
August 2014 8-1 

Chapter 8: Section 4(f) Evaluation 

This chapter discusses Section 4(f) properties and any use of 
those properties by the project alternatives. The current Section 
4(f) Evaluation supersedes the evaluation presented in the 2008 
Draft EIS, but relevant information from that document is used 
for the evaluation. This chapter does not specifically address 
Section 4(f) properties not subject to a use; however, the analysis 
of these properties is documented in the project file. 

8.1 What are Section 4(f) properties and why are they 
important to this project? 

Section 4(f) properties are publicly owned and publicly accessible 
parks, recreational areas, wildlife or waterfowl refuges, and 
historic sites of national, state, or local significance. Along the 
project corridor, Section 4(f) properties consist of properties on or 
eligible for listing on the NRHP, public parks, and recreational 
areas. 

8.2 What federal regulations mandate a Section 4(f) 
evaluation? 

Section 4(f) has been part of federal law since 1966, when it was 
enacted as Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation. It is codified in 23 USC Section 138 and 49 USC 
Section 303. Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966 declares that “[it 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” (49 USC §303). 

In 2008, FHWA reorganized the regulations implementing 
Section 4(f), clarifying specific elements of the Section 4(f) 
approval process and simplifying the regulatory requirements. 
Section 4(f) regulations also moved from 23 CFR 771.135 to 23 
CFR 774. FHWA has a Policy Paper that supplements the 
regulations, which helps FHWA administer Section 4(f) in a 
consistent manner. 

When can FHWA 
approve the use of 

a Section 4(f) 
property? 

FHWA may not 
approve a transpor-
tation program or 
project that uses a 
Section 4(f) property 
unless the following 
criteria are met: 

1. There is no 
prudent and 
feasible alternative 
to using the 
Section 4(f) 
property 

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 
such use 
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FHWA’s Colorado Division Administrator is responsible for 
determining that this project meets the criteria and procedures 
set forth in the federal regulations. 

8.3 What constitutes a “use” under Section 4(f)? 

A use of a Section 4(f) property can occur in three ways: 

 Land is permanently incorporated into a transportation 
facility, such as through right-of-way acquisition (this is a 
direct use). 

 Land is temporarily occupied by a transportation project, 
such as by a construction easement, and the occupancy is 
adverse in terms of the Section 4(f) statute’s 
preservationist purposes (this is a temporary use). 

 There is no permanent incorporation of land, but the 
proximity of the transportation project results in adverse 
effects (such as noise, access, and/or ecological effects) 
that are so severe that the activities, features, or 
attributes that qualify the resource for protection under 
Section 4(f) are substantially impaired. These types of 
effects are considered a constructive use. 

In addition to these use categories, a de minimis finding can be 
applied if the use is minimal or one with little or no influence to 
the activities, features, and/or attributes of the Section 4(f) 
resource. A de minimis finding does not require further analysis 
for avoidance. 

8.4 How is a de minimis finding determined? 

A finding of de minimis impact on a historic site may be made 
when: 

 The process required by Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act results in the determination of 
“no adverse affect” or “no historic properties affected” 
with the concurrence of SHPO and ACHP, if participating 
in the Section 106 consultation. 

 SHPO is informed of FHWA’s intent to make a de 
minimis impact finding based on their written 
concurrence in the Section 106 determination. 

 FHWA has considered the view of any consulting parties 
participating in the Section 106 consultation. 
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The use of a transportation project on a park, recreational area, 
or wildlife and waterfowl refuge that qualifies for Section 4(f) 
protection may be determined to be de minimis if the following 
criteria are met: 

 The use of the Section 4(f) resource, together with any 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation or enhancement 
measures incorporated into the project, does not 
adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes 
that qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f). 

 The official(s) with jurisdiction over the property are 
informed of FHWA’s intent to make the de minimis 
finding based on their written concurrence that the 
project will not adversely affect the activities, features, 
and attributes that qualify the property for protection 
under Section 4(f). 

 The public has been afforded an opportunity to review 
and comment on the effects of the project on the protected 
activities, features, and attributes of the Section 4(f) 
resource. 

8.5 How have the alternatives under consideration 
changed since the 2008 Draft EIS was issued? 

The No-Action Alternative has not substantially changed since 
the 2008 Draft EIS publication; however, additional 
engineering was performed on the No-Action Alternative to 
minimize impacts. The Revised Viaduct Alternative that is 
being evaluated in the Supplemental Draft EIS is very similar 
to, but not the same as, the Existing Alignment Alternatives 
(Alternatives 1 and 3) evaluated in the 2008 Draft EIS. The 
Revised Viaduct Alternative has been modified and refined as 
a result of the public comments received after the publication 
of the 2008 Draft EIS. Rather than placing the highway on 
raised fill, the Revised Viaduct Alternative now places the 
highway on a viaduct structure. In addition, the width of the 
Revised Viaduct Alternative is narrower than what was 
previously evaluated due to modifications made to 46th 
Avenue, placing it below the viaduct, where it was located 
adjacent to the highway previously. 

The Realignment Alternatives (Alternatives 4 and 6) were 
determined to be unreasonable based on additional data and 
community input, and were eliminated from further 
consideration. However, based on comments from the 
community and corridor stakeholders a new alternative—the 
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Partial Cover Lowered Alternative—that will remove the 
viaduct and lower the highway below grade was developed and 
carried forward for further analysis. 

Based on these modifications to alternatives analyzed in the 
2008 Draft EIS, a re-evaluation of potential Section 4(f) use is 
required and addressed in this document. The evaluation 
addresses all Section 4(f) properties and supersedes the 2008 
evaluation. 

8.5.1 Purpose and need of the project 

The purpose and need of the project remains unchanged since 
the 2008 Draft EIS. The purpose of the project is to implement a 
transportation solution that improves safety, access, and 
mobility and addresses congestion on I-70 in the project area. 
The need for this project results from the following issues: 

 Transportation infrastructure deficiencies 

 Increased transportation demand 

 Limited transportation capacity 

 Safety concerns 

8.5.2 Alternatives under consideration 

The No-Action Alternative and Build Alternatives (Revised 
Viaduct Alternative and Partial Cover Lowered Alternative) are 
fully evaluated in this document. Exhibit 8-1 summarizes the 
alternatives and options under consideration. 

Exhibit 8-1. Summary of project alternatives and options 

Alternative 
Expansion 

Options 
Connectivity 

Options 
Operational Options 

No-Action 
 North 

 South 
N/A N/A 

B
u

ild
 

A
lt

er
n

at
iv

es
 

Revised Viaduct 
 North 

 South 
N/A 

 General-Purpose Lanes 

 Managed Lanes 

Partial Cover Lowered N/A 
 Basic 

 Modified 

 General-Purpose Lanes 

 Managed Lanes 

 

No-Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative replaces the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard without adding any 
capacity; the remainder of the corridor will reflect existing 
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conditions and include existing, planned, and programmed 
roadway and transit improvements (such as FasTracks) in the 
project area. The No-Action Alternative includes expansion 
options described later in this section, and is shown in  
Exhibit 8-2. 

Exhibit 8-2. No-Action Alternative 

 

Build Alternatives 

Build Alternatives add capacity to I-70 by constructing 
additional lane(s) or restriping between I-25 and Tower Road. 

Revised Viaduct Alternative. The Revised Viaduct Alternative is 
shown in Exhibit 8-3. This alternative replaces the existing I-70 
viaduct between Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard. It 
adds additional lane(s) in each direction from Brighton 
Boulevard to Tower Road. It also adds capacity from I-25 to 
Brighton Boulevard by restriping. The Revised Viaduct 
Alternative also includes expansion and operational options 
described later in this section. 
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Exhibit 8-3. Revised Viaduct Alternative 

 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. The Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative is shown in Exhibit 8-4. This alternative removes 
the existing I-70 viaduct between Brighton Boulevard and 
Colorado Boulevard, lowering the highway below grade in this 
area. It adds additional lane(s) in each direction from Brighton 
Boulevard to Tower Road. It also adds capacity from I-25 to 
Brighton Boulevard by restriping. This alternative includes a 
cover over the highway between Clayton Street and Columbine 
Street. The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative also includes 
connectivity and operational options described later in this 
section. 

Exhibit 8-4. Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 
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Alternative Options 

Expansion Options. Expansion Options, shown in Exhibit 8-2 
and Exhibit 8-3, refer to moving the north edge of the highway 
north or the south edge of the highway south of the existing 
facility from Brighton Boulevard to Colorado Boulevard to 
accommodate the larger footprint resulting from wider lanes and 
shoulder and construction phasing. These options apply to the 
No-Action Alternative and the Revised Viaduct Alternative. The 
Partial Cover Lowered Alternative does not include the 
Expansion Options because expansion of the highway can occur 
only on the north side due to engineering restrictions and the 
location of the UPRR rail yard at Brighton Boulevard. 

Connectivity Options. Connectivity Options are shown in Exhibit 
8-4 and apply only to the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. 
They include different frontage road, interchange configurations, 
and highway cover combinations. 

The Basic Option includes a split diamond interchange with 
west highway access at Steele Street/Vasquez Boulevard and 
east highway access at Colorado Boulevard. A highway cover is 
included with this option between Clayton Street and Columbine 
Street, with 46th Avenue operating as a one-way road on each 
side of the highway (westbound on the north side and eastbound 
on the south side). 

The Modified Option moves the west highway access at Steele 
Street/Vasquez Boulevard to Colorado Boulevard to make 
Colorado Boulevard a full diamond interchange. This allows for 
inclusion of an additional cover in the vicinity of Steele 
Street/Vasquez Boulevard. As part of this option, 46th Avenue is 
designed as a two-way street on both the north and south sides 
of the highway between York Street and Steele/Vasquez; 
however, it is discontinued between Clayton Street and 
Columbine Street on the north side to allow for a seamless 
connection between Swansea Elementary School and the cover 
at this location. Vehicular north-south connectivity across the 
highway at Josephine Street is modified to include a 
bike/pedestrian bridge. The north-south connectivity for vehicles 
at this location is provided by reconfiguring York Street to two-
way operations. Additional connectivity and intersection 
improvements are discussed in Chapter 3, Summary of Project 
Alternatives. 

Operational Options. Operational Options include two scenarios 
on how the additional capacity with the Build Alternatives will 
be managed and operated. The General-Purpose Lanes Option 
will allow all vehicles to use all the lanes on the highway, while 
the Managed Lanes Option implements operational strategies 

Analysis of 
Operational 

Options 

General-purpose lanes 
and managed lanes 
result in the same use 
of Section 4(f) 
resources. Therefore, 
the discussion and 
associated exhibits in 
this chapter do not 
specifically call out the 
Managed Lanes 
Option. All the uses 
associated with the 
Revised Viaduct and 
Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternatives also are 
applicable with the 
Managed Lanes 
Option. 

Analysis of 
Connectivity 

Options 

The difference 
between the Basic 
Option and Modified 
Option under the 
Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative is minimal 
with regard to Section 
4(f) properties. 
Because of this, the 
discussion in this 
chapter does not 
address both 
connectivity options 
except in locations 
where the use of a 
Section 4(f) property 
differs between the 
two. 
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(such as pricing) for the additional lanes that will be adjusted 
based on real-time traffic demand for vehicles that use these 
lanes. The additional lanes are separated with a four-foot buffer 
from the rest of the lanes under the Managed Lanes Option, and 
they have direct connections to I-225, I-270, and Peña 
Boulevard. Operational Options apply to the Revised Viaduct 
Alternative and the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, and they 
are shown in Exhibit 8-3 and Exhibit 8-4. 

8.6 Have there been any changes to Section 4(f) 
properties or to the analysis process since the 
release of the 2008 Draft EIS? 

Since 2008, there have been changes to historic resources that 
may qualify as Section 4(f) properties. Due to revisions in the 
alternatives, the APE for cultural resources was revised. This 
included a narrowing the APE to more closely follow the existing 
I-70 alignment while also expanding it in locations of proposed 
storm drain outlets and detention ponds. Using this revised 
APE, the inventory of historic properties was updated in 2012 
and 2013, requiring changes in the total number of historic 
resources. Some properties have been demolished since the 2008 
Draft EIS and some properties have since become 50 years of 
age, which generally is the minimum age criterion to be 
considered potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP. SHPO 
concurred with the eligibility recommendations on May 28, 2013, 
September 6, 2013, and November 27, 2013. Concurrence on the 
determinations of effect is anticipated in 2014. 

For parks and recreational areas, several resources have opened 
and closed to the public since the release of the 2008 Draft EIS. 
Resources have opened in developing areas, while several school 
playgrounds closed as a result of reorganization and 
consolidation by Denver Public Schools. No change to the 
analysis process has occurred for these resources. 

8.7 What Section 4(f) properties are located within the 
project area? 

The project area contains historic resources and publicly owned 
parks and recreational areas. Within the project area, there are 
126 NRHP listed, eligible, or contributing historic resources and 
four NRHP eligible historic districts. In addition, there are 45 
parks and 72 other recreational areas (such as recreation 
centers, golf courses, open space/nature areas, special events 
centers, trails, and school playgrounds/ball fields) that are 
publicly owned and publicly accessible. All of these properties 
are considered Section 4(f) properties. 

SHPO concurrence 
on Determinations 

of Effect 

SHPO has concurred 
with eligibility 
recommendations for 
historic resources. 
SHPO has not yet 
concurred on 
determinations of 
effect.  

SHPO concurrence on 
the determinations of 
effect is anticipated in 
2014 and will be 
incorporated into the 
Section 4(f) evaluation 
in the Final EIS. 
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8.8 Does the proposed project use any Section 4(f) 
properties? 

Each of the alternatives and associated options under 
consideration will use Section 4(f) properties to varying degrees. 
Depending on the alternative and associated options, 21 historic 
properties and three parks and recreational areas could be 
subject to a use by the project. The following sections describe 
how the project will affect these resources and if these effects 
constitute a use under Section 4(f). Section 8.10.2 discusses 
minimization measures that have been implemented in project 
design and resulted in avoidance of Section 4(f) resources 
previously subject to a use. 

8.8.1 De minimis findings 

Exhibit 8-5 summarizes anticipated de minimis findings for each 
alternative, which consists of up to seven anticipated de minimis 
findings for historic properties and one anticipated de minimis 
finding for parks and recreational areas. Why de minimis 
findings are expected for these resources is discussed in detail in 
the individual resource discussions throughout this chapter. 
Recommendations of effect for historic properties have been 
made, and SHPO concurrence is expected in late 2014. With 
regard to parks and recreational areas, specifically the South 
Platte River Greenway Trail, coordination with the Denver 
Parks and Recreation Department has been ongoing. FHWA will 
seek concurrence from Denver, which is anticipated in late 2014. 

Exhibit 8-5. Anticipated de minimis findings 

Alternative/Option 
Total Section 4(f) 
Properties Used* 

Total De Minimis 
Findings 

No-Action Alternative, North Option 11 3 

No-Action Alternative, South Option 8 7 

Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option 15 6 

Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option 14 7 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, Basic Option 20 5 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, Modified Option 20 5 
*Historic districts are counted as one Section 4(f) resource; individual contributing properties to historic districts 
are not included in this total. 

De minimis findings are subject to review by the public. Public 
review and comment is being solicited through the Supplemental 
Draft EIS public hearing process. After reviewing public 
comments and seeking concurrence from the officials with 
jurisdiction, FHWA anticipates making a de minimis finding. 
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Numerous design modifications have been implemented that 
reduce impacts of the project to the corridor as a whole. These 
design modifications, in turn, also reduce the number of Section 
4(f) properties used—including those with anticipated de 
minimis findings. These modifications, as well as design 
modifications specific to individual Section 4(f) properties, are 
discussed in Section 8.10. Generally, these modifications are 
applicable to all historic properties where a de minimis finding is 
anticipated. For linear resources (e.g., railroads) and where site-
specific measures were implemented, minimization measures 
are addressed under individual resource discussions. 

8.8.2 Historic properties 

Four criteria (Criterion A, B, C, and D) are used to determine 
eligibility of a resource for listing on the NRHP. Properties also 
can be eligible under more than one criterion. 

Overall, 21 historic properties—including 19 individual 
properties and two historic districts—eligible for listing or listed 
on the NRHP will be used by one or more of the alternatives and 
associated options, as shown on Exhibit 8-6 and listed in Exhibit 
8-7. For these resources, the project alternatives permanently or 
temporarily convert all or part of the property into a 
transportation facility. 

The majority of historic properties that may be used by the 
project are located between Brighton Boulevard and Colorado 
Boulevard, as shown on Exhibit 8-6. 

 

Eligibility criteria 

Four criteria are used 
to determine eligibility 
for listing on the 
NRHP. 

Criterion A: Resource 
is associated with 
events that have made 
a significant 
contribution to the 
broad pattern of our 
history. 

Criterion B: Resource 
is associated with the 
lives of persons 
significant in our past. 

Criterion C: Resource 
(1) embodied the 
distinctive 
characteristics of a 
type, period, or method 
of construction; (2) 
represents the work of 
a master; (3) 
possesses high artistic 
values; and/or (4) 
represent a significant 
and distinguishable 
entity whose 
components may lack 
individual distinction. 

Criterion D: Resource 
has yielded, or may be 
likely to yield, 
information important 
in prehistory or history. 
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Exhibit 8-6. Overview of Section 4(f) historic resources subject to a use 
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Exhibit 8-7. Summary of Section 4(f) historic resource uses 

Exhibit 
8-6 

ID No. 
Site No. 

Resource Name/ 
Location 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Revised Viaduct 
Alternative 

Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative

North 
Option

South 
Option 

North 
Option 

South 
Option 

Basic 
Option 

Modified 
Option 

L-1 5AM465.9 
Burlington Ditch/O’Brien 
Canal 

DM DM DM DM DM DM 

L-2 5AM1298.2 

Market Street 
Railroad/Chicago, 
Burlington & Quincy 
Railroad Segment 

DM DM DM DM D D 

L-3 5AM2083.1 
Union Pacific Beltline 
Railroad Segment 

— — DM DM DM DM 

L-4 5DV6248.4 

Denver and Kansas 
Pacific/Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR) 
Segment 

DM DM DM DM D D 

L-5 5DV7048.2 
Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal Railroad 
Segment 

— — D D D D 

L-6 5DV11283 
York Street/East 40th 
Avenue Brick Sanitary 
Sewer 

— — — — D D 

1 5DV7130 
Colonial Manor Motel 
2615 East 46th Ave 

D DM D — D D 

2 5DV9231 
Univar 
4300 Holly Street 

— — DM DM DM DM 

3 5DV9232 

Safeway Distribution 
Center Historic District 
between Colorado 
Boulevard and Dahlia 
Street south of I-70 

— — DM DM DM DM 

4 5DV9245 
Nestlé Purina PetCare 
Co. 
2151 East 45th Avenue 

— D — D — — 

5 5DV9655 
Sanchez Business 
2381 East 46th Avenue 

D DM D — D D 

6 5DV9667 
Brown and Alarid 
Property 
4637 Claude Court 

— — — — D D 

7 5DV9668 
Toth/Kelly Residence 
4639 Claude Court 

— — — — D D 

8 5DV9678 
Rodriguez Residence 
4539 Clayton Street 

— — — D — — 

9 5DV9679 
4541 Clayton LLC 
4541 Clayton Street 

— — — D — — 

D: Direct use (i.e., permanent incorporation) 
DM: De minimis finding anticipated 
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Exhibit 8-7. Summary of Section 4(f) historic resource uses 

Exhibit 
8-6 

ID No. 
Site No. 

Resource Name/ 
Location 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Revised Viaduct 
Alternative 

Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative

North 
Option

South 
Option 

North 
Option 

South 
Option 

Basic 
Option 

Modified 
Option 

10 5DV9735 
Rudy/Bernal Residence
4618 High Street 

D — D D D D 

11 5DV9745 
Kenworthy/Wyckoff 
Residence 
4529 Josephine Street 

— — — D — — 

12 5DV9746 
Portales Residence 
4608 Josephine Street 

D DM D — D D 

13 5DV9780 
Garcia Residence 
4617–4625 Race Street 

D — D D D D 

14 5DV9801 

Sanchez Business 
(Stop-N-Shop Food 
Store) 
4600 York Street 

D DM D — D D 

15 5DV10126 

Alfred R. Wessel 
Historic District 
Northwest corner of  
I-70/Vasquez Boulevard 

D — D DM D D 

D: Direct use (i.e., permanent incorporation) 
DM: De minimis finding anticipated 

The following subsections provide a brief description of each 
historic resource subject to a use, and why there is a use for the 
alternatives and options under consideration. Note that 
alternatives and/or options not specifically discussed under a 
resource description will not use that resource. For a more in-
depth description of what these properties consist of and how 
they were determined to be listed or eligible for listing on the 
NRHP, refer to Attachment I, Section 106 Determinations of 
Effects Report. 

  

Parcel data used 
for figures 

Parcel data from 
Denver’s open data 
catalog was used for 
all exhibits within this 
chapter. In some 
instances, the parcel 
lines (as reflected by 
both NRHP property 
boundaries and 
right-of-way 
acquisition 
boundaries) may not 
appear consistent 
with the aerial 
photography. The 
data layers are 
believed to be 
accurate, but 
accuracy is not 
guaranteed. 
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Burlington Ditch/O’Brien Canal (5AM469.5) 

The Burlington Ditch/O’Brien Canal system 
has been an important irrigation system to 
northeastern Colorado. Within the project 
area, the ditch and canal parallel the South 
Platte River. 

No-Action and Build Alternatives. All of the 
project alternatives include a storm drainage 
system north of I-70. As part of this system, a 
storm drain pipe will traverse over roughly 50 
feet of the Burlington Ditch/ O’Brien Canal, 
as shown in Exhibit 8-8. A 52-foot permanent 
easement will be placed over the centerline of 
the pipe. However, the pipe will not diminish 
the ditch’s ability to convey its historic 
significance and CDOT has determined there 
will be No Adverse Effect to the resource. 
This finding of effect is subject to change 
following SHPO consultation. To minimize 
impacts, the design of the pipeline does not 
include physical disturbance of the 
ditch/canal. Because of this, FHWA 
anticipates making a de minimis finding for this resource in 
accordance with Section 4(f). 

Exhibit 8-8. Burlington Ditch/O’Brien Canal—No-Action and Build Alternatives 

 

Burlington Ditch/O’Brien Canal 

Constructed: 1886, and reconstructed in 1909 

Eligibility: Criterion A 

Structure type: Ditch/Canal 

Used by: No-Action and Build Alternatives 
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Market Street Railroad Segment 

Constructed: 1911 

Eligibility: Criterion A 

Structure type: Railroad segment 

Used by: No-Action and Build Alternatives 

Measures to Minimize Harm. A de minimis finding for a Section 
4(f) resource ensures that “all possible planning efforts to 
minimize harm” have been agreed upon with those agencies 
having jurisdiction over the resource and that it will not be 
further analyzed in the Section 4(f) analysis. 

Market Street Railroad/Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad 
Segment (5AM1298.2) 

This railroad has three tracks that currently 
pass under the I-70 viaduct. The railroad 
alignment crosses 46th Avenue at grade 
between Steele Street/Vasquez Boulevard 
and Colorado Boulevard. 

No-Action Alternative. Both the North and 
South Options under this alternative will 
reconstruct the railroad tracks in place and 
add railroad-crossing panels. A temporary 
construction easement on approximately 210 
feet of the railroad—as reflected by the 
construction limits on Exhibit 8-9—will be 
needed to facilitate track reconstruction and 
reconstruction of the viaduct. Because the 
tracks will be replaced along the historic 
alignment and within the historic right of 
way, CDOT has determined the No-Action 
Alternative will have No Adverse Effect to 
the railroad. This finding of effect is subject 
to change following SHPO consultation. 

Efforts were made to minimize the overall footprint of the  
No-Action Alternative, which in turn reduces impacts to the 
railroad. Following construction, the railroad will return to pre-
existing functionality. Therefore, FHWA anticipates making a de 
minimis finding for this resource in accordance with Section 4(f) 
with the No-Action Alternative. 

Revised Viaduct Alternative. As with the No-Action Alternative, 
the Revised Viaduct Alternative reconstructs the railroad tracks 
in place and adds railroad crossing panels. The Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, North Option will require a temporary construction 
easement on approximately 295 feet of the railroad (see Exhibit 
8-10) and the Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option will 
require a temporary construction easement on 335 feet of the 
railroad. Because the project will not diminish the railroad’s 
ability to convey the characteristics that qualify it as historic, 
CDOT determined the Revised Viaduct Alternative will have No 
Adverse Effect to the railroad. This finding of effect is subject to 
change following SHPO consultation. 
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Exhibit 8-9. Market Street Railroad/Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad 
Segment—No-Action Alternative 
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Exhibit 8-10. Market Street Railroad/Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad 
Segment—Revised Viaduct Alternative 
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Minimization efforts, as described in Section 8.10, result in a 
reduction in the overall footprint of the alternative, which 
reduces the use of the railroad. The railroad will maintain its 
functionality throughout construction, as well as following 
project completion. For these reasons, FHWA anticipates 
making a de minimis finding for this resource with the Revised 
Viaduct Alternative. 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. The Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative reconstructs I-70 below ground level. As a result, 
approximately 1,300 feet of the existing tracks will be relocated 
onto two new bridges over I-70 (see Exhibit 8-11). The 
alternative eliminates the easternmost railroad track at its 
intersection with I-70, rather than placing it on the new bridges. 
However, the track will be maintained approximately 500 feet to 
the south of I-70 for the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad 
to continue its use for storage. 

This alternative requires both the permanent and temporary 
relocation of the railroad tracks to facilitate new bridge 
construction. The reconstruction and relocation of the tracks 
under this alternative will constitute a direct use of the railroad 
with the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. 

Avoidance Alternatives. None of the Supplemental Draft EIS 
alternatives would avoid minor use of this property. Other 
alternatives that avoid this property were eliminated because 
they were not considered feasible or prudent, and are 
summarized in Section 8.9 of this chapter. 

Additionally, the Realignment Alternatives (Alternatives 4 and 6 
from the 2008 Draft EIS) would avoid the use of this property. 
Although these alternatives avoid this resource, they affect other 
4(f) resources (see Exhibit 8-57). The Realignment Alternatives 
are not prudent because of the large diversion of the highway 
traffic onto local streets, introducing safety, access, and mobility 
issues at the local street level, and, therefore, failing to meet the 
mobility purpose of the project, thereby resulting in additional 
unacceptable safety or operation problems. 
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Exhibit 8-11. Market Street Railroad/Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad Segment—
Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 
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Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct, even under the No-Action Alternative, will 
require acquisition of additional right of way to maintain traffic 
on I-70 during the reconstruction effort. 

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the 
Partial Cover Lowered Alternative have been identified. During 
final design and engineering, additional modifications may be 
made to further minimize harm to this resource. 

For the No-Action Alternative and Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
a de minimis finding for a Section 4(f) resource ensures that “all 
possible planning efforts to minimize harm” have been agreed 
upon with those agencies having jurisdiction over the resource 
and that it will not be further analyzed in 
the Section 4(f) analysis. CDOT expects to 
receive concurrence from the agencies with 
jurisdiction on the de minimis finding prior 
to release of the Final EIS. 

Union Pacific Beltline Railroad Segment 
(5AM2083.1) 

Within the project corridor, the Union 
Pacific Beltline Railroad segment is located 
just west of the Quebec Street interchange. 

Build Alternatives. The Build Alternatives 
will construct a new I-70 bridge and 
westbound Quebec Street ramp bridge over 
the existing track. To facilitate overhead 
bridge construction, the project will require 

Union Pacific Beltline Railroad Segment

Constructed: 1951 

Eligibility: Criterion A 

Structure type: Railroad segment 

Used by: Build Alternatives  
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a construction easement on approximately 311 feet of the 
railroad (see Exhibit 8-12). 

Because the Build Alternatives will not affect the ability of the 
railroad grade to convey its historic significance, CDOT 
determined the Build Alternative will have No Adverse Effect to 
the railroad segment. These findings of effect are subject to 
change following SHPO consultation. Minimization efforts, as 
described in Section 8.10, result in a reduction in the overall 
footprint of the alternative. The railroad also will maintain its 
functionality throughout construction, as well as following 
project completion. For these reasons, FHWA anticipates 
making a de minimis finding for this resource. 

Exhibit 8-12. Union Pacific Beltline Railroad Segment—Build Alternatives 

 

Measures to Minimize Harm. A de minimis finding for a Section 
4(f) resource ensures that “all possible planning efforts to 
minimize harm” have been agreed upon with those agencies 
having jurisdiction over the resource and that it will not be 
further analyzed in the Section 4(f) analysis.  
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Denver and Kansas Pacific/Union Pacific 
Railroad Segment (5DV6248.4) 

Within the project corridor, this railroad 
segment is located just west of the Nestlé 
Purina Petcare Company facility. The 
railroad passes underneath the I-70 viaduct 
via the UPRR bridge, which goes over 46th 
Avenue, and travels into the north Denver 
rail yards. 

No-Action Alternative. For both No-Action 
Alternative options, the existing UPRR 
bridge over 46th Avenue will remain in place. 
Reconstruction of the viaduct above the 
UPRR bridge will require a construction 
easement to make overhead viaduct 
construction easier. The easement will 
encompass roughly 210 feet of railroad, as 
reflected by the construction limits in Exhibit 
8-13. 

Since there will be no physical impacts to the 
railroad, CDOT has determined the No-Action Alternative will 
have No Adverse Effect to the railroad. This finding of effect is 
subject to change following SHPO consultation. Minimization 
efforts, as described in Section 8.10, result in a reduction in the 
overall footprint of the alternative. The railroad also will 
maintain its functionality throughout construction, as well as 
following project completion. For these reasons, FHWA 
anticipates making a de minimis finding for this resource with 
the No-Action Alternative. 

Revised Viaduct Alternative. As with the No-Action Alternative, 
the Revised Viaduct Alternative will require a construction 
easement over a portion of the railroad in the I-70 area to make 
overhead viaduct construction easier. Exhibit 8-14 displays the 
easement needed for the North Option (reflected as the 
construction limits), which encompasses 300 feet of the railroad. 
The exhibit displays the construction easement of 300 feet of the 
railroad needed for the South Option.  

In addition to the viaduct construction, a storm drain will be 
bored beneath the tracks at Claude Court, which will have no 
track bed impacts. The bore locations will be outside historic 
right of way. 

Denver and Kansas Pacific/UPRR Railroad 
Segment 

Constructed: 1867–1870 

Eligibility: Criterion A 

Structure type: Railroad segment 

Used by: No-Action and Build Alternatives 
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Exhibit 8-13. Denver and Kansas Pacific/Union Pacific Railroad Segment—No-Action 
Alternative 
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Exhibit 8-14. Denver and Kansas Pacific/Union Pacific Railroad Segment—Revised 
Viaduct Alternative 
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Since there will be no permanent impacts to the railroad with 
the Revised Viaduct Alternative, CDOT determined the 
alternative will have No Adverse Effect to the railroad. This 
finding of effect is subject to change following SHPO 
consultation. Minimization efforts, as described in Section 8.10, 
result in a reduction in the overall footprint of the alternative. 
The railroad also will maintain its functionality throughout 
construction, as well as following project completion. For these 
reasons, FHWA anticipates making a de minimis finding for this 
resource with the Revised Viaduct Alternative. 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. The Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative will remove the existing viaduct and reconstruct  
I-70 below ground level. Because of this, the bridge will be 
replaced with a multi-span bridge that will carry the railroad 
over the reconstructed I-70 and eastbound and westbound lanes 
of 46th Avenue. Track relocation will be required for the new 
bridge construction. The removal of the existing bridge, which 
currently carries the railroad over 46th Avenue, and the 
relocation of the tracks will constitute a direct use for the Partial 
Cover Lowered Alternative. As shown on Exhibit 8-15, this 
alternative will impact approximately 550 feet of the railroad. 

As with the Revised Viaduct Alternative, a storm drain will be 
bored beneath the railroad at Claude Court, which will have no 
track bed impacts. Also, a storm drain will either be bored under 
the railroad just west of the Nestlé Purina facility or will be 
constructed in phases to correspond with the track relocations. 
Bore locations are expected to be outside of historic right of way. 
No temporary or permanent easements are expected to be 
required for construction or maintenance of the storm drain 
pipe. As a result, the storm drain pipe is not expected to impact 
the railroad. 

Avoidance Alternatives. None of the Supplemental Draft EIS 
alternatives would avoid minor use of this property. Other 
alternatives that avoid this property were eliminated because 
they were not considered feasible or prudent, and are 
summarized in Section 8.9. 

Additionally, the Realignment Alternatives (Alternatives 4 and 6 
from the 2008 Draft EIS) would avoid the use of this property. 
Although these alternatives avoid this resource, they affect other 
4(f) resources (see Exhibit 8-57). The Realignment Alternatives 
are not prudent because of the large diversion of the highway 
traffic onto local streets, introducing safety, access, and mobility 
issues at the local street level, and, therefore, failing to meet the 
mobility purpose of the project, thereby resulting in additional 
unacceptable safety or operation problems. 
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Exhibit 8-15. Denver and Kansas Pacific/Union Pacific Railroad Segment—Partial 
Cover Lowered Alternative 

 

 

Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties.  

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct, even under the No-Action Alternative, will 
require acquisition of additional right of way to maintain traffic 
on I-70 during the reconstruction effort. 

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
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satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the 
Partial Cover Lowered Alternative have been identified. During 
final design and engineering, additional modifications may be 
made to further minimize harm to this resource. 

For the No-Action Alternative and the Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, a de minimis finding for a Section 4(f) resource 
ensures that “all possible planning efforts to minimize harm” 
have been agreed upon with those agencies having jurisdiction 
over the resource and that it will not be further analyzed in the 
Section 4(f) analysis. CDOT expects to receive concurrence from 
the agencies with jurisdiction on the de minimis finding prior to 
release of the Final EIS. 

Rocky Mountain Arsenal Railroad Segment (5DV7048.2) 

This railroad segment parallels Havana Street 
and enters the project corridor in the same 
location where Havana Street intersects I-70. 

Build Alternatives. The Build Alternatives will 
relocate a track spur and construct a new I-70 
bridge and Havana Street ramp bridges over 
the relocated track spur. The relocation of the 
track will result in the direct use of 1,230 feet 
of the railroad (see Exhibit 8-16). Construction 
of the new bridge will require line re-alignment 
and grade lowering to meet the clearance 
specifications of the new bridge and the 
railroad will be relocated approximately 180 
feet west of its current location. The alteration 
of this segment of the historic railroad line will 
modify the historic grade. The relocation of the 
track, as well as lowering of the grade, will 
result in a direct use of the resource with the 
Revised Viaduct and Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative. 

Avoidance Alternatives. The No-Action Alternative would avoid 
use of this property. Although the No-Action Alternative avoids 
this resource, it affects other 4(f) resources (see Exhibit 8-57). 
Other alternatives that avoid this property were eliminated 
because they were not considered feasible or prudent, and are 
summarized in Section 8.9. 

Rocky Mountain Arsenal Railroad Segment

Constructed: 1942 

Eligibility: Criterion A 

Structure type: Railroad segment 

Used by: Build Alternatives 
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Exhibit 8-16. Rocky Mountain Arsenal Railroad Segment—Build Alternatives 

 

Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the 
Build Alternatives have been identified. During final design and 
engineering, additional modifications may be made to further 
minimize harm to this resource. 
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York Street/East 40th Avenue Brick Sanitary Sewer 
(5DV11283) 

This brick sanitary sewer is nearly two miles long and is 
unique for its oval shape, since most brick sewer lines in 
Denver are circular in shape. The sewer line crosses under I-
70 at York Street and East 46th Avenue.  

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. The Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative will lower the highway, as shown in 
Exhibit 8-17, which requires the removal and replacement of 
the brick sewer line. The removal and replacement of the 
sewer line constitutes a direct use under Section 4(f) with the 
Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. 

Exhibit 8-17. York Street/East 40th Avenue Brick Sanitary Sewer—Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative1 

 
This exhibit displays the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, Basic Option roadway footprint, which differs slightly 
from the Modified Option. However, the ultimate use of the property is the same for the Modified Option. 

York Street/East 40th
Avenue Brick Sanitary 

Sewer* 

Constructed: 1906 

Eligibility: Criterion D 

Structure Type: Brick sanitary 
sewer line 

Used by: Partial Cover 
Lowered 
Alternative 

*No photo available
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Avoidance Alternatives. The No-Action Alternative and Revised 
Viaduct Alternative would avoid use of this property. Although 
these alternatives avoid this resource, they affect other 4(f) 
resources (see Exhibit 8-57). Other alternatives that avoid this 
property were eliminated because they were not considered 
feasible or prudent, and are summarized in Section 8.9. 

Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 

The sewer will not be impacted outside of the limits of the 
lowered highway with the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. 
On either side of the highway, the existing grade is maintained 
and the impacted portion is minimized to the lowered highway 
portion plus a small transition on each side.  

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct, even under the Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative, will require acquisition of additional right of way to 
maintain traffic on I-70 during the reconstruction effort.  

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the 
Partial Cover Lowered Alternative have been identified. During 
final design and engineering, additional modifications may be 
made to further minimize harm to this resource. 
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Colonial Manor Motel (5DV7130) 

 

No-Action Alternative, North Option. The No-Action Alternative, 
North Option will extend the north edge of the highway 70 feet 
north, which will place the westbound lanes of the new highway 
viaduct through the Colonial Manor property, as shown in 
Exhibit 8-18. This requires the acquisition and permanent 
incorporation of the 1.28-acre property into the I-70 corridor, and 
is a direct use. 

No-Action Alternative, South Option. The No-Action Alternative, 
South Option will require 0.1 acre of right of way from the 
Colonial Manor Motel to reconstruct the viaduct. This 
acquisition will avoid acquiring any structures on the property, 
such as the motel itself, but will require acquisition of a small 
portion of the existing driveway and motel grounds, as shown in 
Exhibit 8-18. CDOT determined the minor use of the motel 
under the South Option will have No Adverse Effect, and FHWA 
anticipates making a de minimis finding for this resource. The 
finding of No Adverse Effect is subject to change following SHPO 
consultation.  

Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option. For the Revised 
Viaduct Alternative, North Option, the reconstructed viaduct 
alignment shifts up to 160 feet to the north, which results in the 
viaduct being located directly over the motel property (see 
Exhibit 8-19). This constitutes a direct use of the property 
through the permanent incorporation of the motel into a 
transportation facility. 

Colonial Manor Motel

Constructed: 1946 

Eligibility: Criteria A and C 

Structure type: 23-unit motel 

Used by: No-Action Alternative; Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option; and Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative 
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Exhibit 8-18. Colonial Manor Motel—No-Action Alternative 
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Exhibit 8-19. Colonial Manor Motel—Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option 

 
 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. The Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative, Basic Option shifts the north edge of the highway 
up to 160 feet, and reconstructs the below-grade I-70 alignment, 
as well as the westbound 46th Avenue alignment, through the 
motel property (see Exhibit 8-20). This results in a direct use of 
the property through the permanent incorporation of the 
property into a transportation facility. 

The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, Modified Option is 
similar. However, the Modified Option moves the interchange at 
Steele Street/ Vasquez Boulevard, which results in the 
elimination of auxiliary lanes on I-70. In addition, the centerline 
of I-70 is shifted 24 feet farther south compared to the Basic 
Option, reducing the construction limits on the north side. This 
provides a smaller highway footprint from York Street to Steele 
Street/Vasquez Boulevard. These measures reduce the 
encroachment on the motel property, as shown in Exhibit 8-20, 
but still require the permanent incorporation of the property 
into a transportation facility. 
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Exhibit 8-20. Colonial Manor Motel—Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 
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Avoidance Alternatives. The Revised Viaduct Alternative, South 
Option would avoid use of this property. Although the 
alternative avoids this resource, it affects other 4(f) resources 
(see Exhibit 8-57).Other alternatives that avoid this property 
were eliminated because they were not considered feasible or 
prudent, and are summarized in Section 8.9. 

Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct, even under the No-Action Alternative, will 
require acquisition of additional right of way to maintain traffic 
on I-70 during the reconstruction effort.  

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

For the No Action Alternative, construction limits were reduced 
from 50 feet to 20 feet compared to what was evaluated in the 
2008 Draft EIS. 

For the Revised Viaduct Alternative, the original design 
required equal right of way acquisition from both sides of I-70. 
To minimize the overall harm by the alternative, two expansion 
options were developed to avoid resources on either the north or 
south side of I-70. The expansion options for reconstructing the 
viaduct will shift immediately to the north or to the south of the 
existing viaduct.  

Additionally, when compared to what was evaluated in the 2008 
Draft EIS, 46th Avenue has been relocated below the viaduct 
(located adjacent in the 2008 Draft EIS) and construction limits 
were reduced for the proposed viaduct. 

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the No-
Action Alternative, Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option, 
or the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative have been identified. 
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During final design and engineering, additional modifications 
may be made to further minimize harm to this resource. 

For the No-Action Alternative, South Option, a de minimis 
finding for a Section 4(f) resource ensures that “all possible 
planning efforts to minimize harm” have been agreed upon with 
those agencies having jurisdiction over the resource and that it 
will not be further analyzed in the Section 4(f) analysis. CDOT 
expects to receive concurrence from the agencies with 
jurisdiction on the de minimis finding prior to release of the 
Final EIS. 

Univar (5DV9231) 

Build Alternatives. The Univar 
property is located in an area of the 
project corridor where the Build 
Alternatives and Options have the 
same impact footprint and will require 
the acquisition of a total of 0.02 acre of 
right of way on the northwest and 
northeast corners of the Univar 
property, as shown in Exhibit 8-21. 
Despite the right-of-way acquisition, 
the property will convey the 
characteristics that qualify it as 
historic. Therefore, CDOT determined 
the Build Alternatives will have No 
Adverse Effect to the property. As a 
result, FHWA anticipates making a de minimis finding for the 
resource. Note that the findings of No Adverse Effect are subject 
to change following SHPO consultation.  

Measures to Minimize Harm. A de minimis finding for a Section 
4(f) resource ensures that “all possible planning efforts to 
minimize harm” have been agreed upon with those agencies 
having jurisdiction over the resource and that it will not be 
further analyzed in the Section 4(f) analysis. CDOT expects to 
receive concurrence from the agencies with jurisdiction on the de 
minimis finding prior to release of the Final EIS. 

Univar

Constructed: 1960 

Eligibility: Criterion C 

Structure type: One-story commercial building 

Used by: Build Alternatives 
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Exhibit 8-21. Univar—Build Alternatives 
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Safeway Distribution Center Historic District (5DV9232) 

 

Under Section 4(f), the use of a historic district is ultimately 
determined by how a project affects elements that contribute to 
the historic district. The contributing resources in the Safeway 
Distribution Center Historic District include five commercial 
buildings and one railroad spur. None of the contributing 
resources are individually eligible for or listed on the NRHP. 

Revised Viaduct Alternative. With the Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, the expanded highway footprint pushes the 
Stapleton Drive South alignment farther into the Safeway 
Distribution Center Historic District, as shown in Exhibit 8-22 
and Exhibit 8-23. In total, the North Option will permanently 
incorporate 2.1 acres of the district into the I-70 corridor, while 
the South Option will permanently incorporate 2.5 acres of the 
district. For both of these options, the primary right-of-way 
acquisition is located on the northern edge of the parking lot and 
includes acquisition of the Transport Control Facility 
(5DV10395), which was officially determined to be non-
contributing to the eligibility of the district. Only one 
contributing property, the Security Building (5DV10396), will be 
affected by the options. A temporary construction easement will 
encompass the Security Building, and none of the options will 
demolish or move the Security Building during construction. 

The Revised Viaduct Alternative will not compromise the 
historic integrity of the district and, therefore, CDOT 
determined the alternative will have No Adverse Effect to the 
district. This finding of effect is subject to change following 
SHPO consultation. Because of the No Adverse Effect 
determination, FHWA anticipates making a de minimis finding 
for the district. 

Safeway Distribution Center Historic District

Constructed: Structures within the district were constructed in 1954 and 1964 

Eligibility: Criteria A and C 

Structure type: Warehouses, security building, truck washing and service facilities, salvage facility, and 
railroad spurs 

Used by: Build Alternatives 
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Exhibit 8-22. Safeway Distribution Center Historic District—Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, North Option 

 

Exhibit 8-23. Safeway Distribution Center Historic District—Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, South Option 
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Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. The Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative has the same impacts and resulting use as the 
Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option. By expanding the 
highway footprint, the Stapleton Drive South alignment is 
pushed farther into the historic district and results in the 
permanent incorporation of 1.5 acres of the district into a 
transportation facility (see Exhibit 8-24). Again, the right-of-way 
acquisition is primarily located on the northern edge of the 
parking lot and includes acquisition of the Transport Control 
Facility (5DV10395). This alternative will not compromise the 
historic integrity of the district and CDOT has been determined 
it will have No Adverse Effect to the district; therefore, FHWA 
anticipates making a de minimis finding for the district. Note 
that the finding of No Adverse Effect is subject to change 
following SHPO consultation.  

Exhibit 8-24. Safeway Distribution Center Historic District—Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative 

 

Measures to Minimize Harm. A de minimis finding for a Section 
4(f) resource ensures that “all possible planning efforts to 
minimize harm” have been agreed upon with those agencies 
having jurisdiction over the resource and that it will not be 
further analyzed in the Section 4(f) analysis.
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Nestlé Purina PetCare Company (5DV9245) 

No-Action Alternative, South Option. For the 
No-Action Alternative, South Option, the 
reconstruction of the viaduct will expand the 
existing width of the bridge from Brighton 
Boulevard to Colorado Boulevard by more than 
50 feet. This expansion results in the viaduct’s 
southern edge extending through the Nestlé 
Purina PetCare Company facility, as shown in 
Exhibit 8-25. An off ramp will be provided to 
access York Street, which is directly east of the 
facility. This interchange further encroaches on 
the building and crosses the northeast corner of 
the facility. Because of this, the South Option 
will require the acquisition of the entire 9.95-
acre property and will permanently incorporate 
it into the I-70 corridor, resulting in a direct use 
with the No-Action Alternative, South Option. 

Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option. The 
Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option has 
impacts similar to the No-Action Alternative, 
South Option, and also results in a direct use of 
the Nestlé Purina PetCare Company facility. 
This option will reconstruct the existing viaduct and add 
capacity to the highway. This expands the bridge width by 111 
feet and extends the southern edge of the highway up to 140 feet 
south of the existing highway, which then crosses the Nestlé 
Purina PetCare Company facility, as shown in Exhibit 8-25. The 
new alignment of 46th Avenue beneath the viaduct will cross a 
portion of the northeastern edge of the property. 

As with the No-Action Alternative, South Option, the Revised 
Viaduct Alternative, South Option will acquire and permanently 
incorporate the entire 9.95-acre property into the transportation 
facility. 

Avoidance Alternatives. The No-Action Alternative, North 
Option, Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option, and Partial 
Cover Lowered Alternative would avoid use of this property. 
Although these alternatives avoid this resource, they affect other 
4(f) resources (see Exhibit 8-57). Other alternatives that avoid 
this property were eliminated because they were not considered 
feasible or prudent, and are summarized in Section 8.9. 

Nestlé Purina PetCare Company

Constructed: 1930 

Eligibility: Criterion A 

Structure type: Office, warehouse, 
manufacturing facility, and grain 
silos 

Used by: No-Action Alternative, South 
Option and Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, South Option 
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Exhibit 8-25. Nestlé Purina PetCare Company—No-Action Alternative 
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Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct, even under the No-Action Alternative, will 
require acquisition of additional right of way to maintain traffic 
on I-70 during the reconstruction effort.  

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

The original designs for the No-Action Alternative, North Option 
and Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option required a 
partial acquisition of this property. Design modifications were 
made to move the construction limits off the property, avoiding 
use of this resource.  

For the No Action Alternative, construction limits were reduced 
from 50 feet to 20 feet compared to what was evaluated in the 
2008 Draft EIS. 

For the Revised Viaduct Alternative, the original design 
required equal right of way acquisition from both sides of I-70. 
To minimize the overall harm by the alternative, two expansion 
options were developed to avoid resources on either the north or 
south side of I-70. The expansion options for reconstructing the 
viaduct will shift immediately to the north or to the south of the 
existing viaduct.  

Additionally, when compared to what was evaluated in the 2008 
Draft EIS, 46th Avenue has been relocated below the viaduct 
(located adjacent in the 2008 Draft EIS) and construction limits 
were reduced for the proposed viaduct. 

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the No-
Action Alternative, South Option or the Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, South Option have been identified. During final 
design and engineering, additional modifications may be made to 
further minimize harm to this resource. 
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Sanchez businesses (5DV9655 and 5DV9801) 

 

No-Action Alternative, North Option. The 70-foot extension of 
the north edge of the roadway will result in the alignment of the 
westbound I-70 lanes being constructed directly above both of 
the Sanchez businesses, as shown in Exhibit 8-26. Full 
acquisition of both properties will be required for this 
construction and will be a direct use of the properties. This totals 
0.36 acre that will be permanently incorporated into the I-70 
corridor. 

No-Action Alternative, South Option. The No-Action Alternative, 
South Option expands the roadway 60 feet south, which reduces 
the impacts to these businesses. A minimal amount of right-of-
way acquisition still will be required, however, totaling 0.02 acre 
from 5DV9655 and 0.02 acre from 5DV9801, as shown in Exhibit 
8-26. The minimal use of the properties, and the avoidance of the 
historic structures themselves, will not diminish the historic 
integrity of the properties. CDOT determined that the No-Action 
Alternative, South Option will have No Adverse Effect on either 
property. Because of this determination, FHWA anticipates 
making a de minimis finding for both of these resources under 
the South Option. Note that the finding of No Adverse Effect is 
subject to change following SHPO consultation. 

Sanchez Businesses

Constructed: 5DV9655 was constructed in 1952. 5DV9801 was constructed in 1941. 

Eligibility: Criteria A and C 

Structure type: One-story commercial buildings 

Used by: No-Action Alternative; Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option; and Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative 

5DV98015DV9655 



I-70 East Supplemental Draft EIS Chapter 8: Section 4(f) Evaluation 

August 2014 8-45 

Exhibit 8-26. Sanchez businesses—No-Action Alternative 
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Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option. The Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, North Option expands the north edge of the 
highway up to 160 feet to the north. As shown in Exhibit 8-27, 
the North Option will reconstruct the viaduct over the Sanchez 
businesses, requiring full acquisition of the properties, totaling 
0.36 acre of right-of-way acquisition. The full acquisition results 
in a direct use of both of these Section 4(f) properties. 

Exhibit 8-27. Sanchez businesses—Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option 

 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. Like the Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, North Option, the Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative expands the north edge of the highway up to 160 feet 
to the north. This alternative removes the existing viaduct and 
constructs the highway below ground level, which places the 
approximate centerline of I-70 right through both properties, as 
shown in Exhibit 8-28. This requires full acquisition of the 
properties, totaling 0.36 acre of right-of-way acquisition. It 
constitutes a direct use of both of these Section 4(f) properties. 
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Exhibit 8-28. Sanchez businesses—Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 

 

Avoidance Alternatives. The Revised Viaduct Alternative, South 
Option would avoid use of this property. Although the 
alternative avoids this resource, it affects other 4(f) resources 
(see Exhibit 8-57). Other alternatives that avoid this property 
were eliminated because they were not considered feasible or 
prudent, and are summarized in Section 8.9. 

Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct, even under the No-Action Alternative, will 
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require acquisition of additional right of way to maintain traffic 
on I-70 during the reconstruction effort.  

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

For the No Action Alternative, construction limits were reduced 
from 50 feet to 20 feet compared to what was evaluated in the 
2008 Draft EIS. In the No-Action Alternative, South Option, 
design modifications minimized the acquisition of both Sanchez 
businesses, and instead of fully acquiring only use 0.02 acre and 
fully avoided structures. 

For the Revised Viaduct Alternative, the original design 
required equal right of way acquisition from both sides of I-70. 
To minimize the overall harm by the alternative, two expansion 
options were developed to avoid resources on either the north or 
south side of I-70. The expansion options for reconstructing the 
viaduct will shift immediately to the north or to the south of the 
existing viaduct.  

Additionally, when compared to what was evaluated in the 2008 
Draft EIS, 46th Avenue has been relocated below the viaduct 
(located adjacent in the 2008 Draft EIS) and construction limits 
were reduced for the proposed viaduct.  

The original designs for the Revised Viaduct Alternative, South 
Option required a partial acquisition of this property. Design 
modifications were made to move the construction limits off the 
property, avoiding use of this resource.  

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the No-
Action Alternative; Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option; 
and Partial Cover Lowered Alternative have been identified. 
During final design and engineering, additional modifications 
may be made to further minimize harm to this resource. 

For the No-Action Alternative, South Option, a de minimis 
finding for a Section 4(f) resource ensures that “all possible 
planning efforts to minimize harm” have been agreed upon with 
those agencies having jurisdiction over the resource and that it 
will not be further analyzed in the Section 4(f) analysis. 
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Brown and Alarid property (5DV9667) 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. The 
alignment of the westbound 46th Avenue 
lanes will be located directly through the 
property, as shown in Exhibit 8-29. This will 
require the acquisition of the 0.07-acre 
property and its permanent incorporation into 
the transportation facility, which results in a 
direct use of the property. 

Avoidance Alternatives. The No-Action and 
Revised Viaduct Alternatives would avoid use 
of this property. Although these alternatives 
avoid this resource, they affect other 4(f) 
resources (see Exhibit 8-57). Other 
alternatives that avoid this property were 
eliminated because they were not considered 
feasible or prudent, and are summarized in 
Section 8.9. 

Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall 
minimization efforts were implemented in the 
design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct, even under the Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative, will require acquisition of additional right of way to 
maintain traffic on I-70 during the reconstruction effort.  

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

Brown and Alarid Property

Constructed: 1886 

Eligibility: Criterion C 

Structure type: One-story residence 

Used by: Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 



Chapter 8: Section 4(f) Evaluation I-70 East Supplemental Draft EIS 

8-50 August 2014 

Exhibit 8-29. Brown and Alarid property and Toth/Kelly residence—Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative 

 

The original designs for the Revised Viaduct Alternative, North 
Option required a partial acquisition of this property. Design 
modifications were made to move the construction limits off the 
property, avoiding use of this resource.  

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the 
Partial Cover Lowered Alternative have been identified. During 
final design and engineering, additional modifications may be 
made to further minimize harm to this resource. 
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Toth/Kelly residence (5DV9668) 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. The 
Toth/Kelly residence is located directly north 
of the Brown and Alarid property. For the 
Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, the 
standard right-of-way requirement for the 
westbound 46th Avenue lanes to the south of 
the Kelly residence requires encroachment 
onto the property. As a result, the Partial 
Cover Lowered Alternative will acquire the 
whole 0.07-acre property, as shown in 
Exhibit 8-29, and will permanently 
incorporate it into the transportation facility, 
resulting in a direct use of the property. 

Avoidance Alternatives. The No-Action and 
Revised Viaduct Alternatives would avoid 
use of this property. Although these 
alternatives avoid this resource, they affect 
other 4(f) resources (see Exhibit 8-57). Other 
alternatives that avoid this property were 
eliminated because they were not considered 
feasible or prudent, and are summarized in 
Section 8.9. 

Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct, even under the No-Action Alternative, will 
require acquisition of additional right of way to maintain traffic 
on I-70 during the reconstruction effort. 

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the 
Partial Cover Lowered Alternative have been identified. During 

Toth/Kelly Residence 

Constructed: 1888 

Eligibility: Criteria A and C 

Structure type: One-story residence 

Used by: Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 
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Rodriguez Residence 

Constructed: 1889 

Eligibility: Criterion C 

Structure type: One-story residence 

Used by: Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
South Option 

final design and engineering, additional modifications may be 
made to further minimize harm to this resource. 

Rodriguez residence (5DV9678) 

Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option. 
This alternative reconstructs the highway 
and expands to the south. As a result, the 
new alignment for I-70 goes through the 
Rodriguez property, as shown in Exhibit 8-
30, requiring acquisition of the 0.05-acre 
property. The property will be permanently 
incorporated into the transportation facility, 
which is a direct use of the property. 

Avoidance Alternatives. The No-Action 
Alternative, Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
North Option, and Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative would avoid use of this property. 
Although these alternatives avoid this 
resource, they affect other 4(f) resources (see 
Exhibit 8-57). Other alternatives that avoid 
this property were eliminated because they 
were not considered feasible or prudent, and 
are summarized in Section 8.9. 

Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall 
minimization efforts were implemented in the design of each 
alternative and associated option to minimize impacts to 
adjacent properties, which in turn also minimizes the use of a 
number of Section 4(f) properties. 

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct will require acquisition of additional right of 
way to maintain traffic on I-70 during the reconstruction effort.  

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 
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Exhibit 8-30. Rodriguez residence and 4541 Clayton LLC property—Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, South Option 

 

For the Revised Viaduct Alternative, the original design 
required equal right of way acquisition from both sides of I-70. 
To minimize the overall harm by the alternative, two expansion 
options were developed to avoid resources on either the north or 
south side of I-70. The expansion options for reconstructing the 
viaduct will shift immediately to the north or to the south of the 
existing viaduct.  

Additionally, when compared to what was evaluated in the 2008 
Draft EIS, 46th Avenue has been relocated below the viaduct 
(located adjacent in the 2008 Draft EIS) and construction limits 
were reduced for the proposed viaduct.  

The original designs for the Revised Viaduct Alternative, North 
Option required a partial acquisition of this property. Design 
modifications were made to move the construction limits off the 
property, avoiding use of this resource.  

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the 
Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option have been identified. 
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4541 Clayton LLC Property 

Constructed: 1889 

Eligibility: Criterion C 

Structure type: One-story residence 

Used by: Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
South Option 

During final design and engineering, additional modifications 
may be made to further minimize harm to this resource. 

4541 Clayton LLC property (5DV9679) 

Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option. 
Located directly north of the Rodriguez 
residence, the reconstruction and 
realignment of I-70 goes through the 4541 
Clayton LLC property, as shown in Exhibit 
8-30. A direct use of the property will occur 
through the acquisition of the 0.05-acre 
property and its permanent incorporation 
into the transportation facility. 

Avoidance Alternatives. The No-Action 
Alternative, Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
North Option, and Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative would avoid use of this property. 
Although these alternatives avoid this 
resource, they affect other 4(f) resources (see 
Exhibit 8-57). Other alternatives that avoid 
this property were eliminated because they 
were not considered feasible or prudent, and 
are summarized in Section 8.9. 

Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct will require acquisition of additional right of 
way to maintain traffic on I-70 during the reconstruction effort.  

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

For the Revised Viaduct Alternative, the original design 
required equal right of way acquisition from both sides of I-70. 
To minimize the overall harm by the alternative, two expansion 
options were developed to avoid resources on either the north or 
south side of I-70. The expansion options for reconstructing the 
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viaduct will shift immediately to the north or to the south of the 
existing viaduct.  

Additionally, when compared to what was evaluated in the 2008 
Draft EIS, 46th Avenue has been relocated below the viaduct 
(located adjacent in the 2008 Draft EIS) and construction limits 
were reduced for the proposed viaduct.  

The original designs for the Revised Viaduct Alternative, North 
Option required a partial acquisition of this property. Design 
modifications were made to move the construction limits off the 
property, avoiding use of this resource.  

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the 
Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option have been identified. 
During final design and engineering, additional modifications 
may be made to further minimize harm to this resource. 

Rudy/Bernal residence (5DV9735) 

No-Action Alternative, North Option. This 
residence is located between the southern 
termini of High Street and Race Street. For 
the No-Action Alternative, North Option, the 
existing street which connects Williams 
Street and Gaylord Street will be shifted to 
the north. This places the alignment of the 
connector street directly through the 
Rudy/Bernal residence, as shown in Exhibit 
8-31. As a result, the 0.07-acre property will 
be acquired and permanently incorporated 
into the transportation facility, which 
constitutes a direct use. 

Revised Viaduct Alternative. Similar to the 
No-Action Alternative, North Option, both 
design options under the Revised Viaduct 
Alternative shift the connector street to the 
north. While the exact alignment of the 
roadway through the Rudy/Bernal residence 
varies, as shown in Exhibit 8-32 and Exhibit 8-33, each option 
will result in a direct use of the property through the acquisition 
and permanent incorporation of the entire 0.07-acre property 
into the transportation facility. 

Rudy/Bernal Residence 

Constructed: 1886 

Eligibility: Criterion C 

Structure type: One-story residence 

Used by: No-Action Alternative, North 
Option and Build Alternatives 
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Exhibit 8-31. Rudy/Bernal and Garcia residences—No-Action Alternative, North 
Option 

 

Exhibit 8-32. Rudy/Bernal and Garcia residences—Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
North Option 
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Exhibit 8-33. Rudy/Bernal and Garcia residences—Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
South Option 

 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. This alternative also shifts 
the connector street to the north, which places the alignment 
through the Rudy/Bernal residence, as shown in Exhibit 8-34. 
This requires the full acquisition of the property and results in a 
direct use. 

Avoidance Alternatives. The No-Action Alternative, South 
Option would avoid use of this property. Although the No-Action 
Alternative, South Option avoids this resource, it affects other 
4(f) resources (see Exhibit 8-57). Other alternatives that avoid 
this property were eliminated because they were not considered 
feasible or prudent, and are summarized in Section 8.9. 

Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 
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Exhibit 8-34. Rudy/Bernal and Garcia residences—Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 

 

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct, even under the No-Action Alternative, will 
require acquisition of additional right of way to maintain traffic 
on I-70 during the reconstruction effort. 

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

For the No Action Alternative, construction limits were reduced 
from 50 feet to 20 feet compared to what was evaluated in the 
2008 Draft EIS. 

For the Revised Viaduct Alternative, the original design 
required equal right of way acquisition from both sides of I-70. 
To minimize the overall harm by the alternative, two expansion 
options were developed to avoid resources on either the north or 
south side of I-70. The expansion options for reconstructing the 
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viaduct will shift immediately to the north or to the south of the 
existing viaduct. 

Additionally, when compared to what was evaluated in the 2008 
Draft EIS, 46th Avenue has been relocated below the viaduct 
(located adjacent in the 2008 Draft EIS) and construction limits 
were reduced for the proposed viaduct.  

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the No-
Action Alternative, North Option or the Build Alternatives have 
been identified. During final design and engineering, additional 
modifications may be made to further minimize harm to this 
resource. 

Garcia residence (5DV9780) 

No-Action Alternative, North Option. 
Similar to the Bernal residence, this 
residence is located between the southern 
termini of High Street and Race Street. 
For the No-Action Alternative, North 
Option, the existing street which connects 
Williams Street and Gaylord Street will 
be shifted to the north. This places the 
alignment of the connector street directly 
through the Rudy/Bernal residence, as 
shown in Exhibit 8-31. As a result, the 
0.07-acre property will be acquired and 
permanently incorporated into the 
transportation facility, which constitutes 
a direct use. 

Revised Viaduct Alternative. As shown in 
Exhibit 8-32 and Exhibit 8-33, both design 
options under the Revised Viaduct 
Alternative realign the connector street through the property. 
This requires full acquisition of the property, which results in a 
direct use. 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. Exhibit 8-34 shows how the 
alternative realigns the connector street through the property, 
similar to the Revised Viaduct Alternative. The realignment 
requires full acquisition of the property, thereby resulting in a 
direct use. 

Avoidance Alternatives. The No-Action Alternative, South 
Option would avoid use of this property. Although the No-Action 
Alternative, South Option avoids this resource, it affects other 

Garcia Residence 

Constructed: 1890 

Eligibility: Criterion C 

Structure type: Two-story, four-unit residence 

Used by: No-Action Alternative, North Option 
and Build Alternatives 



Chapter 8: Section 4(f) Evaluation I-70 East Supplemental Draft EIS 

8-60 August 2014 

4(f) resources (see Exhibit 8-57). Other alternatives that avoid 
this property were eliminated because they were not considered 
feasible or prudent, and are summarized in Section 8.9. 

Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct, even under the No-Action Alternative, will 
require acquisition of additional right of way to maintain traffic 
on I-70 during the reconstruction effort.  

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

For the No Action Alternative, construction limits were reduced 
from 50 feet to 20 feet compared to what was evaluated in the 
2008 Draft EIS. 

For the Revised Viaduct Alternative, the original design 
required equal right of way acquisition from both sides of I-70. 
To minimize the overall harm by the alternative, two expansion 
options were developed to avoid resources on either the north or 
south side of I-70. The expansion options for reconstructing the 
viaduct will shift immediately to the north or to the south of the 
existing viaduct.  

Additionally, when compared to what was evaluated in the 2008 
Draft EIS, 46th Avenue has been relocated below the viaduct 
(located adjacent in the 2008 Draft EIS) and construction limits 
were reduced for the proposed viaduct.  

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the No-
Action Alternative, North Option or the Build Alternatives have 
been identified. During final design and engineering, additional 
modifications may be made to further minimize harm to this 
resource.  
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Kenworthy/Wyckoff Residence

Constructed: 1926 

Eligibility: Criterion C 

Structure type: One-story residence 

Used by: Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
South Option 

Kenworthy/Wyckoff residence (5DV9745) 

Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option. 
In this area, the alternative extends the 
southern roadway edge of I-70 60 feet farther 
south. As shown in Exhibit 8-35, this results 
in the construction of the southern edge of the 
viaduct over a portion of the Kenworthy/ 
Wyckoff residence. The 0.15-acre property 
will be permanently incorporated into the 
transportation facility through right-of-way 
acquisition, resulting in a direct use. 

Avoidance Alternatives. The No-Action 
Alternative, Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
North Option, and Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative would avoid use of this property. 
Although these alternatives avoid this 
resource, they affect other 4(f) resources (see 
Exhibit 8-57). Other alternatives that avoid 
this property were eliminated because they were not considered 
feasible or prudent, and are summarized in Section 8.9. 

Exhibit 8-35. Kenworthy/Wyckoff residence—Revised Viaduct Alternative, South 
Option 
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Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct will require acquisition of additional right of 
way to maintain traffic on I-70 during the reconstruction effort.  

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

For the Revised Viaduct Alternative, the original design 
required equal right of way acquisition from both sides of I-70. 
To minimize the overall harm by the alternative, two expansion 
options were developed to avoid resources on either the north or 
south side of I-70. The expansion options for reconstructing the 
viaduct will shift immediately to the north or to the south of the 
existing viaduct.  

Additionally, when compared to what was evaluated in the 2008 
Draft EIS, 46th Avenue has been relocated below the viaduct 
(located adjacent in the 2008 Draft EIS) and construction limits 
were reduced for the proposed viaduct.  

The original designs for the Revised Viaduct Alternative, North 
Option required a partial acquisition of this property. Design 
modifications were made to move the construction limits off the 
property, avoiding use of this resource.  

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the 
Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option have been identified. 
During final design and engineering, additional modifications 
may be made to further minimize harm to this resource. 



I-70 East Supplemental Draft EIS Chapter 8: Section 4(f) Evaluation 

August 2014 8-63 

Portales Residence 

Constructed: 1889 

Eligibility: Criterion C 

Structure type: One-story residence 

Used by: No-Action Alternative; Revised 
Viaduct Alternative, North Option; 
and Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative 

Portales residence (5DV9746) 

No-Action Alternative, North Option. With 
the North Option, the extension of the 
northern edge of the highway 70 feet to the 
north places the westbound lanes of the 
viaduct directly over the property, as shown 
in Exhibit 8-36 resulting in a direct use of 
the Portales residence. This will require the 
acquisition and incorporation of the entire 
0.14-acre property into the I-70 corridor. 

No-Action Alternative, South Option. Under 
the South Option, the expanded footprint of 
I-70 will not encroach on the property, but 
still it will require approximately 0.02 acre 
of right-of-way acquisition, as shown in 
Exhibit 8-37. This acquisition will avoid the 
actual house and, therefore, not diminish the 
historic integrity of the property. Because of 
this, CDOT determined the No-Action 
Alternative, South Option will have No 
Adverse Effect on the property and, 
therefore, FHWA anticipates making a de 
minimis finding for this resource. The 
finding of No Adverse Effect is subject to 
change following SHPO consultation.  

Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option. Similar to the No-
Action Alternative, North Option, the Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, North Option reconstructs and expands the viaduct 
so that the alignment is located directly over the Portales 
property (see Exhibit 8-38). This option results in a direct use by 
acquiring the entire 0.14-acre property and permanently 
incorporating it into the I-70 corridor. 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. The Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative will have a similar alignment to the Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, North Option except—instead of a viaduct going 
over the property—the highway alignment will go directly 
through the property (see Exhibit 8-39). The Basic and Modified 
Options have slightly different roadway footprints at this 
location; however, both result in a direct use by acquiring the 
entire 0.14-acre property and permanently incorporating it into 
the I-70 corridor. 
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Exhibit 8-36. Portales residence—No-Action Alternative, North Option 

 

Exhibit 8-37. Portales residence—No-Action Alternative, South Option 

 



I-70 East Supplemental Draft EIS Chapter 8: Section 4(f) Evaluation 

August 2014 8-65 

Exhibit 8-38. Portales residence—Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option 

 

Exhibit 8-39. Portales residence—Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 

 
This exhibit displays the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, Basic Option roadway footprint. However, the right-of-
way acquisition, and ultimate use, of the property is the same for the Modified Option. 
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Avoidance Alternatives. The Revised Viaduct Alternative, South 
Option would avoid use of this property. Although the 
alternative avoids this resource, it affects other 4(f) resources 
(see Exhibit 8-57). Other alternatives that avoid this property 
were eliminated because they were not considered feasible or 
prudent, and are summarized in Section 8.9. 

Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct, even under the No-Action Alternative, will 
require acquisition of additional right of way to maintain traffic 
on I-70 during the reconstruction effort.  

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

For the No Action Alternative, construction limits were reduced 
from 50 feet to 20 feet compared to what was evaluated in the 
2008 Draft EIS. 

For the Revised Viaduct Alternative, the original design 
required equal right of way acquisition from both sides of I-70. 
To minimize the overall harm by the alternative, two expansion 
options were developed to avoid resources on either the north or 
south side of I-70. The expansion options for reconstructing the 
viaduct will shift immediately to the north or to the south of the 
existing viaduct.  

Additionally, when compared to what was evaluated in the 2008 
Draft EIS, 46th Avenue has been relocated below the viaduct 
(located adjacent in the 2008 Draft EIS) and construction limits 
were reduced for the proposed viaduct.  

The original designs for the Revised Viaduct Alternative, South 
Option required a partial acquisition of this property. Design 
modifications were made to move the construction limits off the 
property, avoiding use of this resource.  



I-70 East Supplemental Draft EIS Chapter 8: Section 4(f) Evaluation 

August 2014 8-67 

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the No-
Action Alternative, Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option 
or the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative have been identified. 
During final design and engineering, additional modifications 
may be made to further minimize harm to this resource. 

For the Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option, a de minimis 
finding for a Section 4(f) resource ensures that “all possible 
planning efforts to minimize harm” have been agreed upon with 
those agencies having jurisdiction over the resource and that it 
will not be further analyzed in the Section 4(f) analysis. 

Alfred R. Wessel Historic District (5DV10126) 

Both the No-Action Alternative and the Build Alternatives use 
individual properties that contribute to the historic eligibility of 
the Alfred R. Wessel Historic District. These uses are 
summarized in Exhibit 8-40. None of the contributing properties 
are individually eligible for or listed on the NRHP. 

 

Representative Structures in Alfred R. Wessel Historic District 

Constructed: Contributing resources were constructed between 1940 and 1949 

Eligibility: Criteria A, B, and C 

Structure type: Residential subdivisions 

Used by: No-Action Alternative, North Option and Build Alternatives 
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Exhibit 8-40. Summary of Alfred R. Wessel Historic District contributing resources 
subject to a use* 

Site No. 
Resource 

Name/Location 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Revised Viaduct 
Alternative 

Partial Cover 
Lowered 

Alternative 

North 
Option 

South 
Option 

North 
Option 

South 
Option 

Basic 
Option 

Modified 
Option 

5DV9682 
McCoy Residence 
4600 Clayton Street 

FA — FA — FA FA 

5DV9683 
Luchetta Residence 
4601 Clayton Street 

FA — FA — FA FA 

5DV9684 
Ramirez Residence 
4610 Clayton Street 

— — FA — FA FA 

5DV9685 
Dady Residence 
4611 Clayton Street 

— — FA — FA FA 

5DV9686 
Martinez Residence 
4620 Clayton Street 

— — — — FA  

5DV9687 
Carrera and Ortiz 
Residence 
4621 Clayton Street 

— — — — FA  

5DV9689 
Chaires Residence 
4631 Clayton Street 

— — — — PA — 

5DV9726 
Warren Residence 
4610 Fillmore Street 

— — FA PA FA FA 

5DV9727 
Griffie Residence 
4615 Fillmore Street 

— — FA PA FA  

5DV9728 
Santa Cruz Property 
4620 Fillmore Street 

— — FA — FA  

*FA: Full acquisition and demolition of the property for construction 
PA: Partial acquisition of the property, with avoidance of actual structure (e.g., house) 

No-Action Alternative, North Option. This alternative 
reconstructs the viaduct and expands the footprint 70 feet to the 
north, which extends I-70 into the southwestern boundary of the 
Alfred R. Wessel Historic District. As a result of this 
reconstruction, the acceleration lane, stemming from the on 
ramp from Vasquez Boulevard, encroaches into the district and 
requires the acquisition of 0.3 acre of right of way within the 
district, as shown in Exhibit 8-41. This right-of-way acquisition 
includes acquisition of two contributing properties within the 
district and, as a result, constitutes a direct use under Section 
4(f). 
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Exhibit 8-41. Alfred R. Wessel Historic District—No-Action Alternative, North Option 
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Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option. The expanded 
footprint of the Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option 
results in construction directly on top of a portion of the district, 
including two contributing properties. It also realigns the on and 
off ramps to and from Vasquez Boulevard through the 
southwestern boundary of the district. As a result, seven 
contributing properties will be acquired, as shown in  
Exhibit 8-42. In total, 1.4 acres of right of way will be acquired 
from the district under the North Option resulting in a direct 
use under Section 4(f). 

Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option. This alternative will 
minimize impacts to the historic district, with most of the 
impacts occurring south of I-70. The Vasquez Boulevard on ramp 
also will be realigned through the southwestern boundary of the 
district. This will require the incorporation of 0.5 acre of the 
district into the I-70 corridor. As shown in Exhibit 8-43, this 
includes the acquisition of 0.01 acre of right of way from the 
Warren residence (5DV9726) and 0.01 acre from the Griffie 
residence (5DV9727). While this option permanently 
incorporates a small portion of contributing properties into a 
transportation facility, it avoids encroaching on any contributing 
structures. Due to the minimal amount of right-of-way 
acquisition within the district, as well as the avoidance of all 
structures contributing to the district, CDOT determined the 
Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option will have No Adverse 
Effect to the district. This finding of effect is subject to change 
following SHPO consultation. However, because of this 
determination, FHWA anticipates making a de minimis finding 
for this resource. 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. With the Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative, the alignment of the westbound 46th 
Avenue lanes will go through the southwestern boundary of the 
historic district resulting in a direct use under section 4(f), as 
shown in Exhibit 8-44 and Exhibit 8-45. Because of this, the 
Basic Option permanently incorporates nine contributing 
properties into the I-70 corridor, as well as acquires 0.002 acre of 
right of way from the Chaires residence (5DV9689). In total, the 
Basic Option will acquire 2.6 acres of right of way from the 
district. The Modified Option differs slightly—acquiring five 
contributing properties and a total of 1.6 acres of right of way 
from the district. 

Avoidance Alternatives. The No-Action Alternative, South 
Option would avoid use of this property. Although the 
alternative avoids this resource, it affects other 4(f) resources 
(see Exhibit 8-57).Other alternatives that avoid this property 
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were eliminated because they were not considered feasible or 
prudent, and are summarized in Section 8.9. 

Exhibit 8-42. Alfred R. Wessel Historic District—Revised Viaduct Alternative, North 
Option 
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Exhibit 8-43. Alfred R. Wessel Historic District—Revised Viaduct Alternative, South 
Option 
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Exhibit 8-44. Alfred R. Wessel Historic District—Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, 
Basic Option 
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Exhibit 8-45. Alfred R. Wessel Historic District—Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, 
Modified Option 
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Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties.  

Because of the condition of the existing viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the existing 
alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the viaduct in 
this area. This replacement will be necessary to maintain the 
continuing safety and operation of I-70. Reconstruction of the 
existing viaduct, even under the No-Action Alternative, will 
require acquisition of additional right of way to maintain traffic 
on I-70 during the reconstruction effort.  

For the Build Alternatives, the minimum number of lanes 
required to address future capacity needs was used. These 
measures minimized the harm of the Build Alternatives and 
satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose and need, but 
still require the use of several Section 4(f) resources. 

For the No Action Alternative, construction limits were reduced 
from 50 feet to 20 feet compared to what was evaluated in the 
2008 Draft EIS. This reduced the use of Alfred R. Wessel 
Historic District. Previously, the No-Action Alternative, North 
Option acquired 0.79 acre, fully acquired two contributing 
properties, and partially acquired one contributing property. 
Now, it will acquire 0.3 acre and fully acquire two contributing 
properties. 

For the Revised Viaduct Alternative, the original design 
required equal right of way acquisition from both sides of I-70. 
To minimize the overall harm by the alternative, two expansion 
options were developed to avoid resources on either the north or 
south side of I-70. The expansion options for reconstructing the 
viaduct will shift immediately to the north or to the south of the 
existing viaduct.  

Additionally, when compared to what was evaluated in the 2008 
Draft EIS, 46th Avenue has been relocated below the viaduct 
(located adjacent in the 2008 Draft EIS) and construction limits 
were reduced for the proposed viaduct.  

Due to the location of this historic district and the preliminary 
nature of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from 
the No-Action Alternative, South Option or the Build 
Alternatives have been identified. During final design and 
engineering, additional modifications may be made to further 
minimize harm to this resource. 
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8.8.3 Parks and recreational areas 

The majority of the parks and recreational areas within the 
project area are located far enough away from the project 
alternatives that they will not be impacted by the project and do 
not have the potential for a Section 4(f) use. Of the 45 parks and 
72 recreational areas identified, the project has the potential to 
use one park and three recreational areas. Exhibit 8-46 shows 
the location of resources subject to a use and Exhibit 8-47 
summarizes the use of parks and recreational areas. These four 
resources are discussed in greater detail in the following 
sections. 

Exhibit 8-46. Overview of Section 4(f) parks and recreational areas subject to a use 

 

Exhibit 8-47. Summary of Section 4(f) parks and recreational area uses 

Exhibit 
8-56 

ID No. 
Resource Name 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Revised Viaduct 
Alternative 

Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative 

North 
Option 

South 
Option 

North 
Option 

South 
Option 

Basic 
Option 

Modified 
Option 

1 Globeville Landing Park — — — — D D 

2 
South Platte River 
Greenway Trail 

DM DM DM DM DM DM 

3 Sand Creek Greenway Trail — — — — — — 

4 
Swansea Elementary 
School playground 

D — D — D D 

D: Direct use (i.e., permanent incorporation) 
DM: De minimis finding anticipated 
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Globeville Landing Park 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. This 
alternative includes construction of a storm 
drainage system south of I-70. This system 
proposes an outfall to the South Platte River 
adjacent to Globeville Landing Park.  

The system will bury approximately 430 
linear feet of storm drain pipe across the 
park, terminating at the river, as shown on 
Exhibit 8-48. A 52-foot easement will be 
centered on the pipeline alignment for the 
duration of construction. The easement likely 
will be permanent to allow for future 
maintenance of the storm drain, and will be 
owned by CDOT. This will constitute a direct 
use of the property. 

While the easement itself will be permanent, 
the majority of the storm drain construction 
will only temporarily impair use of a portion 
of the park. Permanent ground disturbance 
will consist of constructing an approximately 
50-foot by 50-foot (0.06 acre) concrete 
spillway along the west end of the pipe at its 
terminus near the South Platte River. 

With the exception of constructing a spillway, use of the property 
will be limited to temporary ground disturbing activities, which 
will remove ground vegetation and trees, and will diminish the 
use of the disc-golf course. After the storm drain is put into 
place, all of the easement, except the 0.06-acre spillway, will be 
available for recreational use, although the aesthetics of the 
immediate area will be disturbed by construction. Following 
construction, areas of temporary disturbance will be returned to 
pre-construction conditions. This includes any impact to the disc-
golf course and replacement of vegetation and trees. 

Avoidance Alternatives. The No-Action and Revised Viaduct 
Alternatives would avoid use of this property. Although these 
alternatives avoid this resource, they affect other 4(f) resources 
(see Exhibit 8-57). Other avoidance alternatives that were 
eliminated because they were not considered feasible or prudent 
are summarized in Section 8.9. 

Globeville Landing Park 

Ownership: City and County of Denver 
(Denver Parks and Recreation) 

Open to public: Yes 

Amenities: Plaza, picnic tables, South 
Platte River Trail, disc-golf 
course 

Site description: 9-acre park located adjacent to 
South Platte River and UPRR 

Used by:  Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative 
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Exhibit 8-48. Globeville Landing Park—Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 
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Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 

For the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, routing the storm 
drain pipe to the north of Globeville Landing Park through the 
UPRR right of way was considered. Due to the invert elevation 
and presence of two historic brick sanitary sewer lines, the 
storm drain pipe will need to be buried approximately 40 feet 
below ground level at the UPRR crossing. This alignment was 
not carried forward due to the depth of the storm drain and 
potential adverse effects to the historic brick sanitary sewer 
lines. For that reason, an alignment under the UPRR, which will 
avoid use of the park, was eliminated from further consideration. 

To minimize the use of the park, an alignment north of the 
South Platte River Greenway Trail and bridge over the South 
Platte River was selected for the storm drainage system through 
the park. This alignment also avoids placement of storm 
manhole lids within the park, which will permanently use the 
park. Most of this alignment option is a temporary disturbance 
to the park, and the permanent easement will be available for 
recreational use following construction with 
the exception of constructing a 0.06-acre 
spillway. To offset this impact, the 0.06 acre 
of the park permanently converted to a 
transportation use will be replaced in-kind 
with land of at least current fair market 
value and of reasonable equivalent 
usefulness and location.  

South Platte River Greenway Trail 

All Alternatives. The South Platte River 
Greenway Trail crosses under I-70 in the 
corridor segment between I-25 and Brighton 
Boulevard. In this segment of the project 
corridor, only minor construction is proposed 
for a storm drainage system for both the No-
Action and Build Alternatives. 

The storm drainage system, which is 
proposed under all project alternatives, 
includes a storm drain pipe that will be 
located adjacent to the Riverside Cemetery 
property and crosses the South Platte River 
Greenway Trail, as shown in Exhibit 8-49. 
Construction of the pipe will temporarily 
impact the trail east of the Franklin Street 

South Platte River Greenway Trail

Ownership:  City and County of Denver 
(Denver Parks and Recreation) 

Open to public: Yes 

Site description: 30-mile, non-motorized trail 

Used by:  No-Action Alternative and Build 
Alternatives 
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Bridge over the South Platte River. The pipe will be buried and 
approximately 45 feet of the trail will be open cut. A 52-foot-wide 
permanent easement will be centered on the pipe alignment. The 
trail will remain open during construction via a detour and be 
returned to its pre-construction condition. The easement placed 
on the pipe alignment likely will be owned by CDOT to allow for 
maintenance of the pipe. 

Exhibit 8-49. South Platte River Greenway Trail—No-Action and Build Alternatives 

 

Due to the minimal nature of the drainage construction across 
the South Platte River Greenway Trail, and that a detour will be 
provided during construction to maintain its use. FHWA and 
CDOT currently believe that the impacts resulting from the 
project alternatives represent a de minimis use of this resource. 
FHWA is soliciting comments on the effects this project will have 
on the attributes, features, and activities that occur on the South 
Platte River Greenway Trail. Coordination with Denver Parks 
and Recreation, the owner with jurisdiction for this property, 
has been ongoing. Public review and comment is being solicited 
through the Supplemental Draft EIS public hearing process. 
After reviewing public comments, FHWA anticipates making a 
final determination and will seek concurrence from the Denver 
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Parks and Recreation Department if a de minimis finding is 
made. 

Measures to Minimize Harm. For all of the alternatives, the use 
of the South Platte River Greenway Trail will be minimized by 
providing an adequate trail detour and advanced notice and 
signing prior to construction. A trail control plan will be 
developed as part of the construction management plan to 
reduce construction-related closures and delays and to maintain 
trail flow and access. In addition, the alternatives further 
minimized the use of the trail by proposing a drain pipe 
alignment that avoids crossing the trail in Globeville Landing 
Park.  

A de minimis finding for a Section 4(f) resource ensures that “all 
possible planning efforts to minimize harm” have been agreed 
upon with those agencies having jurisdiction over the resource 
and that it will not be further analyzed in the Section 4(f) 
analysis.  

Sand Creek Greenway Trail 

The Sand Creek Greenway Trail is a 14-mile recreational trail 
that connects the High Line Canal Trail with the South Platte 
River Greenway Trail in the northeast metropolitan Denver 
area. Most of the trail within the project area is located in CDOT 
right of way. The Sand Creek Greenway Trail segment affected 
by the project crosses under I-70, east of Quebec Street, and is 
located entirely within CDOT right of way. 

On March 12, 2008, FHWA published a Section 4(f) Final Rule in 
the Federal Register to help clarify the Section 4(f) approval 
process and simplify its regulatory requirement. In this Final 
Rule, FHWA identified several exceptions to the requirement for 
Section 4(f) approval, including “trails, paths, bikeways, and 
sidewalks that occupy a transportation facility right of way 
without limitation to any specific location within that right of 
way, so long as the continuity of the trail, path, bikeway, or 
sidewalk is maintained” (23 CFR 774.13(f)(3)). This ruling and 
exception effectively removed the Sand Creek Regional 
Greenway Trail from Section 4(f) consideration because there 
will be no conversion of use. 
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Swansea Elementary School Playground 

Ownership: Denver Public Schools 

Open to public: Yes, after school hours 

Amenities: A variety of jungle gym equipment, 
such as slides and swings; a paved 
area with basketball courts and a 
variety of games, such as hop scotch 
and four square; a pavilion; a field; and 
gardens 

Site description: The playground is located between 
Columbine Street and Elizabeth Street. 
The field on site is subdivided by a 
fence that lines the playground 
property. From this fence to the 
southern property line of the school is a 
buffer of approximately 35 feet. The 
buffer is part of school property but is 
not used for recreational purposes and 
is not subject to Section 4(f). 

Used by:  No-Action Alternative, North Option; 
Revised Viaduct Alternative, North 
Option; and Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative 

Swansea Elementary School 
playground 

Options under both the No-Action 
Alternative and the Build Alternatives 
have the potential to use the Swansea 
Elementary School playground. The 
No-Action Alternative, North Option, 
Revised Viaduct Alternative, North 
Option, and Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative all will require portions of 
school property, including the 
designated playground area, to be 
permanently incorporated into the  
I-70 corridor, resulting in a direct use 
of the playground. 

No-Action Alternative, North Option. 
To rebuild the viaduct to current 
highway standards, the reconstruction 
of the existing viaduct expands the 
width of the highway bridge from 
Brighton Boulevard to Colorado 
Boulevard by 50 feet. For the No-
Action Alternative, North Option, the 
construction limits of the highway 
shifts 70 feet to the north, which will 
require permanent right-of-way 
acquisition totaling 0.39 acres of school 
property. All right-of-way acquisition 
will be from the field located on the 
school property, which includes 0.16 
acre from the area of the field 
designated as playground and all of 
the 0.23-acre buffer zone (see Exhibit 
8-50). 

While no playground structures will be 
impacted, the No-Action Alternative, 
North Option uses roughly half of the field and permanently 
impairs recreational use, resulting in a direct use of the 
playground. In addition, creation of a new buffer between the 
highway and the playground is desirable. Through property 
acquisition and the need to create a new buffer zone, nearly all 
of the field will be rendered unusable for recreation. 
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Exhibit 8-50. Swansea Elementary School—No-Action Alternative, North Option 

 

Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option. This alternative 
consists of reconstructing the viaduct, adding two travel lanes in 
each direction, and adding acceleration/deceleration lanes, which 
moves the highway alignment 125 feet closer to the Swansea 
Elementary School. The expansion of the highway in this area 
will incorporate approximately 0.76 acre of school property into 
the I-70 corridor, which results in a direct use of the property 
(see Exhibit 8-51). This acquisition will consist of acquiring the 
entire 0.53-acre field that is considered part of the playground, 
as well as the 0.23-acre buffer zone. This results in the viaduct 
abutting the area of the school playground that houses 
equipment and other amenities, leaving the remainder of the 
school playground unusable for recreational purposes, as well. 
This option also will require the creation of a new buffer zone, 
which further precludes recreational use on the remaining 
playground. 

If the North Option is chosen for construction, Denver Public 
Schools has preliminarily indicated a desire for CDOT to 
relocate the entire school property. To mitigate the use of the 
school playground and ensure its continual and safe use for 
recreation, a redesign of the playground is proposed under this 
option. 
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Exhibit 8-51. Swansea Elementary School—Revised Viaduct Alternative, North 
Option 

 

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. The Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative will remove the existing viaduct and reconstruct the 
highway below ground level. Similar to the Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, North Option, it adds two travel lanes in each 
direction, as well as acceleration/deceleration lanes. 

The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, Basic Option moves the 
edge of I-70 approximately 155 feet closer to the school. This 
option also realigns 46th Avenue, resulting in the road being 200 
feet closer to the school. The back of the sidewalk will be 60 feet 
from the school building and the edge of the roadway will be 55 
feet away. Ultimately, this requires the incorporation of 0.77 
acre of playground, which consists of more than half of the 
designated playground, into a transportation facility (see Exhibit 
8-52). This will result in the removal of much of the playground 
equipment, school gardens, and field. To mitigate the direct use 
of the school playground and ensure its continual and safe use 
for recreation, a redesign of the playground is proposed under 
this alternative. 
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Exhibit 8-52. Swansea Elementary School—Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, Basic 
Option 

 

Exhibit 8-53. Swansea Elementary School—Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, 
Modified Option 
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The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, Modified Option is 
similar to the Basic Option except it removes the interchange 
and ramps to I-70 at Steele Street/Vasquez Boulevard (see 
Exhibit 8-53). It also eliminates the continuous auxiliary lanes, 
and removes westbound 46th Avenue from the north side of I-70. 
In addition, the centerline of I-70 is shifted 24 feet farther south 
compared to the Basic Option. As a result, the construction 
limits on the north side are reduced by 55 feet at the school. This 
provides a smaller highway footprint from York Street to Steele 
Street/Vasquez Boulevard. 

The edge of I-70 will be approximately 120 feet closer to the school 
than the existing viaduct and 46th Avenue will not be located 
between I-70 and the school with the Modified Option. Right-of-
way acquisition from the school playground will consist of 0.42 
acre from the field, which is considered part of the playground. 
(Note: this total does not include the buffer zone.) Exhibit 8-54 
shows recreational and non-recreational space for the Swansea 
Elementary School playground with the Build Alternatives.  

Exhibit 8-54. Recreational and non-recreational space for the Swansea  
Elementary School playground with the Build Alternatives 
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Avoidance Alternatives. The No-Action Alternative, South 
Option and Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option would 
avoid use of this property. Although these alternatives avoid this 
resource, they affect other 4(f) resources as seen in Exhibit 8-57. 
Other avoidance alternatives that were eliminated because they 
were not considered feasible or prudent are summarized in 
Section 8.9. 

Measures to Minimize Harm. Overall minimization efforts were 
implemented in the design of each alternative and associated 
option to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, which in turn 
also minimizes the use of a number of Section 4(f) properties. 
These minimization efforts are summarized in Section 8.10. 

For the No-Action and Revised Viaduct Alternatives, 46th 
Avenue has been designed under the viaduct below I-70 to keep 
46th Avenue farther away from the Swansea Elementary School 
property. While this minimizes the use of the playground under 
the Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option, it also moves the 
edge of the viaduct 18 feet farther from the school with the 
Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option. For both Build 
Alternatives, the 46th Avenue typical section is reduced to 
minimize the encroachment of the Build Alternatives onto the 
school property. 

Additionally, when compared to the alternatives evaluated for 
the viaduct in the 2008 Draft EIS (Alternatives 1 and 3), the 
reduced encroachment on Swansea Elementary School property 
will now avoid a full acquisition of the property. 

To mitigate impacts to the school playground, options for the 
redesign of the school site plan were developed for both the 
Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option and Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative. These redesigns generally use adjacent 
parcels and close Elizabeth Street from 46th Avenue to 47th 
Avenue—with the exception of the Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
North Option, which has a redesign option that leaves Elizabeth 
Street open. The Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option also 
will use the space under the viaduct, as shown in Exhibit 8-55. 

The redesign of the school lot for the Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, North Option increases the school playground from 
1.4 acres to between 2.0 acres and 2.1 acres, depending on the 
site plan selected. Exhibit 8-55 shows two conceptual site plan 
design options for reconfiguring the school lot with the Revised 
Viaduct Alternative, North Option. Denver Public Schools is not 
in support of the redesign concepts for this option because of the 
proximity of the elevated highway to the school site. 
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Exhibit 8-55. Swansea Elementary School options for Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
North Option 
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The redesign of the school lot for the Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative increases the school site from 1.4 acres to between 
1.9 acres and 2.9 acres. The Basic Option increases the 
playground size by approximately 0.5 acre. This does not include 
the urban landscape on the highway cover—which will be next to 
the school property, but separated by 46th Avenue—since that is 
not a specific mitigation measure for the playground. 

The Modified Option may increase the playground size by up to 
2.9 acres. An additional 3.0 acres of public space may be 
available for school recreation on top of the cover. Negotiations 
are ongoing between the Denver Parks and Recreation 
Department and Denver Public Schools to determine the 
boundaries of the school playground and the potential 
designated use of the open space created with this option. 
Exhibit 8-56 shows two conceptual site plan design options for 
reconfiguring the school lot with the Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative. 

Due to the location of this property and the preliminary nature 
of the design, no additional ways to minimize harm from the No-
Action Alternative, North Option, Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
North Option, or the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative have 
been identified. During final design and engineering, additional 
modifications may be made to further minimize harm to this 
resource. 
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Exhibit 8-56. Swansea Elementary School options for Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative 
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When is an 
alternative not 

feasible or 
prudent? 

An alternative is not 
feasible if it cannot be 
built as a matter of 
sound engineering 
judgment. 

An alternative is not 
prudent if: 

1. It results in 
unacceptable 
safety or operation 
problems 

2. Reasonable 
mitigation does not 
effectively address 
impacts 

3. It results in 
additional 
construction, 
maintenance, or 
operational costs 
of an extraordinary 
degree 

4. It causes other 
unique or unusual 
factors 

5. It involves multiple 
factors listed 
previously that, 
while individually 
minor, 
cumulatively 
cause unique 
problems or 
impacts of 
extraordinary 
degree. 

8.9 Are there any feasible or prudent alternatives that 
will avoid using Section 4(f) properties? 

Section 4(f) requires a determination of whether there are 
feasible or prudent alternatives that avoid the use of all Section 
4(f) properties and do not cause severe problems to a degree that 
substantially outweighs the importance of protecting the Section 
4(f) property. 

While the No-Action Alternative and the Build Alternatives will 
avoid the use of some Section 4(f) properties, none of the 
improvements under consideration will avoid all of the Section 4(f) 
properties. Other alternatives evaluated as part of the alternative 
screening process may have avoided the use of certain known 
Section 4(f) resources, but with the geographic scale of this project 
it would be difficult to locate unknown 4(f) resources outside of the 
vicinity of the remaining alternatives under evaluation. As 
discussed in Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered of the 2008 Draft 
EIS, these alternatives have been eliminated because they did not 
address the project purpose and need, goals, and objectives.  
 
Exhibit 8-57 summarizes the alternatives that were eliminated 
and why they were not considered feasible or prudent.  

The inability to identify a feasible or prudent alternative that 
avoids all Section 4(f) properties is primarily due to the large 
scale of the project and its location within this highly urbanized 
area of Denver. In addition, to maintain the function and 
operation of the highway, right-of-way acquisition is required 
regardless of the alternative. 

A maintenance alternative would not reconstruct the viaduct 
and consists of continuing existing maintenance practices along 
the entire project corridor. A maintenance alternative would 
avoid the use of all Section 4(f) properties but is not prudent 
because the safety and operation of the roadway cannot be 
maintained with this alternative and, eventually, I-70 will have 
to be closed because of the aging viaduct. 
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Exhibit 8-57. Alternatives evaluated during screening and Section 4(f) resources 

Alternative Is the alternative feasible or prudent? 
Section 4(f) 
resources 

used  

Section 4(f) 
resources 
avoided 

Maintenance 
Alternative 

No, would not reconstruct the viaduct and consists 
of continuing existing maintenance practices along 
the entire project corridor. The safety and operation 
of the roadway cannot be maintained with this 
alternative and, eventually, I-70 will have to be 
closed because of the aging viaduct.  

No Section 
4(f) resources 
used 

All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided 

Supplemental Draft EIS Alternatives 

No-Action 
Alternative, 
North Option 

Yes. 

5DV7130 
5DV9655 
5DV9801 
5DV9735 
5DV9780 
5DV9746 
5DV10126 
Swansea 
Elementary 
School 
playground 

5DV7048.2 
5DV11283 
5DV9231 
5DV9245 
5DV9667 
5DV9668 
5DV9678 
5DV9679 
5DV9745 
Globeville 
Landing Park 

No-Action 
Alternative, 
South Option 

Yes. 5DV9245 

5DV7048.2 
5DV11283 
5DV9231 
5DV9667 
5DV9668 
5DV9678 
5DV9679 
5DV9735 
5DV9780 
5DV9745 
Globeville 
Landing Park 
Swansea 
Elementary 
School 
playground 
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Exhibit 8-57. Alternatives evaluated during screening and Section 4(f) resources 

Alternative Is the alternative feasible or prudent? 
Section 4(f) 
resources 

used  

Section 4(f) 
resources 
avoided 

Revised 
Viaduct 
Alternative, 
North Option 

Yes. 

5DV7048.2 
5DV7130 
5DV9655 
5DV9801 
5DV9735 
5DV9780 
5DV9746 
5DV10126 
Swansea 
Elementary 
School 
playground 

5DV11283 
5DV9245 
5DV9667 
5DV9668 
5DV9678 
5DV9679 
5DV9745 
Globeville 
Landing Park 

Revised 
Viaduct 
Alternative, 
South Option 

Yes. 

5DV7048.2 
5DV9245 
5DV9678 
5DV9679 
5DV9735 
5DV9780 
5DV9745 

5DV11283 
5DV7130 
5DV9655 
5DV9801 
5DV9667 
5DV9668 
5DV9746 
Globeville 
Landing Park 
Swansea 
Elementary 
School 
playground 

Partial Cover 
Lowered 
Alternative, 
Basic Option 

Yes. 

5AM1298.2 
5DV6248.4 
5DV7048.2 
5DV11283 
5DV9655 
5DV9801 
5DV9667 
5DV9668 
5DV9735 
5DV9780 
5DV9746 
5DV10126 
Globeville 
Landing Park 
Swansea 
Elementary 
School 
playground 

5DV9245 
5DV9678 
5DV9679 
5DV9745 
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Exhibit 8-57. Alternatives evaluated during screening and Section 4(f) resources 

Alternative Is the alternative feasible or prudent? 
Section 4(f) 
resources 

used  

Section 4(f) 
resources 
avoided 

Partial Cover 
Lowered 
Alternative 
(Modified 
Option) 

Yes. 

5AM1298.2 
5DV6248.4 
5DV7048.2 
5DV11283 
5DV9655 
5DV9801 
5DV9667 
5DV9668 
5DV9735 
5DV9780 
5DV9746 
5DV10126 
Globeville 
Landing Park 
Swansea 
Elementary 
School 
playground 

5DV9245 
5DV9678 
5DV9679 
5DV9745 

Alternatives Eliminated Since 2008 Draft EIS 

Realignment 
Alternative 

No, the Realignment Alternative is unreasonable 
since it does not meet the project’s purpose and 
need, which is to implement a transportation 
solution that improves safety, access, and mobility 
and addresses congestion on I-70 in the project 
area.  

Resources 
not in the 
APE 
5DV1247 
5DV4396 
5DV4404 
5DV9660 
5DV9805 
5DV9808 
5DV9809 
5DV9813 
5DV9814 
5DV9818 
5DV9819 
5DV9823 
5DV9828 
5DV10500 

5AM1298.2 
5DV6248.4 
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Exhibit 8-57. Alternatives evaluated during screening and Section 4(f) resources 

Alternative Is the alternative feasible or prudent? 
Section 4(f) 
resources 

used  

Section 4(f) 
resources 
avoided 

Alignment Alternatives 

Lower I-70 
below ground 

No, requires building I-70 through the South Platte 
River resulting in unacceptable effects on aquatic 
and ecological resources and increased potential for 
encountering contaminated groundwater or soils, 
which causes unique or unusual factors and cannot 
be built as a matter of sound engineering judgment. 
(Note: this alternative was evaluated earlier in the 
EIS process as a tunnel, and concepts from this 
alternative were used to develop the Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative.) 

South Platte 
River 
Greenway 
Trail 
National 
Western 
Complex 
Historic 
District  
5DV9245  
55V9655  
5DV9745  
5DV9746  
5DV9667 
Swansea 
Elementary 
School 
Playground 
5DV9678  
5DV9679 
5DV9231 
 
Resources 
Not in the 
APE 
5DV9748 
5DV9705 
5DV9706 
5DV9787 
5DV9714 

Resources 
Not in the 
APE 
5DV1247 
5DV4396 
5DV9660 
5DV9805 
5DV9808 
5DV9809 
5DV9813 
5DV9814 
5DV9818 
5DV9819 
5DV9823 
5DV9828 

Add a level to 
the viaduct 

No, requires complex construction techniques to 
provide access to local arterial streets, which 
causes unique or unusual factors and cannot be 
built as a matter of sound engineering judgment.  

Enclose I-70 

No, requires complex construction techniques to 
provide access to local arterial streets, which 
causes unique or unusual factors and cannot be 
built as a matter of sound engineering judgment. 

Put I-70 at 
grade 

No, requires at-grade intersection with existing 
railroad, which is strictly prohibited. Rail operations 
cannot be lowered, resulting in unacceptable safety 
and operational problems. 

Triple level I-70 

No, requires at-grade intersection with existing 
railroad, which is strictly prohibited. Rail operations 
cannot be lowered, resulting in unacceptable safety 
and operational problems. 

I-70 above and 
below with 46th 
Avenue at 
grade 

No, requires building I-70 through the South Platte 
River, resulting in unacceptable effects on aquatic 
and ecological resources and increased potential for 
encountering contaminated groundwater or soils, 
which causes unique or unusual factors and cannot 
be built as a matter of sound engineering judgment. 

Improve I-270 
and reclassify  
I-70 

No, requires reconstruction of I-76/I-25 interchange 
and major widening of I-270 and I-76 for 
approximately 12 miles to accommodate relocated 
traffic. This alignment also would require 
improvements on I-25 between I-76/I-270 and the 
existing I-70/I-25 interchange for traffic that wants to 
go south on I-25 toward downtown Denver, a major 
destination from I-70. These trips on I-25 to access 
I-70 result in almost four miles of out-of-direction 
travel. The combination of these factors results in 
other unique problems, including extraordinary 
community disruption. 

Unknown 
All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided 
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Exhibit 8-57. Alternatives evaluated during screening and Section 4(f) resources 

Alternative Is the alternative feasible or prudent? 
Section 4(f) 
resources 

used  

Section 4(f) 
resources 
avoided 

Realign the I-70 
westbound 
lanes north 

No, requires constructing a new highway through 
the primarily residential area of the Globeville and 
Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods not currently 
affected. The extraordinary community disruption 
would result in unacceptable and severe adverse 
social, economic, or other environmental impacts. 
This alternative is not prudent, as any reasonable 
mitigation does not effectively address the impacts. 

5AM125 
National 
Western 
Complex 
Historic 
District 
5DV10043 
Elyria Johnson 
Center 
Swansea Park  
A.R. Wessel 
Historic 
District 
5DV9227 
5DV9989 

5DV9231 
5DV9245  
5DV9655  
5DV9667  
5DV9678  
5DV9679  
5DV9705  
5DV9706  
5DV9714  
5DV9735  
5DV9745  
5DV9746  
5DV9748  
5DV9780  
5DV9787  
5DV9795  
5DV9801 
A.R. Wessel 
Historic 
District, 
Safeway 
Historic 
District 
Swansea 
Elementary 
School 
Playground 
 
Resources 
Not in the 
APE 
5DV9705 
5DV9706 
5DV9748 
5DV9787 
5DV9795 

Realign the I-70 
eastbound 
lanes to Smith 
Road 

No, requires constructing a new highway through 
neighborhoods south of I-70, the extraordinary 
community disruption would result in unacceptable 
and severe adverse social, economic, or other 
environmental impacts. This alternative is not 
prudent, as any reasonable mitigation does not 
effectively address the impacts. 

National 
Western 
Complex 
Historic 
District 

All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided 
except 
National 
Western 
Complex 
Historic 
District 
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Exhibit 8-57. Alternatives evaluated during screening and Section 4(f) resources 

Alternative Is the alternative feasible or prudent? 
Section 4(f) 
resources 

used  

Section 4(f) 
resources 
avoided 

Move I-70 to 
the north of 
Elyria and 
Swansea 
neighborhood 
(adjacent to rail 
alignment) 

No, requires constructing a new highway between 
an existing highway and rail line. The extraordinary 
community disruption would result in unacceptable 
and severe adverse social, economic, or other 
environmental impacts. This alternative is not 
prudent, as any reasonable mitigation does not 
effectively address the impacts. 

National 
Western 
Complex 
Historic 
District 
5AM125 

5DV9231 
5DV9245 
5DV9655 
5DV9667 
5DV9678  
5DV9679  
5DV9735  
5DV9745  
5DV9746  
5DV9780  
5DV9801 
A.R. Wessel 
Historic 
District, 
Safeway 
Historic 
District 
Swansea 
Elementary 
School 
Playground 
 
Resources 
Not in the 
APE 
5DV9705 
5DV9706 
5DV9714 
5DV9748 
5DV9787 
5DV9795 

Move I-70 to 
the north of 
Elyria and 
Swansea 
neighborhood 
(along 52nd 
Avenue) 

No, requires constructing a new highway through a 
primarily residential area. The extraordinary 
community disruption would result in unacceptable 
and severe adverse social, economic, or other 
environmental impacts. This alternative is not 
prudent, as any reasonable mitigation does not 
effectively address the impacts. 

National 
Western 
Complex 
Historic 
District 

All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided 
except 
National 
Western 
Complex 
Historic 
District  



Chapter 8: Section 4(f) Evaluation I-70 East Supplemental Draft EIS 

8-98 August 2014 

Exhibit 8-57. Alternatives evaluated during screening and Section 4(f) resources 

Alternative Is the alternative feasible or prudent? 
Section 4(f) 
resources 

used  

Section 4(f) 
resources 
avoided 

Transportation Demand Management/Transportation System Management (TDM/TSM) Strategies 

These TDM/TSM strategies and improvements were not evaluated as stand-alone alternatives, but can 
be combined with other alternatives as necessary to improve overall system operations. Complementary 
to the alternatives considered for I-70, TDM/TSM strategies were considered as part of the alternative 
screening process. These strategies would not provide any substantial highway improvements to the I-70 
corridor other than the following localized actions or incentives for alternative transportation modes: 

Improved 
pedestrian 
facilities 

No, would not substantially alleviate the need to add 
capacity to I-70, as improvements are localized and 
would still result in unacceptable safety and 
operational problems on I-70. 

No Section 
4(f) resources 
used 

All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided 

Improved 
bicycle facilities 

Enhanced bus 
service 

Ride Sharing 

Vary business 
work schedule 
(Flex time) 

Intelligent 
Transportation 
Systems  

Freight 
transport 
management 

Road pricing/ 
Congestion 
pricing 

Local System Improvement Alternatives 

Similar to the TDM/TSM strategies, local system improvements were considered as a way to improve 
other transportation facilities without improving I-70. These local system improvements would not provide 
any substantial highway improvements to the I-70 corridor other than the following localized actions: 

Connect I-76 to 
Denver 
International 
Airport (DIA) 

No, would require building the highway through the 
Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge, 
resulting in unacceptable and severe adverse 
social, economic, or other environmental impacts. 
This alternative is not prudent, as any reasonable 
mitigation does not effectively address the impacts. 

Rocky 
Mountain 
National 
Wildlife 
Refuge 

All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided 

Improve 56th 
Avenue 

No, would not substantially alleviate the need to add 
capacity to I-70. Improving 56th Avenue to a six-
lane facility only reduces volumes on I-70 by 0 
percent to 2 percent during peak hours and 0 
percent to 1 percent daily. Therefore, it does not 
meet the project purpose and need. This alternative 
is not prudent, as any reasonable mitigation does 
not effectively address the impacts. 

5AM1875 
5AM125 

All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided 
except, 
5AM1875 and 
5AM125 
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Exhibit 8-57. Alternatives evaluated during screening and Section 4(f) resources 

Alternative Is the alternative feasible or prudent? 
Section 4(f) 
resources 

used  

Section 4(f) 
resources 
avoided 

Improve Smith 
Road 

No, would not substantially alleviate the need to add 
capacity to I-70. Improving Smith Road to a four-
lane facility would only reduce volumes on I-70 by 0 
percent to 9 percent during peak hours and 1 
percent to 4 percent daily. Therefore, it does not 
meet the project purpose and need. This alternative 
is not prudent, as any reasonable mitigation does 
not effectively address the impacts and would still 
result in unacceptable safety and operational 
problems on I-70. 

Unknown 
All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided  

Extend Smith 
Road 

No, an extension of Smith Road is a planned 
improvement that will be completed as part of the 
Stapleton redevelopment. This improvement would 
have no effect to I-70 and would still result in 
unacceptable safety and operational problems on  
I-70. 

Unknown 
All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided  

Improve 6th 
Avenue 

No, not located in the study area and does not meet 
the project purpose and need because this 
improvement would have no effect to I-70 and would 
still result in unacceptable safety and operational 
problems on I-70. 

Unknown 
All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided 

Outer Loop 

No, not located in the study area and does not meet 
the project purpose and need because this 
improvement would have no effect to I-70 and would 
still result in unacceptable safety and operational 
problems on I-70. 

Unknown 
All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided  

Remove 
through trucks 
from I-70 

No, would not provide access to the corridor for the 
businesses and because I-70 is an interstate 
highway, trucks cannot be restricted. Would not 
alleviate the need to add capacity to I-70; therefore, 
it does not meet the project purpose and need and 
would still result in unacceptable safety and 
operational problems on I-70. 

No Section 
4(f) resources 
used 

All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided  

Improve I-270 

Would not substantially alleviate the need to add 
capacity to I-70. Improving I-270 to an eight-lane 
facility would only reduce volumes on I-70 between 
I-25 and I-270 by 3 percent to 5 percent during peak 
hours and 2 percent daily. The remainder of  
I-70 is unaffected, and, therefore, does not meet the 
project purpose and need and would still result in 
unacceptable safety and operational problems on  
I-70. 

Unknown 
All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided  
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Exhibit 8-57. Alternatives evaluated during screening and Section 4(f) resources 

Alternative Is the alternative feasible or prudent? 
Section 4(f) 
resources 

used  

Section 4(f) 
resources 
avoided 

Improve 
intersections 
where the 
railroad crosses 
local streets No, would not substantially alleviate the need to add 

capacity to I-70, as improvements are localized. 
Therefore, it does not meet the project purpose and 
need as a stand-alone alternative and would still 
result in unacceptable safety and operational 
problems on I-70. 

Unknown 
All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided  

Extend Smith 
Road from 
Quebec Street 
to Havana 
Street 

Unknown 
All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided  

Remove at-
grade railroad 
crossings in the 
study area 

No Section 
4(f) resources 
used 

All Section 
4(f) resources 
avoided  

 

8.10 How does the project incorporate all possible 
planning to minimize harm? 

Minimization measures have been implemented to the overall 
design of the project with the intention of reducing impacts to 
numerous properties along the corridor. Site-specific 
minimization and/or mitigation measures were implemented for 
a number of individual Section 4(f) properties. These measures 
to minimize harm were discussed previously for each resource. 

Overall minimization efforts were implemented in the design of 
each alternative and associated option to minimize impacts to 
adjacent properties, which in turn also minimizes the use of a 
number of Section 4(f) properties. These minimization efforts are 
summarized in Exhibit 8-58, and are described generally by 
alternative below. 

All Alternatives. Because of the condition of the existing viaduct 
between Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, all of the 
existing alignment alternatives will consist of replacing the 
viaduct in this area. This replacement will be necessary to 
maintain the continuing safety and operation of I-70. 
Reconstruction of the existing viaduct, even under the No-Action 
Alternative, will require acquisition of additional right of way to 
maintain traffic on I-70 during the reconstruction effort. 

No Action Alternative. Construction limits were reduced from 50 
feet to 20 feet compared to what was evaluated in the 2008 Draft 
EIS. 
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Build Alternatives. For the Build Alternatives, the minimum 
number of lanes required to address future capacity needs was 
used. These measures minimized the harm of the Build 
Alternatives and satisfied the goals and objectives of the purpose 
and need, but still require the use of several Section 4(f) 
resources. 

Revised Viaduct Alternative. The original design required equal 
right-of-way acquisition from both sides of I-70. To minimize the 
overall harm by the alternative, two expansion options were 
developed to avoid resources on either the north or south side of 
I-70. The expansion options for reconstructing the viaduct will 
shift immediately to the north or to the south of the existing 
viaduct.  

Additionally, when compared to what was evaluated in the 2008 
Draft EIS, 46th Avenue has been relocated below the viaduct 
(located adjacent in the 2008 Draft EIS) and construction limits 
were reduced for the proposed viaduct. 

Exhibit 8-58. Summary of Section 4(f) property minimization measures 

Alternative Minimization Measure Result 

Realignment 
Alternatives from 2008 
Draft EIS  
(Alternatives 4 and 6) 

Eliminated from further 
consideration 

Fourteen Section 4(f) historic properties 
avoided, including use of the National 
Western Stock Show Historic District 

No-Action Alternative 
Reduced construction limits 
from 50 feet to 20 feet 
compared to 2008 Draft EIS 

Two Section 4(f) historic properties avoided, 
including the National Western Stock Show 
Historic District. 

Instead of fully acquiring both Sanchez 
businesses under South Option, acquired 
only 0.02 acre and fully avoided structures. 

Reduced use of Alfred R. Wessel Historic 
District. Previously, North Option acquired 
0.79 acre, fully acquired two contributing 
properties, and partially acquired one 
contributing property. Now, it will acquire 
0.3 acre and fully acquire two contributing 
properties. 

Revised Viaduct 
Alternative (from 
Brighton Boulevard to 
Colorado Boulevard) 

Reduced construction limits 
to proposed viaduct and 
46th Avenue compared to 
2008 Draft EIS 

Avoided use of one Section 4(f) historic 
property 

Reduced use of Alfred R. Wessel Historic 
District. Alternatives 1 and 3 from the 2008 
DEIS acquired 4 acres of the district, fully 
acquired 18 contributing properties, and 
partially acquired one contributing property. 
Now, the greatest use for the Revised 

46th Avenue alignment 
located below viaduct 
compared to 2008 Draft EIS 
where it was adjacent 
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Exhibit 8-58. Summary of Section 4(f) property minimization measures 

Alternative Minimization Measure Result 

46th Avenue typical section 
has been minimized 

Viaduct Alternative will be 1.4 acres of right-
of-way acquisition from the district and full 
acquisition of seven contributing properties; 
the South Option will have no use of the 
district under Section 4(f). 

Reduced encroachment on Swansea 
Elementary School property, and avoided 
full acquisition of the property. 

I-70 mainline geometry has 
been adjusted using lower 
design speed as compared 
to 2008 Draft EIS 

Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative (from 
Brighton Boulevard to 
Colorado Boulevard) 

Use of 4-percent grade on  
I-70 

Reduced use of Elyria and Swansea 
neighborhoods 

Reduced use of Alfred R. Wessel Historic 
District.  

Reduced encroachment on Swansea 
Elementary School property. 

46th Avenue typical section 
has been minimized 

I-70 mainline geometry has 
been adjusted using lower 
design speed as compared 
to 2008 Draft EIS 

Interchange ramps located 
parallel to I-70 mainline with 
walls 

46th Avenue reduced to one 
lane westbound from 
Brighton to York Street 

Modified option removes  
I-70 auxiliary lanes and 
removal of ramps allows  
I-70 alignment to be shifted 
24 feet south at Steele 
Street/Vasquez Boulevard 

Four contributing resources in the Alfred R. 
Wessel Historic District are not impacted 
compared to the Basic Option 

Build Alternatives (from 
Colorado Boulevard to 
Quebec Street) 

Previous 2008 Draft EIS 
included two alignment 
options, improvements north 
of existing and south of 
existing 

Single alignment minimizes overall impacts. 

Reduces use of Safeway Historic District 
from 4.32 acres to between 1.5 acres and 
2.5 acres. 

Minimized encroachment on Univar 
property, and avoids full acquisition of the 
property. 

Stapleton Drive has been 
tightened to be closer to the 
mainline 

Stapleton Drive typical 
section has been reduced 
from 47 feet to 38.5 feet 

Build Alternatives (at 
Tower Road) 

Construction does not 
include any work on Tower 
Road eliminating full 
reconstruction of the Tower 
Road interchange 

Avoids use of the historic High Line Canal, 
as well as potential use of future High Line 
Canal Trail segment. 

Managed Lanes Option 
Removed concrete barrier 
and replaced with striped 
buffer 

Minimizes overall encroachment on 
properties 
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Specific Section 4(f) properties that were avoided due to some of 
these measures are shown in Exhibit 8-58. All of these 
properties are historic resources. Additionally, Realignment 
Alternatives from the 2008 Draft EIS (Alternatives 4 and 6) 
were eliminated from further consideration. This elimination 
resulted in 14 Section 4(f) historic properties avoided, including 
use of the National Western Stock Show Historic District. 
Section 4(f) properties no longer subject to a use compared to 
2008 Draft EIS are listed in Exhibit 8-59. Properties previously 
identified as subject to a use under Section 4(f) that have been 
demolished or closed—independent of the proposed project—
since the 2008 evaluation are not shown in Exhibit 8-59. 

8.11 In summary, how do the alternatives under 
consideration use Section 4(f) properties? 

Exhibit 8-59 summarizes how each alternative and option uses 
Section 4(f) properties within the project area. Section 4(f) 
properties not shown in the exhibit will have no use. 
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Exhibit 8-59. Section 4(f) properties no longer subject to a use compared to 2008 
Draft EIS 

Site Number Resource Name/Location Reasoning 

5AM261.2 High Line Canal, Tower Road at I-70 

Project footprint was 
reduced in these 
areas 

5DV5677 Miranda Residence, 4632 Josephine Street 

5DV9705 Braswell Residence, 4631 Columbine Street 

5DV9706 Pavon Residence, 4633 Columbine Street 

5DV9714 Olive Street LLC Property, 4503 Fillmore Street 

5DV9748 Chavez Residence, 4628 Josephine Street 

5DV9787 Davis Residence, 4623–4625 Thompson Court 

5DV1247 Kosik Residence, 4681–4683 Baldwin Court 

Realignment 
Alternatives were 
eliminated from 
consideration 

5DV4396 Rocha Residence, 4751 Williams Street 

5DV4404 Diaz Residence, 4747 Williams Street 

5DV9660 Torres Residence, 4656 Baldwin Court 

5DV9795 Mann Residence, 4645 Williams Street 

5DV9805 E.G. Trading Post, 1630 E. 47th Street 

5DV9808 Elyria’s Western Guest House, 4700 Baldwin Court 

5DV9809 Haynes and Yuhasz Residence, 4712 Baldwin Court 

5DV9813 Lewis Investments LLC Property, 4727 Brighton Boulevard 

5DV9814 Sundheim Property, 4750 Brighton Boulevard 

5DV9818 Lewis Investments LLC Property, 4709 Brighton Boulevard 

5DV9819 Marmolejo Residence, 4741–4747 Brighton Boulevard 

5DV9823 Montour and Miller Residence, 4675 Williams Street 

5DV9828 Helzberg Property, 4665–4669 Williams Street 

Alfred R. Wessel Historic District and contributing resources 

5DV5149 Pacheco Residence, 4650 Clayton Street 

Project footprint was 
reduced in these 
areas 

5DV9688 Contreras Residence, 4630 Clayton Street 

5DV9690 Gorniak Residence, 4640 Clayton Street 

5DV9691 Romero Residence, 4641 Clayton Street 

5DV9692 Erives Residence, 4651 Clayton Street 

5DV9730 Villarreal Property, 4630 Fillmore Street 

5DV9731 Martinez Property, 4635 Fillmore Street 

5DV9732 Cuevas Residence, 4640 Fillmore Street 

5DV9733 Pacheco Residence, 4645 Fillmore Street 

National Western Complex Historic District and contributing resources 

5DV10050 National Western Complex Historic District Realignment 
Alternatives were 
eliminated from 
consideration 

5DV3815 National Western Stadium Arena Field eligible 

5DV10447 Livestock bridge and flyover Field eligible 
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Exhibit 8-60. Summary of Section 4(f) property use 

Resource Name 
No-Action Alternative Revised Viaduct Alternative Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 

North Option South Option North Option South Option Basic Option Modified Option 

Historic Resources 

5AM469.5 (Burlington 
Ditch/O’Brien Canal) 

Place storm drain pipe; permanent easement over roughly 50 feet of the ditch/canal; de minimis finding anticipated 

5AM1298.2 (Market Street 
Railroad/Chicago, 
Burlington & Quincy 
Railroad Segment) 

Temporary easement on 210 feet of 
railroad; de minimis finding 
anticipated 

Reconstruct tracks; temporary 
easement on 295 feet (North 
Option) or 335 feet (South Option) 
of railroad; de minimis finding 
anticipated 

Relocate 1,300 feet of track onto two 
new bridges; eliminate easternmost 
track 

5AM2083.1 
(Union Pacific Beltline 
Railroad Segment) 

— — Temporary easement on 311 feet of railroad; de minimis finding anticipated 

5DV6248.4 (Denver and 
Kansas Pacific/UPRR 
Segment) 

Temporary easement on 210 feet of 
railroad; de minimis finding 
anticipated 

Bore storm drain beneath railroad; 
temporary easement on 300 feet of 
railroad; de minimis finding 
anticipated 

Bore and/or phase construction of 
storm drain beneath railroad in two 
locations; replace UPRR bridge; 
temporary track relocation; easement 
on 550 feet of railroad 

5DV7048.2 (Rocky 
Mountain Arsenal Railroad 
Segment) 

— — Relocate 1,230 feet of spur track and change historic grade 

5DV11283 (York 
Street/East 40th Avenue 
Brick Sanitary Sewer) 

— — — — Remove and replace sewer line 

5DV7130  
(Colonial Manor Motel) 

Full acquisition 

Acquisition of 
0.1 acre of right 
of way;  
de minimis 
finding 
anticipated 

Full acquisition — Full acquisition 

5DV9231  
(Univar) 

— — 0.02 acre of right-of-way acquisition; de minimis finding anticipated 
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Exhibit 8-60. Summary of Section 4(f) property use 

Resource Name 
No-Action Alternative Revised Viaduct Alternative Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 

North Option South Option North Option South Option Basic Option Modified Option 

Historic Resources 

5DV9232  
(Safeway Distribution 
Center Historic District) 

— — 

Acquire 2.1 acres (North Option) or 
2.5 acres (South Option) of the 
district; de minimis finding 
anticipated 

Acquire 1.5 acres of the district; 
de minimis finding anticipated 

5DV9245 
(Nestle Purina PetCare 
Co.) 

— Full acquisition — Full acquisition — — 

5DV9655 
(Sanchez Business) 

Full acquisition 

Acquire 0.02 
acre of right of 
way; no effects 
to structures; de 
minimis finding 
anticipated 

Full acquisition — Full acquisition 

5DV9667 
(Brown and Alarid 
Property) 

— — — — Full acquisition 

5DV9668 
(Toth/Kelly Residence) 

— — — — Full acquisition 

5DV9678 (Rodriguez 
Residence) 

— — — Full acquisition — — 

5DV9679  
(4541 Clayton LLC 
Property) 

— — — Full acquisition — — 

5DV9735  
(Rudy/Bernal Residence) 

Full acquisition — Full acquisition 

5DV9745 
(Kenworthy/Wyckoff 

— — — Full acquisition — — 
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Exhibit 8-60. Summary of Section 4(f) property use 

Resource Name 
No-Action Alternative Revised Viaduct Alternative Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 

North Option South Option North Option South Option Basic Option Modified Option 

Historic Resources 
Residence) 

5DV9746 
(Portales Residence) 

Full acquisition 

Acquire 0.02 
acre of right of 
way; no effects 
to structures; de 
minimis finding 
anticipated 

Full acquisition — Full acquisition 

5DV9780  
(Garcia Residence) 

Full acquisition — Full acquisition 

5DV9801 
(Sanchez Business/Stop-
N-Shop Food Store) 

Full acquisition 

Acquire 0.02 
acre of right of 
way; no effects 
to structures; de 
minimis finding 
anticipated 

Full acquisition — Full acquisition 

5DV10126  
(Alfred R. Wessel Historic 
District) 

Fully acquire two 
contributing 
properties (0.3 
acre) and a total 
of 0.5 acre of 
right of way from 
the district 

— 

Fully acquire 
seven 
contributing 
properties (1.1 
acre) and a total 
of 1.4 acres of 
right of way from 
the district 

Acquire 0.01 
acres from two 
contributing 
properties and a 
total of 0.5 acre 
of right of way 
from the district; 
de minimis 
finding 
anticipated 

Fully acquire 
nine contributing 
properties (1.3 
acre); acquire 
0.002 acre of 
right of way from 
one contributing 
property; acquire 
a total of 2.6 
acres of right of 
way from the 
district 

Fully acquire five 
contributing 
properties (0.8 
acre) and a total 
of 1.67 acres of 
right of way from 
district 
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Exhibit 8-60. Summary of Section 4(f) property use 

Resource Name 
No-Action Alternative Revised Viaduct Alternative Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 

North Option South Option North Option South Option Basic Option Modified Option 

Historic Resources 

Globeville Landing Park — — — — 

Storm drainage system temporarily 
disturbs and places permanent 
easement on 0.5 acre of the park; of 
this, 0.06 acre will be permanently 
impacted for spillway construction; 
excepting the spillway, site will be 
returned to pre-construction 
conditions 

South Platte River 
Greenway Trail 

The onsite drainage system temporarily disturbs approximately 45 feet of the trail and places a permanent 
easement on 45 feet of the trail. De minimis finding anticipated 

Swansea Elementary 
School Playground 

Acquire 0.39 
acre of school 
property (0.16 
acre of 
playground and 
0.23-acre buffer 
zone) 

— 

Acquire 0.76 
acre of school 
property (0.53 
acre of 
playground and 
0.23-acre buffer 
zone) 

— 
Acquire 0.77 
acre of school 
playground 

Acquire 0.42 acre 
of school 
playground 
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8.12 What alternative will have the least overall harm? 

Because there are no feasible or prudent alternatives that avoid 
the use of all Section 4(f) resources, an analysis must be 
performed to determine which alternative causes the least 
overall harm. FHWA may approve only the alternative that 
causes the least overall harm. Each of the seven factors 
considered in the least-overall-harm analysis are addressed in 
this section. The No-Action Alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need of the project and, therefore, is discussed in 
the least-overall-harm analysis for comparative purposes only. 

8.12.1 Factor 1: Ability to mitigate adverse impacts to Section 
4(f) properties 

The following subsections discuss the ability to mitigate for 
adverse impacts to Section 4(f) properties used by the proposed 
project. 

Mitigation for historic property impacts 

Mitigation for adverse impacts to Section 4(f) historic properties 
is limited because the majority of impacts include relocation or 
demolition of the structure. Mitigation will include documenting 
each historic property through Level II archival documentation, 
as defined by the Colorado Office of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation in Form 1595, or other agreed upon documentation 
methods. This methodology will be applied to all of the 
alternatives and options; therefore, there is no discernible 
difference between the alternatives with regard to mitigating for 
historic property impacts. Rather, it becomes more about which 
alternative will avoid or minimize adverse impacts to historic 
properties. Exhibit 8-61 quantifies the number of historic or 
contributing properties used by each alternative and option. 

The net harm resulting from de minimis impacts is negligible. 
When considering the remaining impacts, the No-Action 
Alternative, South Option avoids the majority of properties 
while the remaining alternatives and options have similar 
impacts to listed or eligible historic properties. The Revised 
Viaduct Alternative, North Option and Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative have the greatest potential to adversely impact the 
Alfred R. Wessel Historic District.  

  

How is the least-
overall-harm 
alternative 

determined? 

The alternative that 
causes the least 
overall harm is 
determined by 
balancing the following 
factors: 

1. Ability to mitigate 
adverse impacts to 
each Section 4(f) 
property 

2. Relative severity 
of remaining harm 
after mitigation to 
the protected 
activities, 
attributes, or 
features that 
qualify each 
Section 4(f) 
property for 
protection 

3. Relative 
significance of 
each property 

4. Views of official(s) 
with jurisdiction 
over each property 

5. Degree to which 
each alternative 
meets the project 
purpose and need 

6. After reasonable 
mitigation, the 
magnitude of any 
adverse impacts to 
resources not 
protected by 
Section 4(f) 

7. Substantial 
differences in 
costs among 
alternatives 
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Exhibit 8-61. Historic resource and contributing property use 

Category 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Revised Viaduct 
Alternative 

Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative 

North 
Option 

South 
Option 

North 
Option 

South 
Option 

Basic Option 
Modified 
Option 

De minimis findings 2 6 5 6 4 4 

Adverse effects to 
historic resources* 

7 1 8 7 13 13 

Alfred R. Wessel 
Historic District 
contributing property 
acquisitions 

2 — 7 
2 partial 
acquisitions

9 full and 
1 partial 
acquisition 

5 

*Adverse effects generally consist of full acquisition and demolition of historic structures, except in the instance 
of linear resources. This total also includes the Alfred R. Wessel Historic District as one resource. 

Mitigation for Globeville Landing Park impacts 

For Globeville Landing Park, the Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative results in a use of the park. Adverse impacts to the 
park will be minimal since the major amenities will remain 
unaffected—with the exception of the disc-golf course. Ground 
disturbance generally will be temporary. Following construction, 
impacts will be easily mitigated by revegetating the site and the 
easement on the park will be used for regular recreational 
activities. 

Mitigation for Swansea Elementary School playground impacts 

The No-Action Alternative, South Option and Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, South Option avoid the playground. Since the 
amount of acquisition (0.39 acre) from the playground under the 
No-Action Alternative, North Option is so small, no site redesign 
of the playground is proposed. 

As discussed previously, both the Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
North Option and Partial Cover Lowered Alternative include site 
redesigns to mitigate for impacts to the playground. The Revised 
Viaduct Alternative, North Option redesign increases the 
playground by between 0.6 acre and 0.7 acre. The Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative site redesign increases the school 
playground by between 0.5 acre and 1.6 acres. Under the Partial 
Cover Lowered Alternative, Basic Option, the school also is 
placed next to the highway cover (only separated by 46th 
Avenue), which is estimated to be four acres of open space that 
will include amenities to benefit the school and students. The 
Modified Option will be directly adjacent to the highway cover, 
which will provide an estimated three acres of open space. Both 
of these proposals under the Revised Viaduct, North Option and 
Partial Cover Lowered Alternative—when considering the 
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playground by itself—will mitigate for the adverse impacts to the 
Section 4(f) resource. However, if the school were relocated due 
to the Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option, which is 
Denver Public Schools’ preference, redesign of the playground 
will not be necessary and will not mitigate for the use of the 
resource. 

8.12.2 Factor 2: Relative severity of remaining harm after 
mitigation 

The remaining harm to Section 4(f) resources with de minimis 
findings will be negligible after mitigation. For Section 4(f) 
historic properties, the severity of impacts after mitigation will 
be high under all alternatives because the properties will be 
demolished. 

In addition, for all project alternatives, the remaining harm after 
mitigation for the South Platte River Greenway Trail, which 
consists of developing a trail control plan and providing a detour 
route to maintain flow and access on the trail, will be low. The 
remaining harm for the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 
following mitigation at Globeville Landing Park also will be low, 
given that the area will be returned to pre-construction 
conditions and available for recreational use, and that the 0.06 
acre of converted land will be replaced in-kind. 

The main difference between alternatives and options is with 
regard to the Swansea Elementary School playground. For the 
No-Action Alternative, North Option, no mitigation is proposed. 
Because of this, the relative severity of harm to the playground 
will be moderate because the viaduct will encroach on the 
playground and reduce its size. 

The Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option redesign of the 
playground replaces the playground and increases its size, but 
will leave the school adjacent to an elevated highway. While the 
severity of impacts to the playground itself will be low after 
mitigation, if the school is relocated because of its proximity to 
the highway, the redesign will ultimately not mitigate for 
impacts. The severity of remaining harm under the Revised 
Viaduct Alternative, North Option, therefore, may be high. 

With the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative site redesign, the 
severity of remaining harm is anticipated to be low because the 
playground will be fully functional, the size will increase, 
additional amenities will be available on the highway cover, and 
the school will be located away from an elevated highway, which 
eliminates the potential for the school’s need for relocation. 
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8.12.3 Factor 3: Relative significance of each Section 4(f) 
property 

For purposes of this analysis, all Section 4(f) properties were 
considered equally significant. 

8.12.4 Factor 4: Views of officials with jurisdiction 

Coordination with jurisdictional officials is ongoing. SHPO has 
jurisdiction over historic properties, and their determination of 
effects to historic properties is anticipated in 2014. Denver Public 
Schools, which has jurisdiction over the Swansea Elementary 
School playground, has stated that they support the Partial 
Cover Lowered Alternative and do not support leaving the school 
in its current location under the Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
North Option, but they have not expressed a preference among 
the remaining alternatives and options. 

The mayor of Denver, along with City Council and staff, also has 
expressed support for the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. 
Preference for this alternative is based on improved pedestrian 
connections and facilities with the planned cover, and 
improvement of north-south and east-west movement in the 
corridor. Coordination with the Denver Parks and Recreation 
Department is currently ongoing to develop a formal support 
letter. Additional coordination will occur with jurisdictional 
officials throughout the NEPA and design process. 

8.12.5 Factor 5: Ability to meet purpose and need 

The purpose of the project is to implement a transportation 
solution that improves safety, access, and mobility and addresses 
congestion on I-70. The No-Action Alternative marginally 
improves safety by reconstructing the existing viaduct to meet 
current design standards; however, the No-Action Alternative 
will not improve access and mobility and will not address the 
congestion issues. For the No-Action Alternative, future (2035) 
peak period travel time between I-25 and Tower Road will be 11 
minutes to 14 minutes longer than with the Build Alternatives. 
In addition, the highway will be congested 13 percent to 20 
percent more in a 24-hour period than with the Build 
Alternatives. 

Both Build Alternatives meet the purpose and need of the 
project, but at varying degrees. Future peak travel periods and 
percentage of congestion is similar for both; however, the Partial 
Cover Lowered Alternative provides additional pedestrian safety 
when compared to the Revised Viaduct Alternative. It also allows 
for shorter crossings of 46th Avenue that is less imposing than 
those proposed with the Revised Viaduct Alternative. 
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8.12.6 Factor 6: Magnitude of impacts on non-Section 4(f) 
resources 

Along the project corridor, the alternatives generally have the 
same impacts. It is between Brighton Boulevard and Colorado 
Boulevard where impacts differ and alternatives and options 
distinguish themselves. After mitigation, the primary resources 
of concern that differ between alternatives are relocations, land 
acquisition, noise, visual/aesthetics, social, and environmental 
justice impacts. 

Relocations and land use acquisition 

Exhibit 8-62 compares the relocation and land use impacts for 
each alternative. Because of its right-of-way needs, the Partial 
Cover Lowered Alternative has the greatest potential to relocate 
and acquire property. Mitigation under each alternative will be 
done in accordance with the Fifth Amendment of the U.S. 
Constitution and the Uniform Relocation and Real Property 
Acquisition Act of 1970. Each property owner will be justly 
compensated and the magnitude of impacts of relocation or 
acquisition of their property will be minimized for each 
alternative. 

Exhibit 8-62. Relocation and land use impacts 

Category 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Revised Viaduct 
Alternative 

Partial Cover 
Lowered 

Alternative 

Additional 
Impacts 

caused by 
Managed 

Lanes Option* 
North 

Option 
South 
Option 

North 
Option 

South 
Option 

Basic 
Option 

Modified 
Option 

Relocations** 20 28 55 69 74 70 — 

Land Use (acres) 4.0 6.0 76.2 77.5 88.9 89.4 +14.7 

*Only applicable to the Build Alternatives 
**Includes business, non-profit, and residential relocations. 
 

Noise 

Based on the initial noise analysis, the Revised Viaduct 
Alternative appears to have the greatest noise impacts while the 
Partial Cover Lowered Alternative has the lowest noise impacts. 
Noise impacts occur in neighborhoods containing low-income and 
minority populations, specifically in Elyria and Swansea, 
Globeville, Montbello, and Aurora. Mitigation for these impacts 
consists of building noise walls, so an assessment of the 
feasibility and reasonableness of abatement was performed. 

In the Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood, the portion of the 
neighborhood north of I-70 is eligible for noise walls under the 
Basic Option of the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. South of 
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I-70 in Elyria and Swansea, none of the options under the Partial 
Cover Lowered Alternative are eligible for noise walls. In 
locations where there are existing noise walls, these will remain, 
so the Globeville and Montbello neighborhoods will be 
recommended for abatement. However, noise walls in the Aurora 
Neighborhood are neither feasible nor reasonable. 

The Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood has the densest number 
of sensitive dwelling units, as well as the largest low-income and 
minority populations. The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 
affects fewer dwelling units than either the No-Action 
Alternative or the Revised Viaduct Alternative in this 
neighborhood. 

For all the alternatives, in neighborhoods where noise walls are 
recommended, noise impacts will be mitigated so that remaining 
impacts will be negligible. Some dwelling units will still 
experience noise impacts; however, they are adjacent to existing 
roadways and currently experience noise impacts above the 
Noise Abatement Criteria threshold. 

Visual and aesthetics 

Visual resources are those that are visible to travelers on I-70 
and those that are visible from the surrounding neighborhoods. 
Visual resources have been identified as the downtown Denver 
skyline, Rocky Mountains, Sand Creek Greenway corridor, I-25 
interchange, I-225 interchange, Swansea Elementary School, and 
the I-70 viaduct. All potential major visual impacts occur 
between Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard. Between 
Colorado Boulevard and Tower Road, the impacts to visual 
resources are related to clearing and grubbing adjacent to the 
roadway, as well as a wider paved surface, and will be completed 
for the Build Alternatives. No clearing, grubbing, or expansion of 
the roadway width will occur under the No-Action Alternative 
between Colorado Boulevard and Tower Road. 

None of the alternatives result in adverse impacts to visual 
resources. The proposed project alternatives will improve the 
aesthetic quality of the area by either replacing the viaduct with 
a newer structure that can be designed to compliment 
neighborhood architecture or removing it and locating the 
highway below grade. The extent of impacts following 
implementation of context-sensitive design will be minimal. 
However, replacing the viaduct and increasing its size through 
the Revised Viaduct Alternative results in an increase in the 
visible mass of the highway. The No-Action Alternative will 
generally maintain the existing visible mass of the viaduct, and 
the increase in visible mass will be negligible. 
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Although the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative increases the 
highway surface similar to the Revised Viaduct Alternative, it 
does not increase the highway visible mass because a large 
portion of the highway in this area is below ground level. In 
addition, it improves overall aesthetics by adding four acres of 
public space via the cover. For these reasons, the Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative is expected to improve visual quality more 
so than other options. 

Social impacts 

The alternatives and options primarily differ with regard to 
social impacts based on neighborhood cohesion in Elyria and 
Swansea. The presence of I-70 has disrupted neighborhood 
cohesion in the Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood by bisecting 
the neighborhood since its initial construction in the 1960s. 
Further encroachment and reconstruction of the viaduct in the 
neighborhood will continue to affect neighborhood cohesion. For 
the No-Action and Revised Viaduct Alternatives, proposed 
mitigation will use the space under the viaduct adjacent to 46th 
Avenue as an urban space for community and neighborhood 
activities (Exhibit 8-63). This mitigation will alleviate the extent 
to which neighborhood cohesion is disrupted and will be most 
effective under the No-Action Alternative, as there is less 
encroachment into the neighborhood when compared to the 
Revised Viaduct Alternative. The discontinuity in the 
neighborhood still will be felt, however. 

While further encroachment from the Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative may negatively affect neighborhood character, the 
removal of the viaduct and construction of the below-grade 
highway will positively affect neighborhood cohesion. The 
alternative does require the greatest amount of residential 
relocations from the neighborhood, which can negatively affect 
neighborhood character by modifying land use from residential 
to a transportation corridor, as well as demolishing a number of 
historic resources. Construction of the below-grade highway will 
affect neighborhood cohesion as well by eliminating some local 
north-south connectivity across I-70. However, removal of the 
viaduct and adding a cover on the highway to include a space for 
community and neighborhood activities generally will offset 
these negative impacts. The viaduct has previously been 
identified as a barrier to neighborhood cohesion, so removing it 
will improve cohesion. The proposed urban landscape with this 
alternative, which will be a four-acre plot on top of the highway 
cover, will further enhance cohesion by providing connectivity 
for the neighborhood across the transportation corridor (Exhibit 
8-64).  
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Exhibit 8-63. Conceptual design of urban landscape on the highway cover—Partial 
Cover Lowered Alternative 
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Exhibit 8-64. Conceptual design for activities under the viaduct—No-Action and 
Revised Viaduct Alternatives 
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Environmental justice 

The majority of the neighborhoods along the project corridor 
have notable concentrations of minority and low-income 
populations. The total population is 48 percent Hispanic or 
Latino, and 23 percent Black or African American. These 
percentages are considerably higher than Denver and Adams 
Counties. Based on the studies, three neighborhoods have 
notably high numbers of low-income households. These 
neighborhoods are Globeville with 53.4 percent, Elyria and 
Swansea with 44.4 percent, and Northeast Park Hill with 43.7 
percent low-income households. 

The greatest impacts to the low-income and minority 
populations occur where there are direct impacts to residential 
areas. A high concentration of low-income and minority 
populations is present in the residential areas of the Elyria and 
Swansea Neighborhood adjacent to the highway. Therefore, 
environmental justice impacts occur in the Elyria and Swansea 
Neighborhood. Outside of the Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood 
within the project corridor, there are no major impacts to 
residential areas, so there will be no disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts to those neighborhoods. 

Due to the high concentration of low-income and minority 
populations in the area, the impacts associated with the No-
Action Alternative are predominantly borne by the low-income 
and minority populations. CDOT will provide a new heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system, doors, and 
windows for the school to block the dust and noise expected 
during the construction period. However, no additional 
mitigation measures are identified for the No-Action Alternative 
to alleviate the impacts to these populations other than 
acquisition and relocation benefits. The impacts to low-income 
and minority populations with the No-Action Alternative are 
disproportionately high and adverse. 

Primarily through right-of-way acquisition and relocations, 
before mitigation the Revised Viaduct Alternative has 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts that are 
predominantly borne by the low-income or minority population of 
the Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood. Without mitigation, the 
construction of the Revised Viaduct Alternative has 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts that are 
predominantly borne by the low-income or minority populations 
of the Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood because most 
residential and businesses impacted by the project are located 
within this neighborhood. When all the mitigation measures are 
implemented and benefits realized that accompany this 
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alternative, there will be no disproportionately high and adverse 
impacts to the low-income and minority populations. 

These mitigation measures and benefits include: 

 Preserving north-south connectivity 

 Keeping the Nestlé Purina PetCare Company at its 
current location 

 Keeping 46th Avenue farther away from Swansea 
Elementary School 

 Redesigning the school site plan (only Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, North Option) 

 Investigating ways to provide homeowners the 
opportunity to improve homes that are close to the 
highway construction 

 Preparing additional resources to help low-income 
homeowners, tenants, and businesses with additional 
resources to ensure their relocation is successful. Some of 
these efforts include loan arrangements and loan 
guarantees for those who have difficulty qualifying in 
traditional markets. 

 Developing the open space under the viaduct on the north 
side based on community needs. CDOT will work with the 
community and Denver to define and finalize this space, 
which can include an urban gathering area, play area, or 
recreational park (only Revised Viaduct Alternative, 
North Option) 

 Redesigning and reconstructing the school playground. 
The redesign of the school will include the adjacent 
parcels as part of the elementary school site and will 
eliminate Elizabeth Street between 46th Avenue and 47th 
Avenue. 

 Providing a new HVAC system, doors, and windows for 
the school to block the dust and noise expected during the 
construction period and build two new classrooms. 

Without mitigation, the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative also 
has disproportionately high and adverse impacts predominantly 
borne by the low-income or minority population in the Elyria and 
Swansea Neighborhood. Although the impacts are predominantly 
borne by the environmental justice community, after the 
mitigation measures are fully implemented and benefits are 
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realized, there will be no disproportionately high and adverse 
impacts to the low-income and minority populations. 

Again, this is primarily a result of right-of-way acquisition and 
relocations. The mitigation measures and benefits for the Partial 
Cover Lowered Alternative include, but are not limited to: 

 Removing the viaduct completely, which will be more 
aesthetically pleasing by eliminating the visible mass 
but also eliminating the trash build-up under the 
viaduct and falling objects from the viaduct into 
adjacent properties 

 Potentially reducing cut-through traffic in adjacent 
neighborhoods by limiting interchange access 

 Improving east-west mobility for all modes of 
transportation 

 Designing an urban area on top of the 900-foot-long 
highway cover between Columbine Street and Clayton 
Street that will be placed adjacent to Swansea 
Elementary School 

 Redesigning and reconstructing the school 
playground. The redesign of the school will include the 
adjacent parcels as part of the elementary school site 
and will eliminate Elizabeth Street between 46th 
Avenue and 47th Avenue. 

 Providing a new HVAC system, doors, and windows 
for the school to block the dust and noise expected 
during the construction period and build two new 
classrooms. 

 Providing safety barriers between the new 46th 
Avenue and the below-grade I-70 to provide a barrier 
between the at-grade traveling public and the below-
grade highway 

 Investigating ways to provide homeowners the 
opportunity to improve homes that are close to the 
highway construction 

 Preparing additional resources to help low-income 
homeowners, tenants, and businesses with additional 
resources to ensure their relocation is successful. 
Some of these efforts include loan arrangements and 
loan guarantees for those who have difficulty 
qualifying in traditional markets. 
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All of the alternatives and options will use the standard 
procedures set forth in the Uniform Act, which will minimize 
impacts resulting from acquisition/relocation. 

8.12.7 Factor 7: Substantial cost differences 

The No-Action Alternative will cost less than the Build 
Alternatives, with an estimated construction cost of $540 to $550 
million depending on the option selected. The Revised Viaduct 
Alternative costs approximately $1,490 to $1,500 million (up to 
$1,660 million with managed lanes), while the Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative costs approximately $1,680 million to 
$1,760 million to construct (up to $1,890 million with managed 
lanes). The difference among these alternatives is not a 
substantial enough difference to be a determining factor in this 
analysis. 

8.12.8 Conclusion of least-overall-harm analysis 

Based on the least-overall-harm analysis, the Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative causes relatively equal or less overall harm 
when compared to other alternatives. There is no substantial 
difference between the Basic and Modified Options. While the 
Partial Cover Lowered Alternative has greater right-of-way 
needs—and, therefore, has greater initial impacts—its ability to 
mitigate for those impacts lessens the magnitude of remaining 
harm for both Section 4(f) properties and non-Section 4(f) 
properties. In particular, it is expected to lessen the harm to low-
income and minority populations better than the Revised 
Viaduct Alternative by providing a public space on top of the 
highway cover and removing the viaduct and lowering the 
highway to reduce visual intrusion and improve neighborhood 
cohesion. The severity of its impacts to Section 4(f) properties, 
namely historic properties, is slightly higher than the other 
alternatives under consideration and each Section 4(f) property 
is considered equal in significance. In addition, the Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative is not substantially different from the 
Revised Viaduct Alternative in terms of project cost and it better 
meets the purpose and need of the project. This identification of 
the least-overall-harm alternative is subject to public and agency 
review and comment, and is subject to change following further 
coordination with jurisdictional officials and public and agency 
review. Exhibit 8-65 summarizes the least-overall-harm analysis 
and how the conclusion was reached. 
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Exhibit 8-65. Summary of least-overall-harm analysis 

Factor 
Revised Viaduct Alternative Partial Cover Lowered Alternative Managed 

Lanes Option 
Least Harm 

North Option South Option Basic Option Modified Option 

1: Ability to 
mitigate 
adverse 
impacts to 
Section 4(f) 
properties 

 No discernible 
difference 
between 
alternatives for 
historic property 
and Globeville 
Landing Park 
mitigation 

 Redesigns 
school 
playground and 
increases size by 
2.9 acres, but 
may not mitigate 
for impacts due 
to potential for 
school relocation 

 No discernible 
difference 
between 
alternatives for 
historic property 
and Globeville 
Landing Park 
mitigation 

 No mitigation 
required for 
school 
playground 

 No discernible 
difference between 
alternatives for historic 
property and Globeville 
Landing Park mitigation 

 Redesigns school 
playground and 
increases it by 0.5 acre, 
and adds 4 acres of 
open space on a 
highway cover 

 No discernible 
difference between 
alternatives for historic 
property and Globeville 
Landing Park 
mitigation 

 Redesigns school 
playground and 
increases it by 4.5 
acres 

No additional 
impacts or 
mitigation 
required with 
this option 

 Differentiation 
between 
alternatives is with 
regard to the 
Swansea 
Elementary School 
playground 

 Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative 
best mitigates 
adverse effects 
because, while it 
does use the 
school playground 
as opposed to the 
Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, South 
Option, it ultimately 
improves the 
school playground 
by increasing the 
size of the 
playground and 
adding open space 
for use by the 
school 

 No difference 
between Basic and 
Modified Options, 
or General-Purpose 
and Managed 
Lanes Options 
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Exhibit 8-65. Summary of least-overall-harm analysis 

Factor 
Revised Viaduct Alternative Partial Cover Lowered Alternative Managed 

Lanes Option 
Least Harm 

North Option South Option Basic Option Modified Option 

2: Relative 
severity of 
remaining 
harm after 
mitigation 

 Severity of 
remaining harm 
will be the same 
among project 
alternatives for 
historic 
properties, 
Globeville 
Landing Park, 
and the South 
Platte River 
Greenway Trail 

 Severity of harm 
after mitigation 
will be high if the 
school requires 
relocation 

 Severity of 
remaining harm 
will be the same 
among project 
alternatives for 
historic 
properties, 
Globeville 
Landing Park, 
and the South 
Platte River 
Greenway Trail 

 No encroachment 
on the school 
property; 
therefore, no 
harm 

 Severity of remaining 
harm will be the same 
among project 
alternatives for historic 
properties, Globeville 
Landing Park, and the 
South Platte River 
Greenway Trail 

 Severity of harm after 
mitigation will be low at 
the school playground 

 Severity of remaining 
harm will be the same 
among project 
alternatives for historic 
properties, Globeville 
Landing Park, and the 
South Platte River 
Greenway Trail 

 Severity of harm after 
mitigation will be low at 
the school playground 

No additional 
impacts to 
Section 4(f) 
properties or 
mitigation 
required with 
this option 

Severity of remaining 
harm after mitigation 
is the least with the 
Revised Viaduct 
Alternative, South 
Option, due to its 
avoidance of 
Swansea Elementary 
School playground 
and Globeville 
Landing Park, and 
comparable harm to 
historic properties and 
South Platte River 
Greenway Trail after 
mitigation 

3: Relative 
significance of 
each Section 
4(f) property 

All Section 4(f) 
properties 
considered of equal 
significance 

All Section 4(f) 
properties 
considered of equal 
significance 

All Section 4(f) properties 
considered of equal 
significance 

All Section 4(f) 
properties considered of 
equal significance 

All Section 4(f) 
properties 
considered of 
equal 
significance 

Relative significance 
of Section 4(f) 
properties is the same 
for all alternatives 

4: Views of 
officials with 
jurisdiction 

Denver Public 
Schools does not 
support this option 
due to its proximity 
to the school 

No other 
jurisdictional 
officials have 
expressed a view 
for or against this 
option 

No preference for or 
against the option 
has been made by 
officials with 
jurisdiction 

 Denver and Denver 
Public Schools have 
stated a preference for 
the Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative. 
No preference for or 
against the Basic 
Option was made 

 No other jurisdictional 
officials have 
expressed a view for or 
against this alternative 
and associated option 

 Denver and Denver 
Public Schools have 
stated a preference for 
the Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative. 
No preference for or 
against the Modified 
Option was made 

 No other jurisdictional 
officials have 
expressed a view for 
or against this 
alternative and 
associated option 

No preference 
for or against 
the option has 
been made by 
officials with 
jurisdiction 

Those officials with 
jurisdiction, who have 
stated a preference, 
prefer the Partial 
Cover Lowered 
Alternative. No 
officials with 
jurisdiction have 
stated a preference 
between General-
Purpose and 
Managed Lanes, or 
the Basic and 
Modified Options 
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Exhibit 8-65. Summary of least-overall-harm analysis 

Factor 
Revised Viaduct Alternative Partial Cover Lowered Alternative Managed 

Lanes Option 
Least Harm 

North Option South Option Basic Option Modified Option 

5: Ability to 
meet purpose 
and need 

Future peak travel 
periods and 
percentage of 
congestion similar 
for all build options 

Future peak travel 
periods and 
percentage of 
congestion similar 
for all build options 

 Future peak travel 
periods and percentage 
of congestion similar for 
all build options 

 This option provides 
additional pedestrian 
safety and shorter 
crossings of 46th 
Avenue 

 Future peak travel 
periods and 
percentage of 
congestion similar for 
all build options 

 This option provides 
additional pedestrian 
safety and shorter 
crossings of 46th 
Avenue 

Further 
improves future 
peak travel 
periods and 
percentage of 
congestion 
when added to 
other build 
options 

 The Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative 
with Managed 
Lanes Option is the 
least harm because 
it best meets the 
purpose and need 
through reducing 
peak travel periods, 
percentage of 
congestion, and 
improving safety for 
pedestrians 

 No discernible 
difference between 
the Basic and 
Modified Options 
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Exhibit 8-65. Summary of least-overall-harm analysis 

Factor 
Revised Viaduct Alternative Partial Cover Lowered Alternative Managed 

Lanes Option 
Least Harm 

North Option South Option Basic Option Modified Option 

6: Magnitude of 
impacts on 
non-Section 
4(f) resources 

Relocations and 
Land Use 
Acquisition: 14–19 
fewer relocations 
and 1.3–13.2 acres 
less right-of-way 
acquisition than 
other build options 
Noise: Impacts 393 
dwelling units in 
Elyria and Swansea 
Neighborhood 
(greatest impact of 
Build Alternatives) 
Visual and 
Aesthetics: 
Improves aesthetics 
by replacing 
existing viaduct, but 
increases visible 
mass over existing 
conditions 
Social Impacts: 
Increases 
neighborhood 
cohesion impacts 
by increasing 
viaduct footprint 
Environmental 
Justice: 
Disproportionate 
high and adverse 
impacts to low-
income or minority 
population, but 
mitigation measures 
will offset these 
impacts 

Relocations and 
Land Use 
Acquisition: 1–5 
less or 14 additional 
relocations, and 1.3 
acres more or 11.4–
11.9 acres less 
right-of-way 
acquisition than 
other build options 
Noise: Impacts 378 
dwelling units in 
Elyria and Swansea 
Neighborhood 
Visual and 
Aesthetics: 
Improves aesthetics 
by replacing existing 
viaduct, but 
increases visible 
mass over existing 
conditions 
Social Impacts: 
Increases 
neighborhood 
cohesion impacts by 
increasing viaduct 
footprint 
Environmental 
Justice: 
Disproportionate 
high and adverse 
impacts to low-
income or minority 
population, but 
mitigation measures 
will offset these 
impacts 

Relocations and Land 
Use Acquisition: 4–19 
additional relocations, and 
11.4–12.7 acres 
additional or 0.5 acres 
less right-of-way 
acquisition than other 
build options 
Noise: 144 dwelling units 
experience noise impacts 
in Elyria and Swansea 
Neighborhood 
Visual and Aesthetics: 
Improves aesthetics by 
removing existing viaduct 
and minimizing visual 
obstruction through a 
below ground highway; 
improves overall 
aesthetics through four-
acre public space on 
cover 
Social Impacts: Greatest 
impact to neighborhood 
character (due to ROW 
acquisition and 
relocations), but greatest 
improvement on 
neighborhood cohesion 
through removal of 
viaduct 
Environmental Justice: 
Disproportionate high and 
adverse impacts to low-
income or minority 
population, but mitigation 
measures will offset these 
impacts 

Relocations and Land 
Use Acquisition: 4 less 
or 1–15 additional 
relocations and 0.5–13.2 
acres additional right-of-
way acquisition than 
other build options 
Noise: Noise impacts to 
136 dwelling units in 
Elyria and Swansea 
Neighborhood (least 
impact of Build 
Alternatives) 
Visual and Aesthetics: 
Improves aesthetics by 
removing existing 
viaduct and minimizing 
visual obstruction 
through a below ground 
highway; improves 
overall aesthetics 
through four-acre public 
space on cover 
Social Impacts: 
Greatest impact to 
neighborhood character 
(due to ROW acquisition 
and relocations), but 
greatest improvement on 
neighborhood cohesion 
through removal of 
viaduct 
Environmental Justice: 
Disproportionate high 
and adverse impacts to 
low-income or minority 
population, but mitigation 
measures will offset 
these impacts 

 Minor 
increase in 
land 
acquisition 
(14.7 acres) 

 No 
substantial 
increase in 
impacts to 
non-Section 
4(f) 
resources 
with this 
option 

 Overall magnitude 
of non-Section 4(f) 
resource impacts is 
generally lowest 
under the Partial 
Cover Lowered 
Alternative 

 Magnitude of 
impacts between 
the Basic and 
Modified Options, 
as well as the 
General-Purpose 
and Managed 
Lanes Options, is 
negligible 
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Exhibit 8-65. Summary of least-overall-harm analysis 

Factor 
Revised Viaduct Alternative Partial Cover Lowered Alternative Managed 

Lanes Option 
Least Harm 

North Option South Option Basic Option Modified Option 

7: Substantial 
cost 
differences 

$1,490 million $1,500 million $1,680 million $1,760 million 
Additional $130 
to $160 million 

There is no 
substantial cost 
difference between 
the project 
alternatives 
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8.13 What coordination has been completed with 
officials having jurisdiction over Section 4(f) 
properties? 

Coordination with local officials and/or agencies having 
jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resources has been conducted 
throughout the analysis. For historic properties, consultation 
has been primarily conducted with SHPO, which is the 
jurisdictional agency. Additional consulting parties in this 
process have included Historic Denver, Inc., Colorado 
Preservation, Inc., Denver Landmarks and Preservation 
Commission, and Fairmount Heritage Foundation. Other 
entities have been consulted regarding historic properties, but 
have since relinquished consulting party status. 

Denver Public Schools has been consulted regarding the 
Swansea Elementary School playground. Coordination with the 
Denver Parks and Recreation Department is currently ongoing 
with regard to Globeville Landing Park and the South Platte 
River Greenway Trail to develop a formal support letter. 
Additional jurisdictional agencies, such as the City of Aurora 
and the City of Commerce City, were coordinated with 
previously but no Section 4(f) properties subject to a use are 
currently within their jurisdiction.  

Coordination with jurisdictional agencies has been ongoing since 
the 2008 Draft EIS was issued. The majority of this coordination 
has been regarding historic properties, as detailed in 
Attachment B, Agency Consultation. In addition to this, a public 
meeting was held on January 17, 2013, at the Swansea 
Elementary School to discuss corridor-wide changes and, 
specifically, impacts to the school and proposed mitigation. 

8.14 What is the conclusion of this Section 4(f) 
Evaluation? 

The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative causes relatively equal 
or less overall harm to all resources compared to the Revised 
Viaduct Alternative. This is because it implements a design 
alternative that mitigates harm to historic properties and public 
parks and recreational areas; is not substantially different from 
the Revised Viaduct Alternative in terms of project cost; is more 
or equally in line with the project purpose and need; the severity 
of impacts to Section 4(f) properties is comparable to the Revised 
Viaduct Alternative; and it does not use Section 4(f) properties of 
a greater significance than those used under the Revised 
Viaduct Alternative. The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative also 
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creates a new public space in the Elyria and Swansea 
Neighborhood, which improves neighborhood cohesion. 

Following further coordination with local officials and/or 
agencies having jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resources, as 
well as public review, FHWA will make the final determination 
of if there are no feasible or prudent avoidance alternatives and, 
if that conclusion is reached, what alternative will cause the 
least overall harm. During this process, a determination also 
will be made on de minimis findings. These determinations will 
be included in the Final EIS.  
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