team, 2009.

3-9



425

426

427
428
429
430
431

432

433
434
435

436
437
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TABLE 3.5-3: PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES — LAND ACQUISITION, DISPLACEMENTS, AND RELOCATION OF EXISTING

USE UNDER THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Impact

Impact Type

Mitigation Measures for the Preferred Alternative

Acquisition of Property
and Business
Relocations

Direct

e Acquisition. Acquisition of real property interests will comply fully with
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970, as amended (Uniform Act) and the Fifth
Amendment of the United States Constitution. The Uniform Act
applies to all acquisitions of real property or displacements of people
resulting from federal or federally assisted programs or projects.

— All impacted owners will be provided notification of the acquiring
agency’s intent to acquire an interest in their property, including a
written offer letter of just compensation specifically describing
those property interests.

¢ Relocation Analysis. RTD will prepare a relocation analysis to
enable relocation activities to be planned in such a manner that the
problems associated with the displacement of businesses are
recognized and solutions are developed to minimize the adverse
impacts of displacement. The Relocation Study will estimate the
number, type, and size of businesses and non-profit organizations to
be displaced and the approximate number of employees that may be
affected; and consider any special advisory services that may be
necessary from RTD and other cooperating agencies.

¢ Relocation Assistance Advisory Services. Relocation assistance
will include determining the relocation needs and preferences of each
business to be displaced and explaining the relocation payments and
other assistance for which the business owner is eligible; providing
current and continuing information on the availability, purchase prices,
and rental costs of comparable replacement commercial properties;
and other programs administered by the SBA and other federal, state,
and local programs offering assistance to the displaced businesses.

e Payments. The relocation payments provided to displaced
businesses are determined by federal eligibility guidelines.

No Impact

Indirect

¢ No mitigation measures are required.

No Impact

Construction

No mitigation measures are required.

Source: CRMF Team, 2009.

3.6 Cultural Resources

3.6.1  Summary of Results

The Preferred Alternative would directly impact one segment of an historic linear resource
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The entire linear resource
is NRHP-eligible under Criteria A for its association with the expansion of the rail network in
Denver. Therefore, removal of this segment would result in an Adverse Effect to the historic
linear resource as a whole.

3.6.2  Introduction to Analysis

In compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), this section
presents the analysis of cultural resources for the SEA. This section has been organized
differently from other resource sections in this SEA to present the following information:

o Purpose of the analysis, including coordination and consultation
e Historic context of the SEA study area
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e Historic resources

Because there are no impacts on archaeological resources, this topic is not included in this
evaluation.

3.6.2.1  Purpose

Recognition of cultural resources is a priority for the federal government, as indicated by the
numerous statutes and regulations that address these resources.®> Federal regulations require
that this project identify and consider environmental impacts of this federal action, including
impacts to cultural resources. Additionally, this analysis considers the project’s effects, as
defined by Section 106 of the NHPA as amended (16 United States Code [U.S.C.] 40 et seq.),
on cultural resources that are listed, or eligible for listing, in the NRHP.

The Preferred Alternative is located fully within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) researched
and surveyed under the 2008 Gold Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Under
the Gold Line project, a process was conducted for implementation of Section 106 of the NHPA,
as amended (16 U.S.C. 40 et seq.). This process was endorsed by the Colorado Historical
Society, State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), other consulting parties, and Native
American tribes. Each step included coordination with consulting parties for input and guidance.
All Gold Line EIS cultural resources coordination, field surveys, and analysis related to the
impact area were utilized for this SEA.

3.6.2.2 Cultural Resources Identification Criteria

Cultural resources include districts, sites, buildings, structures, landscapes, and objects that
represent past human activities. Significant cultural resources, or historic properties, include
those resources that are listed, or considered eligible for listing, in the NRHP. The criteria for
NRHP eligibility are set forth at Title 36 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 60.4 as
follows:

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology,
engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites, building, structures,
landscapes, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.

and:

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of our history; or

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components
may lack individual distinction; or

5 Antiquities Act of 1906, as amended (34 Stat. 225; 16 U.S.C. 431-433); Historic Sites Act of 1935, as amended (49 Stat. 666; 16
U.S.C. 461-467); NHPA, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.); NEPA, as amended, (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); Archaeological and
Historic Preservation Act of 1974, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 469-469c-2); American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 1996 and 1996a); Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470aa-mm); The
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990, as amended (25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq.); Executive Order 11593,
Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment; Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites (1996); and Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments.
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D. That has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.

In addition, to qualify for listing in the NRHP, a resource usually must be at least 50 years old.

3.6.2.3  Cultural Resources Effects Analysis Criteria

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has developed regulations that guide federal
agencies on how to assess effects of their undertakings on historic properties and mitigate
those effects, if necessary.® Effects to cultural resources are defined in the following ways:

e No Historic Properties Affected. Either no historic properties are present, or there is no
effect of any kind, neither harmful nor beneficial, on the historic properties.

e No Adverse Effect. There is an effect, but the effect is not harmful to those characteristics
that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP.

o Adverse Effect. There is an effect, and that effect diminishes the qualities of significance
that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP.

Effects to historic properties may be direct or indirect. The planned activities are assessed to
determine the likely effect of those activities on the cultural resources and on the qualities that
make them NRHP-eligible.

3.6.3 Historic Resources

3.6.3.1 Affected Environment

The APE for historic resources is coincident with the study area and is located fully within the
APE for the Gold Line project. Conducted under the Gold Line EIS project, a review of Office of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation (OAHP) files did not identify any previously recorded
architectural resources within the APE. Other information sources consulted include city
directories, local newspaper index files, Sanborn and other historic maps, and assessors’
records.

Within the entire Gold Line APE, resources built in 1957 or earlier were surveyed in August
2007 and March 2008 by a qualified architectural historian. Only one resource eligible for listing
in the NRHP was identified within the impact area (see Figure 3.6-1). SHPO concurred that the
entire linear resource is eligible for NRHP listing on February 4, 2009. See Appendix C for
SHPO correspondence. Additional information is provided in Table 3.6-2.

TABLE 3.6-2: HISTORIC PROPERTIES LISTED OR ELIGIBLE FOR LISTING IN THE NRHP WITHIN THE IMPACT AREA/APE

Smithsonian | Segment Site Property
Site Number Number Address/Location Type NRHP Eligibility Criteria

Denver Utah Pacific

Railroad, Chicago Eligible — Linear Resource,

Z;:\(;\/llSSS 2’23/'1888'5 Burlington Quincy Siding | Railroad | CTiterion A
5DV6243 5DV6243.7 & Spur (Waterworks Sales | Spur (SHPO concurrence received

Co, J.M. Warner Co, and

. February 4, 2009
Richardson Lumber Spur) y )

6 As defined in the NHPA Section 106 regulations, an effect is “an alteration to the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it
for inclusion in or eligibility for the NRHP” (36 CFR 800.16).
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Source: CRMF Team, 2009.

Denver Utah Pacific Railroad, Chicago Burlington Quincy Siding & Spur (Waterworks Sales Co,

J.M. Warner Co, & Richardson Lumber Spur) (5AM1888.5 and 5DV6243.7)

Because this single linear resource crosses two jurisdictions (City and County of Denver and
Adams County), the resource has been assigned two identification (Smithsonian) numbers, with
corresponding segment numbers. However, for purposes of this analysis, it is presented as one
continuous, linear resource.

This railroad segment is a standard gauge siding located along the western edge of Fox Street.
The rails are generally at-grade, with light-colored gravel ballast. The grade measures
approximately 10 feet wide, depending on ballast, and the segment is approximately 2,000 feet
long. The line provides industrial rail access to the Rocla Concrete Tie, Inc. facility. The
segment merges with a track north of the study area.
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FIGURE 3.6-1: HISTORIC PROPERTIES LISTED OR ELIGIBLE FOR LISTING IN THE NRHP WITHIN THE IMPACT AREA/APE

LEGEND

| [ Preferred Alternative
(] ===NRHP-Eligible Resources

2

| VT e B | - :
11_REFMXD XA 3257008 111351

- EE_BY_CHAPTER_SECTIONG 4_CULTUSIAL_RESOURCES(ON_APE_ESTORIC_ADRAL

Source: CRMF Team, 2009.
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The linear resource is eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A for its association with
the expansion of the rail network throughout Colorado. The segment has lost material and
workmanship integrity due to continuous railroad maintenance, including replacement of rail,
ballast, or other material parts and movement of the track as needed by the railroad and
adjacent businesses. However, the entire resource retains sufficient integrity of setting, feeling,
and association to be considered eligible for the NRHP. The segment within the APE retains
sufficient integrity to support the eligibility of the resource as a whole. SHPO concurred this
entire linear resource is NRHP eligible on February 4, 2009.

3.6.3.2  Impact Evaluation

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the existing industrial character of the area would be
maintained and would not likely redevelop in the near future. Therefore, the No Action
Alternative would not result in any direct, indirect, or temporary construction impacts to historic
resources.

Preferred Alternative

Alignment

Construction of the shared alignment between DUS and Pecos Street would have no impact on
historic resources.

CRMF

Implementation of the CRMF would result in one direct impact to an historic resource eligible for
listing in the NRHP. The following text provides additional details on the resource, the impact,
and effect to the historic resource.

Denver Utah Pacific Railroad, Chicago Burlington Quincy Siding & Spur (Waterworks Sales Co, J.M.
Warner Co, & Richardson Lumber Spur) (5AM1888.5 and 5DV6243.7)

Implementation of the CRMF would directly impact 5AM1888.5 and 5DV6243.7 of this linear
resource. The entire linear resource is NRHP-eligible under Criterion A for its association with
the expansion of the rail network in Denver. Implementation would require adding a new
railyard at this location. This includes new rail, ballast, and facilities for the yard. The surveyed
segment would be replaced with new rail, ballast, and facilities to maintain the FasTracks
commuter rail trains. Therefore, removal of this segment would result in an Adverse Effect to
the historic linear resource as a whole. SHPO concurred with the finding of adverse effect on
February 19, 2009.

The linear resource would be indirectly impacted due to the loss of the segment.

No other NRHP-listed or NRHP-eligible resources were found in the APE for the Fox North Site.
Therefore no other direct, indirect, or construction impacts to historic properties are anticipated
from construction activities.

3.6.3.3  Mitigation

Mitigation is presented in Table 3.6-3 to address the project’'s adverse effect. Appropriate
documentation of the resource will be completed prior to construction.
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555
TABLE 3.6-3: PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES — CULTURAL RESOURCES UNDER THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Impact Impact Type Mitgation Measures for the Preferred Alternative
Impact to 5AM1888.5 and Direct e FTA will develop a Memorandum of Agreement with the SHPO as
5DV6243.7 to the appropriate mitigation for this Adverse Effect. It is proposed
that this mitigation will include Level Il documentation to
accurately record the features of the historic resources identified.
Linear resource indirectly RTD will ensure that the historic resources are documented in
impacted due to loss of Indirect accordance with the guidance for Level Il documentation found in
segment. OAHP form no. 1595, Historical Resource Documentation:
Standards for Level I, II, [l Documentation. This mitigation will be
implemented prior to construction.
No Impact Construction ¢ No mitigation measures are required.
Source: CRMF Team, 2009.
556

557  The focus of Chapter 3 is on the three resource areas (economic, property acquisitions and

558 historic) with permanent and direct impacts. Table 3.6-4 shows impacts and mitigations for all
559  resources including those with permanent and direct impacts and those with only temporary and
560  construction impacts.

561  Detailed environmental analysis information can be found in the technical memorandum for the
562  SEA titled, CRMF Supplemental Environmental Assessment Environmental Resources
563  Technical Memorandum 2009, which is incorporated herein by reference.

564
565
566
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

Social Impacts, Community

Facilities and Neighborhoods

Shared Alignment and CRMF Direct Impacts
o No direct impacts on population, community facilities, or neighborhoods.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation7
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
o No indirect impacts on population, community facilities, or neighborhoods.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment Temporary Construction Impacts

e Three multi-family residential buildings south of the South Platte River, along
Fox Street, would potentially be affected by additional construction traffic,
localized air quality impacts (including dust), and increased noise levels.

CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts
e Temporary increase in construction traffic and localized dust (noise and air).

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation

e Working with the community and surrounding businesses, RTD will prepare a
CMP that specifies public communications and construction means and
methods to reduce or mitigate the inconvenience of construction such as
noise, dust, visual blight, construction traffic, and preservation of access to
businesses.

o RTD will coordinate with impacted businesses prior to and during the
construction activities.

e See Air Quality mitigation section below.

Environmental Justice

Shared Alignment and CRMF Direct Impacts

e No disproportionate impacts as compared to the general population for all
environmental resources.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts

* No disproportionate indirect impacts as compared to the general population
for all environmental resources.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.

7 Shared rail alignment between DUS and Pecos Street
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

Shared Alignment and CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

* No disproportionate temporary construction impacts as compared to the
general population for all environmental resources.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.

Land Use/Zoning

Shared Alignment Direct Impacts

e Generally follows existing railroad corridors and is consistent with zoning
and relevant land use plans.

CRMF Direct Impacts

e Existing industrial uses replaced with new industrial uses that would be
compatible with surrounding land uses.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
¢ No indirect impacts to land use or zoning.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts
o No temporary construction impacts to land use or zoning.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
¢ No mitigation required.

Farmlands

Shared Alignment and CRMF Direct Impacts
e No direct impacts to farmlands.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Impacts
e No indirect impacts to farmlands.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts
e No temporary construction impacts to farmlands.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

Economic Considerations

Shared Alignment Direct Impacts

o Displacement of three businesses. Business displacements would result in
the loss of approximately $198,000 in annual taxes for the City and County
of Denver and Adams County and the loss of approximately 181 employees.

CRMF Direct Impacts

e In addition to property acquired by RTD for the shared alignment, one
business would need to be acquired for the CRMF. In addition, the CRMF
would require the acquisition of three additional small strips of BNSF ROW.
These acquisitions would not result in any business relocations, but would
have effects on annual property taxes and assessed valuation within the City
and County of Denver and Adams County. These impacts are not quantified
in this analysis since assessor information on railroad-owned property is
limited.

e Displacement of one business. Business displacement would result in the
loss of approximately $40,000 in annual taxes for the City and County of
Denver and Adams County and the loss of approximately 61 employees.

e Approximately 300 permanent jobs would be created by the CRMF.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation

e Acquisition or relocation of property as a result of the Preferred Alternative will
comply with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policy Act of 1970, as amended (see Section 3.3, Land Acquisition,
Displacements, and Relocation of Existing Uses).

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
¢ No indirect impacts to economic conditions.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

Shared Alignment Temporary Construction Impacts

e Construction of the shared alignment is estimated to generate approximately
305 to 405 temporary jobs per year during the 36 to 48-month construction
period.

CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

e Construction of the CRMF would generate approximately 500 construction
jobs per year for two years.

e Temporary construction impacts to businesses along Fox Street and 48"
Avenue (including traffic congestion, noise, and dust).

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation

o RTD will prepare a CMP that specifies public communications and construction
means and methods to reduce or mitigate the inconveniences of construction
such as noise, dust, visual blight, construction traffic, and preservation of
access to businesses.

Land Acquisitions, Displacements and Relocations of Existing Uses

Shared Alignment Direct Impacts

o Acquisition of approximately 30.77 acres of private property. In addition,
approximately 14 acres of railroad property and approximately 1.4 acres of
municipal owned ROW would also need to be acquired.

e Relocation of three businesses.

CRMF Direct Impacts

e Acquisition of approximately 14.50 acres of property
o Relocation of one business.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation

e Acquisition. Acquisition of real property interests will comply fully with the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970, as amended (Uniform Act) and the Fifth Amendment of the United
States Constitution. The Uniform Act applies to all acquisitions of real
property or displacements of people resulting from federal or federally
assisted programs or projects.

— All impacted owners will be provided notification of the acquiring
agency’s intent to acquire an interest in their property, including a written
offer letter of just compensation specifically describing those property
interests.

e Relocation Analysis. RTD will prepare a relocation analysis to enable
relocation activities to be planned in such a manner that the problems
associated with the displacement of businesses are recognized and solutions
are developed to minimize the adverse impacts of displacement. The
Relocation Study will estimate the number, type, and size of businesses and
non-profit organizations to be displaced and the approximate number of
employees that may be affected; and consider any special advisory services
that may be necessary from RTD and other cooperating agencies.

e Relocation Assistance Advisory Services. Relocation assistance will
include determining the relocation needs and preferences of each business
to be displaced and explaining the relocation payments and other assistance
for which the business owner is eligible; providing current and continuing
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

information on the availability, purchase prices, and rental costs of
comparable replacement commercial properties; and other programs
administered by the SBA and other federal, state, and local programs
offering assistance to the displaced businesses.

e Payments. The relocation payments provided to displaced businesses are
determined by federal eligibility guidelines.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts

* No indirect impacts from land acquisitions, displacements, and relocations of
existing uses.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts
o No temporary construction impacts.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
¢ No mitigation required.

Cultural

Resources

Shared Alignment Direct Impacts
e No indirect impacts to cultural resources.

CRMF Direct Impacts

e Direct impact to one historic linear resource eligible for listing in the NRHP:
Denver Utah Pacific Railroad, Chicago Burlington Quincy Siding & Spur
(Waterworks Sales Co., J.M. Warner Co., & Richardson Lumber Spur.
Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would directly impact
5AM1888.5 and 5DV6243.7 of this linear resource.

e The entire linear resource is NRHP-eligible under Criteria A for its
association with the expansion of the rail network in Denver. Implementation
would require adding a new railyard at this location. This includes new rail,
ballast, and facilities for the yard. The surveyed segment would be replaced
with new rail, ballast, and facilities to maintain the FasTracks commuter rail
trains. Therefore, removal of this segment would result in an Adverse Effect
to the historic linear resource as a whole

Shared Alignment Mitigation
e No mitigation required.

CRMF Mitigation

o FTA will develop a Memorandum of Agreement with the SHPO as to the
appropriate mitigation for this Adverse Effect. It is proposed that this mitigation
will include Level Il documentation to accurately record the features of the
historic resources identified. RTD will ensure that the historic resources are
documented in accordance with the guidance for Level Il documentation found
in OAHP form no. 1595, Historical Resource Documentation: Standards for
Level I, I, 1l Documentation. This mitigation will be implemented prior to
construction.
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

Shared Alignment Direct Impacts
o No indirect impacts to cultural resources.
CRMF Indirect Impacts

e The linear resource would be indirectly impacted due to the loss of the
segment.

Shared Alignment Mitigation
* No mitigation required.
CRMF Mitigation

e Prior to commencing construction, RTD will complete Level Il documentation to
accurately record the features of the historic resources identified. RTD will
ensure that the historic resources are documented in accordance with the
guidance for Level Il documentation found in OAHP form no. 1595, Historical
Resource Documentation: Standards for Level |, Il, [l Documentation.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

o No temporary construction impacts to archaeological, historic, or cultural
resources.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.

Visual and Aes

thetic Resources

Shared Alignment Direct Impacts

e Visual changes related to structures would result. New structures, retaining
walls, track, catenary, and fencing are visually compatible with industrial
character of corridor.

CRMF Direct Impacts

o CRMF would replace existing industrial land uses with a new industrial land
use, resulting in no change to the existing visual character of the site.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
* No indirect impacts to visual and aesthetic resources.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

* No temporary construction impacts to visual and aesthetic resources.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

Parklands, Open Space and Recreational Resources

Shared Alignment and CRMF Direct Impacts
o No direct impacts to parklands, open space, and recreational resources.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
e No indirect impacts to parklands, open space, and recreational resources.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment Temporary Construction Impacts

¢ Construction of the structure over the South Platte River for the shared
alignment would result in temporary construction impacts to the river itself
and the South Platte River Greenway Trail.

CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

o No temporary construction impacts to parklands, open space and
recreational resources.

Shared Alignment Mitigation

e Provide adequate trail detours and advanced notice and signing prior to
beginning construction, if possible.

e South Platte River Trail temporary detour during pier construction and girder
placement will be as follows:

— West on Arkins Court, Left on Denargo Street, which turns into Delgany
Street and then into Wewatta Street, Right on 19" Street, Right on
Chestnut Place, Left on West 20™ Avenue, Right on Little Raven Street to
the trail entrance at the City of Cuernavaca Park

— Detour for users of the bridge over the South Platte River (behind the City
and County of Denver Park Avenue Municipal Services Complex): Trail
users will use the sidewalk of Park Avenue, designated as a D-7 bike route,
to the intersection of Park Avenue and Denargo Street (also called Delgany
Street or Wewatta Street), where they can follow the previously mentioned
detour back to the South Platte River Trail.

— Temporary safety structure during construction of the bridge deck.
CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Air Quality

Shared Alignment and CRMF Direct Impacts
o No direct impacts to air quality.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.

3-23




COMMUTER RAIL MAINTENANCE FACILITY SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
o No indirect impacts to air quality.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

o The Preferred Alternative would result in emissions during construction;
however, the impacts would be temporary and not anticipated to cause any
air quality violations.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation

RTD will include language in the construction specifications requiring that all
construction equipment will be equipped to burn ultra low sulfur diesel fuel.
Water or wetting agents will be used to manage dust.

Wind barriers and wind screens will be used to minimize the spreading of
dust in areas where large amounts of materials are stored. A wheel wash
station and/or large-diameter cobble apron at egress/ingress areas will be
used to minimize dirt being tracked onto public streets.

Vacuum powered street sweepers will be used to control dirt tracked onto
streets.

All dump trucks leaving the site will be covered.

Temporary excavated materials will be covered or wetted.

e A binding agent will be used for long-term excavated materials.

En

ergy

Shared Alignment Direct Impacts

¢ No direct impacts to energy usage.

CRMF Direct Impacts

In 2015 approximately 10,174,698 British Thermal Units (Btus) would be
used daily for commuter rail vehicles movements.

In 2030 approximately 12,217,039 Btus would be used daily for commuter
rail vehicles movements.

Operation of the buildings at the CRMF would result in the use of
approximately 36,925,942 Btus per day.

Shared Alignment Mitigation
o No mitigation required.
CRMF Mitigation

o RTD will investigate the use of energy efficient design and Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design certification for the CRMF.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
o No indirect impacts to energy usage.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

Shared Alignment Temporary Construction Impacts

e Construction of the shared alignment between DUS and Pecos Street is
estimated to require 297,000 million Btus.

CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

of approximately 157,185 million Btus.

new facility.

Construction of the tracks associated with the CRMF would result in the use

Energy would also be required to construct the buildings associated with the

Shared Alignment Mitigation
* No Mitigation Required.
CRMF Mitigation

e Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be incorporated into the project to
reduce energy usage during site construction.

Noise

Shared Alignment and CRMF Direct Impacts
o No direct noise impacts.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation is required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
o No indirect noise impacts.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation is required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

e Temporary construction noise impacts could result from construction
activities. Noise would result from utility relocation, grading, excavation,
paving, installation of structures, and track work.

Impacts may occur in residential areas and at other noise-sensitive land
uses located within several hundred feet of the Shared Alignment.

Potential for noise impact would be greatest at locations near bridge
construction and at locations close to any nighttime construction activities.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o RTD will comply with applicable local noise regulations.

e Nighttime construction will be minimized in residential neighborhoods and RTD
will offer hotel vouchers to address potential impacts (if nighttime construction
is necessary).

Stationary construction equipment will be located as far as possible from
noise-sensitive sites.

Noise barriers, such as temporary walls or piles of excavated material, will be
constructed between noisy activities and noise sensitive receivers.

Vib

ration

Shared Alignment and CRMF Direct Impacts
o No direct ground-borne vibration impacts.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred

Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
o No indirect vibration impacts.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment Temporary Construction Impacts
¢ No temporary construction vibration impacts.
CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

e Temporary construction annoyance associated with vibration if pile driving
occurs within 300 to 500 feet of residential buildings.

Shared Alignment Mitigation
¢ No mitigation required.
CRMF Mitigation

o RTD will implement alternative construction methods minimizing the use of
impact and vibratory equipment (such as, pile drivers and compactors).

e RTD will minimize nighttime construction in residential neighborhoods and offer
hotel vouchers to address potential impacts (if nighttime construction is
necessary).

Biologica

| Resources

Shared Alignment and CRMF Direct Impacts
¢ No direct impacts to biological resources.

Coordination with USFWS is being conducted in the Gold Line EIS process as the
Gold Line study area encompassed this site.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
e No indirect impacts to biological resources.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment Temporary Construction Impacts

e Construction impacts on riparian vegetation associated with the crossing of
the South Platte River are conservatively estimated between 0.25 and 0.50
acre. Pier construction would occur above the riparian corridor, spanning
the river, thus reducing the impact.

CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

Ground clearing during construction would primarily affect non-vegetated or
sparsely vegetated areas.

During and following construction there would be the potential for spread of
noxious weeds and therefore controls would be required.

Construction activity would temporarily displace animals from the

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation

e Under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA), construction activities in
grassland, wetland, stream, and woodland habitats, as well as those that occur
on bridges (e.g., that may affect swallow nests on bridge girders) that would
otherwise result in the take of migratory birds, eggs, young, and/or active
nests, should be avoided.

Although the provisions of MBTA are applicable year round, most migratory
bird nesting activity in eastern Colorado occurs during the period of April 1
to August 15. However, some migratory birds are known to nest outside of
the primary nesting season period. For example, raptors can be expected
to nest in woodland habitats from February 1 through July 15.

If the proposed construction project is planned to occur during the primary
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts Mitigation
construction zone due to noise, human presence, and heavy equipment. nesting season or at any other time that may result in the take of nesting
Less mobile animals may impacted during earthwork and clearing. migratory birds, the USFWS recommends that the project proponent (or
However, these are not major issues due to the urbanized nature of the site. construction contractor) arrange to have a qualified biologist conduct a field

survey of the affected habitats and structures to determine the absence or
presence of nesting migratory birds.

— Surveys should be conducted during the nesting season. In some cases,
such as on bridges or other similar structures, nesting can be prevented
until construction is complete. The results of field surveys for nesting birds,
along with information regarding the qualifications of the biologist(s)
performing the surveys, will be documented and maintained on file for
review by the USFWS (if requested) until construction has been completed.

— If afield survey identifies the existence of one or more active bird nests that
cannot be avoided by the planned construction activities, the USFWS
Colorado Field Office should be contacted immediately for further
guidance.

e An integrated Noxious Weed Management Plan will be developed. This plan
will be implemented during construction and will include identification of
noxious weeds in the area, weed management goals and objectives, and
preventive and controls methods. Preventive measures include the following:

e Contractor vehicles will be inspected before they are used for construction to
ensure that they are free of soil and debris capable of transporting noxious
weed seeds or roots.

o Noxious weeds observed in and near the construction area at the start of
construction will be treated with herbicides or physically removed to prevent
seeds blowing into disturbed areas during construction. Any noxious weeds
identified during construction will be identified and treated.

e Potential areas of topsoil salvage will be assessed for presence and
abundance of noxious weeds prior to salvage. Topsoil from heavily infested
areas will either be treated by spraying, taking offsite, or being buried during
construction.

o Areas of temporary disturbance will be reclaimed in phases throughout the
project construction and seeded using a permanent native seed mixture. If
areas are complete and permanent seeding cannot occur due to the time of
year, mulch and mulch tackifier will be used for temporary erosion control until
seeding can occur.
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

o Only certified weed-free mulch and bales will be used in the project.

— Weed control will use the principles of integrated pest management to treat
target weed species by using a combination of two or more management
techniques (biological, chemical, mechanical, and/or cultural). Weed
control methods will be selected based on the management goal for the
species, the nature of the existing environment, and methods
recommended by Colorado weed experts. The presence of important
wildlife habitat or threatened or endangered species will be considered
when choosing control methods.

Mineral Resources, Geology, and Soils

Shared Alignment and CRMF Direct Impacts
e No direct mineral resource, geology and soils impacts.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
* No indirect mineral resource, geology, and soils impacts.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

e Potential hazards from substrate conditions (shrink-swell potential;
corrosivity; shallow bedrock; shallow groundwater; caving; differential
settlement; erosion) and regional seismic hazard.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation

e Use of best engineering practices that have been developed for construction in
the Front Range and Denver metropolitan area. These include (where
needed): removal of unsatisfactory substrate; appropriately engineered fill;
compaction, pre-loading, or pre-flooding; corrosive-resistant structural
materials; deep foundations, specialized piers, and footings; engineered
excavations and slopes; shoring of excavations; prompt and appropriate
revegetation; surface water diversions; and subsurface drainage and
dewatering systems.

o Design to conform with anticipated probable maximum seismic event.

Water Resources/Water Quality

Shared Alignment Direct Impacts

¢ Implementation of the shared alignment would add 7.65 acres of new
impervious surface. Runoff from rail structures along the shared alignment
would be collected and brought to the stormwater system through under-
drains and discharged to the local storm drainage system. Rain water would

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation

o Development and adherence to a Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure Plan (SPCC) Plan.

e On-site detention in accordance with local requirements.
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

be collected through a sub-drain system under the ballast to collect the flows
along the shared alignment. The sub-drain systems would be connected to
local storm drainage systems.

CRMF Direct Impacts

¢ Amount of impervious area would remain approximately the same, at 85 to
90 percent of the total area, due to buildings and asphalt.

o Water quality improvements including the permanent water quality detention
basin would likely improve the overall water quality being released from the
site via the detention basin; however, the actual water quality draining into
the detention basin would be likely to remain the same.

o Clean Water Act Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permits, including a stormwater construction permit, in accordance
with all local and state regulations.

e Stormwater best management practices (BMPs).
o Project specific temporary and permanent water quality plans.
o Project specific Stormwater Management Plans (SWMPs).

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
e No indirect impacts to water quality.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment Temporary Construction Impacts

e Proposed stream crossings of the South Platte River represent the greatest
potential impact to surface water quality during construction. Bridge
construction over the South Platte River, would be accomplished without any
construction in the river. Bridge abutments would be located high on the
banks above the river. Excavations and cleared areas around the
abutments would be protected with appropriate BMPs, such as hay bales
and silt fences, offsetting potential sedimentation impacts.

CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

e Temporary construction impacts would occur during the demolition of the
existing buildings and tracks in the study area, as well as the construction of
the CRMF.

o With BMPs and erosion control devices properly in place, the water quality
would not change during demolition or construction processes. The BMPs
and erosion control devices would treat storm water runoff from the impacted
areas.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation

e Development and adherence to SWMP.

e Use of BMPs during construction.

e On-site BMP water quality detention basin.

o Project specific Stormwater Management Plan

o Also see mitigation listed above for water quality direct impacts.
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

Wetlands and Other Waters

Shared Alignment and CRMF Direct Impacts
o No direct impacts to wetlands or other waters.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
e No indirect impacts to wetlands or other waters.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
e No temporary construction impacts to wetlands or other waters.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Floodplains/Drainage/Hydrology

Shared Alignment Direct Impacts

e Shared alignment would cross the South Platte River on a new bridge. The
shared alignment would require the construction of two bridge piers in the
South Platte 100-year floodplain, which is estimated to result in a rise of the
100-year flood elevation of 0.19 foot, which meets the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) criteria of a less than a 1-foot rise in the 100-
year flood elevation.

CRMF Direct Impacts
o No direct impacts to floodplains.

Shared Alignment Mitigation

e As stipulated by 23 CFR 650.115(5), encroachment within any of the
floodplains would be subject to the requirements of local jurisdictions. RTD
would work with local jurisdictions and Urban Drainage and Flood Control
District (UDFCD) regarding potential floodplain impacts.

CRMF Mitigation

o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
¢ No indirect impacts to floodplains/drainage/hydrology.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
o No temporary construction impacts to floodplains.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.

Hazardous Materials

Shared Alignment and CRMF Direct Impacts

e No direct impacts to hazardous materials.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred

Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
e No indirect impacts to hazardous materials.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

Existing hazardous material sites within or adjacent to areas of proposed
excavation and acquisition of property.

Water quality protection.
Protection of construction workers.
Accidental release of hazardous materials.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
Hazardous material sites

o Individual site-specific Phase | Environmental Site Assessments (ESA) will be
completed for properties proposed for acquisition.

RTD will complete site-specific Phase |l ESAs with subsurface investigation
(soil, soil vapor, and groundwater) for sites that may have been contaminated
or affect final design, as documented by the Phase | ESAs, where appropriate.

o A Health and Safety Plan, an Asbestos-Contaminated Soil Management Plan,
and a Materials Management Plan will be prepared to address contamination
as described in the Phase | and Il ESAs.

RTD will conduct appropriate asbestos surveys and abatement prior to
demolition of buildings.

Water quality protection. RTD will implement construction BMPs in accordance
with the SPCC Plan. The BMPs may include secondary containment areas for
refueling construction equipment, berms or ponds to control runoff, and
monitoring to test stormwater runoff for contaminants prior to discharge from the
construction site.

Protection of construction workers. RTD will comply with Occupational Safety
and Health Administration requirements for construction workers who may be
exposed to hazardous materials, including preparation of Health and Safety
Emergency Response Plans, air monitoring (if necessary), and provision of
personal protective equipment.

Accidental release of hazardous materials. RTD will develop and implement
the SPCC plan.

Public Safet

y and Security

Shared Alignment Direct Impacts

e The shared alignment between DUS and Pecos Street and train movements
to and from the CRMF would result in no public at-grade crossings avoiding
any impairment to emergency services.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred

Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

CRMF Direct Impacts

¢ No direct impacts to public safety and security. Note: Once operational, the
CRMF would be fenced, lighted, and patrolled to prevent crime. The CRMF
would not increase or decrease crime or represent a safety hazard to
surrounding neighborhoods

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
e No indirect impacts to public safety and security.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

e Construction of the Preferred Alternative would create potential safety and
security hazards during construction.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation

o Development of the CRMF will comply with all applicable laws, regulations,
and codes to ensure the protection of public health, safety, and welfare.

During construction, the work site will remain fenced and secured to restrict
access by trespassers.

The RTD design, construction, and operations standards for new transit
systems will be implemented. Design will integrate established guidelines for
fencing and barriers; emergency access and egress; surveillance; and crime
prevention through environmental design.

RTD will work with local police, fire, and transportation agencies during project
design to ensure reliable emergency access is maintained and develop
alternate plans or routes to avoid delays in emergency response times.

Uti

lities

Shared Alignment and CRMF Direct Impacts
e No direct impacts to utilities.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
o No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts
o No indirect impacts to utilities.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts

e Construction of the Preferred Alternative would result in several impacts to
utilities, including the relocation of storm sewers, adjustment or relocation of
water lines or sanitary sewer or water lines, adjustment or relocation of

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
e Relocation of storm sewers:

As design progresses, RTD will modify stormwater facility design to avoid
conflicts (where possible).

buried fiber optic, adjustment or relocation of gas lines, and new
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

roadway/paved access or reduced cover on buried utilities.

o Adjustment or relocation of water lines or sanitary sewer or water lines:

— As design progresses, RTD will modify utility design to avoid conflicts
(where possible).

— RTD will schedule disruption of service for low use period (where possible).
— RTD will minimize disruption of service with wet tie-in (where possible).

o Adjustment or relocation of buried fiber optic :
— RTD will conduct early coordination with utility owners.

— As design progresses, RTD will modify utility design to avoid conflicts
(where possible).

o Adjustment or relocation of gas lines:

— Modify design to avoid or minimize conflict.

— Protect in place.
o New roadway/paved access or reduced cover on buried utilities:
o RTD will add encasement or protective cover over utilities.

Transportation Systems

Shared Alignment Direct Impacts

* No direct impacts to transportation systems.

CRMF Direct Impacts

o CRMF for the Preferred Alternative would result in an additional 175 trips per

day into and out of the Fox North Site

« Intersection at 48" Avenue/Fox Street would operate beyond an acceptable
AM peak hour urban intersection at Level of Service (LOS) F for southbound

left turns.

e Under the Preferred Alternative, freight functions performed at the Fox North

Site would need to be relocated.

e The Preferred Alternative would have no direct impacts on transit, bicycle,

and pedestrian facilities.

Shared Alignment Mitigation
¢ No mitigation required.
CRMF Mitigation

e Re-striping 48" Avenue east of Fox Street so that the median is designated as
a two-way left turn lane would bring the southbound left turn level of services
(LOS) back to acceptable levels and improve the No Action conditions.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Indirect Impacts

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
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TABLE 3.6-4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

Mitigation

e No indirect impacts to transportation systems.

* No mitigation required.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Temporary Construction Impacts
e Temporary increases in traffic for construction workers, materials, and
equipment.

e Temporary construction activities could require the use of some right of way
along Fox Street that could currently be used for on-street parking if not all
construction activities can be accommodated on-site.

Shared Alignment and CRMF Mitigation
* No mitigation required.
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4 Transportation Systems

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the existing transportation facilities and services in the study area and the
anticipated environmental impacts of the No Action Alternative and the SEA Preferred
Alternative presented in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered.

4.2  Summary of Results

This section summarizes the impacts of the No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative
on future transit, roadway, freight, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities in the study area.

The Preferred Alternative would assist in providing the commuter rail service component of the
FasTracks program by providing the facilities necessary and required by the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) to operate and maintain commuter rail service in the Denver Metro area.

42.1 Shared Alignment

The shared alignment would have no transportation system impacts.

422  CRMF

e The CRMF would result in a small increase in traffic flow into and out of the Fox North Site.
The proposed CRMF is assumed to have 300 employees, which would generate 906 trips
per day. With implementation of the Preferred Alternative, 731 daily trips related to existing
private business operations would be displaced. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would
result in an additional 175 trips per day into and out of the Fox North Site.

e Truck traffic to the Fox North Site would be reduced as a result of the CRMF. Existing
businesses that generate truck traffic would be replaced by the CRMF traffic (primarily
employee traffic) that does not typically include heavy truck traffic.

¢ One intersection evaluated for the CRMF is expected to operate beyond an acceptable a.m.
peak-hour Level of Service (LOS) F for the southbound left turn. The 48™ Avenue/Fox
Street (unsignalized) intersection is expected to be impacted by the CRMF for study years
2015 and 2030. However, re-striping 48" Avenue east of Fox Street would mitigate these
impacts and bring the southbound left turn LOS back to acceptable levels and improve
conditions compared to the No Action Alternative.

¢ The CRMF would have no effect on existing or future rail freight movements, transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities or services.
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4.3 Transit Service

43.1  Existing Transit Service

No existing transit service is provided within a reasonable walking distance of the Fox North
Site. The closest bus route is the number 8, which operates on Lincoln Street, over a half-mile
to the east.

432 Future Transit Service and Operations

Aside from the support of commuter rail transit for the FasTracks program, the CRMF and
shared alignment between DUS and Pecos Street are not anticipated to directly impact future
transit service in the study area. No commuter rail stations are planned in association with the
CRMF. Two shared Northwest Rail and Gold Line commuter rail stations would be located
approximately one mile from the CRMF, the 41% Avenue East station south of the CRMF, and
the Pecos Station north of the CRMF.

4.4  Existing and Future Roadway Conditions

441  Changes in Traffic Volumes

In comparison to the No Action Alternative, the Preferred Alternative would only slightly increase
traffic to the Fox North Site, due to the businesses moving off the site. In this discussion of
traffic, a “trip” is defined as a vehicle either arriving at or departing the site (one person
commuting to the site makes two “trips” per day). Table 4.4-1 presents the net number of trips
that are assumed to be added to the Fox North Site by the relocation of the private businesses
from the proposed site and the implementation of the Preferred Alternative.

TABLE 4.4-1: FOX NORTH SITE TRIP GENERATION

. Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Estimated

Employees Rate Trips Rate Trips Rate Trips

Removed by Displaced

: 242 3.02 731 0.48 116 0.51 123
Businesses
Added by Preferred Alternative 300 3.02 906 0.48 144 0.51 153
Net Add_ed by Preferred 58 175 o8 30
Alternative

Source: FTA, 2008b; CRMF Team, 2009; ITE, 2008.
Trip rates are expressed in trips per employee.

It is anticipated that 731 daily trips occur with the other existing private commercial land uses on
the Fox North Site, including an estimated 116 a.m. peak-hour trips and 123 p.m. peak-hour
trips. According to Institute of Transportation Engineers data for general light industrial land
uses, about 83 percent of morning peak trips are inbound to the site, and about 79 percent of
evening peak trips are outbound from the site.

The proposed CRMF is assumed to have 300 employees, which would be expected to generate
about 906 daily, 144 a.m. peak-hour, and 153 p.m. peak-hour trips. This represents a net
increase over the No Action Alternative of 203 daily trips, 32 a.m. peak-hour trips, and 34 p.m.
peak-hour trips.
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44.2  Impacts to Local Intersections

The following intersections have been analyzed with respect to the direct traffic impacts of the
proposed CRMF (see Figure 4.4-1):

1. 48" Avenue and Fox Street (Fox traffic stops)

2. 48™ Avenue and Bannock Street (Bannock traffic stops)

3. 48" Avenue and Interstate 25 (I-25) Southbound Off-Ramp (all-way stop)
4

53" Place and Bannock Street (signal)

4421  Methodology

This project used the regional travel demand forecasting model developed and distributed by
the Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) to estimate 2015 and 2030 traffic
volumes. In addition, traffic counts of vehicles and pedestrians at the intersections indicated
above were collected and evaluated to serve as a starting point for traffic growth forecasts. The
growth forecasts produced by the DRCOG model reflect the regional land use and
transportation projects in the DRCOG Metro Vision 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (Metro
Vision Plan) (DRCOG 2005). These forecasts were used in conjunction with traffic generation
estimates for the proposed CRMF (and the land uses it would replace) to develop intersection
turning-movement estimates.

For the purpose of projecting travel demand, the No Action Alternative assumes that the four
FasTracks commuter rail lines would be built, but that the CRMF would be located at an
unidentified alternate site outside the study area for this project. Intersection turning movement
data, geometric information, and traffic control equipment data were used to calculate estimated
intersection delay using the methods described in Transportation Research Board (TRB)
Special Report 209 (Highway Capacity Manual), 2000 edition. Synchro™ software (version 7)
by Trafficware was used to perform the necessary calculations of delay, and the impact
evaluation is based on those calculations.

4422  Impact Evaluation

Impacts are determined based on the difference in projected a.m. and p.m. peak hour average
intersection delay between the No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative. Intersection
operations quality is most often and most simply expressed using LOS, which assigns letter
grades ranging from A (best) to F (worst) for ranges of estimated average delay per vehicle.
These ranges are defined separately for signalized and unsignalized intersections, as shown in
Table 4.4-2. LOS F is characterized as high delay and frequent occurrences of vehicles arriving
at the back of a queue while the signal for them is red, then being unable to pass through the
intersection during the following green time.

At signalized and all-way stop intersections, the delay estimates for all traffic movements are
averaged, weighted by traffic volume, for the whole intersection. At unsignalized intersections,
the movement that experiences the most delay is used to determine the intersection LOS. This
is done because traffic movements at unsignalized intersections that are not required to stop or
yield (such as through movements on the main street) basically experience no delay. Including
these movements in a weighted average would result in very low delay estimates that do not
represent the operation of the intersection.
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FIGURE 4.4-1: INTERSECTIONS EVALUATED FOR CRMF TRAFFIC IMPACTS

LE

= Shared Alignment

Intersection Evaluated for
CRMF Traffic Impacts

Bource(s).
CRMF Toam, 2008: CCab), 2008; !
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Source: CRMF Team, 2009.
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TABLE 4.4-2: INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS (AVERAGE DELAY, SECONDS PER VEHICLE)

Level of Service Signalized Intersection Unsignalized Intersection
A 0to 10.0 0to 10.0
B 10.1to 20.0 10.1to0 15.0
C 20.1to0 35.0 15.1to0 25.0
D 35.1t055.0 25.1t0 35.0
E 55.1 to 80.0 35.1t0 55.0
F 80.1 or greater 55.1 or greater

Source: TRB, 2000.

The LOS rating deemed acceptable can vary by community, facility type, and traffic control type
(signalized versus unsignalized). At urban signalized intersections, LOS D is generally
recognized as the worst acceptable condition. On a case-by-case basis, the City and County of
Denver may determine that intersection delays beyond the LOS D threshold are acceptable.

For the No Action Alternative, the intersection LOS conditions are reported. An impact of the
CRMF in the Preferred Alternative is defined at any given intersection by either of the following
two conditions:

e |If there is a difference in LOS grade between the No Action and Preferred Alternative or the
Preferred Alternative has a LOS worse than D (E or F)

e |[f the No Action LOS is either E or F and the Preferred Alternative increases intersection
delay by 10 percent or more

Results

Existing Conditions

Under existing conditions, the land uses on the Fox North Site generate a fair amount of traffic
on a daily basis, but relatively little of that traffic is generated during the traditional peak street
traffic hours of 7:30 to 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 to 5:30 p.m. This condition is typical of industrial
areas, where business hours often start and end slightly earlier than in commercial areas.

The existing intersection analysis LOS results are shown in Table 4.4-3. The results shown for
the first two intersections represent LOS and delay for the southbound left-turn movement
because they are one-way stop-controlled, and the southbound left turn is the movement with
the most delay. Results for the last two intersections are volume-weighted averages for all
movements.

TABLE 4.4-3: EXISTING INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS (AVERAGE DELAY, SECONDS PER VEHICLE)

Intersection AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
48™ Avenue/Fox Street D (32.4) C (21.5)
48™ Avenue/Bannock Street C (16.8) B (14.6)
48" Avenue/I1-25 Southbound Off-Ramp A (9.8) B (10.3)
53" Place/Bannock Street A(5.1) B (12.4)

Source: URS, Analysis with Synchro 7, 2009..

Existing intersection conditions are characterized by LOS D or better in both the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours. No existing operational problems are evident from either field review or analysis.
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No Action Alternative

Direct Impacts

The 2015 and 2030 No Action Alternative intersection LOS analysis results are shown in

Table 4.4-4. The results shown for the first two intersections represent LOS and delay for the
southbound left-turn movement because they are one-way stop-controlled, and the southbound
left turn is the movement with the most delay. Results for the last two intersections are volume-
weighted averages for all movements.

TABLE 4.4-4: NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS (AVERAGE DELAY, SECONDS
PER VEHICLE)

Intersection AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Year 2015 Results
48" Avenue/Fox Street E (53.3) D (29.0)
48™ Avenue/Bannock Street C (23.2) C (17.8)
48" Avenue/I-25 Southbound Off-Ramp B (10.8) B (11.6)
53" Place/Bannock Street A (5.4) B (15.0)
Year 2030 Results
48" Avenue/Fox Street F (83.2) E (37.4)
48" Avenue/Bannock Street D (32.5) C (20.8)
48™ Avenue/I-25 Southbound Off-Ramp B (11.6) B (12.7)
53" Place/Bannock Street A (6.2) B (16.8)

Source: URS, Analysis with Synchro 7, 2009.

Land use and traffic in the vicinity of the Fox North Site are expected to remain somewhat
stable. DRCOG predicts modest increases in land use intensity but no changes in general land
use types that would bring about drastic changes in traffic generation. The increase in traffic,
particularly along 48™ Avenue, would result in increased delay for southbound left-turning
vehicles at the 48™ Avenue/Fox Street intersection, such that unacceptable LOS could result in
the 2030 a.m. peak hour. Delay in the 2015 a.m. peak hour (53.3 seconds per southbound left-
turning vehicle) is very near the LOS F threshold of 55 seconds per vehicle. Even though the
southbound left turn from Fox Street to 48™ Avenue is expected to have only about 30 vehicles
in the a.m. peak hour (one every two minutes, on average), delays are expected to be high, as
east-west traffic on 48" Avenue limits opportunities for southbound left-turning vehicles to enter
the intersection.

Truck traffic under the No Action Alternative is anticipated to experience the same increases in
delay as overall traffic. Existing truck traffic to and from the Fox North Site would continue.

No future changes in traffic control are anticipated for the four intersections analyzed.

Indirect Impacts
The No Action Alternative would locate the CRMF elsewhere. This location, which has not been

determined, would likely be located along one of the four FasTracks commuter rail lines. The
location of this facility could have minor localized traffic impacts (or benefits) wherever it is
located, depending on whether it replaces land uses with lower (or higher) traffic activity than
the CRMF. What is known is that the CRMF is anticipated to generate approximately 900 daily
trips, wherever it is eventually located.
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Temporary Construction Impacts

Because no significant land use changes or public facility improvements are anticipated in
conjunction with the No Action Alternative, there are no associated temporary construction
impacts.

Preferred Alternative

Direct Impacts

The 2015 and 2030 Preferred Alternative intersection analysis LOS results are shown in Table
4.4-5. The results shown for the first two intersections represent LOS and delay for the
southbound left-turn movement because they are one-way stop-controlled, and the southbound
left turn is the movement with the most delay. Results for the last two intersections are volume-
weighted averages for all movements.

TABLE 4.4-5: PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS (AVERAGE DELAY, SECONDS PER
VEHICLE)

Intersection AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Year 2015 Results

48™ Avenue/Fox Street F (58.9) D (29.6)

48™ Avenue/Bannock Street C (23.4) C (17.8)

48" Avenue/I-25 Southbound Off-Ramp B (10.7) B (11.5)

53" Place/Bannock Street A (5.9) B (15.5)
Year 2030 Results

48" Avenue/Fox Street F (94.5) E (38.4)

48™ Avenue/Bannock Street D (32.9) C (20.8)

48™ Avenue/I-25 Southbound Off-Ramp B (11.6) B (12.6)

53" Place/Bannock Street A(6.2) B (17.4)

Source: URS, Analysis with Synchro 7, 2009.

The Preferred Alternative results in an impact at one intersection. The increased traffic that
would result from the Preferred Alternative would cause an increase in delay that meets the
definition of an impact for the southbound left-turn movement at the 48™ Avenue/Fox Street
intersection in both the 2015 and 2030 study years. In 2015, the Preferred Alternative would
result in the LOS worsening from E (acceptable) to F (unacceptable). In 2030, the No Action
LOS would be F, but the CRMF would result in an increase in intersection delay from 83.2
seconds per vehicle to 94.5 seconds per vehicle. This increase of 14 percent is beyond the 10-
percent threshold defined as an impact for this project.

Truck traffic to and from the Fox North Site is anticipated to decrease with the CRMF, as the
existing businesses that generate truck traffic would be removed from the site and replaced by
CRMF traffic. The CRMF would primarily generate employee traffic that would include few, if
any, heavy trucks.

Indirect Impacts
The facilities displaced by the CRMF in the Preferred Alternative would be closed permanently,

consolidated with other facilities, or relocated by their owners. There are currently no
indications as to which of these courses any particular business owner will take. If the facilities
are relocated to another location, there could be impacts to transportation facilities in those
locations. Given that each of these facilities by itself employs relatively few people, it is unlikely
that the indirect impacts of relocating any one business would require mitigation.
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Temporary Construction Impacts

Construction of the CRMF would result in temporary increases in traffic for construction workers,
materials, and equipment. All construction traffic, like the eventual site traffic, is expected to
pass through either the 48™ Avenue/Fox Street intersection or the 53 Place/ Bannock Street
intersection. These intersections, as well as 48" Avenue/Bannock Street and 48™ Avenue/I-25
southbound off-ramp, are all wide enough and have sufficient capacity to accommodate
construction vehicles easily. Construction traffic volumes are expected to be light compared to
surrounding street volumes and to occur primarily outside the morning and evening peak hours.

Roadway Mitigation

The intersection impact defined previously results from vehicles having to wait too long to find a
gap in traffic to enter the intersection. This delay stems from the fact that as the 48"
Avenue/Fox Street intersection is currently designed, southbound left-turning vehicles must find
an acceptable gap in westbound, eastbound left, and eastbound through traffic simultaneously.
While the installation of a traffic signal at this location would mitigate the identified impact, it is
not necessary. Instead, the mitigation proposed is to re-stripe 48™ Avenue east of Fox Street so
that the median is designated as a two-way left-turn lane. Two-way left-turn lanes serve the
specific purpose of providing a refuge for left-turning vehicles desiring to enter or leave a main
street. The presence of such a refuge allows southbound left-turning vehicles, in this case, to
select a gap in westbound traffic (and eastbound left-turning traffic) independently of the gap in
eastbound through traffic. This process is called “two-stage gap acceptance” and can
substantially reduce the delay associated with a minor-street left turn.

The existing arrangement east of Fox Street is a 19-foot-wide westbound lane, a 10-foot-wide
painted median area, and a 19-foot-wide westbound lane, for a total curb-to-curb width of 48
feet. The revised arrangement proposed is three 16-foot-wide lanes (one westbound, two
eastbound). The re-striping measure has been tested for its ability to mitigate the LOS impact,
and the results of this testing are presented in Table 4.4-6. Peak-hour (p.m.) results are also
shown for information.

TABLE 4.4-6: 48™ AVENUE/FOX STREET IMPACT MITIGATION TEST RESULTS (AVERAGE DELAY, SECONDS PER VEHICLE)

Alternative AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Year 2015 Results

No Action Alternative E (53.3) D (29.0)

Preferred Alternative, before mitigation F (58.9) D (29.6)

Preferred Alternative, with mitigation C (23.3) C (15.7)
Year 2030 Results

No Action Alternative F (83.2) E (37.4)

Preferred Alternative, before mitigation F (94.5) E (38.4)

Preferred Alternative, with mitigation D (27.8) C(17.2)

Source: URS, Analysis with Synchro 7, 2009.

The LOS results shown in the Table 4.4-6 indicate that the proposed mitigation measure (re-
striping 48" Avenue east of Fox Street) would mitigate the impacts of the Preferred Alternative.
The Preferred Alternative would also result in a substantial LOS improvement over the No
Action Alternative for both a.m. and p.m. peak hours for years 2015 and 2030. The mitigation is
not expected to have any impacts other than the possible temporary, short-term disruption of
traffic during the re-striping process.
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Rail Crossing Mitigation

As indicated for the Gold Line project and based on RTD’s Grade Crossing Evaluation
Methodology, Table 4.4-7 presents the rail crossing treatments proposed for the shared
alignment at-grade crossings in 2015 between DUS and Pecos Street.

TABLE 4.4-7: EXISTING RAIL CROSSING LOCATIONS AND TREATMENTS

Rail Crossing Recommendations
between DUS and Pecos Street
Street Existing Rail Crossing Treatment (2015)
I-25 Grade Separated Grade Separated
BNSF Railway Company Yard |None At-Grade — dual gates
West 38" Avenue Grade Separated Grade Separated
I-70 Grade Separated Grade Separated
West 48" Avenue Grade Separated Grade Separated
West 48" Avenue Frontage |None Fenced with signal
Pecos Street At-Grade — gates Grade Separated’
Pecos Street’ At-Grade — gates At-Grade — dual gates

Source: Gold Line Team, 2008.
! Grade separation improvements by Adams County, currently unfunded.
2 Assumes the grade separation at Pecos Street is not funded and constructed.

Most at-grade crossings would be upgraded to meet FRA safety standards and Quiet Zone
requirements by implementing quad gates and signalization, where appropriate.

4.5  Other Transportation Impacts

There are no impacts on existing or future rail freight operations, pedestrian and bicycle facilities
nor are there any parking impacts at the CRMF location.

Detailed transportation analysis information can be found in the technical memorandum for the

SEA titled, CRMF Supplemental Environmental Assessment Transportation Systems, Technical
Memorandum 2009, which is incorporated herein by reference.
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5 Public Comment and Agency Coordination

5.1 Public Involvement

Public involvement conducted in association with the shared alignment and CRMF between
2004 and 2009 included the numerous public and local agency meetings associated with the
environmental processes for the US 36, East Corridor, Gold Line and CRMF projects.

During public meetings, attendees were afforded the opportunity to receive information and
comment on the location of the shared alignment and the CRMF. A chronological sequence of
these meetings and workshops is given below.

e US 36 DEIS: Four public meetings were held.

o East Corridor DEIS: Five neighborhood meetings that focused on soliciting comments on
the location of the CRMF took place between 2004 and 2006. In addition, several corridor-
wide meetings took place during the same period.

e Gold Line DEIS: Between January 2008 and November 2008, a total of 19 listening
sessions, two public meetings, two public hearings, three Local Governments Team
meetings, and two agency meetings took place that provided opportunities for interested
parties to receive information and comment on the shared alignment between DUS and
Pecos Street. The general public, local governments, and oversight agencies indicated
overwhelming support for the shared alignment component of the Preferred Alternative.

o CRMF at the Platte Site Environmental Analysis: Six public meetings took place in 2008,
between July and November 2008, regarding a CRMF at the Platte Site. One additional
meeting in September 2008 focused on the location of the relocated bus maintenance
facility.

e SEA: In 2009, one public meeting was held relating to the Fox North Site. The meeting
was held on January 22, 2009 to present and gather input on the two alternative sites
considered for the CRMF project, a CRMF at either the Platte Site or the Fox North Site.
The public supported a CRMF at the Fox North Site. A public meeting will be held in April
2009 to gather official comment on this SEA and discuss the future of the project.

5.2 Agency Involvement

Since the inception of the environmental analysis of a CRMF at the Platte Site and the SEA,
public regulatory agencies have been engaged through meetings and ongoing coordination. An
Agency Working Group (AWG) was formed to engage representatives from local governments;
local, regional, state, and federal oversight agencies; and the railroads. The following
organizations were invited to participate in the AWG:

Adams County

BNSF

City and County of Denver

Colorado Department of Transportation

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
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Colorado Division of Wildlife

Colorado Historical Society

Colorado Preservation Inc.

Federal Railroad Administration

Federal Transit Administration

Historic Denver

State Historic Preservation Office

UPRR

Urban Drainage and Flood Control District
United States Environmental Protection Agency
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
United States Army Corps of Engineers

Copies of correspondence among the agencies involved are included in a technical
memorandum drafted for the SEA titled CRMF Supplemental Environmental Assessment Public
Comment and Agency Coordination, Technical Memorandum 2009, which is incorporated
herein by reference.

5.3 Comments Received to Date

5.3.1  Shared Alignment

Comments received on the shared alignment indicated public support during the Gold Line
DEIS public involvement activities.

532  CRMF

With the exception of a few comments related to traffic concerns, no major issues were raised
during the first public meeting for the SEA. Comments were generally supportive of locating the
CRMF at the Fox North Site.

5.4  Next Steps

Next steps for the SEA and the other FasTracks commuter rail corridors are presented below.

Table 5.4-1 presents the upcoming events for the SEA project.
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TABLE 5.4-1: SEA NEXT STEPS

Event Timing
Complete & Publish SEA Early-April "09
Start 30-day comment period

SEA Public Meeting Mid-April "09
Agencies and public welcome

End SEA Public Comment Period | Early-May 09

* Integrate SEA into other
NEPA documents;

* Comment responses will be
published in Gold Line and
East Corridor FEISs

Source: CRMF Team, 2009.

Table 5.4-2 presents the upcoming decision-document milestones for the four FasTracks

commuter rail corridors.

TABLE 5.4-2: UPCOMING DECISION-DOCUMENT MILESTONES

Project Draft Final Decision
Document Document Document
(DEIS) (FEIS, (Record of
Environmental | Decision
Evaluation (ROD); Finding
(EE)/ of No
Environmental | Significant
Assessment Impact (FONSI)
(EA)
East Corridor EIS March 09 Summer 09 Fall "09
Gold Line EIS July "08 Summer "09 Fall "09
North Metro EIS Spring "09 Winter 09 Spring 10
Northwest Rail Fall "09 Winter 09 Spring 10
EE/EA

Source: CRMF Team, 2009.

All comments will be addressed as part of, and combined with, the Responsiveness Summary

for the Gold Line and East Corridor Final EIS (FEIS) documents.

The SEA will be available for the public to review at the following locations:

¢ Online at www.rtd-fastracks.com, www.rtdgoldline.com, and www.eastcorridor.com
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Blair-Caldwell African American Research Library, 2401 Welton Street,
Denver, CO 80205

Denver Public Library, 10 West 14th Avenue Parkway, Denver, CO 80204
Montbello Library, 12955 Albrook Drive, Denver, CO 80239

Pauline Robinson Library, 5575 East 33rd Avenue, Denver, CO 80207

Perl Mack Library, 7611 Hilltop Circle, Denver, CO 80221

Rangeview Library District, 7185 Monaco Street, Commerce City, CO 80022
Regis University Library, 3333 Regis Boulevard, Denver, CO 80221

RTD FasTracks, 1560 Broadway, Suite 700, Denver, CO 80202

Smiley Library, 4501 West 46th Avenue, Denver, CO 80212

Valdez-Perry Library, 4690 Vine Street, Denver, CO 80216

Woodbury Library, 3265 Federal Boulevard, Denver, CO 80211

There will continue to be proactive community engagement throughout the completion of the
SEA and during the environmental processes for all of the commuter rail corridors. There will be
a 30-day period for the public to provide comments on this document. This will include an SEA
public meeting on April 23, 2009 to present the findings of this SEA and accept comments.

Comments and questions will be accepted in a variety of ways:

Online: US mail:
www.RTD-FasTracks.com David Beckhouse, FTA Region 8
Gold Line website at www.rtdgoldline.com 12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 310

East Corridor website at www.eastcorridor.com Lakewood, CO 80228

Email:

crmf@rtd-fastracks.com

Verbally:

Public Meeting

April 23, 2009

6:00 pm

Stapleton Recreation Center
5090 Broadway

Denver, CO 80216

Detailed public involvement information can be found in the technical memorandum for the SEA
titted, CRMF Supplemental Environmental Assessment Public Comment and Agency
Coordination, Technical Memorandum 2009, which is incorporated herein by reference.
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6 Draft Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in coordination with the Regional Transportation
District (RTD) developed this Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) in support of the
Gold Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and East Corridor Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (FTA 2008 and FTA 2009). The Gold Line and the East Corridor commuter
rail lines are part of RTD’s FasTracks Transit Systems Plan (FasTracks Plan) (RTD 2004). The
FasTracks Plan proposes to build and operate commuter and light rail transit service and
expand and improve bus service and park-n-Rides throughout the Denver region.

The Gold Line DEIS was released July 18, 2008 and includes commuter rail service from
Denver Union Station (DUS) in downtown Denver to Ward Road in Wheat Ridge, Colorado, a
distance of 11.2 miles.

The East Corridor DEIS was released January 30, 2009 and includes commuter rail service in
Denver, extending from DUS to Denver International Airport (DIA), a distance of 22.8 miles.

Because all of the FasTracks commuter rail projects would share track extending from DUS to
the Commuter Rail Maintenance Facility (CRMF) and use the CRMF, the North Metro and
Northwest Rail projects will incorporate by reference the results of this SEA in their NEPA
documents.

This Section 4(f) analysis concluded that the Preferred Alternative would result in the use of one
historic resource. The Section 6(f) analysis concluded that the Preferred Alternative would not
require the acquisition of any 6(f) property and there are no 4(f) impacts to any park or
recreational resources.

6.1  Purpose

Parklands, historic resources, and archeological resources are important community resources
that need to be protected. Because of their importance, multiple regulations have been
developed to avoid and protect these resources.

Section 4(f) of the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966, as
amended, and codified in 49 United States Code (U.S.C.) § 303, declares that “[i]t is the policy
of the United States Government that special effort should be made to preserve the natural
beauty of the countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges,
and historic sites.”

Section 4(f) specifies that:

[tihe Secretary [of Transportation] may approve a transportation program or
project . . . requiring the use of publicly-owned land of a public park, recreation
area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance, or
land of an historic site of national, state, or local significance (as determined by
the federal, state, or local officials having jurisdiction over the park, area, refuge
or site) only if:

1. There is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and

2. The program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the
park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting
from the use.
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Section 4(f) further requires consultation with the Department of Interior and involved offices of
the United States Department of Agriculture, the United States Department of Housing and
Urban Development, and relevant state and local officials in developing transportation projects
and programs that use lands protected by Section 4(f).

Section 6(f) specifies that

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965 contains strong provisions to
protect federal investments and the quality of assisted resources. The law recognizes that some
changes in land use or development may occur over time, particularly in rapidly changing urban
areas and so ensures that changes or conversions for recreational use will bear a cost. The
language is as follows:

SEC. 6(f)(3) No property acquired or developed with the assistance under
this section shall, without the approval of the Secretary, be converted to other
than public outdoor recreation uses. The Secretary shall approve such
conversion only if he finds it to be in accord with the then existing
comprehensive statewide outdoor recreation plan and only upon such
conditions as he deems necessary to assure the substitution of other
recreation properties of at least equal fair market value and of reasonably
equivalent usefulness and location.

The proposed action of the CRMF Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) (RTD 2009)
is a transportation project that may receive federal funding and discretionary approvals through
USDOT; therefore, documentation of compliance with Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) is required®.

6.2  Section 4(f) Use

The “use” of a protected Section 4(f) resource can be classified as a direct use, a temporary
use, or a constructive use, as defined below.

6.2.1 Direct Use

A direct use takes place when the land is permanently incorporated into and used by a
transportation facility.

6.2.2 Temporary Use

A temporary use occurs when there is a brief or temporary use, considered adverse in terms of
the preservationist purposes (the attributes of the facility that qualify it for special recognition
under Section 4[f]). After the period of use, the resource must be restored to the condition in
which it was originally found.

A temporary occupancy of property does not constitute a use when the following conditions are
satisfied:

e The occupancy would be temporary (shorter than the period of construction) and would
not involve a change in ownership of the property.

8 This Section 4(f) evaluation has been prepared in accordance with the joint Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal
Transit Administration regulations for Section 4(f) compliance codified at 23 CFR § 774 and Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users. Additional guidance has been obtained from the FHWA Technical Advisory T
6640.8A (1987), and the revised FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper (2005). Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (Section 6(f)) 16
U.S.C. 4601-4 to 4601-11 (P.L. 88-578) and 36 CFR Chapter 1 Part 59.
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o The scope of work must be minor, with only minimal changes to the protected resource.
There would be no permanent adverse physical effects to the protected resource, nor
would there be temporary or permanent interference with the activities or purpose of the
resource.

e The property being used must be fully restored to a condition at least as good as what
existed prior to the project.

e Documented agreement of the appropriate officials having jurisdiction over the resource
must be acquired regarding the foregoing requirements.

6.2.3 Constructive Use

Constructive use occurs when the transportation project does not incorporate land from a
Section 4(f) resource, but the impacts from the project’s proximity are so severe that the
protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify a resource for protection under Section
4(f) are substantially impaired.

6.3  Purpose and Need

The shared alignment and the CRMF are critical components of the Preferred Alternatives for
the Gold Line and East Corridor projects. As such, the following describes the Purpose and
Need of the Gold Line and East Corridor projects.

6.3.1 Gold Line

The purpose of the Gold Line project is to implement fixed guideway transit service within the
Gold Line study area between DUS in downtown Denver and Ward Road in Wheat Ridge.

The needs include:

¢ Need for mobility improvements (improved travel times, provide travel options, improve
and connect the regional transit system)

¢ Need to serve both traditional transit users and new transit users

¢ Need to provide environmental benefits to the Gold Line study area and the Denver
metropolitan region

¢ Need to be cost-effective and financed within the FasTracks Plan

o Need to meet the voter mandate of the FasTracks Plan

6.3.2 East Corridor

The purpose of the East Corridor project is to provide high-quality, high-capacity, fixed-
guideway transit that improves access and mobility between Downtown Denver and DIA, with
connections to the rest of the RTD transit system, consistent with, and identified in, previous
planning efforts including Metro Vision 2030 Regional Transportation Plan, the FasTracks Plan,
and the associated referendum vote of November, 2004.

The needs include:

Limited regional connectivity

Increased transportation demands

Lack of reliable alternate modes of transportation

Increased travel times in the region

Limited transportation options for underserved populations

Completion of the FasTracks Plan regarding a fixed-guideway transit system
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6.3.3 Project Goal

The goal of the shared alignment and the CRMF is to support the operations and maintenance
of the commuter rail components of the FasTracks regional transit system by constructing a
cost-effective and environmentally sustainable CRMF.

6.4  Project Alternatives

Two alternatives are evaluated in the CRMF SEA:

e No Action Alternative
e Preferred Alternative — shared alignment and the CRMF at the Fox North Site

6.4.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no new transit projects would be constructed within the project
impact area. Improvements made by Northwest Rail and Gold Line projects are assumed not to
occur under the No Action Alternative. This assumption is made so as to evaluate the full
potential impacts of the shared alignment and CRMF.

6.4.2 Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative includes two components, the shared alignment between DUS and
Pecos Street and the CRMF at the Fox North Site.

6.4.2.1 Shared Alignment

The Preferred Alternative includes the track alignment extending approximately 3.5 miles from
DUS to Pecos Street. This portion of track would include four structures to navigate over the
South Platte River and other roadways and rail track along the route.

The shared alignment would share portions of track between DUS and the proposed CRMF with
the other four FasTracks commuter rail projects. The track alignment extending from the CRMF
to Pecos Street would be shared with the Northwest Rail and the Gold Line projects. The
portion of track extending from DUS to the CRMF would be shared by the Gold Line, East
Corridor, North Metro Corridor, and the North West Rail Corridor.

6.4.22 CRMF

The Preferred Alternative includes the CRMF at the Fox North Site. The CRMF at the Fox
North Site encompasses approximately 38 acres and is generally bounded by 48" Avenue on
the south, 54" Avenue on the north, Fox Street on the east, and the BNSF TOFC Yard and
Union Pacific Railroad North Yard on the west. The CRMF would include facilities to repair,
maintain, clean, fuel, and store the FasTracks commuter rail vehicles.

The footprint of the Preferred Alternative falls within two jurisdictions. The portion of the CRMF
footprint south of 52" Avenue is located within the City and County of Denver. The portion of
the footprint north of 52" Avenue is located within Adams County.
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6.5 Historic Resources

Prior to completing the Section 4(f) analysis, a Section 106 evaluation was completed to
determine the significance of historic sites. The purpose of the Section 106 analysis is to
protect cultural resources that are listed on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) and that may be affected by federal undertakings. Only one resource eligible for listing
in the NRHP was identified within the impact area. Effects to this property are summarized in
Table 6.5-1 and Figure 6.5-1.

TABLE 6.5-1: HISTORIC PROPERTY LISTED OR ELIGIBLE FOR LISTING IN THE NRHP

Smithsonian Segment Property Eligibility Direct Effect
Site # Site # Address/Location Type Criteria Impact Findings
Denver Utah Pacific
Railroad, Chicago Removal of
5AM1888.5 Burlington Quincy _ Eligible — this resource
5AM1888 and and ) Siding & Spur Railroad Linear to construct Adverf,e
5DV6243 5DV6243.7 (Waterworks Sales Co, | Spur Resource, . CRMF Effect
) J.M. Warner Co, & Criterion A facility and
Richardson Lumber yard
Spur

Source: CRMF Team, 2009.
Notes:

! SHPO Concurrence Received on February 4, 2009
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FIGURE 6.5-1: CRMF IMPACT AREA WITH HISTORIC RESOURCES

L3 At i [-3 |—

_EE_BY_CHAPTER_SECTIONO, 4 CULTURIAL RESOURCESCHE APE_HSTOR_AERIAL

Source: CRMF Team, 2009.
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Resource Description - Denver Utah Pacific Railroad, Chicago Burlington Quincy Siding & Spur
(Waterworks Sales Co, J.M. Warner Co, & Richardson Lumber Spur (5AM1888.5 and 5DV6243.7)
Because this single linear resource crosses two jurisdictions (City and County of Denver and
Adams County), the resource has been assigned two identification (Smithsonian) numbers, with
corresponding segment numbers. However, for purposes of analysis, it is discussed as one
continuous, linear resource.

This railroad is a standard-gauge siding located along the western edge of Fox Street. The rails
are generally at grade with light-colored gravel ballast. The grade measures approximately 10
feet wide, depending on ballast, and the segment is approximately 2,000 feet long. The line
provides industrial rail access to the Rocla Concrete Tie, Inc. facility. The segment merges with
a track north of the Fox North site (Figure 6.5-1).

Eligibility Determination

The linear resource is eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A for its association with
the expansion of the rail network throughout Colorado. The segment has lost material and
workmanship integrity due to continuous railroad maintenance including replacement of rail,
ballast, or other material parts, and movement of the track as needed by the railroad and
adjacent businesses. However, the entire resource retains sufficient integrity of setting, feeling,
and association to be considered eligible for the NRHP. The segment within the Area of
Potential Effect (APE) retains sufficient integrity to support the eligibility of the resource as a
whole. SHPO concurred this entire linear resource is NRHP eligible on February 4, 2009. The
Section 106 analysis concluded that there would be an Adverse Effect to the historic linear
resource as a result of the Preferred Alternative. SHPO concurred with the finding of adverse
effect on February 19, 2009.

Section 4(f) Use

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would result in a direct use to 5AM1888.5 and
5DV6243.7 of this linear resource. Implementation would require adding a new railyard at this
location. The surveyed segment would be replaced with new rail, ballast, and facilities to
maintain the FasTracks commuter rail trains.

6.6 Parks and Recreation Resources

The majority of park resources within the study area are centered around water features, such
as the South Platte River, or are smaller parks, serving the local neighborhoods. However,
there are no parks or recreation resources in the vicinity of the Fox North Site. Argo Park is the
closest park resource to the Fox North Site, located 0.38 mile east of the CRMF impact area,
across I-25. Additionally, the shared alignment between DUS and Pecos Street crosses a
single park resource, the South Platte River Greenway Trail (TC-1) which is the only 6(f)
resource temporarily impacted by this project requiring a trail detour during construction. No
property acquisition is required of this 6(f) resource.

The proposed project would not result in a Section 4(f) use of this resource since all of the
requirements of a temporary occupancy are met, as described in Section 6.2.2. There is no
permanent acquisition of this property required. Information about coordination with the owner
of the resource follows in Section 6.9.
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6.7 Alternatives Considered

As stated in 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 771.135(i), alternatives that would avoid
Section 4(f) properties must be identified and evaluated. A total of 24 alternatives were
evaluated during the screening processes. A full discussion of the screening process is
included in the CRMF SEA (RTD 2009) in Chapter 2.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would avoid the use of the historic resource however it is not a
prudent and feasible alternative since it does not meet the Purpose and Need of either the Gold
Line or East Corridor projects.

Avoidance Alternatives

Multiple design adjustments were incorporated in an effort to avoid and minimize impact to the
historic resource, while maintaining the function and purpose of the Preferred Alternative. As a
result of a Peer Review process that occurred in 2008, the layout and design of the CRMF was
adjusted from original plans, which allowed it to fit on the Fox North Site. This modified design
and site layout is the smallest impact footprint of the various sites considered. Previous sites
that were evaluated were up to 90 acres, while the Fox North Site is approximately 38 acres.
For example, the number of tracks required for each railyard was reduced to the minimum
number practicable to operate the facility. While the facility does function appropriately; this is a
less-efficient (less preferred) design in operations. This operational compromise was made to
avoid costs and impacts.

As a result, additional major design changes to avoid this resource are not prudent and feasible
because they would not allow the facility to support all commuter rail FasTracks corridors, one
of the project goals.

The project team analyzed four avoidance alternatives (north, south, east and western options
for the site). One common issue with all of these options was that they would incur costs of
extraordinary magnitude and would therefore not meet the Gold Line Purpose and Need which
states that any proposal that is considered should meet the “Need to be cost-effective and
financed within the FasTracks Plan”. There were additional feasibility issues with each of these
options as well as seen in Table 6.7-1 that follows. The avoidance alternatives and the reasons
why they would not avoid the historic resource and are not prudent and feasible are described
as well.
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TABLE 6.7-1: AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVES

Avoidance Is it a Prudent and Feasible Avoidance
Alternatives Impacts Alternative?

No — This is not a prudent and feasible
avoidance alternative because it would not
avoid the use of the Section 4(f) Resource
(8774.17 [A feasible and prudent avoidance

) ] ) alternative avoids using Section 4(f)
This option would not avoid the use of the property..."]).

historic resource because the width of the CRMF
site is already at its minimum clearance, and the

North Option | resource continues to the north. This option In addition, the acquisition of this BNSF
would require the acquisition and relocation of property would result in the acquisition of
the BNSF trailer parking facility resulting in cost | the BNSF TOFC and Rennick Yards. Itis
issues. doubtful that BNSF would offer the sale of

this property to RTD. Even if the BNSF
agreed to a sale, this would result in costs
of an extraordinary magnitude and would
not meet the cost effective criteria of the
Purpose and Need.

No — This is not a prudent and feasible
avoidance alternative for several reasons.

First, it would not avoid the use of the
Section 4(f) Resource (§774.17 [A feasible
and prudent avoidance alternative avoids
using Section 4(f) property..."]), since the
alignment would need to cross the resource
to access a new eastern site.

Second, shifting the facility to the east of
Fox Street would result in costs of
extraordinary magnitude since additional
businesses would need to be acquired and
more employees would need to be
relocated. Thus, this option would not allow
the reuse of “surplus” industrial property

) ) o acquired for the Gold Line, in effect
This option would not avoid this resource doubling the impacts and cost.

East Option because it is located on the eastern edge of the

CRMEF site. This would not meet the cost effective

criteria of the Purpose and Need and
therefore is not prudent and feasible.

Third, a shift to the east would require the
closure of the Denver Utah Pacific Railroad,
Chicago Burlington Quincy Siding & Spur
(the Section 4(f) resource) since commuter
rail (for the CRMF) and freight rail need to
be grade separated and the horizontal
alignment would not allow the construction
of a grade separation. This closure would
impair the economic viability of the
businesses dependent on this spur.
Therefore, this option is not prudent and
feasible.
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TABLE 6.7-1: AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVES

Avoidance
Alternatives

Impacts

Is it a Prudent and Feasible Avoidance
Alternative?

South Option

This option would impact 48"™ Avenue and the
Jersey Cutoff. The Jersey Cutoff is an eligible
historic resource also and this option would
impact I-70 having major cost repercussions.

No — Shifting the facility to the south would
result in additional costs of an extraordinary
magnitude, resulting in a failure to meet
Purpose and Need. This shift would impact
BNSF operations and require additional
purchase and relocation of the BNSF 31*
Street Yard and the Jersey Cutoff track.
Additionally, the Jersey Cutoff track is an
NRHP-eligible historic resource. Multiple
BNSF customers served by the 31%' Street
Yard would require relocation as well. The
cost for this option is approximately two
times more than the Preferred Alternative
which would not meet the cost effective
need. In addition, a southern shift of the
facility is also limited by 1-70 and would not
be feasible to build without reconstruction of
I-70. Therefore, this is not a prudent and
feasible avoidance alternative, nor does it
meet the requirements of the Purpose and
Need.

West Option

Shifting the facility to the west would impact the
BNSF TOFC Yard and all through freight railroad
operations in this area.

No — Shifting the facility to the west would
result in additional costs of an extraordinary
magnitude. This shift would impact BNSF
operations requiring purchase and
relocation of both the entire BNSF TOFC
Yard and Rennick Yard. As mentioned
above, it is probable that the BNSF would
not agree to sell this real estate to RTD.
The cost of this option is approximately two
times more than the Preferred Alternative.
Therefore, this is not a prudent and feasible
avoidance alternative, nor does it meet the
requirements of the Purpose and Need.

Source: CRMF Team, 2009.

6.8 Measures to Minimize Harm

As discussed previously, the design and site layout for the Fox North Site is the smallest impact
footprint that was evaluated. While the facility does function appropriately; this is a less-efficient

(less preferred) design in operations. The principal constraint of the site is its width. Since
resource 5AM1888.5 and 5DV6243.7 is a north-south oriented linear resource there are no
design changes to minimize harm to the resource that would allow the site to support the
operations and maintenance of the commuter rail components of the FasTracks program.
Mitigation measures are summarized in Table 6.8-1.
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TABLE 6.8-1: PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES

Impact Impact Type Mitgation Measures for the Preferred Alternative

FTA will develop a Memorandum of Agreement with the
SHPO as to the appropriate mitigation for this Adverse
Effect. Itis proposed that this mitigation will include Level Il
documentation to accurately record the features of the
Direct impact to 5AM1888.5 Construction/ historic resources identified. RTD will ensure that the

and 5DV6243.7 Operation historic resources are documented in accordance with the
guidance for Level Il documentation found in OAHP form no.
1595, Historical Resource Documentation: Standards for
Level I, II, 11l Documentation. This mitigation will be
implemented prior to construction.

Source: CRMF Team, 2009.

6.9  Coordination with Responsible Agencies

Historic Resources

The Preferred Alternative is located fully within the APE researched and surveyed under the
Gold Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement (FTA 2008b). Under the Gold Line project, a
logical process was conducted for implementation of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended (16 U.S.C. 40 et seq.). This process was endorsed by
the Colorado Historical Society, State Historic Preservation Officer, other consulting parties, and
Native American tribes. Each step included coordination with consulting parties for input and
guidance. All Gold Line DEIS cultural resources coordination, field surveys, and analysis
related to the CRMF study area were utilized for this SEA.

Park and Recreation Resources

As discussed above, the Preferred Alternative would not result in a Section 4(f) use of the South
Platte River Greenway Trail (TC-1) since it meets the requirements of a temporary occupancy.
The City of Denver has concurred with this determination with written concurrence received on
July 10, 2008.

The Preferred Alternative is the only prudent and feasible alternative analyzed in the CRMF
SEA; therefore, a Least Harm Analysis is not required.
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