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Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Summary 

Special Interest Groups 

1. AIA Denver and ASLA Colorado 

2. Adams County Economic Development, Inc. (ACED) 

3. Bike Denver 

4. Chaffee Park Registered Neighborhood Association 

5. Clayton United 

6. Clínica Tepeyac 

7. Colorado Motor Carriers Association (CMCA) 

8. Colorado Public Interest Research Group (CoPIRG) 

9. Conservation Colorado and the Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 

10. Downtown Denver Partnership 

11. Globeville Elyria Swansea Housing Advisory Group 

12. Globeville, Elyria-Swansea Organizers Group (petition including 185 signatures with 
personal information removed) 

13. Habitat for Humanity  

14. Iliff School of Theology 

a. Jill Fleishman 

b. Rev. Dr. Miguel A. De La Torre and Dr. Tink Tinker  

c. Contactus email from unitednorthmetrodenver  

15. League of Women Voters 

a. League of Women Voters of Denver  

b. League of Women Voters of Colorado  

16. Neighborhood Development Collaborative 

17. Sand Creek Regional Greenway 

18. Sierra Club, submitted by Robert Yuhnke  

19. UnitedNorthMetroDenver 

a. Thaddeus Tecza, Sullivan Green Seavy LLC  

b. Denomination positions (Iliff School of Theology) 

20. Urban Land Conservancy 

21. Visit Denver 

22. Globeville Civic Association #2  
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Businesses 

1. Denver Rescue Mission 

2. The Grow Haus (petition including 11 signatures with personal information removed) 

3. National Western Stock Show 

The following business comments are currently included in the public comment matrix  

4. Iron and Metals Inc. 

5. Formula Roofing 

6. B&C Steel, Inc 

7. Blender Products Inc. 

8. Wright & McGill Co. (Eagle Claw) 

  



October 31, 2014

The American Institute of Architects Denver Section (AIA Denver) Board of Directors and the American 
Society of Landscape Architects – Colorado Chapter (ASLA Colorado), respectfully submit the following 
comments on the Colorado Department of Transportation’s (CDOT) I-70 East Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation (SDEIS). 

Of the three current alternatives presented in the SDEIS, we believe that the Partial Cover Lowered 
Modified Option Alternative has the best potential to rebuild communities currently physically separated
by I-70 between Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard. Simultaneously, this option resolves the 
transportation issues highlighted in the SDEIS. It is our opinion that in order to provide the optimal
solution for the local community and users of the I-70 corridor, it is imperative that the I-70 East project 
become a community-building project, not just a highway improvement project.    

The Partial Cover Lowered Modified Option Alternative provides opportunities for neighborhood 
connectivity and community placemaking while addressing community concerns of interstate-oriented 
traffic through their neighborhoods. Additionally, the project can become a catalyst for thoughtful 
economic development. Specifically, the following elements will contribute to this community building 
approach and reduce the cost (by shorter spans), which can be reinvested into the proposed second 
cover: 

1. The Clayton Street/Columbine Street cover at Swansea Elementary School will promote 
neighborhood cohesion and connectivity by making the cover park-integrated and accessible to 
the school and the community at large; 

2. For the Modified Option St. Paul Street/Cook Street cover, the potential for providing a 
neighborhood center, neighborhood retail and community identity on the cover and adjacent 
CDOT land – as well as developing this eastern cover as a gateway for Denver visitors traveling 
on I-70-West – is an incredible opportunity that cannot go unclaimed; and

3. A full diamond interchange at Colorado Boulevard would provide an opportunity to reduce the 
overall width of I-70 and help reduce the potential adverse effects of traffic in these new 
community centers. (If required, a single, west-bound on-ramp at Vasquez Boulevard could be 
incorporated into the design in order to provide direct highway access.) 

However, the placement of the covers and the engineering associated with such an approach is only part 
of the solution for consideration of the project as an important community-building project. Paramount to 
the success of placemaking in communities is an acute attention to detail at the human scale: knowing 
that this alternative is still conceptual in design, we simply want to emphasize that the details of paths and 
places – what they connect and how they engage people – are what make these projects truly effective 
and memorable. As the technical details of the project move forward, we encourage CDOT to think 
beyond standard design and engineering solutions and look for those that provide a sense of thoughtful 
and context-sensitive design. Examples include:

1. Designing the highway to be as narrow as possible in critical areas (e.g., reduce the width of 
shoulders from 12 feet to eight feet, where possible.);

2. Design covers at park locations with sufficient depth and capacity to support large, mature trees;
3. Design sustainable landscapes that will serve their communities for generations to come;

AIA Denver
303 E. 17th Ave., Ste. 110

Denver, CO 80203
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www.aiacolorado.org



4. Design lighting systems that leverage the visibility of these projects for the State of Colorado and 
City and County of Denver, celebrating the covers and other special moments that occur along 
the corridor;

5. Design sound walls that meet acoustic requirements, but also serve as backdrops to art and other 
aesthetic treatments;

6. In general and as described above, attention to detail – particularly at the scale of human 
interaction (e.g., landscaping, walking paths and bridges, sound walls, lighting systems, signage,
retaining walls, guardrails, etc.) – will speak to the quality and thoughtfulness of this alternative.

The Partial Cover Lowered Modified Option Alternative is an optimal start at solving the issues put forth 
by CDOT and the City and County of Denver, but the ultimate success of the project must transcend the 
technical issues of efficiently moving traffic along I-70 and strive for the kind of placemaking and 
community-building that has been lacking in these communities for so long. The true success of this 
project will depend on how well the eventual selected alternative is seen as an asset to a community, not 
a hindrance to its growth and identity. We believe that it is the responsibility of CDOT and the City and 
County of Denver to work together during the development of the Final EIS in order to maximize the 
positive effects the I-70 East expansion can have on the communities it touches. The American Institute 
of Architects Denver Section and the American Society of Landscape Architects – Colorado Chapter
stand ready to assist CDOT and the City and County of Denver in any way we can to help with this 
important project that – if done well – will convey traffic and build communities.

Sincerely, 

   

Nanon Adair Anderson, FAIA  Carl Hole, AIA   Robb Berg, PLA
AIA Denver 2014 President  AIA Denver 2013 President ASLA Colorado 2014 President



 
October 14, 2014 
 
 
Mr. Don Hunt 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
4201 E. Arkansas Ave  
Denver, CO 80222  

 
Dear Mr. Hunt: 
 
Adams County Economic Development, Inc. (ACED) supports CDOT’s preliminary preferred 
alternative for the I-70 East project – the Partial Covered Lowered Alternative with Managed 
Lanes Option. 
 
ACED is a 501(c)(6) private, nonprofit economic development agency whose mission is to retain, 
attract and serve primary employers in Adams County.  ACED’s Board of Directors voted to 
support the preliminary preferred alternative upon the unanimous recommendation of ACED’s 
Transportation Taskforce. 
 
A small group of opponents of the proposed alignment is pushing for the reroute of I-70 to I-
270 and I-76.  ACED strongly opposes this plan.  This group calls itself Unite North Metro 
Denver, but in reality there is no “North Metro” membership.  No jurisdiction north of Denver 
supports the reroute in Adams County advocated by this group.  The group claims a reroute will 
bring economic development to Adams County.  As the economic developer for the entire 
county, ACED strongly disagrees with this assertion. 
 
CDOT spent years studying more than 90 different alternatives, including the reroute proposal 
and ruled it out for several reasons.  The proposed reroute would cost 2-3 times more than the 
preferred alternative with no funding source (this does not include the additional cost to 
rebuild 46th Avenue, which would be an expense for the City and County of Denver); add 
additional miles of traffic for drivers (up to 4 miles); need to be greatly expanded to 
accommodate the additional traffic (up to 50K cars per day); and, negatively impact Adams 
County residents and businesses located along the path of the reroute 
 
ACED congratulates CDOT on developing a workable solution that not only improves I-70 on its 
existing alignment, but also presents an alternative the North Metro business community can 
support.  We look forward to CDOT issuing an RFP and starting construction in 2016. 
 
Sincerely, 

  
Mike McGinnis Barry Gore 
Board Chair President/CEO 
 
 

12200 Pecos, Suite 100  |  Westminster CO 80234  |  303.453.8510  |  www.AdamsCountyED.com 



Dear I 70 East EIS Team,

After reviewing the SDEIS for CDOT’s plan to expand I 70, BikeDenver would like to express our
concerns about the preferred alternative plan. We feel that CDOT needs to design a more multi modal
plan in order to reduce congestion and revitalize this corridor.

While resolving congestion along I 70 has been stated as one of the primary goals of this project,
empirical evidence has shown that highway expansion projects often result in induced demand. In an
influential paper titled, “The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US cities,” two
economies offered evidence demonstrating that the more capacity a highway has, the more vehicles
that travel on it. For example, after Los Angeles took 5 years to widen I 405 at a cost of over $1 billion, it
suffered from higher traffic volumes and more congestion. In Boston, the “Big Dig” cost an estimated
$24 billion and experienced a similar result. At the projected cost of $1.8 billion, the I 70 expansion plan
represents a significant investment for the state of Colorado and its taxpayers. Thus, we are concerned
by the fact that CDOT used the DRCOG old travel demand model, Compass, rather than the new travel
demand model, Focus, and used an old DRCOG future land use model .

Focus would more accurately show that individuals are increasingly choosing to bike, walk, and
use public transportation rather than drive a vehicle. Denver has been a national leader in this
transition toward more active transportation habits. Between 2006 and 2011, the number of miles
driven in Denver per capita decreased 10.6%, the 9th highest decrease in the nation; between 2005 and
2010 passenger miles on public transportation in Denver increased 13.5%. Furthermore, between 2000
and 2010 Denver boasted the 4th highest growth rate of individuals commuting to work by bicycle in the
country. With active transportation commuter numbers expected to grow and with the expansion of
our light rail system to include a line alongside I 70 starting in 2016, BikeDenver is concerned that the
preferred alternative does not appropriately consider the needs of people traveling and recreating by
bike, foot, or transit..

CDOT ‘s 2012 “Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan” identified the myriad benefits of
developing a comprehensive, progressive infrastructure plan which accommodates bicyclists and
pedestrians. These infrastructure elements are not included in the I 70 preferred alternative. The
populations in the neighborhoods of Elyria Swansea, Globeville, Five Points and Northeast Park Hill are
predominantly Hispanic and African American. Between 2001 2009, the growth of total trips by bike in
the United States increased a staggering 100% for African Americans and 50% for Hispanics. These
numbers have an enormous potential for growth as 60% of people of color say that they would ride
their bike more often if they had more bicycle facilities. Bicycle infrastructure is severely lacking in the I
70 expansion project. Incorporating bicycle infrastructure into the expansion plan would be incredibly
valuable to reuniting and revitalizing the neighboring communities.

Therefore, we are asking CDOT to honor the 2012 plan and State Statute 43 1 120 by adding
additional bicycling infrastructure to the I 70 expansion plan. We would like to see bikeways included
on roads providing north south and east west connectivity around the I 70 expansion. Specifically, we
would like to see bikeways added on all roads that cross I 70 and along 46Avenue. These roadways will



undoubtedly experience high volumes of motorized traffic which will make bike lanes essential to the
safety of bicyclists.

Colorado’s residents, tourists, and economy benefit greatly from being the sixth best state for
bicycling in the nation (bikeleague.org) We are viewed as a state that promotes the interests of
bicyclists and one that is forward thinking in its planning and development to encourage individuals to
ride their bikes rather than drive. Please take this opportunity to ensure that this corridor addresses the
needs of all modes of transportation. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Alex Pankonin
President, BikeDenver Board



From: John Rosendahl [jrosendahl@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2014 6:23 PM 
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com; contactus@i-70east.com 
Subject: Re: I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM 

email: jrosendahl@gmail.com 
name: John Rosendahl 
address: 4976 Alcott 
city: Denver 
state: CO 
zip_code: 80221 
phone:
comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Managed 
Lanes,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea 
Elementary

comments:  

Dear Colorado Department of Transportation,  

Our organization, the Chaffee Park Registered Neighborhood Association, would like to officially 
state our opposition to CDOT's plan for expanding I-70 East of I-25, proposed in the built 
alternatives presented in the SDEIS,2014. Our neighborhood is sandwiched between two 
interstates; I-70 which goes directly through our residential corridor and I-76 which goes through 
an area relatively free of residential development. We believe that any future expansion of I-70 
through this residential corridor will adversely impact property values and quality of life for all 
residents of Northwest Denver. As North Denver residents we want all of our surrounding 
neighborhoods to be prosperous with a high quality of life. This project will adversely affect air 
quality in the Globeville and Elyria-Swansea neighborhoods both during construction and due to 
increased traffic. The modeling of air quality in the SDEIS (Chapter 5.1) seems inaccurate to 
assert there are not to be air quality impacts, especially when children are so heavily impacted. 
There are two schools within Â½ mile of the proposed expansion and we are unaware of any 
plan to move these two schools a safe distance from the air pollution. Additionally, the 
Globeville and Elyria-Swansea neighborhoods were already affected by I-70 when it was 
originally placed there. This project will result in the loss of more residential housing, the 
displacement of long time residents, and the formation of an even wider barrier further isolating 
the residents who live north of I-70 from the rest of Denver. Another concern we have is that if 
the highway is widened East of us, there will eventually be more congestion West of the 
Highway which leads to more cars idling and worsens air quality in our neighborhood between 
the Pecos and Federal exits. Remington School where STRIVE middle is currently located, is 
right in this corridor without even a wall to protect   them. CDOT's claims that some of the 
effects of this expansion will be mitigated are highly doubtable in light of the poor job that has 
been done maintaining existing infrastructure intended to mitigate I-70's ill effects. Some 
examples include; the lack of maintenance of the sound wall through the entire residential 
corridor between Colorado and Wadsworth, failure to clean potentially toxic bird droppings in 
overpasses, failure to mow and water right-aways resulting in dead trees and weeds, and 
perhaps most telling, allowing the ivy in Globeville to die on the sound wall intended to mitigate 
particulate pollution from the interstate. These failings indicate that CDOT has been and can be 
expected to remain a poor neighbor to North Denver residences. Additionally, we are concerned 
that this project will not be the last expansion of I-70. The creation of these additional lanes will 
result in additional traffic on I-70 which will result in a call to extend these lanes west of I-25. 



The lack of analysis for the cumulative effects for this reasonable anticipated future project is a 
substantial deficiency in the SDEIS (Section 5.2.10). We also question the models that were 
used to determine the future traffic needs this project is intended to address. The quantity of 
traffic was calculated by improperly applying a regional traffic model to provide an estimate for a 
specific road. Additionally, the model that was used has been abandoned by DRCOG in favor of 
newer more accurate models. This is a critical concern since recently the miles driven per 
person in the US has been falling steady. Building bigger highways is not our desired future, nor 
where we want our taxpayer dollars to go. Finally, while it is not directly relevant to the DSEIS, 
we are concerned about how this project will be funded. This will be one of the most expensive 
highway projects ever undertaken by Colorado and there are little Federal funds available to 
assist in financing the project. This is a significant burden for all of Colorado's taxpayers.  

We find that the Public Private Partnership approach CDOT has used for US-36 expansion and 
the I-70 Twin Tunnels expansion to be especially problematic. Selling critical state infrastructure 
to private interests is both short-sighted fiscally, detrimental to the residents of Colorado, and 
questionable with regards to constitutional requirements to get taxpayer approval to issue public 
debt. It seems unfair to put all the pressure of future regional traffic in this corridor on the portion 
of I-70 that is surrounded by residential homes that are growing by the day (for instance the new 
Aria development, the TAXI development, new Habitat for Humanity homes). We support 
alternatives that add capacity in a non-residential route that will have a lesser, if not beneficial 
effect, on the citizens of North Denver in general and Chaffee Park in particular. We therefore 
are opposed to the widening of the highway in the I-70 East Corridor as proposed in 2 Built 
Alternatives (Revised Viaduct and Partially Covered Lowered Alternative). Although we 
understand the viaduct must be replaced, it does not need to mean that we widen the highway. 
It is our hope that CDOT can take a regional approach in expanding capacity that evens out the 
impact to the whole region instead of such a huge impact to North Denver. 

================================== 
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Sep 24, 2013
Mr. Don Hunt, Executive Director, Colorado Department of Transportation The Honorable Michael 
B. Hancock, Mayor, City and County of Denver

Re: I-70 Re-route Study

Dear Mayor Hancock and CDOT Executive Director Hunt:

Clayton United is one of two RNOs representing the Clayton neighborhood in Denver.  Our mission 
is to bring neighbors together and create a place where new relationships can be built.  We do this in 
service of creating a strong, connected and caring community in our small piece of Denver.

Clayton United recently heard from representatives of a group of concerned citizens about the 
planned rebuild of I-70 which raised questions as to whether or not a re-route of I-70 along the 
alignment of I-76 and I-270 has been fully studied as a possible alternative.

The membership voted to request that a I-70 re-route option along the I-76 and I-270 path be given a 
thorough study as part of an EIS or Supplemental EIS, and that a comprehensive Health Impact 
Assessment be conducted and its results considered in the final decision.

Although Clayton United has taken no position as to the best alternative for I-70, considerable 
ongoing community interest in fully exploring this reroute option should be acknowledged and 
appropriately considered.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter that is of great importance to the northern portion of 
Denver and to the metro region generally.

Respectfully,

John Riecke

President, Clayton United

https://www.facebook.com/groups/claytonneighborhood80205/

CLAYTON UNITED
Community Moving Forward
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Wallis, Carrie

From: Flossie O’Leary [FOLeary@clinicatepeyac.org]
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2014 3:36 PM
To: contactus@i-70east.com
Subject: Re: I-70 East EIS - SDEIS COMMENTS

As a member of the leadership team of Clínica Tepeyac, a safety net health clinic with locations in Globeville and Elyria, I
appreciate the work that’s been done to mitigate health concerns but believe the design as it is still poses health
concerns. It would be healthier if through traffic was re directed onto 270 as a business loop, which is common for
many cities across the country and a more expedient way to get around a city. This would have allowed less loss of
homes and kept the widening of the highway to a minimum. Although once the construction is complete, the burying of
I 70 appears to offer less health hazards than the raised viaduct, the widening brings the highway too close to Swansea
Elementary School.

If this is no longer an option, I strongly suggest a) keeping the widening to 8 lanes not 10, b) providing significant
mitigation around the school, entire cover, and both sides of the cover (e.g. not just shrubs and fences but also trees and
healthier barriers); and c) providing health services in walking distance from the school. The school and health facility
should be equipped with air quality monitoring devices. And so that on high pollution days people who want to access
the park on the cover have a safer option, I’d suggest a rec center in walking distance, possibly sharing space with the
health services facility. Finally, ensuring design/build connectivity among the cover park, school, health/rec center, and
other parks and light rail stations in the 3 GES neighborhoods, ensures that people use the cover in a healthy way but
pass through it versus have it be the only destination with excessive time spent on it.

Flossie 
Flossie O’Leary, MSOL
Deputy Director, Clínica Tepeyac
720 274 2927 –Direct; 720 308 0694 Cell
CLINIC 5075 Lincoln Street Denver, CO 80216
ADMINISTRATION – 4725 High St, Denver, CO 80216

___________________________________________________________________________
The IS team in Atkins has scanned this email and any attachments for viruses and other threats; however no 
technology can be guaranteed to detect all threats. Always exercise caution before acting on the content of an 
email and before opening attachments or following links contained within the email. 













October 31st, 2014 
Colorado Public Interest Research Group (CoPIRG)  
1543 Wazee St Ste 330 
Denver, CO 80202 
 

Comments Regarding SDEIS for I-70 
By Danny Katz, CoPIRG Director 

 
In reviewing the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for I-70, we are deeply 
concerned in the traffic projection estimates that provide the foundation for adding additional lanes to 
I-70.  
 
CoPIRG, along with the federation of PIRG’s known as U.S.PIRG, has studied national, state and local 
travel trends over the last decade. The data demonstrates there has been a dramatic drop off in driving 
growth over the last decade. The factors fueling this trend do not appear to be reversing. Unfortunately, 
travel forecasters have been slow to recognize these trends and the consequences could be inefficient 
use of limited taxpayer dollars on our transportation system. In reviewing many high-profile official 
transportation forecasts, we find a consistent pattern of overestimating how much Americans will drive 
and only partially revising those forecasts when they prove to be incorrect. The government forecasts 
examined all seem to be based on the assumption that the kinds of driving increases we experienced in 
the 20th century will last forever. However, the evidence suggests that is incorrect. We are concerned 
that the traffic projections in the SDEIS are making similar mistakes.  
 
Here is what our research has found: 
 
Driving Growth is Dropping Off 
 
In our report, Highway Boondoggles: Wasteful Money and America’s Transportation Future, we found 
the total number of miles Americans drive is lower than it was in 2005, while per-capita driving has 
fallen by 7 percent in the last nine years. If old 20th century trends had continued, Americans would 
currently drive an average of about 11,300 miles annually instead of the current average which has 
fallen to just below 9,400. In fact, Americans are driving a total of about three hundred billion fewer 
annual miles today than if previous trends had continued. While the economic recession contributed to 
the fall in driving, the shift predates the recession by several years and many of the forces contributing 
to the fall in driving are likely to be lasting. For example: 

1. The number of cars and licensed drivers per household both peaked during the 2000s and have 
subsequently declined. The workforce participation rate, which also increased during the late 
20th century, has been falling and is expected to fall farther as the Baby Boomers age. 

2. Gasoline prices have been high for much of the last decade. While they are experiencing a short-
term dip at present, government forecasters anticipate that they are unlikely to fall in the 
foreseeable future back to the truly cheap gas we saw during the driving growth of the 20th 
century. 

3. The long-term trend toward suburbanization has stopped. In the early 2010s, central cities grew 
faster than their suburbs for the first time in 90 years. 



4. The use of non-driving modes of transportation – transit, bicycling and walking – is on the rise. 
In addition, recent years have seen the emergence of new forms of mobility such as carsharing, 
bikesharing and ridesharing whose influence is just beginning to be felt but which seem to all 
reduce personal car ownership and the volume of driving. 

5. Transportation behaviors have been changing fastest among members of the Millennial 
generation. Americans aged 16 to 34 drove 23 percent fewer miles on average in 2009 than they 
did in 2001.  

 

The Largest Age Group – Millennials – Are Leading the Drop in Driving 

In our report, Millennials in Motion: Changing Travel Habits of Young Americans and the Implications for 
Public Policy, we more deeply examined the trend among Millennials and found young Americans have 
experienced the greatest changes: driving less; taking transit, biking and walking more; and seeking out 
places to live in cities and walkable communities where driving is an option, not a necessity. Academic 
research, survey results and government data point to a multitude of factors at play in the recent 
decline in driving among young people: socioeconomic shifts, changes in consumer preferences, 
technological changes, efforts by state governments and colleges to limit youth driving, and more.  

Millennials (those born between 1983 and 2000) are the nation’s largest generation, making their 
transportation needs particularly important. Millennials are not only the largest generation in the United 
States, but they will be the primary users of transportation infrastructure we build today for decades to 
come. Therefore they have the most to gain or lose from the transportation investment decisions we 
make today and it’s critical we understand their travel habits. 

Several indicators – including continued decreases in per-capita driving across the whole U.S. 
population, the continued shift away from the use of cars for commuting by Millennials, and the 
consistency of Millennials’ stated preferences for housing and transportation – suggest that it is unlikely 
that the trend toward less driving among Millennials during the 2000s has reversed thus far in the 
current decade. Moreover, many of the factors that have contributed to the recent decline in driving 
among young Americans appear likely to last.   

Socioeconomic shifts 

The Great Recession contributed to unemployment and falling incomes among young people. 
However, driving fell among both young people with jobs and those without during the 2000s, 
as well as among young people in households of various income levels, demonstrating that the 
decline in driving was caused by more than just the recession. 
Many of the driving-related socioeconomic changes linked to the recession – such as the 
increase in the number of Millennials “living in their parents’ basements” – were already taking 
place for years or decades before the recession began, suggesting that a return to pre-recession 
patterns is not inevitable as the economy recovers.  

o Americans have been getting married later and having children later nearly continuously 
since the 1960s and have continued to do so during the first years of the recovery. 

o While the number of young Americans living with their parents increased sharply during 
the Recession, the share of young people living in their parents’ homes had been 



increasing even prior to the recession, and household formation among young people 
has remained slow during the recovery.   

Millennials reaching driving age today have no living memory of consistently cheap gasoline. 
Gasoline prices are not projected to dip as low as the “cheap gas” levels we saw in the 20th 
century, possibly leading Millennials to make long-term transportation and housing decisions 
that require less driving. 

Lifestyle preferences  

Several studies have found a generational cohort effect among the Millennials – that is, today’s 
young people drive less than previous generations of young Americans, even when economic 
and other factors linked to vehicle ownership or driving are taken into account.  
Millennials consistently report greater attraction to less driving-intensive lifestyles – urban 
living, residence in “walkable” communities, and openness to the use of non-driving modes of 
transport – than older generations.  

Changing technology and transportation options  

The past decade has seen a technological revolution, with the widespread adoption of the 
smartphone and social media and, more recently, the creation of a wide variety of new 
technology-enabled transportation services, from bikesharing to real-time transit tracking apps.  
Young people have been the first to adopt many of these technologies and tools, and have been 
disproportionately attracted to alternatives such as bikesharing and “ridesourcing” (taxi-like 
services such as Lyft and Uber). 
Many of these technology-enabled services are relatively new and are currently in use by only a 
small percentage of people. But some (such as bikesharing and round-trip carsharing) have 
already been shown to lead to reductions in driving and vehicle ownership. Together, they could 
lay the groundwork for a new model of mobility that is less dependent on private car ownership. 

Other steps that discourage driving   

Graduated driver licensing requirements adopted in recent years by state governments have 
likely played a small but important role in causing young people to delay or forgo getting a 
driver’s license, potentially encouraging Millennials to develop less car-dependent 
transportation habits that they may carry with them as they age. These policy changes have 
been shown to save many lives, and there is little likelihood that they will be reversed. 
Many colleges and universities have put in place deliberate strategies to reduce the number of 
students with cars on campus. With roughly 40 percent of 18 to 24 year-olds enrolled in higher 
education, such measures might play a role in reducing youth driving. They may also help young 
people to develop transportation habits that they carry with them after college. 

Colorado is on the Leading Edge of the Drop in Driving 

In our report, Moving Off the Road: A State-by-State Analysis of the National Decline in Driving, we 
found that Coloradans are leading the trend in decreased driving. Coloradans cut their per-person 



driving miles by 11.4 percent from 2005 to 2011.  Colorado had the 6th largest drop of any state during 
that period and ranked 14th for fewest vehicle miles traveled per person.  
 
In comparing states we also found Colorado ranks high in categories that suggest lower VMT per capita 
and that an economic recovery will not automatically lead to large increases in driving again.  

1. States with higher percentages of their population living in urban areas have less VMT per capita 
than states with higher percentages in rural areas. Colorado had the 14th highest percent of its 
population living in urban areas of the 50 states at 86.15%.  

2. States with higher median incomes average fewer driving miles. Colorado had the 11th highest of 
the 50 states. 

3. The states with the biggest reductions in driving miles generally were not the states hit hardest 
by the economic downturn. The majority—almost three-quarters—of the states where per-
person driving miles declined more quickly than the national average actually saw smaller 
increases in unemployment compared to the rest of the nation.  

 
Denver is on the Leading Edge of the Drop in Driving 
 
In our report, Transportation in Transition: A Look at Changing Transportation Patterns in America’s 
Biggest Cities, we found that Denver is also on the forefront of these changes. A review of data from the 
Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit Administration and Census Bureau for America’s 100 
most populous urbanized areas – which are home to over half of the nation’s population – shows that 
the decline in per-capita driving has taken place in a wide variety of regions. From 2006 to 2011, the 
average number of miles driven per resident fell in almost three-quarters of America’s largest urbanized 
areas for which up-to-date and accurate data are available. Specifically: 

1. The proportion of workers commuting by private vehicle—either alone or in a carpool—declined 
in 99 out of 100 of America’s most populous urbanized areas between 2000 and the 2007-2011 
period. 

2. In the Denver urbanized area, there was a 10.6 percent decrease in vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) 
per capita from 2006 to 2011. The decrease in Denver was the 9th largest percent decrease 
among America’s 100 largest cities. 

 
Changes in Travel Are Not Being Properly Accounted for by Traffic Forecasts 
 
Given the evidence that driving growth has dropped and the trends do not suggest it will rebound to 
previous 20th century levels, we have a number of concerns for the I-70 SDEIS traffic assumptions. It is 
unclear why SDEIS forecasts appear to use a reversal in current trends. More explanation for why this is 
the appropriate interpretation of travel patterns is necessary.  
 
First of all, the SDEIS forecasts that between 2012 and 2035 VMT on this corridor will increase 85% and 
that VMT for the study area examined in the SDEIS will grow 64%.  However, the region’s population is 
only expected to grow 41% during this period. This suggests an assumption that per capita driving will 
see large increases.  

Not only does this run counter to what we have found in our research but also runs counter to the 
actual traffic numbers collected by CDOT.  

DRCOG’s 2012 Annual Report on Traffic Congestion in the Denver Region shows that VMT per capita has 
actually been falling in the region since 2006.  In addition to the data in our Moving Off the Road report 



mentioned above, according to data provided to us from the Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(SWEEP), at the state level, annual VMT per capita has fallen from a high of 10,123 in 2005 to 9,016 in 
2012, an eleven percent decline.  We share SWEEP’s conclusion that “this decline in VMT per capita 
means that even as the region and state have added hundreds of thousands of new residents, total 
regional and state VMT has remained relatively flat.  The DRCOG report notes that “2012 marks the sixth 
straight year of a relatively flat level of VMT, the longest period of non-growth in VMT since the 
invention of the automobile.” The SDEIS assumes that neither of these trends continues and that VMT 
growth follows its pre-2006 pattern.”   

According to additional analysis by SWEEP of the three continuous traffic counters set up in or near the 
study’s corridor, “the average VMT growth projection that the SDEIS makes is significantly higher than 
the growth in traffic counts experienced in any single year in the corridor over the last nine years and an 
order of magnitude higher than the average growth over these years.  This average may in fact overstate 
growth as the only continuous counter located in the study area at Colorado Blvd has experienced a 
slight decline in traffic volumes between 2005 and 2013.”  

Table 2. Growth in Traffic Volume at Continuous Traffic Counter Stations In or Near Study Corridor 
 Average Growth in 

Traffic Volumes 2004-
20131 

Sheridan Blvd 0.33% 
Colorado Blvd -0.04% 
East of E-470 1.65% 
Weighted Average 0.28% 

 

                                                           
1 CDOT, OTIS http://dtdapps.coloradodot.info/otis/ 



 

 
The traffic assumptions not only seem inaccurate compared to what is currently happening but also 
grossly inaccurate when factoring in the recent dramatic shift in travel. A miscalculation here will result 
in an inaccurate perception that additional lanes along I-70 are necessary and are the best use of limited 
taxpayer dollars.  
 
Transportation Funding is Limited and Must Be Used Efficiently 
 
Colorado’s transportation system has many needs for its limited dollars. Colorado has 8,612 bridges that 
engineers have deemed “structurally deficient,” according to the most recent (2013) National Bridge 
Inventory tabulated by the Federal Highway Administration. In addition, too many roads both state-run 
and managed by local governments are in poor condition.  
 
In addition, the drop in driving among all age groups have led to sharp increases in alternative 
transportation, from mass transportation on bus and rail to biking and walking.  

As mentioned earlier, Census data show that nationally the share of 16 to 24 year-olds traveling 
to work by car declined by 1.5 percentage points between 2006 and 2013, while the share of 
young people getting to work by public transportation, on foot or by bicycle, or else working 
from home, had increased.  
The proportion of commuters travelling by bicycle grew in Denver, as it did in 85 of the most 
populous 100 urbanized areas between 2000 and 2010. In Denver, the increase was 0.5 percent, 
the fourth largest increase in the nation. According to Denver B-cycle, 560,424 miles were 
ridden on their system in 2013 alone. 

Given that travel trends suggest a desire by many to use alternative, non-car means to travel around the 
region for work, entertainment and shopping, the most efficient and effective use of dollars might be 
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investing more in mass transportation like bus and rail, as well as more biking and walking and travel 
share options.  
 
Unfortunately, without properly acknowledging travel trends and accounting for them in traffic 
forecasts, millions could be wasted on widening I-70 when those limited taxpayer dollars could be put to 
greater use fixing and repairing our current highway system and expanding alternative options.  
 
Additional Benefits Can Be Realized if Travel Trends Are Better Accounted for 
 
Taking advantage of changing transportation preferences by expanding access to an array of 
transportation options, including public transportation, bicycling and walking could yield many benefits 
that will be lost if travel forecasts do not properly account for 21st century travel trends and demands. 
For example, reducing vehicle travel will save money by heading off the need to spend money on 
highway expansion that may not be fully utilized. Doing so could more effectively ease congestion, 
reduce emissions of pollutants that harm public health and alter the climate, and save lives through 
avoided vehicle crashes.  

Specifically on the I-70 SDEIS, we share the concerns voiced by others that not enough has been done to 
review the potential benefits of Bus Rapid Transit programs or other modes of mass transportation 
along I-70 that provide car-free options for travel. In addition, we agree more can be and should be 
done to understand the impacts of emitted air pollutants on the health of near-by residents and on air 
quality and therefore identify ways to prevent negative impacts on the community. 

Financial Viability of Tolling Undermined if Forecasts Are Inadequate  

Based on what we have read, only $1.17 billion of potential funding has been identified in the SDEIS for 
the project, which as presented would cost $1.8 - $1.9 billion. Given recent actions, we assume one 
source of potential revenue that will be considered is tolling. However, without properly accounting for 
changes in travel trends, this project could be built based on revenue that might not come to fruition 
leaving taxpayers to pick up an already very large tab.   

Conclusion 

Based on recent travel trends and the data that we have reviewed, the traffic projections appear to be 
inaccurate and without greater articulation of their basis, should not be used as the foundation for 
making decisions about the future of I-70. In particular, the case for spending hundreds of millions of the 
state’s limited taxpayer dollars to add additional lanes does not appear to make sense or be properly 
justified.  

Now is the time to acknowledge, accommodate and support the changing travel patterns and demands 
of Coloradans. The evidence over the last decade suggest a dramatic change that is here for the 
foreseeable future. In particular, if Millennials drive fewer miles than previous generations as they age – 
and if future generations of young people follow suit – Colorado will have an opportunity to reap the 
benefits of slower growth in driving. These include reduced traffic congestion, fewer deaths and injuries 
on the roads, reduced expenditures for highway construction and repair, and less pollution of our air 
and climate. 



However, failing to acknowledge and account for changing travel habits and updating transportation 
forecasts and plans, will lead to mismanaging limited taxpayer dollars and wasting hundreds of millions 
on transportation infrastructure and programs that do not meet the needs and desires of Coloradans in 
the 21st century.  

Given the enormous size and cost of the I-70 project, the SDEIS does not adequately account for the 
change in travel patterns and does not do enough to not only accommodate the drop in driving but to 
actively encourage it through investments in alternative transportation options.  



Comments on the I 70 East SDEIS, Submitted on Behalf of Conservation

Colorado and the Southwest Energy Efficiency Project

October 31, 2014

We would like to submit the following comments, on behalf of Conservation Colorado and the Southwest
Energy Efficiency Project.

We are not opposed to the concept of lowering and partially covering the highway in order to reduce
impacts on the adjacent neighborhood. We also strongly support the use of managed lanes as a mechanism
to manage congestion over the long term. This is a far better approach than simply adding additional “free”
capacity.

However, there are several issues that we would like to comment on. What follows is a brief summary; each
issue is then explained in more detail.

Summary of Concerns

1) First, we are concerned with the size of the proposed highway expansion. The SDEIS appears to assume
that both per capita and total traffic will grow significantly faster in the future than it has for the last 10
years. If current traffic trends continue the proposed expansion from 6 lanes to 10 lanes over much of the
corridor may not be needed. The traffic projections do not appear to take into account recent trends
towards Coloradan’s owning fewer cars, expanding their use of transit, and driving less. Since impacts on the
surrounding neighborhood could be reduced by making the project narrower, and costs could be reduced,
we believe that it would be problematic to build a wider roadway than is needed.

2) Second, we are concerned that there appears to have been no analysis of options that add fewer lanes. In
addition, it appears that most of the benefit from the project is due to the use of tolling to manage
congestion, rather than due to the addition of lanes. We would like to request that the analysis consider
adding only 1 additional managed lane in each direction, and examine options with no additional lanes that
instead convert one or more existing lanes to managed lanes.

3) Third, we are concerned by the absence of any analysis of the potential for bus rapid transit (BRT) in the
managed lanes. The discussion of managed lanes on page 3 46 in the Summary of Project Alternatives states
that managed lanes will promote use of RTD buses. However, the SDEIS does not seem to contemplate any
addition of either express bus or BRT service. BRT service requires not only access to the managed lanes, but
appropriate stations, and appropriate treatments to allow access to those stations. We would request that
this be analyzed in the FEIS. One reason for this is equity – while managed lanes have great value from a
transportation perspective, they are primarily used by higher income travelers. Including BRT in the
managed lanes brings benefits to travelers with a much broader range of incomes.



4) Fourth, we believe that additional explanation and analysis is needed of particulate concentrations in the
analysis of air quality impacts, in order to accurately assess the impact of the project on the people who live
and go to school in the immediate vicinity of I 70. We do not have a depth of expertise in this area, but
believe that other organizations will be submitting comments with greater technical depth, and would
encourage that these be taken seriously.

5) Fifth, we are concerned with the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions in the Air Quality Technical Report.
The report compares project level emissions to total global emissions, and concludes that they are
insignificant by comparison. This is a specious comparison – by this logic, no actions below a global climate
agreement would be significant. This flies in the face of the multiple steps the federal government is taking
to reduce emissions. Within the DRCOG region, the adopted 2035 Metro Vision regional plan calls for a 60%
reduction in transportation sector GHG emissions by 2035; we would suggest that the emissions from this
project be analyzed to see whether they meet the regional targets.

1)We are concerned that the proposed highway expansion is larger than is needed

The SDEIS forecasts that between 2012 and 2035, Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) for the study area will grow
from 15,243,000 to 25,026,000, an increase of 64%.1 It also projects that, for the Preferred Alternative (PA),
VMT on the I 70 East corridor will grow from 1,586,000 to 2,935,000, an increase of 85%. Over the same
period of time, the study area’s population is expected to grow 41% and employment is expected to grow
59%.2

These projections of VMT growing at a faster rate than population are inconsistent with regional trends
since 2006. The figure below (from DRCOG’s 2012 Annual Report on Traffic Congestion in the Denver
Region3) shows that VMT per capita has actually been falling in the region since 2006. At the state level,
annual VMT per capita has fallen from a high of 10,123 in 2005 to 9,016 in 2012, an eleven percent decline.
This decline in VMT per capita means that even as the region and state have added hundreds of thousands
of new residents, total regional and state VMT has remained relatively flat. The DRCOG report notes that
“2012 marks the sixth straight year of a relatively flat level of VMT, the longest period of non growth in VMT
since the invention of the automobile.” The aggressive growth in VMT projected in the SDEIS cannot be
attributed to more aggressive population and employment growth in the study area. DRCOG’s 2035 Metro
Vision Regional Transportation Plan forecasts growth rates of 48% for population and 63% for employment
for the region between 2010 and 20354, so study area growth rates are slightly lower than the regional
average. The SDEIS assumes that neither the current VMT nor VMT per capita trends continues and that
VMT growth follows its pre 2006 pattern.

                                                          
1 This is based on the Partial Covered Lower Alternative with Managed Lanes, Modified Option. VMT details come from
the Traffic Technical Report, Attachment E, Sections 3.4.1 and 6.4.1.
2 SDEIS Executive Summary
3 DRCOG. 2013. Annual Report on Traffic Congestion in the Denver Region. https://drcog.org//node/178
4 DRCOG 2035 Metro Vision Regional Transportation Plan. https://drcog.org/programs/transportation
planning/regional transportation plan



Figure 1. Denver Region Weekday VMT (2001 2012)

Table 1 shows the historic rate of VMT growth in Colorado compared to the forecast for the Preferred
Alternative in the SDEIS.

Table 1. Historical Average VMT Growth Rates Compared to SDEIS Projections
Average Percent Change

Statewide VMT Growth Rate (2004 2012)5 0.28%
SDEIS VMT Study Area Projection (2012 2035) 2.1%
SDEIS VMT I 70 Corridor Projection (2012 2035) 2.6%6

For another comparison, SWEEP examined the three continuous traffic counters set up in or near the study’s
corridor to better understand traffic volume trends in the area. There are three continuous counters
located in or near the study area on I 70 at Sheridan Blvd, Colorado Blvd and east of E 470. While traffic

                                                          
5 The statewide numbers come from the FHWA’s Highway Statistics Series, Table VM 2.
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics.cfm.
6 The 2.72% growth rate was arrived at by taking the base year VMT, 1,586,000 and determining what rate of annual
growth would be necessary to meet the projected 2035 VMT of 2,935,000 in the Preferred Alternative.



count data exists prior to 2004, there are significant gaps in the data in 2002 and 2003 for two of the
counters so 2004 was used as a starting point.

Table 2. Growth in Traffic Volume at Continuous Traffic Counter Stations In or Near Study Corridor
Average Growth in Traffic Volumes 2004 20137

Sheridan Blvd 0.33%
Colorado Blvd 0.04%
East of E 470 1.65%
Weighted Average 0.28%

Figure 2 shows the weighted average of the annual percent change of the three continuous traffic counters
between 2005 and 2013. The average VMT growth projection that the SDEIS makes for the PA is
significantly higher than the growth in traffic volumes experienced in any single year in the corridor over the
last nine years and an order of magnitude higher than the average growth over these years.8 This average
may in fact overstate growth as the only continuous counter located in the study area at Colorado Blvd has
experienced a slight decline in traffic volumes between 2005 and 2013.

Figure 2. Historic Traffic Volumes Compared to Future VMT Projections for the I 70 East Corridor

Projecting forward, the aggressive VMT growth rates assumed by the SDEIS leads to the conclusion that by
2035 there will be significantly higher levels of VMT on the I 70 East corridor and in the study area than seen
today. However, if the projections were made using recent travel trends there would be much lower 2035
VMT in the area. Figures 3 and 4 show just how large the difference is for both projected I 70 VMT and
projected study area VMT.

                                                          
7 CDOT, OTIS http://dtdapps.coloradodot.info/otis/
8 Since traffic volumes and VMT are not directly comparable we have converted both to annual percent change which
gives an idea of the rate of growth of travel demand.
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Figure 3. Projections for I 70 Corridor VMT

Figure 4. Projections for Study Area VMT

Table 3 compares the VMT projections in the PA to the additional VMT growth scenarios that are more
consistent with recent changes in VMT growth. Even if VMT/capita remains flat between 2012 and 2035,
rather than continuing to decline, there would be 725,000 fewer daily VMT on the corridor compared to the
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PA. To put that in perspective, under the PA, there are expected to be 482,000 daily VMT on the four new
managed lanes.

Table 3. Comparison of PA Projections with SWEEP Sensitivity Analysis
2035 Projected
Corridor VMT

VMT Reduction
Compared to PA

2035 Projected
Study Area VMT

VMT Reduction
Compared to PA

SDEIS Projection (PA) 2,935,000 25,026,000
Projection at 2012
VMT/Capita levels

2,210,000 725,000 21,500,000 3,526,000

Projection at 2035
DRCOG VMT/Capita
goal

2,081,882 853,118 19,982,352 5,043,648

Projection at 10 yr
Average Corridor
Growth Levels

1,689,478 1,245,522 16,237,521 8,788,479

The aggressive VMT projections in the SDEIS also seem to conflict with estimates in CDOT’s Draft Statewide
Plan. In this draft it is stated that VMT per capita ‘is now projected to stay constant’ and that ‘total VMT
continues to grow at approximately the same rate as population…between 2012 and 2040.’9 If CDOT is
assuming that statewide VMT is set to grow at the same rate as population for the purposes of the
statewide Plan, why is it assumed that it will grow at between 56% (study area) and 109% (I 70 corridor)
faster than population growth for the SDEIS?

While the larger growth on the corridor than the study area may be reasonable, since the expanded highway
would draw some traffic that would otherwise take place on other streets within the study area, this cannot
explain the large background increase projected for the entire study area.

A related question is to what extent the DRCOG travel model used in this SDEIS is using up to date data. For
example, have the results of the 2010 Front Range Travel Counts study been used to update the parameters
in the model? Or does the model continue to rely on older data from the 2003 travel counts that do not
reflect the changing travel preferences of the last decade?

There are a number of reasons to expect that the trend towards lower levels of driving will continue in the
future. Most important, the largest decreases in per capita driving are occurring among younger people. The
following chart, taken from the reportMillennials In Motion: Changing Travel Habits of Young Americans
and the Implications for Public Policy,10 illustrates just how significantly travel behavior is changing among
younger Americans.

                                                          
9 2014. CDOT. Statewide Plan Committee. http://www.coloradodot.info/about/transportation commission/meeting
agenda.html
10 US PIRG and Frontier Group, 10 Millennials In Motion: Changing Travel Habits of Young Americans and the
Implications for Public Policy, 2014, available at http://uspirg.org/reports/usp/millennials motion



Note that if the levels of traffic in 2035 are in fact substantially lower than projected, then many of the
benefits of the project will be significantly reduced. In particular, if the traffic volumes are substantially
lower than projected, then the impact of the project on congestion levels, vehicle hours of delay and travel
times will be much smaller than projected.

At the same time, the negative impacts of the project on the surrounding neighborhood, and the project
cost, could both be decreased by reducing the number of lanes, and reducing the width of the project.

We would recommend that the project be re analyzed using traffic modeling that incorporates actual traffic
behavior over the last decade.

2)We are concerned that there appears to have been no analysis of options that add fewer lanes.

The options considered include a no action rebuild of the viaduct, and multiple options which add 2
additional lanes in each direction. As described in the analysis in section 1 above, we believe that the
proposed expansion may be larger than can be justified by reasonably expected levels of future traffic.



The addition of lanes should also be considered from a financial point of view. The PA has an estimated
capital cost of either $1.81 billion (Basic Option) or $1.89 billion (Modified Option). To date, only $1.17
billion of potential funding has been identified in the SDEIS for the project. There are also significant
opportunity costs to such an expensive expansion of I 70. In a world of declining VMT per capita and falling
funding for transportation projects, major highway expansions may not represent the most prudent
investment of the state’s limited transportation funds. As CDOT has limited resources it makes sense to
carefully evaluate potential projects based on their mobility benefits per dollar invested. .

For example, a recent report by SWEEP identified the potential for a regional BRT system in the Denver
metro area which could potentially provide region wide benefits for a cost comparable to this single
proposed project.11

There is another important factor that should be considered – the impact of autonomous and connected
vehicles on highway capacity. This is a topic of significant uncertainty, but has potentially large implications
for the long term need for greater highway capacity. Much of the justification for the proposed expansion is
based on potential vehicle demand in the 2035 timeframe; it is reasonable to anticipate that there will be
significant penetration of these new vehicle technologies by this time. While there are significant
uncertainties on the impact on total VMT, with the potential for both reductions and increases, there are
many reasons to believe that these technologies will increases the capacity of existing highways, reduce
congestion by lowering crash rates and eliminating much of the resulting incident related congestion,
smooth flow around bottlenecks, and reduce required lane widths, allowing the same highway cross section
to be striped for more lanes.12 We would recommend that these factors be incorporated into a sensitivity
analysis before any final decisions are made on making significant investments in adding lanes.

We would suggest that additional options be considered including one in which only one additional
managed lane is added in each direction, and one in which no additional lanes are added, but one lane in
each direction is converted from a general purpose to a managed lane.

3) We are concerned by the lack of analysis of the potential for BRT in the managed lanes.

The discussion of managed lanes on pages 3 46 in the Summary of Project Alternatives states that managed
lanes will promote use of RTD buses. However, the EIS does not seem to contemplate any addition of either
express bus or BRT service.

This is an important omission from an environmental justice perspective. SWEEP has conducted analysis of
the demographics of users of toll lanes, users of HOV lanes, and bus riders in the Denver area, and reported
on these in the 2014 paperManaged Highway Lanes in Colorado: Everyone Benefits from Including Carpools

                                                          
11 Toor and Salisbury, Considering a Regional Network of Bus Rapid Transit in the Denver Metro Area, SWEEP, 2014,
available at http://www.swenergy.org/publications/category.aspx?CategoryID=4
12 Hendrickson et al, Connected and Autonomous Vehicles 2040 vision, Pennsylvania Department of Transportation,
2014, available at
https://spportal.dot.pa.gov/Planning/MPMS/Download/Connected%20Autonomous%20Vehicles%202040%20Vision%
20 %20Final%20Report%20 %207 10 14.pdf



and Public Transit13 The following charts illustrate the enormous difference in demographic characteristics of
toll payers and bus riders.

Figure 5. Demographics of I 25 Express Lane Users Compared to General Population by Household Income14

Figure 6. Demographics of RTD Bus Ridership Compared to General Population by Household Income15

                                                          
13 Toor and Salisbury, Managed Highway Lanes in Colorado: Everyone benefits from Including Carpools and Public
Transit, SWEEP, 2014, available at:
http://www.swenergy.org/publications/documents/Managed_Lanes_in_CO_April_2014.pdf
14 Corona Research. 2008. HOV/Express Lane User Study. Exhibit 6 8, Household Income.
15 Source: RTD 2011 Customer Satisfaction Survey, Demographic Comparisons, Annual Household Income; US Census.
Table B19011: Household Income in the Past 12 Months, 2007 2011 American Community Survey 5 Year Estimates for
the Denver Aurora Boulder Combined Statistical Area.
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The surrounding neighborhood has a median income of $38,000, and 62% of households have an income
below the Denver median of $55,00016, implying that the most directly impacted populations are at an
income level that is unlikely to directly benefit from the addition of managed lanes without a significant
transit element. In order to make this a project that serves everyone, rather than primarily upper income
residents, there should be an evaluation of the potential for expanded bus service or BRT in the managed
lanes

BRT requires more than simply providing the lanes, but rather requires an integrated design process that
includes transit stations along the corridor, slip ramps or other means for buses to access the stations, and
provision of appropriate IT infrastructure to serve the station. None of this appears to have been considered
in this EIS.

Now, it is the case that the East Line train to DIA parallels I 70, and it is possible that there would be
significant overlap in transit markets. But without an analysis that considers the broader regional context,
and potential transit travel sheds, it is premature to simply ignore the potential for BRT and design a
highway that may not have the appropriate infrastructure for BRT.

4) We believe that additional discussion and analysis is needed of air quality impacts.

The surrounding neighborhoods have some of the highest levels of sir pollution in Denver, and currently
suffer from poor health outcomes compared to the region as a whole. The SDEIS does address local air
quality impacts at hotspots along the highway, but the discussion and analysis should be expanded in two
areas.

First is in the explanation of the variation in the projected concentrations of PM10 among the alternatives.
All of the build alternatives are modeled to have almost identical emissions of PM10, but there are large
differences shown for the concentrations of PM10 in the hotspot analysis. In a verbal discussion with CDOT
project staff this was described as being due to some of the alternatives having more of the traffic slightly
further away from the hotspots, and due to the impact of emissions being concentrated into specific
locations due to the covers in the lowered and partially covered options. While these are plausible
explanations, there is virtually no discussion of this in the EIS, and no data shown to allow the claim to be
evaluated. We would request a much more in depth discussion of how and why the concentrations vary
among the alternatives, including information on how concentrations would be affected under different
wind conditions.

Second, while there is a brief discussion of PM2.5 emissions, there is no discussion of projected
concentrations of PM2.5. We would request a hotspot analysis of PM2.5 concentrations similar to that
performed for PM10.

5)We are concerned with the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions in pages 53 and 54 of the Air Quality
Technical Report.

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



The report compares project level emissions to total global emissions, and concludes that they are
insignificant by comparison. This is a specious comparison – by this logic, no actions below a global climate
agreement would be significant. This flies in the face of the multiple steps the federal and state
governments are taking to reduce emissions – all of which have, by themselves, a very small impact on total
global emissions. Within the DRCOG region, the adopted 2035 Metro Vision regional plan calls for a 60%
reduction in transportation sector GHG emissions by 2035; we would suggest that an appropriate question
would be whether emissions associated with the project alternatives track with the regional targets; that is,
will emissions associated with the I 70 expansion meet the region wide target of a 60% reduction? The
report instead projects that 2035 emissions under the proposed alternative would grow from 4,064 tons per
day to 5,306 tons per day, a 30% increase. We would request that alternatives be examined that would
decrease GHG emissions.

Conclusion

The VMT projections being made by CDOT in the SDEIS are very aggressive and do not seem to have taken
into account shifts in travel demand over the last decade. If they are projecting too much VMT that means
that at least one of the problems that the PA might be trying to solve, increased VMT and congestion in the
corridor might not actually be a problem.

If there is a good possibility of significantly less VMT in the region and on the corridor by 2035, CDOT should
reconsider the necessity of expanding I 70 at all or possibly examine the possibility of only adding one
additional managed lane along the corridor. There does not appear to be a discussion in the SDEIS or in
previous EISes of the need for two versus one new lane along I 70. Even if only one managed lane was
added, it would still have almost half the volume (452,000 compared to 835,000) that each general purpose
lane would be projected to have in CDOT’s projections. CDOT should also consider the possibility of
managing any future VMT increases by creating managed lanes on existing capacity. In addition, CDOT
should examine the potential for BRT in the managed lanes, and should ensure that the project design
addresses infrastructure improvements that might be necessary such as bus slip ramps and BRT stations.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the I 70 East SDEIS.

Becky Long,         Will Toor 
Advocacy Director       Transportation Program Director 
Conservation Colorado      Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 



Resolution 
Downtown Denver Partnership, Inc. 

Management Group  

Concerning the I-70 East Alignment 

WHEREAS, I-70 East is one of two main interstates in Colorado and plays an essential 
role in the state and regional economy; and

WHEREAS, I-70 East provides a direct connection for tourists, visitors and residents to 
and from Downtown Denver and the Denver International Airport and supports the long-
term economic vitality of downtown Denver; and

WHEREAS, CDOT has been studying the alternatives to improve I-70 East for 10 years
and must move forward to address the aging viaduct and provide congestion relief along 
this busy corridor; and

WHEREAS, a reroute of I-70 would force travelers several miles north away from the 
city, prolonging travel time for residents, tourists, and business travelers seeking to travel 
downtown; and

WHEREAS, a reroute would negatively impact the economic vision for the National 
Western Stock Show Complex.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Downtown Denver Partnership supports the 
Colorado Department of Transportation's (CDOT) efforts to improve and reconstruct I-70
East in its current alignment without delay and to provide a safer and more attractive 
entry point to Denver through the proposed lowered and capped highway. Support of the 
comprehensive project and development plan for the covered section of highway are 
subject to review of final design plans.

Adopted this 6th day of August, 2013     
              

                                                    
     Elbra Wedgeworth, Chairwoman 
     Downtown Denver Partnership, Inc. 



From: Globeville Elyria Swansea Housing Advisory Group 
[Kmckenna@habitatmetrodenver.org]
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2014 11:13 PM 
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com; contactus@i-70east.com 
Subject: Re: I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM 

email: Kmckenna@habitatmetrodenver.org 
name: Globeville Elyria Swansea Housing Advisory Group 
address: 3245 Eliot street 
city: Denver 
state: Co 
zip_code: 80211 
phone: 7204962718 

comment_topic: Environmental Justice,Property Impacts,Visual 

comments:  

Globeville Elyria Swansea Housing Advisory Group 
10/30/2014

Dear Colorado Department of Transportation,  

The Globeville, Elyria and Swansea Housing Advisory Group is comprised of non-profits and 
affordable housing providers in order to ensure that safe, decent and affordable housing is 
available and the Globeville, Elyria and Swansea (GES) communities continue to thrive. In 
response to the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement from the Colorado 
Department of Transportation (CDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to 
renovate I-70 East between Brighton Blvd and Tower Road, the Globeville, Elyria and Swansea 
Housing Advisory group has prepared the attached comments. In addition to preparing 
comments on the housing section of the EIS document, the GES Housing Advisory will continue 
to meet and work to implement housing mitigation needed as a result of the construction and 
future structure of the highway. The continued effort will include t he “Elyria Swansea Housing 
Replacement and Viability Study” to further research appropriate replacement housing and 
improvements. The study will have an energy efficiency and environmental quality portion with 
the goal of leveraging replacement housing and creating improved housing communities to 
better serve the GES neighborhoods.  

The GES Housing Advisory Group is committed to working with CDOT and FHWA to design 
and build more efficient replacement housing and support critical repairs/improvements to many 
Elyria Swansea families biggest investment--their homes. We believe the improved housing 
solutions will positively affect the impacted neighborhoods and to achieve important mitigation in 
line with neighborhood desires. We propose that the funding allocated for housing mitigations 
be granted to the Denver Office of Economic Development to then be disbursed through a fair 
process that maximizes resources.  

We hope this letter is met with the best intentions as our group is committed to providing the 
best housing solutions f or all parties involved. This group is organized and prepared to work 
with CDOT, and we will share the results of the study and details of recommendations as soon 
as the study is completed, and before the FEIS is released. Specific questions on the comments 
should be addressed in to: name, phone and email address  



Sincerely,

The GES Housing Advisory Group  
Councilwoman Judy H. Montero, City Council District 9  
Denver Office of Economic Development  
Denver Community Planning and Development  
Denver Housing Authority  
Habitat for Humanity  
CRHDC  
Denver Urban Renewal Authority  
Northeast Denver Housing Center
Urban Land Conservancy  

The social, environmental and economic effects of CDOT’s preferred alternative as described in 
the Draft Supplemental EIS on the residents of Globeville, Elyria and Swansea have been 
grossly underestimated. The I-70 East preferred alternative, including the mitigations described, 
will have disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects on the 
minority and low income populations of these communities. The following changes must be 
made to mitigate the negative effects on the residents of Globeville, Elyria and Swansea the I-
70 East project will have, and ensure compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  

DEIS section Impact  Mitigation  Comment 

5.22-2
49-53 residential relocations  
DEIS: CDOT is planning a replacement housing effort with partners such as CRHDC, DHA, 
OED to assist in housing improvement loans and grant programs in the impacted area  
CDOT should rely on the knowledge and expertise of the affordable housing community, 
structured as the Globeville/Elyria/Swansea Housing Group (GES Housing Advisory Group), to 
plan replacement housing efforts. Funding should be provided to the Denver Office of Economic 
Development in the form of a grant to be disbursed to affordable housing providers.  

5.22-3
DEIS: Provide homeowners the opportunity to improve homes that are close to the highway 
construction between 45th and 47th Avenue  
A large portion of Denver’s low income and minority residents live within 500’ of the area heavily 
impacted by the I-70 East reconstruction. This project must not negatively impact these 
residents’ health, quality of life, or economic investment. All residents living within 500’ of the 
highway reconstruction should have access to affordable home repair and improvement 
opportunities. Qualified housing improvements should increase air quality, noise reduction, 
affordable housing preservation, and resident retention rate. The GES Housing Group is 
conducting a Housing Replacement and Viability Study to further research appropriate 
replacement and improvements with potential for more efficient housing solutions. The results of 
this study will determine the scale and home improvements to mitigate the disproportionately 
high adverse impacts on low income and minority populations of Globeville, Elyria and 
Swansea. All housing rehabilitation funds should be channeled through Denver Office of 
Economic Development who will work with Globeville/Elyria/Swansea Housing Advisory Group 
and other non-profit housing providers to ensure an open, fair and coordinated process. Funds 
should be disbursed prior to construction to facilitate resident retention and maintain reasonable 
quality of life standards during construction.  



5.22-3
DEIS: Replace some lost low income housing units in the community  
The viability of the Globeville, Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods and the health of the 
residents in these communities is threatened by the I-70 East reconstruction. In order that these 
neighborhoods continue to thrive socially and economically, a minimum of 100% of 53 housing 
units lost due to this project must be replaced (estimated $12-15 million). In addition, it is the 
GES Housing Group’s belief that a greater than one ratio of units lost to replaced is beneficial to 
the community and would improve housing conditions and value associated with the I70 
improvements done by CDOT.  

Follow guidelines of Study to be completed  
The Housing Replacement and Viability Study results and work done by the GES Housing 
Advisory group will define potential ratios and the associated benefits in order to mitigate for the 
disproportionately high adverse impacts on low income and minority populations of Globeville, 
Elyria and Swansea. In order to retain residents and maintain the character of the 
neighborhood, it will be important to maintain the same type of units that are being lost, 
including single family homes and number of bedrooms.  

Oversight and leverage of funds  
All housing construction funds should be channeled through Denver Office of Economic 
Development who will work with Globeville/Elyria/Swansea Housing Advisory Group and other 
non-profit housing providers to ensure an open, fair and coordinated process.  

Build noise walls to reduce noise  
Residents of Globeville, Elyria and Swansea must not experience highway noise that exceeds 
the allowable NAC threshold. CDOT must ensure that no dwelling units or community gather 
places exceed the NAC threshold. Additionally, CDOT must ensure that NAC thresholds will not 
be exceeded in areas targeted for replacement housing and community investment projects. 
According to the recent Health Impact Assessment, the Globeville, Elyria and Swansea 
residents in close proximity to I-70 between I-25 and Colorado Blvd are already exposed to 
noise levels that exceed 55 dbs, the level of noise the EPA states can interfere with daily 
activities and have adverse impacts on sleep, work and school performance, and increase the 
risk of cardio vascular disease. These negative impacts must be mitigated.  

Relocation
Relocation services should be offered to any residents within 500 feet of the highway  

Draft letter to CDOT to go with the (goal, purpose, achieve)  

The social, environmental and economic effects of CDOT’s preferred alternative as described in 
the Draft Supplemental EIS on the residents of Globeville, Elyria and Swansea have been 
grossly underestimated. The I-70 East preferred alternative, including the mitigations described, 
will have disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects on the 
minority and low income populations of these communities. The following changes must be 
made to mitigate the negative effects on the residents of Globeville, Elyria and Swansea the I-
70 East project will have, and ensure compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  

DEIS section Impact  Mitigation  Comment 

5.22-2



49-53 residential relocations  
DEIS: CDOT is planning a replacement housing effort with partners such as CRHDC, DHA, 
OED to assist in housing improvement loans and grant programs in the impacted area  
CDOT should rely on the knowledge and expertise of the affordable housing community, 
structured as the Globeville/Elyria/Swansea Housing Group (GES Housing Advisory Group), to 
plan replacement housing efforts. Funding should be provided to the Denver Office of Economic 
Development in the form of a grant to be disbursed to affordable housing providers.  

5.22-3
DEIS: Provide homeowners the opportunity to improve homes that are close to the highway 
construction between 45th and 47th Avenue  
A large portion of Denver’s low income and minority residents live within 500’ of the area heavily 
impacted by the I-70 East reconstruction. This project must not negatively impact these 
residents’ health, quality of life, or economic investment. All residents living within 500’ of the 
highway reconstruction should have access to affordable home repair and improvement 
opportunities. Qualified housing improvements should increase air quality, noise reduction, 
affordable housing preservation, and resident retention rate. The GES Housing Group is 
conducting a Housing Replacement and Viability Study to further research appropriate 
replacement and improvements with potential for more efficient housing solutions. The results of 
this study will determine the scale and home improvements to mitigate the disproportionately 
high adverse impacts on low income and minority populations of Globeville, Elyria and 
Swansea. All housing rehabilitation funds should be channeled through Denver Office of 
Economic Development who will work with Globeville/Elyria/Swansea Housing Advisory Group 
and other non-profit housing providers to ensure an open, fair and coordinated process. Funds 
should be disbursed prior to construction to facilitate resident retention and maintain reasonable 
quality of life standards during construction.  

5.22-3
DEIS: Replace some lost low income housing units in the community  
The viability of the Globeville, Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods and the health of the 
residents in these communities is threatened by the I-70 East reconstruction. In order that these 
neighborhoods continue to thrive socially and economically, a minimum of 100% of 53 housing 
units lost due to this project must be replaced (estimated $12-15 million). In addition, it is the 
GES Housing Group’s belief that a greater than one ratio of units lost to replaced is beneficial to 
the community and would improve housing conditions and value associated with the I70 
improvements done by CDOT.  

Follow guidelines of Study to be completed  
The Housing Replacement and Viability Study results and work done by the GES Housing 
Advisory group will define potential ratios and the associated benefits in order to mitigate for the 
disproportionately high adverse impacts on low income and minority populations of Globeville, 
Elyria and Swansea. In order to retain residents and maintain the character of the 
neighborhood, it will be important to maintain the same type of units that are being lost, 
including single family homes and number of bedrooms.  

Oversight and leverage of funds  
All housing construction funds should be channeled through Denver Office of Economic 
Development who will work with Globeville/Elyria/Swansea Housing Advisory Group and other 
non-profit housing providers to ensure an open, fair and coordinated process.  

Build noise walls to reduce noise  



Residents of Globeville, Elyria and Swansea must not experience highway noise that exceeds 
the allowable NAC threshold. CDOT must ensure that no dwelling units or community gather 
places exceed the NAC threshold. Additionally, CDOT must ensure that NAC thresholds will not 
be exceeded in areas targeted for replacement housing and community investment projects. 
According to the recent Health Impact Assessment, the Globeville, Elyria and Swansea 
residents in close proximity to I-70 between I-25 and Colorado Blvd are already exposed to 
noise levels that exceed 55 dbs, the level of noise the EPA states can interfere with daily 
activities and have adverse impacts on sleep, work and school performance, and increase the 
risk of cardio vascular disease. These negative impacts must be mitigated.  

Relocation
Relocation services should be offered to any residents within 500 feet of the highway  

Draft letter to CDOT to go with the (goal, purpose, achieve)  
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 I-70 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement List of Mitigations  
  

 Public Comment 
 

 

  

INTRODUCTION 

The expansion of I-70 as described in CDOT’s 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Assessment 
will increase the number of cars, in general, between 30 - 50% (ES-9). There will be an increase in air 
emissions, increased noise pollution, decreased connectivity to the rest of Denver, and displacing 
businesses and homes, including food stores. The highway reduces neighborhood aesthetics and 
property values.  Therefore, the following mitigations to the widening of I-70 must be made by CDOT to 
counteract the negative effects of the widening of I-70 through Elyria-Swansea. 

AIR QUALITY     

1. Air monitoring before, during and after construction.

2. Monitoring all pollutants harmful to human health associated with the highway (full-spectrum 
monitoring) at Swansea School.

3. Providing funds for a community-based organization to hire an air quality monitoring expert to report 
to and advise the community.

4. Installing advanced air ventilation and filtrations systems at Swansea, Garden Place and home 
within 500 feet of highway. CDOT should continue to fund the maintenance and operational costs of 
these systems for the lifetime of the highway. 

5. Funding education programs about how to avoid contaminated air from entering homes and 
schools, which should be offered at least once per year, for the lifetime of the highway.

6. Planting trees to up-take pollutants throughout the impact zone, and install green roofs.

7. Establishing air quality levels and triggers for immediate action should pollution levels be exceeded. 

8. To ensure that lead and arsenic are not disturbed and deposited in homes during the construction 
period, sampling for lead and arsenic in construction zones and homes and should remediate any 
impacts by cleaning-up contaminated homes to state standards.

9. Reducing the footprint of the highway by narrowing lanes and reducing lanes between Colorado 
Blvd and Brighton.

10. Providing alternative for trucks between 52nd and Vasquez at further north. Discouraging truck and 
all traffic out of the neighborhood by eliminating traffic out of the frontage roads and neighborhood 
streets. Especially near Swansea School.

11. Building full interchange at Colorado Blvd and remove Vasquez interchange.

12. Limiting truck access to I-70 and instead send trucks out of the inhabited areas by using signage 
and enforcement to route through trucks on to 270 & 76.

13. Establishing truck routes for local delivery and enforce them, limiting trucks on neighborhood 
streets and near schools. 

14. Paying for improvements to doors and windows of all homes and businesses within 500 feet of the 
highway. It is not sufficient to facilitate loans as the harm is coming from CDOT and the cost of this 
harm should be borne by CDOT.

RELOCATION / HOUSING 1 



 I-70 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement List of Mitigations  
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15. Giving re-location assistance to homes that were not 500 feet from I-70 before the widening, but 

become 500 feet from I-70.   

16. In order to retain residents in the neighborhood and encourage new families to move in, committing
to replacing the 49-53 housing units lost in Elyria and Swansea due to highway construction with 3 
affordable housing units for every one unit lost.  Additionally affordable homeownership units should 
be replaced with affordable homeownership options and affordable rental units should be replaced 
with affordable rental options.  

17. Providing grant funding to residents living between 45th and 47th street to make improvements to 
their homes that will enhance their quality of life and reduce noise and air quality impacts of the 
highway.  

18. In order to encourage Elyria and Swansea residents to stay in the community and weather the 
adverse impacts of construction, providing grant funding to residents to make improvements to their 
housing.  

AMENITIES
19. Funding the construction of a new regional recreation center in Elyria-Swansea to provide a space 

indoors with clean air for physical activity. The price of the Regional Rec Center should be 
affordable for all residents, and the opening of the center should not result in the closing of centers 
in nearby neighborhoods.  

20. Funding a new health clinic to be constructed.   

21. Funding the establishment of a new supermarket and pharmacy in the immediate GES area to 
improve the health of the community and curb the chronic health complications that are pervasive in 
the community.

22. Creating a 500-foot buffer around the school and no construction should occur in that buffer during 
school hours.  This will mitigation the air emissions and noise pollution associated with the 
construction.

23. Building walls that mitigate for all highway noise pollution increased by the alternative.   

24. Not exceeding the maximum NAC threshold. (Noise). It is set for the health of the neighborhoods.   

25. Establishing a  business development fund, housing fund, maintenance fund, and cap maintenance 
fund.   

26. Providing art funds to local organizations or agencies, not to CDOT for art proects.   

CONNECTIVITY
27. Making sure trucks and traffic are not diverted onto neighborhood streets during construction and 

after the reconfigured Interstate opens. There should be an alternative route for trucks between 
52nd and Vasquez, to divert them onto Colorado Boulevard and away from the neighborhood. 

28. Discouraging traffic on the frontage roads from using neighborhood streets as short cuts, especially 
near Swansea Elementary School. Some drivers may be tempted to use neighborhood streets to 
avoid traffic problems on the Interstate when construction commences. Making sure this does not 
happen must be a top priority. This is a crucial issue for neighborhood livability and to protect 
children as they walk to and from school.

29. Funding the construction of sidewalks, bike paths and other amenities that can help better link 
residents to their neighbors.  Elyria-Swansea has long suffered from a lack of connectivity within the 
neighborhood and with adjacent neighborhoods due to the highway.

 2 
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ECONOMY
30. Retaining and creating jobs

31. Providing Job Training and Workforce Development

32. Developing Business Initiatives

33. Providing Education, Scholarships and Apprenticeship Opportunities

34. Supporting a vibrant retail core, including neighborhood retail for residents

35. Establishing a Resource center to deliver social services, grow existing businesses, provide 
technical assistance, and build relationships between residents, partners and stakeholders

36. Providing Apprenticeship programs to equip residents with on-the-job experience

37. Giving preference for Local sub-contracting – local businesses as subcontractors

38. Sourcing Local Products

39. Hiring with an ITIN number, not just a social security

40. Supporting displaced and affected businesses from the I-70 project 

41. Guaranteeing the allocation of funding toward innovative programs that teach and support 
meaningful, culturally relevant, and sustainable economic opportunities available to residents and 
business owners in Elyria-Swansea.

42. Prioritizing investment in creating commercial density and supporting existing small neighborhood 
businesses

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
43. The mitigation should be equal to the impact regardless of cost. This is an environmental justice 

community.

44. Money for maintenance of all improvements.   

 3 



I-70 East Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement  
Globeville, Elyria-Swansea Organizers Group Public Comment 

 
To: Colorado Department of Transportation

This letter is an attachment to the list of mitigations and 185 resident signatures. This letter provides 
expanded justification for each mitigation based upon NEPA, Title VI, and Environmental Justice policy 
and law. 

The expansion of I-70 as part of the I-70 East SDEIS will increase air pollution and noise pollution,
reduce the ability to walk and bicycle safely on neighborhood streets, decrease connectivity to the rest 
of Denver, and displace homes and businesses, including food stores. The highway reduces 
neighborhood aesthetics and property values.  Therefore, the following mitigations to the widening of I-
70 must be made by CDOT and/ or the following amendments to the SDEIS must be made.

AIR QUALITY  

The SDEIS does not conduct sufficient air quality analysis under NEPA. First, it does not analyze PM 
2.5 or NO2, despite these being pollutants of concern for EPA. This is a very serious deficiency that 
must be rectified immediately through further analysis.  Second, it does not analyze emissions or 
impacts beyond the year 2035, despite the fact that the project will most definitely endure beyond the 
year 2035.   

1. Air monitoring before, during and after construction.

In order to protect the health of residents and school-children near the highway, CDOT must conduct 
monitoring prior to construction to establish baseline, during demolition and reconstructions, after 
construction for continued impact on air quality. Currently, CDOT only states it will monitor during 
construction. No baseline will be conducted, nor post-construction monitoring.  Air pollution impacts 
from I-70 are of great concern to the communities adjacent to the highway currently, during its 
reconstruction period, and during its future operation. Suitable monitoring would provide real data to 
establish air pollution safety levels are maintained during construction and future operation and help 
assure the community that public health is protected.

The SDEIS should indicate intent for an air quality monitoring station to be established at a nearby 
location as part of the project or it should offer that it could be done in collaboration with other 
governmental entities.  Swansea School, location for previous CPDHE monitoring, may be a suitable 
location.  Findings should be integrated with results from CDPHE’s new 2nd near-road monitor on I-25 
north of I-70. 

Construction monitoring:  Monitoring at Swansea School or elsewhere as appropriate during 
construction to ensure neighborhood protection against excessive levels of particulate matter (PM10 
&/or PM2.5, as appropriate) including analysis/speciation for toxic metals content and/or other 
contaminants found to be present and against excessive off-road diesel emissions (NO2 and Black 
Carbon) from heavy equipment working on the project. 

2. Monitoring all pollutants harmful to human health associated with the highway (full-spectrum 
monitoring) at Swansea School.

A monitoring station at Swansea School capable of providing information on a full suite of potential 
pollutants. This should be operational 6-12 months before construction to provide baseline; and 
monitor during construction into highway usage for the foreseeable future for the following parameters:

 1 
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Air quality concerns are not limited to exposure to criteria pollutants. In addition to EPA criteria 
pollutants, there is danger from ultra-fine particulate matter has on the lungs of small children, and 
other pollutants. A robust monitoring program is necessary to protect the neighborhood. Add to the 
list of pollutants to be analyzed include:

NOx (oxides of nitrogen);
NO2 (nitrogen dioxide);
PM2.5 (particulate matter 2.5 micrometers)
PM10(particulate matter 10 micrometers)
CO (carbon monoxide);
Black Carbon (continuous monitored);
BTEX (benzene-toluene-ethylbenzene-zylene);
Ultrafine Particles or estimate thereof by correlation to Black Carbon;
Meteorology.

The SDEIS should address the new primary annual PM2.5 NAAQS; review recent PM2.5 levels and 
forecast appropriate background levels of the project consistent with the revised PM2.5 NAAQS; and 
assess impacts of the project on maintaining PM2.5 attainment.

The statement that particulate matter is not a major component of emissions from gasoline-powered 
vehicles is misleading and does not recognize the significant negative impacts particulates and 
especially ultrafine particulate matters have on human health.  Ultrafine particulate matter has negative 
health impacts.  The main exposure is through inhalation where they are deposited in the lungs and 
have the ability to penetrate tissue or to be absorbed into the bloodstream.  Although there is not a 
current federal standard for ultrafine particulates, over the past 30 years, a large body of scientific 
literature has emerged that provides evidence of associations between short-term and long-term 
exposures to ambient particulate matter and increased mortality and hospitalization from cardiovascular 
and respiratory diseases  Motor vehicles, especially those powered by diesel engines have often been 
cited as a leading source of ambient UFP emissions and of human exposure.  (Understanding the 
Health Effects of Ambient Ultrafine Particles, HEI Perspectives 3, January 13). The same report 
concludes that in urban areas, particularly in proximity to major roads, motor vehicle exhaust can be 
identified as the major contributor to UFP concentrations.  Diesel vehicles have been found to 
contribute substantially, sometimes in disproportionate to their numbers in the vehicle fleet.

3. Providing funds for a community-based organization to hire an air quality monitoring expert to report 
to and advise the community.

To assure residents of this Environmental Justice Community that best practices are being used to 
model, monitor and mitigate air quality impacts a third-party air quality monitoring expert responsible to 
a community-based organization must be retained. It is clear from CDOT’s SDEIS, in which they did not 
analyze NOx or PM2.5, that an independent agency for public health and air quality must be hired by 
CDOT to assist the neighborhood in presenting their interests.

4. Installing advanced air ventilation and filtrations systems at Swansea, Garden Place and home 
within 500 feet of highway. CDOT should continue to fund the maintenance and operational costs of 
these systems for the lifetime of the highway. 

The most negative impacts occur within 500 feet of the roadway. To mitigate this impact Swansea 
School, Garden Place School and residents with 500 feet of the roadway must be provided air sealing, 
and advanced air ventilation and filtration systems with operational costs, maintenance and 
replacement as needed during the life of the highway.  An energy efficiency program including retrofit of 
doors, window upgrades, insulation and sealing of the homes, and installation of heat recovery  2 
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ventilation within 500’ and the two schools must be undertaken at no cost to the residents to reduce
outdoor air infiltration.

The Garden Place School is not currently slated to receive any mitigation from CDOT. However, the
school is within the impact area of both I-70 and I-25. The widening of I-70 which narrows again at 
Garden Place, will most certainly result in a bottle-neck at Garden Place school. The school has no air 
conditioning and the windows are left open many days, resulting in highway-related contaminants 
affecting the lungs of children on a daily basis. CDOT must air seal and install a filtration and HVAC 
system at the school to mitigate the increased air pollution caused by the bottle-neck that will negatively
impact the students and teachers.

New heating, ventilation, air conditioning system, doors and windows to mitigate impact of the highway 
must be maintained by CDOT for the life of the project.  The negative noise and air impacts do not 
cease when construction ends.  Numerous near roadway studies and a 2013 large-scale review of air 
quality measures in vicinity of major roadways between 1978 and 2008 concluded that the pollutants 
with the steepest concentration of gradients in vicinities near roadways were CO, ultrafine particles, 
metals elemental carbon (EC), NO, NOx and several VOCs.    The system installed must be sufficient 
to capture these pollutants.  (Federal Register, Vol.78 No. 98, page 29837 quoting Karner, A.A; 
Eisnger, D.S.; Niemeier, DA (2010) Near-roadway air quality:  synthesizing the findings from real world 
data. Environ Sci Tecl 44:5334-5335.

5. Funding education programs about how to avoid contaminated air from entering homes and 
schools, which should be offered at least once per year, for the lifetime of the highway.

The life of this highway project is 100 years per CDOT’s own admission (“Myths about the I-70 East EIS 
Project, CDOT publication”). The PM10 emissions will increase year by year every year of the project
(SDEIS Air Quality Technical Report, Figure 9).  Therefore, there must be on-going education for the 
school and other residents on how to protect themselves from exposure to highway pollutants. HVAC 
and filtration systems require proper operation and maintenance in order to work correctly. This 
education includes how to maintain these filters, how to operate doors and windows of the school, how 
to not open the doors and windows, especially during rush hour, etc. This education must be funded by 
CDOT every year during the life of the highway in order for the knowledge to be retained despite 
changes in school administration, home ownership, etc.

6. Planting trees and other vegetation to up-take pollutants throughout the impact zone. 

Trees and a healthy tree canopy provide long-term environmental, economic, and health benefits 
critical to vibrant and liveable cities. This includes benefits to improved air quality, especially in uptake
of highway-related air pollutants. They also reduce urban heat island effect and result in energy 
savings. Installing vegetation on noise walls and other barriers will beautify the area, reduce vandalism 
and graffiti, and create a sense of ownership by community members towards their neighborhood and
public property.  

CDOT must work with City of Denver Urban Forestry and other organizations that implement and 
maintain vegetation and increase the tree canopy in the neighborhoods of GES, especially in those 
areas that can function as a buffer to the highway from the residential neighborhood. Consult with 
Denver Arts and Venues to create and maintain landscape and wall designs to enhance and beautify 
the area adjacent to the noise walls and other barriers 
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7. Establishing triggers for immediate action if pollution levels are exceeded. 

Triggers must be established for immediate action or additional mitigation when air quality reaches 
levels that pose any risk to human health. These trigger levels should be developed in collaboration 
with Denver Environmental Health and the community. 

8. To ensure that lead and arsenic are not disturbed and deposited in homes during the construction 
period, sampling for lead and arsenic in construction zones and homes and should remediate any 
impacts by cleaning-up contaminated homes to state standards.

Sample air for lead and arsenic in the construction zone.  If the daily average air samples exceed 1.5 
microgram/m3 for lead, work stops and work practices should be altered to minimize dust. An action 
level for arsenic should be defined as well. 

Lead must be included as a pollutant to be analyzed.  Although lead from on-road vehicles is not a 
pollutant of concern there are other sources of lead, as well as arsenic, in this area as a result of past 
industrial activity and the lead deposited during I-70’s long history.  

Test window sills and window troughs for lead dust of homes nearest to construction site (1st and 2nd 
row of homes) where dust is being disturbed. If lead dust levels are above HUD residential standards, 
test next row of homes to identify how far the lead dust travelled. Homes that have been contaminated 
with lead dust should be cleaned to below lead dust clearance standards as per state regulation.

9. Reducing the footprint of the highway by narrowing lanes and reducing lanes between Colorado 
Blvd and Brighton.

To protect the health of the neighborhood the footprint of the highway must be reduced.  This can 
happen in a number of ways – narrowing lane, reducing number of lanes, providing east-west 
connectivity at other locations, removing on/off ramps by closure of Steele/Vasquez as proposed.

The basic option expands the footprint to within 65’ of Swansea school.  Many studies have 
demonstrated the adverse health impacts to those living within 500’ of a major roadway. CDOT must 
demonstrate that expanding the edge of I-70 155 feet and the outside of 46th Ave 195 feet closer to the 
school will not have a negative health impact or fully mitigate this impact.

10. Providing alternative for trucks between 52nd and Vasquez at further north.  Discouraging truck and 
all traffic out of the neighborhood by eliminating traffic out of the frontage roads and neighborhood 
streets. Especially near Swansea School.

What alternatives for improving local mobility were considered – routing truck traffic, improvements to 
local street network, additional transit in the corridor (beyond FasTracks)?

11. Studying the impact on community health and the environment of building full interchange at 
Colorado Blvd and removing Vasquez interchange.

Moving highway access at Steele St/Vasquez as proposed in the Modified Option of the Partial Lower 
Covered Alternative to a full interchange at Colorado Blvd. bears significant further study. It is believed 
that this action will reduce congestion and accidents attributed to having two interchanges within one-
half mile of each other.  It will also reduce the footprint of the project and proximity by removing 
auxiliary lanes.  This is an important step to reduce air quality impacts. However, it is not known the 
impact trucks will have if this action is followed. Therefore, further study is needed. 4 
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The partial covered lowered Alternative Modified Option pushes the north edge of the highway 150 feet 
into the neighborhood. This must be mitigated and footprint narrowed to protect health of neighborhood 
and reduce air quality and noise impacts.  The design variations in exhibits 3-24 and 3-25 do not 
achieve these results.

Elimination of the highway access at Steele/Vazquez should be pursued with our without a second 
cover.  As discussed earlier, it is the right move for the air quality and noise mitigation.  In addition, it is 
the only alternative that results in developable land.  More development opportunities are achieved with 
the cover, however, approximately 20 acres of land will be available without the cover.  The design 
variations in 3-24 and 3-25 do not achieve this result.  They also deter pedestrian use.

CDOT has indicated (although it is not reflected in the SDEIS) the interchange will not be closed to 
accommodate truck traffic.  How will keeping the interchange open for truck traffic benefit the 
residents? What is the anticipated traffic count for trucks?  What is the analysis of impact on air quality?  
Will residents of an environmental justice community see a further deterioration in air quality and 
negative noise impacts?  Is there an analysis of impact of providing trucks improved access to 
Colorado Blvd. on other streets?

12. Limiting truck access to I-70 and instead send trucks out of the inhabited areas by using signage 
and enforcement to route through trucks on to 270 & 76.

Semi-trucks are the biggest polluters. They should be routed away from the highly populated Globeville, 
Elyria, Swansea and Denver neighborhoods and re-directed into areas along 270 & 76 that are 
sparsely populated. The EIS does not consider viable alternatives to reduce air quality impacts, 
specifically, routing heavy truck traffic onto alternative highways to avoid the negative impact of these
polluting vehicles on the health of residents living close to I-70. This is a failure to consider alternatives 
and mitigation strategies that can improve the health status of the communities, and that will at least be 
adequate to avoid any violations of the NAAQS for PM2.5 and NO2.

In addition to the alternatives and mitigation options discussed in EPA's 2008 comment letter, we 
believe that two alternatives should be considered to minimize emissions and pollutant exposures in the 
GES neighborhoods: 

1) Re-signing I-70 to route the 40% of traffic that is "through" traffic out of the GES 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.

13. Establishing truck routes for local delivery and enforce them, limiting trucks on neighborhood 
streets and near schools.

The SDEIS should include working with the City of Denver Community Planning and Development 
department to coordinate and financially support of the implementation of improvements of truck routes 
away from residential areas. The EIS should include creating signage to discourage trucks coming into 
neighborhood on edges of residential streets, and agree to develop a good neighbor agreement during 
the construction period to define truck routes. Street design should be employed to encourage trucks to 
use proper routes and avoid residential and sensitive areas. 

 5 
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This is required because the highway is in large part the cause of the industrial nature of portions of the 
neighborhood. As the Health Impact Assessment done by the City of Denver in 2014 states, “The 
highway access brought more industrial activity into GES neighborhoods. Combined, the highway and 
industry resulted in increase public health risk due to decreased in air quality.”  

14. Paying for improvements to doors and windows of all homes, schools, and businesses within 500 
feet of the highway within the study area.  It is not sufficient to facilitate loans instead of paying for 
the improvements.

Construction-related traffic, light, glare, and noise will result in increased exposure to pollutants and 
stress factors in this environmental justice community for several years (5.2-29). The SDEIS also points 
out that diesel particulate matter is the primary Mobile Source Air Toxic (MSAT) of concern and that 
these are emitted from heavy diesel vehicles, such as freight/delivery trucks and construction 
equipment (p.5.10-3 sidebar). Exhibit 5.10-24 says that MSAT emissions could increase during 
construction.   

In order to protect the health and safety of residents of this environmental justice community, CDOT 
must pay for improvements to doors and windows, home air sealing, and install ventilation and filtration 
systems with heat recovery, on all homes that are within 500 feet of the existing highway and within 500 
feet of the widened highway in the study area. CDOT must also assist with operating costs for the 
installed systems. 

There is significant concern that the construction vibration will damage the foundations of structures 
near the highway. CDOT must analyze the condition of these foundations prior to the beginning of 
construction, and reimburse owners for damage occurred due to construction.

Due to the low income nature of the community, providing loans will not be adequate because 
community lacks the resources to pay back loans. Therefore, residents will not install these protection 
measures on their houses because they cannot afford it. If CDOT does not pay for these 
improvements, then residents will suffer from these stressors and pollutants without mitigation.

Standard construction measures to control fugitive dust, storm water erosion and sediment controls to 
minimize spread of contaminated soil will be inadequate.  The top priority is the health and welfare of 
residents.  CDOT needs to commit to going beyond regulatory minimums to protect the residents.  
Elyria-Swansea community is 44% low income households, Globeville is 53% low income households
(Environmental Justice Technical Report, EIS). According to the 2000 Census, 26.24% of Elyria 
Swansea families live in poverty, and 19.8% of Globeville families (www.piton.org).  It is unreasonable 
for CDOT to state in the EIS that residents will pay for these improvements themselves or receive and 
payback loans.     

RELOCATION / HOUSING

15. Homes that were not 500 feet from I-70 before the widening, but become 500 feet from I-70, should 
be given re-location assistance. 

The SDEIS does not deal with relocation options for residents within the 500 feet (45 - 47th Street) of 
the project who will be impacted by air quality, diminished property value, etc.; particularly those 
impacted as the highway moves towards them. 

 6 
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SDEIS should provide relocation for residents who will be living within 500 feet of the highway, or 
provide other mitigation options such as window/door/HVAC ventilation replacement if they decide to 
stay.  

16. Replace affordable housing with a 3:1 ratio. The SDEIS currently states ‘replace some housing 
lost.’ This is because you are replacing single-family housing with multi-family housing. Multi-family 
housing has higher density. 

CDOT should include three for one (3:1) replacement housing for the number of units to be lost under 
the I-70 reconstruction in order to make the neighborhood viable.  The neighborhood’s viability was 
diminished during the initial I-70 construction and will be further diminished with the planned loss of 
additional housing units under any proposed option.  Due to the lack of sufficient redevelopment 
opportunities for single-family homes, the replacement housing needs to be more dense multi-family 
development which will provide enough scale to protect the neighborhood’s viability and also offer more 
affordable replacement housing options. All replacement housing should be at least 500 ft from the 
highway to protect the health of the occupants. 

17. Keep people in the neighborhood.  Provide money for housing improvements to retain home-
owners.   A large portion of Denver’s low income and minority residents live within 500’ of the area heavily impacted by the I-70 East reconstruction. This project must not negatively impact these residents’ health, quality of life, or economic investment.  All residents living within 500’ of the highway reconstruction should have access to affordable home repair and improvement opportunities.    Qualified housing improvements should increase air quality, noise reduction, affordable housing preservation, and resident retention rate.  

AMENITIES
18. New recreation center.   

The DEIS mentions that diesel particulate matter is the greatest toxic concern emitted from heavy 
diesel vehicles and that these emissions could increase during construction (p.5.10-3 sidebar and 
Exhibit 5.10-24). Given the current conditions of air pollution in the area and the increase of air pollution 
that could stem from the construction, a regional recreation center would be beneficial for the 
community in that it would serve as a healthy option for residents to partake in physical exercise. A
regional recreation center is recognized by the community as a mitigation effort for I-70, providing a 
space for residents and local employees to engage in physical activity that they would not necessarily 
be able to do on the streets due to the broken connectivity, traffic, and air pollution. 

A new regional recreation center should be built in Elyria-Swansea to provide a space indoors with 
clean air for physical activity.  The price of the Regional Rec Center should be affordable for all 
residents, and the opening of the center should not result in the closing of centers in nearby 
neighborhoods.  

19. New library

A library is another amenity that can serve as an outlet for residents to engage in activities that can help 
stimulate the mind while staying indoors to avoid the pollution.
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20. New health center

There is a lack of Health-Wellness facilities in Globeville Elyria and Swansea and insufficient services 
for Medicaid/Medicare recipients.  Facilities used in this regard are South of I-70 and residents will be 
challenged to get to these facilities, particularly during construction. Provide or help establish a health 
and wellness center in Elyria-Swansea; partnering with health partners in the neighborhood and Denver 
Health.  

21. New grocery store / Food Retail Space 

The DEIS in 5.3.17 states that “Both options of the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative impact two local 
food markets: Stop N Shop and the Pilot Travel Center (numbers 3 and 5 in Exhibit 5.3-7). The 
neighborhoods along the corridor with a high concentration of low-income or minority populations are 
currently underserved by food retailers. The displacement of any community markets by the project 
alternatives will negatively impact the residents in the area. As stated in the EIS, because these stores 
are adjacent to the highway on the south side, The El Tepetate Market and El Rinconcito Mini Market 
do not have to be relocated with any options of the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. Even though the 
total number of markets available to the Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood is reduced, this alternative 
avoids displacing the two markets that cater to the minority population in the neighborhood.” 

However, this fails to mention that the 5-year construction period will significantly reduce resident 
access to El Tepetate and El Rinconcito by residents on the north side of the highway for 5 years. Even 
if CDOT provides signage, etc., this will not mitigate the closing of north-south connections. In addition, 
it may result in the closing of these stores which will have a longer than 5-year impact on the 
community. CDOT must therefore provide a food retail space of equal or greater square footage, as 
well as seed funding to establish food retail, for the neighborhood to mitigate the negative outcome of 
limiting access and driving out of business of the existing food stores that the community relies on for 
healthy food access. This retail space must be easily accessible by foot, bike, and bus throughout the 
construction process, and should be made available to resident-run businesses first.

22. Not doing construction during school hours  

A deficiency of the SDEIS is that it does not analyze the noise impacts of the construction process. The 
entire noise analysis in section 5.12 concentrates on traffic noise. However, the project will be built over 
a period of five years, within 50 feet of Swansea Elementary School and many houses. What will be the 
noise impact during construction? This must be analyzed in the SDEIS. If noise will be increased, it 
must be mitigated. For example, construction can be limited during school hours or sleeping hours, 
depending on the sensitive use and the results of the analysis.

23. Noise – post-construction.   

Section 5.3.17 states that “Results of the analysis show that the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative will 
cause noise to exceed the NAC at various locations, including Swansea Elementary School.”
Therefore, the noise control elements must be paid for to be maintained for the length of the project.
The PCL Modified Option will require aesthetically pleasing sound walls (with neighborhood input) that 
will also mitigate air quality emissions impacts from the increased traffic on I-70.  This should not be left 
to a study to determine if they are needed or not.  The concern is that it will be pushed to a back burner 
and become another unfulfilled promise made to the community. 

24. Do not exceed the maximum NAC (noise) threshold.

In the City of Denver’s Health Impact Assessment for the Neighborhood Plans, PG 15-16 Existing noise 
levels from traffic in areas near I-70, extending from Brighton Blvd east to Colorado Blvd, exceed the 55 
decibels noise level EPA believes is an annoyance that can interfere with daily activities. Long-term  8 
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exposure to moderate levels of noise can adversely affect sleep, school and work performance, and 
increase risk of cardiovascular disease.  According to the World Health Organization (WHO), an annual 
average night exposure not exceeding 40 decibels outdoors is recommended for restful sleep and 
adverse effects of chronic noise exposure on children's ability to learn. Stress from noise affects 
biological risk factors such as blood pressure, fats and sugar levels, blood flow and other biological 
activities. *Denver Environmental Health (DEH) requested a noise study at the Swansea Recreation 
Center and Park in 2011, as part of the evaluation for improvements at the site. Results of this study 
indicated that the main sources of noise are Train Horns, Train engines, Various Industrial metal 
working operations, and Interstate 70 located approximately 1,800 feet to the south.   The average 
noise levels were approximately 55 decibels.                  

CDOT must work in collaboration with the City of Denver to design and implement mitigations to noise 
in a fashion that do not further hinder the character, cohesion, visual integrity and aesthetic quality of 
the neighborhood

25. Business development fund. Housing fund. Maintenance fund. Cap maintenance fund. (NOLA)

In the interest of empowering relocated businesses and Area Residents to create and pursue their own 
business initiatives and entrepreneurship (to replace and expand existing businesses) CDOT should 
detail the resources and assistance necessary and work with CCD OED to leverage possibilities for 
resources to support business or creative ventures in the development areas. These should include 
technical assistance/capacity building, a Business Center (with computer lab, internet, faxing, etc.), 
Small Business Development, Micro Loan Program, Business Incubator, Historically Underutilized 
Business Zones (HUBZone) and Arts Incubator.

26. Art funds go to local organizations or agencies, not to CDOT.

Local organizations and residents have a better knowledge than CDOT of the type of art needed and 
desired in the community. It is requested that the process of selecting art be in the control of local 
entities, not CDOT. This is to be funded by CDOT as part of the mitigation for aesthetic impacts of the 
project.

NEIGHBORHOOD CONNECTIVITY
27. Making sure trucks and traffic are not diverted onto neighborhood streets during construction and 

after the reconfigured Interstate opens. There should be an alternative route for trucks between 
52nd and Vasquez, to divert them onto Colorado Boulevard and away from the neighborhood. 

The DSEIS points out that diesel particulate matter is the primary Mobile Source Air Toxic (MSAT) of 
concern and that these are emitted from heavy diesel vehicles, such as freight/delivery trucks and 
construction equipment (p.5.10-3 sidebar). Exhibit 5.10-24 says that MSAT emissions could increase 
during construction. Chapter 4 (p. 4-27) says that the Build Alternatives will improve highway freight 
transport through and into the study area and that future truck and delivery routes may require 
alteration or additions based on unknown future needs. Given this environmental justice community 
efforts need to be made to limit MSAT pollution (Attachment F, p. 2). 

28. Discouraging traffic on the frontage roads from using neighborhood streets as short cuts, especially 
near Swansea Elementary School. Some drivers may be tempted to use neighborhood streets to 
avoid traffic problems on the Interstate when construction commences. Making sure this does not 
happen must be a top priority. This is a crucial issue for neighborhood livability and to protect 
children as they walk to and from school. 

 9 
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The DSEIS points out that during construction, traffic disruptions will interfere with access to homes, 
businesses, and public services, such as the Swansea Elementary School, the Johnson Recreation 
Center, and the Valdez-Perry Library. Construction-related traffic, light, glare, and noise will result in 
temporary effects on neighborhood character and cohesion for several years (5.2-29). The DEIS also 
points out that diesel particulate matter is the primary Mobile Source Air Toxic (MSAT) of concern and 
that these are emitted from heavy diesel vehicles, such as freight/delivery trucks and construction 
equipment (p.5.10-3 sidebar). Exhibit 5.10-24 says that MSAT emissions could increase during 
construction.  In order to protect the health and safety of residents of this environmental justice 
community, it must be a top priority to discourage traffic from I-70 and on the frontage roads from using 
neighborhood streets as short cuts. 

The two covered lids in the PCL Modified Option significantly assist in providing neighborhood 
cohesion, but this only works if the Vasquez interchange is closed and utilizes 46th Avenue Service on 
the South side of I-70 and 46th Avenue Service Road north of I-70 from Colorado to Vasquez, 48th and
50th Avenues are utilized to connect local business traffic to Vasquez from Colorado Blvd.  This may 
require lighting enhancements at these intersections on Colorado Blvd. Truck signage may also be 
needed to keep truck traffic out of the neighborhood.  This option will also reduce truck traffic from the 
Swansea and Elyria Neighborhoods. 

29. Funding the construction of sidewalks, bike paths and other amenities that can help better link 
residents to their neighbors.  Elyria-Swansea has long suffered from a lack of connectivity within the 
neighborhood and with adjacent neighborhoods due to the highway. 

The DSEIS points out in 5.3.17 that “Widening and other improvements to I-70 increase the presence 
of a physical barrier in all the neighborhoods along the corridor... With [The Partial Cover Lowered
Alternative], the highway is less visible, but the wider highway still remains a barrier in the Elyria and 
Swansea Neighborhood.” 

The DSEIS points out that since its initial construction in the 1960s, the presence of I-70 has disrupted 
neighborhood cohesion in Elyria and Swansea by bisecting the neighborhood (p.5.2-29). The building 
of I-70 in the 1960s, prior to NEPA, was done without any public environmental review and as a result it 
was completed with little consideration for protecting local social and health conditions.  As a 
consequence, it is clear that the surrounding communities have suffered significant ongoing negative 
impacts.  The PCL alternative does not increase neighborhood cohesion as there are no more north-
south crossings than currently exist nor a proposal to improve east-west cohesion. All the Build 
alternatives remove the York Street interchange, which requires drivers to use local streets to gain 
access to and from I-70 at adjacent interchanges (5.2-36). CDOT needs to do more than just recognize 
the current problems in the area; they need to see this project as an opportunity to rectify harms done 
to the community by the original implementation of I-70 as well as prevent further negative impacts as a 
result of the proposed improvements. Rectifying past harms in cohesion could in part be addressed by 
the construction of sidewalks, bike paths and other amenities that can help better link residents to their 
neighbors.

The construction of I-70 caused immediate and long-term harm to the neighborhood by making it 
difficult for residents to move around, especially on foot. I-70 made it unpleasant and even unsafe to 
walk from one part of the neighborhood to another. The Federal Highway Act of 1970 states that all 
projects must “take into account the effects of a project on community cohesion.” The 1994 Executive 
Order 12898 states that all projects must “address disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of its programs, policies and activities on minority populations and low-income 
populations.” The population of Elyria and Swansea is majority Latino and low-income.

Exhibit 4-3. Existing north-south connectivity from Brighton Boulevard to Colorado  10 
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Boulevard, is mis-leading. It omits certain North-South streets from the list of streets providing 
connectivity because they dog-leg under the viaduct and are not straight. However, this is misleading 
because although they dog-leg, they can be taken by a traveler as a method to cross the highway. After 
the preferred alternative is built, these streets will no longer be able to be traveled on to cross the 
highway. By presenting this information in this misleading way, CDOT is able to manipulate the data to 
imply there will not be a major loss of connectivity. This is misleading.

Mitigation must provide residents with the opportunity for community interaction and community 
cohesion, to make up for the loss of these qualities due to the presence of I-70. The construction of 
new and expanded sidewalks in the neighborhood is crucial to linking the neighborhood together and 
creating community cohesion. The neighborhood lost much of its pedestrian infrastructure when I-70 
was built, and it is essential that this infrastructure be replaced to protect the health and well-being of 
residents.

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

The social and economic cohesion and vitality of the neighborhoods must be addressed 
through fair and just Apportionment; CDOT must define clear pathways that allow residents to 
compete for jobs, and business and education opportunities.

The DEIS does not sufficiently address the disruption and destruction to neighborhood economic 
cohesion and vitality caused by all Project Alternatives. Under Federal policy, Environmental Justice 
states that if a program, policy, or activity will have a disproportionally high and adverse effect on 
minority or low-income populations, that program, policy or activity may only be carried out if further 
mitigation measures or alternatives that would reduce the disproportionally high and adverse effects are 
not practicable. In determining whether a mitigation measure or an alternative is “practicable,” the 
social, economic (including costs) and environmental effects of avoiding or mitigating the adverse 
effects will be taken into account.

Executive Order 12898 renewed the emphasis to Title VI adding low-income and minority populations 
to those protected in the principles of Environmental Justice. One of these fundamental principles at the 
core of Environmental Justice is to avoid, minimize, and mitigate disproportionately high and adverse 
human health and environmental effects, including social and economic effects on minority and low 
income populations. The NEPA process includes consideration of actions that could disrupt or destroy 
the social fabric of a community or sense of place. This specifically includes the destruction or 
disruption of community cohesion or a community’s economic vitality.

The DEIS does not offer significant or appropriate economic mitigation and ignores the neighborhood’s 
high percentage of historically disadvantaged residents. To initiate significant and meaningful impact, 
the EIS should look to strong legal precedence to commit to ½ Percent Minimum Apportionment from 
the entire Project Budget to a Business Development Fund designed to benefit residents and
businesses in target areas. 

CDOT should also define clear pathways for residents to compete for jobs, business and education 
opportunities. CDOT must guarantee a commitment to mitigate these economic conditions including but 
not limited to receiving a vote of approval from a policy group of residents recruited from neighborhood 
coalitions and community groups on decisions including but not limited to language used and published 
in the Project’s RFQ and RFP.

 11 



I-70 East Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement  
Globeville, Elyria-Swansea Organizers Group Public Comment 

 
30. There must be clear pathways and strong incentives in order to engage residents in job and 

education activities

The DEIS does not sufficiently address economic mitigation of the neighborhoods as defined by 
Environmental Justice. CDOT has not defined or engaged culturally appropriate outreach with 
diverse populations of the neighborhood. CDOT must define and develop clear pathways that allow 
residents to compete for jobs, business and education opportunities. CDOT, Contractors and 
Subcontractors should build strong relationships with a policy council that includes residents, 
coalition members, and community groups.

31. Creation of a Business Development Fund

In order for mitigations to have real economic impact, CDOT should commit 1/2 Percent Minimum 
Apportionment from the entire Project Budget. This Apportionment should fund Education 
opportunities for residents, and the creation of a Business Development Fund, including a Job 
Development Center in the neighborhood.  .

32. Retaining and creating jobs 

The DEIS does not appropriately address retaining and creating jobs. CDOT estimates the total 
jobs created to build the project range from 4,400 for the No-Action Alternative and 14,800 jobs for 
the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. The DEIS states that CDOT is planning on holding job fairs 
to encourage residents to apply for various construction jobs.  This is an insufficient response, as 
the level of resources and education in the community may not allow them to obtain these jobs, and 
no pathway is provided to enhance participation from these populations. To assist with mitigating 
the social and economic impact of the project, residents must be provided job training and 
employment opportunities and  be recruited and connected through trusted community-based 
groups. The EIS should include job training and employment goals in all contracts for companies 
receiving contracts on the project. 

33. Providing Job Training and Workforce Development 

The DEIS does not address Job Training and Workforce Development. The EIS should detail how 
companies can build local capacity of residents in target areas by providing training to develop the 
local workforce. This training may be designed to equip employees with skills for new 
responsibilities within the company or instead simply provide general livelihood skills. Employee 
development programs can include everything from basic literacy and numeracy to training for 
managerial and other skilled work. Community development programs targeted at employees 
benefit the company and the broader community. 

CDOT should also detail how it is important that residents be afforded the training and professional 
development programs necessary to qualify them for the jobs and careers arising from the 
construction. The EIS should include provisions to assist in employment opportunities for local low-
income and minority populations.  Hiring should be 20-25% from the local community, 80216 and 
80205 when possible. Contractors and subcontractors should have detailed local hiring plan, 
including training and education.

34. Developing Business Initiatives 

Job training and business incubation programs should be developed by trusted organizations 
currently offering business services, including but not limited to Mi Casa, Centro San Juan Diego, El 
Centro Humanitario, Rocky Mountain Micro Finance Institute, Rocky Mountain Farmers Union, and
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Women’s Bean Project, among many more. The Denver Office of Economic Development and 
Community Colleges of Denver should also play integral roles in this development.

35. Providing Education, Scholarships and Apprenticeship Opportunities 

The EIS should explain how job training will be made accessible for community members to take on 
skilled employment. Training programs can include apprenticeship programs to equip residents with 
on-the-job experience, certification programs offered in conjunction with a technical school or 
equivalent organization, and university scholarships for community residents to study subjects that 
would qualify them for managerial and other skilled employment

36. Supporting a vibrant retail core, including neighborhood retail for residents 

In the interest of empowering relocated businesses and Area Residents to create and pursue their 
own business initiatives and entrepreneurship (to replace and expand existing businesses) CDOT 
should detail the resources and assistance necessary and work with CCD OED to leverage 
possibilities for resources to support business or creative ventures in the development areas, 
including supporting a vibrant retail core. These should include technical assistance/capacity 
building, a Business Center (with computer lab, internet, faxing, etc.), Small Business Development, 
Micro Loan Program, Business Incubator, Historically Underutilized Business Zones (HUBZone) 
and Arts Incubator.

37. Establishing a Resource center to deliver social services, grow existing businesses, provide 
technical assistance, and build relationships between residents, partners and stakeholders

The EIS should outline the strategy to propose a Job or Resource Center in the target area.  CDOT 
should develop a strict criteria to seek contractors and subcontractors that employ social enterprise 
models and/or partner with nonprofit community-based organizations that can provide support and 
training services for low-income individuals embarking on a career pathway to economic self-
sufficiency in the building and construction trades. CDOT should also seek innovative, collaborative 
approaches with trusted neighborhood partners and groups in order to reach residents, including 
those of low and moderate income populations in targeted neighborhoods.

38. Providing Apprenticeship programs to equip residents with on-the-job experience

The EIS should include provisions to assist in employment opportunities for local low-income and 
minority populations including detail of how investment in the education of area residents is a 
priority of the project. A comprehensive and sustainable community enrichment initiative should 
include a strong educational component that opens opportunities to area residents including: GED, 
education and scholarship fund, technical school, internship, apprenticeship and job training 
programs, and training subsidies.

39. Define a clear pathway for Contractors and Subcontractors in the Project’s RFQ and RFP

The EIS should show how Contractors and Subcontractors can have a positive socio-economic 
impact in a project area by sourcing products and services locally through subcontracts with local 
companies. It is important for CDOT to identify ways they can promote local subcontracting while 
also working to avoid potential dependency of subcontractors on company purchases. Preferences 
for local businesses as subcontractors are a good first step. These preferences should be linked 
with mentoring or skill development to help local businesses win contracts with other companies in 
the locality of the neighborhood.
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Supplier development programs are also a means of maximizing subcontracts to larger local firms. 
It is possible to develop the skills of local businesses to meet a company’s purchasing needs. To 
promote Local Subcontracting, the EIS should indicate how CDOT, Contractors and Subcontractors 
will 1.) Make information on purchasing policies and upcoming contracts available as early as 
possible to allow local businesses adequate preparation time; 2.) Break contracts into smaller 
pieces to encourage greater local competition; 3.) Shape contracts to make them compatible with 
the capabilities of local businesses; 4.) Offer technical assistance and training to local contractors; 
5.) Encourage outside contractors to partner with local businesses when awarding contracts; 6.) 
Assist potential contractors in acquiring credit; 7.) Help local businesses write their company 
profiles; 8.) Provide guidance and direct local business owners to sources of management and 
administrative support services; and 9.) Promote local contracting and/or building the skills and 
capabilities of local businesses in order to maximize the local impacts of company purchasing and 
equip local businesses to compete in regional and wider markets.

The EIS should also propose Qualified Training Programs. To be designated as a Qualified Training 
Program, the EIS should develop how Qualified Training Programs 1.) Provide training that includes 
health & safety, as well as hazardous material recognition; 2.) Have at least three defined 
partnerships with state recognized pre-apprenticeship programs or signatory community 
organizations that serve historically disadvantaged or underrepresented populations, including 
women, and minorities; 3.) In conjunction with those partner organizations, ensure that a majority of 
its trainees are women, minorities, residents of low-income communities, or other disadvantaged or 
underrepresented people; 4.) Offer mentoring, follow-up monitoring and/or other support to assure 
retention of participants in the program; 5.) Demonstrate a track record of graduating and placing 
trainees from underrepresented communities in construction careers.

Businesses owned by historically disadvantaged or underrepresented people, including minorities
and women-owned businesses should have targeted support to increase their participation in the 
project. The EIS should demonstrate types of support that businesses will receive which include but 
are not limited to 1.) Cultural competency and inclusive and harassment-free workplace training; 2.) 
Assistance for contractors to find subcontractors that are historically disadvantaged or 
underrepresented, including minorities and women-owned businesses; 3.) Assessment to ensure 
support is directed as needed to succeed. For example, the Evaluation and Implementation 
Committee can assist Primes in assessing Mentor-subs so that Mentor-subs can be prepared to bid 
as a Prime in following rounds of contracting, including 4.) Increased capacity to provide on the job 
training; 5.) Technical assistance developing mentoring programs for underrepresented employees; 
6.) Technical assistance providing health insurance to employees; 7.) Scholarships for BPI 
certification for businesses owned by historically disadvantaged or underrepresented people, 
including minorities and women-owned businesses; and 8.) Technical assistance with bonding.

The EIS should outline types of support that training programs should receive which include but are 
not limited to 1.) Funding for Qualified Training Programs; 2.) Funding for Pre-Apprenticeship 
programs and other programs that focus on connecting disadvantaged populations to jobs and 
careers in construction; 3.) Scholarships to provide opportunities for workers to participate in an 
advanced occupational training.

The EIS should also define Additional Responsible Contractor Requirements in which Contractors 
and Subcontractors should be required to, 1.) Identify the number of jobs that will be created; 2.) 
Identify the job titles and skills required for the projected new jobs; 3.) Develop a hiring and 
recruitment plan in conjunction with the Department of Small Business Services.

The EIS should also detail how Contractors and Subcontractors will indicate 1.) The number of 
community residents enrolled in the pre-apprentice training initiative; 2.) The percentage of minority 
and women workers enrolled in the pre-apprentice training initiative; 3.) The number who completed  14 
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training and were hired; 4.) The anticipated time they will be employed; 5.) The total number of 
construction workers and journey level workers hired; 6.) Percentage of those hired that are 
minority and women workers; 7.) Total non-construction and construction contracts award and the 
percentage awarded to community-based, minority or women-owned businesses; and 8.) Status of 
job fairs, including the number of employers participating, the number of attendees, and the status 
of any applicants filed by them.

The EIS should also detail how CDOT, Contractors and Subcontractors will provide and ensure 1.) 
On-site space for job recruitment and pre-screening services; 2.) A training and apprenticeship 
program for construction jobs; 3.) Reservation of a percentage of square feet of retail space for 
existing small and local businesses; 4.) Investing to fund business development, local hiring and job 
training programs; 5.) Commitments concerning purchasing and contracting with neighborhood-
based businesses; 6.) Offering reduced price memberships for low-income neighborhood residents; 
7.) Set-aside of a percentage of square feet for child care services to be leased at a below-market 
rent; 8.) Investing in job training funds targeted to neighborhood residents; and 9.) All project 
employers participate in the specified local hiring program.

In addition, the EIS should note that all contractors and subcontractors should 1.) Have an 
exemplary record of customer service; 2.) Have a successful track record in hiring and retaining 
historically disadvantaged or underrepresented people, including minorities and women. (Newer 
contractors can receive preference by providing a detailed plan for how they will hire, maintain, and 
welcome diversity in their workforce in the immediate future); 3.) Have a well described plan on 
establishing “Mentor-sub” relationships with businesses owned by historically disadvantaged or 
underrepresented people, including minority and women-owned businesses who have been in 
business for a minimum of 6 months and shall receive a significant amount of work on jobs while 
they are seeking necessary training and experience; 4.) Have a well described plan for establishing 
sub-contracting relationships with businesses owned by historically disadvantaged or 
underrepresented people, including minority and women-owned businesses who have been in 
business for a minimum of 6 months; 5.) Hire graduates of pre-apprenticeship training programs; 6.) 
Recognize the value of quality training for employees by participating in registered apprenticeship 
and other credential-granting programs; and 7.) Demonstrate efforts to strive to provide 
employment opportunities to formerly incarcerated individuals. 

The EIS should propose how Contractors and Subcontractors should start by completing the 
questions about Employment and Business Impacts. These questions target the net economic and 
employment impacts generated by the project— whether residential, commercial, retail, or mixed 
use. These questions include but are not limited to: What skills do local residents offer employers?
Do residents face unusual economic challenges, such as high poverty rates, high unemployment, or 
barriers to work such as limited English proficiency? Are small businesses operating in the area?
Are there adequate living wage jobs in the area that provide career opportunities? What will be the 
net gain in jobs (new jobs minus displaced jobs)? Will the jobs be construction jobs mainly, or 
permanent jobs onsite? Will residents have access to those jobs, given existing skills and 
conditions? Will the project add living wage jobs to the regional labor market? Will existing small 
businesses lose customers during the development?

40. Sourcing Local Products 

The EIS should also show how funding micro-enterprise development programs can be an effective 
part of a community development program. These programs are often linked to specific business 
needs, and for this reason the risk of micro-enterprises becoming dependent on the company must be 
addressed. Contractors and subcontractors can use this strategy to encourage community members to 
start companies that may provide catering services, cleaning services, construction services or the 
production of a variety of products for both the company and other local businesses. Contractors and  15 
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subcontractors can also offer market research support to help small businesses aim their products at a 
broader regional market. With skills development and market research, Contractors and Subcontractors 
can transform programs to promote local subcontracting into more sustainable programs designed to 
build the capacity and promote the competitiveness of local businesses. Local products and services 
should be sourced when available.

41. Supporting displaced and affected businesses from the I-70 project 

The DEIS states that job loss associated with business displacements may directly affect residents of 
the neighborhood. The DEIS also mentions 20 businesses will be relocated, and the property 
acquisitions for the right of way will result in a short term loss in property tax revenues for Denver, and 
that the elimination of the York Street interchange will cause access disruptions for local businesses. 
The DEIS also states that the disruption will result in a minor decrease in Denver’s property tax 
revenues of approximately 0.03 percent.  However, the DEIS offers no mitigation for this loss, and 
ignores mitigating the community’s economic vitality protected by Environmental Justice.

The DEIS also notes that the elimination of the York Street interchange will cause some access 
disruption for local business.  The DEIS is misleading when it states that the overall effect will be minor 
because access to I-70 will be provided through interchanges at Brighton Boulevard and Steele 
Street/Vasquez Boulevard.  The impact on businesses at York and 46th and along 46th Avenue will be 
dramatically affected by the loss of access, as the majority of businesses in this area rely on traffic from 
York and 46th Avenue.  Business owners at York and 46th can attest to how the closing of York during 
construction of the commuter line caused serious economic loss during the entire closure. When the 
parking lot under the south side of the I-70 viaduct at 46th and York was closed for striping, business 
owners reported that business was cut in half. The DEIS greatly minimizes these negative effects, and 
makes no mention how serious the impact will be to business owners in target areas affected by all 
Project Alternatives.  Again the DEIS ignores mitigating the community’s economic vitality and puts 
another unfair burden the neighborhood. The EIS should directly address mitigations for businesses at 
areas within 500 feet of all closures. 

The DEIS also states that business displacement is less likely to result in job losses for the 
neighborhood because 90% of residents’ commute is 10 minutes or more.  This is also misleading, as 
many of the businesses at the York interchange and along 46th Avenue employee a high percentage of 
neighborhood residents. Business owners at York and 46th nor business owners along the south side of 
46th Avenue reported having been contacted by CDOT, nor are they aware of project plans, 
development or potential mitigations.

42. Guaranteeing the allocation of funding toward innovative programs that teach and support 
meaningful, culturally relevant, and sustainable economic opportunities available to residents and 
business owners in Elyria-Swansea. 

Committing ½ Percent Minimum Apportionment from the entire Project Budget in order to fund jobs, 
business development and education opportunities must be central to CDOT’s strategies to mitigate 
the disruption and destruction of the neighborhood’s economic vitality.  The design and 
implementation of the economic mitigations must be carried out through coalition work that includes 
trusted neighborhood community groups, government partners, experts, allies, partners, and 
diverse populations of neighborhood residents. All economic mitigations must be culturally relevant 
and sustainable, and approved by a vote from a resident-led policy group.
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43. Prioritizing investment in creating commercial density and supporting existing small neighborhood 

businesses 

All economic mitigation from all Project Alternatives should maximize opportunities to create 
commercial density in or near all target areas. 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

One of the primary principles of environmental justice is, “To avoid, minimize, or mitigate
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects, including social and 
economic effects, on minority populations and low-income populations.” The first step is to understand 
the effects in order to avoid, minimize, or mitigate them. One major deficiency of the DSEIS is that it 
does not understand the health effects of the highway. A health impact assessment of the highway 
widening was not conducted.  To ensure open disclosure and consideration of the consequences that 
project emissions will have on health, a health impact assessment must be included in the current 
NEPA review because of the disparate health outcomes that have been identified in these communities 
by a Health Impact Assessment issued by Denver Environmental Health. The Health Impact 
Assessment did NOT specifically examine the impact of widening the highway in the Elyria-Swansea 
neighborhood, but it did provide information about existing conditions in the neighborhoods related to 
air quality. This Health Impact Assessment stated that the higher pollutant exposures expected from 
increasing traffic by 30% in these neighborhoods will significantly degrade the health status of these 
communities. 

The building of I-70 in the 1960s, prior to NEPA, was done without any public environmental review and 
as a result it was completed with little consideration for protecting local social and health conditions.  As 
a consequence, it is clear that the surrounding communities have suffered significant ongoing negative 
impacts. The 1994 Executive Order 12898 states that all projects must “address disproportionately high 
and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies and activities on minority 
populations and low-income populations.” Because the original highway was built without public review, 
it is unacceptable to use the “as-is” condition as the baseline for action. The re-building of I-70 should 
be seen as an opportunity to improve and restore the conditions of the community, not just to maintain 
the levels of hazards that were imposed without public process. The ultimate impacts of the highway 
should ensure that this low-income and minority population is living in an environment that is no less 
healthy than other populations in Denver.  Any incremental negative impact of the highway expansion 
and reconstruction should be considered a Cumulative Impact as per NEPA, on top of the impacts 
already suffered by this community. 

Section 5.3.5 of the Environmental Justice section states that “environmental justice guidelines and 
orders require that low income and minority populations are provided with opportunities for meaningful 
public involvement.”  CDOT claims that they have done significant public outreach, however, the 
community is not knowledgeable nor involved in the I-70 process.   First, despite Elyria-Swansea 
containing 41% Spanish-speaking adults, the Environmental Impact Study was not provided for public 
review in Spanish. Only the Executive Summary of the SDEIS was published in Spanish. This results in 
the bulk of the report not being understandable by the people affected. The process did not sufficiently
communicate the scope of the impacts and mitigations to the most affected residents and stakeholders 
in the community. In addition, organizers working on the ground with Globeville Elyria and Swansea 
stated that they heard from residents that they felt fear of participating in the process for fear of 
retribution due to their documentation status if they made their protest to the highway heard. 

Second, the majority of residents have very low familiarity with the project, and a large number know 
nothing about the project. Globeville Elyria Swansea LiveWell, a neighborhood based non-profit 
program, conducted a door-to-door survey of residents living within 0 and 6 blocks of I-70 in the Elyria-
Swansea neighborhood in spring of 2014. 91 people, in different households responded to the survey. 
When asked “How much do you know about the I-70 Planning project?” 28% responded, “Nothing,”  17 
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27% responded, “Very little.” 53% of surveyed residents within 3 blocks of the widening area new 
nothing to very little about the project. 34% responded “Some.”  3.3% responded “A lot,” and 8% 
responded, “Most.” Thus 11% stated they knew “A Lot,” or “Most” and 53% stated they knew “nothing” 
or “very little.” This is significant lack of knowledge in the community. Interestingly, 0% of respondents 
responded, “I don’t care.” Clearly, the community cares about the project, however, they have not been 
affectively reached with information. These results counteract the claim that CDOT makes that they 
have meaningfully involved residents in the planning process.  

Thirdly, a large majority of residents were not involved in any way with the discussions of the project. In 
Globeville, Elyria-Swansea LiveWell’s survey, surveyors asked “Have you been involved in the planning 
of the I-70 widening?” 81% of respondents answered, “No.”  4.4% responded “Yes, very little,” 12% 
responded, “Yes, some” and 2.2% responded, “Yes, a lot.” Thus, 81% of respondents were not 
involved in any way with planning the project, compared to 2% who were very involved.

44. Rather than basing mitigation on a set budget, mitigation should un-do the impact from the highway 
project.   

In various conversations and presentations, CDOT has stated that it has a limited budget for mitigation. 
This is counter to the one of the basic principles of environmental justice is “To avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects, including social 
and economic effects, on minority populations and low-income populations.” In order to properly plan 
and implement the project, CDOT must concentrate on truly avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating the 
effects on the highway, and not on setting a budget for mitigation. If the cost of mitigating becomes too 
high, then the project must be done differently. It is not appropriate to simply pick and choose 
mitigations and not properly mitigate impacts because it does not fit within the budget.

What will be done to prevent CDOT from stating they run out of money and not implementing the 
required mitigations?  This has happened in the past. For example, the widening of I-70 through 
Globeville promised artwork under I-70 and only a few panels were ever done near National Western.  
CDOT claimed they ran out of money. 

45. Money for maintenance of all improvements.

One of the primary principles of environmental justice is, “To avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects, including social and 
economic effects, on minority populations and low-income populations.” One way that CDOT must 
mitigate its impact is to ensure that there is funding to pay for the maintenance of all mitigation 
measures. CDOT does not have a good track record of maintaining its properties in these 
neighborhoods. Their properties are full of weeds and trash and are a detriment to the neighborhood.
Due to the low income nature of the community, it is unreasonable to expect local organizations, 
institutions, and / or community members to pay to maintain the mitigations which are only needed 
because CDOT is building the widened highway. Examples of items that must be maintained are: the 
cover on the highway in front of Swansea School, the filtration system at Swansea School and Garden 
Place School, the improved doors and windows in all homes and organizations within 500 feet of the 
highway, the art, and the noise walls. 

Sincerely,

Councilwoman Judy Montero, City Council District 1
3457 Ringsby Court, Suite 215, Denver, CO 80216
(720) 337-7709

Councilwoman Deborah Ortega, City Council District 13
1437 Bannock Street, Suite 451, Denver, CO 80202 18 
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(720) 337-7713

Councilman Albus Brooks, City Council District 8
3815 Steele Street, Denver, CO 80205
(720) 337-8888

Coby Gould
Executive Director, on behalf of The GrowHaus
4751 York Street, Denver, CO 80206
(303) 949-0930

Felicia Griffin
Executive Director, on behalf of FRESC: Good Jobs Strong Communities
140 Sheridan Boulevard, Denver, CO 80226
(303) 477-6111

Rachel Cleaves
Coordinator, on behalf of Globeville, Elyria-Swansea LiveWell
2501 E. 48th Avenue, Denver, CO 80216
(720) 217-5468

Steven Moss
Executive Director, on behalf of Focus Points Family Resource Center
2501 E 48th Ave, Denver, CO 80216
(303) 292-0770

Wendy Hawthorne
Executive Director, on behalf of Groundwork Denver
3050 Champa St, Denver, CO 80205
(303) 455-5600
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www.habitatmetrodenver.org

Main Office

3245 Eliot St. 

Denver, CO 80211 

303-534-2929 

Fax: 303-534-2727 

Construction Hotline: 

720-496-2736 

Habitat ReStores 

303-421-5300 

Denver 

70 Rio Grande Blvd 

Denver, CO 80223 

Fax: 303-871-9900 

Littleton 

7890 W. Quincy Ave 

Denver, CO 80123 

Wheat Ridge 

(I-70 and Ward Rd.) 

10625 West I-70 Frontage Road 

Wheat Ridge, CO 80033 

Fax: 303-421-5301 

October 30, 2014 
 
I-70 East Project Team  
Colorado Department of Transportation  
2000 South Holly Street  
Denver, CO 80222  
 
 
Dear Members of the I-70 East Project Team, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the recently released Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement.  I am writing today on behalf of the Neighborhood 
Development Collaborative and its 12 member organizations.  We are a collaborative of 
affordable housing organizations that serve low and moderate income households, and 
work collectively to build homes and communities. 
 
We are concerned about the impact of the I-70 expansion on the Elyria and Swansea 
neighborhoods.  In the attached document we outline the specific issues that need to 
be addressed in the final plan in regards to housing.  These neighborhoods have been 
long affected by I-70 and can’t afford for further hindrances to jeopardize their 
sustainability.   
 
Elyria and Swansea need to have a significant number of houses available for residents, 
and the expansion not only eliminates units but it also creates more of a divide within 
the neighborhood.  CDOT needs to address these issues by replacing housing in the 
neighborhoods and ensuring the highway doesn’t prevent the neighborhood from 
attracting services and resources.  This is a social justice issue that we believe is CDOT’s 
responsibility. 
 
Attached are comments on specific aspects of the SDEIS in regards to housing and the 
need to replace housing within the neighborhood and protect families whose homes 
are now much closer to the highway.  We are working with the City and County of 
Denver to conduct a Housing Replacement and Viability Study.  That study will provide 
data to determine the specific investment required. 
 
Thanks for considering the issues we outline and for ensuring that the NE Denver 
neighborhoods directly impacted by this project are treated with the respect and 
dignity they deserve. 

 
In partnership, 

 
Heather Lafferty 
Executive Director and CEO 



The social, environmental and economic effects of CDOT’s preferred alternative as described in the Draft Supplemental EIS on the residents of  
Globeville, Elyria and Swansea have been grossly underestimated.  The I-70 East preferred alternative, including the mitigations described, will have 
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects on the minority and low income populations of these communities.   
The following changes must be made to mitigate the negative effects on the residents of Globeville, Elyria and Swansea the I-70 East project will have,  
and ensure compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.   
DEIS section Impact Mitigation Comment 
5.22-2 49-53 residential 

relocations 
DEIS: CDOT is planning a 
replacement housing effort with 
partners such as CRHDC, DHA, 
OED to assist in housing 
improvement loans and grant 
programs in the impacted area 

CDOT should rely on the knowledge and expertise 
of the affordable housing community, structured 
as the Globeville/Elyria/Swansea Housing Group 
(GES Housing Advisory Group), to plan 
replacement housing efforts.   
Funding should be provided to the Denver Office of 
Economic Development in the form of a grant to 
be disbursed to affordable housing providers.   

5.22-3  DEIS:  Provide homeowners the 
opportunity to improve homes 
that are close to the highway 
construction between 45th and 
47th Avenue 
 
 

A large portion of Denver’s low income and 
minority residents live within 500’ of the area 
heavily impacted by the I-70 East reconstruction. 
This project must not negatively impact these 
residents’ health, quality of life, or economic 
investment.  All residents living within 500’ of the 
highway reconstruction should have access to 
affordable home repair and improvement 
opportunities.    Qualified housing improvements 
should increase air quality, noise reduction, 
affordable housing preservation, and resident 
retention rate.  
The GES Housing Group is conducting a Housing 
Replacement and Viability Study to further 
research appropriate replacement and 
improvements with potential for more efficient 
housing solutions. 
The results of this study will determine the scale 
and home improvements to mitigate the 
disproportionately high adverse impacts on low 
income and minority populations of Globeville, 
Elyria and Swansea.  All housing rehabilitation 
funds should be channeled through Denver Office 
of Economic Development who will work with 
Globeville/Elyria/Swansea Housing Advisory Group 
and other non-profit housing providers to ensure 



an open, fair and coordinated process.  Funds 
should be disbursed prior to construction to 
facilitate resident retention and maintain 
reasonable quality of life standards during 
construction. 

5.22-3  DEIS:  Replace some lost low 
income housing units in the 
community 
 
  
 
 
 

The viability of the Globeville, Elyria and Swansea 
neighborhoods and the health of the residents in 
these communities is threatened by the I-70 East 
reconstruction.  In order that these neighborhoods 
continue to thrive socially and economically, a 
minimum of 100% of 53 housing units lost due to 
this project must be replaced (estimated $12-15 
million).  In addition, it is the GES Housing Group’s 
belief that a greater than one ratio of units lost to 
replaced is beneficial to the community and would 
improve housing conditions and value associated 
with the I70 improvements done by CDOT.    
 
 
  
 

 
 
 
 
 

 Follow guidelines of Study to be 
completed 

The Housing Replacement and Viability Study 
results and work done by the GES Housing 
Advisory group will define potential ratios and the 
associated benefits in order to mitigate for the 
disproportionately high adverse impacts on low 
income and minority populations of Globeville, 
Elyria and Swansea.  In order to retain residents 
and maintain the character of the neighborhood, it 
will be important to maintain the same type of 
units that are being lost, including single family 
homes and number of bedrooms.   
 

 
 
 
 
 

 Oversight and leverage of funds All housing construction funds should be 
channeled through Denver Office of Economic 
Development who will work with 
Globeville/Elyria/Swansea Housing Advisory Group 
and other non-profit housing providers to ensure 
an open, fair and coordinated process.   



  Build noise walls to reduce 
noise 

Residents of Globeville, Elyria and Swansea must 
not experience highway noise that exceeds the 
allowable NAC threshold.  CDOT must ensure that 
no dwelling units or community gather places 
exceed the NAC threshold.  Additionally, CDOT 
must ensure that NAC thresholds will not be 
exceeded in areas targeted for replacement 
housing and community investment projects.  
According to the recent Health Impact Assessment, 
the Globeville, Elyria and Swansea residents in 
close proximity to I-70 between I-25 and Colorado 
Blvd are already exposed to noise levels that 
exceed 55 dbs, the level of noise the EPA states 
can interfere with daily activities and have adverse 
impacts on sleep, work and school performance, 
and increase the risk of cardio vascular disease.  
These negative impacts must be mitigated.   

    
  Relocation 

 
 
 

Relocation services should be offered to any 
residents within 500 feet of the highway   

  
 
  

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

   

    
 
 

  
 
 

  

 



From: Fleishman, Jill [mailto:jfleishman@iliff.edu]  
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2014 10:53 AM 
To: contactus@i-70east.com 
Subject: Environmental Justice and the I-70 widening proposal 

30 October 2014

To: Mr. Don Hunt, Colorado Department of Transportation
From: Jill Fleishman

Iliff School of Theology | 2201 South University Boulevard, Denver, CO 80210

Subject: Social and Environmental Justice Comments on I 70 for the SDEIS

Comment 1: We wish to express our serious concerns about the Colorado Department of
Transportation’s proposal to widen Interstate 70 in north Denver because of the devastation it will
create in the mostly impoverished and Hispanic neighborhoods of Elyria Swansea and Globeville
between Colorado Boulevard and I 25.

Comment 2: Widening Interstate 70 in this corridor will significantly increase the public health threat
that the highway’s presence already poses to residents in these neighborhoods. The City of Denver’s
Health Impact Assessment showed that currently, residents living within 500 feet of the present
highway experience significant pollution exposure, creating asthma levels over 40%, compared to 28%
citywide.

Comment 3: Two elementary schools (Swansea and Garden Place) are within this 500 foot distance
from I 70. Widening the highway will exacerbate these health concerns for children attending these
schools.

Comment 4: 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. Widening I 70 will result in expanding the zone of serious air
quality and health impacts further into these neighborhoods.

Comment 5: We believe this proposal will seriously fracture the cohesiveness of these neighborhoods.
Elyria Swansea and 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. This proposal of widening 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.

Comment 6: Currently, there is no proposal for helping replace the housing stock that this project will
remove with comparably priced housing in the same area. Displaced homeowners will not be equipped
to find similar housing, and certainly not near the same neighborhood. This is a serious disruption of an
already damaged social environment.



Comment 7: 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.

Comment 8: We oppose this proposal not only because it is unjust but also because it is immoral for
what it does to the disenfranchised of our city. These neighborhoods will receive no significant social or
environmental benefits with the approval of this proposal. Comment 9: This project does not improve
connectivity, improve health and wellness of residents, make the community more livable nor provide
benefits for improved mobility, especially given the high proportion of residents who do not own or
operate motor vehicles.

Comment 10: We request that the Colorado Department of Transportation develop a solution that
listens to the needs and wants of those who live in these neighborhoods. We seek an outcome that does
not displace homes, families, or businesses in these neighborhoods.

Comment 11: We seek 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.

Comment 12: We request a solution that improves mobility and accessibility of residents of these
neighborhoods, that does not continue to rely on fossil fuel technology, and provides instead new
investments in transit, sidewalk completion, separation of railways, and bicycle connections.

Comment 13: We request a solution that focuses foremost on improved connectivity within these
neighborhoods and repairing the damage caused by locating I 70 here more than 50 years ago.

Comment 14: We strongly affirm that investing in making these communities more complete, more
vibrant, and healthier should be the city and state’s priority, not damaging them further through this
misguided proposal.

Jill Fleishman



October 31, 2014

Mr. Don Hunt
Executive Director
Colorado Department of Transportation
4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80222

Dear Mr. Hunt,

We the undersigned are religious leaders and professors from The Iliff School of Theology in
Denver. We wish to express our serious concerns about the Colorado Department of
Transportation’s proposal to widen Interstate 70 in north Denver because of the devastation it
will create in the mostly impoverished and Hispanic neighborhoods of Elyria Swansea and
Globeville between Colorado Boulevard and I 25. Our letter has been also signed by more than
200 people representing a broad spectrum of faith communities in our city and state, including a
number of our faculty colleagues at Iliff. Our concerns include the following:

First, widening Interstate 70 in this corridor will significantly increase the public health threat
that the highway’s presence already poses to residents in these neighborhoods. The City of
Denver’s Health Impact Assessment showed that currently, residents living within 500 feet of
the present highway experience significant pollution exposure, creating asthma levels over 40%,
compared to 28% citywide. Two elementary schools (Swansea and Garden Place) are within this
500 foot distance from I 70. 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. Widening I 70 will expand the zone of serious air
quality and health impacts further into these neighborhoods.

Second, we believe this proposal will seriously fracture the cohesiveness of these
neighborhoods. Elyria Swansea and 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. This proposal of widening
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. Currently, there is no
proposal for helping replace the housing stock that this project will remove with comparably
priced housing in the same area. Displaced homeowners will not be equipped to find similar
housing, and certainly not near the same neighborhood. This is a serious disruption of an
already damaged social environment.

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. As people of faith, we oppose this proposal not
only because it is unjust but also because it is immoral for what it does to the disenfranchised of



our city. These neighborhoods will receive no significant social or environmental benefits with
the approval of this proposal. This project does not improve connectivity, improve health and
wellness of residents, make the community more livable nor provide benefits for improved
mobility, especially given the high proportion of residents who do not own or operate motor
vehicles.

We request that the Colorado Department of Transportation develop a solution that listens to
the needs and wants of those who live in these neighborhoods. We seek a compromise that
does not displace homes, families, or businesses in these neighborhoods. We seek 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 request a solution that
improves mobility and accessibility of residents of these neighborhoods, that does not continue
to rely on fossil fuel technology, and provides instead new investments in transit, sidewalk
completion, separation of railways, and bicycle connections. We request a solution that focuses
foremost on improved connectivity within these neighborhoods and repairing the damage
caused by locating I 70 here more than 50 years ago.

We strongly affirm that investing in making these communities more complete, more vibrant,
and healthier should be the city and state’s priority, not damaging them further through this
misguided proposal.

Respectfully submitted,

Rev. Dr. Miguel A. De La Torre Professor of Social Ethics & Latino/a Studies

Dr. Tink Tinker Professor of American Indian Cultures and Religious Traditions

Iliff School of Theology
2201 S. University Blvd.,
Denver, Colorado 80210
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Wallis, Carrie

From: contactus@unitenorthmetrodenver.com
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2014 10:38 AM
To: contactus@i-70east.com
Subject: Re: I-70 East EIS - SDEIS COMMENTS

Mr. Don Hunt

Executive Director

Colorado Department of Transportation

4201 East Arkansas Avenue

Denver, Colorado 80222

October 30, 2014

Dear Mr. Hunt,

We the undersigned are religious leaders and members of faith communities from around the state of 
Colorado. We wish to express our serious concerns about the Colorado Department of 
Transportation’s proposal to widen Interstate 70 in north Denver because of the devastation it will 
create in the mostly impoverished and Hispanic neighborhoods of Elyria-Swansea and Globeville 
between Colorado Boulevard and I-25.

First, widening Interstate 70 in this corridor will significantly increase the public health threat that the 
highway’s presence already poses to residents in these neighborhoods. The City of Denver’s Health 
Impact Assessment showed that currently, residents living within 500 feet of the present highway 
experience significant pollution exposure, creating asthma levels over 40%, compared to 28% 
citywide. Two elementary schools (Swansea and Garden Place) are within this 500-foot distance from 
I-70. 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. Widening I-70 will result in expanding the zone of serious air quality 
and health impacts further into these neighborhoods.

Second, we believe this proposal will seriously fracture the cohesiveness of these neighborhoods. 
Elyria-Swansea and 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. This proposal of widening 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. Currently, there is no proposal for helping replace the housing stock 
that this project will remove with comparably priced housing in the same area. Displaced 
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homeowners will not be equipped to find similar housing, and certainly not near the same 
neighborhood. This is a serious disruption of an already damaged social environment.

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. As people of faith, we oppose this proposal not only because it is 
unjust but also because it is immoral for what it does to the disenfranchised of our city. These 
neighborhoods will receive no significant social or environmental benefits with the approval of this 
proposal. This project does not improve connectivity, improve health and wellness of residents, make 
the community more livable nor provide benefits for improved mobility, especially given the high 
proportion of residents who do not own or operate motor vehicles.

We request that the Colorado Department of Transportation develop a solution that listens to the 
needs and wants of those who live in these neighborhoods. We seek an outcome that does not 
displace homes, families, or businesses in these neighborhoods. We seek 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 request a solution that improves mobility and accessibility of 
residents of these neighborhoods, that does not continue to rely on fossil fuel technology, and 
provides instead new investments in transit, sidewalk completion, separation of railways, and bicycle 
connections. We request a solution that focuses foremost on improved connectivity within these 
neighborhoods and repairing the damage caused by locating I-70 here more than 50 years ago.

We strongly affirm that investing in making these communities more complete, more vibrant, and 
healthier should be the city and state’s priority, not damaging them further through this misguided 
proposal.

Respectfully submitted,

Dr. George “Tink” Tinker (wazhazhe, Osage Nation), Clifford Baldridge Professor of American Indian 
Cultures and Religious Traditions, Iliff School of Theology

2201 South University Boulevard, Denver, CO 80210
phone: (303) 765-3182 | fax: (303) 777-0164 | ttinker@iliff.edu

Dr. Miguel de la Torre, Professor of Social Ethics and Latino/a Studies, Iliff School of Theology

phone: (303) 765-3133 | fax: (303) 777-0164 | mdelatorre@iliff.edu

Dr. Sophia Arjana, Professor of Islamic Studies, Iliff School of Theology
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Dr. Catherine Kelsey, Gerald L. Schlessman Chair in Methodist Studies, Dean of the Iliff Chapel & 
Spiritual Formation

Dr. Heike Peckruhn, Iliff School of Theology

Ms. Amy Petre Hill, Iliff Student Senate

Rev. Peter Sawtell, Executive Director, Eco-Justice Ministries, United Church of Christ

Rev. John Petty, All Saints Lutheran Church, Rocky Mountain Synod, Evangelical Lutheran Church in 
America

Rev. Hollis Booker, Christian Methodist Episcopal Church

Ms. Catharyn Baird, Diocese of Colorado, The Episcopal Church

Mr. Peter Severson, Director, Lutheran Advocacy Ministry - Colorado

Unitarian Universalist Student Organization at Iliff

In addition, at the time of this submittal, we have more than 200 additional signatories to this 
Statement from the faith community in the State of Colorado.  (Those names will be provided 
separately.)

___________________________________________________________________________
The IS team in Atkins has scanned this email and any attachments for viruses and other threats; however no 



Please turn in this form in to a project team member or mail/email by October , 2014, to:
I-70 East EIS Team

Colorado Department of Transportation
2000 S. Holly Street, Denver, CO 80222

Email: contactus@i-70east.com

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 
4321, et seq. All written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS 
preparation. Your provision of private address information with your comment is voluntary and protected in 
accordance with the Privacy Act. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile 
the mailing list for any further project notices.  

Date: Would you like to be included on the mailing list? Yes No 

Name (required):

Organization:

Address (required):

City/State/Zip:

Email:

Does your comment apply to any of the topics listed below? Please circle/select all that apply:

Air quality Environmental justice Financing Hazardous materials Historic 
Managed lanes Noise Property impacts Swansea Elementary Visual 
Preliminary identified preferred alternative Truck traffic Other 

Please print your comment on the Supplemental Draft EIS legibly below

****Continue on back for more space**** 

I-70 EAST SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Please submit comments to the address below 

or via the I-70 East website (www.i-70east.com) by October , 201 .

10/30/14

Pearlanne Zelarney, Director of Communications

League of Women Voters of Denver

1980 Dahlia Street

Denver, CO 80220-1239

info@LWVDenver.org

The League of Women Voters of Denver strongly recommends that all alternatives be addressed in the final Environmental Impact Statement,
including the I-270/I-76 reroute option and the option to make no changes at this time. We hope this will provide a full and accurate cost analysis and
we believe it will reassure the public that all promising options are fairly considered. Comparative cost data, the sources of the funding and lifetime
expected cash flows on all of the available options, and transparency on the part of CDOT are all a matter of great concern to League members. We
also call for continued involvement of all stakeholders, as this is crucial to arrive at a decision that best serves current and future residents of the
affected areas in Denver.
(continued next page)



Please turn in this form in to a project team member or mail/email by October , 2014, to:
I-70 East EIS Team

Colorado Department of Transportation 
2000 S. Holly Street, Denver, CO 80222

Email: contactus@i-70east.com

****Attach more pages as needed**** 
Thank you for your input 

The League continually advocates for an open, responsive, and accountable government system. We also call for measures that ensure sound
planning for Denver and for plans that meet the physical, social, educational, recreational, cultural, governmental, aesthetic, and economic needs of
Denver’s people, with strong citizen participation in the decision-making process.



















The social, environmental and economic effects of CDOT’s preferred alternative as described in the Draft Supplemental EIS on the residents of  
Globeville, Elyria and Swansea have been grossly underestimated.  The I-70 East preferred alternative, including the mitigations described, will have 
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects on the minority and low income populations of these communities.   
The following changes must be made to mitigate the negative effects on the residents of Globeville, Elyria and Swansea the I-70 East project will have,  
and ensure compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.   
DEIS section Impact Mitigation Comment 
5.22-2 49-53 residential 

relocations 
DEIS: CDOT is planning a 
replacement housing effort with 
partners such as CRHDC, DHA, 
OED to assist in housing 
improvement loans and grant 
programs in the impacted area 

CDOT should rely on the knowledge and expertise 
of the affordable housing community, structured 
as the Globeville/Elyria/Swansea Housing Group 
(GES Housing Advisory Group), to plan 
replacement housing efforts.   
Funding should be provided to the Denver Office of 
Economic Development in the form of a grant to 
be disbursed to affordable housing providers.   

5.22-3  DEIS:  Provide homeowners the 
opportunity to improve homes 
that are close to the highway 
construction between 45th and 
47th Avenue 
 
 

A large portion of Denver’s low income and 
minority residents live within 500’ of the area 
heavily impacted by the I-70 East reconstruction. 
This project must not negatively impact these 
residents’ health, quality of life, or economic 
investment.  All residents living within 500’ of the 
highway reconstruction should have access to 
affordable home repair and improvement 
opportunities.    Qualified housing improvements 
should increase air quality, noise reduction, 
affordable housing preservation, and resident 
retention rate.  
The GES Housing Group is conducting a Housing 
Replacement and Viability Study to further 
research appropriate replacement and 
improvements with potential for more efficient 
housing solutions. 
The results of this study will determine the scale 
and home improvements to mitigate the 
disproportionately high adverse impacts on low 
income and minority populations of Globeville, 
Elyria and Swansea.  All housing rehabilitation 
funds should be channeled through Denver Office 
of Economic Development who will work with 
Globeville/Elyria/Swansea Housing Advisory Group 
and other non-profit housing providers to ensure 



an open, fair and coordinated process.  Funds 
should be disbursed prior to construction to 
facilitate resident retention and maintain 
reasonable quality of life standards during 
construction. 

5.22-3  DEIS:  Replace some lost low 
income housing units in the 
community 
 
  
 
 
 

The viability of the Globeville, Elyria and Swansea 
neighborhoods and the health of the residents in 
these communities is threatened by the I-70 East 
reconstruction.  In order that these neighborhoods 
continue to thrive socially and economically, a 
minimum of 100% of 53 housing units lost due to 
this project must be replaced (estimated $12-15 
million).  In addition, it is the GES Housing Group’s 
belief that a greater than one ratio of units lost to 
replaced is beneficial to the community and would 
improve housing conditions and value associated 
with the I70 improvements done by CDOT.    
 
 
  
 

 
 
 
 
 

 Follow guidelines of Study to be 
completed 

The Housing Replacement and Viability Study 
results and work done by the GES Housing 
Advisory group will define potential ratios and the 
associated benefits in order to mitigate for the 
disproportionately high adverse impacts on low 
income and minority populations of Globeville, 
Elyria and Swansea.  In order to retain residents 
and maintain the character of the neighborhood, it 
will be important to maintain the same type of 
units that are being lost, including single family 
homes and number of bedrooms.   
 

 
 
 
 
 

 Oversight and leverage of funds All housing construction funds should be 
channeled through Denver Office of Economic 
Development who will work with 
Globeville/Elyria/Swansea Housing Advisory Group 
and other non-profit housing providers to ensure 
an open, fair and coordinated process.   



  Build noise walls to reduce 
noise 

Residents of Globeville, Elyria and Swansea must 
not experience highway noise that exceeds the 
allowable NAC threshold.  CDOT must ensure that 
no dwelling units or community gather places 
exceed the NAC threshold.  Additionally, CDOT 
must ensure that NAC thresholds will not be 
exceeded in areas targeted for replacement 
housing and community investment projects.  
According to the recent Health Impact Assessment, 
the Globeville, Elyria and Swansea residents in 
close proximity to I-70 between I-25 and Colorado 
Blvd are already exposed to noise levels that 
exceed 55 dbs, the level of noise the EPA states 
can interfere with daily activities and have adverse 
impacts on sleep, work and school performance, 
and increase the risk of cardio vascular disease.  
These negative impacts must be mitigated.   

    
  Relocation 

 
 
 

Relocation services should be offered to any 
residents within 500 feet of the highway   

  
 
  

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

   

    
 
 

  
 
 

  

 



From: Kate Kramer, Sand Creek Regional Greenway [kkramer@sandcreekgreenway.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2014 1:25 PM 
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com; contactus@i-70east.com 
Subject: Re: I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM 

email: kkramer@sandcreekgreenway.org 
name: Kate Kramer, Sand Creek Regional Greenway 
address: 7350 E. 29th Avenue, Suite 204 
city: Denver 
state: CO 
zip_code: 80238 
phone:

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Hazardous Materials,Noise 

comments: I support Alternative Alignments A & B and not C or D. The Sand Creek Regional 
Greenway would be negatively impacted by moving I-70 to the I-270 alignment. The Greenway 
would be under 10-12 lanes of highway east of Vasquez. There would be a very tall retaining 
wall along the north side of the SCRG along the current Sand Creek Drive. Both of these new 
highway features would greatly detract from the trail user experience along the Sand Creek 
Regional Greenway. The reason I am referring to Alternative Alignments is that several of my 
board members raised the issue with me, since they have heard about or been advocates of 
moving I-70 to the I-270 alignment. My understanding is that Alternative Alignments C & D are 
off the table, but if they are not off the table, I wanted to be on record to state the serious and 
negative impact Alignments C & D would have on the Sand Creek Regional Greenway. 

================================== 
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THE SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS FOR PROPOSED EXPANSION OF I-70 
EAST MUST BE REVISED TO ADEQUATELY DISCLOSE IMPACTS OF  

AIR POLLUTANTS ON COMMUNITY HEALTH AND AIR QUALITY. 

By
Robert E. Yuhnke 

Executive Summary. 

The SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS (SDEIS) for the proposed expansion of I-70 EAST is 
Not Adequate because the impacts of air pollutants emitted from the Project on the health 
of near-by residents and on air quality are not investigated or disclosed, and alternatives 
and/or mitigation needed to enhance the health of nearby communities, and to prevent or 
avoid violations of national ambient air quality standards have not been identified. 

Health Impact Assessment Required.  
Evidence documented by Denver Environmental Health (DEH) showing disparate health 
outcomes for residents in the Globeville/Elyria/Swansea neighborhoods and the city council 
districts where I-70 is located compared to other council districts in Denver, including a 50% 
higher incidence of mortality related to cardiovascular disease, 50,000 more years of life lost 
annually, and 40% greater rate of hospitalization of children for asthma, demonstrate that these 
residents are disproportionately affected by the diseases of air pollution. The contribution that 
emissions from current vehicle travel on heavily trafficked highways such as I-70 make to these 
adverse community health outcomes must be evaluated, disclosed to decisionmakers and the 
public, and considered in the evaluation of alternatives to determine the extent to which 
community health can be enhanced by reducing, not increasing, exposure to traffic pollution in 
these neighborhoods. 

Modeling of all Mobile Source-Related NAAQS Required. 
Both emissions from an expected 30% increase in traffic traveling in the I-70 Project area, and 
emissions during construction of the project from heavy equipment, could cause violations of 
national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) in the Project area. The Clean Air Act (CAA), 
Part C, requires that States adopt an implementation plan containing control measures to prevent 
violations of NAAQS in areas that currently attain the NAAQS. If violations of these air quality 
standards occur, the CAA requires that the plan for the area be revised to reduce ambient 
concentrations below the level of the NAAQS. 40 CFR §51.160. Violations trigger obligations to 
develop and implement a control strategy to eliminate the NAAQS violations, and imposes 
limitations on the permitting of new or modified sources. Preventing violations of the NAAQS 
protects public health by avoiding pollutant concentrations known to be harmful, is cheaper than 
requiring emission reductions after violations occur, and is less burdensome on other emission 
sources.

Consideration of Alternatives and Mitigation Measures to Reduce Public Exposure to 
Harmful Pollutants, and to Ensure Attainment of NAAQS Required. 
The proposed Project is proposed to accommodate at least a 30% increase in traffic and related 
increases in pollutant exposures in an area where traffic pollution is currently contributing to 
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adverse health impacts in nearby communities. Not included in the analysis are reasonable 
alternatives and mitigation measures that enhance the human environment by reducing public 
exposure to these harmful pollutants. At a minimum, the SDEIS must include an evaluation of 
measures such as, but not limited to,  diverting future traffic to other interstate alignments (I-76 
and I-270) where commercial and industrial uses are the predominant near-highway land use, 
dense urban neighborhoods are not in close proximity to the highway,  and schools are not 
located next to the highway right-of-way. So long as the currently proposed cut-and-cover 
alternative in the existing I-70 alignment remains the preferred alternative, another mitigation 
measure that must be included is the buy-out of all nearby residents, and the re-location of school 
buildings located within the zone of adverse health impacts adjacent to the Project alignment. 

This SDEIS is not adequate under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), or under the 
requirements of the Federal Aid Highway Act, 23 USC § 109(h), because the Draft Statement, 
along with the Air Quality Technical Report prepared as Attachment J for the I-70 East SDEIS, 
fails to – 

1. investigate and disclose the impact that highway emissions are having on community 
health in the Project study area; 

2. investigate and identify alternatives and/or mitigation measures that can enhance the 
human environment by reducing community exposure to harmful air pollutants, and 
avoid the adverse health effects that will result from increasing exposure to these 
pollutants that will result if traffic in the corridor is allowed to increase by 30%; 

3. investigate and disclose likely violations of the NAAQS for PM2.5 and NO2 caused by 
those pollutants emitted from vehicles traveling on the completed project and in the area 
affected by the Project; 

4.  use credible scientific methods to investigate and disclose likely violations of the 
NAAQS for PM-10 caused by particulate matter (PM) emitted from or by vehicles 
traveling on the completed project and in the area affected by the Project; 

5. investigate and disclose likely violations of the NAAQS for PM-10, PM2.5 and NO2 
caused by those pollutants emitted from heavy equipment and traffic during construction 
of the Project;

6. investigate and identify alternatives and/or mitigation measures that are necessary and 
sufficient to prevent or avoid violations of the NAAQS for PM-10, PM2.5 and NO2;

7. demonstrate compliance with the obligations imposed by the Federal-Aid Highway Act, 
23 USC §109(h), to estimate the costs of mitigation, compare those costs with the 
transportation benefits of the proposed Project, determine whether the Project is in the 
best overall public interest, and commit to implement any necessary mitigation; and 

8. include a conformity determination for the Project as required by § 176(c) of the Clean 
Air Act (CAA) and implementing regulations. 40 CFR §§ 93.116, 123. 

I. Impact on Health of Emissions from Vehicle Miles Traveled Not Assessed or Disclosed. 

Overall impacts of air pollutants emitted from the Project on community health are the primary 
concern of this comment. The adverse health outcomes among residents in the I-70 Project area 
reported by Denver Environmental Health [DEH ] in the community health status report released 
in September, 2014, demonstrate that these residents are currently experiencing serious adverse 
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effects of current pollutant exposures, and that the impact of future increases in pollutant 
exposures must be fully disclosed in the EIS. See
https://www.denvergov.org/Portals/746/documents/HIA/HIA%20Composite%20Report_9-18-
14.pdf. The higher pollutant exposures expected from increasing traffic by 30% in these 
neighborhoods will significantly further degrade the health status of these communities. 
Sacrificing the health of children and increasing years of life lost to build a regional 
transportation facility is not an acceptable public policy. To ensure open disclosure and 
consideration of the consequences that Project emissions will have on health, a health impact 
assessment must be included in the current NEPA review because of the evidence provided by 
DEH showing that residents in these communities are now experiencing disparate health 
outcomes compared to other communities in Denver.  

A. Health Impacts of Exposure to Traffic Pollution Not Assessed or Disclosed in SDEIS. 

The SDEIS contains no discussion of the current health status of these communities, and no 
investigation of the likely impact that increased vehicle emissions will have on community 
health. The impacts that Project emissions will have on air quality in the affected communities 
are only partially addressed. The SDEIS includes modeling to estimate future concentrations in 
the ambient air for only two transportation-related pollutants: PM-10 and carbon monoxide. The 
other two criteria pollutants emitted from highways that EPA has identified as having the 
greatest impact on health, and has recently required be monitored adjacent to highways, PM2.5 
and NO2, are not evaluated for impact on future air quality. A shorthand method for using the 
modeled concentrations of PM-10 to estimate future PM2.5 concentrations indicates that Project 
emissions will worsen health status in the communities by nearly doubling current background 
concentrations, and violating the NAAQS for PM2.5.

In addition to determining the impact of Project emissions on the attainment of all the mobile 
source-related NAAQS, the SDEIS must include an assessment of the health impacts on the 
community that will result from the full mix of criteria and toxic air pollutants emitted from 
motor vehicles. Residents do not just breath one pollutant at a time, and the adequacy of national 
air quality standards to protect health do not account for the cumulative and synergistic effects 
on human health that result from exposure to the full array of criteria and toxic air pollutants 
emitted from highways. 

1. Adverse Health Outcomes Are Occurring Disproportionately in Communities
 Affected by I-70 Pollution. 

The final DEH report identifies four metrics of health as demonstrating a significant disparity 
between community health in the four city council districts where I-70 is located, and especially 
Globeville/Elyria/Swansea (GES) neighborhoods, and other parts of Denver: 1) mortality caused 
by cardiovascular disease, 2) hospitalization of children for asthma, 3) cancer, and 4) obesity. In 
addition, the draft DEH report identified years of life lost as another important metric of 
community health which was significantly worse in the GES neighborhoods compared to the city 
as a whole. 

i) Disproportionately High Cardiovascular Mortality. 
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The data reported by DEH , HIA, Fig. 6, show that residents in the four city council districts 
where I-70 is located.(1, 8, 9, and 11) have the highest cardiovascular mortality rates. Residents 
in city council Districts 1 and 9 experience 30% greater cardiovascular mortality than dist 2 (213 
vs. 155). In districts 8 and 11, respectively, cardiovascular mortality is 77% higher than dist 2 
(275 vs. 155), and 74% higher (270 vs. 155). On average, cardiovascular mortality in these four 
council districts along I-70 is roughly 50% greater than other parts of the city. These are 
remarkably huge differences in cardiovascular mortality, the largest single cause of death in 
Denver and the U.S.

Increased community exposure to Project emissions will occur primarily in Districts 9 and 8. 
District 9 includes the GES and other neighborhoods along the east side of I-25 from the Auraria 
campus to the Commerce City line, including the neighborhoods along I-70 east of the 
mousetrap. The mortality rate in council district 9 is identical to the rate in council district 1 
(213/ 100,000). District 1 includes the neighborhoods on the west side of I-25 from the Auraria 
campus north to the city line, including the neighborhoods along I-70 west of the mousetrap. 
Together, these two districts have significantly higher cardiovascular mortality rates than all 
other council districts except 8 and 11. In addition to emissions from I-70, residents in Dists 1 
and 9 are exposed to emissions from I-25, residents in Dist 8 are most exposed to the additional 
pollution burden coming from the refineries, and district 11 is most exposed to emissions from 
the I-225 interchange, Pena Blvd and airport operations. A recent study at LAX indicates that 
residents along the path of aircraft take-offs and landings are exposed to aircraft emissions that 
are roughly comparable to the emissions from highways in these neighborhoods. It makes sense 
that all 4 of these council districts show greater rates of the diseases of air pollution, including 
cardiovascular disease, when compared to other council districts not exposed to emissions from 
major highways and other high emitting sources. 

These data point an incriminating finger at air pollution from the high traffic volumes on 
interstate highways because all the council districts with higher pollution levels from both 
interstates and major stationary sources have elevated cardiovascular mortality rates. If higher 
mortality were observed only in one district, then air pollution could not account for the disparity 
between that district and both cleaner districts and districts with high pollution levels. 

ii) Disproportionately Higher Years of Life Lost. 
These massively greater mortality rates from cardiovascular disease obviously contribute to 
increased years-of-life-lost. Missing from the final DEH report, but no less relevant to the need 
for a NEPA analysis of health risks, is the discussion of years-of-potential-life-lost (YPLL) that 
was included in the draft HIA, at p. 9 (published for comment in April). The draft described this 
metric as commonly "used as an indicator of health equity. Generally, this is a measure of 
premature death before the age of 75 compared across a population or geographic area. The 
assumption is that a higher number indicates inequitable social or physical determinants of 
health. Data from Denver Health indicate that ‘years of potential life lost’ is higher in Globeville 
and Elyria Swansea than in Denver overall."  

The draft reported that years-of-life-lost, averaged across the community, is 3.5 years greater for 
the residents of GES neighborhoods compared to other Denver residents. This means residents of 
these neighborhoods are losing 50,000 years of life annually compared to other Denver 
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neighborhoods. Deletion of this metric in the final HIA is not explained anywhere. Purging this 
critical metric of community health from the report makes the report less valuable to residents 
and decisionmakers because of its importance as a measure for comparing community health 
among neighborhoods.  
.
The fact that this key metric was deleted without explanation is highly suspicious. Without any 
explanation, the motive for removing this important metric must be questioned especially since 
DEH stated before the release of the final report that there would be no changes in the data 
included in the final compared to the draft. The lack of any explanation suggests an intent to 
deprive the public of important information, and effectively deceives the public regarding the 
significance of disparate health effects in these neighborhoods. This omission from the final 
DEH report further highlights the need for these disparate health outcomes to be explored in an 
EIS.

iii) Disproportionately Higher Hospitalization of Children for Asthma. 
The other adverse health outcome for which the disparity between the GES neighborhoods and 
other areas of the City is quantified is hospitalization for childhood asthma. The final DEH 
report, Fig. 7, shows 40% greater incidence (38.6 vs. 28.5 admissions/1,000) of hospitalization of 
children in Elyria/Swansea, and 20% higher in Globeville than the rest of the city. The additional 
emissions from the train traffic on the main line running between Elyria and Swansea is a 
plausible explanation for the higher incidence in these neighborhoods. Certainly 40%, and even 
20% more children hospitalized for asthma is a significant adverse health outcome for a 
community that also suffers from other adverse social and economic factors.  

The facts that 1) the GES neighborhoods have 3.5 years shorter longevity, or 50,000 years of life 
lost, compared to other neighborhoods in Denver (which was shown by the YPLL data presented 
in the draft report, but purged from the final), 2) the residents in the districts along the I-70 
corridor experienced 50% higher cardiovascular mortality than other parts of the city, and 3) that 
significantly more children in GES neighborhoods require hospital care for asthma strongly 
suggests that these adverse health outcomes are linked to air pollution. There is enough 
variability in socio-economic factors across the four council districts that comprise north Denver 
that socio-economic factors alone cannot account for higher cardiovascular mortality rates in all 
four I-70 districts. Some other extrinsic factor, such as air pollution, must be a causative factor. 

2. The Disparate Adverse Health Outcomes Observed in Communities Along the I-
70 Corridor Are Causally Related to Exposure to Traffic Pollutants. 

The DEH report does not offer any explanation for these disparate health outcomes other than air 
pollution. Air pollution is the only environmental factor identified in the report that is causally 
related to these diseases. Air pollution offers the only reasonable explanation for the elevated 
incidence in the GES neighborhoods of the four health outcomes identified by DEH as being 
significantly worse than other areas of Denver. Increased mortality associated with 
cardiovascular disease is one of the most significant adverse health outcomes identified by EPA 
as associated with exposure to PM2.5. The correlation between the observed health outcome 
among residents in the four I-70 districts and the health outcomes predicted by the health effects 
data reviewed by EPA is strong. Air pollution is also the only well-documented explanation for 
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the higher incidence of hospitalization for asthma among children. Air pollution also includes 
indoor air pollution from smoking and other sources in the home, so not all of it comes from 
highways. But the health effects research reviewed by EPA includes studies showing the 
prevalence of childhood asthma is linked to increased exposure to air pollution from major traffic 
corridors. The HIA provides no evidence to show that smoking in the home differs enough 
between council districts to explain the significantly greater hospitalization of children for 
asthma.  

i) DEH Report Only Identifies Air Pollution As Causally Linked to Disparate 
Health Outcomes. 

The DEH report does not offer any other explanation for these disparate health outcomes. Along 
with air pollution, the DEH report lists possible environmental factors contributing to adverse 
health outcomes -- noise from trains, traffic and industry, elevated summertime e-coli in the S. 
Platte, and soil contamination. See HIA, Environmental Quality, p. 19. But the report notes that 
soil contaminants have been removed from the community as part of the CERCLA clean-up of 
the areas around the former smelters. The HIA offers no plausible explanation for how these 
remaining environmental factors other than air pollution are linked to the adverse health 
outcomes that demonstrate worsened health for residents in the GES neighborhoods compared to 
other parts of Denver. EPA's analysis of the effects of air pollutants on health in the Integrated 
Science Assessments for PM and NO2 provides a scientific basis for linking PM to all of these 
adverse health outcomes, and NO2 to some of them. But none of the other environmental risk 
factors identified in the DEH report have any apparent causal relationship to these adverse health 
outcomes. For example, noise has never been identified as a cause of childhood asthma, and e-
coli in the river is not linked to pre-mature mortality from cardiovascular disease. The only 
environmental factor listed in the report that is known to be associated with these diseases is air 
pollution.

Of the sources of air pollution in these neighborhoods, the HIA states: "Vehicle exhaust is the 
main source of air pollution in Denver." "The [GES] neighborhoods are close to sources of air 
pollution from vehicles on I-70 and I-25, which carry approximately 150,000 and 250,000 
vehicles per day respectively, and are the main sources of air pollution. Stationary sources such 
as industrial plants also impact air quality." HIA, pp. 20, 19. The report claims that the highest 
traffic density in the city is downtown, but CDOT traffic measurements show that the highest 
traffic density in the metro area is actually at the mousetrap, in the center of Globeville and 
upwind of Elyria and Swansea where 326,000 vehicles pass through daily. 

The communities near the mousetrap are exposed to the highest pollutant levels in Colorado. At 
the mousetrap the total daily trips passing through the interchange are 326,000, more than 30 
percent more traffic than any other location in the state. Traffic counts reported by CDOT for 
2012 show AADT at the mousetrap as (truck share shown in parenthesis)1

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

1 Colorado Department of Transportation, Traffic Data Explorer, 2013. Available online at: 
http://dtdapps.coloradodot.info/Otis/TrafficData (last accessed October 30, 2013).
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I-70 west of interchange: 150,000 (9.1%) 
I-70 east of interchange: 140,000 (9.3%) 

Especially important is the fact that the share of AADT represented by truck trips at the 
mousetrap is much higher than at other locations along I-25. CDOT’s data show 
that approximately 40 percent more truck trips use the I-25 segments north and south of 
the mousetrap than on I-25 south of downtown at 8th Avenue. Together, the higher AADT and 
the greater number of truck trips show that the mousetrap is the location in the Denver CBSA 
where mobile source emissions are the highest.  

In addition, regional air quality monitor data received by EPA from the CDPHE, Air Pollution 
Control Division, and reported on EPA’s Air Data website, demonstrate that cumulative effect of 
traffic emissions combined with industrial pollution is greatest along the interstates. Monitored 
levels of total particulate matter pollution from all sources in the metro area are highest at the 
Birch Street monitoring station in Commerce City, located about 2 miles north of Denver city 
line, and 1.25 miles east of the I-76/I-270 interchange. In the SDEIS, CDOT determined that the 
pollution levels reported at this monitor are representative of background levels to which I-70 
will add emissions from the highway.  

Thus when total pollution burden (highway emissions plus existing background) is considered, 
the neighborhoods along I-70 experience the highest pollution concentrations in the metro area. 
Therefore it is consistent with the air quality data for the most adverse health outcomes to be 
observed in the four council districts where I-70 is located. 

ii) EPA Finds Causal Relationship Between Exposure to Traffic Pollutants, 
Cardiovascular Disease, Pre-Mature Mortality, Asthma and other Adverse Health 
Outcomes Observed in the I-70 Corridor.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has now identified four criteria pollutants 
emitted from highways as presenting significant health risks that must be prevented through 
attainment of the NAAQS near highways: carbon monoxide (CO), PM-10, PM2.5, and nitrogen 
oxides (NO2).2 This public health concern is reflected in requirements that states must now 
establish roadside monitors for PM2.5 and NO2 in addition to the long-standing requirement to 
monitor CO.3 In addition to these four mobile source-related criteria pollutants, EPA has 
identified 92 mobile source air toxic (MSAT) pollutants. MSATs are governed by technology-
based standards that must be met in emissions from tailpipes, but are not governed by ambient 
air standards that limit the concentrations of pollutants to which the public may be exposed. 
None of these standards take into account the interactions among these pollutants in the ambient 
air, or their cumulative impact on human health. 

Together, these pollutants create a hazardous pall of pollution in the neighborhoods around 
highways that has been shown to contribute to cardiovascular and respiratory diseases among 
children, adults and the elderly that 1) increases the need for hospital and urgent care, 2) causes 

2 40 CFR Part 50. 
3 40 CFR Part 58; 77 Fed. Reg. at 39009 (June 29, 2012); 78 Fed. Reg. at 16,184 (March 14, 2013), Revisions 
to Ambient Nitrogen Dioxide Monitoring Requirements, Final Rule.
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pre-mature death that significantly shortens the lives of residents, 3) increases the prevalence of 
asthma among children which interferes with school attendance and education, and requires 
medical treatment and hospitalization, 4) interferes with normal lung development in children 
and adolescents that results in permanent, lifetime impairment of lung function, 5) increases the 
incidence of debilitating or fatal cancers, and 6) impairs immune function. 

In its recent reviews of the adequacy of the NAAQS  for PM2.5 and NO2, EPA has identified 
causal relationships between exposure to these pollutants and many of the adverse health 
outcomes associated with exposure to highway pollutants. In its review of the health effects 
literature available through 2009 as part of the Agency’s determination to make the NAAQS for 
PM2.5 more protective, EPA found [bold in original] 4 – 

“a causal relationship exists between short-term exposures to PM2.5 and mortality.”
 “a causal relationship exists between long-term exposures to PM2.5 and mortality.”
 “a causal relationship exists between short-term exposures to PM2.5 and cardiovascular 

effects.”
“a causal relationship exists between long-term exposures to PM2.5 and cardiovascular 
effects.”

Although EPA did not attribute these effects exclusively to fine particles emitted from motor 
vehicles, EPA did cite studies that establish a causal relationship between exposure to traffic PM, 
or one or more components of traffic PM emissions, and pre-mature mortality and emergency 
treatment for cardiovascular outcomes. For example, “multiple outcomes have been linked to a PM2.5 

crustal/soil/road dust source, including cardiovascular mortality”; “studies have reported associations 
between other sources (i.e., traffic and wood smoke/vegetative burning) and cardiovascular outcomes 
(i.e., mortality and ED visits)”; “Studies that only examined the effects of individual PM2.5 constituents
found evidence for an association between EC and cardiovascular hospital admissions and cardiovascular 
mortality”;5 “studies found an association between mortality and the PM2.5 sources: …, traffic”; “recent 
studies have suggested that PM (both PM2.5 and PM10-2.5) from ..  road dust sources or PM tracers linked to 
these sources are associated with cardiovascular effects.”6

In addition, EPA cited studies demonstrating a causal relationship between exposure to PM2.5 
and childhood asthma: “road dust and traffic sources of PM have been found to be associated with 
increased respiratory symptoms in asthmatic children and decreased PEF in asthmatic adults.”7

EPA also found a causal relationship between exposure to NO2 and childhood hospitalization for asthma: 
“Epidemiologic evidence exists for positive associations of short-term ambient NO2 concentrations
below the current [1983] NAAQS level with increased numbers of ED visits and hospital 
admissions for respiratory causes, especially asthma. These associations are particularly consistent 
among children and older adults (65+ years) when all respiratory outcomes are analyzed together, and 
among children and subjects of all ages for asthma admissions.”8

4 Integrated Science Assessment for Particulate Matter (US EPA, December 2009), pp. 2-10, 2-11, 2-12.[hereinafter 
ISA for PM] available at: http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/isa/recordisplay.cfm?deid=216546.
5 Note that “EC” is short-hand for “elemental carbon” which is primarily unburned carbon from fossil fuel 
combustion, and is a significant component of fine particles emitted from diesel and gasoline engines. 
6 ISA for PM, p. 2-26. 
7 Id. 
8 Integrated Science Assessment for Oxides of Nitrogen – Health Criteria (US EPA, July 2008), p. 5-11. available at: 
http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/cfm/recordisplay.cfm?deid=194645.
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More recent studies not available for EPA’s 2008 ISA for Oxides of Nitrogen, or 2009 ISA for PM,
confirm and strengthen these associations. All of the relevant research currently available that 
establishes the relationship between exposure to traffic pollution and the adverse health 
outcomes occurring in residents living along the I-70 corridor, including cardiovascular disease, 
pre-mature mortality, childhood asthma and cancer, should be included in an assessment of the 
relationship between adverse health outcomes observed in the I-70 Project area and traffic 
pollution.

iii) EPA Finds No Threshold for Safe Exposure to Highway Pollutants. 

In addition to EPA’s findings that there is a causal relationship between the mobile source-
related pollutants emitted from highways and the disparate health outcomes reported by DEH in 
the communities along I-70, EPA also found that there is no safe level of exposure to these 
pollutants. In the ISA for PM, at p. 2-25, EPA concluded that “evidence from the studies evaluated 
supports the use of a no-threshold, log-linear model.” EPA reached a similar conclusion with respect to 
NO2: ” In studies that have examined concentration-response relationships between NO2 and health 
outcomes, the concentration-response relationship appears linear within the observed range of data, 
including at levels below the current standard. There is little evidence of any effect threshold.”9

[Emphasis in original.]

The most critical implication of these findings for purposes of assessing health impacts under NEPA is 
that evidence showing that concentrations of PM2.5 and NO2 are below the NAAQS for these pollutants 
cannot be relied upon to support a conclusion that exposure to existing concentrations of each of these 
pollutants is not contributing to the adverse health outcomes being observed in the near-highway 
communities along I-70.  

However, no determination of pollutant exposures for near-highway communities can be made from 
information provided in the SDEIS because only background concentrations for PM-10 and CO are 
provided from a monitoring station outside the Project area, and no near-highway measurements are 
provided for any of the four mobile source-related criteria pollutants. 

3. Existing Adverse Health Outcomes in I-70 Project Area, and Likely Increase 
Adverse Health Outcomes from Higher Project Emissions, Not Adequately 
Disclosed by Modeling for Attainment of PM-10 and CO NAAQS. 

The SDEIS air quality analysis is not a surrogate for a comprehensive health impact assessment 
because 1) the NAAQS are not an adequate surrogate for the health effects associated with 
exposure to the full array of pollutants emitted from highways, and 2) the modeling reported in 
the Air Quality Technical Report only includes two of the four NAAQS that establish limits on 
ambient concentrations of mobile source-related pollutants. Evidence provided in the SDEIS, but 
not analyzed or discussed for decisionmakers or the public, strongly suggests that Project 
emissions will cause the NAAQS for PM2.5 to be violated. Other highway pollution data suggest 
that the NAAQS for NO2 may be violated by Project emissions as well. Emissions of these 
pollutants from the Project must also be modeled to determine if these NAAQS will be violated. 

i) NAAQS Not a Surrogate for Overall Highway Pollutant Exposures. 

9 ISA for Oxides of Nitrogen, p. 5-15. 
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All the air pollutants emitted from mobile sources in the I-70 corridor contribute to the adverse 
health effects experienced by residents in the neighborhoods along I-70. These include the four 
mobile source related criteria pollutants governed by a NAAQS pursuant to section 109 of the 
CAA, and the mobile source air toxic (MSATs) pollutants regulated pursuant to section 202(l). 
42 U.S.C. § 7521(l).

EPA has listed pollutants as MSATs that cause chronic adverse health effects, such as cancer, 
and acute effects from short-term exposures (hours or days) such as asthma attacks. Congress 
listed benzene, 1,3 butadiene and formaldehyde as mobile source-related air toxics in the 1990 
CAA amendments when it required EPA to set vehicle emission standards for these pollutants. 
Id.  EPA included these three statutory MSATs and ten other mobile source-related toxic 
pollutants on a list of 33 priority pollutants targeted for control under EPA’s Integrated National 
Urban Air Toxics Strategy.10  This Strategy “established a list of urban HAPs [“hazardous air 
pollutants”] which pose the greatest threats to public health in urban areas, considering emissions 
from major, area and mobile sources.”11    EPA observed that “mobile sources are an important 
contributor to the urban air toxics problem.”12

The neighborhoods near I-70 suffer from some of the worst air in the state. More than half a 
million pounds of toxics were released into the air in Globeville, Swansea, and Elyria in 2012, 
according to EPA’s Toxics Release Inventory – more than any other zip code in Colorado, and 
more than 20 percent of the state’s total toxic air releases.13 Denver County as a whole suffers 
from some of the worst diesel particulate pollution in the entire nation – ranking 9th out of the 
3,109 counties nationwide. The lifetime cancer risk from diesel soot in Denver exceeds the risk 
of all other air toxics tracked by EPA. Diesel soot is a major component of PM2.5 near 
highways, and is a major source of the health risks linked to breathing fine particles. The average 
lifetime diesel soot cancer risk for a resident of Denver County is 1 in 1,938, which is 516 times 
greater than the EPA’s acceptable cancer level of 1 in a million.14 This diesel pollution is likely 
most concentrated at the mousetrap, where Colorado’s two most heavily traveled highways – I-
70 and I-25 -- intersect. 

EPA’s findings that exposure to MSATs poses serious threats to public health were significantly 
enhanced by research conducted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District to monitor 
and model exposures to 31 urban toxic air pollutants in the Los Angeles air basin. Four studies 
have now been completed in a series known as the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study
(MATES). Beginning with MATES-II (March 2000), the measurements of toxic air pollutants in 
the ambient air throughout the Los Angeles basin provided compelling new evidence that the 
cancer risk attributable to public exposure to ambient concentrations of toxic air pollutants is 
much higher than had been previously suspected, and is attributable primarily to mobile source 

10 64 Fed. Reg. 38,706 (July 19, 1999). 
11 Id. at 38,714. 
12 Id. at 38,705. 
13 EPA’s TRI website at: http://www2.epa.gov/toxics-release-inventory-tri-program using zip 
code 80216. 
14 Clean Air Task Force website, Diesel Soot Health Impacts: Where You Live, Denver County. Available at: 
http://www.catf.us/diesel/dieselhealth/county.php?c=08031&site=0 (last accessed October 14, 2013). 
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emissions. The total cancer risk from all sources, including traffic (“on-road mobile”), non-road 
mobile and stationary sources, averaged across the region was found to be 1400 per million.  On-
road vehicle emissions accounted for half of this risk, or 700 per million.  This equates to about 1 
cancer for each 1450 exposed people.

MATES-II also demonstrated that higher levels of exposure and risk occur near highways.  The 
study found that the range of cancer risks varied significantly across the region, from 1,120 in a 
million in the cleanest neighborhoods to about 1,740 in a million in the most polluted. Id., p. 7-1, 
¶ 1. The Report found the greatest risk levels at locations where “the dominance of mobile 
sources is even greater than at other sites.” Id., ¶ 2. It also found that “model results, which are 
more complete in describing risk levels…than is possible with the monitored data, show that the 
higher risk levels occur… near freeways.” Id., p. ES-5,  2. “Results show that the higher 
pollutant concentrations generally occur near their emission sources.” Id.,  4. These findings 
provide further evidence that neighborhoods near highways would experience higher 
concentrations than the regional averages. Based on all these observations, MATES-II concluded 
that “[f]or mobile source compounds such as benzene, 1-3 butadiene, and particulates associated 
with diesel fuels, higher concentration levels are seen along freeways and freeway junctions.” 
Id., p. 5-9. 

MATES-IV (October, 2014),15 the most recent iteration of the toxic air pollutant exposure 
research in the Los Angeles basin, shows significant reductions in toxic pollutant concentrations 
other than diesel particulate and associated cancer risks. But the most recent data does not 
support the conclusion that cleaner vehicles have eliminated the health risks from exposure to 
MSATs. The MSATs included in the study, benzene and 1,3 butadiene, “were down 35% and 
11%, respectively.” But this reduction was significantly less than the reductions in air toxics 
emitted from stationary sources. The remaining toxic emissions from mobile sources continue to 
present a significant health risk, especially in locales near highways and interchanges where 
concentrations are highest.  

While diesel particles are counted as part of PM2.5 and are included in monitored 
concentrations, other components of diesel exhaust are MSATs, and MSATs emitted from 
gasoline vehicles are not emitted as particles, and are not counted as PM. Emitted as gases from 
diesel and gasoline vehicles, other MSATs include benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3 butadiene, and 
the other hazardous air pollutants listed by EPA in its Urban Air Toxics strategy. The AQ 
Technical Report lists some of these MSATs, and provides estimates of the reductions in 
emissions of these pollutants expected by 2035. However, the SDEIS does not link current 
emissions to the community exposures that are contributing to adverse health outcomes in nearby 
communities,  and makes no effort to estimate the residual impact that future emission of these 
pollutants will have on human health during the 20 years after the Project comes into service. 

The DEH report, Fig. 11, provides compelling proof that traffic emissions cause benzene 
pollution levels that are 3 to 5 times higher in neighborhoods near the interstates than in other 
areas away from major highways. [In response to inquiry, Gregg Thomas at DEH informed me 

15 MATES-IV (South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2014) available at : 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/air-quality/air-toxic-studies/mates-iv/mates-iv-draft-report-10-1-
14.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 
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that the units in Fig. 11 are modeled benzene concentrations.] This pattern of elevated exposure 
to a potent carcinogen near highways is likely typical of other MSATs emitted from highways. 
These modeling results provide a local example of the pollutant exposures that contribute to 
adverse health outcomes in these neighborhoods. 

In its 2009 comments on the DEIS, EPA flagged this omission as a major flaw in the DEIS. As 
the results of the latest MATES-IV report shows, the health risks associated with exposure to 
MSATs remain significant. The use of trend data in the SDEIS to show gradual reductions in 
future exposure to these pollutants is not enough to justify FHWA’s failure to provide an 
assessment of exposures in response to EPA’s comment. The evidence available from MATES-
IV establishes that these pollutants will continue to contribute to adverse health effects from 
continuing exposure to mobile source pollutants. FHWA offers no evidence to establish that no 
beneficial improvement in health could be achieved by implementing alternatives that remove 
traffic and pollution from these communities. The obligation under NEPA and FAHA remains to 
disclose the impact that future emissions of mobile source pollutants – both criteria and MSAT 
pollutants -- will have on community health. The available evidence confirms that MSATs will 
continue to contribute to future overall adverse health outcomes in communities along the I-70 
corridor. These impacts are a “significant impact on the human environment” that must be 
assessed and disclosed. 

ii) Not All Impacts of Highway-related Pollutants on National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards Have Been Investigated and Disclosed. 

The Air Quality Technical Report (AQ Report), supplemental draft environmental impact 
statement (SDEIS), claims, at p. 83, that – 

Motor vehicle emissions from the implementation of the No-Action and Build Alternatives in the 
study area have been evaluated. With the exception of PM for several of the project alternatives, 
the project is not expected to cause any new violations of any standard, increase frequency or 
severity of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of the NAAQS.

This assertion is not correct because the AQ Report only includes modeling of expected ambient 
concentrations for CO and PM-10. An emissions inventory has been developed for PM2.5, but 
the ambient concentrations of PM2.5 have not been specifically modeled or reported. An 
emissions inventory has been reported for NO2, but no modeling has been conducted. No 
explanation is offered in the AQ Report for why PM2.5 and NO2 have not been modeled to 
determine the impact that emissions of these pollutants will have on attainment of the applicable 
NAAQS. In addition, the claim that one Build Alternative will not violate the NAAQS for PM-
10 is not credible for the reasons discussed below. 

Given EPA’s findings that emissions of PM2.5 and NO2 from highways present a significant 
risk of causing violations of the NAAQS for those pollutants in neighborhoods near highways, 
and highway emissions studies that confirm those findings, emissions of those pollutants 
significantly impact the human environment and therefore trigger the obligation under NEPA to 
(i) investigate and disclose to the public and decisionmakers in the SDEIS the likelihood that 
emissions of those pollutants from the I-70 Project threaten to violate the NAAQS for PM2.5 and 
NO2, and (ii) to identify alternatives or mitigation measures sufficient to prevent or avoid any 
likely violations of such NAAQS. In addition, section 109(h) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
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requires that any such mitigation measures needed to prevent violations of NAAQS be 
implemented in the ROD.  As discussed in more detail in the legal section of these comments, 
the failure to investigate and disclose potential violations of these NAAQS, and the failure to 
identify such alternatives and/or mitigation measures as are necessary to prevent of avoid such 
violations makes this SDEIS inadequate as a matter of law. 

PM2.5 Attainment. EPA found the highest relative risk factors for the adverse health 
outcomes observed in the near-I-70 neighborhoods to be associated with exposure to PM2.5 (fine 
particles smaller than 2.5 micrometers in diameter), also referred to as soot. This is the air 
pollutant emitted from diesel trucks and gasoline vehicles, and particles that result from brake  
and pavement wear. But the impact of PM2.5 emitted from the Project on ambient air quality are 
not modeled in the AQ Technical Report, and not discussed in the SDEIS.

A short-hand approach for using the modeling results for PM-10 to approximate the 
concentrations of PM2.5 demonstrates that traffic emissions of PM2.5 from every Project 
scenario will violate the 24-hour NAAQS for PM2.5. Compliance with the annual NAAQS for 
PM2.5 is not discussed or demonstrated anywhere in the SDEIS. 

The emissions inventory developed for the analysis and modeling of of PM-10 concentrations 
includes an emissions inventory for PM2.5, which constitutes a fraction of total PM-10. The 
inventory data show that PM-10 particles less than 2.5 μm in diameter comprise 57% of total 
PM-10 emissions from the I-70 Project. See AQ Report, Tables 22 and 23, p.69 (showing that 
daily total PM-10 emissions from traffic in the I-70 in January 2035 will be 0.7 tons/day, and of 
that total 0.4 t/d will be PM2.5).  

The air quality modeling for PM-10 estimates that the cleanest build alternative (the lowered 10-
lane scenario with a single 800 feet cover, an interchange at Vasquez Blvd/Steele St and 
managed lanes) will add 38 μg/m3 to daily (24-hr) background concentrations of PM-10. The 
emission inventory data states that of this 38 μg/m3 of PM-10 added by Project emissions to 
ambient air concentrations, 57% will be PM2.5. Thus if the 43% of the PM-10 that is larger than 
2.5 μm is removed from the calculation, the concentration that remains is particles in the PM2.5 
size range. Thus the modeling demonstrates that traffic emissions from the project will add (38 x 
.57) 21.7 μg/m3 to daily concentrations of PM2.5 at the peak receptor locations.  

Using the same methodology used in the AQ Report to estimate future 24-hour concentrations of 
PM-10, this 21.7 μg/m3 of PM2.5 must be added to the 98th percentile concentrations of PM2.5 
measured at the monitoring station used to establish background air quality for the Project area. 
Background 24-hour concentrations of PM2.5 at the Commerce City monitoring station (Birch 
Street and 71st) , using EPA’s methodology for calculating the 24-hour “design value,”16

consistently exceed 20 μg/m3 in the project area. See Design Values for 2011, 2012, 2013 
(attached hereto as Appendix A).

When the approximate 24-hour concentrations of PM2.5 added by Project emissions, as derived 
from the PM-10 modeling results, are added to background PM2.5 design values occurring at the 
Commerce City monitor, the modeling results for PM-10 demonstrate that even the cleanest 

16 40 CFR Part 50, Appendix N. 
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Project alternative will contribute to 24-hour concentrations greater than 40 μg/m3. The 24-hour 
NAAQS is 35 μg/m3. The PM-10 modeling results for other Project alternatives show that 
PM2.5 emitted from these alternatives will add even more than 40 μg/m3 of PM2.5 to 
background 24-hour concentrations. Therefore, all Project alternatives will cause violations of 
the 24-hour NAAQS for PM2.5.

Given this evidence that the 24-hour NAAQS for PM2.5 will be violated, NEPA requires that the 
Draft EIS must consider Project alternatives or control strategies that will prevent or avoid these 
violations. See 40 CFR §§1502.1, 1502.2(d), 1502.14 and 1502.16(h). To determine whether 
alternatives or control strategies will be adequate to prevent NAAQS violations, the impact of 
Project emissions on PM2.5 concentrations must include a quantitative assessment of the 
expected magnitude of violations of both the 24-hour and annual NAAQS, and a quantitative 
demonstration that alternatives or control strategies will achieve sufficient reductions in 
emissions to ensure attainment at all receptor locations included in the modeling analysis.  

PM-10 Attainment. The modeling results for PM-10 show that traffic emissions from 
five of the six “build” Project alternatives will violate the 24-hour NAAQS for PM-10. See AQ
Report, Table 20, p.65. These violations are expected to exceed the PM-10 NAAQS (150 μg/m3) 
by 20 to 45 μg/m3. Only one “build” alternative (the lowered 10-lane scenario with a single 800 
feet cover, an interchange at Vasquez Blvd/Steele St and managed lanes referred to as the “Basic 
Option”) and the No-build alternative are modeled as exactly attaining the NAAQS. 

Despite the requirement of 40 CFR §1502.14(e) that the Draft EIS identify a “preferred 
alternative,” no alternatives are identified as preferred. Each alternative is treated as an available 
option for CDOT and FHWA to select. Therefore the Draft EIS must identify Project alternatives 
or control strategies that will prevent or avoid these modeled NAAQS violations for each of the 
available options. See 40 CFR §§1502.1, 1502.2(d), 1502.14 and 1502.16(h). 

In addition, the modeling result for the one lowered, managed lane option that allegedly does not 
violate the NAAQS is not credible. The emissions for the alternative that demonstrates 
attainment (the “Basic Option”) is modeled to add only 38 μg/m3 to ambient concentrations of 
PM-10, whereas emissions from the other lowered, managed lane option (with two covers and no 
interchange at Vasquez Blvd/Steele St referred to as the “Modified Option”) is expected to add 
82 μg/m3 to background concentrations of PM-10, thereby causing concentrations at peak 
receptors to reach 195 μg/m3, violating the NAAQS by 45 μg/m3. See AQ Report, Table 20. Yet 
the expected winter day emissions of PM-10 from the two alternatives are virtually identical: 
0.68 t/day. See AQ Report, Table 23 (p. 69). The discussion of PM emissions in the AQ Report, 
at p.68, explains that – 

Although there are minor differences in emissions among the No-Action and Build Alternatives, 
there is no real discernible difference, since they are all very close in any given year. Therefore, 
the particulate matter emissions are not a discriminating factor in the selection of a preferred 

 alternative.
It is not plausible that virtually identical emissions from the two lowered, managed lane 
alternatives could produce daily ambient concentrations of PM-10 that differ by 45 μg/m3. 

The traffic data for these two alternatives also does not explain the large (55%) difference in 
peak daily ambient concentrations of PM-10 added by the two alternatives (38 μg/m3 versus 82 
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μg/m3).  The Basic Option has higher expected traffic (annual VMT = 2,959,000) on I-70, 
compared to expected traffic on the Modified Option (annual VMT = 2,935,000).  Total VMT in 
the Project study area differs between the two alternatives by less than 0.35%: Basic Option = 
25,036,000 versus Modified Option = 25,125,000. 17

Given that the contribution added to ambient concentrations by the Modified Option (82 μg/m3) 
is much closer to the concentrations added by other alternatives without managed lanes, and 
without covers over segments of the lowered portion of the Project, the much lower contribution 
added by the Basic Option (38 μg/m3) is the implausible outlier. In the absence of any 
correlation between the significantly lower ambient concentrations for the Basic Option and key 
factors that could account for 55% lower concentrations, such as either lower total Project 
emissions or significantly lower traffic counts, the claim that the Basic Option will not contribute 
to violations of the NAAQS for PM-10 is not credible. 

Information that would help better understand the modeling results is not provided in the AQ 
Technical report. Missing information includes data files showing inputs to the MOVES 
emission model and to the dispersion model runs.

II. Construction Emissions. 

Neither the Draft EIS, nor the AQ Technical Report include any discussion of the likely impact 
that construction emissions will have on air quality or adverse health outcomes in the 
communities affected by emissions from heavy equipment during construction operations.  

Emissions during construction will be a much greater concern for this project than most highway 
projects because of the years of excavation and earth moving that will be required to dig the 
trench and haul the removed earth to a disposal site 20 or more miles away. For most projects, 
construction activities are limited to grading, laying a road bed and paving. Here, the years of 
excavation required will likely increase construction emissions by an order of magnitude 
compared to most projects.  

Despite the potential significance of these emissions for community health, the SDEIS lacks any 
discussion of the mitigation measures available to CDOT to require contractors to use low sulfur 
fuels, employ low-emitting equipment that can minimize the impact of diesel fumes on local 
residents, and other mitigation measures identified in EPA's 2008 comment letter.

EPA has now added non-road emissions factors to the MOVES model for use in modeling the 
impact of activities such as construction on ambient air quality. This tool should be applied to the 
expected construction operations during the excavation of the I-70 trench in addition to more 
traditional highway construction activities to estimate the likely impact on air quality near the 
construction zone.

17 See I-70 East Environmental Impact Statement, Traffic Technical Report, Figures 86 and 88, pp. 95-96. 
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In addition the alternatives and mitigation options discussed by EPA in 2009 should be 
committed to minimize public exposure during construction. Additional measures should be 
committed if emissions will potentially contribute to exceedances of short-term NAAQS. 

III. Legal Standards for Decisionmaking Not Satisfied by SDEIS. 

Three statutory regimes establish decisi0nmaking criteria relevant to the health and air quality 
issues of concern to local residents: 1) the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.; 2) section 109(h) of the Federal Aid Highway Act (FAHA), 23 U.S.C. 
109(h); and 3) the conformity requirements of section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. § 
7506(c). The SDEIS fails to comply with each of these statutes because it does not – 

1. investigate all of the adverse impacts of emissions from the Project; 
2. disclose to decisionmakers and the public all potential adverse impacts of the Project;  
3. consider numerous reasonable alternatives, or mitigation measures, that can avoid or 

prevent some or all of the  adverse health and air quality impacts; 
4. include the costs of mitigation as required by FAHA;  
5. does not contain any comparison of mitigation costs with transportation benefits to 

explain why the Project is in the “best overall public interest”; and 
6. does not contain a conformity determination as required by the CAA. 

A. NEPA Rules Governing Federal Decisionmaking.

The CEQ NEPA regulations that govern environmental statements require that an EIS must – 
1) disclose to the public and the decisionmaker any "significant environmental impact" 

the proposed action will likely have, 40 CFR 1502.1; and
2) “inform decisionmakers and the public of reasonable alternatives which would avoid 

or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment;”  id., and
3) “discuss means to mitigate adverse environmental impacts” which includes avoiding 

the impacts by not taking the action, or compensating for the impacts by providing alternative 
resources or environments. 40 CFR 1502.14(f), 1502.16(h), 1508.20. 

The Supreme Court has interpreted these provisions to require that an EIS must consider 
alternatives and mitigation that can avoid or minimize the adverse impacts of a proposed project. 
As the Supreme Court observed, embedded in these requirements “is an understanding that the 
EIS will discuss the extent to which adverse effects can be avoided.” Robertson v. Methow 
Valley, 490 U.S. 332, 352 (1989). The SDEIS for I-70 is inadequate because the project 
alternatives and mitigation options were not evaluated to determine whether they will “avoid or 
minimize” the adverse health impacts on the near-highway communities that will result from 
increased exposure to harmful pollutants, or avoid localized NAAQS violations that will likely 
be caused by emissions from the expanded highway. Equally important, the SDEIS fails to 
consider alternatives that will “enhance the quality of the human environment” by reducing 
pollutant exposures in the communities along I-70 below levels that are currently contributing to 
disparate adverse health outcomes for residents in communities near I-70. 

Mitigation cannot be evaluated in the abstract; it must be evaluated with reference to the adverse 
impacts that are to be avoided. Here, the failure to estimate adverse health outcomes attributable 
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to current and future emissions from I-70, provides no basis for estimating the health benefits 
likely to accrue to the near-highway communities that could be achieved by reducing pollutant 
exposures through an alternative that, for example, would divert “through” traffic onto I-76 and 
I-270. Similarly, the mitigation needed to avoid violations of the NAAQS for PM2.5 or NO2 
cannot be determined without modeling PM2.5 and NO2 emissions from the Project to determine 
the magnitude of likely violations of the NAAQS. The SDEIS fails to disclose these likely 
significant impacts, fails to determine the extent of the pollutant concentrations that would need 
to be reduced to avoid adverse health effects or NAAQS violations, and fails to consider any 
alternatives or mitigation sufficient to avoid the adverse health effects or NAAQS violations.

Both increased health impacts, 40 CFR 1508.27(b)(2), and the likelihood of violating an 
environmental standard such as a NAAQS, 40 CFR 1508.27(b)(10), are separate criteria for 
determining that an impact is "significant" for the purpose of triggering an investigation under 
NEPA. The failure of this SDEIS to address either the impact of Project emissions on health 
outcomes in the affected neighborhoods, or the likelihood that emissions will cause the NAAQS 
for PM2.5 and NO2 to be violated, makes the SDEIS deficient. The I-70 SDEIS falls short of 
these requirements because the air quality section includes a modeling analysis of only two of 
the criteria pollutants emitted from highways: CO and PM-10, but not the pollutants EPA has 
identified as most responsible for the adverse health effects of highways: PM2.5 and NO2. In 
addition, the SDEIS includes no discussion or analysis of the adverse health impacts associated 
with the total exposure to all the pollutants emitted from highways that will result from 
increasing traffic by 30% above current levels. The current SDEIS is deficient both because there 
is no consideration of the overall public health impact of exposure to all pollutants that will be 
emitted from the Project, and because the analysis of whether specific criteria pollutants will 
violate relevant NAAQS is lacking or deficient.

The short-hand approach using the modeling results for PM-10 emissions from the Project 
discussed above to approximate the impact of PM2.5 emissions on attainment of the NAAQS 
demonstrates why PM2.5 emissions from the Project “threaten a violation” of the NAAQS for 
PM2.5. This evidence may not be suitable for establishing expected concentrations of PM2.5 for 
the purpose of determining whether any proposed alternative or mitigation is sufficient to 
prevent a violation of the NAAQS, but it is suitable for the purpose of demonstrating that the 
Project threatens to violate the NAAQS. That threat triggers the obligations to determine what 
the impact that such emissions will have on attainment of the NAAQS, to ensure the scientific 
integrity of the methods used to assess the threat, 40 CFR § 1502.24, and to determine how much 
emission reduction is needed to avoid or prevent the violation.

In this case, where a violation of the CAA is threatened by causing or contributing to violations 
of a NAAQS, the methods prescribed by EPA for assessing the impact of highway emissions on 
NAAQS violations should be used because the use of a method not approved by EPA would not 
satisfy the requirement that an EIS “shall state how alternatives … will or will not achieve the 
requirements of … other environmental laws and policies.” 40 CFR § 1502.2(d). The analysis for 
PM-10 and CO apply the methodologies prescribed by EPA in its Quantitative Guidance for 
making project-level conformity determinations. Those methodologies should be applied to 
assess the likely impacts of PM2.5 and NO2 emissions as well. 
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Both the adverse health outcomes documented in the communities adjacent to I-70, and the 
likelihood that Project emissions will contribute to violations of one or more NAAQS,  trigger 
the obligation under NEPA to consider alternatives and/or mitigation that can avoid or minimize 
these adverse impacts. 40 CFR § 1502.1 (duty to inform of alternatives that can avoid or 
minimize adverse impacts),  §§ 1502.14 and 1502.16(e) (duty to compare alternatives based on 
their environmental impacts), §§ 1502.14(f) and 1502.16(h) (duty to disclose all means to 
mitigate adverse environmental impacts not avoided by preferred alternative), § 1508.20 (must 
consider mitigation that “avoid[s] the impact altogether” and “compensating for the impact by 
replacing or providing substitute resources or environments”).  

In addition to avoiding adverse environmental impacts, NEPA also requires consideration of 
“reasonable alternatives which would enhance the quality of the human environment.” 40 CFR § 
1502.1. This obligation implements the statutory directive that the Federal Government “use all 
practicable means … to the end that the Nation may – (2) assure for all Americans safe, 
healthful, [and] productive … surroundings; … and (6) enhance the quality of renewable 
resources.” 42 U.S.C. § 4331(b). Consideration of alternatives that enhance the human 
environment serve the Congressional declaration that the “purposes” of NEPA include 
“promot[ing] efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere 
and stimulate the health and welfare of man….” 42 U.S.C. § 4321. 

In this case, public health in the communities adjacent to I-70 is being impaired by exposure to 
air pollutants from highways. The proposed project provides an opportunity to reduce those 
impacts on human health by either 1) removing traffic and traffic-related pollution from the 
neighborhoods that are suffering from adverse health outcomes without interfering with regional 
mobility by redirecting through traffic around north Denver onto I-76 and I-270, or 2) offering to 
buy out residents in the zone of adverse health impacts to allow them to move to safe and 
healthful surroundings. The SDEIS does not consider either of these alternatives.

B. Environmental Impacts of Project Not Evaluated under Supplemental Criteria 
Enacted for Highway Projects. 

Section 109(h) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act, enacted one year after NEPA, supplements the 
general procedures applicable to all major federal actions under NEPA by requiring a three-step 
evaluation of air quality impacts and mitigation measures to ensure that “final decisions on the 
project are made in the best overall public interest.” 23 U.S.C. § 109(h). The first step is to 
determine the “possible adverse economic, social and environmental effects relating to any 
proposed project.” Id. The second step is to determine “the costs of eliminating or minimizing 
such adverse effects and … (1) air…pollution.” Id. The third step is to weigh “the costs of 
eliminating or minimizing such adverse effects” together with “the need for fast, safe and 
efficient transportation” to make a final decision whether the project is “in the best overall public 
interest.” Id.  FHWA’s implementing regulation further requires that any measures necessary to 
mitigate these adverse effects be incorporated into the project.  23 C.F.R. § 771.105(d). 

The SDEIS fails to include consideration of any of these factors for the adverse effects of air 
pollution. There is no consideration at all of the potentially severe health effects of exposure to 
the mix of criteria pollutants and MSATs that will be emitted from the Project, not to speak of 
the costs of eliminating or minimizing the adverse health effects of community exposure to these 
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pollutants.  Indeed, the administrative record is devoid of any mention of section 109(h) and the 
factors that it requires FHWA to consider. 

Importantly, § 109(h) adds a requirement that before it can sign a ROD, FHWA must document 
the “adverse economic [and] social effects relating to any proposed project,” and weigh these 
effects in deciding whether the Project is in the “best overall public interest.” These are in 
addition to the environmental factors made relevant under NEPA. These include the economic 
costs of 1) adverse health effects, including loss of life, and 2) loss of value in homes that will be 
imposed on residents in neighboring communities by the emissions from the project. This 
provision also requires that FHWA and CDOT document the social effects that result from 
disruption to families after the loss of a parent from pre-mature death or hospitalization for the 
diseases of air pollution, and the effects on childhood development that are caused by impaired 
lung development and asthma attacks that interfere with school attendance and slow educational 
advancement among children. 

Under this provision, FHWA must also determine “the costs of eliminating or minimizing such 
adverse effects and … (1) air…pollution.” To eliminate the adverse effects of air pollution, 
emissions must be reduced to levels not expected to harm local residents, or local residents must 
be given the option to receive the value of their homes and move to a location outside the zone 
exposed to dangerous concentrations of air pollution. So long as FHWA and CDOT treats the 
expansion of I-70 as a preferred alternative, the evaluation of Project costs must include the cost 
of purchasing the homes of nearby residents within the zone of exposure to harmful levels of air 
pollution emitted from the Project. 

FHWA must also explain how it weighs these factors in making the public interest determination 
required by FAHA. The SDEIS omits any discussion of the factors made relevant by the Act, and 
contains no explanation of how these factors are to be weighed in determining whether the 
Project is in the “best overall public interest.” 

Finally, the ROD for the Project must provide for the implementation of all mitigation measures 
that are relied upon to determine that the transportation benefits of the Project outweigh the 
adverse effects. 

C. SDEIS Does Not Include a Proposed CAA Conformity Determination. 

The SDEIS discusses the tests that must be satisfied for the Project to be found in conformity 
under section 176(c) of the CAA, but does not propose to make a finding that the Project meets 
all of those tests and conforms. Instead, the AQ Technical Report asserts that a conformity 
determination is not necessary because the Project is not a “project of air quality concern.” 

1. I-70 is Project of Air Quality Concern. 
EPA’s Hot Spot conformity rule does not establish numeric criteria for exempting highway 
projects from the conformity requirement. When it revised the Hot Spot rule in 2006, EPA 
explained that “Clean Air Act section 176(c)(1)(B) is the statutory criterion 
that must be met by all projects in nonattainment and maintenance areas that 

are subject to transportation conformity.” 71 F.R. 12,471(March 10, 2006). The I-70 
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Project is subject to transportation conformity because it is a source of PM-10 in a maintenance 
area for PM-10.18

EPA explained that the Hot Spot rule requires that “all projects that have the potential 
to impact the air quality standards will be analyzed using appropriate 

methods before they receive Federal funding or approval.” 71 F.R. 12,472 (March 
10, 2006). In the case of I-70, the modeling for the Project makes clear that this Project has the 
potential to violate the NAAQS for PM-10 because all alternatives, except one build alternative 
and the No-build alternative, will cause the NAAQS to be violated. This modeling evidence 
demonstrates that the Project is a “project of air quality concern.” 

EPA did recognize authority under the Act to exempt projects from Hot Spot analyses, but EPA 
recognized that only it has that authority, and that it must be exercised through rulemaking. 

EPA also believes it has discretion to not require analyses of
 localized impacts of projects if we have scientific evidence that  
 PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spots are not a concern with respect to the  
 standards. That is, even under the statutory standards of section  
 176(c)(1)(A) and (B), if EPA determines through rulemaking that  
 certain types of projects will not cause or contribute to violations  
 of any standard or delay attainment, EPA concludes that we have the 
 authority to determine through the conformity rule that no additional  
 analysis would be necessary to meet section 176(c)(1)(A) and (B). 

71 F.R. 12,481(March 10, 2006). EPA has not adopted a rule exempting major interstate 
expansion projects from Hot Spot analysis, nor has it authorized transportation agencies to 
exempt projects from Hot Spot analysis on a case-by-case basis. 

The Hot Spot rule also recognizes a procedure whereby the State, through its SIP, may exempt 
projects from hot spot analysis for PM-10. “40 CFR 93.109(k) already allows PM10 areas 
with insignificant regional motor vehicle emissions to demonstrate, when
appropriate, that individual projects will not create new localized
violations or make existing violations worse. Projects in such cases would 

not require PM10 hot-spot analyses.” 71 F.R. 12,489 (March 10, 2006). But Colorado 
has not made any finding that regional motor vehicle emissions are “insignificant” with respect 
to PM-10.

In the AQ Technical report, FHWA claims that it may exempt projects that do not involve a 
significant increase in diesel trucks. But that is not the test that EPA provided in the Hot Spot 
rule. The rule requires projects with a “significant number of diesel vehicles” to be analyzed for 
impacts on the NAAQS. 

 Section 93.123(b)(1) of today's final rule requires PM2.5 and PM10  
 hot-spot analyses for the following projects of air quality concern: 
      Section 93.123(b)(1)(i): New or expanded highway projects that  

have a significant number of or a significant increase in diesel 
vehicles.” [Emphasis added.] 71 F.R. 12,490 (March 10, 2006). 

18 42 U.S.C. § 7506(c)(6). 
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 EPA described an example of a highway expansion project that may be found not to be a 
“project of air quality concern”: 

 Projects that do not meet the criteria under Sec. 93.123(b)(1), such  
 as any new or expanded highway project that primarily services  
 gasoline vehicle traffic (i.e., does not involve a significant number  
 or increase in the number of diesel vehicles). 

71 F.R. 12,491 (March 10, 2006). A project with a significant number of diesel vehicles, 
regardless of whether the project causes that number to increase, is a project of air quality 
concern.

An example of a project considered to have a significant number of diesel vehicles is a “highway
or expressway that serves a significant volume of diesel truck traffic, such 
as facilities with greater than 125,000 annual average daily traffic (AADT) 

and 8% or more of such AADT is diesel truck traffic.” Id. Such a project has 10,000 
diesel vehicle trips per day. The AADT data posted by CDOT for current traffic on I-70, see p. 6 
above, shows that I-70 currently carries over 13,000 trucks per day. The proposed Project is 
expected to carry at least 30% more traffic., or approximately 16,000 trucks per day. The total 
number of trucks is significant, and the Project is a “project of air quality concern” that must be 
analyzed for conformity.  

2. Conformity Determination Must be Included in SDEIS for Public Review and 
Comment. 

The Conformity Determination required by the CAA must be included in, and addressed by the 
review of the Project under NEPA. “EIS shall state how alternatives considered in it and 
decisions based on it will or will not achieve the requirements of … other environmental laws 
and policies.” 40 CFR 1502.2(d). See 40 CFR §§ 1501.6, 1502.25. 

The information developed to determine that one of the build alternatives (basic managed lane 
alternative) will not contribute to violations of the NAAQS has not been disclosed. In other 
project reviews, FHWA has made available information such as the inputs to MOVES to 
estimate emissions, and inputs to the dispersion model, and outputs from dispersion modeling to 
show receptor locations used for modeling, and the concentrations predicted at receptor 
locations. These kinds of information have not been provided in this SDEIS, or AQ Technical 
Report. Commenters request pursuant to NEPA and the Freedom of Information Act that all 
input and output files prepared for, or used in, the modeling analyses be made available for 
review by the public. 

IV. Assessment of Alternatives and Mitigation to Avoid Adverse Health Impacts and
 NAAQS Violations is Absent. 

The SDEIS is fundamentally flawed under NEPA and FAHA because it omits any assessment of 
alternatives and mitigation measures that can 1) reduce the adverse health impacts likely to result 
from exposure to increased air pollution, and 2) reduce emissions to the levels needed to prevent 
NAAQS violations.
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The SDEIS is also deficient for its failure to mitigate emissions from heavy duty diesel 
equipment used during construction. 

A. Alternatives to Reduce Pollutant Exposures in the I-70 Corridor. 
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.  

Consideration of these alternatives should include traffic modeling and air quality modeling to 
answer the following questions for decisionmakers and the public: 

a) how much reduction in traffic emissions within the I-70 Project study area could be 
achieved by diverting truck traffic away from the segment of I-70 where NAAQS violations are 
expected by requiring that trucks use I-76 and I-270? 

b) would the reductions in PM emissions achieved by a truck diversion rule be sufficient 
to ensure attainment of every applicable NAAQS for mobile source-related pollutants (PM-10, 
PM2.5, NO2 and CO)? 

c) would the diversion of trucks from I-70 and onto I-76/I-270 increase emissions enough 
in those corridors to cause NAAQS violations? 
 (d) if the diversion of truck traffic would not be sufficient to ensure that attainment of any 
NAAQS will not be maintained in the Project study area, would the diversion of through traffic 
from the current I-70 alignment onto I-76 and I-270 be sufficient to ensure attainment during the 
life of the Project? 
 (e) how much of the traffic expected to use the current I-70 alignment in 2035 would be 
through traffic (i.e., not expected to exit or enter between the Mousetrap and Colorado Blvd)? 
 (f) if through traffic were diverted onto I-76 and I-270, would emissions from those 
highways cause any NAAQS to be violated along those alignments? 
 (g) if any NAAQS violations are predicted at receptor locations along those highways, 
are any of those receptors in a location which EPA defines as “ambient air,” 40 CFR § 50.1, i.e. a 
location outside the right-of-way owned by CDOT where the general public has access? 

Without answers to these questions, informed decisions about these alternatives cannot be made. 

CDOT Director Hunt has stated during public meetings that CDOT cannot limit truck or car 
access to segments of the interstate system, and that therefore the alternatives proposed here for 
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evaluation are not permissible. This is an incorrect understanding of the law. CDOT may not 
have authority to limit vehicle access under statutes that it has authority to implement, but the 
State clearly has authority under the CAA to limit vehicle access if necessary to attain or 
maintain a NAAQS for mobile source-related pollutants. For example, the State may adopt 
measures pursuant to an indirect source review program to prevent a highway from attracting 
mobile sources, the emissions from which will cause or contribute to violations of a mobile 
source-related NAAQS. 42 U.S.C. § 7410(a)(5). When necessary to attain a mobile source-
related NAAQS in a nonattainment area, or maintain a NAAQS in an attainment area, the State 
may also adopt directly into its SIP any of the transportation control measures authorized by 
CAA section 108(f)(1), including “(vii) programs to limit or restrict vehicle use in downtown 
areas or other areas of emission concentration particularly during periods of peak use.” 

An EIS shall include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the agency proposing 
the action. 40 CFR 1502.14(c). Thus the traffic diversion strategies described above should be 
considered in the EIS because Congress has delegated authority to the State to adopt such 
alternatives into its SIP as control measures. 

B. Alternatives to Allow Residents to Move from the Pollution Danger Zone. 

For comparison of health benefits, improved air quality and costs under § 109(h), an alternative 
that invests resources to allow residents to protect themselves from the pollution danger zone by 
moving away must also be evaluated. This alternative allows residents to reduce their exposure 
to emissions from the highway to zero, and to avoid any adverse health impacts. This option is 
the kind of mitigation contemplated by 40 CFR § 1508.20(e) by providing a substitute 
environment for the residents adversely affected by exposure to pollution from the Project. 

Together, the failure to investigate the impacts that Project emissions will have on air pollution 
standards, on community health, and to consider options that could prevent adverse air quality 
impacts and improve local health outcomes makes the SDEIS inadequate under NEPA. In 
addition, the failure to consider and adopt mitigation puts Denver at risk of becoming 
nonattainment under the CAA for PM2.5, and possibly for NO2 as well. There is no discussion 
of the regulatory burdens that such an outcome will have on sources of PM2.5 in the region, on 
regional transportation planning and transportation funding, and on the City.

CONCLUSION. 

The SDEIS 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 a revised SDEIS is prepared that remedies the described deficiencies 
and is made available for public review and comment. 

       Respectfully submitted, 

       Robert E. Yuhnke 
       Robert E. Yuhnke and Associates 
       (303) 499-0425 
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       Colorado Attorney (#012686) 

       Joanne Spalding 
       Attorney, Sierra Club Law Program 
       85 Second Street 

San Francisco, CA  94105 
(415) 977-5725 

       JD MacFarlane    
 2080 Bellaire St. 

Denver, CO 80207 
303-377-0490
jdmac55@comcast.net



Duration Description EPA Region State County City CBSA Address Site ID POC Exc Events Obs First Max Second Max Third Max Fourth Max 98th %ile 2011/12/13 3 yr average Weighted Arithmetic Mean 3 yr average annual means
24 HOUR 8 CO Adams Commerce City Denver Aurora, CO 7101 Birch St. 80010006 1 None 121/105/105 41.9/33.7/31.2 20/28.7/26.4 19.5/25.4/23 18.3/19.3/21.4 20 / 25 / 23 23 7.6 / 8.6 / 8 8.1
24 HOUR 8 CO Adams Commerce City Denver Aurora, CO 7101 Birch St. 80010006 2 None 62/50/73 20.9/25.8/31.6 18.8/16.4/26.5 13.2/15.5/21 13.2/13.4/18.7 19 / 26 / 27 24 7.2 / 7.9 / 8.7 7.9

24 HOUR 8 CO Denver Denver Denver Aurora, CO 2105 Broadway 80310002 1 None 354/301/339 28.5 27.2 22.7 21 19 / 19 / 20 19 7.5 / 8.0 / 7.5 7.7
24 HOUR 8 CO Denver Denver Denver Aurora, CO 2105 Broadway 80310002 2 None 67/50/62 29.9 28.6 18.9 18.3 15 / 37 / 29 27 7.2 / 7.9 / 8.5 7.9

24 HR BLK AVG 8 CO Denver Denver Denver Aurora, CO 2105 Broadway 80310002 3 None 270 36.4 36 30.2 30.2 28 (2013) 8.8 NA

24 HR BLK AVG 8 CO Denver Denver Denver Aurora, CO 2105 Broadway 80310002 3 None 151 44.3 39 37.5 28.5 29 (2014) 9.3 NA
24 HOUR 8 CO Denver Denver Denver Aurora, CO 971 W. Yuma Street 80310027 1 None 75 48.3 34.9 29.9 25.1 35 (2014) 9.3 NA
24 HR BLK AVG 8 CO Denver Denver Denver Aurora, CO 971 W. Yuma Street 80310027 3 None 131 57 44.3 35.3 30.3 35 (2014) 10.7 NA





























































































Submitted to CDOT as public comment on I-70 SDEIS | 31 October 2014  
 

 
Iliff School of Theology | Program for Social Justice 
Social & Environmental Justice Forum | I-70 Widening in North Denver 
 

Saturday, September 27, 2014 |9:00 am to 4:00 pm 
Bartlett Commons, Room I-205 

2201 South University Blvd @ Warren Avenue 



We have poisoned the earth which God has given us. It is no longer the 
beautiful garden that Genesis portrays as the home of Adam and Eve. 





Racism is a church-dividing, faith-denying and community-destroying reality that must be eradicated. It is an evil 
practice among individuals, churches and nations. Racism is a sin and without repentance it is unto death. CUIC 
provides a unique opportunity for the ecumenical community to embrace with enthusiasm and excitement a new 
future, devoid of the baggage of racism, where we exercise mutual respect and equal regard." 

The Right Reverend McKinley Young 
CUIC Transition Committee | Presiding Bishop, 10th District African Methodist Episcopal Church 

 







 
The Most Rev. Katharine Jefferts Schori 
Presiding Bishop and Primate | The Episcopal Church 
 

The idea of changing climate elicits grief in many people, as well it should.  That grief finds expression in many of the 
classic ways that we respond to all kinds of loss.  Some simply can’t imagine that it’s real – and there are still more than 
a few climate deniers out there.  Some try to find someone to blame, or shift it away from themselves: they say things 
like:  ‘A bunch of crooked scientists cooked this up to keep themselves in research funds’ or, ‘It’s not my fault, and I will 
not be responsible!’  

Some people are angry enough at the very idea that we might all share some responsibility that they flaunt their 
wastefulness or charge others with political manipulation of the media.  And some get so depressed that they simply 
leave the conversation – ‘there’s nothing I can do, so why should I try?’ 

The evidence of climate change due to human behavior is quite literally undeniable.  And the evidence leads to models 
and predictions which are becoming clearer about the extent of the impact we are likely to experience. 

Atmospheric warming is leading to greater variability in climate as well as more extreme climatic events.  Floods and 
drought will continue to become more common, and storms more intense.  We will see more wildfires, rain-induced 
floods, heat waves, and tidal surges.  Water for drinking and irrigation will be in short supply in areas that used to have 
plenty.  Aquifers will be depleted.  Food crops will become more difficult to grow in areas of historic cultivation.  We will 
see disease outbreaks in human beings and in food crops as environmental stress increases.  The lack of resistance will 
mean higher death and debility rates in human beings, livestock, and cereal crops.  Large numbers of species will 
become extinct – a trend we can already see developing – and the reduction in diversity will mean both lower ecosystem 
resilience and greater outbreaks of weedy or opportunistic species. 

The oceans are already experiencing the effects of increased atmospheric carbon.  Acidification from dissolved CO2 is 
straining the ability of organisms to lay down carbonate shells and skeletal structures – corals and many planktonic 
organisms, in particular.  They are often significant primary producers at the base of the food chain; and as a result, we 
will see reduced fisheries productivity, as well as stressed and shrinking populations of sea birds and mammals. 

Can you hear the hoofbeats of the four horsemen of the apocalypse?  We know that famine, drought, and pestilence 
often lead to conflict and war.  The ensuing death and destruction are immense and tragic.  We have choices in the face 
of the doom and gloom before us.  We can choose to ignore those hoofbeats, or we can remember who we are, whose 
we are, and why we are here.  Our shared credo affirms that we are children of God, made in God’s image, and created 
for right relationship with God, one another, and all creation. 

Those horsemen are driven by the ancient demons of individualism, materialism, and selfishness – what today we often 
call consumerism.  All of them feed on a self-focused fear of scarcity.  The beasts of war can become vehicles of peace 
and justice when we ride to the aid of another, remembering that we belong to one another.  We do not exist alone; 
ultimately we will all thrive or die together.  The stuff that so many of us are so urgently accumulating will not save us, 
make us whole, or heal the emptiness within us.  The stuff that consumes us will eventually also consume many of the 
other parts of creation – and quite literally burn it to a crisp. 

The developed world’s drive to consume more and more diminishes our own lives – even at the level of the time and 
energy we put into finding stuff to buy or working to pay for it.  It soon becomes time stolen from the possibility of 
healing, like the time that could be spent building deep and meaningful friendships with God and neighbor.  Each 
consumptive act puts more carbon into the atmosphere as factories and engines churn out commodities to be bought 
and sold. 

Yet people of faith know another response than futility, particularly in the face of Easter resurrection.  There is still 
enough health in us to remember that we are claimed by one who reminds us that we do not live by bread alone.  We 
are made whole in loving God and neighbor and not ourselves alone. 

We are gathered here today and tomorrow to learn about the realities of climate change, and to discover ways we can 
ride to the aid of others, responding to the disaster already emerging. 

God breathed to become leaven and spirit in the world around us.  There is indeed abundant hope that the body of 
God’s creation might also rise – renewed, redeemed and made whole. 















HARMING THE ENVIRONMENT IS SINFUL 

Declaration by Bartholomew I, Orthodox Christian leader, is believed to be a first by a major religious figure. 

SANTA BARBARA--In a pronouncement that political and church leaders called an unprecedented religious defense 
of the environment, His All Holiness Bartholomew I declared here Saturday that the degradation of the natural 
world is "sin." 

The remarks of the spiritual leader of the world's 300 million Orthodox Christians were believed to be the first time 
that a major international religious leader has explicitly linked environmental problems with sinful behavior. 

"To commit a crime against the natural world is a sin," Bartholomew told a symposium on religion, science and the 
environment.  "For humans to cause species to become extinct and to destroy the biological diversity of God's 
creation, for humans to degrade the integrity of the Earth by causing changes in its climate, stripping the Earth of 
its natural forests, or destroying its wetlands . . . for humans to contaminate the Earth's waters, its land, its air, and 
its life with poisonous substances--these are sins." 

Bartholomew heads the mother church of Orthodox Christianity, the See of Constantinople, now known as 
Istanbul, Turkey. His jurisdiction includes the Greek Orthodox churches in Canada, the United States and South 
America, as well as in Turkey, Australia and Asia. He is also considered to be the "first among equals" of the nine 
Orthodox patriarchs. 

Bartholomew's declaration was viewed as a significant development in the awakening of organized religion to the 
despoilment of the natural order. 

Until relatively recently, organized religion has left environmental protection to environmental activists, concerned 
scientists and political figures. Likewise, environmentalists have either ignored religion, or complained that 
churches and synagogues have been merely lukewarm on environmental causes while concentrating most of their 
energies on hot-button issues involving abortion rights, religious discrimination, racism, economic justice and 
human sexuality.  

"That litany of environmental degradation under the rubric of sin was the first time a significant religious leader 
has so explicitly designated crimes against creation as sin,"  said Paul Gorman, executive director of the National 
Religious Partnership for the Environment. The partnership, based in New York, includes Protestant churches, 
Jewish groups, and Roman Catholics. Gorman said Bartholomew's declaration points to "a whole new level of 
theological inquiry into the cause, and depth and dimension of human responsibility by lifting up that word--sin." 

The patriarch's undiluted criticism of environmental destruction and elevation of it to a grave moral failing was 
another of the increasingly strong signals that a broad span of organized religions is awakening to a crisis. 

Bartholomew, who has come to be known as the "green patriarch," has been especially outspoken on the issue. He 
has sponsored symposiums on pollution in the Black Sea, and has designated the first day of September each year 
for an annual message on protecting creation.  

Bartholomew said Saturday that responsibility toward creation requires voluntary restraint. "Excessive 
consumption may be understood from a world view of estrangement from self, from land, from life and from God," 
he said. "Consuming the fruits of the Earth unrestrained, we become consumed ourselves by avarice and greed. 
Excessive consumption leaves us emptied, out of touch with our deepest self." "We are of the deeply held belief 
that many human beings have come to behave as materialistic tyrants. Those that tyrannize the Earth are 
themselves, sadly, tyrannized," the prelate said. "If human beings treated one another's personal property the way 
they treat their environment, we would view that behavior as antisocial." 

Bartholomew took note of the growing public debate over climate change just weeks before a major international 
conference in Kyoto, Japan, to fashion a treaty to reduce emissions of pollutants that contribute to alterations in 
the climate. "Many are arguing that someone else should address the problem, or that they should not have to 
take action unless everyone else does," Bartholomew said. "This self-centered behavior is a symptom of our 
alienation from one another and from the context of our common existence." 

by Larry B. Stammer | Times Religion Writer 



















We have forgotten and are still forgetting that over and above business, logic and the parameters of the market is 
the human being; and that something is men and women in as much as they are human beings by virtue of their 
profound dignity: to offer them the possibility of living a dignified life and of actively participating in the common 
good. Benedict XVI reminded us that precisely because it is human, all human activity, including economic activity, 
must be ethically structured and governed (cf. Encyclical Letter Caritas in Veritate, n. 36). We must return to the 
centrality of the human being, to a more ethical vision of activities and of human relationships without the fear of 
losing something." 

- Pope Francis, Address to the Centesimus Annus Pro Pontifice Foundation, 5/25/13 









In The New Abolitionism, Christopher Hayes notes that fossil fuel companies are pulling more carbon out of the 
ground than ever before and, if we limit the planet’s temperature increase to 3.6 degrees Fahrenheit (anything 
above that threatens human survival), then “it’s becoming increasingly clear that those companies will have to 
leave 80 percent of their reserves in the ground if we are to avert a global cataclysm.” This would mean our 
incredibly powerful fossil fuel companies will need to just walk away from an estimated $10-20 trillion.  
Hayes notes that the only historical event that compares with today’s need to abandon a huge amount of wealth is 
the abolition of slavery. It took the Civil War to bring it about.  Hayes writes, “In fact, the parallel I want to highlight 
is between the opponents of slavery and the opponents of fossil fuels. Because the abolitionists were ultimately 
successful, it’s all too easy to lose sight of just how radical their demand was at the time: that some of the 
wealthiest people in the country would have to give up their wealth. That liquidation of private wealth is the only 
precedent for what today’s climate justice movement is rightly demanding: that trillions of dollars of fossil fuel stay 
in the ground. It is an audacious demand, and those making it should be clear-eyed about just what they’re asking. 
There is no way around conflict with this much money on the line, no available solution that makes everyone happy. 
No use trying to persuade people otherwise.” 



In 1982 the State of North Carolina chose a poor predominantly African American community for the placement of 
a toxic waste landfill to dispose of PCBs illegally dumped along the roadway of fourteen counties. Residents of 
Warren County, North Carolina enlisted the support of the United Church of Christ Commission for Racial Justice 
(CRJ) to engage in a campaign of nonviolent civil disobedience. 

In response to this experience, and from others across the nation, the CRJ commissioned a study to examine what 
was perceived at the time to be the intentional placement of hazardous waste sites, landfills, incinerators, and 
polluting industries in communities inhabited mainly by African Americans, Hispanics, Native Americans, Asians and 
Pacific Islanders, farm workers and the working poor. These groups were, and still are, particularly vulnerable 
because they are perceived as weak and passive citizens who will not fight back against the poisoning of their 
neighborhoods in fear that it may jeopardize jobs and economic survival.  

In releasing the findings of the 1987 study written by Charles Lee, Rev. Benjamin Chavis, CRJ Executive Director, 
referred to intentionally selecting communities of color for wastes disposal sites and polluting industrial facilities – 
essentially condemning them to contamination – as “environmental racism.” He called on the United Church of 
Christ to be a champion working for environmental justice across the nation and across the world. 



































From: Brad Meuli [mailto:bmeuli@denrescue.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 4:05 PM 
To: contactus@i-70east.com 
Subject: I-70 EAST 
 
I wanted to voice my excitement at the process of improving I‐70.  We are one of the organizations 
losing our building and we have taken this as an opportunity to locate our offices closer to our largest 
facility.  Tawana Kelly and the CDOT staff have been incredible to work with!  I cannot tell you how much 
it has meant to us to have someone so professional and helpful to walk us through this process.  This is 
the way government should work.  thank you so much for having people like Tawana who care about 
people and a small non‐profit like the Denver Rescue Mission.   
 
I love the new design and believe it will serve the community so much better than the current structure.  
Our building is nearly under the current viaduct and its useful life is over.  Something needs to be done 
now and I believe this Partial Covered Lowered Alternative is a wonderful answer.   
 
Thank you for your good work on this! 
 
Brad  
 

 
Brad Meuli :: Denver Rescue Mission  
President/CEO 
----------------------------------------------------- 
[p] 303.297.1815 
[f] 303.294.9503 
----------------------------------------------------- 

 
 
 
  



From: Dave Schunk [mailto:DSchunk@denrescue.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2014 5:37 PM 
To: contactus@i-70east.com 
Subject: i-70 East Comments for Recording 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
I have participated in several condemnation proceedings from both an operational and owner level.  As 
well, in my role as CFO, COO and CEO of various organizations, both for profit and non‐profit, I have 
worked with a number of governments at all levels: city, state and federal.  In all of my experiences, I 
have never met a more efficient, customer‐focused, empathetic, smart, engaging, governmental entity 
than I‐70/CDOT.  In fact, I would rate I‐70/CDOT better than 95% of all private entities that I have 
negotiated and/or partnered with.  Under very difficult circumstances, I‐70/CDOT has been a 
tremendous, honest and solid partner to deal with.   
 
I can also say that they are very protective of the tax payer (which I am one) as they are very thorough, 
ask a lot of good and tough questions, require supporting documentation and do so in a professional 
and polite manner.  When the answer is “no” it is delivered in a forthright and professional way and 
supporting evidence is provided as well.  The staff are very good at what they do and could operate a 
private business as good as, if not better than, many successful private business owners that I know.  I 
especially want to mention Tawana Kelly, her staff and her management team over her as the ones that 
exemplify the traits mentioned above.  They are amazing.   
 
Thank you again and again I‐70/CDOT.  It is my sincere wish that other governmental entities will follow 
your example of leadership and public engagement that you have demonstrated here.   
 
Sincerely, 
 

David Schunk :: Denver Rescue Mission  
Chief Financial Officer 
----------------------------------------------------- 
[p] 303.313.2412 
[c] 303.641.2686 
----------------------------------------------------- 

 
 

 
   



From: Griff Freyschlag [mailto:GFreyschlag@denrescue.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 4:38 PM 
To: contactus@i-70east.com 
Subject: Proposed I-70 Project  
 
I wanted to take this opportunity to support the CDOT proposal of moving the elevated portion of I‐70, 
between Brighton Blvd and Colo Blvd, to an under‐ground solution.  I have worked in building that is 
almost directly under a crumbling I‐70 on 46th Ave between Colo Blvd and Vasquez for over 12 years. I 
have seen the effects of concrete pieces from the overpass fall onto cars in our parking lot. I have 
appreciated CDOT’s efforts to make on‐going repairs over the years but it is time for a new solution. The 
under‐ground option would be a wonderful boost to the Globeville community. I can only imagine how 
it would enhance the quality of life in the area. Our organization has been working with Towanda and 
her team for over a year now. She has been a great CDOT representative as well as an advocate for us as 
we contemplate moving from a old building to a newer more expensive but beneficial site. She is 
efficient, kind, effective and fair in her dealings with us.  
 

Griff Freyschlag :: Denver Rescue Mission  
V.P. Development  CFRE 
----------------------------------------------------- 
[p] 303.313.2411 
[c] 303.910.4371 
----------------------------------------------------- 
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