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Final Section 4(f) Evaluation
CDOT Project BR 0961-008, SH 96A Fourth Street Bridge Over the Arkansas
River, Pueblo County, SA 13141

A. Proposed Action

The project involves replacing the historic Fourth Street Bridge, Structure K-18-Z, on
State Highway 96 over the Arkansas River and the historic Pueblo Rail Yard in
Pueblo, Colorado. In addition to the replacement of the bridge, the project will
reconstruct the bridge approaches and Fourth Street (State Highway 96) from
Abriendo Avenue (MP 54.8) to Midtown Circle (MP 55.6) |Figure 1]. The roadway
and bridge will be realigned slightly to the north to improve the horizontal and
vertical geometry of Fourth Street. This project is being done under a categorical
exclusion.

The work will also include acceleration, deceleration and turn lanes, sidewalks and
on-street bicycle lanes, and improve intersections. The new bridge will provide
higher bridge loads consistent with the standards for urban highways and improve
horizontal and vertical clearances in the Pueblo Rail Yard. The new bridge will bring
the roadway geometry up to current standards, CDOT will complete this work in
coordination with the BNSF and UP Railroads.

The purpose of the project is to bring the bridge structure up to existing operational
and safety standards. Pertinent project needs include improving safety for motorists,
pedestrians, and bicyclists on the bridge, improve horizontal and vertical clearances
in the rail yard, and increase load carrying capacity on Fourth Street. The existing the
Fourth Street Bridge is 45-years old, narrow and deteriorating. This bridge structure
has been classified as structurally deficient and functionally obsolete. Recent
inspections and events support removal and replacement of the bridge. The bridge
has a sufficiency rating of 24 out of a possible 100 based on the poor structure and
pier conditions and the substandard horizontal and vertical clearance in the rail yard
with respect to the tracks. The poor under-clearance is due to the proximity of the
railroad tracks to the bridge piers and the east abutment toe of slope, which is less
than five feet from the Loop Ramp roadway. The horizontal clearance between the
center line of track and pier faces is typically 11 feet and 8 feet 3 inches of which is
much less than the 18 feet required by the American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and the American Railway Engineering and
Maintenance Right-of-Way Association (AREMA) and the railroads. A 2002 minor
train derailment resulted in the train striking one of the bridge piers located on BNSF
property.

Additional concerns regarding the bridge include its substandard load carrying
capacity. The Fourth Street Bridge was originally designed to carry the equivalent of
a 36-ton truck. Design standards for today’s bridges require they carry the equivalent
of a 45-ton truck. The existing bridge deck rates at 23.3 tons or 65% of the original
design criteria and 52 % of current design practice.



The geometry of the Fourth Street Bridge is substandard and has been blamed for
unsafe driving conditions and traffic accidents. The eastern end of the bridge features
a steep down grade combined with tight curvature. Finally, the bridge’s shoulders
and four lanes of traffic are narrow and do not meet current desien standards. The
existing 4-foot wide sidewalks for pedestrian and bicycle traffic do not provide
adequate width for bi-directional pedestrian and bike traffic, nor ADA clearance for
two wheel chairs to pass each other.

The proposed action would require the use of three historic properties as defined by
23 USC 138 and 49 USC 303. The properties are the Fourth Street Bridge. the
Pueblo Rail Yard and the Arkansas River Levee.

B. Section 4(f) Legislation

Section 4(f) has been part of Federal law in some form since 1966. It was enacted in
an effort to set forth guidelines by which to preserve the natural beauty of the
countryside, public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfow! refuges, and
historic sites.

In January 1983, Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation (DOT) Act (49
USC 303) was amended as part of an overall recodification of the DOT Act. The
wording in Section 303 currently reads as follows:

(a) It is the policy of the United States Government that special effort is made
to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public park and
recreation lands, wildlife and waterfow! refuges, and historic sites.

(b) The Secretary of Transportation shall cooperate and consult with the
Secretaries of the Interior, Housing and Urban Development, and
Agriculture, and with the States, in developing transportation plans and
programs that include measures to maintain or enhance the natural beauty
of lands crossed by transportation activities or facilities.

(c) The Secretary may approve a transportation program or project requiring
the use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife
and waterfowl refuge, or land of an historic site of national, State, or local
significance (as determined by the Federal, State, or local officials having
jurisdiction over the park, recreation area, refuge or site) only if -

(1) there is no prudent and feasible altemative to using that land; and
(2) the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize

harm to the park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfow] refuge, or
historic site resulting from the use.



Section 4(f) applies to all historic sites, publicly-owned public parks, recreational
areas, and wildlife and waterfow! reluges.

FHWA regulations state that Section 4(f) applies to significant publicly owned
park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl] refuge or any significant historic
site. A significant historic site is a historic property that has been officially
determined to be eligible for or listed on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP), or contributing to a historic district that is eligible for or listed on the
National Register. Historic resources are eligible to the National Register if they
meet one or more of the following critera:

a) Are associated with events or have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of our history

b) Are associated with lives of persons significant in our past

¢) Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high
artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose
components may lack individual distinction

d) Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important to prehistory or
history.

National Register cligible and listed sites are also protected by Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, as set forth in the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation regulations 36 CFR 800. Federal agencies must consult
with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Advisory Council
regarding the effect of their undertaking on historic properties. Section 4(f) is
related to Section 106 in that the determinations regarding eligibility and effect
arc taken into account when determining impacts to Section 4(f) properties. The
Keeper of the National Register makes the final, binding determination of
eligibility for the Section 106 process. FHW A has the final determination of use
for the 4(f) determination.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act specifically requires that a
Federal agency involved in a proposed project or activity is responsible for
initiating and completing the review of potential effects that the action may have
on properties listed in the NRHP, or eligible for such listing.

This Section 4(f) evaluation summarizes and incorporates the results of this
consultation process. The FHWA Division Administrator for Colorado is
responsible for determining that this project meets the criteria and procedures set
forth in the federal regulations. Application of 4(f) requires a determination of
whether there are [easible and prudent alternatives that avoid the use of the 4(f)
resource. An alternative may be rejected as not being feasible and prudent for any
of the following reasons:

(1) not meeting the project purpose and need,



(2) excessive cost of construction,

(3) severe operational or safety problems,

(4) unacceptable adverse social, economic or environmental impacts,

(5) serious community disruption,

(6) an accumulation of a lesser magnitude of the foregoing types of factors,

A determination must be made whether one or more of the alternatives to avoid
the use of land from Section 4(f) property is feasible and prudent. If such
avoidance alternatives exist, one of them must be selected. Ifall the remaining
and feasible and prudent alternatives use land from the Section 4(f) properties,
then a least harm analysis must be performed to determine which alternative does
the least overall harm to the Section 4(f) properties. In performing this analysis,
the net harm (after mitigation) to the propertics is the governing factor.

Section 4(f) Resources

Within the Fourth Street Bridge project area there are no existing public parks, recreation
areas, or wildlife or waterfow! refuges that will be impacted by the project.

Three historic properties exist within the project study area and are either listed on the
NRHP or are considered eligible for listing, These include the Fourth Street Bridee
(SFE3943), the Pueblo Rail Yard (SPE4247), and the Arkansas River Levee (SPE4245).

Fourth Street Bridge (SPE3943)

Property Description
This bridge was found eligible to the NRHP under criteria (a) and (¢). Under
criterion (a), the bridge was deemed historically important as a major ancillary
element of the Pueblo Freeway and a principal crossing of the Arkansas River in
Pueblo. The project that spawned this new bridge — the Pueblo Freeway — was
considered an important component in the economic foundation of the city of
Pueblo. The bridge was also evaluated as eligible under criterion (c) for being an
extremely long-span example of a steel deck girder type bridge. The Fourth
Street Bridge is also considered technologically significant because of its
multiplicity and length of spans.

Description of Use of the Fourth Street Bridge (SPE3943)
The bridge will be replaced with a conventional bridge structure built according to
present design standards. The new bridge will address safety, load, and roadway
geometry issues as well as vertical and horizontal clearances in the rail yard, The
bridge would reflect current design standards that would result in a service life of
75 to 100 years. The width of the new bridge would be such that standard lane
and shoulder widths and multi-use pedestrian and bicycle lanes on both sides are
included.



During the Section 106 process, the SHPO concurred with FHWA s finding of
Adverse Effect for this bridge in correspondence dated October 4, 2002. A
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between FHWA and SHPO was executed on
February 11, 2003 to resolve the adverse effects to the bridge.

Pueblo Rail Yard (SPE4247)

Froperty Description

The Pueblo Rail Yard (5PE4247) was determined eligible to the
NRHP under criterion (a) as an integral and major element of
Pueblo’s rail yard facilities and for its contribution to Pueblo’s status
as a major rail transportation hub. The rail yard is located on the
north side of the Arkansas River and was constructed in 1924-25 in
the aftermath of the 1921 flood. It has 28 parallel standard gauge
tracks installed on a ballasted roadbed at ground level. It is an
operational yard used by the Burlington Northern Santa Fe and Union
Pacific Railroads.

A total of 12 nearly identical steel lattice light towers are located within the
Pueblo Rail Yard -- three adjacent to the Fourth Street Bridge, six clustered
approximately one-quarter to one-hall mile northwest of the highway bridge, and
another 3 towers placed at various, relatively distant locations southeast of the
bridge. Each light tower is mounted on a square concrete base or foundation,
Built of bolted sections of galvanized steel angle, the towers are tapering 124-foot
tall structures with a cross-braced framework. Each tower culminates in a wider
“light cage” with horizontal steel elements serving as supports for numerous
downcast lights. Metal ladders are affixed to each tower. permitting access to the
lights at the top. Two of the towers near the bridge in the inventoried portion of
the rail yard section are fitted with what appear to be lightning rods, while one
light tower supports an orange windsock.

According to the Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railway (BNSF), these
towers were constructed in the early 1950s when the predecessor of the BNSF, the
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway (ATSF), completed a major reconstruction
of the Pueblo Rail Yard. The configuration of the existing rail yard appears to be
relatively unchanged since the early 1950s. Similar light towers were installed by
the ATSF at about the same time in a number of major urban rail yards, including
those at Kansas City, Missouri; Emporia and Hutchinson, Kansas; Amarillo,
Texas; Belen and Clovis, New Mexico and La Junta, Colorado.

FHWA has determined that the light towers in the Pueblo Rail Yard contribute to
qualities that make the entire rail yard site eligible to the NRHP. These towers are
visually prominent, utilitarian structures that enable the safe assembly and
disassembly of trains at all hours of the day, They are operationally important
features that testify to the high volume and frequency of railroad traffic through
Pueblo and the importance of the Pueblo Rail Yard. These particular towers were



built sometime in the early 1950s, which fits within the two periods of
significance identified for the Pueblo Rail Yard: 1924-25 and 1951-52. And
finally, although many rail yards have lighting features or towers, the design of
these towers is somewhat unique to a handful of rail yards in Kansas, Texas,
Colorado, and New Mexico.

The light towers in the rail yard were determined to be
contributing features of the Pueblo Rail Yard as outlined in
correspondence from SHPO dated October 10, 2003.

Description of Use of the Pueblo Rail Yard (5PE4247)
The project removes two light towers in the historic Pueblo Rail Yard that are
located to the northwest of the Fourth Street Bridge These towers will be
removed to accommodate the construction of a new bridge structure. The project
replaces these towers with two new towers at a new location within the rail yard,
See Figure 3 showing the impacts to the towers and projected location of the new
towers. The work to remove and replace these towers will be conducted in
coordination with the BNSF and UP railroad.

FWHA initially determined that the removal of the light towers would result in no
adverse effect, but the SHPO disagreed with this finding and FHW A then
determined that the removal of the light towers would result in an adverse effect
to the eligible Pueblo Rail Yard. A Memorandum of Agreement to resolve
adverse effects to the light towers was executed on March 25, 2004,

One bridge bent from the proposed alternative is planned to be placed on the land
separating the Union Pacific Railroad tracks from the Burlington Northern Santa
Fe Railroad tracks within the historic boundary of the Pueblo Rail Yard. This is
the only space in the yard where there is adequate clearance between tracks for
pier locations.

Arkansas River Levee (SPE4245):

FProperty Description

The Arkansas River Levee is eligible to the NRHP under criteria (a)
and (c). Relative to criterion (a), the levee is significant as a key
clement in the engincered solution to the 1921 flooding of the
Arkansas River. It is eligible under criterion (c) as a key feat in flood
control engineering, and as a lundamental structural component in the
project involved in the realignment and containment of the Arkansas
River.

Description of Use of the Arkansas River Levee (SPE4245):
The proposed alternative pier layout plan requires one set of piers to
be constructed within the Arkansas River Levee, and placed near the
locations of the piers from the 1924 Arkansas River Bridge (the



original Fourth Street Bridge preceding the existing bridge) at the toe
of the levee’s eastern slope resulting in a use of a portion of the levee.
The foundation for the new piers will be placed under the levee’s
castern slope, and the slope will be restored to its current condition.

Extensive construction activities beyond the construction of the new
picrs are not planned on or near the slopes of the levee because its
structural integrity could be compromised. The temporary occupation
of the levee will only be during the construction of the piers which is
less than the time needed for construction of the project. The levee is
a long linear historic resource and temporary construction impacts are
only expected for a short portion of the resource. The scope of the
work is minor especially considering the length of the entire levee.

There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, the
slopes will be regraded to their current conditions, and extensive
construction activities are not planned on or near the slopes of the
levee. The SHPO concurred with FHWA's finding of No Adverse
Effect in correspondence dated October 4, 2002.

Avoidance Alternatives

Because the Arkansas River Levee and the Pueblo Rail Yard, 4(f) resources, are in close
proximity to the Fourth Street Bridge, true avoidance alternatives avoid the use of any of
the three 4(f) resources. There are three avoidance alternatives that were considered in
this 4(f) evaluation: 1) the No Action alternative, 2) Close Fourth Street, and 3)
Rehabilitate the existing bridge. All of these alternatives avoid the use of 4(f) resources.
The following discussion demonstrates why these alternatives are not feasible and
prudent.

Alternative Rail Yard | Arkansas 4" Street Feasible and
River Bridge Prudent
Levee

1) No -Action Avoids Avoids Avoids No (a,b,c.d,e)

2) Close 4™ Street Avoids Avoids Avoids No (a, b, e, f)

between Abriendo

Avenue (MP 54.8) to

Midtown Circle (MP

55.6) |

3) Rehabilitate Avoids Avoids Avoids No (a,b,c.d)

existing bridge




a) Does not meet the project purpose and need because it does not improve the
clearances in the rail road yard

b) Does not meet the project purpose and need and has severe operational and safery
problems because it does not address the poor roadway geometry that has
contributed to accidents

c) Does not meet the purpose and need because structure capacity would still be less
than required by current standards

d) Excessive cost of construction and or maintenance

€) Does not address structure deterioration

f) Can not maintain traffic resulting in unacceptable adverse social, economic
impacts

1. No Action: This alternative maintains the existing bridge in place. This alternative has
high costs associated with maintenance and improvements that would be required. This
alternative does not address the CDOT, FHW A, and railroad sa fety criteria that require a
mimmum of 18-foot horizontal clear zone between the railroad tracks and the face of the
piers. In addition, this alternative does not address the bridge’s structural deterioration,
safety deficiencies, or substandard load capacity and does not improve the conditions for
pedestrians or bicyclists. Therefore, this alternative is not feasible and prudent.

2) Close Fourth Street between Abriendo Avenue (MP 54.8) to Midtown Circle (MP
55.6): The Fourth Street is also State Highway 96 and is a main thoroughfare through
Pueblo that provides access across the Arkansas River and the rail yard. The city of
Pueblo depends on this thoroughfare for connectivity among its communities. Closing
this road would have impacts of extraordinary magnitude to downtown businesses, cause
unacceptable interruption and detour on a state highway, and would not mest the project
purpose and need. By leaving the bridge in place, the railroad yard would still have
unacceptable clearances for the tracks. Therefore, this alternative is not feasible and
prudent.

3) Rehabilitate Existing Structure: This alternative involves the rehabilitation and
modilication of the existing bridge for vehicular traffic only. This alternative would
involve removing the sidewalks from the existing bridge, and the associated travel-lane
barriers to accommodate improvements in the lanes and shoulder widths.

This alternative does not address the clearance needs within the rail vard. In addition, the
trail connectivity for pedestrians and bicyclists would be interrupted. Shoulder widths for
vehicular traffic would be increased, but would still remain below current design
standards. There would still be the associated safety hazards due to the horizontal and
vertical geometry of the road. The service life of the rehabilitated bridge would only be
20 to 25 years. Therefore, this alternative is not feasible and prudent.

Minimization of Harm Analysis

Because no alternative that completely avoids the use of 4(f) property has been found that
is feasible and prudent, a least harm analysis is required. The following alternatives use



property associated with one or more of the 4(f) resources. The alternatives were studied
as to whether or not they were feasible and prudent, and then additional means of
minimizing harm were considered.

Alternative Rail Yard | Arkansas | 4" Street Feasible and |
River Bridge Prudent
Levee
1) Widen existing Use Avoids Avoids Mo (a.b,c.e)
Structure
2) Keep existing bridge, | Use Use Avoids No (a, d) =

build new bridge for cars
adjacent to existing
bridge There are a
couple variations of this
alternative in the
discussion.

3) New bridge spanning | Avoids Avoids Use No (b,e)
rail yard and Arkansas
River Levee

4) Remove old bridge Use Avoids Use No (a.d)
and build new bridge to
the north with pier
placement that avoids
levee{match existing
spans, moderate span

layout)

5) Reconstruct existing Use Avoids Use No (a,b,f)
structure on same

location )

6) Remove old bridge Use Use Use Mo (b)

build new structure to the
south of existing bridge

7) Remove old bridge Use Use Use Yes
and build new bridge to
the north, long span
option |
a) Does not meet the project purpose and need because it does not improve the
clearances in the rail road yard
b) Does not meel the project purpose and need and has severe operational and

safety problems because it does not address the poor roadway geometry that has
contributed to accidents

c) Does not meet the project purpose and need because structure capacity would still
be less than required by current standards

d) Excessive cost of construction and or maintenance.

e) Does not address structure deterioration
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) Can not maintain traffic resulting in unacceptable adverse social, economic
impacts.

The following two alternatives minimize harm to the Fourth Street Bridge:

1) Widen the existing structure from center line on both sides

This alternative involves widening the existing bridge from the center line on both
sides. This would involve the removal of the bridge’s concrete deck and lead
pamnt abatement. It would also require new girders on both sides of the bridge and
the extension in both directions of the supporting pier bents, new columns, and
new footings and foundation elements. The existing substructure would need to
be rehabilitated to correct deterioration and existing bearings replaced.

This alternative would preserve the bridge, require minor amounts of land within
the rail yard for the associated foundation improvements, and avoid the levee.

The rehabilitated bridge structure would only have a service life ol 20 to 25 years.
Although widening the existing structure improves lane widths, shoulders, and
pedestrian/bicycle access, this alternative does not address the poor roadway
geometry that has contributed to accidents. Widening both sides results in the
narrowest cross-section and minimizes the effects to the railroad yard, but does
not improve the clearances in the rail road yard. It is anticipated that CDOT
would require load rating modifications since the structure capacity would still be

less than required by current standards. Therefore, this alternative is not feasible
and prudent.

2(a). Build a new 4-lane structure to the north/use existing structure for bikes
and pedestrians only

This alternative involves the construction of a new bridge for vehicle use, and use
of the existing bridge for pedestrians and bicyclists. The new structure would he
wide enough for four lanes of traffic, a median barrier. and outside shoulders
adequate for breakdowns on shoulders. The new bridge would be constructed on
the north side of the existing bridge. The existing bridge is 68 feet wide, so it is
more than adequate for a multi-use pedestrian and bicycle facility.

This alternative would preserve the bridge, require land for additional piers within
the rail yard, require the use of two light towers, and require land for piers in the
levee.

This alternative does not address the under-clearance issues related to the railroad
operations. In addition, rehabilitation of the bridge would be required to provide
the necessary capacity and preferred layout of the sidewalks and bike lanes. New
railings would be required by the railroads to prevent foreign objects from
entering the yard, and new expansion joints are recommended to alleviate leakage
ol runoff onto the deteriorated substructure. Substructure rehabilitation of the old

15 |



bridge would be needed to stop the progression of deterioration and for safety
puUrposes.

Rehabilitating the old bridge and building the new bridge will not meet the
purpose and need because it does not address the clearances in the rail yard,
Therefore, this alternative is not feasible and prudent.

2(b) Rehabilitate the existing bridge for 2-lanes of traffic plus pedestrians
(eastbound)/build a new 2-lane bridge (westhound)

This alternative involves the construction of one-way pairs, or a roadway couplet,
for the bridge crossing. The existing bridge would be rehabilitated and modified
to carry 2 lanes of vehicular traffic, pedestrians, and bicyclists. A new bridge
would be constructed to the north of the existing one and carry two lanes of
vehicular traffic. All pedestrians and bicyclists would be placed on the south side
of the existing bridge, which would create a 20-foot wide multi-use facility. This
facility would tie into the existing trail currently on the west side and the Fourth
Street shoulder and loop ramp on the east side.

This alternative would preserve the bridge, require land for piers in the rail yard,
use at least one of the light towers, and place piers in the levee.

This alternative only improves the alignment and profile for the westbound traffic.
Although shoulder widths and pedestrian access would be improved, the
horizontal clearance to the railway would be improved only at the new structure.
The clearances in the rail yard with the existing bridge would not be improved
and will not address the under-clearance issues related to the railroad operations.
In addition, the existing bridge would require extensive rehabilitation and
modifications that would necessitate load rating improvements and deck
replacement. After rehabilitation, the service life of the bridge would only be 20
to 25 years. Therefore, this alternative is not feasible and prudent.

The following alternative minimizes harm to the Pucblo Rail Yard and the Arkansas
River Levee:

3) New Bridge Spanning Rail Yard and Levee

This alternative involves the construction of a single span cable stay bridge that
spans over the Arkansas River Levee and the rail yard. The bridge would be
constructed to the width required and provide for all the clearances required by
the Railroads. The bridge would have a center span length of 1100 feet and
includes one or two support towers ranging from 250 feet to 350 feet tall.
Extensive realignment of Fourth Street at each end would be required to allow for
the counterbalancing of the support towers.

This alternative would replace the existing bridge, avoid the rail yard and avoid
the levee.
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The construction impacts of this alternative extend bevond the
current study area and into the neighborhoods. Because of its span
length and the extensive counterbalancing required for the towers the
approaches will become more circuitous and making the approaches
worse than they are today. Thus, it does not address the poor
roadway geometry that has contributed to accidents. Additionally, it
would also require heavy construction equipment in the rail yard to
facilitate girder erection creating additional impacts and cause delays
to the rail yard and mainline railroad operations. The cost is
extraordinarily high because the impacted area extends well beyond
the bridge for counter weight measures required for the supporting
towers and this type of structure is a much more costly structure. The
Zakim bridge in Boston is the closest type most recently built in the
US with a main span of 745 feet and total length 1432 feet and a cost
of $105 million dollars compared to the proposed action which is
estimated to be in the $25 million dollar range. Therefore, this
alternative is not feasible and prudent.

The following two alternatives minimize harm to the Arkansas River Levee.

4) Remove old bridge and build new bridge with the width
required to the north with pier placements that avoid the levee
(match existing spans with a moderate span layout)

This alternative involves replacing the historic bridge with new
bridge approaches that are realigned slightly to the north along the
original alignment of the 1924 Fourth Street Bridge to correct the
current poor roadway geometry. In addition, this layout provides
bridge spans that would not impact the Levee, The bridge could be
constructed from Spliced Post-tensioned Bulb T girders, Spliced Post-
tensioned U girders, Steel Plate girders, or Steel Box girders,

This alternative would replace the historic bridge, require land from
the rail yard for piers, require the use of at least one light tower, and
avoid the levee.

This alternative does not address the horizontal clearance problems
within the rail yard. It would require the use of heavy construction
equipment in the rail yard to facilitate girder erection that would
create additional impacts and cause delays to the rail yard and
mainline railroad operations. Therefore, this alternative is not
feasible and prudent.

5) Reconstruct existing structure on same location

This alternative involves reconstructing the bridge to the required
width on the existing alignment and new piers placed in their current
location.

13



This alternative would replace the historic bridge, require land from
the rail yard, avoid use of the light towers and avoid the levee.

This alternative does not address the horizontal clearance to the
railroad tracks and does not address the poor roadway geometry that
has contributed to accidents. This alternative would require heavy
construction equipment in the railroad yard to facilitate girder
erection, which would create additional impacts and cause delays to
the rail yard and mainline railroad operations. Therefore, this
alternative is not feasible and prudent.

The following two alternatives have a use of each of the three 4(f) resources.

6) Remove old bridge build new strueture to the south of current
location

This alternative removes the existing Fourth Street Bridge and
constructs a new bridge south of the existing at the width required
and with a design that provides for the horizontal and vertical
clearances required by the railroads.

This alternative replaces the bridge, places piers in the rail vard,
avoids the two light towers and places piers in the levee.

This alternative does not address the poor roadway geometry that has
contributed to accidents. It will make the horizontal roadway
geometry worse than existing conditions. Therefore, this alternative
is not feasible and prudent.

7) Remove old bridge and build new bridge to the north, long
span option (proposed action)

This alternative removes the existing Fourth Street Bridge and
constructs a new bridge slightly north of the existing with the
required width and with design that provides for acceptable horizontal
and vertical clearances required by the railroads. The alignment of
the bridge would be along the historic alignment of the previous
Fourth Street Bridge. The placement of the piers allows for a bridge
that is cast-in-place concrete built from above with form travelers
progressing away from the piers in a balanced cantilever fashion.
Therefore, the only activities in the rail yard would be the
construction of the piers and pier tables. Delivery of materials could
be from the existing rail yard access roads or the existing bridee.

The new pier locations would be in the space between the Union
Pacific lines and the BNSF within the historic rail yard and where
adequate clearance requirements can be achieved. This alternative
would also require the use of two light towers within the rail yard.
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Piers would be placed within the Arkansas River Levee near the
location of the piers from the 1924 Arkansas River Bridge. The
historic bridge would be demolished afier the new bridge is built.
This alternative is feasible and prudent.

The following measures were considered for the feasible and prudent alternative to
ensure that all possible planning to minimize harm to the historic resources is
included in the project.

Measures to Minimize Harm to the Pueblo Rail Yard

There are no prudent and feasible alternatives to the removal of the light towers or the
placement of piers within the historic Pueblo Rail Yard. The following discussions
represent efforts made for all possible planning to minimize harm. The following
considerations were explored for the relocation and reuse of the light towers:

Relocation alternatives: Alternatives that preserve the light towers by relocating them
in the Pueblo Rail Yard were investigated with the BNSF. Because of the layout of the
rail yard, the height and structural size of the towers, the inefficiency of the old light
fixtures mounted on the towers, and the problems in maintaining the lights, the BNSF
determined that the two towers could not be relocated within the rail yard. They could
not be positioned in the yard to provide proper illumination for yard operations, and
maintaining the lights is difficult and dangerous. Maintenance requires climbing the steel
ladder attached to the tower and servicing the lights from the tower platform. The work
is dangerous, and recently, a worker was electrocuted while working on one of the light
towers. The lights are not energy efficient and do not meet the state’s current “Dark
Skies™ law, which requires light to be focused downward, rather than illuminating the
sky. For these reasons, the BNSF will require replacement lights that will meet their
operations and maintenance needs as well as the new state lighting requirements.

Reuse alternatives: Alternatives that reuse the towers by disassembling them and
erecting them on a different location for functional and interpretive purposes is not
considered practical. The towers are 124 feet tall and 50 feet wide at the base and
moving them is not practical. They would not be suitable for parks, schools, or other
public purposes, and would not be practical for industrial uses for the same reasons that
they are no longer suitable to the BNSF Railway.

Disassembling the towers and providing them to the BNSF for use in the repair of the
other ten towers is an alternative that has been raised with the BNSF. CDOT will make
the disassembled tower parts available to the BNSF because they own the towers. BNSF
could reuse the tower parts if they want. The ultimate destination of the towers will be
determined in an agreement between CDOT and the railroads.

The SHPO was consulted on the impacts of the project. Because the light towers would
be disassembled, the SHPO recommended the following mitigation measure:
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The Pueblo Rail Yard light towers will be recorded prior to construction so that
there will be a permanent record of their present appearance and history.
Recordation shall consist of Level 1 documentation as determined in consultation
with the SHPO and according to the standards established in Office of
Archacology and Historic Prescrvation Form #1595, All documentation will be
accepted by the SHPO prior to the start of construction. Copies of the
documentation also will be sent to a local archive designated by the SHPO.

Measures to Minimize Harm to the Fourth Street Bridge

In accordance with the Memorandum of Agreement, the Fourth Street Bridge will be
recorded prior to construction so that there will be a permanent record of its present
appearance and history. Recordation shall consist of Level Il Documentation as
determined in consultation with the Colorado State Historie Preservation Officer (SHPO)
and according to the standards established in Office of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation Form #1595, All documentation must be accepted by the SHPO prior to the
start of construction. Copies of the documentation also will be sent to a local archive
designated by SHPO.

Measures to Minimize Harm to the Arkansas River Levee

The pier locations in the levee are such that they will not interfere with the structural
integrity of the levee and the concrete liner. They will be placed at a location low on
the slope in the earth-side section of the levee. The earth-side slopes of the Arkansas
River Levee will be restored to their original condition. Extensive construction
activities are not planned on or near the slopes or concrete lining of the levee because
its structural integrity could be compromised. The levee is a long linear historic
resource and temporary construction impacts are only expected for a short portion of
the resource. Temporary construction impacts from cranes and other construction
vehicles will be avoided. The SHPO concurred with a no adverse effect
determination on QOctober 4, 2002. The South Eastern Water Conservancy District is
the owner of the levee and has also concurred that the structural integrity of the levee
will not be compromised.

. Coordination

In consultation with the SHPO, The FHWA has determined that this project will have
adverse effects on the Fourth Street Bridge and the Pueblo Rail Yard. FHWA and the
SHPO agreed that this project will have no adverse effect to the Arkansas River Levee on
October 4, 2002. The SHPO and FHWA have agreed through the Section 106 process of
the National Historic Preservation Act on two separate Memoranda of Agreement, which
were signed by all parties involved on February 11, 2003 (Fourth Street Bridge) and
March 25, 2004 (Pueblo Rail Yard/Light Towers). Please see the attached MOAs. These
agreements outline mitigation for these resources.
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H. Determination

Based on the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use
of the Fourth Street Bridge, or the use of land from the Pueblo Rail Yard and the
Arkansas River Levee and the proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize
harm to the aforementioned properties resulting from such use.
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Evaluation of Light Towers in the Puebio Sail Yard {5PE4247)

Approximate locations of three light towers in the Puebio Rail Yard,
close to the existing 4™ Street Bridge,

Figure 2 - The two towers parallel to the 4° Street Viaduct require removal,
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LS. Departmeni Colerado Federal Aid Division
Of Transportalion 355 Zang Street, Room 250
Federal Highway Lakewood, CO BOZ28-1040
Administration

Murch 30, 2004

File: 13141
Mr. Don Klima
Advisory Council on Hisoric Preservation
12136 West Bavaud Avenue, Suite 330
Lakewood, CO 80226

SUBJECT:  Memorandum of Agreement, Colorado Department of Transportation
Preject BR 0961-008, Fourth Strect Bridge Replacement, Pucblo, Colorado

Dear Mr. Klima:

EMM;?%{MW&MHEGIL}?M

i ederal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
have agreed that the proposed bridge replacement will have an Adverse Eifect on two histaric
light towers associated with the Puchlo Rail Yard (5PE4247), CDOT i3 a participant in this
agreement as an invited signatory,
|nmmmmmmrmmmcwmmmmms{bxlxm.
mmﬂmmmawwmmmmwm
effects have been agreed upon with the SHPO, and are outlined in the MOA. There have heen
mmtmﬁwuﬁmudﬁ&ummmmmmwmmmw
nor additional views expressed by the public conceming this project.

If you have questions, please contact CDOT Acting ST Historian Mr. Robert Autobee 2

(303) 757-9758.
Sim_um:ly YOUrE,

%%F _C- \‘}&&pu
William C. Jones
Lhvision Administrator

Enclosures (copy of MOA for ACHP files)

et: Thomas F. Nartos, CDOT Execirtive Dirsctor
+ At Rebent Avtobee, CDOT Esvironmental Programs (w/original MOA)
fob Torres, COOT Reglon 3 Direcior
Atin Dick Annsnd, CDOT Region 2 Pav, Manajer (wicspy MOA)
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION,
THE COLORADG DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
AND THE COLORADO STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

REGARDING THE REMOVAL OF TWO LIGHT TOWERS FROM THE PUEBLD
RAIL YARD (SPE4247) IMPACTED BY THE FOURTH STREET BRIDGE
REPLACEMENT (SPE3INM3)

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PROJECT BR 0961-808,
PUEBLO COUNTY, COLORADO

WHEREAS, the Feileral Highway Administration (FHWA) has determined thot the
Progect BR 0961-00% may have an adverse effect on two histonc light lowers associsted with the
Puchlo Rail Yard (SPEA247) in Pueblo County. Colorado, which s eligible for the National
Register of Histernc Places, and has consulted with the Colomdo Siate Historic Preservation
OTicer (SHPO) pursuant to 36 CFR Pan 800, regulations implementing Section |06 of the
National Histori¢ Preservation Act {16 LLS.C, Section 4700); and

WIHEREAS, the FHWA has consulied with the Colorndo Depariment of Transpartation
ICDOT) regarding the etfeets of the underinking on historic propertics and has invited them o
sign this MOA a8 an mvited signastory;

WHEREAS. i accordanes with 36 CFR Section 00, 6 (a) (1) FHW A has nolified the
Advisory Couneil on Historie Preservation (Council) of 11s adverse effect determination with
spetified documentation and the Council has chosen not to participate in the consulation
pursuasit to 36 CFR 8K1.6 (a) (1) {it);

WHEREAS, the histonc properties that will be affected by the Memonndum of
Agrecment sre;

Twn Light Towers in the Puchlo Rail Yard (SPE4247) Impacted by the Fourth Strect
Bridge Replacement (SPE3943):

in September 2003. CDOT determined that the project to replace Pueblo’s Fourth Street Rrides
wiothd resul i impacts Lo the Pucbio Rail Yard. A porticn of the vard was inventoried as part of
the Culiural Resources Inventory prepared for the Fourth Sirect Bridge project. The inventoried
purtion of the il yard. extcnding 200 feet on either side of the Fourth Street Bridpe, was
evilunted 45 a contriboting portion of the overnll NRHP-cligible site. Twn of the rail yard light
toweers within the invemoned section wene determined by the Colorado State Historic
Preservation Office to be comtribiting features of the vard. The two metal lattice towers suppest
lights that illuminate the yard at night. There ure total of |2 similarly designed towers with in the



rail yard. The Puchlo Rail Yard wes determined eligible to the National Regisier of Historic
Places under Criterion A 2= an integral and major element of Puchlo's mil yard facilities and for
its contribution to Puchlo’s status 75 a major rail tmansporiation huh.

NOW, THEREFORE. FHWA and the Calorado SHPO) agree that the umlertaking shall
ke implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take into account the
effect of the undenzking on historic propertios

STIPULATIONS
The FHWA shall ensure that the following measures are camriod out-

I MITIGATION

The two light towers within the Pucblo Rail Yard will be recorded prior i demolition so that
there will be a permuncnt record f 1= present appearance and hisiory. Recordation shall consisy
of Level I docnmentation zs determined in consultation with the SHPO, and esiehlished
OAHP Foem #1393, Historical Resouree Documentation: Standsairds for Level 1, 11 1
Documentation. All documentation must be acorpled by the SHPO prior o the start of
construction. Copies of the documentation will be provided 10 the SHPO and 10 a local arehave
designated by the SHPO. Tres will melude historie research and decumentation, Archivally
stable photographs of 1he twa towers within the Puchlo Rail Yard {SPE4247) will be taken and
provided to the SHPO. The photos will be printed on archivally processed paper and attached (o
rchinval mount cands. The negatives will be placed in erchival sleeves,

Al ARCHIVAL DOCUMENTATION
CDOT shall ensure that the Pueblo Rail Yard (SPEA247) light towers are
decumented in sccondance with the guidance for Level 11 documentation faund i
OAHP form #1593, Historteal Resource Documentation; Standands tor Level 1 1L, 101
Decumentaiion. CDOT shall consult with the SHPO o determine appropriste Level
1} recordation mensurnes.

1) € POT shall ensure that all docomentation activities will be performed or
directly supervised by architeets, historions, photegraphers, and or other
professionals meeting the qualifi cation standards i their ficld in the
Secretary of nterior’s Prolessional Qualifications Standards, {36 CFR
6. Appendix A).

1) CDOT shall provide originals of all documents resulting from the
dacumentation 10 the SHPO and to 0 local Itbrary or archive,

i, DURATION

This agreement will be null and voided if its ferms are not carried out willun (5] yeaes from the
date of its execution. Prior to such fime, FHWA may corsult with the other signatories to
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reconsider the terms of the sgreement and amend in sccordunce with Sripulation IV below,
N MONITORPNG AND REPORTING

Each vear following the execution of this sgreement untid 1t expines or is terminated, FHW A shall
provide all partics to this agreement a summary report detailing work undertaken purstsEnt 1o is
termis. Such report shall include any scheduling chmnges proposed, any problems encouniened,
el any disputes and objections réceived in FHWA's ¢ffors to carry out the terms of thiy
agreement. Failure to provide such summary report may be consithered noncomplionce with the
ters of this MOA pursuant to Stipulation VI, below,

IV, DISPUTE RESOLLTION

Should rny party to this agreement obect at any lime & any actions proposed or the manner in
which the terms of this MOA are implemented, FHWA shall consult with the objecting partyfics)
1o resolve the objection. [f FHWA delermines, withm 30 days, that such vhjection|s) cammol be
resolved FHWA will:

A, Forwand all documentation relevant to the dispute to the Coumeil in secordance with
36 CFR Section $00.2(b)2). Upon receipt of adequate documentation, the Council shall
review and advise FHWA on the resolution of the objection within 30 days. Any
comment provided by the Council. and all comments from the paries 1o the MOA will
be taken mite account by FHWA in reaching a final decision regarding the dispute

B, If the Council docs not provide comments regarding the dispute within 30 days afier
receipt of sdequate documentation, FHW A may render i desislon regarding the dispute.
I resching its decision, FHWA will take into secount all comments regarding the dispuie
from the parties to the MOA.

€. FHWA's responashility to carry out all other actions subjoct to the terms of this MOA
that wre not the subject of the dispute remain unchanged, FEWA will notify all parties of
its decision in writing before implementing that portion of the Undertaking sobiject 1o
dhispute under this stipulation. PHWA's deaision will be (inal.

¥, AMENDMENTS AND NONCOMPLIANCE

Ty signatery 1o this MOA, including any invited signutery, determines that its fenms
will not or cannot be caeried out of that a7 amendiment (o ity terms must be made, that
purty shall immediately consult with the other parties to develop an amendment (o this
MOA pursuant to 36 CFR $3300.6{cH7) and 300.6(c8). The amendment will be
effective on the date o copy signed by all of the priginz! signatasics is filed with the
Council. I the sigratorics cannot agree to appropriate lerms 1o amend the MOA, any
sigratory may lerminate the agreement in sccordinee with Stipalntion V1, below.
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Vi TERMINATION

itan MOA 15 not emended following the consultation set out in Stipulation TV above, it
may be lerminated by any signatory or imvited simatory. Withn 30 duys following
termination, the FHWA shall notify the signatorics if it will initiate consultation 1o
execute an MOA with the signatocies under 36 CFR §800.6ic)(1 ) or Teguest the
comments of the Coancil under 26 CFR §800. 7(a) and proceed accondingly.

Execution of this Memorandum of Agrecment by FHWA and Colorado SHPO nnd the
submission of documentation and filing of this Memorandum of Agreement with the Council
pursuant 1o 36 CFR Scction 800.6(b} 1)) prior to FHWA® 5 approval of this underiaking, and
bnplementation of its terms evidense that FHWA has taken info account the effocrs of this
underiaking on historic propenies and afforded the Couneil on oppoctunily 1o comment,

SIGNATORIES:

Federal Highway Administration

- -.{A{-: l’;':lf;ﬁ: Date .:I-':.-II'.' & _:-H-:-"‘."

7 William Jones, Colmdo Division Adminisrator

Colorado State Historle Preservation Officer

* r fa 5

= : Date

1+ Givorgianng Contigoglia, SHPO

INVITED SIGNATORIES:
Colorade Department of Transportation

= = ’ Far
— itz f'?/"#f?:-‘w- _Dae 2/28/0F
Tom Noron. Exccutive Dircetar
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| COIORADO
153 HISTORICAL
SOCIETY

The Colorado History Mesewm 1300 Brondway  Denver, Colorade H0203.2157

19 October 2003

Dan Jepson

Mmg, Environmental Program Mamager

RE: Determination of Eligibdlicy and Effect, CDOT Project BR 0961-008/13 141, 51 96A (4% S0
Firidge over the Arkunsas River, Puchlo, Pocblo County

Phear Mr. Jepon:

Thank you fon your recent correspondence dated 18 Seplembier 2003, concenmmy the propesed
replacement of three light towers to make roam for Pacbilo’s new 4" Street Bridpe, The thres
lijght wwess are amorg twelve such towers thal serve e Paclio Rail Yard (3PES247) The
towers contribile 1o the significance of the rail yard, 55 they are more thus 50 yeans oid and play
an essenitial rode in the operation of the venl, Because the towers ane contributng sireciurcs, st
remaval constiites an Adverse Effcel on o hittone resource, Our office regommends Level 1
Docemeritafion for the o-be-demmolshed light mwers, Plesse refer 1o the “Mixdel B0OA"
enehived with this leter,

If you have any gueshions, please fecd free to contect Joseph Saldibar, Architechunl Servizes
Coordinator, at {303) §66.3741. We ook forwand to hearing from you.

Smeerely, 4 ,1’
- i Lr‘-'tﬂ._ w I“-" q'j
0" Georgianna Contiguglis a"'.

Saate Historie Preservation Officer, and
President, Colorada Historical Soccty

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORK PRESERV ATION
TR ® Py 305-860-271 | * bemail cabpiliche aarz oo * it wwow caloestalisivey-aahpong
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1 STATE OF COLORADO

BEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Eqvranmantal Programs Branch
4200 Eaal Ariansas Avenps
Danver, Coltads BIU2Z

0% 1879358

FAX (03} T8 -Ba45

Seplember 18, 2007

ts. Cleorigimnns Contlguglia
Stnte Higloric Presarvation Oficer
Colorado Historical Society

1300 Broadway

Danver, 0O 30203

RE:  Determination of Eligibility and Effect, CDOT Project BR 0961-008/13141, SH 96A (4" St.) Bridge
Over the Arkansis River, Puchlo County :

Dear Ms. Contignglia:

This lether report and the attsched matcrials constitute the reguest for concurrence on Detenminations of
Eitigibitity and Effcet for the project referenced sbove, which imeslves the neplscement of the 4% Street
Bridge (SPW115). The goals of the 4 Street Bridge Projest ane to improve safety for motorists,
pedesirian, and bicyclists on the bridge, increass roadway capacéty, provide a higher lovol of service,
wwmlmmhuﬂmhm:ﬂlmmmmmm. We
indtially coordinated with your office in Augnst 2002 reganding el igibility und effects for this project, but
since that lime: an additions] historlc resource hes boon identified in the prejoct aren.

A purtion of the Puchlo Rail Yard (5PE4247), inventoried during the inifis] survey conducted for the 4%
Streat Bridge project, was avalusind as eligible for the Nations! Registor of Historie Places (NRHI) under
sriterion (a) as an integral nd majar element of Puchia's rail yard facilities and for its contribution to
Pueblo’s stalns a3 & major il transporistion bub. You concurred with this finding in comrespondeonce
dated Ociober 4, 2002 The inventoried portion of the mil yard, extending 200 foet on cither side of e
4*smwwwﬂmn-mmmmummmdmm Reeenily,
CROT and the Foderal Highway Administration (FHWA) determined that there will be inpacts 1o two of
the metal light lowers located on the norilrwest sido of the beidpe in the railyard, These towens were iot
evaluated in the iniiial survey, and 2s such Entranco (n consuliing firm) ws contracted by CDOT 10
cvaluate the contritwery sats of these features to the rtlynrd (soe sttached map),

Atotal off 12 similar metal lattice light towers are located within the Pueblo Rsil Yard. Besides the three
towers sitwated i the iventoricd portion of the reil yard, six similar light towers aro clusterod
approximately ¥ - 4 mile northwest of the highway bridge, while an additional three lights are st distant
locations on the opposite (southeast) side of the bridge. Each light tower Is mounted on a squars concrete
base or foundation. Buik of bolied engle iron, the towers are tapering 124-foot tall structures witl a
cross-braced framework. Each tower culminates in a wider “light cage” with horizontaf metal clements
serving as supports for numerous downcast lights. Metal ladders are affixed to each tower, permitting
access To the lighty at the fop. Two of the towers near the bridge in the inventoried portion of tha il yard
scction nre fimed with what appear to be lightning rods, while one Light tower supports an cennge
windsock.

According i Burlington Mosthem Santa Fe Railroad {HNSF) Supervisor of Facilitien Lew Bind, these
lowers wero constructed in the carly | 250y when the BNSF's prediccessor, the Atchison, Topeka & Santa
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M. Comiguglin
September 18, 2003
Paped

Fa Railway {ATSF), completed a major recomstruction of the Pocble Rail Yard. The ceafiguration of the
existing ril yard appears i be relatively unchanged since the carly 1950s Acconding lo a personal
communication with Mr. Rird on April 28, 2003 and agale on Septemiber | 1, 2003, similar light sowers
were installed by ATSF at shout the seme time in a minber of major urban rail verds, incbuding fhoss o
Kansas (ity, Mistouri; Emporia and Hutchmson, Kansas; Amarilio, Texas; Bolon pod Clovis, New
Mexico and La Junta, Coboredo.

CDOT aad FHWA have determmined that the light towers in the Pueblo Rail Yard contribute 1o qualities
that make the entire ruil yard site eligible fo the NRHP. These towers arc vissally prominent, wiilitarian
mumummm&mawurmumhmﬂudq. They ana
operationally importast features that testify to the high volume and frequency of railroad traffic through
Pocblo. MWHMMMMH&WI%M&:W&&M&
significance identified for the Pucblo Rail Yard: 1924-25, and 1951-1952. And finatly, although many
mﬂmhulighungﬂNﬂwmmdﬁpufmwmhmﬂ-mmu-mﬁﬂd
rail yards in Midwestern and Wesiom sintes,

Effects Analysis

A part of this project two of the light towess to the aorthwest of the Fourth Stroet bridige will be removed
and replaced to socommedaic the new bridge sirecture. CEDOT will complete this work in eoordination
‘with the raziroad, snd will pey for and constroct the now light towers. CDOT and FHWA have
deteomined that the removal of the twa towers will resull in s adverse offect to the qualities that mele
the Pushlo Rail Yard site efigible to the NRHP. The site will remain illaminaied by both modern light
fixtures and the tea remaining light towess. The continuntion of lighting will convey tha parposs and
fumotion of the towers that were removed, and the Joss of anly two (or 146) of the towers = not considersd
significant. The loss of these two towers aad the replacement by modem light poles would not prevent a
cantemporary from recognizing tho significence of the mail yard, Finally, the removal of the towem will
not alier the historical associations that make the rmil yard aligible to the MRHT under criterion (a).

CDOT and FHWA have also determined that the installation of the propcsed replacement lighting will
have no adverse gffect on the eligibility of the Pocblo Rail Yard. It is kely that modifications o the il
yiurd have occurred mmerows times in the past aod ihe pencrl historicn] charseter of the mil yard will ot
be altered by the installstion of the replacomont fowers. Installation of the towers will also not effect the
historical sssociations that make SPEA247 eligible under NRIP oritesion {2).

We hercly request your concurreiics with these determinations of eligibility and effect. Your response is
necessary for the Fedend ighway Administration”s complfance with Section | 06 of the Mational
Historic Preservation Act {as amended)) and with the Advisory Council oo Historic Proservation's
regulations, I you require sdditional information, plese contact CDOT StafT Historian Lisa Schoch at
(303) 5124258,

eet  Dick AmmandJudy DeHaven, (DOT Region 2
File)CF/RF
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