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M E E T I N G  S U M M A R Y   
 

The New Pueblo Freeway Draft EIS 
Agency Scoping Meeting

See full list on page 2ATTENDEES: 

FHWA 3rd Floor Conference Room, 555 Zang, Lakewood, ColoradoLOCATION: 

MEETING DATE: February 13, 2003 

SUBJECT: New Pueblo Freeway  

PROJECT: 158128; IM 0251-156; SA 12831 

AUTHOR: Dirk D. Draper/CH2M HILL 

 

INTRODUCTION 
These meeting notes reflect the decisions and action items agreed on at this meeting.  Please 
advise the Author as soon as possible if your meeting notes reflect any substantial 
differences from these notes. 

On February 13, 2003, FHWA and CDOT hosted the Agency Scoping Meeting for the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) of the New Pueblo Freeway.  The meeting was held 
in the 3rd floor conference room of the FHWA office in Lakewood.  The purpose of the 
meeting was to exchange information with resource management agencies about the project, 
and solicit feedback on the Environmental Methodology Report CH2M HILL has written for 
the project.  The meeting began at 10 a.m. and lasted until 12:15 p.m.  

INVITATION AND PARTICIPATION 
CH2M HILL worked with FHWA and CDOT Region 2 to identify federal, state and local 
agency representatives to invite to the scoping and coordination meetings.  The Table below 
lists individuals based in Denver and their participation at the Scoping Meeting.  Invitations 
to the meeting were emailed by Chris Horn/FHWA, on Friday, January 31, 2003, with the 
Environmental Methodology Report and Information Package attached as PDF files. Written 
invitations were mailed to the same individuals the following week, along with copies of the 
same two documents.  CH2M HILL called each individual by telephone on Monday and 
Tuesday, February 10-11, 2003, to remind them of the meeting and determine their intent to 
participate. Representatives from HUD were identified late in this process.  Following 
several telephone calls during the week, email invitations were sent by CH2M HILL to two 
HUD representatives on Wednesday, February 12, 2003.  

The project sponsors will hold an “Agency Coordination Meeting” in Pueblo on February 
27, 2003, for local agencies.  The email and letter invitations identified this meeting to all 
recipients for their convenience. Please refer to the separate Agency Coordination Meeting 
Summary from that event for more information.  
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PARTICIPANTS 
Agency/Individual, Specialty Invited Attended 

Federal and State Transportation Agencies 
FHWA/Charmaine Farrar, Manager 

 
No 

 
Yes 

FHWA/Dennis Durbin, Environmental Yes Yes 
FHWA/Chris Horn, Project Manager Yes Yes 
FHWA/Monica Pavlik, Environmental No Yes 
FHWA/Edrie Vinson, Environmental Yes No 
CDOT Region 2/Dick Annand, RPEM Yes Yes 
CDOT Region 2/Judy DeHaven, Environmental  Yes Yes 
CDOT Region 2/David Miller, Project Manager Yes Yes 
CDOT EP/Mike Banovich , Landscape Architect No Yes 
CDOT EP/Tom Boyce, Water Quality Yes No 
CDOT EP/Dan Jepson, Cultural Resource Mgr-Archaeologist Yes Yes 
CDOT EP/Gordon McEvoy, Water Quality No Yes 
CDOT EP/Jerry Piffer, Air Quality, Environmental Justice Yes Yes 
CDOT EP/Lisa Schoch, Historian  Yes Yes 
CDOT EP/Rebecca Vickers, Environmental Manager  Yes No 
CDOT EP/Steve Wallace, Paleontologist Yes Yes 
 
Denver Resource Agencies 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation/Don Klima, Manager 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

No 
Army Corps of Engineers/Anita Culp, Floodplains Yes Yes 
CDPHE/Air Pollution Control Division/Jim DiLeo, Air Quality Yes Yes 
CDPHE/Solid Waste/Pat Martinek, Hazardous Materials Yes Yes 
CDPHE/Water Quality/Kathleen Reilly, Water Quality Yes No 
EPA/Sarah Fowler, 404 program No Yes 
EPA/Debra Lebow, NEPA Yes Yes 
FEMA/John Liou, Floodplains Yes Yes 
Fish and Wildlife Service/Allison Michael, Listed species Yes Yes 
HUD/Guadalupe Herrera, Environmental Justice Yes No 
HUD/Howard Kutzer, Environmental Justice Yes No 
SHPO/Dan Corson, Historical and Archaeological Yes No 
 
Consultant Team in Attendance 
CH2M HILL/Bill Knapp, EIS Project Manager  

  

CH2M HILL/Dirk Draper, Environmental Planner    
CH2M HILL/Andrea Garcia, EIS Task Manager   
CH2M HILL/Mary Jo Vobejda, EIS Public Involvement Manager 
 

  

A
The agend

GENDA 
a is attached and was followed in conducting the meeting.  

DISPLAYS AND HANDOUTS 
Bill Knapp/CH2M HILL Project Manager, conducted the majority of the first half of the 
meeting using a PowerPoint slide show that introduced participants to the project 
background and extensive development phase activities.  

Mary Jo Vobejda/CH2M HILL Public Involvement Specialist, briefed the group on the 
public involvement strategies and activities that were conducted during the Feasibility 
Study.  She highlighted the variety of methods used to engage the public in the decision
making process that occurred during planning. 
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Bill Knapp provided an overview of the environmental issues that were discovered during 
the Feasibility Study and explained the reasons an EIS is warranted.  Bill talked through the 
EIS schedule, which shows a completion date of December 2004 for a DEIS submittal. 

Andrea Garcia/CH2M HILL EIS Task Manager, described FHWA and CDOT early agency 
coordination efforts.  This included an October 7, 2002, field trip and informal resource 
agency briefings conducted in November and December 2002.  She described the purpose of 
the Environmental Methodology Report and how it will be used to guide the EIS study process.  
She said that comments are being accepted on the report through March 13, 2003. 

A number of maps and oversized figures were displayed at the meeting, including aerial 
photos overlain with map outlines of each alternative that were approximately 8 feet long, 
and one aerial photograph of the corridor that was approximately 12 feet long.  

Participants at the meeting were provided with a meeting agenda and an 11” x 17” map of 
each of the three alternatives. A number of copies of the Environmental Methodology Report 
and Info Package were distributed at the meeting.  

ACTION ITEMS 

These action items were identified in the Agency Scoping meeting: 

• CH2M HILL will send updated maps of the Existing I-25 Alignment Alternative to 
meeting participants. 

• CH2M HILL will send copies of the agenda and 11x17 maps to agency representatives 
who were invited but unable to attend the Agency Scoping or Coordination meetings. 

• CH2M HILL to change CDPHE contact to Kathleen Reilly and delete Bill McKee’s name 
from the Contact List, and to delete Van Truan/Corps from the Contact List. 

• EPA will provide CH2M HILL with examples of air toxins mitigation measures. 

• Judy DeHaven/CDOT R2 will provide a copy of new CDOT noise guidance to CH2M 
HILL. 

• Chris Horn/FHWA will provide FHWA guidance on Cumulative Impacts (February 
2003) to CDOT and CH2M HILL. 

• CH2M HILL to provide Steve Wallace, CDOT paleontologist with aerial photographs at 
1” = 2000’ scale for his fieldwork. 

• Agency representatives will submit comments on the Environmental Methodology Report 
to Andrea Garcia/CH2M HILL by March 13, 2003.  

• After March 13, 2003, CH2M HILL will revise the Environmental Methodology Report to 
reflect comments from FHWA, CDOT, and participants at the Scoping and Coordination 
meetings.  Copies of the revised Environmental Methodology Reports will be provided to 
agency representatives on the Scoping Contact List. 
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DISCUSSION 
During the hour-long question-and-answer session CH2M HILL recorded comments and 
questions on a display easel.  The transcript of comments is attached.  Much of the 
discussion focused on floodplains, air toxins, and secondary impacts.  

 Floodplains 
John Liou/FEMA advised that numerous studies of Fountain Creek are underway; 
consistency is needed in approach and assumptions on all studies of Fountain Creek, 
including the New Pueblo Freeway.  FEMA noted that revising the models of Fountain 
Creek’s complex floodplains is a process further complicated by the interim status of 
hydrology modeling. John suggested that hydraulics modeling will be needed for 10 miles 
of Fountain Creek. 
 
FEMA noted that its stringent floodway criteria and Executive Order 11988 on floodplains 
must be followed in planning the New Pueblo Freeway.  
COE/FEMA/PPACG need to define roles/responsibility among themselves, given the 
multiple concurrent studies and interim status of baseline data.    
 
Bill Knapp confirmed that potential impacts to the floodplains were presented to the public 
during the initial project planning.  He noted that additional analysis and results will be 
shared with public during the EIS. 
 
Also see comment on indirect impacts in the Wetlands discussion, below.  
 

Air Quality and Air Toxics 
Chris Horn asked whether the Environmental Methodology Report section is too detailed for 
an attainment area.  After discussion, participants agreed that further meetings are needed 
with FHWA, CDOT, EPA and APCD regarding the level of air quality analysis needed in 
Pueblo. CH2M HILL explained that existing I-25 through-lanes operate at Level of Service 
(LOS) C or better, while some existing interchanges along I-25 operate at LOS D or better.  
Future traffic operations (2025) are anticipated to operate at LOS F. 
 
NEPA requires some discussion of conformity with limited hot spot analysis, given the 
forecast of LOS F.  Jim DiLeo/APCD and Debra Lebow/EPA requested a qualitative 
statement on particulates in the DEIS, and suggested that standard language from those 
agencies be applied to the air quality analysis. EPA may not require heavy detailed 
analysis, but the agency does have mitigation measures to implement now, for example, 
requiring construction vehicles to use cleaner diesel fuel, and implement dust control 
measures.  
 
EPA explained its position that air toxins are a more important topic than pollutants in 
Pueblo.  Impacts from air-borne toxins could be an important element in a project’s 
environmental justice evaluation if potential impacts are concentrated in specific 
neighborhoods and mitigation is not implemented.  EPA cited the example that fugitive 
dust containing heavy metals is a concern, and may be an issue at the steel mill, especially 
when excavations occurs.  
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EPA is requiring that some mitigation measures for air toxins be addressed in the DEIS.  
The agency does have mitigation measures to implement now (for example I-70 East 
corridor an EPA/Denver City project) and will provide examples to CH2M HILL.  CDOT 
does not currently have a department policy on air toxins.  

 
Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

Dan Jepson/CDOT EP, asked about the level of public interest in historic preservation in 
Pueblo, and what had been the level of involvement in public meetings. CH2M HILL 
described a high level of local pride and interest in cultural resources, and cited multiple 
local historical groups operating in Pueblo.  CH2M HILL summarized attendance at the 
public participation events as consistently high, with high level of local interest and 
understanding.  
 
Dan Jepson noted that the Environmental Methodology Report section on cultural resources 
should be more detailed and reflect archaeological and paleontological investigations and 
Native American consultations, all of which will be conducted by CDOT.  He also requested 
that given the size and complexity of historic resources in this study area the consultant 
team have very close contact with CDOT-EP, especially Dan and Lisa Schoch/CDOT EP.  
Dan offered that when CH2M HILL meets with local groups on historic resource issues, 
CDOT would be willing to attend.  Bill Knapp noted that one of the public workshops is 
specifically focused on historical resources.  
 
Steve Wallace/CDOT EP paleontologist, requested aerial photographs at 1” = 2000’ scale for 
his fieldwork.  He also noted that CDOT would need Rights of Entry agreements to do 
paleontology fieldwork.  
 

Hazardous Materials 
Debra Lebow/EPA, requested that the DEIS address the potential presence of lead-based 
paint, especially in residences and bridges.  She also asked if we had methodology 
established on how to report  and address methamphetamine labs (a growing concern in 
many urban areas).  
 
One participant asked whether any of the alternatives would directly affect the mill, and 
whether a brownfields approach was appropriate.  After discussion FHWA and CDOT 
agreed to confer with EPA on potential funding sources under their brownfields programs.   
 

Alternatives Analysis 
One participant asked if the EIS will revisit all of the original alternatives evaluated in the 
preliminary planning.  CH2M HILL confirmed that these alternatives will be evaluated and 
documented.  
 

Noise 
CDOT recommended the Environmental Methodology Report to be revised to reflect the 
agency’s new regulations on noise. Judy DeHaven/CDOT R2 will provide a copy of the 
guidance to CH2M HILL. 
 

Erosion/Sedimentation especially in Fountain Creek  
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Anita Culp/Corps asked how sedimentation and erosion would be addressed in the EIS, 
and noted that stormwater and MS4 permits will be needed.  She also noted that mitigation 
will be required, not “may” as currently stated in the Environmental Methodology Report.   
 
John Liou/FEMA asked that the EIS address how to ensure protection of highway from 
flooding.  The Corps asked that during design Dillon Crossing be made perpendicular to 
Fountain Creek, if possible, to minimize impacts.  
 

Water Quality 
One participant asked for identification of the City’s water sources.  CH2M HILL explained 
that Pueblo obtains its water from the Arkansas River and Pueblo Reservoir.   
 
Gordon McEvoy/CDOT EP suggested that the DEIS clarify the water use type that is 
impacted by project activities, and to distinguish between potable or industrial uses because 
water quality needs may vary among uses.  
 

Wetlands and T & E 
Allison Michael/USFWS asked that the DEIS include analysis include “water bodies, 
wildlife” for their important connections with riparian communities. She also noted that the 
agenda identified these resources, but the Environmental Methodology Report did not. CH2M 
HILL explained that wetlands and riparian habitat would be evaluated in the DEIS, as 
identified in the Environmental Methodology Report, and acknowledged that the agenda, 
which is based on the FHWA Technical Advisory does vary on that topic.  
 
Anita Culp/Corps asked that care be taken in delineating wetlands in 2003, and to not base 
our analysis or conclusions on current hydrology.  She suggested that during drought 
conditions we not rely only on hydrology but map the wetland features based on 
vegetation.  
 
One commentor noted that Executive Order 11990 on Wetlands Protection should be 
identified as guidance in Environmental Methodology Report.  
 
One commentor noted that the DEIS analysis of wetlands include discussion of the impacts 
on off-site gravel pits for aggregate, and suggested that this is a potentially important issue.  
The suggestion was made that we treat this potential impact as disclosure issue—that is, 
identify it in Indirect Effects or Cumulative Impacts, and don’t ignore it as a potential 
impact.  
 
Another commentor noted that this same issue applied to floodplains—that is, gravel 
mining can indirectly affect floodplains.  
 

Green Building Practices 
Pat Martinik/CDPHE requested that green building practices be implemented wherever 
possible; for example, recycling old concrete and using recycled tires in noise walls.  The 
commentor suggested that CDOT build these practices into contractual incentives for 
contractor. Bill Knapp suggested this be reflected in any project advertisements so 
contractors could reflect this approach in their bids. Another commentor suggested that 
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balancing recycling and other green practices be among the topics in the context sensitive 
solutions workshops.  
 

Visual  
One participant advised that FHWA and CDOT should use the federal Highway 
Beautification Act as guidance on visual impacts.   
 

Cumulative Impacts  
Chris Horn recommended the Environmental Methodology Report be revised to reflect the 
February 3, 2003, FHWA-published interim guidance on cumulative impacts.  Chris Horn 
said he would provide this document to CDOT and CH2M HILL. 
 

ARCHIVED MATERIALS 
Contact list 
Information Package 
Environmental Methodology Report 
Transcript of comments recorded on easel at meeting 
11 x 17 maps 
Invitation email  
Invitation letter 
B.Knapp PowerPoint presentation slides 
Sign-In sheets  

 







 

M E E T I N G  S U M M A R Y   
 

The New Pueblo Freeway Draft EIS 
Agency Coordination Meeting

See full list on page 2ATTENDEES: 

Interim Library Conference Room, 701 Court Street, Pueblo, ColoradoLOCATION: 

MEETING DATE: February 27, 2003 

SUBJECT: New Pueblo Freeway  

PROJECT: 158128; IM 0251-156; SA 12831 

AUTHOR: Dirk D. Draper/CH2M HILL 

 

INTRODUCTION 
These meeting notes reflect the decisions and action items agreed on at this meeting.  Please 
advise the Author as soon as possible if your meeting notes reflect any substantial 
differences from these notes. 

On February 27, 2003, FHWA and CDOT hosted an Agency Coordination Meeting for the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) of the New Pueblo Freeway.  The meeting 
was held in the Interim Library for the City-County Library in Pueblo.  The purpose of the 
meeting was to exchange information with resource management agencies about the project, 
and solicit feedback on the Environmental Methodology Report CH2M HILL has written for 
the project.  The meeting began at 10 a.m. and lasted until 11:50 a.m.  

INVITATION AND PARTICIPATION 
CH2M HILL worked with FHWA and CDOT Region 2 to identify federal, state and local 
agency representatives to invite to the scoping and coordination meetings.  The Table below 
lists individuals based in Pueblo and their participation at the Coordination Meeting.  
Invitations to the meeting were emailed by Chris Horn/FHWA, on Friday, January 31, 2003, 
with the Environmental Methodology Report and Information Package attached as PDF files. 
Written invitations were mailed to the same individuals the following week, along with 
copies of the same two documents. CH2M HILL called each individual by telephone on 
Tuesday and Wednesday, February 25-26, 2003, to remind them of the meeting and 
determine their intent to participate.  

The project sponsors held an “Agency Scoping Meeting” in Lakewood on February 13, 2003.  
The email and letter invitations identified the February 13th meeting to all recipients for their 
convenience. Please refer to the separate Agency Scoping Meeting Summary from that event 
for more information.  
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PARTICIPANTS 
Agency/Individual, Specialty Invited Attended 

Federal and State Transportation Agencies 
FHWA/ Dennis Durbin, Environmental 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

CDOT Region 2/Dick Annand, RPEM Yes Yes 
CDOT Region 2/Judy DeHaven, Environmental  Yes Yes 
CDOT Region 2/David Miller, Project Manager Yes Yes 
 
Pueblo Resource Agencies 
Bessemer Historical Society/Maria Sanchez  

 
 

Yes 

 
 

No 
City of Pueblo/Dan Centa, Transportation Yes Yes 
City of Pueblo/David Cockrell, Neighborhoods No Yes 
City of Pueblo/Tom Cvar, Public Works Yes No 
City of Pueblo/Bob Gilliland, Parks No Yes 
City of Pueblo/Jim Munch Yes Yes 
City of Pueblo/Jack Quinn, Housing Authority Yes Yes 
City of Pueblo/Rich Zajac, Parks Yes Yes 
Colorado Division of Wildlife/Al Trujillo Yes No 
Colorado Division of Wildlife/Kevin Kaczmerek  Yes No 
PACOG/Bill Moore, Director Yes Yes 
Pueblo County/Kim Headley, Planning Yes No 
Pueblo County/Greg Severance, Public Works Yes No 
Pueblo County/Del Olivas, Social Services Yes No 
Pueblo County/ Jeffrey Woeber, Planning Yes Yes 
Pueblo County, City of Pueblo/Emmet Hance, Health Department Yes Yes 
Pueblo County, City of Pueblo/Chris Nevin-Wood, Health Department Yes No 
Pueblo County Historical Society/George Williams Yes Yes 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers/Van Truan, Manager Yes No 
 
Consultant Team in Attendance 
CH2M HILL/Bill Knapp, EIS Project Manager  

  

CH2M HILL/Andrea Garcia, EIS Task Manager   
CH2M HILL/Mary Jo Vobejda, EIS Public Involvement Manager   
CH2M HILL/Dirk Draper, Environmental Planner    
Ballantyne Marketing/Glenn Ballantyne, Public Involvement 
 

  

A

The agend

GENDA 

a is attached and was followed in conducting the meeting.  

DISPLAYS AND HANDOUTS 
Bill Knapp/CH2M HILL Project Manager, conducted the majority of the first half of the 

 meeting using a PowerPoint slide show and display maps that introduced participants to
the project background and extensive development phase activities.  

MaryJo Vobejda/CH2M HILL Public Involvement Task Manager, briefed the group on the 
public involvement strategies and activities that were conducted during the Feasibility 
Study.  She highlighted the variety of methods used to engage the public in the decision
making process that occurred during planning. 

Bill Knapp

 

 provided an overview of the environmental issues that were discovered during 
 the Feasibility Study and explained the reasons an EIS is warranted.  Bill talked through the

EIS schedule, which shows a DEIS submittal in December 2004. 

Andrea Garcia/CH2M HILL EIS Task Manager, described FHWA and CDOT early agency 
coordination efforts.  This included an October 7, 2002, field trip and informal resource 
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agency briefings conducted in November and December 2002.  She described the purpose of
the Environmental Methodology Report and how it will be used to guide the EIS study proc
She said that comments are being accepted on the report through March 13, 2003. 

A number of maps and oversized figures were displayed at the meeting, including aerial 
photos approximately 6 feet long overlain with map outlines of each build alternative. 

 
ess.  

 

s 
the 

identified in the Agency Scoping meeting: 

inutes from both agency 

and replacement of Benedict Park.  

e 

 

Participants at the meeting were provided with a meeting agenda and three 11” x 17” map
of each of the alternatives, one overlaid on an aerial photograph. A number of copies of 
Environmental Methodology Report were distributed at the meeting. Participants were asked 
to register on the Sign-In Sheet.  

ACTION ITEMS 

These action items were 

• CH2M HILL will send copies of the agenda, 11x17 maps, and m
meetings to participants and invitees.  

• Distribute Air Quality Technical Memo, when it is completed, to Pueblo County Health 
Department.  

• Reach out to residents in the Prairie neighborhood, east of St. Mary’s School, in 
discussions about potential impacts to 

• Involve St. Charles Water District in the project if their points of diversion on th
Arkansas River are to be affected. 

• Agency representatives will submit comments on the Environmental Methodology Report
to Andrea Garcia/CH2M HILL by March 13, 2003.  

he Scoping and Coordination 

-answer session CH2M HILL recorded comments and 
 display easel. Much of the discussion focused on neighborhood impacts and 

• After March 13, 2003, CH2M HILL will revise the Environmental Methodology Report to 
reflect comments from FHWA, CDOT, and participants at t
meetings.  Copies of the revised Environmental Methodology Reports will be provided to 
agency representatives on the Scoping Contact List. 

DISCUSSION 
During the hour-long question-and
questions on a
local economic development.  

 Agency Coordination 
Jim Munch/City asked how local agencies can best coordinate on the project with federal 
and state agencies. Bill Knapp reviewed opportunities for meetings that include context 
sensitive solution workshops, topic-specific open houses, monthly meetings with FHWA, 
and periodic meetings with the resource management agencies.  
 
Bill Moore/PACOG asked how conflicts between agencies would be resolved.  Denny 
Durbin/FHWA explained that FHWA will try to resolve issues whenever possible, but if 
that is not possible FHWA, as the lead agency, will make the final decision.  
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Emmet Hance/City-County Health Department said the County Health Department w
be interested in coordinating with the Air Pollution Control Division (in Colorado 
Department of Health and Environment) and seeing the air quality deliverab

ould 

les when they 
re available. Andrea Garciaa  noted that APCD and EPA had attended the Agency Scoping 

lysis is 
meeting and that air toxins was subject of considerable discussion. She said that a more 
detailed air quality methodology report would be written before the air quality ana
conducted.  The report will be reviewed by air quality staff from FHWA, CDOT, APCD, 
EPA, and PACOG. 
 
 
Jim Munch asked how the three community working groups would be involved in the EIS.  
Bill Knapp confirmed they would be involved, and that coordination efforts would begin 

llowing the scoping activities that are now underway.  fo
 
 Project Alternatives 
Dan Centa/City asked why the south end of the project footprint had changed from the 
Feasibility Study, and whether that would affect the study. Bill Knapp responded that the 

IS will evaluate all areas affected. He noted that the original study area ended at Pueblo 
t the Stem Beach interchange was added later to reflect a 

E
Boulevard, as does the EIS, and tha
very long-term planning horizon. Bill also explained that the EIS study area ending at 
Pueblo Boulevard does not affect opportunities to improve the Stem Beach interchange at 
any time in the future.  
 
Jim Munch asked whether the Dillon Street extension is included in the EIS boundaries
whether the potential impact on Erie Avenue would be included in the EIS.  

, and 
Bill Knapp 

confirmed that the EIS includes the extension of Dillon Street but not the future/potential 
pacts associated with a connection to Erie.  im

 
George Williams/Pueblo Historical Society asked if a bypass entirely around the city had
been suggested.  

 
David Miller/CDOT R2 and others explained that this had been explored

and determined not to be desirable for the City
 

 to remove all traffic from the interstate.  
 
 Local Traffic 
Dan Centa voiced concern about how the present configuration of access roads could shift 
traffic to Mesa from Northern, which is the opposite of what needs to happen. He suggested 

is intersection be examined to ensure it achieves the project’s objectives, and that traffic 
d to reduce unwanted cut-through traffic. David Cockrell

th
calming and signage be use /City 
also noted that traffic speeds and volumes west of Mesa are a concern for schools in this 
area.  
 
David Cockrell expressed support for a below-grade I-25 because it would reduce noise.  
 
Bill Moore asked what decision was reached in building a slip ramp at Mesa/Northern. Bill 
Knapp explained that there was not sufficient room to construct the ramp under Mesa and 
the concept has been determined not to be feasible.  
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Dan Centa suggested that to improve local connectivity the project must include robust 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Jim Munch recommended that to improve connectivity the 
study must begin by identifying where the highway is a barrier and where it is not.  
 
 Project Phasing 
Jim Munch asked if the project could be phased to implement some segments as partial 
funding becomes available. Bill Knapp and David Miller confirmed that no formal decision 

ad been made and that this would be evaluated and implemented if appropriate. Judy h
DeHaven/CDOT R2 also noted that CDOT will talk with EPA about how brownfields 

s approaches could be used in some areas of the corridor to limit remediation requirement
and expedite highway improvements.  
 
 Community Parks 
George Williams suggested that residents in the Prairie neighborhood, east of St. Mary’s 
School, be included in discussions about potential impacts to Benedict Park, noting that this 

 one of few parks on the east side, and is heavily used by those residents. He also noted 
sidered as well as the acreage of the park, and expressed 

is
that the layout of the park be con
concern that the long-thin footprint identified by Bill Knapp may not be usable as a park. 
 

 

George Williams asked if indirect impacts (such as noise) on Mineral Palace Park will be 
evaluated and addressed, and how potential impacts will be balanced.  He cited as an 
example how a noise wall could protect the quiet but block views into the park.  Bill Knapp 
onfirmed that indirect impacts will be addressed, and agreed that some balancing like this 

  
c
will be required, but it is too early to determine how an issue like this would be resolved.
 
 Neighborhoods  
David Cockrell requested that the new Bessemer Neighborhood Plan be considered in the EIS 
plan.  David noted he is the City’s representative working with the neighborhood.  He also 
ommented that in any redevelopment, parking at the site will be important, and that 

ssemer Ditch and future access points are all being 
c
boundaries just south of the Be
considered now.  
 
 Historic Properties  
Jim Munch said that a new local historic preservation commission regulates demol
historic properties

ition of 
. He noted potential impacts along Bradford and asked whether CDOT 

ould comply with local regulations on demolition. Judy DeHavenw  asked if relocation was 
avoid demolition and preserve these properties.  These an appropriate option that would 

issues will be addressed in the EIS.  
 
David Cockrell observed that a local group, supported by students from the University of 
Colorado, is working on nominating Mineral Palace Park as a national historic district. 
Another commentor noted that creation of a Northside Historic District is being explored 

ow.  n
 
Jim Munch asked if the EIS will consider induced economic impacts and development 
pressure near interchanges. He suggested that the secondary impacts analysis should 
evaluate the “big picture” such as the location of hazardous materials sites relative to the 

DEN/MT_030227_AGENCYCOORD.DOC 5 158128 



THE NEW PUEBLO FREEWAY DRAFT EIS 
AGENCY COORDINATION MEETING 

DEN/MT_030227_AGENCYCOORD.DOC 6 158128 

terstate.  Bill Knappin  and others confirmed that we will evaluate secondary and indirect 
impacts in the EIS.   
 
 Environmental Justice  
Andrea Garcia noted that the project sponsors were aware of potential impacts related to 
environmental justice.  She asked Jack Quinn/City Housing Authority if he had suggestions 

f how to effectively engage low income and minority neighborhoods in the planning o
process. Jack Quinn responded that he understood that the seniors’ high rise north of 
Mineral Palace Park would not be impacted under the present footprint.   
 
Bill Knapp asked specifically for suggestions about how to engage the East Grove 
neighborhood in planning activities. Emmet Hance acknowledge this is difficult and 
recommended being tenacious in efforts to engage neighborhoods. Jack Quinn noted that 

e Grove neighborhood has many rentals and thus residents are unlikely to participate.  th
 
 Water Resources 
Jim Munch recommended that St. Charles Water District be involved in the project if their 
points of diversion are to be affected.  He also noted that the Bureau of Reclamation may 
undertake a NEPA study on reauthorizing the dam and minimum flow requirements 

t to Colorado Springs, and recommended the project team associated with a pipeline projec
coordinate with the Bureau’s effort.  
 
George Williams observed that public works has some emergency floodgates that may
affected, and asked if they were involved. 

 be 
Andrea Garcia noted that Public Works was 

invited to today’s meeting, that we would coordinate with them, and that they would be 
rovided with meeting minutes.  

gy Report 
s recorded on easel at meeting 
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April 29, 2010 
 
 
Ms. Lisa Schoch 
CDOT 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Ave. 
Denver, CO 80222 
 

    Re:  Re:  Re:  Re:  IIII----25 25 25 25 Pueblo Freeway Section 106 ConsultationPueblo Freeway Section 106 ConsultationPueblo Freeway Section 106 ConsultationPueblo Freeway Section 106 Consultation    
 
Dear Lisa: 
 
As a follow-up to email and in-person communication with you, we are writing to 
seek National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 consulting party status for the 
I-25 Pueblo Freeway project.  The National Trust would like to participate actively 
in the review process as a “consulting party” under Section 106 of the NHPA, 
pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 800.2(c)(6). 
 
The National Trust for Historic Preservation is a private nonprofit organization 
chartered by Congress in 1949 to promote public participation in the preservation 
of our nation's heritage, and to further the historic preservation policy of the 
United States.  See 16 U.S.C. § 468.  The Mountains/Plains Office provides technical 
assistance to eight states, including Colorado.  With the strong support of our 
250,000 members around the country, including nearly 3,000 members in 
Colorado, the National Trust works to protect significant historic sites and to 
advocate historic preservation as a fundamental value in programs and policies at 
all levels of government.   
 
We are particularly interested in this project because of its potential to affect the 
historic buildings and structures associated with the Colorado Fuel and Iron (CF & 
I) complex which is bisected by the existing alignment of I-25.  We have provided 
a $5,000 grant to the Bessemer Historical Society for a master plan for the CF & I 
administrative complex buildings on the west side of the existing corridor.  We 
hope that investment will not be lost in the realignment.    
 
Because of the National Trust’s knowledge and concern about historic properties 
potentially affected by the project, we believe we can provide important 
information and a valuable perspective as a consulting party under Section 106.   
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Please include us in your distribution list for public notices of any meetings, and 
for the circulation of any documents for comment.   
 
We look forward to participating as the review and consultation process moves 
forward for the I-25 Pueblo Freeway.   
 
Sincerely, 

        
Amy Cole      
Sr. Program Officer &    
Regional Attorney 

 
 
cc: Amy Pallante, CO State Historic Preservation Office 
 Jim Hare, Colorado Preservation, Inc. 
 Wade Broadhead, Department of Planning and Community Development,  

City of Pueblo 
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July 23, 2010 
 
 
Ms. Lisa Schoch 
CDOT 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Ave. 
Denver, CO 80222 
 

    Re:  IRe:  IRe:  IRe:  I----25 25 25 25 Pueblo Freeway Section 106 ConsultationPueblo Freeway Section 106 ConsultationPueblo Freeway Section 106 ConsultationPueblo Freeway Section 106 Consultation    
 
Dear Lisa: 
 
Thank you for holding a consulting parties meeting earlier this month.  We were 
pleased to have the opportunity to gain more information about the project, meet 
members of the project team and share concerns about the effect the project 
could have on historic properties. 
 
A general comment on the effects determination document:  It seems like it would 
be easier for the reader to understand the narrative if the indirect and direct 
effects were grouped together instead of being spread into two sections of the 
document.  In addition, in certain places the discussion about some historic 
properties, such as the Steelworks Suburbs District, addresses both direct and 
indirect effects but is found only in “Section 5: Directly Impacted Historic 
Properties.”  For clarity, Table B-8 could also be revised to show “direct” adverse 
effects, rather than using the terms “partial or full acquisition.”  
 
We ask you to reconsider the No Adverse Effect determination for 5PE41789, the 
Minnequa Steel Works Office complex.  While the complex is a contributing 
element of the Steelworks Suburbs Historic District (which we agree is adversely 
effected by both the modified and existing alternatives), it’s also an individually 
listed National Register property.  A number of characteristics (such as increased 
height of the new roadway, visual intrusions, demolition of structures within the 
mill complex, etc.) are cited as contributing to the adverse effect determination 
for the Steelworks District.  Determination of Effects at 5-103-104.  However, later 
in the document these same characteristics are cited as being “minor” and not 
sufficient to trigger an adverse effect determination for the individually listed 
Minnequa Steel Works Office Building.  Id. at 6-16.  We disagree and feel that the 
changes to the character-defining features of the Office Building under either 
alternative warrant an Adverse Effect determination.   
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Based on our in consulting parties discussion, we agree that because the details of 
the preferred alignment, more complete information about adverse effects 
(particularly within the CF & I complex), and the impact of implementation of 
other documents such as the Mineral Palace Park Plan and the design guidelines 
will not be known for some time into the future, a Programmatic Agreement, 
rather than an MOA is the preferred way to proceed under Section 106.  
 
Finally, from the dialogue at the recent meeting and from Section 8.2 of the 
Determination of Effects document, we realize that there are many different ideas 
being proposed for mitigation of adverse effects.  However, we remind you that 
NHPA requires you to “seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse 
effects on historic properties.”  36 C.F.R. 800.1(a).  We feel that it’s premature to 
have a discussion about mitigation at this early stage in the project and is yet 
another reason to support a PA.   This discussion is especially critical as it relates 
to the CF & I complex which is an iconic, defining part of Pueblo’s history.  If it is 
possible to avoid or minimize effects to elements of that site, we should work 
towards that goal first before designing mitigation. 
 
Thank you for considering our comments and please let me know if you have any 
questions. 
 
Sincerely, 

        
Amy Cole      
Sr. Program Officer &    
Regional Attorney 

 
 
cc: Amy Pallante, CO State Historic Preservation Office 
 Jim Hare & Patrick Eidman, Colorado Preservation, Inc. 
 Wade Broadhead, Department of Planning and Community Development,  

City of Pueblo 
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Section 4(f) Correspondence 



 
Creighton Wright  800 Goodnight Avenue 
Director of Parks & Recreation  Pueblo, CO  81005 
 
 
Mike Sexton  Phone:  (719) 553-2790 
Assistant Director  Fax:  (719) 553-2791 
Parks & Recreation  email:  parks@pueblo.us 
  www.puebloparks.us 

 
Parks & Recreation 

 
July 13, 2010 
 
Rich Zamora,  
Colorado Department of Transportation 
1019 Erie Ave 
Pueblo, CO 81002 
 
 
SUBJECT: Pueblo I-25 Freeway Letter for EIS 
 
 
Dear Mr. Zamora, 
 
The new Pueblo I-25 Freeway project will be a major asset for the City of Pueblo and the rest of southern 
Colorado.  It provides badly needed improvements to the vehicular transit system for the City of Pueblo 
and the region.  It also provides for awesome opportunities to develop regional multimodal trail system 
and recreation amenities via mitigation due to the freeway expansion. 
 
As you may know, I became Parks and Recreation Director for the City of Pueblo in September 2009.  
This is far after the major planning effort for the new Pueblo I-25 Freeway had ended.  I have studied the 
plans extensively, met with the landscape design team and spoke with some of the staff that were 
involved in the project.  This document identifies concerns/challenges, proposed solutions and my 
preferences for the ultimate design based on the most advantageous multimodal trail system and 
recreation amenity development.  Other than a preferred alignment, this does not relate to the vehicular 
transit system. 
 
While I would have pushed for many design changes due to my own past experience had I participated in 
the design, I will not ask for wholesale changes, but rather will identify less significant challenges that 
will need to be addressed as the formal design process begins.  With this in mind, it is critically important 
that someone from the Pueblo Parks and Recreation formally participate in the design and construction 
process to ensure an understanding of the design, allow time to prepare for changes and ensure city 
standards are followed and accommodated.  
 
ALIGNMENT 

1. MODIFIED ALIGNMENT PREFERRED – HIGH IMPORTANCE 
Due largely to the opportunity to create significant trail connectivity and linkages, I prefer the 
modified alignment.  The modified alignment provides significantly more trail opportunities and 
provides critical north/south connectivity that doesn’t currently exist.  

 
TRAIL CONCERNS WITH THE MODIFIED ALIGNMENT 

1. While the modified alignment is preferred, it doesn’t provide the necessary detail to understand 
the design intent.  The concerns with trails has mostly to do with the connections and the 
expected crossing method.  Oftentimes, trails die because the connectivity isn’t considered early 

mailto:parks@pueblo.us�


enough in the project.  There are several places where the proposed trail crosses the railroad, 
on/off ramps to the freeway, pedestrian bridge, and Northern Avenue.  Finally, it is critical to 
ensure connectivity to other regional amenities adjacent to the freeway project, i.e. Arkansas 
River, and Runyon Lake. 

 
FOUNTAIN CREEK GREENWAY PLAN/RUNYON LAKE MASTERPLAN 

1. The City will be adding to the scope of the Fountain Creek Greenway Plan and including areas 
around Runyon Lake, connections to HARP, Runyon Park, and the area between Runyon 
Park/Lake and I-25.  If CDOT plans to purchase existing houses in this area, the City would be 
interested in taking control of this space and planning for recreation amenity development, 
turning the area into a regional draw.  

 
MINERAL PALACE PARK 

1. MAINTENANCE YARD – HIGH IMPORTANCE 
The Maintenance Yard at Mineral Palace Park represents approximately half the City’s park 
maintenance needs and therefore must not be inoperable for any length of time.  It should be one 
of the first items replaced, and not taken out of commission until after a new yard has been 
constructed.  
 
The planned new location of the yard is problematic.  It is currently two blocks from the highly 
intense uses at the park.  The yard needs to be more centrally located to the park. 
 

2. POOL – MEDIUM IMPORTANCE 
There has been recent discussion about possibly putting an aquatics complex in downtown and 
closing the pool at Mineral Palace Park.  This project would the time to make that change.  
Perhaps the money for mitigation could be contributed to this ultimate location. 
 

3. PARKING – MEDIUM IMPORTANCE 
In its current design the park is severely underparked.  If the park were redesigned, additional 
parking needs should be accommodated.  

 
Again, the I-25, New Pueblo Freeway, is badly needed to improve the transit system for Pueblo and all of 
Southern Colorado.  This project will not only develop the transit system but will assist in the 
development of a multimodal regional trail system and recreation amenities for the City of Pueblo and 
surrounding area.  
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions or comments about the abovementioned requests.  I am 
excited about the development of the transportation system and improvements to the trails and recreation 
system.  
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Creighton Wright 
Director  



  

 

 

 
LEDPA Concurrence Coordination 





 

 

I-25 New Pueblo Freeway: Preferred Alternative 
Decision Process 

Executive Summary 
The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), in coordination with the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the New Pueblo Freeway, which is a 7-mile stretch of I-25 through the City of Pueblo. 
Interstate 25 (I-25) is a north-south highway that extends from the border of Mexico to 
Wyoming. The route serves as a strategic international corridor under the North American 
Free Trade Act and as an economic lifeline for the city of Pueblo (see Exhibit 1). 

Through Pueblo, I-25 is among the oldest segments of the interstate system in Colorado. 
Few improvements have been made to this segment of I-25 since it became operational in 
1959. There is evidence that this stretch of highway has now reached, and in some cases 
exceeded, its service life. 

While a number of alternatives were considered during the development of this project, the 
alternatives screening process (conducted in conjunction with resource agencies, local 
government representatives, and public input) eliminated all but two action alternatives: the 
Existing I-25 Alternative and the Modified I-25 Alternative. These two alternatives have 
been carried through the detailed impact assessment that will be documented in the Draft 
EIS (DEIS), which is scheduled for publication in late 2010 or early 2011.  

While both alternatives are carried through the DEIS and impacts of each are discussed 
within the document, CDOT and FHWA would like to identify a Preferred Alternative in 
the DEIS. Identifying a Preferred Alternative in the DEIS is dependent upon complying with 
sections of two federal laws in particular: Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and 
Section 4(f) of the United States (US) U.S. Department of Transportation (US DOT) Act of 
1966.  

Based on a careful analysis of the project’s impacts and considering the requirements of the 
regulations implementing Section 404 and Section 4(f), it is recommended the Modified I-25 
Alternative be identified as the preferred alternative, because it better serves the project’s 
purpose and need. Although this alternative has more impacts to wetlands, the impacts can 
be mitigated.   Additionally under this alternative, measures to minimize harm were 
carefully considered; subsequently, the uses to the Section 4(f) recreational properties can 
also be minimized, mitigated, and/or  replaced. This memo documents the rationale behind 
this recommendation. 

Regulatory Framework: Section 4(f) and Section 404 
The regulations implementing Section 4(f) of the US DOT Act of 1966 and the Section 404 of 
the CWA provide guidance for evaluating potential impacts to the resources they protect. 
On occasion, the requirements of  Section 404 and Section 4(f) may point toward different 
project alternatives as preferable for avoiding and minimizing impacts to resources. To 
highlight the goals and processes of these laws, a brief summary follows. 
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Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
Waters of the US, including wetlands, are regulated by the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) under Section 404 of the CWA. For CDOT projects, Section 404 requires that 1) 
impacts to wetlands be avoided or minimized to the extent practicable and 2) CDOT obtain 
a permit from the USACE before discharging fill into waters of the US. Section 404 also 
requires that unavoidable impacts to wetlands be minimized and mitigated through 
preservation, restoration, wetland banking, or creation of additional wetland acreage. 
Additionally, the CWA Section 404 (b)(1) guidelines require that the Preferred Alternative 
selected be the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA),the 
practicable alternative that results in a proposed discharge that would have the least 
adverse effect on the aquatic environment. 

In addition to the Section 404 regulations, Presidential Executive Order (EO) 11990 
"Protection of Wetlands," requires that federal agencies avoid, to the extent practicable, both 
long-term and short-term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of 
wetlands. More specifically, the EO directs federal agencies to avoid construction in 
wetlands unless there is no reasonable alternative, and states that where wetlands cannot be 
avoided, the proposed action must include all practicable measures to minimize impacts to 
wetlands. 

Section 4(f) of the US DOT Act of 1966 
Section 4(f) stipulates that FHWA and other Department of Transportation agencies can not 
approve the use of land from publicly owned parks or recreational areas, wildlife or 
waterfowl refuges, or public or private historical sites unless the following conditions apply:  

 A determination is made that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of 
land from the property, and the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm 
to the property resulting from such use, or  

 The use of property, including any measures to minimize harm, will have a de minimis 
impact on the property. 

Section 4(f) legislation requires the selection of an alternative that avoids the use of Section 
4(f) property, if that alternative is deemed feasible and prudent. The Section 4(f) regulation 
states that, if there is no feasible and prudent alternative that avoids use of Section 4(f) 
properties, FHWA “may approve only the alternative that causes the least overall harm in 
light of the statute's preservation purpose.” (23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 774) 

Project Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the New Pueblo Freeway project is to 1) improve safety by addressing 
deteriorating roadways and bridges and unsafe road characteristics on I-25, and 2) improve 
local and regional mobility within and through the City of Pueblo to meet existing and 
future travel demands. 

Construction of I-25 through Pueblo began in 1949 and was completed in 1959. The roadway 
was constructed before the interstate system and its associated design guidelines had been 
created. As a result of its age and the design practices of the time at which it was built, this 
section of I-25 through Pueblo contains structural and operational deficiencies. These 
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deficiencies are becoming apparent through current transportation problems that can be 
grouped as follows: 

 Safety problems. This section of I-25 has high accident rates that exceed state averages; 
segments with narrow lanes; areas where shoulders are too narrow to safely 
accommodate a broken-down vehicle; on and off ramps with inadequate lengths to 
maneuver vehicles; and inadequate spacing of interchanges to safely merge with 
highway traffic. 

 Mobility problems. In this section of I-25, there are interchanges that do not connect to 
appropriate city streets (connect to local neighborhood streets rather than major arterial 
streets); areas of reduced speed; segments with congestion and a poor level of service; 
aging bridges with inadequate bridge sufficiency ratings; and conflicts with local and 
regional travel. 

Interstate 25 is an aging facility with short, steep on and off ramps, tight curves, and little or 
no shoulders for emergency stopping. The highway engineers in the 1950s designed the 
freeway to serve transportation needs through the year 1975.  

The demands of twenty-first century travel manifest in high accident rates along this stretch 
of I-25. The accident rates are a result of the combination of traffic volumes, increasing 
speeds, and inadequate geometric features (such as tight curves, inadequate stopping sight 
distance, narrow shoulders, and close ramp spacing). Furthermore, the on and off ramp 
deficiencies and high usage intensify the accident rates at and near interchanges.  

As exemplified by the need to improve mobility, also of concern to local residents is the 
fragmentation of neighborhoods and communities that occurred with the original 
construction of I-25. Reestablishing connectivity between fragmented areas goes hand-in-
hand with improving mobility on the local system. In turn, improved mobility on the local 
system will reduce the need for residents to use I-25 for the purposes of local trips. 

Alternatives Investigated  
The Existing I-25 Alternative, the Modified I-25 Alternative, and a No Action Alternative 
have been identified and are evaluated in the DEIS prepared for the project. These 
alternatives are described below. 

No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative includes minor maintenance, repair, and safety improvements 
throughout the Pueblo region that are currently included in the Pueblo Area Council of 
Government’s (PACOG) 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. The No Action Alternative fails to 
address documented safety problems on I-25 (including accident rates that exceed statewide 
averages). It does not provide the additional capacity on I-25 to accommodate existing and 
future travel demands and both regional and local trips. It maintains interchanges that do 
not connect to major arterial streets; maintains inappropriate connections to local 
neighborhood streets, areas of reduced speed, congested segments, a poor level of service, 
aging bridges with inadequate bridge sufficiency ratings; and conflicts with local and 
regional travel. It fails to address poor roadway geometry on I-25, including narrow lanes, 
narrow shoulders that do not accommodate broken-down vehicles, ramps with inadequate 
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lengths to maneuver vehicles, and inadequate spacing of interchanges. However, the No 
Action Alternative would not impact any Section 4(f) properties or jurisdictional wetlands.  

Build Alternatives 

Two build alternatives have been identified during the course of the I-25 study, the Existing 
I-25 Alternative and the Modified I-25 Alternative. Both alternatives would: 

 Widen the highway from four lanes to six lanes (three in each direction) between 
approximately 29th Street and Pueblo Boulevard and would reconstruct five 
interchanges; 

 Extend Dillon Drive on the west side of Fountain Creek from 26th Street to US Highway 
50B;  

 Reconfigure the downtown interchanges between 13th Street and 1st Street to be a split 
diamond configuration with one-way frontage roads between the ramps; and 

 Improve east-west mobility by providing a split diamond interchange between 
Abriendo and Northern Avenues and reconnect Abriendo Avenue to Santa Fe Drive/US 
50C. Doing this would reestablish the east-west link that was lost when I-25 was 
constructed in the 1950s.  

The differences between the alternatives are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Existing I-25 Alternative 
The Existing I-25 Alternative includes the improvements described above while following 
the existing alignment. To accommodate the improvements to I-25, the Union Pacific 
Railroad would be moved to the east between the Arkansas River and Evraz Rocky 
Mountain Steel Mill (see Exhibit 2). 

Modified I-25 Alternative 
The Modified I-25 Alternative includes the improvements described in the bullets above as 
well as incorporates alignment changes in the central area of the project. Under the 
Modified I-25 Alternative, I-25 would leave its existing alignment and be relocated to the 
east, approximately between Ilex Street on the north and just south of the entrance to the 
Evraz Rocky Mountain Steel Mills. At this southern location, the highway would rejoin the 
existing alignment through the rest of the project. The roadway that would no longer be I-25 
would be reused to provide an extension of the existing Santa Fe Avenue. This means that 
residents living south and north of the Arkansas River would have direct access to southern 
or northern Pueblo without having to drive on I-25 (see Exhibit 3). 

A new Stanton Avenue would run east from Santa Fe Avenue, go under I-25, and turn south 
at Runyon Field. The road would continue south over the Arkansas River, intersect with 
Santa Fe Drive, and connect to the existing Santa Fe Avenue. This new configuration would 
allow Locust Street to be connected to B Street, west of Santa Fe Avenue. This request came 
from the East Bessemer neighborhood. Residents were extremely concerned about the 
neighborhood losing direct access from downtown (see Exhibit 4) as result of this project.  

Table 1 below illustrates a comparison of the two Build Alternatives.  
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TABLE 1 
Summary of Impacts to Transportation 

Existing I-25 Alternative Modified I-25 Alternative 

Corrects geometric and operational deficiencies. 

Replaces 15 bridges that have low sufficiency ratings. 

Extends Dillon Drive to increase off-highway mobility for local users. 

Reconstructs interchanges at US 50B and between 1st Street and 13th Street to improve ramp length, mobility, 
and safety by connecting I-25 to more appropriate city streets. 

Modifies transit routes by reconfiguring interchange systems. 

Improves east-west connectivity through reconstruction of the Abriendo Avenue and Northern Avenue 
interchange complex. 

Reconstruction of the Abriendo Avenue interchange 
and removal of the Ilex Street interchange improves 
safety by increasing spacing between interchanges. 

Restores off-highway connections that were removed 
during original I-25 construction. Extension of Santa 
Fe Avenue and Stanton Avenues to re-establish 
23 miles of local grid system and improves safety and 
mobility. 

Relocates existing railroad tracks to the east to 
accommodate for wider highway footprint. 

Provides alternative north-south routes for local users. 

Improves off-highway mobility for local users by 
construction frontage road system at Northern 
Avenue. 

Reduces demand on I-25 and increases local mobility 
and east-west access by reconstructing the Northern 
Avenue interchange and construction of a frontage 
road system. 

Source: New Pueblo Freeway Project Team, 2010. 

Resource Study Background 
A comprehensive investigation of social, natural, and cultural resources was completed as 
part of the project. These resources and potential impacts to them will be documented in the 
Draft and Final EISs being prepared for this project. As this memorandum is concerned with 
the regulatory requirements of Section 404 and Section 4(f), a summary of the wetlands and 
Section 4(f) resources in the study area is presented below. 

Wetlands and other Waters of the US 
A field survey of the project area was conducted in 2003 to verify the presence or absence of 
potential wetland areas. Wetlands in the project area were identified and boundaries were 
delineated using the procedures in the USACE Wetlands Delineation Manual (USACE, 1987). 
In addition, CDOT performed a functional assessment for all wetland areas in May 2010. A 
total of seven wetland areas (WL-1 through WL-4 and WL-5a, 5b, and 5c) and three waters 
of the US (the Arkansas River, Fountain Creek, and Runyon Lake) were identified during 
the field survey (see Table 2 below). The wetland areas are primarily concentrated along the 
Arkansas River and Fountain Creek corridors and total 13.85 acres within the project area. 
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TABLE 2 
Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. within the Project Area 

Location Cowardin Classification System1 
Acreage within Project 

Area 

WL-1 PEM/PFO 4.04 

WL-2 PEM/PFO 1.06 

WL-3 PSS/PFO 0.39 

WL-4 PEM 010 

WL-5a PSS/PFO 1.80 

WL-5b PEM/PFO 4.35 

WL-5c PEM 2.11 

Arkansas River Riverine 9.06 

Fountain Creek Riverine 25.76 

Runyon Lake Riverine 2.42 
1 The wetland areas were categorized by the Cowardin Classification System as follows:  
Palustrine Emergent (PEM) - Characterized by erect, rooted, herbaceous hydrophytes, excluding mosses and 
lichens. This vegetation is present for most of the growing season in most years. These wetlands are usually 
dominated by perennial plants. All water regimes are included except subtidal and irregularly exposed.  
Palustrine Scrub Shrub (PSS) - Includes wetland areas dominated by woody vegetation less than 6 meters (20 
feet) tall. The species include true shrubs, young trees, and trees or shrubs that are small or stunted because of 
environmental conditions. All water regimes except subtidal are included.  
Palustrine Forested (PFO) - Similar to the PSS Classification however; the PFO Classification is characterized 
by woody vegetation that is 6 meters tall or taller.  
Riverine - Includes all wetlands and deepwater habitats contained within a channel with the exception of 
wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, emergent mosses or lichens; and habitats with 
water containing ocean-derived salts in excess of 0.5 percent.  

The wetlands and the waters of the U.S. are shown in Exhibits 5 through 8.  

Wetland 2 (WL-2), the wetland impacted more by the Modified I-25 Alternative than by the 
Existing I-25 Alternative, was assessed using CDOTs Functional Assessment of Colorado 
Wetlands (FACWet) as part of this analysis.  While this wetland in terms of habitat 
connectivity and buffer capacity was determined to be functioning impaired it received a 
composite FCI (Functional Capacity Index) score of 0.82 out of 1.00.  This relatively high 
score was due to the fact that this wetland is still highly functioning in terms of water 
storage, nutrient/toxicant removal, flood attenuation, and supporting aquatic habitat.  
Weed species only constituted a minor portion of the wetland vegetation. 

Other wetlands within the study area were examined with scores slightly to moderately 
lower to that of WL-2.  WL-1 had a composite FCI score of 0.76, which was the lowest of the 
assessed wetlands.   

Section 4(f) Resources  
The study area for the New Pueblo Freeway project includes the following parks and 
recreational facilities, from north to south: 
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 Detention Ponds between 29th Street and 24th Street (Pits Park), adjacent to I-25 
 Mineral Palace Park between 15th and 19th Street, adjacent to I-25 
 Fountain Creek Park Land and Trail east of I-25, follows Fountain Creek 
 Runyon Field Sports Complex at Ilex east of I-25  
 Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area along Arkansas River east of I-25 
 The Arkansas River Corridor 
 Benedict Park at Mesa Avenue east of I-25 
 JJ Raigoza Park at Maryland Avenue west of I-25 

All of the parks are owned by the City of Pueblo with the exception of the 
Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area, which is owned by the Pueblo Conservancy 
District and operated and maintained by the Colorado Division of Wildlife. 

A total of 882 historic resources were surveyed for the project. Of the 882 historic resources 
surveyed (876 individual properties and six neighborhoods) for eligibility, 191 individual 
properties and five historic neighborhoods were recommended for eligibility. The State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with these findings in April 2009. These 
resources include such things as private residences and commercial buildings generally 
constructed between 1900 and 1960, the Santa Fe Avenue Bridge over the Arkansas River, 
the 4.5-mile Colorado & Wyoming railroad switching line, the late 19th century retaining 
walls at the Colorado Smelting Company, and the Steelworks Suburbs Historic District. The 
Steelworks Suburbs Historic District contains several neighborhoods and the steel mill itself. 
Many of these properties are National Register of Historic Places-eligible based on their 
association with patterns of early urban development in Pueblo or because they are good 
examples of historic architectural styles. 

Impacts, Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation of Impacts to 
Wetlands and Section 4(f) Resources 
Wetlands and Waters of the US 
Because the Existing I-25 Alternative and Modified I-25 Alternatives follow the same 
alignment in the northern and southern areas of the project, the central area of the project is 
the differentiator among impacts. Both alternatives would impact 0.13 acre of WL-5c in the 
north area of the project and 0.02 acre of WL-1 in the south area. 

Existing I-25 Alternative 
The Existing I-25 Alternative would impact a total of 0.22 acre of wetlands in the project 
area. In the Central area of the project, the Existing I-25 Alternative would impact a total of 
0.07 acre of WL-2, which would be fragmented and divided in half. Impacts would occur 
due to the extension of Abriendo Avenue to connect to Santa Fe Drive east of I-25. The 
bridge piers currently in place at the Arkansas River crossing would be removed and 
replaced; however, they would be reconstructed in the same locations as the existing piers 
with a slightly smaller footprint. As a result, no direct permanent impacts to the Arkansas 
River would occur. 
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Modified I-25 Alternative 
The Modified I-25 Alternative would impact 1.10 acres of wetlands. The Modified I-25 
Alternative would have a total of 0.95 acre of unavoidable impacts to Central area wetlands, 
consisting of 0.93 acre of impacts to WL-2 and 0.02 acre of impacts to the Arkansas River. 
Specifically, the Modified I-25 Alternative would almost entirely remove WL-2 to 
accommodate the realignment of I-25. Impacts to the Arkansas River would occur due to the 
placement of bridge piers in the Arkansas River. Table 3 provides a summary of impacts to 
the wetlands. 

TABLE 3 
Summary of Impacts to Wetlands 

Existing I-25 Alternative Modified I-25 Alternative 

Construction of the Dillon Drive extension near US 50 would impact 0.13 acre of WL-5c. 

Construction of the Greenhorn Drive extension would impact 0.02 acre of WL-1. 

Extension of Abriendo Avenue would divide the 
wetlands near Santa Fe Drive east of I-25. Area of 
impact is 0.07 acres 

Shifting I-25 to the east would result in the removal of 
almost 90 percent of the WL-2 near Santa Fe Avenue. 
Area of impact is 0.93 acres. 

 Construction of new bridge piers over the Arkansas 
River would impact 0.02 acre of wetlands. 

Total impact of 0.22 acre  Total impact of 1.10 acres 

Source: New Pueblo Freeway Project Team, 2010.  

Substantial efforts have been made to avoid and minimize impacts to the wetland. As noted 
earlier, there is a total of 13.85 acres of wetlands in the study area. Although complete 
avoidance of wetlands was not possible, an effort was made to avoid as many wetlands and 
other waters of the US as possible and to minimize impacts to others. As the project is 
located in a highly urbanized corridor, there is little room available to accommodate shifts 
in the alignment due to the proximity of residential and commercial structures. In some 
cases, avoiding wetlands and other waters of the US would cause considerable residential 
and commercial displacements and was not considered practicable. In other areas, wetlands 
exist along both sides of the roadway, so shifting one direction to avoid an individual 
wetland resulted in impacts to another wetland. 

Project impacts have been minimized to the extent practicable, staying on the existing 
alignment where possible. New fill slopes have been steepened to 3:1 and the use of 
retaining walls will also be incorporated into the design in some locations to prevent new 
fill slopes from extending into wetland areas. This slope will allow vegetation to become 
established but will not pose a safety hazard to the motoring public. The alignment was 
shifted to the extent possible to reduce construction impacts into wetland areas sometimes 
at the cost of other resources.  An example is an earlier alternative that was developed to 
avoid impacts to Mineral Palace Park,a Section 4(f) resource, included widening I-25 to east 
that would push the existing Union Pacific Railroad into the Fountain Creek.  This 
alternative was dismissed because it would present unacceptable impacts to the floodplains, 
Fountain Creek and Wetland WL-5a and WL-5b. 
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Wetland impacts would be mitigated within the project area. The FACWet analysis 
performed in May 2010 by CDOT staff will be used to guide the types of functional values 
that the mitigation would seek to replace. While there are several potential mitigation 
locations within the study area, CDOT and FHWA intend to work with USACE staff to 
identify the best mitigation location and concept to replace the values of the impacted 
wetlands. 

Section 4(f) 
As with the wetland impacts, because of the similarity of the alternatives in the northern 
and southern areas of the project, the impacted 4(f) properties in those areas are the same. 
Because impacts to 4(f) properties are distinguishable only in the Central area, this 
discussion focuses on impacts in that area.  

As detailed under the following discussion for each alternative, differences in impacts to 
historic resources occur at two residential properties, the Colorado and Wyoming (C&W) 
railroad line, and within the Steelworks Suburbs Historic District. The alternatives have 
common impacts to three residential structures, two commercial structures, and the Santa Fe 
Avenue Bridge. Both alternatives impact the C&W railroad line, but the Modified I-25 
Alternative does not impact the unique High Rail segment of that line. Within the 
Steelworks Suburbs Historic District, the Modified I-25 Alternative impacts fewer structures 
and restores connectivity among the neighborhoods adjacent to the Santa Fe Avenue 
Extension. 

Differences in impacts occur at two recreational properties in the Central project area. 
Benedict Park, located east of I-25 on Mesa Avenue, is a 1.9-acre park that contains informal 
athletic fields, a playground, basketball court, and picnic tables. The Runyon/ Fountain 
Lakes State Wildlife Area, located east of I-25 and just north of the Arkansas River, is a 
400-acre undeveloped open space. With the exception of the Fountain Creek Trail, there are 
no other active recreational facilities within the parkland except picnic tables located along 
the trail. 

Both alternatives would impact Mineral Palace Park, which is located on the west side of I-
25, south of US 50B interchange in the northern area of the project. Fountain Creek parkland 
and its associated surface water and floodplain resources are located on the east side of I-25, 
along with a historic railroad line. The widening of I-25 would result in a loss of 
approximately 50 linear feet of the park along the eastern edge, approximately 1.4 acres of 
use. The avoidance and minimization efforts at Mineral Palace Park are notable and are 
indicative of the efforts made by the study team to balance impacts to resources. An 
alternative investigated to avoid impacts to Mineral Palace Park included widening I-25 to 
the east that would push the existing Union Pacific Railroad into the Fountain Creek. This 
alternative was dismissed because it would present unacceptable impacts to the floodplain, 
Fountain Creek, Wetland WL-5a and WL-5b.  
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Existing I-25 Alternative 

Benedict Park 
Under the Existing I-25 Alternative, I-25 would be widened to the east at this location, 
which would require that the Union Pacific Railroad rail line also move east into Benedict 
Park; 0.4 acre of the park’s western edge would be used, leaving 1.5 acres of the park in 
place as a smaller park that could still function as a neighborhood “pocket” park. The 
informal athletic field would be reduced in size; however, the playgrounds and basketball 
court could continue to be used. As a result of the Existing I-25 Alternative improvements, 
2.6 acres directly to the south of and across Mesa Avenue from Benedict Park would become 
an extension of the park, making the size of the revised Benedict Park a total of 4.1 acres. 
The new park plans proposed for the Existing I-25 Alternative address several issues at the 
existing Benedict Park, including parking, trees, and improved lighting. Improvements 
include a larger area, more amenities, and improved access.  

Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area 

No impacts will occur to the State Wildlife Area under the Existing I-25 Alternative. 

Historic Properties 
The remaining Section 4(f) properties impacted by the two Build Alternatives in the Central 
area are historic properties. The Existing I-25 Alternative would impact nine historic 
resources in the Central area. Three residential properties, two commercial properties, and 
the Santa Fe Avenue Bridge would be totally acquired and demolished. The historic 
segments of the Union Pacific Railroad and C&W railroad lines would be removed and 
relocated, including the C&W High Rail line, a unique feature. Additionally, a number of 
properties within the Steelworks Suburbs Historic District would be impacted, including the 
total or partial acquisition of 86 properties.  The constrained right-of-way made avoiding 
individual resources difficult as the avoidance of one historic resource would ultimately 
result in impacts to one or more other resources.  

Modified I-25 Alternative 

Benedict Park 
The Modified I-25 Alternative would realign the highway to avoid the Union Pacific 
Railroad freight rail line. This would require the use of the entire park (1.9 acres). The 
informal athletic fields, two playgrounds, picnic tables, picnic shelter, and a basketball court 
would all be eliminated.  

Under this alternative, 4.3 acres of land south of Mesa Avenue would become a replacement 
park for the existing Benedict Park. The new park plans proposed address several issues at 
the existing Benedict Park, including parking, trees, and improved lighting. Improvements 
include a larger area, more amenities, and improved access. The benefit under the Modified 
I-25 Alternative is greater as a result of the ability to provide a larger, contiguous park when 
compared to the Existing I-25 Alternative. 

Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area 
Under the Modified I-25 Alternative, I-25 would leave the existing alignment at Ilex Street 
and follow a new alignment that would require four bridges to be constructed over the 
Arkansas River and within the Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area. Most of the I-25 
mainline and adjacent ramps would fly over park property; however, bridge abutments on 
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the south side of the river would use some of the State Wildlife Area. For this alternative, 
Stanton Avenue (which currently ends at the State Wildlife Area) would be extended south 
on a bridge over the State Wildlife Area and the Arkansas River. Bridge piers would also be 
placed in the State Wildlife Area to support this bridge. The pedestrian bridge and trail 
would need to be removed and relocated.  

Although there would be new bridge piers, the piers would be placed so they would not 
interfere with recreation. Measures to minimize harm to the Runyon State Wildlife Area 
were developed by the project team with input from Pueblo Conservancy District (the 
agency with jurisdiction over the property), City of Pueblo planning staff, and the public. As 
part of the Modified I-25 Alternative, the pedestrian bridge over the Arkansas River would 
be relocated just east of the proposed Stanton Avenue bridge to allow room for the new 
bridges that would span the river east of the current I-25 alignment. The trail that leads to 
the current pedestrian bridge would be relocated over the new pedestrian bridge to allow 
for crossing the Arkansas River and reconnecting to the Arkansas River trail. After 
construction, the trails would be fully usable by passing under the I-25 bridges and the 
Stanton Bridge. The bricks of greenway donors would stay in place, but the park benches 
and the memorial park bench will be moved to the east, closer to the lake and to a quieter 
location. After project completion and mitigation, there would be no permanent impacts to 
the primary recreational components of the State Wildlife Area, including fishing. 

Historic Properties 
 The Modified I-25 Alternative would impact eleven historic properties in the Central area. 
Five residential properties, two commercial properties, and the Santa Fe Avenue Bridge 
would be totally acquired and demolished. All but two of the residential properties are the 
same as those impacted by the Existing I-25 Alternative. A portion of the C&W railroad line 
would be removed and relocated, but the High Rail line would not be impacted. The 
Colorado Smelting retaining walls would be directly impacted, and within the Steelworks 
Suburbs Historic District, 69 properties would be totally or partially acquired. The 
constrained right-of-way creates difficulty avoiding individual resources as the avoidance of 
one historic resource would ultimately result in impacts to one or more other resources.  

Recommendation 
Two build alternatives have been analyzed in detail for the I-25 New Pueblo Freeway 
project, the Existing I-25 Alternative and the Modified I-25 Alternative. Efforts have been 
made throughout the project study to avoid and minimize impacts to resources, including 
wetlands, waters of the US, parks and recreational facilities, and historic properties. For the 
Modified I-25 Alternative these efforts resulted in potential impacts to only 1.10 of 13.85 
acres of wetlands in the study area. Of the 199 historic properties in the study area, only 
nine would potentially be impacted by the project. 
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The Modified I-25 Alternative should be identified as the preferred alternative in the DEIS. 
The Modified I-25 Alternative is recommended for the following reasons: 

 Although both alternatives address the safety elements of the purpose and need, the 
Modified I-25 Alternative best meets the mobility elements because:  

  The Modified I-25 Alternative provides connectivity to the north and south with the 
extension of Stanton Avenue north and west to Santa Fe Avenue and south to Santa 
Fe Drive. Residents of the Bessemer Neighborhood east of I-25 would be more 
connected to the rest of the neighborhood, as well as the community resources in the 
Grove and Downtown Neighborhoods.  

 The Modified I-25 Alternative also improves north-south mobility by converting the 
existing I-25 south of the Arkansas River to be an extension of Santa-Fe Drive to 
facilitate local trips more efficiently and maintain regional trips on I-25 (see Exhibit 4 
for more detail). 

 The Modified I-25 Alternative also improves east-west mobility over the Existing 
I-25 Alternative by providing a more direct connection to the interstate at Abriendo 
Avenue.  

 The extension of Santa Fe Avenue as a result of the Modified I-25 Alternative also 
provides a benefit to residences on the south end between Minnequa Avenue and 
Logan Avenue by returning the functionality of their properties. When I-25 was 
originally constructed homes that had access to Schley Avenue had their access 
removed and their front doors were adjacent to I-25. The access to these homes was 
only provided through the back alley. With the extension of Santa Fe Avenue these 
homes would have the access to the front of the house returned with access to Santa 
Fe Avenue.  

 Both alternatives share the same impacts in the north and south sections of the project. 
The only difference in impacts occurs in the central section of the project between Ilex 
Street and the Evraz Rocky Mountain Steel Mills.T 

 Although the Modified Alternative impacts 2 additional historic properties compared to 
the Existing Alternative, the Modified Alternative has fewer impacts to properties 
within the Steelworks Suburbs Historic District, 69 would be fully or partially acquired, 
compared to 86 properties with the Existing Alternative. 

 Wetland impacts differ by less than 1 acre, with the Modified I-25 Alternative impacting 
0.88 acre more wetlands than the Existing I-25 Alternative.  

 Impacts to Waters of the U.S. are nearly equal between the alternatives, with the 
Modified I-25 Alternative impacting just 0.02 acre of the Arkansas River. The impact 
would be greater due to the increased number of bridge piers required to span the 
Arkansas River. 

 The estimated costs of each alternative were also considered; however, the costs between 
the two alternatives were too similar to be a differentiating factor. 
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 Both alternatives will impact Benedict Park, but while the initial impact is greater with 
the Modified I-25 Alternative, the Modified I-25 Alternative allows for the construction 
of a new 4.3 acre park to replace the existing Benedict Park. The Existing I-25 Alternative 
reduces the size of the existing park and creates a new 2.6 acre park across the roadway 
from the existing Benedict Park, which is less desirable.  

 Although the Modified I-25 Alternative impacts more of the State Wildlife Area than the 
Existing I-25 alternative, the impacts are minor and do not affect the recreational use. 

 There is very little difference between the Existing I-25 Alternative and Modified I-25 
Alternative in terms of impacts to other resources. Both alternatives would impact 
minimal amounts of wildlife habitat, including Arkansas darter and plains leopard frog 
habitat. The Modified I-25 Alternative would impact one additional hazardous material 
site than the Existing I-25 Alternative, but it would also require less impervious surface 
area (4 acres less than the Existing I-25 Alternative), which would result in lower 
pollutant levels than the Existing I-25 Alternative. 

 The City of Pueblo Parks and Recreation Department expressed its support for the 
Modified I-25 Alternative in a letter dated July 13, 2010. Their preference for the 
Modified I-25 Alternative is based on that alternative’s ability to improve trail 
connections and facilitate north-south movement in the corridor.  

The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and FHWA will work with USACE to 
identify suitable mitigation for impacts to wetlands and waters of the US. The study area 
includes several locations that may be suitable for replacing the functional values affected 
by impacts to wetlands, potentially including locations along the corridors of Fountain 
Creek and the Arkansas River, or within Lake Pueblo State Park. As discussed during a 2006 
field visit with USACE, the mitigation measures may involve placing tree cuttings at the 
trailhead near the mouth of Fountain Creek and along Fountain Creek at State Highway 47 
and planting trees near the Eagle Ridge interchange project.   

The alternatives developed for the New Pueblo Freeway project have avoided the majority 
of wetland, waters of the US, and Section 4(f) resources present within the study area. The 
wetland resources impacted by both alternatives are unavoidable. The Modified I-25 
Alternative represents the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative because, 
while it does have slightly greater impacts to wetlands, it better serves the purpose and 
need for the project by better restoring local access that was hindered by the original 
construction of I-25, allows for a replacement and expansion of Benedict Park, has fewer 
impacts to the Steelworks Suburbs Historic District,  appears to be the Section 4(f) least 
harm alternative, and is supported by local officials. Further, the wetland impacts of the 
Modified I-25 Alternative  may be mitigated within the study area, potentially providing 
equal or greater functional values than those impacted. 
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EXHIBIT 1 
Project Study Area 
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EXHIBIT 2 
Existing I-25 Alternative 
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EXHIBIT 3 
Modified I-25 Alternative 
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EXHIBIT 4 
Modified I-25 Alternative with the New Stanton Avenue 
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EXHIBIT 5 
Wetlands in the North Area 



 

20 
 

EXHIBIT 6 
Wetlands in the South Area 
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EXHIBIT 7 
Wetlands in the Central Area – Existing I-25 Alternative 
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EXHIBIT 8 
Wetlands in the Central Area – Modified I-25 Alternative 
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