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APPENDIX B – RESPONSE TO PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE FEIS

B.1 RELEASE OF THE FINAL EIS 

The Notice of Availability of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and public hearing was published in the Federal 
Register on September 13, 2013. The public was notified of the release of the FEIS and the public hearing through local newspaper 
announcements, mailed notices, the project website, and publication in the Federal Register.  

B.1.1 Comments Received 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) received 33 comments on the 
FEIS during the comment period that extended from September 13, 2013 to October 31, 2013. The comments received were 
submitted in writing and verbally at the public hearing (held October 3, 2013), mailed directly to CDOT, or were submitted in email 
form via the project website. Colorado Parks and Wildlife, United States Army Corps of Engineers, United States Department of the 
Interior, and the United States Environmental Protection Agency submitted comments to the lead agencies. One petition was 
submitted from the Star Nursery and 455 individuals signed the petition, which expressed concerns about impacts to the Star 
Nursery animal display. The remaining comments were made by individual members of the public and by a local organization. The 
comments are divided into five groups:  

 Federal, State, and Local Agencies 

 Organizations and Interest Groups 

 Individuals 

 Verbal Comments at the Public Hearing 

 Petitions Received 

Within each category, the comments are alphabetized either by agency or by the individual’s last name. Responses to all comments 
are presented in this appendix. Some of these comments resulted in changes or clarifications to the FEIS. These changes, if 
applicable, are noted in the comment responses and are addressed in Section 5 – Clarifications to the FEIS and Updates in 
Regulations of this document. None of the comments received required a change to the Modified I-25 Alternative (Preferred 
Alternative), impact analysis, or mitigation measures presented in the FEIS. CDOT will add name and contact information to the 
project mailing list to receive future project updates for each individual who provided this information. 

TABLE B-1 

Index of Comments Received 

Name 
Comment 
Number 

Source Page 

Federal, State, and Local Agencies 

Colorado Parks & Wildlife 1 Letter B-3 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 2 Letter B-9 

United States Department of the Interior 3 Letter B-11 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 4 Letter B-13 

Organizations and Interest Groups 

Bessemer Historical Society 5 Letter B-16 

Individuals 

Aragon, Georgia 6 Website B-18 

Aragon, Georgia 7 Comment Form B-20 

Bennett, Charles 8 Website B-23 

Bonogofsky, Mary 9 Website B-24 

Butler, Viola 10 Website B-25 



 
 

APPENDIX B - RESPONSE TO PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE FEIS 

 
I-25 NEW PUEBLO FREEWAY RECORD OF DECISION 

 B-2 

TABLE B-1 

Index of Comments Received 

Name 
Comment 
Number 

Source Page 

Cooney Guthmiller, Tammy 11 Comment Form B-26 

Evraz  12 Letter B-27 

Freeman, Ted 13 Comment Form B-28 

Garner, Lonnie 14 Website B-29 

Harberg, Theodore 15 Website B-30 

Kilpatrick, Yvonne 16 Website B-33 

Kleinert, Gloria 17 Comment Form B-34 

Kocman, Joe and Pam 18 Letter B-35 

Mosco, Eleanor 19 Website B-37 

Prichard, Chuck 20 Letter B-38 

Prichard, Chuck 21 Letter B-40 

Salvatore Gray, Mary 22 Comment Form B-41 

Sather, Cherie 23 Comment Form B-42 

Ure, Catherine and LeRoy 24 Letter B-43 

Williams, George 25 Email B-44 

Verbal Comments at the Public Hearing 

Aragon, Georgia and Robert 26 Public Hearing B-55 

Butler, Yolanda 27 Public Hearing B-57 

Duran, Bill 28 Public Hearing B-60 

Filler, Phyllis 29 Public Hearing B-61 

Freeman, Ted 30 Public Hearing B-62 

Hardwick, Mary 31 Public Hearing B-64 

Miklich, Mary Ann 32 Public Hearing B-65 

Petitions Received 

Star Nursery 33 Letter and petition with 455 
signatures 

B-67 
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Comment Number: 1 Name: Colorado Parks & Wildlife 

 

Response to Comment #1-1: 

A wetland mitigation plan will be prepared as part of the Section 404 
permitting process to mitigate for unavoidable impacts to wetlands and 
waters of the United States. CDOT will employ construction Best 
Management Practices to avoid and minimize wetland impacts. CDOT 
will coordinate wetland mitigation locations with the Colorado Parks and 
Wildlife (CPW). Following final design of Phase 1 of the Preferred 
Alternative, CDOT will apply for a Colorado Senate Bill (SB) 40 Wildlife 
Certification if the project does not fall within CDOT’s Programmatic 
Agreement with the CPW, and will include detailed plans and 
specifications. All of these commitments are described in Exhibit 8-1. 

Response to Comment #1-2: 

Prior to the start of construction activities, CDOT will conduct a new 
noxious weed survey and will prepare a Noxious Weed Management 
Plan for each phase of project implementation. During the SB 40 
Certification, CDOT will provide the Noxious Weed Management Plan 
to the CPW for review prior to its completion.  

Disturbed areas will be reclaimed after the completion of construction 
and seeded with an appropriate native seed mix. Seed will be certified 
for purity and weed seed content. In areas that cannot be immediately 
seeded due to the time of year, mulch and mulch tackifier (to hold the 
mulch in place) will be used for temporary erosion control until seeding 
can occur. All of these commitments are described in Exhibit 8-1 of 
this document. 1-1 

1-2 
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Comment Number: 1 Name: Colorado Parks & Wildlife (continued) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment #1-3: 

Updated wildlife surveys will be completed prior to construction, 
including surveys of prairie dogs and burrowing owls. CDOT will 
coordinate with the CPW prior to construction to review the results of 
the wildlife surveys and seek input on impact avoidance and mitigation 
plans. CDOT will follow the 2009 CDOT Black-tailed prairie dog policy 
(http://www.coloradodot.info/programs/environmental/wildlife/guidelines/
pdpolicy0109.pdf/view). 

If construction is planned during raptor nesting season (generally 
February 1 through July 31), nest surveys will be conducted by a 
qualified biologist prior to construction to determine the absence or 
presence of nesting migratory birds. Raptor nest surveys will be 
conducted during the appropriate nesting season to evaluate the 
presence of active raptor nests. CDOT additionally commits to 
contacting the CPW wildlife biologist if active raptor nests or bat roosts 
are encountered. CDOT will adhere to Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 
survey all bridges for nesting migratory birds prior to construction. 
Some construction activities may be limited during April 1st to 
August 31st if nesting migratory birds are present. All of these 
commitments are described in Exhibit 8-1. 
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Comment Number: 1 Name: Colorado Parks & Wildlife (continued) 

 

Response to Comment #1-4: 

Thank you for including this letter as an attachment. CDOT received 
this letter in 2011 during the public comment period for the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and included it in the response to 
public comments in the FEIS. Please refer to Appendix G - Response 
to Comments of the FEIS for CDOT’s response to CPW’s letter. 
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Comment Number: 1 Name: Colorado Parks & Wildlife (continued) 
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Comment Number: 1 Name: Colorado Parks & Wildlife (continued) 
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Comment Number: 1 Name: Colorado Parks & Wildlife (continued) 
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Comment Number: 2 Name: United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

 

Response to Comment #2-1: 

As funding and construction timelines for each construction 
project are identified, wetland boundaries will be re-evaluated to 
determine the need for additional delineations to confirm wetland 
boundaries. CDOT will not begin work until the Section 404 
permit is issued by the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE). CDOT will employ Best Management Practices to 
avoid and minimize wetland impacts during final design and 
construction. CDOT will coordinate with the USACE to develop 
mitigation for wetland impacts and will implement mitigation for 
both jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional impacts on a 1:1 basis 
concurrent to or following construction of Phase 1 of the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Comment Number:  2 Name: USACE (continued) 
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Comment Number: 3 Name: United States Department of the Interior (DOI) 

 

Response to Comment #3-1: 

Comments noted. 
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Comment Number: 3 Name: DOI 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment #3-2: 

Comments noted. 
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Comment Number:  4 Name: United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
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Comment Number:  4 Name: EPA (continued) 

 

Response to Comment #4-1: 

CDOT provided a response to the comment on the DEIS in 
Appendix G - Response to Comments of the FEIS, which 
addressed concerns about environmental justice and air 
quality. As described in Section 5 - Clarifications to the 
FEIS and Updates in Regulations of this document, CDOT 
will develop a PM10 Construction Air Quality Control Plan in 
coordination with Colorado Department of Public Health and 
Environment (CDPHE) to minimize fugitive dust and vehicle 
exhaust emissions during construction. The PM10 
Construction Air Quality Control Plan will include 
construction best management practices that have been 
demonstrated to be effective during past construction 
projects to reduce fugitive dust and vehicle exhaust 
emissions.  

Response to Comment #4-2: 

To address this comment, CDOT responded with a letter 
dated November 18, 2013. A copy of this letter is provided 
in Appendix D - Agency Correspondence of this 
document.  

4-1 
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Comment Number:  4 Name: EPA (continued) 

 

Response to Comment #4-3: 

The residential area described south of Mesa Avenue and 
between I-25 and Berwind Avenue is included in Phase 2 of 
the Preferred Alternative. At this time, funding for final 
design of Phase 2 has not been identified. Future funding 
availability will play a major role in determining when 
construction begins and the priority and schedule under 
which the projects within each phase can be implemented. 
However, when funding for final design and construction of 
Phase 2 of the Preferred Alternative is identified, CDOT will 
coordinate with CDPHE and the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to understand the 
limits of contamination with the best available information 
available at that time and to determine whether the design 
and construction will disturb this site. If it is determined that 
the slag piles are within the limits of disturbance of Phase 2 
of the Preferred Alternative, CDOT will conduct a Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessment to determine the extent of 
contamination, develop a mitigation/cleanup plan in 
cooperation with CDPHE, and mitigate the contamination 
prior or concurrent to construction of Phase 2. CDOT will 
continue to cooperate with the EPA for possible 
opportunities to combine mitigation efforts, where and when 
feasible. 
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Comment Number:  5 Name: Bessemer Historical Society 

 

Response to Comment #5-1: 

Your opposition to the removal of the former CF&I smokestack is noted. 
Constrained right-of-way throughout the I-25 corridor made avoiding 
impacts to the Evraz Rocky Mountain Steel Mills (steel mill) difficult 
because the avoidance of one historic property on one side of I-25 
resulted in impacts to another. Moving the alignment to the west to 
preserve the stacks would result in impacts to the National Register of 
Historic Places-listed Minnequa Steel Works Headquarters building and 
neighborhoods dense with historic properties and eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places. CDOT has determined that is 
not possible to meet the Purpose and Need for the project while 
avoiding all individual historic properties along the corridor.  

The Preferred Alternative has been designed to avoid working features 
of the steel mill so that existing operations could be maintained. Some 
features of the steel mill complex (such as the boilers) were avoided 
through the use of retaining walls. The Preferred Alternative has also 
been designed to avoid impacts to the High Line Rail.  

Response to Comment #5-2: 

CDOT is aware that the stacks are of special importance to many 
Pueblo citizens and will continue to look for opportunities to avoid and 
minimize impacts to these features as the design of this phase of the 
project is finalized. If avoidance cannot be achieved, the stacks could 
potentially be relocated. In 2011, CDOT held a series of meetings with 
stakeholders to identify mitigation options for adverse effects to the 
stacks, including relocating them just north or west of their existing 
location to preserve their historic context. As part of the Section 106 
consultation process with the State Historic Preservation Office, 
mitigation for adverse effects to historic properties, including the stacks, 
has been outlined in a Programmatic Agreement between CDOT, 
FHWA, and the State Historic Preservation Office (see Appendix E of 
this document) and summarized in Exhibit 8-1. 

The Preferred Alternative would not result in an adverse effect to the 
Minnequa Steel Works Headquarters building, a contributing property to 
the overall historic district. The property would maintain its historic 
significance for industry and architecture in Colorado and would 
continue to function as a viable museum that could serve tourists 
visiting the area. (Continued on next page.) 
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Comment Number:  5 Name: Bessemer Historical Society (continued) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment #5-2 (continued): 

CDOT has also awarded a historic preservation grant to the 
Bessemer Historical Society to support the development of an 
educational and interpretive transportation park on the north side of 
the former Colorado Fuel and Iron Steel Mill office complex. Most of 
this area is currently used as a parking lot. When completed, the 
park will include 3-dimensional artifacts, interpretive signage, and 
other property improvements that will feature Pueblo’s unique 
contributions to western history. The development of this land for 
historic preservation will also help to promote the area as a cultural 
and historical center of Pueblo as well as showcase the unique 
business in the area.  
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Comment Number:  6 Name: Aragon, Georgia (website) 

Could you print me a copy I think every person should have a copy if 

they request one. 

 

Response to Comment #6-1: 

As explained to you by Joe DeHeart, the CDOT Project Manager who 
contacted you upon receipt of your comment, electronic copies of the FEIS 
are available to all individuals upon request. Due to the large size of these 
documents, reproduction of paper copies can be costly. As such, CDOT 
makes available paper copies for individuals at their own expense. The FEIS 
is also made available for download on the CDOT website: 
www.i25pueblo.com. Paper copy versions are available at the following 
repository locations for individuals to review. 

 City and County Offices 
- Pueblo Area Council of Government (PACOG), Pueblo City Planning 

Department, 211 East D Street, Pueblo, CO 81003 
- Pueblo County Clerk, 215 10th Street, Pueblo, CO 81003 
- Pueblo City Hall, 200 South Main Street, Pueblo, CO 81003 

 Libraries 
- Colorado State University Pueblo Library, 2200 Bonforte, Pueblo, CO 

81001 
- Pueblo Community College Library, 900 West Orman Avenue, 

Pueblo, CO 81004 
- Pueblo Library – Barkman Branch, 1300 Jerry Murphy Road, Pueblo, 

CO 81004 
- Pueblo Library – Pueblo West Branch, 298 South Joe Martinez 

Boulevard, Pueblo, CO 81005 
- Pueblo Library – Rawlings Branch, 100 E Abriendo Avenue, Pueblo, 

CO 81004  
- Pueblo Library at the Y, 3200 Spaulding,  Pueblo, CO 81008 

 Community Centers 
- Bessemer Historical Society, Steelworks Museum, and CF&I, 225 

Canal Street, Pueblo, CO 81004 
- Mineral Palace Towers, 1414 North Santa Fe Avenue, Pueblo, CO 

81003 

(Continued on next page.) 
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Comment Number:  6 Name: Aragon, Georgia (website) 
(continued) 

 

Response to Comment #6-1 (continued): 

 Federal and State Offices 

- CDOT Headquarters (Public Relations Office) - Bob Wilson, Public 
Relations Manager, Region 2, 4201 East Arkansas Ave., Denver, CO 
80222 

- CDOT Region 2 (Pueblo) - Joe DeHeart, Project Manager, 905 Erie 
Avenue, Pueblo, CO 81002  

- Federal Highway Administration, Colorado Division Office, 12300 
West Dakota Avenue #180, Lakewood, CO 80228 
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Comment Number:  7 Name: Aragon, Georgia 

 

Response to Comment #7-1: 

The southern terminus of Phase 1 of the Preferred Alternative ends at Ilex 
Street. Construction and operation of Phase 1 of the Preferred Alternative is 
not expected to increase traffic through the Grove Neighborhood. The 
Preferred Alternative redesigns several of the tight horizontal and steep 
vertical curves, lengthens off-ramps, improves spacing between interchanges 
to allow for safe merge and diverge of vehicles, improves stopping sight 
distance, and reduces future congestion in order to improve the overall 
performance of the highway. Additionally, Phase 1 of the Preferred Alternative 
will reconstruct the Ilex interchange and Stanton Street, which will reduce 
backups of traffic on I-25. These design considerations should result in less 
frequent accidents and congestion on the highway, and fewer motorists will 
feel compelled to exit the highway and use local roads to avoid congestion. 
CDOT will direct traffic to an established and marked detour route outside of 
the neighborhood to minimize interstate cut through traffic throughout 
construction.  

Emergency access to all areas within Pueblo, including your neighborhood, 
will be maintained throughout construction and after construction. Phase 1 of 
the Preferred Alternative improves mobility on the local street network by 
constructing the I-25 frontage road and the Dillon Drive extension to offer local 
motorists, including emergency responders and transit providers, alternatives 
to using I-25. The Preferred Alternative will reconstruct Stanton Avenue and 
will build sidewalks along Stanton Avenue to improve pedestrian safety and 
mobility. More information regarding construction traffic can be found in the 
response to your Comment #26-1. 

Response to Comment #7-2: 

The southern terminus of Phase 1 of the Preferred Alternative ends at Ilex 
Street. The three noise walls proposed under Phase 1 of the Preferred 
Alternative are recommended to mitigate for the increase in traffic noise levels 
resulting from the additional through-travel lanes on I-25. If future phases are 
never constructed and the highway was to remain its current width and in its 
current location, traffic noise levels would not exceed the impact threshold in 
the eastern portion of the Grove Neighborhood, as illustrated on Page 4 of the 
Noise Technical Report (Hankard Environmental, Inc., 2012) in Volume II of 
the FEIS. Noise walls are not recommended for the Grove Neighborhood 
under Phase 2 of the Preferred Alternative because I-25 would be shifted to 
the east, requiring the acquisition of the residences in the Grove 
Neighborhood east of I-25.   
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Comment Number:  7 Name: Aragon, Georgia (continued) 

 
 

 

 

 

Response to Comment #7-3: 

The FEIS is available on CDOT’s website: www.i25pueblo.com. Paper copy 
versions are also available at multiple locations throughout Pueblo as noted 
in response to your Comment #6-1. Impacts to your neighborhood are 
primarily discussed in Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences, Section 3.6 Social Resources, Economic Conditions, and 
Environmental Justice of the FEIS in discussions related to the Grove 
Neighborhood, which includes the area in which you reside. Twenty-three 
neighborhood workshops were held to provide residents throughout the 
corridor a forum to discuss issues related to the project. One of these 
workshops was conducted in the Grove Neighborhood. Public involvement 
efforts that have been made throughout the project are detailed in Chapter 6 
– Comments and Coordination of the FEIS. CDOT will continue to 
communicate with the public during future phases of design. At this time, no 
funding has been identified for design and construction of Phase 2. 

Response to Comment #7-4: 

The Preferred Alternative redesigns several of the tight horizontal and steep 
vertical curves, lengthens off-ramps, improves spacing between 
interchanges to allow for safe merge and diverge of vehicles, improves 
stopping sight distance, and reduces future congestion in order to improve 
the overall safety performance of the highway when compared to the No 
Action Alternative of the FEIS. These design considerations should result in 
less frequent accidents on the highway, and fewer motorists will feel 
compelled to exit the highway to avoid congestion resulting from accidents.  

Response to Comment #7-5: 

We assume that your comment is seeking explanation for why the noise 
levels from 2003 were included in the FEIS and what the 2003 measured 
sound levels indicate.  

Sound level measurements and concurrent traffic counts were conducted at 
the exterior areas of 10 representative locations along the project area in 
2003. The purpose of the sound level measurements was to verify the 
accuracy of the Traffic Noise Model 2.5 for predicting traffic noise levels 
within the project area. As shown on Page 4 of the Noise Technical Report 
(Hankard Environmental, Inc., 2012) in Volume II of the FEIS, the 10 
monitoring location predictions are within ±3 A-weighted decibels (dBA) of 
the measured results, as required by CDOT noise policy. Such differences 
show agreement between measured and predicted noise levels and 
(Continued on next page.) 
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Comment Number:  7 Name: Aragon, Georgia (continued) 

 

 

Response to Comment #7-5 (continued): 

indicates that the Traffic Noise Model 2.5 may be used to accurately 
predict noise exposure in the project area. Traffic noise is loudest when 
there is a high volume of traffic traveling at relatively high speeds. This is 
referred to as Level of Service (LOS) C conditions. Therefore, the loudest 
hour occurs just before and just after periods of congestion. Traffic noise 
decreases as vehicle travel speeds slow during congested periods. The 
April 2012 traffic noise analysis presented Chapter 3 – Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences, Section 3.5 – Noise of the 
FEIS predicted existing noise levels using LOS C volumes, which 
represent the “loudest traffic noise hour.” These LOS C volumes were 
calculated in 2003, but they are still considered to be representative 
because LOS is a function of highway capacity, speed, and safety (among 
other factors), and these factors influencing LOS have not changed since 
2003. The location of receiver “R19” is considered to be representative of 
predicted noise levels in the Grove Neighborhood. The existing noise level 
predicted for R19 was 64 dBA.  The residences of the Grove 
Neighborhood represented by R19 would be acquired at a future time to 
accommodate Phase 2 of the Preferred Alternative, and therefore, no 
noise barrier is warranted at this location.  
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Comment Number:  8 Name: Bennett, Charles (website) 

The proposed sound barrier wall for mineral palace park will be an 

excellent and sensible addition to one of the most beautiful parks in 
Pueblo.   

The wall provides both a very needed sound barrier as well as safety 

from highway traffic.  Excellent idea.  Thank you. 

 

Response to Comment #8-1: 

Your support of noise mitigation for Mineral Palace Park is noted. As 
described in Section 5.2, Noise Preference Surveys of this document, 
noise wall preference surveys were mailed in September 2013 to residents 
and property owners who would benefit from the noise wall. The majority of 
survey respondents supported construction of the noise wall, and therefore a 
noise wall is recommended at this location during a future Phase 1 
construction project. As individual Phase 1 construction projects advance, 
CDOT will again solicit benefitted receptor preferences before beginning 
construction and will allow for opportunities for public input on aesthetics 
during the design process. 
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Comment Number:  9 Name: Bonogofsky, Mary (website) 

It is very important to me to have a noise control wall along Mineral 

Palace Park, both for the noise level in the park and my home at 1916 
greenwood st. 

 

Response to Comment #9-1: 

Your support of noise mitigation for your neighborhood and Mineral Palace 
Park is noted. This proposed noise wall would extend from Mineral Palace 
Towers to North Albany Avenue. As described in Section 5.2 - Noise 
Preference Surveys of this document, noise wall preference surveys were 
mailed in September 2013 to residents and property owners who would 
benefit from the noise wall. The majority of survey respondents supported 
construction of the noise wall, and therefore a noise wall is recommended at 
this location during a future Phase 1 construction project. As individual 
Phase 1 construction projects advance, CDOT will again solicit benefitted 
receptor preferences before beginning construction and will allow for 
opportunities for public input on aesthetics during the design process. 
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Comment Number:  10 Name: Butler, Viola (website) 

After reading 80% of the FEIS I am pleased Pueblo finally does 

something good with the streets and traffic problem. One Question: 
Why can there be no connection from Pueblo Blvd (North?) to I-25? I 

mean when I come down Pueblo Blvd from Charlie Goodnight towards 

Hwy 50, cross Hwy 50 and go straight ahead to I-25? I think that 
would be a much appreciated improvement.  

I hope I described it right. 

 

Response to Comment #10-1: 

The extension of Pueblo Boulevard to the north is identified as a future 
project to be implemented by others (not CDOT) in the 2035 Pueblo Area 
Council of Governments Long Range Transportation Plan (PACOG, 2008). 
Connecting Pueblo Boulevard to I-25 north of Pueblo was considered during 
the alternatives development, evaluation, and screening phase as part of 
two alternative strategies: 1) “I-25 Safety Improvements with a Low-Speed 
Loop” strategy and 2) “Improve I-25 with Six Lanes and Low-Speed Loop” 
strategy.  In each of these strategies, the low-speed loop would improve off-
highway mobility by extending 1) Dillon Drive on the east side of I-25 south 
to Pueblo Boulevard and north to Platteville Boulevard, and 2) Pueblo 
Boulevard north to Eden Boulevard. 

The “I-25 Safety Improvements with a Low-Speed Loop” strategy was 
eliminated from further consideration because it did not provide adequate 
capacity to meet projected capacity needs as stated in the Purpose and 
Need. I-25 interchanges would remain unconnected to appropriate City of 
Pueblo streets and aging bridges would not be replaced. Therefore, limited 
safety and local mobility improvements would be realized with this strategy. 
Additionally, safety problems north of 1st Street and south of Abriendo 
Avenue would not be addressed by this strategy. 

The “Improve I-25 with Six Lanes and Low-Speed Loop” strategy was 
retained for further analysis and served as the basis of both Build 
Alternatives because it best addresses the safety problems and local and 
regional mobility issues identified in the Purpose and Need. Additionally, this 
strategy meets the projected capacity needs as outlined in the Purpose and 
Need. Following the evaluation of strategies, this strategy was refined to 
reduce the low-speed loop to an extension of Dillon Drive south to US 50B. 
The extension of Pueblo Boulevard to the north was not required to meet the 
project purpose and need and it does not preclude the implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative so it was recommended to be completed by others and 
is identified as a future project in the 2035 Pueblo Area Council of 
Governments Long Range Transportation Plan (PACOG, 2008). See 
Chapter 2 – Alternatives of the FEIS for more information regarding the 
descriptions and screening of alternatives. 
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Comment Number:  11 Name: Cooney Guthmiller, Tammy 

 

Response to Comment #11-1: 

Although the existing highway ramps will be removed, access to 29th 
Street from I-25 will not be eliminated. This segment of I-25 is 
constrained by interchange spacing requirements, residential 
neighborhoods to the west, the Fountain Creek Floodplain and 
Fountain Creek Park Land to the east, and the need to maintain a 
high level of access east to west from 29th Street to US 50B. Five 
interchange types were considered in this segment. A diamond 
interchange at US 50B with one-way frontage roads to 29th Street 
was recommended for this location because it maintains highway 
access to 29th Street via US 50B frontage roads while also adhering 
to interchange spacing requirements. This configuration also 
minimizes right-of-way impacts associated with the other interchange 
types considered at this location. CDOT recognizes that a change to 
business access from I-25 at this location may be concerning to some 
property owners. Way-finding signing will be included as part of the 
project improvements to assist motorists in navigating to 29th Street 
from I-25. 

A description of each interchange type and location considered and 
the detailed results of the interchange system evaluation are 
described in the I-25 New Pueblo Freeway Alternatives Analysis and 
Project Development Report, included in Appendix A - Alternatives 
Analysis and Project Development Report of the FEIS. 
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Comment Number:  12 Name: Evraz 

 

Response to Comment #12-1: 
CDOT most recently met with Evraz during 2012 and 2013 regarding the 
project to discuss Evraz’s concern over the ability to comply with its Title V 
air permits associated with construction of future phases of the Preferred 
Alternative. Early in the New Pueblo Freeway project scoping phase, 
interagency consultation among the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency, FHWA, Colorado Division of Public Health and 
Environment - Air Pollution Control Division, and CDOT determined that 
detailed, project-level air quality modeling would not be included in the 
scope of this project because Pueblo County is in attainment for all criteria 
pollutants and thus there are no transportation conformity analytical 
requirements (described in Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences, Section 3.10, Air Quality of the FEIS). 
Although CDOT is aware of the concerns that Evraz has expressed related 
to air permitting issues, compliance with these private industry restrictions 
is not required for highway construction approval.  

Response to Comment #12-2: 
As you note, I-25 improvements planned for future phases of the Preferred 
Alternative, which require partial acquisition of the Evraz property, for 
which funding and a timeline for design, right-of-way acquisition, and 
construction have not been identified. At the time that this segment of I-25 
is considered for construction, a new Record of Decision and/or technical 
re-evaluation could be necessary to assess changed conditions and 
comply with new regulations. At that time, FHWA may initiate renewed 
interagency consultation regarding air quality and revise the required 
NEPA-based air quality analysis accordingly. 

Response to Comment #12-3: 
CDOT commits to meeting with Evraz once funding for Phase 2 is 
identified and commits to involving Evraz in the design process. At that 
time, CDOT will work with Evraz to better understand the impacts 
associated with the Preferred Alternative and will provide mitigation for 
those impacts, as appropriate. 
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Comment Number:  13 Name: Freeman, Ted 

 
 

Response to Comment #13-1: 

Comment noted. 
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Comment Number:  14 Name: Garner, Lonnie (website) 

How does this effect Currie St Frontage Road off I-25 two blocks long? 

We see you did not list final photo of freeway at any area, and not of 
Currie area. Our email is jackiecornett3@quest.com  

 

Response to Comment #14-1: 

Under the Preferred Alternative, Curie Street access will not be impacted.  
Curie Street will remain open, with access points from both Bicknell Avenue 
and Fairview Avenue.  Direct access to the extension of Santa Fe Drive on 
the current I-25 alignment from Curie Street will not be permitted.   

A detailed aerial map of this street can be found in Appendix E - Detailed 
Alternative Maps of the FEIS, in the drawing titled “Modified Alignment 
Alternative Sta 268+00 to Sta 287+00” and in the Right-of-Way Atlas  on 
page 12M (CDOT and FHWA, 2013). 
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Comment Number:  15 Name: Harberg, Theodore (website) 

To Whom it May Concern: 

My name is Ted Harberg, and I am a senior Urban Planning major at 
the University of Colorado, Boulder, as well as a lifelong Boulder 

resident. I am writing to express some thoughts and concerns in 
regards to the Interstate 25 Improvements project through Pueblo. 

As somebody who has passed through this stretch of highway many 
times in my life, I can vouch for the safety issues stated in the Needs 

section of the FEIS; as well as for the outdated design standards and 
general state of disrepair common to many mid-century urban 

freeways. It is clear to me that a full reconstruction of this roadway 

will indeed be necessary in the near future. Safety should be an issue 
of foremost concern when it comes to our nation's roadways, and 

nowhere is this more true than through the heavily traveled roads of 
an urban area, and I feel that a build-alternative would be justified for 

this reason alone. 

Mobility however, the other stated “need” for this project, is a far 

more nuanced issue than that of safety and can be defined in 
different ways. From a matter of principal, there is nothing wrong 

with expecting a minimum standard of traffic flow on a major inter-
state transit route such as I-25. The problem of inappropriate 

interchange connections is also reasonable to address during a major 

reconstruction. And, of course, design upgrades like wider shoulders 
and better sight-lines will increase traffic capacity on the freeway 

even without additional changes. However the increase in width from 
4-6 lanes, and the indirect effect of induced demand that it may put 

on the surrounding area, is something that should be carefully 

considered during this EIS process. While highway widening has long 
been the norm in the United States when addressing outdated 

freeways, we must not forget that added capacity almost always 
leads to added traffic on our roads and additional development in the 

surrounding area. It may ultimately be concluded that the highway is 

already over-due for an increase in capacity, or perhaps that further 
development in the urban core is in fact a positive thing to be  

 

Response to Comment #15-1: 

CDOT agrees that the safety issues you identify support the project's needs. 
The New Pueblo Freeway project is designed to improve safety in the corridor 
by addressing deteriorating roadways and bridges and correcting deficient 
roadway design characteristics. 

Response to Comment #15-2: 

The Preferred Alternative was developed to address the safety and mobility 
issues identified as part of the Purpose and Need for the project. One of the 
issues that the project must address is the need for additional capacity to 
accommodate projected traffic forecasts (see Chapter 1 – Purpose and Need 
of the FEIS). Improvements in capacity that would be achieved through safety 
improvements alone would not be great enough to address future traffic 
demands on the system.  

As summarized in Chapter 2 – Alternatives of the FEIS, multiple concepts 
were evaluated during the alternatives screening process, several of which 
included four lanes on I-25. From these concepts, the strategies that were 
developed that include four-lanes were dismissed during the alternatives 
screening process because they could not provide the additional capacity 
necessary to meet future travel demand in the corridor overall.  

Another concept that was evaluated included various transit elements.  The 
transit concept was eliminated because, alone, it could not meet the regional 
mobility and capacity needs of the project. However, the Preferred Alternative 
would accommodate expanded bus service if it were provided by the City of 
Pueblo.  

CDOT also evaluated three bypass concepts (double decking I-25, relocating 
I-25 east or west of Pueblo, and tunneling under I-25). Double decking I-25 
and tunneling under I-25 were both eliminated because they could not meet 
the local mobility needs. The I-25 bypass east or west of Pueblo was carried 
(Continued on next page.) 
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Comment Number:  15 Name: Harberg, Theodore 
(continued) 

encouraged. But I feel that the age-old response of increasing 

highway capacity is something that should always be compared to 

totally different alternatives such as mass-transit options; perhaps 
early on during the scoping or DEIS phase. Unfortunately, this does 

not appear to have happened in this process. The addition of a “loop” 
road of any kind is something that should also be viewed critically for 

these same reasons. 

In regards to the specific alternatives still under consideration, I feel 

that each has its strengths and weaknesses.  From a design 
standpoint, the Modified I-25 Alternative appears to be the superior 

option.  Several reasons I feel this is justified include the upgrades 

that are possible to both Santa Fe drive and Santa Fe avenues as well 
as their respective freeway interchange, the reduction of curves in the 

freeway resulting in better sight-lines, the use of underutilized land in 
the Evraz Rocky Mountain Steel Mills property, and the avoidance of 

isolated islands of houses in between roadways (oftentimes the 

legacy of inner-city freeways).  The ability to leave the railroad tracks 
in their existing location is of course also a major plus to this option.  

One issue however that should be of serious concern is that of 

residential re-locations, specifically because the area of study consists 

primarily of low-income and at-risk populations.  As stated in the 
FEIS, the Existing I-25 alternative would displace 87 homes, and the 

Modified I-25 alternative would displace 117 homes.  This is not an 
issue that should be taken lightly or readily dismissed, especially 

considering that Environmental Justice should play a central role in 
the EIS process.  Oftentimes, relocation can completely disrupt the 

life of an individual or family.  While the FEIS promises equal or even 

enhanced housing after relocation, we must remember that a 
person's home includes intangible factors that can never be replaced, 

and that communities can almost never be relocated without also 
being dispersed (and, by extension, the “community” destroyed). 

 The statement from the FEIS that “The current [I-25] alignment 

bisects this part of the Grove Neighborhood, and access to the 
neighborhood from the local street system is difficult. The majority of 

Grove Neighborhood residents have voiced their support of the 
Modified I-25 Alternative (Preferred Alternative) and the acquisition of 

their homes” (section 3.4, page 80) is intriguing, although somewhat 

Response to Comment #15-2 (continued): 

forward into the analysis, but ultimately dismissed as a standalone 
alternative. However, the result of the analysis of the “Low-Speed Loop” 
strategy led to ultimately incorporating an extension of Dillon Drive south of 
US 50B into the Build Alternatives. The six-lane concept was carried forward 
(and ultimately incorporated into the Build Alternatives) because it fully 
addressed the safety, mobility, and capacity elements of the Purpose and 
Need for the project. Following the publication of the DEIS, CDOT performed 
a detailed analysis of the design of the Preferred Alternative south of Central 
Avenue, where traffic data indicated that four lanes could accommodate 
future travel demand. The analysis shows that the number of lanes cannot be 
reduced until Indiana Avenue, where off-ramps can safely accommodate the 
change in the roadway profile. To further minimize impacts surrounding 
properties, the Preferred Alternative was revised to include a four-lane 
section south of Indiana Avenue. 

The impacts of the project on surrounding land uses and growth have been 
fully evaluated in the FEIS (see Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences, Section 3.1 – Transportation and Section 3.8 
– Land Use of the FEIS). The analysis concluded that improvements to I-25 
are not expected to shape or have a strong influence on existing and future 
development trends. Given the developed nature of the corridor, substantial 
changes to existing land use patterns are not anticipated. 

Response to Comment #15-3: 

As described in Section 2 – Identification of the Preferred Alternative of 
this document, FHWA and CDOT have identified the Modified I-25 Alternative 
as the Preferred Alternative because it best meets the local and regional 
mobility elements of the Purpose and Need through features that would not 
be possible if the highway were shifted to the west under the Existing I-25 
Alternative. These features include the Santa Fe Avenue and Stanton 
Avenue extensions and a more direct connection of Abriendo Avenue across 
I-25. 

Response to Comment #15-4: 

The environmental justice analysis provided in Chapter 3 – Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences, Section 3.6 Social 
Resources, Economic Conditions, and Environmental Justice of the FEIS was 
undertaken in accordance with applicable federal and state requirements and  

(Continued on next page.) 
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suspicious.  What else is wrong with these homes that a majority of 

residents would voice support of their own relocation?  The credibility 
of government agencies depends just as much on how they look out 

for underprivileged communities as for how they look out for 

taxpayers and society at large.  So while my gut as a design student 
says that the Modified I-25 alternative is indeed the superior option, I 

must admit that I feel the issues of environmental justices have not 
been adequately justified by this EIS document. 

 

Sincerely, 

Ted Harberg 

 

Response to Comment #15-4 (continued): 

guidance. The analysis evaluated the distribution of project-related effects 
across populations and determined that neither Build Alternative would result 
in disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-income 
populations.  

CDOT has acknowledged that because all of the project improvements would 
occur in areas with minority and/or low-income populations, property 
acquisitions and relocations would predominantly affect these populations. 
Public outreach about the project was targeted to reach these communities. 
However, CDOT has incorporated mitigation measures, enhancements, and 
off-setting benefits into the Preferred Alternative to reduce the intensity of 
construction related impacts and avoid disproportionately high and adverse 
effects. Minority and low-income residents would benefit most from restored 
neighborhood connections and improvements in neighborhood cohesion 
through better sidewalks and pedestrian overpasses. CDOT would mitigate 
property acquisitions and relocation effects by purchasing properties 
identified for acquisition and providing relocation assistance to displacees. In 
some cases, property owners prefer acquisition (e.g., in the Grove 
Neighborhood).  

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the 
analysis and provided input on the health effects of construction and the 
mitigation measures that have been proposed to address these effects.  

As described in Chapter 6—Comments and Coordination in the FEIS, the 
Preferred Alternative was developed with input from local residents over 
several years of study and analysis. Twenty-three neighborhood workshops 
were held to provide neighborhood residents a forum to discuss issues 
related to the project. One of the workshops was conducted in the Grove 
Neighborhood to discuss the possible acquisition of properties for the I-25 
realignment. At the neighborhood workshop, the attendees agreed that they 
would prefer that all 34 homes in the eastern portion of the Grove 
Neighborhood be acquired, even if the project required acquisition of fewer 
homes (as would occur under the Existing I-25 Alternative). The group noted 
that leaving only a few homes in the eastern half of the neighborhood would 
degrade and further isolate the neighborhood, worsening the impacts of the 
original I-25 construction. This input was vital in the development of the 
Preferred Alternative, and in making the decision to acquire all 34 homes 
instead of leaving a few along either side of the relocated highway. 

 

15-4 
(cont’d) 



APPENDIX B - RESPONSE TO PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE FEIS 

I-25 NEW PUEBLO FREEWAY RECORD OF DECISION  B-33 

Comment Number:  16 Name: Kilpatrick, Yvonne (website) 

What are the proposed solutions to the current and future parking 

problems residents are experiencing on 13th Street? Specifically from 
Santa Fe to West Street.  Parkview employees use 13th for daytime 

parking along with their patients, leaving no street parking for 

homeowners or tenants.  There is very limited parking in the alley and in 
several cases only a single car garage that can be used for parking. Thus 

one designated parking space for a single family residence.  The map 
indicates that a major exit will funnel traffic on to 13th but no details for 

traffic control or parking issues. 

 

Response to Comment #16-1: 

Parking concerns related to the medical services in this area are outside the 
scope of this project and are under the jurisdiction of the Parkview Medical 
Center and the City of Pueblo.  CDOT encourages you to also discuss these 
local parking concerns with the City of Pueblo Traffic Engineering 
Department. The Preferred Alternative would not remove parking or worsen 
the parking situation in this area. In its current configuration, I-25 includes a 
full interchange at 13th Street. As described in Section 2 – Identification of 
the Preferred Alternative of this document, this interchange will be 
reconstructed to address safety and mobility issues. The Preferred 
Alternative also includes a new frontage road that runs north-south between 
1st Street and 13th Street, connecting the 1st Street and 13th Street 
interchanges. This will improve traffic conditions on 13th Street by removing 
some local trips since motorists will be able to exit at 1st Street and use the 
new frontage road to reach 8th Street. The proposed improvements end at 
Santa Fe Avenue and there is currently no on-street parking between I-25 
and Santa Fe Avenue.  
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Comment Number:  17 Name: Kleinert, Gloria 

 

Response to Comment #17-1: 

Please refer to the response to Comment #20 for information regarding 
the proposed noise wall adjacent to the Star Nursery animal display. 
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Comment Number:  18 Name: Kocman, Joe and Pam  

 
 

 

Response to Comment #18-1: 

CDOT recognizes the importance of avoiding impacts to individual residential 
properties and will continue to look for opportunities to do so as the design for 
the Preferred Alternative is finalized.  Many properties that may be eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic places or may contribute to the 
neighborhood's eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 
within the corridor are also protected under Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966. As required by Section 4(f) legislation, CDOT has 
conducted a rigorous analysis to determine which alternative would result in 
the least harm to these properties. The least overall harm is determined by 
balancing a number of factors such as how the impacts can be mitigated, how 
much the property will still be harmed even after mitigation, the views of the 
agencies with jurisdiction, the degree to which the alternative meets purpose 
and need for the project, the magnitude of impact to other environmental 
resources, and cost. As part of this analysis, CDOT did have to balance and 
compare impacts to the Evraz Rocky Mountain Steel Mills (former CF&I 
historic property) with impacts to other homes adjacent to I-25. 

The FEIS identified the Preferred Alternative as the alternative with the least 
overall harm to Section 4(f) properties per 23 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) 774.3(c)(1) based primarily on the ability to mitigate adverse impacts, 
the relative severity of the remaining harm to the property after mitigation, the 
views of the officials with jurisdiction, and the degree to which the alternative 
meets the purpose and need for the project. This analysis is presented in 
Chapter 4 – Section 4(f) Evaluation of the FEIS. The United States 
Department of the Interior (DOI) has reviewed the FEIS and final Section 4(f) 
Evaluation and concurred with the Section 4(f) Evaluation, the determination 
that there is no feasible or prudent alternative to the Preferred Alternative, and 
that all measures have been taken to minimize harm to Section 4(f) properties 
(see Appendix D of this document).  

Response to Comment #18-2: 

Variations in topography do not allow for a symmetrical bridge design. On the 
west side of the highway the bridge will touch down in a shorter distance 
because the slope is flatter. On the east side of the highway the bridge will end 
when there is nothing left to span (right after it crosses the frontage road that 
abuts Taylor Avenue). Mesa Avenue will then continue to be elevated on fill 
material until it reaches the existing grade at Berwind Avenue. CDOT has 
carefully evaluated opportunities to minimize impacts to property in this  
(Continued on next page.) 
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Comment Number:  18 Name: Kocman, Joe and Pam (continued) 

 
 
 

Response to Comment #18-2 (continued): 

area and will continue to do so as the design for the Preferred 
Alternative is finalized.  

Response to Comment #18-3: 

The Northern Avenue exit has not been removed or changed back to 
Central Avenue. Even if the entry lane was at Central Avenue it would 
not change the design of the bridge since Northern Avenue and Central 
Avenue are connected by a frontage road on the east side of the 
highway that travels under the Mesa Avenue Bridge. Although the 
existing driveways at St. Mary’s Church must be graded to allow for 
each access point to be maintained, the new bridge design will meet 
minimum sight distance requirements for eastbound travelers to allow 
vehicles to come to a safe stop. 

Response to Comment #18-4: 

Because Benedict Park would not be impacted by noise above 
regulatory mitigation criteria under the Preferred Alternative, noise 
mitigation structures are not recommended. CDOT has committed to 
the construction of a new Benedict Park south of the existing park 
location between Mesa Avenue and Northern Avenue, as described in 
Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and Environmental 

Consequences, Section 3.3 Parks and Recreation of the FEIS. CDOT 
will coordinate with the City of Pueblo and the public to solicit feedback 
and address concerns related to the mitigation plan for Benedict Park 
before the design is finalized. This mitigation clarification has been 
included in this document in Section 5 - Clarifications to the FEIS 
and Updates in Regulations of this document. 

Response to Comment #18-5: 

Electronic copies of the FEIS are available to all 
individuals/organizations upon request. Due to the large size of these 
documents, reproduction of paper copies can be costly. As such, CDOT 
makes available paper copies for individuals/organizations at their own 
expense. The FEIS is also made available for download on the CDOT 
website: www.i25pueblo.com. Paper copy versions for individuals to 
review are available at the repository locations listed in response to 
Comment #6-1, including several local city public libraries. 
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Comment Number:  19 Name: Mosco, Eleanor (website) 

Hello I am trying to find out the status of my property. 527 Stanton 
Ave. The original information was the highway will go through there. 

I just wanted to know when and if there will be a buy out offered to 
me thank u Eleanor Mosco. 

 

 
 

Response to Comment #19-1: 

Your property has been identified for acquisition as part of Phase 2 
construction. CDOT does not have a final design, right of way acquisition, or 
construction schedule for Phase 2 at this time because of insufficient funding 
for Phase 2 of construction. Right-of-way negotiations for your property would 
not occur until final engineering design for Phase 2 is completed. At this time, 
CDOT continues to work to secure full funding for constructing Phase 2 of the 
project. Detailed acquisition maps can be found in the Right-of-Way and 
Relocation Technical Memorandum (CH2M HILL, 2010c) in Volume II of the 
FEIS. Because the New Pueblo Freeway project is being phased over multiple 
years, residences would be purchased over multiple years. A detailed 
description of the Phase 2 construction projects can be found in Chapter 5 – 
Phased Project Implementation of the FEIS.  

Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, Section 
3.4 Right-of-Way and Relocations of the FEIS discusses how all property 
acquisition and relocation will comply fully with federal and state requirements, 
including the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970, as amended (Uniform Act). CDOT will comply fully with 
the Uniform Act. A right-of-way specialist will be assigned to each property 
owner to assist in the process. 

If you have additional concerns or questions, you may contact the CDOT 
Region 2 Right-of-Way Department to set up a meeting to discuss the right-of-
way acquisition process. A CDOT right-of-way staff person may be reached at 
(719) 546-5402. 
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Comment Number:  20 Name: Prichard, Chuck  

 

Response to Comment #20-1: 

A noise wall is effective when it blocks the line of sight between the noise 
source and the receptor. Openings or breaks in a noise wall reduce the 
performance of the noise barrier in effectively reducing traffic noise levels. 
CDOT designed a continuous barrier for this reason. CDOT mailed 
preference surveys to the property owners and/or current residents who 
would be benefitted by a proposed noise wall under Phase 1, providing the 
opportunity to vote for or against the construction of a noise wall.   

Response to Comment #20-2: 

Mineral Palace Park, Mineral Palace Park Towers to the south of the park, 
and the properties located north of the park are considered impacted by 
traffic noise under the Preferred Alternative because the projected noise 
levels are above regulatory criteria. Any and all receptors determined to be 
impacted by noise must be evaluated for traffic noise abatement, and 
constructing noise barriers must be considered per 23 Code of Federal 
Regulations 772.13. Although Mineral Palace Park is the largest property 
that is impacted by traffic noise, it is not the only property impacted by 
noise. The proposed noise wall is designed to mitigate impacts at both the 
park and adjacent residences.  

The noise barrier will also be designed to a specific crash worthiness 
standard should a vehicle exit the highway and collide with the barrier. 
This would provide added safety for park users walking along the eastern 
perimeter of Mineral Palace Park, where a chain link fence currently 
separates park users from the highway. 

Response to Comment #20-3: 

As described in Section 5.2 - Noise Preference Surveys of this 
document, as part of the FEIS, CDOT mailed preference surveys to the 
property owners and/or current residents who would be benefitted by a 
proposed noise wall under Phase 1, providing the opportunity to vote for or 
against the construction of a noise wall.  Under the CDOT Noise Analysis 
and Abatement Guidelines (CDOT, 2011a), CDOT considers a “benefitted 
receptor” to be a property that experiences a 5 A-weighted decibels (dBA) 
or greater reduction in traffic noise as a result of noise mitigation. A home 
may have a view of a barrier, but if the home does not experience a 5 dBA 
traffic noise reduction, it would not be considered “benefitted” and would 
therefore not receive a survey. Your property is considered to be a 
benefitted receptor and was provided a survey. (Continued on next page.) 

 

20-1 

20-2 

20-3 



APPENDIX B - RESPONSE TO PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE FEIS 

I-25 NEW PUEBLO FREEWAY RECORD OF DECISION  B-39 

Comment Number:  20 Name: Prichard, Chuck (continued) 

 

Response to Comment #20-3 (continued): 

In order to take both owner and resident desires into account, each 
dwelling unit was provided two votes – one for the owner and one for the 
resident. For owner-occupied dwellings, both votes would be cast by the 
same individual. The decision to build or not build a noise wall results 
from a simple majority response consisting of greater than 50 percent of 
the responding property owners and residents. 

A total of 152 surveys were mailed in September 2013 to residents and 
property owners benefitted by the proposed noise wall in your area. Of 
the total 152 surveys that were mailed, 52 votes were cast in favor of 
constructing the noise wall and 44 votes were cast against the 
construction of the noise wall, therefore a noise wall is recommended at 
this location. This proposed noise wall would extend from Mineral Palace 
Towers to North Albany Avenue. Fifty-one benefitted receptors did not 
respond to the survey, and five benefitted receptors responded by 
abstaining from a decision. As individual Phase 1 construction projects 
advance, CDOT will again solicit benefitted receptor preferences before 
beginning construction and will allow for opportunities for public input on 
aesthetics during the design process. CDOT recognizes that continued 
visibility of the animal display from I-25 is important to many Pueblo 
residents and will work to accommodate the Star Nursery animal display 
into the noise mitigation requirements to the extent possible. 

Response to Comment #20-4: 

CDOT will work with the Star Nursery on a noise wall design that satisfies 
noise mitigation requirements and is aesthetically integrated into the 
neighborhood context. CDOT will work to accommodate the Star Nursery 
animal display to the extent possible, based upon safety, noise reduction, 
and approved design specifications. CDOT also provided guidance to you 
for how to submit that petition into the official public comment record. This 
petition is included in Comment #33. 
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Comment Number:  21 Name: Prichard, Chuck 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

Response to Comment #21-1: 

Thank you for your comment. Upon receipt of your letter, 
CDOT staff confirmed that these properties were in fact 
considered “benefitted receptors” and hand delivered the 
Noise Preference Survey to the tenants at 2017 N. Albany 
and 2015 N. Albany. CDOT apologizes for overlooking 
providing two additional surveys to you, as you are the owner 
of those two properties. CDOT considered that you would 
have cast two votes opposing construction of the noise wall. 
Incorporating these two “no” votes, the results of the survey 
still indicate benefitted receptors’ preference for constructing 
the noise wall to mitigate traffic noise impacts, as is illustrated 
in Section 5.2, Noise Preference Surveys. 
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Comment Number:  22 Name: Salvatore Gray, Mary 

 

Response to Comment #22-1: 

Please refer to the response to Comment #20 for information regarding 
the proposed noise wall adjacent to the Star Nursery animal display. 
CDOT will work with the Star Nursery on a noise wall design that 
satisfies noise mitigation requirements and is aesthetically integrated 
into the neighborhood context. CDOT will work to accommodate the 
Star Nursery animal display to the extent possible, based on safety, 
noise reduction, and approved design specifications. 
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Comment Number:  23 Name: Sather, Cherie 

 

Response to Comment #23-1: 

Phase 1 of the Preferred Alternative includes improvements to the 1st 
Street interchange.  Through downtown, a split-diamond interchange 
will be created between 13th Street and 1st Street, as described in 
Section 2 – Identification of the Preferred Alternative of this 
document.  As you stated, these ramps do not meet current design 
standards, resulting in higher accident rates than the statewide 
average.  The steep grades on the ramps and insufficient acceleration 
distance for vehicles to merge onto the highway contribute to the high 
accident rating.  The reconstruction of this interchange will correct 
geometric deficiencies at this interchange and improve safety for 
motorists. 

Response to Comment #23-2: 

The Preferred Alternative would not permanently close or alter the 
location of Gruma Drive. There may, however, be temporary closures 
during construction.  If a road is temporarily closed during construction, 
alternative routes will be provided.  As noted in Exhibit 8-1, CDOT will 
reach out to the public to inform them in advance of any detours 
through various forms of communication including press releases to 
the local media.  Advanced signage will be provided to alert motorists 
and pedestrians of access changes and to help identify detour routes.   

Response to Comment #23-3: 

A noise wall is effective when it blocks the line of sight between the 
noise source and the receptor. The proposed noise wall extending from 
Beech Street to 3rd Street will reduce projected traffic noise levels by 4 
to 11 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at residences along Kelly Street by 
blocking traffic noise from the interstate. However, the noise wall will 
not be effective in reducing the train horn noise because the rail lines 
are located to the east of the neighborhood, and the noise wall will not 
break the line of sight between the neighborhood and the rail line. 
Reduction of train horn noise does not fall within the scope of this 
project. As far as the frequency of train horns is concerned, 49 Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 222 legislates that locomotive engineers 
must sound train horns in advance of public at-grade crossings, over 
which CDOT has no authority to regulate or require mitigation. 
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Comment Number:  24 Name: Ure, Catherine and LeRoy 

 

Response to Comment #24-1: 

Your support of noise mitigation for your neighborhood is noted. This 
proposed noise wall would extend from Mineral Palace Towers to North 
Albany Avenue.  As described in Section 5.2 - Noise Preference 
Surveys of this document, as part of the FEIS, CDOT mailed preference 
surveys to the property owners and/or current residents who would be 
benefitted by the proposed noise wall in your area to vote for or against 
the construction of the wall.  Under the CDOT Noise Analysis and 
Abatement Guidelines (CDOT, 2011a), CDOT considers a “benefitted 
receptor” to be a property that experiences a 5 A-weighted decibels (dBA) 
or greater reduction in traffic noise as a result of noise mitigation. A home 
may have a view of a barrier, but if the home does not an experience a 
5 dBA traffic noise reduction, it would not be considered “benefitted” and 
would therefore not receive a survey. Your property was not considered a 
benefitted receptor and thus did not receive a survey.  However, the 
majority of survey respondents supported construction of the noise wall, 
and therefore a noise wall is recommended at this location. 
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Comment Number:  25 Name: Williams, George (email) 

 

FYI the following comments and observations are based on my long 

association with the City of Pueblo Parks and Recreation Department and 
my experiences related to the Mineral Palace, Benedict and J.J. Raigoza 

public parks. 

3.3-1 Affected Environment.   

 Pueblo no longer has a dog racing track.  The Pueblo Greyhound 

Park is now used for offices and off-track video racing. 

3.3-2 Detention Ponds. 

 The Pueblo Parks and Recreation Department does not own and 

did not construct the detention ponds described in this section.  
You will probably find they were a CODOT and the City Waste 

Water Department project.  

3.3.1.2 Mineral Palace Park. 

 The Mineral Palace Park has contained the maintenance 
headquarters for public parks north of the Arkansas River since the 

late 1890s. The present complex is located in the original location. 

Since the 1950s this facility has also served as the maintenance 
headquarters for public parks east of Fountain Creek.  The 

maintenance headquarters for public parks south of the Arkansas 
River is located in City Park.   

  Use of the word “Historic” throughout this report is confusing.   

 

Response to Comment #25-1: 

Thank you for providing this information. Your correction with regard to the 
status of the dog-racing track has been noted in this document in Section 5 
- Clarifications to the FEIS and Updates in Regulations of this document. 

Response to Comment #25-2: 

CDOT relied on the data that was available at the time of the analysis. This 
included information from the City of Pueblo, local historians, assessor 
records, and input from the Parks Advisory Committee (PAC). The Detention 
Ponds between 29th Street and 24th Street adjacent to I-25 on the west side 
of the highway are located within CDOT right-of-way. They are maintained 
by the City Parks and Recreation Department for flood control and water 
detention. Ownership of the detention ponds has been clarified in this 
document in Section 5 - Clarifications to the FEIS and Updates in 
Regulations of this document. 

Response to Comment #25-3: 

Thank you for the additional information. Details regarding the history of 
Mineral Palace Park were provided to CDOT from the City of Pueblo, the 
Parks Advisory Committee, local historians, and archival records and 
documentation. CDOT has committed to the construction of the Mineral 
Palace Park Restoration Master Plan as mitigation for project related 
impacts to Mineral Palace Park. The maintenance building may be relocated 
during the master planning process. The additional information you have 
provided regarding Mineral Palace Park will be considered if interpretive 
signage is developed as part of the restoration.  This information does not 
alter the findings in the FEIS or the conclusions of this document. 

Response to Comment #25-4: 

Historic properties are those resources listed, or considered eligible for 
listing, in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). As established in 
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, to be listed on the NRHP, or 
to be eligible for listing, properties much meet certain criteria for historic or 
cultural significance. CDOT recognizes that what the public perceives as 
historic is not always the same as how the regulations defines it. In the case 
of Mineral Palace Park, the analysis is further complicated by the fact that 
the park has two periods of historic significance that coincide with its two 
major development phases (City Beautiful in the late 19th Century and 
Works Progress Administration of the mid-1930’s).  
(Continued on next page.) 
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Comment Number:  25 Name: Williams, George (continued) 

 The Colorado Mineral Palace building was a tourist attraction in 
1896, but the park was still being designed and built in sections 

 This information from my unfinished history of the Mineral Palace 
that follows may help explain the size of the park. 

The land for the Mineral Palace Park was acquired by a series of 
acquisitions.  A title search would be required to determine what property 

was acquired by each action because there are differing descriptions in the 

records and maps found to date.  Most records state that 27 acres of land 
bordered 19th Street on the north by, 17th Street on the south, Court 

Street on the west and the D&RG ROW on the east was the first parcel 
acquired for the park.  Other records state that the first acquisition 

included 31 acres.  An undated map shows the above described parcel 

plus a small parcel in the vicinity of what became Lake Clara, which would 
be the additional four acres. 

By 1889 there were proposals to extend the Mineral Palace Park further 
south.  The date when that happened was not found in 2013, but a 1897 

map shows the park extended south and including the land between Santa 

Fe Avenue to the D&RG ROW from 15th Street to 11th Street.  There is 
another record that states this parcel was added in 1907. A 1939 aerial 

photo plainly shows the park extending to 11th Street. 

It is yet to be determined if the following 1903 map was prepared for 

planning purposes or if this was the way the Mineral Palace Park looked in 
1903. Note that the map shows the park east of Santa Fe Avenue 

extended south to 11th Street. 

Response to Comment #25-4 (continued): 

Specific features of the park support each period of significance and 
contribute to its eligibility status. For example, Lake Clara is a historic 
feature that represents the design associated with the City Beautiful 
Movement of the late 19th Century. The analysis conducted for the FEIS 
was undertaken in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966. Additional supporting information documenting 
CDOT's consultation process with the State Historic Preservation Office is 
included in Appendix B – Agency Consultation and Coordination of the FEIS. 

Response to Comment #25-5: 

Thank you for providing this additional information. As noted in Chapter 3 – 
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences of the FEIS, 
Mineral Palace Park was a tourist attraction between 1896 and 1943; by the 
early 1900s, the park was over 60 acres in size. 

Response to Comment #25-6: 

Thank you for the additional information. CDOT is aware that Mineral Palace 
Park has lost much of its function and has been encroached upon from the 
south and east through expansion of the City of Pueblo, modifications to the 
park, and the construction of I-25. CDOT has committed to the construction 
of the Mineral Palace Park Restoration Master Plan as mitigation for project 
related impacts to Mineral Palace Park. The restoration plan has been 
designed to improve the park overall and restore some historic features (see 
Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, 
Section 3.3 Parks and Recreation, Exhibit 3.3-13 of the FEIS). As part of the 
restoration plan, land will be added to the park south to 13th Street, which is 
consistent with the 1897 map you reference in your comment. The 
additional information you have provided regarding Mineral Palace Park will 
be considered if interpretive signage is developed as part of the restoration.  
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Comment Number:  25 Name: Williams, George (continued) 

 
This map (not shown) shows the Mineral Palace Park bounded on the West 

by Court Street and on the east by the D&RG ROW from 19th to 15th 
Streets with an extension bounded by Santa Fe Avenue and the D&RG 

ROW from 15th Street to 11th Street. 

The main entrance to the park was on Main Street with secondary 
entrances at 15th and Santa Fe, 19th and Santa Fe and 17th and Court. 

Notice that the east boundary of the park was the D&RG right of way.  
That ROW still exists and its fencing serves as the east boundary of the 

I-25 property.  

During the 1930’s the lake and park areas between 15th and 14th Streets 
were eliminated.  The former south part of Lake Clara was used as a dump 

until the 1950’s when it was filled and landscaped for park purposes.  The 
Pueblo Housing Authority’s Mineral Palace Towers now occupies the site. 

A1939 aerial photo shows the area between 14th and 13th as being 
landscaped, equipped with walkways and traces of a ball field.  No maps 

or records were found in 2013 to confirm who owned the lighted 

baseball/softball fields on the east side of Santa Fe Avenue from 13th 
Street to 11th Street or who sold the property to car dealers in the late 

1940’s.  We know that the property was in the County until the 1950’s 
when the City Council refused to allow the Fire Department to fight fires in 

the County/   

The wider black details on the map are hard surface roadways for 
vehicular use.  The others are pedestrian paths in the landscaped areas. 

WPA crews removed the paths and some of the roads during the 1930’s. 
Rock walls were built to define the remaining roads and park areas. The 

WPA built park entrances at 15th and 19th Streets and most of the walls 

were removed in the 1950’s-1960’s to conform with the National Traffic 
Code and implement a one-way traffic system. 

The outline of the Mineral Palace building can be seen on the upper part of 
the map. The D&RG depot (identified in a photo in this article) was located 

east of the upper portion of Lake Clara.  The band stand that was located 
in the area where the two sections of Lake Clara came together near the  
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Comment Number:  25 Name: Williams, George (continued) 

D&RG right of way also does not show on this map.  A photograph of the 
depot is included in this article. 

This map, nor any of the others found in 2013 show the greenhouse that 
produced numerous varieties of flowers for the park and indoor plants for 

the Mineral Palace building, the small zoo and a barn/maintenance building 

that were located in the Northeast corner of the park. 

 The tourist attraction dates of 1896-1943 are incorrect. 

 The city did not drain the portion south of 15th street for financial 
reasons.   That was done as part of the New Deal era projects 

design and as a way to conserve potable water. 

 Lets be correct and say that the size of Mineral Palace Park was 
reduced by construction of 85/87 highway in the late 1940’s—not 

the after 1935 lie. 

 The statement about swimming pools is wrong.  The WPA forces 
built drain and fill pools for wading and swimming in Mineral 

Palace, Mitchell, Bessemer and City Park during the 1930s.   

 The first in Mineral Palace Park was where the playground is 
located now.  It was destroyed by the highway projects. 

 The second was built west of the recreation building that was 

located west of the band stand. The construction required filling a 
portion of the lake.  That pool, the recreation building and the 

adjacent sunken gardens were destroyed by the last highway 

project. 

 The third and existing pool was located in Mineral Palace Park 

because of extensive input from north side residents.  In fact 

when the City Council held a hearing to decide if the new pool 
would be built in Fairmount Park or Mineral Palace Park the crowd 

that attended the hearing was so large that they had to hold the 
hearing in Memorial Hall.  

Response to Comment #25-7: 

CDOT relied on the data that was available at the time of the analysis. This 
included information from the City of Pueblo, local historians, archival 
records, assessor records, and input from the PAC. Since a more accurate 
date has not been provided, no corrections have been made to the FEIS. 
Revision to the tourist attraction dates would not alter the findings in the 
FEIS or the conclusions of this document. 

Response to Comment #25-8: 

Thank you for providing this information. Your correction regarding the 
draining of Lake Clara has been noted in this document in Section 5 - 
Clarifications to the FEIS and Updates in Regulations of this document. 

Response to Comment #25-9: 

CDOT relied on the data that was available at the time of the analysis. The 
intent of this statement is to show that the size of both Mineral Palace Park 
and Lake Clara were reduced by the construction of US 85/87. No 
corrections have been made to the FEIS. Whether the FEIS describes the 
timeframe as “after 1935” or “after 1940” does not alter the findings in the 
FEIS or the conclusions of this document. 

Response to Comment #25-10: 

Thank you for the additional information and background. CDOT has 
committed to the construction of the Mineral Palace Park Restoration Master 
Plan as mitigation for project related impacts to Mineral Palace Park. The 
additional information you have provided regarding Mineral Palace Park will 
be considered if interpretive signage is developed as part of the restoration.  

This information does not alter the findings in the FEIS or the conclusions of 
this document. 
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Comment Number:  25 Name: Williams, George (continued) 

 When you speak of reducing the size of the Lake Clara that the 

WPA forces built there is no mention of why this was done. There 
were two causes.  During the 1950s there was a community effort 

to conserve potable water. Two of the first actions were 1) to 

eliminate certain types of toilet fixtures. 2) Secure permits and drill 
a well north of Lake Clara so that well water could be piped into 

the lake and eliminate the 50+ year practice of using potable 
water in Lake Clara. 

 The size reduction east of the Boat House was done to conserve 

water.  The reduction west of the Band Shell was done to move 
the crowd closer to events and concerts being held in the Band 

Shell.  That didn’t work and we took the Municipal Band concerts 

to other locations in Mineral Palace Park and other public parks. 

 You describe the rail line east of the Mineral Palace Park as a 

freight line.  That is its current use because there are no north-
south passenger trains.  At one time there was a D&RG depot 

directly east of Lake Clara. 

3.3.1.3 Fountain Creek. 

 I would think that Fountain Creek’s offers environmental education 

opportunities to students of all ages, not just those in an 
elementary school. 

 We bought the Fountain Creek properties and some along the 

Arkansas River with UPAR funds1[sic].  The route of the trails in 
these river corridors were cleaned with Summer Youth funds.  The 

first trails were built with State Trails grants through the State 
Parks.  We later built trails, many parks and the Pueblo/Pueblo 

Mexico Sister Cities park with LWCF grants.  

 

Response to Comment #25-11: 

Thank you for the additional information and background. The FEIS does 
not intend to provide a complete history of Lake Clara, but rather show that it 
has been reduced in size and function. CDOT has committed to the 
construction of the Mineral Palace Park Restoration Master Plan as 
mitigation for project related impacts to Mineral Palace Park. The additional 
information you have provided regarding Mineral Palace Park will be 
considered if interpretive signage is developed as part of the restoration.  
This information does not alter the findings in the FEIS or the conclusions of 
this document. 

Response to Comment #25-12: 

Thank you for the additional background. The text to which you are referring 
is discussing existing conditions in the eastern edge of the park, so in this 
context, it is appropriate to refer to the freight rail line. CDOT has committed 
to the construction of the Mineral Palace Park Restoration Master Plan as 
mitigation for project related impacts to Mineral Palace Park. The additional 
information you have provided regarding Mineral Palace Park will be 
considered if interpretive signage is developed as part of the restoration.  

Response to Comment #25-13: 

CDOT acknowledges that the Fountain Creek Park Land provides 
opportunities for all generations and ages of the population to learn about 
natural areas and wildlife. However, the text to which you are referring is 
addressing more specific educational programming at the elementary-school 
level. 

Response to Comment #25-14: 

Thank you for the additional information and background. CDOT has 
consulted with the Colorado Parks and Wildlife and the United States 
Department of the Interior (DOI) with regards to properties developed with 
assistance from the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). The DOI 
has reviewed the FEIS and Section 6(f) Evaluation and has indicated 
agreement with the analysis and identification of LWCF assisted properties. 
 

 

 
  

                                                
1 Mr. Williams is referring to the Urban Parks and Recreation Recovery Program, National Park Service.  
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Comment Number:  25 Name: Williams, George (continued) 

3.3.1.4 Runyon Field. 

 When the baseball field at the Old Centennial field on Albany 
Pueblo baseball interests secured some unused land and built 

a field where Runyon Field is now. WPA forces improved and 

enlarged the bleachers and the field.  It was not until the 
1950s that the community discovered the facility was on 

leased land. A fund raising effort resulted and it evolved into 
a field naming contest. The kids playing in the Old Timers 

program distributed the naming applications. That is how 

Damon Runyon Field got its name. 

 During the time that Sollie Raso was a County Commissioner 

the County purchased additional land around the field from 
one of the railroads. 

3.3.1.7 Benedict Park. 

 I was involved with the St. Mary’s—now called Benedict—

Park from the beginning. The kids called the play field “Slag 

Stadium” and we found lots of slag there during the 
development process. I would suggest there was some LWCF 

monies spent there, but during that time frame we (the 
department) had lots of CDBG-Community Development 

Block Grant funds for park development and improvement 

projects.  

3.3.1.3 J.J. Raigoza Park. 

 I was involved with what they now call J.J. Ragoza Park from 
the beginning. The park primarily serves residents of the 

Minnequa Heights neighborhood—not the Bessemer 

neighborhood.  

3.3.2 Consequences.  

 Your report mentions a Park Advisory Committee. I was part 
of that for a while and it was only a carrot on a stick process 

which resulted in several MOUs and basically made this FEIS 
process a farce. 

Response to Comment #25-15: 

Thank you for the additional information and background. CDOT acknowledges 
that Runyon Field has a long and rich history. This information does not alter the 
findings in the FEIS or the conclusions of this document. 

Response to Comment #25-16: 

Thank you for the additional information and background. CDOT has consulted 
with the Colorado Parks and Wildlife and the DOI with regards to properties 
developed with assistance from the LWCF. The DOI has reviewed the FEIS and 
Section 6(f) Evaluation and has indicated agreement with the analysis and 
identification of LWCF assisted properties. 

CDOT is aware of the potential to encounter hazardous materials at this location. 
In the FEIS, CDOT identified the potential for slag or other hazardous materials 
resulting from the Colorado Smelter and Santa Fe (Bridge) Culvert sites (see 
Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, Section 
3.11 Hazardous Materials of the FEIS) and identified appropriate mitigation. 
Response to Comment #25-17: 

The City of Pueblo Planning Department delineates the boundaries of its 
neighborhoods and CDOT used those established boundaries throughout the 
FEIS (see Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, 
Section 3.6 Social Resources, Economic Conditions, and 

Environmental Justice, Exhibit 3.6-1 of the FEIS). The Bessemer Neighborhood 
as defined by the City of Pueblo straddles I-25 south of the Arkansas River to just 
north of Pueblo Boulevard. CDOT recognizes that there are many subareas within 
delineated neighborhoods; the Minnequa Heights subarea is located within the 
Bessemer Neighborhood. 

Response to Comment #25-18: 

The PAC was formed to help CDOT, the City of Pueblo and Pueblo County staff 
and citizens understand the potential effects of the project on Mineral Palace Park 
and Benedict Park. The PAC discussed options to avoid or minimize negative 
park impacts and explored ways the project might enhance these two community 
parks. Where effects were expected to be adverse, the PAC discussed ways that 
project impacts to Mineral Palace Park and Benedict Park could be mitigated. The 
PAC members became presenters at neighborhood workshops to discuss the 
process used to evaluate potential park impacts and to describe mitigation 
strategies that the CDOT Project Team developed with the help of PAC members. 
The specific contributions made by the PAC are detailed in Chapter 6 – 
Comments and Coordination of the FEIS. CDOT welcomes the community's input 
during the design of the mitigation for the parks. 
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Comment Number:  25 Name: Williams, George (continued) 

3.3.2.2 Build Alternatives. 

 You comment about the 50 foot strip along the east side of 

Mineral Palace Park not being used because of the noise level is 
correct.  What you failed to say that a much larger part of the park 

is not used—or utilized —because of the noise level.  

 I note that this project will remove another 40 feet of the WPA 
wall around Lake Clara.  I was involved in trying to seal the 

leakage caused by construction of new walls around Lake Clara in 
previous projects and it is something that needs to be addressed. 

 The report refers to “low-quality riparian habitat”.  How can you 

evaluate habitat when it is subject to regular flooding? 

Benedict Park. 

 Eliminating any part of the play fields would be a crime.  This 
section of the Pueblo community needs much more consideration 

because of the lack of open space. 

 

Response to Comment #25-19: 

This text is specifically discussing the 50-foot strip that is not used due to 
noise. Issues contributing to the underutilization of the park are discussed in 
the Affected Environment.  

Response to Comment #25-20: 

Comment noted. Specific details regarding the Mineral Palace Park 
Restoration Master Plan (see Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences, Section 3.3 Parks and Recreation, Exhibit 
3.3-13 of the FEIS) are not yet known and will be addressed during final 
design. Lake Clara will be reconstructed with modern engineering 
techniques and in accordance with applicable design standards and 
requirements. 

Response to Comment #25-21: 

The text to which you are referring is addressing the undeveloped parcels 
along the east side of Fountain Creek, north of US 50B. General habitat 
conditions were identified through field reconnaissance during the early fall 
months when the area was not inundated by water. The regular flooding is a 
typical characteristic of riparian habitat. This area is considered low quality 
due to prior disturbances and the invasion of the noxious weed tamarisk. 
Because tamarisk is a heavy consumer of water and spreads rapidly in 
disturbed areas, it would directly compete with native species found in the 
area that provides better habitat and food for wildlife. 

Response to Comment #25-22: 

Under the Preferred Alternative, I-25 would be realigned to avoid the UPRR 
freight rail line. This would require the acquisition of the entire Benedict Park 
(1.92 acres) and the elimination of all associated recreational elements, 
including the informal softball field. Mitigation for impacts associated with the 
Preferred Alternative includes the construction of a new Benedict Park south 
of the existing park location between Mesa Avenue and Northern Avenue 
(see Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, 
Section 3.3 Parks and Recreation, Exhibit 3.3-17 and 3.3-18 of the FEIS). 
This mitigation would provide a larger contiguous park, more amenities 
(including new multipurpose fields), and improved access, resulting in an 
improvement to the park and its functions. The City of Pueblo Parks and 
Recreation Department have expressed a preference for the mitigation that 
the Preferred Alternative can provide for impacts to Benedict Park. 
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Comment Number:  25 Name: Williams, George (continued) 

 I’m always concerned with the “equal value” exchanges and don’t 

like the idea of government establishing the values.  Perhaps the 
LWCF requirements are our only hope? 

Exhibit 3.3-13 Restoration Plan. 

 I disagree with the statement that a swimming pool is not 
consistent with the historical uses of Mineral Palace Park.  Please 

refer back to the information about swimming pools provided 
earlier and you will find there has been a pool in this park for 70+ 

years! 

 

Response to Comment #25-23: 

LWCF assisted park land that will be converted by the project must be 
replaced with land of at least equal fair market value and of reasonably 
equivalent usefulness and location in compliance with LWCF regulations. 
Please see the Section 6(f) analysis in Chapter 3 – Affected Environment 
and Environmental Consequences, Section 3.3 Parks and Recreation of the 
FEIS. As you are aware, Benedict Park was developed with LWCF grant 
assistance. As noted in response to Comment #25-22, mitigation for 
impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative includes the construction 
of a new Benedict Park south of the existing park location between Mesa 
Avenue and Northern Avenue. The mitigation plan for Benedict Park was 
developed with input from the public, City of Pueblo Parks and Recreation 
Department, Colorado Parks and Wildlife, and the PAC. Conceptual plans 
for the new park include the construction of new multipurpose fields, 
basketball courts, a play area, and other amenities. The DOI has reviewed 
the FEIS and Section 6(f) Evaluation and has indicated agreement with the 
analysis with no objection to the project as proposed. 

Response to Comment #25-24: 

CDOT acknowledges that a swimming pool may have been in the park for 
many years. However, as noted in response to Comment #26-4, Mineral 
Palace Park is eligible for listing on the NRHP for its associations with two 
major development phases (City Beautiful in the late 19th Century and 
Works Progress Administration of the mid-1930’s). As described in the 
Determination of Effects to Historic Properties: I-25 New Pueblo Freeway 
Improvement Project (CH2M HILL, 2010a) in Volume II of the FEIS, specific 
features of the park support each period of significance and contribute to its 
eligibility status. Mitigation for impacts to Mineral Palace Park focuses on the 
restoration of historic features from both periods of significance. Features 
that do not support a period of significance are considered to be inconsistent 
with the historical uses of the park. Among others, these inconsistent uses 
include the playground, tennis courts, swimming pool, and maintenance 
yard. CDOT recognizes that the swimming pool is an important community 
amenity and recreational element of the park and will continue to work with 
the City of Pueblo to implement mitigation. The Mineral Palace Park 
Restoration Plan has been developed to mitigate the adverse effects to 

(Continued on next page.) 
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Comment Number:  25 Name: Williams, George (continued) 

 It is very important for future discussions to include the fact that 

the existing pool is a 50 meter-six racing lane—pool.  Pueblo 
should continue to have such a facility.  The Mineral Palace 

swimming pool is unique.  It has an extended area of 3 foot water 

along the east side where smaller children can be taught to swim 
or more closely watched.  Public pools provide a lot of recreation 

opportunities but “drown proofing” the community should be the 
primary purpose.   

 The Mineral Palace pool parking lot is also unique.  It is designed 

to provide an ice skating area during the winter months.  As you 
know we later built an indoor facility but it doesn’t replace a cold 

night of ice skating with your friends. 

 The idea of installing a tree nursery in Mineral Palace Park to 

replace the present trees because some of them are become aged 
is stupid for several reasons. 1) Where would it be located? 2) 

Does the Parks Department have the labor and time to operate a 

nursery?  NO. 3) During my tenure we operated a tree and shrub 
nursery in City Park, but after 9-10 years found it cheaper and 

better to buy the type and size of tree we needed than to operate 
a nursery. With the downturn in housing—nursery prices are super 

cheap. 

 The biggest improvement to the trees in Mineral Palace and other 
parks would be to fully utilize the arbor equipment the department 

has now and prioritize their labor resources to establish and 
maintain two full time tree care crews.  

Response to Comment #25-24 (continued): 

this historic property as well as address the impacts to recreational function 
and the surrounding community. Specific details regarding the size and 
location of the new pool are not yet known. CDOT and the City of Pueblo will 
coordinate with the public to solicit feedback regarding these issues prior to 
finalizing the design and implementing the restoration plan. 

Response to Comment #25-25: 

Thank you for the additional background and information. CDOT recognizes 
that the community pool is an important community amenity and will 
continue to work with the City of Pueblo to implement mitigation.  Specific 
details regarding the design of the new pool are not yet known. As noted in 
Exhibit 8-1, CDOT and the City of Pueblo will coordinate with the public to 
solicit feedback regarding these issues prior to finalizing the design and 
implementing the restoration plan.  

Response to Comment #25-26: 

Thank you for the additional background and information. 

Response to Comment #25-27: 

CDOT has committed to the installation of a “nursery crop” of new trees 
throughout the park, as described in Exhibit 8-1. New trees would be 
planted under the existing older trees to replace them as they die off. It 
would be a gradual replacement of the trees, many of which were 
specimens from the original botanic gardens surrounding the Mineral Palace 
in the late 19th century. The City of Pueblo will need to assume the 
perpetual irrigation, maintenance, and care of these new trees. 

Response to Comment #25-28: 

Tree maintenance in Mineral Palace Park and other City Parks is performed 
by the City of Pueblo's Park Department.  CDOT has no authority for 
maintenance of trees outside of CDOT right-of-way. 
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Comment Number:  25 Name: Williams, George (continued) 

  What original fountain are you referring to?  The oldest 

ornamental fountain was located in the intersection south of the 
swimming pool pump house.  I have a photo of it if needed.  It 

was later converted into a floral mural. 

 When you are talking about an amphitheater, there are space and 
noise elements that must be carefully considered.   

 The historic photos and information that I had framed and 

installed in the new greenhouse building have been moved to the 

carousel building in City Park.  Utilization of this building—with 
public restrooms--on the site of the Colorado Mineral Palace-- 

building would be good.   

 If you are going to relocate/reconfigure Lake Clara how are you 

going to reconnect the existing Boat House to the lake?   The 

present use is appropriate. 

 No doubt the flower and shrub gardens in Mineral Palace Park 

need to be a high priority for the restoration project.  They have 
declined badly since my tenure because of lack of leadership, 

closing of the green house and other stupid reasons. 

 

Response to Comment #25-29: 

Thank you for the additional information and background. As shown in the 
Mineral Palace Park Restoration Master Plan (see Chapter 3 – Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences, Section 3.3 Parks and 
Recreation, Exhibit 3.3-13 of the FEIS), multiple fountains have been 
identified north of Lake Clara. The central fountain will be located at the 
original site noted in your comment, although the internal roadway 
configuration and surrounding features will be modified in keeping with the 
restoration plan. 

Response to Comment #25-30: 

As part of the Mineral Palace Park Restoration Master Plan, CDOT has 
committed to the construction of an amphitheater near the previous 
intersection with Santa Fe Avenue to reintroduce concerts and events to the 
park. Specific details regarding the design of the amphitheater and exact 
location are not yet known. CDOT and the City of Pueblo will address these 
issues as the design for the park is finalized. Noise mitigation included as 
part of the Preferred Alternative will help to address the noise issues related 
to the proposed amphitheater. 

Response to Comment #25-31: 

Your suggestion has been noted. Details regarding the design of this feature 
of the carousel building in the Mineral Palace Park Restoration Master Plan 
are not yet known and will be addressed during final design. 

Response to Comment #25-32: 

As part of the Mineral Palace Park Restoration Master Plan, Lake Clara 
would be expanded to the west so that it reconnects to the boathouse and 
functions as a healthy lake with space for public use. Details regarding the 
design of this feature of the Mineral Palace Park Restoration Master Plan 
are not yet known and will be addressed during final design. 

Response to Comment #25-33: 

Landscaping is a key component of the Mineral Palace Park Restoration 
Master Plan. As noted in the response to Comment #25-27, existing shade 
trees, some over 100 years old, would remain and additional trees would be 
planted to provide an understory and nursery crop. The existing gardens 
would remain and would be restored to be consistent with their historic 
character. The circular garden area at the center of the park would be 
improved using the historic garden plans from the original park design. The  

(Continued on next page.) 
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Comment Number:  25 Name: Williams, George (continued) 

 An honest cost-benefit study should be done before there is any 
effort to use the land west of Fountain Creek.  That would 

probably eliminate the bridge and kiosk ideas in the report. 

Thanks for the opportunity to share my thoughts and opinions.  GRW 
 

Response to Comment #25-33 (continued): 
list of plants on the original planting plan from the City Beautiful era would 
be utilized throughout the park, wherever possible. Vegetation would also be 
planted on the east side of the park along the proposed noise walls and 
berms to protect views into and out of the park. 

Response to Comment #25-34: 

The idea to link Mineral Palace Park to the Fountain Creek Trail by 
constructing a pedestrian bridge over I-25 was initiated by the PAC and 
incorporated into the project mitigation plans for impacts to Mineral Palace 
Park. The specifications of the bridge have not yet been established. The 
information kiosk would be installed at Mineral Palace Park directing users 
to recreational opportunities along Fountain Creek and explaining the role of 
LWCF in supporting preservation of outdoor recreation in this area (see 
Exhibit 8-1). This element was developed in consultation with Colorado 
Parks and Wildlife as mitigation for impacts to this LWCF assisted property.   
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Comment Number:  26 Name: Aragon, Georgia and Robert 
 

Comments submitted verbally during public testimony at the I-25 New Pueblo 

Freeway FEIS Public Hearing on October 3, 2013: 

GEORGIA ARAGON: I was lucky to get up today. 

We have been working at -- well, actually, I don't know if you want to call 
it complaints. But I live in the neighborhood of Runyon Field, in that little 

area there -- and I have been talking to Joe and Don and Pepper Whitleff, 
and I have been doing this since 2011, and we -- our concern is for the 

kids in our area, because where we're going to be doing this is -- they're 

going to start at Phase I, and we live in that Phase I on Ilex, right behind, 
and our concern is we have a lot of children have -- that have moved in 

that area, we have a disabled vet, and all that traffic when they start that 
is going to go into our area. 

And I have not gotten back any written anything from Don or Joe and I'm 
really upset, because I've called many of times to them, I've not gotten 

anything written, nothing back, and – 

MR. ROBERT ARAGON: Let's talk about the safety part of the area. There 
are children that have been hit, hurt, all those -- I know it's only a couple-

block area, but we do –  

MS. GEORGIA ARAGON: We are people first, you know. 

MR. ROBERT ARAGON: And we're concerned about the children, you 

know. They're going to be building the bridges, and what we're concerned 
about is probably getting the area maybe a one-way or something so we 

don't have to just -- every time there is accidents or stuff on the bridges 
they're all going through that little cul-de-sac down through that area, 

people coming our way from the baseball fields. 

MS. GEORGIA ARAGON: Yes, the baseball. 

MR. ROBERT ARAGON: We are looking at the safety of congestion and 

safety of our children in our area. 

 

 

Response to Comment #26-1: 

CDOT values your input and has made efforts to discuss your safety 
concerns. Don Garcia of CDOT and Joe DeHeart, CDOT Project Manager 
have made multiple attempts to meet with you, and Joe specifically agreed 
to meet with you to review and discuss the FEIS. Per your request, Joe 
provided the paperwork to Pepper Whittlef at the City of Pueblo that you 
note in your comment.  

CDOT recognizes that temporary construction-related impacts are a 
concern and typically include increases in noise, detours, traffic delays, and 
exposure to diesel emissions and fugitive dust. Mitigation measures to 
address these impacts are detailed in Section 8 – Summary of Mitigation 
Commitments of this document.  

The southern terminus of Phase 1 of the Preferred Alternative ends at Ilex 
Street, which is located north of your home. Phase 1 of the Preferred 
Alternative is not expected to increase traffic through your neighborhood or 
create unsafe conditions. CDOT will direct traffic to an established and 
marked detour route outside of your neighborhood to minimize interstate cut 
through traffic throughout construction. A public information plan will also be 
implemented to inform the public about construction activities and detour 
routes. 
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Comment Number:  26 Name: Aragon, Georgia and Robert 
(continued) 

MS. GEORGIA ARAGON: Yeah. Exactly. 2011 I have been working on this, 

and Joe and Don, if you could e-mail Pepper Whitleff that paperwork I had 
given you  when we had that meeting at Runyon Field, if you can, please, 

I mean, I need somebody to look at it, you know. 

I -- I know I live in this area and there's some noise, but when this new 
phase comes in -- I mean, we've got people that work at night, we have 

people -- children, like I said -- going back and forth with cars, I mean, we 
have people coming in our neighborhood that don't even live there, you 

know, and I -- I don't want to repeat myself over and over again, I -- you 
know, but I would like that to be addressed with this Phase I and -- 

MR. ROBERT ARAGON: We thank you. 

MS. GEORGIA ARAGON: Yeah, appreciate it. 

MR. ROBERT ARAGON: Thank you. 
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Comment Number:  27 Name: Butler, Yolanda 

Comments submitted verbally during public testimony at the I-25 New Pueblo 

Freeway FEIS Public Hearing on October 3, 2013: 

My name is Yolanda Butler, and I live on the North Side close to 

Mineral Palace Park. I want to say initially that I am for anything that 

will reduce the sound from the highway because it has become 
increasingly more evident since all the bushes and trees were torn 

down, and it looks cleaner, but sure can -- we can sure hear the noise 
better, and if you add two more lanes, or more, it's going to be loud. 

I -- I live next to Mary Ann, and she has often -- I live right here -- and 
she usually reads up on things, and I am concerned about whether 

that wall is really going to do it for those of us who live just a half a 
block from the -- west of the park (indicating). 

We do need -- also we need a little more input on the closing of the 
main entrance to the park. Those of us who have worked and 

volunteered in the park for many years were never included in this 
decision to close that front gate. Maybe it -- maybe they have a great 

plan, but I would like to be included since we have attended all the 
meetings. 

 

Response to Comment #27-1: 

Your support of noise mitigation for Mineral Palace Park is noted. This 
proposed noise wall would extend from Mineral Palace Towers to North 
Albany Avenue. As described in Section 5.2 - Noise Preference Surveys 
of this document, as part of the FEIS, CDOT mailed preference surveys to 
the property owners and/or current residents who would be benefitted by the 
proposed noise wall in your area to vote for or against the construction of the 
wall.  Under the CDOT Noise Analysis and Abatement Guidelines, CDOT 
considers a “benefitted receptor” to be a property that experiences a 
5 A-weighted decibels (dBA) or greater reduction in traffic noise as a result 
of noise mitigation. A home may have a view of a barrier, but if the home 
does not an experience a 5 dBA traffic noise reduction, it would not be 
considered “benefitted” and would therefore not receive a survey. Your 
property was not considered a benefitted receptor and thus did not receive a 
survey. However, the majority of survey respondents supported construction 
of the noise wall, and therefore a noise wall is recommended at this location.  

Noise barriers are most effective at blocking sound waves for the first one or 
two rows of homes at distances up to 200 to 300 feet from the barrier. The 
intersection of Court Street and West 18th Street is located approximately 
1,300 feet west of the proposed noise barrier. Your home is situated too far 
from the noise barrier to experience a noticeable reduction in highway traffic 
noise. 

Response to Comment #27-2: 

CDOT coordinated with the Parks Advisory Committee (PAC) during the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process to develop the DEIS and 
FEIS documents. The City of Pueblo Parks and Recreation Department 
closed the entrance at 15th Street and Santa Fe Avenue to deter 
neighborhood cut through traffic. Questions or concerns related to this 
closure should be directed to the City of Pueblo. Although this action is 
unrelated to the New Pueblo Freeway project, some of the issues in this 
area will be addressed by the Mineral Palace Park Restoration Master Plan 
(see Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, 
Section 3.3 Parks and Recreation, Exhibit 3.3-13 of the FEIS). The Mineral 
Palace Park Restoration Master Plan includes a park circulation road that 
will allow one-way traffic to enter the park at Main Street (the park’s 
historical entrance) and exit at 19th Street and Santa Fe Avenue.  

(Continued on next page.) 
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Comment Number:  27 Name: Butler, Yolanda (continued) 

 

I would also like to make sure that the fact that they're taking 50 feet, 

which is more than an acre that they go home to their promise that 
they will add land to compensate for the taking of that land. 

I would also want to know what's become of the 50-meter pool and 

make sure that it actually is going to be a meter -- a 50-meter pool, 

because south of Colorado Springs there is not -- not another 50-
meter pool. There's been a lot of discussion in the City about it, but I 

think that's -- that's something that CDOT can give Pueblo to mitigate 
the changes that are going to take place. 

 

Response to Comment #27-2 (continued): 

Mineral Palace Park would be expanded south to 13th Street, increasing its 
size from 50.07 acres to 52.38 acres. As part of this expansion, the two 
blocks of Santa Fe Avenue between E. 13th and E. 15th Streets would be 
closed to vehicular traffic. Santa Fe Avenue has historically terminated in the 
park, but it was not originally a main entrance point to the park. As shown in 
the Mineral Palace Park Restoration Master Plan, Santa Fe Avenue would 
continue to terminate at the park and would be opened to provide access to 
the park as it has historically; the park would continue to be a strong focal 
point from Santa Fe Avenue. The existing features at the entrance to the 
park (including the Entry Arch and the Works Progress Administration-era 
walls), would remain and this location would be restored to its original use as 
the main entrance to the park. CDOT worked diligently with City of Pueblo 
staff and citizens to understand the importance of the Mineral Palace Park, 
identify key recreational elements, and develop adequate mitigation for 
impacts. These efforts were part of a larger public involvement process that 
included multiple meetings and open houses with local residents and 
adjacent property owners. These efforts have resulted in a Mineral Palace 
Park Restoration Master Plan that the community has helped to develop and 
as such, is well supported. 

Response to Comment #27-3: 

CDOT has committed to the construction of the Mineral Palace Park 
Restoration Master Plan as mitigation for impacts to Mineral Palace Park. As 
noted in the response to Comment #27-2, the plan includes the expansion 
of the park south to 13th Street, increasing its size from 50.07 acres to 
52.38 acres. Implementation of the mitigation measures for the park has 
been stipulated in a Memorandum of Understanding between the City of 
Pueblo and CDOT, which is included in Appendix F – Memorandum of 
Understanding Between the City of Pueblo and Colorado Department of 
Transportation of the FEIS. The MOU contains commitments from CDOT to 
construct park improvements and defines the responsibilities of  the City of 
Pueblo to accept ownership and maintenance responsibility for those 
improvements, once complete. 

Response to Comment #27-4: 

As noted in Response to Comment #27-2, City of Pueblo staff and citizens 
participated in an extensive public involvement process to determine 
adequate mitigation for impacts to Mineral Palace Park. These efforts have  
(Continued on next page.) 
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Comment Number:  27 Name: Butler, Yolanda (continued) 

 

So I think -- as other people have said, I think the community needs to 

have more current, ongoing input, and we need to have -- hear back -- 
when you make some changes we need to hear back when you've 

decided to do something different than what you said back when we 

were going to meeting after meeting after meeting.  

So -- we appreciate that there's a lot of work, but it's important to 
Mineral Palace Park and that neighborhood. 

Thank you. 

 

 

Response to Comment #27-4 (continued): 

resulted in a Mineral Palace Park Restoration Master Plan that the 
community has helped to develop and as such, is well supported. A key 
component of the plan is to relocate the swimming pool outside of the 
existing park. In addition to being inconsistent with the historic uses of the 
park, the existing swimming pool facilities are aging and require a significant 
amount of maintenance and repair. CDOT recognizes that the community 
pool is an important community amenity and will continue to work with the 
City of Pueblo to implement mitigation. Specific details regarding the size 
and location of the new pool are not yet known. As noted in Exhibit 8-1, 
CDOT and the City of Pueblo will coordinate with the public to solicit 
feedback regarding these issues prior to finalizing the design and 
implementing the restoration plan. 

Response to Comment #27-5: 

As noted in response to Comment #27-4, CDOT has made extensive 
efforts to involve, notify, and inform the public throughout the development of 
the FEIS and more specifically, the development of the restoration plan for 
Mineral Palace Park. CDOT appreciates your involvement in the New 
Pueblo Freeway project. CDOT and the City of Pueblo will continue to 
provide project updates as the construction of Phase 1 of the Preferred 
Alternative begins and will also coordinate with the public to finalize 
mitigation for impacts to Mineral Palace Park. 
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Comment Number:  28 Name: Duran, Bill 

Comments submitted verbally during public testimony at the I-25 New Pueblo 

Freeway FEIS Public Hearing on October 3, 2013: 

What I would like to say is that I live right next to Mineral Palace Park 

and they're proposing to put a wall up, I would like to see a wall sort 

of like they have going up to the college, it's a very beautiful wall, and 
I don't want to see a wall like they have going along up by Bessemer, 

that's not a very pretty wall, so... And, then, I would also like to see 
some lighting put up so that the park side won't be so dark and having 

anybody stay in there, any homeless or anybody that shouldn't be in 
there; and maybe close the through drive down 19th so that we don't 

have those speeders that go all the way up and down 19th. And that's 

what I propose. 

 

Response to Comment #28-1: 

The New Pueblo Freeway Aesthetic Guidelines formulated design 
parameters that capture the character and inherent elements of the various 
neighborhoods (see Appendix C - Aesthetic Guidelines of the FEIS). The 
New Pueblo Freeway Aesthetic Guidelines will be used during final design to 
help CDOT identify appropriate aesthetic design elements to ensure 
compatibility within the community and each viewshed. Measures to soften 
and enhance the aesthetics of the highway improvements will be 
implemented, as identified in the March 2010 Memorandum of 
Understanding between the City and CDOT (see Appendix F - Memorandum 
of Understanding Between the City of Pueblo and Colorado Department of 
Transportation of the FEIS). This can include architectural treatments 
applied to walls to reflect the architectural character of the surrounding area. 

Response to Comment #28-2: 

Lighting plans will be evaluated during the final design and implementation 
of the Mineral Palace Park Restoration Plan (see Chapter 3 – Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences, Section 3.3 Parks and 
Recreation, Exhibit 3.3-13 of the FEIS). Lighting can be placed within the 
park to increase the visibility at night in order to enhance safety.  

Response to Comment #28-3: 

City of Pueblo staff and citizens participated in an extensive public 
involvement process to determine adequate mitigation for impacts to Mineral 
Palace Park, which resulted in the development of a restoration plan for the 
park (see Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences, Section 3.3 Parks and Recreation, Exhibit 3.3-13 of the 
FEIS). CDOT has committed to constructing the restoration plan as 
mitigation for impacts to Mineral Palace Park. The Mineral Palace Park 
Restoration Master Plan includes a park circulation road that will allow one-
way traffic to enter the park at Main Street (the park’s historical entrance) 
and exit at 19th Street and Santa Fe Avenue. State-of-the-art traffic-calming 
techniques will be introduced to slow traffic along the perimeter of the park, 
including 19th Street. 
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Comment Number:  29 Name: Filler, Phyllis 

Comments submitted verbally during public testimony at the I-25 New Pueblo 

Freeway FEIS Public Hearing on October 3, 2013: 

Yes, I'm -- I'm here on behalf of Star Nursery, I -- I'm a friend of 

Chuck that owns the nursery, and I was a good friend of Frank 

Starginer, who set up the wildlife display that you see from I-25. 

Our concern, and -- and Frank's concern when he was living -- he 

passed away in '0 -- '09, so he's been gone a while, but we still honor 

his memory – and he set up that wildlife display to honor the wildlife 
of Colorado. 

A lot of people have -- have cared about that particular icon in this 

city, it makes a unique statement, and we just hate to see it go away, 
we hate to have it put behind an 18-foot wall that will obscure it from 

the -- the driving public that goes by. Lots of people have commented 
on it. 

Just -- back when Frank was living he set up a -- he's -- I went to 

some highway meetings with him, he was concerned about this back -- 

years back, that his wildlife display would be obscured somehow, and 
that's our concern, is that hopefully that won't happen. 

We've written letters to Mr. DeHeart and different -- made various 

suggestions about it, either having a really low wall in front of that 
display. I know the -- the -- the wildlife display's on a big mound that 

is kind of a natural sound barrier in itself, so if the sound barrier was 
on the other side of it, just left that area open, I don't think that would 

be too serious of a thing. 

We've had a lot of comment from people in the nursery -- or in the 
neighborhood, who have written their comments at the nursery, and 

have said "This is part of Pueblo," "I love the wildlife display, Pueblo 

wouldn't be the same without it."  

That's our feeling, that we just do not want to see this unique display 
hid from view. 

Thank you. 

 
 

 
 

Response to Comment #29-1: 

Please refer to response to Comment #20 for information regarding the 
proposed noise wall adjacent to the Star Nursery animal display. CDOT will 
work with the Star Nursery on a noise wall design that satisfies noise 
mitigation requirements and is aesthetically integrated into the neighborhood 
context. CDOT will work to accommodate the Star Nursery animal display to 
the extent possible, based on safety, noise reduction, and approved design 
specifications. 
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Comment Number:  30 Name: Freeman, Ted 

Comments submitted verbally during public testimony at the I-25 New Pueblo 

Freeway FEIS Public Hearing on October 3, 2013: 

Okay, I have a couple questions, as I said. Number one, okay, with 

reference to the CDOT funds that were High -- you know, Highway – 

I-25 and the Highway 50 corridor, and I didn't understand why CDOT, a 
state organization, is forcing the City to fund that and -- and make -- 

matching the funds in that. We're in a situation where both the County 
and the City has a shortfall. 

Now, because of the fact that they didn't have money to meet this 

match we made a deal that we would maintain the state highways, 
well, that's going to cost us money, and I don't understand why we're 

even allowing that to happen, okay? It's a problem, you know, the -- 

why CDOT's not taking care of it themselves without requiring a match 
from the City and the County. 

 

 

Response to Comment #30-1: 

CDOT provided a one-time opportunity in 2013 to fund transportation 
projects by partnering with Local Agencies (cities and counties).  This new 
effort is known as Responsible Acceleration of Maintenance and 
Partnerships (RAMP). The part of RAMP that relates to partnerships is 
called “Transportation Partnerships” and is dedicated to leveraging state 
transportation dollars by creating Public Private Partnerships with industry 
and Public-Public Partnerships with local government to provide 
improvements on corridors where partnership opportunities exist. This fund 
will provide an opportunity for local governments and CDOT to potentially 
move forward with projects that CDOT would not be able to fund alone. The 
local agencies (City and County of Pueblo) applied for projects that they 
considered important where they could provide a match in funds for the 
project. The City and County of Pueblo partnered together to apply for the 
projects to CDOT. In the Pueblo area, two projects will receive RAMP 
partnership funding:  Ilex Bridge to 1st Street which will replace the existing 
bridges and widen the Interstate on I-25 and US 50 West which will add an 
eastbound lane between McCullough Boulevard and Wills Boulevard. Ilex 
Bridge to 1st Street on I-25 will receive an estimated $68 million with 
$36 million budgeted from the State of Colorado Bridge Enterprise Program 
(funded by State Bill 09-108 FASTER legislation) and $22 million from 
RAMP and $10 million from FASTER Safety.  US 50 West will receive 
approximately $11.2 million with $5 million coming from FASTER Safety and 
$6.2 million funded by RAMP.  

Pueblo County and the City of Pueblo are partnering together for an in-kind 
cash match for both the US 50 West project and I-25 Ilex Bridge to 1st 
Street. The local match commitments involve the devolution (the transfer of 
maintenance responsibility or ownership from the State of Colorado to local 
agencies) of two state highways within City of Pueblo and Pueblo County.  
Those highways are SH 227 and SH 233. The City of Pueblo will take 
ownership of SH 227 (Joplin Avenue) and the County of Pueblo will take 
ownership of SH 233 (Baxter Road). The devolution value will be the 
equivalent of the maintenance for 20 years of that road. The devolution 
value of SH 227 is $4.1 million and the value of SH 233 is $4.9 million. The 
City and County of Pueblo will take formal responsibility for ownership and 
maintenance of SH 227 and SH 233 at a negotiated date in the future to be 
determined prior to signing the Intergovernmental Agreement. 
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Comment Number:  30 Name: Freeman, Ted 

Comments submitted verbally during public testimony at the I-25 New Pueblo 

Freeway FEIS Public Hearing on October 3, 2013: 

Now, my second question is -- and this is a question that I brought up 

in the past on a number of occasions, and I feel it would have a major 

impact in the -- in the region -- and that is, instead of having the 
railroad tracks, otherwise the Santa Fe Northern Burlington (sic) tracks 

that come down the Fountain Creek, be consolidated with the Union 
Pacific type of tracks. Now, remember, I -- I believe that we need -- 

absolutely need the railroad, but if we could get there -- the railroads to 
agree to that just think of the environmental impact problems that 

would be solved. As a matter of fact, we would not lose as much of 

Mineral Palace Park, the -- the I-25 corridor would be much more level 
and not so curvy and everything else, you know. 

And the -- the response that I get when I ask that question is that, well, 

you can't get the railroads to sit down at the table and discuss it, the 
problem is that they've -- nobody's asked the railroads. That's the lack 

of our leadership that we have in the region. 

So, anyhow, I -- I am still bringing up that question of, hey, let's talk to 
the railroads and let's see if they can't do something about it. 

I thank you. 

Response to Comment #30-2: 

As you note, there are many constraints along the I-25 corridor that 
influenced the design of the Preferred Alternative. Even if the active UPRR 
rail lines were consolidated with BNSF lines as you suggest and no longer 
located adjacent to I-25 and Fountain Creek, impacts to Mineral Palace Park 
would be unavoidable. As explained in Chapter 4 – Section 4(f) Evaluation, 
Section 4.3.3 Mineral Palace Park of the FEIS, several options were 
considered for avoiding impacts to the park. In the vicinity of Mineral Palace 
Park, the UPPR rail line, and Fountain Creek Park Land are all directly 
adjacent to CDOT right-of-way, which presented a design challenge for 
widening the highway and limited options for avoidance in this area. One 
option evaluated relocating the rail line further east to avoid impacts to the 
park. Even if these lines were no longer active, removal of the lines that are 
historic would constitute an adverse effect under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act and a “use” of  Section 4(f) property. Additionally, 
shifting the highway east would constitute an impact to Fountain Creek Park 
Land, which is also a protected Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) resource. 
These changes would likely still impact wetlands adjacent to Fountain 
Creek.  

The curves and uneven terrain in the current I-25 alignment are a result of 
design practices at the time that the interstate was originally constructed. 
Consolidation of the rail lines would have a minimal effect on the project 
impacts related to straightening and flattening the highway as part of the 
Preferred Alternative. 

CDOT consulted with the affected railroad owners during the development 
of the Build Alternatives. However, the idea of consolidating the rail lines 
was not discussed because it was not deemed necessary to implementation 
of either Build Alternative, and it would not substantially reduce 
environmental impacts as discussed above. This does not preclude CDOT 
or the City of Pueblo from discussing rail line consolidation with the line 
owners in the future. 
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Comment Number:  31 Name: Hardwick, Mary 

Comments submitted verbally during public testimony at the I-25 New Pueblo 

Freeway FEIS Public Hearing on October 3, 2013: 

Well, I'm kind of on the fence because I'm a friend of Frank's, too, and 

I love the animals, I think they're great, but I think I have an idea. I 

also love Mineral Palace Park.  

I moved here 10 years ago from seacoast New Hampshire, and it was 

a little devastating for me at first, and I decided, well, I am going to 

search out the beauty of the city, so I -- the first thing I did, I went 
riding around town, and the first place I went to was Mineral Palace 

Park, and it's beautiful, the flowers are beautiful, and you drive in and 
everything, and, then, I got to the -- the duck pond and I was 

horrified, because you can see the -- the cars going by and the 

pollution and the noise and everything. So I think definitely the wall -- 
especially since the -- the -- the -- the road is going to be widened, it's 

going to go right up -- right up to the park, I think the wall is very 
necessary. 

But I think the animals are a Pueblo tradition -- and I -- and I love the 
Pueblo people, the way they, you know, stand up for their traditions -- 

so 

my idea would be -- if Star Nursery doesn't shoot me -- if they would 
donate these animals to the City and we could put them in Mineral 

Palace Park, and that way we could enjoy them -- rather than three 
seconds when you're flying down the highway, we could go to the park 

and spend the day there and we could enjoy the animals while our 

kids are swimming and whatever. 

So that's my suggestion. 

But I do think the park would really be – it is a tourist attraction, and I 
think it would be made a lot more peaceful and quiet and beautiful 

with the -- with the wall. 

Thanks. 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment #31-1: 

Thank you for your suggestion. Please refer to response to Comment #20 
for information regarding the proposed noise wall adjacent to the Star 
Nursery animal display. Because Mineral Palace Park is a historic property, 
the Mineral Palace Park Restoration Master Plan (illustrated in Chapter 3—
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, Section 3.3 - 
Parks and Recreation of the FEIS) focuses on restoring historic elements of 
the park.  Moving the animals to Mineral Palace Park would not be 
consistent with these efforts. However, CDOT will work with the Star Nursery 
on a noise wall design that satisfies noise mitigation requirements and is 
aesthetically integrated into the neighborhood context. CDOT will work to 
accommodate the Star Nursery animal display to the extent possible, based 
upon safety, noise reduction, and approved design specifications. 
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Comment Number:  32 Name: Miklich, Mary Ann 

Comments submitted verbally during public testimony at the I-25 New Pueblo 

Freeway FEIS Public Hearing on October 3, 2013: 

I live on West 18th Street, 300 Block. 

My concerns about the noise wall is a concern that the people up in 

Colorado Springs had, and that is noise travels in a sign wave, and, 
so, if it goes over that wall who's going to hear it? It's the people that 

are two blocks away from the sign -- the sound wall are going to start 
hearing the noise. 

And that's the problem they had up in Colorado Springs on I-25 
around the Fillmore area, people that lived right -- right next to the 

wall it was very quiet, but two blocks over it became louder and 

louder and louder. 

So my concern is, is how's the sound wall going to mitigate all of the 

noise that the people from Court west hear, especially at night? 

Where is the sound wall actually going to start and where is it actually 

going to end in this Phase I? 

And the train noises have become unbearable in the neighborhood, 
and I've lived in the neighborhood over 20-some years now. Since 

CDOT took those houses out and put those retention slash detention 
ponds – I call them "mosquito breeding ponds" -- and all we get is 

the train noise, because it acts as a funnel, there's nothing to break it 
up. Now, will this 18-foot or 17.5 or whatever dimension wall, all 

right, break up that sound? Because if it doesn't, then why do it? We 

might as well just leave it as is and don't have this fancy wall and 
spend the money elsewhere. 

 

Response to Comment #32-1: 

A noise barrier must be tall enough and long enough to block the view of a 
highway from the area that is to be protected, the “receptor.” In general, the 
higher the barrier is, the greater the level of noise reduction achieved. Noise 
barriers are most effective at blocking sound waves for the first one or two rows 
of homes at distances up to 200 to 300 feet from the barrier. The noise wall 
proposed at Mineral Palace Park and along North Albany Street will be effective 
in reducing interstate traffic noise for the first few rows of residences nearest to 
the wall. The intersection of Court Street and West 18th Street is located 
approximately 1,300 feet west of the proposed noise barrier. Your home is 
situated too far from the noise barrier to experience a noticeable reduction in 
highway traffic noise. It is important to note that barriers are not designed to 
eliminate or block all noise. In practice, barriers reduce the sound from a 
highway by absorbing sound waves, transmitting sound waves, reflecting sound 
waves back across the highway, or forcing sound waves to take a longer path 
over and around the barrier. Since the path of transmission for sound is a wave, 
as you have stated, a noise barrier can have the effect of redirecting the 
trajectory of the sound wave, which also changes where the noise is heard 
more loudly.  

Response to Comment #32-2: 

As illustrated on Page 4 of the Noise Technical Report (Hankard 
Environmental, Inc., 2012) in Volume II of the FEIS, this wall begins about 
halfway between 13th Street and 14th Street, and extends north to just past 
21st Street.  In total, the barrier is approximately 3,000 feet long and was 
modeled at a height of 18 feet. 

Response to Comment #32-3: 

The first row of residences benefitted by the noise wall located along the 
detention park (Pits Park) will experience a 5 to 9 A-weighted decibels (dBA) 
reduction in projected future traffic noise levels. The noise wall will be effective 
in reducing interstate traffic noise but will be less effective in reducing train horn 
noises because of the distance of the noise wall from the train. Noise barriers 
are most effective at distances up to 200 to 300 feet from the barrier. As far as 
frequency of train horns is concerned, 49 Code of Federal Regulations Part 222 
legislates that locomotive engineers must sound train horns in advance of 
public at-grade crossings, over which CDOT has no authority to regulate or 
require mitigation. Reduction of train horn noise does not fall within the scope of 
this project. 
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Comment Number: 32 Name: Miklich, Mary Ann (continued) 

 

We're in a government shutdown right now because people can't 
compromise and can't negotiate, and I really think that the 

neighborhoods need to be in this negotiation of whether or not this 

final design is really going to impact us on a positive note. 

Thank you. 

 

Response to Comment #32-4: 
CDOT believes your comment about whether the final design will impact you 
positively refers to how the final design of the noise wall will reduce highway 
and train noise in your neighborhood, and that you are asking that 
neighborhoods be involved in the decision to construct noise walls. As 
described in Section 5.2 - Noise Preference Surveys of this document, CDOT 
mailed noise wall preference surveys in September 2013 to residents and 
property owners who would benefit from the three proposed Phase 1 noise 
walls. The majority of survey respondents supported construction of the 
proposed noise walls, and therefore all three noise walls are recommended as 
part of Phase 1. As noted in response to Comment #32-1, the first row of 
residences benefitted by the noise wall located along the detention park (Pits 
Park) will experience a 5 to 9 dBA reduction in projected future traffic noise 
levels.  
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery (Letter and petition with 455 signatures)  

 

Response to Comment #33-1: 

Thank you for assembling the various comments in the 
attached petition with 455 signatures. Please refer to 
response to Comment #20 for information regarding the 
proposed noise wall adjacent to the Star Nursery animal 
display. 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 

 

 

 

33-1 
(cont’d) 



APPENDIX B - RESPONSE TO PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE FEIS 

I-25 NEW PUEBLO FREEWAY RECORD OF DECISION  B-85 

Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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Comment Number: 33 Name: Star Nursery 
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