
To: webmaster@i 70east.com
From: FormMail@www.i 70east.com

The following error occurred in FormMail :
verify_failed
**********
Error=Image verification string missing. This is probably a fault on the server.

email: mike.condie@championsafe.com
realname: Mike Condie @ Champion Safe

name: 'Mike Condie @ Champion Safe'
address: '2055 South Tracy Hall Pkwy'
city: 'Provo'
state: 'UT'
zip_code: '84606'
phone: '1 801 377 7199'
comment_on_feis: 'YES'
add_to_mailing_list: 'YES'
add_to_online_list: 'YES'
primary_interest_in_project: 'Business'
interest_in_project: 'We have a Gun Safe Business @ 6100 South Stapleton Drive South. We want to
know the following questions. 1. What will be the scope of the project inn our area? 2. When will it
start? 3. How will it impact the on and off exit at our location both East and West? 4. When will it start,
and finish? 5. Will this be done in phases?'
how_often_travel_corridor: 'Everyday'
primary_reason_to_travel_corridor: 'On the job'
how_transportation_can_be_improved_in_corridor: ''
how_receiving_info: 'Other'
rate_website: 'Need more info'
comments_questions: ''



From: "claytonneighborhooddenver@gmail.com" <)>
Subject: Re: I 70 EAST EIS FEEDBACK FORM
Date: Tue, March 1, 2016 5:33 pm
To: webmastercc@i 70east.com,contactus@i 70east.com

email: claytonneighborhooddenver@gmail.com

name: Clayton United (Registered Neighborhood Organization)
address: 3338 Columbine St.
city: Denver
state: CO
zip_code: 80205
phone: 2245585216
comment_on_feis: YES
add_to_mailing_list: YES
add_to_online_list: YES
primary_interest_in_project: Neighborhood/Area Resident
interest_in_project: Clayton is situate very close to the project site (just a few
blocks south) and we want to stand united with our neighbors and magnify their
concerns as well as our own.
how_often_travel_corridor: Frequently
primary_reason_to_travel_corridor: Commute
how_transportation_can_be_improved_in_corridor: See comments in the next text box.
how_receiving_info: Flyers,Neighbors/Churches/Schools,Public
Meetings,Newsletter,Website
rate_website: Good
comments_questions: Over the last few months Clayton residents have reviewed the
available information about the I 70 East Environmental Impact Statement (referred
to herein as I 70 EIS) and have been consuming information from various
sources that explore the consequences of, and alternatives to, the proposed Partial
Cover Lowered Alternative (referred to herein as proposed alternative). We
have made it a point to connect with other Registered Neighborhood Organizations and
residents that would be impacted by the expansion of I 70 if the current proposed
alternative was constructed. The outcome of this research, analysis and conversation
is that Clayton residents are concerned about the serious environmental, financial
and social justice consequences of the proposed alternative. In particular, we are
concerned about: Residents that are not displaced by the highway expansion will
find themselves even closer to an increase in the pollutants that would be caused
by additional vehicles on the road. These pollutants have already been shown to
cause high levels of asthma, heart disease and cancer among neighbors. The
project area is situated within several superfund sites. We are concerned not only
for the health of our families as toxic materials are dug up and become
exposed/airborne, we are also concerned for the construction workers on the job
site. The proposed alternative requires digging below the water table into toxic,
contaminated soil and exposing workers and residents to flood risk and ground
pollution. Swansea Elementary will be 100 ft from the widened highway, which will
be the equivalent of 23 lanes wide (315 ft). The health risks to our students



cannot be mitigated with just windows and air conditioning during construction.
Over one billion dollars of taxpayer money is expected to be spent. We do not
believe that the proposed alternative will be an effective return on that
investment. The impact on surrounding neighborhoods will be devastating through
the use of eminent domain.
The loss of 55 75 family homes and businesses will affect the fabric of our
neighborhoods. The value of those buildings close to I 70 are already lower than
the value of buildings in surrounding neighborhoods. Where will those residents and
businesses move in Denver that is affordable enough after their buildings were
eminent domained? The values of homes that are even closer to the highway at the
conclusion of the project will become further depressed, disproportionately affect
low income and minority households Since the new lanes added will be toll lanes,
it is not likely to reduce congestion for the majority of the highway’s users,
many of whom may not be able to afford using the toll lanes. After much discussion
at our February Clayton United meeting, we voted to stand united with our fellow
RNOs in the potentially impacted areas (Globeville, Elyria and Swansea) we ask
that you halt the project and consider additional alternatives (such as the
re route of I 70 along I 270 and I 76, utilizing the funds to increase public transportation
options, etc.). We welcome and respect your comments and look forward to working
with you, collaboratively, to improve on Denver’s shared future. Sincerely,
Clayton Residents

==================================

REMOTE_HOST=
REMOTE_ADDR=164.92.9.30
HTTP_USER_AGENT=Mozilla/5.0 (Windows NT 6.1; WOW64) AppleWebKit/537.36 (KHTML, like
Gecko) Chrome/48.0.2564.116 Safari/537.36
REMOTE_USER=
HTTP_REFERER=http://www.i 70east.com/feedback form.html



From: "Clayton United" <claytonneighborhooddenver@gmail.com>
Subject: Clayton United RNO I 70 Position Statement
Date: Tue, March 1, 2016 5:39 pm
To: "Tony Stewart" <contactus@i 70east.com>

Hello, I tried to enter the Clayton United position statement into the
feedback form but the questions on the form made it difficult to enter
information in a way that made sense so I am attached our statement (which
is in response to the final EIS). Please let me know if you received and
recorded our RNOs feedback.

Thank you,
Danielle Ongart
President, Clayton United

Attachments:
ClaytonI 70StatementFinal.pdf

Size: 167 k
Type: application/pdf



 February 28, 2016 
Dear I-70 East Environmental Impact Statement Team, 
 
Over the last few months Clayton residents have reviewed the available information about the I-70 East 
Environmental Impact Statement (referred to herein as “I-70 EIS”) and have been consuming information from 
various sources that explore the consequences of, and alternatives to, the proposed Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative ((referred to herein as “proposed alternative”). 
 
We have made it a point to connect with other Registered Neighborhood Organizations and residents that would be 
impacted by the expansion of I-70 if the current proposed alternative was constructed. The outcome of this research, 
analysis and conversation is that Clayton residents are concerned about the serious environmental, financial and 
social justice consequences of the proposed alternative.  In particular, we are concerned about: 

Residents that are not displaced by the highway expansion will find themselves even closer to an increase in 
the pollutants that would be caused by additional vehicles on the road. These pollutants have already been 
shown to cause high levels of asthma, heart disease and cancer among neighbors. 
The project area is situated within several superfund sites. We are concerned not only for the health of our 
families as toxic materials are dug up and become exposed/airborne, we are also concerned for the 
construction workers on the job site. 
The proposed alternative requires digging below the water table into toxic, contaminated soil and exposing 
workers and residents to flood risk and ground pollution.  
Swansea Elementary will be 100 ft from the widened highway, which will be the equivalent of 23 lanes wide 
(315 ft). The health risks to our students cannot be mitigated with just windows and air conditioning during 
construction. 
Over one billion dollars of taxpayer money is expected to be spent. We do not believe that the proposed 
alternative will be an effective return on that investment. 
The impact on surrounding neighborhoods will be devastating through the use of eminent domain. The loss of 
55-75 family homes and businesses will affect the fabric of our neighborhoods. The value of those buildings 
close to I-70 are already lower than the value of buildings in surrounding neighborhoods. Where will those 
residents and businesses move in Denver that is affordable enough after their buildings were eminent 
domained? 
The values of homes that are even closer to the highway at the conclusion of the project will become further 
depressed, disproportionately affect low-income and minority households 
Since the new lanes added will be toll lanes, it is not likely to reduce congestions for the majority of the 
highway’s users, many of whom may not be able to afford using the toll lanes. 

 
After much discussion at our February Clayton United meeting, we voted to stand united with our fellow RNOs in the 
potentially impacted areas (Globeville, Elyria and Swansea) - we ask that you halt the project and consider additional 
alternatives (such as the re-route of I-70 along I-270 and I-76, utilizing the funds to increase public transportation 
options, etc.). 
 
We welcome and respect your comments and look forward to working with you, collaboratively, to improve on 
Denver’s shared future.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Clayton Residents 
 



From:  "Citizens Exploratory Committee on Health and Safety" <denvebridget@gmail.com> 
Subject:  Re: I-70 EAST EIS FEEDBACK FORM 
Date:  Wed, March 2, 2016 10:28 pm 
To:  webmastercc@i-70east.com,contactus@i-70east.com 

email: denvebridget@gmail.com

name: Citizens Exploratory Committee on Health and Safety 
address: 4909 East 23rd Ave 
city: denver 
state: co 
zip_code: 80207 
phone: 7204403562 
comment_on_feis: YES 
add_to_mailing_list: YES 
add_to_online_list: YES 
primary_interest_in_project: Neighborhood/Area Resident 
interest_in_project: As concerned citizen and member of Citizens Exploratory Committee for Health and Safety 
how_often_travel_corridor: Frequently 
primary_reason_to_travel_corridor: On the job 
how_transportation_can_be_improved_in_corridor:  
how_receiving_info: Website 
rate_website: Need more info 
comments_questions: Citizens Exploratory Committee for Health and Safety Questions regarding the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
for the I-70 East Project  
1.        Why was there no information regarding the required NO ACTION alternative Provided in the FEIS? The Viaduct was repaired in 2011 
by CDOT and was considered NOT to be a danger.  
2.        Why were the authors of each of the report sections in the FEIS not provided?  
3.        Why was the EPA not consulted regarding the proximity of the Swansea elementary Not consulted regarding the approximately 50 
feet distance from the PCL?  
4.         How will windows, new doors, and an HVAC system protect the children at the Swansea school?  
5.         Why was there no groundwater assessment included in the FEIS?  
6.        Why is the EPA currently monitoring chemicals in the air near the PCL site?  
7.        Why has no risk assessment been performed by the FHWA?  
8.        Why was the FHWA not present at the hearings?  
9.        What studies did the FHWA provide for the FEIS? It is reported they wrote the FEIS.  
10.        Has the drainage been addressed in the floodplains near the PCL? FHWA reported they will not use their drainage plan because 
Denver already provided the necessary offsite plan. Where is the FHWA drainage plan in the FEIS?  
11.         Why does the FHWA believe they wrote the FEIS when all comments refer to CDOT?  
12.        Why does the Region 8 EPA or CDPHE Hazardous Waste Divisions not comment in the FEIS?  
13.        Why doesn’t the Storm Water Division of CDPHE not comment in the FEIS?  
14.        Why doesn’t the Water Quality Control Division of CDPHE respond in the FEIS?  
15.         Is there contamination of groundwater or soil near the areas of the PCL?  
16.         The FEIS states, Rerouting I-70 along I-270/I-76 was studied during the EIS process and was determined to not meet the purpose 
and need for the project; therefore, it was not considered a reasonable alternative and did not need to be studied further. What was the 
purpose and Need of the PCL project to eliminate the reroute?  
17.         Why did the FEIS not consider the recommendation of the EPA to locate the school half a mile from the interstate?  
18.         The news reports, http://www.denverpost.com/news/ci_26841352/swansea-parents-worry-how-cdot-plan-i-70 that, CDOT 
spokeswoman Amy Ford said the agency is well aware of the parents' concerns. CDOT plans to reconfigure the playground at Swansea, add 
new classrooms, increase the acreage of the school property and provide new windows, doors and an HVAC system. There is a plan to 
address air quality concerns, soil testing and proper removal of contamination. What contamination will be removed?  
19.        Are there flooding concerns in or near the PCL project? Where is this info in the FEIS?  
20.        The City of Denver will not proceed with their drainage plan if the PCL is rejected according to a CDOT and Denver agreement. 
Wash the FHWA aware of the IGA financial agreement? 

==================================
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CPFAN BOARD OF DIRECTORS VOTES "NO" ON 2 of DENVER’S STORM WATER DRAINAGE OPTIONS. 

ASKS CITY TO SLOW DOWN AND DEVELOP BETTER OPTIONS.

"We must take the time to bring the neighborhoods together to find 
a mutually satisfactory solution."

CPFAN's Board of Directors recently voted to reject  the 2 OPTIONS proposed by the City of Denver and 
the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) for storm water flood mitigation and asked the city for 
different options that would have less impact on neighborhoods.  

The OPTIONS seem to be designed mainly to protect  the Highway I 70 expansion from a 100 year flood. 
See the I 70  Environmental Impact Statement. (EIS)

Storm water flooding is a concern for CDOT because it plans to lower and cover a section of Highway  I 70, 
40 feet down into a trench, 20 feet below the water table, next to the South Platte River and in the path of 
a major drainage. 

If it were not for the requirement that the lowered, partially covered highway must be protected against a 
100 year flood, it seems that neither the need nor the urgency to build such storm water detention basins 
as Option 1 &2,  would be necessary. 

Denver Public Works has a backlog of $1.5 billion in projects of equal or more immediate concern to 
neighborhoods, all outlined in its 2014 Storm Drainage Plan. Will citizens be asked to pay higher Storm 
Water fees to help pay for this project?

These options were developed through a multi-agency task force which included representatives from 
CDOT, RTD, Denver and Urban Drainage sometime in 2014 and never presented to any members of the 
public until Nov. 2015 and Feb. 2016.   Thousands of citizens are totally unaware that a major drainage 
project is being quickly advanced by the City. They were presented in community meetings by GBSM, a PR 
firm hired by the city.

The initial GBSM presentations seemed to imply that flooding in neighborhoods such as North Park Hill and 
others would get some flood relief from the proposed Options , but it was later confirmed that the flood 
relief from these Options would not extend to those neighborhoods.

O PTION 1:
Bulldoze 50 acres of Historic City Park Golf Course (NRHP) ( 1/3 rd of the course) designed by nationally 
renowned course designer,Tom Bendelow. Cut down 280+ historic, mature trees and bulldoze the recently 
completed ( 2001) Club House on 26th and York that houses Bogey's restaurant, a large community room 
and the pro shop. Regrade the land to accomodate  a 50 acre, industrial dry detention pond,a utility,  to 
hold toxic storm water run off. The visual is hard to imagine. 

OPTION 2:
Bulldoze 55 + historic homes in the Cole Neighborhood , and replace them with a dry detention pond, a 
utility, and a 100 foot wide open ditch to capture fast moving storm water run off. The area is already, it 
seems , impacted by PCE toxins and is an EPA Superfund site. This Option seems drastic, severe and totally 
unnecessary.



CPFAN's REQUEST TO DENVER :CPFAN's Board of Directors asked that the city go back to the drawing 
board, with neighborhood input from the start, and come up with options that protect existing 
neighborhoods and parks.
THE CITY SEEMS ANXIOUS  TO PUSH THIS THROUGH.... OVER NEIGHBORHOOD CONCERNS AND 
PROTESTS. 

The city seems to be pushing this project through very quickly.  They want a decision on which OPTION will 
be chosen by the Mayor as early as the middle of February , 2016. The city, through GBSM,  may have done 
an excellent job of telling people what they were going to do, at myriad meetings, but they never asked 
what the citizens thought or wanted,in the beginning of the flawed process. This seems to be a recurring 
issue with Denver.

WHATS the RUSH? CDOT SAYS THAT THEY DON’T EVEN NEED DENVER’S HELP.

The City of Denver and CDOT seem to take the position that their plans to share the costs of some 
elements of I 70, are,  somehow, NOT connected  to The Denver Storm Water Mitigation plans,  Options 1 & 
2. See the  Inter Governmental Agreement.  (IGA) 

CDOT’s Tony Devido  has stated publicly, that CDOT doesn’t need Denver’s Storm Mitigation project to 
protect I 70 from a 100 year flood. He says that CDOT has its own coverage. If there is no hurry to protect 
I 70 from flooding then what is the rush? Denver has time to find more suitable storm water mitigation 
options. 

WHY WOULD THE CITY/CDOT  NOT WANT I70 AND STORM WATER PROJECTS  CONNECTED?

One theory is that by trying to seperate out the funding and the function of the flood mitigation project  
from I70, that gets federal money,  the City and CDOT, will escape the Federal government's NEPA 
requirements and the potentially expensive inclusion of Cole Neighborhood and Denver City Park Golf 
Course in the I 70 Environmental Impact Statement. 
 
ON THE BRIGHT SIDE.....IF THEY ARE NOT CONNECTED..

 Then we have lots of time to consider better options. . We requested that locations with less impact on 
neighborhoods be considered, namely parking lots, industrial sites, vacant lots, superfund clean up areas, 
etc. and -- even better -- that the city adopt green infrastructure solutions to detain water and distribute the 
load by requiring that all new development play a part in the solution.

WHAT IF THERY ARE CONNECTED?

The stakes  could be high for Cole Neighborhood and/or City Park Golf Course  AND  Denver /CDOT. 

The National Environmental Protection Act(NEPA) seems to offer protections for all land and communities 
impacted by a project that receives federal dollars or is connected to one by function, like I 70.  The Cole 
Neighborhood and the City Park Golf Course could be included in the Environmental Impact Statement

If they are connected, Cole could ,for example,  receive an EPA reviewed , Environmental Justice report, 
Many of the Cole neighbors are minorities and low income . The toxins that plague the Cole 
neighborhood could be assessed by EPA.   City Park Golf Course, on the National Register of Historic 



Places,  Could be eligible for many protections offered historic properties by the Federal government, in a 
Section 106 Review.  

DO YOU THINK THAT THE TWO PROJECTS ARE CONNECTED?

When you read the Inter Governmental Agreement (IGA) you see references that the projects seem to be 
connected. For example, on page 5H of the IGA, Denver agrees to pay $5000 a day  in liquidated 
damages, for each day that it is "late to deliver" its section of the I 70  flood mitigation project to CDOT. 
And:

"The IGA provides that the City of Denver will provide funding support for the I-70 East Project in the form of an 
annual availability payment totaling $37M net present value, in the form of equal annual installments of $2,688,010 
over 30 years. Annual installments will commence upon completion of the project. In addition, the City will ensure in-
kind contributions to the efficiency and risk reduction of the I-70 East project, valued at $46M."

Click here  to hear Denver city officials explain the terms that they negotiated on THE "I 70 East Montclair 
Park Hill Drainage. "

 If they are connected, by virtue of the fact that they are all a part of the I 70  project that is federally 
funded, then the Cole Neighborhood and City Park Golf Course could be included in the Environmental 
Impact Statement and could receive all of the protections afforded to them by Federal law.  
___________________________________________________________________

CONSIDER LETTING THE MAYOR AND YOUR CITY COUNCIL PEOPLE KNOW WHAT YOU THINK 
ABOUT OPTION 1 &2 AND THE NEED FOR OPTIONS THAT DON’T NEGATIVELY IMPACT 
NEIGHBORHOODS.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
Extra Credit Reading:
This apparently flood prone I 70 Lowered alternative is not necessarily the preferred alternative of Denver 
citizens and i70 neighbors. COPIRG  has labeled a big Boondoggle. Consider: I70 Expansion Alternative 

I look forward to hearing your thoughts about this matter. 
Louis Plachowski,
CPFAN President
720.425.3768
lplachowski@gmail.com



 
January 17, 2016 
 
 
 
 
Colorado Department of Transportation  
Headquarters Offices  
4201 E. Arkansas Avenue  
Denver, CO 80222  
 
 
To whom it may concern:  
 
I am writing this letter as a representative of the Cross Community Coalition in Denver, 
Colorado, a Registered Neighborhood Organization representing the Swansea Elyria 
neighborhoods. Upon receipt of the I-70 Final Environmental Impact Statement, we are 
requesting an extended public comment period.  
 
I personally am a resident who lives three blocks away from the I-70 viaduct and I have lived in 
the neighborhood my entire life. After a 13-year long process, I am not convinced that a 
community request for an extension would significantly disrupt or delay the process in an undue 
manner. It is our understanding that:  
 

“NEPA requires projects that have a federal nexus and may have an impact on the 
environment to be analyzed through a rigorous process that allows the public to 
understand and comment on the benefits and impacts of the project. An EIS is prepared 
when a proposed action may significantly affect the quality of the human environment. 
The purpose of an EIS is to “serve as an action-forcing device to ensure that the policies 
and goals defined in NEPA are infused into the ongoing programs and actions of the 
federal government” (CEQ, 1978).”  
 
“Per the CDOT NEPA Manual, “Public involvement is a process by which the influence 
of various stakeholders is organized in relationship to decision making …” and that “the 
overall goal of the community outreach and agency involvement process is to solicit 
input through a transparent, open, and dynamic process that includes community 
members, businesses, agencies, stakeholders, and community groups within the project 
area.”  

In an arduous process that started with nearly 90 different alternatives being considered and 
evaluated the community should understand every detail of how and why the alternatives have 



been narrowed down to the proposed “Preferred Alternative.” As a person with multiple degrees 
and an avid reader, I find it slightly unreasonable to expect community members to review and 
comprehend 3 volumes of data and comments in slightly over a month. The denial of an 
extension would be yet another illustration of flagrant disregard for any real data collected about 
the communities being impacted.  

Please consider the following:  

1. There is limited access to broadband internet access in households in Globeville Elyria 
Swansea. Posting the data online and in local libraries is one level of accessibility that 
still warrants time for communities to digest and comprehend the implications of the EIS. 
Additionally, the literacy levels of many in the community require support beyond 
merely translation.  

 
2. I personally attended a visit to my brother’s home being acquired and the content of the 

visit from Erika Martinez with City of Denver was limited and vague leaving me with 
more questions than answers. The visits to homes were arguably ineffective.  

 
3. In a recent survey completed by a community group, a substantial amount of residents 

surveyed did NOT know about the I-70 “preferred alternative” being selected.  
 

4. Flyers have been provided to homes at different points of the project inviting the 
neighbors to attend meetings, however, the information contained in a one-page 
document pales in comparison to the nine volumes total---three volumes from 2008, 
2014, and now 2015 that are the EIS.  

 
5. Copies were hand-delivered to a few community organizations placing the responsibility 

for thorough community outreach onto those organizations rather than CDOT, City of 
Denver, or City Council members. It is unfair to expect community organizations to 
assume the burden of reviewing the full EIS with all community members on top of their 
organizational workloads.  

 
6. The delay of construction should not be the priority. The people whose lives daily 

lives--and arguably entire futures--are being affected by this decision should remain at 
the forefront of this decision. The process has been a 13 year long process because in 
2008 over 90 alternatives failed to address the concerns of the community. The year long 
PACT that followed arguably was designed to bulldoze the less powerful players in order 
to move forward more swiftly. Even the PACT was unsuccessful in moving forward 
because the alternatives did not address the needs of community effectively. To date we 



have preferred alternatives that have not emerged from the communities that are 
impacted. 

 
7. The gap between the estimated cost of the project and the revenue available to build the 

preferred alternative requires phased implementation. By default the limited revenue 
available should warrant a pause in the process while as officials find the funds to 
complete the entire project or find an alternative project that we can afford in order to be 
good stewards of our local, state, and federal dollars.  

 
8. As a community we are expecting that information regarding mitigation and potential 

timelines be provided with or without the extension. Resources can be provided to 
community regarding mitigation in spite of an extension.  

 
We thank you in advance for considering our request for an extension and we hope that you take 
the appropriate steps to make a decision that honors the community’s request.  
 
Respectfully,  
 
 
Candi CdeBaca, Member 
Cross-Community Coalition  



 

From:  "Candi CdeBaca" <candicdebaca@gmail.com> 
Subject:  I-70 Public Comment 
Date:  Mon, February 29, 2016 9:12 am 
To:  contactus@i-70east.com 

 
Please add my public comment to the record. My phone would not submit through the comment form 
for some reason. 
 
February 17, 2016 
 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Headquarters Offices 
4201 E. Arkansas Avenue 
Denver, CO 80222 
 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
I am writing this letter as a representative of the Cross Community Coalition in Denver, Colorado, a 
Registered Neighborhood Organization representing Swansea Elyria residents. Our residents 
overwhelmingly oppose the proposed plan for I-70’s expansion.  It is our position that our 
community has been misled and intentionally misinformed by our City and State agencies and 
representatives and we would like our opposition noted. Additionally, we have concerns about several 
of the commitments being made to our community. 
 
Over the last 13 years we have endured the psychological and physical trauma of several impending 
changes to our community. We have attended countless meetings where we expressed our comments 
and concerns, we have written letters, we have garnered media coverage, we have obtained 
data from national experts supporting our positions and we have proposed well-studied alternatives. I’m 
disheartened to highlight that our resident’s needs and wishes have been neglected at every juncture. 
 
The I-70 project is expected to cost over a billion dollars; $850 million of this would come from Motor 
Vehicle Registration fees; $50 million in government pass through money; $270 million of SB228 money. 
In 2011 $30 million dollars in repairs were made increasing the life expectancy of the bridge up to 15 
years meaning based on what we were told we were paying for, the bridge should be stable until 2026.  
We cannot count on revenue from the state for this projects as any revenues above the TABOR cap 
require a vote from the public. A tollway is also not the answer and exacerbates the inequities inherent 
in this project. 
 
The I-70 expansion negative impacts to the Globeville, Swansea, Elyria neighborhoods are very clear. All 
are low income, minority neighborhoods and with a high number of elderly and/or Spanish speaking 
residents. Right now, housing prices in Denver are at an all-time high. School children (from these low 
income areas) are directly impacted by this project and some are already experiencing health problems. 
Eminent domain has been occurring before the EIS had been completed and before a ROD.  While this 



action is allowed under 23 CFR 710.501 and 23USC108 the residents have not been compensated fairly. 
The average acquired homes, so far, have not been estimated to be above $150k. Housing prices in 
Denver are at an all-time high averaging $300k. Additionally, BECAUSE of the I-70 division, pollution, 
noise, and aesthetic--home values in these communities have been significantly depressed for decades. 
In a study of all neighborhoods 5 miles from the city center, all of them had value increases over the last 
three decades that would place an exact home in Swansea and Elyria between $500-700K in value if it 
were in ANY of the other neighborhoods in the same distance from the city center. There shouldn’t be a 
single home acquired through eminent domain that is not valued/compared to other homes 5 miles 
from downtown. The depressed values are due purely to decades of injustices this city and state have 
committed against the residents of our communities. 
 
In sum, our residents oppose the proposed plan for I-70’s expansion. We stand with several RNOs in as 
well as other Coloradans who support our position and we demand solutions that are equitable, 
sustainable, and foster healthy communities. We have proposed a 270/76 Re-route alternative that is 
not the same “re-route alternative” initially studied and we demand that it be studied thoroughly before 
proceeding with this project. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Cross-Community Coalition 
 
Swansea and Elyria Residents 
 
T: 720.289.7884 
 
candicdebaca@ gmail.com 
 
<http://t.sidekickopen36.com/e1t/c/5/f18dQhb0S7lC8dDMPbW2n0x6l2B9nMJN7t5XYgdF5F6W7fsSTg2
BgJ0lW8qC6LR56dFFgf2jpVV202?t=http%3A%2F%2Fgoog_2089833273%2F&si=6067836102901760&pi=
85add7e5-c41a-4f12-f577-f5b16205dcad> 
 
 
 
 
Sent with MailTrack 
<http://t.sidekickopen36.com/e1t/c/5/f18dQhb0S7lC8dDMPbW2n0x6l2B9nMJN7t5XYgdF5F6W7fsSTg2
BgJ0lW8qC6LR56dFFgf2jpVV202?t=https%3A%2F%2Fmailtrack.io%2Finstall%3Fsource%3Dsignature%26
lang%3Den%26referral%3Dcandicdebaca%40gmail.com%26idSignature%3D22&si=6067836102901760&
pi=85add7e5-c41a-4f12-f577-f5b16205dcad> 
 



Denver League of Women Voters
Comments

Final Environmental Impact Statement
March 2, 2016

Over the past several years the League of Women Voters has voiced concerns about the proposed
replacement of the I 70 East Viaduct with a below grade highway – the “preferred option.” Our
primary concern with CDOT’s preferred option has been the disruption of a diverse, low income
neighborhood when less disruptive options are available. Of all the alternatives the “no action”
alternative, to simply replace the existing viaduct, is the least disruptive option.

In continuing to prefer the below grade option CDOT has offered to find comparable housing for people
whose homes are scheduled for demolition at a time when Denver’s stock of affordable housing is at an
all time low. On page 5.2 34 of the FEIS CDOT states that the vacancy rate in Elyria was 8.1 percent in
2010 and that it might be possible for displaced people to remain in the neighborhood. That is not likely
to be the case now.

There are literally thousands of people in the Denver metro area who have lost their homes due to
increased rents and the lack of affordable housing. The directors of our shelters are experiencing
increases in the homeless population of these economic refugees, including elderly people on fixed
incomes, low wage earners, and people who are part of the city’s workforce. The waiting lists are very
long and there are many people who are in urgent need of housing. Unless these newly unhoused
people are given emergency priority, they may face a prolonged period of homelessness.

Also of concern are the environmental impacts of CDOT’s preferred option. Under the preferred, below
grade option there is no adequate description of how the tons of toxic soil under the viaduct will be
cleaned, or where the soil will eventually be taken. The assurance that best practices would be used to
minimize the adverse effect of removing toxic soils is a partial answer, but not an explanation of how
successful those practices can be expected to be.

The impact of the preferred option on the area’s waterways is also a concern. Pumping large amounts
of contaminated water out of the highway into, eventually, the Platte is not only costly, it may be
another promise that is more difficult to fulfill than CDOT anticipates. Similarly, the proposed drainage
system which CDOT has agreed to pay for in part under its interagency agreement with Denver can only
be expected to be a partial defense against flooding in this part of Denver. It also threatens another
diverse low income neighborhood, the Cole neighborhood, and one of Denver’s historic buildings in City
Park.

Air quality is a major concern, both during construction and after. To make the case that it wouldn’t be
any worse under the preferred option than would otherwise be the case, and that it might not exceed
allowable standards under EPA requirements, is not reassuring. We agree with City Council members
Ortega and New that the proposed mitigation for air quality under the preferred option, especially
during construction, is not adequate. The Mayor’s Office of Sustainability, is seeking to reduce traffic
volume and improve Denver’s air quality into the future. The “no action” alternative would force traffic
into other traffic patterns during construction and perhaps afterwards as other options, such as the Fast
Tracks network, become available and are increasingly used.



Health considerations are also of concern. CDOT has maintained that the highway may not be the
primary cause of the higher incidence of asthma and cancer in Globeville Swansea Elyria. There
certainly may be other contributing factors, but the reduction of traffic in this area could be expected to
lead to improved health outcomes.

Finally, we continue to be concerned about the lack of transparency on CDOT’s part and, also, their
flawed approach to public outreach. A recent audit last fall disclosed that CDOT was unable or unwilling
to disclose how some $1.4 billion was spent. The intent to use a public private partnership to finance
the preferred option has also been questioned in that it obligates an unknown amount of state funds
well into the future. In the only viable public hearing on the FEIS held in Denver on February 4th, the
majority of speakers were strongly opposed to the preferred option and, has been the case in the past
few years, to no avail.

CDOT, understandably, has the best interests of motorists in mind as well as the problems that heavy
congestion holds for communities. As traffic congestion continues to increase in the metro area these
problems can only become more acute for all of our neighborhoods and for the people who live in them.
The proposed below grade highway would address only a very small percentage of those problems at a
great cost, financially, environmentally and in terms of livability in nearby neighborhoods. To impose so
small an improvement to these wider problems on one small group of people who are among our most
vulnerable residents is unjust and unjustifiable.





Thank you. My name is Brad Meuli. I'm the president and CEO of the Denver Rescue Mission. We have
owned a property at 3501 East 46th Avenue just in up until a few months ago. I've gone ahead and
done a prepared statement, so, let me just share that with you in the interest of time. The Denver
Rescue Mission is the oldest full service Christian ministry in the region and for nearly 125 years we've
been helping those who most need to transform into healthy, productive, and self sufficient citizens. We
have a large and strategic interest in this project being successful as we have employees who live in the
area and two of our nine largest facilities are in the I 70 East Corridor, right on Smith Road, just west of
Monaco. Over 400 people live and work in these two facilities. And we have been at 3501 East 46th

Avenue, as I said, up until a few months ago, beginning since the early 1990s. CDOT actually has helped
us through this process of selling that property. And we're here tonight to offer our strong support for
the I 70 East project. CDOT has worked with us extensively in this process and treated us very fairly.
They have gone out of their way to ensure our needs have been met and we have found them to have
tremendous integrity and responsiveness in our negotiations, discussions, and engagement. Further,
and more importantly, we are fundamentally and strongly believe that this project will significantly help
this neighborhood and the people who live and work here every day. Thank you for your consideration
of our opinion. And, again, we very much want to see this project completed as CDOT has planned.
Thank you.



From: "Drew Dutcher" <drewdutcherdirect@gmail.com>
Subject: I 70 East FEIS Comments from Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood Association
Date: Wed, March 2, 2016 2:37 pm
To: contactus@i 70east.com
Cc: debbie.ortega@denvergov.org,kneichatlarge@denvergov.org,"Albus Brooks"

<albus.brooks@denvergov.org>,"Jon Murray"
<jmurray@denverpost.com>,vcarroll@denverpost.com,mwhaley@denverpost.com

To Whom It May Concern:

Please see attached comments from the Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood
Association.

As we state in the letter, the residents of the Elyria and Swansea
neighborhoods are them most affected stakeholders of the project.

Sincerely,
Drew Dutcher
President
ESNA

Attachments:
Elyria Swansea NA I 70 FEIS comments.pdf

Size: 779 k
Type: application/pdf













From: "Nola J Miguel" <Nola@focuspoints.org>
Subject: I 70 East project comment
Date: Wed, March 2, 2016 11:32 pm
To: "Shailen.Bhatt@state.co.us" <Shailen.Bhatt@state.co.us>,"anthony.devito@state.co.us"

<anthony.devito@state.co.us>,"vanessa.henderson@state.co.us"
<vanessa.henderson@state.co.us>,"contactus@i 70east.com" <contactus@i
70east.com>,"rebecca.white@state.co.us" <rebecca.white@state.co.us>

Cc: "Benjamin Roldan Rojas" <Benjamin@focuspoints.org>,"Steven Moss"
<steven@focuspoints.org>

Date: 3/2/2016
Name (required): Nola Miguel
Organization: Globeville Elyria Swansea LiveWell
Address (required): 2501 E 48th Ave
City/State/Zip: Denver, CO, 80216
Email: nola@focuspoints.org

Dear Colorado Department of Transportation,

We would like to comment on the FEIS for I70 in attempt to portray some of the concerns within the
neighborhood around the current I 70 East Partially Covered Lowered proposal. The neighborhood has
not only had to live with the original irresponsible impact of I 70 coming into Globeville Elyria and
Swansea but has now had to live for 13 years of process around what is going to happen to the viaduct
through Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods. People are living in fear and shock around this project, and
largely feel there is nothing they can do to change things. The amount of impact this project is projected
to have on these neighborhoods in unnecessary and not mitigate able. We encourage CDOT to
reconsider the project to have as little impact on the local homes and businesses as possible.

In addition, please consider the following feedback on the Final Environmental Impact Statement (2016).

46th Street and 47/York
There is no full detail regarding the replacement of the necessary pedestrian/bike pass that currently
exists as 46th Avenue that goes under the UP rail line. There is an image that portrays a pedestrian
underpass that appears to be adjacent to the highway itself below the frontage road. For pedestrian
safety and in order to maintain a safe pass for children under the rail, the EIS needs to contain details
about this pass that contains the following information: safe and lighted pass that directly connects
from the neighborhood with bike and pedestrian friendly ramps, the path should have multiple
entrances (or be totally accessible) including one entrance as close to the rail as possible, the pass
should not be in open air of the highway traffic and rather closer to the frontage road.

These are only advised if CDOT is determined to not provide access at 47/York in a grade separated
crossing (which the responses to previous comments imply). Since the Elyria School closed in 1986,
there has been an urgent need around daily safety of children at this rail blocked intersection and the
construction and future I 70 project shows no intention of addressing this. 47/York grade separation
pathway is a built environment need that the community is demanding and it is high time that CDOT do
its part to improve a situation that the highway has and will continue to aggravate.



Built environment improvements that are not adjacent to the highway

CDOT needs to consider that we they are adding built environment improvements to a neighborhood
that has not seen improvements or development since 1940 1970, and half of the neighborhood streets
lack sidewalks (see GES Health Impact Assessment, 2014). For many decades the communities of GES
have been dealing with a built environment that is below the standards of most of the neighborhoods in
Denver and in many cases we can trace that the consequences of this unhealthy environment is the I 70
highway. For example, many of the industrial uses that have surrounded the neighborhood have done
so because they have access to the highway; the noise that emanates from the highway disturbs the
neighborhood day and night and the pollution that emanates from the highway not only endangers
children and elders but also creates dust that is nuisance in many respects. The proposed amenities
such as the cap, walkways, frontage roads, etc. of this project will become the newest in the
neighborhood and will therefore draw people to them to use. Exercise like biking, jogging (heavy
respiration) next to highway is not ideal for air quality impacts that people are already living with daily.
We have all seen the data that shows the poor quality of air within 500 feet of highways, even lowered
highways.

Many of the community walks to resources, friends homes, and other activities and having a chance to
walk on a road that has sidewalks, trees and a good buffer between the road and the sidewalk will
improve the health, well being and safety of the residents and the community as a whole. CDOT should
make some built environment improvements to the neighborhood that are not adjacent to the highway
(a path throughout the neighborhood, perhaps), and these should be done before the construction
period to help connectivity during construction as well. CDOT should include the reparation and
improvement of 47th Ave. as a main street in the neighborhoods so community members can move east
to west and vice versa away from the air and noise pollution of the highway and be able to have a safe
and relaxing commute to their destination. It is unthinkable to have a community and its amenities
centered around a 10 lane highway. CDOT must consider the impacts to the community as a whole.

Right to live in the neighborhood they helped create

The Elyria Swansea neighborhoods are losing viability because of the loss of 56 homes and businesses;
and the 2 million proposed is not sufficient to replace these homes and families leaving the
neighborhood. Data listed in housing in this FEIS is gravely inaccurate as we know there is not a single
resident that has been able to relocate within the neighborhoods during the first round of displacement.
Rent and home values are nearly doubling in the last couple years and the vacancy is very low. The
urgency in our city around the need for affordable housing is not reflected in the housing data CDOT
provides nor is there proportionate mitigation for the impact it is having on the neighborhoods. We
believe that any new housing needs to be very intentionally created as healthy places to live, and should
be controlled by the community and not dictated by management laws that will not include existing
residents from being able to get housing. The social fabric of these neighborhoods is being destroyed
and CDOT must contribute to efforts that will keep the community together and give control to existing
residents to be able to continue to live in the neighborhoods they have helped create. Models like a
Community Land Trust (See Lexington Community Land Trust, Newton Pike extension KYTCROD) could
help ensure that housing mitigation actually goes to impacted neighbors that are displaced by the
highway, by the National Western Center or by the rising cost of rent and homes that are forcing people
to leave the neighborhood. There must be ways for the community to begin to have some control



within their own neighborhood instead of being subjected to and burdened with ongoing agendas
outside of their neighborhood.

Need for community controlled housing that is ready to be occupied before any additional dislocation of
current residents

It is also critical that the replacement housing is in place before any more displacement of residents for
this project. A Community Land Trust or similar model could start controlling properties immediately
that could be available to community members displaced from their homes. CDOT needs replacement
housing in place before any more homes are taken. Resident led councils throughout the nation have
found ways to keep their communities together by having communal ownership and affordability
principles that are necessary in this circumstance. E S residents cant wait until after the construction
process for the properties to be available. Displacing current low income residents and making
mitigation for a future community that is higher income is a social justice and civil rights issue and a part
of the impact that CDOT needs to deeply consider. Our community deserves a healthy community, and
to able to be an ongoing part of the community they helped create.

Thank you,

Nola Miguel, Globeville Elyria Swansea LiveWell

Nola Miguel, MSW
Director, Globeville Elyria Swansea LiveWell
@ Focus Points Family Resource Center, 2501 E. 48th Ave, 80216
Cell 303 596 6425, nola@focuspoints.org
<mailto:nola@focuspoints.org
>
www.geslivewell.org<http://www.geslivewell.org/>,
www.focuspoints.org<http://www.focuspoints.org/>



Colorado Department of Transportation January 26, 2016
Headquarters Offices
4201 E. Arkansas Avenue
Denver, CO 80222

Dear Director DeVito:

We are writing this letter together as a Globeville Elyria Swansea Non-profit Coalition that has
organized around a shared commitment to leverage our resources in these historically marginalized
communities to help ensure community revitalization without displacement of current residents. Upon
receipt of the I-70 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), we are requesting a 30-day extension
of the public comment period. We see that the comment period has been extended for an additional 15
days, but we believe a full 30 days is required. In the comment period for the SDEIS, this group
organized a petition with the neighborhood that consisted of a lengthy document that required extensive
outreach and work to compile. Our organizations need time to review the responses from CDOT and to
be able to re-address the concerns that we, local neighborhood residents and businesses may have. This
is the last chance that the public has to provide input before final decisions are made for this significant
project.

Our respective staff and community participants are already feeling confusion about the process in the
neighborhood, and the sentiment of being overwhelmed and powerless to influence a project that will
greatly impact the neighborhood in such a multitude of ways is dominating. A survey completed this
summer by one of our member agencies found that 66% of residents surveyed in Elyria and Swansea
knew little or nothing about the I-70 reconstruction. We do not have confidence that the process has
been fair to the most impacted neighborhoods (Elyria and Swansea). While we recognize that additional
time will not solve all of the uncertainties that remain in the implementation, actualization, and just
mitigation of this project, we are asking for further time to review, share with the community and
comment on the complex details that exist in this document.

We thank you in advance for considering our request for a 30-day extension of the comment period for
the I-70 East FEIS.

Respectfully,

Wendy Hawthorne
Executive Director                         And the following organizations
Groundwork Denver

Nola Miguel
Director
Globeville Elyria Swansea LiveWell

Steven Moss
Executive Director
Focus Points

Felicia Griffin
Executive Director
FRESC: Good Jobs, Strong
Communities

Coby Gould
Executive Director
The GrowHaus

Beth Truby
Community Development Specialist
Habitat for Humanity of Metro Denver







From: mdelatorre@iliff.edu,"Dr. Miguel De La Torre and Dr. Tink Tinker, Iliff School of Theology"
<ttinker@iliff.edu>

Subject: Re: I 70 EAST EIS FEEDBACK FORM
Date: Wed, March 2, 2016 12:03 pm
To: webmastercc@i 70east.com,contactus@i 70east.com

email: mdelatorre@iliff.edu, ttinker@iliff.edu

name: Dr. Miguel De La Torre and Dr. Tink Tinker, Iliff School of Theology
address: Iliff School of Theology 2201 S. University Blvd.
city: Denver
state: CO
zip_code: 80210
phone:
comment_on_feis: YES
primary_interest_in_project: Other
interest_in_project: We, Professors at Iliff School of Theology and other members of
the faith community, are replying to CDOT's response to our original comment letter
that was sent on behalf of members of faith communities from all over the State of
Colorado. See our comment letters to see our interests and concerns.
how_often_travel_corridor: Frequently
primary_reason_to_travel_corridor: Commute
how_transportation_can_be_improved_in_corridor: See our comment letters.
how_receiving_info: Neighbors/Churches/Schools,Public Meetings,Other
comments_questions: Mr. Shailen P. Bhatt March 2, 2016 Executive Director Colorado Department of
Transportation 4201 East Arkansas Avenue Denver, Colorado 80222
Dear Mr. Bhatt, We have had the opportunity review the words your department provided in the I 70
Final Environmental Impact Statement in response to the serious concerns that we, religious leaders and
members of faith communities from around the state of Colorado expressed to you in the letter we
transmitted Fall 2014. We are disappointed and appalled that the department has opted only to offer
bureaucratic statements that provide no specific answers whatsoever to the issues and concerns we
raised. We are taking this opportunity to state our concerns once again and are asking that this time you
provide us with direct answers “not boiler plate department speak” as well as specific information that
addresses our concerns. This project as proposed is a travesty which the State of Colorado and the City
of Denver should be humiliated to have even made public. Unfortunately, it demonstrates a blatant
disregard for devastating the lives and well being of children and families living in the mostly
impoverished and Hispanic neighborhoods of Elyria and Swansea between Colorado Boulevard and I 25.
Comment 1: Our first point is to ask for a correction to the Final Environmental Impact Statement
containing our letter. The letter was submitted directly to your office with 18 signatories, not just the
two individuals listed in the January 2016 document you released.

Request 1.1. We ask that you correct the record to list all 18 people and groups who signed our original
comment letter.
1. Dr. Miguel De La Torre, Iliff School of Theology
2. Dr. George “Tink” Tinker, Iliff School of Theology
3. Dr. Sophia Arjana, Assistant Visiting Professor of Islamic Studies, Iliff School of Theology



4. Dr. Catherine Kelsey, Gerald L. Schlessman Chair in Methodist Studies, Dean of the Iliff Chapel &
Spiritual Formation
5. Dr. Heike Peckruhn, Iliff School of Theology
6. Ms. Amy Petre Hill, Iliff Student Senate
7. Rev. Peter Sawtell, Executive Director, Eco Justice Ministries, United Church of Christ
8. Rev. John Petty, All Saints Lutheran Church, Rocky Mountain Synod, Evangelical Lutheran Church in
America
9. Rev. Hollis Booker, Christian Methodist Episcopal Church
10. Ms. Catharyn Baird, Diocese of Colorado, The Episcopal Church
11. Mr. Peter Severson, Director, Lutheran Advocacy Ministry Colorado
12. Unitarian Universalist Student Organization at Iliff
13. Rabbi Evette Lutman, B'nai Havurah
14. Reverend Donald Marxhausen, Zion Lutheran Church
15. Reverend Anne Dunlap, Chadash Community United Church of Christ
16. Reverend Amanda Henderson, Executive Director, Colorado Interfaith Alliance
17. Rafael Espinoza, Denver City Council District 1
18. Brian Scriber

In addition, at the time the letter was submitted, nearly 200 additional members of the clergy,
community leaders, and citizens had also signed on to our letter. Their contact information and names
were also provided to you, yet your Final Environmental Impact Statement does not include them as
commenters.

Request 1.2. We are providing you again with a list of all additional signatories. We ask that you correct
your record to properly cite all the individuals who took the time to affirm our comment letter.

Comment 2. In our Fall 2014 letter, we referenced the City of Denver’s Health Impact Assessment which
shows that residents living within 500 feet of the present highway experience significant pollution
exposure, creating asthma levels over 40 percent, compared to 28 percent citywide. We noted that two
elementary schools (Swansea and Garden Place) are within this 500 foot distance from I 70. It is without
question that widening the highway will exacerbate these health concerns for children attending these
schools. These neighborhoods, like others along the I 70 corridor, are burdened with air contaminants
and greenhouse gas emissions, causing high incidence of respiratory illness and other chronic disease
that result in early death. Highway Department Response ‘A.’ Your reply states that health concerns
related to air quality have been adequately addressed.’ You then provide citations to another section of
your document and state that ‘Garden Place Elementary School’ is located in an area with minimal
construction impacts.’

Request 2.1. You have not addressed the serious concern we raised. Therefore, we ask you to provide a
specific response to us regarding how the health and wellness of residents and students within 500 feet
of your highway megaproject will be better and improved after the project is completed, as compared
to today.

Request 2.2. Please provide us with specific information on how people in Elyria and Swansea will be
healthier and exposed to less air pollution when the widening I 70 will result in expanding the zone of
serious air quality and health impacts further into these neighborhoods.



Comment 3. We stated previously that this proposal will seriously fracture the cohesiveness of these
neighborhoods. Elyria and Swansea, along with Globeville, have yet to recover from the damage of
when I 70 was first constructed fifty years ago. Numerous homes and local businesses were removed,
and this access limiting highway separated close knit families and neighborhoods. The communities
became detached from the rest of city and had to live with the negative effects of an elevated viaduct,
including dirt, air pollution, noise, and shadows. We further observed that the proposal to widen I 70 to
more than 300 feet in width will remove the families living on 7 of 14 core blocks in Elyria displacing at
least fifty families and will create further barriers between families and neighbors living north and south
of the proposed expanded highway. Nearly a dozen existing connections of streets underneath the
current viaduct will be lost, with connectivity being reduced to the so called ‘lid’ in your proposal.
Highway Department Response ‘B’ (paragraphs 1 and 2). Your reply states that your alternative was
selected in response to concerns to reconnect the neighborhood. You also state that walkability and
bicycle routes improvements are offered.

Request 3. You have not addressed our concern and we would like a direct answer. Your proposal is
actually reducing connectivity not reconnecting the neighborhood and we are asking you to address that
aspect. Eliminating multiple north south connections and offering as an alternative a ‘lid’ at the school
yard worsens the existing connectivity. Walking trips will be longer; bicycle trips from north to south will
be longer. We ask to acknowledge that and explain how you justify further separating and isolating
damaged neighborhoods with a 300 plus foot wide megahighway.

Comment 4. The Final Environmental Impact Statement offers no additional information to address the
concern we raised about replacing the housing stock being displaced by this massive widening project
with comparably priced housing in the same area. You are destroying neighborhoods with a rich sense
of community by displaced homeowners who are not be equipped to find similar housing, and certainly
not near the same neighborhood. Highway Department Response ‘B’ (3rd paragraph). Your reply states
simply that CDOT will provide funding to offset the loss of some residential units.

Request 4. You have missed the point and have not addressed our concern. Your project will result in
serious disruption ‘if not permanent destruction’ to an already damaged social environment. You fail to
demonstrate that you understand the value of ‘community’ or what constitutes a ‘neighborhood.’ We
were not asking you about real estate transactions about some ‘units.’ Please address specifically what
steps you are taking to keep families, households, and individuals who you have targeted for
displacement within these same neighborhoods. Also, please provide concrete information on
maintaining and stabilizing the social cohesion of these neighborhoods with the residents that are living
there now.

Comment 5. We stated previously that engineering that does not start with an understanding of
neighborhoods and people is bad engineering. Engineering that does not advance community values
and which results in displacement is social engineering at its worst. Highway Department Response ‘C.’
We appreciate that in your response that you acknowledge that the neighborhoods you are disrupting
and will damage even more severely by this project are identified as ‘environmental justice’
neighborhoods. However, your reply is disconcerting. You speak of ‘mitigation,’ but the document
reveals a modest plan to provide window upgrades and air condition units to homeowners in the
remnant neighborhoods. This in and of itself is an unacceptable answer and depressing to read from an
agency of the state of Colorado. However, you go on to cite aspects of the project in the Park Hill
neighborhood to the east, such as, how improvements will happen along Stapleton Drive. You then offer
vague citations about coordinating with RTD and the City of Denver without any specific information.



Request 5.1. You failed to address our concern in any meaningful way. As people of faith, we have
stated our opposition to this proposal not only because it is unjust, but also because it is immoral for
what it does to the disenfranchised of our city. We, therefore, ask you once again to provide us specific
concrete examples of detailed social or environmental benefits you will be providing the these
neighborhoods. What is the highway department doing to make these cohesive communities be more
vibrant, more complete, and healthier than they are today?

Request 5.2. And we ask that you provide specific information on (a) improving connectivity, (b)
improving health and wellness of residents, (c) make the community more livable, and (d)for improved
mobility and accessibility, particularly given the high proportion of residents who do not own or operate
motor vehicles. How will these neighborhoods become more complete and better communities after
your project than they are today? Comment 6. We asked the Department to develop a solution that
does not displace homes, families, or businesses in these neighborhoods. We asked for a solution that
demonstrably improves the health and wellness of residents beyond conditions that exist today ‘€“ that
is, a solution that results in measurably better health conditions for residents, school children, workers
and visitors to these neighborhoods. We asked for a solution that improves mobility and accessibility of
residents of these neighborhoods. We asked for a solution that does not continue to rely on fossil fuel
technology, and instead provides new investments in transit, sidewalk completion, separation of
railways, and bicycle connections. Highway Department Response ‘D.’ You reply that there is no solution
that will not displace some residents or businesses. Then you repeat wording about ‘appropriate’
mitigation and ‘adequate’ walking and bicycle improvements.

Request 6. Your answer is unacceptable. Your proposal is doing more than displacing ‘some’ residences,
it is uprooting nearly one third of the entire community of Elyria. (At least 50 families out of a total of
150 households will be displaced with your scheme). Surely there are engineers that can design options
that that takes advantage of an entire array of mobility solutions at hand, including improvements to
local roadways, investments in alternatives to driving cars, and more. We ask once again for a solution
that begins and ends with not only understanding the human toll of disrupting and destroying
neighborhoods and lives, but intentionally focuses on improving the well being of people and
communities. In conclusion, we request once again a solution that starts and ends with repairing the
unconscionable damage caused by locating I 70 in these unfortunate neighborhoods more than 50 years
ago. Restoring and improving Elyria and Swansea should be the city and state’s priority, not damaging
them further through this tragically misguided proposal.

Respectfully submitted,
Dr. Miguel De La Torre Professor of Social Ethics and Latino/a Studies Iliff School of Theology
Dr. George ‘Tink’ Tinker, (wazhazhe / Osage Nation), Ph.D. The Clifford Baldridge Professor of American
Indian Cultures and Religious Traditions Iliff School of Theology
Dr. Sophia Arjana, Visiting Assistant Professor of Islamic Studies, Iliff School of Theology
Dr. Heike Peckruhn
Ms. Amy Petre Hill
Rev. John Petty, All Saints Lutheran Church, Rocky Mountain Synod, Evangelical Lutheran Church in
America
Rev. Hollis Booker, Board President of Colorado Council of Churches
Mr. Dan Lillie on behalf of Unitarian Universalist Student Organization at Iliff
Reverend Amanda Henderson, Executive Director, Colorado Interfaith Alliance
Mr. Steve Kinney, RE Max Professionals, City Properties



Attachment Signatories to Iliff Letter to Colorado Department of Transportation | Autumn 2014 for
inclusion in the record of comments
1. Adam Evans Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 24
2. Adam Tecza Denver Colorado 80220 United States 2014 10 23
3. Al Gallo Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 23
4. Albert Melcher Aurora Colorado 80014 United States 2014 10 23
5. Alex Neuman Oak Park Illinois 60302 United States 2014 10 25
6. Alicia Calderon Denver Colorado 80219 United States 2014 10 27
7. Alison Yeager Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 22
8. Alysha Tamura Denver Colorado 80239 United States 2014 10 23
9. Amalia Espinoza Denver Colorado United States 2014 10 23
10. Amy Aukema Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 23
11. Amy Hempe Denver Colorado 80207 United States 2014 10 26
12. Amy Petre Hill Aurora Colorado 80014 United States 2014 10 28
13. Anthony Yelenick Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 23
14. Antonia Smith Tahoe City California 96145 United States 2014 10 23
15. Ashley GrahamWestminster Colorado 80031 United States 2014 10 23
16. Barbara Acker Denver Colorado 80230 United States 2014 10 23
17. Beverly Piro Denver Colorado 80218 United States 2014 10 23
18. Bob May Denver Colorado 80204 United States 2014 10 22
19. Breann Colpitts Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 22
20. Brent Kozlowski Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 26
21. Carol Warner Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 23
22. Carolyn Bartels Wheat Ridge Colorado 80033 United States 2014 10 25
23. Cassandra Sutton Denver Colorado 80205 United States 2014 10 26
24. Catherine Kelsey Denver Colorado 80210 United States 2014 10 27
25. Cathleen McHugh Denver Colorado 80210 United States 2014 10 23
26. Charles Buchholz Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 25
27. Chris Wiegand Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 25
28. Christopher Dewhurst Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 23
29. Christopher Florman Wheat Ridge Colorado 80033 United States 2014 10 25
30. Christopher Patrick Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 24
31. Claire Phillips Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 25
32. Claudia Hernandez Ponce Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 23
33. Dan Riley St Louis Missouri 63121 United States 2014 10 23
34. Dave Decker Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 27
35. David Carlson Denver Colorado 80209 2591 United States 2014 10 27
36. Delia Palmisano Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 22
37. Diana Pacheco Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 23
38. Donna Glover Longmont Colorado 80501 United States 2014 10 25
39. Drew Dutcher Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 28
40. Elen Schaeffer Denver Colorado 80218 United States 2014 10 23
41. Elena Stahlberg Lakewood Colorado 80228 United States 2014 10 28
42. Elia Fisher Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 25
43. Elizabeth Faulhaber Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 28
44. Emilee Hoekstra Englewood Colorado 80113 United States 2014 10 23
45. Emily Lee Denver Colorado 80203 United States 2014 10 23
46. Erin Busken Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 24



47. Erin Chilvers West Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 22
48. Erin McCaffrey Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 23
49. Erin Shay Boulder Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 25
50. Felicia Medina Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 24
51. Gabriel Young Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 23
52. Gabriela Rodriguez Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 23
53. Gary Bregar Denver Colorado 80205 United States 2014 10 26
54. Glenn Hanley, Ph.D. Denver Colorado 80205 United States 2014 10 22
55. Grace Sanchez Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 24
56. Gregory Zamell Denver Colorado 80205 United States 2014 10 23
57. Gretchen Wodniak Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 23
58. Heike Peckruhn Aurora Colorado 80015 United States 2014 10 28
59. Ian Greer Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 24
60. Irene Glazer Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 25
61. Isaias Vasquez Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 23
62. Jaclyn Pickard Wheat Ridge Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 24
63. James Morse Denver Colorado 80205 United States 2014 10 23
64. James Webb Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 24
65. Jamie Chesser Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 27
66. Jane Cadwallader Evergreen Colorado 80439 United States 2014 10 22
67. Jane Potts Denver Colorado 80210 United States 2014 10 27
68. Janet Matzen Lakewood Colorado 80215 United States 2014 10 22
69. Jared Acker Denver Colorado 80206 United States 2014 10 22
70. Jean Ann Olds Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 24
71. Jeana Smith Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 22
72. Jeanne Laws Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 23
73. Jennifer Baxter Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 26
74. Jennifer Leigh Denver Colorado 80236 United States 2014 10 23
75. Jesse Woodworth Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 23
76. Jill Livingston Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 25
77. Jill Rich Lakewood Colorado 80214 United States 2014 10 23
78. Joe Elliott Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 25
79. John D. Spangler Denver Colorado 80237 United States 2014 10 27
80. John Kovacik Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 25
81. Jon Turner Denver Colorado 80205 United States 2014 10 23
82. Jonna Sanders Denver Israel 2014 10 25
83. Judy Cisney Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 26
84. June Schlesinger Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 23
85. Kari Collins Denver Colorado 80231 United States 2014 10 24
86. Kari Henningsen Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 23
87. Karla Horowitz Denver Colorado 80205 United States 2014 10 28
88. Katharine Marsh Arvada Colorado 80002 United States 2014 10 23
89. Katherine Cornwell Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 23
90. Katherine McMann Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 23
91. Kathryn Jones Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 25
92. Kathy Falbo Littleton Colorado 80125 United States 2014 10 22
93. Keith Billick Wheat Ridge Colorado 80033 United States 2014 10 25
94. Kelsey Hill Parker Colorado 80138 United States 2014 10 28



95. Kiley Clippinger Denver Colorado 80206 United States 2014 10 23
96. Kim Yuskis Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 25
97. Kimberly Morse Denver Colorado 80205 United States 2014 10 23
98. Kristi Griffith Jones Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 25
99. Kristin Barnes Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 25
100. Laci Gettings Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 23
101. Larry Scantland Arvada Colorado 80004 United States 2014 10 27
102. LaVerne Yelenick Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 27
103. Lea Norcross Denver Colorado 80249 United States 2014 10 27
104. Liliana Flores Amaro Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 25
105. Lily Lizarraga Denver Colorado 80205 United States 2014 10 23
106. Linda Holland Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 25
107. Lisa Estrada Denver Colorado 80209 United States 2014 10 24
108. Lisa Foreman Denver Colorado 80231 United States 2014 10 26
109. Lisa Romero Lakewood Colorado 80227 United States 2014 10 23
110. Loretta Ivory Centennial Colorado 80111 United States 2014 10 25
111. Lori Lee Denver Colorado 80237 United States 2014 10 23
112. Lorraine Heth Aurora Colorado 80016 United States 2014 10 25
113. Lorraine Muniz Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 23
114. Louise Buckley Denver Colorado 80205 United States 2014 10 23
115. Lynn Kalinauskas Denver Colorado 80207 United States 2014 10 23
116. Manuel Vasquez Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 23
117. Marc Walker Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 22
118. Marcia Nelson Florissant Colorado 80816 United States 2014 10 26
119. Margaret Conger Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 23
120. Maria Campos Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 25
121. Marina Chotzinoff Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 26
122. Mark Bowes Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 23
123. Marlene DeLaRosa Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 23
124. Mary Ann Van Buskirk Denver Colorado 80209 United States 2014 10 24
125. Mary Fitzpatrick Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 23
126. Mary Lou Egan Denver Colorado 80222 United States 2014 10 23
127. Mary Skoog Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 25
128. Matt Johnson Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 23
129. Matt Ostrowski Saint Hedwig Texas 78152 United States 2014 10 24
130. Maureen McHugh Glendale Arizona 85301 United States 2014 10 26
131. Megan Kobzej Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 24
132. Megan Thompson Denver Colorado 80203 United States 2014 10 23
133. Melissa Rumsey Lakewood Colorado 80214 United States 2014 10 22
134. Meredith Krimmel Denver Colorado 80232 United States 2014 10 23
135. Merritt Kanan Denver Colorado 80205 United States 2014 10 23
136. Micah McMillan Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 23
137. Michael Fuqua Arvada Colorado 80002 United States 2014 10 25
138. Michael Ortega Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 23
139. Michelle Huizar Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 23
140. Michelle Zuniga Denver Colorado 33596 United States 2014 10 27
141. Mindy Sink Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 23
142. Morgan Elmer Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 23



143. Natalie Smith Los Angeles California 90026 United States 2014 10 23
144. Nicholas McMann Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 22
145. Nubia Madrid Aurora Colorado 80012 United States 2014 10 27
146. Patricia Tabuchi Golden Colorado 80403 United States 2014 10 25
147. Patricia Tjaden Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 27
148. Paul Foster Centennial Colorado 80122 United States 2014 10 25
149. Rachel Romero Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 22
150. Rebecca Caldwell Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 23
151. Rebecca Luis Colorado Springs Colorado 80908 United States 2014 10 23
152. Rebecca Romero Denver Colorado 80204 United States 2014 10 23
153. Rebekah Kik Richland Michigan 49083 United States 2014 10 23
154. Rita Berberian DENVER Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 25
155. Rob Bleecher Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 24
156. Roy Chanley Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 23
157. Sarah Marvez Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 25
158. Scott Luis Denver Colorado 80216 United States 2014 10 23
159. Sean Fitzgerald Colorado Springs Colorado 80903 United States 2014 10 25
160. Shannon Johnson Englewood Colorado 80113 United States 2014 10 24
161. Sherri Rich Lakewood Colorado 80215 United States 2014 10 22
162. Sonia Gonzalez Ortega Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 22
163. Sophia Arjana Boulder Colorado 80301 United States 2014 10 27
164. Steve Kinney Denver Colorado 80212 United States 2014 10 22
165. Sue Okerson Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 23
166. Tammy Kilgore Denver Colorado 80220 United States 2014 10 23
167. Tammy Youngs Arvada Colorado 80002 United States 2014 10 23
168. Tatanisha Pettes Florence Suffolk Virginia 23434 United States 2014 10 23
169. Teresa Casillas Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 23
170. Terry Zamell Centennial Colorado 80122 United States 2014 10 23
171. Thaddeus Tecza Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 22
172. Thomas Campbell Denver Colorado 80212 2847 United States 2014 10 25
173. Thomas McHugh Denver Colorado 80221 United States 2014 10 22
174. Timothy Bryan Westminster Colorado 80234 United States 2014 10 27
175. Timothy McHugh Denver Colorado 80210 United States 2014 10 23
176. Tracy Rackauskas Denver Colorado 80220 United States 2014 10 23
177. Tyrone Vincent Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 26
178. Veronica Montoya Denver Colorado 80211 United States 2014 10 23
179. Walt Morton Denver Colorado 80203 United States 2014 10 25
180. William Decker Denver Colorado 80207 United States 2014 10 22
Note: Nearly 200 more individuals appended their signatures to the letter as well, however after the
October 31, 2014 CDOT deadline. The final list of signatories includes nearly 400 people.
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From: "Neighborhood Development Collaborative" <joncappelli@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: I 70 EAST EIS FEEDBACK FORM
Date: Wed, March 2, 2016 2:29 pm
To: webmastercc@i 70east.com,contactus@i 70east.com

email: joncappelli@gmail.com

name: Neighborhood Development Collaborative
address: 901 W 10th Avenue Suite 2A
city: Denver
state: CO
zip_code: 80204
phone: 9709484614
comment_on_feis: YES
add_to_mailing_list: YES
add_to_online_list: YES
primary_interest_in_project: Other
interest_in_project: Neighborhood Development Collaborative is an association of 12
affordable housing and community development organizations in Denver.
http://ndcollaborative.org/ . Our members develop housing and do community
development work in the Globeville/Ellyria Swansea neighborhoods along the I70
corridor.
how_often_travel_corridor: Frequently
primary_reason_to_travel_corridor: On the job
how_transportation_can_be_improved_in_corridor: Create greater North/South
connectivity across I70.
how_receiving_info: Other
rate_website: Good
comments_questions: Chapter 5.2 Section 5.2.8 Page 5.2.34 Housing and Population
Paragraph 2 Section states that the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative will affect 56
housing units or approximately 3% of the housing units in Elyria and Swansea.
Fifty six is the number of units to be demolished by CDOT. The City of Denver’s
Dept. of Environmental Health studies on the air quality and noise impacts from the
construction, expansion, and continued use of I 70 show increased air and noise
pollution will affect households within 500 feet of I 70. Therefore, the health and
quality of life of the residents of approximately an additional 286 homes will be
impacted, in addition to the 56 units removed from the neighborhood. Together, that
number of homes represents 19% of the housing units in Elyria and Swansea. Change
the wording to read the negative environmental impacts of the Partial Cover Lowered
Alternative will affect 342 housing units or 19% of the housing units in the Elyria!
and Swansea Neighborhoods. 2. Exhibit 5.23 3 Summary of Environmental Justice
Benefits, Impacts, and Mitigations page 5.23 7 Mitigation for the Partial Cover
Lowered Alternative includes provision of $2.0 million in funding to develop
affordable housing units in the Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods. CDOT appears to
acknowledge that this reduction in housing units is negatively affecting the
neighborhoods by suggesting that it will contribute $2.0 million for the
construction of new affordable housing as a mitigation measure. This amount is



estimated by CDOT to replace 10 homes. The I 70 expansion will demolish 56 homes
valued at $6.5 million. The replacement cost of those homes in today's Denver
market is estimated at $14.5 million. CDOT's offer to provide $2.0 million is not
sufficient to replace the homes being demolished. CDOT should provide $14.5
million, the amount of funds required to replace the 56 homes in today's market.
In its proposal to provide $2.0 million for replacing housing, CDOT must take into
account that removing 56 housing units is damaging the viability of the Elyria and
Swansea neighborhoods. The loss
of 56 homes alone, with the average household size in the neighborhood of 3.78
people, means a minimum of 3% of the area’s population will be lost. Swansea
Elementary is projected to lose 8 teachers next year due to reduced student
population. These population losses are primarily due to displacement, rent
increases and uncertainty in the neighborhoods, resulting from CDOT takings and the
ripple effects of the I 70 reconstruction proposal. The Elyria and Swansea
neighborhoods have been severely constricted ever since I 70 was originally built in
the middle of these communities. With home demolition, population loss and
uncertainty, the neighborhood will continue to decline. Without a minimum of
replacement of at least the number of demolished homes, the viability of the
neighborhood will be substantially impaired. 3. Chapter 9 Exhibit 9 1 Preferred
Alternative Mitigation Comments page 9.6 Mitigation numbers 19, 20, 21 and 22.
CDOT is recommending two free portable or
window mounted air conditioners with air filtration and assistance for additional
utility costs to mitigate increased levels of noise and dust during construction.
Denver Environmental Health recommends attic insulation, air sealing, window and
door replacement, programmable thermostats, central forced air cooling/heating with
filtration, positive pressure air ventilation with filtration, MERV 16 filters, and
carbon monoxide detectors to adequately protect those Elyria and Swansea residences
that will be within 500’ of the new highway footprint from the negative
environmental health impacts of the I 70 expansion during construction and beyond.
DEH's recommended mitigation for people’s living spaces is comparable to those
measures CDOT is recommending for the Swansea Elementary School. Improvements CDOT
deems as necessary for a school should be applicable as well to the homes that will
be just as close to the highway and where families will reside. Estimates for the
cost of this mitigation is approximately $3.7 million and CDOT should provide
the necessary amount to implement DEH's recommended mitigations to each of the homes
between 45th and 47th Street and Brighton and Colorado Boulevard.
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From: "Eric Herbst" <eherbst@netransportation.org>
Subject: Northeast Transportation Connections Comments for the I 70 East FEIS
Date: Wed, March 2, 2016 2:49 pm
To: contactus@i 70east.com,vanessa.henderson@state.co.us,keith.stefanik@state.co.us,"Rebecca

White CDOT" <rebecca.white@state.co.us>
Cc: "Angie Malpiede" <Amalpiede@stapletonfoundation.org>,"Karen Stuart

(karen.stuart@SMARTCOMMUTEMETRONORTH.ORG)"
<karen.stuart@smartcommutemetronorth.org>,jshreve@adcogov.org,"Jesse Livingston"
<jesse.livingston@gmail.com>,"Lacey Champion" <lchampion@netransportation.org>

On behalf of he Northeast Transportation Connections (NETC) I would like to
officially present our comments for the I 70 East FEIS (see attachment).

We appreciate the extended public review period to submit comments at this
time and we are grateful for the opportunity to communicate the importance
of Transportation Demand Management along the corridor of the I 70 East
Project.

Sincerely,

*Eric Herbst*
Transportation Outreach Coordinator
*Northeast Transportation Connections <http://netransportation.org/> *
8230 E Northfield Blvd. Suite 1350
Denver, CO 80238
o:(720) 865 2356
c:(303) 261 7240

Attachments:
NETC TDM recommendations.pdf

Size: 575 k
Type: application/pdf



  

Comments on the I-70 East FEIS, Submitted on Behalf of Northeast Transportation Connections 
(NETC) - March 2, 2016 

The FEIS does not appear to assess the benefits TDM strategies and programs will provide during 
and after construction to help address air quality issues; community impacts, particularly as they 
relate to environmental justice concerns, and increased traffic congestion during construction.   

Our comments focus on Transportation Demand Management, or TDM, which reduces the number 
of single-occupant vehicles on the road by implementing programs and strategies that encourage 
the use of alternative modes of transportation. These modes include public transit, vanpooling, 
carpooling, walking, and biking. TDM efforts are community-focused, providing residents and 
commuters with accessibility options of which they might otherwise be unaware.   

It is the recommendation of Northeast Transportation Connections that the Colorado Department 
of Transportation (CDOT) should commit to the following TDM strategies: 

■ TDM should be implemented both during and after construction of the I-70 project in order to 
facilitate consistent traffic flow and minimize negative impact on the communities affected by 
construction. 

■ TDM should be a vital budget line item of the I-70 project, not paid for by grants or 
reimbursement methods. We cannot stress enough that TDM should be funded for the entire 
length of the project and as an ongoing program after construction is complete. 

■ Toll revenues will be an ideal source of funding for TDM programs that allow for pedestrian 
and bicycle improvements as well as better access to public transit. 

■ Funding TDM through the project budget will greatly increase the effectiveness of TDM efforts 
by allowing money to be spent directly on programs such as neighborhood EcoPasses. These 
will allow all community members to have access to public transit, regardless of their economic 
status. 

■ The social justice issues raised by this project are significant and should be taken seriously. 
TDM is especially important to this corridor, as 62% of households in the affected 
neighborhoods have an income below the Denver median of $55,000.* As such, they are 
unlikely to benefit directly from additional lanes on I-70. Funding TDM through the project 
budget will help guarantee that all residents will be served equally. 

■ The I-70 project should improve pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure rather than serving 
motorists alone. These improvements should allow pedestrians and bicyclists to safely navigate 
the I-70 corridor. They should also address the need for first/last-mile (FLM) connections to 
provide residents of affected neighborhoods with access to the regional transit system. This 
will go a long way toward mitigating the negative impact of the project on surrounding 
neighborhoods.  

 

We would like to thank CDOT for the chance to submit comments on the I-70 project. We know that 
the public comment period has been extended, and we are grateful for the opportunity. 

 

*Piton Foundation, Community Facts, Elyria Swansea neighborhood, http://www.piton.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=CommunityFacts.Summary&Neighborhood_ID=885 



Good evening. Rebecca English. I'm here tonight on behalf of Sierra Club. We are the Sierra Club is
opposed to this project as outlined in the FEIS. And we are fully supportive of the northern reroute
alternative, which is not properly examined. We are in complete sympathy with several of the speakers
who have spoken this evening, and we will be submitting a long written comment. But I just wanted
everyone in this room who is opposed to this project on so many valid grounds to know that the Sierra
Club stands behind you. We very much would like to work with you on opposing this project.



My name is Cliff Smedley. I'm the state chair of the Transportation Committee of the Sierra Club, the
Rocky Mountain Chapter. And we are opposed to this plan. We're in favor of the northern route. And
we're wanting to engage with the community. My phone number is (303) 808 0117 My e mail is my
name, Cliff Smedley, cliffsmedley@gmail.com. My phone number is (303) 808 0117. And anything that
the Sierra Club can do to help citizens in this battle, we would love to help. This is I hate going to these
hearings and seeing how the government has ignored the citizen input and is railroading some choice
that the citizens don't want, railroading it down our throats. I just hate seeing this repeated again. And
the Sierra Club would like to engage and help the citizens in this fight.



SIERRA CLUB COMMENTS I 70 FEIS

The Sierra Club submits the following comments on the I 70 East Final Environmental
Impact Statement (“FEIS”). These comments incorporate all of the Sierra Club’s previous
comments on prior I 70 East National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) planning documents
as if those comments were fully set forth below. While CDOT and the FHWA have attempted to
respond to many of the concerns set forth in the Sierra Club’s prior comments, those responses
have been incomplete or inadequate. In addition the FIES itself fails to resolve the
inadequacies of the I 70 East planning process. Therefore, the Sierra Club has provided the
following additional comments.

In summary, the air quality impacts and impacts to community health have not been
adequately analyzed or disclosed. This is because the agencies have failed to employ the
analyses required under the Clean Air Act to demonstrate that the preferred alternative will not
result in violations of Clean Air Act standards, or have conducted those analyses using the
incorrect methodology or assumptions. The agencies have also failed to adequately address
the health impacts of the proposed action, and unlawfully refused to conduct a Health Impact
Assessment.

In addition, because the agencies’ formulation of the purpose and need for the project
was overly narrow, the alternatives considered do not present an appropriate range of options
which will both meet transportation needs and minimize negative impacts to human health and
the environment. The agencies have also failed to properly consider their own polices during
the course of the NEPA process. Finally, in the case of the I 270/I 76 reroute option, CDOT and
FHWA improperly eliminated this alternative based on incorrect assumptions that it would not
meet the purpose and need.

I. Project Impacts on Air Quality and Community Health Not Adequately
Analyzed and Disclosed.

In comments on the SDEIS, the Sierra Club raised concerns about the modeling analysis for
PM10 performed to support the draft conformity determination under the Clean Air Act, and
asked FHWA to perform a modeling analysis under NEPA to investigate whether Project
emissions will cause or contribute to violations of the NAAQS for PM2.5. In addition, The Club
asked that CDOT and FHWA investigate the causal contribution of highway emissions to the
disparately high incidence of adverse health outcomes known to be caused by exposure to the
pollutants emitted from highways and the likely effect on community health as a result of
increasing community exposure to highway emissions in the future.

The PM 10 emissions analysis for the Project was significantly improved thanks largely EPA
oversight which resulted in improvements in the inputs used to model the impact of Project
emissions, including the selection of more representative meteorological data, and requiring



receptor locations that more comprehensively include locations where the public is likely to be
exposed to Project emissions.

However, the Club continues to believe that requirements of EPA’s conformity rule for making
hot spot conformity determinations, 23 CFR §§ 93.116 and .123(c), have not been satisfied. The
Club concludes that because of the failure to comply with these requirements the air quality
analysis in the revised Air Quality Technical Report does not demonstrate that the Project will
not cause or contribute to NAAQS violations in the year of greatest emissions impact, and
therefore has not been shown to conform.

In addition, the failure to perform a modeling analysis of PM2.5 emissions to determine if
Project emissions will cause or contribute to a violation of the NAAQS fails to comply with the
NEPA requirement that the EIS must disclose whether the Project will comply with standards
established to protect environmental quality. The report of expected emissions of PM2.5
published in the Air Quality Technical Report is not an air quality analysis to demonstrate that
Project emissions will not violate the NAAQS for PM2.5 at the receptor locations where Project
emissions are expected to exceed the NAAQS for PM10.

The FHWA and CDOT refused categorically to conduct any investigation for the FEIS of the
relationship between adverse health outcomes reported in the communities affected by the
Project and air pollution emitted from the Project. The reasons offered by the agencies
misrepresent the facts, fail to consider the evidence published in the scientific literature, and
are incorrect as a matter of law. The failure of the agencies to investigate the causal
relationship between health outcomes and Project emissions, and their failure to consider
alternatives that could avoid or minimize those outcomes violate the basic duties imposed by
NEPA, 23 U.S.C. § 109(h), and the obligations to prevent disparate impacts established by Title
VI of the Civil Rights Act, Executive Order 12, and the Environmental Justice policy adopted for
the U.S. DOT by Secretary Pena.

A. Air Quality Analysis Does Not Demonstrate that National Air Quality Standards for PM10
or PM2.5 Will Be Met.

The FEIS includes a proposed determination that the preferred alternative (PA) for I 70 Project
will conform under the Clean Air Act (CAA). The Act requires that that Project emissions “will
not cause or contribute to a new violation of any [NAAQS].” 42 U.S.C. § 176(c)(1)(B)(i).

To meet the statutory test for conformity, EPA’s conformity rule requires that a conformity
determination be based on a “hot spot analysis.”

“Hot spot analysis” is an estimation of likely future localized CO, PM10, and/or PM2.5 pollutant
concentrations and a comparison of those concentrations to the national ambient air quality
standards.



40 CFR 93.101. To demonstrate conformity, the Project sponsor and FHWA bear the burden of
establishing through the hot spot analysis that the Project will not cause or contribute to a new
violation of a national air quality standard. EPA’s conformity rule defines this requirement as –

Cause or contribute to a new violation for a project means:

(1) To cause or contribute to a new violation of a standard in the area substantially affected by
the project or over a region which would otherwise not be in violation of the standard during
the future period in question, if the project were not implemented; or

(2) To contribute to a new violation in a manner that would increase the frequency or severity of
a new violation of a standard in such area.

40 CFR 93.101.

FEIS Air Quality Technical Report Does Not Affirmatively Establish That Project Emissions will
Not Cause Violations.

The revised air quality hot spot analysis of Project emissions shows that emissions from the
Project will contribute 62 μg/M3 at the receptor most impacted by Project emissions in 2035.
This compares with the modeling analysis published with the Draft Supplemental EIS which
showed that emissions from the PA would contribute only 38 μg/M3 at the receptors of
greatest impact.

EPA Guidance for Hot spot analysis requires that the concentrations contributed by Project
emissions be added to future background concentrations at the receptor of greatest impact.
CDOT uses 2011 13 monitoring data to conclude that background emissions contribute 89
μg/M3 at the receptor locations in the Project study area. This compares with the finding in the
Supplemental Draft EIS that background emissions contribute 113 μg/M3. When the most
recent estimate of background concentrations are used, and PM10 concentrations expected to
be contributed by the Project are added to those background concentrations, total
concentrations for a 24 hour period are predicted to reach 151 μg/M3. The 24 hour NAAQS for
PM10 is 150 μg/M3. By application of EPA’s rounding convention for determining compliance
with the NAAQS for PM10, 151 μg/M3 is treated as compliance. But if the background
concentrations from the analysis in the SDEIS (113 μg/M3) are used to predict future
concentrations, Project emissions will contribute to PM10 concentrations of 175 μg/M3 which
exceed the NAAQS by 25 μg/M3.

The Sierra Club contends that the hot spot analysis is not consistent with the Act and EPA
conformity regulations, and does not provide a lawful or credible factual basis for finding that
the Project conforms as required by CAA section 176(c).

1. Conformity Not Demonstrated During Time Frame of Transportation Plan.

EPA’s rule governing the performance of hot spot analyses for making highway project level
conformity determinations requires that “estimated pollutant concentrations must be based



on the total emissions burden which may result from the implementation of the project,
summed together with future background concentrations….” 40 C.F.R. §93.123(c)(1). EPA’s
Hot spot rule requires that conformity must be demonstrated during the entire future period
included in the “time frame of the transportation pan.” Project conformity is satisfied only

… if it is demonstrated that during the time frame of the transportation plan no new local
violations will be created and the severity or number of existing violations will not be
increased as a result of the project.

40 CFR § 93.116(a).

EPA’s Guidance requires that the emissions analysis be performed for “one or more analysis
years within the time frame of the transportation plan or regional emissions analysis when
emissions from the project, any nearby sources, and background are expected to be highest.”
Transportation Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10

Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas, 3.3.3., p. 20 (November 2015)[hereinafter “Hot spot
Guidance”]. “Conformity requirements are met if the analysis demonstrates that no new or
worsened violations occur in the year(s) of highest expected emissions – which includes the
project’s emissions in addition to background concentrations.” Id.. 2.8, p. 15.

In this case, the Project was first added to the Denver Regional Transportation Plan in 2015 as
part of the “2040 Fiscally Constrained Regional Transportation Plan,” adopted by the DRCOG
board on February 18, 2015 (“2040 RTP”). The emissions analysis performed to demonstrate
conformity was for 2035. This is a year within the time frame of the 2040 RTP, but it is not “the
year(s) of highest expected emissions.” In the discussion of factors considered by CDOT to select
the analysis year, AQ Technical Report, 4.3.1.4 (carbon monoxide), and 4.4.2 (PM) no
consideration was given to emissions between 2035 and 2040 even though 2040 is included in
the time frame of the first RTP that included the project.

Since EPA’s objective was to make sure that a project both came from a conforming
transportation plan, as required by the CAA, § 176(c)(3) and (4), and satisfied the statutory
conformity criteria applicable to transportation projects in § 176(c)(1)(B), EPA required that all
years be considered during the time frame of the emissions analysis prepared for the
transportation plan that included the project. The I 70 Project was not included in the 2035
RTP, and its emissions impact was not included in the emissions analysis used to determine the
conformity of the 2035 RTP. The first regional emissions analysis that included the impact of
emissions from the I 70 Project was the emissions analysis performed for the 2040 RTP. It was
not reasonable or legally permissible for the agencies not to consider all years within the time
frame of the 2040 RTP.

The FEIS and the proposed conformity determination do not address the question whether
emissions would be highest during the period of the time frame of the 2040 RTP between 2035
and 2040. Given the factors that the agencies considered relevant to their selection of 2035



compared to earlier potential analysis years, 2040 should have been selected as the analysis
year because emissions would be expected to be greater in 2040 than 2035.

The factors identified by the agencies as relevant to identifying the year of highest cumulative
emissions include 1) VMT growth, 2) emissions factors, 3) congestion and speeds, 4) total
project emissions, and 5) background emissions. Each of these factors support the conclusion
that the year of highest emissions within the time frame of the RTP will be 2040.

CDOT’s analysis of traffic predicts that traffic in the corridor and on I 70 will continue to grow
through 2035. Although 2040 is not addressed in the traffic modeling, there is no evidence in
the agency record to suggest that traffic growth will end in 2035. Continued traffic growth
through 2040 supports the conclusion that 2040 should be the analysis year.

The agencies found that more stringent emission factors for future vehicles, combined with
replacement of existing vehicles with future cleaner vehicles, should produce net reductions in
emissions through 2030 because emissions per mile will decrease faster than the increase in
miles driven. However, they concluded that after 2030 net emissions would begin to grow
because emission factors for new vehicles would no longer achieve reductions greater than
VMT growth. Accordingly, they concluded that 2035 would have higher overall emissions than
2030 or earlier years. This logic would necessarily support the conclusion that overall Project
emissions will continue to grow along with VMT growth after 2035. This factor therefore
supports the conclusion that emissions in 2040 will be greater in 2040 than 2035, and should be
selected as the analysis year.

In addition, as VMT increases traffic congestion will worsen and vehicle speeds will drop after
2035. Increased congestion after 2035 will further contribute to increasing emissions after
2035.

Finally, the agencies concluded that background emissions are expected to continue to increase
throughout the time frame of the Project.

The consideration of background PM10 concentration trends further supports the use of 2035 as
the year of peak emissions. In the APCD’s Colorado State Implementation Plan for PM10,
Revised Technical Support Document (September 2005), Table 5.1 1 shows a summary of
maintenance year model demonstrations in which the sixth highest modeled concentration
increases steadily from 2001 through at least 2030. Table 3.1 1 of that document also shows a
steadily increasing total PM10 emission inventory from 2001 through 2025. In that 2005
document, the analysis does not include 2035, but the evidence is clear—the overall PM10

emission inventory is rising over time due to increases in almost all source types. Therefore, it is
reasonable to conclude that the year 2035 is the year of peak emissions to model for the PM10

hotspot analysis.

Air Quality Technical Report, 4.4.2, p. 35. CDOT identifies no evidence to suggest that the
growth in background emissions through 2035 will end that year, and not continue through
2040.



Each of these factors, separately and collectively, support the conclusion that both Project
emissions and background emissions will continue to grow between 2035 and 2040. Based on
this evidence, it must be concluded that the year of highest emissions within the time frame of
the RTP will be 2040. In order to satisfy the statutory conformity test, CDOT must show that
emissions from the Project in 2040 “will not cause or contribute to a new violation of any
standard.”

The emissions analysis performed for 2035 shows that Project emissions will contribute to a
concentration above 150 μg/M3 in 2035. This analysis cannot be relied upon to conclude that
higher Project emissions in 2040, along with higher background emissions, “will not cause or
contribute to a new violation” in 2040. The emissions analysis in this record does not
demonstrate conformity as required by the CAA.

2. Determining Background Concentrations for the PM 10 Conformity Emissions
Analysis.

EPA explained the purpose of the requirement to analyze the impact of Project emissions
during the year of highest emissions is to ensure that NAAQS will continue to be attained as
background emissions grow over time.

EPA intends that the hot spot analysis compare concentrations with and without the
project based on modeling conditions in the analysis year. The hotspot analysis is
intended to assess possible violations due to the project in combination with changes in
background levels over time. [Emphasis added].

72 Fed. Reg. 12,497 (March 10, 2006). In selecting the “analysis year,” the agencies properly
considered the growth in background emissions as a relevant, but separate factor in
determining the year of highest emissions. Having determined that both Project emissions and
background emissions would be highest in 2035, it is not reasonable to use 2011 2013
background emissions as the basis for the conformity determination. Based on evidence
derived from the air quality modeling performed by CDPHE to demonstrate that attainment of
the NAAQS for PM10 would be maintained during the next 20 years, agencies’ conclude that
“the evidence is clear—the overall PM10 emission inventory is rising over time due to increases in almost 
all source types. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that the year 2035 is the year of peak emissions to 
model for the PM10 hotspot analysis.” Air Quality Technical Report, 4.4.2, p. 35. The U.S. EPA
approved this modeled demonstration of expected future air quality when it approved
Colorado’s Air Quality Maintenance Plan.

The modeling performed for the Maintenance Plan demonstration showed that future
concentrations of PM10 in the Denver Metro area are expected to increase steadily through the
forecast period. Predicted peak concentrations reach levels well above current monitored
levels.

Table 5.1 1. Summary of Maintenance Year Model Demonstration



Modeled Year Sixth Highest Modeled Concentration (ug/m3)
2001 Base Year 126.1
2009 134.9
2010 135.1
2015 137.5
2020 142.0
2022 (interpolated) 145.1
2025 149.9
2030 157.6

The concentrations predicted to occur at the location of the Welby monitoring station are less
than the regional peak, but the upward trend from 2010 to 2025 is consistent with the trend
shown in the peak concentrations. The modeled isopleths presented in the Plan predict that by
2025 background levels of PM10 will be above 110 ug/m3 across most of the I 70 corridor, with
higher levels near 140 ug/m3 in the area around the I 25/I 70 interchange.

In some respects inputs used for the regional model overestimate current emissions. For
example, emission factors for on road motor vehicles used in EPA’s MOVES model are less than
the factors used in the MOBILE6.2 model that provided estimates of motor vehicle emissions.

But those reductions are more than offset by significantly greater population growth and VMT
than was assumed in the Maintenance Plan modeling. The Plan used 2005 DRCOG population
and VMT projections to estimate future emissions. Those projections seriously underestimated
actual population growth and future VMT.

The Maintenance Plan estimated that population would not reach 3 million by 2030,1 whereas
the most recent population estimate used by DRCOG shows that Denver Metro population
reached 3 million during 2015, and now DRCOG anticipates that regional population will be
close to 4 million by 2035.2

VMT is the most significant variable driving future vehicle emissions. The Maintenance Plan
based its future modeled air quality on emission projections that expected VMT to grow to 76.8
million miles of vehicle travel by 2025.3 But DRCOG reports in its recently adopted 2040
Regional Transportation Plan that VMT will reach that level this year or next, and that by 2035
regional VMT should exceed 100 million miles of travel.4

Clearly, the assumptions regarding growth and vehicle travel used for the modeling in the
Denver Maintenance Plan were based on conservative regional vehicle emission projections.
The future modeled concentrations provide a compelling basis to support the agencies’

1 Denver Maintenance Plan for PM10, Technical Support Document, Table 3.2, p. 9 (CDPHE 2005).
2 2040 Fiscally Constrained Regional Transportation Plan, Table 1, p. 6 (DRCOG, 2016).
3 Maintenance Plan, op. sit, Table 3.4 1, p. 12.
4 2040 RTP, Fig. 5, p. 10.



conclusion that the emissions analysis for the I 70 Project should be performed for 2035, if not
2040, as the year of highest expected emissions. Having made that determination, it was not
consistent with EPA’s conformity rule and is arbitrary and capricious to use historical
concentrations of PM10 as the background concentration rather than estimates of future
background concentrations that are available from the modeling performed for the PM10
Maintenance Plan.

EPA’s Quantitative Analysis Guidance for PM Hot Spot Conformity Determinations
(November 2015), 8.3.2, p.124, specifically provides for the use of PM SIP modeling to
determine future background concentrations. “To account for future emission changes, it may 
be appropriate in some cases to use future background concentrations that have been calculated 
based on modeled outputs from a CTM. CTMs are photochemistry models that are routinely used 
in regulatory analyses, including attainment demonstrations for PM SIPs ….” 

The data available from the PMMaintenance SIP modeling demonstrate that future background
concentrations will at least exceed 110 ug/m3 in the area affected by the Project, which is significantly
greater than the 89 ug/m3 value used as background to determine the design values for the I 70 Project.
The failure to use background values that reasonably estimate future conditions in 2035 is inconsistent
with EPA’s conformity rule, and is unlawful. The Project has not been shown to conform and may not be
approved by FHWA without modifications to reduce emissions to levels that will ensure attainment
throughout the time frame of the 2040 regional transportation plan.

3. Design Value Calculation Fails to Demonstrate Attainment.
Even if it were permissible to use historical PM10 concentrations as a surrogate for expected
future concentrations in 2035 (or 2040), the methodology used to compare predicted
concentrations caused by Project emissions with the NAAQS does not demonstrate that the
Project will not cause or contribute to a violation of the NAAQS.

The regulatory appendix to the NAAQS for PM10 defines the conditions that must be
demonstrated to meet the standard.

2.0 Attainment Determinations
2.1 24 Hour Primary and Secondary Standards
(a) Under 40 CFR 50.6(a) the 24 hour primary and secondary standards are attained
when the expected number of exceedances per year at each monitoring site is less than
or equal to one.

40 CFR 50.6, Appendix K. EPA allows the standard to be met if the number of 24 hour periods
exceeding the standard is 3 or less, which is an average of not more than one exceedance per
year. The methodology applied by CDOT does not consider whether the five highest pollution
days in the analysis year will exceed the NAAQS and therefore cause or contribute to multiple
violations of the NAAQS. CDOT confirmed to the Sierra Club, in an email dated March 1 from



Vanessa Henderson,5 that the concentrations resulting from Project emissions reported in the
Air Quality Technical Report, Tables 19 and 20, are the 6th highest concentrations produced by
the AERMOD model. The Act imposes a burden on the agency seeking federal funding for a
highway project to establish that project emissions “will NOT cause or contribute” to a violation
of the standard. CDOT does not disclose the five highest 24 hour concentrations predicted by
the model, and therefore does not demonstrate that Project emissions on those 5 days will not
cause or contribute to a violation. Since the concentrations on the 6th highest day are expected
to marginally exceed the standard, it is not reasonable or legally permissible to merely infer
that higher concentrations on the 5 highest days will not cause violations of the NAAQS.

In the Air Quality Protocol developed to prepare the air quality analysis for the SDEIS, it was
determined that “EPA’s guidance requires use of the highest PM10 value over a 3 year period,
excluding exceptional events, to represent background.” Draft Air Quality Analysis Protocol, 4.2,
p. 7 (Feb. 2013). Based on this guidance, the background concentration used to determine the
design values at receptors affected by Project emissions was 113 ug/m3. In addition, the
Protocol stated that the 6th high concentration predicted by the dispersion modeling would be
added to the background concentration to determine the design value to be compared with the
NAAQS. The model predicted that the 6th highest concentration contributed by the Project
would be 38 ug/m3. When added to background, the result was 151 ug/m3. By application of
EPA’s rounding procedure, any value from 151 to 154 is rounded to 150 and considered to
meet the NAAQS.

This procedure leaves unanswered whether the 1st through 5th highest concentrations will
cause at least three days when the total of Project emissions added to background will total
155 ug/m3, and therefore violate the NAAQS.

5 Hi Bob - Sabrina forwarded me your questions on the Final EIS to answer for you.  I'm providing the 
answers below in the same order as your questions in the email. 

We are not able to send you the 1st through 5th high values for the dispersion model.  We use 
the 6th high as you note the EPA's guidance allows.  In order to get the 1st through 5th values, 
we would have to re-run the models and that is not something we are planning to do. 
The values for the receptors at Swansea Elementary on Table 21 are, as you note, the design 
values.  As note 1 to the table indicates, the concentrations noted are the modeled value plus the 
background concentration of 89 micrograms per cubic meter.  Those values are then 
rounded.  We are not able to get the actual model values themselves to you before the end of 
the review period.
The VMT mix reported in Table 9 is composite data from the 9 county ozone nonattainment area 
that varies by road type and hour of day.  Table 9 represents the average of those values.
Yes, the DPM emissions are based on the vehicle mix in Table 9.

If you have any further questions, please submit them as part of your official comments by the end of 
tomorrow, March 2nd. 
Thanks! 
Vanessa



For the hot spot analysis in the FEIS, this procedure was modified to ignore even more days
when Project emissions would likely cause NAAQS violations. Instead of adding the predicted
Project impact to the highest background value, the 6th highest 24 hour concentration resulting
from Project emissions were added to the fourth highest background concentration. That
procedure had the effect of eliminating any cushion for the 5 highest pollution days resulting
from Project emissions.

In the hot spot analysis prepared for the FEIS, the 6th highest concentration resulting Project
emissions was modeled to be 62 ug/m3, and the 4th highest background level was determined
to be 89 ug/m3. The total is a design value of 151 ug/m3. But in this case we know that on
three days the design value will be higher than 151 because the background concentrations
include three days higher than 89 ug/m3. Each one of those days could be a violation day if the
background concentrations exceeded 93.

Then in addition, the model predicts that Project emissions will contribute concentrations
greater than 62 ug/m3 on 5 days. When these 5 higher Project pollution days are added to
three higher background pollution days, it is highly probable that at least three of those days
will exceed the NAAQS and cause a violation.

But CDOT has not disclosed the three higher background days, or the five highest Project
pollution days. Without providing this information to the decisionmaker and the public, CDOT
has not met its burden to establish that Project emissions will not cause or contribute to a
violation of the NAAQS. The factual predicate required for a conformity determination is not in
the agency record. FHWA cannot lawfully determine that the Project conforms based on these
facts.

4. Emissions Inventories Used to Model Project Impacts Unlawfully Omit
Emissions from Half of Truck Trips at Highway Segments with Peak Truck
Traffic.

In the email from Vanessa Henderson, CDOT explains that the VMT mix used to estimate
emissions on I 70 is the regional VMT mix developed for ozone modeling. This mix is not based
on the mix of vehicles using the I 70 corridor. As a result it under represents the number of
trucks on I 70, and therefore fails to fully account for the emissions from trucks in the corridor.

The VMT mix used in the hot spot analysis assumes that trucks are less than 5% of vehicle trips
in the corridor. But Traffic counts reported by CDOT for 2012 show AADT at the mousetrap as
nearly double the share of trips used for modeling emissions in the hot spot analysis (truck
share shown in parenthesis)6:

I 25 south of interchange: 243,000 (9.1%)
I 25 north of interchange: 198,000 (10.9%)

6 Colorado Department of Transportation, Traffic Data Explorer, 2013. Available online at:
http://dtdapps.coloradodot.info/Otis/TrafficData (last accessed October 30, 2013).



I 70 west of interchange: 150,000 (9.1%)
I 70 east of interchange: 140,000 (9.3%)

In addition, the traffic modeling performed by CDOT for the EIS shows that the Project will
result in increased truck trips in the segment between I 25 and Brighton Boulevard compared
to the no build option. See AQ Report, Fig. 3, p. 16, showing I 70 segments with increased truck
traffic compared to No Build.

These additional trips resulting from the Project are also not represented in the regional VMT
mix used to calculate emissions. Together, the actual truck use on this segment of I 70 reported
by CDOT combined with the additional truck use when the Project is built means that only half
of future truck emissions are accounted for in the hot spot analysis.

Given that this segment of the I 70 Project between I 25 and Washington Blvd is where the
modeling shows the peak PM hot spot is expected to occur, and where the design value with
only half of expected truck emissions is reported as 151 ug/m3, the failure to include emissions
for half of the truck trips in the emissions and dispersion modeling does not comply with EPA
Guidance, and unlawfully underestimates the impact of Project emissions at the hot spot
receptors. A hot spot emissions analysis that omits half of the truck emissions cannot be relied
upon to support a conformity determination.

5. Modeling Fails to Account for True Impact of Vehicle Emissions under the Cover
(Tunnel) Next to Swansea Playground.

The Report notes that only half of the emissions need be accounted for at each end of the
tunnel. This makes sense only on calm days which are not common in the So. Platte River
drainage basin. The prevailing winds in the area blow from the SSW following the lay of the
river bottom. During these periods, the wind will force emissions to exit from under the cover
(tunnel) to the east. During warm and hot afternoons, the prevailing winds flow upslope into
the mountains. This has been well demonstrated by the data developed by the National Park
Service and CDPHE showing that ozone visible aerosols formed in the urban air shed are
transported into RM National Park by upslope winds. Under those transport conditions, local
winds at the Project will blow all emissions out from the west end of the cover into the block
adjacent to the playground at Swansea Elementary School.

To represent to the parents of families with children at the school that Project emissions will
not be concentrated for 800 feet and then released in its entirety from one end of the cover
defies reality and common sense. This is the essence of arbitrary and capricious
decisionmaking.

B. Modeling to Demonstrate Attainment of PM2.5 NAAQS Unlawfully Not Performed.

In comments submitted on the Supplemental Draft EIS, the Sierra Club and community groups
concerned about the adverse health outcomes occurring in the north Denver neighborhoods
affected by the Project requested that a modeling analysis be performed for PM2.5, in addition



to PM10, to demonstrate that Project emissions will not cause or contribute to future
concentrations of PM2.5 in the ambient air that violate the NAAQS for PM2.5. The FEIS does
not include a modeling analysis for this pollutant.

The primary reasons given for CDOT’s and FHWA’s refusal to perform this analysis are 1) the
Denver region has no history of violations of the NAAQS for PM2.5, and the emissions increases
expected from the Project are not likely to be enough to exceed the NAAQS. These reasons do
not consider the impact of highway emissions being measured now at the new near highway
monitors required by EPA’s 2012 revision of the NAAQS for PM2.5. It is not consistent with
NEPA to omit consideration of these existing measures of highway emissions in the Metro area.

The I 25 monitor has been in operation since mid 2014. It shows one annual concentration for
2015 that is nearly 30% higher than the concentrations measured at Welby which is the site
CDOT chose to represent background. The peak 24 hour concentrations at the I 25 site exceed
the NAAQS, but not the 98th%ile value which is used to measure attainment. However, the
98th%ile value at this site is also 30% above the background site.

VMT at the I 25 monitor location is less by roughly 1/3 than VMT at the Mousetrap. The AADT
along I 25 at 8th Avenue is only 249,000, as reported on the spreadsheet provided by Mr. Will
Allison at a meeting with CDPHE in late 2013, whereas at the mousetrap the total trips passing
through the interchange are 326,000, more than 30 percent more traffic. In addition, the share
of traffic represented by truck trips is approximately 40% greater at the Mousetrap than at the
I 25 monitoring station.

For these reasons, the Sierra Club and community groups demanded that a near highway
monitor be located to measure the air quality impact of higher traffic at the Mousetrap. That
monitor was located in Globeville at 47th and Acoma. It began operation October 1. PM2.5
measured for the last quarter of 2015 at that location average 14 ug/m3,7 which far exceeds
the levels being measured at the I 25 monitor or at the Welby background site. Most
importantly, the mean value for the quarter exceeds the annual NAAQS of 12 ug/m3.
These data do not support the rationale in the FEIS for not modeling the impact of Project
emissions on PM2.5. If PM2.5 concentrations reported during the 4th quarter of 2015 continue
to be measured at the Globeville monitor, the NAAQS will be violated and the area will require
redesignation under the CAA as non attainment.

The decisionmaker needs to know, and must disclose to the public, how much the increase in
traffic between now and 2035 can be expected to worsen PM2.5 exposures in the
neighborhoods surrounding the Mousetrap. If the Project will exacerbate exceedances of the
standard set to protect public health, the Colorado and Denver regional air quality planning
agencies need to know so they can begin to develop a control strategy, taxpayers need to know
because they will incur additional costs to control CDOT’s pollution, and the public needs to

7 See Comment Appendix 1, which summarizes the mean concentrations for PM2.5 and PM10 at the Globeville, I
25 and Yuma, and the Welby monitoring stations. Annual means are reported by EPA. Fourth Quarter means were
calculated by Lisa Warren from the hourly and 24 hour concentrations reported on the EPA AIR Data website.



know so they can decide whether to take action to protect themselves and their families from
dangerous pollution levels.

Furthermore, NEPA requires that FHWA must consider reasonable alternatives that will reduce
emissions and pollutant exposures at the Mousetrap to enhance air quality to levels that will
not violate health standards. It is not reasonable or legally permissible under NEPA and 23 USC
section 109(h) to not use the best science available to estimate the impact of Project emissions
on concentrations of PM2.5, the pollutant that EPA has identified as having the strongest causal
impact on cardiovascular disease and mortality from heart attacks and is a major cause of
childhood asthma episodes requiring urgent care. These impacts cannot lawfully be disregarded
by FHWA.

C. Health Impact Assessment Not Performed.

The Sierra Club requested that a health impact assessment be performed to estimate the effect
of current highway emissions as a contributor to the adverse health outcomes reported by
Denver Environmental Health in north Denver neighborhoods affected by the Project. CDOT
and FHWA refused to perform this analysis for invalid reasons.

The FEIS states that there is no need to address the health impacts of the expanded project
because a) despite the 15 20% increase in traffic and a significant increase in emissions from
the Project no national air quality standard will be violated , and 2) toxic air pollution emissions
are expected to decrease.

1. FHWA Ignores Evidence Showing that Project Emissions Will Violate the NAAQS.

FHWA’s first reason for not performing a health impact assessment ignores all of the evidence
in the record showing that Project emissions, if fully accounted for, when combined with future
background concentrations, will violate the NAAQS for PM10, and the monitored PM2.5 data
showing that the NAAQS is being violated near the Project hot spot right now.

2. NAAQS Compliance Does Not Resolve the Issue of Health Impacts Caused by
Highway Pollution.

This response also ignores the vast body of health effects research that links the adverse health
outcomes being reported in north Denver communities to both PM2.5 specifically, and to the
full mix of air pollution emitted from highways. Most of the literature does not link these health
effects to mobile source air toxic (MSATs) pollutants. The fact that MSAT emissions are
expected to decline over the life of the Project does not relieve CDOT of the duty to investigate
the likely health impacts of community exposure to increasing concentrations of PM10 and
PM2.5, and the overall mix of criteria pollutants and MSATs emitted from highways.

The agency failure to respond to requests from many residents and community groups asking
for an investigation of the likely relationship between a much greater incidence of diseases of



air pollution reported by Denver Environmental Health in north Denver communities and
exposure to emissions from heavily trafficked freeways merely demonstrates the disregard that
transportation agencies have traditionally shown for the impacts of Project emissions on
community health. DEH reported much greater frequency of the hospitalization of children with
asthma and higher rates of death from cardiovascular disease. These are the two health
outcomes that EPA identified as most causally linked to exposure to PM2.5. In addition, recent
research shows a direct correlation between these disease outcomes and the portion of PM2.5
that is contributed by carbon particles emitted from diesel trucks and automobiles.

The FEIS cites to studies performed in 2002 and 2004 which had ambiguous results regarding
the health impacts of exposure to highway pollution, and to an HEI report published in 2010
that found a link between highway emissions and asthma, but was inconclusive regarding the
link with cardiovascular disease. The FEIS does not address EPA’s findings regarding the link
with cardiovascular disease that was reported in EPA’s Integrated Science Assessment for PM
which reviewed all of the hundreds of published scientific research reports available in 2011,
and not just the few selected studies discussed in the FEIS. That review of the research
convinced EPA to (i) tighten the NAAQS for PM2.5 in 2012, and (ii) mandate for the first time
that states monitor PM air quality in communities adjacent to highways because of the elevated
levels of pollution found near highways, and the link between exposure to highway emissions of
PM2.5 and adverse health effects.

Nor does the FEIS review and consider the more recent health effects research published since
the SDEIS was prepared that conclusively links the adverse health effects associated with PM to
the portion of PM emitted from highways. Highways emit particles containing carbon from fuel
combustion, tire wear and asphaltic road surface material. The most recent research published
by a team from the Keck School of Public Health at USC,8 and another study published by the
California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment9 identifies carbon particles as the
component of PM2.5 most associated with cardiovascular disease.

Research performed in Arkansas show that cardiovascular disease decreased significantly
during the decade between 2000 and 2010 because annual PM2.5 concentrations were
reduced during that period by 3 ug/M3 at levels below the NAAQS.10 This research shows that
reducing PM concentrations in north Denver can have public health benefits even if the PM
NAAQS are not violated.

8 “Near Roadway Air Pollution and Coronary Heart Disease: Burden of Disease and Potential Impact of a
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy in Southern California,” Ghosh, et al (EHP, July 2015)
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1408865.
9 “Associations of Mortality with Long Term Exposures to Fine and Ultrafine Particles, Species and Sources: Results
from the California Teachers Study Cohort,” Ostro, B, et al. (EHP, January 2015)
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1408565.
10 “Trends of Non Accidental, Cardiovascular, Stroke and Lung Cancer Mortality in Arkansas Are Associated with
Ambient PM2.5 Reductions,” Charbot, M., et al. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health (2014), 11, 7442 7455.



These health effects research reports were hand delivered by Sierra Club representatives to
CDOT Director Bhatt during a meeting in his office last August, and to FHWA Division Director
Cater during a meeting in his office last September. The Club brought these reports to the
attention of the decisionmakers because they represent the most recent development of a
body of research that links exposure to highway pollution with the excessive incidence of
adverse health outcomes in the neighborhoods of north Denver along I 70. None of this
research published since the 2010 HEI report is discussed in the explanation for not preparing a
health impact assessment, or in the response to comments.

FHWA does not have discretion to cherry pick among the published scientific research which
studies it will discuss, and which not. The agency’s duty under the law is to consider all the
evidence relevant to its obligations under NEPA and section 109(h). Probative evidence cannot
simply be ignored. Cotter v. Harris, 642 F.2d 700, 706 07 (3rd Cir., 1980); See v. Washington Metro.
Transit Auth., 36 F.3d 375,384 (DC Cir, 1994). Reasoned decisionmaking requires that “the agency must
examine the relevant data.” Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Assn. v. State Farm Mut., 463 U.S. 29, 43 (1983).
FHWA’s failure to consider evidence relevant to its duties under NEPA, i.e., the obligation to
consider alternatives and mitigation that can minimize the adverse impacts of highway
pollution on community health, is arbitrary and capricious.

II. Project Alternatives Not Adequately Considered

The Sierra Club joined with numerous community groups and residents in requesting that CDOT
and FHWA fully investigate two alternatives that offered the possibility of significantly reducing
VMT through the neighborhoods of north Denver and thereby minimizing resident exposure to
highway emissions from the current alignment of I 70 in north Denver, and providing a
significant health benefit for these residents. We repeat that request here:

At a minimum, two alternatives should be considered to reduce emissions and pollutant
exposures in the neighborhoods adjacent to I 70:

1) re signing I 70 to route the 40% of traffic that is "through" traffic out of the neighborhoods
where dense urban development and elementary schools are located within a few hundred
meters of I 70 onto I 76 and I 270; and

2) routing all truck traffic off of the current alignment between Washington Street and Colorado
Blvd which would require through truck traffic to use I 76 and I 270, and local truck traffic to
disperse on local streets leading to their local destination rather than concentrating on the
current alignment next to schools and houses along the highway.

These alternatives are reasonable because they will add mobility for traffic traveling through the
metro area, without significantly increasing the cost of mobility, while at the same time
providing health benefits for communities along the current I 70 alignment. These alternatives
have not been evaluated in prior NEPA documents.



CDOT and FHWA denied this request, citing the lack of any evidence of air quality violations, the
absence of evidence that diverting traffic would provide health benefits. With respect to the re
route alternative the response declared that re routing I 70 onto I 76 and 270 would not meet
the purpose and need for the Project, and that the cost of this alternative would be excessive.
These reasons were not offered as justification for not analyzing the truck diversion option.
Instead, CDOT claimed that moving the trucks to another alignment would provide no health
benefits because it would simply move the pollution to expose other residential areas.

These responses were not based on any detailed analysis of traffic demand, impacts on
congestion, emissions, pollutant exposures or the numbers of people exposed. They rely on
assumptions that are not based on evidence in the record. The failure to fully investigate the
potential costs and benefits of these alternatives is not consistent with the obligation to
consider alternatives and mitigation under NEPA, and not consistent with the obligation under
23 USC 109(h) to identify measures that can fully mitigate adverse impacts, determine the costs
of such mitigation, and weigh those costs to determine if the project is in the overall public
interest.

A. Purpose and Need Is Not Lawful Reason for Rejecting these Alternatives.

NEPA requires that an environmental impact statement briefly describe the purpose and need to which
the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives, including the proposed action. See, e.g., 40
C.F.R. § 1502.13. Chapter 2 of both the DEIS and FEIS describe the purpose and need for I 70 East
project. As set forth in section 2.4 of the FEIS, for example, “[t]he purpose of the project is to
implement a transportation solution that improves safety, access, and mobility and addresses
congestion on I 70 in the project area.” The need for the project, described in section 2.5 of the FEIS,
“results from transportation infrastructure deficiencies, increased transportation demand, limited
transportation capacity and safety concerns.”

1. The Agencies Improperly Defined the Purpose and Need for the Project.

In this case, the agencies’ formulation of the purpose and need is flawed because it is too narrow.
Specifically, the purpose and need statement should include preservation or improvements to air
quality, just as it has included concerns with safety, congestion and mobility. This is not a case where
NEPA’s more general requirements to evaluate the negative effects of its actions can suffice to produce
a reasonable range of alternatives that will achieve project objectives while protecting human health
and the environment. Rather, the I 70 East project presents environmental concerns which are so acute
and inextricably bound up with the fundamental nature of the action, that impacts to air quality must be
included in the purpose and need itself.

In addition, the overlying framework of pre existing policy already requires that significant
transportation projects in Colorado reduce air quality impacts. For example, the Colorado Department
of Transportation developed its own Air Quality Action Plan (the “AQAP”) to implement the agency’s air
quality policy in 2012. As stated in the AQAP, one of its primary goals is to “reduce transportation
related GHG, air toxics and other related emissions statewide, thereby reducing the need to negotiate
such measures in an ad hoc manner in subsequent National Environmental policy Act documents



initiated by CDOT.” AQAP at 3. The AQAP also explains “CDOT, as a transportation agency, has taken a
regional, programmatic approach to emissions reductions, targeting statewide vehicle mobility where
the Department has the most direct influence.” Id. at 5. Thus, emissions reductions are central to the
agency’s mission and goals, and CDOT’s stated policy is to address emissions reductions primarily by
focusing on vehicle mobility (one of the stated purposes of the project).

Yet vehicle mobility is not the only means the agency has stated it will use to address emissions. CDOT’s
AQAP also address how truck routes and restrictions should be considered in each project to reduce
emission and exposure to sensitive receptors. AQAP at 7. The agency has explained that its NEPA
documents should evaluate “opportunities to modify truck routing, delivery scheduling, etc. to minimize
MSAT and other pollutant exposure to vulnerable populations such as schools, hospitals, etc.” AQAP at
7. The AQAP also requires the agency to “[e]xplore congestion, lane restrictions and/or speed
limitations for motor carriers.” Id. at 10. These limitation restrictions may include right hand only
locations, congestion restrictions, time of day lane restrictions and speed restrictions, all in an effort to
reduce emissions.

Here, the failure to include emissions reductions as a part of the purpose and need for the I 70 East
project—a project that directly affects vehicle mobility constitutes a failure by the agency to follow its
own policy. More importantly, the failure to include air quality concerns in the purpose and need
constitutes a failure to formulate a purpose and need statement that complies with NEPA, and that
addresses the national transportation objectives enacted by Congress to minimize fuel consumption and
air pollution. 23 USC section 134(c). This failure skews the consideration of alternatives by excluding
consideration of the benefits of alternatives that reduce emissions, or place them in areas where they
are likely to have fewer environmental impacts or less impact on public health.

2. The Agencies Failed to Discuss the Inconsistency of the Preferred Alternative with Pre
existing Plans and Policies.

NEPA requires agencies to address the “[p]ossible conflicts between the proposed action and the
objectives of Federal, regional, State and local . . . land use plans, policies and controls for the area
concerned.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.16(c); see also, 40 C.F.R. § 1506.2(d) (“To better integrate environmental
impact statements into State or local planning processes, statements shall discuss any inconsistency of a
proposed action with any approved State or local plan and laws (whether or not federally sanctioned).
Where an inconsistency exists, the statement should describe the extent to which the agency would
reconcile its proposed action with the plan or law.”).

As set forth above, CDOT has already developed a plan—the Air Quality Action Plan which sets forth
considerations and tools the agency should employ to reduce emissions associated with transportation
projects. More specifically, the AQAP requires the agency to consider vehicle mobility, truck routing
modifications, time of day lane restrictions, congestion restrictions, and other measures to reduce
emissions or otherwise reduce public exposure to harmful pollution. Yet many of these tools are not
substantively considered in the FEIS. Further, the conflicts and inconsistencies between the preferred
alternative and the mandates of the AQAP are not described, and there is no explanation of how the
agency would reconcile the proposed action with the AQAP.

3. The Agencies Improperly Eliminated the I 270/I 76 Reroute Option in 2008.



a. The 2008 DEIS Analysis was Insufficient to Justify Elimination of the I 270/I 76
Reroute Alternative

As discussed previously in the Sierra Club’s comments, the I 270/I 76 reroute potentially offers
substantial advantages over the alternatives reviewed in the SDEIS and FEIS, including less
significant impacts on human health and the environment, and the enhancement of the human
environment (an independent requirement for any alternative evaluated in the NEPA process).
Unfortunately, the I 270/I76 reroute alternative was eliminated in 2008, without adequate
consideration, based on the agencies’ claim that this alternative does not meet the purpose and
need of the project.

The 2008 DEIS considered several “Off Existing Alignment” alternatives. See Draft EIS at 3 11.
Among them was the alternative to “Improve I 270 and reclassify I 70.” Under this alternative,
the construction would “[c]onvert the existing portion of I 70 from I 25 to I 270 to a limited
access roadway. Additional capacity would be added to I 270 and I 76. The viaduct between
Washington Street and Colorado Boulevard would be reconstructed or removed.” Id. See also,
DEIS at Exhibit 3 11.

The reasons given for its elimination were described in a single paragraph:

[The alternative to improve I 270 and reclassify I 70] would require the
reconstruction of the I 76/I25 interchange to provide for all traffic movements
and would require major widening to I 270 and I 76 for approximately 12 miles
(5.5 of which are east of I 25) to accommodate the relocated traffic. These
existing facilities are currently only four lanes wide. This alignment would also
require improvements on I 25 between I 76/I270 and the existing I 70/I 25
interchange for traffic that wants to go south on I 25 towards downtown Denver,
a major destination from the I 70 corridor. These trips on I 25 to access I 70
result in almost four miles of out of direction travel.

DEIS at Exhibit 3 15. These justifications fall far short of justifying this alternative’s elimination.

First, the DEIS presents no analysis of whether the I 270/I 76 reroute alternative actually meets
the factors defining the purpose and need for the project. In other words, the agency failed to
address whether this alternative improves safety, access, and mobility and addresses
congestion on I 70 in the project area. The DEIS also fails to address whether this alternative
addressed transportation infrastructure deficiencies, increased transportation demand, limited
transportation capacity and safety concerns. These shortcomings alone demonstrate that the
decision to eliminate the I 270/I 76 alternative from further consideration was in violation of
NEPA. When the agencies decided to eliminate this alternative, they did so based on an
inadequate analysis and an unsupported conclusion that it would not meet the purpose and
need for the project.

In fact, the I 270/I 76 reroute alternative meets the stated purpose and need for the project.
Safety, access and mobility would all be improved by rerouting the high traffic volumes and
resulting air pollution from the current I 70 corridor to the less populated and less congested I



270/I 76 corridor where the traffic and pollution would impact fewer local residents. See 2016
I 70 Health Impact Zone Comparison Study, submitted herewith. Moreover, the myriad
potential reconfigurations of the current I 70 corridor along 46th Avenue which can be
implemented under the reroute alternative, including reconstruction or removal of the viaduct
between Washington Street and Colorado Boulevard, have the potential to improve both the
infrastructure and safety concerns stated in the purpose and need, and present opportunities
to enhance mobility by re establishing north south connectivity for vehicular, bike and
pedestrian traffic along this corridor.

Second, even if this alternative did not fully meet the purpose and need, it remains a
reasonable alternative and should nevertheless be afforded more detailed analysis. Were the I
270/I 76 reroute alternative to be more fully considered, it may lead the agencies to conclude
that meeting only part of the goals of the stated purpose and need may be worth the tradeoff if
the impacts—particularly those to air quality and human health—are less significant or more
readily capable of mitigation.

Third, the agency made the decision to eliminate this alternative after considering it only in
isolation, rather than together with other alternatives or in conjunction with additional
measures that might address its perceived shortcomings. For example, one of the primary
concerns the agency expressed in relation to the I 270/I 76 alternative was the potential for
increased traffic volume in and around the reconstructed 46th Avenue. Yet the agencies failed
to consider the I 270/I 76 alternative in conjunction with the use of any the Managed Lane
Options analyzed in the alternatives considered in the FEIS, or in conjunction with any concrete
access limitations11 such as temporal traffic or truck travel restrictions on 46th Avenue, or the
incorporation of enhancements to 58th avenue. All of these measures might have alleviated the
concerns associated with potential increased traffic volumes on and around 46th Avenue.
Because the agencies eliminated this alternative so early in the process, the alternative never
received the appropriate detailed consideration

Fourth, the justifications do not, on their face, provide a basis for eliminating further
consideration. Each of the alternatives retained for further analysis included significant
construction, including major widening and improvements to interchanges. In addition, the
agencies failed to assess the actual negative impacts of out of direction travel, or even to
define what constitutes out of direction travel for an interstate highway that accommodates
significant traffic originating outside the project area and moving to multiple destinations
beyond it. While this route may result in additional miles traveled for some traffic, the
additional miles do not necessarily translate into longer travel times, increased air pollution or
other negative effects—particularly since the reroute will decrease congestion.

Lastly, while the agency ostensibly undertook additional analysis of the I 270/I 76 alternative
later in the NEPA process, it is clear that this “analysis” was performed only to support a
decision that had already been made. Following receipt of public comments questioning the

11 The I 270/I 76 alternative originally contemplated that the current I 70 alignment would become a “limited
access roadway,” yet there is no evidence that the analysis used to eliminate this alternative included any access
limitations, such as the Managed Lanes Options considered with other alternatives.



elimination of the I 270/I 76 alternative, the agency sought, explicitly, to confirm that its
elimination of this alternative was supportable. In August of 2014, the agencies included an
Alternatives Analysis Technical Report (the “Technical Report”), in their Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (“SEIS”). See SEIS at Attachment C, Alternative Analysis
Technical Report. Section 4.1 of the Technical Report addresses the elimination of the I 270/I
76 reroute alternative. This document states unequivocally that the I 270/I76 reroute
alternative “was eliminated from consideration early in the project alternative analysis process,
as documented I the 2008 EIS.” It also explains that the additional analysis was performed “to
confirm the validity of [reroute] elimination.” This is precisely the kind of post hoc
rationalization that NEPA was intended to avoid.

b. Additional Discussions of the I 270/I 76 Alternative in the SDEIS and FEIS do not
Support its Elimination.

Additional Discussion in the SDEIS:

i. Additional Traffic on Local Streets

The primary justification offered in the SDEIS Technical Report for rejecting any analysis of the I
270/I 76 alternative (and one which was developed wholly after the agencies had made their
decision to eliminate the alternative) is that it will cause additional traffic on local streets. The
agencies based this claim on a “Travel Analysis performed using the DRCOG 2035 Regional
Travel Demand Model.” See Technical Report at § 4.1.1. However, this Travel Analysis does
not appear to have been included in the SDEIS, making it impossible to independently assess its
scope, methodology, analysis or conclusions. For example it is not clear whether the Travel
Analysis was performed using the updated information utilized for more accurate analysis of
the retained alternatives including the most recent land use scenarios in the DRCOG regional
plan, updated socioeconomic lad use data, or updated roadway geometries. See FEIS at Ch. 4,
p. 4 2 (discussing use of updated information). In addition, it is not clear that the agencies
employed the same DynusT modeling tool in the Travel Analysis as that used in the alternatives
analysis for the FEIS.

More fundamentally, in using the Travel Analysis as a basis to reject the I 270/I 76 alternative,
the agencies referenced only the alleged negative impacts on local traffic when, in fact, the
information presented in the Technical Report (two figures and one table purporting to
describe the results of the Travel Analysis) indicates significant positive impacts on local traffic
in some areas and negative impacts in others. In other words, it is not at all clear from the
information presented in the Technical Report that the overall effect on local traffic would be
negative. In addition, the agencies’ conclusions based on the Travel Analysis do not account for
potential mitigation of increased local traffic volumes that could be achieved if the alternative is
considered together with other alternatives or in conjunction with additional measures that
might address its alleged shortcomings. This failure is particularly acute given that the original
I 270/I 76 reroute alternative specifically contemplated a “limited access” roadway in the
current I 70/46th Avenue corridor, where the problem of additional traffic on local streets is
claimed to be the most severe, though the Travel Analysis considered 46th Avenue only as a
four or six lane “principal arterial.” In addition, the Travel Analysis did not consider the effect of



using any of the strategies to control traffic flow (e.g. the Managed Lanes Options) considered
in conjunction with the retained alternatives, or any other strategies to reduce traffic volume in
the area.

ii. Out of Direction Travel

The Technical Report claims that the I 270/I 76 alternative was eliminated, in part, because it
would involve out of direction travel for highway users. More specifically, the agencies claim
that “60 percent of the traffic heading west on I 70 continues past I 25, staying on I 70. The
reroute alternative adds two miles of out of direction travel for these vehicles. Twenty five to
thirty percent of the traffic heading west on I 70 exits to southbound I 25. This alternative adds
four miles of out of direction travel for these vehicles.” With absolutely no supporting analysis
or data, the agencies simply claimed “[t]he additional vehicle miles traveled results in increased
delays, fuel costs and air pollution in the area.” Bare, conclusory statements of this sort do not
satisfy NEPA’s mandates to take a hard look at the effects of its actions. As explained above,
the agencies failed to even to define what constitutes out of direction travel for an interstate
highway that accommodates significant traffic originating outside the project area and moving
to multiple destinations beyond it. Even for travelers who continue west on I 70 or exit on
southbound I 25, it is not necessarily the case that the I 270/I 76 reroute results in out of
direction travel when highway users’ final destinations are considered. More fundamentally,
even if this alternative results in additional miles traveled for some traffic, the additional miles
do not necessarily translate into longer travel times, increased air pollution or other negative
effects—particularly since the reroute will decrease congestion and shift traffic and air quality
impacts to less populated areas.

iii. Alternate Highway Route

The Technical Report asserts that the 2008 DEIS “did not fully describe” the importance of I 270
serving as the alternate route to I 70 for emergency access during major incidents or extreme
congestion. See Technical Report at p. 17. In fact the 2008 DEIS does not appear to mention
the “alternate route” justification for eliminating the I 270/I 76 alternative, and thus it does not
appear to have been a consideration when the decision was made to eliminate this alternative.
In any case, the Technical Report itself fails to fully describe the importance of I 270’s function
as an “alternate” route because it presents no data or analysis supporting this assertion.
Additionally, the agencies again failed to consider the I 270/I 76 alternative in conjunction with
other alternatives or measures that could alleviate this concern.

iv. Additional Cost

The Technical Report also justifies eliminating the I 270/I 76 alternative on the basis that its
estimated construction cost would be twice that of other alternatives. However, a higher
capital cost for an alternative does not necessarily justify its elimination, particularly when
NEPA’s requirements to consider the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of a proposed
action are taken into account. An alternative with higher capital costs may actually result in
long term savings when factors such as maintenance and operational costs are accounted for,
and particularly when costs resulting from negative impacts to human health and the



environment are factored in. In sum, while the initial construction cost of the I 270/I 76
alternative may be greater, the agencies have not demonstrated that its ultimate direct,
indirect and cumulative costs are greater. Finally, the agencies provided no detail with respect
to how the cost of the I 270/I 76 alternative was determined, stating only that it is a “high level
cost analysis based on typical construction costs for bridge and highway construction per lane
mile and average right of way costs.” Technical Report at p. 18. Because no detail was shared
with the public it is impossible for the public to independently evaluate the agencies’
assumptions, analysis, or conclusions. Finally, it does not appear that the same kind of detailed
cost analysis performed for the retained alternatives was undertaken for the I 270/I 76
alternative before concluding it was too costly. Given these shortcomings, additional
construction cost does not provide a basis for eliminating the I 270/I 76 alternative from
further consideration.

Additional Discussion in the FEIS:

In the FEIS, the agencies attempted once again to strengthen their justifications for the 2008
elimination of the I 270/I 76 alternative. The agencies produced an “Alternative Analysis
Technical Report Addendum” (the “Addendum”), which purportedly presented “additional
analysis performed since the 2014 Supplemental Draft EIS was published.” See FEIS,
Attachment C, Technical Report Addendum at p. 1. Section 5 of the Addendum is titled
“Technical Report Errata,” and presents information the agencies describe as “revisions and
clarifications to the Alternatives Analysis Technical Report . . . that do not constitute new
findings or analysis.” Section 5.1 of the Addendum addresses the I 270/I 76 reroute
alternative. In this section, the agencies now claim that after removal of I 70 from its current
alignment, traffic volumes on local streets will increase and transfer the safety and mobility
problems from I 70 to the local network. In essence, the same issues that underlay the present
need for the project would only be duplicated and compounded in the same location albeit on
different infrastructure by the removal and reroute of I 70.” Addendum at section 5.1, p. 9.
While the agencies have now attempted to more directly connect the purported increase in
local traffic under the I 270/I 76 alternative with the purpose and need of the project, they still
fall short. The same infirmities found in the SDIES regarding the Travel Analysis and the
conclusions the agencies based upon it remain in the FEIS.

Similarly, the agencies continue to justify elimination of the I 270/I 76 alternative based on
concerns associated with out of direction travel and higher costs. See Addendum at 10.
However, the FEIS still provides no substantive consideration of what out of direction travel is
in the broader sense, and no analysis to support the assertion that it results in increased travel
times, higher fuel consumption, higher costs or additional emissions. These “revisions and
clarifications” do nothing to cure the inadequate analysis undertaken prior to eliminating the I
270/I 76 alternative in 2008. As the agencies themselves acknowledge, the extra verbiage adds
no “new findings or analysis.”

One apparently new addition the Technical Report found in the FEIS Technical Report
Addendum is its Appendix A, Technical Memorandum, Elimination of I 270 I 76 Reroute
Alternative (the “Technical Memorandum”) which, as is now described in the Addendum,



explains “the reasons, in more detail, why the I 270/I 76 Reroute Alternative was eliminated.”12
Again, according to the agencies, this portion of the FEIS presents only “revisions and
clarifications to the Alternatives Analysis Technical Report . . . that do not constitute new
findings or analysis.” However, as with the SDEIS, this document presents justifications for
eliminating the I 270/I 76 reroute alternative that were absent from the 2008 EIS, and most of
the considerations it presents were obviously not evaluated when the I 270/I 76 alternative
was eliminated in 2008.13 As with the FEIS Technical Report Addendum, this new Technical
Memorandum is largely a re hash of arguments made in the SDEIS, and suffers from the same
flaws.14 This document constitutes nothing more than an additional attempt to backfill the
record to support the agencies’ 2008 decision.

4. Conclusion

CDOT and FHWA failed to properly formulate a purpose and need for the project that would
result in the consideration of alternatives providing both transportation improvements and
protection of human health and the environment, and failed to assess how the preferred
alternative will conflict with existing plans and policy.

CDOT and FHWA also eliminated any substantive consideration of the I 270/I 76 alternative in
2008, without sufficient analysis, and based on an erroneous assumption that this alternative
would not meet the purpose and need for the project. In fact, this alternative meets both the
purpose and need, and may provide substantial advantages over the alternatives reviewed in
the SDEIS and FEIS, including less significant impacts on human health and the environment,
and the enhancement of the human environment.

The agencies’ additional treatment of this alternative since its elimination in 2008 constitutes
nothing more than post hoc rationalization and an attempt to backfill the record to support a
decision that does not comply with NEPA. The agencies’ conclusions are based on faulty
reasoning, unsupported assumptions, and data and analysis that are unclear or have not been
shared with the public. Accordingly, the elimination of the I 270/I 76 reroute alternative was
arbitrary, capricious, not in accordance with the law.

12 The Technical Memorandum is dated “June 2012—Updated August 2015.” While it may have existed in 2012, it
does not appear to have been included or referenced in the 2014 SDEIS. In addition, it is not clear what
information in this document was updated in 2015.
13 As in the other NEPA documents, the Technical Memorandum is clear that “CDOT and Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) eliminated the I 270/I 76 reroute alternative from consideration as part of the first level of
this screening process as documented in the 2008 Draft EIS.” See Technical Memorandum, Elimination of I 270/I76
Reroute Alternative at p. 2.
14 In section 2.1 of the Technical Memorandum, the agencies explained that more information regarding the
reroute modeling efforts and assumptions can be found in the FEIS 2035 ReRoute Scenario Travel Demand
Summary . . . in the appendix of this document.” However, it does not appear that the ReRoute Scenario Travel
Demand Summary was included in the Technical Memorandum or elsewhere in the FEIS.



B. Smaller Exposed Populations and Lower Pollutant Concentrations Provide
Significant Health Benefits from Re Route Alternative and Truck Diversion
Alternative.

In view of CDOT’s refusal to investigate the potential health benefits of re routing all interstate
traffic or heavy duty portion of vehicle traffic out of the north Denver neighborhoods affected
by the Project, and CDOT’s unsubstantiated assertion that moving trucks off of the I 70
alignment would merely move the pollution to other neighborhoods with no health benefit, the
Sierra Club undertook an independent investigation to determine the difference in exposed
populations between the two interstate alternatives.

The study assumed for the purpose of estimating exposed populations that the elevated
pollutant levels associated with highway emissions extend 300 meters (1000 feet) on either
side of the pavement. Using 2010 census data, we obtained block level population data for the
census blocks included in the 300 M zones on both sides of the I 70 and the I 76/I 270
alignments. The 300 M zone and the census blocks are presented in map format in Sierra Club
Comment, Figure 1. The population results are reported in Appendix 2.

The analysis demonstrates that, after adjusting for residents who likely live within the portion
of a census block that extends beyond the two 300 M health hazard zones adjacent to the
highway alignment, the population residing within the 300 M zones along I 70 from the
interchange with I 76 and Wadsworth on the west to the interchange with I 270 on the east, is
9,464. These residents are almost three times more people than the 3,427 who reside within
the 300 M zones along I 76 and I 270 between the same two interchanges on the west and
east.

In addition, the Air Quality Technical Report shows that pollutant concentrations are
significantly lower along the 76/270 alignments than along I 70, and the PM10 concentrations
at the I 25 and I 76 interchange are expected to be 20 30 ug/m3 less than the concentrations
expected at the Mousetrap if I 70 is expanded.

Given that –
1) the hot spot analysis for PM10 will show violations of the PM10 NAAQS at receptor locations
near the Mousetrap after all truck emissions and future increases in background concentrations
that will result from population, employment and VMT growth are properly accounted for, and
2) the new near highway Gloveville monitor is already reporting PM2.5 concentrations that
exceed the NAAQS,
the project will cause or contribute to violations of the NAAQS. It cannot be built without
significant reductions in VMT or other control measures to reduce emissions.

The Sierra Club therefore urges CDOT and FHWA to reconsider the I 70 expansion, and to give
careful consideration to re routing I 70 onto the I 76/I 270 alignments.

CONCLUSION.



The FEIS is not adequate to satisfy the requirements of NEPA, FAHA or the CAA for the reasons discussed
above. A ROD for the proposed I 70 Project may not be signed, or the project funded or approved until –

1) a revised FEIS is prepared that remedies the deficiencies described in these comments and is
made available for public review and comment.

2) The Project can be found to conform based upon a hot spot analysis that accounts for all truck
emissions expected in the vicinity of the hot spot receptors, and future background emissions
that approximate expected conditions in the year of highest emissions within the time frame of
the 2040 RTP are used to calculate the design values.

Respectfully submitted by
Robert Yuhnke Joseph G. Middleton
Becky English Temkin & Hardt LLP 

1900 Wazee Street, Suite 303 
Denver, CO 80202 
Main (303) 292-4922 
Direct (303) 382-2906
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Sierra Club Comments, Appendix 2 (contd)
2010 Census Data and Health Impact Zones: Data Sources and Methodology

Prepared by Lisa Warren for the Sierra Club.

Data Sources:
A. “major_streets_and_highways”

Description: Major Roads Centerlines, Major Streets Centerlines, Denver, Denver County, Colorado, USA
Source: City and County of Denver Technology Services
data.denvergov.org

B. “Rev_Block_2000SF1”
Description: Summary File 1 of the 2000 Census, containing housing and population information at the block
level
Source: US Census Bureau
http://www.census.gov/geo/maps data/data/tiger data.html

C. “tabblock2010_08_popuh”
Description: geography for the 2010 Census Blocks along with their 2010 housing unit count and population
Source: US Census Bureau
http://www.census.gov/geo/maps data/data/tiger data.html

Methodology:
1. Exposure zones were identified around centerlines of the alignments of (1) I 70 and (2) I 270/I 76 (between

the I 70/I 270 interchange to the east and the I 70/I 76 interchange to the west) and (3) I 25 (between the I
76 interchange to the north and the I 70 interchange to the south) using data source “A” at the following
intervals, and included an allowance of 20m on either side of centerline to account for highway width: 50m,
150m, and 300m.

2. Each buffer zone was compared against 2000 and 2010 Census block data contained in data sources “B” and
“C”, respectively. Blocks intersected by each buffer zone were identified as the respective Health Impact Zone.

3. Housing and population data for blocks contained within each Health Impact Zone were tallied into the
associated table. 2010 Census data are graphically represented as follows:

a. Red – I 70 50m HIZ: 2010 Census blocks intersected by the 50m buffer of the I 70 alignment
b. Orange – I 70 150m HIZ: 2010 Census blocks intersected by the 150m buffer of the I 70 alignment
c. Yellow – I 70 300m HIZ: 2010 Census blocks intersected by the 150m buffer of the I 70 alignment
d. Muted Red – I 270/I 76 50m HIZ: 2010 Census blocks intersected by the 50m buffer of the I 270/I

76 alignment
e. Muted Orange – I 270/I 76 150m HIZ: 2010 Census blocks intersected by the 150m buffer of

the I 270/I 76 alignment
f. Muted Yellow – I 270/I 76 300m HIZ: 2010 Census blocks intersected by the 300m buffer of

the I 270/I 76 alignment

4. The 2010 Census blocks from data source “C” contained within the 300m Heath Impact Zone for each
alignment (I 70 and I 270/I76) were compared to the respective 300m zone to determine which blocks were
contained completely within the zone, and which blocks were only partially contained within the zone. For
blocks partially contained within the zone, an assumption is made that population is distributed uniformly
across the block. To avoid counting population within the 300m exposure zone that does not reside in the
exposure zone, the percent area of the block contained within the zone was calculated. This percent was
applied to the population count for each respective block to estimate the fraction of the population within the
exposure zone. The resulting adjusted population counts were summed with those from the blocks contained
completely within the 300m zone for each alignment to determine the respective “Adjusted Population”.



From: "Karen Stuart" <karen.stuart@smartcommutemetronorth.org>
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Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the I 70 East FEIS. Please find
our comments attached.

Karen Stuart, Executive Director

Smart Commute Metro North

12200 Pecos Street, Suite 100

Westminster, Colorado 80234

303 913 0806

Karen.stuart@smartcommutemetronorth.org

www.smartcommutemetronorth.org <http://www.smartcommutemetronorth.org/>
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SCMN Comments on I 70 East Project.docx
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Type: application/vnd.openxmlformats officedocument.wordprocessingml.document



Smart Commute Metro North
12200 Pecos St., Suite 100

Westminster, Colorado 80234
303.913.0806

www.smartcommutemetronorth.org

Comments on the I-70 East FEIS, Submitted by Smart Commute Metro North 
Transportation Management Organization 

March 2, 2016 

Smart Commute Metro North is a non-profit Transportation Management Organization 
providing information, education and advocacy for transportation improvements that 
reduce congestion and improve air quality in the north metro Denver region. 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies are highly effective tools that 
can provide customized options that encourage the use of public transit, ridesharing, 
bicycle and pedestrian travel, as well as teleworking and congestion aversion 
programs.

The FEIS does not appear to assess the benefits TDM strategies and programs will 
provide during and after construction to help address air quality issues, community 
impacts; particularly as they relate to environmental justice concerns, and increased 
traffic congestion during construction. TDM has been shown on other construction 
corridors to be a low cost- high benefit component. 

It is our recommendation that the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) 
should commit to a comprehensive TDM plan as a project component for the I-70 
East Project as follows: 

Commit to a vigorous TDM Program both during construction to reduce 
construction related traffic impacts, and as an on-going program after 
construction in order to maximize the transportation benefits of the 
investment and decrease negative impacts. 
Include the cost of TDM during construction into the project budget and 
identify a source of funding for on-going TDM activities after construction and 
for the life of the management contract. 
TDM should be a fully funded program within the construction project and not 
funded by reimbursable grant contracts or mechanisms. 
Because project construction will impact through- traffic on I-70 from I-25 to I-
270 to I-70 as well as impact multiple community neighborhoods,  there should 
be dedicated funding for transit service, and neighborhood Eco Pass  
programs.
Provide a dedicated funding stream for improved bicycle and pedestrian 
connections in affected neighborhoods that will provide a safe alternative to 
driving and insure access to the regional transit system.  

Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments on the I-70 East Project. 



From: "Will Toor" <wtoor@swenergy.org>
Subject: Submitting comments on The I 70 East EIS

Date: Wed, March 2, 2016 1:40 pm
To: contactus@i

70east.com,vanessa.henderson@state.co.us,keith.stefanik@state.co.us,rebecca.white@state.c
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I was unable to make the website work for submitting comments, so am using this
email to submit comments on behalf of the Southwest Energy Efficiency Project.

Will Toor
Director, Transportation Program
Southwest Energy Efficiency Project
wtoor@swenergy.org
<mailto:wtoor@swenergy.org
>
303 447 0078 ext 6
www.swenergy.org
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Type: application/vnd.openxmlformats officedocument.spreadsheetml.sheet



Comments on the I 70 East FEIS, Submitted on Behalf of
the Southwest Energy Efficiency Project

March 2, 2016

We would like to submit the following comments on behalf of the Southwest Energy Efficiency
Project. Our comments are structured as follows.

1. Steps that can be taken to improve the function and mitigate some of the impacts of the
preferred alternative.

2. Discussion of the VMT trends and traffic modeling used in the FEIS
3. The treatment of GHG emissions in the EIS

Steps that can be taken to improve the function and mitigate some of the impacts
of the preferred alternative.

Invest in transportation demand management both during construction and after project
completion
Transportation Demand Management refers to a broad set of strategies designed to reduce the
number of single occupant vehicle trips, and instead meet accessibility needs through encouraging
the use of public transit, carpooling and vanpooling, bicycle and pedestrian travel, or reduced trip
length due to smarter land use. TDM can both allow better use of infrastructure and can limit the
need for infrastructure expansion.

As we discuss in the second section of this document, a detailed review of peak hour 2035 traffic
projections in the EIS show only a few segments with volumes high enough to require all of the
lanes proposed in the preferred alternative. A vigorous TDM program could be sufficient to reduce
volumes enough so that a significant section of the eastbound corridor could be served by only one
additional lane. Thus, CDOT could narrow the cross section of the project, or avoid the necessity of
striping two additional lanes in each direction. We recommend that a comprehensive TDM plan be
developed, including an evaluation of the reductions in peak period vehicle trips that could be
achieved.

Other major projects in the Denver area have included substantial TDM investments during
construction. For example, the T Rex project included a program during construction known as



TransOptions. The project invested $3 million in transit subsidies, vanpool subsidies, community
outreach and education funds, and a smart community website. During the development of that
EIS, there was also intent to provide an ongoing TDM program after construction, but no
commitment of funding was made to implement this.

CDOT should commit to a vigorous TDM program both during construction, to reduce construction
related traffic impacts, and as an ongoing program after construction in order to both maximize the
transportation benefits of the investment and decrease negative impacts such as increased GHG
emissions.

The cost of TDM during construction should simply be built into the project budget. For ongoing
TDM activities, toll revenues from the project are an ideal source of funding.

Dedicate toll revenues to TDM, transit service, and bicycle and pedestrian improvements in the
corridor
Currently, there is flexibility in the use of toll revenues from the proposed managed lanes. Other
managed lanes projects in Colorado have either dedicated the toll revenues to a private partner in
a public private partnership for a period of time (US 36); committed toll revenues to a loan to cover
project cost overruns (I 70 mountain), or are planning to bond against toll revenues to cover a
portion of the construction cost (C 470). I 70 is unique in that the proposed public private
partnership will commit availability payments rather than toll revenue, leaving CDOT great
flexibility in how that revenue is used.

Under SB 09 108, the FASTER legislation1, toll revenues are required to be reinvested in the same
transportation corridor. FASTER specifically authorizes the use of toll revenues for “COST
EFFECTIVE MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS THAT PROMOTE MOBILITY, REDUCTIONS IN
EMISSIONS OF GREENHOUSE GASES, and AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY.”

In addition, in 2014 Governor Hickenlooper signed an executive order governing the High
Performance Transportation Enterprise, which was then codified by the HPTE board through the
adoption on July 16, 2014 of a policy that requires consideration of multimodal transportation in
managed lane projects, including consideration of the use of toll revenues for both transit capital
and operating costs.

In the US 36 managed lanes project CDOT and HPTE signed a Memorandum Of Understanding with
the local governments along the US 36 corridor governing how future toll revenues will be used.2 In

                                                           
1 https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/sites/default/files/108_enr.pdf
2 MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING US36 BRT/Managed Lanes Project, May 2013, entered into by Colorado 
Department of Transportation and US 36 Mayors’ and Commissioners’ Coalition. 



the near term, toll revenues will go to paying off the bonding and private equity that is helping to
pay for construction. However, at some point revenues will begin to flow back to the state. The
MOU specifies that revenues may be used for public transit, first and final mile improvements near
transit stations, and transportation demand management programs (such as supporting transit
pass purchases) in addition to roadway expenditures. The distribution of these revenues will be a
joint decision by CDOT, HPTE and the local governments.

I 70 is a particularly important corridor in which to invest toll revenue in TDM, given the significant
environmental justice issues raised by this project. The surrounding neighborhood has a median
income of $38,000, and 62% of households have an income below the Denver median of $55,0003,
implying that the most directly impacted populations are at an income level that is unlikely to
directly benefit from the addition of managed lanes. In addition, these are the populations that are
most directly affected by the negative impacts of the project. Dedicating ongoing toll revenues to
TDM projects that benefit the corridor and the surrounding neighborhoods can help ensure that
this project that serves everyone, rather than primarily upper income residents.

We do recognize that the rail line to DIA will pass through this neighborhood. We request that the
project team consider a neighborhood Ecopass program, funded by toll revenues, to ensure that
residents of these neighborhoods are able to afford this new transit service.

Invest in improved bicycle and pedestrian connections
No corridor project should move forward without improving the bicycle and pedestrian system, not
just the roadway system. At least one other recent project, the US 36 managed lanes, included a
significant investment in a bikeway the entire length of the corridor. In the case of I 70, we believe
that priorities should include safe and comfortable bicycle and pedestrian corridors crossing the
highway, as well as first and final mile connections in the surrounding neighborhoods to ensure
that residents have access to the regional transit system.

Invest in increasing HOV +3 Vehicle Occupancy
One positive aspect of the preferred alternative is that the additional lanes are High Occupancy Toll
lanes rather than simply additional general purpose lanes. CDOT will be implementing a policy
change before these lanes are constructed, transitioning all HOV and HOT lanes from HOV2+ to
HOV3+. In order to maximize the value of the HOT lanes in moving people, not just moving cars, a
concerted effort should be made to increase vehicle occupancy along the corridor to maximize the
number of people that the managed lanes will transport.

In the last five years, the application of information technology to transportation has begun to
                                                           
3 Piton Foundation, Community facts, Elyria Swansea neighborhood,
http://www.piton.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=CommunityFacts.Summary&Neighborhood_ID=885



open up new possibilities in dynamic carsharing and app enabled casual carpooling and ‘virtual slug
lines.” In addition, transportation network companies like Lyft and Uber have come into the
market, and in some cities have introduced services like Uber Commute that allow the use of the
Uber app to enable driving commuters to share costs for commute trips with passengers who hail
their services.

One step that CDOT can take to reduce per capita emissions, allow more lower income travelers
access to the HOT lanes, and make the best use of the roadway infrastructure is to actively support
efforts to form HOV3+ carpools. CDOT should commit to actively support this through direct
investment and ongoing marketing.

Discussion of the VMT trends and traffic modeling used in the FEIS

On VMT Trends
While preliminary data does show growth in overall VMT in Colorado during 2014 and 2015, this is
not conclusive evidence that VMT growth trends are returning to the same levels that were
experienced before 2005.

Several times the response to comments on the SDEIS states that the reduction in per capita VMT
during the first decade of the 21st century was simply an outgrowth of the economic downturn,
dismissing the broad literature that looks at demographic and cultural shifts affecting VMT trends.
The response refers to the economic downturn as having occurred between 2005 and 2009, which
is not accurate. The economic downturn, or great recession, did not begin until 2008. By grouping
the data for 2005, 2006 and 2007 in with the economic downturn CDOT dismisses the slowing
down of the VMT growth rate and the fall in VMT per capita that occurred prior to the economic
downturn.

If nine years of slow or negative VMT growth (2005 2013) is not indicative of a trend, it is hard to
understand why two years of VMT growth are a clear signal of a new growth trend. As explained in
much greater depth in our comments on the SDEIS, we have argued that the EIS likely
overestimates future travel volumes. However, we also believe that the literature on induced
demand suggests that if the road is expanded with the additional 4 managed lanes, that new
demand will be induced that will fill the capacity in the 6 general purpose lanes . The addition of
multiple lanes to I 25 in the “T Rex” project illustrates this phenomenon. Within 4 years of
construction ending in 2006, traffic on I 25 grew to fill all available capacity, so that the congestion
as measured by V/C grew to pre construction levels by 2010, despite the fact that overall VMT in
the metro area was flat during this time.



On the Sensitivity Analysis of the 2035 and 2040 DRCOG Models, and the number of lanes that
are needed
In Attachment E, Appendix F of the FEIS, CDOT performs a sensitivity analysis comparing the results
from the 2035 and 2040 DRCOG models. CDOT found that the use of the 2040 FOCUS model
resulted in a decrease in traffic volumes of around ten percent compared to using the 2035
COMPASS model.

CDOT states that ‘the variations in driver behavior will be very small between the two models’
because the 2040 FOCUS model is based on the pre 2000 household travel survey data. This is not
completely accurate. The 2010 household travel survey has been partially incorporated into the
2040 model over the last few years, making it much more up to date than the older model
regarding regional travel behavior. And there are large differences in travel behavior between the
two models. The 2035 model shows VMT per capita increasing from 25.8 to 27.4 between 2010
and 2035 while the 2040 model shows VMT per capita falling from 25.4 in 2015 to 24.3 in 2040.
While this may seem like a small difference of only 3 VMT per person per day, this adds up to over
1,000 fewer miles traveled per person per year.

The 2035 (2010 2035) model run shows a 60.2% increase in regional VMT compared to a 32.4
increase in regional VMT in the 2040 (2015 2040) model run.

The FEIS is based on the 2035 model results and shows a 66% increase in study area VMT between
2012 and 2035, although VMT along the corridor is expected to increase 80% over the same time
period.

To determine if the reduction in total vehicle volume in the 2040 model would impact the number
of additional lanes needed for the I 70 corridor, CDOT then does an additional analysis, which was
provided to SWEEP. We are providing this data in a separate spreadsheet.

The AM and PM peak period volumes for each direction are divided by 2,000 for every general
purpose lane and 1,800 for each managed lane to determine how many lanes (shown in the Table
below) are needed in each direction based on the two models results.

One observation on this analysis is that to determine the necessary number of lanes, the EIS
consistently rounds up to the next whole number, which increases the estimate of the number of
lanes needed for the corridor.



Recreation of Table 4, in Appendix E, Attachment F of Traffic Technical Analysis in FEIS
Minimum number of lanes needed on I 70
From To Eastbound Westbound

2035 2040 2035 2040
I 25 Washington 4 4 3 3
Washington Brighton 5 6 5 5
Brighton Steele 6 5 6 6
Steele Colorado 5 5 5 5
Colorado Quebec 5 5 6 5
Quebec I 270 4 4 5 4
I 270 Havana 5 5 6 5
Havana Peoria 5 5 7 6
Peoria I 225 6 5 4 3
I 225 Chambers 6 5 4 3
Chambers Airport 3 3 3 3
Airport Tower 3 3 3 3

For example, in the eastbound lanes going from I 25 to Quebec, the numbers that the EIS uses for
the needed lanes are generally at least one lane higher than if you added the fractions of lanes
together.

Example of Lane Volumes and Minimum Lanes Needed Calculation
GP Lane
Volume

GP Lane
Volume/2000
with/without
rounding up

ML
Volume

ML
Volume/1800
with/without
rounding up

Minimum
Lanes
Needed
Rounding
Up

Minimum
Lanes
Needed No
Rounding
Up

Difference

I 25 to
Washington

4254 3/2.1 1000 1/0.6 4 2.7 1.3

Washington
to Brighton

6971 4/3.5 1000 1/0.6 5 4.1 0.9

Brighton to
Steele

6654 4/3.3 1824 2/1.0 6 4.3 1.7

Steele to
Colorado

5007 3/2.5 1824 2/1.0 5 3.5 1.5

Colorado to 5161 3/2.6 1824 2/1.0 5 3.6 1.4



Quebec

Applying the same methodology across the entire corridor shows that for the majority of segments
the EIS overestimates the minimum number of lanes needed.

Number of Current Lanes and New Lanes compared to Needed Lanes
# of New
Lanes in FEIS

# of Total
Lanes in FEIS

EB Needed
Lanes (SWEEP
calculation)

Difference WB Needed
Lanes (SWEEP
calculation)

Difference

I 25 to
Washington 0 3 2.7 0.3 2.3 0.7
Washington to
Brighton 1 4 4.3 0.3 4.6 0.6
Brighton to
Steele 2 5 4.4 0.6 5.0 0.0
Steele to
Colorado 2 5 3.8 1.2 4.1 0.9
Colorado to
Quebec 2 5 4.0 1.0 4.4 0.6
Quebec to I 270 2 5 3.9 1.1 4.1 0.9
I 270 to Havana 2 6 4.7 1.3 5.3 0.7
Havana to Peoria 2 6 4.8 1.2 6.0 0.0
Peoria to I 225 2 6 5.1 0.9 3.5 2.5
I 225 to
Chambers 2 5 5.4 0.4 3.3 1.7
Chambers to
Airport 2 4 2.6 1.4 2.9 1.1
Airport to Tower 1 3 2.4 0.6 2.9 0.1

In many of the corridor segments where two new lanes are planned as part of the FEIS, this analysis
suggests that one additional lane would be sufficient to meet future demand. Now, we recognize
that in practice any additional lanes will likely be longer continuous lanes, not segments that come
and go. However, examining the eastbound lanes, the entire western portion of the corridor, from
I 225 west, could be served with only one additional managed lane in the Eastbound direction, with
the exception of two short sections where the projected peak hour volume is only slightly higher
than capacity. The table below shows what level of peak volume reductions are necessary to make
one lane sufficient. Note also that in the 2040 model, the peak volume in the Washington to
Brighton section goes down by 150, reducing the discrepancy to 504 vehicles, or 5.9% of the
projected volume.



It is very plausible that vigorous TDM efforts, including the use of app enabled casual carpooling
and TNC based carpooling could make a difference of this order of magnitude. For example, the
South Carolina DOT concluded that TDM strategies could reduce peak period traffic on I 526 by
5.2%, before app enabled carpooling was developed4 And, since this west end includes the most
controversial and expensive portion of the corridor, the benefits of narrowing this segment by one
lane could be significant. Based upon this, we believe that the project team should evaluate the
maximum potential for TDM to reduce demand.

Reductions in Peak Volume Necessary to Only Need One Additional Lane
Peak Volume in 2035
model

Reduction in Volume
Needed to Only Need
1 Additional Lane

% of Total Volume

Washington to
Brighton (EB)_

7,971 171 2.4%

Brighton to Steele (EB) 8,478 654 7.7%

Added to this, by the time that the EIS projects volumes at this level, it is highly likely that there will
be significant penetration of autonomous vehicles, which will allow a greater number of vehicles
per lane, further calling into question the necessity for the full number of lanes called for in the
preferred alternative.

On Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The final EIS shows that greenhouse gas emissions will increase from 4,146 tons per day in 2015 to
5,443 tons per day by 2035, a 31 percent increase. Phase one of the preferred alternative would
also slightly increase GHG emissions compared to the no action alternative, from 5,355 to 5,433
tons per day.

We do not agree that greenhouse gas emissions from this project have been ‘adequately
addressed’ in the FEIS. The FEIS compares project level emissions to total global anthropogenic
GHG emissions, and concludes that the project level emissions are irrelevant. This is an
inappropriate measure. By this standard, no local, regional, state or even national level action on
GHG emissions would be considered significant. As noted in SWEEP’s previous comments, the
DRCOG 2035 Metro Vision Plan has the goal of reducing GHG emissions from the transportation
sector by 60% by 2035. Shouldn’t major new transportation investments help to meet this goal,

                                                           
4 , table 5.4



rather than moving the region further away from meeting the goal?

In addition, under FASTER (SB 09 108), Colorado is required to develop a statewide transportation
plan that will address the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. The inclusion of major projects
that increase statewide GHG emissions is a step away from this requirement.

One additional step that could be taken in this project to reduce GHG emissions would be to
incentivize the use of plug in hybrid electric vehicles, battery electric vehicles, and other low
emissions technologies. Currently, CDOT has capped the number of permits given to these vehicles
for free access to HOT lanes to a total of 2,000 vehicles. Essentially all of these permits have been
assigned, so almost no permits are available, so this is not currently a useful incentive. CDOT should
raise this cap for I 70, creating a meaningful incentive for lower emitting vehicles in this corridor.



Eastbound
I‐70 Segement
From  To 2035 2040 % diff 2035 2040 % diff 2035 2040 % diff 2035 2040 % diff 2035 2040 % diff 2035 2040 % diff 2035 2040 % diff
I‐25  Washington 4254 4124 3% 3807 3941 ‐4% 1000 500 50% 850 900 ‐6% 5254 4624 12% 4657 4841 ‐4% 58100 55700 4%

Washington  Brighton 6971 7993 ‐15% 7633 8074 ‐6% 1000 500 50% 850 900 ‐6% 7971 8493 ‐7% 8483 8974 ‐6% 105100 96000 9%

Brighton Steele 6654 5628 15% 6541 5931 9% 1824 2700 ‐48% 1955 3600 ‐84% 8478 8328 2% 8496 9531 ‐12% 105400 106500 ‐1%
Steele Colorado 5007 4686 6% 5337 5184 3% 1824 2700 ‐48% 1955 3600 ‐84% 6831 7386 ‐8% 7292 8784 ‐20% 94300 94100 0%

Colorado Quebec 5161 3352 35% 5924 4326 27% 1824 2700 ‐48% 1955 3600 ‐84% 6985 6052 13% 7879 7926 ‐1% 100800 87000 14%

Quebec I‐270 5343 5685 ‐6% 7723 7192 7% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 5343 5685 ‐6% 7723 7192 7% 93500 84500 10%

I‐270 Havana 7775 8364 ‐8% 9326 8884 5% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 7775 8364 ‐8% 9326 8884 5% 129000 132000 ‐2%
Havana Peoria 7239 8165 ‐13% 9627 9051 6% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 7239 8165 ‐13% 9627 9051 6% 125700 125700 0%

Peoria I‐225 6896 7979 ‐16% 10132 9305 8% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 6896 7979 ‐16% 10132 9305 8% 128000 123000 4%

I‐225 Chambers 6651 8199 ‐23% 10873 9830 10% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 6651 8199 ‐23% 10873 9830 10% 133400 129000 3%

Chambers Airport 3024 3134 ‐4% 5115 4395 14% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 3024 3134 ‐4% 5115 4395 14% 61100 42100 31%

Airport Tower 2467 2462 0% 4779 4058 15% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 2467 2462 0% 4779 4058 15% 59000 35700 39%

Westbound
I‐70 Segement
From  To 2035 2040 % diff 2035 2040 % diff 2035 2040 % diff 2035 2040 % diff 2035 2040 % diff 2035 2040 % diff 2035 2040 % diff
I‐25  Washington 4564 4681 ‐3% 4595 4721 ‐3% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 4564 4681 ‐3% 4595 4721 ‐3% 57500 54900 5%

Washington  Brighton 9029 8560 5% 9173 8200 11% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 9029 8560 5% 9173 8200 11% 106500 95000 11%

Brighton Steele 7885 6552 17% 7287 6038 17% 1903 3400 ‐79% 1720 2100 ‐22% 9788 9952 ‐2% 9007 8138 10% 111000 106200 4%

Steele Colorado 5991 5593 7% 5528 5083 8% 1903 3400 ‐79% 1720 2100 ‐22% 7894 8993 ‐14% 7248 7183 1% 93800 93400 0%

Colorado Quebec 6744 5059 25% 5160 4229 18% 1903 3400 ‐79% 1720 2100 ‐22% 8647 8459 2% 6880 6329 8% 96000 88700 8%

Quebec I‐270 8141 7583 7% 6372 5881 8% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 8141 7583 7% 6372 5881 8% 94400 87700 7%

I‐270 Havana 10687 9332 13% 8422 8146 3% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 10687 9332 13% 8422 8146 3% 131300 133700 ‐2%
Havana Peoria 12069 10249 15% 8563 8455 1% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 12069 10249 15% 8563 8455 1% 133600 132000 1%

Peoria I‐225 6952 5916 15% 4981 4817 3% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 6952 5916 15% 4981 4817 3% 78800 76400 3%

I‐225 Chambers 6580 4975 24% 4398 4086 7% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 6580 4975 24% 4398 4086 7% 71200 65400 8%

Chambers Airport 5893 4479 24% 3940 3222 18% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 5893 4479 24% 3940 3222 18% 58400 39900 32%

Airport Tower 5737 4101 29% 3541 2538 28% 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 #DIV/0! 5737 4101 29% 3541 2538 28% 57200 36400 36%

Daily Total Volume

Daily Total VolumePM Total Volume

AM GP Volume PM GP Volume AM Toll Volume PM Toll Volume AM Total Volume PM Total Volume

AM GP Volume PM GP Volume AM Toll Volume PM Toll Volume AM Total Volume



Eastbound
I‐70 Segement
From 
I‐25 
Washington 
Brighton
Steele
Colorado
Quebec
I‐270
Havana
Peoria
I‐225
Chambers
Airport

Westbound
I‐70 Segement
From 
I‐25 
Washington 
Brighton
Steele
Colorado
Quebec
I‐270
Havana
Peoria
I‐225
Chambers
Airport

2035 2040 2035 2040 2035 2040 2035 2040 2035 2040 2035 2040 2035 2040
2000 3 3 1 1 4 4 2 2 1 1 3 3 4 4
1800 4 4 1 1 5 5 4 5 1 1 5 6 5 6

4 3 2 2 6 5 4 3 2 2 6 5 6 5
3 3 2 2 5 5 3 3 2 2 5 5 5 5
3 2 2 2 5 4 3 3 2 2 5 5 5 5
3 3 0 0 3 3 4 4 0 0 4 4 4 4
4 5 0 0 4 5 5 5 0 0 5 5 5 5
4 5 0 0 4 5 5 5 0 0 5 5 5 5
4 4 0 0 4 4 6 5 0 0 6 5 6 5
4 5 0 0 4 5 6 5 0 0 6 5 6 5
2 2 0 0 2 2 3 3 0 0 3 3 3 3
2 2 0 0 2 2 3 3 0 0 3 3 3 3

2035 2040 2035 2040 2035 2040 2035 2040 2035 2040 2035 2040 2035 2040
3 3 0 0 3 3 3 3 0 0 3 3 3 3
5 5 0 0 5 5 5 5 0 0 5 5 5 5
4 4 2 2 6 6 4 4 1 2 5 6 6 6
3 3 2 2 5 5 3 3 1 2 4 5 5 5
4 3 2 2 6 5 3 3 1 2 4 5 6 5
5 4 0 0 5 4 4 3 0 0 4 3 5 4
6 5 0 0 6 5 5 5 0 0 5 5 6 5
7 6 0 0 7 6 5 5 0 0 5 5 7 6
4 3 0 0 4 3 3 3 0 0 3 3 4 3
4 3 0 0 4 3 3 3 0 0 3 3 4 3
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UNITED COMMUNITY ACTION NETWORK of METRO DENVER 
4707 Pearl St  Denver, CO 80216-2816 

UCANMetroDenver@gmail.com   
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

March 2, 2016 

Submission of Public Comment to: 
 

Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) 
Regarding the Reconstruction of I-70E 

Through the Elyria and Swansea Neighborhoods 
  

And in Support of: The Elyria, Swansea, Neighborhood Association’s (ESNA) March 2, 2016 Letter of 
Comment submitted with prior 2014 EIS comments from Elyria and Swansea neighbors attached. 

 
UCAN Metro Denver agrees the historic Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods are the most impacted and most 
vulnerable neighborhoods facing the stresses of construction and project design build of the I-70E Reconstruction. 
 
And, UCAN agrees issues of health, loss of homes, and segmentation of these neighborhoods are injustices first 
imposed by the placement of I-70 through the Elyria, and Swansea, and Globeville neighborhoods over 50 years 
ago.   And, UCAN agrees this egregious imposition is a social injustice that must not be worsened with this Rebuild. 

We understand something has to be done to replace the aging I-70E Viaduct.  We acknowledge this has been a long 
and arduous public process for both our neighborhoods and CDOT.  And, we are concerned the collaboration 
between CDOT and the City of Denver has not provided an honorable method and measure of public outreach and 
education concerning the impacts and alternatives for the I-70E Reconstruction.   
 
Therefore, despite many years of discussion, there is virtually no confidence in the most impacted neighborhoods 
that the proposed CDOT I-70E preferred alternative won’t “further and deepen the great harm done to Elyria and 
Swansea” neighborhoods the ESNA testifies to in their March 2, 2016 comment to CDOT, with 2014 EIS comments 
attached. 
 
Therefore, given that the Elyria and Swansea neighbors, in public testimony and comment, strongly reject CDOT’s 
claim that the current preferred alternative CDOT is asking the Federal Highway Commission (FHWA) to approve is 
the best alternative for the health, safety, preservation, and vitalization of their neighborhoods, UCAN Metro 
Denver joins ESNA in urging CDOT to sincerely address ESNA’s 2016 letter of comment and each of the concerns 
and issues the Elyria and Swansea residents submitted in the 2014 Draft Supplemental  EIS 2014 comments, and 
consider other I70E project alternatives. 

 
 

Submitted as unanimously approved at a meeting of the United Community Action Network, Inc 
Board of Directors on February 27, 2016 

 

                                                                                     [   ]   [   ]   [   ]   [   ]  [   ]    

United Community Action Network of Metro Denver, Inc, is a Colorado Non-Profit Tax Exempt 501(c)3 Corporation 
and a Registered Neighborhood Organization with the City of Denver, Colorado 



From: "Urban Land Conservancy" <tpickett@urbanlandc.org>
Subject: Re: I 70 EAST EIS FEEDBACK FORM
Date: Wed, March 2, 2016 3:57 pm
To: webmastercc@i 70east.com,contactus@i 70east.com

email: tpickett@urbanlandc.org

name: Urban Land Conservancy
address: 305 Park Avenue West
city: Denver
state: CO
zip_code: 80205
phone: 1303377447722
comment_on_feis: YES
add_to_mailing_list: YES
add_to_online_list: YES
primary_interest_in_project: Business
interest_in_project: Urban Land Conservancy (ULC) is a non profit nonprofit real estate company
established in 2003. Our mission is to acquire, develop, and preserve urban community real estate
assets in Metro Denver having invested nearly $70 million in real estate, (leveraging over $400M)
serving over 12,000 low and moderate income people. ULC in partnership with the Denver Office of
Economic Development, acquired a 6 acre parcel in Elyria/Swansea targeted for redevelopment as a
Transit Oriented Community with access to the new future North Metro rail transit station serving the
National Western Stockshow redevelopment. ULC anticipates providing up to 400 units of new housing
(a combination of mixed income multifamily rental and 38 townhomes) plus up to 61,000 sf of
commercial space (a possible combination of flex industrial, retail and office space). The entire project
will be developed in multiple phases over a 10 year period.
how_often_travel_corridor: Frequently
primary_reason_to_travel_corridor: On the job
how_transportation_can_be_improved_in_corridor: Increased neighborhood physical connectivity
north/south across I 70 is essential to stabilize the adjacent communities and allow local residents to
access essential services such as fresh food, schools and employment centers.
how_receiving_info: Public Meetings,Newsletter,Website
rate_website: Good
comments_questions: Currently there is little evidence that substantial comments and questions
regarding air quality, mitigation and displacement are being seriously considered with adjustments
made to CDOT's plans. When will that be addressed other than simply displaying the comments for
public viewing?

==================================

REMOTE_HOST=
REMOTE_ADDR=70.91.174.253
HTTP_USER_AGENT=Mozilla/5.0 (Windows NT 6.3; WOW64) AppleWebKit/537.36 (KHTML, like
Gecko) Chrome/48.0.2564.116 Safari/537.36
REMOTE_USER=
HTTP_REFERER=http://www.i 70east.com/feedback form.html



From: "Urban Land Conservancy" <tpickett@urbanlandc.org>
Subject: Re: I 70 EAST EIS FEEDBACK FORM
Date: Wed, March 2, 2016 4:00 pm
To: webmastercc@i 70east.com,contactus@i 70east.com

email: tpickett@urbanlandc.org

name: Urban Land Conservancy
address: 305 Park Avenue West
city: Denver
state: Colorado
zip_code: 80205
phone: 303 377 4477
comment_on_feis: YES
add_to_mailing_list: YES
add_to_online_list: YES
primary_interest_in_project: Business
interest_in_project:
how_often_travel_corridor: Frequently
primary_reason_to_travel_corridor: On the job
how_transportation_can_be_improved_in_corridor:
how_receiving_info: Neighbors/Churches/Schools,Public Meetings,Newsletter
rate_website: Good
comments_questions: March 2, 2016 I 70 East EIS Team Colorado Department of Transportation 2000 S.
Holly Street Denver, CO 80222 Via email: contactus@i 70east.com
The Urban Land Conservancy (ULC) is a nonprofit organization that invests in real estate to achieve a
variety of long term benefits for Denver communities. As a stakeholder and property owner at 4800
Race Street in the Globeville, Ellyria Swansea (GES) neighborhoods, we are providing our comments on
the recently completed I 70 East Final Environmental Impact Study (FEIS). Thank you for the opportunity
to comment on this critical phase of the planning process to reconfigure the I 70 corridor. ULC would
like to call attention to our concerns regarding potential impacts including social and economic
conditions, environmental justice, relocations and displacements, historic preservation, visual resources
and aesthetic qualities, parks and recreation, air quality, noise, and hazardous materials. Potential
residential displacement due to additional right of way acquisition for the project requires relocation
services with quality replacement housing within the same community for up to 53 households in the
Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods, which may be affected by the expansion of I 70. At a minimum that
is the obvious baseline displacement mitigation strategy. Less obvious but no less important is the
following:

1. Replacement of lost homes through the creation of new affordable housing units at a 3:1 ratio We
believe that, as the public entity responsible for the potential displacement, the Colorado Department of
Transportation (CDOT) should commit funds to provide new affordable replacement housing options
limited to areas within GES. CDOTs first priority should be to replace impacted existing single family
homes at a 1:1 ratio for a total of 53 new quality single family homes at a price affordable to the
impacted households. If homes are to be replaced by multifamily units because of land price and
assemblage issues, CDOT should replace the impacted homes at a 3:1 ratio for a total of up to 159
affordable rental units to compensate for the potential lower density of residents per unit in multifamily



developments vs. single family homes. CDOT should make no less than $14.5M available to the City of
Denver earmarked for the proposed GES affordable replacement housing. In its proposal to provide $2.0
million for replacing housing, CDOT must take into account that removing 56 housing units is damaging
the viability of the Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods. The loss of 56 homes alone, with the average
household size in the neighborhood of 3.78 people, means a minimum of 3% of the area’s population
will be lost. Swansea Elementary is projected to lose 8 teachers next year due to reduced student
population. These population losses are primarily due to displacement, rent increases and uncertainty in
the neighborhoods, resulting from CDOT takings and the ripple effects of the I 70 reconstruction
proposal. The Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods have been severely constricted ever since I 70 was
originally built in the middle of these communities. With home demolition, population loss and
uncertainty, the neighborhood will continue to decline. Without a minimum of replacement of at least
the number of demolished homes, the viability of the neighborhood will be substantially impaired. CDOT
should research, examine and implement innovative transportation impacted neighborhood
preservation and mitigation strategies such as the Lexington Community Land Trust which was funded
and originated from the NewTown Pike extension project by the Kentucky Department of
Transportation.

2. Commitment to sourcing 30% of hiring needs from local area residents and giving first priority to local
businesses for project related contracts Potential mitigation for adverse impacts to existing local
businesses and GES community residents, such as traffic and transportation disruption during the
project construction process, should include access to workforce training and middle skill level jobs and
by supporting existing businesses wherever possible thus injecting much needed capital into the local
neighborhood economy. This should be accomplished by implementing targeted education and
workforce training programs at locations within the affected GES area, focusing on local residents and
giving first priority to local businesses for project related contracts.

3. Commitment the extension of mitigation and relocation options to homes w/in 500 ft. of the future
borders of I 70. Without intervention, the I 70 reconfiguration will negatively affect the property value
of adjacent homes and the quality of life of affected residents. We believe that CDOT should implement
attractive and efficient mitigation structures that insulate homes from negative effects such as noise,
atmospheric pollutants and visually unappealing circumstances. Therefore, extending to the 500 foot
limit will enhance and protect the health and quality of life of the residents of approximately an
additional 286 homes will be impacted, in addition to the 56 units removed from the neighborhood.
Together, that number of homes represents 19% of the housing units in Elyria and Swansea.

4. Commit to engaging the North Denver Cornerstone Collaborative (NDCC) and the Denver Urban
Renewal Authority (DURA): CDOT should engage with the North Denver Cornerstone Collaborative, the
Denver Urban Renewal Authority and RTD’s FasTracks initiative to effectively coordinate a unified
strategy for planning, funding and implementing the active large scale multiple redevelopment efforts in
GES. A focus on identifying sustainable new job training, employment, and affordable transit oriented
development opportunities a part of the Mayor’s NDCC Corridor of Opportunity Initiative can revitalize
the social, economic and physical fabric of GES to significantly improve the quality of life for impacted
residents.

5. Whenever possible, prioritize the use of long term land leases in providing permanently affordable
new housing opportunities in GES: Where community real estate assets such as affordable housing are
created, CDOT funding and resources should opt to require long term land leases using the Community
Land Trust model to ensure affordability beyond the 15 30 year covenants typically required by federal



affordable housing programs. This will ensure that investments in the community and affordability in the
GES neighborhoods will exist in perpetuity with no additional public subsidies required and multiple
families will benefit from both affordability a share of future equity in cases of homeownership on
ground leased property. The Community Land Trust model has proven highly successful in over 250
neighborhoods across the U.S. in both preventing displacement and stabilizing underserved
communities. Thank you again for taking the time to consider our comments on this important issue.

==================================

REMOTE_HOST=
REMOTE_ADDR=70.91.174.253
HTTP_USER_AGENT=Mozilla/5.0 (Windows NT 6.3; WOW64) AppleWebKit/537.36 (KHTML, like
Gecko) Chrome/48.0.2564.116 Safari/537.36
REMOTE_USER=
HTTP_REFERER=http://www.i 70east.com/feedback form.html
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