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CHAPTER 4: IMPLEMENTATION
4.1 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION SEQUENCE
The Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway Plan represents a multi-phased development approach for the implementation
of a long-term, continuous pathway system linking the Towns of Breckenridge and Blue River (Summit County) and the
Town of Alma (Park County). The three design phases described below represent a progression of measures needed to
realize the implementation of the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway.
This Chapter outlines several strategies for the implementation of the proposed 17-mile, multi-use Hoosier Pass
Recreational Pathway. As envisioned, the Pathway will serve a wide range of users and be developed for recreational
and commuter bicyclists, pedestrians, hikers and other non-motorized use. Because this recreational corridor falls
within several different jurisdictions (incorporated municipalities and unincorporated counties) and land management
agencies (state and federal), it is critical that a regional partnership approach be enacted if the Hoosier Pass
Recreational Pathway is to become a reality.

The following table illustrates a potential sequence of implementation steps for Phase Three: Funding, Design and
Pathway Development.
TABLE 4.1: PATHWAY IMPLEMENTATION SEQUENCE

PATHWAY IMPLEMENTATION SEQUENCE
DESCRIPTION
1. Site Survey / Preliminary Design
2. Environmental Review and Compliance
3. Right-of-way Acquistion

Phase One Master Plan
Individual jurisdictions should formally recognize, through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and/or adoption
of polices, the overall project vision, alignment and essential Pathway design concepts that will shape the character of
the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway as presented in this feasibility study.
Phase Two: Implementation Plan
Each individual municipality and land management agency should acknowledge support for the feasibility study and
agree to coordinate participation efforts for next steps. These include establishing uniform pathway management,
operational and maintenance agreements, and formally recognizing the implementation strategies and actions
identified in this Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway Feasibility Study.
Phase Three: Funding, Design, and Pathway Development
In order to advance the project, the region encompassed in the study area should acknowledge an appropriate lead
agency to secure funding sources, obtain necessary regulatory compliance and clearances, and advance critical
recommendations associated with land ownership, acquisitions, and access easements. This critical work will advance
the initial feasibility study to a preliminary design phase. This preliminary design phase will include site survey work,
pathway alignment verification, and refinement of probable construction cost estimates.
Planning Challenges
The main challenges facing the development of the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Regional, municipal and agency coordination
Private landowners’ support
Obtaining land acquisition easements for the development of a shared-use pathway facility
Environmental compliance and regulatory permitting required to advance the project
Environmental mitigation and protection measures addressing wetland and stream concerns
Public access easements on US Forest Service and State Wildlife Area public lands
Preliminary design, engineering and cost implications associated with the pathway facility
Funding of improvements

4. Highway 9 Shoulder Widening
5. Design Development
6. Construction

4.2 PATHWAY CONSTRUCTION PHASING
At this time, no sequential phasing can be identified for implementation of the pathway. Portions of the pathway
should be implemented independent of each other in phases as it becomes feasible. The following table suggests
discreet phases of the pathway, grouped by segment, that it makes sense to construct together as funding becomes
available. To build stakeholder support for implementation of the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway, segments that
improve community connectivity, have high scenic value or provide access to interpretive sites should be a priority.
TABLE 4.2: PATHWAY CONSTRUCTION PHASING

POTENTIAL CONSTRUCTION PHASING
PHASE

SEGMENT

A

N-1

B

N-2 & N-3

Town of Blue River

C

M-1 & M-2

Town of Blue River to Hoosier Pass

D

DESCRIPTION
Town of Breckenridge to Town of Blue River

S-1, S-2, S-3 & S-4 Hoosier Pass to Alma (Park County)

v
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4.3 OWNERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT OPTIONS
For portions of the Recreational Pathway that are separated from State Highway. 9 or its R.O.W., the following
implementation options may be considered:
Option One: Park County and Summit County shall acquire property rights to construct and manage the
Pathway in their corresponding counties.
a. This option would require the Forest Service to convey a special use authorization or access easement
within the federally-owned land areas.
b. If the facility is to include a county-owned roadway, the corresponding county would be responsible
for maintenance.
c. If the facility utilizes part of a municipal road or a private road, a formal access agreement would be
established. The municipality or private owner may be responsible for ongoing maintenance of the
road and recreational pathway based on acceptable standards.
Option Two: Create an intergovernmental or other partnership agreement pooling funding from each
jurisdiction or land management agency for construction, management and operation of the Pathway.

4.4 IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS
The following steps are important for successful implementation of the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway:
Step #A: Identify a single alignment with community support.
Action Item:
Local governments should work with state and federal agencies and other stakeholders to identify a single
“preferred alignment” for each phase.

Step #C: Local jurisdictions should work collaboratively to develop clearly defined roles and responsibilities formalized
in Intergovernmental Agreements
Action Item:
Local jurisdictions/ agencies, including state and federal land management agencies, should enter into
intergovernmental agreements designed to foster and leverage the support of a number of organizational,
advocacy and non-profit group efforts towards the development of the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway.
Strategies:
Intergovernmental agreements should address:
• Agency and staff roles and responsibilities
• Clarify pathway access policies for private and public land holdings
• Cost-sharing and funding strategies
• Project phasing
• Management roles of each entity
Step #D: Identify mechanisms to leverage local funding, such as Capital Improvement Program (CIP) or bond funding
programs for future grant applications.
Action Item:
Local jurisdictions/ agencies should commit to sources of funding for environmental compliance, land
acquisition, design and construction funding for pathway segments in their annual Capital Improvement
Program (CIP).
Strategies:
• Coordinate the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway funding needs through the Open Space and Trails
Department and Public Works: roads and bridges funding programs.
• Pursue discussions with private landowners affected by the proposed pathway alignment to determine
appropriate land exchange and/or easement strategies.

Strategies:
Conduct a Traffic Safety Analysis
Step #B: Local governments should support the Pathway through a formal adopted resolution
Action Item:
Local jurisdictions/ agencies should formally acknowledge support for the formation of a partnership
with other communities and governing agencies meant to ensure the implementation of the Hoosier Pass
Recreation Pathway.
Strategies:
• Develop formal resolutions supporting the project
• Develop positive public relations, media support, staff support and funding for the project
• Institute the creation of a Hoosier Pass Recreation Pathway Citizen Advisory Committee
• Support a variety of partnerships between agency, non-profit and advocacy groups to ensure
implementation of the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway.
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Step #5: Initiate appropriate policy change to allow public access/ easements on private, state, local and federally
owned lands as required
Action Item:
Local, state and federal land management agencies should work cooperatively to address issues affecting
public access for the future Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway with an eye towards the advancement of the
Pathway.
Strategies:
• The Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway lead agency should coordinate with other affected agency
representatives to ensure the enactment of policies that would enable implementation of the future
Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway.
• Coordinate with the US Army Corps of Engineers to identify necessary instances of wetland and
jurisdictional waterway review and permitting.
• Coordinate with the Colorado Department of Parks and Wildlife to verify critical issues related to the
creation of access easements and the construction of pathway improvements on jurisdictional land.
Step #6: Establish a Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway ‘champion’ by supporting grass-roots publically-driven efforts
and partnerships
Action Item:
Local, state and federal land management agencies should support the formation of a non-profit, grass-roots
organization to advance positive, locally-driven initiatives for the future Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway.
Strategies:
• Support local trails special interest groups that may assist with the implementation of the Hoosier Pass
Recreational Pathway.
• Support local events such as the Adopt-A-Trail program to raise awareness for the Hoosier Pass
Recreational Pathway.
Step #7: Design the pathway system throughout the entire corridor
Action Item:
Design the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway in conformance with local, state and federal design standards
for bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

Step #8: Fulfill the vision of the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway
Action Item:
Identify critical next steps by defining specific agency roles and responsibilities, project timelines, and funding
needs.
Strategies:
• Develop a detailed Action Plan with scope-of-work and timelines.
• Refine preliminary cost estimates and prioritize land acquisitions.
• Update local, state and federal agencies and decision-makers regularly. Clearly identify calls-to-action to
move the project forward.
Step #9: Create an operational and maintenance program for the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway Project
Action Item:
Develop a more detailed operational and maintenance program clarifying specific agency roles and
responsibilities.
Strategies:
• Develop a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between affected jurisdictions and agencies outlining
long-term operational and maintenance responsibilities and related costs.
• Identify appropriate cost-sharing agreements for ongoing operational programs to be reflected in each
jurisdiction’s annual operating budget as needed.
Step #10: Conduct evaluations of completed pathway segments and ongoing communication strategies for each
successive phase of the project.
Action Item:
Adopt an adaptive management approach that supports periodic reviews and plan adjustments as necessary
throughout the development of the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway.
Strategies:
• Conduct periodic evaluations of the Pathway implementation and make adjustments accordingly.

Strategies:
• Meet American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards.
• Meet Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) Chapter 14, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility
Standards.
• Meet Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) signage standards.
• Meet local jurisdiction trail design standards.
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4.5 PARTNERSHIPS

4.6 OPERATIONAL & MAINTENANCE CONSIDERATIONS

The Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway project will require a number of innovative partnership programs to build capacity and
leverage resources over time. The following graphic illustrates potential lead and support agency partnership scenarios for
each segment of the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway project as it moves forward.
In general, for the segments that fall within Summit County jurisdiction, Summit County Open Space and Trails Department
will serve as the lead coordinating agency with support from the Town of Breckenridge, Town of Blue River, US Forest Service
(USFS) and Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), unless otherwise determined by the agencies involved.
Depending on the alternative that is accepted and advanced into the next phase, for the segments that fall within Park
County jurisdiction, Park County and/or CDOT will serve as the lead coordinating agency with support from the Town of Alma.
Additional coordination with the Colorado Department of Parks and Wildlife will also be required to implement the portion of
the recreational pathway that falls within the State Wildlife Area at Alma.
FIGURE 4.1: PARTNERSHIPS BY SEGMENT

SEGMENT
1

4.7 LAND OWNERSHIP

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

SUPPORT
AGENCY

Summit County

Summit County

Town of
Breckenridge
---------CDOT

Town of
Blue River
---------CDOT

Additional partnership opportunities may also include
the following:
•

Land ownership is cited as a principal factor influencing the successful implementation of pathways such as the
Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway. Although easements and various forms of agreements or licenses can be helpful in
some special cases, public ownership of pathways has consistently been found to be essential in the implementation
of successful trail networks in communities throughout the United States. Portions of the proposed pathway alignment
are located on publicly owned lands and/or rights-of-way, i.e. the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT),
the Upper Blue River Sanitation District easement and US Forest Service lands. However, a significant portion of the
proposed pathway alignment will occur on privately owned land.
Public ownership enables:

PARTNERSHIPS
LEAD
AGENCY

Maintenance of the pathway within Summit County jurisdiction will likely be absorbed into the overall Summit County
pathway maintenance budget, which is overseen by the Summit County Open Space and Trails (OST) Department and
implemented by the Road and Bridge Department. Summit County’s primary funding source for Recpath maintenance
is the Conservation Trust Fund. Summit County projects that the Conservation Trust Fund revenue stream will continue
and such funds will be directed to Recpath maintenance. Of the 55 miles currently in the system, Summit County owns
and operates over half and assists the other local jurisdictions (Frisco, Breckenridge, CDOT, Dillon and Silverthorne)
with the management of their pathways. Summit County has the staff, facilities, equipment and a successful volunteer
program to maintain the current network and will be able to absorb additional maintenance responsibilities posed by
the completion of this project. In addition, Summit County has the political will to pursue this project, represented by
the strong support provided by the Summit County Board of County Commissioners. Summit County Government will
provide long-term management and operation of the pathway consistent with current management practices. The
Summit County Recreational Pathway Plan and the Summit County Recreational Pathway Operations Plan will govern
the management of the pathway system in Summit County. Depending on the preferred alternative for the Park
County segments, coordination between Park County Roads and Bridges and CDOT will be required to address ongoing
management and operations of the Recreational Pathway Facility.

Upper Blue River Sanitation District
Andy Carlberg, Manager
PO Box 1216
Breckenridge, CO 80426
Phone: 970 453-2723

Summit County
USFS
---------CDOT

Park County or CDOT
CDOT
---------State Wildlife
Area (Alama)
---------Town of Alma

•

•

South Park National Heritage Area
Linda Balough, Executive Director
Director, Park County Heritage and Tourism Office
PO Box 1373
Fairplay, CO 80440
Phone 719 836-4298
website: www.parkco.us
Mosquito Range Heritage Initiative
Cara Doyle, Executive Director
PO Box 375
Alma, CO 80420
wildheartstudio@juno.com

•
•
•
•

A clear right to public access
A definitive assignment of responsibility to the managing public agency to design, maintain and operate the
trail in a manner that provides for the enjoyment and safety of pathway users
An opportunity for the managing agency to effectively control the use and condition of the pathway
Protection for adjoining private property owners from claims of damages or liability by public pathway users

Pathway User and Property Owner Viewpoints: Pathway users are enthusiastic supporters of public pathways
throughout the country. However, property owners immediately adjacent to pathways and trails often express mixed
emotions when it comes to new proposed pathways that may impact property values, safety and security. Successful
public pathway projects depend on public ownership and effective management. Summit County and Park County
have already demonstrated success in developing similar pathway projects of comparable size to the proposed Hoosier
Pass Recreational Pathway facility.
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4.8 POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES
Various local, regional, state, and federal funding sources are available for the implementation of the Hoosier Pass
Recreational Pathway. Potential additional private funds or facilities constructed in-lieu by developers are also a
possibility and may be garnered through development agreements with local jurisdictions. This section discusses the
primary funding sources available.

4.8.1 LOCAL FUNDING OPTIONS
General Funds of Affected Municipalities
One primary local revenue sources of cities, towns and counties are general funds resulting from sales taxes, property
taxes, and other miscellaneous taxes and fees. These funds are often used for pedestrian and bicycle improvements.
Generally, few restrictions are placed on the use of these funds, which are utilized for a large variety of local budget
needs. As such, there is typically high demand for these funds for numerous government services. Design and
construction of pathways through use of this funding source usually receives limited support from local governments
unless their constituents lobby effectively for such use. General funds dedicated to bicycle and pedestrian
improvements can range widely from community to community, depending on constituent demands, voter approval of
bonds that are retired through general funds, and available budgets for other public services.
General funds can also be used to construct bike lanes, sidewalks, and pathways on bridge crossings. This kind of
funding has also been used for at-grade or grade- separated pathway crossings at major roadway crossings.
Parks, Recreation and/ or Open Space Funds
Local Parks and Recreation funds are generally derived from property, sales taxes or fee revenues. These funds are
often used directly for trail or trail-related facilities. Bathrooms, pocket parks, lighting, landscaping, as well as trails,
are often funded through open space and trails departments. The costs to maintain trails are often incurred by these
departments. As with general funds, the dedication of open space funds to bicycle and pedestrian improvements can
vary a great deal from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Citizen involvement and influence, as well as jurisdictional priorities,
will influence the funding levels for these improvements from budgets. Given current funding programs in Summit
and Park Counties, additional voter approval may be required to construct the pathway.
Revenue and General Obligation Bonds
Bonds are usually considered a financing mechanism rather than a revenue source. Debt-service-free obligations
should receive consideration before this mechanism is pursued. While bonding may allow for more expedient
construction of facilities, it comes at the cost of the interest required to retire the bonds: rates typically range from
7 to 11 percent per annum (depending upon the jurisdiction’s bond rating). For this discussion, revenue and general
obligation (G.O.) bonds are considered as funding sources because they can be designated for the construction
of bicycle and pedestrian projects. When bond packages are presented for voter approval, they are often tied to
a specific facility or program of improvements. For instance, a G.O. bond package can be presented to voters for
citywide sidewalk and lighting improvements or for specific sidewalk, pathway, bicycle lane, or other improvements
that are clearly defined in the legal language of the bond. Pedestrian and bicycle projects identified in a G.O. bond
are required to be constructed according to truth-in-bonding requirements. These requirements may result in more
effective funding for construction of pathways than having to compete with numerous other local demands on general
funds.

Revenue bonds can also be considered as a revenue source because specific projects will be “locked in” and
constructed, provided that revenue projections match project costs. Revenue bonds can be used to advance
projects such as bridge reconstruction or new construction of bridges better designed to accommodate bicyclists and
pedestrians. The bonds can also be used to provide sidewalks, bike lanes, and shared-use pathway facilities located
within the roadway right-of-way.
Northwest Colorado Council of Governments (NWCCOG) Assistance
Northwest Colorado Council of Governments (NWCCCOG) is a voluntary association of county and municipal
governments that believes in the benefits of working together on a regional basis. NWCCOG serves 26 member
jurisdictions in a 5-county region of northwest Colorado.
NWCCOG’s Regional Transportation Coordinating Council (RTCC) is the local coordinating council for an 8-county
rural area of northwest Colorado and is working to improve transportation coordination and options, especially for
the veteran, disabled, older, and low-income adult populations. Current participating counties include Eagle, Garfield,
Grand, Jackson, Lake, Pitkin, Routt and Summit. Additional counties to join this effort may include Clear Creek, Moffat
and Rio Blanco. NWCCOG also formed a foundation to assist in fundraising for the Swan Mountain Recpath in Summit
County.
The NWCCOG’s efforts are focused on coordinating the existing public and private transit providers with other human
services providers by promoting, enhancing and facilitating seamless access to transportation services through a
coordinated system that is easily available to customers from anywhere in the region. The RTCC has recently been
awarded funds from CDOT, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the FTA Veteran Affairs (VA) and FASTER funds.

4.8.2 STATE FUNDING OPTIONS
State revenue sources include: state sales tax, State Transportation Enhancement Project (STEP), and Great Outdoors
Colorado (GOCO)/ Colorado Parks and Wildlife grants. Following is a brief summary of each source and its potential
application to the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway.
Great Outdoors Colorado/ Colorado Parks and Wildlife
Monies are appropriated statewide from this fund for a variety of open space and park projects, including the
development of trails. Funding comes from proceeds of the Colorado State Lottery. Trail grants are offered twice a year
through the Colorado State Trails Program in a partnership with Colorado Parks and Wildlife.
State Sales Tax
The state sales tax revenues, as with local jurisdictional sales tax revenues, are generally budgeted for high priority
programs and needs. Although generally not used for bicycle and pedestrian pathways and trails, these revenues are
available for bicycle and pedestrian facilities and programs.
State Transportation Enhancement Project (STEP)
State Transportation Enhancement Project (STEP) funding is currently available through the Federal Highway
Administration (FHA). The FHA assists States and project sponsors to meet Transportation Enhancement Activities (TE)
requirements and provide best practices for accessibility, design, construction, and maintenance of STEP projects.
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4.8.3 FEDERAL FUNDING OPTIONS
On July 6, 2012, the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) became law after three years of
extension of SAFETEA-LU, empowering meaningful planning in communities, regions, states and the nation.
In light of the financial constraints resulting from declining gas tax revenues, Congress chose to keep MAP-21’s funding
levels flat for the next two years. In addition, MAP-21 has merged several popular programs with funding set-asides
into an umbrella program called Transportation Alternatives. Transportation Alternatives encompasses special
programs including Enhancements, Safe Routes to School, and Recreation Trails and requires states and MPO’s to
create a competitive process to distribute funds.
Revenues available for pedestrian and bicycle projects are primarily allocated through the Surface Transportation
Program (STP), which includes set-aside funding categories for programs such as the Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality (CMAQ) program. Ten percent of STP funding is set-aside for Transportation Enhancements, which can be
spent on environmentally-related improvements including pedestrian and bicycle provisions. The STP provides flexible
funding categories and ensures consideration of bicyclists and pedestrians in the planning process and facility design.
STP funds can be used for provision of sidewalks and modification of sidewalks to meet Americans with Disabilities
Act requirements, for shared-use pathways, paved shoulders and bicycle lanes, and for pedestrian and bicycle safety
and educational programs. When highway bridges are being replaced or rehabilitated with federal funds on a highway
where bicycles are permitted, the bridge must provide accommodation for bicycles.
Additional federal revenues which are eligible for use on various Corridor projects include Bridge Replacement and
Rehabilitation (BR) funds and National Highway System (NHS) funds. TEA-21 continues and expands provisions to
improve facilities and safety for bicycles and pedestrians. The eligibility of NHS funds is broadened as described below
and safety and educational activities are now eligible for TE funds. Other changes ensure consideration of bicyclists
and pedestrians in the planning process and facility design. Following is a brief summary of these federal programs.
Transportation Enhancement Activity Funds (TEA-21)
Transportation Enhancement Funds are a source of federal funds available for pedestrian and bicycle projects.
These funds are set aside by TEA-21 in order to add community or environmental value to a completed or ongoing
transportation project.
The eligible Transportation Enhancement activities include the following:
• Provision of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles (off-road or on-road facilities, including modification of
existing public sidewalks to comply with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act)
• Provision of safety and educational activities for pedestrians and bicyclists
• Acquisition of scenic easements and scenic or historic sites
• Scenic or historic highway programs (including the provision of tourist and welcome center facilities)
• Landscaping and other scenic beautification
• Historic preservation
• Rehabilitation and operation of historic transportation buildings, structures, or facilities (including historic
railroad facilities and canals)
• Preservation of abandoned railroad corridors (including the conversion and use for pedestrian or bicycle trails)
• Control and removal of outdoor advertising
• Archaeological planning and research
• Environmental mitigation to address water pollution due to highway runoff or reduce vehicle-caused wildlife

•

mortality while maintaining habitat connectivity
Establishment of transportation museums

Local government projects must be sponsored by a governmental body and must be endorsed by an MPO or
rural COG. Private non-profit organizations are also able to work with governmental agencies to develop project
applications. Transportation enhancement funds must be matched with other non-Federal funds for a percentage of
the total project cost. Local matching rules vary from state to state.
State highway system bicycle and pedestrian projects must be contained within the right-of-way of a state highway and
can be nominated by individuals, interest groups, and other governmental agencies, in addition to CDOT staff. Some
projects associated with a state highway may have to be sponsored by a governmental agency other than CDOT due
to statutory limits on the use of state highway funds. Any state highways in the corridor planning area are eligible for
these funds; underpasses, at-grade crossings, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities constructed as part of bridges are
also included.
Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation
These funds may only be used for replacing and rehabilitating bridges. This program provides funding for replacement
of a structurally-deficient or functionally-obsolete highway bridge or to rehabilitate the structural integrity of a bridge.
Bicycle lanes, sidewalks and underpasses can be built as part of bridge rehabilitation.
National Highway System
These funds are for improvements to the National Highway System- an interconnected system of principal arterial
routes that serve major population centers, international border crossings, airports, public transportation facilities,
and other inter-modal transportation facilities.
Highway Safety Funds
Bicycle and pedestrian safety enhancement remain a priority for highway safety program funding. The Governor’s
Office of Highway Safety administers funding for safety-related programs in Colorado, including pedestrian and bicycle
projects that improve safety along or across roadways. Grants are made in the form of reimbursable contracts and are
contingent on a 10 percent local match.
National Recreational Trails Program
The Recreational Trails Program provides funds to states to develop and maintain recreational trails and trail-related
facilities for both non-motorized and motorized recreational trail uses. Examples of trail uses include hiking, bicycling,
in-line skating, equestrian use, and other non-motorized and motorized uses. The program was authorized in 1998
under TEA-21.
Recreational Trails Program funds may be used for:
• Maintenance and restoration of existing trails
• Development and rehabilitation of trailside and trailhead facilities and trail linkages
• Purchase and lease of trail construction and maintenance equipment
• Construction of new trails (with restrictions for new trails on Federal lands)
• Acquisition of easements or property for trails
• State administrative costs related to this program (limited to 7 percent of a State’s funds)
• Operation of educational programs to promote safety and environmental protection related to trails (limited
to 5 percent of a State’s funds)
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Recreational Trails Program funds may not be used for:
• Property condemnation (eminent domain)
• Constructing new trails for motorized use on National Forest or Bureau of Land Management lands unless
the project is consistent with resource management plans
• Facilitating motorized access on otherwise non-motorized trails.
Bicycle Transportation and Pedestrian Walkways
National Highway System, Surface Transportation Program, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement
Program, Scenic Byways, Recreation Trails and Federal Lands Highways funds may be used for bicycle transportation
and pedestrian walkways under this program. No specific funding levels are identified, but additional information may
be found at www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/progadmin/part3.htm#bikeped.
Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Grants
The Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery, or TIGER Discretionary Grant program, provides a
unique opportunity for the U.S. Department of Transportation to invest in road, rail, transit and port projects that
promise to achieve critical national objectives. Projects eligible for TIGER grants include highways and bridges, public
transportation, passenger and freight rail transportation and marine port infrastructure investments. Grants may
range in size from $10 million to $200 million. Grants to rural areas may be for less than $10 million, but must be
more than $1 million. No less than $120 million must be awarded to projects in rural areas.
In addition to project readiness, primary selection criteria include improving the condition of existing transportation
facilities and system, contributing to the economic competitiveness of the United States and creating and preserving
jobs, increasing transportation choices and access to transportation services for people in communities across the
U.S., improving energy efficiency, reducing dependence on oil and reducing greenhouse gas emissions, and improving
safety.
DOT is authorized to award $473.847 million in TIGER Discretionary Grants pursuant to the Full-Year Continuing
Appropriations Act, 2013 (Pub. L. 113-6, March 26, 2013). This appropriation is similar, but not identical to the
appropriation for the “TIGER” program authorized and implemented pursuant to the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (the “Recovery Act”). Because of the similarity in program structure, DOT will continue to
refer to the program as ‘‘TIGER Discretionary Grants.’’ TIGER programs are awarded on a competitive basis for projects
that will have a significant impact on the nation, a metropolitan area or a region.
TIGER’s highly competitive process, galvanized by tremendous applicant interest, allowed DOT to fund 51 innovative
capital projects in TIGER I, and an additional 42 capital projects in TIGER II. TIGER II also featured a new Planning
Grant category and 33 planning projects were also funded through TIGER II. In the FY 2011 round of TIGER Grants,
DOT awarded 46 capital projects in 33 states and Puerto Rico. In the FY 2012 round of TIGER Grants, DOT awarded 47
capital projects in 34 states and the District of Columbia. Each project is multi-modal, multi-jurisdictional or otherwise
challenging to fund through existing programs. The TIGER program enables DOT to use a rigorous process to select
projects with exceptional benefits, explore ways to deliver projects faster, save on construction costs, and make
investments in our Nation’s infrastructure that make communities more livable and sustainable.
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4.9 THE REGIONAL LANDSCAPE: NATURAL RESOURCES OVERVIEW
4.9.1 VEGETATION
Vegetation communities in the study area are typical of Colorado’s central mountains. Forested areas on steep
mountainsides are covered by monotypic lodgepole pine forests transitioning to a mixed forest of Douglas fir, aspen,
and Englemann spruce at higher elevations. Valley bottoms and stream corridors are dominated by open meadows
interspersed with wetland and riparian vegetation – primarily willows, narrowleaf cottonwood, and Colorado blue
spruce.
The northern half of the study area, which includes the upper Blue River and its tributaries, is dominated by numerous
willow-dominated wetlands along creeks and streams, and several large wetland complexes. The broad Placer Valley
area in the southern half of the study area is also dominated by a large wetland complex along the Middle Fork of the
South Platte River. Outside of the riparian corridor, however, there is a greater proportion of open meadow and rolling
sagebrush communities.

4.9.2 WETLAND AND RIPARIAN COMMUNITIES
The large glacial valleys in the study area have an abundance of surface and ground water, supporting numerous large
wetland and riparian communities along the mountain slopes and valley floors. These extensive wetlands support a
wide range of both common and rare plants, provide important wildlife habitat, and are the most significant biological
resource within the study area. Major wetland and riparian complexes within the study area include (from north to
south):
• Blue River corridor – The river floodplain supports a willow, spruce, and cottonwood riparian community as
well as intermittent wetlands along its length.
• Goose Pasture Wetland – A large wetland complex just south of the Goose Pasture Tarn that supports an
extensive and high quality example of montane willow carr and alpine willow scrub wetlands Colorado Natural
Historic Program (CNHP 2012).
• Blue River at McCullough Gulch – This broad section of the valley floor supports a two-mile long alpine willow
scrub and montane riparian shrub wetlands (CNHP 2012).
• Blue Lakes/Monte Cristo Creek Wetlands – The valley bottom below the Blue Lakes reservoirs include a
subalpine riparian willow carr wetland complex along Monte Cristo Creek (Colorado National Heritage
Program 1997).
• Hoosier Creek – The slopes to the northwest of Hoosier Pass support a large subalpine riparian willow carr
community.
• Alma/Placer Valley Wetland – Most of the valley bottom along the Middle Fork of the South Platte River
consist of montane willow wetlands associated with the Alma State Wildlife Area.

The following wildlife species or wildlife habitat types are of particular relevance to this planning process:
•

•

Canada lynx – Canada lynx is a broad-ranging and secretive forest-dwelling cat that generally prefer mature
lodgepole pine and spruce fir forests and are closely tied to the snowshoe hare, their primary prey. The lynx
is listed as a federal threatened species under the Endangered Species Act, and as an endangered species by
the State of Colorado. Most of the forested portions of the study area provide habitat for the lynx. Any trail
development activity that has the potential to disturb lynx habitat may require consultation with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and other potential regulatory requirements.
Moose – Moose are large ungulates (sometimes weighing over 1,000 pounds) that are closely associated with
montane lakes and marshes, as they primarily feed on willows. Moose are known to occur in and around the
extensive wetlands in the study area, and have been known to cross Highway 9 at a few key locations near
the town of Blue River. Trail development and management in these areas will need to be aware of these
crossings areas and the need to maintain safe corridors wherever possible.

4.9.4 PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT DESIGNATIONS
The jurisdictional boundaries in the Summit County study area along the valley bottom consist of incorporated town
and unincorporated private lands. The majority of the forested slopes are owned and managed by the US Forest
Service. US Forest Service land in Summit County is managed by the White River National Forest. In the Park County
study area, jurisdictional boundaries consist of unincorporated subdivision development and public lands, including
Forest-Service-managed land and the Alma State Wildlife Area at the Middle Fork of the South Platte River valley.
US Forest Service lands in Park County are managed by the Pike-San Isabel National Forest. Specific management
designations relevant to this planning process are described below.
White River National Forest – Land and Resource Management Plan
The 2002 Land and Resource Management Plan includes the following Management Area (MA) designations:
MA 4.3 – Dispersed Recreation. This area includes the majority of lands on the west side of the study area, north
of McCullough Gulch, and is managed to provide undeveloped recreation opportunities in natural or naturalappearing landscapes.
MA 3.31 – Backcountry Recreation, Year-Round Motorized. This area includes the majority of lands on the west
side of the study area, south of McCullough Gulch, and is managed to provide a variety of motorized recreation
opportunities on roads and trails in a natural-appearing landscape.
MA 1.31 – Backcountry Recreation, Non-Motorized. This area includes the majority of lands on the east side of
the study area, and is managed to provide recreation opportunities in a natural-appearing landscape with little
evidence of recent human-caused disturbance. Improvements such as trails and bridges are allowed, but road
building is not. Structures should be made of native and natural-appearing materials.

4.9.3 WILDLIFE
The study area supports a broad range of wildlife species that are typical of the Rocky Mountains. These include large
mammals such as elk, mule deer, and moose; small mammals including beaver, porcupine, least chipmunk, and deer
mouse; carnivores including coyote, black bear, fox, and mountain lion; wetland-dependent reptiles and amphibians;
and a broad spectrum of both forest and wetland obligate bird species.
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Pike – San Isabel National Forest – Land and Resource Management Plan
The 1984 Land and Resource Management Plan for Pike-San Isabel NF includes one MA designation within the study
area:
MA 2B – Rural and Roaded-Natural Recreation, which is managed for motorized and non-motorized recreation,
including developed recreation activities.
Proposed Roadless Designation
Most of the Forest Service land north of Hoosier Pass and east of Highway 9 – the Hoosier Ridge area – has been
proposed for roadless designation.
Protective Designations
The Colorado Natural Heritage Program has designated three Potential Conservation Areas (PCAs) within the study
area: the Goose Pasture Tarn, Blue River at McCullough Gulch, and the Mosquito Range. PCAs are intended to be
planning tools that encompass the ecological processes that are necessary to sustain rare or significant ecological
features. It is a non-regulatory designation that is intended to promote the conservation of sensitive resources
through careful planning, voluntary measures, and partnerships.

4.9.5 RESOURCE PROTECTION PRINCIPLES FOR TRAILS PLANNING
The study area is rich in biological, cultural, scenic, and recreation values. It is the intent of this planning process to
identify a feasible trail corridor that provides a high-quality recreation and transportation facility, while minimizing
impacts to other resources. With this emphasis, the following principles were integrated into the planning process
and should be considered during trail implementation:
Use existing disturbances
Trail alignments should maximize the use of previously disturbed corridors. This includes Highway 9 and county
road corridors, existing or abandoned secondary road corridors, utility alignments, historic ditches, and other
features. Besides reducing implementation costs and challenges, the use of existing disturbances will minimize
new impacts to natural vegetation and wildlife.
Minimize Wetland Crossings
The study area contains numerous large wetlands, which are among the most biologically sensitive features.
While wetland crossings are difficult and costly to build and maintain, they should also be avoided to minimize
impacts to the ecosystem. While short wetland crossings are likely to be needed (and should be designed to
minimize impacts), extensive wetland crossings should not be pursued.
Consider habitat dynamics
The construction of a recreational pathway will be a new impact and disturbance on the landscape, resulting in
direct impacts to wildlife in the corridor, and secondary impacts to larger areas due to habitat fragmentation. In
general, new trail corridors should avoid disturbing large, undisturbed blocks of habitat, should minimize impacts
to wildlife movement corridors, and should be offset from sensitive areas to provide a habitat and visual buffer.
Protect and integrate historical resources. The study area contains numerous historical sites, structures, and
artifacts associated with early mining and transportation activity. While some of these resources provide corridor
opportunities (e.g., roads and ditches) or trailside amenities, others may be sensitive to trespass and vandalism
or could be dangerous. Each historical feature or site should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis to determine its
value, sensitivity, and safety. While some can and should be integrated into the trail corridor experience, others
should be avoided.

4.9.6 ANTICIPATED PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS
Implementation of the Recreational Pathway will require compliance with or permitting from the several federal
environmental and resource protection laws. A general overview of these laws and requirements is provided below.
Specific permitting requirements, sequencing, and coordination strategies should be identified at the outset of the
plan implementation.
US Forest Service Special Use Permit
Construction of a pathway on US Forest Service land would likely require a special-use authorization, subject to
existing land management policies, technical requirements, and environmental permitting. The process begins with a
proposal to allow preliminary screening by agency staff, followed by a formal application. Pathway implementation in
multiple forests (White River and Pike-San Isabel) may be completed with a single authorization, with one forest taking
the lead on the process.
National Environmental Policy Act
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires federal agencies to assess and disclose the environmental
effects of the proposed actions prior to making decisions. Most small projects would require an Environmental
Assessment; if a project is determined to have significant effects on the natural or human environment, a more
comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement may be required. The proposed recreational pathway would likely
require an Environmental Assessment, which would take into account the impacts on other key resources, including
those that have individual permitting requirements (e.g., wetlands, threatened and endangered species, and cultural
resources).
Wetlands
Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act regulates impacts to wetlands, which may require a permit from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and potentially impact mitigation commitments. The Corps reviews projects and
issues permits on a case-by-case basis. The following guidelines may apply:
•
•
•

The type and quantity of wetland impacts will determine the level of coordination, permitting, and
mitigation as required.
Projects with minor wetland impacts (generally less than 0.1 acre) or those associated with linear
transportation projects (including trails) may qualify for a “Nationwide” permit, which is a streamlined,
programmatic process.
Projects with larger impacts (generally greater than 0.1 acre) or those with impacts associated with seeps,
springs, fens, or other special conditions would likely require a more involved “Individual” permit or other
requirements.

Threatened and Endangered Species
Federally listed threatened or endangered species are protected under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), which
outlines requirements for federal agencies when their actions may harm a listed species or its habitat. The Canada
lynx is listed as threatened under the ESA. Any actions that could harm lynx or its habitat are regulated by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, which may require a consultation and Biological Assessment to evaluate potential impacts, and
identify any mitigation requirements.
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Migratory Birds
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects migratory birds, including raptors, and active nest sites for most of the
bird species found in Colorado. The MBTA prohibits the removal or destruction of active bird nests, nestlings, or eggs.
Habitat disturbing activities (e.g., tree removal, grubbing, grading) should be conducted in the non-breeding season
(August through February) to avoid impacts to migratory bird nests, including ground-nesting species. Similar to the
MBTA, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act includes several additional prohibitions, including molestation or
disturbance to those species.
Cultural Resources
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) requires every federal agency to “take into
account” how its projects and expenditures will affect historic properties, which includes prehistoric and historic sites.
The agency must determine if the project, if it is under the jurisdiction of the NHPA, will impact a site or resource that
is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, and must consult with the State Historic Preservation
Office for concurrence. Projects with adverse effects on eligible resources may require mitigation, additional research,
or recording/documentation of the site prior to construction.
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4.10 CONCLUSION
In summary, the Implementation Strategies for the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway Feasibility Study serves as a
tool for each jurisdiction affected by the proposed pathway corridor, including the Towns of Breckenridge, Blue River
and Alma, unincorporated portions of Summit and Park County, and jurisdictions beyond the immediate study area
such as: Fairplay, Frisco, and beyond. The pathway will be a multi-purpose corridor that facilitates non-motorized
transportation and recreational opportunities. The proposed corridor improvements could result in a continuous 17mile long recreational pathway system that benefits residents and tourists in the entire region. As this pathway system
becomes a reality, a primary consideration is public and private land acquisition and designation of related access and
staging areas along the corridor.
A variety of implementation methods will help to ensure future development of the pathway system and access
to the public. They may include the purchase of property, designation of rights-of-way for use as a recreational
pathway, dedication of an easement on private lands, exchange of land, lease agreements and the establishment of
conservation easements and pathway use agreements. A variety of funding sources are also available to implement
the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway Plan and should be researched further to determine feasibility.
Because the proposed pathway system passes through several local and county jurisdictions and connects to state
and federal lands, ongoing continued involvement of all governmental jurisdictions is critical to implementation of
the Hoosier Pass Recreational Pathway Plan. A pathway system as extensive as the one proposed may take as long
as 10 to 15 years to implement. In order to ensure that the involved jurisdictions retain their commitment to plan
implementation, regional support and acceptance is imperative. Each municipality and governing jurisdiction in the
study area must maintain a strong commitment to partnership. This process will be initiated by the feasibility study. In
addition, active citizen and special-interest support is critical to the successful completion of this initiative.
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