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l. Project Overview

The City of Louisville, in coordination with the City of Lafayette and Boulder County, retained Kimley-Horn
for planning and engineering services for improvements along State Highway (SH) 42 between Empire Road
and Arapahoe Road (Project; Figure I). The study intent is to develop alternatives for a branded vision of
improvements that will increase vehicular traffic flow, enhance multi-modal connectivity, and improve east-
west movements across the corridor. Project elements for review include intersection improvements, bike
lanes, sidewalks, multi-use paths, and transit improvements. As part of the Project, three alternatives were
proposed along the approximately three-mile-long corridor, including options for up to || intersections. Each
of these alternatives uses different infrastructure solutions to create safer intersections for all users:

e Alternative |. Alternative | consists of one vehicle lane in each direction with a turn lane in the center,
and a vegetated buffer along the curb to protect bike lanes and pedestrian sidewalks. Alternative | uses a
protected intersection design. The protected intersection design includes raised corners to protect waiting
pedestrians, no right turns on red lights, separate bike signals, and setbacks for bike lanes and crosswalks
from travel lanes.

e Alternative 2. Alternative 2 includes four travel lanes (two in each direction), a vegetated median, bike
lanes, and sidewalks separated from the street by a vegetated buffer. Alternative 2 uses a traditional
intersection design.

e Alternative 3. Alternative 3 includes two travel lanes (one in each direction) bordered by a vegetated
buffer, a two-way bikeway along one side of the road, and sidewalks on both sides of the street.

The Study Area encompasses the anticipated limits of disturbance for all three alternatives (Figure 1), which
were provided by Kimley-Horn. During alternatives development, Pinyon Environmental, Inc., (Pinyon)
provided data, input, and feedback to assist with developing an alternative that avoids and/or minimizes impacts
to environmental resources, where practicable.

In May and August 2022, the Louisville City County and Lafayette City Council confirmed the planning staff
recommendation of proceeding forward with Alternative | as the recommended alternative. This consists of
the following four components:

e Roadway. SH 42 will have two general purpose travel lanes from Arapahoe Road to Hecla Street with a
center median/turn lane. SH 42 will have four general purpose travel lanes with turn lanes as needed
between just north of Hecla Street to Empire Road/Lock Street.

e Bike. The recommended alternative will feature one-way protected bike lanes on their respective sides
of the roadway (northbound on the east, southbound on the west).

e Pedestrian. The recommended alternative has sidewalks separated from the travel lanes by a vegetated
buffer throughout the corridor.

¢ Intersections. The corridor will have protected intersections at most intersections. At the major
intersections (South Boulder Road and Baseline Road) a more traditional intersection with acute angle
channelized right turn lanes with raised bicycle and pedestrian crossings is proposed.

Pinyon prepared this Environmental Existing Conditions Report (Report) to provide an understanding of the
environmental context and potential constraints, or lack thereof. A qualitative assessment of the location,
sensitivity, and potential magnitude of impact based on the conceptual design was also completed and is
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included in this report. Additionally, Pinyon identified the anticipated type of environmental clearance(s)
and/or permit(s) that would be required for project implementation. The jurisdictional agencies whose
permitting processes were considered in this report are the Colorado Department of Transportation
(CDOT), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE). As the Project involves a state highway, compliance with CDOT'’s protocols will be required. If
federal or state-agency funding is utilized for the Project, CDOT will provide oversight for the Project.

Pinyon addressed the following resources in this report:

e Air Quality

e Noise

e Hazardous Materials

e Waters of the United States

e Sensitive Species

e  Cultural Resources

e  Parks and Recreational Resources
e Environmental Justice (EJ)

e Land Use
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Figure |. Project Location
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Air Quality

Regulatory Review

Air quality is regulated at both the federal and state level, with guidance provided at each level for how to
implement the regulations.

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Clean Air Act. This act establishes
federal regulations to provide protection for public health and the environment through a variety of
mechanisms. One of the primary avenues was through the creation of National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for criteria pollutants including carbon monoxide (CO), lead, nitrogen dioxide, ground
level ozone, particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM;o) and less than 2.5 microns (PM,5), and sulfur
dioxide. For transportation projects, the primary regulation is 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part
93 as it establishes guidelines for transportation conformity (EPA, 1997). 40 CFR Part 93.102 outlines
criteria to determine a project’s applicability to complete conformity determinations based on the project
action and geographic location. 40 CFR Part 93.126 includes Table 2 which details example projects that
are exempt from conformity determination requirements. However, it should be noted that projects within
Table 2 of 40 CFR Part 93.126 that a metropolitan planning organization (MPO) or other federal or state
agency determines to potentially have adverse emissions impacts may be required to conduct a conformity
determination for one or more pollutants.

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) Colorado Air Quality
Control Commission Regulation Number 10: Criteria for Analysis of Transportation
Conformity. States and regions are required to adopt state implementation plans (SIPs) to achieve and
maintain NAAQS which can include controls or mitigation measures for emissions sources within the
specified boundary. In Colorado, the CDPHE details the SIP provisions and procedures for Colorado
transportation plans and projects to demonstrate conformity.

EPA and FHWA Air Quality Guidance Documents. To assist state departments of transportation
(DOTs), the FHWA and the EPA issued guidance documents on how to analyze and evaluate project-level
conformity for criteria pollutants and other potentially harmful pollutants called mobile source air toxics
(MSATs). These include the EPA project-level conformity guidance for PM,s and PM,,, project-level
quantitative analysis guidance for CO, and the FHWA Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (EPA, 2015a; EPA, 2015b; FHWA, 2016).

CDOT Air Quality Project-Level Analysis Guidance (AQ-PLAG). This guidance outlines steps to
follow for projects to demonstrate transportation conformity, completion of project-level air quality
analyses, and report findings qualitatively and quantitatively (CDOT, 2019). Air quality requirements differ
based on whether a specific project’s location is in an attainment area, maintenance area, or nonattainment
area. Counties, or areas within counties, are classified based on criteria pollutant monitoring data within
the specific county or area. Classifications are defined as below:

o Attainment — no exceedances of NAAQS

o Maintenance — previously in nonattainment for a NAAQS, however, are now consistently meeting the
NAAQS

o Nonattainment — currently exceeding NAAQS

Maintenance areas may be redesignated as attainment after 20 years of demonstrating no NAAQS
exceedances. Based on the complex transportation network and the categorization of attainment,
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maintenance, and nonattainment areas in Colorado, regional MPOs exist such as the Denver Regional
Council of Governments (DRCOG) for transportation planning and modeling. Regional conformity
documents released by MPOs demonstrate conformity with the SIP such as a Regional Transportation Plan
and a Transportation Improvement Program. The Regional Transportation Plan conducts modeling and
quantitative analyses to show the plan’s compliance with the NAAQS.

e Colorado House Bill 19-1261. This bill, which is also referred to as the Climate Action Plan, set a state-
wide goal to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 26% by 2025, 50% by 2030, and 90% by 2050 from
a 2005 baseline. Additionally, in June of 2021, the Colorado Revised Statute (CRS) 43-1-128, commonly
referred to as Senate Bill 21-260, was passed outlining objectives and framework for CDOT and the
Transportation Commission to evaluate and measure air quality impacts and to create a standard for
reducing GHGs from “regionally significant transportation capacity projects”. Implementation of this rule
will begin on projects without a signed NEPA document after July I, 2022.

2.2 Existing Conditions and Potential Impacts
The project falls within the following maintenance and non-attainment areas (EPA, 2022a):

e Denver-Boulder CO maintenance area. The conformity requirements within the Denver-Boulder
CO 20-year maintenance period ended in January 2022.

e Denver Metro PM,, maintenance area. The 20-year Denver Metro PM,, maintenance period ends in
October 2022.

e Denver-Boulder-Greeley-Ft. Collins Loveland ozone (O;) nonattainment area.

Currently, several intersections within the corridor operate at Level of Service (LOS) D or worse, which
occurs mainly in the central and north segments during the morning peak period, and in the central and south
segments during the evening peak period. Localized elevated concentrations of PM,; may be present through
the corridor at these intersections; however, current and projected estimates on diesel vehicles would need
to be evaluated to determine if the Project is of air quality concern (POAQC). In 2020, transportation was the
sector with the highest emissions in Colorado.

Multimodal and bicycle facility improvements are not anticipated to permanently impact air quality. Intersection
and corridor widening improvements would likely improve air quality by reducing congestion. However,
reduced congestion would make the route more attractive, which may increase the vehicle miles travelled and
potentially impact air quality. The Project may also result in temporary air quality impacts during construction
due to vehicle exhaust and fugitive dust emissions.
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Noise

Regulatory Review

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Regulations that apply to noise include:

Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise (23 CFR 772).
23 CFR 772 sets forth noise impact criteria and abatement for federally funded highway projects. Per 23
CFR 772, states are required to adopt state-specific guidelines, which include adopting specific parameters
such as a noise reduction design goal.

FHWA Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement Guidance and CDOT’s Noise
Analysis and Abatement Guidelines (NAAG). The FHWA guidance, and CDOT’s NAAG, provides
Colorado’s procedural and technical requirements for applying 23 CFR Part 772 in analysis and abatement
of highway traffic noise (FHWA, 201 1; CDOT, 2020a). The CDOT NAAG outlines requirements for when
a project must conduct quantitative analysis, including noise measurements and modeling, which are
considered a Type | analysis. The triggers for Type | analysis include: construction of a new highway; physical
alteration of an existing highway that halves the distance between traffic noise and the closest receptor;
the addition of a through-traffic lane; the addition of an auxiliary lane over 2,500 feet; and the addition or
relocation of an interchange lane or ramp. Note that each trigger for a Type | analysis can have complexities
and exemptions that should be analyzed individually for each project.

The CDOT NAAG defines noise abatement criteria (NAC) for different activity categories, as shown in
Table | (CDOT, 2020a). NAC are noise levels associated with interference of speech communication and
are a compromise between noise levels that are desirable and those that are achievable.

Table I. Noise Abatement Criteria as defined by the CDOT NAAG

Activity Activity Evaluation

Category L. (dBA)"? Location

Activity Description

B3

C3

E3

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance
and serve an important public need and where the preservation of
those qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its
intended purpose.

66.0 Exterior Residential use.

Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds,
cemeteries, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities,
parks, picnic areas, places of worship, playgrounds, public meeting
rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio studios,
recording studios, recreational areas, Section 4(f) sites, schools,
television studios, trails, and trail crossings.

Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities,
places of worship, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit
institutional structures, radio studios, recording studios, schools,
and television studios.

Hotels, motels, time-share resorts, offices, restaurants/bars, and
71.0 Exterior other developed lands, properties or activities not included in A-D
orF.

56.0 Exterior

66.0 Exterior

51.0 Interior

Environmental Existing Conditions Report
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S Activity Evalustion Activity Description

Category L. (dBA)"? Location

Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, industrial,
Not Not logging, maintenance facilities, manufacturing, mining, rail yards,
F ) . retail facilities, shipyards, utilities (water resources, water
Applicable Applicable ; )
treatment, electrical), warehousing, malls stores, shops, and
Government managed land.

Not Not .
G ) ) Undeveloped lands that are not permitted.
Applicable Applicable
ILeq = one-hour equivalent sound level; dBA = A-weighted decibels
2Noise abatement criteria are for impact determinations only. They are not design standards for noise abatement
measures.

3Includes undeveloped lands permitted for this activity category.

e Local Regulations. Construction noise may be regulated by County, City, or other local noise
ordinances. If no local noise ordinances apply, the Colorado Noise Statute 25-12-103 addresses maximum
permissible noise levels from construction projects. If the applicable local government agency has more
restrictive requirements regarding construction noise, those requirements would supersede the state
statute. In the City of Louisville, there are general ordinances that could be applicable, such as Ordinance
9.32 Offenses Against Public Peace, Order and Decency which restricts making unreasonable noises in
public places. However, there is not a specific noise decibel limitation, which means the limitations
presented in ordinance 92-28 of the Boulder County code would be applicable.

3.2 Methodology

Pinyon categorized parcels within 300-feet of the Study Area by NAC using aerial imagery and ground-based
photography and Boulder County land use descriptions (Google Earth Pro, 2022; Boulder County, 2022).
Individual noise receptor points were not placed or modeled. Parcels with NAC B, C, and E would require
modeling with the latest version FHWA'’s Traffic Noise Model (TNM), as required by the CDOT NAAG, on
future projects that meet a Type | project classification.

Noise contours were developed for parcels with NAC G (undeveloped and unpermitted land) using TNM
version 2.5. TNM inputs included:
e  existing roadway geometry for SH 42, North 95th Street, and Courtesy Road

o traffic data from CDOT Online Transportation Information System (OTIS) using 2045 forecasted traffic
volumes

e receptors adjacent to SH 42 in NAC G parcels
Crossroads (i.e., Arapahoe Road, Baseline Road, and South Boulder Road) were not included in the model.

Predicted noise levels from the TNM were used to plot noise contours. Contours were developed for noise
levels of 71 and 66 A-weighted decibels (dBA), per the CDOT NAAG.

3.3 Existing Conditions and Potential Impacts

Sensitive noise receptors and NAC G parcels identified within 300 feet of the Study Area, and recommended
setbacks for NAC G parcels, are summarized in Table 2 and shown in Figure 2.
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Table 2. Sensitive Noise Receptors, Noise Abatement Criteria G Parcels, and Recommended
Setbacks within 300 Feet of the Study Area

Section of
State
Highway

Noise Abatement Criteria
(NAC) G Parcels and
Recommended Setbacks

Sensitive Noise Receptors

(SH) 42
Single and multi-family residences throughout the corridor
(NAC B) NAC G parcels are at the
Trails throughout the corridor (NAC C) northeast corner of SH 42 and
Arapahoe Parks at the northwest and southeast corners of SH 42 and | AArapahoe Road. The noise
Road to Arapahoe Road (NAC C) contours for 71 A-weighted
iasellne Patios at restaurants south of Arapahoe Road (NAC E) dembels (dBA) and 66 dBA were
oad approximately 20 feet and 70 feet
A place of worship south of Northpark Road (NAC C) east from the edge of pavement
A golf course between Indian Peaks Trail and Baseline Road | on SH 42, respectively.
(NAC Q)
NAC G parcels are at the west
side of SH 42 between Baseline
Single and multi-family residences east of SH 42 except for | Road and Summit View Drive.
the commercial plaza north of South Boulder Road. Multi- | The noise contour for 71 dBA
Baseline family residences west of SH 42 near Hecla Drive (NAC | was approximately 30 to 70 feet
Road to B). east of Fhe SH 42 pavement edge.
South Trails north of Hecla Drive (NAC C) The noise contour for 66 dBA
Boulder Parks at the northwest and southeast corners of SH 42 and | o aI?PLOXISr:'a:(;IY 90 to 150 ;eet
Road Arapahoe Road (NAC C) gast of the pavement ecge.
There was one additional NAC G
A place of worship on the southeast corner of SH 42 and parcel east of North 96th Street.
Paschal Drive (NAC C) Predicted noise levels of 66 dBA
or greater were not observed
within the parcel boundary.
Single-family residences west of SH 42 and north of Griffith
Street (NAC B)
Multi-family residences west of SH 42 and north of Short
Street (NAC B) NAC G parcels are at the
Single and multi-family residences west of SH 42 between | ¢, thwest corner of SH 42 and
East South Street and Empire Road (NAC B) Cannon Circle. The noise
A single-family residence east of South 96th Street and | contour for 71 dBA was
South south of Empire Road (NAC B) approximately 50 feet east of the
Boulder Trails (NAC C): SH 42 pavement edge. The noise
Road to o east of SH 42 near Griffith Street and Short Street contour for 66 dBA was
Empire o at the southeast corner of SH 42 and Empire Road | 2PProximately 100 feet east of
Road o at south of South Front Street and west of County the SH 42‘ !Javement edge. There
Road were additional NAC G parcels
Parks/sporting areas (NAC C): south of Spruce Street. Predicted
o g:::e:f SH 42 between Griffith Street and Short cvz::ee ::eo\/te ::b:taf\f ejB\/:/Ai\tﬁ:ng:: ea ter
o at the southwest corner of SH 42 and East South parcel boundaries.
Boulder Street
A restaurant patio at the southwest corner of SH 42 and
Pine Street (NAC E)
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Section of

Noise Abatement Criteria
State

(NAC) G Parcels and
Recommended Setbacks

Sensitive Noise Receptors

Highway
(SH) 42

o Single-family residences west of SH 42 and north of Griffith

Street (NAC B)

Multi-family residences west of SH 42 and north of Short
Street (NAC B)

Single and multi-family residences west of SH 42 between
East South Street and Empire Road (NAC B)

A single-family residence east of South 96th Street and
south of Empire Road (NAC B)

Road
Parks/sporting areas (NAC C):
o east of SH 42 between Griffith Street and Short
Street
o at the southwest corner of SH 42 and East South
Boulder Street

A restaurant patio at the southwest corner of SH 42 and
Pine Street (NAC E)

NAC G parcels are at the
southwest corner of SH 42 and
Cannon Circle. The noise contour
for 71 dBA was approximately 50

South ) feet from the edge of pavement.
Boulder Trails (NAC C): The noise contour for 66 dBA was
Road to o east of SH 42 near Griffith Street and Short Street approximately 100 feet from the
Empire o at the southeast corner of SH 42 and Empire Road edge of pavement. There were
Road o at south of South Front Street and west of County | additional NAC G parcels south

of Spruce Street. Predicted noise
levels of 66 dBA or greater were
not observed within the parcel
boundaries.
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Figure 2. Sensitive Noise Receptors and NAC Parcels
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4, Hazardous Materials

4.1 Regulatory Review

There are federal, state, and local environmental regulations that provide for the use, transport, and disposal
of hazardous materials as well as for clean-up of soil and groundwater that have been impacted by improper
use, storage, and disposal. The following such regulations are relevant to the Project:

e Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA; 42
United States Code [USC] Part 103, Sec. 9601 et seq.). CERCLA was enacted in 1980 (42 USC
§9601 et seq.) and subsequently amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (42 USC
§9601 et seq.). CERCLA (also known as “Superfund”) is designed to clean up closed and abandoned sites
contaminated with hazardous substances. The law authorizes the EPA to identify parties responsible for
contamination of sites and compel the parties to clean up the sites. Sites potentially impacted by hazardous
substances are reported to the EPA and additional investigation is conducted. Based on the results of the
investigation, the EPA either determines that no further action is necessary at the federal level (but may
refer the site to the state for additional activities) or places the site on the National Priorities List. Sites
remain on the National Priorities List until clean-up activities have been completed and the site is delisted.

e EPA Standards and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries/American Society of Testing and
Materials (40 CFR Part 312). The EPA has established federal standards and practices for conducting
all appropriate inquiries related to the previous ownership and uses of a property to qualify for landowner
liability protections under CERCLA.

¢ Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA; 40 CFR Parts 260-299). RCRA (42 USC §321
et seq.), enacted in 1976, establishes a framework for the management of both solid waste and hazardous
waste. RCRA Subtitle C authorizes the EPA to develop regulations for cradle-to-grave management of
these wastes. In Colorado, the CDPHE has promulgated regulations for management of both solid waste

(6 Code of Colorado Regulations [CCR] 1007-2) and hazardous waste (6 CCR 1007-3).

e Underground Storage Tank Remediation, Colorado Department of Labor and Employment
— Division of Oil and Public Safety (7 CCR 1101-14). Under the auspices of the Colorado
Department of Labor and Employment, Division of Oil and Public Safety, this remediation complies with
laws and regulations surrounding damage to the environment and risk to the public from leaking
underground storage tanks, identifies responsibilities of the owner/operators of underground tanks, and
provides technical guidance for response to releases from underground storage tanks.

e Radiation Control, CDPHE - Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Division (6 CCR
1007-1). 6 CCR 1007-1 provides guidance on radiation management.

The United States DOT and the Colorado Department of Public Safety, State Patrol Hazardous Materials
Section, are responsible for regulating hazardous materials transportation. The Colorado State Patrol is
responsible for reporting spills to the CDPHE associated with highway transportation incidents.

4.2 Methodology

This report provides information on facilities that, as a result of the use, storage, and/or disposal of petroleum
and/or hazardous materials, may pose a potential risk of impacting the Study Area. Pinyon completed a review
of the compliance history of facilities within and in close proximity to the Study Area, as identified through
review of aerial imagery and a regulatory database search (GeoSearch, 2021). The sites identified were then
reviewed and assigned a risk level of low, medium, or high. The assigned risk level is based on distance from
the Study Area, groundwater flow direction, facility listing type (e.g., leaking underground storage tank, solid
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waste facility, etc.), and other available details reported in the Regulatory Agency Database and/or EPA site-
specific profile. High-risk potential facilities are identified below and shown in Figure 3. A table of findings
showing low-, medium-, and high-risk potential facilities is included as Appendix A of this report.

4.3 Existing Conditions and Potential Impacts
A total of four high-risk potential sites were identified within or near the Study Area:

e Anillegal dump site located at 95" and Arapahoe. This site is a historical landfill with potential for
methane/fill materials to be present. Since methane/fill materials may be present, there is potential for this
site to impact the Project.

e 1301, 1313, 1331, and 1341 Cannon Street and 1000 Griffith Street. An environmental site
assessment was completed for this brownfield facility in 2006 which identified volatile organic compounds,
lead, and other metal impacts at the property; however, soil and groundwater impacts were not reported.
Since there is no documentation regarding cleanup of the facility, there is potential for this site to impact
the Project.

e 1125 Short Street. A petroleum release was reported at this brownfield facility on October 28, 201 1.
The site was remediated to Tier | standards. However, the Tier | closure only applies to the petroleum
release and there is potential that lead impacts were not addressed. Therefore, this site may impact the
Project due to the potential presence of lead in surface soils.

e 1055 Courtesy Road. An environmental site assessment was completed for this brownfield facility in
2006 which identified volatile organic compounds, lead, and other metal impacts at the property. Soil and
groundwater impacts were not reported. Since there is no documentation regarding cleanup of the facility,
it is not certain whether impacts to soil or groundwater remain; therefore, there is potential for this site
to impact the Project.
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Figure 3. Hazardous Materials
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5. Woaters of the United States

5.1 Regulatory Review
The following federal and state regulations protect potential WOTUS, including wetlands:

e Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act protects WOTUS, which
include federally jurisdictional wetlands and open waters. Impacts to WOTUS require authorization
through the USACE.

o Executive Order (EO) 11990 Protection of Wetlands. The purpose of EO 11990 is to “minimize
the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial
values of wetlands.” CDOT has wetland-specific requirements beyond those required by the USACE to
comply with EO 11990, including the requirement of a Wetland Finding report if permanent wetland
impacts exceed 500 square feet or if temporary impacts exceed 1,000 square feet, and mitigation of wetland
impacts, regardless of USACE jurisdictional status, at a I:| ratio.

5.2 Methodology
Pinyon reviewed the following publicly available data to identify potential WOTUS within the Study Area:

e  Aerial imagery and ground-based photography (Google Earth Pro, 2022)

e  United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-Minute Quadrangle Maps (USGS, 2022a; USGS, 2022b)

e USGS National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) (USGS, 2022c).

e United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) (USFWS, 2022a).
e Boulder County Streams and Ditches Data (Boulder County, 2020)

Potential WOTUS identified during the desktop assessment were digitized using ArcPro. Pinyon then
conducted “windshield surveys” of the Study Area on October 12, 2021, and September 19, 2022, to verify
the potential WOTUS. Field observations were compared with the digitized data, and potential WOTUS were
either confirmed or remapped using ArcGIS Field Maps. Potential wetlands were defined solely as the presence
and dominance of hydrophytic (wetland) vegetation. These areas were not mapped using standard USACE
protocols, which requires presence of hydric soils, wetland hydrology, and hydrophytic vegetation; therefore,
the wetland data presented may be an overestimation of wetlands and would not be suitable for Section 404
permitting purposes. Open waters were mapped based on the presence of an ordinary high water mark
(OHWM) as defined by indicators described in the USACE guide to OHWM delineation, such as a topographic
break in slope, change in vegetation characteristics, and/or change in sediment characteristics.

5.3 Existing Conditions and Potential Impacts

Based an overlay of the limits of disturbance on the mapped WOTUS, there are potential open waters and
wetlands within the Study Area that have potential to be impacted by the proposed Project (Figure 4, Table 3).
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Table 3. Summary of Identified Open Waters

Open
Woaters

OW-I

Latitude,
Longitude in
World
Geodetic
System of
1984

40.006703°,
-105.131092°

Description

Open waters of South Boulder Canyon Ditch (also referred to as
South Boulder Canon Ditch) on both sides of State Highway (SH)
42. The South Boulder Canyon Ditch is a concrete-lined irrigation
ditch within the Study Area that feeds into a series of reservoirs
northeast of the Study Area before connecting with the
Cottonwood Extension Ditch, which ultimately drains into uplands
in Weld County. The ditch was dry at the time of the October
2021 site visit.

Area
(acres/
square

feet)

0.006/242

Oow-2

39.986656°,
-105.127570°

Open waters associated with an unnamed lateral ditch along the
south side of South Boulder Road and the east side of SH 42. The
unnamed lateral ditch is mapped by Boulder County but is not
represented in the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-
Minute Quadrangle Maps, USGS National Hydrography Dataset
(NHD), or United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
National Wetland Inventory (NWI) (Boulder County, 2020; USGS,
2022a-c; USFWS, 2022a). The ditch does not appear to have a
direct downstream connection with another waterbody and was
dry at the time of the site visits.

0.015/665

OW-3

39.980956°, -
105.127659°

Open waters associated with an unnamed lateral ditch on the east
side of SH 42 between Empire Road and South Boulder Road. The
unnamed lateral ditch is mapped by Boulder County but is not
represented in the USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle Maps, USGS
NHD, or USFWS NWI (Boulder County, 2020; USGS, 2022a-c;
USFWS, 2022a). The ditch does not appear to have a direct
downstream connection with another waterbody and was dry at
the time of the site visits.

0.04/1,746

Oow-4

39.977252°,
-105.127580°

Open waters associated with an unnamed lateral ditch on the east
side of SH 42 just north and south of Empire Road. The unnamed
lateral ditch is not represented in the USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle
Maps, USGS NHD, USFWS NWI, or the Boulder County Streams
and Ditch map (USGS, 2022a-c; USFWS, 2022a; Boulder County,
2020). The ditch does not appear to have a direct downstream
connection with another waterbody and was dry at the time of the
site visits.

0.003/150

OW-5

39.973111°, -
105.126582°

Open waters associated with an unnamed ditch where SH 42
changes direction on the southern portion of the Study Area. The
unnamed ditch is not represented in the USGS 7.5-Minute
Quadrangle Maps, USGS NHD, USFWS NWI, or the Boulder
County Streams and Ditch map (USGS, 2022a-c; USFWS, 2022a;
Boulder County, 2020). The ditch was dry during the site visits, but
water (when present) flows into Coal Creek just south of the Study
Area. Coal Creek is a perennial stream that ultimately discharges
into Boulder Creek northeast of the Study Area in Boulder County.

0.009/402
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Eight potential wetlands (WL-1, WL-2.... WL-8) were identified within the Study Area and are summarized in
Table 4 and shown in Figure 4. The potential wetlands appeared to be limited to depressional areas within or
near waterways subject to ponding.

Table 4. Summary of Identified Potential Wetlands

Potential
Wetland

Associated Waterway

Latitude, Longitude in World
Geodetic System of 1984

Area (acres/square

feet)

(WGS84)

WL-I Unnamed roadside swale 40.013320° -105.131286° 0.017/733
WL-2 South Boulder Canyon Ditch 40.006650°, -105.130789° 0.006/273
WL-3 Unnamed roadside swale 40.005473°, -105.130846° 0.016/676
WL-4 Unnamed roadside swale 40.004511°, -105.130853° 0.028/1,220
WL-5 Unnamed roadside swale 39.991097°, -105.127988° 0.004/185
WL-6 Unnamed roadside swale 39.990736°, -105.127973° 0.006/271
WL-7 Unnamed lateral ditch 39.984272°, -105.127629° 0.023/1,013
WL-8 Unnamed lateral ditch 39.983813°, -105.127589° 0.015/665

In addition to the water resources describe above, numerous upland swales were noted within the Study Area.
These features lacked an OHWM and are therefore not likely to be WOTUS and are not further discussed in
this report.

Environmental Existing Conditions Report
SH 42 Connecting People and Places Page 18
Cities of Louisville and Lafayette, Colorado



Pmyen

Environmental, Inc.

Figure 4. Potential Waters of the United States
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6. Sensitive Species

6.1 Regulatory Review

Several federal and state regulations are in place to protect certain plant and animal species and their habitats.
Federally and state-listed threatened and endangered species, as well as other special-status species discussed
in this report are protected by the following regulations and policies:

e The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA). The ESA protects federally listed plant and animal
species with the goal of ensuring their long-term survival and recovery (16 USC §1531-1543). Section 7 of
the ESA charges federal agencies to aid in the conservation of listed species and requires the agencies to
ensure that their activities are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or adversely
modify designated critical habitats [Section 7 (a) (I and 2)]. The ESA is administered by the USFWS.

e The Colorado Nongame, Endangered, and Threatened Species Conservation Act. The
Conservation Act provides some protection within the state for listed species and establishes the State of
Colorado’s intent to protect endangered, threatened, and rare species (CRS Annotated § 33-2-101-108).
Under the Act, Colorado law provides for the acquisition of habitat for species listed, as well as other
protective measures. Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) is responsible for listing state species.

e Black-tailed Prairie Dog (Cynomys ludovicianus) Policies. The 2009 CDOT Impacted Black-tailed
Prairie Dog Policy applies to black-tailed prairie dogs within CDOT right of way (ROW), and the Prairie Dog
Habitat and Element of the Grassland and Shrubland Management Policy applies to black-tailed prairie dogs
within Boulder County Open Space (CDOT, 2009; Boulder County, 2016).

e The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
(BGEPA). The MBTA and the BGEPA protect migratory birds, nests, and nesting activities that could be
disrupted or destroyed during such construction activities as clearing vegetation, moving earth, and
demolishing bridges (6 USC § 703-712). The USFWS administers these requirements.

6.2 Methodology

For the purposes of this report, sensitive species are defined as species that are federally listed as threatened
(FT), federally listed as endangered (FE), candidate for federal listing (FC), state-listed as threatened (ST), state-
listed as endangered (SE), and of state special concern (SC), and raptors and other migratory birds. Pinyon used
the following publicly available desktop information to evaluate if sensitive species may occur in or near the
Study Area.

e  Aerial imagery and ground-based photography (Google Earth Pro, 2022)

e USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) system (USFWS, 2022b)
o CPW Species Activity Mapping Data (CPWV, 2022a)

o CPW Species Profiles (CPWV, 2022b)

e Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP) Biodiversity Tracking and Conservation System database
(CNHP, 2022)

Pinyon then conducted “windshield surveys” within and near the Study Area on October 12, 2021, and
September 19, 2022, to field verify the potential sensitive species habitat compiled during the desktop
assessment. Notes and photographs were collected using ArcGIS Field Maps. Pinyon evaluated the corridor
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for prairie dog burrows within 1,000 feet of the Study Area, and potential raptor nests within 0.5-mile of the
Study Area (Figure 5).

6.3 Existing Conditions and Potential Impacts
6.3.1 Federally Protected Species

Based on a review of the USFWS IPaC list, there are FT, FE, and FC species with the potential to occur in, or
be impacted by, projects in or near the Study Area (USFWS, 2022b). Of these species, four occur downstream
of the Study Area along the Platte and/or Missouri Rivers and may be impacted if the Project were to result in
water depletions: the pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus; FE), Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus; FT),
Whooping Crane (Grus americana; FE), and western prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera praeclara; FT).

Pinyon conducted a habitat assessment for the remaining species identified on the iPaC list: gray wolf (Canis
lupus; FE), greenback cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki spp. Stomias; FT), monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus;
FC), Preble’s meadow jumping mouse (Zapus hudsonius preblei; FT), and Ute ladies’-tresses orchid (Spiranthes
diluvialis; FT). No suitable habitat was noted within or near the Study Area for greenback cutthroat trout or
Ute ladies’-tresses orchid. There are no established populations of gray wolf within or near the Study Area,
and the USFWS only requires consideration of impacts to gray wolves if the activity includes a predator
management program. Therefore, based on this preliminary assessment, the proposed Project would have no
effect on greenback cutthroat trout, the Ute ladies’-tresses orchid, or the gray wolf.

The remaining two species are discussed below.
6.3.1.1 Preble’s Meadow Jumping Mouse

The Preble’s meadow jumping mouse lives and reproduces in and near riparian areas located within grassland,
shrubland, forest, and mixed vegetation types where dense herbaceous or woody vegetation occurs near the
ground level; where available open water exists during their active season; and where there are adjacent upland
habitats of sufficient width and quality for foraging, hibernation, and refuge from catastrophic flooding events
(USFWS, 2018a).

The closest known occurrence of the mouse, based on trapping data along Coal Creek, was approximately
seven miles upstream of the Study Area (USFWS, 2018b). Areas of dense herbaceous or woody vegetation
near the ground level next to open water are present along Coal Creek, proximate to the southern portion
of the Study Area (Figure 5). However, there is no suitable habitat for the mouse within the Study Area, which
is primarily within ROW. Further, there is no USFWS-mapped critical habitat within or near the Study Area
(USFWS, 2010). Therefore, there is no potential for the Project to impact Preble’s meadow jumping mouse.

6.3.1.2 Monarch Butterfly

The monarch butterfly is a migratory insect found throughout the United States that breeds in various species
of milkweed (Asclepias spp.). While milkweed was not noted during the windshield surveys, a thorough
vegetation survey was not conducted; therefore, there is potential for the monarch butterfly to occur within
the Study Area. As a federal candidate species, the monarch butterfly is currently not protected at the federal
or state level.

6.3.2 State Listed and Special-Concern Species

There are ST and SC species with the potential to be impacted by work occurring in the USGS 7.5-Minute
Quadrangles where the Study Area is located (CPW, 2022a-b; CNHP, 2022; USGS, 2022a-b). Pinyon evaluated
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the potential for these species to occur in the Study Area based on an assessment of habitat and species
distributions. Note that state sensitive species that are also federally listed are not discussed in this section, as
they were previously discussed in Section 6.3.1.

No suitable habitat was noted within the Study Area for the American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum;
SC), northern redbelly dace (Chrosomus eos; SE), or the northern leopard frog (Lithobates pipiens; SC).
Therefore, based on this preliminary review, there is no potential for these species to occur or be impacted
by the proposed Project. The remaining species are discussed below.

6.3.2.1 Black-tailed Prairie Dog

The black-tailed prairie dog is a state SC that prefers grasslands in open areas with low, relatively sparse
vegetation. Black-tailed prairie dog burrows are conspicuous on aerial imagery and generally appear as bare
circles one to three feet in diameter with a black dot in the center indicating the entrance to the burrow. Five
black-tailed prairie dog colonies were noted throughout the Study Area during the site visits (Figure 5). The
colonies were active at the time of the site visits. The Project has potential to impact black-tailed prairie dogs.

6.3.2.2 Burrowing Owl

The Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia) is a ST species and is also protected under the MBTA. The species
commonly nest in burrows such as those dug by prairie dogs. Although no Burrowing Owls were noted during
the site visits, a thorough Burrowing Owl survey was not conducted. Therefore, there is potential for
Burrowing Owils to occur in the prairie dog colonies within the Study Area and be impacted by the Project.

6.3.2.3 Bald Eagle

The Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is a state SC and is also protected under the MBTA and the BGEPA.
Bald Eagles typically nest in forested areas near large bodies of water. The closest CPW-mapped Bald Eagle
nest is about one mile east of the northern portion of the Study Area, and CPW-mapped Bald Eagle winter
range overlaps the Study Area (CPWV, 2022a). No Bald Eagle nests, roost sites, or sightings of individuals were
noted during the site visits. However, large trees within 0.5 mile of the Study Area provide suitable nesting
and/or roosting habitat for Bald Eagles, and Bald Eagles may develop new nests and/or roosts prior to potential
construction activities. Depending on where Bald Eagles nest or roost near the Study Area, as well as the
Project design, the Project has potential to impact Bald Eagles.

6.3.3 Migratory Birds

The MBTA protects birds, their active nests, and their eggs (except for Rock Doves [Columbia livia], Common
Starlings [Sturnus vulgaris], and some other non-native birds). In Colorado, most nesting and rearing activities
occur between April and August; however, raptors may nest as early as February. These timelines are guidelines
and birds covered under the MBTA are always protected.

One potential raptor nest was noted within 0.5-mile (the CPW-recommended disturbance-buffer for raptors;
CPW, 2020) of the Study Area during the September 19, 2022 site visit (Figure 5). Large trees within 0.5 mile
of the Study Area provide suitable nesting and/or roosting habitat for raptors, and raptors may develop new
nests and/or roosts prior to potential construction activities. No non-raptor bird nests were noted within the
Study Area during the site visits. However, trees, shrubs, grasses, and structures are present that could provide
potential suitable nesting habitat for birds. Therefore, there is potential that birds protected under the MBTA
will nest within or near the proposed Project during the breeding season. Depending on where birds are
nesting, as well as Project designs, there is potential for birds protected under the MBTA to be impacted by
the Project.
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Figure 5. Sensitive Species Habitat

u
k)
Q
P
S
— f@ il
f <. — @
] L [
o
L=
) 2
©
| <
7 BULLHEAD
H GULCH

Prairie Dog Colony

53601t -

_sq-ebpid vedsy,”

Baselme Rc

Bald Eagle winter range includes the entire
area displayed in this map.

Potential Preble's meadow jumping mouse
habitat likely continues upstream and

& Study Area
<2 Study Area: 1,000 Foot Buffer
<7 Study Area: Half-Mile Buffer

@ Potential Raptor Nest
<2 Black-tailed Prairie Dog Colonies
20 Potential Preble's Meadow Jumping Mouse Habitat

downstream of the area shown on this map.

S
]
o
Prairie Dog Colony ‘
5599 ft
‘ ‘ i
)0 R B ;
| = yihutheBollder-Rd— - ——W:South-Boulder-Rd ——— "=
j ~J o [
lins ) :‘—, ‘/‘?s= ar
P W Willow. St (Wie 2
= 2 e
\ = Fo o I8
7 =3 )
A .\g// N =A=s20 Coal/ ¢
I O ®
= QUE =Nl s 7
1 b (( | y
5 < > ] ] ,\\
7, \2
& \)9\ | |
\ﬁ\l\a | 2 1
D= W-Pine
o Y i =) j
% =~ _ =1 Empire-Rd =L
o) —— mr [ ( ) i |
s o, Bl | 2 L
M=l N o g& J
” 4 ) J ‘ Bella
TS @%\j =" 7 =[]
= 2 [ SN | =
9 g = S = \ creek LI ] 8
% ; i = Wgrlerry ! T 0% Zp—f’(ﬁﬂ;\ﬁ,f ®©
(s |53 =] { ! 5 =0 by 3 ——Maple-R
= ) )= —d (7] o e
sl £ 9 ‘
Notes:
Sensitive Speaes

Environmental Existing Conditions Report
SH 42 Connecting People and Places
Cities of Louisville and Lafayette, Colorado

Page 26



Pmyen

7.

1.1

Environmental, Inc.

Cultural Resources

Regulatory Review

The following regulations protect cultural resources, including archaeological and historic resources:

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This act was passed in 1966 and contains a set of
regulations commonly referred to as “Section 106” [36 CFR Part 800]. Section 106 is a procedural law
that requires Federal agencies to consider effects of undertakings on historic properties. Historic
properties are defined as any prehistoric or historic districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects that
are eligible for or already listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Also included are any
artifacts, records, and remains (surface or subsurface) that are related to and located within historic
properties and any properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to Tribes. Historic properties
are evaluated for NRHP eligibility based on criteria identified by the National Park Service (NPS) and must
retain sufficient integrity to convey historic significance.

The three potential determinations of effect to historic resources are: no historic properties affected, no
adverse effect, and adverse effect. If no historic resources are affected by the project, Section 106 would
result in a determination of no historic properties affected and there would be no use under Section 4(f) (see
below for information on Section 4(f) of the DOT Act). If avoidance of historic resources is not possible,
the Federal agency should evaluate alternatives to minimize impacts. If avoidance and minimization of
historic resources are not possible, and the project results in a determination of adverse effect, the agency
would be required to mitigate impacts to historic resources.

Section 4(f) of the United States DOT Act. This act, which was also passed in 1966, contains a
regulation referred to as Section 4(f) [23 CFR Part 774]. Section 4(f) requires agencies under the authority
of the DOT to avoid the use of Section 4(f) resources, including historic sites listed on or eligible for the
NRHP as well as certain designated land uses. Please refer to the Parks and Recreation section of this
report for more discussion on Section 4(f) as it relates to non-historic resources.

Colorado Register of Historic Places Act [24 CRS 80.1]. This act was passed with the intent to
preserve the cultural and historic places in the state for the “education and enjoyment of the residents of
this state, present and future.” The Colorado Register of Historic Places Act primarily creates the State
Register of Historic Places, similar to the NRHP, and a framework for nominating sites to the State Register.
All properties listed in the NRHP are automatically included in the Colorado State Register. The Register
of Historic Places Act also includes a stipulation for review of proposed actions by state agencies. This
stipulation is generally satisfied within the context of Section 106 review for projects requiring compliance
under Section |106; however, a separate state-level compliance process is required when no federal process
is applicable to a state action.

Code of Ordinances, Title 15. Buildings and Construction, Chapter 15.36. Historic
Preservation. The City of Louisville has a local preservation ordinance that includes a local landmark
program. Projects within the jurisdiction of the city should be reviewed for compliance with this local
ordinance.

Boulder County Land Use Code, Article 15. Bolder County maintains a historic preservation
program; this act requires the review of projects to ensure their compliance with appropriate County
regulations.

Environmental Existing Conditions Report
SH 42 Connecting People and Places Page 27
Cities of Louisville and Lafayette, Colorado



Pmyen

Environmental, Inc.

7.2 Methodology

A review of the COMPASS database maintained by the Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
(OAHP) was completed in May 2021 for previously identified historic resources within a 150-foot buffer of the
Study Area (Figure 6; History Colorado, 2021). In addition to the COMPASS database, Pinyon historians
consulted the following data sources to identify potentially eligible cultural resources within 150 feet of the
Study Area:

e Aerial imagery and ground-based photography (Google Earth Pro, 2022)
e CDOT’s State Highway Inventory and OTIS database (CDOT, 2022)

e Boulder County Assessor records (Boulder County, 2022)

e USGS historic topographic maps (USGS, 1904; USGS, 2953; USGS, 1978)

Historic resource evaluations typically use an age threshold of 50 years when identifying potentially eligible
historic resources. Infrastructure projects often use 45 years as the year-built threshold to account for planning
studies often completing several years before construction. Therefore, resources constructed in 1977 or
before are considered in this report. In some instances, resources determined to have exceptional importance
that are less than 45 years old may be considered eligible to the NRHP.

Archaeological resources were not assessed as a part of this report. Due to the land uses adjacent to SH 42
and the disturbed nature of those areas, the potential for archaeological resources to be encountered is
expected to be low.

1.3 Existing Conditions and Potential Impacts

The COMPASS search returned 54 previously identified cultural resources in the Study Area. Resources with
a determination of Not Eligible (Official/Field) and/or Needs Data are excluded from this report. There are NRHP
Eligible resources and one NRHP Listed resource located within |50 feet of the Study Area (Table 5). All of the
previously identified Eligible and Listed resources have been evaluated within the last 10 years. Should Project
activities extend beyond this horizon (approximately 2025) these resources may require revisitation.

Table 5. Previously Identified National Register of Historic Places Eligible/Listed Historic

Resources
. LA Date of Last

Site ID Resource Name Eligibility Status Evaluation
5BL.400' Colorado & Southern Railroad Officially Eligible 2015
5BL.400.5 | Colorado & Southern Railroad Segment Officially Eligible 2015
5BL.4246 Mayhoffer Farm Officially Eligible 2017
5BL.5525 Doc Riley Farm Officially Eligible 2015
5BL.7260 Shannon Farm Listed - Natlonal:llzzilster of Historic 2015
5BL.5041.1 South Boulder Canyon Ditch Officially Eligible/Supporting 2006/2015

IThis site number is for the overall linear resource in Boulder County. Segments are assigned a stem number and
assessed as either supporting or not supporting of the eligibility of the entire resource.

A manual search of the OTIS and historic sites viewer databases maintained by CDOT, Boulder County
Assessor records, historic topographic maps, and aerial photographs located potentially eligible historic
resources within 150 feet of the Study Area (Tables 6 - 8).
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Table 6. Newly Identified Potentially Eligible Historic Resources

Date of
Parcel Number Property Address Owner Construction
146533217002 2683 Indian Peaks Trail Stasney David Lee 1925
146529016003 1777 North 95th Street | Bonnes Stanley Loren Jr & Holly Henderson 1955
157504000010 484 North 96th Street Woolley Edwin L & Carleen E 1954
157504000018 358 North 96th Street Sumerfield Properties LLC 1960
157504000016 392 North 96th Street Ray John A & Irene R 1964
157504000017 374 North 96th Street Pettiford Michael E & Bernice Schuch 1957
157508150002 1219 Courtesy Road Deborski Michael E 1958
15750400001 | 466 North 96th Street Labella Peter | & Sara A 1954
157504000012 448 North 96th Street Kerr-Saville Linda Et Al 1954
157504000022 2020 Highway 42 Gable Tricia | 1967
157504000015 410 North 96th Street Finch Lawrence Howard 1957
157508400023 417 East Street Chiles Jeffrey Taylor & Emily Anne 1949
157508140003 1100 Courtesy Road Hitchhiker Properties LLC 1962
157508168010 1331 Courtesy Road Boom LLC 1959

Table 7. Newly ldentified Potentially Eligible Linear Resources

Resource Name Date of Construction Notes
. United States Geological Survey (USGS) Niwot, CO
Baseline Road Ca. 1900 (1904) 1:62,500
Arapahoe Road Ca. 1900 USGS Niwot, CO (1904) 1:62,500
Empire Road Ca. 1950 USGS Denver, CO (1953/1978) 1:25,000
Goodhue Ditch Segment 1874 CO Cultural Resource Survey Form 5BL.2719

Table 8. Newly Identified Potentially Eligible Structures'

Intersecting Date of
e N s Feature Construction
. Highline Lateral . .
042A001660BR C’:'J'Ir\‘/‘;’:t Ditch 1930 B;‘f;:‘ig;ﬁ:l)'" 1990 and found Not
(5BL.2730.1) g
Minor | Goodhue Ditch Unsurveyed Segment of Goodhue
042A001620BR | -\ vere | (5BL2719) 1966 Ditch
Ditch surveyed in 2006 and found
Minor South Boulder Eligible (Official). Segment was
042A000540BR Canyon Ditch 1966 givle {Hcla). >eg :
Culvert surveyed in 2015 and determined
(5BL.5041.1) : .
Supporting (Official)

'Note that these resources are the culverts for the ditches, not the ditches themselves.

Impacts to historic resources cannot be anticipated at this project phase as the design is not advanced enough
to quantify impacts and formal eligibility determinations have not been made. Historic resources that are
immediately adjacent to SH 42, particularly those at the intersections, could be directly impacted by acquisition
of easements and/or ROW. However, the magnitude and nature of direct and indirect impacts is needed to
assess the effect of the improvements to historic resources.
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Figure 6. Known and Potentially Historic Resources
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8. Parks and Recreational Resources

8.1 Regulatory Review

The following regulations are in place to protect parks, trails, and other publicly owned recreational resources
that are open to the public:

e Section 4(f) of the United States DOT Act of 1966. Section 4(f) of the United States DOT Act of
1966 (Section 4(f)) affords special protection to publicly owned parks; recreational resources; wildlife and
waterfowl refuges; and publicly or privately-owned historic sites. This DOT regulation allows for
incorporation of a Section 4(f) property into a transportation use only if there is no feasible and prudent
alternative to doing so. This discussion applies to both Section 4(f)/non-historic resources (wildlife refuges
and recreation facilities) as well as Section 4(f)/historic resources. Use of a Section 4(f) property occurs
when:

o land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility;

o there is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s preservation purpose;
or

o there is a constructive use (the project’s impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features,
or attributes of an adjacent property are substantially impaired).

e Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Act. Section 6(f) of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (Section 6(f)) prohibits the conversion of property acquired or developed
with grants from this fund to a non-recreational purpose without the approval by the NPS.

8.2 Methodology

Pinyon reviewed a 100-foot buffer of the Study Area for the presence of open spaces, parks, trails, and other
publicly accessible recreational facilities. The search included review of the following publicly available data:

e  Aerial imagery and ground-based photography (Google Earth Pro, 2022)

e CDOT’s OTIS database (CDOT, 2022)

e CPW'’s Colorado Trail Explorer (COTrex) online mapper (State of Colorado, 2019).

o City websites and planning documents (City of Louisville, 2022; City of Lafayette, 2022)

8.3 Existing Conditions and Potential Impacts

No Section 6(f) resources occur within 100 feet of the Study Area. Potential Section 4(f)/non-historic resources
within 100 feet of the Study Area are summarized in Table 9 and shown in Figure 7.

Table 9. Potential Section 4(f) Resources within 100 Feet of the Study Area

Resource

Type of

Managing

Approximate Location

Name

Resource

Jurisdiction

Cross Ridge Park Community park . Northwest corner of Arapahoe Road and SH
Lo : City of Lafayette

and trails within and trails 42

For.'est I.’ar.k and Communlt).' park City of Lafayette | Southeast corner of Arapahoe Road and SH 42

trails within and trails
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Resource
Name

Type of
Resource

Managing

Approximate Location

Jurisdiction

North side of Arapahoe Road on east side of

Spaces

Unnamed Trail | Paved trail City of Lafayette SH 42
. . . South side of Arapahoe Road on east and west
Unnamed Trail 2 Paved trail City of Lafayette sides of SH 42
Unnamed Trail 3 Paved trail City of Lafayette | West side of SH 42 south of Arapahoe Road
Unnamed Trail 4 Paved trail City of Lafayette East side of SH 42 sout.h of Arapahoe Road;
extends south to Baseline Road
Indian Peaks Golf . West and East sides of SH 42 just north of
Golf course City of Lafayette :
Course Baseline Road
Unnamed Trail 5 Paved trail City of Lafayette \I{\Z):jt side of SH 42 on north side of Baseline
Unnamed Trail 6 Paved trail City of Lafayette ‘S’Euth side of Baseline Road on east side of SH
Unnamed Open . _— West and east sides of SH 42 near Paschal
Open space City of Louisville

Drive and Hecla Drive

North End Park
Open Space and

Community park

City of Louisville

East side of SH 42 south of Paschal Drive

Complex

Trail Within and trails
Hecla Lake Open . . . _— East side of SH 42 south of Baseline Road near
) Dirt trail City of Louisville - .
Space Trail Summit View Drive
Unnamed Trail 7 Paved trail City of Louisville South of SC.)Uth Boulder Road and east of SH 42
on north side of open space
Joint Boulder SE corner of SH 42 and South Boulder Road
Harney-Lastoka . ; .
Open space County and City | intersection; open space extends south of
Open Space o L
of Louisville Louisville Sports Complex
Louisville Sports Athletic fields City of Louisville | East of SH 42 at Short Street

Harney Lastoka
Trail

Aggregate trail

Boulder County
Parks and Open
Space

North side of the Louisville Sports Complex

Mayhoffer Farm

Joint Boulder

East of SH 42 south of the Louisville Sports

Open Space Open space County a.nd. City Complex down to Empire Road

of Louisville
Miners Field Athletic fields City of Louisville | West of SH 42 and south of East South Street
County Road Open space City of Louisville South of Empire Road on west and east sides of
Open Space SH 42

Coal Creek Trail

Aggregate trail

City of Louisville

South of Empire Road

The Project is anticipated to result in a ROW acquisition of Harney-Lastoka Open Space and potentially
Unnamed Trail 7, on the southeast corner of South Boulder Road and SH 42. If additional ROW impacts or
permanent or temporary easements occur, other recreational facilities that are immediately adjacent to SH 42
could be impacted. These potential impacts would be slivers of land that would not affect the use of these
facilities. The enhanced multi-modal connectivity will improve access and connectivity to and from these

facilities.
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Figure 7. Parks and Recreational Resources
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Land Use, Including Farmland

Regulatory Review

Land uses are typically regulated by management plans, policies, ordinances, and regulations that determine the
types of activities that are allowed or that protect specially designated or environmentally sensitive uses.

9.2

Piny

Local Land Use Zoning Regulations. Both cities have land use regulations in place that promote
coordinated development. This includes zoning regulations and design standards. Boulder County’s Land
Use Code does not apply to this Study Area as it is only applicable to unincorporated land.

Local Comprehensive Plans. Both cities have comprehensive plans in place. A primary goal of the City
of Louisville Comprehensive Plan is to provides access for all modes of transportation through SH 42
including complete streets with bicycle and pedestrian facilities and safe crossings of the arterial roads (City
of Louisville, 2013). The City of Lafayette’s Legacy Lafayette Comprehensive Plan provides a planning
framework and includes policies that guide development; it was developed to reflect community values
related to growth and changes in land use including density (City of Lafayette, 2021).

Farmland Protection Policy Act. The Farmland Protection Policy Act was established in 1994 with the
goal to minimize the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. The Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) defines farmland classifications as follows:

o “Prime Farmland” which has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for
producing food, feed, fiber, forage, oilseed, and other crops with minimum inputs of fuel, fertilizer,
pesticides, and labor

o “Farmland of Statewide or Local Importance” which is used to produce food, feed, fiber, forage, or
other crops

o “Farmland of Unique Importance” which is land is currently used to make high-valued food and fiber
such as citrus or tree nuts

o “Not Prime Farmland” which includes farmland that is none of the above

Methodology

on reviewed the following data sources to evaluate existing and planned land uses, and the presence of

farmlands, for parcels within 300-feet of the Study Area:

Aerial imagery and ground-based photography (Google Earth Pro, 2021)

City of Louisville Comprehensive Plan (City of Louisville, 201 3)

City of Louisville South Boulder Road Small Area Plan (City of Louisville, 2016)
City of Lafayette Comprehensive Plan (City of Lafayette, 2013)

Boulder County Comprehensive Plan (Boulder County, 2018)

NRCS Web Soil Survey (United State Department of Agriculture, 2022)
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9.3 Existing Conditions and Potential Impacts

Existing land uses in the vicinity of the Study Area include public lands/open spaces, commercial, industrial,
residential, and agricultural properties (Table 10; Figure 8). The City of Louisville and City of Lafayette
Comprehensive Plans designate land use immediately west of SH 42 as predominantly urban, and the land use
immediately east of SH 42 as predominantly rural or parks and open spaces (City of Louisville, 2013; City of
Lafayette, 201 3).

Table 10. Existing Land Use within 300 Feet of the Study Area

Existing Land Use Area (Acres) Percent of Total Area (%)
Agricultural 32 13
Commercial 37 14
Industrial 14 6
Other 6 2
Parks, Recreation, and Open Space 42 16
Residential 94 37
Vacant 30 12

Farmland classifications within a 300-foot buffer of the Study Area are summarized in Table || and shown in
Figure 8.

Table I 1. Farmland Classifications within 300 Feet of the Study Area

Farmland Classification Area (Acres) Percent of Total Area (%)
8

Farmland of statewide importance 29
Prime farmland if irrigated 315 92

The implementation of the proposed Project is compatible with the vision of the City of Louisville, City of
Lafayette, and Boulder County Comprehensive Plans. Direct impacts to land uses, including those to farmland,
are expected to be minor. ROW acquisitions and easements would be minor and would not be expected to
change land uses for the entire parcel. No full parcels have been identified as needing to be acquired.
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Figure 8. Land Use

P73 ft

N —___5273

ZAL]

|
e (|

o] S~

T (= >
g{ Liid
K Yarrow Park \§ \J\(L\‘

Arapahod

— )

/i

BULLHEAD
GULCH

%// ’ i
\ L// B

O ) W
o 1t )1 ‘\C_\/ A
- Q [

%Og 4 ] ﬂk

q‘o,\ ! 7 ot c’v/'f 5363“&}\
| & =

\Q
= \LU

A
N 3 '{&‘ E\‘
/9\ N
2 N
| ¢ 7 \\\
(- FT[ O3\ )
tMonﬂnch:St /]L )\//F hal\TJI \1\ J\_;/
EE SR b, — —r,
FTRIE N 2 eoe:SL\.‘ /,ﬁ '(TJL.,_/ / B />
Y \SCT) =T D
Land Us (Pg. 1 of 2) 6
& Study Area I Industrial
" Study Area: 300 Foot Buffer [ | Other 0 500 1,000
Land Use [ Parks, Rec, Open Space e Fect
[ Agricultural [ ] Residential
[] Commercial [RZJ Vacant Pirlyon
Environmental Existing Conditions Report
SH 42 Connecting People and Places Page 37

Cities of Louisville and Lafayette, Colorado



I?HBﬁ%R.IIIIIIIIIIIIIII

\‘ \H \<\\‘ \ H‘\r "3// \“/ i AN
NG | ~— [ 1IN
L \¢ - e N
L1 [Ny X A\ = & 7
iy \ \\ lal ((
A ; 1 (N A
Q L 0&/\ R, \\ﬁ Waneka Lakg
\ /2{0 3 [[ S W )
A\ XN o ] ] ¢ 1l \
NP/ J[]E'- P %
= N~ = 1 L T @y
N~ % ey e
o satif ' ,J HE : \\ 2
N A % N ,.3 c =l
Emal F’\l?rk \¢ : ;::Heclia,,Way;ﬂi‘ e
—| X )2 } | 5}
AL EEE ‘ @—"hﬁ' ULILTY| el
'; — ouih-Boulder 1
L) L

o

4],
E

U
Lz M=
SVUIEEEL s
| o
— \\,,,f — o= —h— &
yiY 5 =l 7
N2 7l L ]
TR TA ‘ T
,‘t//- s o \" ‘
‘ : ;{E,—:J—South;St:‘:f |
1 T O I
\ ¥7Walnu‘t’StJ :’\:7" (t%

D B
‘ J\—,—Spruc‘\e:SLJL'*‘LinI'

I SER D

S ——— Empire-Rd

0 | R e \

“‘1 | 1\ — S
; s | AOTT
2 I\
s el
== — 7; ; //:\:.\
Mudrock | 3 ng JL:\\ Coal CreeK
Park = —— [%‘\; \ Memoriall
M ‘ L N 5368@] Ce,metgr{y;
L\/{/,;f,vvest&:f TDtM’, \ %H;:M
EoNA —— \ I
i |
| |

—————=S:-Taylor-Ave

Land Use

[ Agricultural
[ ] Commercial

[ Parks, Rec, Open Space
[ ] Residential
[ZZJ Vacant

T A=
L Q e[ \ [ = \
b k) b\ | = o

B Y |
e [ Y2 ./ﬁAﬂ'hur:Aver;“\ P
Land Use (Pg.2 of 2) 6
& Study Area I Industrial
0 Study Area: 300 Foot Buffer Other 0 500 1,000

5 Feet

Pinyen

Environmental Existing Conditions Report
SH 42 Connecting People and Places
Cities of Louisville and Lafayette, Colorado

Page 38



Pinyen

Environmental, Inc.

Figure 9. Farmlands
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10. Environmental Justice

10.1 Regulatory Review

Federal Environmental Justice (E]) legislation was created out of concerns that land uses and facilities were
being placed in minority and low-income populations without regard to the consequences of these actions. The
term “E)” refers to the social equity in sharing the benefits and the burdens of specific projects and/or programs.

Executive Order 12898. This EO applies to federal actions to address EJ in minority populations and
low-income populations. It was drafted in response to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which states,
“No person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity
receiving federal financial assistance.”

Guidance on how to implement EO 12898 and conduct EJ analyses was issued by the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ, 1997). The CEQ guidance states that minority and low-income populations
occur where either:

o The minority or low-income population of the affected area exceeds 50%; or

o The population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater than the minority population
percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of geographical analysis.

Minorities constitute races and ethnic groups and include the following (as identified by the United States
Census Bureau): Black/African Americans, American Indian/Alaskan Natives, Asians, Native
Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders, and Hispanics.

Low-income is defined as persons/families within incomes at or below the poverty level as determined by
the Department of Health and Human Services or the Census Bureau. CDOT has further refined the
definition of low-income to be specific to the area in which the project is located. Instead of using the
national poverty level, CDOT assesses low-income based on the median income for the state and local
municipality.

The EO requires projects that involve federal agencies or federal funds be analyzed to determine whether
there is a potential for disproportionately high and/or adverse impacts from the project on minority or

low-income populations in comparison to populations that are not minority or low-income in the Study
Area. Disproportionately high and/or adverse effects are defined as being:

o Predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population; or

o Suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population in an appreciably more severe or
greater magnitude than the adverse effect that would be suffered by the non-minority population
and/or non-low-income population.

Federal Highway Administration Order 6640.23. This order was published in 1998 and it was
updated in June 2012; it is titled 6640.23A FHWA Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations and it serves as the agency’s policy regarding EJ. There are three
basic tenants at the core of the EO, which are also in FHWA’s policy:

I.  Avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionality high and adverse human health and the environmental
effects, including social and economic effects on tribal governments, minority, and low-income
populations.
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2. Ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation
decision-making process.

3. Prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority and low-
income populations.

Order 6640.23A also states: “When determining whether a particular program, policy, or activity will have
disproportionally high and adverse effects on minority populations and/or low-income populations, FHWA
managers and staff should take into account mitigation enhancement measures and potential offsetting
benefits to affected minority and/or low-income populations” (FHWA, 2012).

10.2 Methodology

To assess EJ populations in the Study Area, the nine United States Census Block Groups that are within or
adjacent to the Study Area were evaluated using the EPA’s EJScreen Tool, which gathers and displays data from
2015-2019 American Community Survey 5-year Summary data (EPA, 2022b). The Block Groups were selected
based on their proximity to the Study Area and the likelihood that residents within these boundaries use the
existing SH 42 and would be impacted by the Project. Figure 9 below shows the Block Groups evaluated in
relation to the Study Area.

This evaluation compared the percentage of minority, low-income, and Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
populations within these nine Block Groups with the Boulder County percentages to determine if there are
higher levels of each EJ populations in them than are present in the County. Appendix B contains the EPA
EJScreen reports for Boulder County and the nine United States Census Block Groups.

10.3 Existing Conditions

Boulder County has a minority population of 22 percent; none of the nine Block Groups evaluated have a
higher than 22 percent minority population.

Boulder County has a low-income population of 23 percent. Of the nine Block Groups, Census Tract 609
Block Group | was identified as having E] low-income populations with a low-income percentage of 25 percent.
This Block Group is located directly south of South Boulder Road, east of North 96™ Street (Figure 9).

Boulder County has a linguistically isolated (i.e., LEP) population of 2 percent. Of the nine Block Groups, Census
Tract 609 Block Group | was identified as having populations with a LEP percentage of 2 percent. It should be
noted that this is the same block group with low-income population percentage higher than that of the County.

Parcels immediately adjacent to SH 42, particularly at the intersections, could be directly affected through
acquisition of easements and/or ROW. Only one of the nine Block Groups (Tract 609 Block Group 1) has EJ
populations; all of the Block Groups are expected to incur the same direct and indirect effects meaning that EJ
populations are not anticipated to bear high or adverse impacts disproportionally. Similarly, improved safety and
multi-modal connectivity will benefit all Block Groups.
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Figure 10. Census Block Groups
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Il1. Next Steps

In support of the conceptual design phase, Pinyon identified environmental impacts or constraints related to the Project; these are discussed in the
text above and summarized in Table 12. Table 12 also provides recommended field surveys, agency consultation, and documentation that are
expected to be required during a future design/NEPA phase, including the anticipated level of effort for clearance and/or permitting.

Table 12. Summary of Findings; Recommendation Next Steps for Environmental Clearance and Permitting

Resource Recommended Next Steps

Existing Conditions Summary

The Project falls within the following

; ) The Denver-Boulder CO maintenance area ended its 20-year
maintenance and non-attainment areas:

maintenance period in January 2022. As the Project is no longer in the

Denver-Boulder carbon monoxide
(CO) maintenance area. The
conformity requirements within the
Denver-Boulder CO 20-year
maintenance period ended in January
2022.

Denver Metro particulate matter
less than 10 microns in diameter

20-year maintenance period for CO, a quantitative hot-spot analysis
for CO is not expected to be required.

Quantitative analyses for PMo are required for projects subject to
conformity if it is a POAQC. Some considerations that may result in a
POAQC determination are a significant increase in the number of
diesel vehicles, diesel vehicle percentage, new or expanded bus or rail
terminals resulting in congregation of diesel vehicles. None of these
considerations are expected to be a part of this Project. A POAQC

(PMi0) maintenance area. The 20- determination should be made by CDOT during the Project Low unless
year Denver Metro PM, design/National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) phase to determine | the Project is
Air Quality maintenance period ends in October | whether PMo quantitative analyses are required. POAQC or
2022. Analyses addressing mobile source air toxics (MSATs) are generally regionally
* Denver-Boulder-Greeley-Ft. Collins | only required for Environmental Assessments and Environmental significant.
Loveland ozone (Os) nonattainment | |mpact Statements. The class of NEPA study and the scope for MSATs
area should be confirmed with CDOT during the NEPA phase of the
As of September 2022, it is not certain if | T roject.
this Project will be a project of air quality | With the June 2021 state rule regarding greenhouse gases (GHGs),
concern (POAQC) or “regionally “regionally significant transportation capacity projects” may be subject
significant transportation capacity to GHG analyses. Consultation with the Colorado Department of
project”. As of September 2022, the Transportation (CDOT) and review of the CDOT GHG guidance
definition for “regionally significant (which has not been released as of September 2022) should be made
transportation capacity project” has not | to determine if this Project will meet the definition of “regionally
been finalized. significant transportation capacity project” and require GHG analysis.
It is unlikely that this Project would be considered regionally
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Resource Existing Conditions Summary

Recommended Next Steps

Level of

Effort

significant although that determination cannot be made until CDOT
defines what types of projects will qualify as regionally significant.
Due to nearby sensitive noise receptors, along with Project details
and CDOT noise analysis requirements, the proposed Project is
N ) expected to require a Type | noise analysis. Type | projects require
Sensitive noise receptors occur quantitative modeling to identify current and future noise levels at
Noise throughout a 300-foot buffer of the sensitive receptors. The Type | analysis may require a feasibility and | Medium
Study Area. reasonableness assessment of noise barriers, which would include
additional modeling. Required information to complete the Type |
analysis include traffic volumes and speeds, Project design
specifications, and parcel data near the Study Area.
An Initial Site Assessment with associated regulatory database
searches should be conducted during the Project design/NEPA phase
to determine the next steps for hazardous materials resources. The
A total of four high-risk sites were potential for these facilities to impact future Project activities is
Hazar.dous identified in the vicinity of the Study dependent on construction types, magnitude, and construction depth. Medium
Materials Area. If future improvements will impact any of the four facilities identified
as high risk, coordination with the CDPHE and/or the Colorado
Department of Labor and Employment, Oil and Public Safety may be
necessary.
A biologist should conduct a site visit during the design/NEPA phase
to formally delineate open waters and wetlands per USACE protocols
Based on desktop review, there are for permitting. It is possible that these features do not meet the three
potential WOTUS within the Study Area. USACE criteria (vegetation, hydrology, soils), and would therefore
Although most the potential WOTUS not be deemed wetlands. If they are determined to be wetlands,
identified are isolated features, some may impacts to these features should be avoided or minimized if possible.
:’Jvnai::; (:;:::s have downstrearn connections with If impacts to jurisdictional open waters and wetlands (i.e., WOTUS) Medium
(WOTUS) 9t|"‘er' w.aterbodles and may be ) cannot be avoided, a Section 404 permit may be required. It is likely
jurisdictional. However, only the United | tha¢ impacts would be covered under a Nationwide Permit.
States Army Corps of Engineers Regardless of jurisdictional status, CDOT requires that impacts to
(USACE) has the authority to determine | \vetlands be mitigated at a | to | ratio. If permanent impacts to
jurisdictional status. wetlands are greater than 500 square feet, or combined impacts
(temporary and permanent) are greater than 1,000 square feet, a
Wetland Finding would be required by CDOT.
Environmental Existing Conditions Report
SH 42 Connecting People and Places Page 44

Cities of Louisville and Lafayette, Colorado



Pmyen

Environmental, Inc.

Level of

Resource Existing Conditions Summary Recommended Next Steps Effort

A biologist should conduct a site visit during the project design/NEPA
phase to confirm that there is no potential for federally listed species
to occur within the Study Area. Potential impacts to federally listed
species would require Section 7 consultation (assuming federal nexus)
or Section 10 consultation (assuming no federal nexus) with the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
Potential habitat was noted for Burrowing Owl, a ST species. If the
site visit confirms the presence of suitable habitat for Burrowing Owl,
project specials, and general notes should be included in the Project
contract documents to compel the future contractor to avoid and/or

Based on a preliminary habitat minimize impacts once the Project advances.

assessment of the Study Area, there is Potential habitat was also noted for two SC species (the Bald Eagle

no potential for federally listed species to | and black-tailed prairie dog) and one FC species (the monarch

occur within the Study Area. However, butterfly). There are currently no statutory requirements for SC or

there is potential for the monarch FC species, Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) may require

Sensitive butterfly (candidate for federal listing additional mitigation at their discretion. Regardless, impacts to these Medium
Species [FC]), Bald Eagle (state special concern | species and their habitat should be avoided and/or minimized as

species [SC]), black-tailed prairie dog feasible.

(SC), and Burrowing Owl (state-listed as

threatened [ST]) to occur within the Migratory bird (including raptor) nesting habitat occurs in and within

Study Area. 0.5-mile of the Study Area. Additionally, CPVV-mapped Bald Eagle
winter range occurs within the Study Area. Depending on
construction timing, a biologist should conduct pre-construction
surveys of the Study Area to determine if any active nests and/or
eagle roost sites are present. If nests and/or roosts are noted, CPW
and/or USFWS should be contacted to help determine the
appropriate mitigation, which may include using a biological monitor
to confirm nesting and/or roosting birds are not disturbed, removing
nests before egg-laying begins, or ceasing construction until all
nestlings have fledged.
As CDOT oversight is anticipated, the Project must comply with
CDOT’s Black-tailed Prairie Dog Policy.
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Resource

Historic
Resources

Existing Conditions Summary

Recommended Next Steps

Level of

Based on a literature review and historic
file search, there are previously identified
historic resources and potentially historic
resources within 150 feet of the Study
Area.

The eligibility of resources that will be 50 years or older at the time of
impact should be determined through consultation with the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). Avoidance and minimization of
impacts to listed and eligible historic properties and archaeological
resources should occur at the start of the planning process and be
carried through all design phases and construction. Once the Project
footprint is provided by the design team, the potential to impact listed
or eligible properties should be evaluated through consultation with
the SHPO; should listed or eligible properties be impacted,
compliance with local, state, and federal regulations may be required.

The typical compliance process for historic resources consists of
establishing an Area of Potential Effect (APE) or Area of Potential
Action (APA), identifying and evaluating National Register of Historic
Places and State Register of Historic Places eligibility for resources
within or intersecting the APE/APA, documentation of Project effects,
and a historic Section 4(f) notification. Eligibility and effects are
resolved through consultation with the SHPO.

Comepliance with Section 106 will need to be demonstrated in order
to obtain a USACE permit, should one be required for WOTUS

An archaeological survey may include documenting prehistoric
resources or traditional cultural places. The archaeological assessment
may also include recording new and previously identified
archaeological resources on the appropriate OAHP Cultural Resource
Survey Form(s).

As CDOT will be involved in the Project, Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act applies to the Project. Affected
properties require coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), CDOT, and the Official with Jurisdiction
(OW)). If there is an identified “use” of a historic or archaeological
resource for transportation purposes, additional planning, and
documentation of measures to minimize or mitigate impacts is
required.

Effort

Medium,
unless there
is a Section
4(f) use of a
historic or
archaeologica
| resource as
an Individual
Section 4(f)
Evaluation
can take a
year or more
to be
developed
and
approved.
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Resource

Parks and
Recreational
Resources

Existing Conditions Summary

Recommended Next Steps

Level of

No Section 6(f) resources occur within
100 feet of the Study Area. Multiple
potential Section 4(f) resources, including
parks, open spaces, and trails, occur
within 100 feet of the Study Area.

Right of way (ROW) acquisition is
anticipated to impact Harney-Lastoka
Open Space and potentially Unnamed
Trail 7, on the southeast corner of South
Boulder Road and SH 42. If additional
ROW impacts or permanent or
temporary easements occur, other
recreational facilities that are
immediately adjacent to SH 42 could be
impacted. These potential impacts would
be slivers of land that would not affect
the use of these facilities. The enhanced
multi-modal connectivity will improve
access and connectivity to and from
these facilities.

If parks and recreational facilities will be impacted, coordination with
the OW]| should be completed and the potential need for detours
should be assessed.

Effort

Low

Land Use,
Including
Farmland

Current land uses in and adjacent to the
Study Area include public lands/open
spaces, commerecial, industrial,
residential, and agricultural properties.

The implementation of the proposed Project is compatible with the
vision of the City of Louisville, City of Lafayette, and Boulder County
Comprehensive Plans. As Project design progresses, coordination
with both the City and County should continue.

The proposed Project is unlikely to substantially impact prime
farmlands. If federal funds are to be used, the Project will need to
determine potential impacts on farmland using the United States
Department of Agriculture’s Form 160 and document appropriate
mitigation in the NEPA document.

Low
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Level of

Resource Existing Conditions Summary Recommended Next Steps Effort

E) data will need to be reassessed during the NEPA process at the
time of design development using census data and applying CDOT’s
process for identifying E] populations. Any design alternative will also
need to be reviewed to determine if the Study Area has remained
Of the nine block groups located within appropriate or if it needs to be expanded.

the Study Area, one block group was
Environmental | identified to have Environmental Justice
Justice (EJ) low-income populations. No
minority populations were identified.

As a low-income and a limited english proficiency (LEP) EJ population
has been identified in the Study Area (along with any additional Medium
populations found at the time of alternative development), an EJ
Analysis would be required under the NEPA process to determine the
level of impacts design alternatives would have on this population. If
impacts to EJ populations are determined to be disproportionately
high or adverse, then the Project team would need to incorporate
measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate such effects.
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Summary of Facilities of Potential Environmental Concern

Distance (feet)/

GeoSearch ID #12

Faah;ydl::er:se and Hy?:ll::;::;glgic F.T.;'FI)':Y FST:thutsy Potential to Impact Study Area Rationale/ Discussion
Relationship
This facility was listed in the Regulatory Agency Database as a historical landfill. No details
llesal Dum regarding fill materials, the presence of methane, or dates of illegal dumping were not
95t§& Ara F:thoe In the Study Area | HISTSWLF Historical reported. The Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) records
GeoSear‘chPID | y for the facility were not identified. Based on the reported location of this facility (in the
Study Area) and potential presence of methaneffill materials this facility has a HIGH
potential to impact the project.
Former Youn This facility was listed in the Regulatory Agency Database as a leaking storage tank (LST)
Northern Machine 5 facility. One release occurred at this property and was reported to the Colorado
West LST Closed Department of Labor and Employment (CDLE), Division of Oil and Public Safety (OPS) on
100 Courtesy Road P ploy 4
GeoSearch ”):I) 43 Upgradient January 3, 201 I. The facility received a Tier | regulatory closure on January 4, 201 |. Based
on the Tier | closure, this facility has a LOW potential to impact the project.
This facility was listed in the Regulatory Agency Database as a Surface Mining Control and
Old Reclamation Act (SMCRA) site. The facility was reported in the study area at the
Imperial/Caledonia — intersection of State Highway (SH) 42 and Empire Road; however, Pinyon was unable to
88?25-OI In the Study Area SMCRA Inactive confirm the accuracy of this reported listing location. No additional details regarding the
Jefferson Count y mine or mined materials were reported other than the mine operated underground.
GeoSearch ID #):1 Because the facility reportedly consisted of surface mining (likely a gravel mine), it is
unlikely that historical operations have impacted the study area; therefore, this facility has
a LOW potential to impact the project.
This facility was identified in the Regulatory Agency Database as a brownfield facility.
Neither CDPHE records nor an Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) profile for this
Union Jack Liquors Adjacent facility were identified. The Regulatory Agency Database reports that a Phase |
I 160 South Boulder West BE Unknown Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was completed for the property on May 25, 2008;
Road Upgradient however, this document was not available for review. No other information regarding the
GeoSearch ID #1 | property or potential impacts were identified. Based on historical operation as a liquor
store and lack of identified impacts and/or remediation at this location, this facility has a
LOW potential to impact the project.
Old Sausage and . . . e 1 ) -
Louisville Store and Adiacent This facility was identified in the Regulatory Agency Database as a brownfield facility. The
Lock V{/est BE Unknown Regulatory Agency Database also reported that no environmental impacts were found on
1219 Courtesy Road Upgradient the property during a Phase | ESA completed for the facility on May 25, 2005. Therefore,

this facility has a LOW potential to impact the project.




Distance (feet)/

Facility Name and Direction/ Facility Facility . . . .
Address Hydrogeologic Type Status Potential to Impact Study Area Rationale/ Discussion
Relationship
This facility was identified in the Regulatory Agency Database as a brownfield facility. The
Eormer Alpine Regulatory Agency Database reports that a Phase Il ESA was completed at the property on
P Adjacent January 17, 2006, which identified volatile organic compounds (VOC:s), lead, and other
Lumber Property ; . o .
West BF Unknown | metal impacts at the property; however, impacted media (i.e. soil or groundwater) was not
1055 Courtesy Road . . . . o
Upgradient reported. This report was not available for review; CDPHE records for the facility were
GeoSearch ID #14 . g . : . - P . .
not identified. Since there is no available/identified information regarding cleanup of the
facility, this facility has a HIGH potential to impact the project.
Boulder Valley . One 1,000-gallon gasoline underground storage tank (UST) was reported at this facility in
. Adjacent R - .
Holsteins East USsT Closed the Regulatory Agency Database. No releases, violations, or corrective actions were
1042 95 Street . reported, and the tank status is permanently closed. Therefore, this facility has a LOW
Downgradient . : .
GeoSearch ID #16 potential to impact the project.
Louisville Tire and . This facility was identified in the Regulatory Agency Database as a brownfield facility and
Adjacent : . . - :
Auto Center solid waste facility due to operations as a tire retailer/wholesaler. CDPHE records for the
. West SWEF, BF Unknown - o . ) . .
1 190 Griffith Street Uperadient facility show no reported releases, violations, or corrective actions at this location.
GeoSearch ID #18 Pe Therefore, this facility has a LOW potential to impact the project.
This facility was identified in the Regulatory Agency Database as a brownfield facility.
Eastoark | Neither CDPHE records nor an EPA profile for this facility were identified. The Regulatory
| |4(|)) South Boulder 290 Agency Database reports that a Phase | ESA was completed for the property on May 25,
Road West BF Unknown | 2005; however, this document was not available for review. No other information
Upgradient regarding the property or potential impacts were identified. Since there have been no
GeoSearch ID #19 O . : ) .
reported releases, violations, or enforcement actions, this facility has a LOW potential to
impact the project.
This facility is listed in the Regulatory Agency Database as a brownfield facility and
. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Generator (RCRAG) From 1974 to 1993, this
Former Explosive I . . .

. . facility was operated by Explosive Fabricators. Neither the Regulatory Agency Database or
Fabricators Property Adjacent BE EPA brofile for the facili d ol i h ally i d
1301 and 1309 West , Unknown profile for the facility noted potential impacts to the property or potentially impacte

. RCRAGR media. A Phase | ESA was completed for the facility on May 25, 2005; however, this

Courtesy Road Upgradient . . . . .
document was not available for review. CDPHE records for the facility were not identified.

GeoSearch ID #20 . o : . o
Since there have been no reported releases, violations, or enforcement actions, this facility
has a LOW potential to impact the project.

Coal Creek Collision Adjacent BE This facility is listed in the Regulatory Agency Database as a brownfield facility and

Center West RCRAzGR Unknown | RCRAG. Neither the Regulatory Agency Database or EPA profile for the facility noted

1100 Courtesy Road Upgradient potential impacts to the property or potentially impacted media. A Phase | ESA was




Distance (feet)/

Facility Name and Direction/ Facility Facility . . . .
Address Hydrogeologic Type Status Potential to Impact Study Area Rationale/ Discussion
Relationship
GeoSearch ID #21 completed for the facility on May 25, 2005; however, this document was not available for
review. CDPHE records for the facility were not identified. Since there have been no
reported releases, violations, or enforcement actions, this facility has a LOW potential to
impact the project.
This facility is listed in the Regulatory Agency Database as a brownfield facility and six
Fordyce Auto aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) have been reported at this location. Neither the
Y 130 AST, SWF, Regulatory Agency Database or EPA profile for the facility noted potential impacts to the
Center . o . o
1655 Cannon Circle West BF, Active property or potentially impacted media. A Phase | ESA was completed for the facility on
Upgradient RCRANG May 25, 2005; however, this document was not available for review. CDPHE records for
GeoSearch ID #22 . . . . S
the facility were not identified. Since there have been no reported releases, violations, or
enforcement actions, this facility has a LOW potential to impact the project.
This facility is listed in the Regulatory Agency Database as a brownfield facility. Neither the
Regulatory Agency Database or EPA profile for the facility noted potential impacts to the
Car Wash 300 o . o
. property or potentially impacted media. A Phase | ESA was completed for the facility on
1650 Cannon Circle West BF Unknown - . :
) May 25, 2005; however, this document was not available for review. CDPHE records for
GeoSearch ID #22 Upgradient e . " . Co
the facility were not identified. Since there have been no reported releases, violations, or
enforcement actions, this facility has a LOW potential to impact the project
This facility is listed in the Regulatory Agency Database as an LST facility and brownfield.
7-Eleven #18698/ ; ; . .
Eastpark 2 140 Qne petroleum rglegse 9ccgrred at th.IS location on April 23, I99?, and was remediated to
1110 South Boulder West/southwest LST, UST Closed T|e.r Il standards, indicating impacts exist at the property above Tier | standards. (Fhe most
. stringent standards). The facility received regulatory closure from the CDLE, Division of
Road Upgradient . . . .
OPS on July 11, 2007. Based on the Tier Il closure status, this facility has a LOW potential
GeoSearch ID #23 : )
to impact the project.
United Rentals #B85 240 Three ASTs were reported at this facility in the Regulatory Agency Database. All three are
2103 North highway reportedly permanently closed as of January 29, 2010. There have been no reported
West AST Closed S . . ; . : "
42 Uperadient releases, violations, or corrective actions at this facility; therefore, this facility has a LOW
GeoSearch ID #24 Pe potential to impact the project.
Shamrock
652/Corner Store 90 This facility was listed in the Regulatory Agency Database as an LST facility. Three
CO0003 Waest/northwest LST. UST Active petroleum releases have occurred at this facility, the most recent release occurring on
[135 South Boulder Upgradient ’ October |5, 2020. The facility received regulatory closure from the CDLE, Division of

Road
GeoSearch ID #25

OPS. Based on the closure status, this facility has a LOW potential to impact the project.




Distance (feet)/

Facility Name and Direction/ Facility Facility . . . .
Address Hydrogeologic Type Status Potential to Impact Study Area Rationale/ Discussion
Relationship
PDI Trust Property This facility was identified in the Regulatory Agency Database as a brownfield facility. The
1301, 1313, 1331, 400 Regulatory Agency Database reports that a Phase Il ESA was completed at the property on
1341 Cannon Street January 17, 2006, which identified VOC:s, lead, and “other” impacts in soil and
: West BF Unknown . . .
and 1000 Griffith Uperadient groundwater at the property. This report was not available for review; CDPHE records
Street pegradi for the facility were not identified. Since there is no available/identified information
GeoSearch ID #28 regarding cleanup of the facility, this facility has a HIGH potential to impact the project.
This facility is listed in the Regulatory Agency Database as a brownfield facility and LST
Golden Concrete . - . . . .
facility. Reported potential impacts regarding the brownfield include lead in surface soils
Co./Aggregate S .
: - 50 due to historical use of the as a gun club. CDPHE records for the facility were not
Industries Louisville AST, LST, ) o . .
Northwest Unknown | identified. One petroleum release was reported at this facility on October 28, 2011, was
Plant . BF : . :
Upgradient remediated to Tier | standards, and given regulatory closure from OPS on November 15,
[ 125 Short Street . . . . .
201 1. Based on the potential presence of lead in surface soils, this facility has a HIGH
GeoSearch ID #30 - . .
potential to impact the project.
This facility is listed in the Regulatory Agency Database as an LST facility. Two petroleum
7-Eleven #32673 Adjacent releases have occurred at this facility, on August 27, 2010, and February 7, 2013. Both
1446 95% Street Northeast LST, UST Closed releases were remediated to Tier | standards and received regulatory closure from OPS

GeoSearch ID #31

Downgradient

on October 20, 2010, and March 13, 2013, respectively. Based on the Tier | closure
statuses, this facility has a LOW potential to impact the project.

Notes:

HISTSWLF — Historical Solid Waste Landfill

LST — Leaking Storage Tank

BF — Brownfield

UST — Underground Storage Tank
SWEF — Solid Waste Facility
RCRANG - RCRA Non-Generator
AST — Aboveground storage tank
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VEP “E.'lh“&mlpm.. EJScreen Report (Version 2.0)
County: Boulder, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Approximate Population: 322,510
Input Area (sq. miles): 740.46

Selected Variables State. EPA Regl.on USA .
Percentile Percentile Percentile
Environmental Justice Indexes
EJ Index for Particulate Matter 2.5 34 37 29
EJ Index for Ozone 36 37 18
EJ Index for 2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” 38 36 30
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk” 29 30 26
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI" 28 29 23
EJ Index for Traffic Proximity 29 28 17
EJ Index for Lead Paint 24 38 35
EJ Index for Superfund Proximity 21 24 17
EJ Index for RMP Facility Proximity 17 22 14
EJ Index for Hazardous Waste Proximity 17 17 16
EJ Index for Underground Storage Tanks 24 27 18
EJ Index for Wastewater Discharge 15 18 7

EJ Index for the Selected Area Compared to All People's Blockgroups in the State/Region/US
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This report shows the values for environmental and demographic indicators and EJSCREEN indexes. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the
estimated concentration of ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the
selected block group or buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this
means that only 5 percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the
data are available, and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is
essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of
these issues before using reports.
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3EPA e Proecion EJScreen Report (Version 2.0)
County: Boulder, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 322,510
Input Area (sq. miles): 740.46

September 28, 2022

:l Project 1 5060 percentile 80 - 90 percentile
EJSCREEN_StatePct " 60-70percentle ~ 90-95 percentile
Data not available 5 70 80 percentie ™8 95 100 percentile

Less than 50 percentile

1:288 895
0 276 55 M mi
L L |
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City of Boulder, Boulder County, Esri, HERE, Garmin, SafeGraph,
METUNASA, USGS, EPA, NPS, USDA

Sites reporting to EPA

Superfund NPL

Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (TSDF)

18

September 28, 2022
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g United States ) .
@'IEPA E&“en“?"‘m' Protection EJScreen Report (Version 2.0)
County: Boulder, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 322,510
Input Area (sq. miles): 740.46

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTIC

selected Variables Value | State | %ilein R::it\m %::Am USA | %ilein
Avg. State . Avg. USA
Avg. Region
Pollution and Sources
Particulate Matter 2.5 (pg/m’) 7.59 7.3| 49 7.07 58 8.74 23
Ozone (ppb) 58 55.5| 95 52.5 81 42.6 95
2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” (ug/m°) 0.167 | 0.253| 34 0.211| <50th 0.295| <50th
2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk™ (lifetime risk per million) 26 25| 74 22 | 80-90th 29 | 60-70th
2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI* 0.37 0.34( 75 0.3 | 80-90th 0.36 | 70-80th
Traffic Proximity (daily traffic count/distance to road) 570 590| 69 520 74 710 71
Lead Paint (% Pre-1960 Housing) 0.13 0.18| 66 0.21 58 0.28 43
Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance) 0.098 0.1 64 0.11 67 0.13 66
RMP Facility Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.63 0.66| 69 0.64 69 0.75 65
Hazardous Waste Proximity (facility count/km distance) 1.7 0.85| 85 0.77 86 2.2 68
Underground Storage Tanks (count/km?) 2.4 26| 66 2.7 68 3.9 63
Wastewater Discharge (toxicity-weighted concentration/m distance) 0.14 0.36| 82 35 7 12 86
Socioeconomic Indicators

Demographic Index 23% 29%| 46 26% 53 36% 36
People of Color 22% 32%| 43 25% 58 40% 39
Low Income 23% 25%| 53 27% 49 31% 41
Unemployment Rate 4% 4%| 57 4% 63 5% 49
Linguistically Isolated 2% 3%| 64 2% 70 5% 55
Less Than High School Education 5% 8%| 49 8% 47 12% 30
Under Age 5 5% 6%| 38 7% 31 6% 37
Over Age 64 14% 14% 57 14% 56 16% 47

*Diesel particular matter, air toxics cancer risk, and air toxics respiratory hazard index are from the EPA’s 2017 Air Toxics Data Update, which is the Agency’s
ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. This effort aims to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for
further study. It is important to remember that the air toxics data presented here provide broad estimates of health risks over geographic areas of the country,
not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. Cancer risks and hazard indices from the Air Toxics Data Update are reported to one significant figure and
any additional significant figures here are due to rounding. More information on the Air Toxics Data Update can be found at: https://www.epa.gov/haps/air-
toxics-data-update.

For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice

EJScreen is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see
EJScreen documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports. This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJScreen outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.
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Location: Boulder County
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

Summary of ACS Estimates

Population
Population Density (per sqg. mile)
People of Color Population
% People of Color Population

Households

Housing Units

Housing Units Built Before 1950

Per Capita Income

Land Area (sq. miles) (Source: SF1)
% Land Area

Water Area (sqg. miles) (Source: SF1)
% Water Area

Population by Race
Total
Population Reporting One Race
White
Black
American Indian
Asian
Pacific Islander
Some Other Race

Population Reporting Two or More Races

Total Hispanic Population
Total Non-Hispanic Population
White Alone
Black Alone
American Indian Alone
Non-Hispanic Asian Alone
Pacific Islander Alone
Other Race Alone
Two or More Races Alone
Population by Sex
Male
Female
Population by Age
Age 0-4
Age 0-17
Age 18+
Age 65+

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019 -

2015 - 2019

ACS Estimates

Hispanic population can be of any race.

322,510
312,728
286,950
2,944
1,416
15,281
203
5,934
9,782
44,740
277,770
250,174
2,699
910
15,184
183

638
7,982

162,211
160,299

14,795
62,446
260,064
44,094

Percent

100%
97%
89%

1%
0%
5%
0%
2%
3%
14%

78%
1%
0%
5%
0%
0%
2%

50%
50%

5%
19%
81%
14%

2015 - 2019
322,510
444
72,336
22%
127,415
136,096
10,841
46,826
726.38
98%
14.09
2%

MOE (¢)

3,320
1,169
333
359
453
71
935
892

225
295
292
448

68
269
645

99
99

105
854
2,318
1,060
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Location: Boulder County
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

2015.' 2019 Percent MOE (1)
ACS Estimates
Population 25+ by Educational Attainment
Total 212,755 100% 194
Less than 9th Grade 4,345 2% 496
9th - 12th Grade, No Diploma 6,251 3% 617
High School Graduate 24,916 12% 1,000
Some College, No Degree 32,127 15% 1,414
Associate Degree 13,045 6% 721
Bachelor's Degree or more 132,071 62% 1,924
Population Age 5+ Years by Ability to Speak English
Total 307,715 100% 65
Speak only English 259,533 84% 1,575
Non-English at Home®*** 48,182 16% 1,561
Speak English "very well" 34,616 11% 1,447
Speak English "well" 8,256 3% 703
*Speak English "not well" 4,126 1% 526
“Speak English "not at all" 1,184 0% 355
***Speak English "less than well" 5,310 2% 634
23*45peak English "less than very well" 13,566 4% 946
Linguistically Isolated Households®
Total 2,299 100% 325
Speak Spanish 1,174 51% 242
Speak Other Indo-European Languages 320 14% 109
Speak Asian-Pacific Island Languages 694 30% 173
Speak Other Languages 111 5% 73
Households by Household Income
Household Income Base 127,415 100% 822
< $15,000 10,908 9% 770
$15,000 - $25,000 7,629 6% 681
$25,000 - $50,000 21,443 17% 1,016
$50,000 - $75,000 18,474 14% 974
$75,000 + 68,961 54% 1,487
Occupied Housing Units by Tenure
Total 127,415 100% 822
Owner Occupied 79,273 62% 976
Renter Occupied 48,142 38% 1,031
Employed Population Age 16+ Years
Total 267,744 100% 326
In Labor Force 183,623 69% 1,376
Civilian Unemployed in Labor Force 7,708 3% 693
Not In Labor Force 84,121 31% 1,415

Data Note: Datail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic population can be of anyrace.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS)
*Households in which no one 14 and over speaks English "very well" or speaks English only.
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EPA e EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report R

Location: Boulder County
Ring (buffer): o-mile radius
Description:

2015 - 2019 Percent MOE (%)
ACS Estimates

Population by Language Spoken at Home*

Total (persons age 5 and above) 307,715 100% 65
English 259,533 84% 1,868
Spanish 26,848 9% 1,267
French 1,822 1% 530
French Creole N/A N/A N/A
Italian N/A N/A N/A
Portuguese N/A N/A N/A
German 2,380 1% 427
Yiddish N/A N/A N/A
Other West Germanic N/A N/A N/A
Scandinavian N/A N/A N/A
Greek N/A N/A N/A
Russian N/A N/A N/A
Polish N/A N/A N/A
Serbo-Croatian N/A N/A N/A
Other Slavic N/A N/A N/A
Armenian N/A N/A N/A
Persian N/A N/A N/A
Gujarathi N/A N/A N/A
Hindi N/A N/A N/A
Urdu N/A N/A N/A
Other Indic N/A N/A N/A
Other Indo-European 4,517 1% 656
Chinese 3,641 1% 502
Japanese N/A N/A N/A
Korean 1,055 0% 359
Mon-Khmer, Cambodian N/A N/A N/A

Hmong N/A N/A N/A
Thai N/A N/A N/A
Laotian N/A N/A N/A
Vietnamese 604 0% 235
Other Asian 3,498 1% 614
Tagalog 266 0% 125
Other Pacific Island N/A N/A N/A
Navajo N/A N/A N/A
Other Native American N/A N/A N/A
Hungarian N/A N/A N/A
Arabic 638 0% 210
Hebrew N/A N/A N/A
African N/A N/A N/A
Other and non-specified 915 0% 299
Total Non-English 48,182 16% 1,869

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic popultion can be of any race.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019.
*Population by Language Spoken at Home is available at the census tract summary level and up.
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VEP “E.'lh“&mlpm.. EJScreen Report (Version 2.0)
Blockgroup: 080130127072, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Approximate Population: 840
Input Area (sq. miles): 6.24

Selected Variables State. EPA Regl.on USA .
Percentile Percentile Percentile
Environmental Justice Indexes
EJ Index for Particulate Matter 2.5 44 47 38
EJ Index for Ozone 46 48 28
EJ Index for 2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” 44 42 36
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk” 47 50 41
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI" 35 37 30
EJ Index for Traffic Proximity 39 39 24
EJ Index for Lead Paint 36 50 43
EJ Index for Superfund Proximity 30 30 23
EJ Index for RMP Facility Proximity 19 24 16
EJ Index for Hazardous Waste Proximity 54 54 42
EJ Index for Underground Storage Tanks 46 49 37
EJ Index for Wastewater Discharge 1 3 1

EJ Index for the Selected Area Compared to All People's Blockgroups in the State/Region/US
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EJ Indexes

State Percentile = Regional Percentile . USA Percentile

This report shows the values for environmental and demographic indicators and EJSCREEN indexes. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the
estimated concentration of ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the
selected block group or buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this
means that only 5 percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the
data are available, and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is
essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of
these issues before using reports.
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Blockgroup: 080130127072, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 840
Input Area (sq. miles): 6.24
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Sites reporting to EPA

Superfund NPL 0

Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (TSDF) 0
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g United States ) .
@'IEPA E&“en“?"‘m' Protection EJScreen Report (Version 2.0)
Blockgroup: 080130127072, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 840
Input Area (sq. miles): 6.24

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTIC

selected Variables Value | State | %ilein R::it\m %::Am USA | %ilein
Avg. State . Avg. USA
Avg. Region
Pollution and Sources
Particulate Matter 2.5 (pg/m’) 7.69 73| 51 7.07 60 8.74 25
Ozone (ppb) 58.2 55.5| 96 525| 85 426| 96
2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” (ug/m°) 0.179 | 0.253| 36 0.211| <50th 0.295| <50th
2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk™ (lifetime risk per million) 20 25| 48 22 | 60-70th 29| <50th
2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI* 0.4 0.34| 84 0.3 | 80-90th 0.36 | 80-90th
Traffic Proximity (daily traffic count/distance to road) 250 590| 45 520 51 710 52
Lead Paint (% Pre-1960 Housing) 0.04 0.18| 49 0.21 39 0.28 26
Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance) 0.1 0.1, 67 0.11 69 0.13 67
RMP Facility Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.74 0.66| 73 0.64 73 0.75 69
Hazardous Waste Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.16 0.85| 20 0.77 30 2.2 25
Underground Storage Tanks (count/km?) 0.27 26| 31 2.7 34 3.9 30
Wastewater Discharge (toxicity-weighted concentration/m distance) 7 0.36| 99 35 96 12 97
Socioeconomic Indicators
Demographic Index 13% 29%| 19 26% 22 36% 15
People of Color 15% 32%| 23 25% 39 40% 28
Low Income 12% 25%| 27 27% 21 31% 18
Unemployment Rate 1% 4%| 14 4% 17 5% 13
Linguistically Isolated 0% 3%| 48 2% 56 5% 45
Less Than High School Education 2% 8% | 22 8% 19 12% 10
Under Age 5 1% 6% 5 7% 4 6% 5
Over Age 64 22% 14% 84 14% 84 16% 80

*Diesel particular matter, air toxics cancer risk, and air toxics respiratory hazard index are from the EPA’s 2017 Air Toxics Data Update, which is the Agency’s
ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. This effort aims to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for
further study. It is important to remember that the air toxics data presented here provide broad estimates of health risks over geographic areas of the country,
not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. Cancer risks and hazard indices from the Air Toxics Data Update are reported to one significant figure and
any additional significant figures here are due to rounding. More information on the Air Toxics Data Update can be found at: https://www.epa.gov/haps/air-
toxics-data-update.

For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice

EJScreen is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see
EJScreen documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports. This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJScreen outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130127072
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

Summary of ACS Estimates 2015 - 2019
Population 840
Population Density (per sqg. mile) 141
People of Color Population 122
% People of Color Population 15%
Households 307
Housing Units 321
Housing Units Built Before 1950 13
Per Capita Income 59,010
Land Area (sq. miles) (Source: SF1) 5.94
% Land Area 95%
Water Area (sq. miles) (Source: SF1) 0.30
% Water Area 5%
2015 - 2019 Percent MOE (%)
ACS Estimates
Population by Race
Total 840 100% 125
Population Reporting One Race 792 94% 210
White 718 85% 103
Black 8 1% 14
American Indian 0 0% 12
Asian 30 4% 30
Pacific Islander 0 0% 12
Some Other Race 36 4% 39
Population Reporting Two or More Races 48 6% 33
Total Hispanic Population 0 0% 12
Total Non-Hispanic Population 840
White Alone 718 85% 103
Black Alone 8 1% 14
American Indian Alone 0 0% 12
Non-Hispanic Asian Alone 30 4% 30
Pacific Islander Alone 0 0% 12
Other Race Alone 36 4% 39
Two or More Races Alone 48 6% 33
Population by Sex
Male 430 51% 90
Female 410 49% 63
Population by Age
Age 0-4 6 1% 7
Age 0-17 222 26% 60
Age 18+ 618 74% 93
Age 65+ 183 22% 46
Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.  Hispanic population can be of any race.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019 -
September 22, 2022 1/3
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130127072
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

2015-2019
ACS Estimates

Population 25+ by Educational Attainment

Total 585
Less than 9th Grade 0
9th - 12th Grade, No Diploma 10
High School Graduate 36
Some College, No Degree 66
Associate Degree 32
Bachelor's Degree or more 441
Population Age 5+ Years by Ability to Speak English
Total 834
Speak only English 768
Non-English at Home®*** 66
Speak English "very well" 66
Speak English "well" 0
3Speak English "not well" 0
“Speak English "not at all" 0
**4Speak English "less than well" 0
23*45peak English "less than very well" 0
Linguistically Isolated Households®
Total 0
Speak Spanish 0
Speak Other Indo-European Languages 0
Speak Asian-Pacific Island Languages 0
Speak Other Languages 0
Households by Household Income
Household Income Base 307
< $15,000 0
$15,000 - $25,000 13
$25,000 - $50,000 54
$50,000 - $75,000 24
$75,000 + 216
Occupied Housing Units by Tenure
Total 307
Owner Occupied 278
Renter Occupied 29
Employed Population Age 16+ Years
Total 631
In Labor Force 406
Civilian Unemployed in Labor Force 3
Not In Labor Force 225

Data Note: Datail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic population can be of anyrace.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS)
*Households in which no one 14 and over speaks English "very well" or speaks English only.

Percent

100%
0%
2%
6%

11%
5%
75%

100%
92%
8%
8%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

100%
0%
4%

18%
8%
70%

100%
91%
9%

100%
64%
0%
36%

MOE (&)

74
12
16
25
34
19
76

126
105
36
36
12
12
12
12
12

12
12
12
12
12

42
12
12
37
13
52

42
36
25

86
77

52
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130127072
Ring (buffer): o-mile radius
Description:

2015 - 2019 Percent MOE (%)
ACS Estimates

Population by Language Spoken at Home*

Total (persons age 5 and above) N/A N/A N/A
English N/A N/A N/A
Spanish N/A N/A N/A
French N/A N/A N/A
French Creole N/A N/A N/A
Italian N/A N/A N/A
Portuguese N/A N/A N/A
German N/A N/A N/A
Yiddish N/A N/A N/A
Other West Germanic N/A N/A N/A
Scandinavian N/A N/A N/A
Greek N/A N/A N/A
Russian N/A N/A N/A
Polish N/A N/A N/A
Serbo-Croatian N/A N/A N/A
Other Slavic N/A N/A N/A
Armenian N/A N/A N/A
Persian N/A N/A N/A
Gujarathi N/A N/A N/A
Hindi N/A N/A N/A
Urdu N/A N/A N/A
Other Indic N/A N/A N/A
Other Indo-European N/A N/A N/A
Chinese N/A N/A N/A
Japanese N/A N/A N/A
Korean N/A N/A N/A
Mon-Khmer, Cambodian N/A N/A N/A

Hmong N/A N/A N/A
Thai N/A N/A N/A
Laotian N/A N/A N/A
Vietnamese N/A N/A N/A
Other Asian N/A N/A N/A
Tagalog N/A N/A N/A
Other Pacific Island N/A N/A N/A
Navajo N/A N/A N/A
Other Native American N/A N/A N/A
Hungarian N/A N/A N/A
Arabic N/A N/A N/A
Hebrew N/A N/A N/A
African N/A N/A N/A
Other and non-specified N/A N/A N/A
Total Non-English N/A N/A N/A

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic popultion can be of any race.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019.
*Population by Language Spoken at Home is available at the census tract summary level and up.
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Blockgroup: 080130128001, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Approximate Population: 1,156
Input Area (sq. miles): 2.25

Selected Variables State. EPA Regl.on USA .
Percentile Percentile Percentile
Environmental Justice Indexes
EJ Index for Particulate Matter 2.5 24 25 20
EJ Index for Ozone 29 29 12
EJ Index for 2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” 28 26 20
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk” 21 20 17
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI" 14 15 10
EJ Index for Traffic Proximity 32 32 19
EJ Index for Lead Paint 27 41 38
EJ Index for Superfund Proximity 18 21 14
EJ Index for RMP Facility Proximity 16 21 13
EJ Index for Hazardous Waste Proximity 48 48 37
EJ Index for Underground Storage Tanks 29 32 22
EJ Index for Wastewater Discharge 31 37 17

EJ Index for the Selected Area Compared to All People's Blockgroups in the State/Region/US
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EJ Indexes

State Percentile = Regional Percentile . USA Percentile

This report shows the values for environmental and demographic indicators and EJSCREEN indexes. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the
estimated concentration of ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the
selected block group or buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this
means that only 5 percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the
data are available, and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is
essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of
these issues before using reports.
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Blockgroup: 080130128001, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 1,156
Input Area (sq. miles): 2.25
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g United States ) .
@'IEPA E&“en“?"‘m' Protection EJScreen Report (Version 2.0)
Blockgroup: 080130128001, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 1,156
Input Area (sq. miles): 2.25

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTIC

selected Variables Value | State | %ilein R::it\m %::Am USA | %ilein
Avg. State . Avg. USA
Avg. Region
Pollution and Sources
Particulate Matter 2.5 (pg/m’) 8.4 73| 72 7.07 81 8.74 44
Ozone (ppb) 57.4 55.5| 91 52.5 77 42.6 95
2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” (ug/m°) 0.218 | 0.253| 45 0.211 | 50-60th | 0.295| <50th
2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk™ (lifetime risk per million) 30 25| 89 22 | 90-95th 29 | 80-90th
2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI* 0.5 0.34| 93 0.3 |95-100th 0.36 |95-100th
Traffic Proximity (daily traffic count/distance to road) 200 590| 41 520 46 710 47
Lead Paint (% Pre-1960 Housing) 0.043 0.18| 50 0.21 40 0.28 26
Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance) 0.098 0.1 64 0.11 67 0.13 65
RMP Facility Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.5 0.66| 63 0.64 63 0.75 59
Hazardous Waste Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.15 0.85| 20 0.77 29 2.2 24
Underground Storage Tanks (count/km?) 0.83 26| 45 2.7 47 3.9 43
Wastewater Discharge (toxicity-weighted concentration/m distance) 0.0049 0.36| 48 35 44 12 63
Socioeconomic Indicators
Demographic Index 6% 29% 2 26% 3 36% 2
People of Color 13% 32%| 19 25% 34 40% 25
Low Income 0% 25% 1 27% 0 31% 0
Unemployment Rate 0% 4%| 11 4% 13 5% 11
Linguistically Isolated 0% 3%| 48 2% 56 5% 45
Less Than High School Education 0% 8% 9 8% 7 12% 4
Under Age 5 3% 6%| 17 7% 13 6% 16
Over Age 64 14% 14% 59 14% 59 16% 50

*Diesel particular matter, air toxics cancer risk, and air toxics respiratory hazard index are from the EPA’s 2017 Air Toxics Data Update, which is the Agency’s
ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. This effort aims to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for
further study. It is important to remember that the air toxics data presented here provide broad estimates of health risks over geographic areas of the country,
not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. Cancer risks and hazard indices from the Air Toxics Data Update are reported to one significant figure and
any additional significant figures here are due to rounding. More information on the Air Toxics Data Update can be found at: https://www.epa.gov/haps/air-
toxics-data-update.

For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice

EJScreen is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see
EJScreen documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports. This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJScreen outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.

September 22, 2022 3/3



SEPA e

Location: Blockgroup: 080130128001
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

Summary of ACS Estimates

Population
Population Density (per sqg. mile)
People of Color Population
% People of Color Population

Households

Housing Units

Housing Units Built Before 1950

Per Capita Income

Land Area (sq. miles) (Source: SF1)
% Land Area

Water Area (sqg. miles) (Source: SF1)
% Water Area

Population by Race
Total
Population Reporting One Race
White
Black
American Indian
Asian
Pacific Islander
Some Other Race
Population Reporting Two or More Races
Total Hispanic Population
Total Non-Hispanic Population
White Alone
Black Alone
American Indian Alone
Non-Hispanic Asian Alone
Pacific Islander Alone
Other Race Alone
Two or More Races Alone
Population by Sex
Male
Female
Population by Age
Age 0-4
Age 0-17
Age 18+
Age 65+

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.

2015 - 2019
ACS Estimates

1,156
1,105
1,009
0

0

16

0

80

51

0
1,156
1,009

16

80
51

693
463

29
262
894
165

Hispanic population can be of any race.

N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019 -

Percent

100%
96%
87%

0%
0%
1%
0%
7%
4%
0%

87%
0%
0%
1%
0%
7%
4%

60%
40%

3%
23%
7%
14%

2015 - 2019

1,156
517
147

13%
443
443

19
90,811

2.24

99%

0.02

1%

MOE (¢)

249
417
251
12
12
30
12
100
47
12

251
12
12
30
12

100
47

202
113

33
134
215

96
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130128001
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

Population 25+ by Educational Attainment
Total

Less than 9th Grade

9th - 12th Grade, No Diploma

High School Graduate

Some College, No Degree

Associate Degree

Bachelor's Degree or more

Population Age 5+ Years by Ability to Speak English

Total
Speak only English
Non-English at Home
Speak English "very well"
Speak English "well"
3Speak English "not well"
“Speak English "not at all"
**4Speak English "less than well"
23*45peak English "less than very well"

1+2+3+4

Linguistically Isolated Households®
Total
Speak Spanish
Speak Other Indo-European Languages
Speak Asian-Pacific Island Languages
Speak Other Languages
Households by Household Income
Household Income Base
< $15,000
$15,000 - $25,000
$25,000 - $50,000
$50,000 - $75,000
$75,000 +
Occupied Housing Units by Tenure
Total
Owner Occupied
Renter Occupied
Employed Population Age 16+ Years
Total
In Labor Force
Civilian Unemployed in Labor Force
Not In Labor Force

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

2015-2019
ACS Estimates

827

0

0
52
118
48
609

1,127
1,096
31
31

O O ©O © o

O O O o o

443

29
66
348

443

443

939

639

300

Data Note: Datail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic population can be of anyrace.

N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS)
*Households in which no one 14 and over speaks English "very well" or speaks English only.

Percent

100%
0%
0%
6%

14%
6%
74%

100%
97%
3%
3%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

100%
0%
0%
7%

15%
79%

100%
100%
0%

100%
68%
0%
32%

MOE (&)

135
12
12
47
81
42

160

249
245
40
40
12
12
12
12
12

12
12
12
12
12

7
12
12
35
54
116

77
7
12

185
186

12
103
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130128001
Ring (buffer): o-mile radius
Description:

2015 - 2019 Percent MOE (%)
ACS Estimates

Population by Language Spoken at Home*

Total (persons age 5 and above) N/A N/A N/A
English N/A N/A N/A
Spanish N/A N/A N/A
French N/A N/A N/A
French Creole N/A N/A N/A
Italian N/A N/A N/A
Portuguese N/A N/A N/A
German N/A N/A N/A
Yiddish N/A N/A N/A
Other West Germanic N/A N/A N/A
Scandinavian N/A N/A N/A
Greek N/A N/A N/A
Russian N/A N/A N/A
Polish N/A N/A N/A
Serbo-Croatian N/A N/A N/A
Other Slavic N/A N/A N/A
Armenian N/A N/A N/A
Persian N/A N/A N/A
Gujarathi N/A N/A N/A
Hindi N/A N/A N/A
Urdu N/A N/A N/A
Other Indic N/A N/A N/A
Other Indo-European N/A N/A N/A
Chinese N/A N/A N/A
Japanese N/A N/A N/A
Korean N/A N/A N/A
Mon-Khmer, Cambodian N/A N/A N/A

Hmong N/A N/A N/A
Thai N/A N/A N/A
Laotian N/A N/A N/A
Vietnamese N/A N/A N/A
Other Asian N/A N/A N/A
Tagalog N/A N/A N/A
Other Pacific Island N/A N/A N/A
Navajo N/A N/A N/A
Other Native American N/A N/A N/A
Hungarian N/A N/A N/A
Arabic N/A N/A N/A
Hebrew N/A N/A N/A
African N/A N/A N/A
Other and non-specified N/A N/A N/A
Total Non-English N/A N/A N/A

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic popultion can be of any race.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019.
*Population by Language Spoken at Home is available at the census tract summary level and up.
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ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Blockgroup: 080130129031, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 2,354
Input Area (sg. miles): 1.50

Selected Variables State. EPA Regl.on USA .
Percentile Percentile Percentile
Environmental Justice Indexes

EJ Index for Particulate Matter 2.5 10 12 8

EJ Index for Ozone 12 13 3

EJ Index for 2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” 14 13 9

EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk” 6

EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI" 9 5

EJ Index for Traffic Proximity 27 27 16
EJ Index for Lead Paint 38 52 44
EJ Index for Superfund Proximity 7 10

EJ Index for RMP Facility Proximity 6 9 5
EJ Index for Hazardous Waste Proximity 38 36 27
EJ Index for Underground Storage Tanks 9 11 7
EJ Index for Wastewater Discharge 18 22 9

EJ Index for the Selected Area Compared to All People's Blockgroups in the State/Region/US
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State Percentile = Regional Percentile . USA Percentile

This report shows the values for environmental and demographic indicators and EJSCREEN indexes. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the
estimated concentration of ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the
selected block group or buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this
means that only 5 percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the
data are available, and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is
essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of

these issues before using reports.
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f’EPA LEJE\I.'tFrgnmental Protection Ejscreen Report (VerSion 20)

Blockgroup: 080130129031, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 2,354
Input Area (sg. miles): 1.50

September 22, 2022 1:9,028
:I Project 1 50 -60 percentile 80 - 90 percentile ? oor 0 .T' C‘ﬁ"mi
EJSCREEN_Indexes 60 -70 percentile a0 - 95 percentile 0 013 0.25 05 km
Data not available 70 80 percentie "9 95 100 percentile
Less than 50 percentile
Sites reporting to EPA
Superfund NPL 0
Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (TSDF) 0
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g United States ) .
@'IEPA E&“en“?"‘m' Protection EJScreen Report (Version 2.0)
Blockgroup: 080130129031, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 2,354
Input Area (sq. miles): 1.50

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTIC

selected Variables Value | State | %ilein R::it\m %::Am USA | %ilein
Avg. State . Avg. USA
Avg. Region
Pollution and Sources
Particulate Matter 2.5 (pg/m’) 8.25 73| 67 7.07 74 8.74 40
Ozone (ppb) 57.6 55.5| 93 52.5 79 42.6 95
2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” (ug/m°) 0.22 | 0.253| 45 0.211 | 50-60th | 0.295| <50th
2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk™ (lifetime risk per million) 30 25| 89 22 | 90-95th 29 | 80-90th
2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI* 0.4 0.34| 84 0.3 | 80-90th 0.36 | 80-90th
Traffic Proximity (daily traffic count/distance to road) 160 590| 36 520 41 710 42
Lead Paint (% Pre-1960 Housing) 0.011 0.18| 31 0.21 22 0.28 14
Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance) 0.11 0.1/ 69 0.11 71 0.13 69
RMP Facility Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.69 0.66| 72 0.64 71 0.75 67
Hazardous Waste Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.2 0.85| 25 0.77 35 2.2 29
Underground Storage Tanks (count/km?) 2 26| 62 2.7 64 3.9 58
Wastewater Discharge (toxicity-weighted concentration/m distance) 0.027 0.36| 62 3.5 60 12 76
Socioeconomic Indicators

Demographic Index 11% 29%| 13 26% 16 36% 10
People of Color 15% 32%| 25 25% 41 40% 29
Low Income 7% 25%| 14 27% 9 31% 9
Unemployment Rate 4% 4%| 57 4% 64 5% 50
Linguistically Isolated 1% 3%| 51 2% 59 5% 46
Less Than High School Education 2% 8%| 26 8% 23 12% 13
Under Age 5 6% 6%| 55 7% 47 6% 53
Over Age 64 17% 14% 70 14% 69 16% 62

*Diesel particular matter, air toxics cancer risk, and air toxics respiratory hazard index are from the EPA’s 2017 Air Toxics Data Update, which is the Agency’s
ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. This effort aims to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for
further study. It is important to remember that the air toxics data presented here provide broad estimates of health risks over geographic areas of the country,
not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. Cancer risks and hazard indices from the Air Toxics Data Update are reported to one significant figure and
any additional significant figures here are due to rounding. More information on the Air Toxics Data Update can be found at: https://www.epa.gov/haps/air-
toxics-data-update.

For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice

EJScreen is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see
EJScreen documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports. This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJScreen outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130129031
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

Summary of ACS Estimates

Population
Population Density (per sqg. mile)
People of Color Population
% People of Color Population

Households

Housing Units

Housing Units Built Before 1950

Per Capita Income

Land Area (sq. miles) (Source: SF1)
% Land Area

Water Area (sqg. miles) (Source: SF1)
% Water Area

Population by Race
Total
Population Reporting One Race
White
Black
American Indian
Asian
Pacific Islander
Some Other Race
Population Reporting Two or More Races
Total Hispanic Population
Total Non-Hispanic Population
White Alone
Black Alone
American Indian Alone
Non-Hispanic Asian Alone
Pacific Islander Alone
Other Race Alone
Two or More Races Alone
Population by Sex
Male
Female
Population by Age
Age 0-4
Age 0-17
Age 18+
Age 65+

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.

2015 - 2019
ACS Estimates

2,354
2,266
2,047
13

19
144

43

88
144
2,210
1,995
13

144

58

1,184
1,170

141
519
1,835
400

Hispanic population can be of any race.

N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019 -

Percent

100%
96%
87%

1%
1%
6%
0%
2%
4%
6%

85%
1%
0%
6%
0%
0%
2%

50%
50%

6%
22%
78%
17%

2015 - 2019

2,354
1,569
359
15%
936
989
11
71,671
1.50
100%
0.00
0%

MOE (¢)

137
308
137
14
29
74
12
42
58
87

134
14
12
74
12
12
43

104
92

45
85
156
74
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130129031
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

Population 25+ by Educational Attainment
Total

Less than 9th Grade

9th - 12th Grade, No Diploma

High School Graduate

Some College, No Degree

Associate Degree

Bachelor's Degree or more

Population Age 5+ Years by Ability to Speak English

Total
Speak only English
Non-English at Home
Speak English "very well"
Speak English "well"
3Speak English "not well"
“Speak English "not at all"
**4Speak English "less than well"
23*45peak English "less than very well"

1+2+3+4

Linguistically Isolated Households®
Total
Speak Spanish
Speak Other Indo-European Languages
Speak Asian-Pacific Island Languages
Speak Other Languages
Households by Household Income
Household Income Base
< $15,000
$15,000 - $25,000
$25,000 - $50,000
$50,000 - $75,000
$75,000 +
Occupied Housing Units by Tenure
Total
Owner Occupied
Renter Occupied
Employed Population Age 16+ Years
Total
In Labor Force
Civilian Unemployed in Labor Force
Not In Labor Force

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

2015-2019
ACS Estimates

1,755
18

19
106
182
40
1,390

2,213
1,988
225
154
49

12

10

22

71

O o O o o

936
22
26
82

103

703

936
825
111

1,897
1,250
53
647

Data Note: Datail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic population can be of anyrace.

N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS)
*Households in which no one 14 and over speaks English "very well" or speaks English only.

Percent

100%
1%
1%
6%

10%
2%
79%

100%
90%
10%

7%
2%
1%
0%
1%
3%

100%
0%
0%

100%
0%

100%
2%
3%
9%

11%
75%

100%
88%
12%

100%
66%
3%
34%

MOE (&)

100
21
21
41
65
24

129

126
138
76
55
33
18
17
22
38

16
12
12
10
12

55
18
20
37
39
98

55
60
39

110
111
28
87
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EPA e EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report R

Location: Blockgroup: 080130129031
Ring (buffer): o-mile radius
Description:

2015 - 2019 Percent MOE (%)
ACS Estimates

Population by Language Spoken at Home*

Total (persons age 5 and above) N/A N/A N/A
English N/A N/A N/A
Spanish N/A N/A N/A
French N/A N/A N/A
French Creole N/A N/A N/A
Italian N/A N/A N/A
Portuguese N/A N/A N/A
German N/A N/A N/A
Yiddish N/A N/A N/A
Other West Germanic N/A N/A N/A
Scandinavian N/A N/A N/A
Greek N/A N/A N/A
Russian N/A N/A N/A
Polish N/A N/A N/A
Serbo-Croatian N/A N/A N/A
Other Slavic N/A N/A N/A
Armenian N/A N/A N/A
Persian N/A N/A N/A
Gujarathi N/A N/A N/A
Hindi N/A N/A N/A
Urdu N/A N/A N/A
Other Indic N/A N/A N/A
Other Indo-European N/A N/A N/A
Chinese N/A N/A N/A
Japanese N/A N/A N/A
Korean N/A N/A N/A
Mon-Khmer, Cambodian N/A N/A N/A

Hmong N/A N/A N/A
Thai N/A N/A N/A
Laotian N/A N/A N/A
Vietnamese N/A N/A N/A
Other Asian N/A N/A N/A
Tagalog N/A N/A N/A
Other Pacific Island N/A N/A N/A
Navajo N/A N/A N/A
Other Native American N/A N/A N/A
Hungarian N/A N/A N/A
Arabic N/A N/A N/A
Hebrew N/A N/A N/A
African N/A N/A N/A
Other and non-specified N/A N/A N/A
Total Non-English N/A N/A N/A

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic popultion can be of any race.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019.
*Population by Language Spoken at Home is available at the census tract summary level and up.
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Agency ENVIRONMINTAL JUSTICE
Blockgroup: 080130129042, COLORADO, EPA Region 8
Approximate Population: 3,395
Input Area (sq. miles): 1.02

Selected Variables State. EPA Regl.on USA .
Percentile Percentile Percentile
Environmental Justice Indexes

EJ Index for Particulate Matter 2.5 4 5 2
EJ Index for Ozone 5 5 1
EJ Index for 2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” 5 5 3
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk” 3 4 2
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI" 4 5 1
EJ Index for Traffic Proximity 9 9 5
EJ Index for Lead Paint 37 51 44
EJ Index for Superfund Proximity 2 5 3
EJ Index for RMP Facility Proximity 3 5 2
EJ Index for Hazardous Waste Proximity 24 23 19
EJ Index for Underground Storage Tanks 5 6

EJ Index for Wastewater Discharge 9 13 5

EJ Index for the Selected Area Compared to All People's Blockgroups in the State/Region/US
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State Percentile = Regional Percentile . USA Percentile

This report shows the values for environmental and demographic indicators and EJSCREEN indexes. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the
estimated concentration of ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the
selected block group or buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this
means that only 5 percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the
data are available, and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is
essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of
these issues before using reports.
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Blockgroup: 080130129042, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 3,395
Input Area (sg. miles): 1.02

Lafayette
Paragor
Estates
Lauisville
September 22, 2022 1:36.112
/O Project 2 50 -60 percentile 80 - 90 percentile ? 035 i or ‘ Lami
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Less than 50 percermle ST Inc, METENASA, USGS, EPA, NPS,
Sites reporting to EPA
Superfund NPL 0
Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (TSDF) 0
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g United States ) .
@'IEPA E&“en“?"‘m' Protection EJScreen Report (Version 2.0)
Blockgroup: 080130129042, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 3,395
Input Area (sq. miles): 1.02

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTIC

selected Variables Value | State | %ilein R::it\m %::Am USA | %ilein
Avg. State . Avg. USA
Avg. Region
Pollution and Sources
Particulate Matter 2.5 (pg/m’) 8.28 73| 68 7.07 76 8.74 41
Ozone (ppb) 57.6 55.5| 93 52.5 79 42.6 95
2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” (ug/m°) 0.231 | 0.253| 49 0.211 | 50-60th | 0.295| <50th
2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk™ (lifetime risk per million) 30 25| 89 22 | 90-95th 29 | 80-90th
2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI* 0.4 0.34| 84 0.3 | 80-90th 0.36 | 80-90th
Traffic Proximity (daily traffic count/distance to road) 290 590| 50 520 56 710 56
Lead Paint (% Pre-1960 Housing) 0.0077 0.18| 27 0.21 19 0.28 12
Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance) 0.12 01| 71 0.11 73 0.13 71
RMP Facility Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.67 0.66| 71 0.64 70 0.75 66
Hazardous Waste Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.25 0.85| 32 0.77 41 2.2 34
Underground Storage Tanks (count/km?) 1.8 26| 61 2.7 62 3.9 57
Wastewater Discharge (toxicity-weighted concentration/m distance) 0.071 036 72 3.5 69 12 82
Socioeconomic Indicators

Demographic Index 9% 29% 7 26% 9 36% 6
People of Color 12% 32%| 15 25% 30 40% 23
Low Income 7% 25%| 12 27% 8 31% 8
Unemployment Rate 2% 4%| 26 4% 31 5% 23
Linguistically Isolated 0% 3%| 48 2% 56 5% 45
Less Than High School Education 6% 8%| 56 8% 55 12% 37
Under Age 5 2% 6% | 11 7% 8 6% 11
Over Age 64 27% 14% 93 14% 93 16% 90

*Diesel particular matter, air toxics cancer risk, and air toxics respiratory hazard index are from the EPA’s 2017 Air Toxics Data Update, which is the Agency’s
ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. This effort aims to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for
further study. It is important to remember that the air toxics data presented here provide broad estimates of health risks over geographic areas of the country,
not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. Cancer risks and hazard indices from the Air Toxics Data Update are reported to one significant figure and
any additional significant figures here are due to rounding. More information on the Air Toxics Data Update can be found at: https://www.epa.gov/haps/air-
toxics-data-update.

For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice

EJScreen is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see
EJScreen documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports. This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJScreen outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.

September 22, 2022 3/3



SEPA e

Location: Blockgroup: 080130129042
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

Summary of ACS Estimates

Population
Population Density (per sqg. mile)
People of Color Population
% People of Color Population

Households

Housing Units

Housing Units Built Before 1950

Per Capita Income

Land Area (sq. miles) (Source: SF1)
% Land Area

Water Area (sqg. miles) (Source: SF1)
% Water Area

Population by Race
Total
Population Reporting One Race
White
Black
American Indian
Asian
Pacific Islander
Some Other Race
Population Reporting Two or More Races
Total Hispanic Population
Total Non-Hispanic Population
White Alone
Black Alone
American Indian Alone
Non-Hispanic Asian Alone
Pacific Islander Alone
Other Race Alone
Two or More Races Alone
Population by Sex
Male
Female
Population by Age
Age 0-4
Age 0-17
Age 18+
Age 65+

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.

2015 - 2019
ACS Estimates

3,395
3,171
3,070
0

0

85

0

16
224
83
3,312
3,003

224

1,705
1,690

62
490
2,905
928

Hispanic population can be of any race.

N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019 -

Percent

100%
93%
90%

0%
0%
3%
0%
0%
7%
2%

88%
0%
0%
3%
0%
0%
7%

50%
50%

2%
14%
86%
27%

2015 - 2019

3,395
3,707
392
12%
1,552
1,568
0
71,090
0.92
90%
0.10
10%

MOE (¢)

404
564
399
12
12
103
12
26
158
81

398
12
12

103
12
12

158

262
243

58
172
383
231
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130129042
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

Population 25+ by Educational Attainment
Total

Less than 9th Grade

9th - 12th Grade, No Diploma

High School Graduate

Some College, No Degree

Associate Degree

Bachelor's Degree or more

Population Age 5+ Years by Ability to Speak English

Total
Speak only English
Non-English at Home
Speak English "very well"
Speak English "well"
3Speak English "not well"
“Speak English "not at all"
**4Speak English "less than well"
23*45peak English "less than very well"

1+2+3+4

Linguistically Isolated Households®
Total
Speak Spanish
Speak Other Indo-European Languages
Speak Asian-Pacific Island Languages
Speak Other Languages
Households by Household Income
Household Income Base
< $15,000
$15,000 - $25,000
$25,000 - $50,000
$50,000 - $75,000
$75,000 +
Occupied Housing Units by Tenure
Total
Owner Occupied
Renter Occupied
Employed Population Age 16+ Years
Total
In Labor Force
Civilian Unemployed in Labor Force
Not In Labor Force

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

2015-2019
ACS Estimates

2,740
102
69
192
304
248
1,825

3,333
3,160
173
154

0

0

19

19

19

O O O o o

1,552
105
70
205
122
1,050

1,552
1,227
325

3,010
1,758

32
1,252

Data Note: Datail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic population can be of anyrace.

N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS)
*Households in which no one 14 and over speaks English "very well" or speaks English only.

Percent

100%
4%
3%
7%

11%
9%
67%

100%
95%
5%
5%
0%
0%
1%
1%
1%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

100%
%
5%

13%
8%
68%

100%
79%
21%

100%
58%
1%
42%

MOE (&)

208
94
68
77

150

101

318

382
381
99
94
12
12
35
35
35

12
12
12
12
12

155
70
52

107
80

218

155
138
88

316
285

37
222
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130129042
Ring (buffer): o-mile radius
Description:

2015 - 2019 Percent MOE (%)
ACS Estimates

Population by Language Spoken at Home*

Total (persons age 5 and above) N/A N/A N/A
English N/A N/A N/A
Spanish N/A N/A N/A
French N/A N/A N/A
French Creole N/A N/A N/A
Italian N/A N/A N/A
Portuguese N/A N/A N/A
German N/A N/A N/A
Yiddish N/A N/A N/A
Other West Germanic N/A N/A N/A
Scandinavian N/A N/A N/A
Greek N/A N/A N/A
Russian N/A N/A N/A
Polish N/A N/A N/A
Serbo-Croatian N/A N/A N/A
Other Slavic N/A N/A N/A
Armenian N/A N/A N/A
Persian N/A N/A N/A
Gujarathi N/A N/A N/A
Hindi N/A N/A N/A
Urdu N/A N/A N/A
Other Indic N/A N/A N/A
Other Indo-European N/A N/A N/A
Chinese N/A N/A N/A
Japanese N/A N/A N/A
Korean N/A N/A N/A
Mon-Khmer, Cambodian N/A N/A N/A

Hmong N/A N/A N/A
Thai N/A N/A N/A
Laotian N/A N/A N/A
Vietnamese N/A N/A N/A
Other Asian N/A N/A N/A
Tagalog N/A N/A N/A
Other Pacific Island N/A N/A N/A
Navajo N/A N/A N/A
Other Native American N/A N/A N/A
Hungarian N/A N/A N/A
Arabic N/A N/A N/A
Hebrew N/A N/A N/A
African N/A N/A N/A
Other and non-specified N/A N/A N/A
Total Non-English N/A N/A N/A

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic popultion can be of any race.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019.
*Population by Language Spoken at Home is available at the census tract summary level and up.
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aEPA e vasta Potection EJScreen Report (Version 2.0)

Agency ENVIRONMINTAL JUSTICE
Blockgroup: 080130130031, COLORADO, EPA Region 8
Approximate Population: 1,677
Input Area (sg. miles): 1.64

Selected Variables State. EPA Regl.on USA .
Percentile Percentile Percentile
Environmental Justice Indexes

EJ Index for Particulate Matter 2.5 13 15 11
EJ Index for Ozone 16 16 5
EJ Index for 2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” 20 19 15
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk” 11 10

EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI" 11 11 7
EJ Index for Traffic Proximity 21 21 12
EJ Index for Lead Paint 76 80 62
EJ Index for Superfund Proximity 7 10

EJ Index for RMP Facility Proximity 3 5 2
EJ Index for Hazardous Waste Proximity 42 40 30
EJ Index for Underground Storage Tanks 25 28 19
EJ Index for Wastewater Discharge 3 7 3

EJ Index for the Selected Area Compared to All People's Blockgroups in the State/Region/US
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State Percentile = Regional Percentile . USA Percentile

This report shows the values for environmental and demographic indicators and EJSCREEN indexes. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the
estimated concentration of ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the
selected block group or buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this
means that only 5 percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the
data are available, and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is
essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of
these issues before using reports.
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Blockgroup: 080130130031, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 1,677
Input Area (sg. miles): 1.64
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Sites reporting to EPA
Superfund NPL 0
Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (TSDF) 0
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%EP 2%%|PMn EJScreen Report (Version 2.0)
Blockgroup: 080130130031, COLORADO, EPA Region 8
Approximate Population: 1,677
Input Area (sq. miles): 1.64

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTIC

selected Variables Value | State | %ilein R::it\m %::Am USA | %ilein
Avg. State . Avg. USA
Avg. Region
Pollution and Sources
Particulate Matter 2.5 (pg/m’) 7.99 7.3| 59 7.07 67 8.74 33
Ozone (ppb) 58 55.5| 95 52.5 81 42.6 95
2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” (ug/m°) 0.185 | 0.253| 37 0.211| <50th 0.295| <50th
2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk™ (lifetime risk per million) 30 25| 89 22 | 90-95th 29 | 80-90th
2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI* 0.4 0.34| 84 0.3 | 80-90th 0.36 | 80-90th
Traffic Proximity (daily traffic count/distance to road) 250 590| 45 520 51 710 52
Lead Paint (% Pre-1960 Housing) 0 0.18| 24 0.21 17 0.28 11
Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance) 0.12 01| 74 0.11 74 0.13 73
RMP Facility Proximity (facility count/km distance) 1.2 0.66| 83 0.64 83 0.75 79
Hazardous Waste Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.17 0.85| 22 0.77 32 2.2 27
Underground Storage Tanks (count/km?) 0.72 26| 43 2.7 45 3.9 41
Wastewater Discharge (toxicity-weighted concentration/m distance) 051 0.36| 93 35 87 12 91
Socioeconomic Indicators

Demographic Index 5% 29% 1 26% 2 36% 1
People of Color 2% 32% 1 25% 3 40%
Low Income 8% 25% | 17 27% 12 31% 11
Unemployment Rate 5% 4%| 69 4% 73 5% 60
Linguistically Isolated 0% 3%| 48 2% 56 5% 45
Less Than High School Education 0% 8% 9 8% 7 12% 4
Under Age 5 3% 6% | 17 7% 13 6% 17
Over Age 64 17% 14% 70 14% 70 16% 63

*Diesel particular matter, air toxics cancer risk, and air toxics respiratory hazard index are from the EPA’s 2017 Air Toxics Data Update, which is the Agency’s
ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. This effort aims to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for
further study. It is important to remember that the air toxics data presented here provide broad estimates of health risks over geographic areas of the country,
not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. Cancer risks and hazard indices from the Air Toxics Data Update are reported to one significant figure and
any additional significant figures here are due to rounding. More information on the Air Toxics Data Update can be found at: https://www.epa.gov/haps/air-
toxics-data-update.

For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice

EJScreen is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see
EJScreen documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports. This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJScreen outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130130031
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

Summary of ACS Estimates 2015 - 2019
Population 1,677
Population Density (per sqg. mile) 1,027
People of Color Population 38
% People of Color Population 2%
Households 648
Housing Units 648
Housing Units Built Before 1950 0
Per Capita Income 70,134
Land Area (sq. miles) (Source: SF1) 1.63
% Land Area 100%
Water Area (sq. miles) (Source: SF1) 0.00
% Water Area 0%
2015 - 2019 Percent MOE (%)
ACS Estimates
Population by Race
Total 1,677 100% 307
Population Reporting One Race 1,661 99% 388
White 1,639 98% 304
Black 0 0% 12
American Indian 0 0% 12
Asian 22 1% 36
Pacific Islander 0 0% 12
Some Other Race 0 0% 12
Population Reporting Two or More Races 16 1% 27
Total Hispanic Population 0 0% 12
Total Non-Hispanic Population 1,677
White Alone 1,639 98% 304
Black Alone 0 0% 12
American Indian Alone 0 0% 12
Non-Hispanic Asian Alone 22 1% 36
Pacific Islander Alone 0 0% 12
Other Race Alone 0 0% 12
Two or More Races Alone 16 1% 27
Population by Sex
Male 884 53% 212
Female 793 47% 153
Population by Age
Age 0-4 43 3% 43
Age 0-17 587 35% 172
Age 18+ 1,090 65% 216
Age 65+ 287 17% 131
Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.  Hispanic population can be of any race.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019 -
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130130031
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

Population 25+ by Educational Attainment
Total

Less than 9th Grade

9th - 12th Grade, No Diploma

High School Graduate

Some College, No Degree

Associate Degree

Bachelor's Degree or more

Population Age 5+ Years by Ability to Speak English

Total
Speak only English
Non-English at Home
Speak English "very well"
Speak English "well"
3Speak English "not well"
“Speak English "not at all"
**4Speak English "less than well"
23*45peak English "less than very well"

1+2+3+4

Linguistically Isolated Households®
Total
Speak Spanish
Speak Other Indo-European Languages
Speak Asian-Pacific Island Languages
Speak Other Languages
Households by Household Income
Household Income Base
< $15,000
$15,000 - $25,000
$25,000 - $50,000
$50,000 - $75,000
$75,000 +
Occupied Housing Units by Tenure
Total
Owner Occupied
Renter Occupied
Employed Population Age 16+ Years
Total
In Labor Force
Civilian Unemployed in Labor Force
Not In Labor Force

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

2015-2019
ACS Estimates

1,090

0
0

85
130
47
828

1,634
1,562
72
57

15

15
15

O O O o o

648

67
77
51
453

648
595
53

1,218
861
46
357

Data Note: Datail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic population can be of anyrace.

N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS)
*Households in which no one 14 and over speaks English "very well" or speaks English only.

Percent

100%
0%
0%
8%

12%
4%
76%

100%
96%
4%
3%
0%
1%
0%
1%
1%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

100%
0%
10%
12%
8%
70%

100%
92%
8%

100%
71%
4%
29%

MOE (&)

164
12
12
64
84
38

182

306
251
61
55
12
28
12
28
28

12
12
12
12
12

110
12
86
57
49

123

110
110
46

219
168

46
127
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130130031
Ring (buffer): o-mile radius
Description:

2015 - 2019 Percent MOE (%)
ACS Estimates

Population by Language Spoken at Home*

Total (persons age 5 and above) N/A N/A N/A
English N/A N/A N/A
Spanish N/A N/A N/A
French N/A N/A N/A
French Creole N/A N/A N/A
Italian N/A N/A N/A
Portuguese N/A N/A N/A
German N/A N/A N/A
Yiddish N/A N/A N/A
Other West Germanic N/A N/A N/A
Scandinavian N/A N/A N/A
Greek N/A N/A N/A
Russian N/A N/A N/A
Polish N/A N/A N/A
Serbo-Croatian N/A N/A N/A
Other Slavic N/A N/A N/A
Armenian N/A N/A N/A
Persian N/A N/A N/A
Gujarathi N/A N/A N/A
Hindi N/A N/A N/A
Urdu N/A N/A N/A
Other Indic N/A N/A N/A
Other Indo-European N/A N/A N/A
Chinese N/A N/A N/A
Japanese N/A N/A N/A
Korean N/A N/A N/A
Mon-Khmer, Cambodian N/A N/A N/A

Hmong N/A N/A N/A
Thai N/A N/A N/A
Laotian N/A N/A N/A
Vietnamese N/A N/A N/A
Other Asian N/A N/A N/A
Tagalog N/A N/A N/A
Other Pacific Island N/A N/A N/A
Navajo N/A N/A N/A
Other Native American N/A N/A N/A
Hungarian N/A N/A N/A
Arabic N/A N/A N/A
Hebrew N/A N/A N/A
African N/A N/A N/A
Other and non-specified N/A N/A N/A
Total Non-English N/A N/A N/A

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic popultion can be of any race.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019.
*Population by Language Spoken at Home is available at the census tract summary level and up.
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Blockgroup: 080130130034, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Approximate Population: 3,933
Input Area (sg. miles): 1.00

Selected Variables State. EPA Regl.on USA .
Percentile Percentile Percentile
Environmental Justice Indexes
EJ Index for Particulate Matter 2.5 7 8 5
EJ Index for Ozone 8 8 2
EJ Index for 2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” 12 12 8
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk” 3
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI" 3
EJ Index for Traffic Proximity 4
EJ Index for Lead Paint 76 80 62
EJ Index for Superfund Proximity 2 4 3
EJ Index for RMP Facility Proximity 0 1 0
EJ Index for Hazardous Waste Proximity 28 26 22
EJ Index for Underground Storage Tanks 17 19 13
EJ Index for Wastewater Discharge 14 18 7

EJ Index for the Selected Area Compared to All People's Blockgroups in the State/Region/US
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State Percentile = Regional Percentile . USA Percentile

This report shows the values for environmental and demographic indicators and EJSCREEN indexes. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the
estimated concentration of ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the
selected block group or buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this
means that only 5 percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the
data are available, and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is
essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of
these issues before using reports.
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Blockgroup: 080130130034, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 3,933
Input Area (sg. miles): 1.00
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Superfund NPL 0
Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (TSDF) 0
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@'IEPA E&“en“?"‘m' Protection EJScreen Report (Version 2.0)
Blockgroup: 080130130034, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 3,933
Input Area (sq. miles): 1.00

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTIC

selected Variables Value | State | %ilein R::it\m %::Am USA | %ilein
Avg. State . Avg. USA
Avg. Region
Pollution and Sources
Particulate Matter 2.5 (pg/m’) 7.99 7.3| 59 7.07 67 8.74 33
Ozone (ppb) 58 55.5| 95 52.5 81 42.6 95
2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” (ug/m°) 0.185 | 0.253| 37 0.211| <50th 0.295| <50th
2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk™ (lifetime risk per million) 30 25| 89 22 | 90-95th 29 | 80-90th
2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI* 0.4 0.34| 84 0.3 | 80-90th 0.36 | 80-90th
Traffic Proximity (daily traffic count/distance to road) 430 590| 60 520 66 710 65
Lead Paint (% Pre-1960 Housing) 0 0.18| 24 0.21 17 0.28 11
Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance) 0.15 0.1/ 80 0.11 80 0.13 78
RMP Facility Proximity (facility count/km distance) 2.1 0.66| 93 0.64 94 0.75 91
Hazardous Waste Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.25 0.85| 32 0.77 41 2.2 34
Underground Storage Tanks (count/km?) 0.89 26| 46 2.7 48 3.9 44
Wastewater Discharge (toxicity-weighted concentration/m distance) 0.044 0.36| 67 3.5 64 12 79
Socioeconomic Indicators

Demographic Index 17% 29%| 31 26% 36 36% 23
People of Color 15% 32%| 23 25% 39 40% 28
Low Income 19% 25%| 45 27% 39 31% 34
Unemployment Rate 5% 4%| 64 4% 70 5% 56
Linguistically Isolated 1% 3%| 54 2% 62 5% 49
Less Than High School Education 4% 8% | 44 8% 41 12% 25
Under Age 5 4% 6%| 32 7% 25 6% 31
Over Age 64 12% 14% 49 14% 49 16% 38

*Diesel particular matter, air toxics cancer risk, and air toxics respiratory hazard index are from the EPA’s 2017 Air Toxics Data Update, which is the Agency’s
ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. This effort aims to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for
further study. It is important to remember that the air toxics data presented here provide broad estimates of health risks over geographic areas of the country,
not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. Cancer risks and hazard indices from the Air Toxics Data Update are reported to one significant figure and
any additional significant figures here are due to rounding. More information on the Air Toxics Data Update can be found at: https://www.epa.gov/haps/air-
toxics-data-update.

For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice

EJScreen is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see
EJScreen documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports. This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJScreen outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130130034
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

Summary of ACS Estimates

Population
Population Density (per sqg. mile)
People of Color Population
% People of Color Population

Households

Housing Units

Housing Units Built Before 1950

Per Capita Income

Land Area (sq. miles) (Source: SF1)
% Land Area

Water Area (sqg. miles) (Source: SF1)
% Water Area

Population by Race
Total
Population Reporting One Race
White
Black
American Indian
Asian
Pacific Islander
Some Other Race
Population Reporting Two or More Races
Total Hispanic Population
Total Non-Hispanic Population
White Alone
Black Alone
American Indian Alone
Non-Hispanic Asian Alone
Pacific Islander Alone
Other Race Alone
Two or More Races Alone
Population by Sex
Male
Female
Population by Age
Age 0-4
Age 0-17
Age 18+
Age 65+

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.

2015 - 2019
ACS Estimates

3,933
3,888
3,507

64

1,939
1,994

158
932
3,001
471

Hispanic population can be of any race.

N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019 -

Percent

100%
99%
89%

2%
0%
5%
0%
3%
1%
9%

85%
0%
0%
5%
0%
0%
1%

49%
51%

4%
24%
76%
12%

2015 - 2019

3,933
3,940
576
15%
1,509
1,689
0
71,352
1.00
100%
0.00
0%

MOE (¢)

394
782
404
100

12
142

12
112

54
165

394
12
12

142
12
12
47

280
269

98
213
409
141
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130130034
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

Population 25+ by Educational Attainment
Total

Less than 9th Grade

9th - 12th Grade, No Diploma

High School Graduate

Some College, No Degree

Associate Degree

Bachelor's Degree or more

Population Age 5+ Years by Ability to Speak English

Total
Speak only English
Non-English at Home
Speak English "very well"
Speak English "well"
3Speak English "not well"
“Speak English "not at all"
**4Speak English "less than well"
23*45peak English "less than very well"

1+2+3+4

Linguistically Isolated Households®
Total
Speak Spanish
Speak Other Indo-European Languages
Speak Asian-Pacific Island Languages
Speak Other Languages
Households by Household Income
Household Income Base
< $15,000
$15,000 - $25,000
$25,000 - $50,000
$50,000 - $75,000
$75,000 +
Occupied Housing Units by Tenure
Total
Owner Occupied
Renter Occupied
Employed Population Age 16+ Years
Total
In Labor Force
Civilian Unemployed in Labor Force
Not In Labor Force

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

2015-2019
ACS Estimates

2,674
93

18
262
388
122
1,791

3,775
3,283
492
349
84

41

18

59
143

15

15

1,509
18
114
243
266
868

1,509
914
595

3,100
2,407
117
693

Data Note: Datail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic population can be of anyrace.

N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS)
*Households in which no one 14 and over speaks English "very well" or speaks English only.

Percent

100%
3%
1%
10%
15%

5%
67%

100%
87%
13%

9%
2%
1%
0%
2%
4%

100%
0%
100%
0%
0%

100%
1%
8%

16%
18%
58%

100%
61%
39%

100%
78%
4%
22%

MOE (&)

308
66
30

103

162
68

274

397
439
186
147
70
49
31
57
89

26
12
23
12
12

174
30
75

114

108

196

174
135
155

369
387

75
175
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130130034
Ring (buffer): o-mile radius
Description:

2015 - 2019 Percent MOE (%)
ACS Estimates

Population by Language Spoken at Home*

Total (persons age 5 and above) N/A N/A N/A
English N/A N/A N/A
Spanish N/A N/A N/A
French N/A N/A N/A
French Creole N/A N/A N/A
Italian N/A N/A N/A
Portuguese N/A N/A N/A
German N/A N/A N/A
Yiddish N/A N/A N/A
Other West Germanic N/A N/A N/A
Scandinavian N/A N/A N/A
Greek N/A N/A N/A
Russian N/A N/A N/A
Polish N/A N/A N/A
Serbo-Croatian N/A N/A N/A
Other Slavic N/A N/A N/A
Armenian N/A N/A N/A
Persian N/A N/A N/A
Gujarathi N/A N/A N/A
Hindi N/A N/A N/A
Urdu N/A N/A N/A
Other Indic N/A N/A N/A
Other Indo-European N/A N/A N/A
Chinese N/A N/A N/A
Japanese N/A N/A N/A
Korean N/A N/A N/A
Mon-Khmer, Cambodian N/A N/A N/A

Hmong N/A N/A N/A
Thai N/A N/A N/A
Laotian N/A N/A N/A
Vietnamese N/A N/A N/A
Other Asian N/A N/A N/A
Tagalog N/A N/A N/A
Other Pacific Island N/A N/A N/A
Navajo N/A N/A N/A
Other Native American N/A N/A N/A
Hungarian N/A N/A N/A
Arabic N/A N/A N/A
Hebrew N/A N/A N/A
African N/A N/A N/A
Other and non-specified N/A N/A N/A
Total Non-English N/A N/A N/A

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic popultion can be of any race.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019.
*Population by Language Spoken at Home is available at the census tract summary level and up.
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Agency ENVIRONMINTAL JUSTICE
Blockgroup: 080130130051, COLORADO, EPA Region 8
Approximate Population: 1,440
Input Area (sq. miles): 0.37

Selected Variables State. EPA Regl.on USA .
Percentile Percentile Percentile
Environmental Justice Indexes
EJ Index for Particulate Matter 2.5 22 24 18
EJ Index for Ozone 25 26 10
EJ Index for 2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” 28 26 20
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk” 18 18 15
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI" 25 25 20
EJ Index for Traffic Proximity 16 16
EJ Index for Lead Paint 1 2
EJ Index for Superfund Proximity 8 12
EJ Index for RMP Facility Proximity 6 9 5
EJ Index for Hazardous Waste Proximity 30 27 22
EJ Index for Underground Storage Tanks 6 8
EJ Index for Wastewater Discharge 14 18

EJ Index for the Selected Area Compared to All People's Blockgroups in the State/Region/US

100
75
o
=
=
ﬁ 50
i
o
25
. I I I B .. 0« SN |
o) 2 2 2 S ¢ & & i,
'Qa"r.;:b g O 4 Qrs Ors i oy B, i, %’Gk }fa“‘e e, ity
it ‘e, g A 5 o Uy &) = 2 I, o,
A & O (1% i, “a, G g, u %
et O (= Cs 4, oy 5 5 "
e, 2 iny e o Oy o,
= 5 s e, ﬂ%& . N . -"?-O *"-'}; C?_f.?? e P B
)‘F&P\‘E - IS-'i’ Oq’ _,grj ol "i'{-&_
EJ Indexes

State Percentile = Regional Percentile . USA Percentile

This report shows the values for environmental and demographic indicators and EJSCREEN indexes. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the
estimated concentration of ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the
selected block group or buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this
means that only 5 percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the
data are available, and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is
essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of
these issues before using reports.
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Blockgroup: 080130130051, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 1,440
Input Area (sg. miles): 0.37
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g United States ) .
@'IEPA E&“en“?"‘m' Protection EJScreen Report (Version 2.0)
Blockgroup: 080130130051, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTIC

Approximate Population: 1,440
Input Area (sq. miles): 0.37

selected Variables Value | State | %ilein R::it\m %::Am USA | %ilein
Avg. State . Avg. USA
Avg. Region
Pollution and Sources
Particulate Matter 2.5 (pg/m’) 8.1 73| 62 7.07 70 8.74 36
Ozone (ppb) 57.9 55.5| 95 52.5 80 42.6 95
2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” (ug/m’) 0.2 | 0.253| 40 0.211 | 50-60th | 0.295| <50th
2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk™ (lifetime risk per million) 30 25| 89 22 | 90-95th 29 | 80-90th
2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI 0.3 0.34| 55 0.3 | 70-80th 0.36| <50th
Traffic Proximity (daily traffic count/distance to road) 450 590| 61 520 67 710 66
Lead Paint (% Pre-1960 Housing) 0.48 0.18| 86 0.21 85 0.28 76
Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance) 0.15 0.1/ 80 0.11 80 0.13 78
RMP Facility Proximity (facility count/km distance) 1.1 0.66| 81 0.64 81 0.75 77
Hazardous Waste Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.47 0.85| 47 0.77 53 2.2 43
Underground Storage Tanks (count/km?) 3.9 26| 76 2.7 78 3.9 73
Wastewater Discharge (toxicity-weighted concentration/m distance) 0.087 036 74 3.5 71 12 84
Socioeconomic Indicators
Demographic Index 10% 29% 9 26% 12 36% 8
People of Color 7% 32% 6 25% 15 40% 14
Low Income 13% 25%| 31 27% 25 31% 21
Unemployment Rate 3% 4%| 39 4% 46 5% 34
Linguistically Isolated 0% 3%| 48 2% 56 5% 45
Less Than High School Education 4% 8%| 41 8% 38 12% 23
Under Age 5 6% 6% | 54 7% 46 6% 52
Over Age 64 13% 14% 53 14% 53 16% 43

*Diesel particular matter, air toxics cancer risk, and air toxics respiratory hazard index are from the EPA’s 2017 Air Toxics Data Update, which is the Agency’s
ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. This effort aims to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for
further study. It is important to remember that the air toxics data presented here provide broad estimates of health risks over geographic areas of the country,
not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. Cancer risks and hazard indices from the Air Toxics Data Update are reported to one significant figure and
any additional significant figures here are due to rounding. More information on the Air Toxics Data Update can be found at: https://www.epa.gov/haps/air-
toxics-data-update.

For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice

EJScreen is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see
EJScreen documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports. This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJScreen outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130130051
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

Summary of ACS Estimates 2015 - 2019
Population 1,440
Population Density (per sqg. mile) 3,878
People of Color Population 95
% People of Color Population 7%
Households 689
Housing Units 739
Housing Units Built Before 1950 345
Per Capita Income 49,776
Land Area (sq. miles) (Source: SF1) 0.37
% Land Area 100%
Water Area (sqg. miles) (Source: SF1) 0.00
% Water Area 0%
2015 - 2019 Percent MOE (%)
ACS Estimates
Population by Race
Total 1,440 100% 213
Population Reporting One Race 1,388 96% 282
White 1,388 96% 222
Black 0 0% 12
American Indian 0 0% 12
Asian 0 0% 12
Pacific Islander 0 0% 12
Some Other Race 0 0% 12
Population Reporting Two or More Races 52 4% 51
Total Hispanic Population 83 6% 70
Total Non-Hispanic Population 1,357
White Alone 1,345 93% 217
Black Alone 0 0% 12
American Indian Alone 0 0% 12
Non-Hispanic Asian Alone 0 0% 12
Pacific Islander Alone 0 0% 12
Other Race Alone 0 0% 12
Two or More Races Alone 12 1% 18
Population by Sex
Male 671 47% 126
Female 769 53% 137
Population by Age
Age 0-4 85 6% 45
Age 0-17 291 20% 87
Age 18+ 1,149 80% 181
Age 65+ 186 13% 65
Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.  Hispanic population can be of any race.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019 -
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130130051
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

Population 25+ by Educational Attainment
Total

Less than 9th Grade

9th - 12th Grade, No Diploma

High School Graduate

Some College, No Degree

Associate Degree

Bachelor's Degree or more

Population Age 5+ Years by Ability to Speak English

Total
Speak only English
Non-English at Home
Speak English "very well"
Speak English "well"
3Speak English "not well"
“Speak English "not at all"
**4Speak English "less than well"
23*45peak English "less than very well"

1+2+3+4

Linguistically Isolated Households®
Total
Speak Spanish
Speak Other Indo-European Languages
Speak Asian-Pacific Island Languages
Speak Other Languages
Households by Household Income
Household Income Base
< $15,000
$15,000 - $25,000
$25,000 - $50,000
$50,000 - $75,000
$75,000 +
Occupied Housing Units by Tenure
Total
Owner Occupied
Renter Occupied
Employed Population Age 16+ Years
Total
In Labor Force
Civilian Unemployed in Labor Force
Not In Labor Force

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

2015-2019
ACS Estimates

1,077
0

40
150
153
60
674

1,355
1,310
45
45

O O ©O © o

O O O o o

689
58
54

173
61

343

689
360
329

1,186
873
24
313

Data Note: Datail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic population can be of anyrace.

N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS)
*Households in which no one 14 and over speaks English "very well" or speaks English only.

Percent

100%
0%
4%
14%
14%

6%
63%

100%
97%
3%
3%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

100%
8%
8%

25%
9%
50%

100%
52%
48%

100%
74%
2%
26%

MOE (&)

141
12
46
55
80
43

132

193
183
46
46
12
12
12
12
12

12
12
12
12
12

86
46
37
76
56
87

86
84
80

153
139
28
93
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130130051
Ring (buffer): o-mile radius
Description:

2015 - 2019 Percent MOE (%)
ACS Estimates

Population by Language Spoken at Home*

Total (persons age 5 and above) N/A N/A N/A
English N/A N/A N/A
Spanish N/A N/A N/A
French N/A N/A N/A
French Creole N/A N/A N/A
Italian N/A N/A N/A
Portuguese N/A N/A N/A
German N/A N/A N/A
Yiddish N/A N/A N/A
Other West Germanic N/A N/A N/A
Scandinavian N/A N/A N/A
Greek N/A N/A N/A
Russian N/A N/A N/A
Polish N/A N/A N/A
Serbo-Croatian N/A N/A N/A
Other Slavic N/A N/A N/A
Armenian N/A N/A N/A
Persian N/A N/A N/A
Gujarathi N/A N/A N/A
Hindi N/A N/A N/A
Urdu N/A N/A N/A
Other Indic N/A N/A N/A
Other Indo-European N/A N/A N/A
Chinese N/A N/A N/A
Japanese N/A N/A N/A
Korean N/A N/A N/A
Mon-Khmer, Cambodian N/A N/A N/A

Hmong N/A N/A N/A
Thai N/A N/A N/A
Laotian N/A N/A N/A
Vietnamese N/A N/A N/A
Other Asian N/A N/A N/A
Tagalog N/A N/A N/A
Other Pacific Island N/A N/A N/A
Navajo N/A N/A N/A
Other Native American N/A N/A N/A
Hungarian N/A N/A N/A
Arabic N/A N/A N/A
Hebrew N/A N/A N/A
African N/A N/A N/A
Other and non-specified N/A N/A N/A
Total Non-English N/A N/A N/A

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic popultion can be of any race.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019.
*Population by Language Spoken at Home is available at the census tract summary level and up.
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Agency ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Blockgroup: 080130130061, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 1,698
Input Area (sq. miles): 0.41

Selected Variables State. EPA Regl.on USA .
Percentile Percentile Percentile
Environmental Justice Indexes

EJ Index for Particulate Matter 2.5 27 29 22
EJ Index for Ozone 30 31 13
EJ Index for 2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” 30 28 22
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk” 22 21 18
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI" 29 29 24
EJ Index for Traffic Proximity 41 41 26
EJ Index for Lead Paint 6 10 13
EJ Index for Superfund Proximity 9 13

EJ Index for RMP Facility Proximity 8 12 7
EJ Index for Hazardous Waste Proximity 30 28 23
EJ Index for Underground Storage Tanks 15 17 12
EJ Index for Wastewater Discharge 9 13 5

EJ Index for the Selected Area Compared to All People's Blockgroups in the State/Region/US
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State Percentile = Regional Percentile . USA Percentile

This report shows the values for environmental and demographic indicators and EJSCREEN indexes. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the
estimated concentration of ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the
selected block group or buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this
means that only 5 percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the
data are available, and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is
essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of
these issues before using reports.
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Blockgroup: 080130130061, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 1,698
Input Area (sg. miles): 0.41
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g United States ) .
@'IEPA E&“en“?"‘m' Protection EJScreen Report (Version 2.0)
Blockgroup: 080130130061, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 1,698
Input Area (sq. miles): 0.41

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTIC

selected Variables Value | State | %ilein R::it\m %::Am USA | %ilein
Avg. State . Avg. USA
Avg. Region
Pollution and Sources
Particulate Matter 2.5 (pg/m’) 8.02 7.3 60 7.07 68 8.74 33
Ozone (ppb) 57.9 55.5| 95 52.5 81 42.6 95
2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” (ug/m°) 0.21 | 0.253| 43 0.211 | 50-60th | 0.295| <50th
2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk™ (lifetime risk per million) 30 25| 89 22 | 90-95th 29 | 80-90th
2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI 0.3 0.34| 55 0.3 | 70-80th 0.36| <50th
Traffic Proximity (daily traffic count/distance to road) 130 590| 31 520 36 710 38
Lead Paint (% Pre-1960 Housing) 0.28 0.18| 76 0.21 72 0.28 61
Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance) 0.16 0.1/ 83 0.11 82 0.13 81
RMP Facility Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.94 0.66| 78 0.64 78 0.75 74
Hazardous Waste Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.52 0.85| 50 0.77 56 2.2 45
Underground Storage Tanks (count/km?) 2.2 26| 65 2.7 66 3.9 61
Wastewater Discharge (toxicity-weighted concentration/m distance) 0.2 0.36| 86 35 81 12 87
Socioeconomic Indicators
Demographic Index 17% 29%| 29 26% 34 36% 23
People of Color 17% 32%| 30 25% 47 40% 32
Low Income 16% 25%| 37 27% 31 31% 27
Unemployment Rate 2% 4%| 33 4% 39 5% 28
Linguistically Isolated 0% 3%| 48 2% 56 5% 45
Less Than High School Education 3% 8%| 32 8% 28 12% 16
Under Age 5 6% 6%| 53 7% 45 6% 52
Over Age 64 7%|  14%| 23 14%| 24 16% | 16

*Diesel particular matter, air toxics cancer risk, and air toxics respiratory hazard index are from the EPA’s 2017 Air Toxics Data Update, which is the Agency’s
ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. This effort aims to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for
further study. It is important to remember that the air toxics data presented here provide broad estimates of health risks over geographic areas of the country,
not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. Cancer risks and hazard indices from the Air Toxics Data Update are reported to one significant figure and
any additional significant figures here are due to rounding. More information on the Air Toxics Data Update can be found at: https://www.epa.gov/haps/air-
toxics-data-update.

For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice

EJScreen is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see
EJScreen documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports. This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJScreen outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130130061
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

Summary of ACS Estimates

Population
Population Density (per sqg. mile)
People of Color Population
% People of Color Population

Households

Housing Units

Housing Units Built Before 1950

Per Capita Income

Land Area (sq. miles) (Source: SF1)
% Land Area

Water Area (sqg. miles) (Source: SF1)
% Water Area

Population by Race
Total
Population Reporting One Race
White
Black
American Indian
Asian
Pacific Islander
Some Other Race
Population Reporting Two or More Races
Total Hispanic Population
Total Non-Hispanic Population
White Alone
Black Alone
American Indian Alone
Non-Hispanic Asian Alone
Pacific Islander Alone
Other Race Alone
Two or More Races Alone
Population by Sex
Male
Female
Population by Age
Age 0-4
Age 0-17
Age 18+
Age 65+

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.

2015 - 2019
ACS Estimates

1,698
1,674
1,482
2

4

81

0

105
24
190
1,508
1,401

894
804

99
480
1,218
124

Hispanic population can be of any race.

N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019 -

Percent

100%
99%
87%

0%
0%
5%
0%
6%
1%
11%

83%
0%
0%
5%
0%
0%
1%

53%
47%

6%
28%
2%

7%

2015 - 2019

1,698
4,171
297
17%
634
634
148
44,924
0.41
100%
0.00
0%

MOE (¢)

251
524
264
8

7
86
12
147
34
156

264
12

86
12
12
34

167
167

58
139
232

82
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130130061
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

Population 25+ by Educational Attainment
Total

Less than 9th Grade

9th - 12th Grade, No Diploma

High School Graduate

Some College, No Degree

Associate Degree

Bachelor's Degree or more

Population Age 5+ Years by Ability to Speak English

Total
Speak only English
Non-English at Home
Speak English "very well"
Speak English "well"
3Speak English "not well"
“Speak English "not at all"
**4Speak English "less than well"
23*45peak English "less than very well"

1+2+3+4

Linguistically Isolated Households®
Total
Speak Spanish
Speak Other Indo-European Languages
Speak Asian-Pacific Island Languages
Speak Other Languages
Households by Household Income
Household Income Base
< $15,000
$15,000 - $25,000
$25,000 - $50,000
$50,000 - $75,000
$75,000 +
Occupied Housing Units by Tenure
Total
Owner Occupied
Renter Occupied
Employed Population Age 16+ Years
Total
In Labor Force
Civilian Unemployed in Labor Force
Not In Labor Force

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

2015-2019
ACS Estimates

1,172
0

31

51
158
35
897

1,599
1,532
67

22

45

0

0

45

O O O o o

634
22

60
114
438

634
482
152

1,245
1,045
24
200

Data Note: Datail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic population can be of anyrace.

N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS)
*Households in which no one 14 and over speaks English "very well" or speaks English only.

Percent

100%
0%
3%
4%

13%
3%
7%

100%
96%
4%
1%
3%
0%
0%
0%
3%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

100%
3%
0%
9%

18%
69%

100%
76%
24%

100%
84%
2%
16%

MOE (&)

185
12
41
42
98
43

191

234
235
63
28
58
12
12
12
58

12
12
12
12
12

96
37
12
51
91
129

96
102
92

192
184
33
76
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130130061
Ring (buffer): o-mile radius
Description:

2015 - 2019 Percent MOE (%)
ACS Estimates

Population by Language Spoken at Home*

Total (persons age 5 and above) N/A N/A N/A
English N/A N/A N/A
Spanish N/A N/A N/A
French N/A N/A N/A
French Creole N/A N/A N/A
Italian N/A N/A N/A
Portuguese N/A N/A N/A
German N/A N/A N/A
Yiddish N/A N/A N/A
Other West Germanic N/A N/A N/A
Scandinavian N/A N/A N/A
Greek N/A N/A N/A
Russian N/A N/A N/A
Polish N/A N/A N/A
Serbo-Croatian N/A N/A N/A
Other Slavic N/A N/A N/A
Armenian N/A N/A N/A
Persian N/A N/A N/A
Gujarathi N/A N/A N/A
Hindi N/A N/A N/A
Urdu N/A N/A N/A
Other Indic N/A N/A N/A
Other Indo-European N/A N/A N/A
Chinese N/A N/A N/A
Japanese N/A N/A N/A
Korean N/A N/A N/A
Mon-Khmer, Cambodian N/A N/A N/A

Hmong N/A N/A N/A
Thai N/A N/A N/A
Laotian N/A N/A N/A
Vietnamese N/A N/A N/A
Other Asian N/A N/A N/A
Tagalog N/A N/A N/A
Other Pacific Island N/A N/A N/A
Navajo N/A N/A N/A
Other Native American N/A N/A N/A
Hungarian N/A N/A N/A
Arabic N/A N/A N/A
Hebrew N/A N/A N/A
African N/A N/A N/A
Other and non-specified N/A N/A N/A
Total Non-English N/A N/A N/A

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic popultion can be of any race.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019.
*Population by Language Spoken at Home is available at the census tract summary level and up.
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Agency ENVIRONMINTAL JUSTICE
Blockgroup: 080130609001, COLORADO, EPA Region 8
Approximate Population: 2,892
Input Area (sq. miles): 1.29

Selected Variables State. EPA Regl.on USA .
Percentile Percentile Percentile
Environmental Justice Indexes

EJ Index for Particulate Matter 2.5 22 24 18
EJ Index for Ozone 27 27 11
EJ Index for 2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” 24 23 18
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk” 19 18 15
EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI" 18 18 14
EJ Index for Traffic Proximity 11 11 6
EJ Index for Lead Paint 76 80 62
EJ Index for Superfund Proximity 13 17 12
EJ Index for RMP Facility Proximity 15 20 12
EJ Index for Hazardous Waste Proximity 34 32 25
EJ Index for Underground Storage Tanks 6 7 5
EJ Index for Wastewater Discharge 6 11

EJ Index for the Selected Area Compared to All People's Blockgroups in the State/Region/US
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This report shows the values for environmental and demographic indicators and EJSCREEN indexes. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the
estimated concentration of ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the
selected block group or buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this
means that only 5 percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the
data are available, and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is
essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of
these issues before using reports.
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Blockgroup: 080130609001, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 2,892
Input Area (sg. miles): 1.29

Lafayette
Louisville
’/"»"‘
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:I Project 2 50 -60 percenlile 80 - 90 percentile ? 035 . c,7 ‘ 1‘4 mi
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g United States ) .
@'IEPA E&“en“?"‘m' Protection EJScreen Report (Version 2.0)
Blockgroup: 080130609001, COLORADO, EPA Region 8

Approximate Population: 2,892
Input Area (sq. miles): 1.29

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTIC

selected Variables Value | State | %ilein R::it\m %::Am USA | %ilein
Avg. State . Avg. USA
Avg. Region
Pollution and Sources
Particulate Matter 2.5 (pg/m’) 8.33 7.3| 69 7.07 78 8.74 42
Ozone (ppb) 57.5 555| 92 52.5 77 42.6 95
2017 Diesel Particulate Matter” (ug/m°) 0.233 | 0.253| 49 0.211 | 50-60th | 0.295| <50th
2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk™ (lifetime risk per million) 30 25| 89 22 | 90-95th 29 | 80-90th
2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI* 0.4 0.34| 84 0.3 | 80-90th 0.36 | 80-90th
Traffic Proximity (daily traffic count/distance to road) 640 590| 72 520 76 710 74
Lead Paint (% Pre-1960 Housing) 0 0.18| 24 0.21 17 0.28 11
Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance) 0.11 01| 71 0.11 72 0.13 71
RMP Facility Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.5 0.66| 63 0.64 63 0.75 59
Hazardous Waste Proximity (facility count/km distance) 0.39 0.85| 43 0.77 50 2.2 40
Underground Storage Tanks (count/km?) 4.1 26| 77 2.7 79 3.9 74
Wastewater Discharge (toxicity-weighted concentration/m distance) 0.29 0.36| 89 3.5 84 12 89
Socioeconomic Indicators

Demographic Index 23% 29%| 48 26% 54 36% 37
People of Color 21% 32%| 40 25% 56 40% 38
Low Income 25% 25%| 57 27% 53 31% 45
Unemployment Rate 6% 4%| 76 4% 79 5% 66
Linguistically Isolated 2% 3%| 65 2% 72 5% 56
Less Than High School Education 2% 8%| 25 8% 22 12% 12
Under Age 5 6% 6%| 55 7% 47 6% 54
Over Age 64 13% 14% 53 14% 53 16% 43

*Diesel particular matter, air toxics cancer risk, and air toxics respiratory hazard index are from the EPA’s 2017 Air Toxics Data Update, which is the Agency’s
ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. This effort aims to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for
further study. It is important to remember that the air toxics data presented here provide broad estimates of health risks over geographic areas of the country,
not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. Cancer risks and hazard indices from the Air Toxics Data Update are reported to one significant figure and
any additional significant figures here are due to rounding. More information on the Air Toxics Data Update can be found at: https://www.epa.gov/haps/air-
toxics-data-update.

For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice

EJScreen is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see
EJScreen documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports. This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJScreen outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.

September 22, 2022 3/3




SEPA e

Location: Blockgroup: 080130609001
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

Summary of ACS Estimates

Population
Population Density (per sqg. mile)
People of Color Population
% People of Color Population

Households

Housing Units

Housing Units Built Before 1950

Per Capita Income

Land Area (sq. miles) (Source: SF1)
% Land Area

Water Area (sqg. miles) (Source: SF1)
% Water Area

Population by Race
Total
Population Reporting One Race
White
Black
American Indian
Asian
Pacific Islander
Some Other Race
Population Reporting Two or More Races
Total Hispanic Population
Total Non-Hispanic Population
White Alone
Black Alone
American Indian Alone
Non-Hispanic Asian Alone
Pacific Islander Alone
Other Race Alone
Two or More Races Alone
Population by Sex
Male
Female
Population by Age
Age 0-4
Age 0-17
Age 18+
Age 65+

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.

2015 - 2019
ACS Estimates

2,892
2,744
2,625
0

0

87

0

32
148
379
2,513
2,279

87

11
136

1,454
1,438

174
660
2,232
375

Hispanic population can be of any race.

N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019 -

Percent

100%
95%
91%

0%
0%
3%
0%
1%
5%
13%

79%
0%
0%
3%
0%
0%
5%

50%
50%

6%
23%
7%
13%

2015 - 2019

2,892
2,247
613
21%
1,261
1,302
0
34,608
1.29
99%
0.01
1%

MOE (¢)

330
469
335
12
12
72
12
26
77
127

332
12
12
72
12
16
75

218
197

70
169
266
106
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Location: Blockgroup: 080130609001
Ring (buffer): 0-mile radius
Description:

Population 25+ by Educational Attainment
Total

Less than 9th Grade

9th - 12th Grade, No Diploma

High School Graduate

Some College, No Degree

Associate Degree

Bachelor's Degree or more

Population Age 5+ Years by Ability to Speak English

Total
Speak only English
Non-English at Home
Speak English "very well"
Speak English "well"
3Speak English "not well"
“Speak English "not at all"
**4Speak English "less than well"
23*45peak English "less than very well"

1+2+3+4

Linguistically Isolated Households®
Total
Speak Spanish
Speak Other Indo-European Languages
Speak Asian-Pacific Island Languages
Speak Other Languages
Households by Household Income
Household Income Base
< $15,000
$15,000 - $25,000
$25,000 - $50,000
$50,000 - $75,000
$75,000 +
Occupied Housing Units by Tenure
Total
Owner Occupied
Renter Occupied
Employed Population Age 16+ Years
Total
In Labor Force
Civilian Unemployed in Labor Force
Not In Labor Force

EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report

2015-2019
ACS Estimates

2,113
13

30
403
385
135
1,147

2,718
2,403
315
196
43

76

(0]

76
119

25
16

1,261
65
187
214
210
585

1,261
770
491

2,280
1,775
110
505

Data Note: Datail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic population can be of anyrace.

N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS)
*Households in which no one 14 and over speaks English "very well" or speaks English only.

Percent

100%
1%
1%
19%
18%

6%
54%

100%
88%
12%

7%
2%
3%
0%
3%
4%

100%
64%
36%

0%
0%

100%
5%
15%
17%
17%
46%

100%
61%
39%

100%
78%
5%
22%

MOE (&)

220
19
29

117

108
60

178

304
275
109
80
42
46
12
46
61

26
18
14
12
12

118
40
84
73
78

131

118
103
122

234
234

66
138
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EPA e EJSCREEN ACS Summary Report R

Location: Blockgroup: 080130609001
Ring (buffer): o-mile radius
Description:

2015 - 2019 Percent MOE (%)
ACS Estimates

Population by Language Spoken at Home*

Total (persons age 5 and above) N/A N/A N/A
English N/A N/A N/A
Spanish N/A N/A N/A
French N/A N/A N/A
French Creole N/A N/A N/A
Italian N/A N/A N/A
Portuguese N/A N/A N/A
German N/A N/A N/A
Yiddish N/A N/A N/A
Other West Germanic N/A N/A N/A
Scandinavian N/A N/A N/A
Greek N/A N/A N/A
Russian N/A N/A N/A
Polish N/A N/A N/A
Serbo-Croatian N/A N/A N/A
Other Slavic N/A N/A N/A
Armenian N/A N/A N/A
Persian N/A N/A N/A
Gujarathi N/A N/A N/A
Hindi N/A N/A N/A
Urdu N/A N/A N/A
Other Indic N/A N/A N/A
Other Indo-European N/A N/A N/A
Chinese N/A N/A N/A
Japanese N/A N/A N/A
Korean N/A N/A N/A
Mon-Khmer, Cambodian N/A N/A N/A

Hmong N/A N/A N/A
Thai N/A N/A N/A
Laotian N/A N/A N/A
Vietnamese N/A N/A N/A
Other Asian N/A N/A N/A
Tagalog N/A N/A N/A
Other Pacific Island N/A N/A N/A
Navajo N/A N/A N/A
Other Native American N/A N/A N/A
Hungarian N/A N/A N/A
Arabic N/A N/A N/A
Hebrew N/A N/A N/A
African N/A N/A N/A
Other and non-specified N/A N/A N/A
Total Non-English N/A N/A N/A

Data Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Hispanic popultion can be of any race.
N/A meansnot available. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015 - 2019.
*Population by Language Spoken at Home is available at the census tract summary level and up.
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