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Line 2:  The I-25 Proposed Action does not “threaten a violation” of the Clean Air Act.  The potential for violations of the ozone standard 
by 2007, as reported by the Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments (PPACG), is based upon the existing trend of increasing ozone 
levels over the past several years. The I-25 No-Action Alternative will likely contribute to this trend. The Proposed Action, however, may 
have some beneficial effect in reducing ozone precursors, but the potential ozone problem in the Pikes Peak Region would require 
regional-level solutions. PPACG, the region’s designated air quality planning agency, is now beginning to explore potential solutions.  If 
violations do indeed occur, and the region becomes a nonattainment area for ozone, PPACG will be required to develop an ozone element 
for the air quality State Implementation Plan, which must be approved by EPA.  Also, transportation conformity requirements applicable 
for ozone precursors would go into effect to guide regional and project-level transportation decision-making. 
 
Lines 5-7:  Federal and State environmental agencies have not established air quality standards or other regulations applicable to carbon 
dioxide as a greenhouse gas relating to global climate change.  The statement is not relevant at the project level. 
 
Lines 7-8:  Growth in population and vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) is occurring and will continue in the region.  If capacity on regional-
level transportation facilities is not provided, the travel will occur on arterial streets through neighborhoods, at lower speeds generally 
producing higher emission rates.  The Proposed Action, together with all other programmed transportation projects (and increased VMT) 
in the region, are within the carbon monoxide emissions budget that has been approved by EPA in the State Implementation Plan. 
Therefore, no violations of the carbon monoxide standard are anticipated by the year 2025. Over time, the Federal Motor Vehicle Control 
Program has resulted in reduced pollutant emissions per vehicle mile, so emissions have not increased in proportion to changes in regional 
VMT.  Continued benefits from this program are reflected in the carbon monoxide emission projections reported in the EA (at 3-58 and 
Appendix 3). 
 
Lines 8-10:  Past, present and reasonably foreseeable air quality is addressed in the EA at 4-10 to 4-12, as well as in the Air Quality 
chapter of the regional cumulative effects analysis, EA Appendix 9. 
 
Lines 12-17:  The intensity of impacts on historic, cultural resources and parklands was evaluated in the EA.  See the sections addressing 
Parks and Recreation (EA at 3-37), and the Cultural Resources subsection (EA at 3-109).   
 
Lines 17-32:  FHWA takes the requirements of Section 4(f) very seriously. A Final Section 4(f) Evaluation has been prepared for the 
proposed I-25 improvements, and found that:  (i) There is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from the property; and  
(ii) The action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use. As required by law, the Draft 4(f) 
Evaluation was provided to the U.S. Department of Interior (DOI) for review and comment.  In a letter dated May 20, 2004, the U.S. 
Department of Interior concurred with the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation. The Final Section 4(f) Evaluation, reflecting the result of the DOI 
consultation, is included in this FONSI, along with the letter from DOI. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lines 32-34:   See response on page 6, line 5.   
 
Lines 36-41:  A determination of effects to historic resources was made as part of the EA process, and concurrence with the determination 
of effects was received from the State Historic Preservation Officer.  The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation was also included in 
the consultation process, and chose not to comment, thereby indicating concurrence with the determination of effects. 
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Lines 1-4:   The EA properly evaluated the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Proposed Action upon historic 
properties in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.  Where impacts to historic resources have been identified, appropriate 
mitigation measures were developed and included in the Memorandum of Agreement between FHWA, CDOT, SHPO and  
the Advisory Council.   
 
Lines 6-31:  It is important to remember that there are key distinctions between a U.S. DOT Act Section 4(f) “use” of a 
protected resource and a NHPA Section 106 impact to an historic resource.  For example, the need to take a few feet square 
feet from the parking lot of historic St. Mary’s Church is considered a Section 4(f) use, although it has been determined to 
have “no adverse effect” under Section 106.  Similarly, proposed changes at the Bijou Street Entrance Gate to Monument 
Valley Park are considered an adverse effect on the park (by diminishing its intensity of setting), although the adverse effect 
does not constitute a Section 4(f) use, because there would be no physical taking and the impact is not so severe that it would 
substantially diminish the significance of the historic park or of the park land. 
 
As discussed in the EA at 3-112, the Proposed Action would have an adverse effect on the Monument Valley Park and its 
Rock Entrance Gate, the Air Force Academy, and the WPA Wall.  As also indicated in the EA on 3-121, mitigation measures 
to offset these adverse effects were developed and included in a Memorandum of Agreement which has been executed by 
FHWA, CDOT, the SHPO and the Advisory Council.  A copy of the MOA is included in this FONSI.  
 
As stated in Answer B to Question #1 in FHWA’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper,  “A constructive use of a Section 4(f) site can 
occur when the capability to perform any of the site’s vital functions is substantially impaired by the proximity impacts from 
a transportation project.  Such substantial impairment would occur when the proximity impacts to Section 4(f) lands are 
sufficiently serious that the value of the site in terms of its prior significance and enjoyment are substantially reduced or lost.”  
Constructive use pertains, as stated in the policy, when the “vital functions” are so greatly impaired that the “value of the site 
… are substantially reduced or lost.”  This is clearly not the case with Monument Valley Park or Dorchester Park.  As pointed 
out in the EA, the activities within these parks would not be substantially impaired by the proximity impacts of the Proposed 
Action, including traffic noise from I-25.  Neither park would lose their vital functions or their value as parks, and neither 
derives its eligibility and importance from any use where serenity and quiet are “significant attributes of the park’s 
significance.”  Furthermore, Monument Valley Park would retain its eligibility for listing on the National Register, and the 
Proposed Action would have “no adverse effect” on the historic qualities of the park, except for the Bijou Street Entrance 
Gate.   
   
Lines 16-20:  Impacts to Monument Valley Park (which is both an historic resource and a park) are documented in the EA.  In 
consultation with the SHPO, it has been determined that the Proposed Action would result in an adverse effect to the park due 
to the proposed construction of a short retaining wall along Bijou Street adjacent to the park’s Bijou Street entrance gate. The 
Proposed Action would result in no physical taking and no constructive use, therefore no Section 4(f) impact would occur to 
this resource.  The assertion that “The most significant impacts will clearly be imposed upon Monument Valley Park 
…” is not substantiated.  The analysis of potential impacts to Monument Valley Park does not indicate that any 
would be significant. 
 
RESPONSE to Page 14 comments continues on next sheet… 
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See other Responses to Page 14 on preceding sheet…  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lines 21-23:  Impacts to the Pikes Peak Greenway (not an historic resource) are documented in the EA at page 3-45 and 3-69. This trail, 
built in the 1990s next to the busy freeway, will experience a noise increase of about 2 decibels under the Proposed Action. This change 
will be barely perceptible and will not substantially impair the use of the facility.  In accordance with 23 CFR 771.135(p)(5)(iii), this 
would not constitute a Section 4(f) use.   
 
Lines 25:  Impacts to Confluence Park (not historic and in fact currently under construction) are documented in the EA at pages 3-42 and 
3-67. The park has been planned concurrently with development of the I-25 EA, and noise-sensitive features are not planned near the 
freeway.  The Proposed Action would involve no physical taking of land from Confluence Park, and freeway noise would not result in a 
constructive use. There would be no Section 4(f) use of this resource. 
 
Line 26:  Impacts to Dorchester Park (an old park, but not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places) are documented in the EA 
at pages 3-42 and 3-66. The Proposed Action would involve no physical taking of land from Dorchester Park, and freeway noise would 
not result in a constructive use.  There would be no Section 4(f) use of this resource. 
 
Lines 27-31:  As documented in the EA, the Proposed Action would involve no physical taking of land from the North End Historic 
District, and freeway noise would not result in a constructive use of the District or any property within it.  FHWA regulations at 23 CFR 
771(p)(5)(i) state that “a constructive use does not occur when…compliance with the requirements of section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and 36 CFR part 800 for proximity impacts of the proposed action, on a site listed on or eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places, results in an agreement of ‘no effect’ or ‘no adverse effect’.”  As stated in the EA at page 3-122, the determination of 
effects from the Proposed Action on the Old North End Historic District (5EP333) was “no historic properties affected.” The SHPO 
agreed with this determination. 
 
Similarly, 23 CFR 771.135(p)(5)(ii) indicates that there is no constructive use when “the projected traffic noise levels of the proposed 
highway project do not exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria as contained in Table 1, 23 CFR part 772.”  Predicted noise levels in 
the Old North End Neighborhood do not exceed these criteria today and are predicted to not exceed the criteria in the year 2025 with 
implementation of the Proposed Action. 
 
Lines 33-36:  The statement is misleading.  Findings of adverse effects were made because they were the outcome of the consultation 
process with the SHPO, in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  Findings were made because that is required 
by law, and not because of “the insistence” of any agency. The consultation process included the Colorado Springs Historic Preservation 
Board as the Certified Local Government, in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  As a consulting 
party, the Board’s input was considered by the FHWA. 
 
Footnote 43:  In regard to the comment in footnote 43 that the historic survey report “inexplicably provides greater attention and 
mitigation to the U.S. Air Force Academy, which has facilities located miles from I-25, than to Monument Valley Park and the Historic 
North End District,” it should be clear from a careful reading of the EA that I-25 is on an easement within the grounds of the Academy.  
Therefore, changes to I-25 would directly affect Academy property, a property eligible for the National Register and a property that in 
April 2004 was designated as a National Landmark (the Cadet Area only). 
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Lines 3-9:  The statement is misleading.  CDOT did not “reverse itself,” as asserted.  Rather, in consultation with the SHPO, agreement was reached on 
the effects determination.  The SHPO did NOT find that there were auditory impacts meriting a finding of adverse effects on the park or the 
neighborhood.  As is documented in the EA, the consultation process resulted in the following determinations of effect for Monument Valley Park:   
(1) Fillmore to Fontanero, no historic properties affected;  (2) Fontanero to Uintah, no historic properties affected;  (3) Uintah to Bijou, adverse effect due 
to impact at Bijou Street Entrance Gate and a portion of Monument Valley Park on which it is situated; and (4) Bijou to Cimarron, no historic properties 
affected. In addition, the SHPO concurred with FHWA’s finding of “no historic properties affected” for the North End Historic District. The 
determination of effect is based on direct, indirect and cumulative impacts, including visual and auditory effects.   
 
Lines 11-15:  FHWA does not agree that the noise impacts to Monument Valley Park and trails within the Pikes Peak Greenway would be so severe they 
would result in a constructive use of these resources.  As stated in the response to line 7 on page 14, “A constructive use of a Section 4(f) site can occur 
when the capability to perform any of the site’s vital functions is substantially impaired by the proximity impacts from a transportation project.  Such 
substantial impairment would occur when the proximity impacts to Section 4(f) lands are sufficiently serious that the value of the site in terms of its prior 
significance and enjoyment are substantially reduced or lost.”  Constructive use applies, as stated in the policy, when the “vital functions” are so greatly 
impaired that the “value of the site … are substantially reduced or lost.”   
 
The noise impacts from the Proposed Action were thoroughly evaluated by FHWA in accordance with 23 CFR 772 and CDOT noise abatement 
guidelines.  Noise mitigation will be provided where appropriate and where it has been determined to be reasonable and feasible.  In consultation with the 
Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Department and its Advisory Board, reasonable and feasible mitigation measures for Monument Valley Park will 
be provided.  FHWA also believes it has correctly interpreted its own regulations, policy, guidance, and case law regarding Section 4(f) to determine that 
noise and visual impacts to parks and recreation trails from the Proposed Action “are not so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that 
qualify these resources for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired” as stated on Page 6-2 of the EA.   
 
This matter is discussed in further detail in the response to lines 6-31 on page 14a. 
 
Lines 16-20:  The statement that “The EA does not consider the cumulative impacts on parkland” is incorrect. With respect to noise, noise abatement 
criteria call for examination of long-term change in noise, which would normally be applied prospectively from current conditions (e.g., 2000 to 2005 
timeframe) to the 2025 planning horizon.  In response to concerns from the Old North End Neighborhood, CDOT instead measured the noise change 
retrospectively from the year 1990, and compared these levels to projected 2025 levels.  During this 35-year time frame, changes in noise levels would 
not exceed a 10-decibel increase, which is the CDOT criterion for a “substantial increase” in noise. The purpose of looking back to 1990 was to consider 
the cumulative effects of the Bijou-to-Fillmore safety improvements on I-25. 
 
Lines 17-20:  FHWA disagrees that the EA “erroneously suggests that safety improvements from Bijou to Fillmore need not be considered because those 
‘gradual’ actions occurred ‘when the park was considered not eligible to the National Register of Historic Places.”  This suggests cause and effect in a 
paragraph of the EA where none was intended.  The actual language (EA at 3-115) stated, “Since the construction of Interstate 25 in the late 1950s, there 
have been gradual changes to the original environmental setting and feeling of the park, including increased traffic and visual impacts such as adding 
acceleration and deceleration lanes and adding a sound wall on the west side of I-25 opposite the park.  The past action occurred when the park was 
considered not eligible to the National Register of Historic Places.” It was determined that the park is eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places after the completion of the I-25 safety improvements between Bijou and Fillmore. Therefore the past improvements had no effect on the 
park’s eligibility. 
 
Lines 23-29:  The fact that the park is eligible for historic listing due to its association with General Palmer is not contested, and is documented in the EA.  
 
Line 23:  FHWA disagrees with the assertion that the EA finding regarding the severity of noise impacts to Monument Valley Park was “arbitrary and 
unfounded.”  Noise impacts for Monument Valley Park were carefully evaluated in accordance with FHWA regulations (23 CFR 772).  As a result of the 
analysis, noise mitigation was proposed for the park where it was determined to be feasible and reasonable, in consultation with the City’s Parks and 
Recreation staff and Advisory Board. As noted previously in the response to page 6, lines 10-11, there will be noise increases in Monument Valley Park, 
but FHWA has determined that the noise would not substantially impair the use of the park.  Therefore there is no constructive use that would result in a 
Section 4(f) use.   
 
Lines 31 to end of paragraph, page 16:  The park at its time of building was indeed rural in character, but the subsequent growth of the City during the 
20th century added 500,000 residents to the region and surrounded the park with urban land uses.  Today, the park is in the urban center of Colorado’s 
second most populous city. Not since its construction in 1907 and never again will the park have the original rural setting that it had 100 years ago.  
Nevertheless, the park remains an important historic resource and is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 
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Lines 1-7:  As noted previously, the determination of adverse effect on Monument Valley Park was based solely upon the 
effects of the Proposed Action on the Bijou Street Entrance Gate, where the addition of a short retaining wall, steps and a 
handrail would change the historic setting of the entrance gate.  Noise and visual effects were not found to adversely effect 
the eligibility of Monument Valley Park for listing to the National Register of Historic Places.  
 
 
Lines 10-12:  On the same page cited, HRSR Vol. II at 36 (EA Appendix 6, Volume II), it is stated that CDOT proposed 
mitigation strategies designed to protect the affected resource, in this case a 50-foot section of trail.  The Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Board did not support the potential strategies, and it was concluded that mitigation was not feasible and reasonable 
at this location.  Mitigation was proposed (and endorsed by the Parks Board) for noise-sensitive uses in the park south of 
Uintah Street.  The Parks Board deliberations and decisions are documented in Section 12 of the EA (Agency 
Correspondence), in the meeting minutes attached to letters from Paul Butcher, Director of the Parks Department.   
 
Lines13-17:  This section of the park, between Recreation Way and Monument Creek, is only wide enough to accommodate 
the trail.  There are no other park uses in this area.  In 2025, with implementation of the Proposed Action, the predicted noise 
level at this location would be 66 dBA. It is highly unlikely that a park event would be eliminated due to this magnitude of 
noise on this short section of trail.  It is estimated that a person walking at a moderate pace would traverse this 50-foot 
distance in less than 20 seconds.  Noise on this 50-foot section of trail is not so severe as to substantially impair this activity 
and therefore result in a constructive use.  As there is no physical taking of resources and no constructive use, FHWA has 
concluded that there is no Section 4(f) use of this resource.  
 
Lines 19-21:   Located “within 1,250 feet of the highway,” the North End Historic District is well outside of the 
approximately 500 feet distance where the projected future noise contour line for 66 decibels is expected.  Predicted noise 
levels for two modeled locations in the Old North End in the year 2025 are 55 dBA and 59 dBA, both well under the 
abatement criterion.  These noise levels would not diminish the qualities that made the neighborhood an historic district.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lines 35-37:  FHWA disagrees with the statement that “the EA clearly demonstrates that there is a likelihood of 
adverse effects on the characteristics that helped qualify the North End District for the National Register of Historic 
Places.”  The District is eligible because of the age, condition, and architecture of the homes and for its association 
with prominent citizens from the past who resided there.   In making a determination as to whether or not there will 
be an impact to an historic property, the SHPO takes into account any changes to the characteristics that make the 
resource eligible for listing.  In this case, the SHPO concurred with FHWA’s finding that the appropriate impact 
determination for the North End District is “no historic properties affected.” See EA at page 3-122 and EA 
Appendix 6.   
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Lines 5-8:  Given the historic preservation overlay ordinance, the distance of the neighborhood from the highway, and the proximity of the 
neighborhood to Monument Valley Park, Colorado College, and other important cultural amenities, the speculated negative effects are 
unlikely.  To the contrary, the historic neighborhood is very likely to remain an attractive, desirable location into the foreseeable future.      
 
Line 8:  It is unclear what impact could represent a hypothetical threat to historic structures in the Old North End Neighborhood, which are 
located some 1,250 feet distant from the highway, not in range of noise or vibration impacts related to the Proposed Action.  
 
Lines 8-11:  The Proposed Action would not substantially impair the characteristics that make this neighborhood historic, nor would it 
result in an adverse effect to an historic resource.  As there would be no physical taking and no constructive use (i.e., noise and visual 
impacts), there would be no Section 4(f) use.   
 
Lines 13 to 25:  Regarding the Pikes Peak Greenway (constructed during the 1990’s next to the existing, busy Interstate highway) and 
Confluence Park (now being constructed next to the existing, busy Interstate highway), these facilities were planned with the 
understanding that traffic noise and transportation facilities would be a part of their auditory and visual setting (see EA at page 3-42 and  
3-45).  Note that planning for Confluence Park, which occurred concurrently with I-25 EA development, recognized the park’s urban 
setting and purposefully sited no noise-sensitive activity areas (e.g. amphitheater or other outdoor performance venue) on the park’s west 
side, closest to the existing freeway.  For this reason, and in accordance with 23 CFR 771.135(p)(v), there would be no Section 4(f) 
constructive use at Confluence Park.  Due to their proximity to I-25, portions of the Greenway and planned park currently experience 
noise in excess of 66 decibels.  As a result of the Proposed Action, these areas can expect to experience a noise increase of about 2 
decibels, which is considered a change imperceptible to the human ear. At Confluence Park, visibility into the park is a high priority; 
therefore, noise barriers were not desired by the City of Colorado Springs.  Along the Greenway, construction of noise barriers along the 
Greenway would be impractical and would have adverse impacts to trail users, such as the loss of an open setting and reduced safety due 
to isolation. Therefore, mitigation is not proposed for these locations.  This information is presented in the EA at 3-42 and 3-45. In 
accordance with 23 CFR 771.135(p)(5)(iii), a constructive use does not occur when the increase in the projected noise levels under the 
Proposed Action, compared with the projected noise levels under the No-Action Alternative, are barely perceptible (3 dBA or less).  
 
Lines 27 to end of paragraph:   FHWA and CDOT evaluated noise impacts in accordance with 23 CFR 772.  In doing so, 
consideration was given to all areas where frequent human use occurs, including those within Monument Valley Park.  Noise 
mitigation was proposed at locations in the park that exceed the 66 dBA noise abatement criteria and where frequent human 
use occurs as defined by the Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services staff and agreed upon by their Advisory Board.  These 
locations were then evaluated to determine the feasibility and reasonableness of mitigation, and the recommended mitigation 
plan contained in the EA was agreed to by Parks staff and the Advisory Board.  Section 4(f) would only apply if there were a 
direct taking or substantial impairment of park activities, features or attributes.  As pointed out in the EA, there is no direct 
taking, or substantial impairment, of the park; therefore there is no 4(f) use.    
 
Line 36:  It is the policy of the Federal Highway Administration that alternative pavement surfaces are not considered as noise 
abatement measures. See EA at 3-66. Therefore, mitigation for noise-impacted resources must include use of conventional 
measures such as noise walls or berms, from which noise reduction may reliably be expected.  Rubberized asphalt therefore is 
not considered a noise mitigation measure, nor an “aggressive mitigation measure,” as asserted. 
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Lines 1-3:  Regarding obstruction of mountain views, the proposed noise barriers would block mid-range views 
from the park to the highway, but would not obstruct the longer views to Pikes Peak and the mountains to the west 
(EA at 3-42).  The letter from Dr. Cohn referenced in Footnote 54 identifies as the “best solution” an approach that 
includes noise barriers, “because the rubberized asphalt would not have to be classified as a noise abatement 
measure.”  Dr. Cohn’s letter acknowledges that alternative pavement types are not recognized as noise mitigation 
by FHWA. 
 
Lines 3-5:  It should be noted that a variety of studies indicate different performance qualities, however, as stated 
above, rubberized asphalt is not a proven noise-mitigation measure recognized by FHWA.   
 
Lines 7 to end of paragraph:  CDOT’s pavement engineers frequently review industry literature and conduct tests 
as appropriate to evaluate pavement alternatives for their durability, safety and other characteristics, including 
tire/pavement noise. Pavement selection, however, is currently based upon life cycle analysis, as correctly pointed 
out in footnote 57.  CDOT is actively investigating noise effects of alternative pavements, as evidenced by the 
study referenced in footnote 58.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Footnote 56:  The Arizona and California departments of transportation are currently implementing pilot programs 
intended to demonstrate the effectiveness of quiet pavement strategies and evaluate any change in their noise 
mitigation properties over time.  At present, knowledge on changes with time is extremely limited, the pilot 
programs will collect data and information for at least a five to ten year period, and FHWA will then determine if 
policy changes are warranted.  Until then, it is FHWA policy that alternative pavement types are not considered 
noise mitigation measures. 
 
 
 
 
Footnote 58:  FHWA disagrees with the assertion that “the failure to consider a prudent and feasible measure 
capable of mitigating impacts to Monument Valley Park renders the section 4(f) analysis deficient.”  First, as noted 
previously, there is no taking of Monument Valley Park land and no constructive use, therefore there are no uses of 
this resource under Section 4(f).   Second, in accordance with the requirements of 23 CFR 772, appropriate 
mitigation measures for Monument Valley Park were incorporated into the Proposed Action.  Third, the alternative 
pavement suggested in the comment is not recognized as mitigation by FHWA and is not recognized as feasible by 
CDOT. 
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    RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
Lines 1 to 3    As there are no physical takings of Monument Valley Park land, and no constructive use, there is no Section 4(f) use.  
Therefore the requirement for “all possible planning” does not pertain in this situation. 
 
Lines 5 to 15:  Regarding the statement that “the public has consistently expressed concern about highly controversial impacts on the 
human communities in the I-25 corridor,” it is unclear what is meant by “highly controversial impacts.”  FHWA recognizes that noise is of 
concern to the Old North End Neighborhood, based upon the input from this neighborhood throughout the EA process. Also, during the 
45-day public comment period, most comments that dealt with a noise issue came from that neighborhood.  
 
The EA has made clear what the noise effects of the Proposed Action on the human environment would be.  The EA identified areas that 
would exceed the noise abatement criteria, and the Old North End is not one of these areas.  The noise analysis for the EA was conducted 
in accordance with FHWA noise regulations at 23 CFR 772, which have as their stated purpose the protection of public health and safety.  
The noise analysis was conducted using an FHWA-approved model and methods, and this process included a calibration effort to verify 
model performance using actual field measurements.  The model demonstrated that traffic noise from I-25 does not, and would not in the 
future, exceed the noise abatement criteria anywhere in the Old North End Neighborhood.  It would appear that some residents of the 
neighborhood are not satisfied with this fact.   
 
During the EA public comment period, the modeling approach was scrutinized by a leading national expert, Dr. Louis Cohn, on behalf of 
the Old North End Neighborhood.  Dr. Cohn subsequently reported that the traffic noise predictions for the Old North End Neighborhood 
“do not quite rise to the level of impact.”    
 
After hearing testimony from the public at a City Council meeting on April 27, 2004, including testimony from representatives of the Old 
North End Neighborhood, the Colorado Springs City Council passed a resolution of support for the Proposed Action, as noted on line 21.  
The project also received resolutions of support from El Paso County Board of County Commissioners, the Pikes Peak Area Council of 
Governments, the Greater Colorado Springs Chamber of Commerce, and others.  These resolutions can be found in Appendix A of this 
decision document.   
 
FHWA has considered the issue of  “controversy” in evaluating the intensity of impacts, and has determined that the severity of impact 
does not rise to the level of significance.   
 
Lines 17 to end of paragraph:  The resolution approved by the City Council did not call for “additional” mitigation.  Instead, it said, “we 
strongly urge the Colorado Department of Transportation to use available materials, methods and practices that will provide the highest 
and best mitigation of negative impacts to Monument Valley Park, the Pikes Peak Greenway, surrounding neighborhoods and the 
environment.” 
 
Line 27:  The reference to “[t]his public support for additional mitigation to section 4(f) properties” is inaccurate because the language did 
not call for “additional” mitigation.  Also, as noted in the EA, the three resources in the I-25 corridor with section 4(f) uses are the United 
States Air Force Academy, the Saint Mary’s Church (land needed from parking lot), and the Works Progress Administration floodwall.   
 
Footnote 62:  After considering input from the Parks Board and others, the City Council passed its resolution of support for the proposed 
action.  Their decision was based on a review of the EA, including the impacts and proposed mitigation identified therein, as well as input 
from the public, including all of the groups noted earlier on this page.  The Parks Board, which had made recommendations about noise 
mitigation for Monument Valley Park in December 2002 (reserving its prerogative to revisit the matter later in the process) had an 
opportunity to review the EA and its mitigation in April 2004, and elected to not revise its December 2002 recommendations to the City 
Council.    
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Lines 1-3:   Again, FHWA has concluded that the proposed action would not substantially diminish the attributes of these 
resources and therefore would not result in constructive use of Monument Valley Park and the Pikes Peak Greenway. 
 
 
Lines 7-11:  FHWA has concluded that the Proposed Action would have no significant impacts. 
 
Line 13:   FHWA disagrees with the assertion that “In the past, CDOT has artificially segmented related planning actions and projects 
regarding the El Paso County stretch of I-25 into smaller pieces for purposes of NEPA analysis.”  CDOT’s Corridor Feasibility Study in 
1991 examined the 30-year old interstate highway and identified specific safety needs at five interchanges and between Bijou and 
Fillmore. Therefore the purpose was not to avoid NEPA requirements but rather to address urgent safety needs.  For example, as I-25 
traffic volumes approached capacity, 30-year old short on-ramps and off-ramps provided inadequate weaving distances for these 
congested conditions.  The safety problems continued to worsen as the region waited for the improvements to begin:  from 1991 to 1995, 
total accidents on I-25 nearly doubled and rear-end collisions more than doubled. The proposed I-25 safety projects were thoroughly 
examined in accordance with NEPA requirements, resulting in Categorical Exclusions approved by the Federal Highway Administration.   
 
Lines 15-17:  FHWA disagrees with the statement that “[t]he purpose of this segmentation has been to divert attention…”  CDOT 
conducted extensive public involvement efforts and clearly communicated that the overall strategy for corridor improvements was to 
begin with necessary safety improvements, followed by the implementation of transportation system management strategies, and finally to 
evaluate capacity needs.  This is acknowledged in comments on page 23, item number 2 (“Improvement Feasibility Study”).  When the 
safety improvements were proposed, there was no clear likelihood of the availability of future funding for the subsequent steps.  Therefore 
the safety projects were built as stand-alone improvements when funds became available.  
 
The environmental documentation prepared for the safety projects was developed in compliance with NEPA requirements and FHWA 
regulations.  These projects were safety improvements with independent utility, logical project termini, and non-significant environmental 
impacts.  The March 2004 EA was prepared for the proposed I-25 improvements to determine whether or not there would be significant 
impacts, and not to avoid an EIS.   Indeed, one possible outcome of the NEPA process could have been a finding of significant impacts 
which could have required preparation of an EIS. However, based on an evaluation of all impacts, this was not the outcome of the process. 
 
Lines 17-19:  Again, the purpose of the safety projects was to focus on immediate safety concerns.  CDOT did not then, and does not 
today, seek to avoid any NEPA requirements.  The I-25 Environmental Assessment was comprehensive, and its cumulative effects 
analysis incorporated effects from public and private, past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects. For example, the EA at 4-5 
indicates that the safety projects resulted in “substantial acquisitions” of homes in the I-25 corridor.  Additional detail is provided in EA 
Appendix 9 at page 2-14.  As another example, cumulative traffic noise change was analyzed using a 1990 base year, to account for I-25 
roadway changes resulting from the safety improvements. This is not typically done, but was accomplished by CDOT to respond 
specifically to the concerns of the Old North End Neighborhood. 
 
 
RESPONSE to Page 20 comments continues on next sheet… 
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See other Responses to page 20 on preceding sheet... 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lines 19-21:  The determination of whether to prepare an EA or an EIS should be based on the expected project impacts, and not based on 
geographical area.  Therefore it is not pertinent for I-25 in Colorado Springs what NEPA documents were prepared for the Denver metro 
area. 
 
Lines 23-24:  It is unclear what is meant by, “The proposed action is nothing less than a blueprint…for the next twenty years and beyond.”  
Federal regulations require the analysis of transportation projects to look out into the future within the context of the region’s long-range 
transportation plan, which typically reflects a 20-year planning horizon.  It is the responsibility of the regional planning process, through 
the Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments, to determine region-wide transportation needs and travel patterns. The capacity needs for 
I-25 were identified through the regional planning process.  It is the responsibility of CDOT and FHWA to determine the impacts of the 
proposed capacity improvements. The purpose of the Proposed Action is “to relieve existing traffic congestion and address projected 
future congestion on I-25 within the Colorado Springs Urbanized Area,” as stated in the EA at page 1-4.   
 
 
Lines 26 to end of paragraph:  As noted earlier, it is not the size of the project but the magnitude of impacts that determines whether or not 
project impacts would be significant.  
 
Line 35:  The statement suggests that the circumstances around the I-25 project in Colorado Springs are “remarkably similar” to the North 
Front Range EIS in northern Colorado.  The statement is incorrect, however, regarding the degree of similarity.  The purpose of the North 
Front Range EIS is to improve mobility between the Fort Collins area and the Denver metropolitan area, so a wider range of alternatives 
may be feasible.  Two of the alternatives under consideration in that corridor are passenger rail service and construction of a highway on a 
new location. These are types of actions for which an EIS is normally required, per 23 CFR 771.115(a).  The I-25 Mode Feasibility 
Alternatives Analysis determined that such alternatives would not carry enough passengers to relieve I-25 congestion within the Colorado 
Springs Urbanized Area and therefore would not meet the purpose and need as stated in the EA.  
 
Footnote 62: (continued from preceding page):  The remark in footnote 62 stating that “the Parks Board was only presented with three 
non-feasible sound barrier options for mitigation” in not accurate.  Multiple mitigation alternatives were presented to the Board for six 
different areas of the park.  The Board concurred in an earth berm protecting the ball field and noise barriers to protect the volleyball 
courts, Demonstration Garden, and Willow Haven Lake.  Only the proposed mitigation alternatives to protect a small section of the Pikes 
Peak Greenway trail north of Uintah were rejected by the Board because they would result in unacceptable impacts, such as closing 
Recreation Way.  The alternatives were indeed feasible, but they were not considered reasonable or prudent due to the associated negative 
impacts. 
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Lines 9-20:   This and the next four paragraphs all focus on the issue of segmentation.  Once again, FHWA 
disagrees that segmentation has occurred because it has taken actions within the same corridor, unrelated to the 
purpose and need of this Proposed Action.  As stated above, FHWA has not divided a larger project into smaller 
ones to avoid NEPA analysis.  The Proposed Action is a capacity project, while previous I-25 improvements were 
safety projects with independent utility. 
 
Line 9:  The safety improvement projects cannot be seen as “connected actions,” “cumulative actions,” or “similar 
actions” as defined in the citation. The safety projects had independent utility and did not depend on any other 
actions. See response to line 13 on page 20. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lines 32-35:   The EA examined cumulative impacts with respect to the I-25 Proposed Action and other past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable projects, including I-25 safety projects.  FHWA has determined that the I-25 
Proposed Action would not result in significant direct, indirect or cumulative impacts. 
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Lines 9-28:  As was discussed in the responses to lines 13 and 15-17 on page 20, CDOT has not engaged in any 
such segmentation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Lines 23-25:  The earlier I-25 safety projects had independent utility and were designed to not preclude future 
transportation improvements, including alternative modes and other corridors.  The resources committed to the 
safety improvements were justifiable based on the safety needs and were not investments in other future actions. 
The safety projects needed to be made whether or not future capacity improvements would occur.  
 
 
 
 
 
Lines 29-37:  As was discussed in the responses to lines 13 and 15-17 on page 20, FHWA disagrees with the 
assertions that CDOT has “previously segmented” actions, that the cumulative impacts are significant, and that 
“rigorous scrutiny under NEPA” did not occur.    
 
 
Lines 37-38:  The I-25 safety projects were undertaken because there were immediate safety needs. The projects 
had independent utility and logical termini for NEPA analysis.  There was no effort to “avoid preparing an EIS.” 
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Lines 1-4:    The projects referred to here are not part of an “overall project.”  The 12 items listed on pages 23 and 
24 are addressed below. 
 
 
Lines 6-15:  The first two items are actually the same study, completed to identify a logical strategy for addressing 
safety and capacity concerns in the I-25 corridor.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lines 17 to end of list, next page:  The projects listed as number 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 11 and 12 were evaluated in 
accordance with NEPA and met the requirements for Categorical Exclusions. These projects were all safety 
projects that had independent utility and logical termini.  These improvements did not restrict consideration of 
alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements. 
 
 
Lines 22-30:  Item 5, the South Front Range Corridor Assessment Study, was a needs study which helped identify a 
potential range of reasonable corridor alternatives and priorities. It examined the question of whether or not there 
were larger transportation solutions to address capacity problems (for example passenger rail).    
 
 
Footnote 65:  We are unable to find mention of gradual changes on EA page 3-17.  Regarding page 3-115, 
naturally, “there have been changes to the original environmental setting and feeling [of Monument Valley Park]” 
since the construction of Interstate 25 in the late 1950s.  Four decades ago, the region had 400,000 fewer residents. 
Regarding safety project construction activity underway since 1997, the meaning and relevance of the comment are 
unclear. The purpose of the statement in the EA (at 1-6) was to place the safety projects in context with the 
proposed capacity improvements. 
 
Footnote 66:  CDOT did indeed consider two EAs, based upon priority of need.  As seen in the EA (See Figure 1-5 
on page 1-5), existing traffic volumes exceed capacity through central Colorado Springs, while future traffic 
growth will cause the problem to spread northward to Monument.  The traffic patterns illustrate the basis for 
project priorities.  However, CDOT and FHWA determined that a single EA should address the entire future 
capacity problem, as shown in Figure 1-5.  No aspect of this decision supports the assertion that “an EIS was 
clearly warranted.”       

 

6-40 



OLD NORTH END NEIGHBORHOOD                      
                                              
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1………..                                                                                                                                                                        
2                                                                                                                                                                
3………………….                                                                                                                                                                   
4                                                                                                                                                         
5………………....                                                                                                                                                         
6                                                                                                                                                         
7………………...                                                                                                                                                         
8                                                                                                                                                         
9………………...                                                                                                                                                        
10                                                                                                                                                       
11……..                                                                                                                                                     
12                                                                                                                                                       
13……………….                                                                                                                                                              
14 
15……………….. 
16 
17……………… 
18 
19………………. 
20 
21……………. 
22 
23………………. 
24 
25………………. 
26 
27……… 
28 
29………………. 
30 
31…….. 
32 
33…… 
34 
35 
36 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
RESPONSE 

 
 
 
Lines 1-32:  It was noted on the preceding page that the projects listed as number 6, 8, 9, 11 and 12 were evaluated 
in accordance with NEPA and met the requirements for Categorical Exclusions. These projects were all safety 
projects that had independent utility and logical termini.  These improvements did not restrict consideration of 
alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements. 
 
Lines 1-6:  Regarding item 6, the Fontanero Interchange was reconstructed to address the inadequate 
acceleration/deceleration length afforded by the original ramps.  The design was consistent with the roadway 
system envisioned in the PPACG long-range regional transportation plan then in effect.  
 
 
Lines 8-16:  Item 7, Interquest Parkway EA, was a re-evaluation of previous NEPA analysis for a new interchange 
at Interquest Parkway, formerly called Stout Allen Road (and later, Fairlane Parkway). This interchange is located 
on U.S. Air Force Academy land and required an additional easement from the Academy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lines 22-25:  Item 10, the Mode Feasibility Alternatives Analysis (MFAA) did not evaluate only single-occupant 
vehicle needs, but investigated a variety of alternatives that would address capacity issues in the I-25 corridor.  
(Note: limiting the investigation to SOVs only would not have been consistent with TEA-21 requirements).  The 
MFAA was the first step in the EA process, and was used to identify a proposed action.  It is described in the EA at 
page 2-1 and is included in full as EA Appendix 1.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lines 34-36:  As reported in the Colorado Springs Gazette on June 14, 2004, the transit study is well underway.  
The recommended corridors comprising a hypothetical future system do not include the I-25 corridor. If Federal 
funds are used, an appropriate NEPA document will be prepared for any proposed rapid transit project. 
 
 
Footnote 70:  This comment is irrelevant and incorrect. An EIS was prepared for the US24 Bypass (I-25 Exit 139), 
and EAs were prepared for the North Powers extension (I-25 interchange near Exit 156) and for the Briargate 
Interchange (I-25 Exit 151).   
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