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Lines 10 to end of paragraph:  As was discussed at the April 26 meeting of CDOT, FHWA and EPA, the discussion of water quality 
impacts of the Proposed Action in the EA was unclear (EA at pages 3-85 to 3-89).  Especially confusing was the statement that “[t]he 
results of the FHWA model analysis show that pollutant loadings under the Proposed Action could cause acute and chronic standards to be 
exceeded for lead, copper and zinc” (EA at 3-88).  That statement is incorrect. The Proposed Action would not cause the standards to be 
exceeded because CDOT is legally required by its Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) permit to treat roadway runoff prior to 
its discharge to receiving waters. Best management practices must be incorporated in project design in order to comply with federal 
stormwater regulations  (40 CFR 122.26).  FHWA has prepared a clarification of the EA in order to clarify that issue.  The clarification 
can be found in Section 7 of this decision document. 
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Lines 1-6:  No response required. 
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Lines 1-15:  Please refer to the response to page 1, line 10 of this letter. A clarification can be found in Section 7 of this decision 
document. 
 
Lines 17-25:  FHWA agrees with EPA that increases in impervious surfaces are a concern in the project area.  CDOT, along with 
Colorado Springs, Fountain, Manitou Springs, Security, and El Paso County, are implementing programs required by Federal law to 
address water quality concerns from increases in impervious surface and other pollutant-related water quality issues.  
 
CDOT and the City of Colorado Springs have developed drainage criteria manuals that document the procedures, processes and BMPs 
required to assure compliance with approved MS4 permits from the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment.  In addition, 
Fountain, Manitou Springs, and El Paso County have adopted the City's drainage criteria manual.  New development and redevelopment 
projects in these communities are required to conform to a four-step planning process to mitigate potential water quality impacts through 
the implementation of generally recognized, effective BMPs.  This process includes (1) employing runoff reduction practices, (2) 
stabilizing drainage ways, (3) providing detention for Water Quality Capture Volume (WQCV), and (4) considering the need for industrial 
and commercial BMPs.  
 
To reduce the potential impacts from unavoidable increases to impervious surface, CDOT has committed to specific mitigation measures 
outlined on page 3-89 of the EA, including compliance with its MS4 permit.  This permit requires CDOT to conform to its “Drainage 
Criteria Manual” and “Erosion Control and Stormwater Quality Guide,” and carries fines and/or penalties of up to $25,000 for permit 
violations. The CDOT BMPs are similar to those developed by the local communities described above. In cases where the jurisdiction 
overlaps, CDOT will comply with local community procedures and BMPs. 
 
Through the implementation of required BMPs, water quality impacts and runoff resulting from the roadway and urban impervious suface 
areas will not be allowed by Federal law to degrade water quality in the region. 
 
Lines 27-29:  FHWA is aware of the concerns associated with liquid deicers.  CDOT has developed an Anti-icing and Deicing Standard 
Operating Guide, which includes measures that will be implemented to minimize the impacts of deicers.  Specifically, the guide 
recommends against application where crosswinds are in excess of 15 miles per hour to prevent possible drift from the roadway during 
application and limits application of deicers to those specific areas that need it the most, such as steep inclines, bus routes, and main 
thoroughfares.  Road maintenance staff are directed to apply liquid deicers to optimize their use, including monitoring of pavement 
temperature and incoming weather to reduce the quantities of substances used.  Other non-structural BMPs included in the guide are 
proper storage of liquid deicers to prevent unanticipated releases and the proper calibration of application equipment to ensure that only 
the necessary amount of deicer is applied.  These efforts are CDOT standard operations, are already underway in the project area, and will 
continue to be followed.   
 
Line 31:  Selenium is not a constituent of stormwater runoff, and is not a direct impact of the Proposed Action.  References to selenium 
are made in EA Appendix 9 at pages 2-53 and 2-64.  As part of the development of the EA, an evaluation was made of the probable 
pollutants in stormwater runoff from highways.  Table 4 of the Water Quality Technical Memorandum summarizes this information.   
Selenium is not known to be a constituent of concern for highway runoff, and it is unlikely that either the present highway or the future 
expansion would result in selenium loading to the stream. Selenium loading is usually associated with either crude oil or groundwater flow 
through shales into surface waters.  High in-stream levels are usually associated with groundwater seepage, not stormwater runoff. Pierre 
Shale is known to exist in the Monument and Fountain Creek drainages and is the probable source of the selenium in the area.  
 
Lines 34-41:  Preparation of the I-25 Environmental Assessment required that the physical extent and location of proposed improvements 
be understood in sufficient detail to determine likely environmental effects.  For this purpose, CDOT developed the conceptual design for 
improvements, not final design.  The timing and magnitude of funding for the Proposed Action will determine what can be built and when.  
Final design will be accomplished for each construction package as it is identified, and applications will be made for needed permits, 
including Section 404 permits. In the final design process, additional efforts will be made to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts at the 
detailed project level in accordance with the 404(b)(1) guidelines. This commitment to avoid and minimize impacts is discussed in the 
Wetland Finding at page 7-2 of the EA. 
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Lines 1-7:  Prior to construction in any jurisdictional water or wetland, CDOT will initiate pre-application consultation and 
coordination with the Corps of Engineers and all other applicable agencies to assure that these issues are addressed. 
 
Lines 10-16:   The trend towards increasing ozone concentrations noted on page 3-59 is also discussed in the EA’s Section 4, 
Cumulative Impacts, at page 4-10.  The source for the trend information is the region’s air quality planning agency, the Pikes 
Peak Area Council of Governments, in their report, “Air Quality in the Pikes Peak Region: Monitoring and Trends Report,” 
October 2003. The Pikes Peak Region is not in violation of the ozone standard, and thus ozone conformity requirements are 
not applicable.  The trend in ozone concentrations does not take into account that some mitigation measures will be going into 
effect.  Sixty miles to the north of Colorado Springs, the Denver region is addressing ozone issues through an Early Action 
Compact.  Additionally, beginning with the year 2004 ozone season, EPA is requiring Denver’s motor vehicle fuel to have 
lower volatility (Reid Vapor Pressure) than was allowed in previous years.  This is expected to reduce emissions of ozone 
precursor emissions.  Since the Denver area and Colorado Springs area receive the same fuel from the same refinery and 
supply system, the new reduced-volatility fuel is already being sold in the Pikes Peak Region. Importantly, this fuel is used 
not only for on-road motor vehicles, but also in gasoline-powered non-road vehicles (e.g. construction equipment) as well as 
gasoline-powered tools (lawnmowers) and generators.  Emission reductions due to this and other control measures in the 
Denver area are expected to slow the upward trend in ozone that has been observed in the Pikes Peak Region. 
 
Lines 18-21:  Details regarding the modeling of I-25 improvements are found in PPACG’s FY 2004 through FY 2009 
Transportation Improvement Program for the Colorado Springs Urbanizing Area, July 2003, in Appendix A on pages A19, 
A20 and A21.  This list of modeling assumptions used for the approved conformity analysis reflect the following:   
(1) between the years 2000 and 2010, completion of I-25 safety projects;    (2) between the years 2010 and 2015,  
widening of I-25 to six through-lanes for the 26 miles from Exit 135 to Exit 161, including accel/decel lanes between Bijou 
and Fillmore; and   (3) widening of I-25 to eight lanes from Exit 138 to 151, the extent of the proposed HOV lanes.     
 
Lines 23-30:  Conformity was determined for the Proposed Action based on the approved emissions budget in place at the 
time of EA completion.  The purpose of discussing the new emissions budget then under development was to acknowledge 
and disclose that the budget change was underway, and to affirm that the Proposed Action would meet this budget as well.  
 
Lines 32-40:  FHWA recognizes that this is a complex issue.  FHWA and EPA are working together at the national level to 
determine the best way to address urban air toxics in NEPA documents. The discussion of air toxics on pages 3-61 and 3-62 
was intended as public disclosure that exposure to the 22 mobile source air toxics on EPA’s 1996 list could result in human 
health risk.  Since mobile air toxics have not been quantified for the Colorado Springs urban area, the best available source 
for this data is from a study entitled Urban Air Toxics Concentrations in Downtown Denver:  October 2000 through 
September 2001, prepared by the Air Pollution Control Division of the Colorado Department of Public Health and 
Environment. This report provides data regarding the potential health risks from air toxics in a Colorado urban environment 
and is the best available data on the subject for the Colorado Springs area at this time. It is important to understand that the 
Denver study may not be representative of conditions in the Colorado Springs urban area because downtown Denver is much 
more densely developed and has significantly greater localized traffic volumes.  
 
Lines 42-46:  Trends in ambient concentrations of particulate matter are presented in EA Appendix 9 at page 2-81.  
Measured concentrations of PM10 peak in 1992 at about 80% of the 24-hour standard, and have trended significantly 
downward since then. In recent years, concentrations have been no higher than 60 percent of the standard. Concentrations of 
the finer particles PM2.5, have been measured in the region since 1999 and also have been no higher than 60 percent of the 
standard.  These issues were not raised in the EA because there is no reason to anticipate a problem in meeting these PM 
standards for the foreseeable future. The EA at page 3-62 states that “[I]mplementation of dust control practices during 
construction will be required, in accordance with Colorado Air Quality Control Commission Regulation No. 1 regarding 
fugitive emissions.  
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Lines 1-3:  Citizens’ interest in the use of rubberized asphalt as a noise mitigation measure is addressed in the EA on page 
3-66, which states that “alternative pavement types are not considered a proven mitigation measure by FHWA and CDOT.”  
Therefore, mitigation of noise-impacted resources must include use of conventional measures such as noise walls or berms, 
from which noise reduction may reliably be expected.   
 
Lines 6-15:  The RCEA considered cumulative effects based on past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
projected to the year 2025, as noted in EA Appendix 9, page 1-8.  This took into account the effects of implementing the 
adopted Destination 2025 Regional Transportation Plan, a fiscally constrained plan including $2.2 billion in transportation 
improvements for roadways, transit and non-motorized modes.  The air quality conformity analysis for Destination 2025 
includes emissions for the entire regional transportation network, and is based on adopted regional population and 
employment projections (an additional 200,000 residents by the year 2025).  This growth has been allocated by PPACG to 
small areas, called transportation analysis zones, throughout the region, based on the land uses and land use policies of 
PPACG’s member governments, including the 2001 City of Colorado Springs Comprehensive Plan.  These adopted TAZ 
forecasts reflect growth throughout the region, including growth in major transportation corridors as well as downtown 
redevelopment, together with continued infill development. Estimates of impervious surface area in the region were based on 
continuation of existing development practices, and thus a 40% increase in population was assumed to result in a 40% 
increase in impervious surface area.  Other potential impacts from growth such as fragmented habitat, loss of existing land 
cover, increased urban noise, and changes in the visual landscape are discussed in the RCEA together with strategies the 
community may use to mitigate negative trends. 
 
Lines 17-26:  Roadway widening and interchange reconstruction are not themselves significant impacts.  There has been a 
considerable amount of public interest in the project, however public interest does not translate into a significant impact.    
The potential impacts to floodplains, worst-case estimates based on conceptual design, will require full compliance with 
FEMA regulations, including the requirement that the Proposed Action will not raise base flood elevations by more than one 
foot.  The potential water quality violations mentioned here are addressed in the response to a separate EPA comment in this 
letter, where it is clarified that the EA water quality analysis did not predict any violations, despite confusing language in the 
EA that suggested otherwise.  The trend in ozone concentrations is addressed in a separate response to an EPA comment in 
this letter, where it is pointed out that emission control measures newly implemented in Colorado have the potential to slow 
this upward trend.  Overall regional population growth of 200,000 new residents by 2025 will certainly have a variety of 
effects on existing conditions, including worsening the region’s already unacceptable I-25 traffic congestion under the       
No-Action Alternative.  FHWA has evaluated the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the Proposed Action, and has 
determined that a finding of no significant impacts is appropriate for the I-25 Proposed Action.     
 
Lines 28-32:  The I-25 corridor from South Academy (Exit 135) to Briargate (Exit 151) is already developed, and no 
substantial areas remain undeveloped along the corridor or reasonably close to the corridor. Therefore any growth effects 
from the Proposed Action would be confined to the northern I-25 corridor segment from Briargate to Monument (Exit 163), 
and limited primarily to the east of I-25 because of the Air Force Academy on the west side. In this large area, growth 
patterns have already been determined by previous land use decisions. Approved master plans, plats and annexation 
agreements are in place today for much of this area, and development in accordance with approved local and regional plans is 
already occurring at a rapid pace.  In summary, most of the remaining vacant land along the corridor is slated for 
development in the near future.  
 
Lines 34-44:  The Proposed Action includes Best Management Practices that will mitigate not only the affects of the 
proposed highway improvements, but also the existing highway that was built in 1960 prior to the establishment of roadway-
related water quality control measures. The net result is likely to be a decrease in runoff pollutants compared to existing 
conditions, thus improving water quality.  Implementation of these BMPs is legally required under CDOT’s MS4 permit from 
the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment.  The BMPs are also legally required because they are included 
as mitigation commitments in the EA.    
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Lines 1-7:   Vehicle-miles of travel in the region are strongly influence by land use. Land use policies in the Pikes 
Peak Region are established by local governments including the City of Colorado Springs, El Paso County, and 
other cities and towns.  Within the I-25 corridor, the Town of Monument is located at the north end of the I-25 
Proposed Action and the City of Fountain is located at the south end of the Proposed Action.  Each of these local 
governments has adopted comprehensive plans that address all aspects of that jurisdiction’s vision for the future, 
including land use policies and objectives.  Some of these policies include increased use of alternative 
transportation modes and emphasize mixed land use as ways to reduce dependence on the automobile. 
Additionally, these governments work together through the Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments to develop 
regional plans for addressing transportation, air quality, and water quality needs.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 


