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1. Introduction 
The I-70 East Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has followed an extensive community and agency 
involvement process since the project began in July 2003 as the I-70 East Corridor EIS. Per the CDOT 
NEPA Manual, “Public involvement is a process by which the influence of various stakeholders is organized 
in relationship to decision making…” (CDOT, 2013b, p. 7-1). The overall goal of the community outreach and 
agency involvement process is to solicit input through a transparent, open, and dynamic process that 
includes community members, businesses, agencies, stakeholders, and community groups within the study 
area. This process helps the project team identify and document any issues, suggestions, comments, or 
concerns and incorporate them in the planning and decision-making process. This report includes all the 
outreach activities for the project after the public release of the Draft EIS in November 2008. 

2. 2008 Draft EIS comments 
After the public release of the Draft EIS in November of 2008, three open houses/public hearings were held 
to provide an update of recent study developments, summarize the 2008 Draft EIS, and provide an 
opportunity for public comment on the document. The date, location of each meeting, and the number of 
attendees are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1. Public hearings 

Date Location 
Number of 
Attendees 

12/09/2008 Sable Elementary School, Aurora 15 

12/10/2008 Commerce City Recreation Center, Commerce City 65 

12/11/2008 Bruce Randolph Middle School, Denver 70 

Total 150 

The 45-day public review period was scheduled to end on December 31, 2008. Due to multiple requests for 
an extension, the review period was extended to January 31, 2009, and then again to March 31, 2009. Over 
300 comments were received from the public, stakeholders, and affected agencies during the public 
comment period. Typically, comments from a Draft EIS are formally responded to in the Final EIS. Because 
this Supplemental Draft EIS is being prepared, all comments received on the 2008 Draft EIS were 
considered and addressed where appropriate in this document, but a comment-by-comment response is not 
provided. The comments received on the 2008 Draft EIS are available in Appendix A. 

The following list briefly describes the major topics covered by the comments received on the 2008 Draft 
EIS: 

 Realignment. Several comments from the public and agencies opposed the Realignment 
Alternatives because they will not solve the existing I-70 issues and will divert through-traffic to local 
streets, causing safety concerns for the adjacent communities. 

 Tunnel. Comments were received asking for further consideration of this alternative for the project. 
Although it was eliminated early in the screening process, elements of this neighborhood-proposed 
concept were used to design the new Partial Cover Lowered Alternative, which is discussed in 
Chapter 3, Summary of Project Alternatives. 

 Traffic. The majority of the traffic comments, which were mostly from the affected agencies, asked 
for more clarification of the analysis documentation and an extension for the horizon year to 2035. 
These comments have been addressed in the Supplemental Draft EIS (see Chapter 4, 
Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measures). 
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 Air quality. Concerns about air pollution have been voiced in several comments received on the 
2008 Draft EIS. Impacts to air quality resulting from the proposed project have been analyzed and 
documented in Section 5.10, Air Quality, of the Supplemental Draft EIS. The air quality analysis 
performed for this document is well above regulatory requirements to supply information to the public 
in response to the comments. The air quality analysis shows that the project will not cause 
substantial air quality impacts, and that future emissions will stay within levels that are considered to 
be acceptable under U.S. Environmental Protection Agency standards. 

 Health. Concerns were expressed about current and recent health conditions within and near the 
project area. Studies do indicate that residents living next to highways experience higher levels of air 
pollution and have a higher risk of developing illnesses related to air pollution (CDPHE, 2002, 2003a, 
2003b, 2003c). Regional air quality regulations address air pollution at regional levels, but not at the 
micro-level for populations living within several hundred feet of highways. These studies have been 
included in the Supplemental Draft EIS (see Section 5.2, Social and Economic Conditions). 

 Environmental justice. Environmental justice comments included concerns about neighborhood 
cohesion and lack of sufficient mitigation measures to address the issue. A new alternative was 
developed to address neighborhood cohesion more specifically. It is evaluated in this document. 
Additional mitigation measures also have been identified for the proposed Preferred Alternative to 
address these concerns. 

 Neighborhood cohesion. Concerns about neighborhood cohesion were raised. Highway 
improvements will improve mobility and connectivity, support and encourage population and 
economic growth, and reduce cut-through traffic on local streets. A new alternative was developed to 
address neighborhood cohesion more specifically. It is evaluated in the Supplemental Draft EIS. 

 Funding. Comments on the available funding to pay for construction of the project were received. 
Available funding is identified and an anticipated construction schedule is discussed in Chapter 3, 
Summary of Project Alternatives, along with a brief discussion on how the project construction will be 
phased. 

 Tolling. There were questions about the fairness of the value-pricing aspect of managed lanes and 
whether toll pricing affects the financial ability to access these facilities by low-income drivers. This 
issue, and how the low-income population can benefit from toll lanes, is discussed in Section 5.3, 
Environmental Justice, in more detail. 

3. Preferred Alternative Collaborative 
Team 

With the assistance of a neutral facilitator, the Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) was formed 
in July 2010 to recommend a preferred alternative for the I-70 East EIS. The PACT was made up of a group 
of stakeholders who represent federal and state agencies, local governments, and community and business 
interests. The PACT’s goal was to build mutual understanding of all interests, data, and concerns about the 
alternative alignments evaluated in the 2008 Draft EIS and to agree upon and recommend a preferred 
alternative that met the purpose and need of the project and best addressed all concerns. 

After months of effort and collaboration, the PACT was unable to reach a consensus regarding a preferred 
alternative from among the alternatives put forth in the 2008 Draft EIS. The PACT process and its conclusion 
are available in the PACT Summary Report in Appendix B. 
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4. Post-PACT activities 
After the conclusion of the PACT process, the City and County of Denver (Denver) initiated an outreach 
effort with several community work groups. Over 90 community members participated in these work group 
sessions, which resulted in the development of a list of neighborhood goals and expectations to be 
integrated in the Colorado Department of Transportation’s (CDOT) environmental evaluation. More details on 
the post-PACT activities and the meeting summaries are available in Appendix C. 

5. Corridor-wide meetings 
After the PACT process was completed with a finding of no consensus, the outreach process continued. To 
keep the public and agencies updated on the project’s progress as part of the outreach effort, the project 
team held several corridor-wide meetings to reach out to the public and solicit input. All the corridor-wide 
meetings held by CDOT and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) included childcare, food, and 
Spanish translation services. They were held at a locally accessible location to encourage everyone to 
participate. A summary of the location, topic, and number of attendees for the corridor is in Table 2. Special 
needs assistance, such as transportation to and from the meeting and sign language, would be available 
upon request. Meeting summaries are available on the project website at www.i-70east.com. 

Table 2. Corridor-wide meetings 

Date Location Topic 
Number of 
Attendees 

5/2/2012 Commerce City Civic Center Present changes to the alternatives 
and introduce the Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative 

84 

5/3/2012 Swansea Recreation Center 267 

11/13/2012 Commerce City Recreation Center Present the project progress and solicit 
input on the project alternatives 

70 

11/14/2012 Swansea Recreation Center 131 

4/10/2013 Adams City High School Present the preliminarily identified 
Preferred Alternative 

61 

4/11/2013 Swansea Recreation Center 196 

Total: 809 
 

6. Ongoing monthly community leader 
meetings 

The project team started a monthly meeting with community leaders in the project area in June 2012 to keep 
the community updated on the progress of the project. The community members who volunteered to be a 
community leader at the May 2012 corridor-wide meetings were specifically invited to these meetings by 
phone and e-mail. An e-blast also was sent to the project e-mail list and flyers were placed at major 
community resource centers before these meetings to notify the community members. These meetings were 
held at Focus Points Family Resource Center, an accessible location in the project area, as open-
house/open-discussion meetings. Walk-ins were welcome at any time to talk to project team members, ask 
questions, express concerns, and provide comments. Each month, the meeting’s focus was on a different 
subject based on the project’s progress and data available to share with the public. Table 3 lists the 
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community leader meetings with a description of meeting topics. Summaries for the community leaders 
meetings are available on the project website at www.i-70east.com. 
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Table 3. Community leader meetings 

Date Topic 
Number of 
Attendees* 

6/20/2012 Project updates 19 

7/18/2012 
Updates to the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative and the 
Revised Viaduct Alternative, North Option 

24 

8/15/2012 
Updates on the No-Action Alternative and the Revised Viaduct 
alternative, South Option 

22 

9/12/2012 
Swansea Elementary School site plan and the uses and 
placement of the cover in the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative 

25 

10/17/2012 

What the project team learned from Seattle’s covered highway 
projects, what residents want in their neighborhood and on the 
highway cover, how the highway will be accessed from 
Colorado Boulevard, what the Partial Cover Lowered highway 
profile will look like, and what the No-Action Alternative is 

34 

11/21/2012 
This meeting was cancelled due to the conflict with the 
corridor-wide meetings and Thanksgiving holidays 

— 

12/19/2012 
The historic resources in the community and what was heard at 
the corridor-wide meetings 

20 

1/16/2013 
This meeting was cancelled and replaced by a project 
information meeting held at Swansea Elementary on  
January 17, 2013. 

— 

2/20/2013 
This meeting was cancelled and replaced with the telephone 
town hall. 

— 

3/20/2013 

The primary purpose of the meeting was to discuss the 
progress of the project, introduce the recommended preferred 
alternative, and invite community leaders to participate in the 
upcoming corridor-wide meetings. 

24 

4/17/2013 
This meeting was cancelled and replaced with the corridor-
wide meetings. 

— 

5/15/2013 
Discussion of the comments received at the corridor-wide 
meetings and the highway cover design guidelines 

26 

6/19/13 Discussion of the cover design process, goals, and guidelines 32 

7/17/13 Discussion of the current status of the project 28 

8/21/2013 
Discussion about the purchase and relocation process for 
impacted properties 

33 

9/18/2013 
This meeting was cancelled and replaced with a CDOT and 
Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood plan combined meeting 

— 

10/16/2013 
Discussion of project progress, and allow members of the 
public to provide input and discuss concerns with the project 
team 

23 

11/20/2013 
This meeting was cancelled and replaced with a CDOT and 
Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood plan combined meeting 

— 

12/18/2013 Discussion of ways to reduce impacts to the neighborhood 32 
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Date Topic 
Number of 
Attendees* 

1/15/2014 
Discussion of property purchase and relocation and ways to 
reduce impacts to the neighborhood 

39 

2/19/2014 
Discussion of property purchase and relocation and ways to 
reduce impacts to the neighborhood 

61 

3/19/2014 
Discussion of property purchase and relocation and ways to 
reduce impacts to the neighborhood 

28 

4/16/2014 
Discussion of additional options for the Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative. What are managed lanes? Details about the 
Swansea Elementary Master Planning process 

47 

5/21/2014 
Discussion of additional options for the Partial Cover Lowered 
Alternative. Discuss construction methods being considered. 

29 

6/18/2014 
Discussion of air quality, additional options for the Partial Cover 
Lowered Alternative, and how to provide comments on the 
Supplemental Draft EIS 

17 

7/16/2014 
Discussion of how to provide comments on the Supplemental 
Draft EIS 

7 

*Due to the informal nature of the meeting, attendees may have participated in the meeting without signing in, so the 
number of actual attendees could be slightly different than what is recorded. 

7. CDOT and Elyria and Swansea 
Neighborhood plan combined 
meetings 

The North Denver Cornerstone Collaborative has identified the I-70 East project as one of their seven key 
projects. Based on this, CDOT and Denver planned a series of meetings to gather ideas on how to improve 
the communities surrounding the I-70 East project. These meetings were held at the Swansea Recreation 
Center and—as with all other public meetings—childcare, food, and Spanish translation were available to 
encourage attendance. Table 4 lists these joint meetings with their topic and number of attendees. 
Summaries of these meetings, along with the public comments received at these meetings, are available on 
the project website at www.i-70east.com. 

Table 4 CDOT and Denver combined meetings 

Date Topic 
Number of 
Attendees* 

9/18/2013 
Community space on the highway cover, the connection to 
Swansea Elementary School, the frontage roads, and the 
Steele Street/Vasquez Boulevard interchange 

108 

11/20/2013 

The character of the frontage roads and local street 
surrounding Swansea Elementary School, the community 
space on the highway cover, and the future of the 
Steele/Vasquez interchange 

77 
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*Due to the informal nature of the meetings, attendees may have participated in the meeting without signing in, so the 
number of actual attendees could be slightly different than what is recorded. 

8. Community functions 
As part of the outreach effort, the project team reserved tables and attended community functions, providing 
information and answering questions. These community functions varied from community picnics to church 
festivals and school fairs.  

9. Flyers, newsletters, mailers, and 
door-to-door outreach 

Over 20,000 bilingual flyers or newsletters are printed for all corridor-wide public meetings and are placed at 
major community centers in the area and sent home with students in the project area. A week prior to the 
meetings, all properties within the study area receive flyers at their door. Churches receive flyers the Sunday 
before corridor-wide meetings to remind everyone to attend the meetings. Mailers are also sent to the 
project’s mailing list two weeks prior to the meetings. Prior to the April 2013 corridor-wide meetings, the 
project team members visited properties that were most likely to be impacted directly by the project to invite 
them to the corridor-wide meeting.  

10. E-mail and telephone notification 
Members of the public who specify that they want to be informed of project activities through e-mail are sent 
regular information. The notifications cover new information on the website, upcoming public meetings, and 
any other relevant information. The e-mail notification database contains 880 addresses. People who prefer 
to be notified of public meetings through telephone are called within one week of corridor-wide meetings or 
working groups. The telephone notification database contains 70 phone numbers. 

11. Project-specific hotline and e-mail 
address 

To ensure that the public has access to project information, a telephone hotline and a project-specific e-mail 
address were established at the beginning of the outreach process and have been maintained. The phone 
number and e-mail address are included on all public information materials in English and Spanish. The 
phone greeting for the project hotline is recorded in both English and Spanish, providing opportunities for the 
public to leave voicemails in either language. The voicemails and e-mails are checked daily and phone calls 
returned within one business day. 

12. Telephone town hall 
The telephone town hall meeting is an innovative approach to outreach through mass personal 
communication. Using the telephone town hall conference, project team members can interact with hundreds 
or thousands of participants in a single live telephone conference. A large number of phone numbers are 
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rapidly dialed and the targeted audience receives a pre-recorded message from the speaker inviting them to 
remain on the line if they wish to join in the conference. The audience has the opportunity to ask questions 
after the presentation is over by being placed in a question queue. 

A telephone town hall meeting was conducted on February 20, 2013, which included two separate 
sessions—one in English and one in Spanish. Over 38,000 phone numbers were contacted and over 2,600 
participants joined the conference. Polling questions were designed to solicit specific input on various 
subjects by having the audience pressing a number on their phone to select an answer. The result of the 
polling questions and more information about this meeting is available in Appendix D. 

13. Project website 
A project website (www.i-70east.com) was developed to publicize information and provide a schedule of 
events. The site offers English and Spanish options and includes features, such as an online feedback form, 
an automatic e-mail distribution for when new information is posted, technical documents, meeting materials, 
and meeting summaries. The website is updated every time new information is available, such as meeting 
announcements and the availability of meeting materials. The website has been heavily used and has 
received more than 47,500 unique visits since the 2008 Draft EIS was published. This averages to 
approximately 26 unique visits per day. The website visits increase when the corridor-wide meetings are 
advertised and when the meeting materials are available for review. Because “smartphones” have become 
more popular, a quick response code (QRC) was developed for the project website. The QRC can be 
scanned by any smartphone with the appropriate application and will take the user directly to the project 
website. Appendix E includes a table showing the website use. 

A project computer is available at Focus Points Family Resource Center located within the Elyria and 
Swansea Neighborhood to ensure the website is accessible to the public who may not otherwise have 
access to a computer or Internet. 

14. Project kiosk 
A project kiosk is located outside of the Swansea Elementary School building facing Columbine Street and 
47th Avenue. The kiosk provides contact information and project announcements, including upcoming 
meetings for the general public. 

15. Elected officials outreach 
Individual meetings were conducted with elected officials and established community groups after the PACT 
process. The meetings were conducted to answer questions, request input, and provide information and 
updates on the project. Before making major project decisions, the project team meets with elected officials 
on a regular basis to brief them on project recommendations. 

16. Agency coordination 
There is continued coordination with local government agencies, including Denver, City of Aurora, City of 
Commerce City, and Denver Public Schools, to ensure the I-70 East EIS plans do not contradict the local 
plans. Denver and Denver Public Schools are contacted on a regular basis to remain updated on the project 
progress and to collect their input on various issues in the study area and develop mitigation measures.
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Last First

My name is Tony Brake and neighborhood is Sable El Toro (phonetic), we live on East Montview (phonetic) Boulevard.  
And we use I-70, obviously to go about anywhere we need to go.  My immediate impression and actually it reinforces the 
thought that I've already put into this project as I've looked at it is that the cheapest is the best here and I don't know 
how other people feel about these high occupancy vehicle lanes but I see them not being used. I see them using 
resources that are paid for and they're not effectively being used.  I don't know about the strings that the federal 
government has on these things where they require them to be built in order to get the federal contribution, that's 
something that needs to be considered.  But, as far as from a practical standpoint, I do not see these toll lanes, if you 
will, as being effective, cost effective or productive.  They just seem to take lanes away that never get used.

One of the main things I want to point out is that when you take a detour like that, realigning of the I-70, it introduces 
some bad curves in there folks. Whether they're gradualized or not, they're still curves and when the weather is bad, 
when we have ice and snow, it's a safety factor.  It's a hazard.  Anyway you look at it.  And then it makes your commute, 
your drive to downtown from the east side or back and forth, etc., it makes it longer everyday.  And it puts out more air 
pollution into the air.  So every time you drive, every time we go to downtown or to wherever we're going, we're actually 
burning more fuel because we make that detour.  So, I'm definitely against the realignment of I-70.

Historically it's been there, everybody counts on it being there, everybody who lives in the area.  That area is depressed. 
On the north side it might even create some urban revitalization if we tore down some of that junk.  As long as we give 
the people their honest value when we go in and condemn their properties, if we give them what it's worth, then I think 

DEIS - Public Release Comments

Comments or questions about the DEIS
(Please note that comments that included attachments are linked within this PDF).

Comment submitted 
via

DATE

NAME

No.

1

Public Hearing Comments 

Agency
(as needed)

Public Hearing via 
transcript12/9/08 Brake Tony

the people their honest value when we go in and condemn their properties, if we give them what it s worth, then I think 
they'll probably be good with it.  So clearly --

I've got one minute left, thank you.  So I think you're getting my drift of what I'd like to see.  It's much cheaper, it's the 
cheapest alternative that we've seen up here.  Leave the alignment the same.  Do not put in any lanes that everyone 
cannot use.  Lanes that everybody can use. Forget the nonsense about having these empty lanes that nobody's using.  
Use them all and keep the alignment the same.  Move the thing to the north so that you're not tearing out all of those 
expensive businesses and you're done.  We can't afford anything else.  Look at the economy.  Thank you, you're 
beautiful.

My name is Kenton Circle and I'm here just because of curiosity.  My neighborhood is Aurora.  I live in southeast Aurora, 
however, I did work about 20 years in the neighborhood of I-70 and Vasquez and I worked there while they re-did the 
deck of the elevated portion.  And it seems to me that I-70 needs to get out of there.

Now, I know that's different from this gentleman that just spoke but you've got some considerations here.  I think there 
ought to be a strong consideration of keeping the National Western where it is.  But allowing them for expansion to do 
what they want to do.  They're talking about moving because they don't have enough room, they don't have -- they have 
to shorten their activities in order to keep it with the time and so on.  I think that strong consideration ought to be in the 
National Western, allow them to expand.  Also I think, need to get I-70 away from Purina.

Also another point I have is the Pilot truck stop at Vasquez is mostly undersize.  You back trucks up getting into that 
truck stop.  Now, if you do away with the Pilot truck stop, you need to consider, well do we still need the truck stop?  
These kind of things to me need to be addressed and when you address the pilot truck stop you're, right now, CDOT is 
already relooking at the Ward Road truck stop.  So you've got a lot of considerations for whatever you're going to do 
with I-70 through this area.  I would think that the City of Denver ought to have a lot of input on this.

Down to one minute, okay. And I, even possibly, I have not seen in any of your considerations, go north of the 
mousetrap. And you may have not talked about that but anyway, now, when you get over to I-25, go elevated all the way 
to Vale (phonetic) and you eliminate that problem as far as the -- that's facetious, but anyway, these are my concerns. 
Thank you very much for this opportunity to comment.

12/9/08 KentonCircle Public Hearing via 
transcript2
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3 12/9/08 McGuire Aidan

I would like to see the I-70 stay on the same tract it is on now. I own property that would be impacted by 4 & 6. My land 
is located at 2655 E 52nd Ave. If 4 or 6 is elected, my property would be cut in half. I own 11.25 acres. I have an 
industrial storage area and this is my main source of income for my family.
I also own a section of land at 5400  Monroe St - 10.25 acres. This property would have less impact. It is located in the 
north side of 56th Ave and runs from Adams St to Harrison St. 6 blocks long. Your maps of 4 & 6 show a frontage road 
where 56th Ave is now. I am not sure what access I would then have to my property and if 4 & 6 would want to have any 
part of my property. 

Public Hearing via 
comment form

4 12/10/08 Jagger Lydia

Hi, I'm Lydia Jagger.  I live in the Tiffany subdivision, 55 --

I live on 5500 Monaco, just down the street where the one alternative would be.  There's a bunch of homes and 
businesses in there and this would affect all of us.  And really don't want it there.  And I drove past I-70, I drove past 270 
in the evenings. You have two different parking lots.  All you would be doing is combining the mess and like if you went 
right down the street from me, that the noise, the fumes,
everything, it would just –

MR. BEMELEN:  Real quick, are you talking the realignment options?

Um-hum.  I'm thoroughly against them. 

Public Hearing via 
transcript

Guillermo Serna, Paxton Street, Commerce City, Colorado.  I think that you can do anything you want as long as you 
leave it where it's at.  You already made the mistake of building that there once and now you want to make another 
mistake by bringing it towards Commerce City.  We have an elementary school that's going to be affected because 
you're going to have more noise there.  Are you going to -- you say mitigation or whatever the word is, are you going to 
move that school and place it somewhere else so that our children can have the opportunity of learning well?  Are you 
going to assist the people that have to move when they have to move and you buy them out if they have a home?  And 
it's a whole neighborhood that you're talking about.  The other part is, you say that you're looking for money.  You know 
that there's going to be the money for it.  Otherwise, you wouldn't be doing it.  President-Elect, now that you don't want 
to spend all that money on 70, that's another thing. You may want to spend it for the people that want to go up the 
mountain to ski or come down the mountain. 

 Or the people that come from the airport that want to go up the mountain for recreation.  There's a lot of things that go 
into this.  But Commerce City right now, we have 70, we have 285, we have 276, we have 76, we have 470 plus the 
railroads.  All of it going to Denver.  Come on Denver.
That's enough.  How much more do you want us to give?  Our community provides a lot and it's about time that you take 
responsibility and build right where it's at.  You already ruined one elementary there.  I was there when you started 
building it.  We cross that area all the time.  There was a lot of promises that were made that have never been 
completed.

Fifteen seconds, you know, eight years ago, all of this was brought up and it fell through the cracks.  And most likely, it's 
going to fall through the cracks because you don't have the aspects of our community here.  You have, right now, 
people that can come.

I sure will.  The people can not be here and have input because both of them are working.  The time that you pick is 
wrong.  Thank you very much.

12/10/08 GuillermoSerna Public Hearing via 
transcript5
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Thank you.  Can I see the slide on the cost of the various alternatives again?  Because I remember at a council meeting 
about three months ago, it seemed that the cost of any one of the northern lumps or bumps was going to be about $3 or 
$400 million more than it would be to continue along the existing alignment.  I guess I'm not able to see that, that well to 
see what this says now but I'm thinking that it's still going to cost more to go up north than it is to go along the existing 
alignment.  Somewhere in the tune of about $3 or $400 million to build this bump at I-70 up north.  Three or four hundred 
million dollars. We're a billion and a half short in this state in transportation funding.  That would be $3 to $400 hundred 
million that would be absolutely wasted.  We can use $150 million of that to expand the size of 270 which as, one of the 
previous speakers said it's just a parking lot at most of the time during the day.  I was standing up on the new flyover 
form 270 onto 1-76 about three months ago when it opened with Russ Dorrs and I said, "Russ, take a look down here.  

That's where you can spend this extra $3 or $400 million.  Don't just realign I-70 and waste that money.  Do something 
with it that we can all use that's going to alleviate the traffic problems."  So maybe we won't have a parking lot at I-70  or 
270.  That's where that money ought to be spent.  If it's an alternative three, makes I-70 a toll road, I have no problem 
with toll roads.  There's going to be an alternative, you either take the toll lane or you take the general purpose lane.  
You want to go faster, you pay the toll.  You still have the alternative.  It's not strictly a toll road --

-- Like E-470 would be, you have the alternative.  So I'm all for alternative three. I'm only speaking for myself, not the 
City Council. City Council hasn't really taken a formal vote on this. I can only speak for myself tonight.  But the cost 
alone is such a major -- $3 or $400 million dollars.  I can't even, I've asked people why is this alternative going north 
even being proposed.

I really never have gotten a big answer.  I'd like to know what the impact of Purina is. Purina's got to move someplace 
for this to be realigned.  

And what I would say is, if Purina needs a place to move, we would welcome them in Commerce City. Thank you.

You may call me what you will. You know I just heard you say -- and I appreciate that you're coming here to talk to us 
about this and that this is your job.  And so my job as Councilwoman of Commerce City and long-term resident is I'm 
going to fight this realignment as much as we fought for the Rocky Mountain arsenal because it's that important to us.  
And you just said that the impacts that the slights of the impacts are going to be comparable No to the citizens of

12/10/08 JimBensonCommerce City Public Hearing via 
transcript6

And you just said that the impacts that the slights of the impacts are going to be comparable.  No, to the citizens of 
Commerce City  there is no comparison.  This will simply be another huge negative for our city.  And actually it'll be the 
last -- what a kick in the pants for us.  We have already suffered, we have carried the United States with the Rocky 
Mountain Arsenal.  In fact, that was the world.  That was Japan and Hitler.  We have already given.  In fact, this town 
had more people die in Vietnam than any other city in the state.  This is wrong and I'm going to fight it. The entire region 
has spent enormous amounts of time and money and effort to build the San Creek Regional Greenway and to make it 
really beautiful.  

That will pollute it as we know because we have Highway 85 and the air monitoring systems on the high school show us 
clearly that it's the pollution from the cars, not even the refinery that was overwhelming there.  With 270 and 70 coming 
through, you will completely pollute us.  Not just with what we're breathing –

All right. Let me see, this is just an unconscionable thing.  Yes, we have one of the nation's biggest refineries here.  
Homeland Security should not allow you to put another highway by this refinery because it also is a confluence of 
railroads, east and west in the United States.  I have a lot more to say and I'll be writing volumes to you and you have 
my guarantee, I will fight this with the people of Commerce City.

I'm fortunate that I get to follow Councilman Drotar  Councilwoman Drotar, I would like to echo her comments.  I think 
this needs to be visited very, very carefully.  Obviously Mr. Benson cited the costs, the obvious increased costs for the 
norther alignment.  I've tried to step back and look at this objectively and understand where there could be a benefit for 
Commerce City in this alignment and I don't see it.  None of the options show me necessarily, an increased opportunity 
for our businesses or residence and I think as Councilman, Councilwoman Drotar suggested that this city's given quite a 
bit in its history.  To be able to reuse the alignment that exists at present, expand that, reinforce that, makes a lot more 
sense.  I do have a question about the comparable impacts at some point in the future when we do ultimately expand 
270 and how the impact through the portion of the quarter where you would join the existing 270 alignment might be 
affected.  In other words, we don't want to see that alignment but we obviously know that 270 may expand at some 
point.  

12/10/08

12/10/08 Commerce City Public Hearing via 
transcriptMcEldowney Jason

RebaCommerce City Drotar Public Hearing via 
transcript
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I'm trying to get my head around, are we just delaying the inevitable?  I don't want to see the realignment but I want to 
understand if the eventual impact might be as bad.  I don't know that I can say what Councilwoman Drouder said as well 
and I will stop at that point. Thanks.
My question is, if the northern alignment were selected, option four or six, the traffic volumes through the section that 
would join the existing 270 alignment, would that be comparable if in an alternative scenario, I-70 remains at east west 
and 270 is actually expanded at some future point, would those future traffic volumes on an expanded 270 be similar to 
a hybrid of I-70 and 270, how's that?

9 12/10/08 Anderson Daisy

Hi, I'm Daisy Anderson.  I live at 6470 East 53rd Way.  If the 270 project does go on, that means that it's going to be my 
house and my property and my business.  I've been there, I've worked very hard for 16 years to (inaudible) and now they 
want to try to take it away.  And I just don't think that it's fair because we work so hard to keep up Commerce City and to 
make it what it is.  And you want to keep adding and adding and adding but it's not fair to us because then we lose what 
we worked so hard for.  Thank you.

Public Hearing via 
transcript

10 12/10/08 Sater Don

I'm Don Sater, and I would just like to make a comment on the I-70 over there.  And I still think it would be a lot better 
for just going on the north side of it and make it wider there, because to go through way over here, you hit over by 
Commerce City by SunCor and all of that, and come down through it and his 270, because it would be a big bottleneck. 
It's already that way now, so why make it that much more when I-70 will run into it, you have to have a lot of lanes, and it 
would still be a bottleneck. So I just don't agree that way, I think it's a lot better to stay with I-70 that way, because I live 
right here in Commerce City and I travel I-70 quite a bit -- I mean 270 quite a bit, so I would like to see it the other way.  
Thank you.

Public Hearing via 
transcript

I guess I've only got three minutes for this, and that's pretty hard to do, but what I see right here is not the representation 
of the community that it is going to affect, and that's going to be the poor people, minority people. And if you guys 
recommend this change, the one that goes further north coming through Commerce City, I'm having problems when the 
first time you build this you ruin whole portion of neighborhoods, and you're going to do it again.  School, you're going to 
be ruining a school because of the noise, the traffic, and everything that comes with it, the environmental thing.

You say justice on your sheets there, and where is the justice in that?  You're going to have kids trying to learn with all of 
this noise going around them and at the same time you're going to ruin the whole school because the majority of thethis noise going around them, and at the same time, you're going to ruin the whole school because the majority of the 
people may leave.

Now, yes, business property is going to go up, but residential is going to go down. Now, the question is:  

Are you going to have mediation-type stuff, or medication, or whatever it is, and I don't think I have the right word, where 
you can assist and put some money into moving the school and moving some of these homes that you're going to be 
affecting. The dust factor, the stuff that comes off the tires, the constant noise.  The way you did it the old way, the old 
time, you've never done anything with it. The school right there, it's amazing how you can do this to another group of 
people, and it's usually the poor people.  Why don't you just keep it in the same area where it's already at?  You've 
already ruined that community, and you're telling that there is no money, you know that there is going to be money. And 
if you're going to do it to Commerce City, then do it right.  Pay people or buy them a new home, buy them, and re-build a 
new school somewhere else for them.  This is wrong, and these times of everybody wanting justice and all that, this is 
wrong. The conscience is wrong.  You've done it before, and you're going to do it again.  

So where is the justice of environment here, just to increase traffic so that people can reach and go to have a good time 
or get to a plane. Thank you very much.

12/10/08 Unidentified 
Male

Public Hearing via 
transcript11
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12 12/10/08 Roman Robert

My name is Robert Roman, I live in the Derby area of Commerce City.  I don't see any viable benefits to our city having 
the northern expansion up on 270.  This is just going to cause pollution and mayhem for the neighborhoods, when you 
have already impacted and caused pollution and mayhem in the Elmira neighborhood. Knowing the health issues that we 
have faced with the Rocky Mountain Arsenal and doing our part and giving as much as we have given, we do not need 
to be re-impacted by this effort to expand I-70 up onto 270. Thank you.

Public Hearing via 
transcript

13 12/10/08 Hinchliff Diek
I can see no reasons for toll lanes. The two lanes that run N. & S. along I-25 has little traffic during rush hours while the 
main freeway lanes are plugged. If the two toll lanes were to be used as regular freeway lanes during rush hours, I feel 
that it would free up a lot of traffic during the rush hours.

Public Hearing via 
comment form

14 12/10/08 Smith Trudy

I was surprised to see that dollars earned by toll options weren't reflected vs. the non-toll options in total dollars involved 
in the project - because toll lanes could potentially reduce pay back time of the financed project. Please reflect this on 
future things offered! Leave the I-70 where it is and choose the least costly alternative as to whether to expand north or 
south or split the difference! Don't realign to I-270 and create further congestion in our area.

Public Hearing via 
comment form

15 12/10/08 Thomas Betty I think that they should tear it down and use I-70 underneath - Rebuilt underneath now. It cost a lot of money now to 
repair it all the time. They could use that money to build underneath and it will be safer.

Public Hearing via 
comment form

16 12/10/08 Bullock René
I feel that the choices have already been made. Ralston Purina seem to carry more importance in where their plant is 
than anyone else. Just the fact that they have begun construction on the plant shows that Alternative 1 and 3 will never 
come to past. Bad luck for Commerce City.

Public Hearing via 
comment form

17 12/10/08 Thomas Danny
Remove elevated portion and put I-70 on 46th Ave. 
1. No elevated portion to freeze.
2. Less coast to maintain old elevated structure

Public Hearing via 
comment form

18 12/10/08 Burr Betty Put a flyover through-fence for I-70 for people to drive direct and drive straight through (a layered highway) Public Hearing via 
comment form

19 12/10/08 Mares Joe

I am against I-70 over the bridge. The bridge is deteriorating and there is no sound barrier. There is a school nearby too. 
I-270 is flat land, nothing extreme, easier to pave a flat road than one on top. I-70 has Pilot station that attracts a lot of 
accidents. Trucks constantly coming in and out; heavy polluter. Used as main road to pull into the station. Tractor-
trailers stop traffic. North or South side - only 5 or 6 (possibly) would be affected. If you stay in that area, need a sound 
barrier. Move it to 270, less residential, carbon monoxide would mix in and thin out. Putting it by the school, the carbon 
monoxide would go down to the school

Public Hearing via 
comment form
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Okay. Is this on? My name is Arturo Jimenez, I'm the elected representative for the Denver Public Schools that 
encompasses Swansea, Gloville, Elyria, northwest Denver and lower west Denver and downtown.  And I'm here just to 
make some comments as the elected representative for the area and enter into the public record that the alternative to 
change the course of I-70 to the north is desirable to the school district for a number of reasons. Most importantly, the 
quality of life, the health concerns and the educational environment for the children who attend the school. They will 
benefit from one of those alternative routes to the north that does not pass overhead of their homes, their school and 
their neighborhood. DPS knows that we can't make a decision about the school without considering the broader 
environment to the neighborhood around it just because the kids may benefit from moving the school further away, their 
homes and where they live is still below that overpass. 

And as a matter of record we've made a rough estimate of the cost because some of the alternatives ask for us to 
destruct and rebuild Swansea Elementary since it would be in the path of the widening of I-70. And we've estimated the 
costs very roughly at about $25 million and also the costs of alternative transportation and other administrative costs 
associated with transferring hundreds of children to other schools. We estimate that to be about $3 million to the district. 
It's also unclear that suitable land for new school construction in Swansea can be located and purchased and that total 
cost is unclear. Of course, the school need to deal with the demolition of I-70 or with the redoing of I-70 if that should 
happen and the District will be asking the state to help mitigate those environmental effects and we need --

Thank you.  And also we would be asking for the State to create safety, visual, and sound barriers between I-70 and the 
school property. So I just wanted to give those considerations as your elected representative for the neighborhood and 
thank you for your time. 

And I will give this written record to somebody here. Thank you very much. Have a good evening every one.

Hi, my name is Selena Anthony and I'm with the Elyria neighborhood and I'm actually fairly new to the neighborhood.  
I've only been here about seven years.  Meanwhile, my husband's third generation and several of the people that he's 
been working with are multi-generation as well.  What we noticed is that Gloville, Elyria and Swansea have been really 
left out of the development of the economics of Denver where the (inaudible) that's us.  And what's happened is, when 

DPS Jimenez12/11/08 Public Hearing via 
transcriptArturo20

you look at taking this highway and bringing it up and around, it cuts through any possibility that we have to be 
something different. It's silly that our neighborhood is within seven minutes, easy of downtown and our property values 
are about the lowest.  Excuse me, so people who live way down south and have a heck of a commute have more 
property value than we do.  And the answer is because there's nothing going on.  So when they split the I-70 thing from 
RTD, they went in two different directions. 

RTD said, "Okay.  If we put a train stop in this neighborhood, the poor people, which we primarily are, can have access 
to public transportation, can make a point of getting to and from things." Well, guess what, where we have picked for 
putting the train stop, right underneath that highway that they've got drawn. If you take the highway and (inaudible) which 
one is going to make our neighborhood better?  Seriously, which one is going to make it better?  What's happening right 
now is that they were going to put a nice one in, notice where the population is.  They have a real easy -- to just walk 
over, I'm sorry, to just walk over to it.  Places that have sidewalks already.  It would be an amenity, it would add property 
value and with that –-- with that being the case, we could have things like a store.  Do you realize that Gloville, Elyria and 
Swansea together do not have a grocery store?  Where else do you have to get in your car and drive a minimum ten 
minutes to get to a grocery -- where else in Denver?  And yet that's our reality. We have the river that's right there.  

12/11/08 Anthony Selena Public Hearing via 
transcript21
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We have parks, we have all kinds of other things.  We're going to be seriously negatively impacted by – by bringing the --
that's really annoying by the way, by having the thing come up and around and through, as opposed to just let us have a 
train stop, keep the railroad in test B, keep the rail where it is right now.

22 12/11/08 Pouncy Rayford

Good evening.  I have been blessed to come to each of these that you're having here in this particular place.  I come 
this evening with a positive question.  One that has been floating with us for a long, long time.  Is it true that RTD wants 
to move from down on the river and if they move their headquarters, their bus servicing areas and everything else will it 
still be in our area where we've got enough load already.  An answer please.

You're so kind.

No.  I heard another one, just today.  Just today, I understand that there has been a boat load of money come in to 
assist transit units in our counties.  Is that true or is it not and does it have any affect on what you're trying to do 
(inaudible) alignments in this same area? 

I'll be done.

Public Hearing via 
transcript

My name is Betty Cram.  I've lived in this neighborhood in the Elyria, Swansea neighborhood for 57 years, same house 
on Josephine Street.  I feel like we have been badly impacted with I-70 for one thing and I am also talking about the 
impact bypass would have on River Side Cemetery.  It would cause a lot of environmental problems.  River Side was 
started in 1859 and it was very historic.  We need to keep the historic value of our neighborhood alive.  In the old days 
they used it for picnics.  In the present day we have children that are coming and playing here. You see wild life there.  
It's very historic.  We have our territorial governor is buried there.  General Arthur was -- started the water works and 
Sara Brown who is a Hall of Fame person.  We have very historic -- in the future we want to preserve it for our future 
generation.  If we have a bypass, it would take away the ambience of that.  Then, also if we have a bypass, what we 
really need in our neighborhood is a light rail.

The bypass would take the path of the light rail so that would ruin that.  The light rail would start downtown Denver, 
come into our area, go to Gloville, go up Thornton up onto Longmont (phonetic) and will end up in Cheyenne, Wyoming, 
eventually When that comes it would be a great asset to our area Then also if we have a light rail

12/11/08 Cram Public Hearing via 
transcriptBettie23

eventually.  When that comes it would be a great asset to our area.  Then, also if we have a light rail –

 -- if we have a light rail it would help very much.  We have, over in our – through our neighborhood association, there 
has been collected over 600 signatures asking that we do not have light rail, we do not have bypass, that we do not 
have I-70, there are other alternatives, in fact, in last week's paper, they had an alternative in Boston --

They had what they call the big, big.  I think we can manage with that.  We want -- I'm proud of my neighborhood, I want 
us to all be proud of the neighborhood and I think we have to keep it as beautiful as we can.  We're poor but proud.  
Thank you.

24 12/11/08 Anthony Coulter It's really good park and it's fun.  It's really good place.  No.  Nobody would go there if the highway was going through.  
Well, it's also a good place to rest and if they had a highway there, no place to rest.

Public Hearing via 
transcript
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25 12/11/08 Anthony Arlund I want to see the train stop (inaudible). Public Hearing via 
transcript

26 12/11/08 Wonder Betty

First of all, no matter what they do with this highway, I hope they can involve all the neighborhood to build it.  All the 
construction from our neighborhood and the corridor and hire it all the employees from our neighborhood.  That's 
number one.  Number two, I think that I thought of this for five years what to do and I keep changing my mind to bring it 
back.  And I think the best thing for it is just leave it where it's at and redo it.  That's about it.

Public Hearing via 
transcript

I'm the president of Elyria Neighborhood Association and I have a few little helpers here, it helps that -- it's easy to say a 
picture is worth a thousand words and I've only got three minutes to tell five year long story here so, yes, Maxine, if you 
want to hold things one at a time, as you can see this is a picture of I-70 looking east. There is the mousetrap and out 
there is Quebec and right here is Elyria and Swansea and you could see it's kind of skinny right there.  And that's the 
problem, it's too skinny right there.  So we proposed, five years ago, they put -- they take half of it down and put that half 
in a tunnel, add another six lanes and a tunnel so you wind up taking about a hundred feet on the north side, which is 
about 14 buildings.  But all the rest of the houses that are staying are backed up to a 150 foot wide park.  If you put that 
part in a tunnel then the rest is in this elevated section. Well, we thought it was smartest from a transportation 
perspective it keeps it in a nice straight line.

It minimizes the damage to the neighborhood, it gives the kids at Swansea Elementary an extra 150 feet of recess room 
in the back.  And it makes the environment better. So we went and got 600 signatures here and then we gave them to 
the document control at the EIS, February 28, 2005 and we had it delivered to Councilwoman Montero, March 3, 2005.  
Almost four years ago.  Was this tunnel alternative ever studied, no.  They studied going down a hundred feet deep and 
said, "Oh well we can't do that."  Then they studied –

-- 12 lanes wide and four more lanes besides that.  "Oh we can't do that."  So then they drew the realignment which went 
down William Street and that was in 2005 it went on their website and that's what Ms. Montero wanted to have happen 
because that's what you wrote the letter supporting. In 2004, this was the foreclosure rates in Denver. 2005, --

Anthony12/11/08 Tom Public Hearing via 
transcript27

There's Elyria right there. 2006, there's Elyria right there.  2007, we'd started leading the way in foreclosure rates and I 
don't have to tell the people in the real estate industry why.  So the damage is already done and you can see --

That's my neighborhood (inaudible).
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28 12/11/08 Fender Gloria
I'm right here.  We were supporting the I-70 Alua (phonetic) tunnel for the smoother traffic and better air.  But I've also 
heard the children safety, the safety of the elderly and to think that I've been here for a long, long tunnel that we want to 
save and that would be really, really good and that's all I've got to say.  Thank you.

Public Hearing via 
transcript

My name is Michelle and I'm from Elyria neighborhood of (inaudible) area.  I guess my question is more, I mean, I see a 
lot of the charts back here that talk to us about what different factors are going cause and effect on our neighborhoods 
and I'm wondering why we're talking about mitigation and stuff like that and what we're going to do to prevent those 
things.  But this neighborhood has a history of being really polluted and just not had a lot of luck over the years and want 
to put it really lightly.  And so I'm curious as to why nobody's taken the time to really look at what can we do for the 
neighborhood as it exists now and the people in this neighborhood and what you're going to do for them if these changes 
happen because we're already seeing a higher existence of health problems, cancer rates are up, heart disease is up, 
birth defects are up.  This is a really poor neighborhood like Tom was saying.  

The foreclosure rates in this area are super high and what seems like what I'm hearing from this presentation is that the 
concern is how can we get traffic moving better through this neighborhood but not anything about what can do for the 
people who actually live in this neighborhood. So I just want to know what you all are actually aside from mitigating 
certain things because the fact remains that this area is pretty poor off right now.  So I'm not really concerned like what 
you might do under certain conditions.  I just want to know what you're going to do now and in the future.

(inaudible) you were talking about the environment and this and that, why you all wouldn't have those answers for us 
now.

30 12/11/08 Fender Tom

Yes, well like the lady was saying, the cancer rates are high, the -- The cancer rates are high, the lung damage is high, 
all the pollution that comes off that highway causes more damage to the neighborhood. That's why I support an 
underground tunnel going through the neighborhood.  They said it would remove a lot of the pollution that's going 
through the neighborhood or coming off that highway to the children and old folks, especially.  That's all I've got to say.

Public Hearing via 
transcript

12/11/08 Castor Michelle Public Hearing via 
transcript29
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Good evening.  My name is Jeremy Nicholas and I live in Curtis Park.  I have to say I'm incredibly blown away at how 
this Environmental Impact Statement just does not get that some of the major air quality problems here in the Denver 
metro area.  One particular probably is ozone air pollution, the key ingredient to smog.  Right now, we're in violation of 
ozone air pollution standards.  Not only that but the standards were strengthened this year.  I don't see how the proposal 
on the table right now does anything to address that problem.  Also extremely concerned about diesel particular matter 
and what that does to our children.  You can move the freeway wherever you want but it doesn't get to the root cause of 
some of the serious health problems in this region. I'd go with what Tom Anthony said.  I'm deeply concerned that the 
tunnel alternative was not considered in detail in this Environmental Impact Statement.  I think that raises serious 
concerns that a range of reasonable alternatives were not considered and I think it makes this whole proposal extremely 
vulnerable to future legal challenges.  

And I think that unless a proposal comes together that fully explores reasonable alternatives, alternatives that get to the 
root of the problems we're facing here in the Denver metro area, we're going to be at this a long time.  I think it 
behooves us all to come together and find out a solution to all these problems.  Thank you.

Thank you.  My name is John Zapien.  I live over in Gloville. You should have put some chocolate syrup on this damn 
thing. Okay.  First of all, I personally want to thank you and the effort that's been forthcoming from -- over the last five 
years.  But I think we're at a crossroads now.  And all respect, you know, I want to thank you for what you have done.  
But I think now, self interest has come into short focus and don't want anybody to take anything personally. But the EIS, I 
don't think is worth the paper it's written on.  Truthfully, I haven't gone through the whole thing and I respectfully request 
that the comment period time, what is it, the 31st of January, be extended six months.  We need more time to go 
through good details and respectfully request some technical resources or interpretations of things we don't frankly 
understand.  This is a blue collar neighborhood, working neighborhood and people don't have the resources, access all 
of the technical terms and we need some interpretations.  We need technical help in doing that and I think since you're 
spending our money, you have a -- more obligation to do so.  

And so far as the study itself, I think it's a bad, and I don't want to be racial about this but it reminds me of Eastern 
European politics.  They take a slice to the (inaudible) and before you know it, the whole stick of salami's gone.  It's a 
b d fl ti t t l i hi h d t t Cit f D ' (i dibl ) f d tl

12/11/08 Nicholas Jeremy Public Hearing via 
transcript31

bad reflection on our state planning, on our highway department.  City of Denver's (inaudible) for years and apparently 
the State –. 
-- State caught on and they're doing the same thing.  I think we need to have a full comprehensive study of I-70 itself 
from the Kansas border to the Utah border and how it affects every community in between business wise, health wise, 
the transportation issue itself.  It affects all of us. We're going to be hearing --

You know you better call the cops because I ain't gonna quit talking.

The whole thing is that we're going to get bombarded with trying to pull our shambled economy out and I don't want us to 
become a scapegoat by saying we need to build more roads and we've got to build this highway, run over our asses to 
save the economy.  No, we don't need that.
Call the cops.

In so far as other things, you need to address the air, quality, the impacts on health, social, cultural and economic 
opportunities for the people that live here.  We don't need another highway in this neighborhood.  Sixty years ago the 
people said the same thing. Thank you.

12/11/08 Zapien Public Hearing via 
transcriptJohn32
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I'm Frederick McPeck, a founding board member and past president, (inaudible) Gloville Visitor Association and at then 
on the corner of 47th, right in the middle of the boulevard and the post office building for just under 40 years. In, I think, 
the 1980s, Betty Crem and Betty Wonder and Roberta will remember, they're the only ones I can remember attending 
those meetings.  We attended some 20 meetings and the environmental assessment for the inner state extension from I-
25 to (inaudible) and the ten years later or whatever it was when they built that (inaudible), as John said, I don't agree 
with what is being done or that it will be done relative to what's going to be reported. After the, that part of the highway 
was completed, this EIS started and you mentioned Sharon Lipp was in charge of -- left that project, was in charge of 
the new project and then the previous project wasn't finished.  And they didn't adhere to the EA.  Then it was not 
Environmental Impact Statement and I realize that an environmental assessment is a shorter process but they did not 
adhere to that process. 

So how do we know we're going to adhere to this process?  The one most important thing is, and who can tell me here, 
is there a CDOT representative that can tell me where the drainage from any –

-- any highway, any (inaudible) that they use, where the drainage is going to go.

That's frustrating.

There's a couple of other things. When the EIS and the RTD were together, there was $21 million that were 
appropriated, I think it was $7 million from the City, $7 million from the county, $7 million from the –

-- from highway that was appropriated and they separated but where did that money go?  No one has ever mentioned it.  
We're spending $20 million now gluing this -- that elevated back together again and if we're going to build a new 
highway, isn't that wasted?  So I've got a lot more but that's a start.

34 12/11/08 Waggoner Roberta

I was born and raised in this neighborhood at 46th and Josephine.  I was born in the house, I lived there until we got 
married and then we bought a house in Farmer City.  Then we moved back in 1978 to be with my mother.  This, I know 
he keeps talking about a tunnel.  What's he going to do if that tunnel would fill up with water like it does underneath the 
railroad track (inaudible) Where would we be at? Another thing it would be too costly to keep the monoxide out of it Public Hearing via 

12/11/08 McPeck Frederick Public Hearing via 
transcript33

34 12/11/08 Waggoner Roberta railroad track (inaudible).  Where would we be at? Another thing, it would be too costly to keep the monoxide out of it.  
We don't need it.  And he just keeps pumping and pumping and pumping.  That was tabled a long time ago.  Why don't 
he listen.  That's all I got to say.  We don't need it and all you can do is fix up that viaduct, put it in there and forget about 
this other bull crap.  And that's the way I feel.  Thank you.

g
transcript

35 12/11/08 McPeck Frederick

(inaudible)80216 is the highest polluted area in Colorado and the 80216 has the fastest dropping property values.
80216 --
80216 is the highest polluted area in the state.
Area code.
Area code, right.  And 80216 is the area where the property values are dropping faster than any other area in the city.

Public Hearing via 
transcript

You're not going to call the cops are you?

I certainly will.  Thank you for the opportunity.  One of the things I think is most important for the state to understand, 60 
years ago the lines were drawn and we didn't have this process then. And that's what makes this so important that it be 
a true process, not just a walk-thru, dog and pony show. And that's where the technical resources are important.  We 
need those things to interpret these things.  We need -- nobody's talking about how many tons of air pollution is being 
pumped.  The other day on US Today, they came out with a study that it does affect children and older people.  And all I 
got to do -- we know how many people have died already.  How many people got sick in these neighborhoods because 
of (inaudible). And it's not because of the smoking and alcohol, hell, they do that at the country club.  More than we do 
down here because we can't afford it like they can. The problem is that the State Department of Transportation, used to 
be Highway Department, they have developed, through their just asinine efforts, they've created almost

Zapien John12/11/08 Public Hearing via 
transcript36
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a Taliban type attitude for people in the neighborhood because they don't do anything at all to help When there's a big 
storm in the summer time, I-70's flooded and the answer's simple.  Pick up the debris on the highway.  I mean, down the 
road, there's the county jail, people are sitting there.  They can get them out there and clean that up.  Someone 
arranged it.  The water would go through the drainage system as inadequate as it might be, Fred, but it would work now. 
That's why we need these technical -- if this is going to be a true environmental statement, then it's got to weigh, it's got 
to weigh the environment of this neighborhood.  I mean, you don't need to be a rocket scientist to know that you don't 
pump more crap down the drain when it's already inundated with pollution here.  All you've got to do is get in your car 
tonight when you go home and roll the window down, take a breath.  I bet you shut it up fast, especially when you go by 
Purina.  But, anyway, we need these things to interpret because we're going to take this to task, we've got to take it to 
task.

37 12/11/08 Trejo Cecil

Cecil Trejo, 4727 Windham, Elyria.  I'd like to know how many people here live in that area. I would like to know how 
many people here live in that area.  (inaudible). How many people are getting paid to be here?
Yes.
Yes.
You'll be surprised.
Well you know what (inaudible) -- We have a black person that's President now.  (inaudible).

Public Hearing via 
transcript

Good evening, my name is Penfield Tate, I live in the Park Hill neighborhood. In reviewing the various alternatives, 
before I speak to a specific alignment, I would just like to offer this:  One of the things that has me greatly concerned is 
our history of conducting public infrastructure projects, bringing them through neighborhoods that are impacted, but not 
providing an immediate impact to those neighborhoods in the form of employment for the people who live in the 
neighborhood. So in other words, they ought to be able to do some work on the project, and contracting opportunities for 
business owners who live in the impacted neighborhood. So I think that needs to be a significant and a high priority for 
any alignment undertaken with regard to the I-70 east corridor.  Hiring residents in the impacted communities and 
neighborhoods, and hiring the businesses and providing opportunities for contracting, either supplies or materials, or 
professional services, for the businesses in those neighborhoods, or the business owners who live in that neighborhood.

With regard to the alignments, my preference would be for alignment either number four or six.  If four is selected, which 
I would support, there needs to be significant outreach to the impacted neighborhood, because I understand it will take 
out about a block of residential area. I would prefer four to six, even though six, I'm sure some would say that just 
impacts the National Western.  The heritage, the tradition, and quite frankly, the employment opportunities the National 
Western presents for the neighborhood, I think are significant.  I don't think they are greater than the value of the homes 
owned by the homeowners there, but if there is a way to generously compensate the homeowners so that they can 
afford to either acquire other homes in the same community, or build in the same community, that would be my personal 
preference. So, to maintain as much of the neighborhood as possible and to still keep the employment operation and the 
commercial operation represented by the National Western, I think that's an important goal also.

Oh, the other thing I would add is with either alternative four or six, I do not -- I do not -- support any tolling lanes on any 
part of I-70.  No tolling.  Thank you.

39 12/11/08 Clark Georgia Regarding the realignment alternative, I would like the alignment to be moved south of the Purina plant Public Hearing via 
comment form

40 12/11/08 Anthony Tom This is what we want. I'll email a PDF Public Hearing via 
comment form

To Whom It May Concern:
As the elected representative for the Board of Education for the Denver Public Schools in which the affected school 
Swansea Elementary is located, I wish to enter into the public record that the alternative to change the course of I-70 to 
the north is desirable for a number of reasons.
Most importantly, the quality of life, the health concerns and the educational environment for the children who attend the 
school will benefit from an alternate route that does not pass overhead of their homes, school, and neighborhood.
Also, the other alternatives that suggest widening the highway and rebuilding the school in a different location will result 
in an undesirable and detrimental effect on the children who will have to be sent to different schools far outside the 
neighborhood.

Penfield12/11/08 Tate Public Hearing via 
transcript38
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In addition, we recognize that the environmental justice issues will remain for the families in the neighborhood even if the 
school is moved to a different location.
As a matter of record and planning, the district has made a rough estimate of the costs should the route of I-70 remain 
intact and the state wishes to destruct and rebuild a new school for Swansea neighborhood children.
The cost of rebuilding a school is estimated at $25million. The cost of alternative transportation and other administrative 
costs associated with transferred hundereds of children to other schools is estimated at $3 million dollars to the district.
It is unclear that suitable land for new school construction in Swansea can be located and purchased. The total cost is 
unclear.
As the district representative, I urge the decision makers to strongly consider the alternative that changes thre route of I-
70 to the north and leave Swansea Elementary intact. Of course, the shcool will need funds to deal with the demolition of 
I-70 even if the route is changed. 

That amount is unclear and I am committed to working with the State to resolve those issues with our school district.

Sincerely,
Arturo Jimenez

Director District 5
Denver Public Schools
Board of Education
arturo_jimenez@dpsk12.org

42 12/11/08 Schaub Joseph

I have been coming to these meetings for 6 years. I have seen all the maps, head about all the different ways the 
project would or could go and in reality it's getting kind of crazy. I would like to hear about somebody putting a shovel 
into the ground and getting this project started. No more B.S.
P.S. I prefer #6 or #4

Public Hearing via 
comment form

I would to see I-70 below grade similar to I-25 in the narrows area between Broadway and University The preservation

Arturo12/11/08 JimenezDPS Public Hearing via letter41

43 12/12/08 Frankland Chris

I would to see I-70 below grade similar to I-25 in the narrows area between Broadway and University. The preservation 
and re-strengthening of the impacted neighborhoods is paramount, and I believe a below grade (not a tunnel) solution 
does this best. Me question would be what are the cost estimates for each alternative below grade? Is this even a 
possibility? Pedestrian and bike trail access is also a very important consideration.

Public Hearing via 
comment form

44 11/20/08 Mays Doris

Concerned about neighborhood impact on the Gloveville and Swansea areas if Alternatives 4 or 6 are adpopted. Also 
the overall cost of the project is a concern, especially since this study is taking so long. There is a need for "emergency" 
lanes and room for future expansion.

All merge lanes entering  I-70 between Colorado Blvd. and Brighton Blvd. need to be longer, and the w/b I-70 merge 
onto s/b I-25 where there is ALWAYS a back-up needs to be re-configured.

Does the w/b I-70 exit at Dahlia have to be so close to the w/b ramp entering I-70 from Quebec Street?

website

Stakeholder Comments
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45 11/30/08 Crouse Phillip

We live in the Stapleton area and have 2 concerns: 
- Noise abatement
- Central Park I-70 intersection

Asthetics - Litter clean up and architecture improvement Reduce tire noise.  Trafic  noise from I-70 can be heard 5 miles 
away Include the Central Park Ave Intersection How will light rail interact with the project

The Noise Impact of the EIS did not include evaluating different pavements to reduce tire noise.  
- The noise reduction criteria is not strigent enough.  You don't need to be living next to the highway to be impacted by 
the traffic noise. We are 2 miles away from the highway and are impacted by the traffic noise. 
-  Earthern berms along the highway cooridor should be considered for noise abatement.  This also will improve the 
looks of the highway when trees are planted and are inexpensive.  
- Is the projected increase in traffic volume warranted given the supply of fuel in the future 
 
Thank You!

website

46 12/8/08 Anthony Tom Document request e-mail to Michelle Halstead

47 12/24/08 Anthony Sister Antonia
I am concerned about the well-being and integrity of the Elyria neighborhood and an ecologically good choice for the rest 
of us.  I'm asking for your agreement with  the Elyria neighborhood for an eight-block tunnel that leaves four lanes 
elevated  for local connections.  Thank you.

website

48 12/24/08 Wild Earth 
Guardians Nichols Jeremy Comment period extension request to April 1, 2009 letter to Russ George and 

Karla Petty

49 12/24/08 Anthony Pete

I live in coastal NC but I grew up in Denver. I've seen and driven in cities globally. Mexico City was the worst, but Cairo 
and Delhi come a close 2nd and 3rd. 
I know you're stuck with the I-70/ I-25 interchange... can't change that. But your mousetrap is maybe the worst 
conjunction of roads I've ever seen in my life! Way worse than the A3 and A5 Autobahn junction in Frankfurt, Germany 
(which is a nightmare trust me!)

website

(which is a nightmare... trust me!) 

50 12/26/08 University of 
Denver Harris Michael Document request e-mail to Russell George

51 12/26/08 Chuck Erwin

As a semi-frequent user, I am opposed to any plan that reroutes I-70 into I-270.  This will only add to costs, and create 
additional conflict points on I-270 leading to increased congestion.  It only benefits a few homeowners in the area.  The 
VAST majority of them moved into the neighborhood AFTER  I-70 was built.  Why waste taxpayer dollars rerouting an 
interstate to appease residents who purchased their home after the freeway was built.  They knew the freeway is there, 
and yet bought there home anyway.  Sounds like "they want their cake and eat it too."  Well, not at taxpayer expense.  
What we need is additional general purpose lanes along the current path of I-70.  We spent millions reconstructing part 
of the old viaduct.  Why waste part of that by rerouting the freeway?  Plus, the proposed curves are sharp, creating 
congestion as traffic slows.

website

52 12/31/08 Bretthauer Steve

Thank you for the chance to give my thoughts. 
I am aware of the added expense in building the I-70 loop. I feel that doing the loop will allow less disruption in the flow 
of traffic on the major East/West Corridor while the building process is going on. I would also think that loosing the tax 
revenue from the multitude if business that would be affected along the north side of the Highway, ( not just the ones 
forced to shut down or relocate ) but during the time of lost revenue during the construction. There also is a possibility of 
less man hour time lost due to traffic jams, causing some lost revenue. 

website

53 1/24/09 Gonzalez Alejandro I am strongly in favor of using one of the tolled alternatives. website
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54 1/31/09 Fisher Stephen

I am concerned that a potentially viable option for the viaduct portion of I-70 is not being considered: below-grade 
highway. 
The benefits are clear: 
use existing right-of-way; reduce noise and visual impacts to Swansea, Globeville, and Elyria neighborhoods (as well as 
motorists); no realignment issues; no high-maintenance bridges; easier to manage snow and ice; enable reconnection of 
neighborhood and community across top of interstate using bridges and pedestrian malls. 
 
For example, the Seattle Alaskan Way viaduct project considers a below-grade lidded or un-lidded open trench as an 
option.
Also, see these examples from the Houston area: 
 
http://www.i45parkway.com/i45-images4/i45atNorthMain.jpg 
http://www.i45parkway.com/i45-images4/AirPollution-5.jpg

website

55 2/9/09 Damron Dave

I travel a lot throughout the Denver metro area and am interested in project enhancements being evaluated.

By using modern multi-modal tranportation planning tools with state-of-the-art construction techniques.  Look at 
longterm (50+ years) solutions rather than bandaid approaches.

website

56 3/3/2009 Nixon Carl

As a resident that will be directly affected by this project - I have studied all 700+ pages of the DEIS and have come to 
the conclusion that options number 4 or 6 are the best for our neighborhood.  
 
Those of us that live on the North side of I-70 live a certain, if not at times dislocated, life from the rest of Denver.  Ask 
any citizen of Denver if that is Denver over there and they will say - "no - thats commerce city".  
 
For my property values, peace of mind, and the ability to be a part of Denver once again - I have to vote for option 4/6. 
 
Regards,
Carl Nixon

website

As a resident living a block from the current I-70 viaduct - I wanted to write in and make sure my voice is heard.

Those of us that live north of I-70 and west of Vasquez Blvd find ourselves in a precarious position.  We are cut off from 
the rest of Denver with only a few streets coming into the neighborhood.  Options 1/3 and the no-change option will all 
further cut our neighborhood in two.

The movement of I-70 to the North [options 4/6] would make our quality of life 100 times better... It would also open up 
the neighborhood streets that will otherwise be blocked - making our neighborhood accessible from only two streets - 
48th or York.  To make matters worse - the freeway exchange at York is planning on being removed - making it more 
difficult to get onto the freeway - further isolating our neighborhood.

Not to mention the property value issues - if 46th were to be turned into a boulevard - we would see an increase in the 
property values along that corridor - which would translate into higher tax revenues.  

This would also open the area up for new development of the acres and acres of warehouses that are half occupied 
within the area.

Anyone that drive 270 knows how horrible that stretch of roadway is - as is the current viaduct - so it makes sense to 
combine the two projects into one cost - and make north denver a more beautiful place to live.

Please vote option 4/6.

~Carl

3/3/2009 Nixon Carl Contact Us
e-mail57
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58 3/4/09 Lewis, II Walter J. I recommend options 3 or 6 since the toll lanes, although higher costs thn the general purpose lanes will provide greater 
flexibility to the State and travelling public and provide a revenue souirce for future improvements to the corridor(s). website

I-70 East EIS
Colorado Department of Transportation
4670 N. Holly Street
Denver, CO 80216

To the I-70 East EIS:
I am principal in the TAXI Development and am the owner of more than 20 acres of land at 3457 Ringsby Court and 
have been active in developing the River North Plan and other activities in the River North Globeville area. I have 
anyalysed the East I-70 Alternatives and feel strongly that Alternative 3, expanding the existing I-70 roadway, is the best 
plan.

The proposed new alignment (Alternative 4) to the north is some $230 million dollars more costly and its impact on the 
neighborhood will be significantly negative. That alternative to put a new freeway alignment over the neighborhood in an 
area that is ripe for redevelopment in all probability will preclude responsible planning and growth for the next 10-20 
years.

It will have a major negative impact on property owners below and alongside the new alignment.

Property owners along the exisiting I-70 will be impacted by the additional lanes. However, new and improved 
technology should mitigate some noise, air pollution and drainage impacts. The Elyria Swansea neighborhood would be 
significantly impacted by the Alternative 3 alignment.

Acutal construction in all probability would not commence for at least ten years. The proposed new alignment would put 
a dark cloud over any proposed land uses during that period. The existing I-70 alignment is in place and would have a 
minimum impact by the lane expansion for the new lanes. Moreover, the land uses along the existing alignment are in 
place and have already accomodated to the current I-70 alignment.

letter submitted via website3/6/09 Zeppelin Mickey59

We strongly oppose Alternative 4 and urge you to adopt Alternative 3.

Very truly yours,
Mickey Zeppelin

I represent Commerce City in connection with its review of the I-70 East Draft Environmental Impact Statement (the 
“DEIS”).  I am interested in portions of the DEIS that discuss the designation and determination of the ‘no-action’ 
alternative.  Specifically, I am looking for any analysis that may be within the DEIS that pertains to the determination that 
the existing viaduct between Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard must be replaced.  Is there any analysis within 
the DEIS that discusses and analyzes: (a) the age and quality of the existing viaduct; (b) the structural integrity of the 
existing viaduct; or (c) the nature and sufficiency of current maintenance and repair programs for the existing viaduct?  
Please also direct me to the portions of the DEIS that discuss why the continued maintenance and repair of the viaduct 
is not a feasible no-action alternative.  

Finally, are there any sections of the DEIS that discuss or analyze the impacts of maintaining the viaduct in its current 
state without reconstruction?
If you have any questions regarding any of the above requests for information, please feel free to contact me by phone 
or e-mail.

MarkChangaris e-mail to Tony Stewart3/7/0960
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61 3/8/09 Erwin Chuck

I am concerned that neighborhood issues are trumping commuter interests.  I am totally opposed to diverting I-70 
through the industrial armpit of the region just to appease a few homeowners.  The vast majority of which chose to live 
there will after the highway was built.  Rerouting I-70 will congestion as it will increase the number of conflict points.  It 
will also increase pollution in the Metro Area as the distance required to travel from the east to the west sides rises. 
Kinks in roads are never shorter than strait shots.  Thus, the increased length of I-70 as it meanders to I-270, and then 
back to the current highway will increase miles driven, and pollution.  As the Metro Area's pollution teaters on the edge 
of EPA standards, this is an increase we can ill-afford. 

e-mail to Mark Boggs; e-
mail to Tony Stewart; 

website

I am hugely concerned about the proposal to divert I-70 to I-270 (alternatives 4, and 6).  The diversion will have a huge 
NEGATIVE impact on the region’s economy, and image.  Here’s why: I-70 is a heavily traveled highway by tourists who 
use it as a gateway to the Rockies.  Do we really want to divert this gateway through the industrial armpit of Denver, 
better known as Commerce City, and it’s legion of rusty OLD refineries?  What type of impression does that make?  
Currently, more locals than tourists use I-270 as it crosses this blighted area.  I-70 traffic only sees it from a distance.  
This will all change if I-70 is diverted to appease a few homeowners (the vast majority of which bought their homes well 
after the construction of I-70).  If the highway is diverted, all east/west through traffic will go my this eyesore.  Even 
though it makes up only a small fraction of metro area land use, it will have a profound negative impact on peoples’ 
impression of Denver.  Denver will be perceived by many as much dirtier than if this dirty little secret remains on a 
highway used primarily by locals.  

This impression will harm economic recovery.   Remember, some of these tourists using I-70 are business leaders who 
one day might want to relocate their business here (including those who flew into DIA to check out our city.  How will 
they get to downtown, and the cultural hub of the Mile High City from DIA?  I-70.  What impression will they get if the 
gateway to the Rockies is diverted through Commerce City‘s rusty refineries belching out a toxic blend of fumes?  
Denver is a beautiful place.  Lets not dirty its image by diverting I-70 traffic through the heart of the metro area’s rusty 
industrial core just to appease a few homeowners.  Protect Denver’s economic vitality, and it’s pristine image.  Keep I-
70 on its current path  (prefer additional general purpose lanes).  Do not divert it to I-270.

Mr. James Bemelen, P.E.

3/8/09 Erwin Chuck
e-mail to Mark Boggs; e-

mail to Tony Stewart; 
website

62

,
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT)
2000 South Holly Street
Denver, CO 80222

Re: I-70 East Environmental Impact Statement 

I am writing on behalf of Univar USA to provide comments and voice concerns pertaining to the I-70 East Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

First, some background on Univar USA. This year, we celebrate our 85th anniversary as a responsible and ethical 
distributor of chemical products and related services. We operate 100 distribution facilities throughout the United States 
and employ more than 4300 people. We are the leader in our industry.

 Furthermore, this year marks the 50th anniversary of our Denver branch, a local office and distribution facility that 
employs 46 people and serves customers throughout Colorado and in parts of Wyoming and Nebraska. In 2008, 
Univar’s Denver facility sold approximately $51 million worth of products and provided over $48,000 in annual sales tax 
contributions to the local tax base. Additionally, Univar made significant investment upgrades of $3.5 million dollars to 
our Denver facility in 2008. 
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According to page 23 of Appendix D of the I-70 East DEIS (version 2), the I-70 East project would impact the Denver 
branch of Univar USA as follows:
Alternatives 1 and 3 South-Adverse Effects
Alternatives 1 and 3 South would result in the ROW acquisition of the entire 5.00 acres of this property, which would be 
an adverse effect to the historic property.

In addition to the permanent loss of a historic property (according to CDOT), the closure and relocation of the Univar 
USA branch at 4300 Holly Street would cause a significant near-term (and possible long-term) financial impact to our 
Denver and regional business operations. Expected negative financial consequences of Alternatives 1 and 3 to Univar 
USA include the loss of sales revenue, the incurrence of additional and unplanned expenses, and the possibility of 
disrupted and/or lost jobs. In addition, the hundreds of customers and suppliers that depend on our Denver branch could 
experience a significant adverse impact to their businesses.

For the above reasons, Univar USA respectfully requests that CDOT eliminate Alternatives 1 and 3 from consideration 
for the I-70 East project. If you have any questions concerning Univar USA comments, please feel free to contact me at 
425-638-4911.

Respectfully submitted,
Karen Weber-Millstein
Manager - Corporate Communications
Univar

64 3/9/09 Picher Lewis First choice is Alternative 6; Second choice is Alternative 4 e-mail to Tony Stewart

I-70 East EIS
Colorado Department of Transportation
4670 N. Holly Street
Denver, CO 80216

To the I-70 East EIS:
I i i l i th TAXI D l t d th f th 20 f l d t 3457 Ri b C t d

63 letter submitted via website 
and via Jim BemelenKaren3/9/09 Univar Weber-

Millstein

I am principal in the TAXI Development and am the owner of more than 20 acres of land at 3457 Ringsby Court and 
have been active in developing the River North Plan and other activities in the River North Globeville area. I have 
anyalysed the East I-70 Alternatives and feel strongly that Alternative 3, expanding the existing I-70 roadway, is the best 
plan.
The proposed new alignment (Alternative 4) to the north is some $230 million dollars more costly and its impact on the 
neighborhood will be significantly negative. That alternative to put a new freeway alignment over the neighborhood in an 
area that is ripe for redevelopment in all probability will preclude responsible planning and growth for the next 10-20 
years.

It will have a major negative impact on property owners below and alongside the new alignment.
Property owners along the exisiting I-70 will be impacted by the additional lanes. However, new and improved 
technology should mitigate some noise, air pollution and drainage impacts. The Elyria Swansea neighborhood would be 
significantly impacted by the Alternative 3 alignment.
However, the impacts may be mitigated by:
1. Dealing fairly and expeditiously with the many home and business owners whose property will be taken.
2. Replace the existing school with a state of the art new school, centrally located in the area.
3. In reconstructing, design the new highway to maximize connections to streets that are disconnected from the 
neighborhood like Clayton and Columbine.

3/12/09 Zeppelin letter submitted via websiteMickey65
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4. Utilize the under portion of the highway in a creative way, allowing for parks or other uses.
5. Provide proper buffers and park areas between highway and adjacent homes to maintain community environment.
Actual construction in all probability would not commence for at least ten years. The proposed new alignment would put 
a dark cloud over any proposed land uses during that period. The existing I-70 alignment is in place and would have a 
minimum impact by the lane expansion for the new lanes. Moreover, the land uses along the existing alignment are in 
place and have already accommodated to the current I-70 alignment.
We strongly oppose Alternative 4 and urge you to adopt Alternative 3.

Very truly yours,
Mickey Zeppelin

I-70 East EIS
Colorado Department of Transportation
4670 N. Holly Street
Denver, CO 80216

To the I-70 East EIS:
I am a business and property owner In the River North Area and I have been very active in developing the River North 
Plan as well as participating for years in the I-70 EIS process, Fastracks, and other development projects. I have 
analyzed the East I-70 alternatives and feel very strongly that of all the alternatives presented In the EIS that Alternative 
3, expanding the existing I-70 roadway, is by far the best plan.
The proposed new alignment (Alternative 4) to the north is some $230 million dollars more costly and its impact on the 
neighborhood will be significantly more negative. The alternative to put a new freeway alignment over the neighborhood 
in an area that Is ripe for redevelopment in all probability will preclude responsible planning and growth for the next 10-
20 years. It will have a major negative Impact on property owners below and alongside the new alignment.

Property owners along the existing I-70 will be impacted by the additional lanes. However, new and improved technology 
should mitigate some noise, air pollution and drainage impacts. The Elyria Swansea neighborhood would be significantly 
impacted by the Alternative 3 alignment.

However, by doing the right thing the Impacts may be mitigated by:
1. Replacing the existing school with a state of the art new school, larger play ground, and make it centrally located in 
the area.
2. In reconstructing I-70, design the new highway to maximize connections to streets that are disconnected from the 
neighborhood like Clayton and Columbine streets.
3. Design the highway so that it connects the Elyria Swansea area with the rest of the city to the South not as it is 
presently constructed, where it Is a site barrier and has been allowed to become an visual eye sore.
4. Dealing fairly and expeditiously with the many home and business owners whore property will be taken, so that they 
can get on with their lives.
5. Provide proper buffers and park areas between the highway and adjacent homes to maintain community 
environment.

3/14/09 Burgess Larry letter sent twice to Tony 
Stewart66

DEIS - Public Release Comments
Last Revised: 7/7/2009

Page 19 of 100



Last First

Comments or questions about the DEIS
(Please note that comments that included attachments are linked within this PDF).

Comment submitted 
via

DATE

NAME

No.
Agency

(as needed)

6. Utilize the under portion of the highway in a creative way, allowing for parks and other community uses that will 
provide for a better live style.
Since actual construction will probably not commence for at least another ten years, the proposed new alignment would 
put a dark cloud over any proposed land uses during that period. The existing I-70 alignment is in place and would have 
a minimum impact by the lane expansion for the new lanes. Also, the land uses along the existing alignment are in place 
and have already accommodated to the current I-70 alignment.
I strongly oppose Alternative 4 and urge you to adopt Alternative 3.

Sincerely
Larry L. Burgess, Mgr
Platte Partners, LLC
Mr. Larry L. Burgess, Mgr
#3 Red Fox Lane
Littleton, CO 80127-5710

67 3/16/09 Hirst Kimberly

It is my understanding that there are changes that would neccesitate Coca-Cola trucks to drive through our 
neighborhood. 
This is totally unacceptable. We have a residential neighborhood with MANY children playing and walking to school. The 
noise is also worrisome.

website

68 3/16/09 Weatherill Ashleigh
During construction, it would be preferable if the construction management team and Cola-Cola could find a way to shut 
down the I-70 ramp for limited periods of time in order to limit the number of (Coca-Cola)trucks to traversing the 
neighborhood streets.

website

CDOT I-70 East EIS Study Team
Attn: Tony Stewart
4670 N. Holly St.
Denver, CO 80216

Dear Mr Stewart:Dear Mr. Stewart:
This letter is to record with the CDOT I-70 East EIS Study Team (CDOT) the view of The Western Stock Show 
Association, herein noted as the NWSS, in regard to the several repair/enhancement options on the table as outlined in 
the DEIS.
The NWSS commends the study for clearly recognizing the necessity of an action plan for major investment in 
replacing/enhancing the section of I-70 extending from Brighton Blvd to Tower Road. The present facility is well beyond 
its design life, has insufficient vehicle capacity for the public need and is unsafe for the driving public.
The NWSS has been in its location adjacent to I-70 since the interstate was constructed in its present location. Further, 
the NWSS has been a neighbor to all the work done on I-70 in this locale, as well as all the work on the I-25/I-70 
interchange in the last couple decades. Generally, the improvements have been an asset.

The CDOT options now under discussion range from ones with modest impact to the NWSS to ones that could put the 
NWSS out of business in its present location. All the options referenced in Exhibit -3 entitled "DEIS Alternatives" will be 
commented on herein.
1. No-Action Alternative

The NWSS agrees with the CDOT position summarized on page S-5 of the DEIS Executive Summary.

2. Alternatives 1 Existing and 3 existing, Tolled
These alternatives would seem to meet many of the CDOT stated objectives of improved mobility and safety. These 
options may have significant local community impacts. However, as it relates to NWSS, there do NOT seem to be 
significant negative consequences.
3. Alternatives 4 Realigned and 6 Realigned, Tolled
The element of tolled or not tolled embraced in these alternatives is a public policy issue of major importance to COOT 
and other interests as well a the traveling public. However, the NWSS would prefer the highway system that serves its 
present site NOT be a toll facility. Tolls add inconvenience and cost to our clients, many of whom visit our shows 
intermittently.
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Changing this element could cause confusion when trying to access the NW S facilities. Further, a number of our clients, 
many with large vehicles conveying animals, are from outside the Denver Metro area and will be among those initially 
confused and unhappy about tolls. 
The NWSS focuses it major concerns on what are described as Alternatives 4 & 6 West and Alternatives 4 & 6 East.

4. Alternatives 4 & 6 West
Alternatives 4 & 6 West call for CDOT actions that clearly put the NWSS out of business in this present location. 
Several of the NWSS historical and major exhibition buildings would be destroyed or rendered unusable for the National 
Western Stock Show and most of the 100 plus other shows that use the present facilities. But, the NWSS, as it 
contemplates its second century of facility and program goal and associated need, is discussing whether to move or 
stay at its present location. Hence, the timing of CDOT decisions and actions are essential to the NWSS decision 
process, as well as the significant economic consequences of CDOT actions that impact the NWSS.

5. Alternatives 4 & 6 East
Alternatives 4 & 6 East also are of great concern to the NWSS. These alternatives appear to leave the NWSS 
structures intact, but have major impact on the traffic flow patterns that serve the NWSS. It is far from clear how the 
many design and operational issue could be worked out. The impact may be such as to effectively determine whether 
the NWSS must move or could stay at its present location. Again, timing of CDOT's decision and planned actions are 
important to the future of the NWSS.

Linked to whatever decision CDOT makes, the NWSS must consider in its own business model what location and future 
facility needs will best serve the vision, mission and values of The Western Stock Show Association. This brings into 
play the many decades of contractual relationship between NWSS and the City and County of Denver (CCD), as well as 
recognition that the CCD core real estate development is moving toward the NWSS site.

NWSS must also contemplate the planning activities of the RTD, the BNSF, and CCD's plan for enhancing the South 
Platte River within the area currently utilized by the NWSS. 
In conclusion, the CDOT DEIS and its Record of Decision are extremely important to the NWSS, programmatically, 

letter sent to Tony Stewart3/18/09 PatrickNational 
Western Grant69

In conclusion, the CDOT DEIS and its Record of Decision are extremely important to the NWSS, programmatically, 
financially, economically and politically. We will continue to be available for further discussions with agents of CDOT at 
any time.

Sincerely,
Patrick A. Grant
President & CEO

70 3/23/09 Fisher Elia

Dear I-70 East Project Team,
 
My name is Elia Fisher. I am a life-long resident of Denver who has lived the majority of my life in the Globeville 
Neighborhood. I am writing to submit my comment about the I-70 East Environmental Impact Survey.
 
I feel that the No-Action Alternative is the best decision for the citizens of Denver, the surrounding suburbs, and the 
greater Front Range.
 
I believe that the lane count expansion of Interstate 70 from Washington Street east to Quebec Street, which 
is proposed in each of the other alternatives, will only increase regional air pollution, traffic congestion, and the overall 
number of automobile accidents within the corridor. I also feel that a larger structural footprint would negatively impact 
the quality of life of the neighboring residents.
 
Please consider my words of support for the No-Action Alternative when advancing to the next stage of the decision 
making process. 
 
Thank you very much.

e-mail submitted through 
Contact Us
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I am concerned that the city has not given adequete (or any) consideration to a plan by the Elyria Neighborhood 
Association to submerge Interstate 70 underground and to create shopping and light rail development areas on the 
platte.  This plan would be a dramatic improvbemt to the environment and culture of a depressed area that desperatly 
needs attention.  I am concerned that there seems to be little to no attention paid to the intersection of I70 with I25 - a 
single lane that generates such an intense bottle neck as to produce many of the accidents and traffic jams on I-70 
within the area that is of concern to the city and CDOT.  You could widen the highway as much as you want, but without 
widening the access point onto I25, you'll only increase the same issues in the future. 
I am concerned that the environmental impact statement includes NOTHING regarding the environmental impact to the 
area residents who would be adversely affected by all of the propsed measures. 

Mostly what I find concerning is that  CDOT  has given no acknowledgement of the alternative plan to submerge I70 
despite the presentation of this idea by our neighborhood association and hundreds of signatures on previously 
submitted petitions.  I have always believed that the goverment is one by the people for the people, but despite the 
appearance of welcoming public comments, CDOT has given no consideration to the plan brought forth from the 
community thtat these plans affect most.  Apparently we do not live in a democracy.  How disappointing.

3/23/09 Gable Juanita71
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James Bemelen
Colorado Department of Transportation
2000 South Holly
Denver, CO 80222

Dear Sir:

On March 18th, 2009, the Board of The Globevillle Civic Association #1, a registered neighborhood group in Denver,  
met to discuss the impacts of the alternatives presented by CDOT for construction of I &) for the East Corridor.

It was the unanimous conclusion (with 8 out of 9 persons present) that both of the alternatives include impacts which are 
too serious in their environmental impacts to be considered acceptable. 

Widening the highway will result in impacting as well as removing many residences. The Swansea School will be 
subjected to intolerable pollution. 

Running the Highway to the North will result in dislocated undesirable businesses being relocated in this neighborhood 
which is the site of much of the remaining industrial zone lots in Denver. Polution within the Neighborhood will be 
increased rather than diminished.

It was the unanimous conclusion of our Board that CDOT should look at ways to run traffic on a beltway outside of 
neighborhoods in order that impacts to our residents would be less. We recognize that the cost involved in implementing 
this solution  could be substantial but  so is the human cost of once more negatively impacting the lives and health of the 
residents of these historic neighborhoods. 

Paulette Hirsch
President-Globeville Civic Association I

I-70 East DEIS Public Comment
C/O Mr. James Bemelen, P.E.
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

letter submitted via website3/24/09 Globeville Civic 
Assoc. Hirsch Paulette72

2000 South Holly Street
Denver, CO 80222

Ladies and Gentlemen:
The U.S. economy is in a deep recession, a fourth of the homes in metro Denver, are underwater, and the Colorado 
Legislature is debating into the night, trying to cover part of CDOT's delayed highway/bridge maintenance costs. And a 
bad decision here could waste a HALF BILLION DOLLARS, with a very negative outcome. This, even with the Federal 
bale-out, will not provide enough money, by a factor of ten to bring our infrastructure up to near code. That is, if the 
Realignment Alternative #4 or #6 is chosen over the Existing Alignment Alternative #1 or #3 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS), a plan to replace the  I-70 extension from Brighton Blvd. to Pena Blvd.
This draft (DEIS) is an extremely detailed and highly technical document of roughly 1,000 pages, with a lot of irrelevant 
minutia and no definitive conclusion. This makes it difficult to challenge, except for the dramatic cost difference and the 
potentially negative outcome.

The study's sheer volume makes it impossible for the ordinary citizen to read and/or understand. While there has been 
some neighborhood participation, only a miniscule number of the citizens who will pay for and use the eventual highway 
even know that the study exists, let alone begin to comprehend its impact. In response to this massive missive, a line-
item list below of some pertinent and more practical descriptions may present a much clearer understanding versus 
these volumes of data. This may seem a lot to read, but it addresses three volumes.
Instead of looking for ways to spend more money that we do not have, for an option that will continue to cost more over 
its lifetime, CDOT should be looking for ways to reduce both short and long term costs, especially when it creates a 
more efficient result.

1. The first clue to the insidious nature of this study was an early and repeated demand by the then Co-Director of this 
EIS at special committee meetings: "Not to conduct any communication with anyone outside the immediate confines of 
the official personnel in the study." 
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Circulation of an analysis of the previous I-70, I-25 to Brighton Blvd. Environmental Assessment (EA) and the detail it 
presented, that was not included, rendered an inappropriate denial. (Loan of this analysis is available upon request.) 
Open communication in any forum leads to better understanding and a more favorable outcome.

2. Contrary to the above "outside communication" issue, numerous converstations by concerned citizens outside the 
"official" realm were conducted, even to the point of modifying outcomes.

3. One of the many impediments in the 1994 EA was that numerous elaborate and attractive architectural landscape 
drawings, including trees, bushes, and groomed turf, were included in the document, but were not included in the final 
project. This would more than imply that many similar architectural features displayed in selling this current EIS, would 
also not be included in the final project.

4. During one of the numerous special committee meetings, a segment on the "Impact on Institutions", was allotted all of 
15 minutes. The impact on one of Colorado's greatest and oldest institutions, the National Western Stock Show and 
Rodeo was being discussed, but in spite of obvious interest was cut off as "out of time" and the subject was changed to 
something irrelevant.

5. It is not clear who introduced the idea of extending a more expensive and impractical by-pass up through Adams 
county, but from some surreptitious politicking, the item got legs and became a full blown alternative. In that process, it 
was mentioned, that the original construction of elevated I-70 permanently and very negatively divided the 
neighborhoods north and south. This is certainly true, however extending much more of an elevated highway bypass 
north would additionally and more detrimentally further divide the neighborhoods east and west as well as a second 
north/south division. This would destroy the historic center of Elyria.

6. The extension north of a by-pass Alternative #4 or #6 would add many serious environmental and safety issues by 
detrimentally adding hundreds of thousands of accumulative daily commuter miles. Over its lifetime, this would factor to 
billions of unnecessary polluting miles, and wasted fuel. To this point, this very date is especially significant, as the EPA 
takes their first step toward requesting budgeting to regulate carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gasses under the 
Clean Air Act (attached). Under such a progression adding any superfluous commuter miles to any Federal highway Clean Air Act (attached). Under such a progression adding any superfluous commuter miles to any Federal highway 
project would be self defeating.

7. The brake/acceleration aspect necessitated by the eight (considering both directions) added curves, would also add 
significantly to the total pollution. 7.1.5 "Mobile Source Air Toxics" in the document attempts to guess that planned 
improved emission control technology models would equalize the addtional pollution created by future increased traffic 
(with no net improvement) and that variable speeds would equal essentially the same pollutant output. 

If true, this is of questionable significance since it, more significantly, did not consider the much more relevant added 
slow down/speed up aspect necessitated by the many added curves. Several times, in the EIS, includeing this instance, 
computer models are mentioned in predicting desired outcomes. In his recent letter to his Berkshire-Hathaway 
shareholders, Warren Buffet said: "If merely looking up past financial data would tell you what the future holds, the 
Forbes 400 would consist of librarians. Indeed, the stupefying losses in mortgage securities came in large part because 
of flawed, history based models..." "Derivatives are weapons of mass destruction." (a heavy factor in the Wall Street  
collapse) They were created from computer models. "Investors should be skeptical of history based models constructed 
by nerdy-sounding priesthood using esoteric terms... Our advice: beware of geeks bearing formulas."

8. At the last open meeting 12-11-'08 a representative of DPS suggested that moving the by-pass north would reduce 
Swansea School pollution.
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Considering the prevailing west to east winds and the above additional pollution, actually the reverse would be true. 
Also, a small portion of the half billion dollars saved would way more than build a much needed state-of-the-art new 
school in the most appropriate location north of the highway. This in itself, would add a tremendous boost to the pride of 
the community. This would also eliminate the concern that adopting the 1 or 3 "shift north" option, using the current 
ROW would crowd the existing Swansea School. It would seem beneficial to all concerned for DPS officials and CDOT 
officials to meet to accomplish this purpose, even to the point of considering the Denver School of Science and 
Technology's architecture as a model. In addition the support and sharing of expenses of both CDOT and DPS should 
obtain the most deisrable outcome.

9. In conjunction with the above school plan, the additional greater precautions against noise, pollution and traffic 
confusion should be the highest priority. 

In a few locations, replacing blighted and surplus portions of land with parks, would be a favorable and cost effective 
option. All of this should be toward the goal of the least burden and most benefit to the existing neighborhood.

10. The #1 or # 3 "shift north" option would also be the most favorable and cost effective approach to the critical Nestle-
Purina location.

11. From the greater number of lanes, at a lower cost, in the current alignment, those additional lanes would also reduce 
pollution by reducing the number of lane changes and stops and starts.

12. The greater number of lanes, at a lower cost, in the existing alignment would also reduce the number of rear end 
collisions and the resulting stalled-traffic delays and pollution.

13. In spite of "IMPROVED SAFETY" being designated as a major purpose of the project, adding four (actually eight 
considering both east and west travel), (two relatively tight), curves with potential hazardous Colorado shade-glacier ice 
and even water accumulation, would be dangerously counterproductive.

It would also necessitate an additional expense for the use of more toxic magnesium chloride and it's further destructive 
effect This does however suggest a catchy title for the by-pass alternative: "C-WRECKS"

3/25/09 McPeck Fred letter sent via certified mail 
to J. Bemelen73

effect. This does, however suggest a catchy title for the by-pass alternative: C-WRECKS .

14. The by-pass is not only impractical from the standpoint of the above and additional land purchase, but from negating 
additional development, especially with RTD running near by, over a wider area, and also resulting in considerable lost 
tax base, that additionally, would help pay for that new school.

15. CDOT already owing the greater portion of the existing ROW for the preferred straight-through alternative 
necessitates, not only less purchase process, but less cost and wasted land.

16. Other than being noted on the accompanying map in the Vol. 6 Newsletter, the additional cost of the by-pass, it is 
not addressed; THAT FOR THE LOWER COST OF THE STRAIGHT-THROUGH CURRENT ALIGNMENT, 10 LANES 
ARE PROVIDED VERSUS ONLY 8 LANES for the much more expensive and impractical by-pass option. This is very 
significant and a very long term advantage, at a much lower cost. It also multiplies the above safety and reduced 
pollution benefits.
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17. As demonstrated by the current elevated section of I-70, especially Brighton Blvd. to York Street, the underside is 
rarely maintained, resulting in an unsightly, dangerous and unhealthy environment. The use of fewer bridges needed for 
the current ROW option helps to reduce that blight.

18. Shortly after the completion of the latest extension of I-70 from I-25 to Brighton Blvd.., a nasty weed, trash and 
‘transient camp’ problem under the elevated highway developed. It was only a few yards from a live-alone ladies home. 
It took more than a year of writing, phoning and complaining to get it remedied. In the mean time transients broke into 
her home, and later a transient died in the camp. This is additionally indicative of what happens as excessive 
elevated/bridged highways are built. 

19. It does not appear that the past experience with repeated, very expensive, (the current  “patch” at $22,million) traffic 
stalling repair and maintenance to the current elevated/bridged section, that would be used considerably more in a by-
pass option, has been factored into a lifetime cost. 

This is another reason for reducing the number of bridges that would be necessary with the straight line option.

20. A timely SAFETY and SECURITY issue is less attainable for every additional elevated/bridged section that has to be 
built versus more secure surface miles. Bridges present a disproportionate vulnerability to terrorist attack and delayed 
recovery for critical and emergency transportation It has been stated that the by-pass option would entail considerably 
more bridging than the existing alignment would.

The continued and long term vacillation and delay of this process has greatly degraded property values in the entire 
study area. So much so that the 80216 Zip Code has the greatest property value loss in Colorado. The process 
continues to cast a shadow over the entire area and it’s related economic stability. Every economic factor except for 
taxes has been diminished disproportionately with the falling economy.

IN CONTRAST, CONTEMPLATE THIS: The I-70 East highway is complete at the lowest cost for the least encumbered, 
cleanest, most efficient ecologically and most direct transition, through the existing ROW, from DIA over improved 
Brighton Blvd. to downtown Denver. Following that there is the maximum amount of land for new development. The 
“dark cloud” is lifted and Denver Planning progresses with their long promised economic and neighborhood planning for 
Elyria, Swansea and Globeville, that would include land to expand the National Western Complex in it’s 100 year y , , p p y
historical location, with an improved river front similar to San Antonio. It all flourishes – the new blended with the historic. 
This is in contrast to an over-cost, surreptitiously delayed trip to nowhere, that unnecessarily has gobbled up 
developable land for ever.

This is by no means intended to be adversarial. It does, however present a simpler, more logical and pragmatic 
approach to an extremely important project and would over its life time, save considerable money, time and commuter 
frustration.

The Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Association has officially supported the existing alignment alternative.

Respectfully submitted,
Fred McPeck
1800 Alkire Ct.
Golden, CO 80401-3524
303-232-5824

Founding Board member and past president Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Association
Forty year business and property owner in central Elyria
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74 3/27/09 Lee Patrick I support an environmental study for the I-70 Tunnel idea or viaduct revitalization. I DO NOT support the re-routing of I-70 
to the north. website

75 3/27/09 Calderon Lisa

I support an environmental study on the I-70 tunnel idea, or at the very least, support the "do nothing" plan, that would 
simply repair I-70 as is (continuing the current $30 million in repairs that are being done as we speak), realizing that the 
responsible thing to do is NOT to create a highway structure that further damages the climate. 
 
I am concerned about the additional air pollution created by a new superhighway and the re-routing of an existing highway 
carrying more than 150,000 vehicles per day and adding thousands of miles of vehicle travel daily. Removing the current I-
70 viaduct would also cause increased heavy truck traffic through the neighborhoods around Coca-Cola and all along 46th 
Ave. 
 
Many large cities have tunnels to deal with their transportation issues - why can't Denver at least study the possibility? 

website

76 3/27/09 Guida Gerald

I supporting Elyria's neighborhood plan that would turn a short stretch of the new I-70 into a tunnel (betweenBrighton Blvd. 
and Steele), perhaps keeping part of the viaduct as well.  Keeping the south section of the viaduct for local connections 
would save money on the I-70 improvements and help justify the tunnel lid costs. 
 
Gerald Guida
President
Inspiration Point Neighborhood Association 

website

Mr. James Bemelen, P.E.
Colorado Department of Transportation
2000 South Holly Street
Denver, CO 80222,

RE: I-70 East Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Bemelen:
As executive vice president of Kroenke Sports Enterprises (KSE), I'd like 10 express concerns we have in regards to the 
realignment alternatives 4 and 6 in the draft I-70 East Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
KSE is owner and operator of Dick's Sporting Goods Park, home or tile Colorado Rapids soccer team and the Mile High 
Music Festival, in Commerce City. In looking at the proposed realignment alternatives 4 and 6 in the DEIS, we noticed that 
the proposed realignment alternatives will essentially take the existing six exits/interchanges on the Eastern bound stretch 
of I-70 from I-25 10 Quebec and narrow those down to two exits/interchanges; one at Brighton Blvd and the other at 
Vasquez.

Many of our soccer and festival patrons use I-70 and I-270 to drive to our facility for events. Narrowing the amount of 
possible road alternatives our patrons have 10 choose 10 get to our facility from six to two will only compound our already 
existing traffic problems along 56th and Quebec Parkway. Should 4 or 6 be the preferred CDOT alternative, KSE will insist 
that additional interchange improvements be made at the Vasquez Boulevard/56th Avenue interchange at I-270. We will 
also insist that other local road improvements throughout Commerce City be studied immediately and presented to the 
public for review and comment prior to the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) and record of decision (ROD).
I'd also like to comment on the existing realignment study area. We believe the area you used to study these alternatives 
did not take into consideration many of the areas in Commerce City, including Dick's Sporting Goods Park, that may be 
adversely impacted by the realignment. 

3/27/09 Andrews Paul letter sent to J. Bemelen77
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Therefore, we recommend you expanded the study area further north and further east of the realignment alternatives 4 
and 6 to allow for a comprehensive analysis and public review and comment of their impacts on traffic and air quality on 
our facility prior to issuance of the FEIS and ROD.

Sincerely,
Paul Andrews
Mr. James Bemelen, P.E.
Colorado Department of Transportation
2000 South Holly Street
Denver, CO 80222

RE: I-70 East Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Bemelen:
As president of the Commerce City Business and Professional Association (CCBPA), and as a local business owner in 
Commerce City, I'd like to express concerns we have in regards to the realignment alternatives 4 and 6 presented in the I-
70 East Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
CCBPA is extremely concerned about the possible negative impacts on businesses that may result should CDOT choose 
alternative 4 or alternative 6 as its preferred option. 

It is our understanding that approximately 25 businesses who employee almost 3,000 people will be impacted by the 
proposed realignment of I-70. There is a high possibility that these businesses, when asked to move, will relocate outside 
of Commerce City.
CCBPA also is concerned about the realignment alternatives, which fail to take into consideration traffic impacts to local 
roads. High volumes of traffic along these roads, in addition to heavy traffic along I-270 in both directions, is a major issue 
for our businesses. Alternatives 4 or 6 do not adequately address our traffic concerns. Therefore, CDOT needs to expand 
the current study area further north of the realignment alternatives to allow for a comprehensive analysis and public review 
of the adverse impacts this may have on our businesses.
Thank you for your time and feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns.

Sincerely

3/27/09 Burds Jimmy letter sent to J. Bemelen78

Sincerely,

Jimmy Burds
President
Commerce City Business and Professional Association
720-261-1225
8025 Pontiac Street, Commerce City, Colorado 80022
jimmyb@colographic.com

Mr. James Bemelen, P.E.
Colorado Department of Transportation
2000 South Holly Street
Denver, CO 80222

RE: I-70 East Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation,
FHWA-CO-EIS-08-02-D

Dear Mr. Bemelen:
On behalf of Adams County Economic Development, Inc. (ACED), I'd like to express concerns we have in regards to the 
realignment alternatives 4 and 6 presented in the I-70 East Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

Adams County will be the fastest growing county in Colorado for the next 20 years according to forecasts by the Denver 
Regional Council of Governments. Almost half the employment growth in the metro region will be in Adams County and 
the urban core. How CDOT plans for future growth and transportation needs is extremely important to ACED, its 
investors, and its local government partners.
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As we see it, the proposed realignment alternatives will take the existing six exits on the Eastern bound stretch of I-70, 
from I-25 to Quebec, and narrow those down to two interchanges in the proposed realignment. High volumes of traffic 
along I-270 in both directions has and continues to be an issue for many of ACED's investors and partners. We fear this 
apparent lack of exit/interchange alternatives for commuters will only increase the current traffic issues. Additionally, the 
alternatives fail to take into consideration traffic impacts to local roads, which will impact Adams County businesses.

ACED is also concerned about the potential impacts of the realignment on businesses and jobs. The City of Commerce 
City has provided us with information that nearly 25 businesses that employee approximately 3,000 people will be 
impacted by the proposed realignment. ACED is extremely concerned that these businesses, when asked to move as a 
result of the realignment, will relocate to areas outside of the city or the county.

In order to address concerns noted in this letter, we strongly advocate that CDOT expand the current study area further 
north of the realignment alternatives. This will allow for a comprehensive analysis and public review of the adverse 
impacts this may have on business, the city, and the county.

Sincerely,
Bill Becker

80 3/28/09 Calderon Elaine  I am in support of an enviornmental study on the I-70 tunnel idea.  But more so, I support the "do nothing plan" to simply 
repair I-70 and NOT to create a highway structure that further damages the climate. website

81 3/28/09 Rose Kathryn I think it is best to leave I-70 where it is.  Fix it the best way available, then encourage people to use public transit or 
bicycles to commute as much as possible. website

I want to voice my support for conducting an environmental study examining the option of building a tunnel between 
Brighton and Steele streets instead of simply expanding the highway in this area. In the alternative, I would prefer to simply 
maintain the highway at its current size rather than expand it. As a resident of Cole neighborhood, I would prefer to see an 

3/27/09 ACED Becker Bill letter sent to J. Bemelen79

82 3/28/09 Angell Jim

maintain the highway at its current size rather than expand it. As a resident of Cole neighborhood, I would prefer to see an 
innovative and progressive solution to highway transport needs--such as a tunnel--rather than a wider I-70 running through 
several residential communities.   

Sincerely,
Jim Angell

Contact Us e-mail

83 3/29/09 M-Zee Cha Ka Tana Kh

I am supporting the I-70 environmental impact statement study. 
 
Thank you much.   
Cha Ka 

website

I would like to voice my agreement with the comments given by Loralie Cole in the below letter.  In particular, I am 
concerned with the potential thousands of extra vehicle miles caused by the extension of I-70 via diversion to I-270, and I 
would like to see additional consideration given to the idea of running part of I-70 belowground.   
 
Best Regards; 
 
Eric Branton 
 
(Loralie's letter below) 
 
Dear Members and Friends of the Cole Neighborhood Association, 
 
I would like to remind you that the public comment time for the I-70 environmental impact statement ends on March 31, so 
if you haven't yet submitted your comments, please consider learning about the issues and giving some input. 
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Even if you don't live in northeast Denver, this issue affects you in several ways.  I would ask you to consider supporting 
Elyria's neighborhood plan that would turn a short stretch of the new I-70 into a tunnel (between Brighton Blvd. and 
Steele), perhaps keeping part of the viaduct as well. Keeping the south section of the viaduct for local connections would 
save money on the I-70 improvements and help justify the tunnel lid costs.  This visionary idea is far superior to the 
creation of a new, six-mile section that would divert traffic north to I-270 for the following reasons: 
 
1) The loss of the National Western Stock Show Complex would be tragic to our area. It's one of the yearly events that 
makes Denver the great and historic place that it is, and it's the only major event that's within walking distance of our 
northeast neighborhoods. 
 
2) It might be possible to correlate the air filtration system of the tunnel with the air filtration system of the new, 50,000 
square foot automated Purina expansion.  If you're like me, you're not looking forward to the day that plant goes into 
production.

If a study were done, we might know if air quality improvements could incorporate Purina. 

3) In a world on the brink of massive climate change, the addition of forcing traffic two extra miles per trip - and thereby 
creating 450,000 ADDITIONAL VEHICLE MILES per day - is irresponsible, even unthinkable. It more than doubles the 
saved emissions from the vehicles removed once the EMU train route goes to the airport. 

4)  The concurrent North Metro Rail study recommends a commuter rail stop at 46th and Brighton Blvd., which would be 
impossible to create if there were a diversion of traffic to I-270.  As most people might understand, no neighborhood would 
want to forego a commuter rail stop in favor of a superhighway. 
 
5)  Removing the current I-70 viaduct would also cause increased heavy truck traffic through the neighborhoods around 
Coca-Cola and all along 46th Ave. 
 
6) Many large cities have tunnels to deal with their transportation issues (in some places, I believe they're called subways). 
Even Vail looked into tunnel options for I-70

website3/30/09 Branton Eric84

Even Vail looked into tunnel options for I-70. 

Even though you might not live in or near Elyria, Swansea, or Globeville, the additional air pollution created by a new 
superhighway will affect you anywhere in Denver. We're not talking about creating a new road where there was none; 
we're talking about re-routing an existing road carrying more than 150,000 vehicles per day and adding thousands of miles 
of vehicle travel daily. 
 
Please, write in your support of an environmental study on the I-70 tunnel idea, or at the very least, support the "do 
nothing" plan, that would simply repair I-70 as is (continuing the current $30 million in repairs that are being done as we 
speak), realizing that the responsible thing to do is NOT to create a highway structure that further damages the climate. 
 
Submit your comments by March 31, 2009 to: 
 
http://www.i-70east.com/index.shtml 
 
Thank you, 
Loralie Cole, Resident
Cole Neighborhood
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85 3/30/09 Ozinga Kelly

I would like to comment in favor of an enviromental study for the I70 tunnel proposal. As a resident of the area, added 
traffic congestion near the coca cola plant as well as a diversion of traffic from I 70 would have extremely negative 
impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods.  
 
Also, being 10-15 blocks away from the Purina plant, summertime breezes are not so pleasant. I would love to see some 
kind of ventalation so we can enjoy backyard barbeques without the dreadful smell of animal bi products. It was not 
something that I was aware of when we purchased our home, but could have impacted our purchasing decision, had I 
known that the plant produced such horrible smells. I wonder what effects that the fumes are having on our air quality.   
 
My husband and I use the exits in question quite often, and I do think that it will be rather inconvenient to drive an extra 
mile or two just to get home.   
 
Please take in consideration the residents, business owners, and the environment when making this decision. 

website

86 3/30/09 Dissel Scott

Dear Mr. Bemelen- 
 
I live near I-70 west, and also have been involved in issues regarding alignment of the C-470 beltline in Golden.   
 
Please reconsider your alternatives for the eastbound alignment of I-70.  The rejection of a tunnel forces several choices 
that will only lead to increased noise, surface traffic, and/or increased vehicle miles, all of which are less desirable than a 
tunnel alternative. 
 
Freeways, regardless of where (or how high above ground) they are located are a short-term, environmnetally unsound 
alternative to the need for transportation. 
 
Putting freeways underground, limiting the number of lanes, and increasing public mass transit wherever possible are the 
best alternative for the most people. 
 

website

Thank you. 
Scott Dissel

87 3/30/09 Danek Paul I vote for an environmental study on the I-70 tunnel idea, or at the very least, support the "do nothing" plan, that would 
simply repair I-70 as is. I think the proposal to add a northern "loop" of additional pavement is asenine. Thank you website

If it is not already, CDOT's Mission Statement should read, "To move all vehicular traffic safely, efficiently, and with 
minimal disruption, with roadway projects accomplished at the most affordable cost to the taxpaying public."

The re-construction and improvement of Interstate 70 in it's current location is, without question, the only project that 
would satisfy all of the Mission Statement requirements.

 1. Current location "Straight through" traffic safety would be improved due to enhancements and technology in roadway  
design not available in the roughly 50 years since the original highway was constructed.

 2. A complicated gore point at the connection of the proposed re-alignment to I-270 would prove to be another nightmare  
in rush hour in good weather, and worse when snow, ice, or fog conditions exist.  The ineffiency of adding several  
unnecessary travel miles is pure folly.  
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In these times of "green" thinking, incalculable amounts of wasted fuel and toxic tailpipe emmisions over the 50+ year 
lifespan of the rerouted highway would be a disastrous result to be forced  on the citizens of the Denver Metro area.

3. As proven after the California earthquakes, many miles of existing roads and bridges can be rebuilt and improved in  a 
relatively short time.  With a focused effort on the existing I-70 alignment, the disruption in rebuilding and  improving the 
highway will cause far less impact in time and trouble in the affected neighborhoods of Globeville,  Elyria and Swansea.

 4. Considering the terrible condition of the U.S. economy in general, and Colorado's dim financial outlook, it is  insulting to 
consider spending the
estimated additional 500 Million Dollars to relocate the highway.  The FastTrax  commuter rail system debacle currently is 
in total disarray due to
lack of planned funding, and that project may only be completed (with many promised features deleted) if the citizens are 
forced into further tax increases.

For the above reasons, relocating I-70 in any direction will result in no proven benefits, and a financial loss to taxpayers.

Having enjoyed a successful 35 year career in the center of the Elyria neighborhood, I know that a rebuilt and improved I-
70 in it's existing alignment will guarantee a far superior project outcome for Taxpaying Citizens and motorists alike.

Leo Branstetter
PMC Land, LLC
4700 Brighton Boulevard
Denver, Colorado 80216
303-477-1423 / 303-501-4801

Please accept the following comment for the I-70 East Draft EIS. 

Contact Us e-mail3/30/09 Branstetter Leo88

p g

Reference all corridor Alternatives in relation to Section 4 of the Study Area; specifically how the alternatives affect 
Stapleton redevelopment.  The corridor alternatives indicate in Exhibits 3-28, 30, 32, 34, 36 & 38 that collector-distributor 
roads are provided within Section 4.  However, the text associated with each of these Exhibits indicates that C-D roads 
are only provided from Havana to I-225; while follow-on text (Level Four screening) suggests the C-D roads east of 
Havana were eliminated.  Further, and in specific relation to the Central Park Blvd interchange, Exhibit 3-40 entitled 
Interchange Forms and Locations suggests graphically that a C-D roadway system may be contemplated on either side of 
Central Park Blvd.  Please clarify whether a C-D roadway is contemplated along the Stapleton Redevelopment frontage to 
I-70.  

Should this remain a component of any Alternative, please clarify the extent to which geometry of the C-D roads east of 
Central Park Blvd could be designed tighter to mainline I-70 to fall within current allocated land area (in the redevelopment 
plan) for widening of I-70.  
As presented / conceived the C-D roads east of Central Park Blvd suggest an unacceptable incursion into the 
development – either developable property or as trunk open space under the Stapleton Redevelopment.  As currently 
depicted, the C-D roadway would run directly through a newly constructed building that fronts existing I-70 (which was set 
back a planned distance to accommodate widening of the Interstate).  Should a design solution present itself that either 
eliminates the C-D roads altogether or holds them tighter to mainline I-70, there is an opportunity to either eliminate or 
substantially mitigate property acquisitions within Stapleton that would otherwise be necessary to construct the C-D road 
system.  

Should any developable property be required or impacted in this section of the project, this would be of tremendous 
concern to the redevelopment effort because the property affected is high-value commercial property that underpins long-
term revenues flowing from the development. 

Should you have any questions or wish to discuss this in more detail please don't hesitate to contact me. 
Thanks
Derek Brown 

3/30/09 Forest City Brown Derek Contact Us e-mail89
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Please accept the following comment for the I-70 East Draft EIS. 

Chapter 3 – Reference Exhibit 3-42 regarding Existing Alignment Alternative Laneage Refinements.  This alternative 
discusses adding 2-lanes in each direction, but the Figure depicting this alternative only adds 1-lane in each direction (5-
lanes total in each direction versus 4-lanes in the existing condition).  Constructing 2-lanes, and leaving one striped out (a 
la I-225 widening in Aurora), is contrary to the Needs defined for the study.  Please clarify how the 2-lanes are achieved. 
Further, please clarify amount of ROW required to provide the additional laneage.  It should be noted that any property 
acquisitions that are not presently anticipated within Stapleton redevelopment master plan would affect high-value 
commercial properties that underpin long-term revenues flowing from the redevelopment.  This issue is also discussed in 
another comment submitted separately via e-mail and entitled "Comments to the I-70 East EIS - Collector Distributor 
Road from Central Park Blvd to Havana."  

If you have any questions concerning this comment, or need to discuss it in further detail, please don't hesitate to contact 
me.
Thanks
Derek Brown

91 3/30/09 Forest City Brown Derek

Please accept the following comment for the I-70 East Draft EIS. 

Regarding the Tolled Alternatives.  These alternatives seem to have a consequence of forcing more traffic out onto 
surface streets for those users who would choose not to sustain interstate delays or pay tolls (unless these lanes were 
managed to include HOVs to use the facility at no cost).  In the context of Stapleton redevelopment this increases 
pressure on new infrastructure projects and connections absent the additional funding sources or tolling opportunities that 
are available to a Federal Highway project.  Please advise how these effects have been anticipated and are proposed to 
be addressed.

Should you have any questions or wish to discuss this in more detail please don't hesitate to contact me. 

Thanks
Derek Brown 

Contact Us e-mail

Contact Us e-mailBrown Derek3/30/09 Forest City90

Derek Brown 

92 3/30/09 Forest City Brown Derek

Please accept the following comment for the I-70 East Draft EIS. 

Section 5.9 regarding Park Lands and Open Space.  The text of this section suggests that the entire open space / 
landscape and trail buffer in the NW quadrant of CPB / I-70 would be consumed by the various Alternatives.  This is not 
consistent with our recent and ongoing dialog regarding planning / accommodations for this area.  Please provide details 
indicating / disclosing the extent of disturbance / acquisition proposed for the various alternatives.

Section 5.14 regarding Flood Plains and Drainage.  Be advised that a Letter of Map Revision is being processed for the 
reach of Sand Creek across the Stapleton frontage that will alter the modeling that’s depicted in the EIS.  The general 
effect of the LOMR is to reduce the overall effects of flooding in this area.  A copy of the LOMR can be made available on 
request or through CCD.  

Should you have any questions or wish to discuss this in more detail please don't hesitate to contact me. 

Thanks
Derek Brown 

Contact Us e-mail

93 3/30/09 Van Pelt Grant

I believe that the I-70 eastern corridor is in need of rethinking.  However, re-routing traffic to I-270 is wasteful on many 
levels, and could be a detriment to the quality of life "on the ground" in northeast Denver.  Please consider "doing nothing," 
or perhaps routing traffic through a tunnel/ series of tunnels.  This would preserve the quality of life and meet transit needs 
simultaneously.

website
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Dear James Bemelen and other DEIS preparers,  
 
I am writing to give my comments on the proposed draft environmental impact statement for the I-70 east corridor 
proposed for the Denver metro area.  I have a few specific comments about the DEIS which I would like to share with you 
for inclusion in the public record and for your consideration during the final EIS and ROD making processes.  Please take 
my comments, listed below into serious consideration during your planning and decision making process. 
 
I would like to first say that I support the no action alternative, among the 7 alternatives referenced in the DEIS.  While it is 
well hidden within the DEIS, the alternative where no action is taken on expanding I-70 through Denver is clearly the most 
environmentally responsible and best option given what we know about global climate change, the finite supply of oil, and 
the impact increased vehicle miles traveled (VMT) has on surrounding communities.  The last thing we need is lager roads 
which will only increase traffic and pollution, as well as increase petroleum consumption. 

First, the DEIS needs to consider seriously the impact that any rerouting of I-70 which increases the length of the road 
also increases VMT, pollution, and petroleum use.  The three alternatives which propose to reroute I-70 increase VMT 
beyond reasonable acceptable levels and should be withdrawn from the EIS.  No alternative which increases VMT while 
functionally moving traffic the same distance as the current route should not be considered.  The EIS needs to seriously 
consider the environmental impact of any increase in VMT, either due to the reroute or to increasing traffic lanes. 
 
The DEIS does not sufficiently explore a covered roadway option such as a shallow bore tunnel or cut and cover below 
grade option as possible alternatives.  The EIS needs to consider these options and the reduced negative impacts which 
they could have on the local community.  These below grade lanes could be used as express lanes (in conjunction with the 
current structure) to limit the need for connection to grade and limited sight distances.  You need to state the physical 
dimensions of the tunnel option which you rule out (especially depth) so we know what you are talking about.   

website3/30/09 Weiss Noah94

A tunnel option would be the best option for the community, and therefore needs to be considered.  
The EIS needs to take into account other transportation plans for the affected areas, including light rail stations and 
community access.  The reroute plans would go over the proposed location of a light rail station (see the Elyria vision plan 
2020) and would effectively isolate the Globeville neighborhood from Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods. This will cause a 
significant negative impact on these neighborhoods and their long term viability needs to be a major factor in the EIS and 
any ROD.   
 
Thank you for your time and for taking my comments into consideration.  I look forward to seeing the EIS including the 
above comments and for the planners to choose the best option, which is the no action alternative.   
Sincerely,
Noah Weiss

Mr. James Bemelen, P.E.
Colorado Department of Transportation
2000 South Holly Street
Denver, CO 80222

Re: Suncor Energy's Comments on the I-70 East Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation, 
FHWA-CO-EIS-08-02-D

Dear Mr. Bemelen:
On behalf of Suncor Energy (U.S.A) Inc., I'd like to express concerns we have in regards to the realignment alternatives 4 
and 6 presented in the I-70 East Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 
Suncor is located south of I-270 in Commerce City and utilizes Brighton Road, Colorado Boulevard/Vazquez Boulevard 
and 56th Avenue in Commerce to access I-270 and I-76. Suncor's business is contingent upon easy access to and from 
our facilities by our workers, customers, vendors, product transportation, and emergency equipment.

letter forwarded by T. 
Stewart via e-mail3/30/09 Suncor Gallagher John95
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I-270 and the local roadways are already severely congested. Adding the additional traffic due to the realignment will only 
compound these problems. In Suncor's initial review of the alternatives 4 and 6 as presented in DEIS, we are concerned 
that the proposed alternative 4 and 6 could have the potential to severely limit access to and from our facility due to the 
likelihood of increased traffic in the area.
In addition, we recommend that the area CDOT used to study these alternatives should be expanded further north of the 
realignment alternatives 4 and 6 to allow for comprehensive analysis of their impacts on traffic and air quality as it relates 
to our operations.

Sincerely,
John Gallagher
VP Refining & Pipelines

I know about the developers control over this whole area and the situation. The systematic Gentrification of all of our low 
income neighborhoods is way out of control. Refusing to truly examine and evaluate ALL POSSIBLE SCENARIOS,,is 
irresponsible and a blatant abuse of our tax dollars.The taxpayers and residents  will be paying for this boondoggle in all 
ways. To favor and reward yet another developer/land owner,,over the people who are trying to live and exist in the only 
area they can afford is criminal. AND,,,how does this "diversion of I-70 " play out in the "greening- o-_Denver"? Where is 
Green Print Denver in this land grab?  It's more polluting,,gas wasting,,and ridiculous. I would hate to think that a possible 
injunction would be the way to have the people and their desirable option heard,,have you considered that could happen as 
a response to being run over and ignored? Who knows'. How nice it would of been if the RNO's there could of received 8 
million dollar's also,,,, to help them fight for their home's and neighborhood's. 

 Wow,,imagine that,,taxpayer dollars going back to help taxpayers and not to land owners/developers who could care less 
about who they "pave over",,,,,,,  Thank's,,,,Catherine Sandy 

Dear Mr. Bemelen, 
 

Contact Us e-mail3/31/09 Sandy Catherine96

I wanted to take the opportunity to share my thoughts and opinions about the impact that expanding I-70 on it's current 
route would have.  I do not support any alternative to re-alignment. 
 
I have been a resident and homeowner in the Swansea neighborhood for the past 6 years.  It is my strong conviction that 
the realignment of I-70 out of my neighborhood would have a profoundly positive impact that would allow the neighborhood 
to emerge from the multi generational affects of poverty, racism, and disparity, and have a chance at the American 
dream. 
 
From my perspective there has been a long history for urban planners to do the right thing by the residents of this 
neighborhood and time and time again they have chosen to saddle us with the burdens of toxic pollution, a dangerous and 
disruptive industrial atmosphere, and the limiting of mobility due to highways and railyards.  The neighborhood has 'always' 
been a type of dumping ground for the necessary infrastructure to maintain urban life-such as highways, landfills, power 
stations, refineries, railroad facilities, industry, waste water treatment, etc. 

The consistently oppressive treatment the neighborhood has received can be explained in no other way than by the 
dynamic of racism-as residents of this neighborhood have always been of immigrant origin, and have been loyal to their 
ethnic customs and culture. 

Because the leadership has shown a collective apathy towards the citizens of this neighborhood, that apathy has taken 
root in the very dynamics of the families in this neighborhood as Elyria/Swansea has becoming a breeding ground for 
crime, violence, and urban decay.   
 
A couple of examples are the following:  When I have friends visit me at my home I feel I must prepare them for entry into 
a community in which the normal laws, respect for property, and respect for other citizens does not apply-not in practice.   
 
When friends come to my neighborhood I tell them that they must first prepare to exit I-70 via York, a turn so poorly 
planned and so dangerous that the evidence of accidents at this juncture is evident on a bi-weekly basis.  3/31/09 Elliott Joe website97
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I know this to be true as I see evidence of the destroyed buffers positioned at the right-angle of the exit on a bi-weekly 
basis! 
 
I tell them that they will see evidence of at least three gangs that have marked their territory so clearly, that you can see 
their insignias on every block surrounding my residence. I tell my friends not to bring their dogs with them because of the 
ferrel dogs and cats that frequent the neighborhood, not to mention the pit bull breeds that are numerous in this area.  I tell 
my friends not to leave valuables in their car because the police will not respond if their car is broken into-due to it being 
an all to frequent crime with an unlikely chance that the perpetrator will be caught.  There are countless other examples 
that make this neighborhood at the least a traumatizing experience that leaves scars on children and families and at most 
like a 'ghetto enclave' with little application of local laws or generally accepted standards of fairness. 
 
I support the realignment of I-70 because it would begin to impart some evidence of fairness and parity within the Denver 
Community. 

I deeply believe that the greatest value of the land that we live in, of America is the notion that wherever you come from 
and whatever your limitations are, that if you work hard and pay your dues, that you will be rewarded.  The people in this 
neighborhood have been paying their dues for a long time, they have learned to live with the ugly realities of what it takes 
make a city functional, but as Martin Luther King once said, 'Justice too long delayed is justice denied'.  While I am sure 
that the realignment of I-70 and the beautification of the neighborhood would allow a lot of residents to live their dreams, I 
can't imagine how I and my neighbors will endure another one of the countless blows that we have been asked to take for 
the growth and health of the city of Denver. 
 
Thanks,
Joe Elliott, M.A. 
4670 Fillmore St. 
Denver, CO 80216   

Dear Mr. Bemelen:

98 3/31/09 Anthony Tom

Elyria Neighborhood is going to be sending in some supporting data electronically to hold down copying costs.  We do 
plan a hand delivery today as well.  

This one is the Gauterman study on Highway Effects on Lung Development published in the Lancet.  It is on the basis of 
this an other studies and factors that we believe special consideration is due along the 8 block corridor transecting 
residential north Denver neighborhoods.

Tom Anthony, President
Elyria Neighborhood Association

Contact Us e-mail
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99 3/31/09 Anthony Tom

James Bemelen
CDOT
East Corridor I-70 DEIS

Dear Mr. Bemelen:

Here is a synopsis of a study conducted by UCLA on the relationship between diesel particulate pollution and 
cardiovascular problems, including atheriosclerosis, heart attacks and pulmonary disease.  

The study found that a 6% rise in heart and lung related DEATHS for every 10 mcg/cm rise in particulate pollution.

The study also found that diesel particulate pollution had a 50% negative synergy increase when combined with fatty 
cholesterol in the diet.

We believe these new findings argue for increased protection of nearby residences, which is why we have insisted the 
tunnel concept we submitted first in 2005 will solve the worst aspects of our negative highway impacts in the North 
Neighborhoods. 
Tom Anthony, President
Elyria Neighborhood Association

Contact Us e-mail

James Bemelen
CDOT
East Corridor I-70 DEIS

Dear Mr. Bemelen:

Please see for inclusion in the I-70 East Corridor DEIS the enclosed power point program created by Elyria Neighborhood 
Association for the purpose of explaining the value of locating the North Metro Denver Station at 48th and Brighton Blvd. 

100 3/31/09 Anthony Tom

Association for the purpose of explaining the value of locating the North Metro Denver Station at 48th and Brighton Blvd. 

We are also enclosing the e-mail from the project engineer confirming there is "general consensus" that this location is the 
prime and preferred site for the Denver North Metro FasTracks station in the opinion of the North Metro project team.

This site is literally under the footprint your I-70 Highway Realignment Alternatives would create; in short, your proposal to 
realign the highway for "environmental justice" reasons would eliminate the chance our neighborhoods have of re-
connecting via transit; yet another reason we support the Tunnel alternative on the current alignment as shown in the 
Elyria 2020 Vision Plan.

Tom Anthony, President
Elyria Neighborhood Association

E-mail
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101 3/31/09 Anthony Tom

James Bemelen
CDOT
East Corridor I-70 DEIS

Dear Mr. Bemelen:

Please find attached a chart of Denver Foreclosures tracked through time.  Notice Elyria Neighborhood since 2005: the 
year your project team web-sited the proposed realignment of I-70 down Williams Street in Elyria.

You may think it's a coincidence, however, most people don't want to risk buying a house that may wind up with a 12-lane 
superhighway in its front yard, unless it's for $36,000 in a foreclosure auction (see the second nearest house to the 
preferred North Metro FasTracks Station location, sold this month; Denver home sales sheet attached.)

Tom Anthony, President
Elyria Neighborhood Association

Contact Us e-mail

James Bemelen
CDOT
East Corridor I-70 DEIS

Dear Mr. Bemelen:

Please accept in this attachment the Elyria 2020 Vision Plan and its Citizen-proposed Tunnel Alternative.  This means of 
addressing the needed I-70 capacity and safety issues will best respect the local communities while improving service 
levels.

By minimizing the Interstate Highway impacts locally, the neighborhoods can pursue the future best suited to their inherent 
attributes.  Our goal is for the majority of local residents to have the opportunity to support this concept in writing by 
supporting the neighborhood plan Believe it or not nearly everyone in the neighborhood likes the tunnel idea and theAnthony Tom3/31/09 Contact Us e-mail102 supporting the neighborhood plan.  Believe it or not, nearly everyone in the neighborhood likes the tunnel idea and the 
notion that the remaining homes and Swansea Elementary School will have a park strip instead of a thundering river of 
traffic.

I am also attaching the tunnel alternatives represented to have been studied by your EIS team in their feasibility and 
costing analysis.  As you can see the diagram with the stacked tunnel design does not leave room for "existing 46th" to dip 
under the UP.  Therefore, the diagram itself is bogus.  

The conclusion that we'll drain the Platte River into the tunnel and "harm the aquatic life" is preposterous.

Tom Anthony, President
Elyria Neighborhood Association

103 3/31/09 Anthony Tom

James Bemelen
CDOT
East Corridor I-70 DEIS

Dear Mr. Bemelen:

Please accept for inclusion in the I-70 East Corridor EIS the enclosed Op-ed pieces chronicling the ongoing struggle of the 
neighborhood your study team can't seem to realize exists.

>Tom Anthony, President
>Elyria Neighborhood Association

Contact Us e-mail

Anthony Tom3/31/09 Contact Us e-mail102
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104 3/31/09 Anthony Tom

James Bemelen
CDOT
East Corridor I-70 DEIS

Dear Mr. Bemelen"
This is a report by the Piton Foundation stating the average home loan in Elyria and Swansea in 2003 was over $157,000.  

Our rate of sub-prime loans was lower than the metro average.

Since your highway alignment proposal, our homes have lost an average of 70% of their value, although the North Metro 
FasTracks station siting should have caused an increase in speculative buying.  I won't bother to send the "comparable 
sales" data from last summer I commissioned.  Pretty much the only sales going on in Elyria nowadays are foreclosures.

What do you think is going through the home buyers' heads here in Elyria?  Could anyone actually think CDOT might be 
seriously considering putting a permanent 2-mile commute detour in I-70 down Williams Street and calling it a 
transportation improvement?

>Tom Anthony, President
>Elyria Neighborhood Association

Contact Us e-mail

105 3/31/09 Anthony Tom

Mr. James Bemelen
East Corridor I-70 DEIS

Dear Mr. Bemelen:

Please include the attached exhibit to the 10 page "commentary" submitted by Elyria Neighborhood Association re:  the I-
70 East Corridor DEIS.  Contact Us e-mail

Thank you,

Tom Anthony, President
Elyria Neighborhood Association

106 3/31/09 Anthony Tom

James Bemelen
CDOT
East Corridor I-70 DEIS

Dear Mr. Bemelen:

Please include the attached graphic showing current Denver housing development patterns with Elyria's comments. 

Tom Anthony, President
Elyria Neighborhood Association

Contact Us e-mail
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107 3/31/09 Anthony Tom

James Bemelen
CDOT
East Corridor I-70 DEIS

Dear Mr. Bemelen:

These are the summary comments we are making, with two backup articles, one from Brookings Fellow Robert Puentes 
titled:  "Strengthening the Ability of Public Transportation to  Reduce Our Dependence on Foreign Oil," and one from Evan 
Paulls of the Northeast Midwest Institute titled:  "Energy Benefits of Urban Infill, Brownfields, and Sustainable Urban 
Development."

The point of these three pieces is to help assemble for you the vision Elyria residents have of their future and how our 
place in that future can be something besides a footprint for a new superhighway and a repository for waste, waiting for 
the recycler.  In fact, that by using our proximity to jobs, transit, transportation and industrial infrasture, how we can help 
the metro area conserve vast quantities of energy through efficient urban planning.

Our vision is for a thriving multi-use urban area along the Platte River Greenway, full utilization of North Side Park and the 
Riverside Cemetery areas, and a bustling community within the central core of Denver.

Tom Anthony, President
Elyria Neighborhood Association

Contact Us e-mail

108 3/31/2009 Lombard-
Hunt Lynne I am not in favor and would like to see other options explored. website

109 3/31/2009 Miller Rick I am opposed to the closing of York Street, as this will force traffic through the Cole neighborhood, as well as increase the 
route miles cars must make, resulting in increases auto emissions, having a negative environmental effect. website

Mr. James Bemelen
Colorado Department of Transportation
2000 South Holly Street
Denver, Colorado  80222 
 
Mr. Chris Horn
Federal Highway Administration
12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 180
Lakewood, CO  80228 
 
 Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
  Evaluation for I-70 East Project 
 
Dear Messrs. Bemelen and Horn: 
 
I am a resident of the Elyria neighborhood in Denver, living at 4653 High Street in September 2007.  I am an architect and 
planner by profession.  I have reviewed the draft EIS on the CDOT website, and have many serious concerns about your 
review of  alternatives .  I also do not feel you have seriously considered all options   most importantly the option of 
submerging the highway in a tunnel for a short one mile length   and your reasons for this are specious at best and   at 
worst   negligent and extremely harmful. 
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When I-70 was built in the 1960 s (I was a child at the time), the highway severed Elyria and Swansea from the rest of the 
city, and split Globeville in two.  In addition to consigning residents of these neighborhoods to permanent neglect by city 
officials and agencies, they were condemned to breathe polluted air, and I believe the resultant serious health problems 
have been documented and well-proven.  Rather than exacerbate or perpetuate this terrible inequity, I believe it is time for 
the city and the state to correct a long-standing injustice, and improve the quality of life for city residents, instead of just 
thinking about users of I-70. 
 
 I attended a public meeting in Swansea on December 13 of last year, where CDOT presented its alternatives.  The tunnel 
option, put forth by Elyria Neighborhood Association, was dismissed outright (and arrogantly), without any serious 
explanation.  

Opposition to the re-alignment option was voiced by numerous attendees, and the presenters tried to look like they 
understood, but I personally feel our opinions were ignored or dismissed, and that CDOT did not really listen and did not 
really care what our neighborhoods thought. 

The alternatives you do consider do not really analyze the permanent damage done to our communities in two important 
ways:  1)  the health hazards from the additional pollution from additional lanes and 2)  the disastrous effects to the 
cohesion of neighborhoods and their relation to the greater city. 
 
 In short, your  public process  has been a sham.  You seem to only consider highway users and not residents and 
workers in areas that the highway cuts through. 
 
 It is NOT apparent to me anywhere in the EIS that any of the city s plans (Blueprint Denver, for just one example) were 
consulted or studied.  I do not seriously believe the I-70 re-alignment (or any  alternative ) has been coordinated with and 
integrated into other transit systems and nodes, and certainly not with the Fastracks commuter rail and its proposed stop 
locations. 

I demand that CDOT and other involved agencies look at new options which do not divide and pollute our community.  The 

3/31/2009 Dutcher Drew website110

g p p y
best alternative I have seen is the tunnel option put forth by the Elyria Neighborhood Association.  This has near universal 
appeal to all residents of Elyria and Swansea, and can allow for the re-vitalization and re-integration of these neglected 
neighborhoods, which have enormous potential (I know this because I have walked streets and knocked on doors in Elyria 
and Swansea).  Your reasons for eliminating this are another sham: it s very apparent you never seriously studied it. 
 
 It is high time for CDOT and the Federal Highway Administration to correct the errors and harm done to Elyria and 
Swansea in the 1960 s, and participate in a public process that helps Denver become a livable city with vibrant, thriving 
communities. 
 
      Sincerely, 
  
      Drew Dutcher 
      4653 High Street 
      Denver, CO  80216 
      303.477.9156 x12 (work) 
      303.349.4360 (cell) 
      drew@studiocompletiva.com
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111 3/31/2009 Chapin Karen

Open up lanes to the same width and number as in the improved section from I-25 to Brighton Blvd. Improve exits along 
elevated I-70.

Re-alignment of I-70 along Brighton Blvd. and I-270 would add miles for those traveling through. It would be an 
improvement for those living and working in the Swansea/Elyria neighborhood. 
 
Leaving I-70 in its current location would result in fewer miles for those traveling through and would provide a new school 
for the neighborhood. It would displace many people from their homes, businesses and the historic location of Swansea 
School. It would also continue to divide and disrupt the neighborhood. 
 
Given all of this, I think the re-alignment of the highway along Brighton Blvd. and I-270 would be the best alternative for the 
people living and working in the Swansea/Elyria neighborhood and would not be too much more of a drive for those 
traveling through.

Feedback Form

112 3/31/2009 Karla

First of all, I would like to say that I don t live around Swansea but I do work at Our Lady of Grace Church which is in the 
Swansea Neighborhood.  I feel that most of the residents to Swansea have no idea of the huge impact this project will 
cause.  An elementary school will be taken down along with many homes and small businesses.  I do believe in change 
and in making our city a better and improved city but I also believe that it isn't fair for so many people to have to abandon 
what they have been calling home for many many years; for instance our oldest Parishioner Cy Lujan has lived in this 
neighborhood for over 50 years.  I do hope however that whatever is done in this project is done under consideration of 
the Swansea Community because after all this community will suffer the consequences that this project will bring.  Further 
more, I do wish the best of luck to all who are participating in this big development.

website

113 3/31/2009 Williams Liz
I am a teacher at Swansea Elementary; this is my 12th year. I do NOT want home destroyed and families displaced nor 
do I want Swansea Elementary moved. I understand the alternative is a loop around the neighborhood going north and 
rejoining I70 as 270 melds into it Thank you Liz Williams

Contact Us e-mail
rejoining I70 as 270 melds into it. Thank you Liz Williams

114 3/31/2009 Lane Norman

For thirty-nine years I have lived in the Clayton Neighborhood.  The impact of any significant widening of I-70 through the 
Elyria and Globeville neighborhoods, I would take as offensive to the Historic fabric and importance of this as an ethnic 
area and its place in the mining and smelting that built this state.

It is time that history and people be afforded primacy over the convenience of commuters and truck traffic with its 
offensive noise and smell.  While we are trying to transition to a quieter more energy-efficient base of economy, now does 
not seem the time to use 1990 solutions.

Norman C Lane
3330 Bruce Randolph Avenue
Denver  CO  80205

Contact Us e-mail
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115 3/31/2009 Hamby Vaughn

I would like to re-iterate that originally, we thought that diverting the traffic to I-270 might be the preferable idea, but now 
that the EIS has been released and the environment has changed so much in the past two years, and global warming is 
considered a human-influenced environmental tragedy, adding so many unnecessary vehicle miles is clearly a travesty.  I 
don't believe that there are any environmental groups that support diverting the traffic to I-270.

"Removing" the highway from one section of the neighborhood where industry has developed along 46th Ave. for decades 
(e.g.: Purina, Coca- Cola, Manna-Pro, etc., etc.) to put in it a new part of the neighborhood makes very little sense.  All of 
the heavy truck traffic that currently uses I-70 will now be using neighborhood routes through Cole and Clayton.  This 
would be a HUGE IMPACT on surrounding neighborhoods FOREVER.

We support the "No Action" option, or a tunnel option that maintains at least part of the viaduct for industry and local 
access.

Loralie Cole
3609 Lafayette Street
Denver, CO 80205

Vaughn Hamby
P.O. Box 261295
Lakewood, CO 80226

Contact Us e-mail

116 3/31/2009 Glazier Rich

After reading the alternatives proposed in the (what I believe is) latest EIS draft, I feel the shift north proposal is the best 
alternative for cummuters, new highway design, and neighborhoods rebirth and over all health and safety, and promotes 
development opportunities for the neighborhoods and city. 
 
Having said that, I feel the Elyria "tunnel" proposal accomplishes these goals with less disruption, upheaval, eminemt 
domain issues, and potentially cost. I can imagine an inner city interstate highway tunnel to be quite an engineering feat, 
but what a win-win alternative this could be if somehow realized!  I just can't imagine that a small section of tunnel could 
be more difficult or expensive than miles and miles of new elevated and surface highway construction.

website

be more difficult or expensive than miles and miles of new elevated and surface highway construction. 

117 3/31/2009 Lucero Carol

To Whom It May Concern: 
How will all of this affect the present community and the students and employees at Swansea Elementary. Is anyone taken 
these factors into consideration. When will all this construction take place and what will the results of all this be. I am 
concerned about not only the students but myself as a teacher at Swansea. I would like more information. 

website

118 3/31/2009 Lovato Geralyn

The community organization of Globeville representative speaks out "Dennis Lovato has a birds eye view of what it woudl 
take to make it necessary to reroute our highway transit system." County officials please!! Take notice of this proposal and 
help aid those surrounding communities as well as the people visiting our beautiful state of Colorado.The tax payers have 
definately paid their dues for better highways and transit. Our children's futures depend on the corrective action we take 
today and on the suggested alternatives of the ordinatry people like Dennis. He's made a point which could clearly be 
demonstrated for the cause. Five years is not far away.

website

119 3/31/2009 Macdonald Arlene

I really do believe displacing 90 families and businesses will create an enormous hardship on these families. They are 
already living in hardship, since Swansea is serving free lunch and breakfast.  Where would they go?  What could they 
afford? 
 
Take a harder look at the second alternative. 
Thanks! 

website
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120 3/31/2009 Schulz C

To Whom It May Concern: 
I was recently informed about your development ideas regarding I-70.  One of them involves expanding toward the north 
and removing part of the Swansea neighborhood and Swansea Elementary itself.  I would appreciate if you would consider 
other options.  Swansea Elementary is an integral part of the community and not only provides education for students, but 
provides numerous activities and resources for parents---taking Swansea away, would be like removing the heart of the 
community.  I realize Swansea is a community of mostly low-economic levels.  However, their is pride in the community, in 
families, in receiving a good education. 
Many of our parents own their first home in this area.  Removing those homes would be devestating to this area. 
You mentioned that very few people showed up for a community meeting--BELIEVE ME, if you had let someone on the 
Swansea staff know about your meeting, your meeting would have been overflowing with concerned neighbors.  Thank 
you for  listening to my concerns, and please consider other options versus removing our homes and school.  Thank you 

website

121 11/21/08 Aurora Callison Mac Comment period extension request to February 28, 2009 e-mail to Tony Stewart

122 12/4/08 Commerce City Flannery Gerald Comment period extension request to March 31, 2008 letter to Chris Horn

123 12/10/08 USACE Carey Tim Technical and editorial comments on Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. Technical Report (see letter). Letter to Karla Perry

124 12/26/08 PUC Fischhaber Pamela

- Need to refer to Denver Rock Island Railroad consistently
- Need to also refer to BNSF railway
- PUC applications for changes to existing highway - rail crossings
- Revise section 4.4.2
- See letter

e-mail to Chris Horn and 
Jim Bemelen

RTD expects CDOT, in concurrence with the RTD and CDOT Master IGA and in the spirit of cooperation, to choose or 

Agency Comments

125 1/26/09 RTD Van Meter Bill adopt a Preferred Alternative that does not interfere with, create additional expense for, or preclude the building of the 
East Corridor Commuter Rail line between DUS and DIA or the North Metro Commuter Rail line between DUS and SH 7 
in the City of Thornton.

letter

Dianna Litvak
CDOT Region 6 Historian
2000 South Holly Street
Denver, CO 80222

Dear Ms. Litvak,
This is in reference to the I-70 East Corridor Draft EIS which I received a few weeks ago. After reading the parts of the 
report that interest me, I have only a few little corrections. First is on page 3.5-8 which stated that the Union Pacific was 
in the area in 1867. No the UP was in Julesburg, not Denver. Several pages later, the report is correct. Also the other 
railroads did not come until the 1880's. The early name of the CB&Q is the Burlingtoin & Missouri River in Nebraska. 
Also on that page, change Denver Tramway Corporation to Denver Tramway Company. The change from company to 
corportation was in 1925.
On page 3.5-11, there is a mentio of the DP roundhouse at 26th Street. I do not recall this being named "the Denver 
Junction"? I would omit the reference to Denver Junction.

letter to Dianna LitvakKenton2/13/09
Colorado 
Railroad Forrest126
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The next item is the Fire Clay Lofts (page 3.5-22 and others). This building was built 117 years ago as the Blake Street 
Powerhouse for the Denver Tramway. See the attached material. If it were to be placed on the register, I know that 
someone else would do the paper work and not CDOT. However, it would be nice to label the building with the correct 
name.

The last item is more of a personal note. This is in reference to the UPRR Segement on page 3.5-21. Upon reading this 
paragraph and showing it to many rail fans and historians, the question is "why?" This is a common section of track and 
right-of-way which is no different than many other sections of railroads in Colorado. The DP is an interesting route and 
we hope it is never abandoned. If you were to place this section on the register, you would have to place most of 
Colorado's railroads on the list. Anyway, I question this property eligible. 
Otherwise, the rest of the report looks ok to me.

Sincerely,
Kenton Forest

Mr. James Bemelen, P.E.
Colorado Department of Transportation
2000 South Holly Street
Denver, CO 80222

Re: I-70 East Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation, FHWA-CO-EIS-08-02-D

Dear Mr. Bemelen:
The Adams County Board of Commissioners is providing this letter as our official comments for the I-70 East Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
The county cannot support the DEIS as it currently stands due to Alternatives 4 and 6. This is because their direct, indirect 
and cumulative impacts have not been adequately analyzed.

One of the primary purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is to disclose the impacts caused by a 
federal action One cannot fully disclose the impacts if the study area has been restricted Proposing the realignment and

LarryPace

letter to Dianna Litvak

3/30/09 Adams County

Kenton

letter sent via mail to 
CDOT

2/13/09 Railroad 
Museum

Forrest126

127

federal action. One cannot fully disclose the impacts if the study area has been restricted. Proposing the realignment and 
change-in-access of a mainline facility such as I-70, without expanding the study area to fully analyze the impacts and 
consider potential mitigation measures, does not meet the intent of NEPA.
If Alternatives 4 and 6 are to be considered after the DEIS, the study area must be adequately expanded to analyze the 
affected environment associated with these alignments and change-in-access.
Should you have any questions, please conatce Jeanne Shreve with the Adams County Planning and Development 
Department at 303.453.8800.

Sincerely,
Larry W. Pace     Alice J. Nichol      W. R. "Skip" Fischer

For over five years now, I have been working with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), the City of Denver 
and neighborhood leaders to maximize the benefits of rail and highway improvements in the I-70 East Corridor in District 
9.  
 
A great deal of my energy has been spent on changes to I-70 as it runs through the District 9 neighborhoods of Globeville 
and Elyria/Swansea. The highway currently runs on a viaduct that is more than 40 years old and is in poor condition. It is a 
safety hazard and requires millions of dollars in maintenance. This bridge is a prime example of our nation s need to 
rebuild infrastructure. The status quo cannot be maintained any longer; the highway must be upgraded.  
 
Unfortunately, it s impossible to do this type of project without a certain amount of disruption. Inevitably, neighborhoods 
have to be inconvenienced in a construction project of this magnitude. I have worked tirelessly to protect the 
neighborhoods in my district and ensure that the impacts are as small as possible.
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Based on that objective, with respect to the upgrades to I-70 in my district, I support Alternatives 4 and 6 as outlined in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Both of these Alternatives would divert I-70 north from its current location 
to about 56th Avenue for a distance of roughly 0.8 miles. I support these alternatives because, of all the feasible options, 
they impose the least impact on the surrounding neighborhoods. Specifically: 
 
  they displace the lowest number of homes 
  they displace lowest number of businesses 
  they eliminate the need to relocate Swansea Elementary School  
  they have the shortest construction times 
  they open up development opportunities for the neighborhood along 46th Avenue 
 
Regrettably, these options do have some degree of impact. But impacts are unavoidable in a project of this size in the 
heart of a major city. The key for me is to ensure that the impact is as small as possible. That is why I support Alternatives 
4 and 6. Among the available options, they impose the lowest impact.  

Alternatives 1, 3, 4, and 6 are the only options remaining from more than 100 scenarios that have been studied over the 
last five years. All other options were rejected by the CDOT team for various reasons, including cost, safety, 
environmental impact, and construction duration. One of the rejected alternatives was the idea of running I-70 below grade 
through District 9 in a tunnel. CDOT ruled it out because it failed on several counts, including cost, security, safety, and 
environmental impacts.  
 
Even though the tunnel idea was rejected several years ago and has not been an active option since then, it remains 
popular among some residents in District 9. I accept and rely upon the expertise of the transit professionals who have 
prepared the DEIS and outlined the final four Alternatives. Among the options in the DEIS, I have chosen the one that 
imposes the least impact on my district. 

Mr. James Bemelen, P.E.
Colorado Department of Transportation
2000 S th H ll St t

website3/31/09 Montero Judy128

2000 South Holly Street
Denver, CO 80222

Re: I-70 East DEIS Comments

Dear Mr. Bemelen:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the DEIS for the proposed alterations to I-70 East through Denver. 
The National Trust for Historic Preservation (National Trust) is concerned about the effect that the alternatives under 
consideration could have on historic properties in the corridor. The original construction of I-70 was very damaging to a 
number of historic neighborhoods and separated them from the rest of the city to the south. We are hopeful that this 
project can repair that damage and not inflict further harm on historic communities.

Congress chartered the National Trust in 1949 as a private nonprofit organization to “facilitate public participation” in 
historic preservation and to further the purposes of federal historic preservation laws. 16 U.S.C. §§ 461, 468. 

With the support of our 240,000 members around the country, and nearly 4,000 in Colorado, the National Trust works to 
protect significant historic sites and to advocate historic preservation as a fundamental value in programs and policies at 
all levels of government. In addition to our headquarters in Washington, D.C., the National Trust operates thirty historic 
sites open to the public and eight regional and field offices throughout the country. The Mountains/Plains Office, based in 
Denver, responds to historic preservation issues in Colorado.

The National Trust is a consulting party for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. We 
understand that while earlier plans called for use of the NEPA substitution process (allowed in 36 C.F.R. § 800.8(c)) for 
compliance with Section 106, the processes have now been separated. Therefore, we will reserve additional comments 
about the Section 106 process until a later date when consultation resumes. 

3/31/09 National Trust Cole Amy letter sent via Contact Us129
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In general, we believe that Alternatives 4 and 6 (east or west) are the least damaging to historic resources, particularly to 
the neighborhoods immediately to the north of I-70, including portions of Elyria-Swansea and Northeast Park Hill. The 
DEIS describes between 11 and 14 historic properties that would be adversely effected as compared to up to 34 adverse 
effects from the widening alternatives, 1 and 3. In addition, removing the existing viaduct and returning 48th Avenue to a 
surface street appears to have positive effects on the adjacent historic neighborhoods by restoring connectivity, removing 
a major visual barrier and reducing noise.

Of course, there are still significant effects on historic properties under Alternatives 4 and 6. Of particular note are the 
effects on the National Western Complex Historic District Livestock Bridge/Flyover and the Stadium Arena. 

While we expect that these and any other effects would be resolved during the Section 106 process, we also suggest that 
modifications to the precise alignment of Alternatives 4 and 6 could be made to avoid or minimize the impacts on these 
and other historic resources and encourage CDOT to investigate possible refinements, should Alternatives 4 or 6 be 
determined as the preferred alternative.

We appreciate your consideration of our comments and look forward to continuing our role as a Section 106 consulting 
party as the process moves ahead.

Amy Cole
Sr. Program Officer & Regional Attorney

Jim,
The attached comments represent our Draft Comment list at this point in time.  We will be dispatching a letter to you that 
will cover our complete comment list.

Mac Callison
Transportation Planning Supervisor
City of Aurora
303.739.7356

 1.       Section 3.3.4 Local System Improvements

a.       For the suggested improvements to 6th Avenue what are the limits to those improvements?  Do they impact 
Aurora?

b.      Expand Exhibit 3-13 to show those improvements.

2.       The I-70 Corridor Optimization Study covering the portion of I-70 between Picadilly and Monaghan indicated I-70 
would be widened to 6 lanes.  If so, shouldn’t this DEIS also reflect that document for Section 5 from Pena Blvd to Tower 
Road?  At least make note of the other document’s recommendation.
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3.       Additional discussion on the collector-distributor streets that would be a part of Sections 4 and 5 is needed.   If 
these are added next to the I-70 corridor  impacts to City streets on the south side just east of I-225 need to be identified 
and mitigated.

4.       Exhibit 5.2-20 the University of Colorado Hospital is listed as one of Denver’s employers. This needs to be restated 
as an Aurora employment center.
5.       The economic effects discussion in Section 5.2 does not appear to cover the collector-distributor streets impacts 
adequately on the local businesses in Sections 4 and 5 of all alternatives.

6.       Under Section 5.5 it would be helpful to see the Right-of-way Requirements and parcel Effects exhibits further 
broken down relative to the corridor sections to be able to see the impacts within the Denver and Aurora communities.

7.       In Section 5.16 the preliminary location for one of the WQ BMP’s at the southwesterly intersection of I-70 and 
Chambers has a current Site Plan with the Planning Department.  

There is a building currently under construction on a portion of the property.  The preliminary location just north of I-70 and 
east of Airport Blvd is the current location of a regional detention pond with an offline water quality pond for the Gateway 
development.  This will likely need to be expanded to accommodate highway drainage.

8.       Section 5.19:  What size of water and sanitary sewer lines are considered major lines?  This needs to be identified.

9.       Section 5.21:  Exhibit 5.21-3 needs to incorporate the Horizon Uptown Project as an approximately 500 plus acre 
development.  The rest of the information could be derived from Mindy Parnes, project manager in the Planning 
Department.  This is an Urban Center type development with a LEED design theme.

10.   Appendix A – Alternative Maps – Side Streets should be retitled to Arterial Streets in the map legends and local 
streets depicted with a different symbology.

Contact Us e-mailCity of Aurora Callison Mac3/31/09130

Let me know if you have any questions.

Bill

Memorandum

To: James Bemelen, CDOT
From: Steve Cook, Manager, MPO Planning Program, DRCOG 
Date: March 31, 2009
Re: Comments from DRCOG staff on the I-70 East Draft EIS

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the I-70 East Draft EIS.  Our comments are as follows:

1. General: Alternatives 4/6 (“Realigned”) extend up to I-270, and the overall DEIS gives much less emphasis to 
processes and analyses of the area around these alternatives (e.g. maps, outreach, technical analyses, traffic impacts) 
than it does those that remain on the I-70 alignment.  The FEIS should take a closer look at impacts and mitigation 
measures along the Realigned Alternatives, especially if one is strongly considered as the preferred alternative.
2. General: Regarding text, table, and figure references to the DRCOG travel demand model, it should be mentioned that 
the DRCOG model was used as the base, but the EIS team used/ran the model (with adjustments?)  to obtain the 
volumes/data, if such was the case.  

DEIS - Public Release Comments
Last Revised: 7/7/2009

Page 48 of 100



Last First

Comments or questions about the DEIS
(Please note that comments that included attachments are linked within this PDF).

Comment submitted 
via

DATE

NAME

No.
Agency

(as needed)

3. Page 1.4, Section 1.2: may want to reference that the “most recently adopted” DRCOG 2035 MVRTP at the time of the 
ROD will be used as the basis.
4. Page 1-5: Here and elsewhere, the FEIS should reference the current DRCOG region as including all of 9 counties, and 
part of a 10th (Weld County).
5. Page 1.6: “Vision” also includes improvement at Vasquez Blvd. interchange with I-270.
6. Chapter 2: In the beginning of this chapter, it should be mentioned why 2030 is being used as the base future year for 
upcoming demographic and travel data analysis – because 2030 was the applicable horizon year at the start of the EIS.  
This will help readers transition from the previous pages that had frequent reference to 2035 (MVRTP).  
7. Page 3-6:  Evaluation of a stand-alone management alternative (e.g. TDM/TSM) is required at some point in the overall 
process per congestion management requirements in non-attainment areas.  DRCOG has always suggested such be 
included in DEISs in the process of identifying and winnowing down of alternatives.  We expect it was probably done, but 
should be clearly noted.   

This is required for any project that may increase capacity on the regional roadway system.  If it has not been done, then a 
stand-alone assessment should be prepared.  If the management alternative does not to meet the purpose and need, then 
it should be noted.  Note that the FEIS will need to identify appropriate management actions that will accompany the 
remaining alternatives including the preferred alternative, and the ROD will need to commit to appropriate management 
strategies. 
8. Page 3-53: The second paragraph should reference the Fiscally Constrained 2030 RTP as the source for base 
improvements  assumed for implementation.  It should also be noted that the 2035 RTP will be the base for the FEIS
9. Page 3-37 to 3-50: First set of diagrams for Alt. 4 and Alt. 6 do not depict the possible I-270 alignment.  Very brief 
mention is made on page 3-47, and then it is roughly depicted on page 3-50 without any clear labeling.  We would suggest 
the provision of a clearer explanation and diagram of how the original alternative alignment was refined.    

10. Page 4-8 to 4-35: There are no analysis results or traffic volume data provided for I-270 northwest of 56th where I-70 
would connect in (Alternatives 4 & 6).  It seems that this would be an impacted location.
11 Page 4-43: Sand Creek Trail should be referenced here or at some other place in the document such as Page 4-39 or

Contact Us e-mail3/31/2009 DRCOG Cook Steve131

11. Page 4-43: Sand Creek Trail should be referenced here, or at some other place in the document such as Page 4-39 or 
40 in relation to construction impacts and preservation of the facility.
12. Page 5.10-8: Project area is in a Nonattainment area for Ozone (8-hour standard).
13. Page 5.21-26: It should be mentioned that air quality pollutant emission results are calculated by the Air Pollution 
Control Division of the Colorado Department of Health and Environment in conjunction with DRCOG modeling outputs.   
Exhibit 5.21-16 should note that the pollutant measures are for mobile source emissions only.

Mr. James Bemelen, P.E. 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
2000 South Holly Street 
Denver, CO 80222 

Re:  I-70 East DEIS Comments

Dear Mr. Bemelen:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the DEIS for the proposed alterations to I-70 East through Denver. 
Here at Colorado Preservation, Inc. we are concerned about the effect that the alternatives under consideration could 
have on historic properties in the corridor.  The original construction of I-70 was very harmful to a number of historic 
neighborhoods causing them a visual and emotional separation from the rest of the city to the south.  We believe that this 
project can repair the harm and not mete out further harm on historic communities. 
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Colorado Preservation, Inc. was founded in 1984 as a statewide organization dedicated to promoting and advancing 
historic preservation in the State of Colorado.  After our first year we were incorporated as a 501(c) (3) non-profit 
organization.  One of our missions is to help enrich and support all communities in the state, with much of our work as 
preservation advocates for communities that would otherwise be forgotten. This mission as well as many others has 
gained us the respect and recognition from many different constitutes across the state and nationally.

Colorado Preservation, Inc. is a consulting party for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  
We understand that while earlier plans called for use of the NEPA substitution process (allowed in 36 C.F.R. § 800.8(c)) 
for compliance with Section 106, the processes have now been separated.  Therefore, we will reserve additional 
comments about the Section 106 process until a later date when consultation resumes. 

Furthermore, CPI believes that Alternatives 4 and 6 (east or west) are less impactful to historic resources, particularly to 
the neighborhoods immediately to the north of I-70, including portions of Elyria-Swansea and Northeast Park Hill.  The 
DEIS describes between 11 and 14 historic properties that would be adversely effected as compared to up to 34 adverse 
effects from the widening alternatives, 1 and 3.  In addition, removing the existing viaduct and returning 48th Avenue to a 
surface street appears to have positive effects on the adjacent historic neighborhoods by restoring connectivity, removing 
a major visual barrier and reducing noise. 

Of course, there are still significant effects on historic properties under Alternatives 4 and 6.  Of particular note are the 
effects on the National Western Complex Historic District Livestock Bridge/Flyover and the Stadium Arena.  

While we expect that these and any other effects would be resolved during the Section 106 process, we also suggest that 
modifications to the precise alignment of Alternatives 4 and 6 could be made to avoid or minimize the impacts on these 
and other historic resources and encourage CDOT to investigate possible refinements, should Alternatives 4 or 6 be 
determined as the preferred alternative.  

3/31/09 Daniels Jane letter sent via Contact Us
Colorado 

Preservation 
Inc.

132

We appreciate your consideration of our comments and look forward to continuing our role as a Section 106 consulting 
party as the process moves ahead.

Sincerely,

Jane Daniels
Project Manager

Project Team note:
Katie Johnston, Sarah April, Sean Cumberlege, Professor Michael Harris, and Professor Craig Pease submitted a 36 
page letter/report with comments to the DEIS. The Summary of Comments section is included here and the letter is 
attached for reference.
• The original implementation of I-70 deeply impacted the make-up, health, and character of the neighboring communities.  
While the current DEIS acknowledges the past impacts of I-70 on the neighborhoods of Globeville, Swansea and Elyria, it 
provides no discussion on how realignment of the highway will further impact these neighborhoods. 
• The current DEIS analysis of highway alternatives is inadequate because it lacks sufficient analysis of social cohesion 
and health issues that clearly impact neighboring communities.
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o The DEIS lacks an adequate assessment of neighborhood cohesion issues for each alternative, including the direct and 
indirect impacts each proposed alternative would have on social cohesion issues in the area. 

o Additionally, DEIS lacks an adequate analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on air quality, especially as 
it relates to the health of those living immediately adjacent (< 400 m) to the highway. 

� In light of the availability of both data detailing the negative health impacts of DPM, and scientific modeling tools, the I-
70 expansion needs to include a quantitative analysis of the public health risks that DPM from this project poses. 

� The DEIS impacts analysis fails to acknowledge or address the DPM hotspots that are well known to exist around 
interstate highways.  These Hot spots are thus a reasonably foreseeable result of the expanded I-70 highways (and 
increased traffic).  As such, the agency is under a duty to provide the public with information about them, and to fully 
evaluate them in the DEIS.

� Before the EIS is finalized, the agency must quantify the increased incidence of asthma, heart disease and cancer in 
those who will live, work and recreate immediately adjacent (< 400m) to the various proposed alternatives, as a result of 
being exposed to elevated levels of air pollutants from vehicles on I-70 East. 

� The DEIS impacts analysis is insufficient because it fails to adequately take into account the cumulative effects of the 
proposed highway project

• The area is highly populated with children, highly exposed to existing industrial development, and some neighborhoods 
exist at the confluence of both I-70, I-25, as well as rail-yards. 

• A more comprehensive assessment of the cumulative health impacts in many of the neighborhoods is clearly warranted 
to give a better understanding of the health risk each alternative poses to the local communities. 

o The DEIS is also inadequate because it fails to provide alternatives and/or mitigation measures that would address both 

Michael3/31/2009 University of 
Denver Harris

letter submitted via contact 
us and hand delivered to 

CDOT
133

o The DEIS is also inadequate because it fails to provide alternatives and/or mitigation measures that would address both 
the community cohesion concerns and the impact the highway has on public health in the surrounding area.  Such 
mitigation could include, but not be limited to: use of below grade construction (like the I-25 corridor in south Denver); the 
use of tunnels, parkway type construction; to include open space, greenways, bike and pedestrian paths; increased local 
road over-passes; and making the structure more aesthetically pleasing.

o The stated purpose and need of the project is too narrow in scope, as it failed to take into account the needs of the 
surrounding communities, and resulted in an inadequate alternatives screening process.  To fully evaluate the impacts of 
the I-70 East Project, and to address the impact on the communities of Globeville, Elyria, and Swansea, continued 
planning of the project should be done in coordination with the City of Denver and the affected community-based 
organizations, and should be done in conjunction with ongoing neighborhood planning efforts.

o The Section 4(f) Analysis is insufficient because it fails to justify that there are no prudent and feasible alternatives to 
using 4(f) land and also failed to identify the least harmful alternatives.  

DEIS - Public Release Comments
Last Revised: 7/7/2009

Page 51 of 100



Last First

Comments or questions about the DEIS
(Please note that comments that included attachments are linked within this PDF).

Comment submitted 
via

DATE

NAME

No.
Agency

(as needed)

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 8
1595 Wynkoop Street
DENVER, CO 80202-1129
Phone 800-227-8917
http://www.epa•90v/re9ion08

MAR 31 2009

Ref: EPR-N

Karla S. Petty
Division Administrator, Colorado Division
Federal Highway Administration
12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 180
Lakewood, CO 80228

Russell George
Colorado Department of Transportation
420 I E. Arkansas Ave.
Denver, CO 80222

Re: I-70 East Highway Project, Denver CO
Draft Environmental Impact Statemcnt (DEIS)
CEQ# 20080460

Dear Ms. Petty and Mr. George:
The United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8 (EPA) has reviewed the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Colorado Department of Transportation's (CDOT's) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the I-
70 East highway project. EPA offers these comments in accordance with the Agency's responsibilities under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 42 U S C Section 4332(2)(C) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act 42 U S C SectionEnvironmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. Section 4332(2)(C) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 
7609.

The project proposes improvements to the I-70 corridor traversing northeast Denver, between I-25 and Tower Road. Four 
build alternatives are evaluated in addition to the No Action Alternative. They are: Alternative I : Existing: add general 
purpose lanes on the existing I-70 alignment (one in each direction, and in some places, two); Alternative 3: Existing, 
tolled: Add tolled express lanes on the existing I-70 alignment (one lane in each direction, and in some places, two); 
Alternative 4, Realigned: Realignment with general purpose lanes (add one lane in each direction, and four new lanes in 
the realigned portion); and Alternative 6: Realignment with tolled express lanes (add one lane in each direction, four 
general purpose lanes in some places, or three general purpose lanes and two tolled express lanes in certain places). 
Each of the alternatives also changes several existing interchanges and adds new interchanges. The No Action 
Alternative assumes that the viaduct between Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard would be replaced. [Note: 
Alternatives 2 and 5 were eliminated during the screening process.]

The DEIS provides a significant amount of analysis on a myriad of important concerns. The section on social and 
economic conditions is one of the most complete analyses on this topic we have reviewed in this EPA Region. The 
Environmental Justice section similarly contains significant analysis. EPA' s comments focus on air quality impacts and 
environmental justice concerns, with some minor comments on wetlands/waters of the U.S., water quality, energy and 
greenhouse gas emissions. Enclosed are our detailed comments in these areas.

Our major concern with this project is the potential air quality impact on the minority and low-income populations this 
project affects. The DEIS identifies these populations as disproportionately impacted by this project, but dismisses the air 
quality issues as a significant impact. Emissions of particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less (PMIO) will 
increase in the project area by approximately 50% by 2030 for each build alternative. 

3/31/2009 EPA Svoboda Larry letter sent via email to C. 
Horn134
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In addition, while regional emissions of Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) will decrease overall by 55-65% due to federal 
vehicle and fuel regulations, EPA remains concerned that shifting the roadway closer to existing residents (as called for in 
Alternatives 1 and 3), or exposure to residents currently not near the roadway (Alternatives 4 and 6), will increase localized 
MSAT exposure significantly. This concern is based on the fact that near-roadway concentrations of MSATs can be 
several times higher than regional concentrations. EPA has concerns with the PM10and MSAT impacts to these 
communities, and with many of the OEIS' conclusions regarding the unreliability of modeling to determine MSAT exposure. 
EPA recommends additional mitigation for the PM10 impacts, dispersion modeling and possible additional mitigation for 
MSAT impacts, and some language suggestions for the modeling conclusions, in our detailed comments, enclosed.

Rating
Based on EPA's review, and in accordance with our policies and procedures for reviews under NEPA and Section 309 of 
the Clean Air Act, EPA has rated the alternatives analyzed in this DEIS as EC-2 (Environmental Concerns - Insufficient 
Information). The Environmental Concerns rating indicates that the EPA review identified environmental impacts that 
should be avoided in order to fully protect human health or the environment. Corrective measures may require changes to 
the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce these impacts. The "2" rating indicates that 
the DEIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be avoided in 
order to fully protect the environment. In this case, the air quality impacts of this project on a minority and low-income 
population identified as disproportionately impacted, is insufficiently analyzed. The identified additional information should 
be included in the Final EIS. An explanation of the rating criteria is enclosed.

EPA wishes to thank FHWA and CDOT for the many meetings in the early years of this project. We appreciate the 
opportunity to comment on the DEIS and look forward to working with you to resolve the issues raised in our detailed 
comments. If you have any questions on our comments, please contact me at 303 312-6004 or Deborah Lebow Aal, at 
303 312-6223.

Sincerely,
Larry Svoboda
Di t NEPA PDirector, NEPA Program
Office of Ecosystems Protection and Remediation

I-70 East Highway Project DEIS
Denver, CO
EPA Detailed Comments

Air Quality
Summary: Our major concern with this project is the potential air quality impact on the minority and low-income 
populations this project affects. The OEIS identifies these populations as disproportionately impacted by this project, but 
dismisses the air quality issues as a significant impact. Emissions of particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or 
less (PM10) will increase in the project area by approximately 50% by 2030 for each build alternative. While regional 
emissions of Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) will decrease overall by 55-65% due to federal vehicle and fuel 
regulations, EPA remains concerned that shifting the roadway closer to residents (as called for in Alternatives 1 and 3), or 
exposure to residents currently not near the roadway (Alternatives 4 and 6) will increase localized MSAT exposure 
significantly. This concern is based on the fact that near-roadway concentrations of MSATs can be several times higher 
than regional concentrations.
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Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is estimated in the DEIS to be in the range of 6,565,300 miles per day for the No Action 
Alternative in year 20 I0 to over 10,000,000 for any of the build alternatives in 2030 (see DEIS p. 5.10-19), which is a very 
significant amount of traffic, and is relevant to the significance of the PM10 and MSAT impacts. EPA has concerns with 
PM10 and MSAT impacts to the affected communities, and with many of the DEIS' conclusions regarding the unreliability 
of modeling to determine MSAT exposure. EPA recommends additional mitigation for the PM10 impacts, dispersion 
modeling and possible additional mitigation for MSAT impacts, and some language suggestions for the modeling 
conclusions, below.

Particulate Matter (PM) impacts: The DEIS predicts that PMIO emissions are expected to jump 50 percent by 2030 for all 
build alternatives (See DEIS pp. 5.10-1, 5.10-22). The DEIS states that since emissions in the study area would not 
exceed the NAAQS (National Ambient Air Quality Standards), there is no mitigation necessary. 

However, the document includes some mitigation for air emissions during construction and some during operation. These 
measures should be augmented to include the construction engine exhaust potential mitigation measures listed in section 
8.1 of the DEIS's Air Quality Technical Report (AQTR). These mitigation measures should be listed in the FElS and 
included in the Record of Decision (ROD). EPA strongly recommends that CDOT's contracts for construction contain 
requirements for PM10 mitigation measures. 

The additional mitigation measures listed in section 8.1 of the AQTR are:

- Prohibit unnecessary idling of construction equipment;
- Require use of low-sulfur fuel;
- Locate diesel engines and motors as far away as possible from residential areas;
- Locate staging areas as far away as possible from residential uses; and
- Require heavy construction equipment to use the cleanest available engines or be retrofitted with diesel particulate 
control technology.

We also recommend inclusion of other engine exhaust mitigation measures contained in EPA's December 30, 2003 letter 
of scoping comments, including:of scoping comments, including:

- Use alternatives to diesel engines and/or diesel fuels such as: biodiesel, LNG or CNG, fuel cells, and electric engines;
- For winter time construction, install engine pre-heater devices to eliminate unnecessary idling;
- Prohibit tampering with equipment to increase horsepower or to defeat emission control devices effectiveness;
- Require construction vehicle engines to be properly tuned and maintained; and
- Use construction vehicles and equipment with the minimum practical engine size for the intended job.

EPA notes that PM2.5 trends were not evaluated in the DEIS. EPA recommends that any known information on PM2.5 
trends be added to the FEIS.
Ozone Nonattainment (DEIS p. 5.10-2): The language in this section should be updated to reflect that the nonattainment 
designation was a result of a violation of the federal 1997 8-hour 0.080 ppm ozone standard and was effective on 
November 20,2007. We note that a detailed plan to reduce ozone has been developed and should be referenced in the 
FEIS. 

3/31/2009 EPA Svoboda Larry letter sent via email to C. 
Horn135
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The resulting attainment plan was approved by the State on December 12, 2008, and is expected to be submitted to EPA 
not later than July 1, 2009. The plan will require further reductions of ozone levels beyond what was previously required. 
This change should also be made on p. 5.10-26 of the DEIS.
Additional detailed Air Quality comments are included at the end of this enclosure.

Mobile Source Air Toxics
Air toxics are defined as pollutants in the air that are known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious health effects, 
such as respiratory , neurological, reproductive, and developmental effects. MSATs are usually the largest source of air 
toxics of concern in urban areas. Emissions from mobile sources typically occur near the ground and are not particularly 
buoyant. Therefore, the largest impacts of these emissions tend to occur at receptors close to the source. A large number 
of studies have examined the association between living near major roads and different adverse health endpoints. Recent 
modeling and monitoring studies have confirmed that air toxics emissions from mobile sources remain drivers of overall 
air toxics risks. 

See, for example, South Coast Air Quality Management District's Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study III (or the MATES III 
study, www.agmd.gov/prdas/matesIII/matesIII.html). For additional information on MSATs, please see EPA's MSAT 
website, www.epa.gov/otag/toxics.htm.
The likelihood of significant MSAT impacts and whether MSATs should be analyzed in an EIS should be based on the 
magnitude of the project, the proximity of sensitive receptors, and how alternatives change these impacts. Shifting an 
alignment with high VMT closer to the affected population should merit more analysis than an emissions inventory (see 
above in Summary for VMT estimates). EPA recommends that dispersion modeling of the most significant MSATs (e.g., 
the six included in the DElS) should be performed. While we are pleased to see a MSAT emissions inventory comparing 
alternatives, the results of dispersion modeling for the most significant MSATs would disclose important information on 
whether the communities affected by this project, which the DEIS identifies as low-income and minority populations 
disproportionately impacted by this project, are impacted by MSATs. 

The FEIS could then make note of changes in predicted MSAT ambient concentrations at particular locations, to provide 
the most appropriate mitigation measures.the most appropriate mitigation measures.
Our primary concerns with the MSAT analysis in this DEIS are that the DEIS contains no dispersion modeling for the 
MSATs of concern, and may not contain mitigation sufficient to address community impacts. The DEIS states that 
emissions for the six MSATs addressed will be decreasing and no mitigation is needed (DEIS p. 5.10-27). While it is true 
that overall MSATs will be decreasing due to implementation of regulations controlling emissions from mobile sources, the 
DEIS also shows that MSAT emissions from all the build alternatives are slightly higher than for the No Build Alternative. 
More importantly, because near roadway concentrations of MSATs can be several times higher than regional 
concentrations, shifting the roadway closer to residents can increase MSAT exposure significantly. EPA recommends that 
dispersion modeling be performed to assess potential impacts and any additional mitigation be outlined in the FEIS and 
included in the ROD.

EPA's additional concern with the MSAT section is that it contains concepts and language from FHWA's February 2006 
Interim Guidance on MSATs, with which EPA has consistently disagreed. We have arranged our comments to follow the 
DEIS section by section, as follows:

136 3/31/2009 EPA Svoboda Larry

Mobile Source Air Toxics, General (DEIS pp. 5.10-8 through 5.10-9)

The DEIS states that because of the significant reduction in MSATs that will occur because of EPA's 2001 regulations 
controlling emissions of hazardous air pollutants from mobile sources, " ...EPA concluded that no further motor vehicle 
emissions standards or fuel standards were necessary to further control MSATs." (DEIS p. 5. 10-9) This is a misleading 
statement. This statement was only relevant to national emissions controls at the time of the 2001 rulemaking. The 
regulatory impact analysis in support of the rule clearly outlined the remaining concerns from near roadway impacts. EPA 
suggests that this language be removed.

letter sent via email to C. 
Horn
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Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT Analysis (DEIS pp. 5.10-9 through 5.10-14)

The DEIS states that " ... the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk and other air quality criteria 
assumed to protect the public health and welfare, as well as the reliability of available technical tools do not enable us to 
predict with confidence the project-specific health impacts of the emission changes associated with the alternatives 
evaluated in this EIS ....Due to these limitations, the following discussion is included in accordance with CEQ regulations 
(40 CFR section 1502.22(b)) regarding incomplete or unavailable information" (DEIS p. 5.10-9). The DEIS goes on to 
discuss technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete determination of the MSAT health 
impacts for the three steps necessary to get to a health risk assessment: emission inventories, dispersion modeling, and 
human health risk analysis. EPA disagrees with the conclusions reached in this section of the DEIS. There is a growing 
body of information regarding air toxics and their inherent health risks. 

While we may agree that a health risk assessment is not necessary in most NEPA analyses, there arc adequate scientific 
bases for the risks and modeling tools for conducting emissions inventories, dispersion modeling, and human health risk 
analyses, which have been successfully conducted.
The discussion on pages 5.10-12 - 5.10-13 is not relevant to using MOBILE 6.2 as a tool to predict differences in MSAT 
emissions for alternatives. An inventory of emissions is a very useful tool in a DEIS, and can be based on the MOBILE 6.2 
model results.
The DEIS claims that the models used by EPA are not adequate to accurately predict levels of MSATs for highway 
projects. The DEIS also states that "shortcomings in current techniques for exposure assessment and risk analysis 
preclude the ability to reach meaningful conclusions about project-specific health impacts." (DEIS p. 5.10-13). While there 
are of course areas of uncertainty with any model, EPA believes that there are analytical tools available that yield credible 
and meaningful information for the decision-making process.

EPA has been studying toxics from all kinds of sources, as they arc emitted to air, water, and land for over thirty years. 
EPA has significant experience in interpreting the state of science, including the uncertainties, and making regulatory 
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decisions about toxics. In addition, the Superfund program has a long history of communicating with communities about 
risk and the impacts of clean-up options on risk and human health. Although we recognize that these issues are new to the 
transportation community, EPA's experience in these areas informs our perspective about what is possible and useful.
EPA's Office of Transportation and Air Quality (OTAQ) has developed Modeling
Ambient Air Toxics from Transportation Projects, which is a technical description of air toxics analysis tools and methods 
for highway projects. We recommend using this document in the future for these analyses.

In summary, the discussion in the DEIS is directed solely to why conducting health assessments of MSAT impacts from 
transportation projects does not make sense, and it ignores and undermines the fact that emissions inventory information 
and dispersion modeling can be done, is credibly done often using EPA-approved models, and can provide worthwhile 
information. The focus in this document on information that is unavailable or incomplete inappropriately takes the place of 
information that should be included to disclose the potentially significant adverse impacts from MSATs from this project.

Summary of Existing Credible Scientific Evidence Relevant to Evaluating MSATs (DEIS p.p. 5.10-14 through 5.10-16)

The DEIS quotes toxicity information for the six priority MSATs taken from EPA's Integrated Risk Information System 
(IRIS) database. The purpose of quoting the weight of evidence sections from IRIS for the priority MSATs is unclear. The 
section is incomplete because it docs not include the numerical estimates of toxicity for the cancer or non-cancer 
endpoints (Inhalation Unit Risk and Reference Concentration) for these chemicals and does not include information on 
other MSATs. Information on Inhalation Unit Risks and Reference Concentrations can be found in the tables at 
http://epa.gov/ttn/atw/toxsource/summary.html.
EPA recommends deleting this information or providing clarification.
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The DEIS references the technical report conducted on North Denver by Gregg Thomas and Debra Bain (2007), which 
included a portion of the project area. The Thomas et al. report, entitled "Going One Step Beyond: A Neighborhood Scale 
Air Toxics Assessment in North Denver (The Good Neighbor Project)," evaluated the influence of major roadways on 
ambient air toxics concentrations in Metropolitan Denver. The assessment included modeling GIS-based data from 
COOT, Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG), and Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
(CDPHE) to predict concentrations of approximately 70 air toxics. The intent of The Good Neighbor Project was to 
explicitly assign onroad MSAT emissions to actual sections of roads. The results of this report indicate that small-scale, 
highly detailed air toxics assessments are cost-effective and can generate realistic data that match conceptual models. 
This report, and the rest of this paragraph (DEIS p. 5.10-16) contradict much of what has been stated in the DEIS on 
MSATs. 

A project-specific micro-scale monitoring study can be performed to accurately assess impacts of MSATs from nearby 
roadways, and in fact such studies have been completed for several EISs. The results from the Good Neighbor Project 
should be accurately reported in the FEIS. The City and County of Denver should be contacted for more information from 
the study.

Project Level MSAT Discussion (DE1Sp. 5.10-17)

As stated earlier, EPA believes that, contrary to the statement made on page 5.10-17, reliable methods do exist to assess 
the health impacts of MSAT emissions under the project. In fact, several transportation projects have included health risk 
assessments in the DEIS (see, e.g., Port of Los Angeles China Basin Shipping, Port of Long Beach Middle Harbor, 
Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway). All three of these documents included a human health risk 
assessment done for on-road mobile sources. This should not imply that EPA believes a risk assessment should be done 
for this project, rather, that they can be done and are being done. For this project, EPA believes that already-existing 
information from the Good Neighbor Project described above, as well as dispersion modeling, should be included in the 
FEIS.

When the highway is widened and moved closer to residences and other critical receptors, the localized concentrations of
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When the highway is widened and moved closer to residences and other critical receptors, the localized concentrations of 
MSATs will likely be higher for the build alternatives than existing conditions or the no action alternative. While over time 
regional concentrations of MSATs will decrease due to federal vehicle and fuel regulations, this does not preclude the 
possibility of localized increases related to this project. The magnitude of this increase should have been more fully 
analyzed in the DEIS. While there are acknowledged uncertainties in both the local scale emissions model (MOBILE 6.2) 
and the available roadway dispersion models (CAL3QHC and HYROAD), these tools can provide excellent relevant 
information on potential impacts. The models' ability to predict relative changes in MSAT concentrations between the build 
and No Build Alternatives would be less affected by these uncertainties and could provide information to the public on the 
impact of the project.

140 3/31/2009 EPA Svoboda Larry

Environmental Consequences

PM10 Hot Spot Analysis: The DEIS predicts increases in PM10 emissions (see DEIS page 5.10-24). As stated above, 
mitigation should be more specific and geared towards significantly reducing PM10 emissions (see above suggestions), 
which will consequently reduce MSAT emissions as well.
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Mobile Source Air Toxics (DEIS pp 5.10-24 - 5.10-26): EPA commends FHWA and CDOT for including the emissions 
inventory information on MSATs for each alternative in the DEIS. As explained, the DEIS shows a significant decrease in 
MSATs from 1990 through 2030 for all six MSATs addressed, due to EPA's national emission control programs for 
vehicles. It also shows that there is a slight increase of emissions from the No Action Alternative as compared to any of 
the build alternatives, and will potentially be closer to sensitive receptors. EPA believes that more specific mitigation for 
this impact, particularly for sensitive receptors near the highway, may be appropriate, once dispersion modeling is 
preformed.
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Mitigation
As stated above in several sections, EPA is suggesting additional mitigation for both PM10 impacts and potentially for 
MSAT impacts. For MSATs, many of the suggested mitigation measures that will reduce PM10 will also reduce MSAT 
exposure. These are mostly geared to construction air quality impacts. There may also be opportunities to be more 
creative with mitigation measures. The affected communities should be consulted, and EP/\ is available to assist 
communities in the identification of mitigation measures to reduce impacts. As an example, the measures suggested in 
the Healthy Air for North Denver (HAND) final report (December 23, 2008) could be used to offset impacts in the 
community from the highway.

Monitoring for PM10, included as a mitigation measure on p. 5.10-27 of the DEIS, could provide a valuable response 
mechanism regarding direct PM10 emissions on the local, affected community. 

Monitoring may also be an appropriate mitigation measure for MSATs. EPA suggests that the FEIS provide an outline of a 
monitoring plan such that EPA, other Agencies, and the affected community could understand how the monitoring will be 
performed, identify action levels for the monitored data, and how the data will be shared with the appropriate Agencies and 
the community.

Environmental Justice
Executive Order 12898 directs Federal Agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, "disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-
income populations" (E.O. 12898, 59 Fed. Reg. at 7630, section 1-101 ). The DEIS indicates that impacts of this project 
on minority and low-income populations will be disproportionally high and adverse compared to the general population or a 
comparison group. The disproportionate impacts identified in the DEIS are mostly the displacement of homes and 
businesses, and noise impacts. In addition to these impacts, EPA believes that the potential air quality impacts of moving 
the highway closer to affected receptors may be a disproportionate impact. The Air Quality section above describes both 
the PM10 and MSAT impacts as needing further consideration. Mitigation measures to reduce these impacts should be 
addressed in the FEIS and ROD.
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CDOT and FHWA did an excellent job in communicating with the impacted communities along the existing 1-70 corridor 
during the early years of this study. In fact, the DEIS states that Alternatives 4 and 6, the realignment alternatives, grew 
out of the concerns the communities expressed in meetings with CDOT and FHWA. EPA commends the lead agencies 
for listening to these concerns, and adding build alternatives to address the concerns. It appears that the communities 
most involved in the project prefer the selection of one of the realignment alternatives. If Alternatives 1 or 3 (not 
realignment alternatives) are selected, it is not clear that the newly affected communities have had an opportunity to 
provide input on the impacts and mitigation. The FEIS and ROD should analyze and compare the relative disproportionate 
impacts to the different affected communities of one alternative versus another.

The primary disproportionate impacts identified in the DEIS are the displacement of homes and businesses, and noise 
impacts. EPA recommends adding to these impacts the air quality impacts of moving a highway closer to affected 
receptors. The Air Quality section above describes both the PM10 and MSAT impacts EPA believes need to be further 
considered as potentially disproportionate impacts.

The Council for Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance entitled, Environmental Justice Guidance Under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (www.whitehouse.gov/CEQ/December10, 1997) states that" When an Agency has identified a 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effect on low-income populations, minority 
populations, or Indian Tribes from either the proposed action or alternatives, the distribution as well as the magnitude of 
the disproportionate impacts in these communities should be a factor in determining the environmentally-preferable 
alternative." (CEQ Guidance p. 15). 

Consistent with this guidance, EPA recommends, that CDOT and FHWA look more closely at the potential adverse air 
quality impacts on the low-income and minority populations that may be disproportionately impacted by the project. We 
expect that when CDOT and FHWA identify their environmentally-preferable alternative these air quality impacts will be 
taken into account. In addition, EPA believes that the mitigation to reduce or avoid disproportionate impacts should be 
discussed in the FEIS and included in the ROD.
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The DEIS states that " During the public review and comment period for the DEIS, minority and low-income communities 
(as well as other members of the public) will have the opportunity to review these mitigations and propose other 
mitigations to reduce impacts. During the development of the FEIS, additional outreach will be conducted to further 
develop mitigation measures for environmental justice and the community, including meetings with the Environmental 
Justice Compliance Committee and working groups." (DEIS p. 5.3-35). EPA is available to participate in assisting the 
community with the identification of mitigation measures to reduce impacts on the affected communities. For further 
coordination on EPA involvement with the communities on these issues, please contact Tami Thomas-Burton at 303 3I2-
6581.

144 3/31/2009 EPA Svoboda Larry

Wetlands
The EIS should include an analysis of the potential effects to wetlands along drainages, such as Sand Creek, due to the 
increased duration of flood flows due to the project. Although the Best Management Practices included in the DEIS include 
detention ponds to limit runoff to the current flood now amounts, these ponds also increase the duration of the flood flows, 
which can potentially lead to increased erosion. The wetland and riparian areas along the drainages should be monitored 
to ensure that any indirect impacts due to the increased runoff from this project is mitigated as soon as possible.
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Water Quality
The DEIS shows an overall increase in pollutant runoff ranging from 11% to 74%. It is not readily discernible how the 
Driscoll model used in the DEIS identifies the necessary locations for water quality ponds, nor is it easy to discern whether 
water quality standards will be exceeded. To remedy this, the FEIS should explain:
•How water quality ponds are located, designed and maintained to treat the Water Quality Capture Volume as defined by 
Urban Drainage and Flood Control District; and
•How the Driscoll model was used to compare increased loading of copper, lead, and zinc relative to water quality 
standards to ensure that no discharges would cause or contribute to a violation of water quality standards.
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Energy Consumption
Section 5. 11 of the DEIS includes estimates of energy consumption for this project, arranged by alternative. It does not 
contain any specific commitments to reducing energy consumption, or promoting energy efficiency although it does 
include a reference to CDOT's Environmental Stewardship Guide, and includes language to work with designers, 
contractors, and suppliers to implement, where appropriate, energy conservation measures. This section should identify 
specific requirements to address energy efficiency for the construction of this project.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions
EPA is pleased to see the discussion of CDOT's commitments to reduce greenhouse gas emissions as a result of the 
Governors Climate Action Plan. Exhibit 5.21-17 (DEIS p. 5.21-28) indicates that CO2 emissions from highways will 
increase from 2005 to 2035. It is unclear whether this estimate takes into account CDOT's emission reduction measures, 
and if it does, EPA is concerned that CO2 emissions arc still increasing. We would assume that the Governor's plan 
expects that mitigation measures implemented for this project would result in a decrease of CO2 emissions to reach 
Colorado's Climate Action Plan' s goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 20% below 2005 levels by 2020 (and 
80% below by 2050). EPA recommends that the FEIS contain additional mitigation measures to address the CO2 
increases identified in the DEIS.
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Additional Technical Air Comments
• DEIS p. 5.10-1, EPA recommends that the sentence which states: "...emissions in 2030 are projected to be modestly 
higher (less than ten percent) for all build alternatives..." be modified. In view of the emissions data presented in Exhibit 
5.10-9 on page 5.10-21, it would benefit the public to know that emissions are projected to be higher in all the analysis 
years (2010, 2020, and 2030) for all pollutants evaluated when compared to the no-action alternative.
• DEIS p. 5.10-2, second full paragraph, fourth sentence should be modified to state "For this to happen the state must 
develop a maintenance plan that demonstrates maintenance of the standard for an initial period of at least ten years after 
redesignation to attainment by EPA (ref. CAA section 175A(a)). EPA must then approve the redesignation request to 
attainment and the maintenance plan. Once this happens, the area's designation is then changed to 
attainment/maintenance. 

Eight years after the area is redesignated to attainment/maintenance, the area must submit for EPA's approval a revised 
maintenance plan that demonstrates maintenance for a subsequent ten-year maintenance period (ref. CAA section 
175A(b))." If the above clarification is made, the last sentence in this paragraph should be deleted.
• DEIS p. 5.10-2: References are made to the "...8-hour ozone standard...", which should be clarified to only be describing 
the 1997 8-hour (0.08 ppm) standard (and not the 2008 revised 8-hour ozone standard of 0.075 ppm.)
• DEIS p. 5.10-3, The sentence which discusses "...strong temperature inversions during the colder months" should be 
expanded to also discuss the stagnant air inversions that occur in the summer months which have lead to violations of the 
1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS and the metro-Denver/NFR area 's current nonattainment designation.

• DEIS p. 5.10-4, Exhibit 5.10-1: EPA revised the lead (Pb) standard to 0.15 μg/m3 which is measured over a rolling 3-
month average. (ref. 73 rR 66964, November 12, 2008, effective January 12, 2009.) The exhibit should be changes to 
show that the lead primary and secondary standards arc the same.
• DEIS p. 5.10-6, second paragraph: It would be more valuable to have the discussion of monitoring data for the current 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) that are relevant to the metro-Denver area and the project (i.e., 24-hour 
PM25 t d d f 35 / 3 d th B h t d d f 0 075 d 0 080 )PM25 standard of 35 μg/m3 and the B-hour ozone standards of 0.075 ppm and 0.080 ppm.)
• DEIS p. 5.10-6, Exhibit 5.10-3: Several comments - the averaging times shown for the 8-hour ozone standard and the 1-
hour ozone standard should be reversed (8-hour ozone standard is the 4th max. value and the I-hour ozone standard is 
the 1st max. value); under the heading of "Existing NAAQS Standard" the 8-hour ozone NAAQS is now 0.075 ppm (ref. 73 
FR 16436, March 27, 2008); 

the 24-hour PM2.5 value for 2001 (68.0) is highlighted; however, exeeedanees for the 24-hour 35 μg/m3 NAAQS are 
shown for 2000, 2002,2004,2005, and 2006, and finally , State-certified ambient air quality data are available for 2007 and 
should be presented in the table.
• DEIS p. 5.10-7, Exhibit 5.10-3: Several comments - the averaging times shown for the 8-hour ozone standard and the I-
hour ozone standard should be reversed (8-hour ozone standard is the 41h max. value and the I-hour ozone standard is 
the 151 max. value); under the heading of "Existing NAAQS Standard" the 8-hour ozone NAAQS is now 0.075 ppm (ref. 
73 FR 16436, March 27, 2008); the exeeedance of the B-hour ozone NAAQS in 2006 should also be highlighted; the 24-
hour PM2.5 value for 2001 and 2006 show exeeedances for the 24-hour 35 μg/m3 NAAQS, and finally , State-certified 
ambient air quality data are available for 2007 and should be presented in the table.

• DEIS p. 5.10-8: At this point in time, the Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) is required to demonstrate 
conformity for the motor vehicle emission budgets (MVEBs) in the attainment/maintenance plans for CO, PM10, NOx 
associated with PM10, the VOC component of the 1-hour ozone maintenance plan, and the NOx component of the I-hour 
maintenance plan (ref. Table 4 on page 29 of the "2008 Amendment Cycle 2 DRCOG Conformity Determination" as 
adopted by DRCOG on January 21, 2009.)
• DEIS p. 5.10-8, paragraph entitled "Criteria Pollutants", the sentence which states that "The mobile source emission 
factors for PM10 and S02 were taken from Table 3.4-1 Summary of VMT..." should include a brief explanation or footnote 
as to why the factors from EPA's MOBILE6.2 model and AP-42 section 13.2 were not used.
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• DEIS p. 5.10-20: The sentence which states that "Exhibit 5.10-9 and Exhibit 5.10-10 show the annual criteria pollutant 
emissions associated with the different alternatives" should be clarified. When reviewing Exhibit 5.10-10 on page 5.10-22 
it is unclear what data are represented as only one graph appears and does not have a title as to the no-action or a 
particulate alternative. Also, the CO line in Exhibit 5. 10-10 appears to be in error as for the no-action, or any of the 
alternatives, do the CO emissions exceed 35,000 tons per year (ref. data in Exhibit 5.1 0-9.)?
• DEIS p. 5.10-21, Exhibit 5.10-9: The note at the bottom of the table states that "PM10 emissions include PM, NOx, and 
S02 from exhaust and road dust and sanding emissions." This appears inconsistent with the table above where NOx, S02, 
and PM10 are specifically broken out.
• DEIS p. 5.10-21, Exhibit 5.10-9: On page 5.10-15 potential hazards and toxicology of particular MSATs are presented as 
extracted from EPA's Integrated Risk Information System. Diesel exhaust appears as " ... likely to be carcinogenic to 
humans by inhalation from environmental exposures. 

Diesel exhaust as reviewed in this document is the combination of DPM and diesel exhaust gases." Based on this and 
other statements in the Air Quality section, a discussion should be provided regarding PM2.5 and PM2.5 emissions should 
be provided, in addition to the emission figure s included in Exhibit 5.10-9, for all the analysis years (200 I, 2010, 2020, 
and 2030.) As applicable for the other criteria pollutants, we note that EPA's MOBILE6.2 can calculate PM2.5 emissions 
(see page 55 of the "User's Guide to MOBILE6.1 and MOBILE6.2"; EPA420-R-03-010, August, 2003.)
• DEIS p. 5.10-22: the sentence which indicates that the project should have minimal effect on O3levels should be 
changed to "...indicates that the project should have minimal additional effects on O3 levels."
• DEIS p. 5.10-23: It is indicated that a CO Hot-spot analysis is not required for the No Action Alternative. EPA 
recommends adding a sentence explaining why the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated.

• DEIS p. 5.10-26, Exhibit 5.10-14: This Exhibit is labeled "Annual Mobile Source Air Toxics Emissions." This does not 
appear to be correct as these are criteria pollutant emissions data.
• DEIS p. 5.2 1-25: The statement that "No violations of National Ambient Air Quality Standards for pollutants have been 
recorded in the Denver metropolitan area since 1995" is incorrect for all six criteria pollutants and contradicts the sentence 
th t f ll hi h di th tt i t d i ti f t lit D ith t t th 8 hthat follows, which discusses the nonattainment designation for metropolitan Denver with respect to the 8-hour
0.080 ppm NAAQS. This statement should be revised.

Air Quality Technical Report
• Pg. 3, paragraph entitled "Eight-Hour Ozone and Particulate Matter PM2.5 NAAQS", second sentence which states: " ... 
and tightening the existing eight hour O3 standard." For clarity, EPA recommends this section elaborate on the prior 1997 
8-hour ozone NAAQS of 0.080 ppm and the new 8-hour ozone AAQS of 0.075 ppm (ref. 73 FR 16436, March 27, 2008, 
effective May 27, 2008.)
• Pg. 4, first paragraph under "Existing Conditions": This paragraph should be revised to reflect the following redesignation 
to attainment Federal process beginning with the fifth sentence: 'Tor this to happen the state must develop a maintenance 
plan that demonstrates maintenance of the standard for an initial period of at least ten years after redesignation to 
attainment by EPA (ref. CAA section 175A(a)). EPA must then approve the redesignation request to attainment and the 
maintenance plan. Once this happens, the area's designation is then changed to attainment/maintenance. 

Also, eight years after the area is redesignated to attainment/maintenance, the area must submit for EPA's approval a 
revised maintenance plan that demonstrates maintenance for a subsequent ten-year maintenance period (ref. CAA 
section 175A(b))." Based on the above clarification, the last sentence in this paragraph should be deleted.
• Pg. 4, second paragraph under "Existing Conditions", third sentence should be revised to read as: "Because of violations 
of the 1997 8-hour ozone standard, based on air quality data from 2001, 2002, and 2003, EPA designated the metro-
Denver area as nonattainment in April, 2004, but deferred the effective date as the State and regional air quality agencies 
in metro- Denver had worked to develop a plan to address the 8-hour ozone NAAQS nonattainment issue."
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• Pg. 4, second paragraph under "Existing Conditions", second last sentence: This should be revised to reflect that a 
detailed plan to reduce ozone has been developed by the Colorado Air Pollution Control Division, along with the Regional 
Air Quality Council, Denver Regional Council of Governments, and the North Front Range Metropolitan Planning 
Organization. The resulting attainment plan was submitted by the Regional Air Quality Council to the Colorado Air Quality 
Control Commission and was approved on December 12, 2008, with legislative review expected in early 2009, and as per 
Court settlement, submitted to EPA by not later than July 1, 2009. The plan will require further reductions on ozone levels 
beyond what was previously required.
• Pg. 4, second paragraph under "Existing Conditions", last sentence: For the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS, the metro-
Denver area is nonattainment as of November 20, 2007. The metro-Denver area is attainment/maintenance for the prior I-
hour ozone NAAQS as of October 11, 2001. (This is relevant as currently, DRCOG must still demonstrate conformity to 
the VOC and NOx MVEBs in the maintenance plan.)

• Pg. 4, last paragraph on the page: This should be expanded to also discuss the stagnant air inversions that occur in the 
summer months which have lead to violations of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS and the metro-Denver/NFR area's 
current nonattainment designation.
• Pg. 6, Table 1: EPA revised the lead (Pb) standard to 0.15 μg/m3, which is measured over a rolling 3-month average. 
(ref. 73 FR 66964, November 12, 2008, effective January 12, 2009.) The lead primary and secondary standards are the 
same. EPA also revised the 8-hour ozone standard to 0.075 ppm (ref. 73 FR 16436, March 27, 2008.) We note though 
that the prior 8-hour 0.08 ppm NAAQS is still applicable to metro-Denver as the area is designated as nonattainment for 
that standard.

• Pg. 8, last paragraph, last sentence: To clarify, at this point in time, the Denver Regional Council of Governments 
(DRCOG) is required to demonstrate conformity for the motor vehicle emission budgets (MVEBs) in the 
attainment/maintenance plans for CO, PM10, NOx associated with PM10, the VOC component of the 1-hour ozone 
maintenance plan, and the NOx component of the 1-hour maintenance plan (ref. Table 4 on page 29 of the "2008 
Amendment Cycle 2 DRCOG Conformity Determination" as adopted by DRCOG on January 21, 2009.)
• Pg. 9, Table 3: The averaging times shown for the 8-hour ozone standard and the 1-hour ozone standard should be 
reversed (8-hour ozone standard is the 4th max. value and the 1-hour ozone standard is the 1st max. value); under the 
heading of "Existing NAAQS Standard" the 8-hour ozone NAAQS is now 0.075 ppm (ref. 73 FR 16436, March 27, 2008); letter sent via email to C. 3/31/2009 EPA S b d L heading of Existing NAAQS Standard  the 8 hour ozone NAAQS is now 0.075 ppm (ref. 73 FR 16436, March 27, 2008); 
the 24-hour PMz.5 value for 200 I (68.0) is highlighted; however, exceedances for the 24-hour 35 μg/m3 NAAQS are 
shown for 2000, 2002, 2004, 2005, and 2006, and finally, State-certified ambient air quality data are available for 2007 and 
should be presented in the table.

• Pg. 10, Table 3: The averaging times shown for the 8-hour ozone standard and the 1-hour ozone standard should be 
reversed (8-hour ozone standard is the 4th max. value and the 1-hour ozone standard is the 1st max. value); under the 
heading of "Existing NAAQS Standard" the 8-hour ozone NAAQS is now 0.075 ppm (ref. 73 FR 16436, March 27, 2008); 
the exceedance of the 8-hour ozone NAAQS in 2006 should also be highlighted; the 24-hour PM2.5 value for 2001 and 
2006 show exceedances for the 24-hour 35 μg/m3 NAAQS, and finally, State-certified ambient air quality data are 
available for 2007 and should be presented in the table.
• Pg. 10, Section 5.2.2 "Mobile Sources Air Toxics": Please refer to our comments regarding MSATs, above.
• Pg. 24, section 7.1.1 "Criteria Pollutants", third paragraph: "The mobile source emission
factors for PM10 and SO2 were taken from Table 3.4-1 Summary of VMT..."; this statement should include and brief 
explanation or footnote as to why the factors from EPA's MOBILE6.2 model and AP-42 section 13.2 were not used.
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• Pg. 29, Figure 9: The CO line in Figure 9 appears to be in error as for the no-action alternative, none of the analysis 
years (2001 to 2030) exceed 35,000 tons per year of CO.
• Pg. 45, fourth bullet, paragraph which states: "PM2.5 levels, which have been in compliance with the standards to date, 
should be watch closely ... the CAMP monitoring Station would have exeeeded the standard in 2000, 2001,2002, 2004 and 
2005." We note on page 18 potential hazards and toxicology of particular MSATs are presented as extracted from EPA' s 
Integrated Risk Information System. Diesel exhaust appears as "...likely to be carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from 
environmental exposures. Diesel exhaust as reviewed in this document is the combination of DPM and diesel exhaust 
gases." Based on this and other statements in the Air Quality Technical Report, it would be appropriate that a discussion 
should be provided regarding PM2.5 and that PM2.5  emissions should be provided, in addition to the emission figures for 
all the analysis years (200 1,20 10,2020, and 2030.) 

As applicable for the other criteria pollutants, we note that EPA's MOBILE6.2 can calculate PM2.5 emissions (see page 55 
of the "User's Guide to MOBILE6.1 and MOBILE6.2"; EPA420-R-03-010, August, 2003.)
• Pg. 48, fifth bullet at top of page which states: "Monitoring for PM10, which will allow for the real-time modification or 
implementation of various dust control measures." This type of potential mitigation measure will provide a valuable 
response mechanism regarding direct PM10 emissions on the local, affected community. Therefore, it would be 
appropriate to provide an outline of the monitoring plan such that EPA, other Agencies, and the affected community 
understand for example; how the monitoring will be performed, identify action levels for the monitored data, and how the 
data will be shared with the appropriate Agencies and the community.

• Pg. 48, under the heading "Other potential mitigation strategies designed to reduce engine exhaust emissions during 
construction," we suggest inserting other potential engine exhaust mitigation measures contained in our December 30, 
2003 letter of scoping comments including:
- Use alternatives to diesel engines and/or diesel fuels such as: biodiesel, LNG or CNG, fuel cells, and electric engines.
- For winter time construction; install engine pre-heater devices to eliminate unnecessary idling.

P hibit t i ith i t t i h t d f t i i t l d i ff ti- Prohibit tampering with equipment to increase horsepower or to defeat emission control devices effectiveness.
- Require construction vehicle engines to properly tuned and maintained.
- Use construction vehicles and equipment with the minimum practical engine size for the intended job.

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND E-mail : contactus@i-70east.com
Mr. James Bemelen. P.E.
Colorado Department ofTransport3tion
2000 South Holly Street
Denver, CO 80222 

Re: City of Commerce City' s Comments on the I-70 East Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation, FHWA-CO-EIS-08-02-D

Dear Mr. Bemelen:
Commerce City is deeply concerned about the adequacy of the NEPA process to date and the potential impacts that the 
proposed realignment alternatives will have on the City and its residents and workers. It was initially surprising to us that 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS"), after more than five years of stud y, did not identify a preferred 
alternative. After further analysis, it became clear that the agency has been unable to determine which of the alternatives 
is preferred because it has not adequately studied the impacts or the northern realignment alternatives. Our primary 
comment is that the DEIS is inadequate because it includes a study area that extends two miles south of the realignment 
alternatives, but only two blocks north of those alignments.
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 If the northern alignment alternatives will continue to be considered, a Supplemental DEIS is required to analyze the 
impacts on Commerce City. Only with the completion of a Supplemental DEIS in which a complete analysis of the impacts 
of the realignment Alternatives 4 and 6 is performed will Commerce City be able to evaluate the impacts of such 
alternatives fully. 
In addition to this general comment, the City offers the following specific comments which we have numbered for ease of 
reference:

1. The DEIS is not concise.
The Council on Environmental Quality has issued regulations governing the preparation of all environmental impact 
statements. Those regulations provide that EISs should be concise1 and analytic, rather than encyclopedic.2 Specifically, 
they provide that the text of such statements shall normally be less than 150 pages and for proposals of unusual scope or 
complexity shall normally be less than 300 pages.3 The City does not believe this project is of unusual scope or 
complexity, yet the DEIS is approximately 800 pages long with 1600 pages of appendices and technical reports. Unduly 
lengthy EIS reports discourage public involvement.4 Further, they decrease the likelihood that the statements will be read, 
even by the decision-makers or, if read, that the decision-maker will be able to retain the information in the statement in a 
way that will have a meaningful impact on the agency's decision.

CDOT's NEPA Manual provides that the level of detail in an EIS should be commensurate with the scale of the proposed 
project and the related impact.5 Similarly, the CEQ regulations provide that length should vary first with potential 
environmental problems and then with project size. Since the DEIS is five times the normal length for such a document, 
we must conclude that CDOT believes this project will have extraordinary environmental impacts.

2. The study area is inadequate, arbitrary and capricious.
The DEIS states, on page 1-1, "An approximate one-mile buffer was created around the project limits to establish the 
project area." The "project limits" are shown on DEIS Exhibit 1-1 to include only the existing alignment ofI-70. If Alternative 
4 or 6 is chosen, then the "project" will be occurring in an area outside of the "project limits." Once the northern alignments 
were chosen as Alternatives 4 and 6 the "project" could be nearly a full mile north of the existing alignment of I-70 As a
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were chosen as Alternatives 4 and 6, the project  could be nearly a full mile north of the existing alignment of I-70. As a 
result, the project area as originally defined in fact extends only two blocks north of part of the proposed new alignment. In 
contrast, the project study area is two miles wide to the south of the proposed new alignment. There is no rational basis 
for studying an area two miles to the south of the proposed realignment and only two blocks north of it.

The project study area should be coterminous with the "affected environment," as that term is used in NEPA regulations.7 
As required by CEQ regulations and the CDOT NEPA Manual, the affected environment chapter of the DEIS should 
"succinctly describe the environment of the area(s) to be affected or created by the alternatives under consideration.”8  
(Emphasis added.) The DEIS makes clear that the agency considers areas a mile north and south of the existing 
alignment and, in some places, two miles south of the realignment, to be the environment that may be affected by the 
project; but, inexplicably, the agency implies that areas more than two blocks north of the proposed realignment could not 
possibly be affected by the construction of a new eight- or ten-lane interstate highway and are not worthy of study.
The failure to alter the "project limits" and analyze impacts of the realignment alternatives on Commerce City is illustrated 
by the following, which is only a partial list:

152 3/31/2009 Commerce 
City Natale Paul

a. The DEIS fails to include any local planning studies or land use plans from Commerce City in the list of plans that were 
considered in the development and evaluation of alternatives. DEIS § § 1.1.2 and 5.4.2. CEQ regulations require an EIS to 
analyze possible conflicts between the proposed action and the objectives of local land use plans, policies and controls for 
the area concerned.9 Since the realignment alternatives would pass through Commerce City, failure to analyze such 
conflicts with planning documents such as Commerce City's Comprehensive Plan, Parks and Recreation Master Plan, 
Sand Creek Greenway Master Plan, New Lands Plan, and Prairieways Action Plan is patently deficient. By way of 
example, the lack of proposed local street and access improvements in conjunction with the realignment could negatively 
impact Commerce City's Prairie Gateway development on Quebec Street between 56th and 64th Avenues and potential 
redevelopment areas such as the Dog Track off of Highway 2 north of 1-270, and would be inconsistent with Commerce 
City's land use plans and policies.
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153 3/31/2009 Commerce 
City Natale Paul b. In DEIS Exhibit 1-1, no portion of Commerce City is located within a neighborhood boundary.
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c. DEIS § 2.2.1 fails to mention a number of new developments along Quebec Street, including Commerce City's Prairie 
Gateway development with Dick's Sporting Goods Park, and potential redevelopment areas such as the Dog Track, 
Clermont, and Tiffany Subdivision. The impact of these developments on transportation demand should be analyzed in a 
similar fashion as developments in Denver and Aurora were.
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d. DEIS Exhibit 3-12 shows that improvements to the I-270/Quebec Street interchange, located in Denver, have been 
studied and considered as part of the I-70 East DEIS. DEIS § 3.3.2 also indicates that additional access to the Globeville 
area was considered along with other possible new interchanges on I-70. In contrast, no improvements to the I-
270/Vasquez Boulevard/56th Avenue interchange, located in Commerce City, are considered in the I-70 East DEIS. The 
DEIS also does not analyze the interchange that would be required at I-270 and the realigned I-70 alternatives.
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e. The DEIS does not consider transportation impacts and mitigation measures for I-270 and adjacent streets and 
roadways for Alternatives 4 and 6 in Commerce City. DEIS § 4.2 purports to analyze the "Project Area Roadway System," 
and it does consider the impacts on numerous side streets near the existing alignment; but the DEIS does not include I-
270 between I-70 and I-76, or other local streets and roadways very close to the northern realignment, in this analysis.
As shown on DEIS Exhibit 4-1, no existing traffic counts were provided north of 52nd Avenue. Since the realignment will 
itself go north of 52nd Avenue, traffic counts are needed north of the proposed realignment. Without data for existing 
traffic volumes in the areas north of the proposed realignment, it is impossible to evaluate what impact constructing the 
realignment alternatives will have on those streets. 

letter sent via contact Us

Moreover, a review of the exhibits in DEIS § 4.2.3 reveals that future traffic volumes on side streets were modeled both 
north and south of the existing alignment. In contrast, no modeling was done for the local roads and streets that go north 
of the realigned portion of the interstate, except for Quebec Street at the 1-270/1-70 interchange, including particularly I-
270, Vasquez Boulevard and 56th Avenue. Moreover, no modeling was done for impacts to Brighton Boulevard, Colorado 
Boulevard and Highways 85/2/6 north of I-270, which will certainly occur if I-70 follows I-270. In addition to existing side 
street traffic volume data for the area north of the realignment, there must be modeling of expected future traffic volumes 
that is at least as thorough as the data prepared for the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 3. Indeed, the need 
for such analysis is greater for these areas in Commerce City, because, unlike the other alternatives, Alternatives 4 and 6 
involve the construction of a brand new, very large interstate highway in an area that has never had one before.

157 3/31/2009 Commerce 
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f. DEIS § 4.5 describes Denver's and Aurora's land use plans related to pedestrian and bicycle facilities, but fails to 
analyze Commerce City's similar plans. The DEIS should analyze Commerce City's Comprehensive Plan, Parks and 
Recreation Master Plan, Sand Creek Greenway Master Plan, New Lands Plan, and Prairieways Action Plan.
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g. DEIS § 5.2.1.3 excludes all of Commerce City's public services and community organizations. Not a single school, 
health care facility, recreation facility, library or post office in Commerce City is discussed, although many of these facilities 
will or might be impacted by the realignment.
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h. DEIS § 5.2.1.4 does not evaluate the impact of the proposed realignment on Commerce City's residential 
neighborhoods, including particularly those between 56th Avenue and I-270. The very brief mention of Commerce City in 
this section is merely descriptive of existing conditions. It does not, as the beginning of Chapter 5 promises, "disclose the 
effects that project alternatives would have on these resources."
In DEIS § 5.2.2.5, the DEIS states, "Although the footprint of the [Alternative 6] alignment along the existing 1-270 
alignment in Commerce City would require more residential and commercial/industrial acquisitions in Commerce City 
compared to Alternative 4, overall effects on neighborhood character and cohesion would be the same." First, this 
sentence is incorrect, as Commerce City's analysis indicates no residential properties will need to be acquired in 
Commerce City for Alternatives 4 or 6; a review of DEIS Appendix A - Alternative Maps indicates Alternative 6 is 
accomplished within existing CDOT right-of-way.

This is another indication of the disregard with which the DEIS treats information about Commerce City. Second, this 
statement about Commerce City should be compared with the discussion in DEIS § 5.2.2.1 of the impacts of the No 
Action Alternative on the Elyria/Swansea neighborhoods in Denver: "The presence of 1-70 has disrupted neighborhood 
cohesion in Elyria and Swansea since its initial construction in the 1960s by bisecting the neighborhood. Further 
encroachment and reconstruction of the viaduct in the neighborhood will impact neighborhood cohesion." This disparate 
treatment of the impacts on neighborhood cohesion in Denver and Commerce City from incremental property acquisitions 
cannot be reconciled.

160 3/31/2009 Commerce 
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i. DEIS § 5.2.1.6 compiles private sector employers for Denver and Aurora, but not Commerce City. Among the significant 
employers in Commerce City who would be affected by the proposed realignment are UPS, Shamrock Foods and Suncor 
Energy. More significant impacts to the many small business employers that would be adversely affected by Alternatives 4 
and 6 also were not considered in the DEIS.

letter sent via contact Us 
and hand delivered to 

CDOT

J. The economic impacts on Commerce City are not adequately analyzed. According to the DEIS, Commerce City will 
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p y q y y g , y
lose from five and one half to nine times more property tax revenues from the realignment than Denver will lose, and from 
thirty to thirty-five times more property tax revenue than Aurora will lose, on a percentage basis. DEIS Exhibit 5.2-35 
shows Denver losing as much as 0.11% of its property tax revenues from Alternative 4 West, while Commerce City would 
lose 0.60%, or 5.45 times as much as Denver. DEIS Exhibit 5.2-38 shows Denver losing as little as 0.08% of its property 
tax revenues from Alternative 6 East, while Commerce City would lose 0.70%, or 8.75 times as much as Denver. 
Similarly, DEIS Exhibit 5.2-35 shows Aurora losing 0.02% of its property tax revenues from Alternative 4, while Commerce 
City would lose 0.60%, or 30 times as much as Aurora. DEIS Exhibit 5.2-38 also shows Aurora losing 0.02% of its 
property tax revenues from Alternative 6, while Commerce City would lose 0.70%, or 35 times as much as Aurora. 

Despite these disparities, the DEIS minimizes the loss of property tax base in Commerce City {"Effects on the overall 
revenue stream in [sic] would be minimal." Virtually all of the discussion of "Economic Effects" in DEIS § 5.2.2.4, relating 
to Alternative 4, relates to the impacts on businesses along the existing I-70 alignment. The assertion that Alternative 4 
would "support and accommodate economic growth that will increase the property tax base in ...Commerce City" is 
completely unsubstantiated. The same minimization of impacts on Commerce City, and the same lack of analysis is 
repeated, almost verbatim, in DEIS § 5.2.2.5, relating to Alternative 6. 
Based on what little information was provided in the DEIS related to business impacts in Commerce City as a result of 
building Alternatives 4 and 6, we estimate nearly 25 businesses would suffer direct adverse impact. This results in the loss 
of nearly 3,000 employees and loss of over $227,000 in annual revenue to Commerce City since these businesses would 
be forced to re-locate and may not choose to do so within Commerce City.
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k. The Summary of Effects at the end of the Social and Economic Conditions section discusses only the neighborhoods of 
Elyria and Swansea. DEIS § 5.2.2.6. This may be due to the failure of the study to include most of the affected parts of 
Commerce City in the study area. 
As an illustration of this point, DEIS § 5.2.2.3, discussing the economic effects of Alternative 3 on the Northeast Park Hill 
neighborhood, states: "since over 90 percent of individuals working in Northeast Park Hill live outside the study area (see 
Exhibit 5.2-25), the effect on local employment would not likely be adverse." Since the study area encompasses an area 
only two blocks north of Alternatives 4 and 6 in Commerce City, while it includes a full mile north and south of the interstate 
in the segment that passes through Northeast Park Hill, the data for the number of people living and working in Commerce 
City do not provide a basis for comparing the effects on different neighborhoods. 

Moreover, since most of the people who live in Commerce City and who will be affected by the realignment live outside the 
study area, as the study area is improperly defined, the agency inappropriately dismisses the economic effect on local 
employment in Commerce City.

163 3/31/2009 Commerce 
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l. DEIS § 5.4.1 describes "future developments that are anticipated to change land use patterns in the project area" that 
are located in Denver and Aurora. It fails to mention any such developments in Commerce City, such as the Prairie 
Gateway development, including Dick's Sporting Goods Park, potential redevelopment of the Dog Track, Clermont, and 
Tiffany Subdivision.
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m. Additional photo simulations are required in DEIS § 5.8.2 to show the impact of the proposed realignment on 
Commerce City, including particularly a simulation illustrating where the realigned I-70 will split off from I-270 over the 
Sand Creek Greenway at approximately 56th Avenue and Dahlia Street.
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n. DEIS § 5.14 notes that Denver and Aurora have specific regulations and/or ordinances related to the proper 
management of floodplains. Commerce City's similar floodplains regulations are not mentioned, although the realignment 
would pass through Commerce City.
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noise restrictions in Commerce City's code.
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p. DEIS § 5.21.4 observes that Denver, Aurora and CDOT, as operators of large MS4s, have been required to obtain a 
Clean Water Act discharge permit for stormwater and to develop a stormwater management program. It fails to mention 
that Commerce City, as the operator of a small MS4, also was required to obtain a permit and to develop a stormwater 
management program.
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q. DEIS § 5.21.4 further observes that "new development occurring in the northeast portion of the study area would be 
subject to the Storm Drainage Design and Technical Criteria (CCD, 2006c) ...." The DEIS fails to acknowledge that new 
development could occur in Commerce City, or that Commerce City has its own Storm Drainage Design and Technical 
Criteria Manual.
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r. Commerce City initially chose merely to monitor the I-70 East Corridor NEPA process, since it was not included in the 
study area and only alternatives along the existing alignment were being considered. It was not until the realignment 
alternatives were put forward that we became actively involved in the process. Commerce City has participated in the 
public involvement process and has raised many of the issues addressed in this comment letter.
Commerce City has met with CDOT on November 13, 2007 and on January 28, 2009. The November 2007 meeting 
resulted in Commerce City's re-sending to CDOT on January 8, 2008 our previous correspondence expressing some of 
our concerns; CDOT's April 21, 2008 response was that it would address these issues in the FEIS. Commerce City has 
submitted written comments and concerns on October 11, 2005, February 7, 2006, and January 8, 2008.

In addition, no public hearings were held or scheduled to be held in Commerce City, even after the realignment option 
came forward. After we demanded a public meeting to seek citizen input in our city, the first such public hearing occurred 
on March 21, 2006. A second public hearing occurred in Commerce City in December 2008 after the DEIS was published. 
We understand that the agency held public hearings a few weeks ago, on March 4th and 5th in Denver, but once again did 
not hold a public hearing in Commerce City to reach out to residents who would be impacted by the realignment.
The DEIS fails to document or address Commerce City's correspondence that raise these concerns, including the concern 
about the size of the study area after the alternative alignments were proposed. The DEIS is required to summarize the 
consultations required by environmental laws "to the extent appropriate at this stage in the environmental process."10 

There is only one reason why it might not be "appropriate" to summarize the consultations with Commerce City in the 
DEIS, and that is because the information does not exist to respond to Commerce City's concerns, due to the inadequate 
study area. 
In response to Commerce City's concerns, and in numerous places in the DEIS, the agency has asserted that it will 
address these important issues in the Final EIS. NEPA regulations require the DEIS to fulfill and satisfy to the fullest extent 
possible the requirements established for final statements, and to disclose and discuss all major points of view on the 
environmental impacts of the alternatives.11 Commerce City is the municipality most likely to be adversely affected by the 

th li t It h " j i t f i " th i t l i t f th lt ti d it i t th DEIS
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northern realignment. It has "major points of view" on the environmental impacts of the alternatives, and it is at the DEIS 
stage that such points of view should be discussed. It is only after the appropriate data have been collected that the draft 
EIS will provide the public with a fair analysis of the alternatives, which can then serve as a basis for Commerce City's 
comments.

3. The traffic analysis is both insufficient and flawed.
As noted above, no data were collected about existing traffic counts on roads north of the proposed alignment. In addition, 
the agency has done no modeling of expected future traffic impacts on the local road and street network north of and 
adjacent to the realignment in the DEIS. If the realignment occurs with a full interchange at Colorado Boulevard, there will 
be an increase in local traffic along Colorado Boulevard at East 56th Avenue, I-270, Highway 85 and East 60th Avenue, 
especially since this is one of the few interchanges within the entire realignment. This should have been analyzed and 
addressed. Potential mitigation should not be left up to the local government when it is CDOT's realignment that is causing 
the need for mitigation. Furthermore, we cannot tell if the DEIS is consistent with the Highway 85 Corridor Study, since the 
DEIS study area does not include any area within the Highway 85 Corridor Study. 
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The I-70 realignment will rebuild the Colorado Boulevard interchange and it is unclear if the design will be consistent with 
the Highway 85 Corridor Study preferred alternative for a grade separation at Highway 85 and 56th Avenue. 
Similarly, there is no analysis of the impacts on I-270 of the realignment alternatives. While some traffic currently takes I-
270 instead of I-70 to get to areas in north Denver or southwestern Commerce City, or to I-25 north, I-76 and Highway 36, 
it would be safe to assume that more traffic will take I-270 if the existing alignment of I-70 were removed. Even if the 
agency expects there will be no impact, some analysis is necessary to reach that conclusion, particularly where a section 
of 1-270 and 1-70 will occupy the same traffic lanes. 
The DEIS references DRCOG's 2035 Metro Vision Regional Transportation Plan (MVRTP) yet most of the analyses in the 
DEIS use the 2030 MVRTP. The FEIS should use the 2035 or 2040 MVRTP depending on when it is revised. The 2035 
MVRTP is continually referenced throughout the DEIS, so at a minimum 2035 MVRTP should be used.

In addition, DEIS Exhibit 5.10-7 shows fewer vehicle miles traveled for Alternatives 4 and 6 than for Alternatives I and 3, 
although Alternatives 4 and 6 take a longer route to connect the same points that Alternatives 1 and 3 connect. (How 
much longer is never stated in the DEIS, although the number of miles added to the highway system by two of the 
alternatives seems like a relevant fact for analyzing environmental impact. Alternatives 4 and 6 appear to add 1.5 to 2 
miles of highway to a segment that is currently less than 4 miles long.) The DEIS explains that traffic on the sections 
between Brighton Boulevard and 1-270 would be lower for the realignment alternatives, because 40,000 vehicles per day 
are expected to be diverted from the interstate onto an improved 46th Avenue. DEIS § 4.2.3 at page 4-12. DEIS Exhibit 4-
10 projects between 55,000 and 100,000 more vehicles per day for Alternatives 1 and 3 than it shows for Alternatives 4 
and 6 on this stretch of I-70, so clearly 46th Avenue does not account for all of the reduced traffic on the interstate if the 
northern realignment is chosen. 

However, even if diversion onto side streets will cause less traffic on the interstate if the realignment is chosen, it is not 
appropriate to disregard such traffic in evaluating the environmental impacts of the alternatives. Indeed, the environmental 
impacts, including the resulting carbon footprint and particularly the air quality impacts, will be greater if vehicles use local 

Commerce 
City Natale Paul
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streets, with more stopping and starting, instead of the interstate highway. To make a fair comparison of the 
environmental impacts of the alternatives, the VMT of the northern alignments should be added to the VMT of vehicles 
diverted from the interstate onto 46th Avenue.
Moreover, there is no explanation as to why DEIS Exhibit 5.10-7 shows fewer vehicle miles per day for Alternative 6 than 
for Alternative 4, while the VMT for Alternative 3 are greater than for Alternative 1. Alternatives 1 and 3 are built on the 
existing alignment, with Alternative 3 including additional toll lanes. Alternatives 4 and 6 are built on the same alignment, 
with Alternative 6 including additional toll lanes. 

 DEIS Exhibit 4-10 appears to show the same traffic volumes for each of Alternatives 1 and 3, and also the same traffic 
volumes for each of Alternatives 4 and 6, yet Exhibit 5.10-7 shows that the additional toll lanes for Alternative 3 increase 
VMT over Alternative 1, but the additional toll lanes for Alternative 6 decrease VMT as compared to Alternative 4 until the 
year 2030. There is no explanation for this anomaly in the DEIS or in the Technical Report.
The DEIS does not adequately analyze or explain the effect of tolling, either on I-70 and I-270 or on side street traffic. For 
example, DEIS Exhibits 4-18 and 4-21 show that on the realigned I-70 west of Quebec Street, traffic volumes are identical 
for Alternatives 4 and 6 (except that approximately 3000 vehicles per day move from general purpose lanes to toll lanes in 
Alternative 6). The DEIS does discuss that more ROW would need to be acquired for Alternative 6, which would increase 
the impacts to businesses and residents. 
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However, it does not address the common sense realities that many people may not be willing to pay a toll for a road they 
have used for decades. As a result, the toll lanes maybe virtually empty while the general purpose lanes (GPL) are at full 
capacity. 
Alternative 6's toll lanes mean fewer GPL will be built, which means congestion will increase on the GPL. For example, if 
there are four GPL that operate at a level of service (LOS) C, adding a toll lane and reducing the GPL from four to three 
may negatively reduce LOS from a C to an F. Further, adding toll lanes would increase traffic on local roadways. If the 
GPL are at full capacity, then at least some people will avoid paying the toll and avoid the congested GPL by exiting the 
highway in an attempt to bypass the congested area via local roads. This would affect low income households more than 
the rest of the traveling public, since the toll is regressive and poorer travelers may not be able to afford the toll or will be 
more inclined to avoid paying the toll.

As discussed below, Alternatives 4 and 6 have many fewer interchanges than the No Action Alternative or Alternatives 1 
and 3. While this may improve traffic flows on the interstate itself, the relative lack of exits will make it more difficult for 
local traffic and through traffic to take alternate routes when traffic on the realigned interstate highway is backed up due to 
a major accident or spill. The impact of the reduction in the number of interchanges on the potential for traffic jams has not 
been thoroughly analyzed.

4. The air quality analysis is flawed.
The air quality analysis notes that it cannot make meaningful or reliable estimates of MSAT emissions, but the agency 
claims it can qualitatively assess the levels of future emissions, comparing alternatives to each other and to baseline 
conditions. DEIS § 5.10.1.3. However, this qualitative assessment is flawed because it is based on projections of VMT for 
each of the alternatives. Since the DEIS unrealistically asserts that fewer vehicle miles will be traveled over the 
approximately six-mile stretch of Alternatives 4 and 6 than over the four-mile stretch of the No Action Alternative and 
Alternatives 1 and 3, the analysis of the air quality impacts of the alternatives is suspect.

In addition, although the DEIS notes that the study area is non-attainment for the ozone 8-hour standard of 80 parts per 
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billion, which designation occurred on November 20, 2007,12 the most recent data presented in the DEIS is from 2006. 
The 8-hour standard was reduced to 75 ppb in 2008,13 and the DEIS fails to mention that the Denver area has already 
failed the new, more stringent standard. Since ozone is a chemical byproduct of VOCs and N02, and since VOCs and 
N02are projected to be higher under all alternatives than under the No Action Alternative,14 the DEIS correctly notes that 
the project does not meet transportation conformity requirements.15  More important, since the emissions of VOCs and 
N02 are proportional to vehicle miles traveled, a reanalysis of projected VMT for each of the alternatives will allow a more 
accurate comparison of the air quality impacts and transportation conformity of the alternatives.

172 3/31/2009 Commerce 
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5. The DEIS fails to discuss impacts on global climate change.
Colorado has a strategy to address global warming through the Colorado Climate Action Plan. As such global climate 
change must be addressed in the cumulative impact analysis section of the DEIS.16 The DEIS does include a cursory 
discussion of climate change in § 5.21.4 at p. 5.21-26. However, this discussion is taken verbatim from the CDOT NEPA 
Manual's Attachment 4, designated as "FHWA Standard Global Climate Change Language." The only project-specific 
"analysis" of the project's impact on global climate change is the insertion of a number into DEIS Exhibit 5.21-17 to reflect 
the percentage of statewide VMT represented by VMT in the project corridor. A NEPA document should not include 
boilerplate language. It should comprise a sincere effort to analyze the environmental impacts of individual alternatives for 
a specific project, including the project's cumulative impact on global warming. This DEIS fails to make that analysis.
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6. The DEIS has not identified all reasonable alternatives.
It appears from the DEIS that most of the perceived environmental benefits of the northern alignments come, not from the 
realignment itself, but from the elimination of existing interchanges. The current alignment and Alternatives 1 and 3 have 
seven interchanges between Washington Street and Quebec Street, inclusive. Alternatives 4 and 6 have only three 
interchanges in the same segment of I-70. The reduction in the points of access and egress can be expected to improve 
safety and traffic flow on I-70 and, to some extent, reduce air emissions. If these were the primary objectives, the same 
benefits could be achieved by leaving I-70 on its current alignment and eliminating four interchanges. Indeed, the benefits 
would be greater for this alternative than for the realigned alternatives, since the distance from Washington Street to 
Quebec Street would be shorter.
It may be that something similar to this alternative was screened, but it was not studied. 

One of the alternatives discussed in § 2.1 of the Alternatives Analysis and Screening Process Technical Report was: 
"Convert the existing portion of I-70 from I-25 to I-270 to a limited access roadway. 
Additional capacity would be added to I-270 and I-76. The viaduct between Washington Street and Colorado Boulevard 
would be reconstructed or removed." Since this is discussed under the heading "Alternatives Off Existing Alignment," it is 
not clear that the alternative of eliminating four interchanges from the existing alignment was considered. In any event, this 
alternative did not make it past the first round of screening, because it did not meet the screening criteria of access, 
community or security. Id.  at Table 3.2.
Commerce City does not necessarily advocate for the elimination of interchanges on the existing alignment. Whether 
Commerce City would support this alternative depends on which alternatives would be eliminated and on what the studies 
of the effects of this alternative would show. 

We make this comment to illustrate that most of the relative merits of the northern realignment are the result of an unfair 
comparison to the other three alternatives under consideration. To make a fair comparison, another obvious alternative 
should be considered, which is to leave the interstate on its present alignment and improve traffic flow and safety by 
removing interchanges. On the other hand, if the limited access roadway alternative did not merit study because it would 
not serve the purpose and need of the project, neither would Alternatives 4 and 6.
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not serve the purpose and need of the project, neither would Alternatives 4 and 6.

7. The financial analysis is inadequate.
I-70 from I-25 to Brighton Boulevard was reconstructed in 2004 at a cost of $32 million. A majority of this new stretch of 1-
70 (from Washington Street to Brighton Boulevard) would need to be demolished and rebuilt again to realign I-70 as 
described in Alternatives 4 and 6. To do so would waste taxpayer funds and demonstrate a failure of transportation 
planning.
Similarly, the Colorado Boulevard flyover south of East 56th Avenue was reconstructed in 2005 at a cost of $6.5 million. 
Alternatives 4 and 6 show side street improvements to Colorado Boulevard indicating that this new structure would be 
demolished. To do so would waste taxpayer funds and demonstrate a failure of transportation planning.
Due to the inadequate study area for the alternative alignments and the failure to analyze traffic impacts north of the 
realignment on I-270, Vasquez Boulevard and East 56th Avenue, the DEIS fails to incorporate the costs of needed 
improvements to the I-270/Vasquez Interchange and the Vasquez connection to 56th Avenue.

Alternatives 4 and 6 will impact more National Priorities List (NPL) hazardous waste sites, as well as other landfill sites, 
than the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 3 will. These will require additional evaluation, health and safety 
planning and possible mitigation. The costs of such additional efforts have not been factored into the cost estimates for 
the realignment alternatives.
According to DEIS § 5.18.2, the only NPL site impacted by the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 3 will be the 
Vasquez Boulevard/I-70 NLP site, whereas Alternatives 4 and 6 will impact that site plus three others (the Chemical Sales 
NPL site, the Sand Creek Industrial NPL site, and the Woodbury Chemical NPL site). Although remediation has occurred 
to one extent or another at these sites, ongoing engineering and institutional controls at these sites may increase planning 
and construction costs for the northern realignments.
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In addition, the Tri-County Health Department has identified twelve former waste disposal sites that would be impacted by 
Alternatives 4 and 6 and that are not included in the DEIS analysis. A copy of TCHD's March 18, 2009, report commenting 
on the DEIS is attached and incorporated by reference. These sites mayor may not contain hazardous wastes, but they 
may present other human health and safety risks and environmental hazards, the avoidance of which will add to the costs 
of the realignment alternatives.
The financial analysis in the DEIS uses 2005 data. Economic conditions have changed dramatically since 2005, and more 
current data should be used.

8. The 1-70 East traffic project was improperly segmented from the East Corridor transit project.
NEPA prohibits agencies from segmenting projects into pieces or components to minimize the environmental impacts 
caused by anyone segment. Contrary to the assertion in DEIS § 1.1.1, the two projects do not serve different travel 
markets and are not located in different corridors. While transit will not serve the needs of interstate travelers and 
truckers, reductions in traffic on I-70 as a result of transit may solve the congestion and safety issues that the alternatives 
in the I-70 East DEIS seek to address.
As the DEIS notes in numerous places, adding traffic lanes and reducing congestion increases demand and, ultimately, 
vehicle miles traveled. The lesson of the last thirty years of highway construction is that building bigger highways simply 
creates the need to build still bigger highways. 

The FHWA and CDOT claim to be dedicated to reducing environmental impacts from highways (including contributions to 
global warming) through a variety of tools. These tools include better land use planning, technological improvements in 
vehicles, and, notably, promotion of mass transit. The argument can be made that reduced congestion on highways 
discourages the use of mass transit. Therefore, the transit project should be considered together with the traffic project, to 
arrive at the optimal solution to the area's transportation and environmental problems.

9. Realignment is not consistent with studies performed as required by federal highway laws.
N mero s pro isions of federal la req ire e tensi e planning for the constr ction of federal high a s Some of these
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Numerous provisions of federal law require extensive planning for the construction of federal highways. Some of these 
studies are listed in DEIS Exhibit 1-2. Commerce City is not aware that any of these plans or studies, prior to this DEIS, 
have analyzed or recommended realignment of this portion of I-70. The Major Investment Study of the East Corridor, 
performed in 1997 under the Intermodal Surface Transportation Act of 1991, made recommendations for commuter rail, 
light rail, highway widening, and transportation management elements. It did not consider realigning I-70. Reconstruction 
of the I-70 viaduct from Washington Street to Brighton Boulevard in 2004 was done consistently with long-term plans for 
the I-70 East Corridor, even before the 1997 Major Investment Study ("MIS"), and certainly was not done with the 
expectation that most of those improvements would be rendered obsolete in less than a decade by realignment of the 
highway.

Further, the 1997 MIS recommended improvements to the existing alignment of I-70, including additional lanes, between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard. More important, the MIS recommended widening I-270 to three lanes in each 
direction, and also that this construction should precede reconstruction of the I-70 viaduct so that I-270 and 1-76 could 
serve as alternate routes during construction of improvements to I-70.

10. Impacts to wetlands have not been sufficiently studied and known impacts will preclude the realignment.
DEIS § 5.16 discusses impacts to Sand Creek from particulates and chemicals in surface sheet flows,17 but § 5.16.3 
notes that best management practices could remove particulate pollutants in stormwater "with practical ranges from 10 to 
90 percent." A range that broad is the equivalent of no information at all. Removal ranges of soluble pollutants and oil and 
grease are "less effective" than removal rates for particulates. This information belies the seemingly precise data 
presented for water quality impacts in each of the alternatives, but even those data show that Alternatives 4 and 6 will 
have more harmful impacts on Sand Creek than the other alternatives. DEIS Exhibit 5.15-3 shows that Alternatives 4 and 
6 will impact over four times as many acres of wetlands as Alternatives I and 3 will. Only Alternatives 4 and 6 will impact 
the South Platte River, and only Alternative 6 will cause permanent effects to Sand Creek from shading. DEIS § 5.15.2.2.
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DEIS § 5.15.3 concludes that Alternatives 1 and 3 could proceed under a Nationwide Permit for impacts to wetlands. In 
contrast, since the amounts of jurisdictional wetlands impacted by Alternatives 4 and 6 are greater, it will be necessary to 
obtain an individual permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. An individual 404 permit may not be issued if there 
is a practicable alternative that would have less adverse impact and does not have other significant adverse 
environmental consequences. 18 Alternatives 1 and 3 are such practicable alternatives. In addition, CDOT's NEPA 
Manual observes that CWA guidance requires the preferred alternative to be the Least Environmentally Damaging 
Practicable Alternative.19  Therefore, known impacts discussed in the current DEIS preclude the realignment alternatives 
from being the preferred alternative.
Furthermore, the NEPA/Clean Water Act Merger Report attached as Appendix C to the DEIS defers discussion of the 
preferred alternative and compensatory mitigation until the FEIS.

It includes no discussion of whether the alternatives present significant adverse consequences to the aquatic environment 
or whether each of the alternatives is feasible and practicable. In the absence of this discussion, there is no way for the 
public generally, or Commerce City specifically, to provide meaningful comment on the Merger Report.

11. The northern alignments do not meet the purpose and need of the project.
The purpose of the project is to "implement a transportation solution that improves safety, access, and mobility and 
addresses congestion on I-70." DEIS § 2.1. The need is due to increased transportation demand, limited transportation 
capacity, safety concerns, and transportation infrastructure deficiencies. DEIS § 2.2. Unlike the No Action Alternative and 
Alternatives 1 and 3, Alternatives 4 and 6 actually decrease access and mobility within the study area by eliminating 
access points to the interstate and to the communities surrounding the realignment. In addition, failure to incorporate 
improvements to the already overloaded I-270/Colorado Boulevard/56th Avenue interchange, while increasing traffic at 
that interchange and at the interchange of existing I-270 and the realigned I-70 and on I-270 north of this interchange by 
eliminating other exits from I-70, will simply make a bad situation in Commerce City extremely worse.

In § 1 4 of the Alternatives Analysis and Screening Process Technical Report the agency notes that one of the
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In § 1.4 of the Alternatives Analysis and Screening Process Technical Report, the agency notes that one of the 
transportation functions of the existing highway is to provide "access to adjacent employment areas, neighborhoods, and 
new development centers." The project purpose includes both access and mobility. Access includes "facilitat[ing] 
connections between residential and business activity centers." Id ., Table 1-1. Mobility includes providing transportation 
choices that "balance the transportation needs of local, regional, and national users." Id.  (emphasis added).
As discussed above, one of the alternatives that was eliminated in the first round of the screening process was to 
reclassify I-70 on the existing alignment as a limited access roadway. That alternative was rejected in part because it did 
not provide adequate transportation access to and through the corridor, and it was not consistent with the general intent of 
local plans and policies. Id. , Table 3-2.

The realignment Alternatives 4 and 6 were introduced late in the NEPA process. It is our understanding that the 
realignment may have been suggested as a means to address environmental justice issues in neighborhoods adjacent to 
the existing I-70 between I-25 and Colorado Boulevard, which were impacted 45 years ago when the I-70 viaduct was 
constructed. While environmental justice is an important consideration, it is neither the purpose nor the need for the 
project, and should not be driving the decision of which alternative makes the most sense from the standpoint of 
transportation capacity, cost, and environmental impact.
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12. The northern alignments remove the possibility of phased improvements to this portion of I-70.
The DEIS touts one advantage of the northern alignments as being that work could proceed on the realignment while 
traffic continues on the existing highway, reducing the length of time that traffic would be interrupted by construction. DEIS 
§ 5.2.2.4 at p. 5.2-50. The DEIS ignores that the construction of the northern alignment would have to be done all at once 
for any benefit to accrue to the system. In contrast, portions of the work on I-70 on its existing alignment could be done in 
phases. This would allow some improvements to occur sooner, and some expenditures to be deferred. Alternatively, the 
agency could quickly reconstruct the viaduct (the No Build Alternative)t similar to how the I-35 project was done in 
Minnesota, which would likely result in a cost savings that then could be applied to improve existing I-270 and thus 
improving the entire transportation system in the metro area.

DEIS § 3.9.2 discusses the virtue of phased implementation of the total project as funding becomes available. For such 
phasing to be beneficial, the FEIS must demonstrate that "each phase [of construction of the preferred alternative] has 
independent utility." Id. at p. 3-57. If the northern alignment will not be connected to the existing system until after it has 
been constructed, it is difficult to see how construction of any portion of the new alignment could have independent utility.

13. A Supplemental DEIS is required.
After determining the project study area, the agency has proposed alternatives that are substantial changes in the 
proposed action and that are relevant to environmental concerns. Moving a part of the highway a mile to the north will 
similarly change the location of the affected environment, and the study area should have been expanded to encompass 
the impacts on the new affected environment at the time those alternatives were proposed . The change in the design and 
scope of the project requires the agency to prepare a supplement 10 the DEIS. 20
As discussed above, this is information that should be collected and analyzed at the DEIS stage. The DEIS is required to 
fulfill the requirements of a Final EIS to the fullest extent possible. A major deficiency in the analysis o f the DEIS should 
not wait until the Final to be corrected. The impacts on the affected environment in Commerce City should be analyzed 
before, and not simultaneously with, the agency's selection of a preferred alternative. It is information Commerce City had 
been requesting for some time before the release of the DEIS. 
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The Final EIS is where the agency should respond to comments and, if it has not al ready done so, pick a preferred 
alternative. It is not the place to perform analyses that should have been completed and presented in the DEIS. If you 
have any questions about our comments, please do not hesitate to call us.
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Footnotes:
1.  40 C.F.R. § 1502.2(c).
2.  40 C.F.R. § 1502.2(a).
3.  40 C.F.R. § 1502.7.
4.  American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, American Council of
Engineering Companies, and the Federal Highway Administration, Improving the Quality of
Environmental Documents § 1.3 (May 2006).
5.  CDOT NEPA Manual § 4.5.1 (December 2008).
6.  40 C.F.R. § 1502.2(c).
7.  CDOT NEPA Manual § 4.8.
8.  40 C.F.R. § 1502.15; CDOT NEPA Manual § 4.8.
9.  40C.F.R. § 1502.16(c).
10.  23 C.F.R. § 771.l23(c) (2008).
11.  40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(a).
12.  CDOT NEPA Manual § 9.2.1.1 at p. 9-8.
13.  DEIS Exhibit 5.10-1, n.6.
14.  DEIS § 5.10 Summary.
15.  DEIS §5.1 0.1.1 at p. 5.10-8.
16.  CDOT NEPA Manual § 9.27.2 at p. 9-218.
17.  See CDOT NEPA Manual § 9.6.
18.  40 C.F.R. § 230. 12(a)(3).
19.  See CDOT NEPA Manual § 9.6.1.1; see 40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a).
20.  40C.F.R. ' 1502.9(a);ll1d(c):23C.F.R.' 771.130(a)(I ) and(f)(3);CDOTNEPAM<ll1ual' 4.21.
See (llso ,10 C.F.R. ' 150 1.7(c).
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Dear Mr. Bemelen:Dear Mr. Bemelen:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation for I-
70 Improvements, East from I-25 to Tower Road, Denver, Adams, and Arapahoe Counties, Colorado. The Department of 
the Interior (Department) reviewed the document and submits the following comments.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Exhibit 5.22-1 and Section 5.13.3, Biological Resources, Special Status Species, Bald Eagles, Raptors, and Migratory 
Birds: These sections state that mitigation for these species will be conducted in accordance with the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA). The MBTA does not permit compensatory mitigation. Under the MBTA construction activities in 
grassland, wetland, stream, and woodland habitats, and those that occur on bridges (e.g., which may affect swallow nests 
on bridge girders) that would otherwise result in the take of migratory birds, eggs, young, and/or active nests should be 
avoided.

Although the provisions of MBTA are applicable year-round, most migratory bird nesting activity in eastern Colorado 
occurs during the period of April 1 to August 15. However, some migratory birds are known to nest outside of the 
aforementioned primary nesting season period. For example, raptors can be expected to nest in woodland habitats during 
February 1 through July 15. If the proposed construction project is planned to occur during the primary nesting season or 
at any other time which may result in the take of nesting migratory birds, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
recommends that the project proponent (or construction contractor) arrange to have a qualified biologist conduct a field 
sllrvey of the affected habitats and structures to determine the absence or presence of nesting migratory birds.
Surveys should be conducted during the nesting season. In some cases, such as on bridges or other similar structures, 
nesting can be prevented until construction is complete. 
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It is further recommended that the results of field surveys for nesting birds, along with information regarding the 
qualifications of the biologist(s) performing the surveys, be thoroughly documented and that such documentation be 
maintained on file by the project proponent (and/or construction contractor) for potential review by the FWS (if requested) 
until such time as construction on the proposed project has been completed. The FWS's Colorado Field Office should be 
contacted immediately for further guidance if a field survey identifies the existence of one or more active bird nests that 
cannot be avoided by the planned construction activities. Adherence to these guidelines will help avoid the unnecessary 
take of migratory birds and the possible need for law enforcement action. These measures need to be implemented 
before and during project construction. Further, the FWS recommends that the Colorado Division of Wildlife's (CDOW) 
Recommended Buffer Zones and Seasonal Restrictions for Colorado Raptors, February, 2008, be used as a guideline for 
this project.

Also, please be aware that the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) has written specifications on avoiding 
impacts to migratory birds before and during construction. These measures will need to be implemented during the 
project.

SECTION 4(f) COMMENTS
The Department appreciates your consideration of properties in the Section 4(f) Evaluation; however, because there is no 
Preferred Alternative selected, we cannot concur that there is no feasible or prudent alternative to the Preferred 
Alternative selected in the document, and that all measures have been taken to minimize harm to these resources. We 
recommend that once you have selected a Preferred Alternative, specific mitigation measures be solidified for each of the 
affected Section 4(f) properties and documented in the Section 4(f) Evaluation.
We appreciate the opportunity to review this document. If you have any questions concerning fish and wildlife, please 
contact Alison Deans Michael at (303) 236-4758. If you have questions regarding Section 4(f}, please contact Roxanne 
Runkel at (303) 969-2377.

Sincerely,
Willie R. Taylor
Director, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

James Bemelen, P.E.
Colorado Department of Transportation
2000 South Holly Street
Denver, CO 80222

RE: Transmittal of Denver Comments on 1-70 East Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Bemelen:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the /-70 East Draft Environmental lmpact Statement (DEIS) (November 28, 
2008). This letter summarizes Denver's requests for clarification and further analysis which should be addressed in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), and is accompanied by a detailed matrix of Denver staff comments which 
specifically reference the various sections of the DEIS.

Over the past five years, the City and County of Denver has provided staff support and leadership for this analysis of 
alternatives and environmental impacts for future improvement of I-70 East from I-25 to Tower Road. As a significant east-
west interstate, I-70 serves not only trips for Denver residents, but also regional and national travel and freight transport 
needs.
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Because relieving congestion and providing safe travel on I-70 is an important element to improving Denver's overall 
transportation system, Denver staff members have worked closely with the Colorado Department of Transportation, the 
Federal Highway Administration, and the public to narrow alternatives to those which have the greatest public benefit with 
the fewest impacts.

Since this highway segment is primarily located in Denver, any future expansion or improvement of the highway will have 
significant short- and long-term impacts for adjacent Denver neighborhoods. Appropriate mitigation of these impacts, both 
during construction, and after completion, is critical to Denver.

Overall, the DEIS accurately represents the preferred alternatives, alignments, and design alternatives which evolved 
through the technical analysis and public outreach process. After thorough review of all of the DEIS documents for the I-70 
East corridor, Denver would like the FEIS to address the following major issues, as well as those contained in the 
attached matrix.

Integrity of the EIS Public Outreach and Technical Analysis - Denver staff observed during the recent Public Hearings 
on the I-70 DEIS that the over five-year process has been dynamic, and has changed from the extensive public outreach 
that was conducted from July 2003 through June 2006, up to the present. After June 2006, when it was determined that 
the highway and transit elements of the I-70 East Corridor EIS would move forward as independent projects, most of the 
public involvement has been associated with the East Corridor Transit EIS. The input from the recent Public Hearings on 
this I-70 East EIS is not indicative of the substantial public involvement of the first three years for the I-70 East Corridor 
EIS. The community engagement and involvement, which was a primary objective of the community outreach process, 
was very extensive and successful. 

The public outreach identified many negative impacts associated with existing I-70 that resulted in the development of the 
"Re-Alignment" Alternatives. After review of the DEIS, Denver is very concerned that significant public support for 
the “Re-Alignment" alternatives has been and will be minimized in the development of a preferred alternative in 
the FEIS.
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Alignment Alternatives - The "Existing" and the “Re-alignment" alternatives meet the Purpose and Need determined 
early in the EIS process. However, while the Existing alignments appear less expensive overall, and financially easier to 
phase, they are less desirable from a construction disruption and an Environmental Justice perspective.
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Environmental Justice (EJ) - The DEIS conclusively shows that the study area represents a significantly higher 
proportion of minority and low-income households than in Metro Denver overall. From an EJ perspective, it is clear that the 
adverse effects under Alternatives 1 and 3 - expansion and improvement of the highway in the "existing alignment" - would 
continue to disproportionately impact minority and low-income populations in Denver neighborhoods, especially in the 
Elyria-Swansea neighborhood.
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Mitigation - The suggested mitigation strategies for the impacts of Alternatives 1 and 3 are inadequate. These 
alternatives would further erode neighborhood character and cohesiveness seriously impacted by the original highway 
construction. Although not without negative impacts, Alternatives 4 and 6 (the "Re-alignment") in essence are the 
mitigation for Alternatives 1 and 3. The travel time is the same for both alternatives, but the congestion is greater for 
Alternatives 1 and 3. The costs for Alternatives 4 and 6 are greater, but the constructability, and the ability to phase 
construction, are enhanced. For much of the construction period, the existing highway lanes could be maintained while the 
parallel re-alignment segment is under construction, thus simplifying traffic control substantially and preventing costly, 
inconvenient traffic detours.

letter sent via email to C. 
Horn and J. Bemelen
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188 3/31/2009 CCD Vidal Guillermo

Phasing and financing - Given the lack of funding, there is an implied preference in the DEIS for Alternatives 1 and 3 
that suggests that the I-70 viaduct could be replaced at a much lower cost than building the Re-alignment from Brighton to 
Quebec via I-270. Cost savings and reduction of community, economic, and social impacts attributed to the Re-alignment 
over the Existing alignment are not adequately addressed in the DEIS. Denver is ready and willing to assist CDOT and 
FHWA articulate the desirability of the Re-alignment alternative and to lobby for funding to implement it.

letter sent via email to C. 
Horn and J. Bemelen

189 3/31/2009 CCD Vidal Guillermo

Economic Development - I-70 is the major route for tourists to the mountains and carries high volumes of commercial 
truck traffic. The DEIS does not even mention this difference between the alignment alternatives, much less quantify the 
consequences that could offset some of the difference in cost. The disruption during construction is longer, and on the 
surface, greater with Alternatives 1and 3. The necessary detours would significantly impact the Downtown and Central 
Denver network, and would result in longer, less convenient travel trips through the urban core for many years. The Re-
alignment alternatives would reduce the construction duration by at least a year to two years, which is a 
substantial measurable benefit to the region in these difficult economic times.

letter sent via email to C. 
Horn and J. Bemelen

190 3/31/2009 CCD Vidal Guillermo

Preferred Alternative in the FEIS - Since complete funding for the 1-70 improvements has not yet been identified, 
Denver suggests the use of a "Phased" Record of Decision (ROD) which would allow phased implementation - similar to 
the model developed by FHWA and CDOT for the Valley Highway (1-25) Environmental Impact Statement completed 
several years ago. Without moving expeditiously to complete the FEIS, property owners and businesses on all alignments 
would face an uncertain future for an extended period of time.

letter sent via email to C. 
Horn and J. Bemelen

191 3/31/2009 CCD Vidal Guillermo
Executive Summary - Many readers will focus on the Executive Summary and the summaries in the individual chapters 
and sections. The FEIS should provide more accurate and complete summaries of the information, with conclusions or 
summaries for each section, which are then brought forward to the Executive Summary.

letter sent via email to C. 
Horn and J. Bemelen

192 3/31/2009 CCD Vidal Guillermo

2035 Regional Travel Data - Given the length of time that the DEIS has been underway, much of the data in the DEIS is 
outdated. In the interim, the Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) updated its regional travel demand 
model for the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. The FEIS should provide analysis of the 2035 data to determine if any of 
the impacts, alternatives analysis, or mitigation measures would change.

If you have any questions about these comments, or the detailed comment matrix which is attached to this 
correspondence, please contact Denver's Project Manager for the East Corridor, Jess Ortiz, Denver Public Works 
Department, Phone: 720-913-1781, or E-mail: jess.ortiz@denvergov.org.

Sincerely,
Guillermo V. Vidal, Manager

letter sent via email to C. 
Horn and J. Bemelen

193 3/31/2009 CPD
Executive Summary
1. It would be helpful to have a map showing the alternatives. One map could be a simplified version on the map showing 
neighborhoods and showing the existing alignment versus the re-alignment.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

194 3/31/2009 CPD

Executive Summary
2. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (see below)
a. Describe impact on Swansea Elementary as an encroachment. Need to indicate that will encroach on the south 
alternative but will be requiring that the school be relocated for the 1 and 3 north.  Should identify the specific mitigation.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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195 3/31/2009 CPD
b. Alternatives 1 and 3 indicate that there will be improved mobility for local neighborhoods.  This is not true for Elyria-
Swansea (E-S) given that the York interchange is eliminated, streets that currently go under I-70 are terminated, and that 
by the numbers provided that relatively few residents use I-70.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

196 3/31/2009 CPD c. Do not identify mitigation for loss of character and cohesion for E-S.
matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

197 3/31/2009 CPD d. Under induced development, the potential changes along 46th Avenue are positive ones.
matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

198 3/31/2009 CPD
e. Under noise, the information under alternatives 4 and 6 are inaccurate.  Swansea is incorrectly identified as a 
neighborhood not experiencing noise.  Globeville and Montbello are not impacted by these alternatives in terms of noise. 
Same problem in 2nd paragraph.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

199 3/31/2009 CPD
Executive Summary
Under construction, it shows that all alternatives are the same from the perspective of temporary congestion and road 
closures.  In fact, these transportation impacts are quite different for the re-alignment options.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

Section 2.1 matrix submitted with letter 
200 3/31/2009 CPD Chapter 2 – Purpose and Need  The Project purpose is too narrowly defined.  It makes it harder to distinguish among 

alternatives.  Not recognizing economic development is a problem.
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

201 3/31/2009 CPD Chapter 3, Section 3.2
Suggest adding under community, “seek solutions that improve community cohesiveness”

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

202 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 3, Section 3.4.8
The explanation as to why the tunnel was eliminated needs elaboration (see below)
1.  Is access to Steele necessary? Could use 46th to get to I-70 at Colorado or Brighton. It says impacts to these 3 roads 
but does not quantify the impacts. Do not explain the sight distance well.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

203 3/31/2009 CPD 2.  Identifies constructability problems but not adequately. It seems like it would be very difficult to connect a tunnel with 
the current viaduct.  This is not mentioned.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

204 3/31/2009 CPD 3.  Doesn’t quantify how much more ROW is needed.
matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

DEIS - Public Release Comments
Last Revised: 7/7/2009

Page 79 of 100



Last First

Comments or questions about the DEIS
(Please note that comments that included attachments are linked within this PDF).

Comment submitted 
via

DATE

NAME

No.
Agency

(as needed)

205 3/31/2009 CPD 4.  Discusses problems with north south access but actually Alternatives 1 and 3 cut off all access between York and 
Steele. You could connect to 46th.  Do not get this.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

206 3/31/2009 CPD 5.  On page 31, for the below-grade option, mention that access would be closed to major streets for an extended period 
of time.  Isn’t this true of tunnel as well. Should mention it.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

207 3/31/2009 CPD 6.  Should provide an exhibit for tunnel like 3-46 for the tunnel.
matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

208 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 3, Section 3.5.5
Need to identify clearly the advantages of re-alignment (see below and refer to comparison of alternatives 1 & 4 
Attachment at end of comment matrix - page 11).
1.  Fewer number of years for construction

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

209 3/31/2009 CPD 2.  May even be greater than what is stated it terms of when I-70 is under construction since re-alignment could be built 
first and then viaduct torn down and 46th built.  Never states how long this phase would take?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

matrix submitted with letter 
210 3/31/2009 CPD 3.  Less disruption and congestion during construction

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

211 3/31/2009 CPD 4.  This leads to less impacts on commerce and on economic development which is never recognized much less 
quantified.  This is critical given the amount of truck traffic on I-70 and its roll of getting tourists to the mountains.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

212 3/31/2009 CPD Chapter 3, Section 3.5.6
The costs of disruptions to commerce should be quantified and recognized in this cost table.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

213 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 3, Section 3.5.6
Very concerned about how the lack of money is dealt with. Need to start by picking best alternative and see how it could 
be paid for. Indicate may only built a phase that can demonstrate independent utility.  Not sure of the implications.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

214 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 3, Section 3.6
There are additional alignment considerations that should be mentioned (see below).
1.  Some traffic head west on I-70 is heading for I-25 north.  How much of this traffic does and could E-470 take as a 
tollway or if it was free?  Would that change the traffic numbers on I-70 and impact the need for more capacity?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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215 3/31/2009 CPD 2.  Although dismissed, it seems like the inclusion of the I-70 to I-270 to I-76 and back to I-70 should have been more 
consideration.  The ROW is much wider for I-270 and perhaps this could be tolled to pay for it.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

216 3/31/2009 CPD 3.  The numbers show heavy traffic from I-225 to I-270. It is not clear why  direct, tolled lanes were not considered for this.
matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

217 3/31/2009 CPD
4.  An option to consider may be to include tolled lanes from I-225 to I-270 to I-76 that becomes the new I-70.  The 
realignment becomes Business I-70 and is built to highway rather than Interstates standards to reduce impacts to Elyria 
and the NWSS, and 46th Avenue becomes a 4-lane arterial for local traffic.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

218 3/31/2009 PW PP

Chapter 3, Section 3.9.2, pg 3-57
The text refers to "$92.6 million in local funds for Havana Street/Central Park Boulevard interchange reconstruction."  This 
historical reference should be updated in this section and/or other appropriate sections of the the FEIS.  Information 
regarding the I-70:  Central Park Boulevard Interchange should be amended to reflect the recent changes in funding, 
environmental clearance and other approvals, and scope resulting from additional federal funding availability (Econ 
Recovery Act funds and a 2009 earmark.  The text should be similar to the recent amendment to the Denver Regional 
Council of Governments (DRCOG) 2008-13 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

219 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 4
Should add a table that shows where I-70 traffic goes and is projected to go: start or end in corridor, DIA, north on I-25, 
through traffic, to downtown, etc.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

220 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2, pg 4-7
Appears to be anomaly in that higher % of day is congested on 1-225 to I-270 than I-25 to York but speed is much lower 
on I-25 to York. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

221 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 4, Section 4.2.3, pgs 4-25, 26
 The description of what happens to streets in the York to Steele is very confusing.  A diagram is needed here to show it.  
It dramatically impacts connectivity in the Swansea neighborhood. Also, do not mention connectivity to area south of I-70 
between Market Lead and Colorado Blvd.  The access will be really poor with only one way to get to it. Is the Fire Dept. ok 
with this?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

222 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 4, Section 4.2.3, pgs 4-25, 26
For alternatives 4 and 6, need to explain why Brighton traffic is routed on 48th and on Race instead of creating a new 
Brighton along the re-aligned I-70.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

223 3/31/2009 CPD Chapter 4, Section 4.2.3, pgs 4-25, 26
The section on Vasquez to Colorado Boulevard makes no sense.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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224 3/31/2009 PW DES Chapter 4, pg 4-25
Second Bullet – The first sentence should refer to the westbound exit ramp instead of the eastbound.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

225 3/31/2009 PW DES Chapter 4, pg 4-25
Second to last paragraph – The impacts of this change in the roadway grid need to be analyzed and mitigated if needed.  

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

226 3/31/2009 PW DES

Chapter 4, pg 4-26
The wording of the third paragraph does not make sense to me.  What does the sentence that starts with, “With the 
removal of the viaduct …” intend to say?  Should this say that by removing the viaduct, traffic circulation along 46th would 
be improved? In addition, is the circulation really improved or is it really just the progression along 46th is improved?  Will 
the 46th progression improve between York and Steele since it appears that the traffic will now need to merge with off-
ramp traffic?  This paragraph also states that the diverting traffic in the Swansea neighborhood would have little affect on 
the operations of the streets, but what does it do to the traffic around the school or other properties where you are 
concentrating traffic?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

227 3/31/2009 PW DES
Chapter 4
There are several locations where off-ramp traffic merges in to 46th Avenue or the frontage road traffic.  How are these 
intersections controlled?  Does the 46th traffic stop? Or is the intent to have a free flow weave and merge?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

228 3/31/2009 PW DES

Chapter 4
The legend on some of the figures in the alternative maps does not match some of the roads.  For example, is you are 
heading WB in alternative 3S and want to get off at Steele, then you need to exit before Colorado which would make the 
segment of ramp between Colorado and Steele a CD road.  In addition, the frontage road between Elizabeth and 
Milwaukee is not shown with the frontage road color but are called frontage roads on page 4-25   

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

229 3/31/2009 PW TES Chapter 4, pg 4-26
On page 4-26 of the EIS, did you mean alternatives 4 & 6 in-lieu of alternatives 3 & 6?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

230 3/31/2009 CPD Chapter 4, Section 4.2.4, pg 4-31 
Exhibit 4-25, 4th row makes no sense.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

231 3/31/2009 CPD Chapter 4, pg 4-39
In section 4.5, should mention Blueprint Denver and the Strategic Transportation Plan

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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232 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 4
In section 4.5.2, indicate that will shift bike route from Clayton to York/Josephine. These streets are too busy for on-street 
bike route without dedicated or separated bike lanes.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

233 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 4, pg 4-42
Mention that little impact to operations of the streets but ignore that connectivity is harmed for neighborhood residents and 
ability to get to places within Elyria-Swansea through multiple modes.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

234 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 4, Section 4.7, pg 4-43
Exhibit 4-32 Did not mention the discontinuation of Clayton bike route without a good alternative.  Should mention that 
number of crashes is much lower for the re-alignment alternatives as stated on page 4-41.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

235 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, Section 5.2 overall
Summary is totally inadequate. It states that overall, impacts on social and economic conditions will be positive. It ignores 
the significant negative impacts on the Elyria-Swansea neighborhood that are mentioned in later sections.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

236 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, Section 5.2 overall
The high rate of households without vehicles in the study area (which in the Denver neighborhoods is 2-3 times greater 
than the state average) suggests that the finding that “beneficial socioeconomic effects generally result from increased 
capacity on I 70 compared to the No Action Alternative” does not adequately evaluate the benefits and impacts to Denver

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn capacity on I-70, compared to the No Action Alternative” does not adequately evaluate the benefits and impacts to Denver 

neighborhoods. How do increased auto capacity and property impacts benefit households with no automobiles, especially 
when the impacts will make it more difficult for local residents to walk within their neighborhoods.

and J. Bemelen

237 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, Section 5.2
How would the 2.2 year difference in construction time for alternatives 4 and 6, compared to 1 and 3 affect the overall cost 
of the project?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

238 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, pg 5.2.17
Says small areas of residential in Elyria-Swansea but have 1800 units and 6,700 persons which is one of largest 
neighborhoods. Elyria-Swansea is the __ largest neighborhood in terms of dwelling units and the __ largest in terms of 
population.  Do Cudahy and Denver Union Stockyards still exist?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

239 3/31/2009 CPD Chapter 5, pg 5.2-19
Some of information is inaccurate or incomplete.   For instance, Facilities mentioned not in NE Park Hill.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

240 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5; pg 5.2-38
Implies residents might see bigger, wider I-70 as an improvement. What is this based on?  Several statements like this 
that are not based on any evidence. Says that character and cohesion impacts do not take into account mitigation but no 
mitigation is proposed so this is ingenuous.
Not sure I would characterize the Welton Street corridor as a “thriving mixed-use district.”

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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241 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, pg 5.2-42 to 43
All of the impacts to Elyria-Swansea need to be included and described: lose York interchange, lose homes, potentially 
lose school, lose businesses including neighborhood markets, lose street connectivity.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

242 3/31/2009 CPD Chapter 5, pg 5.2-52
Should mention that removal of I-70 viaduct would add value to properties in Elyria-Swansea.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

243 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, pg 5.2-57
Summary of effects leaves important ones out and doesn’t clearly state ones that are addressed. Table is incomplete. 
States that there is improved mobility and access and reduced congestion across study area for Alternative 1.  This is not 
true for Elyria-Swansea.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

244 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, pg 5.2-57
The discussion of the National Western Stock Show and its economic impact does not include the fact that the facility is 
deciding whether to remain in this location or move to another site, potentially outside the city.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

245 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, pg 5.2-57
Does the reference to future mitigation measures suggest that the No Action N alternative proposes not relocating the 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 3/31/2009 CPD g gg p p g

Swansea Elementary School, despite impacts to the playfield? and J. Bemelen

246 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, pg 5.2-57
Is any mitigation proposed for the potential “effects on the value of homes that would be closer to I-70 if improvements are 
made”?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

247 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, pg 5.2-57
Does alternative 1 N imply that the Swansea Elementary School would have to be relocated? Why not state that directly? 
What is the range of potential mitigations?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

248 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, pg 5.2-57
The displacement of the markets under alternative 1 is a very significant impacts given the lack of a nearby full-service 
grocery and the low rates of household vehicle access. What kinds of mitigations beyond the typical business relocation 
assistance could be offered?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

249 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, pg 5.2-57
What is the source for the statement that 90% of those working in Elyria, Swansea and Northeast Park Hill live outside the 
EIS study area?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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250 3/31/2009 CPD Chapter 5, pg 5.2-57
How much shorter is the projected construction period for alternatives 4 and 6 versus alternatives 1 and 3?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

251 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, pg 5.2-57
What is the proposed mitigation for the loss of the Stockyards Post Office under alternative 4? The suggestion that 
residents could ride the bus to a neighboring post office is an unacceptable mitigation, unless CDOT is proposing to 
provide bus fare.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

252 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, pg 5.2-57
Based on the number of residential property impacts, how could Elyria residents see the relocation of the highway through 
their neighborhood as under alternative 3E as a “neutral effect”? This statement is at best speculative and at worst 
disingenuous.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

253 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, pg 5.2-57
Under alternative 4 W, has the EIS explored with the National Western complex whether it could be reconfigured within the 
remnant property not impacted by the project itself?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

254 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, Section 5.3
The summary still includes this incomplete statement “Some adverse effects would affect all populations to the degree 
that they are geographically specific and located close to low-income and/or minority populations.”  What does this mean?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

255 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.3
The new summaries added to the EJ section are an aid to the reader.  Thank you.   Now, however, there are so many 
sections labeled “summary” in the EJ chapter that it’s a little confusing and I’m wondering if there could be a minor labeling 
or formatting change to better designate the sections.  For example, the sections labeled “Summary of Effects” (carryover 
from previous draft) could be changed to simply “Effects” or “Adverse Effects”.  Or the new sections labeled 
“Summary:_[by option] could have some formatting change (e.g., a text box or indenting) to help better delineate them.  
Just looking for some simple labeling or formatting change that helps the reader better understand the distinction among 
all the sections labeled as “summary”. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

256 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, pg 5.3-8 
Should have a conclusion on whether the study area or parts of it meet EJ guidelines and whether impacts and benefits 
are disproportional.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

257 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, pg 5.3-8 
There are severe limitations in using Stapleton school enrollment data as a surrogate for population minority status.  While 
we understand CDOT’s intend to address this issue in the FEIS (with updated information), none-the-less we suggest that 
the severe limitations of the current methodology be acknowledged in the text, since the surrogate method is being 
presented to the public in the DEIS.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

258 3/31/2009 CPD Chapter 5, Section 5.3.3.1
Section labeled that Resource effects are similar in all alternatives. This seems clearly to be false.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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259 3/31/2009 CPD Chapter 5, pg 5.3-14 
Does the no alternative cut off Elyria-Swansea north-south road access like 1 and 3?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

260 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, pg 5.3-20
This statement “the adverse impacts would be predominantly borne by low-income and minority populations” is an 
extremely important conclusion and should show up in the various summaries.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

261 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, pg 5.3-20
The DEIS has convincingly established that the study area contains higher concentrations of minority and low-income 
populations relative to Denver and Colorado. How does this finding affect the range of mitigation options beyond the 
typical requirements, such as additional outreach efforts, conformity with the Uniform Act, and Spanish-language 
communications? As the DEIS observes, it will be especially challenging for these displaced residents to find new housing 
based on their incomes.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

262 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, pg 5.3-21
 The statement about relocating the school within 1 to 2 miles minimizes the significance of access from an isolated 
neighborhood to its only school. Need to commit to more than this.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

Chapter 5 Section 5 3 3 4 1 pg 5 3-21-23

263 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.3.3.4.1, pg 5.3-21-23
Alternative 1 and 3 North - On page 5.3-21 (first paragraph under Summary of Effects, last sentence) the text states “(the 
93 housing units represent about four percent of the neighborhood)”.  However on the top of pg 5.3-23, (Summary: 
Alternative 1 North, second sentence) the text states the 93 housing units represent 5 percent of the housing stock in the 
neighborhood. 
The text provides seemingly contradictory data.  Please verify and correct as appropriate.  Please verify all data presented 
in the new summaries is correct. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

264 3/31/2009 CPD Chapter 5, pg 5.3-29
Need to mention loss of access (especially north-south on #1 and #3).

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

265 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, Section 5.3
All of the impacts need to be addressed in the summary table, the summary and in the body of 5.3. They include (See 
below)
• Widened highway, widening split in the neighborhood
• Walling off neighborhood to mitigate sound impacts
• Loss of only neighborhood school in the north alternative and weak statements on mitigation
• Reduced neighborhood serving businesses
• Eliminating north-south connectivity
• Loss of homes

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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266 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, section 5.4
Summary - Another instance of inadequate and misleading summary. Says “all build alternatives are consistent with 
overall goals of local and regional plans to improve regional mobility and enhance movements to and from urban centers.” 
However, alternatives 1 and 3 and the No Action alternative are not consistent with local plans because they further erode 
neighborhood character and cohesiveness.
Alternatives 4 and 6 cited inconsistency with the Elyria/Swansea Neighborhood Plan (1983) is not accurate since the plan 
did not consider the benefits of zoning changes in the context of the viaduct being removed. As the DEIS observes 
elsewhere the removal of the viaduct would have benefits to community cohesion, which would in fact require zoning 
changes to be implemented.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

267 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, Section 5.4
In the discussion of induced development under alternatives 4 and 6, it also is likely there would be induced development 
along 46th Avenue where the viaduct would be demolished, which would be a benefit to the community.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

268 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, Section 5.4
While all the proposed alternatives may be consistent with the overall goals and the local and regional plans to improve 
regional mobility to urban centers, they are not necessarily consistent with plans that the EIS did not examine, such as the 
Strategic Transportation Plan, Greenprint Denver, and the Climate Action Plan. The Strategic Transportation calls for 
measurements of person trips not auto trips, measuring transportation capacity by using travel sheds instead of specific 
corridors, and no new growth in the physical footprint of Denver’s road network. The DEIS has major inconsistencies with 
these requirements. Greenprint Denver calls for a 10% reduction in 1990 per capita greenhouse gas emissions by 2011. 
The Climate Action Plan calls for a 15% reduction from 1990 totals in auto trips and vehicle miles traveled by 2012. It will 
be more difficult to achieve these goals with CDOT cutting off the connectivity of local streets and increasing auto 
capacity. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

269 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, Section 5.5
While the DEIS finds that “very few sites the provide services to the immediate neighborhood … would require relocation,” 
the displacement of community markets is a very significant impact given the lack of a nearby full-service grocery and the 
low rates of household vehicle access. The displacement of the Stockyards Post Office raises similar concerns. What 
kinds of mitigations beyond the Uniform Act could be offered?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

270 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, Section 5.5
Alternatives 1 and 3 would result in the relocation of Swansea Elementary School. The proposed mitigation of relocating 
within 1 to 2 miles is not satisfactory.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

271 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, Section 5.5
The discussion of the potential relocation of the National Western Stock Show does not include the fact that the facility is 
deciding whether to remain in this location or move to another site, potentially outside the city. Will the FEIS look at 
potential configurations to retain the complex on the remnant property?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

272 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, Section 5.5, pg 5.5-10
A significant distinguishing characteristic of alternative is that although 4 and 6 affect more commercial acreage they 
affect much less building square footage. Attached is a chart showing this.  Suggest that this chart be added.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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273 3/31/2009 Division of 
Real Estate

Chapter 5, Section 5.5
Category R - Work closely with City agencies including Office of Economic Development and City Councilmember’s in 
affected areas.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

274 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.6.1, pg 5.6-11, 13
Do not believe the STAMINA Model has given an accurate assessment of noise levels.  Understand attempts were made 
to account for shortcomings of the model however based on the information supplied, I believe the levels predicted are 
understated due to the model's inability to account for multiple lanes, complex interchanges or viaducts, as previously 
stated.  Provided that the TNM Model is used for the FEIS as noted in the "How comment addressed:" box in the previous 
review comment form, will it be as feasible to accommodate any potential mitigation at that advanced stage of planning as 
opposed to if it were to be modeled now and the TNM Model indicated a need for noise mitigation where previously the 
STAMINA Model had not?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

275 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.7.4, pg 5.7-35
Typically pile driving is the single loudest noise source and historically has not been allowed during nighttime hours even 
with a noise variance.  I believe the overall primary and long-term source of construction noise to be considered will be 
construction activities such as demo hammers on trackhoes, rubble load outs, tailgate and bucket bang.  

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

276 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.7.4, pg 5.7-35
Construction noise is still exempt Monday through Friday 7 a.m. to 9 p.m. however as of June 16, 2008 exempt hours on 
Saturday and Sunday have changed and are now 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.  Outside of exempted hours and before 10 p.m. allowed 
noise levels for residential receptors is 55 db(A), for commercial receptors is 65 db(A), for industrial receptors is 80 db(A) 
and for public receptors is 75 db(A).  The noise levels from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. listed in section 7.4 page 34 are correct.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

Chapter 5, Section 5.8

277 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, Section 5.8
The visual simulations underscore the statement that the new elevated structure that replaces the existing viaduct would 
result “in an increase in the visible mass of the highway.” These visual impacts are much more disconcerting in the context 
of the residential neighborhood than in the areas that are already commercial/industrial in character. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

278 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, Section 5.8
The statement that visual mitigation measures “will be developed through a collaborative process during final design to 
reflect the needs of individual neighborhoods and the local aesthetic context” is very vague. Are there any examples that 
can be provided in the FEIS? We encourage CDOT to exploit opportunities for public art as much as possible as part of 
mitigation. Based on the financing challenges, how realistic is it to expect the above statement will be borne out?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

279 3/31/2009 CPD Chapter 5, pg 5.8-11
Should show a simulation of what 46th Avenue would look like with 4 lanes compared to what I-70 and 46th are like today.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

280 3/31/2009 CPD
Chapter 5, Section 5.10
Is there a way to quantify the location of sensitive receptors for each alternative? It seems that no-action, and alternatives 
1 and 3 would have much more sensitive receptors than alternatives 4 and 6, but no quantitative comparison is provided.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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281 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.10, pg 5.10-1 to 2
The Jerritt citation “exposures assigned on distance to traffic or traffic
counts near the home are prone to . . . errors . . . and biased results” should be revised such that the reviewer can be 
confident that with the omissions it is still contextually correct.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

282 3/31/2009 DEH Chapter 5, Section 5.10, pg 5.10-4
Exhibit 5-10.1 should show the 2008 0.15 ug/m3 rolling 3-month Pb standard.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

283 3/31/2009 DEH
Chapter 5, Section 5.10, pg 5.10-4, Exhibit 5.10-1
The 24-hr PM10 standard is not correctly characterized in the footnote. The correct footnote should read "Not to be 
exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years."

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

284 3/31/2009 DEH
Chapter 5, Section 5.10, pg 5.10-5 to 7
Terms like modestly and minimal should be avoided.  Just say "emissions are expected to be <10% higher than……"  I 
would strike the last sentence.  You do not conduct ozone modeling so this statement is purely speculation.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

285 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.10, pg 5.10-5 to 25
There have been previous PM construction monitoring efforts associated with I-70/Brighton Blvd and the T-REX project.  
The data is available, and it shows that CDOT violated the PM10 annual NAAQS for 3 straight yrs at 44th&Brighton and 
also violated the 24 hr NAAQS in 2001 & 2002.  Since construction of the highway is likely to be of the greatest concern to 
the community, this really needs to be a focal point for CDOT and FHWA. TREX data was better, with no monitored 
NAAQS violations.  Relying on past monitoring data for construction is much more useful than materials volume 
surrogates. CDOT was asked several years ago by the Air Quality Committee to report the monitored data from the

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelensurrogates.  CDOT was asked several years ago by the Air Quality Committee to report the monitored data from the 
previous I-70 work.  The data should be reported in this document, with the necessary caveats.  CDPHE and Denver have 
this info and should be consulted well in advance of the FEIS being released to discuss future monitoring plans due to the 
immediate proximity of sensitive receptors.

286 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.10, pg 5.10-6
The 1997 8-hr ozone standard was not exceeded at Welby, as this was a single exceedance and not an 8-hr max. Table 3 
should be revised to show the 4th max, 3-yr (rolling) average concentrations and should include 2007 and 2008. Monitors 
whose values exceed the 2008 75ppb 8-hr standard should be denoted.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

287 3/31/2009 DEH
Chapter 5, Section 5.10, pg 5.10-6
Exhibit 5.10-3 should also include data from the Carriage Air Monitoring site (23rd Ave & Julian St).  This monitor will show 
several additional 8-hr avg ozone exceedances.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

288 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.10, pg 5.10-6, Exhibit 5.10-3
The 98th percentile concentration is only the 2nd max when monitoring is on a 1-in-6 day frequency.  For PM2.5, CAMP 
and Swansea monitor daily, which means there could be up to 7 allowable exceedances per year.  The listed values in the 
table need to reflect the 98%ile concentration based on the sampling frequency at that monitor (CDPHE can help with this 
or EPA's AQS website can be accessed).  

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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289 3/31/2009 DEH
Chapter 5, Section 5.10.2, pg. 5.10-8
The 1997 8-hr ozone standard was not exceeded at Welby, as this was a single exceedance and not the 3 year average 
of the 4th highest 8-hr max. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

290 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.10.1.2.1, pg 5.10-8 to 25
It is not appropriate to compare risk assessment for behavioral risks (alcohol consumption) to environmental risks (urban 
air pollution). Moreover, the "J-shaped" dose response relationship for alcohol consumption is not relevant to MSAT 
exposure. This paragraph should be omitted or a more appropriate example of observable exposures and responses 
should be utilized. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

291 3/31/2009 DEH
Chapter 5, Section 5.10.2, pg 5.10-10
The term "flattening of improvements" should be revised so that it is clear you are referring to "maximum fleet penetration 
of vehicles with catalytic converters."

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

292 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.10.1.2.1, pg 5.10-12
Exhibit 5.10-5 does not make sense. It states that "smooth flow reduces emissions by a factor of nearly 20." However, the 
HC emissions graphed appear to range from ~17.5-19.5, which is not even a factor of 2 reduction. This graph appears to 
be pulled from the UC Davis paper and is not presented in the correct context.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

293 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.10.3, pg 5.10-17
The following potential mitigation strategies should also be listed:
• Prohibiting unnecessary idling of construction equipment.
• Using low-sulfur fuel.
• Locating diesel engines and motors as far away as possible from residential areas

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn • Locating diesel engines and motors as far away as possible from residential areas.

• Locating staging areas as far away as possible from residential uses.
• Requiring heavy construction equipment to use the cleanest available engines or to be retrofitted with diesel particulate 
control technology.

and J. Bemelen

294 3/31/2009 DEH Chapter 5, Section 5.10, pg 5.10-19
The project area is no longer designated as an attainment/maintenance area for 8-hour O3. Needs to be corrected.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

295 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.10, pg 5.10-19 to 26
Court Remands PM Transportation Conformity Hotspot Rule to EPA
(December 11, 2007) – The U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit remanded to
EPA for further review a March 2006 final rule on hot spot analyses in project-level
transportation conformity determinations for the new PM2.5 and existing PM10 NAAQS. Please include a qualitative 
analysis for PM2.5 following the guidance of: EPA420-B-06-902

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

296 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.10, pg 5.10-20
Verify!  The PM2.5 standard (98th %) is not necessarily the 2nd max concentration.  Many urban monitors monitor daily or 
at 1-in-3 day frequency.  At CAMP for example, over 325 daily samples are collected each year, which means the 6th or 
7th max would be the 98th percentile NAAQS exceedance concentration. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

297 3/31/2009 DEH Chapter 5, Section 5.10, pg 5.10-25
Clarify that the 2004 EAC was meant to comply with EPA's 1997 ozone standard. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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298 3/31/2009 DEH Chapter 5, Section 5.10, pg 5.10-32
EPA classifies this as the Denver Metropolitan/North Front Range Non-attainment Area. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

299 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, Section 5.12
The noise impacts of alternatives 4 and 6 are less concerning because they would occur mostly in non-residential areas, 
whereas the noise impacts of the no-build and alternatives 1 and 3 would be greater in residential areas. It would be 
helpful to see a comparison of these impacts that explicitly shows the net difference between alternatives 1 and 3 
compared to 4 and 6.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

300 3/31/2009 CPD Chapter 5, Section 5.12, pg 5.12-1
At very bottom of page, Globeville and Montbello should not be included.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

301 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.12, pg 5.12-2, 3
There is no mention of the STAMINA Model's shortcomings such as the model's inability to account for multiple lanes, 
complex interchanges or viaducts.  Also there is no mention of the TNM Model or that noise will ever be modeled using 
the TNM Model.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

302 3/31/2009 DEH
Chapter 5, Section 5.12, pg 5.12-1 to 19 
No mention anywhere of Construction Noise, Noise Variances or Chapter 36 "Noise Control" in chapter 5 "NOISE" of  the I 
70 East Draft Environmental Impact Statement Volume I.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

303 3/31/2009 PW DES

Chapter 5, Section 5.14
Revise the boxed summary statement in section 5.14 to read: All build alternatives, including improvements proposed 
under the No-action Alternative, would require drainage improvements per local jurisdictions rules and regulations and 
stormwater quality per Urban Drainage Flood Control District Volume 3.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

304 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.16
Water Quality - Superseded versions of State of Colorado issued water quality regulations are referenced in several 
places in Section 5.16.  Information associated with the superseded regulations is incorrect in some cases.  Examples 
are:
• Section 5.16.1,  subsection on Reg. 31, page 5.16-2
Reg. 31 was most recently revised on 1/14/08.
• Exhibit 5.16-3, page 5.16-3
Segment 14 of the South Platte River is no longer listed as impaired for E. coli (see 2008 version of Reg. 93). 
• Section 5.16.1, subsection on Reg. 94, page 5.16-4
A new version of Reg. 94 was issued in 2008 and should be referenced in place of the 2006 version.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

305 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.16.1, pg 5.16-2
The last sentence in the last paragraph in this section makes no sense.  There are no State regulations specifically 
governing the Metro Wastewater Reclamation District’s (Metro District) role with wastewater treatment in the Denver 
metropolitan area.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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306 3/31/2009 PW DES

Chapter 5, Section 5.16, pg 5.16-9
It should be clear that the criteria for water quality in the City and County of Denver - Public Works will be prescribed under 
the criteria for meeting the existing MS-4 permit and is not “existing conditions”.  Some discussion should be included 
referencing actions that would occur in accordance with the recent CDOT consent agreement.  The following link will 
provide more info on consent agreement.  http://www.dot.state.co.us/environmental/envWaterQual/default.asp

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

307 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.16.1, pg 5.16-19 to 20
Please also mention the Burlington Ditch Headgate which is a diversion structure located on the South Platte River about 
0.5 miles downstream of I-70.  The Diversion removes water from segment 14 of the South Platte River for use as 
drinking water for the City of Thornton.  The City of Thornton has a drinking water treatment plant that treats water from 
the Burlington Ditch which could be affected by water quality impacts during construction.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

308 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.18 and HazMat Tech Report
The Department of Environmental Health (DEH) has reviewed Section 5.18 of the I-70 East Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and the Draft Hazardous Material Technical Report (HMTR) for the I-70 East Environmental Impact 
Statement. Information in the EIS and HMTR is based on a 2004 search of government databases. DEH understands that 
construction of the I-70 corridor may require several years and conditions related to hazardous materials may change; 
however, updates of the hazardous materials information are warranted given the remedial activities that have recently 
occurred at several locations along the I-70 corridor. Based on CDOT responses to earlier comments,  an updated 
hazardous material location information will be included in the Final EIS. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

309 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.18
Figures in Section 5.18 of the Draft EIS and the HMTR should be updated. Extensive redevelopment of the former 
Stapleton International Airport has occurred. The redevelopment has resulted in numerous new roadways east of Quebec 
and west of Havana Street and north and south of I-70 that should be shown in Figures displaying the EIS Corridor. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

310 3/31/2009 DEH

Chapter 5, Section 5.20, pg 5.20-9
It is likely that sedimentation during construction of I-70 at the South Platte River would impact drinking water supplies for 
the City of Thornton.  The City of Thornton takes water from Segment 14 of the South Platte River at the Burlington Ditch 
Headgate located approximately 0.5 miles downstream of I-70.   For this reason extra care should be taken during 
construction to ensure that the selected BMPs to minimize impacts from construction on South Platte River water quality.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

311 3/31/2009 CPD

Chapter 5, Section 5.21
The relocation of existing businesses and industrial areas along the new alignment is a cumulative effect that the City sees 
as a positive trade-off in return for “offsetting] prior harm caused to these neighborhoods” by the loss of cohesion and 
other impacts created by the existing alignment.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

312 3/31/2009 PW DES
For alternative 1N, how does the WB off ramp to Brighton work with 46th?  Does it merge/weave with 46th? Or is it a 
separate approach to Brighton?  Or does WB 46th have to yield to the ramp traffic?  If it is a merge/weave, is there 
enough room for to make the weave after the ramp and 46th get to the same grade?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

313 3/31/2009 PW DES The proposed frontage roads in alternatives 1 and 3 need to be designed for two way traffic.
matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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314 3/31/2009 PW DES In the alternative 1 and 3 south, with 45th stopping short of Steele, what are the impacts to the intersection of 44th and 
Steele?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

315 3/31/2009 PW DES Dead-end public streets can not be created with your changes to the street grid.  Provide a cul-de-sac at the end of all 
dead-ends that you create.  i.e. where 45th stops short of Steele and where Madison stops short of 46th.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

316 3/31/2009 PW DES Access from the 7-Eleven to 45th should not be provided because cars will cut through the parking lot to access the cut-
off portion of 45th.  Verify that gas trucks can still access the site with 45th going away.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

317 3/31/2009 PW DES Are you acquiring the properties north of 45th that access Adams, Cook, and Madison?  How will access to these 
properties be maintained? Particularly the properties that do not have 45th avenue frontage?  

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

318 3/31/2009 PW DES  In alternatives 1 and 3, I am concerned with the remaining access to the area at 44th and Garfield.  The elimination of 
46th in this area impacts the access in to this area.  Can access from Madison be maintained?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

319 3/31/2009 PW DES The impacts to the proposed North Metro station locations need to be factored in to your alternative analysis.  Alternatives 
4 and 6 impact the viability and access of both of the proposed station locations.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

320 3/31/2009 PW DES The proposed gap in Brighton from 48th to Race is a concern.  How will this impact be mitigated?  A 
more direct replacement for Brighton should be provided.  

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

321 3/31/2009 PW DES  Placing the traffic from Brighton on to 48th and then on to Race will cut-off the rec center and park from the neighborhood 
that it serves.   

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

322 3/31/2009 PW DES The portion of Race that goes diagonally to the NW under the tracks is mislabeled.  The diagonal section is really Race 
Court.  The north-south section is Race Street.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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323 3/31/2009 PW DES

 In alternatives 4 and 6, the WB off-ramp to Washington appears to be combined with 46th Avenue.  We need more detail 
about how this would operate.  46th needs to be a two- way street in this area to serve the adjacent properties and the 
addition of the potentially higher speed interstate off-ramp traffic to this segment of 46th could impact that ability of 46th to 
serve the adjacent properties.  Why can’t the WB ramp to Washington remain where it is located now?  In addition, how 
does the existing 46th bridge over the river and connection to Washington at 47th connect to this proposed 46th Avenue?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

324 3/31/2009 PW DES

In alternatives 4 and 6, I am confused about the proposed grade for the relocated I-70 near Race Court.  Race Court 
currently is grade separated with Brighton and the Railroad.  Race Street is at grade with Brighton.  Is the proposed I-70 at-
grade in this area?  If so, then the relocated Brighton Boulevard and Race Street will need to be much lower than existing 
grade to provide the connection to Race Court.  If not, and the proposed Brighton street is near its current grade, then it 
can not connect to Race Court as shown and a connection similar to the one currently at Race court to Race Street should 
be provided.    

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

325 3/31/2009 PW DES Appendix A, Section 11 Detention and Water Quality Facilities: Add discussion regarding the need for water quality 
storage all disturbed areas, this includes widening of roads and new roads.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

326 3/31/2009 PW DES Appendix A, Section 11 Detention and Water Quality Facilities:  Add Denver Inlet (No. 14 and 16 inlets) criteria to Table 
4.a in Appendix A.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

327 3/31/2009 Division of 
Real Estate

ROW Tech Report
Category R - Depending on route selected, the City & County of Denver and CDOT will need to have an IGA for 
maintenance of the corridor. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

328 3/31/2009 DEH Air Quality Technical Report
Please revise the reference for Gregg Thomas and Debra Bain 2007 so that Thomas is listed as the principal author. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

329 3/31/2009 DEH Air Quality Tech Report, Section 4.0, pg 3, Line 25
Please describe the new ozone standard as was provided for PM. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

330 3/31/2009 DEH Air Quality Tech Report, Section 5.2.1.1, pg 6
Table 1 should be revised to show the 2008 75ppb 8-hr ozone standard.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

331 3/31/2009 DEH Air Quality Tech Report, Section 5.2.1.1, pg 6
Table 1 should show the 2008 0.15 ug/m3 rolling 3-month Pb standard.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

332 3/31/2009 DEH
Air Quality Tech Report, Section 5.2.1.1, pg 6, Table 1
The 24-hr PM10 standard is not correctly characterized in the footnote. The correct footnote should read "Not to be 
exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years."

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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333 3/31/2009 DEH
Air Quality Tech Report, Section 5.2.1.3, pg 9, line 8
The 1997 8-hr ozone standard was not exceeded at Welby, as this was a single exceedance and not the 3 year average 
of the 4th highest 8-hr max. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

334 3/31/2009 DEH

Air Quality Tech Report, Section 5.2.1.3, pg 9, Table 3
The 1997 8-hr ozone standard was not exceeded at Welby, as this was a single exceedance and not an 8-hr max. Table 3 
should be revised to show the 4th max, 3-yr (rolling) average concentrations and should include 2007 and 2008. Monitors 
whose values exceed the 2008 75ppb 8-hr standard should be denoted.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

335 3/31/2009 DEH

Air Quality Tech Report, Section 5.2.1.3, pg 9, Table 3
The 98th percentile concentration is only the 2nd max when monitoring is on a 1-in-6 day frequency.  For PM2.5, CAMP 
and Swansea monitor daily, which means there could be up to 7 allowable exceedances per year.  The listed values in the 
table need to reflect the 98%ile concentration based on the sampling frequency at that monitor (CDPHE can help with this 
or EPA's AQS website can be accessed).  

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

336 3/31/2009 DEH
Air Quality Tech Report, Section 5.2.1.3, pg 9
Table 3 should also include data from the Carriage Air Monitoring site (23rd Ave & Julian St).  This monitor will show 
several additional 8-hr avg ozone exceedances.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

337 3/31/2009 DEH

Air Quality Tech Report, Section 5.2.2.1, pg 15
Figure 3 does not make sense. It states that "smooth flow reduces emissions by a factor of nearly 20." However, the HC 
emissions graphed appear to range from ~17.5-19.5, which is not even a factor of 2 reduction. This graph appears to be 
pulled from the UC Davis paper and is not presented in the correct context.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

338 3/31/2009 DEH

Air Quality Tech Report, Section 5.2.2.1, pgs 16-17, line 23
It is not appropriate to compare risk assessment for behavioral risks (alcohol consumption) to environmental risks (urban 
air pollution). Moreover, the "J-shaped" dose response relationship for alcohol consumption is not relevant to MSAT 
exposure. This paragraph should be omitted or a more appropriate example of observable exposures and responses 
should be utilized. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

339 3/31/2009 DEH

Air Quality Tech Report, Section 5.2.2.1, pgs 18, line 38
The Jerritt citation “exposures assigned on distance to traffic or traffic counts near the home are prone to . . . errors . . . 
and biased results” should be revised such that the reviewer can be confident that with the omissions it is still contextually 
correct.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

340 3/31/2009 DEH

Air Quality Tech Report, Section 7.1.3, pg 25, line 33
Court Remands PM Transportation Conformity Hotspot Rule to EPA (December 11, 2007) – The U.S. Court of Appeals 
for the D.C. Circuit remanded to EPA for further review a March 2006 final rule on hot spot analyses in project-level 
transportation conformity determinations for the new PM2.5 and existing PM10 NAAQS. Please include a qualitative 
analysis for PM2.5 following the guidance of: EPA420-B-06-902

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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341 3/31/2009 DEH

Air Quality Tech Report, Section 7.2.6, pg 43, Line 1
There have been previous PM construction monitoring efforts associated with I-70/Brighton Blvd and the T-REX project.  
The data is available, and it shows that CDOT violated the PM10 annual NAAQS for 3 straight yrs at 44th&Brighton and 
also violated the 24 hr NAAQS in 2001 & 2002.  Since construction of the highway is likely to be of the greatest concern to 
the community, this really needs to be a focal point for CDOT and FHWA. TREX data was better, with no monitored 
NAAQS violations.  Relying on past monitoring data for construction is much more useful than materials volume 
surrogates.  CDOT was asked several years ago by the Air Quality Committee to report the monitored data from the 
previous I-70 work.  The data should be reported in this document, with the necessary caveats.  CDPHE and Denver have 
this info and should be consulted prior to the public version being released to discuss future monitoring guidelines due to 
the immediate proximity of sensitive receptors.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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342 3/31/2009 DEH
Air Quality Tech Report, Section 7.3, pg 45, lines 8-14
Terms like modestly and minimal should be avoided.  Just say "emissions are expected to be <10% higher than……"  I 
would strike the last sentence.  You do not conduct ozone modeling so this statement is purely speculation.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

343 3/31/2009 DEH
Air Quality Tech Report, Section 7.3, pg 45, line 19
flattening of improvements should be revised so that it is clear you are referring to "maximum fleet penetration of vehicles 
with catalytic converters."

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

344 3/31/2009 DEH

Air Quality Tech Report, Section 7.3, pg 45, line 26-29
Verify!  The PM2.5 standard (98th %) is not necessarily the 2nd max concentration.  Many urban monitors monitor daily or 
at 1-in-3 day frequency.  At CAMP for example, over 325 daily samples are collected each year, which means the 6th or 
7th max would be the 98th percentile NAAQS exceedance concentration.  Table 3 on pg 9 needs to be updated to reflect 
the 98th percentile as reported by CDPHE or the EPA AQS database. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

345 3/31/2009 DEH Air Quality Tech Report, Section 9.0, pg 49, line 1
Please revise the reference for Gregg Thomas and Debra Bain 2007 so that Thomas is listed as the principal author. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

346 3/31/2009 PW TES

Traffic Technical Report & General Comment on DEIS Regarding Traffic Impacts
The I-70 EIS November 2008 version appears to be identical to the 2007 pre-draft version reviewed by Denver. 
Therefore, the following comments on the Draft Traffic Technical Report are still valid for the current Traffic Report.  
Furthermore, we understand that additional analysis would be necessary to address the traffic impacts associated with 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn , y y p

46th Avenue for Alternatives 4 & 6, for evaluation and consideration as a preferred alternative in the FEIS.  Denver is 
willing and ready to evaluate the benefits and impacts of the re-alignment alternatives and 46th Avenue with CDOT and 
FHWA.       

and J. Bemelen

347 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report, Overall
The FEIS should use the DRCOG 2035 regional travel demand model in lieu of the DRCOG 2030 version. Please update 
report to base on this 2035 model.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

348 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report, Section 3.2, pg 27, line 7-10
Need to indicate 2003 traffic counts are substantially lower than 2007 counts. 2007 Peoria counts are 2 to 3 times those 
shown in the 2003 counts.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

349 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report, Section 3.2, pgs 28-30
In Figures 20, 21 and 22, why are Quebec counts not included in this study and why are the ramp intersection volumes not 
shown? Please provide these volume.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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350 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report, Section 3.3.1, pg 34
In Figures 23, 24 and 25, indicate that all intersection LOS are much lower for current 2007 current traffic volume than 
shown for the 2003 traffic volume. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

351 3/31/2009 PW TES Traffic Tech Report, Section 3.5, pg 49-51
In Figures 32, 33 and 34, please include future 2030 traffic volume on all ramp intersections.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

352 3/31/2009 PW TES

Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.1.2.3, pg 67, lines 39-47
With a projected 40,000 ADT on 46th Avenue, Alt 4 or 6 built alternatives, requires a minimum of 6 lanes with left turn 
pockets at signalized intersections.  Especially with the high truck traffic percentages on 46th Avenue to service the 
warehouse distribution centers along I-70.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

353 3/31/2009 PW TES Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.1.4.1, pg 73, lines 40-43
Should retain the on- and off- ramp to I-70 at Monaco.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

354 3/31/2009 PW TES Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.1.4.3, pg 74, lines 40-43
In paragraph seems to reference the alt 1 and 3 built alternative, not alt 4 as per 6.1.4.3.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

355 3/31/2009 PW TES Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.2.1, pg 76-78
In Figures 38, 39 and 40, need to include projected 2030 traffic volumes on all ramp intersections.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J Bemelengu es 38, 39 a d 0, eed to c ude p ojected 030 t a c o u es o a a p te sect o s and J. Bemelen

356 3/31/2009 PW TES Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.2.3, pg 83, line 25-27
Again, 46th Avenue must be a 6 lanes arterial to be able to handle 40,000 plus ADT.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

357 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.2.3, pg 85-87
In Figures 44, 45 and 46, need to include projected 2030 traffic volumes on all ramp intersections and at 46th Avenue 
signalized intersections.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

358 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.2.4, pg 89-91
In Figures 47, 48 and 49, need to include projected 2030 traffic volumes on all ramp intersections and at 46th Avenue 
signalized intersections.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

359 3/31/2009 PW TES Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.2.5, pg 92, line 12-14
 Again, 46th Avenue must be a 6 lanes arterial to be able to handle 40,000 plus ADT.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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360 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.3.1.1, pg 95-96
In Figures 50, 51, 52 and 53, if is difficult to see how the ramp intersections will have LOS C's or D's with 2000 to 3000 
directional peak traffic volume. Please provide details

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

361 3/31/2009 PW TES Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.3.1.2, pg 99, line 2
 Do you mean alternative 3?

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

362 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.3.1.3, pg 103-104
In Figures 58, 59, 60 and 61, if is difficult to see how the ramp intersections will have LOS C's or D's with 2000 to 3000 
directional peak traffic volume. Please provide details

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

363 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.3.1.4, pg 106-108
In Figures 62, 63, 64 and 65, if is difficult to see how the ramp intersections will have LOS C's or D's with 2000 to 3000 
directional peak traffic volume. Please provide details

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

364 3/31/2009 PW TES Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.3.3, pg 119, line 6-7
Please provide details of these improvements at these ramp intersections.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

365 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.3.7.3, pg 138, line 9-11
Will not be able to adequately service these intersections - Dahlia/Holly/Monaco at 46th Avenue while the frontage road 
exists. Only solution is to remove the frontage roads and incorporate into the new 46th Avenue redesign.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

366 3/31/2009 PW TES Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.3.8, pg 139-140
Need to provide details of local north-south roadway mitigations.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

367 3/31/2009 PW TES Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.4, pg 143, line 9-11
46th Avenue must be a 6 lanes facility in order to service 40,000 plus ADT.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

368 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.4, pg 143, line 12-17
Will not be able to adequately service these intersections - Dahlia/Holly/Monaco at 46th Avenue while the frontage road 
exists. Only solution is to remove the frontage roads and incorporate into the new 46th Avenue redesign.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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369 3/31/2009 PW TES Traffic Tech Report, Section 6.4, pg 143
Need to have summary on local ramp intersections.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

370 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report
Please explain the existing of 145,500 ADT on Tower Rd as shown in page 30 of the Traffic Technical Report and on page 
4-5 on the EIS chapter 4.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

371 3/31/2009 PW TES

Traffic Tech Report
If alternatives 3 or 4 are selected, 46th Avenue is proposed to be build to a 4 lanes roadway (2 EB and 2 WB). TES will 
want assurance that the ROW on 46th Avenue will not preclude TES to reconstruction 46th Avenue to a 6 lanes facility. 
Please note in the technical report and the EIS chapter 4 that 46th Avenue will have ample ROW so TES can fit a 6 lanes 
onto 46th Avenue.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

372 3/31/2009 PW TES

Traffic Tech Report
TES object to the construction of 46th Avenue between the frontage roads (Stapleton Drive North and South) between 
Colorado Blvd and Quebec Street. Stapleton Drive North and Stapleton Drive South must be incorporated into the 46th 
Avenue redesign.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

373 3/31/2009 PW TES

Traffic Tech Report
TES will not allow three signals in a 300 feet roadway section – Stapleton Drive North, 46th Avenue and Stapleton Drive 
South at Dahlia. Only one signal is allow – therefore, eliminate the frontage roads and incorporate these roads into the 
46th Avenue redesign.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

374 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report
Likewise, only one signal is allow at Stapleton Drive North/46th Avenue/Stapleton Drive South at Holly and also at 
Stapleton Drive North/46th Avenue/Stapleton Drive South at Monaco. 

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

375 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report
Regardless of which alternatives are selected, greater details of proposed improvements shall be required at all 
interchange intersections – especially at Brighton Blvd, Steele/Vasquez, Colorado, Quebec, Havana, and Peoria.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

376 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report
Bridge structures at Brighton, Steele/Vasquez, Colorado, Quebec, Havana and Peoria will need to be modified and widen 
to provide greater capacities to the city’s roadway to handle higher volumes.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen

377 3/31/2009 PW TES
Traffic Tech Report
Greater signal upgrade details shall need to be provided at all interchange intersections. Quebec/I-70 and Peoria/I-70 are 
good examples that signal redesign shall be to be address.

matrix submitted with letter 
sent via email to C. Horn 

and J. Bemelen
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1. Why do we need the I-70 East Environmental
Impact Statement project?

Currently, I-70 between I-25 and Tower Road is one of 
the most congested and heavily traveled highway 
corridors in the state. The purpose of the project is to 
implement a transportation solution that improves 
safety, access, and mobility and addresses congestion 
on I-70.  In addition, the I-70 viaduct (see Figure 1) is 
nearing the end of its expected lifetime, and based on 
recent inspections, it is in poor condition. The Colorado 
Department of Transportation (CDOT) is finishing 
repairs on the viaduct, but the repairs will only extend 
the life of the structure by 15 to 20 years. After that, any 
major repairs on the structure will be cost prohibitive; 
therefore, it is critical to make a decision on replacing 
the structure to address safety issues and future traffic 
demand.  

What are the alternatives being considered?  
The reasonable alternatives for this project, which were analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS), consist of four highway build alternatives and the No-Action Alternative. The No-Action 
Alternative only replaces the I-70 viaduct from Brighton Boulevard to Colorado Boulevard with no additional 
lanes or other capacity improvements. The four build alternatives add capacity to I-70. The following build 
alternatives are shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3: 

 Current Alignment (Alternative 1)
 Current Alignment-Tolled (Alternative 3)
 Realignment (Alternative 4)
 Realignment-Tolled (Alternative 6)

Once a decision is made to move forward with either the Current Alignment or Realignment, additional 
analysis will be performed to determine if a tolled-express lane is viable.  

2. What initiated the Preferred Alternative
Collaborative Team?

CDOT committed to select the preferred alternative in partnership with the corridor communities and 
stakeholders during the 2008 public hearings on the Draft EIS. CDOT has used a collaborative decision-
making process to identify preferred alternatives in major corridor studies, such as the I-70 Mountain 
Corridor and the US 36 Corridor, to ensure that stakeholders have a voice in the outcome. The Keystone 
Center (Keystone) was retained as a neutral facilitator for these collaborative processes. Keystone 
successfully facilitated the selection of the consensus preferred alternatives for the I-70 Mountain Corridor in 
2008 and the South Broadway and I-25 interchange in 2007.  

The Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) was formed in July 2010 with assistance of Keystone 
as the neutral facilitator and mediation team to recommend a preferred alternative for the I-70 East EIS to 
CDOT and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).  The PACT is a group of stakeholders who 
represent federal and state agencies, local governments, and community and business interests. Keystone 
ensured a range of different perspectives during the process were considered. The PACT’s goal was to build 
mutual understanding of all interests, data, and concerns about the alternative alignments identified in the 

Figure 1. I-70 viaduct 
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Draft EIS, and to agree upon and recommend the preferred alternative that satisfies the most interests, best 
addresses all concerns, and meets the purpose and need of the project. 

 
 

 

 
Figure 2. Alternative 1 and Alternative 3 

Legend: 

GPL – General-purpose lanes 
TEL – Tolled-express lanes 
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Figure 3. Alternative 4 and Alternative 6 

 

Legend: 

GPL – General-purpose lanes 
TEL – Tolled-express lanes 
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What is a collaborative process, and what are the benefits of this 
process? 
A collaborative process is one in which a group of stakeholders collectively defines and resolves a mutual 
problem. The group arrives at a solution through dialogue and exploration of a range of alternatives. Through 
mutual understanding over time, collaborative groups can discover solutions that may not have been 
apparent initially. 

Is the collaborative process the only way to reach a preferred 
alternative?  
The collaborative process is an innovative way, but not the only way, to select a preferred alternative. The 
standard EIS process is an alternative to engaging in a collaborative process. Through the standard EIS 
process, CDOT and FHWA communicate with parties separately via letters or small meetings and have the 
authority to make decisions for the benefit of all highway users based on the available data. 

3. What was included in the PACT process? 
PACT process started in late 2009 and ended in 2011. This section lists the schedule and description of all 
the steps throughout the process. 

October/November 2009 – Assessment  
Keystone interviewed more than 60 residents, neighborhood groups, businesses and business groups, local 
governments, state and federal agencies, and other interest groups. (See Appendix A for the assessment 
memorandum distributed in December 2009.) 

December 2009/May 2010 – Outstanding data questions 
Keystone worked with CDOT and local government stakeholders to address outstanding data questions to 
resolve data issues. 

February 2010 – PACT representative selection 
Due to the varying nature and stability of neighborhood and business associations, Keystone was unable to 
select the PACT members as originally planned. The selections were made by community and business 
representatives who were most often mentioned by October/November 2009 interviewees and were 
recognized as community and business leaders. (See Appendix B for the membership memorandum.) 

July 2010 – Selection of PACT representatives  
The following activities were conducted to select PACT representatives. (See Appendix C for list of PACT 
members.) 

Community workshop. Attendees at the community workshop determined there would be seven 
community representatives: Denver/Elyria/Globeville (1), Denver/Swansea (1), Denver (1), Commerce City 
(2), Adams County (1), Aurora (1). The attendees caucused with their communities and selected their 
representatives. (See Appendix D for the workshop summary.) 

Business workshop. The business workshop determined there would be five business representatives: 
Denver (Swansea/Elyria/Globeville) (1), Commerce City (1), Adams County/Aurora (1), National Western 
Stock Show (1), and Colorado Motor Carriers (1). The workshop attendees caucused and selected their 
representatives. (See Appendix E for the workshop summary.) 

PACT agency representatives. Other identified PACT member categories were municipalities (Adams 
County, Aurora, Commerce City, and City and County of Denver [CCD]) and agencies with project 
responsibilities: Regional Transportation District (RTD), Colorado Department of Public Health and 
Environment, Sand Creek Regional Greenway Partnership, State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
CDOT, and FHWA. 
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Special business outreach. Following the community and business workshops, PACT members 
recommended an additional round of outreach specifically to businesses in the immediate impact area. More 
than 25 individual businesses were contacted to gauge their views on the project and process.  Before the 
first PACT meeting, more than 20 small business owners in the corridor were contacted and invited to a 
special meeting for small business owners and to the first PACT meeting. One minority-owned small 
business representative attended the small business owner meeting. 

July 2010 to July 2011 – PACT meetings 
There were 13 facilitated PACT meetings to achieve 
the following goals (see Appendix F for summaries of 
all the PACT meetings): 

 Learn about the alignment options 

 Identify data needs to fully understand the options 

 Engage in dialogue to understand the interests of 
all the stakeholders 

 Develop tools to evaluate how the alignments 
matched up with their identified interests 
(neighborhood quality, transportation, and 
environmental and economic development) 

 Select and refine the alignment that seemed to 
have more potential for consensus 

 Gather public input before a final decision 

May 2011 - PACT public input effort 
To gather input from the affected neighborhoods, residents, and business owners and to provide an update 
the public, the PACT held public meetings and workshops in May 2011. The following major public efforts 
were part of the PACT process. 

Public meetings (May 4 and 7, 2011). The PACT held and attended two public meetings (Commerce City 
and Swansea neighborhood of Denver). More than 100 people attended the public meetings to learn about 
the PACT process and the alternative the PACT favored at the time, which was the Current Alignment. (See 
Appendix G for summaries of the meetings.) 

Community and business workshops (May 10 and 11, 2011). The PACT reconvened the invited 
members of the original community workshop and the business workshop to review and gather input on the 
alternative the PACT favored (see Appendix D for community workshop summary and Appendix E for 
business workshop summary). 

Interviews with Swansea Elementary School parents (May 18, 19, and 24, 2011). Following the public 
meetings and workshops, the PACT observed a lack of involvement and participation from the Swansea 
neighborhood. Keystone worked with the Swansea Elementary School principal to identify school meetings 
where parents could be interviewed briefly as they entered or left the meeting. Keystone and CDOT staff 
conducted interviews on three different dates in both English and Spanish. (See Appendix H for the interview 
questions and summary of responses.) 

July 2011 – PACT final meeting  
In the July 2011 PACT meeting, the PACT members reached a consensus on the Current Alignment (North 
Shift) with the following conditional agreement: 

 Current Alignment, North Shift including mitigation elements listed on the “will be included list” of 
elements that CDOT has agreed to incorporate in the final design (see Section 9) 

 
Figure 4. PACT members at a facilitated meeting 
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 Satisfactory completion of agreements with Denver Public Schools and Nestle-Purina

 Mutual support between CDOT and CCD on a separated grade crossing between Swansea and Elyria at
47th or 48th Avenues

August 2011 – Off-line work on possible agreement 
Following the final PACT meeting in July where a conditional agreement was reached, constituents of PACT 
members reviewed the agreement. Residents of one neighborhood objected to the North Shift, resulting in 
their PACT representative’s withdrawal from the agreement.  Consequently, the CDOT and CCD agreed to a 
one-month pause before announcing the results of the PACT (later extended through September 19th for a 
Denver neighborhood meeting) to give CCD time to consult with neighborhood leaders to determine whether 
a consensus was possible at that time. Work was suspended on the PACT conditional agreement from the 
final July meeting. The parties agreed to report progress by the end of August 2011. 

September 2011 – Off-line work results 
The result of the off-line consultation work with PACT/CCD caucus members was a meeting on 
September19th sponsored by CCD to hear directly from community members. The result of the meeting was 
that the objecting Denver neighborhood still did not agree with the North Shift as the best option. 

October 2011 – Final PACT results 
Keystone published an official announcement that finalized the results of the PACT. Although the PACT 
came to near-consensus on the Current Alignment (North Shift) alternative, in the end there was no 
neighborhood consensus. See Section 9 for the final PACT recommendation.  

Elected officials involvement 
Keystone met with elected and appointed officials from the City of Commerce City, CCD, City of Aurora, and 
Adams County. CDOT conducted elected officials’ briefings when necessary or requested. 

General public participation 
All PACT meetings were open to the public and time was allocated at the meetings for public comment. 
Additionally, the general public input was solicited during public meetings conducted in May 2011, including 
meetings in Commerce City, Denver, and a special outreach to parents at Swansea Elementary School. 

4. How were PACT members selected?
The first step in the PACT process was to develop a collaborative team comprised of state and federal 
agencies, advocacy groups, and stakeholders from Adams County, Aurora, Commerce City, and Denver. 
The following considerations were used to form the PACT such that it would represent all relevant interests: 

 Are all impacted local government entities represented?

 Are all interests represented by at least one group, agency, or individual?

 Does each organization/agency represent a well-defined constituency?

 Are there regionally significant commercial enterprises present that would be affected by most or all of
the alternatives? Can they be represented by others?

 Which areas or neighborhoods are directly impacted (the facilities would lie within the boundary; the
residents would see or hear the facility) or indirectly affected at some greater distance (such as, potential
for changes in traffic patterns)?

 What is the optimum balance among interests? It is impossible to achieve perfect balance in this case
because of the varying levels of impacts along the I-70 corridor: on the west, the location of the roadway
with all of its ramifications, and on the east, where the issues are more technical and involve fewer
environmental justice issues.
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 What is a manageable size? The PACT must be a size that is manageable and able to divide into 
effective working groups to focus on the alternatives. Based on several discussions and interviews, 26 
members were selected to be part of the PACT, of which 11 represented federal, state, and local 
governments and the rest were representatives from communities and businesses. 

Who were the PACT representatives for federal, state, and local 
governments? 
The following federal, state, and local agencies and their representatives were selected to be on the PACT. 

Federal Highway Administration  

 Doug Bennett, Deputy Division Administrator 
 Shaun Cutting, Program Delivery Team Leader  

Colorado Department of Transportation  

 Russ George, Executive Director (replaced by Don Hunt in March 2011) 
 Reza Akhavan, Region 6 Transportation Director  

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment  

 Jim Dileo, Air Pollution Control Division 

Regional Transportation District  

 Bill VanMeter, Assistant General Manager  

Adams County 

 Jeanne Shreve, Transportation Coordinator 

City of Aurora 

 Mac Callison, Transportation Planning Supervisor 

City of Commerce City 

 Tom Acre and Nanette Neelan (replaced by Brian McBroom in January 2011), Deputy City 
Managers 

City and County of Denver  

 Leslie Thomas, Deputy City Manager of Public Works  
 Jess Ortiz, Capital Projects Manager (replaced by John Lucero, Director of the Office of Economic 

Development in October 2010) 

Sand Creek Greenway  

 Kate Kramer, Executive Director 

The following agencies were also invited to participate in the PACT process but chose to not fully participate. 

State Historic Preservation Office  

 Amy Pallante was originally a member of the PACT, but chose to step away when it was clear that 
historic preservation was not a pivotal issue. SHPO attended meetings when historic properties were 
on the agenda. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

 The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency chose to attend selected meetings, but refrained from 
participating as a PACT member. 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers chose to monitor meetings, but refrained from participating as a 
PACT member. 

Who were the PACT representatives for the community? 
The selection of community representatives presented several challenges to achieving an inclusive, open, 
transparent, consensus-building process. The following challenges were encountered during the selection of 
the community representatives: 

 Variable official recognition and strength of neighborhood organizations/associations  
Some city-designated neighborhood associations had well-established processes for selecting 
representatives with credibility in the neighborhood, whereas other neighborhoods had no official 
neighborhood organization or the leadership was diffused, and the rest were in between. Due to the 
lack of such capacity and credibility, some neighborhoods would be unfairly disadvantaged and 
inadequately represented on the PACT. 

 Lack of feasibility to use existing system of representatives  
The original selection process, which was to obtain recommendations from elected representatives 
from each of the local governments in the I-70 alternatives corridor, lacked support from residents 
and leaders in the neighborhoods. It was replaced by a Keystone-led screening of potential 
representatives from the most affected communities. During the screening, Keystone did not find 
consensus among those interviewed on who the community leaders were. 

 Lack of perceived legitimacy  
There was a high risk of negative community perception and lack of legitimacy with selecting an 
individual that could be perceived as random, such as if selections were made by Keystone. 

 Lack of sufficiently broad individual support 
Residents and businesses from individual neighborhoods were not unified in their opinions or 
preferences about the I-70 improvements. As a result, it was difficult to identify individuals who were 
well-known or would have sufficiently represented the opinions or preferences of multiple 
neighborhoods.  

 Variable impacts in the I-70 alternatives corridor  
The relative impact of the reconstruction on residential communities varies widely along the I-70 
corridor. As a result, a representative from one community would find it difficult to adequately 
represent the interests of those in another section of the I-70 corridor. 

 Unmanageable size  
Representation that would account for the diversity of community opinion would be difficult without a 
disproportionately large group of community representatives, which would require a larger PACT 
than is practicable. 

To overcome these issues, Keystone organized a workshop and invited all of the individual community 
members who had been identified as potential PACT representatives to identify their official community 
representatives (see Appendix J for a list of those invited). Participants were guided through a facilitated 
meeting that included briefings about I-70. During the workshop, the participants accomplished the following:  

 Worked to provide advice to the PACT on how to improve the alignment alternatives in the Draft EIS  

 Agreed to the number and representation categories on the PACT 

 Created a process for the PACT community team to report back to the community members 
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The workshop process allowed for broader community participation by focusing on creating a medium-sized 
set of community leaders who represent community interests and would be able to develop the knowledge 
and personal relationships on the PACT—a key component to a successful collaboration. The workshop 
participants agreed to seven PACT community 
representatives: 

Adams County 

 Norma Frank  

Aurora 

 Tony Brake  

Commerce City 

 Scott Jaquith  
 Guillermo Serna 

Denver 

 Anthony Thomas, all Denver residents  
 Drew Dutcher, Elyria 
 Paul Garcia, Swansea 

Who were the PACT representatives for the businesses? 
Selecting business representatives also presented several challenges to achieving a transparent process. 
The following challenges were encountered during the selection of the business and commercial 
representatives: 

 Variable impacts  
As with community interests, business and industry interests were diverse, and Keystone 
recommended a similar approach for those sectors as the community selections. The corridor 
included some large businesses, many small community businesses, as well as a broad range of 
transportation hubs, distribution centers, and warehouses in Aurora, Commerce City, and Denver. 

 Diversity of interests 
Business and business-oriented interests on the west side of the I-70 project area face the same 
challenges as community members in terms of potential impacts on businesses with either 
alternative. The impacts in the I-70 corridor east of the intersection of I-270 are less dramatic, but 
are serious for long-term access issues. 

 Unique conditions 
In addition to a large number of small- to medium-sized businesses, there are a number of 
prominent and unique businesses, institutions, and re-development projects that would be impacted 
by one or both alignments, all of which are of great value and importance to the Denver/Commerce 
City/Aurora region. 

Individuals, associations, and representatives of commercial interests from the project area were invited to a 
pre-convening workshop in July 2010 to allow the interested parties to choose their official representatives 
(see Appendix J for a list of those invited). Similar to the community workshop, the business workshop was 
open to the public, but participation was limited to meeting invitees and the participants were guided through 
a facilitated meeting by Keystone. The workshops resulted in consensus agreements on five business 
representatives. 

Aurora/Adams County 

 Bill Becker (replaced by Tricia Allen in November 2010) 

Figure 5. PACT members discussing 
alternatives 
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Commerce City Business and Professional Association 

 Jimmy Burds  

Elyria/Globeville/Swansea Business Association 

 Larry Burgess 

National Western Stock Show 

 Pat Grant  

Colorado Motor Carriers Association 

 Art Ballah  

5. What was the PACT decision-making 
process? 

At the beginning of the PACT process, the 26 PACT members agreed to work together with the project team 
to build a mutual understanding and a consensus agreement on a recommended preferred alignment for I-70 
from I-25 to Tower Road.  

Consensus is a method of decision making in which every participant can support the decision or disagree 
while still supporting the decision. The decision is made by identifying and exploring all parties’ interests and 
by developing an outcome that satisfies these interests to the greatest extent possible. This method of 
decision-making requires open dialogue among members of the group, where every person has an 
opportunity to participate in the discussion. At minimum, every participant should be able to say that they 
believe the decision is the best that can be achieved knowing all the interests and limitations. An operating 
protocol was developed to guide PACT members through this process, which is included in Appendix I.  

This method is important in the I-70 decision-making process because all the neighborhood, business, and 
other civic groups must be able to understand the potential impacts of each alignment so they can agree on 
a preferred alternative that satisfies everyone’s interests to the greatest extent possible. 

6. What was discussed in the PACT meetings? 
After PACT members were selected, they agreed to meet monthly on every second Thursday of the month. 
As a result, 13 facilitated PACT meetings from July 2010 through July 2011 were held to reach a consensus 
to recommend a preferred alternative. Times were adjusted to allow for maximum participation of the 
members with limited availability. All the meetings were open to public and a time was dedicated for the 
public comment period at each meeting. The PACT conducted five additional meetings of the full PACT or 
subcommittees to address additional concerns. All the PACT meetings are listed in this section with a brief 
description of the meeting. The full meeting summaries of the PACT meetings are available in Appendix F.     
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Figure 6. PACT meeting discussions 

Meeting 1 – July 29, 2010. Identified interests around the table and built an agreement on how the group 
will work together (see Appendix I for operating protocols). PACT members collectively learned about the 
alignment alternatives in the Draft EIS and requested additional data.  

Meeting 2 – August 12, 2010. Reviewed the interests and criteria lists and clarified requests for additional 
data. 

Meeting 3 – September 9, 2010. Approved the interests and criteria lists; identified benefits, opportunities, 
and concerns with both the Current Alignment and Realignment alternatives; and suggested improvements 
in overall infrastructure (on the ground, tangible elements) and mitigation elements (see Section 7 for a list of 
the interests that guided the PACT’s evaluations). 

Meeting 4 – October 14, 2010. Attended a bus tour to better understand the study area conditions and to 
recommend improvements to the alignments to satisfy more stakeholder interests. Additional information 
requests were answered.  

Meeting 5 – November 11, 2010. Gathered information from three public school districts (Aurora, 
Commerce City, and Denver) on their plans and observations/suggestions about potential impacts from 
either alternative; reviewed the visualizations of the alternatives and improvements; gathered input from 
Colorado Motor Carriers Association; and reviewed/approved the evaluation matrix to be used to assess 
which alignment meets which interests (see Appendix K for the alternative evaluation matrix). 

Meeting 6 – December 9, 2010. Watched a presentation on transportation elements for evaluation (mobility, 
access, trucking, and travel safety); evaluated the alignments based on the transportation interests; and 
proposed new alignments of existing roads.  

Meeting 7 – January 13, 2011. Evaluated the alignments based on environmental interests: air, noise, 
natural resources, health and safety, historic preservation, and environmental justice. 

Meeting 8 – February 10, 2011. Evaluated the alignments based on economic development interests; 
reviewed the list of suggestions—those that will be done, could be done, or will not be done  
(see Appendix L); learned about cost and funding opportunities and construction impacts; and discussed 
initial leaning/inclination for a recommendation.  
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Meeting 9 – March 10, 2011. Decided to focus on future improvement efforts for May’s corridor-wide public 
meetings and the key elements for that decision (positives and outstanding concerns to be addressed). 

Meeting 10 – April 14, 2011. Discussed the work to date on the east side portion (the working group 
focused on I-70—the Quebec Street to Tower Road section) and agreed on PACT messaging for the public 
meetings. 

Meeting 11 – May 12, 2011. Reviewed public input from the two public meetings (see Appendix G) and 
decided to continue the refinements on the Current Alignment and worked toward reaching an agreement on 
the North or South shifts. 

Meeting 12 – June 9, 2011. Learned about the Swansea Elementary School parent responses to interview 
questions regarding North or South shifts; reviewed a letter from Denver Public Schools; and identified and 
agreed on a preferred alternative (Current Alignment) and shift (South Shift). 

Meeting 13 – July 14, 2011. Reviewed the alignments and the improvements (the “will be included” list of 
suggestions) and agreed on the preferred alternative (Current Alignment) and shift (North Shift) including any 
additional suggestions.  

Special meetings and working groups 
Supplemental Meeting: Denver Economic Impact Study – July 11, 2011. Reviewed and discussed the 
results of the Denver Economic Impact Study and work to date on the school relocation option. 

Two working groups were created for specific 
issues or concerns in the I-70 corridor.  

East Area Working Group – January 26, 2011 
and August 30, 2011. Reviewed the I-70 
corridor between Quebec Street and Tower 
Road, suggested improvements, and 
recommended an alternative for this section to 
be included in the PACT’s recommendation. 
(See Appendix M for the meeting summary.) 
Participants included PACT members and the 
following additional east-side impacted 
businesses and residents:  

 Lyle Artz, Fitzsimmons
 Angie Malpiede, Stapleton
 Larry McSorley, Stapleton
 Richard Melano, Denver-Green Valley

Ranch
 Ken Neeper, University of Colorado Hospital
 George Peck, Aurora Chamber of Commerce
 Keith Peterson, University of Colorado, Denver
 Danny Thomas, Commerce City business owner

Swansea School Relocation Options Working Group – March 4, 2011. Identified how many possible 
relocation options were available for the Swansea Elementary School. (See Appendix M for the meeting 
summary.) The following participants attended the meeting: 

 Lesley Thomas, CCD
 John Lucero, CCD
 Kristin Fritz, CCD
 Steve Gordon, CCD

Figure 7. Working group discussions 
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 Jess Ortiz, CCD 
 Diane Barrett, CCD 
 Gilberto Munoz, Swansea Elementary School 
 Jessica Buckley, Swansea Elementary School  
 Bruce Huxley, Denver Public Schools 
 Anthony Thomas, PACT  
 Pat Grant, PACT  

7. What were the PACT interests? 
At the first PACT meeting, the members shared their interests to help them recommend a preferred 
alternative. This list became the evaluation criteria for all the alternatives. PACT members worked together 
to improve the alternatives by using the interests list as a guide. The following interests and criteria were 
suggested by PACT and approved in September 2010: 

 Process interests 

o Balance all concerns and impacts 

o Consider the near and long term (maintenance and full build out) 

o Timely decision making to improve home and business opportunities 

o Build relationships to be able to talk about tough issues 

o Emphasize construction jobs for those in the area 

o Consider opportunities of the next generation 

o Build collaborative agreement 

 Neighborhood quality interests 

o Maintain or enhance quality of life    

o Minimize impact on neighborhoods (from highway infrastructure and truck traffic) 

o Protect the health and safety of people living near the corridor 

o Improve or maintain neighborhood connectivity 

o Protect community values  

o Avoid disproportionate impacts to poor and minority communities 

o Avoid/minimize impacts to schools 

o Continue to have neighborhood education facilities 

o Maintain neighborhood cohesion to the South Platte River 

 Transportation interests 

o Provide a safe travel environment (roadway, access ramps for cars, trucks, and pedestrians) 

o Provide seamless movement of people 

o Increase mobility for highway through traffic, local traffic, and local street networks. Improve mobility 
at key interchanges (such as Chambers Road/I-225 and Peoria) 

o Harmonize all transportation/transit elements—highway, rail, other development 

o Focus on moving people and goods, not just cars 

o Prepare for changing transportation needs 

o Maintain or improve efficient emergency response times 

o Maintain safe and effective hazardous materials routing 

 Access interests 

o Provide convenient, direct, efficient, and inviting access around the neighborhood, communities, 
recreation centers, and schools in Adams County, Aurora, Commerce City, and Denver  

o Consider access to current and future RTD stations 
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o Maintain access to manufacturers and other employers 

o Maintain access to warehouses (trucking centers) 

o Maintain truck facilities (e.g., truck stops) 

o Maintain or decrease distance for trucks to drive from highway to trucking centers  

o Maintain access to Riverside Cemetery for visitors and community members 

 Economic interests 

o Preserve cultural heritage (National Western Stock Show, Riverside Cemetery) 

o Minimize impact to business 

o Create economic opportunities 

o Maintain National Western Stock Show as an economic anchor 

o Realize benefits to all in Denver and the metropolitan area 

o Allow for future growth 

o Avoid causing economic devastation to individuals or businesses 

 Environmental interests 

o Protect water resources (such as South Platte River, Sand Creek, and the Sand Creek Greenway) 

o Protect air quality 

o Minimize noise impacts 

o Protect wildlife habitat 

o Protect Riverside Cemetery 

 Environmental justice 

o Meet/address environmental justice issues 

 Regulatory and comprehensive plans 

o Fulfill state and federal regulations (such as National Environmental Policy Act, Section 106, and 
water quality) 

o Align with local and state plans 

8. How was the public involved in the PACT 
process? 

The collaborative process provided numerous opportunities for the public to learn about the I-70 East project, 
participate in the dialogue with the project team, and have a chance to join the PACT.   

Community and business workshops 
The collaborative process included two kickoff workshops at the start of the project and two review 
workshops near the end of the process. 

The two initial workshops at the start of the process—one for community interests and one for business 
interests—were conducted to learn about the project and provide input on improving the alternatives. The 
purpose of the workshops was to gather input from a subset of community representatives whose names 
had been mentioned repeatedly as being knowledgeable and engaged in I-70 issues. A second set of 
community and business workshops was conducted in May 2011 to gather input on the direction PACT’s 
favored alternative: the Current Alignment. 

On the recommendation of PACT members, additional outreach was conducted to minority and other small 
businesses in the corridor that would be impacted but had not been adequately represented at the 
workshops. Approximately 20 to 25 business owners in the corridor were contacted and invited to a special 
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small business owners meeting before the first PACT meeting (only attended by one owner), and invite them 
to attend the first PACT meeting. 

Public meetings  
Two public meetings were conducted (May 4 and 7, 2011) at Commerce City Recreation Center and the 
Swansea Recreation Center. Before the public meetings, the PACT and project team met to develop draft 
language about the PACT and the PACT favored alternative, as well as develop an agenda and public 
meeting format. These meetings were two-hour, open-house style meetings with discussion tables. The 
open house allowed the public to arrive at their convenience, get information that interests them, and provide 
feedback at any time during the meeting by completing a comment sheet or discussing their thoughts and 
concerns with a project team member.  The main focus of these public meetings was to gather input from the 
public on the Current Alignment alternative, which was the PACT’s favored choice for the preferred 
alternative. (See Appendix G for summaries of the public meetings). 

Figure 8. Public meeting participation 

Interviews at Swansea Elementary School  
PACT members who attended the public meetings recommended a focused outreach with parents at the 
Swansea Elementary School. The project team conducted structured interviews with parents, in English and 
Spanish, to gauge the parents’ views regarding the alternatives being considered for the projects (see 
Appendix H for interview questions and summaries of the interview results).  

PACT meetings  
All PACT meetings were open to the public and included a public comment period. At each PACT meeting, 
members of the public or other interested parties were invited to sign up to speak and express their support 
or concerns during the public comment session.  At every meeting, at least one member of the public took 
advantage of the opportunity (See Appendix F for PACT meeting summaries with public comment included). 

9. What was the PACT final recommendation?
Selecting a preferred alternative was a challenging task. As PACT members describe it, there were no 
perfect solutions; there were tough trade-off choices to make and there were impacts to different resources 
with all the alternatives. After many discussions, open dialogues, and public input, the PACT selected the 
Current Alignment as their preferred alternative. 



I-70 East Environmental Impact Statement 
Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) 

 

 

  
Atkins   Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team | October 2011 16
 

Why did the PACT prefer the Current Alignment alternative over the 
Realignment alternative? 
The PACT agreed that Current Alignment is the more promising alternative (when compared to the 
Realignment), including the improvements agreed to and listed in the “PACT Alternative Suggestions, 
Improvements and Modifications: Will Be Included” in Appendix L. The PACT agreed that the Current 
Alignment provides the most opportunities to mitigate impacts to the neighborhood by improving growth and 
neighborhood quality. More broadly, it improves and encourages transportation safety, transit use, and 
economic development.  

The PACT supported the Current Alignment over the Realignment because of the following positive aspects 
while acknowledging that there are still negatives, as there are negatives with either alignment  
(see Error! Reference source not found.):  

 Maintains current location/plan for the FasTracks National Western Stock Show station  Maintains current location/plan for the FasTracks National Western Stock Show station 

 Preserves a larger area for potential transit-oriented development at the FasTracks National Western 
Stock Show station 

 Maintains two major highways in the areas (I-70 and I-270) for safety, multiple route choices, and 
emergency access 

 Avoids the negative impacts on the neighborhood of between 10 and 20 times the amount current traffic 
on 46th Avenue in realignment (up to 50,000 vehicles per day) 

 Results in less impact to Sand Creek Regional Greenway compared to the Realignment alternative that 
adds a second river crossing and moves I-270 closer to the river 

 Allows for South Platte River access without a visual barrier 

 Maintains the current straight, shorter highway alignment compared to the Realignment’s additional 
curves, improving safety and fuel consumption  

 Preserves potential for National Western Stock Show to continue to operate for the short term in its 
current location with their current programs 

 Represents familiarity with the current conditions, leading to better understanding of the potential future 
impacts associated with widening the current I-70  

 Higher potential for near-term funding because it can be phased 

The Final EIS process and Record of Decision processes will continue to try and address the following 
negative aspects: 

 Impacts to neighborhood quality—visual, noise, and air quality 

 Impacts to development opportunities due to the continued existence of a viaduct in the neighborhood 

 Number of houses acquired or impacted 

 Number of businesses acquired or impacted 

 Emergency response times hampered by one-way local streets 
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Figure 9. PACT members agreement  

Did the PACT support the North or South Shift of the Current 
Alignment alternative? 
The PACT reached near, but not complete, consensus at the final PACT meeting. There was significant 
support for the North Shift, including elements on the “will be included list” because of the following positive 
aspects: 

 Maintains significant number of jobs and revenue from businesses in the area 

 Moves school farther from the highway 

 Provides an opportunity for an improved school and regional recreation center in Swansea 

 Reduces fiscal impacts to local agency budgets 

 Reduces odor in the community 

 Supports addressing the need for a grade-separated, east-west connection in the neighborhood as a 
separate project 

This does not imply that the PACT believed there were no negatives, only that the positives outweighed the 
negatives for the North Shift. There was still some opposition and some concerns to be addressed about 
neighborhood quality due to moving the highway closer to residents. The opposition centered on the 
following concerns: 

 Loss of additional homes in the neighborhood 

 Increased proximity to air pollution 

 Lack of guarantee that the Purina odor would be eradicated 

 Continued presence of the Purina heavy industrial plant     
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At the PACT final meeting, the members agreed to the North Shift recommendation dependent on 
addressing the following conditions: 

 Written agreement between Denver Public Schools, CCD, and CDOT on the location of the replacement
Swansea Elementary School and Recreation Center

 A conceptual alternatives analysis by CCD to improve east-west neighborhood connectivity with a grade-
separated crossing of the Union Pacific railroad tracks at either 48th or 47th Avenues (including an area
of impact, schedule, and funding scenario)

 Written agreement between CCD and Purina on a commitment to significantly reduce the impact of odor
from the plant (including threshold numbers)

What happened to the PACT recommendation after the final 
meeting? 
Following the final PACT meeting in July where a conditional agreement was reached, constituents of PACT 
members reviewed the agreement. Residents of one neighborhood objected to the North Shift, causing their 
PACT representative to withdraw support for the agreement.  Consequently, the leadership of CDOT and 
CCD agreed to a one-month pause before announcing the results of the PACT (later extended through a 
September 19th Denver neighborhood meeting) to give CCD time to consult with the neighborhood leaders 
to determine whether consensus is possible. During this time, work was suspended on the conditional items 
that were agreed by the PACT in the final July meeting. The parties agreed to report progress by the end of 
August 2011. 

The result of the off-line consultation work with PACT Denver caucus members was a meeting on 
September19th, sponsored by CCD, to hear directly from community members. The result of the meeting 
was that the community members did not agree with the North Shift as the best option. 

Keystone published the official announcement that finalized the results of the PACT on October 12, 2011. 
Although the PACT came to near-consensus on the Current Alignment (North Shift) alternative, in the end 
there was no consensus. There was significant support for the North Shift to keep a considerable number of 
jobs and more revenue, get a new school farther from the highway along with a regional recreation center to 
improve the neighborhood quality, and reduce odor in the neighborhood (Purina would agree to a major 
reduction of odor), among others. The opponents of the North Shift argued the alternative acquires too many 
houses, moves the air pollution closer to current residents, and supports the presence of Purina’s heavy 
industrial plant in the neighborhood. 

10. What did PACT members think of the
process?

A PACT process evaluation form (see Appendix N) was handed out at the last meeting to solicit the 
members’ input on the effectiveness of the PACT process. Ten members responded to this evaluation, and 
most respondents felt the right people were in the room to have the conversation and resolve issues. All felt 
the group was successful or very successful at engaging in constructive dialogue, exploring differences, and 
exploring options. The following were some of the responses to the question “What was the most valuable 
aspect of the process for you?”: 

 Being able to explore the process of decision making

 Bringing community members together

 Everyone’s willingness to hear the other side

 Questions from PACT members were answered and discussion was generous
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 The collaborative nature with a willingness of all participants to be open and work toward compromise

 Collaborative (Context Sensitive Solutions) process was followed

 Representatives being open-minded—willing to consider solutions not their original preference

11. What are the next steps?
The PACT members did not reach consensus on a preferred alternative during the process. Per the PACT 
protocols approved July 2010 (Appendix I), “If consensus is not possible, then the level of support and 
dissent will be noted and all deliberations and products of the PACT will be considered by the lead agencies 
in their decision making.” In this case, the lead agencies are CDOT and FHWA and will make the alignment 
decision, taking into consideration all of the work the PACT performed throughout the process. Once a 
preferred alternative is recommended, the project team will begin preparing the Final EIS, which will be 
followed by a public comment period that will include public hearings on the Final EIS. FHWA is expected to 
issue a record of decision after the completion of the Final EIS public comment period.  
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December 13, 2009 

From: Jody Erikson, Ed Moreno, The Keystone Center 

To: Interested Parties 

Subject: I-70 East EIS Collaboration Assessment and Draft Process 

Introduction 

This document is presented by The Keystone Center to set the stage for a collaborative process whose goal is 
to produce a recommendation on the reconstruction of nearly 12 miles of Interstate 70 (I-70) between its 
intersections with Interstate 25 on the west, and Tower Road on the east. This document summarizes 
Keystone’s understanding of the issues to be addressed, the steps undertaken to form the collaborative group 
and convene the process, the interests and concerns expressed by entities that are affected by the decision and 
proposed meeting and discussion processes. 

This is a living document, whose conclusions and process design ideas will be revised and refined in the 
period leading to the first meeting of the collaborative group, the Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team 
(PACT) in the first quarter of 2010. It reflects Keystone’s best thinking about how the collaborative process 
should proceed, based on interviews with more than 60 residents, neighborhood groups, businesses and 
business groups, local governments, state and federal agencies with a role in the decision, and other interest 
groups (see appendix for list). 

The document is divided into five sections: 

1. Situation Assessment – the facilitators’ view of the issues and topics to be considered in the
collaborative process

2. Readiness for Collaboration – the facilitators’ recommendations for bringing the parties into the first
collaborative session

3. Membership of the PACT – criteria for the composition of the PACT, criteria for participants, and
selection process

4. Initial Statement of Interests – a preliminary list of the needs and concerns of the major interest groups

5. Process Design – the facilitators’ recommended course of action for the collaborative process

1. Situation Assessment

To assess the issues, Keystone conducted interviews to ascertain the substantive needs of interested 
stakeholders (e.g. transportation access, quality of life, economic development, efficiency, environmental – 
see section 4 for a full draft list). It also gathered information about procedural needs (e.g. transparency, 
closure, inclusion, parity, timeliness). During the interviews, stakeholders were encouraged to shift their 
thinking from positions they may hold (i.e. a preference for an alignment), to the underlying interests that 
motivate them (i.e. to protect an important location in their neighborhood). The underlying interests will 
serve as the criteria by which the group collectively judges which set of transportation solutions and 
associated mitigation is best for everyone. 
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Purpose and Need 

I-70 is deteriorating and insufficient to carry the present or future demand that is necessary for a major 
interstate highway. The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) initiated planning for the reconstruction of the identified stretch of I-70 in 2003. 
The agency began an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), which defined the purpose and need for the project thus: 

Purpose: “The purpose of the project is to implement a transportation solution that improves safety, access, 
and mobility and addresses congestion on I-70.”  

Need: “The need for this project results from the following issues: 
• Increased transportation demand. 
• Limited transportation capacity. 
• Safety concerns. 
• Transportation infrastructure deficiencies” 

CDOT conducted extensive public engagement and gathered input on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS), which was published in November 2008. The document remained open for an extended 
comment period that ended on March 31, 2009. The DEIS set out (resulted in) four alternatives for the 
reconstruction, each with a set of variations, as the starting point for selecting a preferred alternative. The 
preferred alternative that will be published in the final EIS will be a refined version of one of the two 
alternatives identified in the DEIS. 

The four basic alternative alignments are capacity improvements to the current alignment alternative, 
capacity improvements to the current alignment with designated managed lanes, realignment alternative with 
capacity improvements and realignment alternative with a managed lane. The current alignment alternatives 
refers to the alternatives in the DEIS that would reconstruct I-70 more or less in its present location. The 
realignment alternatives would divert I-70 northeastward from about Brighton Boulevard, then eastward 
roughly between 52nd and 54th Avenues, and then interconnecting with I-270 between Dahlia and Ivy Streets, 
and returning to the current alignment of I-70 east of Quebec St. (For details, see: http://i-
70east.com/reports.html) 

Key Elements from Interviews 

Certain elements that emerged from interviews shed light on the effectiveness of problem-solving and the 
choice of a particular collaboration process: 

• Interviews indicated that there are some concerns about the sufficiency of data related to the 
realignment alternative as it crosses into Commerce City and continues east and southward to 
Quebec Street. Concerns relate specifically to the data in the DEIS regarding traffic impacts, the 
data’s relationship with pre-existing or planned infrastructure, neighborhood impacts, planned 
developments and other community planning. Some interviews indicated that there is some lack of 
knowledge about the alternatives and the impacts they would cause. 

• A number of interviewees questioned the urgency of convening a collaborative process to make the 
alignment recommendation, given that neither CDOT nor any other entity has even initially 
indentified sources of funding. Others understood the collaboration is a way to select the preferred 
alternative in a timely manner, so that work could begin to identify the funding sources that would be 
needed to finance the construction. 

• Interviews revealed a consistent set of interests desired in any solutions: efficient access to/from I-
70, economic development, community cohesion, and human health and safety impacts, among 
others, regardless of which alignment may be chosen. Similar concerns were expressed for both 
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alignments in terms of loss of homes and businesses, the continuation of a physical neighborhood 
division or the creation of a new division, and environmental justice considerations. 

• Neither alternative will satisfy every stakeholder or resident in the study area. The binary choice of 
one alignment over another cannot be reconciled absolutely. It is a tough decision – all options have 
impacts on people and communities, and mitigation can only do so much. Therefore the process 
design will need to address how the problem can be dealt with by the PACT.  

First, the process must build upon a shared definition of the problem, rather than different 
definitions based on each individual’s perspective. Next, there must be willingness to see 
each other’s impacts, concerns and interests as valid and worthy of consideration in any 
alternative. The problem must be defined in a way that it addresses all stakeholders’ interests 
in access, economic development opportunities, community cohesion, and not be limited to 
any specific interest. 

• The process will be designed to create a safe place for free and open dialogue where no one party or 
person dominates the discussion or intimidates others. 

Concerns were expressed that real and perceived differences of power and influence could 
be exploited during the PACT dialogue. The process must recognize and address any sense 
of domination or victimization, past or present as the I-70 challenge cannot be solved by 
power and pressure. Stakeholders need to collaboratively/equally understand the breadth of 
the problem (beyond the problem they see for themselves) and look to each other to find the 
solution that will work for everyone. 

 

2. Readiness for Collaboration 

The Keystone Center considered several factors in order to determine whether the situation is appropriate and 
ready for a collaborative effort. Those include: Whether there is absence of a clear solution; whether there 
are highly divergent views; whether there was general agreement on the problem; whether there were 
multiple subordinate issues; whether there was sufficient willingness to negotiate; and whether there was 
sponsorship by the decision-maker. 

We believe that there is sufficient interest in a collaborative process and willingness that the issues can be 
resolved through a collaborative process. This does not necessarily guarantee consensus, by any means, but 
evolution of understanding is possible if participants agree to welcome new ideas and to participate in good 
faith.  

There are additional important motivations that support our belief that a collaborative process would be 
fruitful: 

• A sense that this problem must be solved: 
o So that people and businesses can make investment decisions in the area 
o To address continued safety and health concerns along the corridor 
o Because of the inflation risk if the project is delayed 
o In order to conclude the EIS process 
o So that planning for corridor improvements can move forward in order to better identify and 

solicit future funding sources 

• Willing parties – There are identifiable parties who are prepared to participate in the collaborative 
process and who have expressed a willingness to work toward a solution. 

• There is an alternative to a collaborative process – In the absence of collaboration in which 
stakeholders can control the outcome, there is a viable alternative: CDOT and FHWA would 
complete the EIS, select a preferred alternative and request that the FHWA issue a Record of 
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Decision. This prospect is a motivating factor for parties to take control of their own fate by entering 
into collaboration. 

Moreover, The Keystone Center during interviews identified two important issues that need to be addressed 
before convening stakeholders for the collaborative process.  

• What data and technical information is lacking for the realignment alternative that would be 
necessary to begin discussions? 

• What steps would be taken to secure funding for constructing of either of the alternatives, and what 
other possible approaches to additional funding can be identified?  

Without addressing these questions, participants may less able to engage in fully informed discussions, 
or be willing to work on the hard decisions on the issues. Although there is interest, we recommend a 
pre-convening phase to address these narrower issues would improve the chances of success of the 
collaboration. 

 

3. Membership of the PACT 

At the time, Keystone is recommending that the composition of the PACT be representatives of 
governments, community and business interests from Adams County, Aurora, Commerce City and Denver, 
along with sponsoring federal and state agencies, key agencies with interests in the collaboration, and other 
interests in transportation, environment and historic preservation. The final draft list of representation and 
participants will be distributed for comment before the first meeting.  

 
Criteria for Selecting Members of the PACT 
To develop the make up of the stakeholder group, Keystone is continuously weighing the interests that 
should be represented on the PACT, and which individuals would best represent those interests. The ideal 
collaborative group in this case would represent all relevant interests, directly or indirectly and satisfies the 
following questions. 

• Are all impacted local government entities represented? 
• Are all interests represented by at least one group, agency or individual? 
• Does each organization/agency represent a well-defined constituency? 
• Are there regionally significant commercial enterprises present that would be affected by most or all 

of the alternatives? Can they be represented by others? 
• Which areas or neighborhoods are directly impacted (the facilities would lie within the boundary; the 

residents would see or hear the facility); or indirectly affected at some greater distance (potential for 
changes in traffic patterns, etc.)?   

• What is the optimum balance among interests? It is impossible to achieve perfect balance in this case 
because of the widely varying levels of impacts along the length of the corridor – on the west the 
location of the roadway, with all of its ramifications, and on the east where the issues are more 
technical and involve fewer environmental justice issues.     

• What is a manageable size? The PACT must be of a size that is manageable and amenable to 
breaking up into effective working groups to focus on the alternatives. 

 
Individual participation is being determined by the following criteria, requiring those who fill those seats to 
have the authority to represent their constituents’ interests and be able and willing to: 

• Engage in thoughtful, thorough deliberation 
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• Advocate for the interests of his/her agency 
• Share relevant information with other group members 
• Keep constituents informed and advocate within constituent organizations for support of the group’s 

work 
• Represent the diversity of opinions from constituents, not just one’s own view or one subset of 

opinions 
• Keep the other collaboration participants informed about constituent perspectives 
• Work to identify promising options 
• Refrain from undermining group recommendations and reports 
• Secure approval within the organization for permission (within limits) to negotiate an agreement 
• Explicitly inform the group when the limits of authority are reached 
• Elevate issues within the organization as a way of addressing the limitation 
• Work towards resolution in the collaborative process (not outside the process) 
• Attend all collaborative sessions 
• Seek to put the public interest ahead of self-interest 
• Work toward solutions that all can agree to, leaving previously held positions and favorite solutions 

aside 
 
Participant Identification and Selection Process 
Potential PACT members have been identified, but no members of the PACT have been selected at this time. 
The Keystone Center is responsible for selecting members of the PACT; the draft list will be distributed for 
comment well in advance of the first meeting. No state or local entity will directly appoint any member.  
 
To identify potential candidates, Keystone took the following steps. 

• Developed a list of neutral criteria that Keystone would use to identify and select members of the 
PACT. 

• Contacted more than 40 individuals who received a letter from CDOT Executive Director Russell 
George, informing them of the plan to form a collaborative group to make a recommendation on the 
I-70 reconstruction. The letters were sent to elected officials and key staff of the four local 
governments in the study corridor, as well as community and business leaders. 

• Obtained from the prime contractor, PBS&J, a compilation of all of the individuals who had signed 
in at meetings during the previous public engagement and outreach period, sorted by location and 
interest category (e.g. agency, community, business). 

• Obtained additional names and confirmed others on existing lists through referrals from staff and 
elected officials. Keystone invited officials to forward names of those who had made inquiries about 
the process. 

• Pursued additional interviews with people who were recommended by the first set of interviewees. 

• Interviewed officials from various state and federal agencies with a regulatory or substantive interest 
in the corridor (e.g. RTD, Corps of Engineers). 

• Followed-up with interviewees, as needed, to clarify issues and establish interest in membership on 
the PACT. 
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• Logged more than 60 interviews in order to identify and understand the diversity of interests, and to 
identify potential candidates for membership on the PACT. 

 

4. Initial Statement of Interests (starting point) 

Stakeholders shared their interests during interviews. The following list is a thorough summary of the range 
of interests expressed by all stakeholders, but it is not all-inclusive, nor is it in priority order. The PACT will 
discuss and revise this list in the first meeting. As stated previously, participants will be guided through the 
collaboration process to focus on their underlying interests. The collaborative process should address: 

• Accessibility 
• Provide convenient, direct ingress and egress for commuters, surrounding residents, business 

customers, employer/employees and large truck transportation 
• Provide or maintain adequate ingress and egress at critical intersections in the project area. These 

factors will vary depending on the alignment and the various intersections that will be required in 
by the reconstruction or as negotiated by the PACT. 

• Long-term functionality of mobility and meeting demand 
• Provide for home/work/home trips 
• Provide for regional commercial travel 
• Provide for regional non-work trips – recreation, arts, retail, sports  
• Address traffic impacts on other interstate highways (I-270 and I-225) due to new or redirected 

traffic 
• Neighborhood quality and environmental justice 

• Improve neighborhood connectivity 
• Avoid unnecessary, negative or disproportionate neighborhood impacts 
• Minimize unavoidable impacts 
• Protect historic resources 
• Address congestion on local roads 
• Avoid disproportionate impacts to poor and communities of color 

• Human health and safety 
• Provide a safe environment for the traveling public 
• Protect adjacent residences and businesses from physical, visual and auditory impacts to the 

greatest extent possible 
• Economic Development  

• Allow for transportation solutions that enhance regional and local economic activity and protect 
economic assets (e.g., Quebec Street north and south of I-70, 46th Avenue development or 
redevelopment potential) 

• Protect regional economic activity and local tax base 
• Environmental protection 

• Protect the South Platte River, Sand Creek, the Sand Creek Greenway and other water features. 
• Protect water quality 
• Protect air quality 

• Schools 
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• Avoid unnecessary or negative impacts to schools 
• Enhance or replace schools that are impacted or that would be taken 
• Protect school children from impacts of the highway structure 

• Fulfill regulatory requirements and advance local and regional comprehensive plans 
• Align I-70 project elements with state requirements 
• Align I-70 project elements with federal regulatory requirements (Section 404 and other wetland, 

water quality protection; Section 106 and other historic preservation protection; NEPA 
requirements associated with the EIS, etc.) 

• Align I-70 project elements with local and state plans 
 

5. Process Design 

Pre-Convening Phase 
Before convening the PACT, The Keystone Center will conduct a pre-convening conference with Commerce 
City, CDOT, and FHWA to discuss existing and needed data and information on the realignment alternative, 
in order to have informed discussions in the PACT. The outcome of this meeting will be made available to 
the PACT. 

We expect the meeting and subsequent work on necessary additional data to take about two months. During 
this time The Keystone Center will undertake final analyses of whether parties are willing to collaborate, 
work together to make tough choices, and if so, finalize the list of participants using the criteria in the 
convening section of this report and distribute the draft for comment. 

During the preparation of necessary data, Keystone will monitor the work and help ensure that the materials 
will be available or in sufficiently advanced development so that the first PACT meeting can be conducted in 
the first quarter of 2010. It is our judgment that the PACT collaboration should commence at a set time so 
that the collaborative discussion is not delayed unnecessarily. These pre-convening meetings will help build 
trust among the parties and build relationships that will be maintained throughout the process. Keystone will 
assess whether any delays are reasonable, through a process of consultation with all of the parties.  

Parties will be expected to conduct themselves in good faith during the pre-convening phase, because the 
success of this phase will determine whether the full collaboration of the PACT can commence. Failure at 
this stage will result in the default decision-making process by CDOT through the standard EIS process. 

 
Convening the PACT 
Schedule: The PACT will meet for approximately one year, starting with the first full meeting, now 
scheduled for the first quarter of 2010. 

Purpose: Creation and convening of the I-70 East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) as a 
consensus decision-making collaborative group, charged with recommending the preferred alternative. 
Specific goals would include: 

• Create a common understanding of the transportation, safety, environmental, neighborhood and 
economic issues associated with I-70 between I-25 and Tower Road. 

• Review and enhance the various existing DEIS solutions to address these issues and explore the 
advantages and disadvantages of each solution. 

• If possible, arrive at a consensus recommendation, on a preferred transportation alternative for I-70 
from I-25 to Tower Road. 

 



 

 

I-70 EIS Assessment and Process             The Keystone Center 
Page 8 
 
Draft Process Design 
Keystone will design a discussion process that allows the participants to build consensus. The final draft 
structure and participants will be available for review in sufficient time in advance of the first PACT 
meeting. The facilitators will use this very preliminary outline to begin the collaborative process following 
the pre-convening phase. It is likely that the PACT will refine this process so that it can gain acceptance of 
all of the parties. The facilitation team retains the authority to address process issues at any time. The basic 
structure under consideration is as follows: 

• Meetings: The PACT will meet in full-day meetings once a month, in some months more frequently. 
In addition, the group may chose to use subgroups focused on specific tasks identified by the PACT. 

• Consensus decision-making and deliberation: A consensus agreement is one that all group members 
can support, built by identifying and exploring all parties’ interests and by developing an outcome 
that satisfies these interests to the greatest extent possible. There will be no voting in any formal 
way. If consensus is not possible, CDOT will use the PACT’s deliberations and work products as the 
basis to make a decision in line with their regulatory authority. 

• During the process the PACT will build agreement on a list of interests that any solution must 
address; clarify existing data, identify and prioritize missing data; enhance alternatives to better meet 
the agreed list of interests; evaluate the enhanced alternatives; and select and build consensus on a 
single alternative.  

• Elected officials will be kept apprised of the PACT process through individual briefings when 
requested, and through group elected official briefings, upon request by the facilitators or elected 
officials. 

• Public involvement: Meetings of the PACT are open to the public. However, participation in the 
dialogue will be limited to designated members of the PACT or their designees (if applicable) and 
the facilitation team. The meeting agendas will provide for brief public comment periods during the 
meetings. 

• Public meetings for open participation may be advantageous during the course of the process. 
Meetings could be arranged at key points in the collaborative process, to allow the participants to 
gather input on alternatives, provide a more complete update of their work, or test an emerging 
agreement. 

• Neighborhood Solutions will continue to be engaged to help disseminate information around the 
neighborhoods that would be affected by any alignment decision. Emphasis will be place on this area 
to identify methods to mitigate the impact on poorer neighborhoods and communities of color. 
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Appendix A: List of individuals spoken to by The Keystone Center for this assessment 
 
1. Tom Anthony: Elyria Resident 
2. Tom Acre: Commerce City, Dep. City 

Manager 
3. David Beckhouse: Federal Transit 

Administration 
4. Jim Benson: Commerce City, Council 
5. Leo Branstetter: Elyria Business Owner 
6. Jimmy Burds: Commerce City Business 

Association 
7. Larry Burgess: Elyria/Swansea Business 

Association 
8. Mac Callison: Aurora City, Trans. Eng. 
9. Tim Carey: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
10. Mike Cheroutes: High Performance 

Transportation Enterprise 
11. Stephanie Cross: Denver, Councilwoman’s 

Madison  office 
12. Shaun Cutting: Federal Highway 

Administration  
13. Jim Dileo: CDPHE 
14. Drew Dutcher: Elyria Resident 
15. Bob FitzGerald: Aurora, City Council 
16. Jerry Flannery: Commerce City - City 

Manager 
17. Greg Fulton: Colorado Motor Carriers Assn 
18. Paul Garcia:  Cross Community Coalition - 

Deputy Director 
19. Russ George: CDOT – Ex. Director 
20. Michael Hancock:  Denver  City Council  
21. Dennis Hanson: Stapleton United Neighbors 
22. Paulette Hirsh: Globeville Civic Association 
23. Christopher Horn: Federal Highway 

Administration  
24. Joseph Huff: Colorado Serum Company 
25. Shane Hughes: Elyria Business Owner 
26. Pamela Hutton: CDOT Chief Engineer 
27. Scott Jaquith: Commerce City Resident 

(former City Council) 
28. Jessica Keene:  Eaton Metal Products 

Company 
29. Kate Kramer: Sand Creek Regional 

Greenway 
30. Eric Lee: Black Chamber - President/CEO 
31. Dennis Lovato: Globeville Resident 

32. Paul Ludwig: Suncor - VIP Refining and 
Pipelines, USA 

33. Carla Madison: Denver City Council  
34. Angie Malpiede: Stapleton Area 

Transportation Management Association 
35. Jason McEldowney: Commerce City, 

Council 
36. Fred McPeck: Denver Resident/Property 

Owner 
37. Justin McPeck: Denver Resident/Property 

Owner 
38. Wendy Mitchell: Aurora Economic 

Development Council 
39. Judy Montero: Denver City Council  
40. Amy Mueller: Denver, Office of the Mayor 
41. Paul Natale: Commerce City, Mayor 
42. Nanette Neelan: Commerce City – Dep. City 

Manager 
43. Jeremy Nichols: Wild Earth Guardians  
44. Jess Ortiz:  Denver, Senior Engineer 
45. Amy Pallante: Colorado State Historic 

Preservation 
46. George Peck: Aurora Chamber of Commerce 
47. Bryan Penny; Stapleton United Neighbors 
48. Renie Peterson; Aurora City Council 
49. Karla Petty, Federal Highway 

Administration - Division Administrator 
50. Jumetta Posey: Neighborhood Solutions 
51. Robert Quintana: Elyria, Little Pilgrim 

Church 
52. Jeanne Shreve: Adams County – Staff 
53. Tony Stewart: CDOT – Resident Engineer 
54. Susan Stanton: DIA Partnership - Vice 

President 
55. Gene Swanson: Purina 
56. Ed Tauer: Aurora, Mayor 
57. Joann True:  Green Valley Ranch 
58. Bill Van Meter: RTD FasTracks 
59. Bill Vidal: Denver, Deputy Mayor/Manager 

Public Works 
60. Ashleigh Weatherill:  Cole Neighborhood 
61. Kevin Wegener: Aurora, City Engineer 
62. Marv Witt: National Western Stock Show 
63. Betty Wonder: Elyria Resident 
64. Mickey Zepplin: Denver Business Owner 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Interested Parties 
From: The Keystone Center – Jody Erikson & Ed Moreno 
Subject: I-70 East PACT Membership and Selection Update 
Date: February 26, 2010 
  
 
Introduction 
This document is a follow-up to our December 13, 2009, report “I-70 East EIS Collaboration Assessment 
and Draft Process” and articulates the Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) membership, 
selection and process details. The goal of the PACT process is to produce a recommendation on the 
alignment and reconstruction of nearly 12 miles of Interstate 70 (I-70) between Interstate 25 and Tower 
Road. 
 
This is a living document, whose conclusions and process design approach will be revised and refined in 
the period leading to the first meeting of the PACT. It reflects Keystone’s best thinking about how the 
collaborative process should proceed, based on continuing interviews with residents, neighborhood 
groups, businesses and business groups, local governments, state and federal agencies with a role in the 
decision. 

The document is divided into three sections: 

1. PACT Membership – a list of PACT membership 

2. Community and Business PACT Membership Selection – challenges in the process of 
selection community and business representatives and recommendations for membership 
selection and on-going inclusion 

3. Structure of the PACT moving forward  - meetings and schedule 

 
 
1. PACT Membership 
 
The Keystone Center used the following questions to develop the make up of the PACT that would 
represent all relevant interests: 

• Are all impacted local government entities represented? 
• Are all interests represented by at least one group, agency or individual? 
• Does each organization/agency represent a well-defined constituency? 
• Are there regionally significant commercial enterprises present that would be affected by most or 

all of the alternatives? Can they be represented by others? 
• Which areas or neighborhoods are directly impacted (the facilities would lie within the boundary; 

the residents would see or hear the facility); or indirectly affected at some greater distance 
(potential for changes in traffic patterns, etc.)?   

• What is the optimum balance among interests? It is impossible to achieve perfect balance in this 
case because of the widely varying levels of impacts along the length of the I-70 alternatives 
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corridor – on the west the location of the roadway, with all of its ramifications, and on the east 
where the issues are more technical and involve fewer environmental justice issues.  

• What is a manageable size? The PACT must be of a size that is manageable and amenable to 
breaking up into effective working groups to focus on the alternatives. 

 
PACT Membership: 

 
• Federal Agencies 

o Federal Highway Administration (2): Chris Horn, Shaun Cutting (Karla Petty will attend 
as many meetings as possible)  

• State Agencies 
o Colorado Department of Transportation (2): Reza Akhavan, Jim Bemelen (Russell 

George will attend as many meetings as possible) 
o State Historic Preservation Office (1):  Amy Pallante 
o Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (1): Jim Dileo 
o Regional Transportation District (1) Bill VanMeter  

• Local/Municipal Governments - senior staff-level representatives 
o Adams County (1): Jeanne Shreve 
o Aurora (1):  Mac Callison 
o Commerce City (2): Tom Acre, Nanette Neelan  
o Denver (2): Bill Vidal, Leslie Thomas 

• Community Oriented (6) - see Community Workshops for selection process 
• Business Oriented (5) - see Business Workshops for selection process 
• Environmental Interest (1) - Sand Creek Greenway (Kate Kramer) 

 
Involvement of Other Interested Parties 

- Environmental Protection Agency: EPA has chosen to attend meetings, but has refrained from 
being a member 

- U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: USACE has chosen to attend meetings, but has refrained from 
being a member 

 
- Elected Officials: to allow for the deepest conversation possible and consistently across 

membership, elected officials will be briefed in the following ways when necessary or requested 
o The Keystone Center will brief city councils at council meetings  
o City staff will brief elected officials 
o CDOT will continue to host elected officials’ briefings when necessary or requested 

- General Public: All PACT meetings will be open to the public with a brief comment session. 
General public input will also be sought through the community workshops and through public 
meetings at strategic points in the process 

 
  

2. PACT Membership Seat Selection 
 

Federal, State and Municipal Government Seats 
Federal and State agencies and Municipal government seats will be filled by the jurisdiction. The names 
listed in the above membership list were confirmed by The Keystone Center prior to distributing this 
memo.  
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Environmental Interest Group Seat 
This seat will be filled by the Keystone Center based on criteria of broad environmental interest, 
experience with the issues in the I-70 alternatives corridor and cross jurisdictional representation. 
Keystone will apply the same criteria for members of the PACT (see section C in Community and 
Business PACT Membership Seats) to this seat. 

 
Community and Business PACT Membership Seats 
 

a. Challenges to identifying and selecting community and business representatives: 
 
Given the great public interest, the credibility and feasibility of the process for selecting 
community and business representatives is paramount, and integral to the other criteria for 
selecting the members of the PACT. 
 
It is evident, based on numerous conversations with residents, businesses, and other interested 
parties, that because of the many diverse residential communities along the I-70 alternatives 
corridor, and the need to seat relatively few representatives on the PACT, many communities may 
feel that their voices will not be heard. As a result, we are recommending a more open process for 
selecting those community representatives in a way that we believe would build credibility 
among community residents.  
 
The challenges we found in selecting community representatives include: 
• Variability in official recognition and strength of neighborhood organizations/associations: 

Some city-designated neighborhood associations have well-established processes for 
selecting representatives who have credibility throughout the neighborhood, whereas other 
neighborhoods have no official neighborhood organization, or the leadership is diffused, and 
the rest are in between. Absent such capacity and credibility, some neighborhoods would be 
unfairly disadvantaged and inadequately represented on the PACT. 

• Unfeasible to use existing system of representatives: The original selection process, based on 
recommendations from city council members from each of the local governments in the I-70 
alternatives corridor, was found to lack support from residents and leaders in the 
neighborhoods. It was replaced by a Keystone-led screening of potential representatives from 
the most-affected communities. During the screening, we did not find consensus on 
community leaders who were known in multiple neighborhoods. 

• Lack of perceived legitimacy: There is a high risk of negative community perception and lack 
of legitimacy with any particular choice that is perceived as arbitrary, such as if selections 
were made by Keystone. 

• Lack of sufficiently broad individual support: Residents and businesses from individual 
neighborhoods are not unified in their opinions or preferences about the I-70 reconstruction. 
As a result, it has been difficult to identify individuals who are well-known or would have 
sufficiently broad support in multiple neighborhoods.  

• Variable impacts in the I-70 alternatives corridor: The relative impact of the reconstruction 
on residential communities varies widely along the I-70 alternatives corridor. As a result, a 
representative from one community would not be able to properly represent the interests of 
those in another section of the I-70 alternatives corridor. 

• Unmanageable size: Representation that would account for the diversity of community 
opinion would be difficult without a disproportionately large contingent of community 
representatives, which would require a larger PACT than is practicable. 
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The challenges we have found in selecting business and commercial interests include: 
• Variable impacts: Similar to community interests, there is diversity of opinion among 

business and industry interests, and we are recommending a similar approach for those 
sectors as for the community selections. Small community businesses in the vicinity of the 
existing viaduct in Denver would be affected, as well as the extensive array of transportation 
hubs, distribution centers and warehouses in Aurora, Commerce City and Denver. 

• Diversity of interests: Business and business-oriented interests on the west side of the I-70 
project area face the same challenges as community members, in terms of potential impact on 
businesses that could be taken with either alignment. The impacts in the I-70 alternatives 
corridor east of the intersection of I-270 are less dramatic but are serious for long-term access 
issues. 

• Unique conditions: In addition to a large number of small to medium sized businesses, there 
are a number of prominent and unique businesses, institutions and re-development projects 
that would be impacted by one or both alignments, all of which are of great value and 
importance to the Denver/Commerce City/Aurora region. 

 
b. Recommendation for community-oriented and business-oriented  group representation 

selection in the collaborative process: 
 

The initial proposal for the makeup of the PACT, outlined in the December 2009 memorandum, 
proposed six community-oriented representatives (one or two community representatives from 
each of the local jurisdictions – Adams County, Aurora, Commerce City and Denver), and six 
business-oriented representatives to sit as members of the PACT, along with equivalent numbers 
of representatives of the local governments themselves,  the state and federal highway agencies, 
and key state and federal agencies with consultation or oversight authority. 

 
This recommended process for selecting community and business representatives does not 
significantly change the composition or the function of the PACT or number of seats. However, 
the change in the method of selecting the community and business representatives for the PACT 
may affect some elements of timing. The selection process for the PACT community contingent 
would have these elements: 
 
• Relying on rosters of participants at previous meetings, referrals from public and private 

entities and original research, Keystone has identified many people who have demonstrated 
leadership and capacity within their neighborhoods. Those individuals would be specifically 
invited to participate in the selection process and on-going work. 

• Two pre-convening workshops – a Community Workshop and a Business Workshop - would 
be conducted, at which invited individuals would:  

 Be guided through a facilitated meeting including briefings about Interstate 70  
 Work to provide advice to the PACT on improvements to the alternatives in the DEIS  
 Select a team of representatives to serve as members of the PACT 
 Create a process for the PACT community team and business team to report back to 

the Community Workshop participants and Business Workshop participants  
• The workshops will be open to any others who wish to attend. 
• This option will allow for broader community participation, focused on creating a medium-

sized cadre of community leaders to represent community interests, and who would be able to 
develop the knowledge and personal relationships on the PACT, which is the key to a 
successful collaboration. 
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c. Criteria for selection at the Community-oriented and Business-oriented workshops 
 
The selection of the PACT members will be guided by the need to balance all perspectives, 
including geographic balance and alignment preference, as well as the criteria for PACT 
members’ ability to: 
• Engage in thoughtful, thorough deliberation 
• Advocate for the interests of his/her agency / stakeholder group / community 
• Share relevant information with other group members 
• Keep constituents informed and advocate within constituent organizations for support of the 

group’s work 
• Represent the diversity of opinions from constituents, not just one’s own view or one subset 

of opinions 
• Keep the other collaboration participants informed about constituent perspectives 
• Work to identify promising options 
• Refrain from undermining group recommendations and reports 
• Secure approval within the organization for permission (within limits) to negotiate an 

agreement 
• Explicitly inform the group when the limits of authority are reached 
• Elevate issues within the organization as a way of addressing the limitation 
• Work toward a resolution within the collaborative process (not outside the process) 
• Attend all collaborative sessions 
• Seek to put the public interest ahead of self-interest 
• Work toward solutions that all can agree to, leaving previously held positions and favorite 

solutions aside 
 
3. Structure of the PACT moving forward: 

 
The PACT will be created, organized and managed by The Keystone Center pursuant to operating 
protocol and ground rules approved by the PACT. The membership will comprise government 
representatives from federal, state and municipal entities, and business, interests groups and community 
representatives from Adams County, Aurora, Commerce City and Denver. All meetings of the PACT will 
be open to the public. This structure allows for a manageable PACT.  
 
Community Workshops: 
Community workshops of invited community members, which will be open to the public will occur 
several times throughout the PACT process to allow the community representation team to gather broader 
community input on issues on which the PACT is working (such as: improving the DEIS alternatives to 
better meet the range of interests; reviewing improved alternatives; providing advice on which one 
alternative should remain for continued refinements; and making refinements to the one alternative 
moving forward). The initial workshop will work to provide advice to the PACT on improving the DEIS 
alternatives and selection of the community representation team. 
 
Business/Interest Group Workshops: 
Business/Interest Group workshops of invited business and interest groups, which will be open to the 
public will occur several times throughout the PACT process to allow the business/interest group 
representation team to gather broader input on issues on which the PACT is working (such as: improving 
the DEIS alternatives to better meet the range of interests; reviewing improved alternatives; providing 
advice on which one alternative should remain for continued refinements; and making refinements to the 
one alternative moving forward). The initial workshop will work to provide advice to the PACT on 
improving the DEIS alternatives and selection of the business/interest group representation team. 
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PACT Meetings and Provisional Timetable: 
• PACT meetings will occur monthly with some exceptions. 
• Initial meetings will be focused on orientation and approval of the protocols and other organizational 

matters, with discussion of interests and relevant data.    
• Subsequent meetings will focus on substantive work of the PACT, with participants focused on 

improving each of the two main alignments, continuing in this fashion for three to five months.  
• Final PACT meetings will be to select a preferred alternative and refine it further to build consensus 

among the PACT and meet the range of interests.  
• The PACT meetings and Working Group meetings will be scheduled and agendas designed for 

optimum value. 
 
Schedule: 
The timetable for launching and completing the work of the PACT has been delayed due to various 
factors, including necessary intergovernmental information exchanges and the development of the 
community and business interest process. It is now expected to begin around late March or early April. 
This recommended PACT process revision does not change the timetable significantly. 
 
• 2010 1st quarter – complete Commerce City/CDOT/FHWA additional data discussions necessary to 

begin the PACT process  
• 2010 2nd quarter - Community Workshop and Business/Interest Group Workshop   

o Purpose: to gather information on I-70 East DEIS; to provide advice on how to improve the 
alternatives in the DEIS to better meet the range of interests; and to select a team for 
community representation on the PACT. 

• 2010 2nd quarter – PACT meetings begin 
o Purpose of Initial meetings (1-2): to understand the range of interest that must be met by any 

alternative; to build agreement on operating protocols; and to gather information on the I-70 
East DEIS. 

o (approximately 7 total meetings) 
• 2010 4th quarter) – PACT has agreement on a preferred alternative for the FEIS process. 
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PACT with Specific Seats Community and Business

Government 
Seats: 
4 - State – CDOT, 

SHPO, CDPHE, 
RTD 

6 - Municipal – 
Adams County 
(1), Aurora (1), 
Commerce City 
(2), Denver (2) 

 
Federal Agencies: 
2- FHWA 
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DRAFT 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE COLLABORATIVE TEAM –  
Possible Invitees for Community Workshop and Business Workshop 
March 1, 2010 
 

DRAFT INVITEES - WORKSHOPS  

Community Workshop – Possible Invitees 
 
Aurora    
Former councilwoman Nadine Caldwell   
 Pending   
 Pending   
    
Commerce City    
C.C. Community 
Enterprise 

Christie Jophlin-
Martin 

  

North Guillermo Serna   
North – former Mayor Sean Ford   
Ivanhoe St Debra Bullock   
Rose Hill Gerald Van Deventer   
Former councilman Scott Jaquith   
Denver    
Elyria Drew Dutcher Betty Wonder Tom Anthony 
Swansea Paul Garcia Lisa Golden (school)  
Globeville Dennis Lovato John Zapien  
Clayton/Cole Lorelai Cole Anthony Thomas  
NE Park Hill Greg Rashid    
Montbello Pending   
GVR Joann True   
Stapleton Dennis Hanson   
 
Business Workshop – Possible Invitees 
 
Aurora    
AEDC – Aurora Econ. 
Development Council 

Wendy Mitchell   

Fitz/Anschutz/U.CO. 
Hospital 

Jeff Thompson   

Aurora Chamber George Peck   
    
Commerce City    
Suncor Paul Ludwig   
Commerce City Biz Assn Jimmy Burds   
    
Denver    
National Western  Pat Grant (or Ray Chambers) (or Marv Witt) 
Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Larry Burgess   
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Business Assn 
Small Business Fred McPeck (or Justin McPeck)  
Small Business    
Stapleton Business  Angie Malpiede   
Transportation Business 
Interests (cross-boundary) 

   

Colorado Motor Carriers Art Ballah   
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PACT Membership 
 
The PACT will include individuals representing various interested stakeholders 
: 
State Agencies 

1. Colorado Department of Transportation – Reza Akhavan 

2. Colorado Department of Transportation – Jim Bemelen 

3. State Historic Preservation Office – Amy Pallante 

4. Department of Public Health and Environment – Jim Dileo 

5. Regional Transportation District – Bill Van Meter 

Federal Agency 

6. Federal Highway Administration – Chris Horn 

7. Federal Highway Administration – Shaun Cutting 

Local Governments 

8. Adams County Government – Jeanne Shreve 

9. Aurora Government – Mac Callison 

10. Commerce City Government – Nanette Neelan 

11. Commerce City Government – Tom Acre 

12. Denver Government – Bill Vidal 

13. Denver Government – Lesley Thomas 

Community Representatives  

14. Adams County – Norma Frank  

15. Aurora – Tony Brake  

16. Commerce City – Scott Jaquith  

17. Commerce City – Guillermo Serna  

18. Denver – Anthony Thomas 

19. Denver/Elyria – Drew Dutcher 

20. Denver/Swansea – Paul Garcia  

Business Interests  

21. Adams County – Bill Becker, Economic Development 

22. Commerce City – Jimmy Burds, Commerce City Business Association 

23. Denver – Larry Burgess, Elyria/Swansea Business Association 

24. National Western Stock Show – Pat Grant 

25. Colorado Motor Carriers – Art Ballah 

Environmental Interest 

26. Sand Creek Regional Greenway Partnership – Kate Kramer 



Name Business Address City State Zip Phone Email

Amy Pallante Colorado Historical Society 1300 Broadway DENVER CO 80203 303-866-4678 amy.pallante@chs.state.co.us
Anthony Thomas 3966 ADAMS ST DENVER CO 80205-3712 303-399-1374 antthomas@juno.com
Bill Van Meter RTD 1560 Broadway, Suite 700, FAS-71 DENVER CO 80202-5140 303-299-2448 bill.vanmeter@rtd-fastracks.com

Art Ballah
COLORADO MOTOR CARRIERS 
ASSN

4060  ELATI ST DENVER CO 80216

Doug Bennett FHWA 12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 180 LAKEWOOD CO 80228 720-963-3030 douglas.bennett@dot.gov

Guillermo Serna 14122 East 102nd Place COMMERCE CITY CO 80022 303-289-7101
Jim Dileo CDPHE 4300 Cherry Creek South Drive DENVER CO 80246-1523 303-692-3127 jim.dileo@state.co.us
Jimmy Burds ColoGraphic 8025 Pontiac Street COMMERCE CITY CO 80022 303-288-4796 jimmyb@colographic.com
Kate Kramer Sand Creek Regional Greenway 7350 E. 29TH STREET, 300 Denver CO 80238 303-468-3260 kkramer@sandcreekgreenway.org
Larry Burgess 3 RED FOX LN LITTLETON CO 80127-5710 303-972-9399 lbur238057@msn.com
Lesley Thomas City and County of Denver 201 West Colfax Avenue, Dept 608 DENVER CO 80202-5329 720-865-8719 lesley.thomas@ci.denver.co.us

Mac Callison
CITY OF AURORA PLANNING 
DEPT

15151 E ALAMEDA PKWY 2ND FLOOR AURORA CO 80012 303-739-7256 mcallison@auroraGov.com

Pat Grant National Western 4655 Humboldt Street Denver CO 80216 303-299-8226
Reza Akhavan CDOT 2000 South Holly Street DENVER CO 80222 303-757-9459 reza.akhavan@dot.state.co.us

Shaun Cutting FHWA 12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 180 LAKEWOOD CO 80228 720-963-3033 shaun.cutting@dot.gov

Tom Acre Commerce City  5291 E 60th Ave COMMERCE CITY CO 80022 303-289-3758 tacre@ci.commerce-city.co.us
Tony Brake 15011 E Montview Boulevard AURORA CO 80011 303-344-8226
Drew Dutcher 3000 Zuni Street DENVER CO 80211
Norma Frank 7401 Race Street Denver CO 80229 303-288-3152 nfrank@coloradolighting.com
Paul Garcia
Don Hunt CDOT, Executive Director 4201 East Arkansas Avenue DENVER CO 80222-3406 303-757-9201
Scott Jaquith 6641 Ash Street COMMERCE CITY CO 80022 303-241-1821 sjaquith@comcast.net
Jeanne Shreve Adams County 4955 East 74th Avenue, 3rd Floor COMMERCE CITY CO 80022 303-853-8800 jshreve@co.adams.co.us

Tricia Allen
Adams County Economic 
Development, Inc.

12200 Pecos Street, Suite 100 WESTMINSTER CO 80234

John Lucero City and County of Denver 201 West Colfax Avenue, Dept 608 DENVER CO 80202-5329
Brian McBroom City of Commerce City 7887 East 60th Avenue Commerce City CO 80022 303-227-8814 bmcbroom@c3gove.com
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I-70 East – Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team Community Workshop 

July 16, 2010 

Meeting Summary 

 

Purpose 

The purpose of the Community Workshop was to bring together invited community leaders from 

Adams County, Aurora, Commerce City and Denver neighborhoods and communities to: 

- Learn about the I-70 East project and alternatives described in the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement (DEIS), 

- Suggest improvements to all the alternatives that the Preferred Alternative Collaborative 

Team (PACT) must address during their deliberations, and 

- Select six community representatives for the PACT that represents the balance of geography 

and interests. 

 

Attendees 

Norma Frank – Adams County 

Tony Brake - Aurora 

Nadine Caldwell - Aurora 

Debra Bullock – Commerce City 

Guillermo Serna – Commerce City 

Scott Jaquith – Commerce City 

Danny Thomas – Commerce City 

Drew Dutcher – Denver/Elyria 

Betty Wonder – Denver/Elyria 

Paul Garcia – Denver/Swansea 

Dennis Lovato – Denver/Globeville 

Anthony Thomas – Denver/Clayton 

Ricard Melano – Denver/GrnVlyRanch 

Larry McSorley – Denver/Stapleton 

 

Members of the public and staff from the project team, Colorado Department of Transportation, 

Federal Highway Administration, Commerce City, Adams County and the City and County of 

Denver observed the proceedings. 

 

DEIS Alternatives and Improvements 

Colorado Department of Transportation Region 6 Central Program Engineer Jim Bemelen presented 

an overview of the I-70 East Environmental Impact Statement process.  

PBSJ project consultants Carrie Wallis and David Sprague presented details of the alternative 

alignments using large maps that indicated the interchanges, lanes, right-of-way areas required and 

other aspects of each alternative. 

 

Concerns and Improvements 

From these presentations and the subsequent questions and answers, participants suggested 

improvements and identified concerns that will need to be addressed during the PACT process. 

The purpose of discussing improvements was to begin to create alternatives that would be 

acceptable to all, regardless which alternative may be chosen. The PACT will take the suggestions 

from the business workshop and the community workshop and continue to improve all the 

alternatives to make them acceptable to all. Following the improvements the PACT will select one 

alternative to continue to refine. 

 

Current Alignment – Suggested improvements and concerns they address: 

 Incorporate design elements that provide maximum protection for residents and businesses near 

the roadway, with either alignment, with special consideration for elements that would mitigate 

health problems. 
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 Incorporate design elements that improve community connectivity, in order to maximize the 

community cohesiveness, access to schools and parks, including movement of people and local 

traffic around the highway, railroad tracks, and industrial areas. 

 Ensure that there is sufficient access for community members to use mass transit – bus and train 

service – to make up for the inconvenience of the highway. 

 Provide additional funding for acquisition of properties for low-income residents so that they are 

able to obtain comparable housing. 

 Allow for additional buffer area for residents, at least 200 feet, to avoid the current situation 

where people live very close to the highway, and are regularly affected by falling debris, road 

chemicals, objects thrown by inconsiderate drivers, and the threat of vehicles falling off the 

viaduct. 

 Recognize that the highway in both alignments will hurt residents and businesses, but no 

highway will alleviate the suffering of the families who have lived in the shadow of the highway 

for many years, with the resulting in health problems. 

 Figure out how to give truck access to Nestlé Purina despite the closure of the York Street exit. 

 Require/encourage through traffic to use beltway (E-470) toll lanes so that congestion can be 

avoided for local traffic. 

 Include funds in property acquisition to replace Swansea Elementary School elsewhere within 

the neighborhood. 

 Plan for more lanes in the eastern section of the project area to accommodate expected traffic 

beyond that forecast in the current traffic models, due to prospective race track and faster-than-

expected growth at Denver International Airport. 

 Plan for more lanes beyond the eastern end of the project area, as growth is expected beyond E-

470 to Watkins, Bennett and Strasburg. 

 Improve merging traffic for east bound I-70 traffic exiting at Chambers and Buckley and traffic 

entering I-70 from I-225. 

 

Current Alignment concerns the PACT needs to address: 

 The bottleneck that already exists at the Mousetrap for westbound traffic, squeezing into one-

lane exits for I-25. This will be a problem in future years. 

 Aspects of the alternatives have cost implications. 

 Need more precise vehicle counts and need to differentiate among commuter, through, daily, 

tourist, local and other variables. 

 

Realignment – Suggested improvements and the concerns they address: 

 Avoid residential impacts; most of the realignment corridor is industrial but there are residential 

areas along the corridor. 

 Provide opportunities for business development around the interchanges involving I-70/I-

270/Vasquez Blvd. 

 Ensure that the elevated portions of the realigned I-70 are designed and built to last longer than 

the existing viaduct. 

 Provide additional access to/from I-70.  

 Improve local roads to take advantage of economic growth. 

 Consider innovative designs (e.g. Glenwood Canyon) that accommodate crossings, ice and 

impacts on neighborhoods and important facilities such as Suncor. 

 Add additional lanes on I-70 east of I-70/I-270, because I-270 is already heavily congested and 

merging capacities will make the east section worse. I-70 should be wider between I-270 and I-

255 and east of I-225 to manage all the extra I-270 traffic.  
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 Consider an additional access point for people to access a light rail station. 

 

Realignment Concerns the PACT needs to address: 

 The impacts on communities and businesses with the current alignment also apply to the 

realignment alternative. 

 There may be impacts to Commerce City schools with the expansion of I-270. 

 Commerce City has already given up land for Denver International Airport. 

 46
th

 Avenue will become a truck route and locals will also use
 
46

th
, resulting in more traffic in 

neighborhoods. 

 There are spinoff effects of the realignment, including more truck traffic getting off I-270 to 

Vasquez to access locations south of I-70. 

 Provide modeling data for the new additional traffic on 46
th

 Avenue once I-70 is removed – 

local, delivery, other purposes – and identify potential impacts on residents. 

 Curves will slow traffic and would increase travel time. 

 Increased traffic on 56
th

 Avenue near Rose Hill Elementary School in Commerce City. 

 Consider the relative construction times between the two alternatives. 

 

Process Concern 

 Recognize that minorities are disproportionately affected, and need sufficient representation on 

the PACT. 

 

Selection of PACT Members 
The community workshop participants identified the following community representatives who will 

serve on the PACT, including expanding the number of community seats by one to best represent 

the range of community interests. Participants caucused by seat jurisdiction and selected an 

individual to be the representative. The community delegation comprises: 

 

1. Adams County – Norma Frank 

2. Aurora – Tony Brake 

3. Commerce City – Scott Jaquith 

4. Commerce City – Guillermo Serna 

5. Denver/Elyria/Globeville – Drew Dutcher 

6. Denver/Swansea – Paul Garcia 

7. Denver – Anthony Thomas 

 

 

 

 

Summary Approved by Participants: July 27, 2010 
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I-70 PACT Community Workshop 
May 10, 2011 

National Western Stock Show 
 
 
Purpose: 
The purpose of the Community Workshop was to bring together the community interests 
who were invited to the Community Workshop in July 2010, for the purpose of 
discussing the PACT’s inclination toward the Current Alignment. 
 
Attending: 
Betty Wonder – Elyria/Denver 
Richard Melano – Green Valley Ranch 
Anthony Thomas – Clayton/Denver 
Guillermo Serna  – Commerce City 
 
 
Note: All participants supported the Current Alignment and the north shift. 
 
Support Current Alignment as more promising because: 

- Realignment tears up the neighborhood 
- Realignment curves are scary 
- More cost effective 

 
Support North or South shift on Current Alignment: 

- Support North because  
o Purina provides a lot of jobs 
o We need a bigger school, if the school were relocated, we could get a 

bigger school  
 
Outstanding Concerns 

- Whether there are enough lanes for the traffic 
 
Interests mentioned for any solution: 

- Need to leave the place better over all than it is right now 
- Improve and maintain a neighborhood school 

 
Additional Suggestions/Questions: 

- Moving the school to: 
o Between Vasquez and Steele might work - busing isn’t a problem since 

other kids are bussed to other schools 
o National Western Stock Show property 
o Dunham park (concern: changing Denver park designation) 

- Need to make sure that agreements and understandings are recorded so that things 
will get done 
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- Want to hear from Swansea people – work with Swansea School to talk with 
parents 

- Businesses should make commitments to their neighborhood – to help their 
neighborhood 

 
PACT Process 

- People need to stick by their commitments to attend meetings. Not satisfied that 
people didn’t come, want to challenge those who are not here, they need to have a 
voice. 

 
 
 
 



I-70 East Environmental Impact Statement 
Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) 

 

 
 

Appendix E. Business workshop meeting 
summaries 

  



The Keystone Center   1 

I-70 East – Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team Business Workshop 

July 14, 2010 

Meeting Summary 

 

Purpose 

 

The purpose of the Business Workshop was to bring together invited business leaders from Adams 

County, Aurora, Commerce City and Denver to: 

- Learn about the I-70 East project and the alternatives evaluated in the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement (DEIS),  

- Suggest improvements for the alternatives that the Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team 

(PACT) must address during their deliberations, and  

- Select five business representatives for the PACT that represent the balance of geography 

and interests. 

 

Attendees 
Art Ballah, Colorado Motor Carriers Association 

Jimmy Burds, Commerce City Business and Professional Association 

Bill Becker, Adams County Economic Development Department 

Ray Chamberlain (for Pat Grant), National Western Stock Show 

Larry Burgess, Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Association 

Art Ballah, Colorado Motor Carriers Association 

Paul Ludwig, Suncor 

Angie Malpiede, Stapleton Area Transportation Management Association 

Fred McPeck, Denver Business Owner 

Brittany Morris, Commerce City Economic Development  

George Peck, Aurora Chamber of Commerce 

 

Members of the public and staff from the project team, Colorado Department of Transportation, 

Federal Highway Administration, and City and County of Denver observed the proceedings. 

 

DEIS Alternatives and Improvements  

Colorado Department of Transportation Region 6 Central Program Engineer Jim Bemelen presented 

an overview of the I-70 East Environmental Impact Statement process.  

PBSJ project consultants Carrie Wallis and David Sprague presented details of the alternative 

alignments using large maps that indicated the interchanges, lanes, right-of-way areas required and 

other aspects of each alternative. 

 

Concerns and Improvements 

From these presentations and the subsequent questions and answers, participants suggested 

improvements and identified concerns that will need to be addressed during the PACT process. 

The purpose of discussing improvements was to begin to create alternatives that would be 

acceptable to all, regardless which alternative may be chosen. The PACT will take the suggestions 

from the business workshop and the community workshop and continue to improve all the 

alternatives to make them acceptable to all. Following the improvements the PACT will select one 

alternative to continue to refine. 

 

Current Alignment -Suggested improvements and concerns they address: 
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 Improve the lifespan of the highway to be sufficient so that motorists are not subjected to 

constant repairs in the future. 

 Mitigate impacts on schools and school districts. 

 Consider improvements on I-270 west of the new I-70 intersection, since many more drivers 

would continue on that road that would not have otherwise done so. 

 Increase the number of exit ramps to decrease congestion by helping people get off the highway 

faster. 

 Compensate residents whose homes are taken based on acquiring a comparable house, not based 

on the value of the existing, already depreciated house. 

 Reduce the number of on-ramps to provide longer acceleration lanes for trucks to get up to 

speed. 

 Provide ramp metering for some on-ramps to help trucks and cars to merge better and decrease 

congestion on the highway. 

 Establishment of a “quick clearance” capability should be considered. 

 Swansea Elementary School should be rebuilt in the same neighborhood if the current alignment 

is chosen. 

 

Current Alignment Concerns the PACT needs to address: 

 Time delays in making decisions continue to depreciate home and business values and decrease 

economic opportunities. 

 Funding for the reconstruction is not known. 

 Location and number of truck stops – already not enough night-time truck stop capacity – need 

to have easy access. 

 Accidents due to exits being too close together versus the need for business, residential and 

truck access in the area. 

 Truck time on local roads need to be kept at a minimum. 

 

Realignment Suggested improvements and concern it addresses 

 Study the interchanges represented by the current Highway 2, Vasquez Blvd., and I-70 (the 

realignment). 

 Provide access from 56
th

 Avenue realignment area to Quebec as another major entrance to the 

city. 

 Provide more interchanges along the re-alignment to encourage development, redevelopment 

and other growth. 

 Install sound barriers in all residential areas. 

 Establish a plan and street configuration for new large-truck routes to keep out of 

neighborhoods. 

 Put as much of the highway as possible at-grade (not elevated), otherwise there is the same or 

more maintenance issues as with current alignment elevated portion. 

 Decrease impacts on National Western Stock Show’s ability to achieve a year round business 

model. 

 Improve operations at Vasquez/I-270 to address additional traffic. Possibly move the 

intersection lower to I-270/I-70. 

 

Realignment Concerns the PACT needs to address: 

 Time delays in making decisions continue to depreciate home and business values and decrease 

economic opportunities. 

 Funding for the reconstruction is not known. 
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 Doubt was expressed that the extra distance and curves in the re-alignment alternative could 

actually reduce travel times compared to the current alignment with additional access points. 

 The increased distance for existing trucking firms and services located along the current 

alignment in the event of realignment. 

 Distance from destination to a designated highway (typically an interstate highway) must be 

within 10 miles for longer trucks – doubles and triples. 

 Location and number of truck stops – already not enough night-time truck stop capacity – need 

to have easy access; some truck stops may go out of business. 

 Western option of re-alignment would require the relocation of the National Western Stock 

Show. 

 Loss of access south of 56
th

 Avenue would hurt a lot of businesses in the area bounded by the 

re-alignment and 46
th

 Avenue. 

 Increased number of truckers continuing on I-270 to I-25, and then to I-76 and westbound I-70, 

which is the designated current hazardous cargo route. 

 Impacts on the RTD North Metro rail line and stations. 

 Impacts on community of an at-grade 46
th

 with increased local traffic. 

 Impacts to businesses near current alignment from increased travel time from I-70 to business; 

they based the location on the proximity to I-70. 

 Potential backups and congestion at Vasquez/I-270 with increased traffic in the area. 

 There will be significant behavior change necessary for businesses and residents to change 

travel routes/habits. 

 Considered increased traffic volumes on I-270 north of realignment and I-76. 

 

Process Concerns 

 Ethnic diversity is needed in all phases of the decision-making process, because a majority of 

residents and many businesses are ethnic minorities. 

 Make a connection to the Denver planning process in the area. 

 

Selection of PACT Members 

The business workshop participants identified the following representative sectors/jurisdictions or 

organizations and individuals who will serve on the PACT. The business delegation comprises: 

 

1. Commerce City - Jimmy Burds, Commerce City Business and Professional Association 

2. Adams County - Bill Becker, Adams County Economic Development Department 

3. Denver - Larry Burgess, Elyria/Swansea Business Association 

4. National Western Stock Show - Pat Grant 

5. Colorado Motor Carriers Association  - Art Ballah 

 

*NOTE: Following the meeting, The Keystone Center recognized the desire for more Denver small 

business representation and started working with some small business owners on the best way to 

ensure these interests are represented. 

 

 

Summary Approved by Participants:  July 27, 2010 
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I-70 PACT Business Workshop 
May 11, 2011 

Swansea Recreation Center 
 
Purpose: 
The purpose of the Business Workshop was to bring together the business interests who 
were invited to the Business Workshop in July 2010, for the purpose of discussing the 
PACT’s inclination toward the Current Alignment. 
 
Attendance: 
Jimmy Burds – Commerce City Business Association 
Brittany Morris – Commerce City Economic Development 
Gilbert Vasquez – business property owner on 46th  and Josephine, which includes an ice 

cream shop, bakery, tortilleria and Alcoholics Anonymous 
Pat Grant – National Western Stock Show 
Larry Burgess – Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Association 
Louis Thomas – Nestle-Purina 
Art Ballah – Colorado Motor Carriers Association 
Jay Ufer – Penske Truck Rental 
Fred LeBrun – Univar 
Fred McPeck – Elyria business and property owner  
 
Observer: 
Gene Hook – Denver Environmental Health 
 
 
Note: All participants supported Current Alignment. Most of the participants preferred 
the north shift over the south shift. 
 
Support Current Alignment as more promising because: 

- Provides opportunity to create north South Platte River valley development 
- Less expensive than realignment 
- Realignment would have a busier 46th – people would cut through on the straight 

line rather than go up and over 
- Realignment has a lot of unkowns and elements to gamble on – example how 

would combining I-70 and I270 – the devil you know is better than the devil you 
don’t know 

 
Supports for North or South shift on Current Alignment: 
 

- Support North because:  
o Protects Purina at York and 46th  Ave.  

 Loss of 270 direct jobs, about 1,000 direct and indirect jobs 
(truckers, suppliers, restaurants, repair, etc.) 

 Expensive to acquire the entire property 
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 Partial acquisition is not possible due to integrated machinery in 
the facility 

o Protects Univar property, a chemical distribution company at Holly St. and 
Stapleton Drive) 

  Univar has been in the location since 1960 
 Recently invested in the property by order of the Denver Fire 

Department and Department of Homeland Security; 
 If South shift,  highly probable that Univar would leave the city 

o Creates opportunity for a new updated Swansea School 
 School is in need of updating and growth capacity; 
 Loyalty to school in the community; 
 Concern about what would happen to the community if the school 

went away 
o Protects the retail business property at York and 46th, and would allows 

enhancement of the attractiveness of the property (e.g. decent sidewalks) 
with the highway further away 

o Fewer loss of businesses that could provide neighborhood jobs 
 

- Supports South because –  
o No guarantee on the future location for the school and how well it would 

serve the community – Denver Public Schools will make the decision 
outside the control of CDOT or City of Denver 

o Greater loss of residential properties and houses – South acquires more 
houses, is that bad for the school? 

o Slight preference for South because: 
 Protects Penske Trucks property at 46th and Jackson – they do have 

other locations – but ultimately wants what is best for I-70 
 Protect Pilot Truck stop – there is not a lot of truck parking along 

I-70 and it is needed 
 
Outstanding Concerns 

- Change in the Denver mayoral administration could unravel work done to date –
important to get the new Mayor up to speed quickly 

- School needs – safety, modernization, location 
 
Interests mentioned for any solution: 

- Mobility and access for trucks, particularly with elimination of York Street ramps. 
 
Additional Suggestions/Questions: 

- Prefer I-70 be a hazardous materials route for easy access for Univar 
- Potential ideas for moving the school to another location generally within the 

community: 
o Denver Public School Property near the post office in Elyria – would be 

easy to clean up and support development 
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o A new school could be a larger complex to accommodate students from 
Garden Place (Globeville) to Swansea, and south, although it is outside the 
one-mile radius of Swansea’s core area. 

o Penske or Pilot Truck Stop after acquired by CDOT 
o National Western Stock Show location, if the NWSS moves out of the 

area. 
- Discussion of guaranteeing school location within community: 

o PACT should develop fundamental principles to come as close as possible 
to guaranteeing a location for the school 

o PACT should encourage the new Denver mayor to sit down with DPS and 
draft a memorandum of understanding to try to guarantee a location, a 
process, or agreements in principle (e.g. within a certain distance) 

o Broaden the definition of “community” to think beyond just an elementary 
school (could be a elementary/middle school campus) 

- Keep at least one ramp at York for truck access 
- Denver Office of Economic Development and the Mayor’s office should have a 

plan and incentives for businesses acquired to stay in Denver 



I-70 East Environmental Impact Statement 
Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) 
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MEETING SUMMARY 

 

I-70 East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) 

Swansea Recreation Center 

January 13, 2011 

 

 

OBJECTIVES 

To review interests/suggestions and continue work on evaluation of the alternatives with regard to 

natural resources, air quality, noise, historic resources and environmental justice. 

 

MEETING OVERVIEW 

The PACT members were divided into three groups to evaluate the alternatives relative to how well 

they addressed environmental interests specific to natural resources, air quality, health and safety, 

noise, historic resources and environmental justice.  

 

ACTION ITEMS 

 Community and Business Workshops will be organized in the next couple of months 

 A public meeting will be scheduled before the end of the process 

 East Corridor Working Group is being organized in January to focus on issues east of Quebec 

 Denver PACT members will get together in January 

 

 

 

MEETING SUMMARY 

 

I. Introductory Matters 

 

CDOT Regional Transportation Director Reza Akhavan announced Don Hunt was appointed the new 

Executive Director of CDOT. Mr. Hunt expressed his support of the PACT process and will be involved 

in the process going forward. Russell George was named president at Colorado Northwestern Community 

College.  

 

Tom Acre introduced Brian McBroom, Director of Community Development for the City of Commerce 

City, who is replacing Nanette Neelan. 

 

II. Environmental Presentations 

Presentation materials from the meeting can be found at: http://www.i-

70east.com/meeting_minutes.html#pactmeetings   

 

The presentations are listed separately on the website. Below are the topics, presenters, questions and 

comments from PACT members and responses. 

 

Air Quality 

Jim Dileo, CDPHE Air Quality 

CDOT must obtain an Air Quality Permit from the Colorado Department of Public Health and 

Environment for the I-70 reconstruction, including construction, maintenance and emissions. 

Transportation pollutants include carbon monoxide, particulate matter, ozone, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur 

dioxide and lead, and several mobile source air toxics that are potentially hazards to health. In general, 

future air quality estimates are similar for the two alignments, but there are more residences near the 

current alignment. 

http://www.i-70east.com/meeting_minutes.html#pactmeetings
http://www.i-70east.com/meeting_minutes.html#pactmeetings
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Questions and Answers 

Q. What are the modeling data points for these data? 

A. The data is based on work conducted by PBSJ for the Draft Environmental Improvement Statement. 

Data was obtained from air quality monitors in the area. The vehicle data is based on vehicle miles 

traveled, which is similar for both alignments. 

Q. Does the data consider wind direction? 

A. Not in these models. Meteorology is in play, however wind direction varies depending on time of day 

and temperature. 

Q. How is the number of affected dwellings calculated? 

A. Impact zone includes all homes within 500 feet of the roadway. 

Q. What if the area to the northwest grows faster than when you took these samples? 

A. This measures potential number of people who would be exposed, but it is based on residential areas 

as they exist now. 

Q. How much growth would have to occur to exceed air quality requirements? 

A. Presently the area is well below limits for CO2. It would take a lot of growth to exceed the limits, but 

it is based on a regional measurement not local to a particular city or county. 

Q. If Commerce City population in this area increases, there would be increase exposure. 

A. Yes, the number exposed would increase, and vary depending on the population growth pattern. 

Remember, these are projections for traffic in 2030. 

Q. If the potential build-out was known for the alignments, would these numbers be different? 

A. No, they are based on projected emissions based on projected future build-out. 

Q. What do the Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) models show regarding growth 

projections? 

A. That light rail stations attract people to live nearby. The DRCOG model takes into account that more 

intensive commercial and residential development is attracted by a light-rail stop, and is consistent 

with 2030 population projections. 

Q. In these neighborhoods there are various contaminated or Superfund sites. How is environmental 

quality affected by pollution that has not yet been cleaned up?  

A. Monitors are set up by EPA on the basis of traffic and population data.  

Q. What we want to know – for both alignments – is whether it’s going to get better for me. 

A. Overall, everything in the environment is improving. Standards are more stringent, and there can be 

restrictions on other things that affect the air quality, such as dry cleaning hours and when people can 

cut their grass. 

C. Adams County does not have the re-alignment alternatives in our transportation planning. They are in 

the traffic models, but they’re not in our land use plans. Is there a trigger for any of the VOCs, NOx, 

etc., that would swing the question from the current to the re-alignment. If that’s the trigger, how 

would it be known? 

A. For NEPA purposes, that level of detail is not required now. 

 

Noise 

Jordan Rudel, CDOT Noise specialist 

CDOT and FHWA have established noise impact criteria to determine when noise abatement must be 

considered. Highway noise is limited to 66 dB for residential areas and 71 dB for commercial areas. The 

presentation showed the limits of noise impact near the current alignment and re-alignment without any 

mitigation. Mitigation would reduce the noise in areas where it is applied and is generally focused on 

residential areas. Noise generally follows the line-of-sight, and can be manipulated or reduced with walls 

and other design, and is reduced the farther away it is from the source. In general, Elyria and Swansea 

would be affected by noise with the current alignment. The re-alignment would result in less noise in 

Swansea and some reduction in Elyria, there would be additional noise from new traffic on 46
th
 Avenue. 

Noise in the Rose Hill area of Commerce City would increase with the re-alignment. 
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Questions and Answers 

Q. Why was mitigation not included? 

A. The focus was to measure actual impact. Mitigation will be included later in the design phase. 

Q. Are there recommendations for environmental improvements near neighborhoods? 

A. Mitigation works best in dense areas, where improvement would be greatest. 

Q With mitigation, how much less impact would there be? 

A. The impact would be quite a bit less. In some areas, the impact area (66 dB) would recede to within 

the construction limit area very near the highway itself. 

 

Natural Resources 

David Singer, CDOT Region 6 Senior Environmental Project Manager 

Natural resources in the corridor includes wetlands, riparian vegetation and wildlife, most of it in the 

corridor of Sand Creek. The Sand Creek Greenway is an important and well-used natural resource that 

serves ecological, educational, transportation and recreational purposes for people in the area. Impacts 

include shading and degraded habitat due to bridge piers and temporary impact during construction. The 

re-alignment would require crossings in three locations, the current alignment in one location. Protected 

wetlands that are impacted are to be replaced acre-for-acre. 

 

Questions and Answers 

Q. What temporary or incremental damage would be considered a significant impact on Sand Creek? 

A. Incremental changes won’t affect wildlife that much more than it already is. Sand Creek in the area of 

the existing alignment is not a pristine area now. The 46
th
 Avenue bridge (at Quebec) is going to be 

done already within six months. 

C. In the Sand Creek area there are egrets, herons, bald eagles. There is potentially a lot of impact. The 

current overpasses are known as “the caves of Sand Creek.” A potential retaining wall would create 

“the canyons of Sand Creek.” Sand Creek is a treasure, been restored from a very degraded state to 

what it is now. 

 

Historic Preservation 

Dianna Litvak, CDOT Region 6 Senior Historian 

The National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to consult and mitigate for adverse 

effects to eligible or listed properties and avoid them if possible. Properties may be individual properties 

or districts that represent significant events, persons, architecture or lessons learned. No alternative or 

shift avoids all impacts, but re-alignment has fewer impacts overall. The current alignment/north shift 

affects the most properties, while the south shift affects the fewest. The re-alignment affects two of the 

larger districts – National Western Stock Show and Riverside Cemetery. Historic preservation impacts 

cannot be considered based on numbers alone, one needs to consider the property/district being impact. 

After the initial Draft Environmental Impact Statement, additional work was done to add details and 

impacts from alignments. 

 

Questions and Answers 

Q. Have you been updating your lists, adding new items listed from DEIS? 

A. Yes, these are updated from the DEIS, and they will likely be updated as the project moves and more 

properties are identified. 

 

Environmental Justice 

David Singer, CDOT Region 6 Senior Environmental Project Manager 

Environmental Justice recognizes that certain disadvantaged individuals, groups or communities will bear 

a disproportionate risk of negative impacts from government projects, including highway construction. 

The I-70 corridor is characterized by a large proportion of minority and low-income populations that 



 

The Keystone Center  

 
Page 4 

would be affected, in communities of Elyria and Swansea in Denver, and Rose Hill in Commerce City. 

Particular impacts include aggravated economic and social conditions, acquisitions of residential and 

commercial properties, air quality, noise, and construction impact. The current alignment corridor affects 

more residences, as well as business centers, a school and a homeless shelter. The re-alignment affects 

community access to a post office, parks and future light-rail station.  

 

Questions and Answers 

C. In Commerce City, there is the Wetland Park, from the end of 52
nd

 St. and Ivy, to the Greenway, 

which serves many school classes from Commerce City. 

C. Wherever there are people, they will be affected. In Denver, and in Commerce City, this choice is 

putting two minority populations at odds with each other. It will affect people, and we have to make it 

better. No community wants it. 

Q. Will there be quantification of cumulative impacts? 

A. Yes, the EIS describes indirect and cumulative impacts in area  

C. Sand Creek Greenway needs to be reflected on the map as a park. People in these communities use 

the Greenway as a park. 

 

III. Evaluation of Alternatives: Transportation – Mobility/Access/Safety 

The PACT conducted the third of four sessions to evaluate the two alternatives, relative to how well each 

satisfies the PACT members’ underlying interests regardless which alternative is chosen. An evaluation 

matrix was developed using the PACT’s interests developed in the first two meetings. The interests were 

grouped into Neighborhood Quality, Transportation, Economic Development and Environmental. The 

process was designed to start discussions about preferences and does not constitute the selection of an 

alternative. 

 

Three breakout groups were asked to rank the elements of both alternatives, using a three-tiered bubble, 

according to how well the alternative satisfies the group’s stated interests: 

 Performs WELL compared with other alignment to address interests -   

 Performs FAIR compared with other alignment to address interests-   

 Performs POOR compared with other alignment to address interests -   

 

Note: Due to starting an hour late (unable to access the building) there was insufficient time for the small 

groups to present summaries of their discussions at the meeting. 

 

Small Group Reports by Environmental Categories (from facilitator notes) 

Comments on alternatives are labeled with a (+) to identify reasons why the alternative performs better 

than the other alternative, and by a (-) to identify reasons why the alternative performs less well than the 

other alternative.  

 

 

Natural Resources 

 Current Alignment Re-Alignment 

 N S W E 
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A   

B  +  

C  O 
Evaluation 

Notes 

(+) No additional crossings of 

Sand Creek Greenway means less 
impact than realignment 

(-) Greater impact with a single 

large crossing 

(-) More crossings of Sand Creek 

Greenway 

 

 

Air Quality 

 Current Alignment Re-Alignment 

 N S W E 

A  -  

B   

C   

Evaluation 
Notes 

(-) More residences are affected 
(-) Emissions from dirtier-exhaust 

of railroad locomotives will still 

exist 
(+) South option would remove 

Nestle-Purina emissions 

(?) Uncertainty how realignment 
would affect locals due to lack of 

monitors in the realignment 

corridor for comparison 
(-) Possible increase in emissions 

at intersections on widened 46th 

Avenue 

 

 

 

Protecting Health and Safety 

 Current Alignment Re-Alignment 

 N S W E 

A No data* No data* 
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B   

C O  
Evaluation 

Notes 

(+) More ways to mitigate noise 

(+) Less impacts with highway 
than 46th Avenue 

(-) More people exposed to all 

environmental impacts 

(+) Fewer people impacted 

(-) More/same number of people 
impacted in the long run as 

development brings more 

population toward the realignment 

 
 

 

Noise 

 Current Alignment Re-Alignment 

 N S W E 

A  O 

B No data* No data* 

C   
Evaluation 
Notes 

(-) Constant roadway rumbling 

noise on highway 
(+) New construction methods will 

reduce highway noise from present 

(+) South option would remove 
Nestle-Purina noise. 

 

(-) Less highway noise for 
Elyria/Swansea, increased noise on 

46th Ave, Nestle-Purina noise 

continues 
(-) Creates noise impact in new 

areas 

(+) Fewer current residences 

affected 

 

 

 

Historic Preservation 

 Current Alignment Re-Alignment 

 N S W E 

A O+ + O 
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B O- + O 

C   
Evaluation 

Notes 

(- or +) South takes Nestle-Purina 

(-) North affects Wessel 
neighborhood 

(-) Would not significantly impact 

NWSS or Riverside Cemetery 

(-) Significant impact on unique 

features of NWSS, and Riverside 
Cemetery 

(+) Eligible neighborhood 

properties are numerous and may 
exist elsewhere in Denver 

 

 

 

Environmental Justice 

 Current Alignment Re-Alignment 

 N S W E 

A  +   

B O O+   

C  O O  

Evaluation 

Notes 

(-) Impact on 

residents 

(+) Potential for 
development/ 

improvement of 

quality of life 

(+) Fewer 

residences 

affected than 
North 

(+) Nestle-Purina 

gone from 

neighborhood 

(+) Fewest residents impacted 

(-) Loss of NWSS as minority 

employment & activity center 
(+) Slightly better than current 

alignment by the numbers 

(-) Long-term effects on Commerce City 

 

* No Data: Small group focused discussion on other interests and was not able to discuss this interest. 

 

IV. Public Comment 

 

Betty Cram, Elyria resident 

 With the realignment, pollution from traffic on 46
th
 Avenue will be right next to the school, and will be 

worse. 

 The current alignment will have buffers for our area. 

 We don’t want to hurt the wildlife areas. 

 The re-alignment would be more expensive. 

 Possibilities are good with the RTD stop and the expected redevelopment. We may get a grocery store. 

 Some buildings in Elyria are historic but aren’t listed – the Little Pilgrim Church. 

 

Fred McPeck, Elyria business owner 

This is a misuse of environmental justice. You use principles of environmental justice  to fix the problem, 

not to move the problem somewhere else. Prevailing winds say it’s not a good idea, and the cost of re-
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alignment is nearly double. There are risks in the highway being so close to Suncor. When there was an 

explosion in the 1978, the blast killed three men and registered 3.5 on the Richter scale, and with the re-

alignment would knock cars off the highway. There are regular dust storms also, it’s a potential pollution 

problem for Elyria and Swansea. 

 

Jim Mercado, Elyria School Redevelopment 

Environmental Justice should be looked at in terms of future development potential. There will be new 

energy in the area from the RTD transit stop and the related development. This is what it takes to support 

communities and help them grow – with reinvestment, private and public investment. The re-alignment, 

even if mitigated, would introduce new environmental impacts. Projects too close to noise impacts are not 

eligible for public funding. The Elyria School is a Denver landmark. I don’t think the study considered 

landmark structures. 

 

V. Next Steps 

 Next PACT meeting, February 10, 2011, Swansea Recreation Center 

 February meeting will focus on evaluation of economic issues. 

 



 

The Keystone Center  

 
Page 9 

APPENDIX A 

 

Attendance 

 

Amy Pallante, Colorado State Historic Preservation Office 

Art Ballah, Colorado Motor Carriers Association 

Bill Van Meter, Regional Transportation District FasTracks 

Brian McBroom, City of Commerce City (replacing Nanette Neelan who no longer works for CC) 

Doug Bennett, Federal Highway Administration 

Guillermo Serna, Commerce City resident 

Jeanne Shreve, Adams County 

Jim Dileo, Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 

John Lucero, Denver Office of Economic Development (replacing Jess Ortiz) 

Kate Kramer, Sand Creek Regional Greenway Partnership 

Larry Burgess, Denver - Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Association 

Lesley Thomas, City of Denver 

Mac Callison, City of Aurora 

Norma Frank, Adams County resident 

Pat Grant, National Western Stock Show 

Paul Garcia, Denver / Swansea resident 

Reza Akhavan, Colorado Department of Transportation 

Shaun Cutting, Federal Highway Administration - Program Delivery Manager 

Tom Acre, City of Commerce City 

Tricia Allen, Adams County Economic Development (replacing Bill Becker) 

 

Members not attending 

Anthony Thomas, Denver resident 

Drew Dutcher, Denver / Elyria resident 

Jimmy Burds, Commerce City Business and Professional Association  

Russ George, Colorado Department of Transportation 

Scott Jaquith, Commerce City resident 

Tony Brake, Aurora resident 
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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

I-70 East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) 
Swansea Recreation Center 

February 10, 2011 
 

 
OBJECTIVES 

 To review interests/suggestions and continue work on evaluation worksheets with regard to economic 
development interests. 

 To review suggestion list – those added to the ‘will’ list, those on the ‘could’ list that would need 
more refinement following 

 To understand the construction impacts of each alignment 
 To understand the cost implications and funding strategies 

 
MEETING OVERVIEW 

 The PACT received a set of presentations on:  
o Economic impacts and potential for the two alternatives, and thereafter completed its 

evaluation of the alternatives. 
o Suggested improvements to the highway designs, those that will be included and those that 

could be included in the design once additional questions have been answered. 
o Costs of construction of the alternatives, including potential funding sources. 
o Construction process itself, including phasing, timing and impacts. 

 The PACT shared their initial impressions of which alignment was showing more promise.  
 
 
MEETING SUMMARY 
 
I. Economic Presentations 

Presentations for this and all previous meetings are posted at http://www.i-
70east.com/meeting_minutes.html#pactmeetings  

 
David Singer, CDOT Region 6 Senior Environmental Project Manager presented the project’s economic 
impact analysis of impacts to the local and regional economy, covering employment, tax base and public 
expenditures, property tax revenues, number of businesses impacted by the project or construction, jobs 
created during construction, relocation of businesses and other elements. 
 
Brittany Morris, Commerce City Economic Development Director presented Commerce City’s economic 
development plan that focuses on business development, supporting existing businesses, infrastructure 
and workforce needs. The Current Alignment options do not affect Commerce City, while the re-
alignment affects Commerce City in various ways: 

 Impact on two-dozen businesses, including 7-8 major impacts, employing 2,824 people. The 
businesses are all types of commercial and service companies, including large freight companies. 

 Potential to attract target industries, and allow highway improvements 
 
Jeff Romine, Business and Housing Services Director and Chief Economist for the City and County of 
Denver spoke about the pending uncertainty about the location of I-70 causing a “chilling effect” in this 
area of Denver, and investors are waiting to see what the decision is before taking action. Denver is 
interested in improved business, reliable travel, and less congestion. The two alternatives will have 
different effects in the Denver areas that are affected. Expected impacts include 73 businesses employing 
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2,230 people, mostly in transportation and distribution. The city also seeks additional information for 
analysis.  
 
Questions and Answers 
Q.  Would CDOT have a public notification system in place during construction, notifying businesses and 

their customers when there is an access problem? 
A.  (CDOT) Yes, CDOT is adopting various communications methods, including social media. 
Q.  What information is Denver lacking? 
A.  (Denver) Detailed information from the traffic analysis zone (TAZ) level, which would affect 

economics, build-no-build discussion, travel times. 
Q.  The National Western Stock Show (NWSS) FasTracks stop planning is getting detailed; does 

economic analysis look at that development? 
A.  (Denver) Not yet. That’s part of detailed analysis that Denver would have to do. Now it’s a static 

design for what the station could look like – an  “ideal” version, that does not yet take economics into 
account. The Denver Office of Economic Development is working with RTD. 

Q.  Business investments are made with a 5 to 25 years timeframe. If there is development, how long will 
this take? 

A.  (Denver) We already have some active proposals, such as for affordable housing, for the corridor. The 
information for the broad level – helping us make a decision – is complete. 

Q.  This looks like guesswork – you can only focus on the potential development after the decision is 
made? 

A.  (Denver)You want to optimize something – jobs, neighborhood, those have different approaches, and 
different outcomes, and would be planned differently. The FasTracks station is specific, but you can’t 
say what’s going to happen on a parcel. The answers can be more specific once an alignment choice 
is made. Modeling at this stage is a gray area. 

C.  (CDOT) The PACT is at the point of deciding the alignment at conceptual level. Denver’s level is 
beyond that, I don’t think the charge to this group is at that point. 

Q.  Is the United Parcel Service area impacted? 
A.  (Commerce City) They would need some modification to their site.  
Q.  What is the effect of the I-270/Colorado Blvd./Vasquez rebuild? This has to be an additional cost. We 

can’t live without fixing the Colorado Blvd/I-270 interchange. Is the environmental impact statement 
done?  If realignment is chosen, this would have to be included. 

A.  (CDOT) It could be included in the Final EIS, or it could be done separately. If the scope of the EIS 
expands significantly, you have to evaluate it and write a supplemental EIS. We could do it in a 
separate document outside the EIS process. It may not need an EIS, since it’s a new interchange in the 
existing right-of-way. We do commit that it is part of the big plan. There is a need for improvements 
in the area, independent of the I-70 East Project. 

 
 
II.  Evaluation of Alternatives – Economic Development 
 
The PACT conducted the fourth of four sessions to evaluate the two alternatives, relative to how well 
each satisfies the PACT members’ underlying interests regardless which alternative is chosen. An 
evaluation matrix was developed using the PACT’s interests developed in the first two meetings. The 
interests were grouped into Neighborhood Quality, Transportation, Environmental, and Economic 
Development. The process was designed to start discussions about preferences and does not constitute the 
selection of an alternative. 
 
Three breakout groups were asked to rank the elements of both alternatives, using a three-tiered bubble, 
according to how well the alternative satisfies the group’s stated interests: 
 Performs WELL compared with other alignment to address interests -   
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 Performs FAIR compared with other alignment to address interests-   
 Performs POOR compared with other alignment to address interests -   

 
Large Group Report-out and Debrief 
The PACT was instructed to evaluate the alternatives for their economic development impact and 
potential, using the same method that had been used in the three previous meetings covering 
Neighborhood Quality, Transportation and Environment. 
 
Comments on alternatives are labeled with a (+) to identify reasons why the alternative performs better 
than the other alternative, and by a (-) to identify reasons why the alternative performs less well than the 
other alternative.  
 
 

Economic Development 

 Current Alignment Re-Alignment 

 N S W E 

A +  

B   

C + - 
Evaluation 
Notes 

(+) Fewer opportunities, but 
works better with the TOD 

(+) More diverse development 
(south) by taking out the 
big boxes, and opens a 
little room to the north 

(+) Future of NWSS is better 
known – allows NWSS to 
develop property 

(+) Timing for FasTracks is 
known 

(+) Purina plant would be gone 
(south) opening 
opportunity 

\ 
 

(+) Commerce City would 
have another interstate 
access point 

(+) 46th Ave. would still be 
close to the FasTracks 
station 

(--) Current Denver planning 
doesn’t allow for 
realignment 

(--) Loss or severe limiting of 
NWSS 

(+) NWSS departure would 
open large bloc of 
developable land 

(+) 46th Avenue would be 
developable 

(+) Would open land north of 
Swansea for cleaner 
commercial development 

 
 

 
III.  Suggestion List – Status of suggestions 
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Carrie Wallis, PBSJ, presented the list of improvements for both alignments suggested by the PACT 
members. Suggestions were evaluated and segregated into suggestions that “will” be included once an 
alignment is chosen; those that “could” be implemented once an alignment is recommended and further 
details are worked out, and those that are not possible. The topics include walkability, aesthetics, 
environmental issues, connectivity, traffic flow and nearby streets, buffers between the highway and 
nearby homes and businesses, and overall traffic flow north to south, and east to west. 
 
Questions and Answers 
Q.  How far away would the Swansea Elementary School be to the new viaduct with the Current South 

alignment? 
A.  The middle point of the current viaduct will be the north edge of the new structure in a current south 

alignment scenario (the south edge in the current north alignment). 
Q.  What kind of structures or activities would be possible beneath the new viaduct? 
A.  FHWA would need to review any proposed buildings and assess them for risk management issues. 

We must preserve the integrity of the structure and all of its uses. We’ll need to be able to inspect it at 
any time and can’t allow anything flammable. It’s not a hard set of criteria; it’s evaluated case-by-
case. An interstate lease agreement would be needed for any under-viaduct use, and CDOT would 
have to certify that it’s a CDOT use. 

Q.  How far west from Colorado Blvd. could I-270 be improved? 
A.  We would improve it as far west as possible. 
 
IV.  Cost and Funding 
 
Pam Hutton, Chief Highway Engineer, and Mike Cheroutas High Performance Transportation 
Enterprise, presented the costs of building the new I-70 that range from $1.5 billion to $2.2 billion, 
depending on right of way, elevated portions and available right of way. CDOT has a number of funding 
programs available, each of which would be able to provide some portion of the funding for the I-70 
construction. The options include funds from the traditional long range plan, Colorado Bridge Enterprise, 
Road Safety Surcharge Fee, bonding, federal funds, and contracting incentives. Community support 
usually leads to higher priority for funding. 
The HPTE has been able to fund new construction (U.S. 36) through financing plans that include private 
investment that is repaid over time, and those options would be available for this project as well. 
 
Questions and Answers 
Q.  Can you consider fuel tax increase for this? On a per-mile basis, it’s cheaper than tolling. You could 

pay up to $5 per gallon if you paid equivalent in tolls.  
A.  CDOT doesn’t have the authority to raise gas taxes, but it is possible. 
Q.  Do tolls help fundability? 
A.  Yes, it helps the overall package to raise money through tolls. 
Q.  How good is CDOT at estimating costs? 
A.  FHWA’s process for estimating is pretty good. There are many factors for whether the estimate is 

accurate in the end. It depends on how quickly you can get financing, how the economy is working, 
prices for steel, gas, whether phasing is involved, and design-build incentives.  

Q.  Would it be built with U.S. money or foreign money? 
A.  It can be either. It’s good investment for U.S. pension funds that need to invest lots of money for long 

period of time. You can structure it any way you want, as a policy matter. 
 
V.  Construction – Impacts and Timeframes  
 
Jim Bemelen, Program Engineer-Region 6 CDOT, presented construction time-frames, constructability 
and construction impacts. After the formal FEIS process, which could take up to two years, right-of-way 
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acquisition and design could take two to three years, and the construction could be completed in four to 
six years if the funding were in place. The Current Alignment would have to be built in stages, in order to 
maintain traffic on I-70, whereas much of the Re-Alignment could be built without disrupting traffic. 
 
Questions and Answers 
Q.  How long will the current viaduct last? 
A.  There will be signs of fatigue before it would fall. Before that, the weakened structure would require a 

reduced number of lanes and load restrictions. The useful life will be about 15 years, when we have to 
be ready to act. 

Q.  What will it cost in 15 years? 
A.  It would be much more expensive based on inflation and possibly increase in materials costs. 
 
VI. Check-in on inclination/Leaning 
NOTE: Some members left before this point in the agenda. 
 
The PACT members were requested to talk about where they are in terms of favoring one of the 
alignments and the reasons for it. The session was intended to discern whether the PACT overall is 
inclined toward either alignment or option that would become the focus of the decision-making process. 
Members were instructed that this initial orientation would not be binding.  
 
Overall, the PACT appears to be leaning toward the current alignment. However, a number of caveats, 
conditions and uncertainties were expressed during the round-robin, and several members either declined 
to state their inclinations or were divided on their orientation, or felt that one alternative did not affect 
them sufficiently to be supportive or concerned. PACT members made the following observations: 
 

Neighborhood Quality 
The Re-alignment would save a large number of homes in South or North Swansea, and Elyria, but 
would take many homes in another old neighborhood in Elyria, which could be devastating for the 
overall community. Many families would be affected. Concerns were expressed about shifting an 
environmental justice problem from one location to another. 
 
Development Potential 
The Current Alignment would preserve most of the potential for planning a larger area for transit-
oriented development (TOD). The Current Alignment (shifted south) would involve the acquisition of 
the Nestle-Purina plant, taking out the “big boxes” and opening room to the north.. Much of the 
development potential might be realized through the TOD that is expected around the NWSS 
FasTracks Station. The Current Alignment preserves the potential development that the TOD could 
produce and could be the engine of growth in the future for the Elyria/Swansea area and north 
Denver. 
 
National Western Stock Show 
The Current Alignment would give the National Western Stock Show a better chance to survive and 
possibly redevelop in its current location. The Current Alignment would not compromise the 
FasTracks station that is to be built at NWSS. And the Re-alignment could result in multiple, hard-to-
manage parcels where it would be difficult, if not impossible, to mitigate the impact. 
 
Highway Alignments / Mobility 
The Current Alignment preserves the relatively straight design of I-70, which is statistically safer. 
Upgrading I-70 along the Current Alignment would leave the area with two major highways in the 
area, which would offer better emergency routing and multiple choices for mobility.  
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Conversely, the Re-alignment would lead to improvements on I-270, which are needed, and 
accelerate the reconstruction of the I-270/Colorado Blvd./ Vasquez Blvd. interchange. 
 
Swansea Elementary School 
The Current Alignment offers the opportunity to protect Swansea Elementary by moving the road 
farther south or replace the school if the highway were shifted to the north. The move of the school 
could be a catalyst for a community school environment that has proven successful in other places.  
 
Conversely, the Re-Alignment also would protect the school, particularly in light of the difficulty and 
cost of attempting to build a new school in another location. 
 
Future 46th Avenue / Mobility 
The Current Alignment allows neighborhood-level connectively under the new viaduct, and would 
retain I-70 as the main east-west thoroughfare, rather than using 46th Avenue. With the Re-alignment, 
46th Avenue would change from a low-volume street to a four-lane heavy service road that might 
impede mobility throughout the Swansea/Elyria area and create additional emissions.  
 
Conversely, the Re-alignment provides potential for new development along 46th Avenue. 
 
Environment 
The Current Alignment has only one crossing, expansion of the existing crossing of the Sand Creek 
Greenway. Sand Creek Greenway is an important resource; it’s the only riparian habitat in that area 
and it’s important to try to preserve that. 
 
Unaligned 
A bloc of PACT members indicated that they could support both, or that they were not concerned 
with one or another alignment. Some indicated that their support for one alignment or the other would 
depend on what other features are yet to be developed or invented by the PACT. 
 

 
VII.  Public Comment Session 
 
Members of the public wishing to speak must sign in. Speakers have up to 2 minutes, depending on the 
number of speakers. If there is not enough time for everyone, the facilitators will select speakers 
representing a range of topics. 
 
Betty Cram, Elyria resident 
Positive 

1. We want the Current Alignment, we’re proud of it, with a higher buffer there will be more room 
underneath to go under it and less pollution. 

2. Current Alignment allows people to have their homes, doesn’t disturb the wildlife refuge and not 
destroy businesses.  

3. RTD is coming, we’re excited about that. 
4. Current Alignment will help us rebuild Elyria with new businesses, encourage building new 

homes, and build a river walk on the Platte. We need grocery stores, laundromats, commuter bus 
to Grow Haus, artisans. 

5. Widening I-70 where it is will be cost effective. 
Negative 

1. Re-Alignment will bring more pollution into our neighborhood. 
2. Re-Alignment will take Williams Street, Post Office, wildlife refuge. 
3. Re-Alignment will discourage new businesses and encourage weeds and litter. 



 

The Keystone Center Page 7

4. Re-Alignment will discourage new home and business growth and blight the neighborhood. 
5. Re-Alignment will be six miles of ten-land highway costing the taxpayers billions of dollars. 

 
Leo Branstetter – Elyria business owner – The North Metro FasTracks station is the salvation of 
Swansea, Elyria and Globeville. The highway Re-Alignment would take away all the investment that 
we’ve put into this neighborhood. Stick to your guns and your conscience, and leave it where it is. 
 
VIII. Next Steps 

 Next Meeting: March 10, 2011; 8:30a.m. – 4:30 p.m. Swansea Recreation Center (details coming 
later) 

 CDOT/PBSJ will conduct technical meetings with Commerce City and Denver 
 The Denver representatives and the Commerce City representatives will meet in separate caucuses 
 The summary for the I-70-East Corridor Work Group will be finalized and distributed 
 A Swansea Elementary School work group will be empanelled to discuss options for relocation of 

the school within the neighborhood. 
 Future PACT meetings will be conducted to address concerns about the Current Alignment, and 

identify areas of potential consensus. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Attendance 
 
Anthony Thomas, Denver resident 
Art Ballah, Colorado Motor Carriers Association 
Bill Van Meter, Regional Transportation District FasTracks 
Brian McBroom, City of Commerce City 
Doug Bennett, Federal Highway Administration 
Drew Dutcher, Denver / Elyria resident 
Guillermo Serna, Commerce City resident 
Jeanne Shreve, Adams County 
Jim Dileo, Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Jimmy Burds, Commerce City Business and Professional Association  
John Lucero, Denver Office of Economic Development (replacing Jess Ortiz)* 
Kate Kramer, Sand Creek Regional Greenway Partnership 
Larry Burgess, Denver - Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Association* 
Lesley Thomas, City of Denver* 
Pat Grant, National Western Stock Show 
Paul Garcia, Denver / Swansea resident 
Reza Akhavan, Colorado Department of Transportation 
Scott Jaquith, Commerce City resident 
Shaun Cutting, Federal Highway Administration - Program Delivery Manager 
Tom Acre, City of Commerce City 
Tricia Allen, Adams County Economic Development 
 
Members not attending 
Amy Pallante, Colorado State Historic Preservation Office 
Mac Callison, City of Aurora 
Norma Frank, Adams County resident 
Tony Brake, Aurora resident 
 
* In addition to member not attending, these members were not present during the check-in on the leaning 
discussion; Roger Mutz spoke for Denver during this discussion. 
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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

I-70 East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) 
Swansea Recreation Center 

March 10, 2011 
 
Objectives: 

 To review the summary of the pro/cons from the evaluation meetings 
 To begin to address concerns on the perceived leaning toward an alignment 
 To decide an alignment (a leaning) to focus on at the April and May meetings 

 
Meeting Overview 

The PACT agreed to work on the Current Alignment alternatives in April and May before 
making a final decision in June or July. The next meeting will focus on a leaning for the 
Current Alignment, North or South Shift, to identify the positive and negative elements 
of each. 

 
 
I. Welcome, Introductions 

Don Hunt, newly appointed Executive Director of the Colorado Department of 
Transportation, attended the PACT meeting. He thanked the PACT members for their efforts. 
He committed to participate in the collaborative process that is under way, and to work on 
seeking funding to implement the reconstruction of I-70. 

 
II. Reports and Documents 

 Summation of Evaluations – the PACT was given a summary document of the pros/cons 
from their evaluation of alternatives meeting summaries in the areas of Neighborhood 
Quality, Transportation, Environment and Economic Development.  

 PACT Working Group, Swansea Elementary School Relocation Options if Current 
Alignment North were Chosen – a team of PACT members met with representatives of 
Denver Public Schools and Swansea Elementary School to discuss potential relocation 
options for Swansea Elementary School in the event that the PACT selects the northern 
shift of the Current Alignment. Participants who attended the meeting and other PACT 
members offered their observations: 

 The DPS/CDOT/PACT group looked at about a dozen sites, and focused on two 
potential areas in particular: The site now occupied by the Swansea Recreation Center, 
Lady of Grace Catholic Church, and the Cross Community Coalition Building; and a 
current industrial site west of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks, around 48th Avenue. 
Both options had significant challenges. A grade separated crossing of the Union 
Pacific (48th was suggested) would be required for the option to the west and it may 
open up other opportunities. 

 DPS and School’s desire is to move the school farther away from the highway. 
 A new school could be built under a “functional replacement” method that rebuilds the 

school following higher building standards. 
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III. Leaning Going into April and May 
The PACT members agreed to focus on the Current Alignment in April and May. The 
leaning does not indicate a final decision, rather that most of the PACT members believe that 
the Current Alignment options hold more promise to address the most interests of the 
members.  
 
The focus on the Current Alignment also includes the understanding of the trade-offs that are 
presented by the North Shift and the South Shift. 
 
The PACT will focus on the North Shift versus the South Shift at its April meeting. The two 
shifts have different effects and will be central to the PACT’s recommendations. 
 
A. Key elements for leaning toward the Current Alignment include: 
 
 Transportation 

 The Current Alignment maintains two highways in the area (I-70 and I-270), which 
would minimize backups on both and provide redundant emergency access. 

 
 Neighborhood Quality / Environment / School 

 The Current Alignment contributes less air pollution from the viaduct than the 
realignment would with the at-grade widened 46th avenue with increased traffic. 
Although there are other contributing factors to air pollution in the neighborhood; 
nearby factories and plants contribute more air pollution in Swansea and Elyria than 
cars and trucks.  

 The Current Alignment (north shift) provides greater potential for rebuilding or 
building a new Swansea Elementary School. Denver Public Schools is committed to 
keeping a school in the neighborhood, possibly in conjunction within a campus with a 
library, community center, and other amenities. 

 The Current Alignment allows for more unrestricted (visually or physically) 
development around the National Western FasTracks station on the North Metro line 
which the community feels will potentially enhance the neighborhood. 
 

 Economic Development 
 The Current Alignment preserves the maximum potential for transit-oriented 

development (TOD) around the NWSS FasTracks station, to anchor overall 
development in the area. The Pecos Street FasTracks station is a model for a 
successful TOD in a transitional/low-income community, which also includes 
substantial local government infrastructure investment, that could be applied at 
NWSS/Elyria. 

 The Current Alignment is less of a visual barrier than Realignment to the South Platte 
River, which is a known asset and a strong driver of development. 

 The Current Alignment leaves intact the entire National Western Stock Show 
property, which would allow improvement and operability of the facility, or in the 
event that NWSS is relocated voluntarily, would add a 90-acre block of developable 
land. The Realignment alternatives would effectively render NWSS unable to operate 
(west shift), or severely limit operations (east shift). 
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 The Current Alignment retains the Brighton Blvd. alignment; this and the proximity of 
downtown Denver makes development more likely in the area. 

 
B. Questions and areas of concern with the Current Alignment to be addressed and 
improved include: 
 
 Transportation 

 Consideration of a mix of North and South shifts to the Current Alignment east of 
Colorado Blvd. in order to minimize impact in some areas 

 Effects of the Current Alignment on the Colorado FasTracks station and related 
transit-oriented development 

 
 Neighborhood Quality / Environment / School 

 There is no guarantee that Denver Public Schools will make a particular decision on 
relocating / rebuilding Swansea Elementary School, based on the PACT’s 
recommendation 

 A major contributor of noise, emissions and odors in the neighborhood - The Current 
Alignment North Shift preserves the Nestle-Purina factory 

 Long-term health and safety problems attributed to the highway and industry, railroad, 
refinery, falling objects from the roadway, would not be completely eliminated. 

 State and local agencies have a poor record of maintaining the existing highway area 
for trash, weeds and debris. 

 TOD’s typically result in higher real-estate prices, which can make properties 
unaffordable for some. 

 
 Economic Development 

 The Current Alignment South Shift results in the loss of Nestle-Purina, which employs 
many people at its plant. 

 Businesses and jobs that are lost to the I-70 reconstruction may not be replaced in the 
area. It is not known how many people who live in the area also work in the area. 

 The Current Alignment North Shift would preserve Nestle-Purina, which is considered 
a detriment to optimum development in the area. 

 The Current Alignment North Shift would result in the loss of the Pilot Travel Center, 
reducing the number of truck-serving businesses in the Denver area, which are already 
deemed insufficient. 

 There are doubts that that any significant investment in the area would occur, given 
the long-term contamination in the area. 

 
C. Key Trade-Off Considerations to be Reconciled 
 
The Current Alignment poses challenges for the PACT to determine whether the North Shift 
or the South Shift best supports the PACT members’ interests, as initially developed at the 
start of this collaborative process. Among the trade-offs that are presented are: 
 
 Neighborhood Quality / Environment / Economic Development 
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 South Shift: A critical tradeoff involves economic interests and neighborhood interests 
represented by the Nestle-Purina factory, and the Swansea Elementary School. 

 Upside: The elimination of the persistent odors, noise and traffic from Nestle-
Purina and the Swansea Elementary School remain in its current location and 
would be farther away from the highway. Fewer homes would be taken in the 
South Shift. 

 Downside: The acquisition of Nestle-Purina and Manna Pro, among others, and the 
loss of those businesses’ significant jobs; and these may not be able to relocate in 
the area. It is not known at this time how many of the plant’s employees live in the 
Swansea/Elyria area. 

 North Shift:  
 Upside: The Nestle-Purina plant jobs as well as other businesses along the south 

side would remain in the neighborhood. The school would be acquired and a new 
updated school facility would be built further from the highway structure and 
somewhere in the area. An informal review of potential locations identified 
locations that could be considered for the relocation, but all of the options had 
significant limitations. 

 Downside: The Pilot Travel Center would be acquired; it is a significant, but 
constrained trucking industry facility at Steele Street, the only such facility in the 
area. Also the Colonial Manor Motel and some small businesses along 46th 
Avenue and Steavenson Place would be acquired and may/may not be able to 
relocate in the area. There would be less opportunity to replace industrial 
development with non-industrial development. 

 
IV. Public Comment 
Betty Cram, Elyria resident 

 We are concerned for children at the school because of the pollution. 
 Commerce City would like to have the highway to go by Dick’s Sporting Goods and 

would build up our local businesses. 
 People want to destroy Elyria. It’s historic, since 1889, historic churches are still in use. 

The realignment would destroy our city. We have adequate roads from, Washington to 
Colorado. 

 We want a nice highway, grassy landscaping, a neighborhood with shops and stores, where 
we can ride bikes, cruise to the South Platte River and Heron Park. This is our dream for 
the future. 

Tom Anthony, Elyria Resident 
 We support Betty. We have not participated in this process because our option, a tunnel, 

was not considered. 
 Commerce City has figured out how to get people to the Wal-Mart in Commerce City. All 

of the traffic going up to Commerce City is going to cut services in Denver. 
 There is conflict between the realignment and the RTD stop at Brighton and 48th.  

Fred McPeck, Elyria property owner 
 What about the money to build the highway? We were told, don’t worry about the money. 

Russ George said, “You show me a plan I’ll show you the money.” Is the money 
available? There is a bill with billions of dollars for transportation. 

 The debt reduction commission has met, and money will not be available. 
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 Senator Udall has a bill that would allocate billions for transportation. Gov. Hickenlooper 
said Washington is the place to get things done, and it looks like there will be available. 

 Gas prices are rising, and that extra distance for commuting (realignment) and any benefit 
is going to be usurped by the additional cost. 

Leo Branstetter, Elyria property owner 
 CDOT is spending money to improve I-70 West to benefit skiers by taking out curves. 

Here we don’t need any more curves on the interstate (realignment). 
 This is highway project, not a school project. Why didn’t they do something about the 

school in the previous 50 years. 
 
V. Next Steps 

 Next Meeting: April 14; Noon – 6:30 p.m. Swansea Recreation Center 
 Working Group for Public Meeting Messaging (all their work will be reviewed by the 

whole PACT). Members: Anthony Thomas, Tom Acre, Guillermo Serena, Pat Grant, 
Roger Mutz/Kristin Fritz 

 Don Hunt indicated a desire to walk along the viaduct corridor with some business and 
community representatives to understand the area better 

 Next Meeting: May 12, 2011; Noon – 6:30 p.m. (Since revised to 3:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m.) 
 Public Outreach Effort: May/June 2011 – PACT community workshop, PACT business 

workshop, PACT public meeting and elected officials briefing 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Attendance 
 
Anthony Thomas, Denver resident 
Art Ballah, Colorado Motor Carriers Association 
Bill Van Meter, Regional Transportation District FasTracks 
Brian McBroom, City of Commerce City 
Don Hunt, Executive Director, Colorado Department of Transportation. 
Doug Bennett, Federal Highway Administration 
Drew Dutcher, Denver / Elyria resident 
Guillermo Serna, Commerce City resident 
Jeanne Shreve, Adams County 
Jim Dileo, Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Jimmy Burds, Commerce City Business and Professional Association  
John Lucero, Denver Office of Economic Development 
Kate Kramer, Sand Creek Regional Greenway Partnership 
Larry Burgess, Denver - Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Association 
Lesley Thomas, City of Denver 
Norma Frank, Adams County resident 
Pat Grant, National Western Stock Show 
Paul Garcia, Denver / Swansea resident 
Reza Akhavan, Colorado Department of Transportation 
Shaun Cutting, Federal Highway Administration - Program Delivery Manager 
Tom Acre, City of Commerce City 
Tony Brake, Aurora resident 
Tricia Allen, Adams County Economic Development 
 
Members not attending 
Amy Pallante, Colorado State Historic Preservation Office 
Mac Callison, City of Aurora 
Scott Jaquith, Commerce City resident 
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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

I-70 East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) 
Swansea Recreation Center 

April 14, 2011 
 
Objectives: 

• To understand and build agreement on the east of Quebec to Tower Road section of I-70 East 
• To mutually understand the tradeoffs between Current Alignment North shift and South shift  
 

Meeting Overview 
The PACT agreed on a final version of the messaging for the public meetings in early May. The next 
meeting will focus on reviewing input from the two public meetings and from the community 
workshop and the business workshop, and confirming which alternative to continue to work on, and 
areas to continue to address before the final meeting in July. 
 
 
 
I. Corridor East of Quebec to Toward Road – Working Group Efforts 

The work product of the I-70 East Corridor Working Group was presented to the PACT for review 
and incorporation into its decision-making process. The working group met in January 2011 to 
study and make recommendations for the reconstruction from Quebec Street to Tower Road – the 
part of the highway reconstruction that is not affected by the PACT’s alignment decision. 
Key issues that were identified: 
• It is essential that a separated grade crossing be built at the intersection of Peoria Street and the 

DIA commuter rail line. (The meeting summary was clarified to reflect that funding for this 
intersection is funded through Denver Regional Council of Governments at $25 million.) 

• Ensure that future development be considered – as far north as 120th Avenue – because north-
south traffic will ultimately impact I-70. 

• A significant problem for vehicles, including substantial truck traffic, exists east of the I-70 / I-
225 interchange, forcing eastbound traffic to navigate heavy traffic entering from I-225 in order 
to exit at Chambers Road and Airport Blvd./Peña Blvd. 

 
III. Messaging for Public Meetings 

The PACT reviewed the proposed text for display boards that will be used in the public meetings 
and workshops in May, reflecting the PACT’s focus on the Current Alignment. (NOTE: The 
PACT’s input was taken and the boards were to be revised after the meeting.) 
The boards cover: 
• Maps of the two alignments and options, and description of the NEPA/EIS process. 
• The PACT process overview, including the makeup of the PACT and schedule of process. 
• Request for input on what the PACT has done and will be doing in the near future. 
• Additional details on the Current Alignment alternative and features and impacts along the 

viaduct corridor. 
• Pros and cons for the Current Alignment alternative. 
• Maps of the trade-offs between the Current Alignment North Shift and South Shift. 
• Next steps in the PACT process. 
 
The meetings will conclude with facilitated small group discussions with at least two PACT 
members listening to the input. 
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IV. Current Alignment North and South Shift Tradeoffs 

The PACT discussed the tradeoffs between the Current Alignment North Shift and South Shift, to 
further understand the impact for various area conditions – community mobility, safety and health, 
economics, and highway and street functions. The PACT members reiterated that there is no 
perfect solution and that either shift will have advantages and disadvantages. 
Key impacts, trade-offs and considerations include: 
• Swansea Elementary School is acquired by the North Shift. 
• Nestle-Purina and Manna Pro are acquired by the South Shift. 
• Pilot Travel, Colonial Manor Inn impacted by North Shift. 
• There are no specific standards for a school’s proximity to a highway. 
• The state does not have condemnation authority if the acquisition is not related to a highway 

purpose – the south shift would not automatically mean that a new school would be built. 
• The school could be redesigned as part of a mitigation strategy, perhaps putting the playground 

farther from the highway to minimize emissions and particulate matter at the playground. 
• Highway planners would work with the school on the mitigation package. 
• Denver Rescue Mission, north of I-70 west of Colorado Blvd., is an important community asset. 
 

 
V. Public Comment Session 
 
Betty Cram, Elyria resident – Betty Cram drew an analogy between the founding of Elyria in 1891 to 

the renewal that she said will occur with the reconstruction of I-70 in its current location. The 
original Elyria was an incorporated city with doctors, hardware and dry goods stores, with 
access to downtown and eastward for rodeos and eventually the airport. In Elyria there is will 
be new development at the former Asarco smelter site, other contaminated locations to be 
cleaned up, the potential for the National Western Stock Show. Perhaps there could be a river 
walk like in San Antonio. Respect for the history of the Riverside Cemetery. The re-alignment 
would damage current planning for redevelopment of Elyria. 

 
 
VI. Next Steps 

• Public Meeting – Commerce City: May 4; 5:30-8:00p.m.; Commerce City Recreation Center 
• Public Meeting – Denver: May 7; 10:00a.m.-12:30p.m.; Swansea Recreation Center 
• Invited Community Workshop: May 10, 6 p.m.-8 p.m., National Western Stock Show 
• Invited Business Workshop: May 11, 9 a.m. – 11 a.m., Swansea Recreation Center 
• Next PACT Meeting: May 12, 4 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. Swansea Recreation Center 
• Subsequent PACT Meeting: June 9, 8:30 a.m.- 4:30 p.m. 
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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

I-70-East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) 
Swansea Recreation Center 

May 12, 2011 
 
Objectives 

• To review public input from the two public meetings and the two workshops (community and 
business) 

• To decide which alignment to continue to work on based on public input and work to date 
• If Current alignment is still most promising, to build agreement on whether to shift north or south on 

Current alignment 
• To identify what needs to be addressed or completed prior to the end of the PACT process in July 

 
Meeting Overview 

The PACT reviewed the results of the public meetings and workshops, identified future steps, heard a 
Denver travel-shed presentation, received and discussed correspondence from CDOT on funding, and 
Purina on economic matters. The PACT also indicated it would like to solicit additional input from the 
Swansea/Elyria neighborhood about the trade-offs of the North and South options. 

 
 
I. Review of Public Input 

The PACT reviewed summaries of the two public meetings held on May 4 and May 7, and the two 
workshops for the original business and community interests on May 10 and May 11, respectively. The 
PACT discussed the outcome of the meetings: 
• Public Meetings 

The May 4 meeting in Commerce City was well attended and productive. The May 7 public meeting 
in Swansea was poorly attended. Causes cited included that it was a good-weather Saturday morning, 
and other activities were occurring at the same time. 

• Community Workshop 
The May 10 workshop was very poorly attended, and the PACT members agreed that additional 
outreach should be conducted in the Swansea area to ascertain their views on the Current-
North/Current-South decision to be made. 

• Business Workshop 
The May 11 Business Workshop was relatively well attended with a representative gathering of small 
and large businesses. Representatives of Purina, Univar, small businesses near the viaduct and 
general business interests were in attendance. 

The results of the workshops were summarized and are available at http://i-70east.com 
 

II. Swansea Elementary School Issues 
The PACT discussed possibilities for advancing the decision-making process over the Current alignment 
North or South options, with a special emphasis on impact on the Swansea Elementary School. The 
primary focus was whether the leadership of responsible public entities could reach an agreement that 
would secure a school location in the Swansea neighborhood. Denver representatives said the city would 
do what they could to get Denver Public Schools (DPS) to participate in discussions on the issue. Topics 
explored included: 
 
School Location’s role in the PACT decision-making 
• The Current North/Current South decision will ultimately be made largely on the basis of what will 

happen to the school; 
• DPS should be invited to attend the next PACT meeting and other meetings to discuss how they could 

contribute to the discussion; 
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• Recognition that DPS has the sole responsibility for making the decision on what to do with the 
school; 

• Recognition that the PACT has minimal ability to influence decisions related to the school location; 
• The City and County of Denver (CCD) should engage with DPS and develop agreements for assuring 

that a school would remain in the neighborhood, with CDOT involvement as well; 
• The PACT could make a recommendation, with the weight of Nestle Purina, National Western Stock 

Show, to invite the leaders of DPS and CCD to understand the need for a decision, and the need for 
them to draft an agreement they would both support, and cooperate to build a school in the area. 

• The business community should be involved in assuring that the Swansea school can remain in the 
neighborhood, adding a sense of urgency; 

• Any commitments should be made by the highest possible level at the city and the school district in 
order to ensure that they would be honored. 

• Doubts were expressed that an agreement would be enforceable. 
 

Concerns and questions about the attributes of a new school 
• Whether the school could or should be moved farther away from its present location; 
• What opportunities that a CCD/DPS partnership could bring to the neighborhood; 
• Swansea should remain a walkable school for the neighborhood; 
• In the past, DPS had acted contrary to the wishes of the community in the administration of another 

school; 
• Questions about the level of interest and possibility of support from residents of the neighborhood; 
• Concern that DPS would not be able to commit to keeping schools open for recreation in the long run, 

if it was co-located with the recreation center. 
 

III. Connectivity Evaluation Recommendations 
The City and County of Denver presented preliminary recommendations developed by AECOM and 
presented by Alan Eckman for improving connectivity throughout the project area. Key elements include: 

• Maintaining 46th Avenue under the new I-70 viaduct. This is seen as the key to connectivity overall 
in the area; 

• Possible underpasses to cross the Union Pacific Railroad tracks for all modes of travel; 
• Establishing desired connections north and south of the viaduct from Colorado Boulevard to Steele; 
• Improve intersections to accommodate additional traffic due to the closure of the York Street 

highway exit; 
• Establish new connectivity to 40th Avenue for the FasTracks and commuter rail; including a 

comprehensive reconstruction of 40th Avenue. 
• Intersection improvements and infrastructure improvements in various locations. 

 
PACT members indicated support for the ideas in general, and raised some specific questions and concerns: 

• The community has experience with an underpass that existed in the past that connected North 
Swansea with South Swansea. Crime was a problem in the underpass. 

• The GrowHaus at the intersection of the UP and 47th Avenue could be compromised with an 
underpass at that location. 

 
IV. Nestle Purina and other businesses 

The PACT discussed a letter that had been prepared by Louis Thomas, manager of the Nestle Purina plant, 
which was delivered and discussed by the Business Workshop participants the day before the PACT 
meeting. The letter included details about the company’s operations, number of jobs, and overall economic 
impact in the Denver area. The company employees 270 people directly and affects up to 1,000 jobs when 
suppliers and contractors are included. The company reports that they have contributed to a number of local 
schools, nonprofits, youth groups and sports organizations, and pays nearly $2 million in various taxes. 
The letter indicates that Nestle Purina is investigating technology now being studied in Toronto that could 
reduce odor emissions in the area. 
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Denver representative indicated that a fiscal impact of both of the options could be completed within a 
month. 

 
V. CDOT Funding Memo 

CDOT Executive Director Don Hunt discussed a memorandum sent to the PACT members reviewing the 
current status of funding for the I-70 reconstruction. The Colorado Transportation Commission, acting as 
the Bridge Enterprise Board is examining projects for bridge-safety funding. The I-70 viaduct is a high 
priority under the FASTER program, and the Commission will prioritize new bridge projects totaling up to 
$400 million soon. If approved, funding could be available for I-70 within two years; if there is no decision 
soon by the PACT, the Commission will likely defer action on I-70. 
The PACT discussed the memo: 

• This is a window of opportunity that should be taken advantage of; 
• There is sufficient money available now to complete the Record of Decision; 
• Recognition that there are some uncertainties, especially regarding the school; 

 
VI. Public Comment Session 

Bettie Cram, Elyria resident - Three points about the south option: We don’t want to National Western 
Stock Show to leave. What if the city built a coliseum for the Stock Show on the other side of the plant? 
What if Purina were to fall down? Wouldn’t they have to rebuild the plant? If they had to, they could build 
in another location, to the west. Those businesses to the south of the highway, we’re going to have room in 
Elyria for them if they are dislocated. 
 
Fred McPeck, Elyria business owner – Eight years ago; I had two goals. That the highway stay on the 
current right of way, and having a light rail station at National Western Stock Show. I was thrilled to death. 
It was reported in news that money was coming for RTD station, and I was pleased. 
 
Leo Branstetter, Elyria business owner – DPS should be asked if they’re going to show up, what kind of 
money are they going to pony up? They shouldn’t get off scot free. They should prepare to put up money. 
They have neglected this area. 

 
VII. Next Steps 

• Next Meeting: June 9, 2011; 8:30a.m.-4:30p.m.  
• Next Meeting: July 14, 2011; 8:30a.m.-4:30p.m. 
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I-70-East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team 
Swansea Recreation Center 

June 9, 2011 
 

MEETING SUMMARY 
 
Objectives 

• To understand the Denver Public School (DPS) relocation process and perspective 
• To imagine the best north shift and the best south shift that meets the most possible interests 
• To build agreement on alignment and shift 
• To learn about opportunities from managed lanes 

 
Meeting Overview 

• PACT members reviewed a summary of interview responses from parents at Swansea 
Elementary School as well as a letter from Denver Public Schools regarding Swansea 
Elementary School. 

• PACT members identified their preference for the alignment. Most preferred the current 
alignment south shift, with a few having either no stated preference or a preference for the 
north shift. 

• Outlined the next steps that will be taken in the collaborative process 
 
 
I. Interviews at Swansea School Summary 

The PACT received and discussed a written summary of 49 interviews that were conducted, mostly 
with parents, along with some teachers at the Swansea Elementary School in the period after the 
May PACT meeting. The PACT requested the additional input to ensure sufficient consultation 
with residents in the immediate vicinity of the viaduct construction area regarding the north or 
south shift. 
 
The summary indicated that most of the residents interviewed prefer the Current South alignment 
in order to preserve the school in its location and to eliminate the odor impact of the Purina pet 
food factory. 
Summary available at http:// 

 
II. Denver Public Schools discussion 

The PACT reviewed and discussed a letter sent by Jennifer Walmer, chief of staff for the Denver 
Public Schools, in response to a request to attend the PACT meeting. The PACT members had 
asked CDOT and the Denver Mayor’s office to engage with DPS in order to ascertain whether any 
commitments could be made about locating a new school in on or near its present location. The 
result of the outreach to date was the letter. 
 
PACT members were disappointed that a DPS representative did not attend the meeting, and also 
by the school district’s written response, which was considered inadequate. Some PACT members 
who have experience with the public schools expressed a lack of confidence in DPS. Comments 
included: 
• DPS does not have credibility with local parents. 
• The message in the letter was clear that the PACT should not count on DPS doing anything at 

this time, nor did they indicate whether they would replace the school or not. 
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III. Addressing Interests in a North Shift and South Shift 

PACT members spent some time being creative, identifying steps that could be taken or elements 
that could be implemented to address as many interests possible on the North shift and then the 
South shift of the Current Alignment. The PACT had previously identified the Current Alignment 
as the one that held the greater potential for achieving consensus. 

 
North Shift – suggested elements or process to include in order to address more interests 
• Leave the school building where it is, install reinforced, noise proof windows in the school; 

move the parking under the viaduct and the playground elsewhere. 
o Concern – If there is actually room to do this and that if it is possible, the school 

building would be right next to the highway. 
• Ask the governor to bring together DPS, Denver and CDOT together to figure out how to work 

out a guarantee for location in the neighborhood for a new school. 
o Concern – Governor is unlikely to get involved in a city DPS issue. 

• Put language in the document that pushes DPS closer to a guaranteed location 
o Concern – The record of decision can be used to direct mitigation but can’t be drawn 

too narrowly or it becomes a significant challenge if situations change and the migration 
either can’t be done or is no longer a good thing to do. 

 
Other Thoughts 
• There is an opportunity now, with a new mayor, new governor, new council, to get community 

leaders to figure out the critical issue - the location of the school. Muster some power outside 
this room. 

• The project can replace the school under the “functional replacement” procedure, which results 
in a new school equivalent to the former school, built to satisfy current building codes. 

• An agreement could be struck for a location, but development or changed use could make a 
location non-feasible. 

• A new campus at National Western Stock Show could be requested. 
• Stock Show property would not be walkable. 
• Pilot Truck Stop would be compromised, but that facility is marginal and difficult for 

significant trucking activity. 
• Purina is a good corporate citizen. 
• I’d hate to favor the South Shift and then have DPS say the current school location isn’t viable 

and will be built somewhere else. 
• Without DPS our decision is very limited. 
• We have to make a decision independent of the ultimate location of the school, but we need to 

make clear the need for the school in the neighborhood. 
 

South Shift – suggested elements or process to include, in order to address more interests 
• Incentivize Purina to stay  

o Concern - Purina has said that if they are acquired because of the project, they would 
move out of Colorado and consolidate with other facilities. 

• Have the governor work to incentivize Purina to stay in Colorado. 
o Concern – Although the governor could provide the leadership, the State of Colorado 

has little money to do so, it would require legislation. 
 
Other Thoughts 
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• We have a lot of opportunity for us to get creative with a completely fresh development, a clean 
slate. 

• We know things change. If we try to hold on to what we had years ago, we’ll miss 
opportunities. 

• Businesses will get fair market value for business and relocation assistance.  
• The estimates for the Current Alignment South construction assume that Purina would be 

purchased, so that is already built into the overall cost of the project. The estimates are 
reviewed and are reliable. 

• At a neighborhood meeting in Elyria, the North Shift is very unpopular. 
• Denver received a lot of tax money from Purina, but when Denver issued bonds for 

improvement projects, none of the proceeds were used for any projects in the -Swansea area. 
• This could create opportunities on the north side of the highway to make it better for the school. 

The Purina site could be redeveloped and could make this a more livable community. 
 
IV.  Building Agreement - Preferences 

The PACT members were asked to contemplate and summarize their thoughts on the pending 
choice that is to be made on the preferred alignment and shift. The members were allowed to 
discuss their preferences and reasons without interruption. The state and federal highway agencies 
and the City of Denver did not participate in reflecting a preference, as they are willing to go with 
the group’s agreement, but participated in the discussion. 
• An overwhelming majority of the PACT members who participated in the exercise indicated 

they would favor the Current Alignment/South Shift. 
• Of those present who did not select the Current South alignment, one favored the North Option, 

and two did not have a preference. 
 
The PACT members offered various explanations for their preference: 
Reasons for South 
• Preserves the current school site for a new, future school. 
• The lack of sufficient assurances that the Swansea Elementary School could be rebuilt in close 

proximity to its current location if the decision was for the North Option. Disappointment that 
DPS was unwilling to engage with the PACT to discuss the issues more fully. 

• Locates the highway farther away from the current school, improving air quality and other 
safety and health issues for children. 

• Eliminates the Purina dog food plant that would: 
o Open up the potential for more and varied commercial development that would not 

otherwise be possible, both north of the highway and south on the Purina property. 
o Create opportunities for long-term creation of varied businesses to serve the 

neighboring communities, including Transit-Oriented-Development. 
o End the emissions and odors that emanate from the plant. 

• Takes fewer houses. 
• Follows community preference – ever-present community interests should have more 

consideration than daytime-only businesses. 
• Offers the likelihood of more walkability north of the highway. 
• Better potential for long-term varied investment in the area - Represents the best long-range 

vision for future generations. 
• Opens up the north side of the highway to become a new urban center area. 
• Heavy industry in the city is probably not the most valuable use of land. 
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• More political will may exist to try and keep Purina – the governor seems more apt to get 
involved in keeping Purina then the school issue. 

 
Reasons for North 
• Protect Purina’s direct and indirect jobs and revenue - losing Purina will have a significant 

impact on the metro area’s economy. Removing Purina may lead to unanticipated 
consequences. Purina will likely not re-establish a facility in the Denver area. 

• Creates opportunity for a new updated school – would force DPS to do something for Swansea 
- have faith in Denver Public Schools. 

 
No Preference 
• There are many unknowns ahead, including changes in leadership at the city of Denver, the 

possible move of NWSS. Support for what the neighborhood wants will come with lots of 
conditions. 

• Concern about Purina and inability to offer enough mitigation to satisfy the community. If the 
governor could convene discussions or offer incentives, it could be a win. 

 
Procedures for Inter-Governmental/Stakeholder Agreements 
PACT members asked whether agreements could be made that guide future activities in order to be 
able to make a better decision, such as asking CDOT, CCD and DPS to undertake certain actions or 
processes to determine a future school location. The procedure would involve the following steps: 
• Agreements could be drafted during the preparation of the Final EIS.  
• The agreements would not be part of the FEIS, but the Record of Decision would refer to them 

and they would take effect upon finalization of the ROD. 
• If a party to an agreement does not fulfill its obligations, the agreement would be nullified and 

the overall decision process would be voided and the project would revert back into the EIS 
process. 

 
V. Managed lanes presentation 

Kirk Webb of CDOT presented data and images showing how managed lanes could be 
incorporated into the planning for the new I-70 East between Colorado Boulevard and I-225 to 
provide a consistent travel time within the congested corridor. With only one midpoint exit, 
westbound at I-270 the additional lanes would add possibly 32 feet of width to the proposed 
section. Don Hunt said that CDOT has to consider managed lanes whenever and wherever 
construction adds new capacity, with features for optimum safety. 
 
The Keystone Center will check in with the PACT’s East Corridor Work Group to review the 
presentation. 
 Presentation available at http:// 

 
VI.  RTD - Bus Route Change viability 

Jessie Carter, manager of Service Planning and Scheduling for RTD, told the PACT that RTD is 
planning changes in bus routes along the I-70/commuter rail corridor to take maximize commuter 
convenience. The route and timing changes will be designed to match rail stops. 
 

VII. Public Comment Session 
Bettie Cram, Elyria resident - The Stock Show’s got to stay. I don’t think they’re going to get the 
traffic when they leave, it’s hard on animals, hard on Denver. Purina been around a long time, I 
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have not minded them. We don’t know what they have in mind. These houses are old, but they 
have family names from 1891, now moving back to Swansea. Elyria had grocery stores, parks, 
boxing, baseball, movie houses, clubs (chess), it was a beautiful city, and really built this area. The 
Coliseum is too small for the stock show, they should rebuild like the Pepsi Center. We need so 
many things in this area, more performance areas. TOD planning around RTD stop is the real plus. 
The RTD and commuter will alleviate traffic, going to the airport. River walk is going to be 
beautiful. 
 
Fred McPeck, business owner - You’re in a giant poker game, high stakes, missing people, no 
money in the game. Nestle Purina, Dean Singleton Denver Post, they’re going to affect all of this 
time that you’ve put into this. 
 
Juanita Gable, Elyria resident, read a letter to the PACT by Elyria resident Fleming Schutrumpf a 
property owner in Swansea, Elyria and Globeville - Swansea, Elyria and Globeville are home to 
many economically disadvantaged families who want to live close to jobs in Denver, and are one 
of the last bastions of low income housing near downtown, which is rapidly gentrifying and 
pushing low income families to other cities like Commerce City and Aurora.  
These neighborhoods are heavily impacted by I-70, and more by the ongoing pollution caused by 
companies like Purina, that dramatically lowers property values. I support the option that relocates 
Purina and preserves historic and lower income housing.   Purina should be offered the benefits of 
a newer, more efficient plant with odor scrubbers and other technologies that would allow Purina to 
operate more efficiently, increase profit margins, and hopefully employ more people in Colorado  
The remaining portion of the Purina site can serve as a monument to Denver’s progressive policies, 
a high value parcel close to downtown and with a good view of the skyline. 
 
Ms. Gable added - Don’t miss the opportunity to work together and clean up the river and help the 
community. Businesses want good quality of life, temperate climate, river and amenities. How 
many jobs are we missing out on by preventing opening this up when we have a highway, having 
Purina go away and allowing great potential for development on the river. 

 
VIII. Next Steps  

• Next Meeting: July 14, 2011; 8:30a.m.-4:30p.m. 
• Additional meetings and documents 

o Economic Impact Study (Denver) Meeting – there will be a special PACT meeting to 
review Denver’s Economic Impact Study 

o Mitigation Workgroup Meeting/document– will draft documentation of details 
discussed and agreed to during the course of the PACT’s work that support the PACT’s 
decision: CDOT, CCD take the lead, review with Drew, Paul, Scott 

o Messaging Workgroup Meeting/document- discussion and drafting of a document 
describing the consensus reached - Tom A., Lesley/John, Drew, Jimmy, Paul 

• The Keystone Center will 
o Check in with the East Corridor Working Group to see if need is there to meet again 
o Schedule the two workgroup meetings 

• July agenda 
o Completion of agreement building on alignment, option and major details 
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I-70-East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team 
Swansea Recreation Center 

July 14, 2011 
 

MEETING SUMMARY 
 
Objective: To build agreement on a recommendation and final PACT message.  
 
Meeting Overview: 

• PACT members agreed to current alignment, north shift including mitigation elements (the 
“Will list” of elements that CODT will complete) with three conditional elements/agreements 
requiring additional work. 

• PACT will meet in January 2012 to confirm the conditional elements were met to their 
satisfaction; to confirm the consensus recommendation is still the consensus. 

 
Facilitator Note: Following this meeting, constituents reviewed the agreement and residents of one 
neighborhood objected to the North Shift, and its PACT representative withdrew their support for the 
agreement.  Consequently, the leadership of CDOT and the City and County of Denver agreed to a one‐
month pause in the I‐70 East EIS process in order to give Denver time to consult with city and neighborhood 
leaders to determine whether consensus is possible. Work was suspended on the conditional items that 
were adopted by the PACT. The parties agreed to report progress by the end of August 2011. 

 
 
 
I. Alternatives (includes improvements developed during the PACT process, on the ‘Will Do’ 

list)  
Carrie Wallis, Atkins Global, reviewed the two current alignment alternatives, including the 
improvements suggested during the process that CDOT will complete. 

 
Discussion 

• Design phase will fine tune the design and ultimately the impacts. 
• North shift needs to be better designed to lessen residential impacts in Elyria (lessen the 

number homes acquired) – move the ramps as close to the highway structure as possible 
• Traffic impacts of the exit ramps around Brighton Boulevard needs to be considered. 
• Quebec would be built to current standards, sidewalks, etc. 
• Grades on Quebec approaching I-70 from the south are steep, it would be good to lessen 

them. 
• Sand Creek Greenway needs a seamless connection under/around I-70 and Quebec. 
• Thompson Court connection east west would be good – would be a Denver project. 
• Bike route could be changed from 47th to 46th avenue when 46th is built under the 

highway. The city and county of Denver’s current bike route is on 47th, but it is possible 
to have more than one route. 

• Alignment shift should be south between Colorado Boulevard and Quebec for the least 
economic impacts. This is challenging due to the distance it takes (1,500 feet) to get from 
the north shift alignment to the south shift alignment east of Colorado. The biggest 
concern is avoiding Safeway. 
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AGREEMENT: The PACT agreed to focus its recommendation on the Brighton Boulevard to 
Colorado Boulevard section of I-70 East. The engineers will work to design the roadway to 
incur the least economic impacts between Colorado and Quebec.  

 
 
II. Denver PACT Caucus Work (proposal) 

Lesley Thomas and John Lucero, City and County of Denver, presented the work of the PACT 
Denver caucus; mitigation requirements for north and those for south shift (Appendix B). The 
caucus’ preferred option was north shift with a list of elements that must occur to recommend the 
north shift. The caucus came to its preference only if the elements were completed. There was 
also a list of elements if the south shift was selected. 
 
John Lucero also distributed an updated version of the economic impact study materials 
(originally passed out at the supplemental PACT meeting July 11, 2011) 
 
Discussion – North Shift requirements 
The PACT discussed the north shift mitigation requirements. The discussion centered around the 
following elements (see Appendix B for the full list of mitigation requirements as proposed) 
 
Odor – The Nestlé Purina Petcare Co. (Purina) wants to remain in its present location, and is 
willing to put in the capital investment to reduce the odor 90-95 percent. CDOT/FHWA has no 
authority to ask Purina to invest in odor reduction measures. Because Purina meets all odor and 
particulate regulations (national, state and local) there is no authority or regulation that would 
require them to install additional odor-reducing technology.  
 
Residents would like to see all odor eliminated. It was mentioned that there is no technology 
exists to “eliminate” all odor, but it can be reduced. Although residents would like to have the 
odor removed prior to the highway project, it may be very difficult to accomplish.  
 
Louis Thomas, vice president of the Purina plant, communicated Purina’s commitment to the 
neighborhood and the reduction of odor from the plant. He also said Purina would be willing to 
enter into a voluntary agreement with Denver to reduce the odor. 
 
Additional questions arose about how to measure odor and how to assure the reduction it will be 
enough, and what happens if it is not enough? There is an odor-meter used by Denver to measure 
the baseline, establishing whether Purina is in compliance. This could be used to develop and 
agreement between the city and Purina regarding threshold numbers. The measurement needs to 
be no less than a 95 reduction for the community to agree to a north shift. 
 
Swansea School – Denver met with Denver Public Schools (DPS) on a two possible co-location 
scenarios with a new school and a regional recreation center. The school could be co-located with 
the recreation center without a vote of the people as along as the park land is still used for park 
programs. 
 
CDOT would contribute the funds required for a functional replacement of the current school (a 
school appropriate for current capacity and size). If DPS wants a larger school (to accommodate 
early education to 8th grade), or to significant upgrade other elements, DPS would need to 
provide funding as well (possibly contribute the money gained from the sale of the current 
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Swansea School property to CDOT). Businesses should also contribute; they should contribute to 
the community where they do business.  
 
There needs to be an agreement among the parties about the co-location option, rather than the 
record of decision saying it must be in a particular location, which would limit  CDOT. The 
school would need to be relocated prior to construction on the section of highway near/next to the 
current school, while building the recreation center may come later (phased). 
 
Recreation Center – The best location for the school is where the Swansea Recreation Center 
presently sits; it would be a walkable distance for current residents, therefore the recreation 
center would have to be acquired. A regional recreation center is in Denver Park’s current plans 
(while no funding has been allocated, it is in the plan). CDOT cannot justify completely paying 
for the construction of a new recreation center if it is not directly impacted by I-70 project; there 
needs to be link to the project. CDOT might be able to partner and contribute a portion. 
 
Grade Separated Crossing at 48th Ave. or 47th Ave – A grade separated crossing is a way to 
mitigate neighborhood traffic issues during construction, correcting sins of the past and quality of 
life. 48th Avenue is the best option because it is has the greatest east west connection - potentially 
all the way from Colorado Boulevard to Vasquez and across the South Platte River; creating 
connectivity both in the neighborhood and regionally. The question of whether an overpass or 
underpass is better was briefly discussed. It was explained that more distance is required to for an 
overpass (approximately 900 feet) than for an under-pass (approximately 725 feet). 
 
CDOT and FHWA cannot establish a direct relationship between the need for the grade separated 
crossing and impacts of the I-70 project. It is a recognized challenge in the neighborhood, but it is 
not due to the I-70 project. Without the direct effect link it cannot be a part of the I-70 project. 
Neither is there a link established as part of the school construction; there isn’t a clear need for it 
to access the proposed new school location (the school can be accessed without it). 
 
Beyond the lack of a link to the I-70 project, the grade separated crossing would require its own 
environmental review process due to many potential environmental impacts (4f-parks, historic 
properties, environmental and social justice, possible environmental, etc.), regulations, 
engineering and costs that must be considered.  

 
Funding – The budget is not based on using the highest cost estimate for any alternative and 
saying there is “savings” that can be used if a cheaper alternative is selected. CDOT is concerned 
with the idea that many of the mitigation requirements state that they must be done “prior” to 
construction. It will be very hard to justify the expense on the mitigation elements without any 
money spent on the new viaduct, and the Transportation Commission would be less likely to 
authorize funding. Also, the Bridge Enterprise fund is strictly for replacement (in-kind, bring it 
up to standard); funds must be spent on the highway. 

 
Discussion – South Shift requirement 
Three requirements included in the north shift would also be proposed by the caucus if the shift 
was south. : relocating 46th Ave under the highway; adding connectivity elements from AECOM 
study (or ”do not preclude items) and working to relocate residents in the neighborhood. 
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III. Building Agreement 
Through discussion of the mitigation requirements, a possible agreement arose around the 
Denver caucus’ north shift preference, including a modified list of mitigation elements and some 
conditional elements. A couple PACT members mentioned their dissatisfaction and discomfort 
with getting the proposed north shift recommendation at the last minute and with no prior review 
time. Many mentioned deferring to the Denver caucus as the most impacted and therefore more 
their decision.  
 
The following the tentative agreement reached (one person was willing to live with it, but did not 
love it): 
 
AGREEMENT: The PACT recommends the Current Alignment North Shift as the preferred 
alignment including elements on the current CDOT/FHWA ‘Will list’ and the following 
additional or revised ‘Wills’ and conditional elements. The PACT will meet in January 2012 to 
review the conditional elements, are they satisfactory enough to continue to recommend the north 
shift. 
 
[Facilitator Note: Following this meeting, constituents reviewed the agreement and residents of one 
neighborhood objected to the North Shift, and its PACT representative withdrew their support for the 
agreement.  Consequently, the leadership of CDOT and the City and County of Denver agreed to a one‐
month pause in the I‐70 East EIS process in order to give Denver time to consult with city and 
neighborhood leaders to determine whether consensus is possible. Work was suspended on the 
conditional items that were adopted by the PACT. The parties agreed to report progress by the end of 
August 2011.] 
 
“Will List” Additions/Revisions 

1. Provide funding for construction of a new school to replace the Swansea Elementary 
School (funds for similar size; if a larger facility is desired, other entities may contribute 
additional funds) and to replace the Swansea recreation center in accordance with Denver 
Parks Game Plan.  

2. Retain 46th Ave as a street under the new viaduct providing both east west connectivity 
and north south connectivity (this is already on the ”Will List”). 

3. Commit to specific connectivity improvements, or not preclude them, from Denver’s 
connectivity study (developed by AECOM) (this is already on the ‘Will List’). 

4. Reduce the impact to residential properties in Elyria by “skinny up” the design or shifting 
south as much as possible between Brighton Boulevard and the Union Pacific Railroad 
tracks. 

5. Work with displaced residents to relocate them within the neighborhood if they desire it. 
6. Develop a funding status report including funding plan for phase I. 
7. Replace any park space acquired as a result of highway construction. 
8. Minimize impact to businesses between Colorado and Quebec (adjust the shift north or 

south for least impacts) 
9. Work on a seamless connection of the Sand Creek Greenway at Quebec/I-70 
10. Work to decrease grades at Quebec Street 

 
 Conditional Requirements 

11. If the Swansea School is co-located on the Swansea recreation center site and it requires 
the acquisition of the recreation center, CDOT will contribute $5-8 million for 
construction a new recreation center. 
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12. Build an agreement by Denver with Purina to reduce the impact of odor from their plan 
(using thresh hold numbers). Odor reduction measures much be operational and provide 
significant odor reduction. 

13. Support the City and County of Denver in its pursuit of a grade separated crossing of the 
Union Pacific railroad – advocate for project funding with Denver Regional Council of 
Governments and provide guidance to getting expedited clearances for the project. 

 
 For some PACT members, if the requirements for the North shift cannot be met, they want the 

highway alignment to shift south, citing quality of  life issues.  It was stated that, even if the 
road went south there will be improvements to the recreation center. For instance construction 
on $550 thousand in irrigation, walking trail, etc. improvements begin this summer.  

 
 

IV. PACT Messaging – what to say to the public about their recommendation and process 
Participants reviewed and approved PACT messaging about: 1) the PACT process and history; 2) 
recommended alignment (current alignment); and 3) recommended shift (north shift with 
additional mitigations and conditional elements).  
 
Sections one and two were taken from the PACT message for previous public meetings, therefore 
the present discussion centered on Section 3: the recommended shift language, the rationale, and 
the conditional elements. This message was also revised via email following this meeting. To 
decrease confusion, the north shift language below reflects both edits during the meeting and 
those received via email after the meeting: 
 

PACT Messaging - Final/Closure/Agreement 
 

1. PACT PROCESS 
a. The Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) is a group of stakeholders 

representing federal and state agencies, local governments, and community and business 
interests. This group was convened and managed by a neutral third-party mediation 
team from The Keystone Center (TKC) to ensure consideration of a range of 
perspectives. The PACT’s purpose is to build mutual understanding of all interests, 
data, and concerns, in order to move forward from the two alignments that were 
identified in the DEIS and identify a preferred alignment that meets the most interests 
and best addresses all concerns.  

b. Schedule of Process to Date 
i. October/November 2009: TKC  Assessment - interviewed over 60 residents, 

neighborhood groups, businesses and business groups, local governments, state and 
federal agencies and other interest groups 

ii. December 2009-May 2010: Worked with several government stakeholders to 
address outstanding data questions 

iii. February 2010: Due to variability of the existence and credibility of 
neighborhood or business associations, TKC was unable to select the PACT 
members; the selection was conducted by invited community and business 
representatives (whose names were mentioned most frequently) at separate 
community and business workshops and interviews 

iv. July 2010: The Community Workshop determined there would be six 
community representatives: Elyria/Globeville (1), Swansea (1), Denver (1), 
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Commerce City (2), Adams County (1), Aurora (1). Also they caucused and 
selected their representatives 

v. July 2010: The Business Workshop determined there would be five business 
representatives: Denver (Swansea/Elyria/Globeville) (1), Commerce City (1), 
Adams County/Aurora (1), National Western Stock Show (1), and Colorado 
Motor Carriers (1) and selected their representatives 

vi. July 2010: Other PACT members identified were municipalities (Adams 
County, Aurora, Commerce City and Denver) and certain agencies with 
responsibilities in the project (Regional Transit District-RTD, Colorado 
Department of Public Health and Environment-CDPHE, Sand Creek Regional 
Greenway Partnership, Colorado Department of Transportation-CDOT and 
Federal Highway Administration-FHWA) 

vii. PACT Meetings – July 2010-present: PACT meetings identified data needs to 
fully understand what is known about the alignment options; to understand the 
interests of all the stakeholders; to evaluate the two alignments against the 
PACT-identified interests (neighborhood quality, transportation, environmental 
and economic development); to select and work on the alignment that seemed to 
hold more potential for consensus, and to gather public input before a final 
decision. 

viii. All PACT meetings were/are open to the public 
ix. Members of the PACT have called the process: “deliberate,” “thoughtful,” “very 

conscious of neighborhoods,” “inclusive,” “working to make things better.”  
 

2. PACT Preferred Alignment 
a. PACT members have said: “There are no perfect solutions here,” “there are tough trade-

off choices to make.” “All choices have impacts.” 
b. The PACT agrees that Current Alignment is the more promising alternative, including 

improvements agreed to and listed in “PACT Alternative Suggestions, Improvements 
and Modifications: Will be included” document. Current Alignment provides the most 
opportunities to mitigate impacts to neighborhood growth and quality, and more broadly 
improve/encourage transportation/transit safety and use, and economic development.  

c. The PACT agrees that Current Alignment is the preferred alignment because of the 
following positive aspects (in no particular order); and acknowledges that there are still 
negatives, as there are negatives with either alignment:  

i. Maintains current location/plan for the FasTracks NWSS station 
ii. Preserves a larger area for potential Transit Oriented Development at the 

FasTracks NWSS station 
iii. Maintains two major highways in the areas (I-70 and I-270) for safety, multiple 

route choices, and emergency access 
iv. Avoids the negative impacts on the neighborhood of between 1 and 20 times the 

amount current traffic on 46th Avenue in realignment 
v. Results in less impact to Sand Creek Regional Greenway compared to the 

realignment alternative that adds a second river crossing and moves I-270 closer 
to the river 

vi. Allows for South Platte River access without a visual barrier 
vii. Maintains the current straight, shorter highway alignment compared to the 

realignment’s additional curves, improving safety and fuel consumption  
viii. Preserves potential for NWSS to continue to operate for the short term in its 

current location with their current programs 
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ix. Represented familiarity with the current conditions,  leading to better 
understanding of the potential future impacts associated with widening the 
current I-70  

x. Higher potential for near term funding because it can be phased 
 

The Final EIS Process and Record of Decision processes will continue to try and address 
negative aspects: 

a. Impacts to neighborhood quality – visual, noise and air quality 
b. Impacts to development opportunities due to the continued existence of a viaduct in the 

neighborhood 
c. The number of houses acquired or impacted 
d. The number of businesses acquired or impacted 
e. Emergency response times hampered by one-way local streets 

 
SHIFT: NORTH 
 
3. PACT Preferred Alignment Shift – North 

a. AGREED TO AT MEETING - The PACT recommends the Current Alignment North 
shift as the preferred alternative including elements on the ‘will list’ because of the 
following positive aspects (in no particular order. This does not imply that the PACT 
believes that there are no negatives, only that the positives outweighed the negatives on 
the north or the positives and negatives of the south shift): 
 

a. REVISED FOLLOWING THE MEETING - The PACT got close to a consensus 
recommendation and is still working on the Current Alignment North shift as the 
preferred alternative including elements on the ‘will list’ because of the following 
positive aspects (in no particular order). There are still some significant concerns to be 
addressed about neighborhood quality regarding moving the highway closer to 
residents. This does not imply that the PACT believes that there are no negatives, only 
that the positives outweighed the negatives on the north or the positives and negatives 
of the south shift): 

i. Maintains significant jobs and revenue from businesses in the area 
ii. Moves school further from the highway 

iii. Provides an opportunity for an improved school and regional recreation center; a 
newly built replacement school for Swansea Elementary, possibly  collocated 
with a new regional recreation center 

iv. Reduces fiscal impacts to local agency budgets 
v. Reduces odor in the community 

vi. Supports addressing the need for a grade separated east west connection in the 
neighborhood as a separate project. 

b. The North shift recommendation requires the following conditions to be addressed in 
order for the PACT to agree to its implementation. The PACT will meet in January 
2012 to confirm consensus on the North shift recommendation (or decide conditions 
have not been met and the recommendation is south shift or there is no agreement and 
CDOT/FHWA will decide): 

i. Written agreement between Denver Public Schools, City and County of Denver 
(CCD) and CDOT on location of the replacement of Swansea Elementary 
school and Recreation Center. 
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ii. A conceptual alternatives analysis by CCD to improve east west neighborhood 
connectivity with a grade separated crossing of the Union Pacific railroad 
tracks at either 48th or 47th avenue (including an area of impact, schedule, and 
funding scenario).  

 
iii. Written agreement between CCD and Purina on a commitment to significantly 

reduce the impact of odor from the plant (including threshold numbers). 
 

V. Public Comment Session  
 
Tom Anthony - Elyria resident - Commended the group for realizing re-alignment was mistake, 
given it would move the highway closer to the Suncor refinery. Neighborhood issues include a 
cancer study that indicated eight types of elevated cancers, but the study was never followed up. 
A list was cited of 1,000 people who signed a petition for partial buried lanes, but it was never 
vetted. What were vetted were solutions that did not have a chance of passing. A neighborhood 
plan in 2006, where there were 500 signatures, showed our plan with a tunnel. The Platte River 
Greenway connecting and infill development would result. All of this was ignored by the city and 
now they’re dealing with buried waste at Asarco. Purina would have to kick in money for tunnel. 
 
Bettie Cram, Elyria resident - “Elyria” was disconcerted by the plan to go north; it just takes 
homes out. We need the Stock Show to stay. Since plans began, there have been no businesses 
moving in; nobody is moving here, there are weeds, it is unkempt. Plans are beautiful. Will 
houses be cheaper to buy? I just can’t see a 10-lane highway. This is a city, we don’t have to 
have 10 lanes. 
 
Leo Branstetter, Elyria business - Don’t let all this work go away by not making a decision 
today. Make a decision, north or south. Write in the requirements you want to see happen. You 
can’t take all this time taking comments and now say, “best of luck to CDOT” to make a 
decision. Don’t let them take a decision that you couldn’t make. 
 
Max Weyler, Swansea resident- If goes north it will wipe us all out. I’d like to see it go south. 
Realize what Purina brings to the city, but in the future, best thing for us is for the highway to go 
south. 
 
Juanita Gable, Elyria resident (letter read by Drew Dutcher) - President of Elyria Neighborhood 
Association. The Association favors the south shift . Purina says it gives large taxes to city, but it 
has not allocated anything to neighborhoods that are affected. How many jobs are we losing with 
the stench inhibiting growth? I’m willing to give a revenue generator (National Western) to 
another town, but nothing for this neighborhood? Finally we have an opportunity to turn 
neighborhood around by development benefitting the community as a whole. 
 
Maxine Ichikawa, Elyria resident - I want Purina out of here, keep the school where it’s at, and 
we don’t need to rebuild the recreation center, it’s nice. 
 
Louis Thomas, Purina -We have been in business in this community 81 years, but that doesn’t 
give us license to infringe on neighborhood. We’ve made improvements in recent years. The 
problem is unavailability of technology to reduce odor. There is technology that we would use 
that is similar to that used in a plant in Ontario. Right now using that technology we can promise 
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75 percent reduction; with two of these scrubbers in series we could achieve 95 percent 
reduction. It’s a cold plasma system. We would voluntary commit to reduction in emissions.  
 
Lorelai Cole, Cole Neighborhood - The biggest mistake in this process was limiting the choices 
that maybe could have kept Purina. I don’t think school children should be near a 10-lane 
highway. Throwing the tunnel off the table was the biggest problem. Purina is a big problem, I 
can’t breathe at my house a mile away. If we want to minimize industry in this area, if we’re 
infilling east, then the less industrial we have, the better. I haven’t been convinced that expanding 
the highway is the best choice anyway. The train to the airport will minimize some traffic. If the 
population grows, then we should consider highway improvements. 

 
VI. Next Steps 

• The PACT messaging will be distributed for additional edits; edits due in a week. 
• Materials from the meeting will be posted to the I-70-east.com website. 
• Don Hunt, CDOT will report the PACT’s tentative agreement and final January meeting to 

the Transportation Commission next week so they can start setting aside Bridge Enterprise 
funds for this project. 

 
VII. Final Thoughts 

Participants communicated their final thoughts on the recommendation and process: 
• There will be hard work for the next six months to accomplish the conditional agreements 

needed to confirm a north shift recommendation. 
• Respect the time everyone has given to the process. 
• We are leaving the place better than it is now. 
• Sometimes you have to start heading for the door to get the best agreement; that’s 

negotiation. 
• Recognize the contribution of former CDOT Executive Director Russ George, who started 

this process. He would be proud of the work that was done here today. 
• Respect people’s time and willingness to be open minded. 
• Appreciate the collaborative process to come up with a viable project for the community. 
• It was a great experience: moved by the people and the process. 
• Collaborative process takes time, but it works. 
• Thank you to the Keystone Center for helping us set up a process and walking us through it. 
• The process allowed us to explore what our options were; a new way to work with various 

interests to figure out how to make good decisions. 
• Thank you to all the participants for their willingness to participant and work hard. 
• Impressed with how far CDOT and FHWA have come along in getting to consensus. 
• This process changed my opinion from what CDOT was in the past; creating this atmosphere 

was fabulous. 
• Appreciated the chance to go behind the scenes to see the community; to see it personally 

through the experience of residents like Bettie and Fred. 
• This process continued and had the maintained commitment through two governors and two 

executive directors. 
• Not easy and not all fun, but it was interesting. 
• Participants and higher-up understand the neighborhood better than before. 
• Learned a lot; gained insights and enjoyed everyone. 
• There is an opportunity here; don’t mess it up. 
• Fabulous opportunity to do good things with the people involved. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Attendance 
 
Tom Acre, City of Commerce City 
Reza Akhavan, Colorado Department of Transportation 
Tricia Allen, Adams County Economic Development 
Art Ballah, Colorado Motor Carriers Association 
Doug Bennett, Federal Highway Administration 
Jimmy Burds, Commerce City Business and Professional Association  
Larry Burgess, Denver - Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Association 
Mac Callison, City of Aurora 
Jim Dileo, Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Drew Dutcher, Denver / Elyria resident 
Norma Frank, Adams County resident 
Paul Garcia, Denver / Swansea resident 
Pat Grant, National Western Stock Show 
Don Hunt, Executive Director, Colorado Department of Transportation. 
Scott Jaquith, Commerce City resident 
Kate Kramer, Sand Creek Regional Greenway Partnership 
Brian McBroom, City of Commerce City 
John Lucero, Denver Office of Economic Development 
Guillermo Serna, Commerce City resident 
Jeanne Shreve, Adams County 
Anthony Thomas, Denver resident 
Lesley Thomas, City of Denver 
Bill Van Meter, Regional Transportation District FasTracks 
 
Members not attending 
Tony Brake, Aurora resident 
Shaun Cutting, Federal Highway Administration - Program Delivery Manager 
Amy Pallante, Colorado State Historic Preservation Office 
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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

I70 East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) 
Swansea Recreation Center, Denver 

July 29, 2010 
 

 
Objectives: 

 To learn about each other’s interest around the table 
 To build agreement on how the group will work together (operating protocols) 
 To collectively learn about the alignment alternatives and history 

 
MEETING OVERVIEW 
The Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team conducted its inaugural meeting, during which the PACT 
members: 

 Received their charge from Russell George, Executive Director of the Colorado Department of 
Transportation, and Douglas Bennett, Acting Division Administrator of the Federal Highway 
Administration, Colorado Division. 

 Introduced themselves to each other, and described their interests and concerns. 
 AGREEMENT: Approved the protocols for the operations of the PACT. 
 Received a presentation on the history of the I-70 East project, the NEPA process, descriptions of 

the primary alternative alignments and their respective variations.  
 Identified relevant data for making informed decisions in the deliberative process. 
 Received comments from members of the general public. 
 Set future meeting dates and times. 

 
 
 
MEETING SUMMARY 
 
I. Charge to the PACT 
Russell George, Executive Director of the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), told 
the PACT members that  decision-making has changed in the 100 years that CDOT has been in 
existence, and now is inclusive of stakeholders, collaboration and consensus decision-making. 
He urged the PACT members to become friends and work hard in order to accomplish their task 
– a recommendation to CDOT and FHWA on the preferred alignment for I-70 East of I-25. He 
said that the PACT’s recommendation will create the focus for identifying funding sources. 
Douglas Bennett, Acting Division Administrator of the Federal Highway 
Administration(FHWA), Colorado Division told the PACT members that he was happy to have 
the help of the local government, community and business representatives, because the issues are 
very complex and the decision must be based on understanding everyone’s concerns and 
interests. 
 
II. Interests and Concerns 
PACT members were asked to identify a location on the corridor map that is important to them, 
as a way to identifying themselves and expressing their interests and concerns at the beginning of 
the collaborative process. PACT members indicated their interests as follows: 
 
Transportation 
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 Provide a safe travel environment (roadway, access ramps) 
 Provide seamless movement of people 
 Increase mobility for highway through traffic, local traffic and local street networks  
 Improve mobility at key interchanges (e.g. Chambers/I-225, Peoria, etc.) 
 Harmonize all transportation/transit elements – highway, rail, other development 
 Provide the greatest good for the area by moving people 
 Focus on moving people and goods, not just cars 
 Prepare for changing transportation needs 

 
Access 

 Provide inviting access points and interchanges to: 
o Communities (Adams County, Aurora, Commerce City, Denver) - recreation centers, 

schools 
o RTD Stations 
o Manufacturers and other employers 

 
Neighborhoods 

 Minimize impact on neighborhoods (from highway infrastructure, truck traffic) 
 Protect the health and safety of the people and children living near the corridor 
 Maintain quality of life   
 Maintain connected or reconnect neighborhoods  
 Protect community values 
 Minimize noise and pollution impacts 

 
Economic 

 Preserve the cultural heritage (National Western Stock Show,  Riverside Cemetery) 
 Minimize impact to business 
 Create economic opportunities 
 Maintain NWSS as an economic anchor 
 Maintain an open, collaborative process 
 Balance public/private partnerships 
 Realize benefits to all in Denver and the Metro area 
 Allow for future growth 
  

Process 
 Balance all concerns and impacts 
 Consider the near and long term (maintenance and full build-out) 
 Build relationships and be able to talk about tough issues 
 Emphasize construction jobs for those in the area 
 Consider opportunities of the next generation 

 
Process Suggestion: Invite schools (Swansea, Rose Hill, others) to talk about their issues 

 
III. Protocols 
The PACT members reviewed the operating protocols that were proposed.  
 
AGREEMENT: The protocols were adopted with the following change: The PACT deferred action on 
creating a Process Advisory Committee to support the process with administrative functions, but left the 
door open to establishing it in the future.  
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IV. Presentation of the History and Alternatives 
Carrie Wallis, senior project manager with PBS&J delivered a presentation to the PACT members and 
public, covering the history of the project, the Environmental Impact Statement process, the narrowing of 
potential alternatives, the designation of the DEIS alternatives and their variations. (Presentations are all 
posted at www.i-70east.com) 
 
Topics that were raised during question and answer periods included: 
 

 Reasons for the number of lanes in certain locations of the current alignment and the re-alignment 
(e.g. Brighton Boulevard lanes decreasing at I-25).  

 Year for traffic modeling projections and why - the DRCOG 2030 model; looked at 2035 
projections, but 2030 had more congestion. Using 2030 as worst-case scenario for planning. 

 Impacts to Swansea Elementary School, and Nestlé-Purina, respectively, in current alignment 
alternatives and how those institutions are represented on the PACT – In the north alignment the 
school is relocated, in south alignment Purina would lose some; Swansea is represented; bring the 
school in specifically; and Purina is a part of the Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business 
Association. 

 Design of 46th Avenue in realignment alternative 
 Determination of the rights of way (ROW) for the current alignment north and south shifts - in 

both cases, the  ROW expanded on only one side, which also determined how much property was 
identified for acquisition. 

 Width of alternative with and without toll lanes – alternatives with tolled lanes would be slightly 
wider. 

 Need for tolling – revenue generation, adding additional capacity and incentive for high 
occupancy vehicles 

 The future of 46th Avenue if re-alignment is chosen.  
 Impacts to travel time/congestion on local roads. 
 Less access point in the realignment alternatives. 
 Access/mobility for emergency services. 
 Increased congestion at I-70/I-270,  I-225/Chambers, and Vasquez Boulevard/Colorado 

Boulevard. 
 Impacts to Sand Creek Greenway - No closure of the trail during any construction. 
 Distance of noise impacts. 
 Some neighborhoods not included in study, south of 56th Avenue. 
 Problems with shifting traffic to I-270, which is already heavily congested.  
 More traffic expected as south Commerce City population grows. 
 How properties are counted (e.g. Colonial Inn counted as commercial property, not individual 

dwellings). 
 Air quality/emissions are better when traffic is flowing faster. 
 Wetlands issues engage US Army Corps of Engineers if more than one acre. 
 Hazardous material is not allowed on elevated sections of I-70 now. 
 Estimated costs include right of way acquisition. 
 What are the laws regarding acquisition of property? A presentation will be scheduled at a future 

PACT meeting. 
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Concerns expressed following presentation: 
After lunch and the completion of the overview presentation, the PACT members were invited to 
express their concerns and interests. The topics included: 

 The costs and benefits of each of the alternatives should be well understood and measurements 
used to compare impacts and costs and can arrive at the least harmful alternative. 

 It will be difficult to not consider the costs. 
 There is a need to understand the different construction impacts between an elevated road and 

ground-level roadway. 
 Managing railroad crossings. 
 Potential population increases in Commerce City. 
 Impacts on I-76 and I-270 away from the I-70 corridor should be understood – those are 

hazardous cargo routes. 
 Proper compensation. 
 Ensure residents who will be impacted are heard. 
 Consider impacted businesses (generation of revenue). 
 Properties will be taken even under the no-action alternative. 
 Home values are already being depressed by the prospect of the reconstruction. 
 Fair discussion needs to focus on how people live (lives beyond the law). 
 Consider the possibilities 100 years in the future and allow for growth. 
 Impact of tolls on the poor; under-utilization, and potential disincentives for economic 

development. 
 Public/private ownership of the toll roads may be inappropriate. 

 
 
V.  Public Comment 
The following public spoke to the PACT, voicing their concerns and interests to be considered during 
PACT deliberations. 
 
Leo Branstetter, Elyria Resident 
A 35 year resident of Elyria. A lot of work has been done to I-70 over the years. Concerned with damage 
to the National Western Stock Show. Need more public involvement – 25 people are going to make that 
decision? Need to hear from all users, a lot of people are not aware of this issue, and it’s not going to be 
received as well as you think. This group needs to be expanded. 
 
Fred McPeck, Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Assocation 
Is it possible that some of the funding that would be approved could be directed to replace Swansea 
elementary school? It seems a small proportion of the total cost – it’s overcrowded and could be bigger. 
Concerned with traffic estimates of 40,000 vehicles daily on 46th Avenue. 
 
Bettie Cram, Swansea Resident (read written comments) 
A 64 year resident of Swansea and wants to save Historic Elyria. 
1. Doesn’t favor the realignment – it opens 46th to local and truck traffic, pollution and noise. 
2. The number of houses to be taken on the realignment alternate route are not accurate – 10 and 40. 
3. If CDOT chooses the current alignment, it should be widened on the south. There are already three 

lanes. The shoulder areas are the most concern. 
4. Swansea Elementary School is concerned about pollution, but Swansea school should be moved to 

another area. It is overcrowded and when we have the new RTD stop there is probability of more 
growth in Elyria – the best area for the new school. 

5. Since we have plans for an RTD stop, lets not ruin our future growth for Elyria. 
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6. The current alignment route will give Elyria the opportunity to build more shops and provide room 
for more stores. We will welcome RTD as a new neighbor. Stay as we are, rebuild and strengthen I-
70. We have had it for a neighbor for 46 years. We work well together. 

7. Now with such a concern for road costs, let’s save our dollars and rebuild what we now have. Money 
is a big point. 

 
Paul Ludwig, Suncor Energy, Commerce City 
Concerned with safety, access and mobility in realignment alternatives 4 and 6. If it is realigned, it is 
paramount to address those issues. Moving more traffic north to I-270 would be problematical. 
 
Virginia Valdez, Swansea Resident 
A 40 year resident at 48th Avenue and St. Paul. <any comment?> 
 
Loretta Ruiz, Swansea Resident 
Live on St. Paul and at an earlier I-70 East meeting was told that the current alignment north alternative 
the roadway would be closer to us, basically to our front door. Right now we’re a block from the 
highway. Need sound barrier walls. How is pollution controlled; I’m already on oxygen. Paid off my 
home, now to have highway come closer to me, with my breathing problems. Inviting more graffiti in 
neighborhood. Preference is realignment to get relief from having I-70 in our neighborhood. There are 
frontage roads on either side. The previous highway was built next to homes. The residents, they try to 
improve their property, it looks good for a year, then the fumes deteriorate it, the siding is destroyed. 
Property needs to be bought up at least a block from the highway. More members of the community have 
to be involved. Not just businesses, there’s no skin off their nose. 
 
Juan Ruiz, Swansea Resident 
It feels like the decision has been made. People don’t come to meetings. I went door to door. It’s not fair. 
Need to let people know what’s going on. You should let the people know. 
 
VI. Data Needs 
PACT members were asked to identify the data and other information that would help them in their 
deliberations. Many of the data requests are readily available either in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, or in other studies that have been conducted by the project team. Following is a summary of 
data requested and responses, if applicable. 
 
Community impacts: 

 Traffic counts for I-270/I-76/I-70 
o Available, in DEIS, possibly not at northern section of I-270 

 Noise 
o Available, simple data on noise levels, maps in DEIS. 

 Air quality 
o Available, simple air quality data in DEIS, how it will affect any areas. 

 Setbacks/ROW/Buffers – how far that goes back now, and how close. 
o Available, on property maps. 

 
Property acquisition: 

 The difference in property values near at-grade or elevated highway infrastructure 
o Not available, no current studies on the comparative values. 

 What are effects of rezoning on property valuation? If property is rezoned could people get better 
prices for their properties? 

o Zoning maps available. 
 Cost estimates 
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o Available, in DEIS. 
 
Road features, traffic counts 

 Design of 46th Avenue if re-alignment is chosen – width, traffic, design. 
o Available, simple design in DEIS. 

 Are there ways to distribute the 44,000 vehicles a day on 46th in realignment alternatives so not 
all of it goes on 46th Avenue. (i.e. divert traffic to 40th Ave.) Request for traffic counts on 40th 
Avenue westbound, especially at Washington where it backs up. 

o Available, count on 40th. 
 How is access going to be provided without York exit – and what emergency routes. It’s going to 

change, what does that look like? Avoid fatal flaws. 
o There is no incident management information in DEIS. 
o Connectivity with various scenarios of on/off ramps is available. 

 What version of the DRCOG model was used for data in the DEIS and what version was used for 
the sensitivity analysis. 

o Available. 
 Where are the FasTracks station locations; how might they be impacted? 

o Available. 
 At the I-70/Peoria change – need more understanding of how that operates from I-70, Smith 

Road, new crossings, rail crossing. It’s a critical employment center at the health facilities center. 
 Estimated income from the toll-road per year? 

o That data does not exist 
 
ACTION: Zoning maps - Adams County, Aurora, Commerce City and Denver agreed to provide their 
zoning maps; Denver agreed to show the difference between old zoning maps and new zoning maps along 
the corridor. 
 
VII. Meeting Dates 
 
AGREEMENT: The PACT selected the second Thursday of each month until April 2011 (at least two of 
those months the PACT will not meet due to data collection and/or holidays). To try to accommodate 
those on the PACT that have other jobs, the PACT agreed to alternative starting times – odd months start 
early (8:30a.m.-4:30p.m.) and even months start later (12:00p.m.-8:00p.m.). 
 
Next Few Meetings: 
- August 12, 2:00-6:00 p.m., Swansea Recreation Center - purpose existing data presentations. 
- September 9, 8:30a.m.-4:30p.m., Swansea Recreation Center 
- October 14, 12:00p.m.-8:00p.m., Swansea Recreation Center 

(In case of a change of location, you will be notified by e-mail. Also, PACT members are welcome to 
check the website www.i-70east.com for any last-minute information.) 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Attendance 
 
Doug Bennett, Federal Highway Administration 
Reza Akhavan, Colorado Department of Transportation 
Russ George, Colorado Department of Transportation 
Shaun Cutting, Federal Highway Administration - Program Delivery Manager 
Bill Van Meter, Regional Transportation District FasTracks 
Jeanne Shreve, Adams County 
Mac Callison, City of Aurora 
Tom Acre, City of Commerce City 
Lesley Thomas, City and County of Denver 
Jess Ortiz, City and County of Denver 
Norma Frank, Adams County resident 
Tony Brake, Aurora resident 
Scott Jaquith, Commerce City resident 
Guillermo Serna, Commerce City resident 
Anthony Thomas, Denver resident 
Drew Dutcher, Denver / Elyria resident 
Paul Garcia, Denver / Swansea resident 
Bill Becker, Adams County Economic Development 
Jimmy Burds, Commerce City Business and Professional Association  
Larry Burgess, Denver - Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Association 
Pat Grant, National Western Stock Show 
Art Ballah, Colorado Motor Carriers Association 
 
Members not attending 
Amy Pallante, Colorado State Historic Preservation Office 
Jim Dileo, Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Nanette Neelan, City of Commerce City 
Kate Kramer, Sand Creek Regional Greenway Partnership 
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APPENDIX B 
 
PACT Denver Caucus Mitigation Proposal handed out at the Meeting 
 
PENDING 
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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

I70 East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) 
Swansea Recreation Center, Denver 

August 12, 2010, 2:00-6:00pm 
 

OBJECTIVES 
 To review/revise the interests/criteria list. 
 To receive and understand more project data, that data requested and exists in the DEIS 

or other documents. 
 
MEETING OVERVIEW 
The Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) conducted a shortened data meeting, during which 
the PACT members: 

 Reviewed/revised the PACT interests/criteria list with a few agreed upon additions. 
 Received information, presentation and discussion regarding: 

o Property acquisition and residential and business relocation process and regulations; 
o DRCOG Model – what goes into it and how it works; 
o Traffic volumes – on the highway and key local roadways 
o RTD station and line locations –where and how the RTD facilities may affect any of the 

I-70 east alternatives 
 Received materials, without discussion, about: 

o Noise 
o Zoning maps from Aurora, 

Commerce City & Denver 
(Adams County maps will be 
distributed at the next 
meeting) 

o Tolling revenue 
o Construction cost breakdown 

of the alternatives 
o Air quality 
o 46th Avenue design

 AGREEMENTS reached: 
o Add to the Interests/Criteria List 

 Build collaborative agreement 
 Continue to have neighborhood education facilities 
 Avoid causing economic devastation to individuals or businesses 
 Meet/address environmental justice issues 

o Use the existing DRCOG Traffic Model data in the DEIS  
 ACTIONS pending:  

o Denver will distribute a list of city plans  
o RTD will circulate more detailed information related to 40th Avenue. 

 
 
MEETING SUMMARY 
 
I. Interests List – Review/Revision 
The PACT reviewed the draft interests/criteria list compiled from PACT discussions at the first 
meeting as well as discussions at the PACT Invited Business Workshop (July 14, 2010) and 
PACT Community Workshop (July 16, 2010).  
 
ACTION: Jess Ortiz, Denver, will send the PACT a list of Denver plans and links. This will 

help the PACT address the interest that any solution: “align with local and state plans”. 
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AGREEMENT: Add the following interests: 

- Build collaborative agreement 
- Continue to have neighborhood education facilities 
- Avoid causing economic devastation to individuals or businesses 
- Meet/address environmental justice issues 

 
 
II. Data Presentations and Discussions 
 
Property Acquisition and Relocation 
Greg Jamieson, Region 6 Right of Way Manager, CDOT, described the property acquisition and 
residential and business relocation process, including general timelines and what owners receive 
financially. He started with property acquisition; below are some of the process and financial 
points he made (this is not an exhaustive list): 
 
Note: Relocation time frames and monetary benefits and eligibility for monetary benefits are 
complex. The summary explanations provided herein do not include important details associated 
with these items.  The CDOT Right of Way Manual provides more detailed explanations of these 
issues.    
 
Acquisition: 

- U.S. and State of Colorado Constitutions require governments to pay landowner’s “just 
compensation” when acquiring property for public improvement projects.  “Just 
compensation” is fair market value 

Process:  
- CDOT sends the landowner a written “notice of intent to acquire”.  This formally starts 

the acquisition process.  This step is not taken until the project is funded.  CDOT usually 
starts its appraisal of the acquisition near the time the notice is provided. 

- The notice of intent to acquire lets the landowner know they can get their own appraisal, 
and if such appraisal is submitted to CDOT in a certain frame and it meets certain 
criteria, CDOT must pay the reasonable value of the appraisal. Appraisers appraise the 
property as if the project did not exist. If the appraisers conclude that the project has 
depressed property values within the project limits they must find sales of properties 
outside the project limits so the value established reflects the hypothetical situation of an 
estimate of value as though the project never existed.  

 
Residential Relocation – (below are some of the points made) 

- Based on assumption that the landowner lives in the house  
- Before sending a “notice of intent,” CDOT talks with the residents and asks them their 

individual concerns and wishes for a new house (e.g. close to a certain school, near transit 
stops, handicap accessible, etc.). 

- CDOT examines the market to establish that there is sufficient inventory of properties 
that fit the needs of the displaced occupants. There must be a sufficient inventory of 
replacement properties as precondition to being approved to begin the 
acquisition/relocation process. 
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- When a formal acquisition offer is made, the displaced occupants are provided a 90 day 
notice to find and move into a replacement property. The 90 day time frame is the 
minimum time frame for relocation provided by law.  CDOT acknowledges that this 
required time frame is too short and works with its engineers to expand the time. 
Displaced occupants are often allowed 6 to 9 months to find a replacement property and 
move into it. 

- CDOT provides the owner with listing of available properties that can be purchased.  
Owners can select one of those properties and attempt to purchase it or they can use their 
own brokers or other means available to find a replacement property. 

- CDOT pays closing costs on the replacement property and all moving expenses 
- Replacement Housing Payment – a reimbursement payment made available if the average 

of active similar property listings are greater than the acquisition property value.  This 
monetary benefit is established as follows: CDOT will analyze the property to be 
acquired to determine its key attributes (number of bedrooms, bathrooms, etc.)  CDOT 
will then look in the market for active listings of properties as similar as possible. An 
average of the listings found, less the amount CDOT pays for the acquisition property 
determines the amount of the Replacement Housing Payment.  For example, CDOT and 
the landowner agree the acquisition property is worth $300,000.  The listings of similar 
properties in the market is $350,000.  In this instance, the Replacement Housing Payment 
is set at $50,000.  The $50,000 Replacement Housing Payment is a reimbursement 
payment, meaning it will only be paid if the landowner actually purchases a replacement 
home for more than $300,000 or more.  

- Mortgage Adjustment – if the current house is paid off or if owner cannot get interest 
rates as low as the current mortgage, CDOT pays the difference between the mortgage 
interest rate for the replacement property and the mortgage interest rate on the property 
acquired for a certain period of time. 

 
Questions, answers and comments from PACT members 
Q:  Who prepares CDOT’s appraisals? 
A:  Sometimes the appraisals are done by a CDOT appraiser and sometimes by an independent 

fee appraiser (CDOT consultant). All the appraisals are reviewed by a CDOT appraiser.  
 
Q:  Does a landowner pay for her/his own appraisal? 
A:  Initially yes, but they may be reimbursed if submitted to CDOT for review within 90 days 

from the notice of intent and if it meets certain criteria; CDOT must reimburse the landowner 
for the reasonable cost of the appraisal. When the landowner’s appraisal is submitted for this 
review, if the CDOT appraisal reviewer determines that the landowner’s appraisal reflects 
fair market value better than CDOT’s appraisal and is more consistent with accepted 
appraisal practices, the CDOT appraisal reviewer will accept the landowner’s appraisal and 
change the offer to purchase to be consistent with the landowner’s appraisal. 

 
Q:  How are residential properties appraised where their value is drastically depressed because of 

the original I-70 project (that is I-70 as it exists today)? 
A: First, value is a function of many variables - size and location of the lot; size, age and shape 

of the improvements (e.g has there been recent renovations?), landscaping, views, etc.  
Proximity to a freeway or major arterial is one of many variables that determine value.  Such 
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proximity may be a negative variable on value as a result of noise, for example, however 
easy access to the freeway or major arterial may be a positive variable on value.  

 
 Second, the value of owner occupied residential properties is usually determined by sales of 

similar properties in similar locations.  If the values of an entire neighborhood or area are 
depressed, recent sales of homes in that neighborhood or area will be used to value the 
property sought to be acquired, so its values will likely be similar to sales of comparable 
properties in that neighborhood or area.  If the property sought to be acquired is located in the 
project limits of a new proposed project and if there is market evidence that the values of 
properties in the limits of the proposed project have been depressed by the proposed project, 
such “project influence” must be ignored, as described above, by using sales of similar 
properties outside of the project limits. 

 
Q:  What is done for those properties that were devalued by the original I-70 project and are still 

owned by the same family? The property was devalued 40 years ago will they be 
compensated for that original devaluation? If I-70 was not there the property value would be 
more. 

A:  Value is the function of many variables (see answer above).  The original I-70 project is 
likely one of many factors contributing to the value of properties in the area, and its affect on 
value may be positive or negative.  If, hypothetically, properties in this area were devalued 
solely as a result of the original I-70 project 40 years ago, the property owners who have 
owned their property for 40 years (or whose families still own the property) have no legal 
recourse for such devaluation.  The law only allows compensation to those whose property is 
actually acquired for a project.  Properties in close proximity to a project that remain in 
completely intact (no portion of the property is actually acquired) have no legal right to 
compensation from the project.  

 
Q:  Will a residential owner who is a retiree on a fixed income and paid off their home be 

compensated with a comparable house and comparable financial situation? 
A: The residential acquisition/relocation program is not a “make whole” program, but most 

residential owners whose entire property is purchased and who are relocated into a 
replacement property seem to be satisfied with the financial package of benefits provided by 
the program. Residential owners that live in the home will be paid just compensation (fair 
market value) for the residential property and be eligible for an additional Replacement 
Housing Payment upon the purchase of a replacement home.  . 

 
C:  There is a difference between someone who is living in the home they purchased before the 

highway existed and those that purchase a home knowing the highway’s proximity. There 
needs to be social responsibility for those who were hurt by the original project. 

A:  The law only allows compensation to those whose property is actually acquired for a project 
at the time it is acquired.  Properties in close proximity to a project but remain completely 
intact (no portion of the property is actually acquired) have no legal right to compensation 
from the project. 
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C:  Consider the potential financial opportunities that came to the neighborhood near the Rocky 
Mountain Arsenal when the Arsenal was cleaned up and how those opportunities would be 
lessened by proximity to a realigned I-70. 

 
Q:  How is the distance for property takings (right of way-ROW) determined? Could the PACT 

choose to widen the distance - to create a bigger buffeer - to not replicate the current I-70 
proximity’s impact on homes (example: current homes are 10 feet from the existing 
structure). A bigger buffer would allow for the potential of another, future widening that may 
be necessary from the long-term future growth base on growth at DIA and Arsenal clean up. 

 A:  Yes, the PACT can discuss the ROW distance. If the buffer is widened, the number of homes 
taken will increase. The PACT will have to weigh the impacts on those homes that remain 
close in a smaller buffer scenario, with the impacts of an increase in the number of homes 
taken in a bigger buffer scenario. CDOT tries to minimize acquisitions because it is a very 
sensitive thing. The current ROW buffer was discussed at public meetings with individual 
property owners, those who would experience the most impacts. 

   
Q:  Will the edge of the ROW have retaining walls? 
A:  Some location will have retaining walls, especially in ROW constrained locations. These 

locations will be further refined as the design of the alternatives moves forward. 
 
Q:  What is the difference in noise impacts between an elevated and at-grade highway facility? 

The assumption is there is more with an elevated structure. 
A:   The amount of noise experienced now is due to older materials and construction. The noise 

estimates for the alternatives is based on newer materials and construction methods. In 
relation to property takings, for measuring noise impacts houses are taken within 50 feet. 

 
Business Relocation 

- Business displacement commonly involves many economic damages that are not 
compensated by CDOT 

- CDOT pays for:  
o Costs incurred for searching for a replacement property, capped at $2,500 
o Moving costs (no cap) 
o Reestablishment costs covers many things, but most notably interior finish at new 

location, capped at $10,000 
o One time all inclusive payment  “in lieu” of all other monetary relocation benefits, 

capped at $20,000 
- Businesses that lease properties may have rights to share in just compensation payable to 

the underlying landowner.  However, most commercial leases include a condemnation 
clauses that prohibits the lessee from eceiving any compensation. 

- There is no replacement payment similar to the Replacement Housing Payment in 
business relocation. 

- The payment caps were established by congress in 1970 when the federal acquisition and 
relocation law was enacted.  The payment caps reflect 1970 values 

- CDOT would like to do more but are limited by current legislation 
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Q:  Is it harder to find comparable business properties than for residential? 
A:  Maybe, maybe not.  However, once a business finds a replacement property, it usually takes 

longer to move into the replacement property than residential relocations. Most business 
moves require construction of interior finish at the new location and reprinting of marketing 
materials (business cards, letterhead, etc.). CDOT asks the engineers to give them as much 
time as possible 

 
Q:  Does RTD use the same process? The business people seem satisfied with working with 

RTD. 
A:  RTD East line and West line are using federal dollars and uses the same process, follows the 

same federal guidance and regulations as CDOT. Not all businesses were satisfied with 
RTD’s negotiations. 

 
 
DRCOG Traffic Model – 101 
A presentation was made by Eric Subinis, title DRCOG and Chris Primas, title Jacobs (formerly 
worked for DRCOG), who led the forecasting/modeling team presented the data that goes into 
the DRCOG model and how it is used. The model is jointly developed and maintained by CDOT, 
RTD and DRCOG. It is a behavioral model forecasting people’s travel choices, which mode of 
travel they use (bus, car, bike) and which route they are likely to take. Inputs to the model 
include many things from state and local governments including: land use, number and location 
of homes and businesses, details on roadways ad transit systems, population growth projections, 
Travel Household Survey data (where, when, why and how people in a house traveled and fees 
they paid- tolls, parking, etc.), freight survey, air quality date from CDPHE and much more. 
Each year the model is updated. 
 
Questions, answers and comments from PACT members 
Q:  How does the model address for changes in oil/gas prices and subsequent transportation 

choices (e.g. more transit)? 
A:  DRCOG cannot forecast oil/gas price changes. The model holds steady on the cost of 

driving one mile; doesn’t account for potential oil/gas price fluctuation. In the past as gas 
price fluctuates people buy different types of cars. The model does assume more people will 
use transit in the future. 

 
Q:  As a behavioral model it is good at addressing commuter travel patterns. Does it accurately 

address freight traffic patterns? 
A:  The model is accurate for the existing commercial vehicle patterns/amounts, but is not able to 

forecast changes to freight traffic patterns. DRCOG does a freight survey to identify the 
origin-destination trips and will be doing a new one soon. 

 
Q:  If forecasting has been fairly accurate (1960s to today) why not make decisions for another 

100 years instead of just 30 years? 
A:  Sometimes we get forecasts wrong in 30 years. We could not presume to know what the 

world might look like in 100 years. 
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Q:  DRCOG updates the model frequently. How different are the results from update to update? 
Would it be useful to use a newer model version? 

A:  Adjustments don’t dramatically change congestion numbers on freeways. There are bigger 
differences in other modes. The DEIS is using 2030 numbers; the DRCOG update uses 2035 
numbers. The 2030 model includes all the major land-use changes as the 2035 model (e.g. 
DIA, Gateway, Fitzsimons, and Stapleton). There are no significant changes for I-70 between 
the two models. 

 
Q:  Since there is a model update, should we do a new model run? Is there a difference in the 

outcome? 
A:  A sensitivity analysis was conducted between 2030 and 2035 models and 2035 congestion 

numbers were lower than 2030. Based on this it made sense to stick with the worse-case 
2030 numbers. The reason the 2035 congestion numbers were lower was due to the looking 
at the flat traffic numbers (vehicle miles traveled) in the past few years; until then traffic 
numbers had been steadily climbing. Commerce City has been working with CDOT on the 
number and they are not seeing significant differences in the outcomes. 

 
AGREEMENT: The PACT members agreed to use the existing DEIS model data/numbers. 
 
 
Traffic Volumes 
Carrie Wallis, Senior Project Manager, PBS&J, presented the traffic counts along I-70 in the 
different alignment alternatives and some traffic counts and key local roadways. Since numbers 
are sometimes difficult to compare CDOT translate the numbers into Levels of Service (LOS). 
LOS range, like school grades, from A (free and clear) to F (congested and slow travel times). 
 
Questions, answers and comments from PACT members 
Q:  Are traffic volumes lower from Washington to Brighton Boulevard in alternative 4 because 

traffic is going to 46th Avenue? 
A:  Yes, that is the assumption 
 
Q:  Is it necessary to take out the York Street exit? There is more traffic on 40th Avenue because 

there is no exit at York. 
A:  Having a York Street exit was not analyzed because of the difficulty of engineering an exit 

ramp that meets standards, safety concerns, and doesn’t take an excessive amount of 
additional properties. 

 
Q:  What are the lane assignments for 40th Avenue and Smith Road? Denver allowed RTD joint 

use along that route (tracks will be at the edge of the roadway), therefore restricted any future 
widening. 

A: All of the future models have four-lanes on 40th Avenue, two-lanes on Smith Road west of 
Quebec Street and four-lanes for Smith Road east of Quebec Street. 

 
Q:  In alternative 4, the I-70/I-270 section has 277,800. Where else in the state are there traffic 

volumes that high? 
A:  Possibly I-25 through downtown. 
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Q:  What are the traffic numbers on I-70 west of I-25? In the realignment, would more people 
choose to get to I-25 north using I-270? 

A:  The numbers don’t show more people using I-270 to go north because of the constraint of I-
270/I-25/36 congestion. The model sees I-270 as heavily congested until it is updated. 

 
Q:  Does the model consider the congestion at the mouse trap a constraint that influences travel 

choice? 
A:  Yes. 
 
Q:  Does the model account for new plans for I-25 north? 
A:  No, because those plans were not in place. 
 
Q:  Where are there similar volumes to the four-lane 46th Avenue in the realignment alternative? 
A:  On four-lane facilities there are 33,000 cars on Colfax east between Lincoln and Peoria; 37-

38,000 cars on Federal boulevard between I-70 and I-76; and 40-48,000 cars on Sheraton 
between I-70 and I-76. 

 
Q:  Does the model assume a higher proportion of truck traffic? 
A:  Don’t know for sure. 
 
Q- What is the existing Level of Service (LOS) for I-270 for Colorado-Quebec? 
A – This information was not immediately available at the meeting. Following the meeting 

PBS&J identified the LOS form the DEIS as follows: 
o LOS F in both the eastbound and westbound directions between I-70 and Quebec for 

existing (2003) conditions, 2030 no-action and 2030 Alternative 1. 
o Alternative 4 has LOS D in both the eastbound and westbound directions between 46th 

Avenue and Quebec; LOS E in both directions between Quebec and I-70; and LOS F in 
both directions north of I-70. 

 
 
RTD Stations and Lines   
Kevin Flynn, Eagle Project Public Information Manager and Bill Van Meter, Assistant General 
Manager presented the location of the East line, East line stations and the North line station at 
Elyria.  
 
Questions, answers and comments from PACT members 
Q:  What is the status of adding two stations on the East Line along Peña Blvd?  
A:  The decision process is being led by DIA, which will make a selection by January 31, 2011, 

with RTD review and acceptance to follow by mid-February. 
 
Q:  Will the tracks be on 40thAvenue or just bus access? 
A:  There will be tracks partially located within the current westbound lane of 40th Avenue from 

Blake Street until York/Josephine as well as bus access. The street will be shifted slightly to 
the south to maintain two-lane traffic. Because of the tracks along 40th Avenue, Denver 
restricts any future 40th widening in the future. 
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Q:  Would the East Line stations or ridership be impacted by the I-70 project? 
A:   We expect little to no impacts to the East Line from any of the I-70 alternatives. 
 
Q:  Will the North Metro Corridor Elyria station design work with the realignment? Even with 

the west realignment alternative? 
A:  RTD worked with CDOT to make the Elyria station design and station access work with the 

realignment, even with the west realignment alterative. 
 
ACTION: RTD will circulate more detailed information related to 40th Avenue. 
 
 
III. Public Comment 
 
Leo Branstetter, Elyria business and property owner 
The recent RTD meeting on the station plans in Elyria was really nice. It was announced as kick-
off meeting. It was friendly, well attended (50 people), with lots of viewpoints expressed. The 
nice thing was the meeting talking about the positives – business growth, neighborhood 
planning, preservation of the river, helping friends and the National Western Stock Show; using 
words like vibrant and robust. None of those positives can happen if I-70 is realigned up 
Brighton blvd. We know the transit station will make the neighborhood thrive, while a realigned 
highway will kill it by decreasing property values, leaving no expansion for Denver, no help for 
the National Western Stock Show, and no business opportunity.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
Attendance 
 
Reza Akhavan, Colorado Department of Transportation 
Tom Acre, City of Commerce City 
Art Ballah, Colorado Motor Carriers Association 
Doug Bennett, Federal Highway Administration 
Tony Brake, Aurora resident 
Jimmy Burds, Commerce City Business and Professional Association  
Larry Burgess, Denver - Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Association 
Jim Dileo, Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Drew Dutcher, Denver / Elyria resident 
Norma Frank, Adams County resident 
Russ George, Colorado Department of Transportation 
Pat Grant, National Western Stock Show 
Scott Jaquith, Commerce City resident 
Nanette Neelan, City of Commerce City 
Jess Ortiz, City of Denver 
Guillermo Serna, Commerce City resident 
Anthony Thomas, Denver resident 
Jeanne Shreve, Adams County 
Bill Van Meter, Regional Transportation District FasTracks 
 
Members not attending 
Bill Becker, Adams County Economic Development 
Mac Callison, City of Aurora 
Shaun Cutting, Federal Highway Administration - Program Delivery Manager 
Paul Garcia, Denver / Swansea resident 
Amy Pallante, Colorado State Historic Preservation Office 
Lesley Thomas, City of Denver 
Kate Kramer, Sand Creek Regional Greenway Partnership 
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MEETING SUMMARY 
I-70-East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) 

Swansea Recreation Center, Denver 
September 9, 2010 

 
 

OBJECTIVES 
o Review and revise the list of interests expressed by PACT members during the inaugural 

meeting 
o Identify benefits, opportunities and concerns of both alternatives 
o Suggest improvements in overall infrastructure of the alternatives, mitigation measures, and 

actions that could be take by other parties to improve the alternatives 
o Receive comments from the public attending the meeting 
o Plan future meetings and activities 
 
MEETING OVERVIEW 
The PACT members conducted a series of brainstorming discussions aimed at improving the 
alternative alignments of I-70 – brainstormed benefits, opportunities, concerns and structural 
improvements to each alignment alternative. 
 
AGREEMENTS reached: 
o Temporary substitution of a PACT member - Ray Chamberlain sit with the PACT in the 

absence of designated member Pat Grant for this meeting. Caution was expressed about 
substitutions in order that there is consistency of participation. 

o October 14th PACT meeting will include a “bus tour” of the I-70 corridor, Noon to 4p.m. 
o The PACT will meet on November 11 (second Thursday) although it is a holiday. 
 
ACTIONS pending: 
o Keystone will work with PBS&J and community and business representatives to establish a 

route and two stopping places for the bus tour in October. 
o Bill VanMeter, RTD, will reserve a bus for the bus tour  
o Denver will provide a map for current alignment, similar to the one they brought for 

realignment 
o Keystone will work to create the subgroup to work on the eastern part of the project (just east 

of I-270 to tower road). Since this section is unaffected by the alignment choice this group 
will start work later in the process. 
 

 
MEETING SUMMARY 
 
I. Interests List – Review/Revision 
Interests added to existing list: 
o Neighborhood Quality – neighborhood cohesion, access to South Platte River 
o Environmental – protection of Riverside Cemetery, access for visitors and neighbors. 
o Efficient emergency response times 
o To provide convenient, direct and inviting access around the neighborhood 
o Truck routing – hazardous materials routes (these are determined by safety and first response 

agencies) 
 
Clarifications: 
o Federal environmental justice standards will be followed during the PACT process. 
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II. Improving alignment alternatives to meet more interests 
PACT members were asked to brainstorm a list of potential benefits, opportunities and concerns 
about the two alternative alignments. 
 
Note: This activity was conducted as an open-ended brainstorming exercise in which no ideas 
were off-limits and members could offer suggestions freely without committing to any idea. 
The exercise was conducted without any effort to build consensus. 
 
Current Alignment 
 
Benefits 
Neighborhood Quality 
o Establishes connections to industry and neighborhood, whether we like it or not. 
o Uses established traffic patterns 
o Able to put more funding for improvements to the neighborhoods most impacted by the 

initial building of I-70 and with the newly built I-70. 
o No new neighborhoods will be split more than they already are 
o No new groups of people will be affected, impacts only to those already impacted. 
o Known therefore better understood impacts, we don’t know what the impact would be in the 

realignment alternative. 
Would it be better for impacted neighborhoods to have I-70 traffic in a current alignment 
alternative or local 4-lane 46th traffic in a realignment alternative? 
 
Transportation 
o Keeps trucks on interstate 
o Increases access east-west with I-70 and 46th - two alignments gives travelers alternative 

access to move east to west 
o Straight, no curves to increase congestion due to slow down 
o Existing/acceptable traffic patterns - People have become tolerant of the time it takes to get 

through the corridor now. 
o Optimum truck access to existing truck destinations (this could be a plus or minus) 
 
Economic 
o Existing/Habitual uses – people are used to going to NWSS 
o Costs less 
o Saving investments on improvements to I-70 that have already been done 
o Better tied in to the transportation system – RTD  
o Maintain neighborhood access to the South Platte river 
. 
Environmental 
o Safety hazard already. 
o Decreased security risk for Suncor from terrorist threat 
 
Opportunities 
Neighborhood Quality 
o Allows for context-sensitive solutions (CSS) – designing the highway to better fit the context; 

taking lessons learned from the first I-70 build about what we want or don’t want for 
communities 

o Potential for mitigation of impact is greater. 
o Take a little bit bigger footprint for future development - take more houses now, but will not 

need more in the future. 
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o Turn I-70 into an amenity so that it works for the neighborhood. 
o Allows for Denver’s Greenway plan which includes development of area behind the NWSS 
o Allows for development along the South Platte – vision of houses, greenbelts, bike paths.  
o Provide a new school with new technology farther from the pollution - has to be a walkable 

school for children in the neighborhood. 
 
Transportation 
o Access to Colorado Boulevard, east and west, access improvements for trucks, etc. 
 
Economic 
o Some additional business development. 
o Project cost is lower, so could allow for more mitigations elements. 
 
Concerns 
Neighborhood Quality 
o Neighborhood is already split and would remain split. 
o Relocating the school within a walkable distance to current neighborhoods. 
 
Transportation 
o Closing York Street exit would be a problem. 
o 46th Avenue going from 4,000 to 40,000 cars compared with 300,000 on I-70 now to 40,000 

on 46th, which may be better. 
o Uncertainty about how it would affect Quebec rail station. 
o North/south connectivity from Brighton to Colorado/Steele – severs access. Streets that 

connect with 46th would be cut off, affecting emergency services.  
o Walkability (Columbine and Clayton will be cut off.). 
o Linkages with transit, pedestrians, bicycles, bus, need improvement. 
 
Economic 
o Potentially increased risk of litigation due to South option where big businesses are now 

exist. 
o Takes out Pilot Truck Stop – already a shortage of truck stops in Denver area. 
 
Environmental 
o Varying effects between elevated and ground level.  
o Air pollutions due to proximity to the elevated highway 
o Livability of the size of the footprint 
o Uncertainty. 
o Environmental justice – people will be living with this for 50 years. 
 
 
Re-Alignment 
 
Benefits 
Neighborhood Quality 
o Re-establish Denver neighborhoods 
o Use lessons learned from the first I-70 alignment to improve the future neighborhood 

experience in Commerce City 
o Benefits Swansea school children – less pollution from highway and maintains its current 

location. 
 



The Keystone Center  
 

Page 4

Transportation 
o Less traffic (than interstate) 
o Built without impeding current I-70 traffic. 
o Benefits to Denver  
o Decreased access to the rail to the airport. 
o Redistribution of truck traffic through Commerce City – like Vasquez alignment to 56th 

would take traffic off Brighton and Colorado Boulevard, take traffic off I-70. 
 
Economic 
o Transit Oriented Development examples: I-25 between Orchard and Belleview, access to rail, 

economic development commerce, housing, etc. Also Englewood at Hampton former 
Cinderella City, to high density, allows walking and such. 

 
Environmental 
o Cleans up Quebec/I-70/I-270 
o Potential air quality improvements 
 
Opportunities 
Neighborhood Quality 
o More walkable for families to cross 46th. 
o Bring new economic benefits to different areas. 
o Potential for new development. 
 
Transportation 
o Improves transportation on I-270 – access, infrastructure, mobility. 
o Curve in I-70 could be less severe if NWSS moves, saving more Elyria and allowing more 

TOD opportunity. 
o Dahlia – extend frontage roads, bypassing Colorado Blvd 
 
Economic 
o Allows for context-sensitive solutions (CSS) – designing the highway to better fit the context; 

and learning from the past 
o Potential for more viable properties and businesses in the Vasquez area, Swansea industrial 

area, on the border of Adams County. 
 
Environmental 
o Greener area could be developed. 
 
Concerns 
Neighborhood Quality 
o Uncertainty of impacts to Commerce City neighborhoods 
o Safety and emergency response for local community. 
o Access/connectivity through neighborhoods, particularly those limited by railroad crossings 
o Projected volumes on 46th Ave.   
o Establish, maintain and regulate the truck routes that would go through the communities. 

Supposed to be restricted, doesn’t happen. Could re-establish, signage. 
 
Transportation 
o More trucks through neighborhoods - trucks would not go around, but through 
o I-270/70/Quebec interchange 
o Traffic congestion at I-270 and I-25 



The Keystone Center  
 

Page 5

o Congestion at merger of I-270 and I-70 
o Congestion at Vasquez / I-270 cloverleaf, truck traffic hindered. 
o Congestion at I-270/I-76/I-25, including the hazardous materials route ( I-70 to I-270 to I-76 

to I-70) increasing congestion 
o Maintenance, longevity of building viaduct  
o Longer elevated distance - 1.4 miles current, 2.4 miles re-alignment.  
o Impact of a viaduct to neighborhoods - the history is that viaduct has hurt neighborhoods and 

development. 
o Permanently adding one more mile of travel for traffic – we are committing ourselves to 

additional consumption of fossil fuels. 
o Severe curve will slow traffic either way. 
o Lack of turnarounds between Vasquez and Brighton - no emergency vehicle access or a way 

to divert traffic on that stretch to access an off-ramp.  
o Access for problem at Suncor. 
o Possible access issues with Dahlia, Monaco to Quebec, need to know how that’s going to 

work. 
 
Economic 
o Hurt transit-oriented-development potential for RTD stop at NWSS – would make it non-

functional – affecting creation of jobs. 
o Loss of NWSS 
o Challenge to re-establish the truck routes in existing neighborhoods. 
o Takes businesses off Vasquez 
o Potential by-pass of businesses without adequate access there. 
o Affected the only remaining industrial area for Denver area. 
o Not enough money to do things the right way. 
o Costs more 
o Diminishes economic viability by cutting off certain areas. 
 
Environmental 
o Potential lack of improvements for air quality improvement. 
o More truck traffic emissions that are harmful - older trucks will create emissions in 

neighborhoods. 
o Cut off neighborhoods from river and greenway. 
o Moving air quality issues from one place to another- pollution moving into East Denver due 

to wind patterns. 
o Increasing emissions numbers for Commerce City may significantly impact them due to new 

emissions standards –are there credits to offset? 
 
 
III. Improvement Exercises 
The PACT was divided into two breakout groups, with multi-jurisdictional balance, to brainstorm 
and suggest improvements in infrastructure/physical improvements, mitigation and steps that 
other parties could take to address a concern. The groups spent half of the allotted time focusing 
on one of the alternative alignments, then switched to focus on the other alignment. The PACT 
members were instructed to not hold themselves or others to any particular suggestion, and that 
no ideas are off-limits in the exercise. 
 
Note: This activity was conducted as an open-ended brainstorming exercise in which no ideas 
were off-limits and members could offer suggestions freely without committing to any idea. 
The exercise was conducted without any effort to build consensus. 
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Current Alignment 
 
Neighborhood Quality 
o Concern: 46th walkability 

- Improved bike/ped connections 
- Sidewalks at all crossings 
- Bike/ped corridor 

o Concern: buffer distance, 50 foot from edge of new structure to be able to build it for trucks; 
25 from retaining, 15 from bottom of a hill/slope 

o Concern: Neighbor connectivity for pedestrian (none at Columbine and elsewhere) 
- Pedestrian facility at Columbine and Clayton for families to go to school 

o Concern: school 
- Move school to Swansea Recreation Center area 
- Choose South option 
- Move school north? 

o Concern: neighborhood cohesiveness 
- Allow uses like parks and open space under the new viaduct 
- Provide N/S ped/bike access under hwy 

o Concern: Bus routes impacted? #48 bus goes around and under 46th to Clayton 
o Concern: visual impact 

- Beautification 
o Concern: safety for ped/bike 

- No free right on reds 
o Concern: viaduct design, pillars and what’s under the viaduct 

- Modern design is more open with fewer pillars 
o Concern: amount of buffer between highway and homes 

- Wider buffer 
- Frontage roads will add buffer 

o Concern: vehicle mobility in the neighborhoods 
- Instead of one-way frontage roads (46th Ave.), make them two-way 

o Concern: interference with walk-able access to Swansea Elementary and Randolph 
Middle/High School 

- Additional crossings under the new viaduct 
- Adding below-grade north/south access for pedestrians and bicycle riders 
- Design should be aesthetically pleasing 

 
Transportation 
o Concern: Differences in constructability between the north and south shifts? 
o Concern: emergency response time, moving east/west through neighborhood when blocked 

by railroad trains. 
- Frontage roads along I-70 – two ways (like I-70W between Lowell to Tennyson) 
- Possible to make through streets at Columbine and Clayton – underpass to get under 

the ramps (Estimated: $8-9 million and additional property takes) 
- Current 46th and ramps are like a frontage road 
- Fire station on Brighton, south of viaduct, how will they access Elyria/Swansea? East 

on 46th, up York (unless there is a train)  
o Concern: elevation 

- Railroad tracks west of Colorado 
- Remove the tracks, what’s the price to buy out RR and industries it serves? 

o Concern: Colorado improved access for transit - 45th south of I-70 going east dead ends  
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o Concern: Thomson court to Vasquez gap 
o Concern: Ramps too close together for trucks to get up to speed 

- Remove an access point 
- Could create additional congestion at the fewer access points 
- There is an acceleration lane 

o Concern: elevation makes for steep ramps 
- On- and off-ramps will be to standards 
- York Street off ramp will be closed 

o Concern: limited and confusing access to/from I-70 to/from Colorado Blvd. 
- Improved circulation is needed 

o Concern: plans don’t show any widening or improvement on Quebec at I-70 
- Widen Quebec, and also lengthen it to the size of Central Park Blvd. so it can 

accommodate all future needs 
- Create a flyover at Quebec 
- Make sure it’s adequate for substantial amounts of truck traffic 
- Check DRCOG for future traffic data projections 

o Concern: Peoria Street is inadequate for current and future access to the medical facilities at 
Fitzsimmons/Anschutz facilities 

- Eliminate at-grade rail crossing at Peoria (already planned) 
- Provide adequate off-ramps to minimize negative effect on queuing on I-70 
- Account for future 8 RTD trains per hour 

o Concern: that there are not enough lanes on I-70 in the area of I-225 and Peña Blvd/Airport 
- Add additional lanes 
- Improve ramps farther out – to Tower Road 

o Concern: hazardous materials route could be shifted to main corridor because it would be 
safer 

- The State Patrol and other agencies would designate the hazardous route 
o Concern: viaduct will look like it currently does. 
 
Economic 
o Concern: loss of truck stop (Pilot) 
 
Environmental 
o Concern: how is construction done? Construction lanes 
o Concern: foot print is too wide 

- 46th should stay under hwy 
o Concern: noise 

- Noise walls 
o Concerns: pros and cons on tolling 

- Would result in less pollution if cars can go faster through the corridor 
- Fees not subject to TABOR 
- Could result in traffic backups in neighborhoods 
- Allows investment in the highway 
- Truck-only through lanes would be useful 

 
 
Re-Alignment 
 
Neighborhood Quality 
o Concern: Eyesore may be elevated in Elyria, but would hurt development in the area (TOD) 
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- Allow private development or use under viaduct – incentivize people to use under 
there 

- Fewer more graceful spans 
- How keep concrete from falling down in 30-50 years – protect users 
- Open it up as much as possible, create public space/uses (photos) 
- Concern – with buildings is need space to repair 
- Green space under highway to connect Sand Creek and South Platte 
- East option – allows for more development, and a larger circle of development south 

of TOD 
o Concern: block access from river development 

- Buildings and green space/managed parks would allow a flow from one side to 
another 

o Concern: 46th walkable 
- Walk-overs – more than one – that families can get across; walk-unders are unsafe 
- Bike/Walk corridor (tree lawns) – this would impact properties 
- Sidewalks at all crossings 
- Connect to South Platte 

o Concern: neighborhood impacts – noise – along I-270/I-70 Quebec 
- Buffer zone big enough for growth and impacts 

o Concern: access from I-70 into north Swansea would be more limited 
- Add frontage roads along I-70 to provide access 
- Re-vision the future of Swansea 
- Ensure there are emergency routes 
- Fix/raise the Race Street underpass at Brighton 
- Build a new bridge over 46th at Brighton 
- Provide means to cross RR tracks 

o Concern: access to South Platte is cut off 
- Add connections to river from 46th Avenue 

o Concern: how to encourage new development – grocery store and services 
- Elyria/Swansea redevelopment encouraged 
- Private investment 

o Concern: at merger with I-270 – already chronic congestion in that area 
- Buffer zones at Rose Hill neighborhood 
- Improvements on Quebec, plan for future growth 
- Move affected schools 
- Need more lanes on I-270 
- Improve flow I-270 to Dahlia area 

 
Transportation 
o Concern: Volumes on 46th – maintain existing connection that are on I-70 now 

- 2 local two-way frontage road system parallel to re-alignment  one on north, one on 
south, From Vasquez to 270, to improve connectivity north/south from re-alignment 
to 46th  

 North side not as conducive for frontage road 
 Tie south side frontage road to Brighton and York street 
 Tie to Sand Creek frontage road 

- 3 new underpasses under re-alignment – on Holly (Ivy goes through), Dahlia, 
Monaco 

- Improve 56th Ave connection to Dahlia – take straight to Dahlia (remove “S”) 
- Colo. Blvd. on ramp to I-70E continue to Dahlia 
- I-70 W off ramp would connect backwards to Dahlia – so Dahlia can get to Colorado 
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- Improvements on 40th – easier to use to take traffic off 46th (or 48th) 
 RTD line is on 40th/Smith 
 This won’t encourage/enhance folks to use transit 
 Improve intersections 
 Designate truck route 
 Denver can’t allow additional expansion of the road  due to U.P. agreement – 

limited to 2 lanes in both directions 
o Concern: emergency response and outlet for backed up traffic 

- Add a turnabout on I-70 – opening between different eastbound and westbound 
- FHWA doesn’t do that due to impacts of traffic entering in fast lane 
- Barricade the opening 
- Incident management plan (need to be done) 
- If at grade between Brighton/York will mean they can turn round 

o Concern: Curve creates bottleneck 
- Cut thru neighborhood more to decrease curve 
- Need to keep it out of developed land, pushed it west to avoid as much 
- West option is less curve, but not straighter to maintain some of the investment the 

newly constructed via-duct 
- East option to miss NWSS 

o Concern: Vasquez – is it new? Yes. Does it go through property? Yes. Does old Vasquez 
stay/go? Goes. Does it go/over? Under I-70. Remains on existing alignment to just south of 
50th Ave. 

o Concern: I-270 between I-25 and I-70 currently very congested. (Response: study showed 
that at I-270/York did not show significant impacts so did not look further….Concern that 
new I-25/ US 36 interchange; was included in study with DRCOG.) 

o Concern:  Congestion at Quebec because of heavy truck traffic 
- 46th/Quebec be signalized, not over pass 

o Concern: conductivity 
- Improve Washington Street, upgrade 

o Concern: mobility/conductivity 
- Texas “U-turns” at Dahlia, Vasquez and Brighton (bottom of off ramp have a left 

turn under hwy and back the other way without going through intersection. 
o Concern: Plan shows circuitous route for Brighton Blvd. 

- Should be simplified 
o Concern: Elevated road conflicts with RTD rail stops and causes confused road access, 

including Brighton 
- Plans should be simplified 
- Re-alignment should be built at grade with overpasses at Race, Brighton, possibly 

York 
- Would provide access to remainder properties 

o Concern: various issues at the Colorado/Brighton/re-alignment area 
- Implement traffic flow and volume management 

o Concern: fewer on/off ramps mean less access for emergency response 
- Increase north/south connectivity along existing roads 

o Quebec-area (similar to current alignment) 
- Flyover of Quebec over I-70 
- Westbound I-70 to Quebec – direct exit from highway 
- Additional access east/west to 49th Avenue 
- Maintain alignment of the current grid 

o Concern: trucks have limited access to 46th Ave 
- More connections in and around the area 
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Economic 
o Concern: NWSS impacts 

- East shift has fewer impacts  
o Concern: TOD creating gentrification 
o Concern: west re-alignment limits development (NWSS or new) 
o Concern: re-alignment would leave parcels of isolated properties 

- Redevelopment opportunities 
o Concern: National Western Stock Show would move 

- East option saves some portions of NWSS 
o Concern: limited access to industrial areas east of Colorado Blvd (Dahlia, Holly, Monaco) 

- Additional access from I-70 south into the area 
- Additional access means fewer vehicle miles for trucks 

 
Environmental 
o Concern: Additional 1 mile of elevation – for Sand Creek, over Colo. Blvd. Vazquez, 

railroads and railroad spurs, then Brighton down 
- Retaining walls and fill 
- Minimize vertical profile 

o Concern: cemetery – noise, access for visitors 
o Concern: crossing Sand Creek and visual impacts (wall closer) 

- Not interrupted or disturbed - during after construction 
- Frontage road along creek will stay 

 
 
IV. Public Comment Session  
 
Bettie Cram, Elyria Resident 
 Please leave I-70 where it is. 200 feet is a long way. Neighbors like it, we’re used to it. Re-

alignment option is very scary and would open up 46th Avenue to all the trucks and constant 
traffic and too much pollution. The Texaco station owner said he didn’t want re-alignment. 
Re-alignment would be building so much in Elyria and we want a prettier area. North Elyria 
is the last open space with lots of development possibilities. Look at the possibilities of a 
river walk and RTD building up the area. The re-alignment would tear out the buildings. We 
need to think of the potential future of the area. 

 
Thomas Sundheim, Elyria Business Owner 
 40 years as business owner in the neighborhood; on Brighton Blvd. We’ve been neglected for 

35-40 years. The current alignment means money will be spent in the impacted 
neighborhood. Only once was there a Brighton blvd road improvement. It’s less expensive 
and better for neighborhood and re-alignment will benefit someone else. 

 Proponent of leaving it where it is and improving it where it is. Disagree that current 
alignment would disconnect neighborhoods. Current alignment gives folks living in the 
shadow ability to move to “greener pastures”. Revamping the area under the current 
alignment has more potential than moving it. It’s less expensive and better for neighborhood 
and re-alignment will benefit someone else. 

 Realignment alternatives mean getting 46th back that brings a lot of traffic and. won’t be user 
or pedestrian friendly for the neighborhood or for schools. The neighborhood wouldn’t 
realize the benefits of the money spent in the realignment alternative; realignment won’t 
result in benefits. 
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 Jobs created by construction are great; whatever we do we create jobs. Private sector pays 
taxes to pay for public works, look at jobs depleted; displacement along re-alignment is 
private sector jobs. Lots of businesses will go under and not relocate. It’s a death warrant to 
business, approving the project today, and once the decision is made no one will invest here.  
 

V. Data Requests 
o Details on CDOT/RTD FasTracks folks – CPD station area plans 
o More clarity on what the buffer zone is currently 
o That CDOT or Denver produce a similar map showing walking distances to schools on 

eastern area of the corridor 
o Will 46th Ave. be built for 4 or 6 lanes? What is data on local vs. through traffic? 
o Better origin/destination data for truck traffic. Percentages are known, but not numbers local 

or through 
o Provide maps of I-70 footprint overlaid with RTD stations 
 
 
Action Items: 
o Bring a Denver city planner to the next meeting - Kristin Krasnove Fritz is working on the 

Elyria/Swansea community plans now 
o Better origin/destination data for truck traffic. Percentages are known, but not numbers local 

or through 
o Will 46th be built to 4 or 6 lanes? What is data on local vs. through traffic? 
o Create a subgroup to look at eastern corridor issues 
o Need to see I-70 footprint over RTD stations - CDOT FasTracks group have these 
o Hear more detailed presentation on CDOT/RTD FasTracks folks – CPD station area plans 
o Map with buffer zone 
 
VI. Next Steps: 
o Next Meeting: October 14, 2010; 12:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. 

- Bus tour, noon to 4 p.m. – bus arranged by Bill Van Meter 
- Dinner delivered at Swansea Recreation Center by 5 p.m. 

o November Meeting: when should we meet - November 11th – is a holiday 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Attendance 
 
Reza Akhavan, Colorado Department of Transportation 
Art Ballah, Colorado Motor Carriers Association 
Bill Becker, Adams County Economic Development 
Doug Bennett, Federal Highway Administration 
Tony Brake, Aurora resident 
Jimmy Burds, Commerce City Business and Professional Association  
Larry Burgess, Denver - Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Association 
Mac Callison, City of Aurora 
Shaun Cutting, Federal Highway Administration - Program Delivery Manager 
Jim Dileo, Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Drew Dutcher, Denver / Elyria resident 
Paul Garcia, Denver / Swansea resident 
Russ George, Colorado Department of Transportation 
Scott Jaquith, Commerce City resident 
Nanette Neelan, City of Commerce City 
Jess Ortiz, City of Denver 
Amy Pallante, Colorado State Historic Preservation Office 
Guillermo Serna, Commerce City resident 
Anthony Thomas, Denver resident 
Lesley Thomas, City of Denver 
Jeanne Shreve, Adams County 
Bill Van Meter, Regional Transportation District FasTracks 
 
Members not attending 
Tom Acre, City of Commerce City 
Norma Frank, Adams County resident 
Pat Grant, National Western Stock Show 
Kate Kramer, Sand Creek Regional Greenway Partnership 
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I-70 East PACT 
Swansea Recreation Center, Denver 

2650 East 49th Avenue, Denver, CO 80216 
October 14, 2010 

 
 

MEETING OVERVIEW 
 
Objectives 

 To increase understanding of on the ground conditions – Bus Tour 
 To improve the alignment alternatives to meet more of the interests list/criteria. 

 
Agreements Reached 

 To hold the November meeting as scheduled, on November 11, which is a holiday for 
some government workers. 

 To direct the engineering staff at CDOT and PBSJ to meet with representatives of the City 
of Denver, and to continue meetings with Commerce City representatives, to further 
develop concepts, visualizations and other materials to facilitate the deliberations of the 
PACT. 

 
MEETING SUMMARY 
 
Membership 
City of Denver made a request to seat John Lucero, Deputy Director of the Office of Economic 
Development, replacing Jess Ortiz. Adams County Economic Development Inc., replaced Bill 
Becker, who has retired, with Tricia Allen, Vice President of ACED. 
 
Bus Tour of Important Corridor Locations 
The PACT members, staff and guests participated in a tour of the I-70 East corridor beginning at 
the Swansea Recreation Center; the bus was arranged by member Bill Van Meter of RTD. 
 
Following the tour, the PACT members were asked to share some of their impressions: 

 Lots of industries won’t be able to find a home if they are displaced – there’s no one 
seeking to have a salvage yard in their area, they need thye right zoning. Realized how 
many there are. 

 Sand Creek – in certain areas it would appear to be in a “canyon” with built freeway and 
walls. For the highway it doesn’t matter, but if you’re walking on the sidewalk, you care. 

 Surprised how many acquisitions would be required to be taken – property, parking. 
 Buildings along the alignment, wondering how many are vacant, how many are occupied. 

(Query of members indicated that such data doesn’t exist.) 
 Proximity to Suncor refinery property. Questions whether there are regulations for 

highway being so close to something so potentially hazardous. Highway construction is 
designed to withstand certain impacts. 

 Compare and contrast the variable sun and shade under the viaduct, daily, seasonal, and 
impact in Elyria/Swansea; impact on the viewshed of the Rockies from Elyria. 

 Key access points –Vasquez in the north and how that works with the rail line. All the 
lines on the map didn’t translate onto what I could really read and how it could work. 

 Concern about emergency access, north vs. south, access to hospitals, transportation and 
getting people to hospitals they need to get to. 
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 The chemical plant Univar – how will it be dealt with? (Query indicated that the 
hazardous materials would have to be removed. The location is considered eligible for 
historic designation.)  

 Members inquired further about compensation for commercial properties for land 
condemnation. Key distinctions: Commercial property owners will be compensated for the 
property, and ongoing businesses would be eligible for relocation, all according to federal 
law discussed at the PACT September meeting. 

 Surprised how close the playground is at Swansea to the highway. (New school was built 
1971, in same location as the old one.) 

 Suggestion that properties should be taken if 20 percent of the property is affected, 
including access. (Query: Estimates are ballpark estimates, decisions would be made 
property by property.) 

 Surprised by how close businesses were to the roadways and highway, even in the wider 
sections along Stapleton Drive. 

 It was noted that Washington Street north of Globeville, the old Asarco plant property will 
be developed, putting additional pressure on I-70 via Washington. Could be an issue with 
the re-alignment. 

 How the re-alignment would take many houses in west Elyria. 
 The re-alignment section of the merged I-70/270 would become 12 lanes, the widest road 

in Colorado. 
 Recognition of what a beautiful resource Sand Creek is, habitat in the middle of the city. 

Deer, egrets, in between highways. Habitat would be affected. 
 Concern about impact on businesses during construction. (Query – DEIS does not go into 

that level of detail.) 
 Historic properties – National Western owns the land, city of Denver owns the buildings. 

Both alignments have many historic properties. Impact on NWSS differs among the re-
alignment options (east or west shift). NWSS would make a business decision on its future 
based on the alternative and option chosen. 

 Consider building more of the re-alignment at grade. 
 Frontage roads provide wider buffer. 
 Impact on schools and related mitigation would vary depending on distance from the 

highway. 
 
Discussion on Topics Needing More Information 
The PACT members discussed various issues related to neighborhood mobility in and around 
Swansea and Elyria. Presently the neighborhoods are served for east-west traffic by 46th Avenue, 
under the I-70 viaduct, except for where the railroad tracks cross at 46th Avenue and at York 
Street. North-south mobility is possible at various points under the I-70 viaduct. Engineering 
team described how various options for improving access could work, and what north-south 
crossings would be possible depending on the design, and the number of properties that would 
have to be taken for structures and ramps. 
The PACT members agreed that the local government representatives and the engineering team 
would work through the questions raised and return at the next meeting with additional materials 
that would be of use to the PACT. 
 
Public Comment 
Bettie Cram, an Elyria resident who participated in the bus tour, said she learned a lot, and 
recognized that while she feels bad for Elyria, that Commerce City will have impacts there, too. 
The neighborhood is proud of the historic area, including a church built in 1881. If the re-
alignment is chosen they would take I-70 down and put all that traffic on 46th Avenue, and won’t 
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be able to cross the street. The trucks will just go down 46th, the trucks. Questioned the motives of 
those who promoted the re-alignment and supports the current alignment. 
 
Tom Sundheim 
Business owner at Brighton and I-70, participated in the tour. 
1. Asked 2 months ago for statistics on jobs created by re-alignment. Any estimate on private 
businesses that would be closed and how many employees’ jobs would be affected/lost. 
(Response: highway construction jobs based on formula based on total cost.) 
Tom said he’s 59 years old and “if you shut me down I’m not coming back. When you replace 
them (businesses), they may not come back anywhere.” 
2. Obvious to me to improve I-70 where it is to the south side outweighs all others. Impact is 
minimal, few major business players. That business has been nothing but trouble for anybody. 
Purina people are the best, but are a major thorn. It stinks. I think they should be relocated, you 
bite the bullet, pay for them to be where they need to be. Compared with other alternatives, that’s 
the best option. 
3. Alignment’s going to take out private sector businesses, real estate expenses and relocations. 
 
Justin McPeck 
Real estate investor in Elyria. 
Would like a traffic study for surface side streets. All traffic counts would increase exponentially 
through re-alignment, it’s going to be potential problems with traffic in small streets. It’s going to 
turn 46th Ave. to like Colorado Blvd. south of I-25, but this could be worse. It’s human nature, 
commuters are going to get off the highway and use 46th and get back on the highway. If there are 
traffic jams in re-alignment and not just during rush hour. Concerned with the school, and putting 
at surface level right next to the school. 
Shocked that Bill Van Meter said RTD could build the NWSS RTD rail station either way. With 
walkable communities and such, the re-alignment you’re disconnecting the TOD that could 
develop around that station. Roads are dinosaur technology. Good work going on on RTD. It’s 
reuniting Globeville, River and Swansea/Elyria. 
 
Additional Topics Raised by PACT Members 

 Potential for tens of thousands of people to live and work in the area through TOD around 
the RTD stops. 

 Need for connections among rail stations. 
 Meeting at NWSS so the PACT can get a feel for the facilities and its situation. 
 Members will be meeting with their constituencies in the coming month. 

 
Future Meetings 
 November 11, Swansea Recreation Center, 8:30 a.m. – 4:30 p.m. 
 December 9, National Western Stock Show, National Western Club, Noon – 8 p.m. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Attendance 
 
Reza Akhavan, Colorado Department of Transportation 
Art Ballah, Colorado Motor Carriers Association 
Doug Bennett, Federal Highway Administration 
Jimmy Burds, Commerce City Business and Professional Association  
Larry Burgess, Denver - Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Association 
Mac Callison, City of Aurora 
Shaun Cutting, Federal Highway Administration - Program Delivery Manager 
Jim Dileo, Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Drew Dutcher, Denver / Elyria resident 
Paul Garcia, Denver / Swansea resident 
Norma Frank, Adams County resident 
Russ George, Colorado Department of Transportation 
Scott Jaquith, Commerce City resident 
Jess Ortiz, City of Denver 
Amy Pallante, Colorado State Historic Preservation Office 
Guillermo Serna, Commerce City resident 
Anthony Thomas, Denver resident 
Lesley Thomas, City of Denver 
Jeanne Shreve, Adams County 
Bill Van Meter, Regional Transportation District FasTracks 
Kate Kramer, Sand Creek Regional Greenway Partnership 
Pat Grant, National Western Stock Show 
Tom Acre, City of Commerce City 
Tricia Allen, Adams County Economic Development (replacing Bill Becker) 
John Lucero, Denver Office of Economic Development (replacing Jess Ortiz) 
 
Members not attending 
Tony Brake, Aurora resident 
Nanette Neelan, City of Commerce City 
Bill Becker, Adams County Economic Development 
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MEETING SUMMARY 

 

I-70 East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) 

Swansea Recreation Center, Denver 

November 11, 2010 

 

 

OBJECTIVES 

 To receive input from public school districts in the corridor 

 To present visualization tools and engineering review on alternative improvement suggestions. 

 To evaluate the performance of components of the current and re- alignments relative to the PACT 

members’ interest lists 

 

MEETING OVERVIEW 

 The PACT members heard from representatives of the Denver Public Schools, Adams County School 

District 14 and the Aurora Public Schools about potential impacts to schools in the corridor. 

 The PACT members reviewed visual representations of the alternatives, reviewed their lists of 

suggested improvements that had been analyzed by the engineering team for viability. 

 The PACT members began a comprehensive evaluation of the alternatives relative to how well they 

satisfied the PACT’s collective interests. 

 

ACTION ITEMS 

 Load the “visualization” PowerPoint slides on the I-70East website for PACT members’ access and 

presentation to constituencies. 

 Identify the “will include” suggestions by date so that the PACT can have a running tally of 

suggestions that are adopted. 

 

 

 

MEETING SUMMARY 

 

I. Discussion of Impacts on Public School Districts in the Corridor 

 

Denver Public Schools - Allegra “Happy” Haynes, Chief Community Engagement Officer 

Swansea Elementary School will be heavily impacted by all current alignment alternatives. Swansea is a 

large school for Denver with almost 600 students (624 is capacity), and 80 percent of the school-age children 

in the school’s zone attend the school – the highest rate in Denver for students attending the school in their 

area. Additional points: 

 DPS needs an elementary school in the area north of highway and only if there were a 30 percent drop 

in populations would DPS consider not having an elementary school; 

 Access is a major factor – Swansea is an isolated area; 

 If the school had to be acquired as part of the I-70 project, it would be necessary to replace it north of 

I-70; relocating to the south would be very challenging. 

 Enrollment is expected to remain stable, but any community developments that add students may lead 

to the need to expand Swansea school or add a second school. 

 Safety concerns could lead to more transportation of students rather than walking. 

Q&A 

Q. Would DPS consider relocation of Swansea Elementary in any alternative? 

A. DPS would not relocate the school due to highway construction. The school is well situated in serving 

proximate students –a well-established neighborhood and finding an available site would be a challenge. 

Swansea has the highest capture rates of students in the district, which means that families want their 

kids attending school close to their homes. 
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Q. What is the capacity of Swansea to accommodate more students? 

A. If development brought more children to neighborhood, DPS would look for additional capacity or 

another school. Swansea serves a large and constrained area. It might be cheaper to build a second school 

to keep student body at a manageable number. 

Q. What is done about walking through hazards – have seen children crawling underneath trains stopped on 

the tracks? 

A. DPS has guidelines and criteria for identifying hazards; the response would be to transport the children. 

Q. Of those who choose to go to attend schools other than their appointed school, how much of those 

decisions were based on the location of the highway? 

A. There is no data on that specifically. Most of the data say choices are about academic opportunity, not 

physical factors. If a family was uncomfortable with the proximity to the highway, they would move out 

of the neighborhood for the same reason – like health impacts. DPS has schools near high-traffic-volume 

streets. DPS would expect CDPHE to analyze the health aspects and determine the risks. 

Q. If I-70 were removed, there would be increased traffic on 46
th
 Avenue. Would that make a difference? 

A. DPS would look at health analyses, probably not traffic. We have schools along high-volume roadways –

crossing guards lead children across Colorado Blvd – it’s not necessarily a reason to relocate a school. 

Q. What about increased traffic on 40
th
 Avenue where there are schools (Bruce Randolph School)? 

A. Any changes would change transportation patterns. CDOT estimates an increase in traffic on 40
th
 with 

the re-alignment alternative. 

Q. What would your school district need to know to help plan better into the future? 

A. We want to know the criteria for mitigation and want to be part of that conversation to ensure things are 

made better. Want to understand and have input on walkability issues. DPS facilities people will stay in 

contact. 

 

Adams County School District 14 – Sandy Mutchler, Chief Operations Manager 

Impacts to Rose Hill Elementary School, about one-half-mile away, would not be direct, but there could be 

significant indirect impacts. There are 132 students in the radius of alignment. The district will study the 

realignment plans and will provide further information in the near future. The district is interested and 

concerned about: 

 The increase in noise, and whether there would be a noise barrier; 

 What the increased pollution would be from the re-aligned highway 

 Any expected increase in traffic on 56
th
 Avenue and Quebec. 

Q&A 

Q. How would students cross the re-alignment? 

A. There doesn’t appear to be any children that would cross from the I-270/I-70 re-alignment to the Rose 

Hill school area. The key is students living south of 56
th
 Avenue to Rose Hill. 

C. There appear to be no houses south of I-270 from which students would cross to go to school. South of 

56
th
 Avenue may transition into more industrial. Traffic counts drop at I-270 and Dahlia. 

Q. What is the distance from I-270 to Rose Hill and what are the relative impacts? 

A. The school is approximately one-half mile from the realignment. The impact would have to be defined in 

order to address/improve it. 

Q. What would your school district need to know to help plan better into the future? 

A. Want to know about impacts from pollution and noise. 

 

Aurora Public Schools –Jaclyn Gorman, Assistant Planner 

In the mile buffer around the I-70 current alignment, there are two schools - Park Lane Elementary, 425 

students, and Sable Elementary, 450 students. Other schools nearby mostly transport students by bus. Among 

considerations, are: 

 The active development for Aurora is east of Airport Road Elementary, from whence students are 

transported along Colfax Avenue and Tower Road and would probably not be impacted by I-70 

project; 
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 Most of the areas around there are industrial so most students are already transported unless they are 

close enough to walk. 

Q&A 

Q. What would your school district need to know to help plan better into the future? 

A. We’re least impacted, would like to know the construction timeline, road and lane closures, impacts to 

moving around the area. 

 

II. Visualization of Elements 

 

PBSJ presented a series of visual representations of the current alignment and re-alignment that had been 

requested by the PACT members, in order to aid the PACT in orienting themselves and comprehending how 

the alignments would look in the Elyria/Swansea area. The visualizations were aimed to stimulate discussion 

about: 

 Walkability – walking and bicycle amenities 

 Connectivity in the neighborhood 

 Visualization of under-viaduct features and amenities 

 

Discussion based on Visualizations 

Cross-Section Depictions (see presentation posted under Meeting Minutes on www.i-70east.com)  

 Current alignment has six lanes, re-alignment has five lanes – the difference is that with the re-alignment 

vehicles will use 46
th
 Avenue and not continue on the re-alignment. 

 Widening 46
th
 Avenue – should not result in a wider footprint, unless the plan calls for more features for 

walking, biking, sidewalks, which could add some area. 

 The rebuilt 46
th
 Avenue will be slightly wider than the current highway footprint. 

 46
th
 Avenue will be designed to accommodate extra traffic (materials provided in second meeting.) 

 46
th
 Avenue will become a Denver city street. Responsibility for amenities under the viaduct is to be 

determined, depending on whether it is highway mitigation (CDOT) or neighborhood improvements. 

 Race Street underpass at the railroad will be rebuilt with the re-alignment, not with the current alignment. 

 Clayton, in current alignment/current design, would be on fill, but it’s possible to extend the viaduct 

eastward another block in order to allow crossing at Clayton. 

 

Photo Illustrations 

 Showing noise walls – usually intended for residential areas, but might be allowed for bike lanes as part 

of a parkway system. It could be studied. 

 Question about the number of houses impacted on 52
nd

 Avenue in realignment, where there are 4 or 5 

houses on a short block. 

 

Connectivity  

 Four streets currently have direct north/south access through Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods – York, 

Josephine, Columbine and Clayton (Thompson dead ends on the north side at the Colonial Manor)  

 Two streets have direct access is the design for current alignment (not Columbine nor Clayton), but it is 

possible to add those connection by putting the via duct on structure and not fill 

 It was noted that Columbine will be dead-ended south of the railroad tracks north of 40
th
 Avenue. 

 

Walkability – showed Denver’s existing bike/pedestrian routes) 

 Importance of trails, Sand Creek Greenway, S. Platte Greenway 

 Bike lanes would be shared lanes if there is no alternative bike route, depending on the width of the street 

(based on generic Denver planning documents)  

 Preference in new construction is separated bike routes. 

 If Clayton goes through, bikes could share the facility 

 Members expressed appreciation for the visualizations that were produced, and showed how 

Elyria/Swansea can be connected with other neighborhoods. 
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General Comments 

 Like seeing the potential openness underneath the viaduct in the photos 

 Having the highway in Swansea (current alignment) is not great, but seeing it could be better, makes the 

choices a bit easier 

 Keep improvements in mind; we want either option to be better than what we have now 

 How much of the improvements will be responsibility of CDOT and how much is left to municipality – 

need to have some conversation about this and will effect decisions about realignment 

 How has CDOT been perceived in other projects with regards to improvements? 

 CDOT did a good job on TREX – on budget on time, satisfied majority of business folks, looks good 

 CDPHE was very happy with CDOT on T-REX; they did what they said they would do. 

 Denver and CDOT have started talking in technical meetings – for I-70; there will be limits on the 

funding that is made available. There are additional challenges for this part of town that are not part 

of the project (e.g. Quebec) 

 Finding large financing is hardest that it has ever been, need to do it together 

 

III. Initial Response to Suggestions Lists 

 

The PACT was presented a listing of suggestions that the PACT members have made during the course of 

their work. The suggestions were categorized by the PBSJ/CDOT staff as items that “will” be incorporated in 

the design revisions, those that “could” be included if there is more information or new factors taken into 

account; and those that “won’t” be included because of various reasons. Those suggestions on the “could” 

list are being discussed in technical meetings Commerce City/CDOT and Denver/CDOT. 

 

Suggestions may be added through the discussions so that “coulds” may become “wills,” and that there might 

be new “wills” that are identified. No additional suggestions were made by the PACT during this time, nor 

were there additional suggestions made during the evaluation of alternatives section of the meeting. 

 

IV. Evaluation of Alternatives: Evaluation Matrix 
 

An evaluation matrix was developed using the PACT’s interests, from their interest list developed in the first 

two meetings. The interests were grouped into Neighborhood Quality, Transportation, Economic 

Development and Environmental – listed separately under the appropriate category. This table would be used 

to judge how well the alternatives satisfied the interests. There was also an evaluation data matrix that 

showed data or numbers/counts related to different interests. The data was a place to start the discussion and 

not the final word. 

 

The evaluations will not be the final word or dictate selection. The evaluation is a way to discuss and 

compare the two alignments before a selection conversation. 

 

This meeting’s presentations and evaluation discussions covered neighborhood quality.  

 

Purpose and Process of the Evaluation Ranking 

The Evaluation Matrix is a tool designed to help the PACT members to begin to evaluate the qualities of the 

two alignments, in order to discover how well the alignments and suggested improvements satisfy the 

PACT’s interests. The process: 

 Meet in three breakout groups  in order to delve more deeply and creatively into the alternatives; record 

reasons for their evaluations, and prepare to discuss them with the full group; 

 Report and share each group’s rankings to the full PACT, compare and contrast the groups’ work and 

develop a consolidated ranking for the Neighborhood Quality interest category.  

 Apply their creativity to generate new possibilities to improve the alternatives. 
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The groups were asked to rank the elements of both alternatives, using a three-tiered bubble, according to 

how well the alternative satisfies the group’s stated interests: 

 Performs WELL compared with other alignment to address interests -   

 Performs FAIR compared with other alignment to address interests-   

 Performs POOR compared with other alignment to address interests -   

 

Breakout Group Evaluation Results 

 

 N S W E 

A   - - 

B     

C 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

Plenary Discussion and Explanations for the Rankings 

This is a summary of the key issues discussed. 

 

Key Elements for Evaluation 

 Swansea Elementary School –  

 In one current alignment it is a fully acquired and in other there are no direct impacts  

 If acquired it creates opportunity for a better school (if a central location can be found without 

significant houses being acquired) 

 Is it the best benefit to take it out of its central location and move it to the northeast 

 Access to the South Platte River   

 Both alignments would allow access to river, while realignment creates a visual barrier – blocks view 

of the mountains 

 The re-alignment appears to interrupt the connectivity to the west, but access is the same  

 The railroad barrier remains regardless the alignment 

 Properties Acquired - No option shows well because of the number of houses acquired 

 Everything could be improved; no absolute no's or performs poor () 

 Each alignment impacts someone 

 Broad strategy would include: 1) relocation of a new school - centrally located; 2) opportunities through 

transit-oriented development; 3) if NWSS leaves then there is a new development opportunity. 

 Which is the best opportunity to get to the target of “Maintain quality of life and protect community 

values?” 

 Choose the less expensive option and redirect those funds to community mitigations 

 Q - I want to know how many big businesses versus small businesses are impacted. 

 

Current Alignment 

 Allows an opportunity for those who can’t sell their homes, because they are so close to I-70, to stay in 

the neighborhood; there may be an opportunity to have new development/houses built (if a comparable 

home on the market cannot be found first, then it is possible to build a new house) 

 South shift supported because it was farther from school, would remove Purina, opportunity to improve 

connections 
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 North shift was rated high because of possible improvement/moving the school 

 

Realignment 

 East and West shifts allows development opportunity for Swansea, while has impacts to NWSS, and 

creates a highway “V” with I-70 and 46
th
 Avenue 

 East shift – Denver communities have born the brunt of the highway already, willing to share the burden 

 

V. Additional Reports – Colorado Motor Carriers Association 

 Most of the stakeholders at the meeting saw benefits and impacts of all alternatives and options, and were 

open to all. No fatal flaws. 

 With re-alignment a lot of truck traffic might use the current hazardous truck route (westbound I-70 to I-

270 to I-76 to I-70) to avoid the mouse-trap. 

 No problems with through traffic, it’s problems within the area, loss of access in area. 

 Constituents are OK with York Street access going away because of the improvements at other 

interchanges. 

 Need improvements at Colorado and Vasquez 

 The traffic models don’t reflect truck traffic specifically, but that there is anecdotal information for that 

with the realignment.  

 

Resources Suggested for Future Meetings 

 Environment and Safety – City of Denver Department of Environmental Health. Agency could provide 

information on I-70 movement, impacts. Also the Tri-County Health & CDPHE & EPA 

 Economic – Denver Urban Renewal Authority (Tracy Huggins), for information about impacts around 

TODs. Planning is different from econ forecast. 

 Real estate data base – get numbers on occupancy – John Lucero working on this 

 

 

VI. Public Comment Session 

 

Jim Mercado, Elyria School Redevelopment – The school is being redeveloped as a residence and service 

center for 36 women veterans returning from war. This is an area of change. We are investing $7 million 

in this area and looking at energizing the community and Elyria. PACT needs to consider the future 

growth of the communities. There are not a lot of areas in Denver left that can grow to this degree. You 

need coordination with RTD station and CDOT. There is a lot of energy in the neighborhood plan and 

the station plan. Consider what’s going on in Denver and not write this area off. Ask the PACT to look 

more in depth at economic analysis (job losses, improved revenue, TOD areas.) Denver Urban Renewal 

Authority (DURA) has done a job-loss study on properties taken and tax increases in keeping properties. 

What is the impact of 46
th
 Avenue in realignment? Who pays and what are the economic impacts? 

Should look at the positive activities/development in the community and how the project will impact 

those. 

 

Berni McNulty, Elyria Resident (Vine St.) We need to get I-70 right. It wasn’t done right the first time; we 

might as well do it right now. Realignment takes more gas and money. Thanks for the PACT’s 

participation and it’s good to have the range of perspectives around the table. It needs to be business 

friendly. There are good things in the neighborhood. The York grow-house, school redevelopment for 

veterans, Cross Coalition, churches, it’s an exciting neighborhood. 

 

Fred McPeck, Elyria Business – In 1969 I bought the Elyria post office building and expanded across the 

street. Now there is a Latino convenience store in the area - that demonstrates change. I’ve been to lots of 

meetings in this community on I-70 starting back in the 1980s, over the years of this study; the question 

is how did realignment idea get started? It seemed to have just appeared. Realignment got legs on the 

pretense of Environmental Justice, but the realignment is worse than what is there (in either alignment it 
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is Environmental Justice). Realignment elevates vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per day and the prevailing 

wind pattern from Asarco to Swansea (Asarco was a partial remediation). Governor Ritter tasked his air 

quality team to reduce ozone and specifically decrease VMTs. I-70 divided the communities and was 

wrong to start with, but dividing them east/west doesn’t make it right. It increases air pollution from 

additional VMTs and would encapsulate the neighborhood. To extend the project would be irresponsible 

in these economic times. 

 

Bettie Cram, Elyria resident – Save Elyria! It’s good to see the new options for under the viaduct. The 

community is growing (new store) and we want more artisans (like River North). We will have a river 

walk. If we don’t get rid of the pollution then we’ll walk around with oxygen tents. I’m disappointed that 

RTD put the north area on hold, that’s sad. Tax payers are paying for this new overpass; I want 

taxpayers' money to go to helping taxpayers. Betty McMillen wrote a book on the history of Elyria and 

wrote a letter saying - In spite of long history as an important part of Denver, citizens are proud and 

worked hard to maintain their heritage, as National Western Stock Show and others have encroached on 

the neighborhood. This cultural history should be considered.” (paraphrased) 

 

 

VIII. Next Steps 

 Develop East Corridor Working Group 

 Next Meeting: December 9, amended time: 1 p.m. – 6:30 p.m. National Western Stock Show/National 

Western Club (details coming later) 

 Next Agenda: 

 Continue evaluation of alternatives 

 Follow-up with Adams County School District 14 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Attendance 

 

Reza Akhavan, Colorado Department of Transportation 

Art Ballah, Colorado Motor Carriers Association 

Doug Bennett, Federal Highway Administration 

Jimmy Burds, Commerce City Business and Professional Association  

Larry Burgess, Denver - Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Association 

Shaun Cutting, Federal Highway Administration - Program Delivery Manager 

Jim Dileo, Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 

Drew Dutcher, Denver / Elyria resident 

Paul Garcia, Denver / Swansea resident 

Russ George, Colorado Department of Transportation 

Scott Jaquith, Commerce City resident 

Guillermo Serna, Commerce City resident 

Anthony Thomas, Denver resident 

Lesley Thomas, City of Denver 

Jeanne Shreve, Adams County 

Pat Grant, National Western Stock Show 

Tom Acre, City of Commerce City 

Tricia Allen, Adams County Economic Development (replacing Bill Becker) 

Tony Brake, Aurora resident 

 

Members not attending 

Mac Callison, City of Aurora 

Norma Frank, Adams County resident 

Nanette Neelan, City of Commerce City 

Amy Pallante, Colorado State Historic Preservation Office 

Bill Van Meter, Regional Transportation District FasTracks 

Kate Kramer, Sand Creek Regional Greenway Partnership 

John Lucero, Denver Office of Economic Development (replacing Jess Ortiz) 
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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

I-70 East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) 
National Western Stock Show 

December 9, 2010 
 

 
OBJECTIVES 

To review interests/suggestions and continue work on evaluation of the alternatives with regard to 
transportation topics: mobility, access and truck movements. 

 
MEETING OVERVIEW 

The PACT members were divided into three groups to evaluate and rank the alternatives relative to how 
well they addressed their interests, specific to transportation elements: access, mobility, truck movement 
and safe travel. 

 
ACTION ITEMS 
 Community and Business Workshops will be organized in the next couple of months 
 A public meeting will be scheduled before the end of the process 
 East Corridor Working Group is being organized in January to focus on issues east of Quebec 
 Denver PACT members will get together in January 

 
 
 
MEETING SUMMARY 
 
I. Introductory Matters 
City of Commerce City Deputy City Manager Tom Acre announced that Nanette Neelan had left her position 
at Commerce City, and that the city would fill its vacancy on the PACT with Brian McBroom. 
 
II. Transportation Presentation 
The PBSJ team presented a series of maps and drawings illustrating features that related to aspects of 
transportation interests expressed by the PACT members in the first meeting. The presentations covered the 
areas of: 
 Mobility 
 Access 
 Trucking industry 
 Safety Travel 
 Proposed new alignments of existing roads 

 
Presentation materials from the meeting: 
http://i-70east.com/meetingminutes/PACT/PACTMeeting12-09-10_WorkshopPresentation.pdf 
 
Q&A and Comments 
C. Realignment – It looks like the traffic volumes on Brighton Boulevard would be right in front of a park 

at 48th Avenue and Race Street. It would be an arterial next to a park. 
A. The traffic models show little traffic using Brighton - about 1,200 to 1,500 cars in all alternatives.  
Q. Can Brighton be straightened/extended from 47th Avenue north, to run alongside the re-alignment and 

not have to jog along 48th? 
A. That is a “could” on the suggestion list. It would create some challenges, a five point intersection, but it 

is possible 
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C. Changes for the realignment will put more traffic on 40th Avenue; and will affect a lot of school 
children. 

 
Trucking Industry Report 
Art Ballah of Colorado Motor Carriers Association reported on meetings with trucking companies in 
response to elements of truck movements in the presentation. Points included: 
 The two large truck stops on I-270 – Sapp Brothers and TA Travel Centers don’t see any significant 

change to operations, access would be about the same in either alignment. 
 The Pilot Travel Center truck stop would be taken in current alignment north shift; in the south shift 

option there would be an opportunity to improve access; and in realignment there would be longer 
distance for trucks to access the stop. 

 In realignment scenario, truckers accessing points within the corridor said they are likely to use the same 
routes as present, unless access points are closer to their destination. Through traffic is more likely to 
avoid the mousetrap by going up to I-76 and rejoin I-70 at Wadsworth.  

 Concern that the modeling didn’t address the potential increased truck traffic continuing north on 270 to 
76 and reconnecting with I-70 at Wadsworth. 

 Currently, drivers avoid the narrow and substandard part of I-70 whenever they can. 
 Truckers communicated that they could work with either alignment. Some would prefer realignment due 

to possibility of increasing the likelihood of improving I-270 and the I-270/Colorado interchange. 
Q. Is there more interest among truckers in continuing on I-270 toward 76? 
A. Most triple combinations choose to go north on I-270 because they are not allowed west of I-25. 
Q. Is the industry now favoring the re-alignment over the current south shift? 
A. They favor whatever helps maintain a steady speed of travel. Trucks would go a longer distance to 

maintain a steady speed, saving time and fuel. 
Q. Was there modeling for types of vehicles – trucks vs. cars? 
A. None is available. 
Q. Improvements are needed at the Colorado/I-270 interchange, are there any plans for improvements? 
A. There are no improvements planned for that cloverleaf interchange, but Commerce City has requested it, 

and there have been discussions on it.  
Q. If re-alignment is chosen, will that make Colorado/I-270 improvements it more likely? 
A. Re-alignment would not guarantee that improvements would happen any sooner; not necessarily be more 

likely. Improvements have been included in the PACT “could” suggestions list.  
Q. How will the hazardous waste routes be chosen? 
A. Colorado State Patrol (CSP) is responsible for designating hazmat routes using their criteria, CDOT will 

consult with CSP later in the process. For now, the assumption is no change to the hazardous materials 
routes in either alignment. Local roadway restrictions are made by local authorities. 

 
 
III. Evaluation of Alternatives: Transportation – Mobility/Access/Safety 
The PACT conducted the second of three sessions to evaluate the two alternatives, relative to how well each 
satisfies the PACT members’ underlying interests regardless which alternative is chosen. An evaluation 
matrix was developed using the PACT’s interests developed in the first two meetings. The interests were 
grouped into Neighborhood Quality, Transportation, Economic Development and Environmental. The 
process was designed to start discussions about preferences and does not constitute the selection of an 
alternative. 
 
Three breakout groups were asked to rank the elements of both alternatives, using a three-tiered bubble, 
according to how well the alternative satisfies the group’s stated interests: 
 Performs WELL compared with other alignment to address interests -   
 Performs FAIR compared with other alignment to address interests-   
 Performs POOR compared with other alignment to address interests -   
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Small Group Reports by Transportation Categories 
Comments on alternatives are labeled with a (+) to identify reasons why the alternative performs better than 

the other alternative, and by a (-) to identify reasons why the alternative performs less well than the 
other alternative.  

 

Mobility 

 Current Alignment Re-Alignment 

 N S W E 

A  -- 

B   

C   

Evaluation 
Notes 

 (+) Provides better bike and truck 
and mobility 
Suggestion to improve alternative: 
Columbine and Clayton should 
both go through 
 

(-) Leads to more truck traffic on 
46th Ave. 
(-) Makes more impacts to Denver 
neighborhood 
Suggestion to improve alternative: 
Increases potential for 
improvements to the I-270 / 
Colorado Blvd. interchange 

 
 
 

Access 

 Current Alignment Re-Alignment 

 N S W E 

A  - 

B -  - 

C -  

Evaluation 
Notes 

(+) Improves access to schools 
(+) Maintains the proposed 
location of the transit/NWSS 
station 
(-) (North shift) Results in loss of 
Pilot Travel Center 

(-) Less access to neighborhoods 
(+) Better connectivity around the 
neighborhoods 
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(+) Is better for neighborhood and 
trucks 

 
 

Safety 

 Current Alignment Re-Alignment 

 N S W E 

A  - 

B  - 

C   

Evaluation 
Notes 

(+) More access possibilities, and a 
second emergency access/hwy 
(-) Emergency times hampered by 
one-ways. 
(+) Safer due to no curves 
 
 

(-) Lack of access ramp between 
Brighton and Colorado Blvd, 
results in longer emergency travel 
time. 
(-) Need for more technical 
discussion on the realignment that 
the PACT hasn’t yet had 
(+) Possible improvement in 
emergency response times 
(-) Less safe due to curves 

 
 
Plenary Discussion 
More information needed on related effects of the re-alignment alternative: 
 Is a more heavily used 46th Avenue good or bad for connectivity? 
 Traffic analysis and impact is needed for NOT improving I-270 west of the re-aligned I-70. 
 How do all the roads work together (e.g., a major road -Brighton- shown running along a park.) 
 No new suggestions for improving the alternatives were made during the meeting. 

 
 
IV. Public Comment Session 
 
Reed Weimer, Elyria resident 
I was watching the evaluation process and way people interacting - all of the evaluations look the same. It is 
unclear what the decisions are. Someone will have to make a decision for one place or another. It will affect 
people. When it was originally built there was a lot of misery but I don’t see how sharing the misery on a 
new alignment makes sense. Under your sink it’s called a trap, this could be a trap and things will get stuck 
there. 
 
Betty Cram, Elyria resident 
Save Elyria – here are six reasons for the current alignment: 1. Cutting off (re-alignment) at Brighton and 
46th Ave. would destroy several residences and businesses that are finally able to plan a future after new 
zoning takes effect. 2. All of the affected area is in historic part of Elyria. I remember many historic 



 

The Keystone Center  
 

Page 5

properties that were destroyed in LoDo. Let’s not destroy our history. 3. Think of the pollution in 
realignment from Asarco, I-25, and a new highway all settling in the low area in  Swansea/Elyria, as well as 
thousands of cars a day and many trucks in the eight blocks on 46th Ave. Crossing 46th street would be a 
challenge, plus the overload of pollution. 4. The RTD light-rail north line would eliminate some traffic on I-
25, but realignment would destroy the north light rail plan. 5. The National Western Stock Show (NWSS) is 
a showplace of the whole area. There is a tentative plan to enlarge the area to accommodate all their needs, 
and we appreciate them. They keep a clean area, unlike the weeds near the highway. Realignment would cut 
off the front door or NWSS or new businesses. 6. I don’t know why we need 5 lanes, but we do need 
shoulders. This area could have a beautiful future with the Transit Oriented Development and it is great to 
see the potential of growth, with condominiums, stores, offices, shops and a bridge for a river walk. Let’s 
have the north frontier of Denver be a showplace. 
 
Fred McPeck, Elyria business owner 
Environmental justice is why we are all here. It is what gave realignment legs. The realignment has a worse 
environmental effect. The same environmental justice is what caused EPA to spend millions for the Asarco 
study, and they did a partial remediation (removing a foot of soil at the property). The pollution from that 
area comes from the same place as the pollution from realignment would, blowing into the neighborhood. I 
read in the paper this summer that the National Air Quality Control Commission met in Denver, “trying to 
come up with ideas for how to get people to drive less”. The Chairman of the Denver regional air quality 
council was assigned the task to consider a wide range of cost effective measures to manage the air quality 
methods including reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and yet with realignment we are adding VMT, it 
seems bogus. In another article, emergency response agencies are asking to remove curves in roads to 
improve response times, yet there are five curves in the realignment options. When curves are straightened 
out, car accident calls drop. It doesn’t make sense to add curves when in other places they have worked to 
remove them; seems impracticable. Public utility commission is meeting to decide how to decease pollution, 
yet you are looking to spend billions to create more pollution. 
 
 
V. Next Steps 
 Next PACT meeting, January 13, 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Swansea Recreation Center 
 January meeting will focus on evaluation of environmental issues and economic issues. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Attendance 
 
Reza Akhavan, Colorado Department of Transportation 
Art Ballah, Colorado Motor Carriers Association 
Doug Bennett, Federal Highway Administration 
Jimmy Burds, Commerce City Business and Professional Association  
Larry Burgess, Denver - Elyria/Swansea/Globeville Business Association 
Shaun Cutting, Federal Highway Administration - Program Delivery Manager 
Jim Dileo, Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Drew Dutcher, Denver / Elyria resident 
Paul Garcia, Denver / Swansea resident 
Russ George, Colorado Department of Transportation 
Scott Jaquith, Commerce City resident 
Guillermo Serna, Commerce City resident 
Anthony Thomas, Denver resident 
Lesley Thomas, City of Denver 
Jeanne Shreve, Adams County 
Pat Grant, National Western Stock Show 
Tom Acre, City of Commerce City 
Tricia Allen, Adams County Economic Development (replacing Bill Becker) 
Tony Brake, Aurora resident 
Mac Callison, City of Aurora 
Norma Frank, Adams County resident 
John Lucero, Denver Office of Economic Development (replacing Jess Ortiz) 
Kate Kramer, Sand Creek Regional Greenway Partnership 
Bill Van Meter, Regional Transportation District FasTracks 
 
Members not attending 
Brian McBroom, City of Commerce City (replacing Nanette Neelan who no longer works for CC) 
Amy Pallante, Colorado State Historic Preservation Office 
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PUBLIC MEETING SUMMARY 
 

 

Attendees: 
Maxine Ichikawa Edward Avila Edward Avila Harold Waggoner 
Gene Leffel Bill McCormick Bill McCormick Roberta Waggoner 
Wade Gibbons Daren Palizzi Daren Palizzi Cliff Carney 
Kenton Circle  Dave Schoenfeld Dave Schoenfeld Aidan McGuire 
Ellen Gomez Terry France Frank Woertman Duane Freund 
Tom Desta Patty France Joe Portlock Evert Alainbell 
Eusabio Valdez Brenda Vasquez Jong Jin Lee Jesus Lopez 
Gerald Hamel Gilbert Vasquez Kip Cheroutes Jose Lopez 
Steve Douglas Dick Eckrich Klaus Kruger Lance Lindsay 
Kristi Douglas Delores Eckrich Barbara McMillan Richard White 
Bill Hall Patricia Holladay Rebecca White David Nelson 
Dominick Moreno Joe Holladay Nadine Caldwell Jeanne Hough 
Bettie Cram Jim Benson Chalres Foster Steven Lawrence 
Joy Bishop Abraham Soltero Angela Sherwood Eva Vasquez 
Loyd Leeper Norman Lane René Bullock Larry Pitschke 
Charles Cown Rebecca Roberts Dianna Silletto Tom Anthony 
Leonardo Martinez Lena Ratts Crystal Cain Keith Milheim 
Burke Beu Jerry Ratts Curtis Cain Willie Stackhouse 
Les Rogers Esther Gross Bonnie Stackhouse Fred McPeck 
Fred Orr Joe Portlock   
 
PACT Members: 
Doug Bennett – FHWA 
Reza Akhavan – CDOT 
Tom Acre – Commerce City 
Brian McBroom – Commerce City 
Jeanne Shreve – Adams County 
Norma Frank – Community Representative, Adams County 
Anthony Thomas – Community Representative, Denver 
Larry Burgess – Denver - Elyria/Swansea Business Association 
Kate Kramer – Sand Creek Greenway 
Guillermo Serna – Community Representative, Commerce City 
Jimmy Burds – Commerce City Business Association 
Art Ballah – Colorado Motor Carriers Association 
Scott Jaquith – Community Representative, Commerce City 
Drew Dutcher – Community Representative, Denver/Elyria 
Pat Grant – National Western Stock Show 

 
 

Date/Time: May 4, 2011/5:30 P.M.  

Location: Commerce City Recreation Center  
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I.  INTRODUCTION 
The I-70 East environmental impact statement (EIS) project team conducted public meetings on 
May 4th and 7th as part of the on-going community outreach process. These notes reflect the 
public meeting held on May 4th. The primary purpose of the public meeting was to disseminate, 
discuss, and answer questions regarding the PACT process and the alignment of the highway 
between Brighton Boulevard and I-270.  The meeting included an open house with boards that 
focused on the project overview, PACT process, and the alternative that is considered the most 
promising.  Small group discussions were also conducted.  Comment sheets were provided for 
the attendees in an effort to solicit additional comments on the project. Topics are listed in the 
following sections. 
 
II.  SUMMARY OF COMMENT SHEETS 
The following section details the comments received to date from the comment sheets 
distributed at the meeting.  These comments are recorded verbatim. 
 
1. Do you agree the PACTs choice of current alignment has the most promise to balance 

the trade-offs? Why/why not? 
• Yes, but no toll and consider a middle group of lanes for vehicles going through without 

exiting into the metro area 
• Yes if the Grade School isn't disturbed 
• Yes, I agree with the current alignment as the realignment will ruin the neighborhood. 
• Yes we do 

 
2. Which current alignment option, north or south, seems best to you and why? 

• No realignment, no toll 
• South 
• I prefer the south alignment or the current alignment as is 
• I prefer the south side for the alignment 

 
3. What community resources are most important to you (for CDOT to protect)? 

• Rezoning of residential that should have been rezoned many years ago (rezoned to 
industrial) 

• School 
• Stock show if it doesn't move 
• I want to keep the Ice Cream shop and doughnut shop. But when I talked to them (the 

owners), they both felt they could keep their shops open as the neighborhood crowd 
keeps them busy. 

• I would like to see Ice Cream Shop & Donut Shop and all the store in the Shopping 
Center Stay their on 46th Josephine St 

 
4. Any other comments or questions? 

• Did a great job explaining the choices and the conclusions 
• But when we get the new widening on the current alignment should these shops be in 

jeopardy, we will have a lot of open shops for rent that we will need to fill. 
Also we will want more restaurants and Kristin from TOD is already planning them. 
Also Grow Haus has great potential as a business depending on the access through 
Swansea/Elyria/Globeville 

• But when we get the new widening on the current alignment all we would like a King 
Soopers & a few Store in our area 
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III.  SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION TABLES 
The public meetings included several discussion tables (each facilitated and included PACT 
members) that focused on the PACT process including if the PACT is moving in the right 
direction and if a shift north or south is the best option.  Notes were taken at each table and are 
summarized here. 
 
Support Current Alignment as more promising, because: 

- Land in CC is valuable, keep it in Denver 
- Traffic is already there; people and businesses are already impacted by the current 

location. Why impact a new neighborhood? 
- Less expensive; spend the money in other places 

o Less costly compared to realignment 
o Additional costs of having to rebuild 46th Avenue 

- Less invasive than realignment 
- Protects the TOD and train stop 
- Protects redevelopment opportunities in Elyria 
- Doesn’t create a barrier between the neighborhood and the river development 

opportunities 
- Allows for the possibility of a tunnel in that location in the future 
- Fewer vehicle miles traveled than realignment – shorter distance 
- Less impact on the river (Sand Creek Greenway); there was money spent recently on 

improvements to Sand Creek 
- Protects personal property 
- Fewer impacts on trucking 
- Protects wildlife area 
- Protects Elyria neighborhood 
- Protects the stockyard post office 
- Maintains access to Riverside Cemetery 
- Realignment seems unnecessary and too expensive 

 
If Realignment were to be selected: 

- Would need to have additional access points off I-70 because all the additional traffic 
would be coming through 

- Need improvements on I-270 and I-270/I-70 
- Need to address how to get bicycles and pedestrians across the highway to the Dahlia 

Street trailhead on Sand Creek 
- Denver would get more developable land for tax revenue 

 
Support Realignment, because: 

- Protects a Denver neighborhood 
 

Support for North or South shift on Current Alignment: 
- Support North, because: 

o Already have taken some businesses along the north (e.g. Lambert Auto parts), 
just continue that. 

o Not good to have a school that close to the highway, pollution – build them a new 
one away from the pollution 

o Taking Purina would add significant additional costs and loss of jobs (Purina 
must address the odor and noise, but that can be done in other ways) 
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o More community benefit opportunities would occur by moving the school and co-

locating it with the recreation center 
- Support South, because: 

o Love to see Purina move 
o Removing Purina would help revitalize the area; increase real estate potential in 

the area 
o Removing Purina would be better for the neighborhood – no odor 
o Easier to displace one big business than many smaller ones 
o Protect Pilot Truck Stop - trucking firms need increased truck stop capacity in this 

corridor 
o Enables a river walk in Globeville 

- Mixed feelings: 
o For one business owner, the south shift acquires their property, but the north shift 

creates worse access 
 
Outstanding Concerns 

- Addressing neighborhood cohesion 
- If a tunnel doesn’t work for engineers, and cost and elevation doesn’t work for neighbors, 

is there a creative solution? 
- Need to make the area under the bridge a recreational/community benefit  
- Noise mitigation 
- If south shift,  

o School playground will still be close to the highway; solution: switch the 
playground and parking lot areas 

o Possible environmental contamination under Purina 
- If north shift, 

o access to businesses off York 
- Compensation for landlords if tenants do not renew leases based on impacts of 

proposed project 
- Adequately considering Commerce City’s development and economy 
- Compensation for residents who have lived there for generation and are forced to move 
- Increased noise and pollution 
- Danger of instability due to sink holes 

 
Interests mentioned for any solution: 

- Must protect people 
- Get people away from pollution 
- Think regionally 
- Create development opportunities 
- Be sensitive to the neighborhoods 
- Protect rivers, and wildlife in the rivers 
- Maintain access to Riverside Cemetery 

 
Additional Suggestions/Questions: 

- Build a double-decker – top deck for through traffic (no exits), lower level for local on/off 
traffic (e.g. like they do in Seattle). 

o Concern: Emergency access on the top level if there are no exits 
- Build a tunnel along a straight alignment – makes it better for those that live there now 

by moving the pollution away from people and protects the TOD 
- Build a monorail along I-70 eastbound to lower traffic congestion and drive the economy 
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- Keep things the way they are and spend the money on improving more roads and 

bridges 
- Put more of the structure on fill to lower maintenance and construction costs, also 

decreases opportunity for crime below the bridge 
o Concern: Creates a visual and actual barrier for the neighborhood 

- Keep York Street exit open and close Steele Street exit instead – there are no 
businesses in that location; closing the York street exit is detrimental to all businesses 
along York, which is a through-way to downtown 

- Build express lanes for through traffic 
- Denver should zone the area around the current alignment for commercial and industrial, 

and phase out residential to keep people from moving into the zone near the highway 
- Denver should rezone Globeville and Swansea from residential to industrial 
- What can the large businesses in the neighborhood bring to financing revitalization of 

the neighborhood -  TIF (Tax-Incremental Financing) or BID (business improvement 
district)? 

 
PACT Process 

- Very good process 
- Pleased to have had the opportunity to be involved 

 
Other Comments 

- The rest of the alignment east of Quebec is fine 
- Support a managed lane for express lanes/transponder lanes going straight through 
- Opposed to any type of tolls 

 
 



 
 

PUBLIC MEETING SUMMARY 
 

 

Attendees: 
Les Rogers Esther Gross Bonnie Stackhouse Fred McPeck 
Fred Orr Joe Portlock Willie Stackhouse Leo Branstetter 
Jim Wright Rosie Tozer Penny Gonzales Joe L. Mares, Sr. 
Jim Klismet John Jimenez Abraham Gonzalez Ellen Wilensky 
Miller Hudson Justin McPeck Rebecca White Vince Stewart 
Bettie Cram Tong Lee Marie Garcia Roger Mutz 
Betty Wonder Joe Schaub Klaus Kruger Tom Anthony 
Gene Hook Robert Dawson Kirk Haynes Magdalena Marmolejo 
Robert Armstrong Jackie Elwess Ron Covey Ralph Yuhasz 
Dennis Gallagher Izzy Sonenreich Salvador Blea Gabriel Zuniga 
Joe Elliott Lori Cole Walt Czajkowski Bill Hall 
Anna Casados Paul Brown   
 
PACT Members: 
Doug Bennett – FHWA 
Reza Akhavan – CDOT 
Tom Acre – Commerce City 
Jeanne Shreve – Adams County 
Leslie Thomas – City and County of Denver 
John Lucero – City and County of Denver 
Mac Callison – City of Aurora 
Norma Frank – Community Representative, Adams County 
Anthony Thomas – Community Representative, Denver 
Larry Burgess – Denver - Elyria/Swansea Business Association 
Kate Kramer – Sand Creek Greenway 
Guillermo Serna – Community Representative, Commerce City 
Jimmy Burds – Commerce City Business Association 
Art Ballah – Colorado Motor Carriers Association 
Scott Jaquith – Community Representative, Commerce City 
Drew Dutcher – Community Representative, Denver/Elyria 
Pat Grant – National Western Stock Show 
Jim Dileo – Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Paul Garcia – Community Representative, Denver/Swansea 
 

Date/Time: May 7, 2011/10:00 A.M.  

Location: Swansea Recreation Center  
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I.  INTRODUCTION 
The I-70 East environmental impact statement (EIS) project team conducted public meetings on 
May 4th and 7th as part of the on-going community outreach process. These notes reflect the 
public meeting held on May 7th. The primary purpose of the public meeting was to disseminate, 
discuss, and answer questions regarding the PACT process and the alignment of the highway 
between Brighton Boulevard and I-270.  The meeting included an open house with boards that 
focused on the project overview, PACT process, and the alternative that is considered the most 
promising.  Small group discussions were also conducted. Comment sheets were provided for 
the attendees in an effort to solicit additional comments on the project. Topics are listed in the 
following sections. 
 
II.  SUMMARY OF COMMENT SHEETS 
The following section details the comments received to date from the comment sheets 
distributed at the meeting.  These comments are recorded verbatim. 
 
1. Do you agree the PACTs choice of current alignment has the most promise to balance 

the trade-offs? Why/why not? 
• Yes 
• The current alignment makes the most sense.  I-270 is a hassle getting onto I-70 further 

east. 
• My concern is if the current alignment is not move, will the highways roads be widen to 

impact the neighborhood? I don’t want to live close to the Highway. I feel it will be noisy 
issues. Houses will not be value. Living and the area will created a negative impact. 
House are depreciated real bad. In its going to be worse. If people have to live in their 
homes and business. For I live 2 blocks now from Highway 70. 

• Yes. Alternative alignment would have larger impact on local businesses 
• North shift will clean up the local neighborhood better. 
• Do both 
• I agree the current alignment is best 
• Agree!  270 at I-70 is a nightmare every morning as it is. 
• Yes, I think that although the presence of I-70 n the North Denver neighborhoods will 

always be a burden, the current alignment is the most affordable and rational solution. 
The impact to the community will be hard regardless of where I-70 is moved/widened, 
but if efforts can be made to improve the community and infra structure. 

• Yes! Why: Attached – part of which was recorded from interview with Tom Schilling. Why 
not: No compelling reason. (An attachment was provided titled, “I-70 East Realignment 
Option’s – Very Detrimental Outcome, A One Billion Dollar Trap”) 
 

2. Which current alignment option, north or south, seems best to you and why? 
• I agree that current alignment to north. Because my business shall be impacted so bad 

during construction period anyway. 
• I am not affected either way, directly. I am leaning toward the south version. Losing 

Purina would allow for more neighborhood development which would be good. 
• North but depends on how wide the roads will be. 
• South alignment appears to be best, providing south side residents & Purina are 

compensated for their investments property. 
• More study & discussion of "no action" is necessary 
• South. The new part of I-70 between mousetrap & Brighton Blvd. is built toward south & 

this relocates Purina out of neighborhood 
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• The south option, because the impacts would be less and could have a few benefits as 

well 
• North option – less expensive, least disruptive to status quo – more opportunity for 

improvement of Swansea Elementary School situation – and further development 
 

3. What community resources are most important to you (for CDOT to protect)? 
• The Swansea school 
• Elyria 
• School 
• Denver #9 Fire Station – Brighton Blvd. and 47th Avenue intersection, the Historic Center 

of Elyria, the RTD NWSS Station 
 

4. Any other comments or questions? 
• Very excited about the Western stock RTD STATION.  Don't allow tolling to slow traffic 

along highway. 
• Will hope that the decision will be a fair one. For the consumers who are deeply affected 

by these issues. 
• The re-alignment should be immediately voted out & forgotten 
• Glad to see light rail coming to our street, Baldwin Ct. 
• I believe that whatever option is decided in the end, the community concerns need to be 

assured.  If the Swansea school is taken, make sure it is relocated in a easily accessible 
place. If community members want to stay in the area, find a way to let them. 

• This has been a tedious process, with an outcome most favorable to Denver and 
Colorado.  The $1 Billion saved would best be applied to expediting the RTD FasTracks 
projects. Thanks to the staff and participants for your/their indulgence!  In my interview 
with Mr. Schilling, I inadvertently said I favored the south option, when I meant to say 
north. 

 
III.  SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION TABLES 
The public meetings included several discussion tables (each facilitated and included PACT 
members) that focused on the PACT process including if the PACT is moving in the right 
direction and if a shift north or south is the best option.  Notes were taken at each table and are 
summarized here. 
 
Support Current Alignment as more promising, because: 

- Less impact on Sand Creek 
- Less impact on neighborhood, compared with the realignment’s 46th Avenue, which 

becomes a major artery with huge impacts on the neighborhood; a massive boulevard 
does nothing to address the issue of Swansea Elementary School, makes it worse by 
putting the traffic at ground level 

- Used to it – the neighborhood has grown accustomed to the highway, and moving it 
would create growing pains 

- Too much industrial built up to change it now 
- Greater possibility to access and develop along the South Platte River (realignment 

would preclude it) 
- More affordable/less expensive – realignment would be more costly 
- Can’t imagine moving its major arterial 
- Won’t overshadow the light rail station at NWSS 
- Maintains a shorter route – versus realignment 
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o Less fuel wasted - commuters would have to travel on the realignment two miles 

longer (round-trip) every day 
o Fewer vehicle miles traveled per day (less fuel wasted) - the Governor and the 

Regional Air Quality Council are trying to reduce VMT and realignment would 
create more 

- Fewer accidents because there is less shadow creating ice, and less sanding of the ice 
- Further from the Suncor refinery -  realignment would relocate the highway just south of 

the Suncor refinery and increasing the blast zone risk (explosion at the refinery in 1970s 
blew cars off the nearby highway) 

- Protects properties (e.g. Elyria Guest House) 
- Realignment would continue to divide the Swansea community with a larger 46th running 

through it 
- Realignment’s mixing of I-70 and I-270 doesn’t make sense; I-270 is a problem now 
- Only if it is a tunnel 
- Better than realignment 
 

Support for North or South shift on Current Alignment: 
- Need to get the feedback directly from Swansea neighbors about whether they would 

support North or South shift 
- Support for North, because: 

o Building a new school would be required 
 Swansea school was built on outdated philosophy; needs a building that 

meets current philosophy 
 Could be larger (already too small) 
 Moving the school to the Swansea Park would decrease the gang activity 

in the park 
 Downside is closer to Dunham park 

o Keeps Purina 
 Purina jobs are important to protect 
 Moving Purina would be too expensive 
 Smell is bad from all of the industry, but it is not just Purina 

- Support for South, because: 
o It seems like there are fewer impacts 
o Maintains the school, which is a major community asset 

 Leery whether a new school would be built if it is the North shift, with all 
the budget cuts  

 Concerned about the domino effect on the neighborhood of moving the 
school; how many families would move if the school was further from the 
current location? 

o Decreases the shadow of the structure on the Colonial Manor 
o Removes Purina 

 Removes the odor issue  
 Reveals a large track of developable land  

o Fewer residences would be acquired 
o Mitigates problems with the school in the best way 
o Better serves Elyria / Swansea neighborhoods 
o Keeps the school, parks, church and north-side businesses 
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Outstanding Concerns 

- Community needs to benefit no matter which alignment 
- Improvements under 46th Avenue would help -  it is scary underneath  
- Loss of jobs for those in the neighborhood from those businesses being acquired 
- Mitigating the presence of the highway on the Swansea neighborhood 
- Bottleneck at the I-70 and Brighton intersection 
- Shading effect on the neighborhood 
- School concerns 

o Leery that a new school would not be built, with all the budget cuts going on, if it 
went North 

o Would need a guarantee that it would be in the same neighborhood; in writing, 
and to build it within walking distance in the community 

o Close to the highway is not a good place to have a school 
o Need to have the school weigh in with its view 
o Need a walkable location for the school 

- Impact  of a larger freeway on the city – smaller is better for cities than larger  
- More public transportation, less private transportation 

 
Interests mentioned for any solution: 

- Protect the neighborhood from unwanted traffic 
- Improve the integration of Swansea from north to south 
- Create development opportunities 
- Be sensitive to the neighborhoods 
- Increase access to the South Platte River, a major amenity  
- Relieve congestion 
- Improve/maintain public transportation (it is important)  
- Ensure a long term solution 

 
Additional Suggestions/Questions: 

- Build a tunnel instead of a bridge 
- Build businesses under the elevated highway that face onto a frontage road – decreases 

dark underneath the bridge and improves the look/feel of the highway for the 
neighborhood 

- Build a bike path under the highway; concern - there isn’t enough light to make it feel 
safe 

- Have a light-gap between the two decks; concern - would make it wider and require 
more property impacts 

- Put the York exit ramps back in the plan (even if there isn’t on-ramps) 
- Move the school to: 

o Swansea Park, Clayton and 49th (in the area of Our Lady of Grace church, 
Swansea Recreation Center and Park) 

o Washington and South Platte River (22 acre site) 
o NWSS when they leave 

- Build an extra lane onto I-270 each way to relieve congestion 
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I-70 East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team 
Interviews Survey of Swansea Elementary School Parents and Staff 

Summary 
May 18, 19 and 24, 2011 

 
 
Introduction 
The I-70 East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) and a couple of attendees at the public 
meetings requested more targeted input from the Swansea neighborhood on whether the current 
alignment should shift north or south. The Keystone Center’s PACT facilitators worked with the school 
principal of the Swansea Elementary School to identify several end-of-school events where parents 
would be gathering and could be interviewed. The principal also provided input on the interview 
questions and Spanish translation.  
 
Interviews were conducted thirty minutes prior to and after school gatherings on May 18, 19 and 24, 
2011. Interviews were conducted in Spanish and English. 
 
 
Questions and Answers 
 
Live or work in the neighborhood?  
All those interviewed lived and/or worked in the neighborhood - North Swansea, South Swansea and 
Elyria. A few worked at the school. 
 
How far away from the school?  
Most of those interviewed lived 1-6 blocks, several lived 7-10 blocks away and only a few lived miles 
away (these were teachers) 
 
Have you heard about the project?  
Half of those interviewed had heard of the I-70 East project.  

 
Which shift would you prefer? 
Double the respondents preferred the south shift while some favored the north and a few felt it was a 
difficult choice or wanted neither.  
For those who stated a preference for south, the majority said the school was in a good location now 
and wanted to keep it there, while some wanted to remove the odor from Purina. Also mentioned: 
fewer homes removed and the north is an extra struggle. 
 
For those who preferred north, many said a new school is good as long as it is not near the track or new 
highway, that the school has been there a long time.  Others mentioned that Purina has a lot of jobs, it 
moves it further from their house and the truck stop and motel are not desirable businesses. 
 
A couple of those interviewed felt it was a difficult or hard decision because they want a new school that 
is close/walkable, but they didn’t know where it could go. 
 
A couple wanted neither the north nor south shifts. 
 
How would a north or south shift affect you?  
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Many of those interviewed mentioned the north shift would have an effect on them.  Mostly they 
mentioned the effect of the school moving further away – harder on children, more expensive to drive 
and not preferred. Several mentioned the big effort it would take to move the school and questioned 
where the children would go to school while the new one was being built. Several mentioned that the 
north shift would affect their homes directly and for a few it would affect where they work. 
 
A few said that the south shift would affect them, their homes by moving closer or by acquiring their 
home. One said the effect would be less contamination from Purina. 
 
Some other comments made: 

o Would affect transportation to take kids to school. 
o Neither would affect them because it is beneficial to traffic. 
o They are going to take properties whatever. 
o Prefer to stay the way it is. 

 
 
How do you get your children to school?   
Most of those interviewed walk to school, many walk or drive, and a few ride the bus. 
 
How far is too far to walk?  
Many said no more than 1-6 blocks, a few said no further than it is right now, and a couple said 1-2 
miles. 
 
How would you prefer your child get to school?  
Most who answered the question said they would prefer the bus, while many said walk. 
 
Do you shop or work in any businesses in the neighborhood?  
Most mentioned Burger King, as well as shops on Washington, El Tepetate, the panaderia, meat market, 
Cricket and the beauty parlor, Wendy’s,  market, bakery, the shops at Josephine, Stop and shop, ice 
cream place, NWSS, the small stores. 
 
What businesses or community buildings do you consider essential?  
Those community building mentioned most often include the recreation center and parks, and Our Lady 
of Grace Church. Others mentioned include: Gas station by Pilot, motel, stores, family resource 
center/Cross Coalition, school. Others said the small local businesses are important, also the offices that 
are close to the school that assist people, El Tepetate, libraries, butcher, Stop n Shop north side, and 
National Western Stock Show. One person said it is all important. 
 
Any additional advice? 

o More effect with north shift and school.  Tepetate should stay, though. 
o Keep school where it is. 
o Keep school where it is. 
o Keep the school. 
o Don’t move the school. 
o Keep school in community. 
o Don’t move, keep the school.  Move Purina. 
o Too much movement for the kids living in Swansea. 
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o Do not move school too far.  
o School needs upgrade away from train tracks and highway.  Health and safety for children, and 

in the future, is important.  Need to be away from tornado siren.  Neighborhood has a lot of 
impacts and need an upgrade for Swansea Rec Center. 

o Should have been done a long time ago, it is too small. 
o Most kids from south of highway go to Swansea, so move to Bruce Randolph wouldn’t be too 

bad.  Make the highway more presentable to save community property values for owners. 
Highway should not be close to a school.  Prefer the realignment. 

o Good for the children having a new school; families losing homes is not good.  
o Big preference to not make ANY changes. Expansion will only make more traffic. 
o People are affected by the change and the best thing would be to not change anything. 
o Please keep it the way it is.  
o The expansion already has too many lanes. 
o Close-knit neighborhood; generations went to school here. Purina has been a good neighbor, 

work with kids. 
o South would affect fewer small businesses. 
o They’re going to take it, so take it. 
o The opinion of the community should be taken into consideration, and the parents’ opinions are 

more important than mine. 
o Families should be relocated and sell their homes successfully for a fair price. 
o Hurry up and build.  
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Adopted: 07-29-10 

OPERATING PROTOCOLS AND PROCESS GUIDE FOR THE I-70 EAST 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE COLLABORATIVE TEAM (PACT) 

July 29, 2010 
 

PURPOSE 
 

 Create a common understanding of the transportation, environmental, 
neighborhood and economic issues associated with the reconstruction and 
expansion of Interstate-70 (I-70) between Interstate-25 (I-25) and Tower Road. 

 Review and enhance the various existing DEIS alternative to address these 
issues and explore the advantages and disadvantages of each solution. 

 Strive to achieve consensus solutions. 

 

Specific issues that are under consideration include, but are not limited to: 
o Alignment of I-70 between I-25 and Tower Road 
o Development and use of criteria for selecting a recommended preferred 

alternative 
o Integration with Federal Mandates (such as the National Environmental 

Policy Act; the Endangered Species Act; Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act; Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, etc.) 

 
 
ROLES 
 
Members 
 
The PACT members will: 

 
□ Participate in the PACT process in good faith  
□ Engage in thoughtful, thorough deliberation 
□ Advocate for the interests of his/her agency / stakeholder group / community 
□ Share relevant information with other PACT members 
□ Be willing to hear other perspectives 
□ Keep constituents informed and advocate within constituent organizations for 

support of the group’s work 
□ Represent the diversity of opinions from constituents, not just one’s own view 

or one subset of opinions 
□ Keep the other collaboration participants informed about constituent 

perspectives 
□ Work to identify promising options 
□ Refrain from undermining group recommendations and reports 
□ Secure approval of representative organization for permission (within limits) to 

negotiate an agreement 
□ Explicitly inform the group when the limits of authority are reached 
□ Elevate issues within the organization as a way of addressing the limitation 
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□ Work toward a resolution within the collaborative process (not outside the 
process) 

□ Attend all collaborative sessions 
□ Seek to put the public interest ahead of self-interest 
□ Work toward solutions that all can agree to, leaving previously held positions 

and favorite solutions aside 
 
Membership 
 
The PACT will include individuals representing various interested entities and 
communities: 
State Agencies 

1. Colorado Department of Transportation – Russle George 

2. Colorado Department of Transportation – Reza Akhavan 

3. State Historic Preservation Office – Amy Pallante 

4. Department of Public Health and Environment – Jim Dileo 

5. Regional Transportation District – Bill Van Meter 

Federal Agency 

6. Federal Highway Administration – Doug Bennett 

7. Federal Highway Administration – Shaun Cutting 

Local Governments 

8. Adams County Government – Jeanne Shreve 

9. Aurora Government – Mac Callison 

10. Commerce City Government – Nanette Neelan 

11. Commerce City Government – Tom Acre 

12. Denver Government – Bill Vidal 

13. Denver Government – Lesley Thomas 

Community Representatives  

14. Adams County – Norma Frank  

15. Aurora – Tony Brake  

16. Commerce City – Scott Jaquith  

17. Commerce City – Guillermo Serna  

18. Denver – Anthony Thomas 

19. Denver/Elyria – Drew Dutcher 

20. Denver/Swansea – Paul Garcia  



 

Adopted 07/29/10 

PACT Operating Protocols and Process Guide 
Page 3 
 
 
Business Interests  

21. Adams County – Bill Becker, Economic Development 

22. Commerce City – Jimmy Burds, Commerce City Business Association 

23. Denver – Larry Burgess, Elyria/Swansea Business Association 

24. National Western Stock Show – Pat Grant 

25. Colorado Motor Carriers – Art Ballah 

Environmental Interest 

26. Sand Creek Regional Greenway Partnership – Kate Kramer 

 
Those named above will attend the meetings and will not send alternates unless 
absolutely necessary, and then only if the alternate is fully advised of the group’s work 
and the group is advised in advance. 
 
Should any agency need to change their member, they will provide written explanation 
to the PACT. If a community or business representative needs to step down, they will 
provide written explanation to the PACT and will provide a community acceptable 
replacement. 
 
Facilitators 
 
Facilitators from The Keystone Center will design work session agendas and conduct 
the meetings.  The facilitators will remain impartial – not favoring any particular outcome 
(See attached: The Keystone Center’s Statement of Independence). The facilitators are 
expected to be responsible and responsive to the whole group and not to any members 
or interests. The Keystone Center will distribute draft meeting summaries and provide 
an opportunity for the group to review and finalize each summary.  Final summaries will 
be made available to the public. 
 
Public Input  
 
The PACT meetings will be open to the public, however, they are working sessions 
where interested members of the public and press can observe.  There will be a brief 15 
minute public comment sessions at each PACT meeting. Member of the public 
interested in providing comments to the PACT will be asked to sign up at the start of 
each meeting, including name, neighborhood and topic for comment. Speakers will be 
given 1-5 minutes depending on how many have signed up to speak. If there is not time 
for everyone to speak, the facilitators will work with the PACT Process Advisory 
Subcommittee (see below) to select speakers to ensure the PACT hears a range of 
perspectives if there is not time to have everyone who signed up to speak.  
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DECISION MAKING AND DELIBERATION 
The group’s highest goal is reaching agreement by consensus.  A consensus 
agreement is one that all group members can support, built by identifying and exploring 
all parties' interests and by developing an outcome that satisfies these interests to the 
greatest extent possible.  To encourage creativity during meetings, individuals are not 
expected to restrict themselves to the prior positions held by their organizations, 
agencies or constituencies, but to look beyond them to create options that will satisfy 
the entity’s underlying goals and values.   The goal of each meeting is to have frank and 
open discussion of various issues and options that may address the issues.  Therefore, 
ideas raised in the process of the dialogue, prior to agreement by the whole group, are 
for discussion purposes only and should not be construed to reflect the position of a 
member or to prematurely commit the group. 
 
Formal voting will not be used by the group for decision making.  Informal polling may 
be used during the process to assess the level of congruence of the members on an 
issue or set of issues. If consensus is not possible, then the level of support and dissent 
will be noted and all deliberations and products of the PACT will be considered by the 
lead agencies in their decision making.    
 
PACT members agree to use this venue to resolve all questions associated with the 
recommending the preferred alternative for the I-70 East EIS.  At the same time, the 
participants recognize that there are other venues for addressing their concerns, 
including the formal comment periods associated with state and Federal environmental 
review processes.  Participation in this problem-solving process does not preempt 
participation in any other venue; however, participants in the collaboration will be 
mindful of the impact of their comments in other venues, will refrain from undermining 
the collaboration effort and will not speak for other parties of the full collaborative group 
without explicit instructions from the group’s members. 
 
 
COMMUNICATION WITH OTHER ORGANIZATIONS, INDIVIDUALS AND THE 
MEDIA 
 
In the pursuit of collaboration and consensus, members of the PACT require an 
environment that promotes open, frank and constructive discussion.  Members 
recognize that such an environment must be built on mutual respect and trust, and each 
commits to avoid actions that would damage that trust.   
 
In communicating about the PACT’s work, including communicating with the press, 
each member agrees to speak only for herself or himself; to avoid characterizing the 
personal position or comments of other participants; and to always be thoughtful of the 
impact that specific public statements may have on the group and its ability to complete 
its work.  No one will speak for any group, other than their own, without the consensus 
of that group.  Should anyone wish the collaborative group to release information to the 
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press, the group will do so only through a mutually agreeable statement, drafted by 
consensus of all of that group’s members. 
 
The group will also work to keep elected officials informed of the progress of the 
problem-solving process, including periodic electronic updates and briefings. 
 
Email Communication 
 
Email will be used for meeting scheduling and logistics, document review and agenda 
building.  Email will not be used for discussion, deliberation or agreement building.  
 
 
DISCUSSION GUIDELINES  
 
The following guidelines encourage productive deliberation.  Group members will 
commit to best efforts at following them and will give the facilitators the authority to 
enforce them: 

OPENNESS 
  To other points of view 
  To outcome 

 To all representatives 
LISTENING 

  Focus on each speaker rather than prepare your response 
 No interruptions 
FAIRNESS 

  Speak briefly 
 Everyone participates 
RESPECT 

  Disagree without being disagreeable 
 No personal attacks 
COMMITMENT 

Prepare for each session  
 Attend each session 
 Honor the agenda and make agenda changes with the whole group 
 Begin and end on time 

  Get up to speed if you missed a meeting 
 
All participants agree to act in good faith in all aspects of the group deliberations, to 
conduct themselves in a manner that promotes joint problem solving and collaboration, 
and to consider the input and viewpoint of other participants. Members agree not to use 
specific offers, positions, or statements made by another member for any purpose not 
previously agreed to in writing by the members involved.  PACT members will avoid 
negative generalizations and other language that has the potential to impede the ability 
of the group to reach consensus.  All members will be given an equal opportunity to be 
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heard with the intention of encouraging the free and open exchange of ideas, views, 
and information prior to achieving consensus.   
 
Members and other participants are requested to silence electronic devices such as 
cellular telephones during the meetings. 
 
 
WORKING GROUPS 
 
The PACT process will include one or more working groups, as needed, to address 
special needs.  
 
Process Advisory Committee 
 
It may be useful to establish a Process Advisory Committee to provide administrative 
guidance in the development of agendas and related administrative matters to guide the 
decision-making process. The group as a whole will attempt to serve in that capacity 
and evaluate its efficacy in subsequent meetings. 
 
Additional working groups may be established in future meetings at the discretion of 
PACT members and facilitators. Working groups may include additional representatives 
from affective communities/businesses as necessary 
 
ADDITIONAL WORK GROUPS 
East Corridor Work Group (suggested) 
 
 
DOCUMENT REVIEW  
 
The facilitators are committed to preparing agendas, meetings summaries and 
supporting materials to serve the breadth of interests of members and which are not 
inappropriately influenced by any particular stakeholder group or membership.    
 
All changes, suggestions or edits to supporting documents will be submitted through the 
facilitators.  CDOT is responsible for posting relevant materials to the EIS website.  
 
Two types of meeting summaries will be prepared:  

- “Summary Notes” will be a short summary of key points prepared during the 
meeting and reviewed by the group before adjourning.  

- “Meeting Minutes” will also be prepared by the facilitators, and are a more 
detailed account of meeting proceedings. Meeting Minutes will be circulated, 
reviewed and approved by email between meetings.    

Approval of the Summary Notes or Meeting Minutes by group members is a testament 
that the summaries accurately reflect the discussions in the meeting. Approval of the 
summaries does not signify an official or binding agreement for any group member. 
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DATA 
 
Whenever possible, the group will rely on information gathered by the project team and 
from the 2008 DEIS.  When the existing information is insufficient for the specific 
question under consideration or when there are concerns about the credibility or 
completeness of the information, the facilitators will help the participants resolve data 
conflicts. 
 
 
DRAFT SCHEDULE AND MILESTONES  
 
All participating organizations need to recognize that they are part of a preferred 
alterative recommendation process and not a study or data collection effort.  Further, 
they accept that funds used for the study come from the same source as the funds for 
the transportation project and for mitigation. Data requests will be prioritized by the 
PACT and by the responsible agencies. There will be cases where requested data 
cannot be generated in a timely or cost effective manner; participants will take into 
account the absence of the data in their deliberations. In keeping with this perspective, 
all agree to use existing and available information whenever possible, to streamline 
necessary data collection efforts, to allocate financial resources carefully and to work 
diligently to make the following schedule possible: 
 

 

Draft Schedule/Process 
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Meeting/Task Purpose Date 
Convening  May-July 2010 
Community Workshop  Learn about the alternatives remaining in the DEIS; 

improve the alternatives to meet more the range of 
interests; and select people to fill the six community 
seats 

 

Business Workshop Learn about the alternatives remaining in the DEIS; 
improve the alternatives to meet more the range of 
interests; and select people to fill the six community 
seats 

 

PACT Meetings  July ’10-Apr ‘11 
Opening Meeting 1. Agreement on protocols;  

2. Interests 
3. Project history, alignment and broad impacts 

(DEIS); and  
4. Prioritized list of additional data needs 

July 2010 

Meeting #2 1. ID advantages/disadvantages of each alternative;  
2. ID structural and other challenges to address 
3. Enhance alternatives to meet interests & challenges  

August  2010 

Meeting #3 Enhance alternatives to meet interests September 2010 
Meeting #4 Enhance alternatives to meet interests October 2010 
Meeting #5 Finalize enhanced alternatives to meet interests November 2010* 
Data gathering Data development on enhanced alternatives December 2010* 
Workshops – Community and 
Business 

(after mtg #5 or after #6)** 

Gather input on enhanced alternatives and 
suggestions for one alternative to continue to refine 

January 2011  

Meeting #6 Review data on enhanced alternative and workshops’ 
input and select the most promising alternative to 
continue to refine and build agreement 

January-February 
2011*** 

Meeting #7 Consensus building and refinement   March 2011 
Meeting #8 Finalize consensus agreement April 2011 

 
* There will be no meeting in November/December or December/January to allow time for data on the 

finalized alternative to be collected and distributed for the evaluation discussions. 
**A second set of workshops may be conducted to give input on which to select after meeting #5 OR may 

be conducted after meeting #6 to give more input on revisions to the  alternative selected for further 
refinement and agreement building. 

***Depending on how early in January we can schedule the workshops we may/not be able to have a 
PACT meeting as well in January. 
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List of individuals spoken to by The Keystone Center 

1 Tom Anthony: Elyria Resident  

2 Tom Acre: Commerce City, Dep. City Manager  

3 David Beckhouse: Federal Transit Administration  

4 Jim Benson: Commerce City, Council  

5 Leo Branstetter: Elyria Business Owner  

6 Jimmy Burds: Commerce City Business Association  

7 Larry Burgess: Elyria/Swansea Business Association 

8 Mac Callison: Aurora City, Trans. Eng.  

9 Tim Carey: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers   

10 Mike Cheroutes: High Performance Transportation 
Enterprise  

11 Stephanie Cross: Denver, Councilwoman’s Madison 
office  

12 Shaun Cutting: Federal Highway Administration   

13 Jim Dileo: CDPHE  

14 Drew Dutcher: Elyria Resident  

15 Bob FitzGerald: Aurora, City Council  

16 Jerry Flannery: Commerce City - City Manager  

17 Greg Fulton: Colorado Motor Carriers Assn  

18 Paul Garcia: Cross Community Coalition - Deputy 
Director  

19 Russ George: CDOT – Ex. Director  

20 Michael Hancock:  Denver City Council   

21 Dennis Hanson: Stapleton United Neighbors  

22 Paulette Hirsh: Globeville Civic Association  

23 Christopher Horn: Federal Highway Administration   

24 Joseph Huff: Colorado Serum Company  

25 Shane Hughes: Elyria Business Owner  

26 Pamela Hutton: CDOT Chief Engineer  

27 Scott Jaquith: Commerce City Resident (former City 
Council)  

28 Jessica Keene:  Eaton Metal Products Company  

29 Kate Kramer: Sand Creek Regional Greenway  

30 Eric Lee: Black Chamber - President/CEO  

31 Dennis Lovato: Globeville Resident  

32 Paul Ludwig: Suncor - VIP Refining and Pipelines, 
USA  

33 Carla Madison: Denver City Council  

34 Angie Malpiede: Stapleton Area Transportation 
Management Association  

35 Jason McEldowney: Commerce City, Council  

36 Fred McPeck: Denver Resident/Property Owner  

37 Justin McPeck: Denver Resident/Property Owner  

38 Wendy Mitchell: Aurora Economic Development 
Council  

39 Judy Montero: Denver City Council  

40 Amy Mueller: Denver, Office of the Mayor  

41 Paul Natale: Commerce City, Mayor  

42 Nanette Neelan: Commerce City – Dep. City 
Manager  

43 Jeremy Nichols: Wild Earth Guardians   

44 Jess Ortiz:  Denver, Senior Engineer  

45 Amy Pallante: Colorado State Historic Preservation  

46 George Peck: Aurora Chamber of Commerce  

47 Bryan Penny; Stapleton United Neighbors  

48 Renie Peterson; Aurora City Council  

49 Karla Petty, Federal Highway Administration - 
Division Administrator  

50 Jumetta Posey: Neighborhood Solutions  

51 Robert Quintana: Elyria, Little Pilgrim Church  

52 Jeanne Shreve: Adams County – Staff  

53 Tony Stewart: CDOT – Resident Engineer  

54 Susan Stanton: DIA Partnership - Vice President  

55 Gene Swanson: Purina  

56 Ed Tauer: Aurora, Mayor  

57 Joann True: Green Valley Ranch  

58 Bill Van Meter: RTD FasTracks  

59 Bill Vidal: Denver, Deputy Mayor/Manager Public 
Works  

60 Ashleigh Weatherill: Cole Neighborhood  

61 Kevin Wegener: Aurora, City Engineer  

62 Marv Witt: National Western Stock Show  

63 Betty Wonder: Elyria Resident  

64 Mickey Zepplin: Denver Business Owner  
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Future Current Alignment Future Realignment

Interest Suggested Metrics North South West East 

Improve or maintain neighborhood 
connectivity

Assess neighborhood cohesion and 
barriers within community

Avoid/minimize impacts to 
neighborhood education facilities

Number of local schools relocated 1 0

NEIGHORHOOD QUALITY:  
Maintain quality of life and protect community values.

Increased barrier effect in 
residential and other portions of 
Elyria Swansea due to wider I-

70.

Increased barrier from traffic from 
Brighton Blvd diverting to 48th 

and Race on south in Elyria and 
Swansea.  I-70 aligns with 

existing barrier of Brighton Bl., 
NWSS, industrial land uses and 

creek.

0

I-70 East PACT
DRAFT EVALUATION DATA

Justification for evaluation

204 198 415 336

93 64 18 53

Number of partial residential 
property acquisitions

7 7 12 9

4 2

Maintain Neighborhood connection 
to the South Platte River

Assess I-70 as barrier

 I-70 aligns with 
existing barrier 
of Brighton Bl., 

NWSS, 
industrial land 

uses.

Increased 
barrier effect 

along Brighton 
Bl., NWSS, 

industrial land 
uses.

2

Minimize impact on neighborhoods 
from highway infrastructure

Acres of ROW

Number of residential units 
displaced

Number of local community 
resources lost; markets, school, 
P.O., rescue mission.

Maintains existing connection

      DRAFT PACT Working Document – March 9, 2011 1



Future Current Alignment Future Realignment

Interest Suggested Metrics North South West East 

Increase mobility for highway 
through traffic

Improve travel time between I-25 
and Tower Rd.

A) Mobility: Provide for the seamless movement of goods and people through all modes of transportation.

Improve freight movement by truck

Improve local traffic operation Changes to local street networks

Justification for evaluation

Improvements in some locations may be 
offset by impacts at other locations. All 
alternatives decrease cut-through traffic 
on neighborhood streets.

Improvements in some locations may be 
offset by impacts at other locations

Increase in truck traffic on 46th 
Ave. due to conversion from 

York St. interchange removal 
marginally increase truck traffic 
on local streets mainly through

Heavier traffic on Brighton 
between I-70 and 44th Ave.; on 
Colorado Bl. Between I-70 and 
Smith Rd.; and on Quebec St. 

between I-70 and Sandown Rd.; 
changes to 46th Ave. result in 

changes to circulation and 
connectivity of numerous 

roadways.

Westbound - 17.6 minutes 
Eastbound - 22.8 minutes

Westbound - 17.1 Minutes 
Eastbound 21.6 minutes

Brighton St. becomes more 
circuitous; changes to 46th Ave. 
result in changes to circulation 
and connectivity of numerous 

roadways

TRANSPORTATION: 
Provide mobility, access and safety improvements to the corridor

Prepare for changing transportation 
needs

Alignment with local, regional and 
state planning

Analysis uses DRCOG's 2030 traffic 
model; Elyria Swansea plan features 
revitalized 46th Ave. with I-70 removed; 
NWSS Station Plan to be finalized 
December 2010; all alternatives align 
with Commerce City Comp plan.

Improve bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities

I-70 crossings

p g y
offset by impacts at other locations.

freeway.
on local streets, mainly through 

changing routes.

Aligns with NWSS Station Plan Aligns with Elyria Swansea plan.

Underpass crossings of I-70 
become at grade crossings of 

46th Ave.  

Viaduct extended to maintain 
Columbine and/or Clayton 
Street crossings under I-70

New crossings and facilities can be 
added to all alternatives. 
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Future Current Alignment Future Realignment

Interest Suggested Metrics North South West East 

Improve Access to Transit
Consistency with proposed 
FASTRACKS station area plans

Consistent with 
NWSS Station 

Area Plan

Consistent with 
NWSS Station 

Area Plan

Requires 
additional 

coordination 
with RTD on 

station footprint

Requires 
additional 

coordination with 
RTD and Denver 

on access to 
station

Three stations in close proximity to 
project area

Improve access to neighborhood 
recreation centers, schools

I-70 crossings
Underpass crossings of I-70 

become at grade crossings of 
46th Ave.  

Viaduct extended to maintain 
Columbine and/or Clayton 
Street crossings under I-70

B) Access: Provide convenient, direct,  and efficient access around neighborhoods.

Justification for evaluation

All interchanges would be improved to 
operate at LOS D, regardless of 
alternative chosen.

All alternatives have improvement to 
local neighborhood mobility.

Improve neighborhood access 
from I-70.

Changes to key interchanges
Use of 46th Ave. instead of I-70 

to access Elyria Swansea 
neighborhoods.

Remove York St. interchange, 

Improve freight rail facilities
Changes to grade separations or 
use of lines, leads and spurs

1 0

Maintain access to Riverside 
Cemetery for visitors and neighbors

Changes to access
Access is maintained with all 
alternatives, realignment modifies access

0

No change

UPRR spur track relocation at Havana; all current grade-separated 
crossing retained

No change

Maintain access to manufacturers, 
warehouses and other local 
employers for truck and employee 
traffic

Distance to I-70
46th Ave. will be able to carry the traffic 
that was previously on I-70, so distance 
will be maintained.

Existing alignment north alternatives 
require acquisition of Pilot truck stop on 
Steele St. 

Number of stops impactedMaintain truck stops

Brighton St. becomes more 
circuitous; I-70 becomes part of 

existing barrier of industrial uses.
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Future Current Alignment Future Realignment

Interest Suggested Metrics North South West East 

Maintain safe and effective 
hazardous materials routing

Facility will be safe if rebuilt, and it will be 
rebuilt under all alternatives.

Provide a safe travel environment 
(roadway, access ramps and other 
facilities)

Justification for evaluation

Emergency response times on I-70 
improvement is more dependent on  
managed lanes alternatives than on 
alignments.  

Facility will be safe if rebuilt, and it will be 
rebuilt under all alternatives.

Emergency response times are 
dependent on routes determined by 
local agencies once the facility is 
constructed.

Efficient emergency response times Emergency response times could improve.

Facility rebuilt to current safety standards.

Facility rebuilt to current safety standards for hazmat routing.

C) Safety: Provide a safe traveling and living environment 
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Future Current Alignment Future Realignment

Interest Suggested Metrics North South West East 

45 42 58 52

972,737, 1,272,070 595,368 588,832

Properties acquired 48 46 142 101

All alternatives will increase safety, 
mobility and connectivity. All will 
accommodate for future growth and meet 
the projected traffic demands for 2035.

Justification for evaluation

Building square footage removed

Creative Economic Opportunities

Minimize economic impacts to 
individuals or businesses

Consistent with Denver Station 
Area Plan Recommendations

Allows for redevelopment of 46th 
Avenue

ECONOMIC:
Promote economic activity in the corridor

In some cases, multiple properties may 
be needed for the operation of a single 
business, or multiple businesses may be 
on one property.

Number of businesses displaced 

Avoids Total Acquisition of NWSS Yes No Yes

      DRAFT PACT Working Document – March 9, 2011 5



Future Current Alignment Future Realignment

Interest Suggested Metrics North South West East 

There are no significant differences 
between the alternatives, and none will 
cause violations of air quality standards.  
More people live near existing alignment, 
so more people would be exposed to 
emissions.

Air quality
% Change Tons/Year Between 
Existing Alignment and 
Realignement

Additional stream crossings impact 
wetlands, wildlife habitat and open 
space. Mitigation includes wetland and 
vegetation replacement

Impacts associated with new piers 
and structures

Protect natural resources (e.g. 
South Platte River, Sand Creek, the 
Sand Creek Greenway)

Justification for evaluation

Loss of wildlife habitat, riparian 
vegetation and 0.31 acres of 

permanent wetlands

ENVIRONMENTAL: 
Minimize impacts to human and natural environment

Protect health and safety of people 
living near the corridor

Number of residential units within 
500 feet of the construction limits

899 883

More people live near existing alignment, 
so more people would be exposed to 
highway. There are no federal guidelines 
for health risks associated with proximity 
to a highway.

604 612

Alignments Differ Less Than 1.2% Tons of Emissions/Year 

Loss of wildlife habitat, riparian 
vegetation and 1.06 acres of 

permanent wetlands

10% 11% 12% 12%
Dense areas of impacted receivers are 
most likely to receive noise mitigation 
from the project

34 6 11 14

1 0 1 0

Environmental Justice
Impacted Resources that effect low 
income and minority populations

Acquisition of 
93 residential, 

45 
commcercial 
properties, 
Swansea 

Elementary 
and the Denver 

Rescue 
Mission

Acquisition of 
64 residential 

and 42 
commercial 
properties 
(including 
Purina). 

Proximity 
impacts to 

Dunham Park

Acquisition of 
NWSS, post 

office, 18 
residential and 
52 commercial 

properties. 
Proximity 
impacts to 

Elyria Park and 
FASTACKS 

station.

Acquisition of 
post office, 53 
residential and 
58 commercial 

properties. 
Proximity 
impacts to 

NWSS, Elyria 
Park and 

FASTRACKS 
station

The entire project area consists of low 
income and minority communities that 
are above the state and regional 
averages. There will be adverse effects 
to these communities under all four 
alternatives.

Wessel district affected by existing 
alignment north, and NWSS affected by 
realignment west.

Approximate % of residential units 
impacted with no mitigation in place

Minimize noise impacts

Minimize impacts to historic 
resources

Number of adverse effects to 
historic properties

Number of adverse effects to 
historic districts

to a highway.
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Alternative Suggestions, Improvements, and Modifications:  
Will be Included 

 
The following list of suggestions will be included as improvements or modifications to the alternatives 
under consideration. Some of the suggestions have already been included in the design of the 
alternatives. 
 
All Alignments (Current Alignment and Realignment) 
 
 Alternative/Suggestion Concern Response to Suggestion/Concern 

# Other: Walkability   

1  Sidewalks at all crossings 46th Avenue 
walkability 

Sidewalks will be provided at cross streets that require 
reconstruction because of improvements. 

2  Improve bike/pedestrian 
connections 

46th Avenue 
walkability 

Denver bike route connections will be maintained or 
rerouted through coordination with the City and County of 
Denver. Project team will ensure consistency with the 
goals of Denver’s bicycle and community plans. 

# Other: Aesthetic structure   

3  Modern design is more open 
with fewer pillars 

Viaduct design, 
pillars and what’s 
under the viaduct 

As shown in the DEIS, the future design of the current 
alignment puts more of the structure on fill instead of piers. 
If the current alignment is chosen, additional piers will be 
added to accommodate better north/south connectivity. 
CDOT will examine the issue if the realignment is chosen, 
in the area near the RTD station, depending on the 
station’s final location.  An aesthetics plan will be 
developed for the corridor after the selection of a preferred 
alternative. 
 
Additional cost of structure (compared to walls/fill):  
$1.1 million per 100 ft 

4  Design should be 
aesthetically pleasing 

Viaduct will look like 
it currently does 

An aesthetics plan will be developed for the corridor after 
the selection of a preferred alternative. Future design will 
use visual elements from this plan, with input from the 
public. 

5  Minimize vertical profile Lessen miles of 
elevation 

Profile elevation will be minimized, but many facilities exist, 
including railroads and streets, that make keeping the 
alternatives at grade difficult. Vertical elevations are 
designed to meet design criteria and to avoid the roller 
coaster effect. 

# Other: Environmental  

6  Cemetery increased noise 
and access issues 

Block from river 
development 

Access to the cemetery will remain the same (with either 
alignment); noise will be mitigated per federal and state 
regulations. 



 Alternative Suggestions, Improvements, and Modifications: 
Will be Included 
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 Alternative/Suggestion Concern Response to Suggestion/Concern 

# Other: Safety  

7  How keep concrete from 
falling down 30-50 years 

Eyesore elevated 
structure in Elyria, 
hurt development in 
the area, TOD 

Future facility will be designed to an approximate 100 year 
life span. 

8  Incident management plan  Emergency 
response and outlet 
for backed up traffic 

An incident management plan that provides quickest 
emergency responses will be developed for the corridor 
after the selection of a preferred alternative. 

# Connectivity: Other  

9  Improved circulation is 
needed 

Limited and 
confusing access 
to/from I-70 to/from 
Colorado Blvd. 

The project will provide improved access at Colorado Blvd. 
interchange. The proposed configuration at Colorado Blvd 
is a diamond interchange, which provides one of the 
simplest forms of access. 

10  Provide adequate off-ramps 
to minimize negative effect 
on queuing on I-70 

Widening or 
improvement on I-
70 

All proposed off ramp lengths and signal timing are 
adequate to accommodate queuing. 

11  Fix the Race Street 
underpass at Brighton 

Access from I-70 
into north Swansea 
would be more 
limited 

The underpass will be improved with the realignment 
alternatives, by reconstructing the grade and turning 
movements to current design standards. 

# Other: Access  

12  Parcels that remain after the 
alternative is implemented 
need the same amount of 
access 

 As the alternatives are refined during final design, the 
same level of access will be provided to parcels that are 
not directly impacted or are partially impacted. Access for 
full property acquisitions will be gained thru adjacent 
properties or future development 

 

 

Current Alignment  
 
 Alternative/Suggestion Concern Response to Suggestion/Concern 

# Connectivity: Other  

13  Make through streets at 
Columbine and Clayton – 
underpass to get under the 
ramps  

Emergency response 
time, moving 
east/west through 
neighborhood when 
blocked by trains 

CDOT will provide underpasses at Columbine and 
Clayton if the existing alignment is chosen by putting 
more of the highway on piers instead of fill. 
 
Clayton N shift: Additional 10 properties and $8.4 M 
Clayton S shift: Additional 4 properties and $9.6 M 

14  Relocate Swansea 
Elementary within the 
neighborhood 

 CDOT will pay DPS to relocate the school to a site of the 
district’s choosing, if the current alignment North option is 
selected.  The school will not be relocated with selection 
of the current alignment South option or the realignment. 

# Operations  

15  Merge areas Off ramps near 
Dahlia/Holly 

After the selection of a preferred alternative, the merge 
points and ramps will be verified and operations will be 
optimized 
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Alternative Suggestions, Improvements, and Modifications: Could be Included 
 

The following list of suggestions could be included as improvements or modifications to the alternatives under consideration. Many of 
these suggestions may cause additional impacts, or trade-offs which are also briefly described. 
 
All Alignments (Existing Alignment and Realignment) 
 
 Alternative/Suggestion Concern Response to Suggestion/Concern 

# Other: Buffer   

1  Wider buffer to address 
growth and impacts 

Amount of buffer 
between highway and 
homes, neighborhood 
impacts, noise 

All alternatives will have an increased buffer when compared to the existing condition. Efforts 
to create a larger buffer will cause increased property acquisitions, costs, and community and 
historic impacts. Project team will coordinate with other agencies to determine the appropriate 
width of such a barrier. Condemnation laws restrict CDOT from purchasing property for the 
project. Project team will also coordinate during final design on aesthetics, landscaping and 
disposal of remnant parcels. 

# Other: Parks/development  

2  Allow parks and open 
space or private 
development under the 
highway  

Neighborhood 
cohesiveness, elevated 
structure, hurt 
development in the area  

There is a commitment to a series of urban design workshops with Denver and the community 
and business interests in the project area. This development vision will result from stakeholder 
input after the PACT recommends an alignment. There are potential Homeland Security 
issues with uses under the highway; they are allowed on a case-by-case basis. In addition, all 
alignments impact large parcels that would have remnant parcels to dispose of.  

# Other: Walkability   

3  No free right on red Safety for pedestrians 
and bikes 

Local agencies have the authority over the signalization and safety of cross-streets. 
Coordination will occur after the identification of a preferred alignment. This suggestion could 
be accomplished at the local agencies’ initiative.  
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Current Alignment 
 

 Alternative/Suggestion Concern Response to Suggestion/Concern 

# Connectivity: East/west  

4  Providing a connection 
between Thomson Court to 
Vasquez  

Access Vasquez would be rebuilt for the existing alignment alternatives on the north side connecting 
Thompson Ct, Clayton, Fillmore and Milwaukee. On the south side a new road would be created 
connecting Thompson Ct, Clayton, Fillmore, Milwaukee and St Paul with the North shift. It 
remains a possibility for the South Shift. 

# Other: Access   

5  Provide a connection to the 
remaining parcels on the 
south side between 
Vasquez and Colorado 

 Connections could be provided at 44
th
 or 45

th
, impacts and costs need to be determined  

 
 
Realignment 
 
 Alternative/Suggestion Concern Response to Suggestion/Concern 

# Connectivity: East/west  

6  Connect south side 
frontage road to Brighton 
and York street 

Maintain existing 
connections that are on 
I-70 now 

Brighton Blvd runs along the south side and it could be extended to Vasquez along the 52nd Ave 
or 53th Ave grid. It would require a grade crossing for two rail lines. There would be increased 
costs and the number of property acquisitions would be higher.  

# Connectivity: North/south  

7  Add frontage roads along  
I-70 to provide access 

Access from I-70 into 
north Swansea would 
be more limited 

Brighton Blvd runs along the interstate from Race to about Thompson Ct and provides access 
to York and Columbine. Brighton could be extended to Vasquez along the 52nd and 53rd Ave 
grid. Brighton Blvd from 46th to 48th would still provide the same access.  

# Other: Connectivity   

8  Brighton Boulevard should 
be simplified 

Plan shows circuitous 
route for Brighton Blvd 

Brighton Blvd traffic is routed on 48th Ave and Race St to avoid a complex 5 legged intersection 
with Brighton Blvd and the freeway ramps. Efforts to provide an easier diamond interchange 
would increase impacts to the community including the park. There is also a spacing issue with 
the I-25 collector-distributor roads and Washington Blvd. Other alternatives are being analyzed 
including the potential to coordinate with Denver Parks and Recreation on realigning the 
existing park footprint. 

# Other: Community   

9  Community facilities Post office Post office needs to be relocated in the community if possible 
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Alternative Suggestions, Improvements, and Modifications: Should NOT be Included 
 

All Alignments (Current Alignment and Realignment) 
 
 Alternative/Suggestion Concern Response to Suggestion/Concern 

# Connectivity:   

1  Improve ramps farther – 
Tower Road  

Congestion on I-70 in 
the area of I-225 and 
Pena Blvd/Airport 

I-70 and the connection at Tower Road are built to the 2035 regional transportation plan and to 
meet future demand levels.  

2  More lanes  Congestion on I-70 in 
the area of I-225 and 
Pena Blvd/Airport 

I-70 and the connections at I-225/ Pena/Airport are built to accommodate future demand 
according to the 2035 regional transportation plan. More lanes won't solve congestion problem. 
The problem is caused by the close spacing of I-225, Chambers and Pena and the associated 
weaving.  

3  Connect 47
th
 or 48

th
 across 

the UPRR 
East/west connectivity Providing this east/west connection cuts off many north/south roadways in the area and would 

require property acquisitions which may include larger employers. This connection is not 
required as mitigation from impacts from the proposed alternatives but could be done as a 
separate action or local agency project if Denver chooses to seek future funding. 

 
 
Current Alignment 
 
 Alternative/Suggestion Concern Response to Suggestion/Concern 

# Connectivity: East/west  

4  Two-way frontage roads 
along I-70 (similar to I-70 w 
between Lowell to 
Tennyson) 

Emergency response 
time, moving east/west 
through neighborhood 
when blocked by RR 

Adding frontage roads to both sides of the highway would greatly increase the impact area for 
the project since more land will be needed. The example given only exists between streets that 
cross under but have no on or off ramps to I-70.  A two-way frontage road that crosses a street 
with a ramp would have to be at least 600' from the end of the ramp for signal timing and 
storage lengths. This results in increased property acquisitions, costs, and community impacts. 

5  46th stay under highway Foot print too wide To leave 46th under the viaduct and cross Vasquez would require each of the freeway on and 
off ramps to be moved out 425'; this would create a wider footprint and result in increased 
property acquisition, costs and community impacts. 

  



 Alternative Suggestions, Improvements, and Modifications: 
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Current Alignment 
 

 Alternative/Suggestion Concern Response to Suggestion/Concern 

# Connectivity: North/south  

6  Remove RR west of 
Colorado 

Elevation Extremely expensive and cost prohibitive. Even with the elimination of the Market Lead railroad 
spur just to the west of Colorado Boulevard, the highway needs to remain elevated so that 
Garfield Street can pass under. 

# Connectivity: Other   

7  Create a flyover at Quebec Widening or 
improvement on 
Quebec at I-70 

Flyover would be cost prohibitive. There would be additional property (including RR) and natural 
resource impacts. CDOT will continue to coordinate with Denver and respond to the 
recommendations from its East Side Mobility Plan, which includes Quebec south of I-70. 

8  Eliminate at-grade rail 
crossing at Peoria 

Widening or 
improvement on Peoria 
at I-70 

I-70 and the connection at Peoria are built to the 2035 regional transportation plan and to meet 
future demand levels; the increase in traffic as a result of improvements to I-70 does not require 
additional capacity improvements on Peoria. 

9  Colorado improved access 
for transit– 45th south of 
Hwy going east dead ends 

Access 45th Avenue dead ends because of Manna Pro and RR. 45th could not have anything other 
than right in/right out at Colorado do to proximity of freeway on and off ramps. 

 
 
Realignment 
 
 Alternative/Suggestion Concern Response to Suggestion/Concern 

# Connectivity: East/west  

10  2 local two-way frontage 
road system parallel to 
realignment, one on north, 
one on south  

Maintain existing 
connections that are on 
I-70 now 

Due to the RR and cemetery, I-70 would need to be moved south to provide a frontage road on 
the north; this would increase impacts to the community and impact the park. Brighton Blvd on 
the south side could be extended to Vasquez on the 52nd Ave or 53rd Ave grid; see suggestion 
#2 on “Could” Suggestion List, under existing alignment. 

11  I-70 W off ramp would 
connect backwards to 
Dahlia – so Dahlia can get 
to Colorado 

56th Ave connection to 
Dahlia 

Urban interchange spacing is 1 mile; Dahlia is .3 miles away.  In order to continue the split 
diamond to Dahlia and then have a ramp to I-70, a thousand feet of I-70 would need to be 
shifted towards Commerce City due to proximity of Sand Creek. There is also a RR and spurs 
between Colorado and Dahlia that would have to be grade separated; due to close spacing this 
may not be possible 

  



 Alternative Suggestions, Improvements, and Modifications: 
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Realignment 
 
 Alternative/Suggestion Concern Response to Suggestion/Concern 

# Connectivity: North/south  

12  Take it straight to Dahlia 
(remove “S”) 

56th Ave connection to 
Dahlia 

Removing the S curve and straighten Dahlia and 56th would place the intersection at roughly I-
270 so the highway would need to be moved. This would also require another crossing over 
Sand Creek and would move the light at 56th and Colorado closer to the interchange which 
already has substandard weaving issues. 

13  Dahlia connection Maintain existing 
connections that are on 
I-70 now 

Dahlia connects to 56th, (56th goes under I-70), and doesn't start again until 69th St. Due to the 
Colorado/I-270 interchange location and that Colorado/Vasquez basically runs along the Dahlia 
alignment, Dahlia cannot be connected. Proposed 46th Avenue will provide connections to I-70 
on the east and west ends. 

14  Monaco or Holly Flyover  Maintain existing 
connections that are on 
I-70 now 

Flyover of RR, I-70 and Sand Creek present substantial impacts to cost ($60-100m), Right of 
way, and wetlands. A RR crossing would have to be negotiated. Because Monaco is industrial 
on the south side on residential on the north side a crossing isn't advisable.  

# Other: Connectivity   

15  46th/Quebec be signalized, 
not over pass 

Congestion at Quebec 
because of heavy truck 
traffic 

This was modeled and the westbound off ramp traffic backed up onto I-70, signalization would 
cause more congestion than a free-flow overpass. 

16  Flyover of Quebec over I-
70 

Quebec-area (similar to 
current alignment) 

There is an existing interchange at Quebec that provides access to Stapleton, Northfield and 
the soccer fields 

# Other: Alignment  

17  Cut thru neighborhood 
more to decrease curve 

Hwy curve creates 
bottle neck and safety 
issue  

Flattening the curves would impact El Centro Su Teatro and the park, and would require the 
acquisition of the entire community of Elyria. 

18  Re-alignment should be 
built at grade with 
overpasses at Race, 
Brighton, possibly York 

Elevated road conflicts 
with RTD rail stops  

With overpass at Race, Cemetery access, Brighton, York, Vasquez, Colorado and three RR 
crossings it would create a roller coaster feel to come back to grade between all the crossings. 

19  Connect south side 
frontage road to Sand 
Creek frontage road 

Maintain existing 
connections that are on 
I-70 now 

Brighton Blvd runs along the south side and it could be extended to Vasquez, along the 52nd 
Ave or 53th Ave grid. Trying to make this connect to Sand Creek frontage road is very 
problematic due to signal spacing on Colorado Blvd, two more RR crossing and another 
crossing of Sand Creek. 

20  Reconstruct the  
US 85/Vasquez/I-270 
Interchange  

Traffic congestion, 
access 

CDOT will provide a reconstructed interchange that would serve the needs of the I-70 East EIS.   
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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

I-70-East PACT – East Corridor Work Group 
Stapleton Area Transportation Management Association 

January 26, 2011 
 

Objectives 
• To review the East Corridor section of the project area, including maps, presentations 
• To identify areas of concern and importance in the corridor 
• To suggest potential improvements in the East Corridor 
• To make recommendations to the PACT 

 
Meeting Overview 

The Work Group identified critical areas in the eastern portion of the I-70 corridor, described their concerns 
and priorities, and offered suggestions for improving the highway design and related access points and 
studies. 

 
Action Items 

A meeting summary will be prepared, circulated to the Work Group for approval, and then forwarded to the 
PACT. 

 
 
Meeting Summary 
 
Identification of key areas and concerns 

Participants identified and discussed issues and concerns along the corridor that are important for access to 
and from neighborhoods, health facilities and employment centers and other facilities. Important issues for 
the participants included: 

 Adequate modeling to assure adequate access from arterials to I-70 
 Access to medical facilities 
 Separated grade crossings at Peoria Street and possibly other locations 
 Adequate acceleration and deceleration lanes to I-70 
 Adequate merging lanes from arterials that feed to I-70 
 Acknowledge the vacant land and potential for extensive development, and plan highway and 

interchange capacity accordingly 
 
Overarching connection issues 

Participants suggested more detailed studies of interchanges of I-70 and the arterials that connect, in order to 
assure that future planning can be accommodated and that current problems can be fixed. Overarching 
suggestions included: 

 Ensure that interchanges respect through traffic on the surface arterials (accepting that most arterial traffic 
is to I-70, and not through); 

 Conduct simulations of micro impacts that provide more detailed analysis than the regional modeling, 
based on a discussion on local street congestion on Quebec, Peoria and other arterials. (The project 
conducted a micro-simulation for local street network which showed deficiencies would exist on the 
network with or without I-70 improvements.) 

 Ensure that simulations are done early enough that complete mitigation can be included and unintended 
consequences can be minimized; 

 Address Denver concerns in its Strategic Transportation Plan, that the I-70 project traffic analysis does 
not adequately address local movements; 

 Include contingency funds for any unintended consequences. 
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Discussion of I-70 intersections and environs 
 Quebec Street 
The Quebec / I-70 interchange was not within the charge of the Work Group, however participants 
suggested some improvements that should be taken into account as more detailed design is undertaken. 
Those include: 

o Grade issues north and south of the intersection to improve sight distance; 
o Consideration of alternative diamond intersection design; 
o Consideration of Sand Creek at I-70 or 46th Ave.; 
o Coordinate with Denver to implement recommendations from its recently completed East Side 

Mobility Study which includes Quebec Street south of I-70. 
o Support Denver and Commerce City coordination of improvements on 56th Avenue, planned to be 

a continuous 6-lane road from Quebec to Havana, and possibly farther west and east in the future. 
56th Avenue was seen as an important emergency/alternative east-west route and airport access. 

 
 Central Park Boulevard 
This intersection is under construction and is designed to accommodate all north-south shifts. As with other 
arterials, this will contribute traffic to I-70 from Stapleton and Northfield on either side of the highway. 
 
 Havana Street 
This interchange is slated for reconstruction. Issues related to Havana include: 

o Careful study is needed to ensure that EB I-70 traffic and merging traffic from the major arterials 
can be properly handled with minimal conflict. 

o Havana is not slated for a separated grade crossing at the FasTracks line on Smith Road, however 
eventually it may be desirable or necessary to separate the crossing, as traffic increases from 
Stapleton. 

 
 Peoria Street 
This is one of the most important intersections in the East Corridor, providing the primary access from I-70 
and north to the health care and emergency care facilities at the Fitzsimmons/Anschutz Medical Campus. 
Peoria was described as a current, not a future, problem. Backups are currently experienced on EB I-70 for 
traffic seeking to exit onto SB Peoria, partly due to insufficient capacity and train traffic at the current rail 
crossing on Smith Road. Suggestions and prospects include: 

o Partial funding from Denver ($15 million) is in place to begin planning a separated grade for the 
FasTracks line along Smith Road. Additional funding will have to be raised in order to complete 
the project, estimated at $30 million to $50 million. (Aurora cautioned about unanticipated 
impacts that arise during final design, depending on the funding source for the crossing.) 

o I-70 planning should address current problems at the Peoria interchange, and not just mitigate 
new impacts. 

o Plans are developing to link Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. to Peoria that should be accommodated. 
 

 I-225 
No substantive changes are planned for the I-70/I-225 intersection, which carries high volumes of traffic in 
all directions. Participants noted that EB I-70 traffic merging to SB I-225 is often backed-up, described as a 
“parking lot.” NB I-225 traffic merging onto EB I-25 competes with traffic seeking to exit EB I-70 at 
subsequent intersections to the east. Questions were raised about how potential tolled lanes on I-70 would be 
transitioned for traffic south on I-225, which is not slated for tolling. 

 
 Chambers Road 
As the first exit east of I-225, the Chambers Road exit is chronically congested and presently experiences 
safety problems. Trucking industry representatives said that with addition of traffic merging from NB I-225 
it requires significant weaving, slowing and sometimes stopping in traffic lanes and ramps in order to exit 
onto Chambers. Capacity needs to be increased in any event. Suggestions for improvements included: 
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o Additional acceleration/deceleration lanes EB I-70 to accommodate the traffic weaving that must 
occur among EB I-70 traffic, merging NB I-225 traffic and Chambers exit traffic. 

o A wider footprint overall to increase capacity and plan for future capacity. 
 
 Airport Road / Peña Boulevard 
Concerns at the Peña/Airport interchange were similar to those at Chambers.  

 
 Tower Road 
Tower Road will likely experience greater traffic volume, depending on the pace of development in the area, 
along with demand for desired linkages and alternative routes to commercial areas astride I-70, potential 
large-scale commercial/recreational facilities, as well as another alternative route to Denver International 
Airport. Suggestions include: 

o I-70 capacity should be enlarged in order to accommodate commercial traffic south to Colfax 
Avenue, in particular truck traffic; 

o Tower Road north of I-70 is developing presently (Gateway area), and access should be sufficient 
to accommodate traffic to the area and to the airport. Development is planned adjacent to Tower 
Road in Commerce City from Pena Boulevard to 120th Ave.  

o It should be clarified whether planned light commercial development along Tower Road north of 
I-70 was incorporated in the DRCOG traffic planning model. 

 
 
 



I-70-East Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team – East Area Work Group 
Aurora Municipal Center – Mt. Elbert Room 

August 30, 2011 
 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Objectives 
• To review the I-70-East Corridor section of the project area and discuss updates 
• To examine and discuss visuals showing potential managed lanes between I-225 and Colorado 

Boulevard 
 
Meeting Overview 

The Work Group reviewed the results of the previous work group meeting in January 2011, updated the 
participants on planning and projects in the corridor, and reviewed Colorado Department of 
Transportation’s presentation of potential managed lanes on the I-70 corridor between I-225 and 
Colorado Boulevard. 
 

Updates 

PACT process 
The facilitator and others involved in the post-PACT activities delivered updates to those attending the 
Work Group meeting. Denver is meeting with its neighborhood constituents to determine whether there 
is a possibility for achieving consensus on the north-south shift. 

Peoria Street Crossing for Commuter Rail 
Mac Callison updated the Work Group on developments on the construction of a separated grade 
crossing for Peoria Street over the commuter rail tracks at Smith Road. Funding sources of $50 million 
are identified among the local governments and the Regional Transportation District.  The NEPA process 
is beginning, consultants have been identified, and contracting is moving through the City-County of 
Denver. 

Central Park Boulevard 
Jess Ortiz reported that the Central Park Parkway at Stapleton is scheduled to open by Thanksgiving 
2011. The separated grade crossing over I-70 is nearly completed, and the connections between 35th 
Avenue to Northfield will be finished in spring 2012. 

Managed Lanes Presentation 

Kirk Webb, CDOT, presented an updated managed lanes presentation that was delivered to the PACT at 
its June 9, 2011 meeting: 

• By CDOT policy, every project that increases capacity has to study how managed lanes would be 
incorporated and how much they would cost. The FHWA is urging all state highway departments to 
use a new traffic modeling system called DynusT, which provides better traffic projections, better 
revenue projections and can be manipulated to analyze different types of configurations of  managed 
lanes, travel times for every car, and the effect of pricing on traffic flow. 

• Other attributes: The model is being used on U.S. 36, uses the same inputs from the DRCOG model, 
is easily manipulated, captures 80 to 90 trips in the corridor, and will be used region-wide by 
DRCOG by next year. The analysis could be completed by January, but that could be extended. 

• It is estimated that tolling charges could cover the cost of construction of the managed lanes, which 
would help in securing bonding funds through the High Performance Transportation Enterprise, 
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possibly up to $100 million. Additional right of way would be required with the inclusion of 
managed lanes, and was included in the cost calculations presented in the DEIS. 

• Modeling shows that the managed lanes would operate at Level C, whereas the general purpose lanes 
would operate at Level F. 

Pros and Cons Discussion 

The facilitator invited a discussion among the group to expound on the positive and negative aspects of 
managed lanes. 

Positive Aspects 

• When the interstate is otherwise congested, people would be able to get through, in particular for 
access to the airport. 

• Managed lanes benefit those who use buses that would travel on the managed lanes 
• The additional lanes will reduce congestion overall 
• Toll revenues would support some measure of operations and maintenance 
• Managed lanes would not require additional impact on residential or business areas 
• RTD lanes would be paid for by RTD 
• Allows predictability of travel time over time for commuters 

 
Negative Aspects 

• General purpose lanes would become more congested, resulting in worse performance 
• Managed lanes require payment to utilize, favoring those who can afford it 
• Managed lanes are a waste of money because they are not utilized during certain times 
• Complicated maneuvers already are required at I-225, Peña Blvd., and I-270 

 
Neutral Aspects 
• If DynusT is an improvement in modeling that can forecast behavior, it might allow more questions 

and scenarios that could be studied. Provide some sensitivity analysis. 
• Truck-only lanes are not being considered for the project, due to the heavy industrial traffic along the 

segment requiring trucks to enter and exit at various points amid other trucks and cars. 
• Truck traffic could increase, and the modeling could measure impact 
• In that section of highway, there is no commuter peak flow in either direction; all of the lanes are in 

use all the time. 
• The model will show how the managed lanes would affect some local roads. 

 
Questions and Suggestions 
• Could managed lanes be extended onto Peña Boulevard? 
• Could managed lanes be considered for I-270 to U.S. 36 and I-25? 
• The configuration will determine how the public responds to the managed lanes. It should factor in 

human behavior, pricing, time of day. Enough should be spent to get it as right as possible. We need 
to avoid managed lanes that aren’t being utilized. 

• What effects can be forecast for local roads if managed lanes are installed? There is concern about 
roads feeding toward the interstate. Could we make that traffic worse? 
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• What is the risk if there is a change in driving patterns in the future? Could the configuration be 
designed so that it could be flexible in case the system doesn’t work later on? 

• Economic changes and factors could change the thinking on this. 
• Whatever is decided, construction should get under way so that people can get to work on the 

construction. 
• Encourage ample opportunity for comment and review on the plan. 

 

Attendees 
Tom Acre, Assistant City Manager, Commerce City 
Tony Brake, Aurora resident 
Mac Callison, City of Aurora, Transportation Planner  
Bill McCormick, Aurora Public Works 
Jess Ortiz, Denver Public Works 
Guillermo Serna, Commerce City resident 
Tony Stewart, CDOT 
Carrie Wallis, Atkins Global 
Kirk Webb, CDOT 
Kevin Wegener, Aurora City Engineer 
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Evaluation Form 

 

In order to evaluate the effectiveness of this effort, we would like to ask you to reflect on your 

experience by completing this evaluation form. Please be as candid and specific as possible when 

you complete this form. 

 

1. What was the most valuable aspect of the process for you? 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Please indicate the extent to which you think the group was successful in meeting its 

purpose: 

 

The group engaged in a constructive dialogue and clarified assumptions. 
Unsuccessful Somewhat Successful Moderately Successful Successful Very Successful 

  1 2 3 4   5  

 

Participants explored differences with one another. 
Unsuccessful Somewhat Successful Moderately Successful Successful Very Successful 

  1 2 3 4   5  

 

Participants identified and explored options. 
Unsuccessful Somewhat Successful Moderately Successful Successful Very Successful 

  1 2 3 4   5  

 

Do you have comments on any of the statements listed above? If so, please include them 

here: 
 

 

 

 

 

3. Were the right people in the room to have the conversation and resolve issues? 

a. Yes  b. No 

 

4. How useful was the structure of the meetings for mutual understanding and resolution? 
Not useful Somewhat Useful  Moderately Useful Useful  Very Useful 

  1 2 3 4   5  

 

 Comments: 

 

 

 

 



5. Do you think the process help make informed decisions? If so, how? If not, why not? 

 

 

 

 

 

6. Has anything changed for you because of your participation in the process? If so, what? 

 

 

 

 

 

7. Based on your experience, would you participate again in a similar process? Why or why 

not? 

 

 

 

 

 

8. How did the facilitation person/team help or hinder the dialogue process? 

 

 

 

 

 

9. What other comments do you have about your experience? 
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Evaluation Summary 

 

In order to evaluate the effectiveness of this effort, we would like to ask you to reflect on your 

experience by completing this evaluation form. Please be as candid and specific as possible when 

you complete this form. 

 

1. What was the most valuable aspect of the process for you? 

 Being able to explore the process of decision making. 

 Bringing community members together. 

 Everyone’s willingness to hear the other side. 

 Questions from PACT members were answered and discussion was generous. 

 The collaborative nature with a willingness of all partiers to be open and work 

toward compromise 

 Collaborative (Context Sensitive Solutions) process was followed. 

 Adding value to the overall project 

 To get my ideas expressed 

 Representatives being open-minded – willing to consider solutions not their original 

preference 

 Reaching agreement that the impacted neighborhoods can live with (NOTE: in the 

end there was not agreement) 

 

2. Please indicate the extent to which you think the group was successful in meeting its 

purpose: 

All ten respondents said the group was successful or very successful at engaging in 

constructive dialogue, clarifying assumptions, exploring differences with one 

another, and identifying and exploring options.  

 

The group engaged in a constructive dialogue and clarified assumptions. 
Unsuccessful Somewhat Successful Moderately Successful Successful Very Successful 

  1 2 3 4 – 4Responses 5- 6R  

 

Participants explored differences with one another. 
Unsuccessful Somewhat Successful Moderately Successful Successful Very Successful 

  1 2 3 4 – 3R  5-7R  

 

Participants identified and explored options. 
Unsuccessful Somewhat Successful Moderately Successful Successful Very Successful 

  1 2 3 4 – 4R  5 – 6R  

 

Do you have comments on any of the statements listed above? If so, please include them 

here: None given 
 

 

 



 

 

3. Were the right people in the room to have the conversation and resolve issues? 

a. Yes - 9  b. No-0 Comments: most of the time; needed more from 

Denver public schools; could have included more community members 
 

4. How useful was the structure of the meetings for mutual understanding and resolution? 

All ten responses felt the structure was useful or very useful for mutual 

understanding and resolution. 
Not useful Somewhat Useful  Moderately Useful Useful  Very Useful 

  1 2 3 4 – 4R 5-6R  

 Comments:  

 Keystone Center did a difficult job very well! 

 Keystone personnel were very adept at facilitating without that role being 

overly obvious. 

 

5. Do you think the process help make informed decisions? If so, how? If not, why not? 

 Yes –everyone got to talk 

 Yes. Much so. 

 Yes 

 Additional analysis and refinement 

 Yes – amount of info and dialogue was substantial 

 Yes 

 Keystone, lead without pushing direction 
 

6. Has anything changed for you because of your participation in the process? If so, what? 

 Continue to gain respect for use of collaboration in highway/NEPA process 

 Made new contacts 

 Went from south shift option to north shift option 

 I would again serve on a committee like this again. 
 

7. Based on your experience, would you participate again in a similar process? Why or why 

not? 

 Yes, it if was run as well 

 Yes 

 Yes 

 Yes – forces increased understanding and …?.. 

 yes 
 

8. How did the facilitation person/team help or hinder the dialogue process? 

 Presented a clear path to keep moving forward. 

 Good  

 Helped a lot 

 The team served to advance the process and realize a consensus 

recommendation (Note: in the end there was no consensus) 

 Helped – kept people on topic, tracked and dealt with all issues raised 



 Excellent facilitation. Sometimes moved us too quickly before issues were

resolved, so they came back around.

 They lead us through the process use different tools to help us to see the

project in a way that we could fin consensus

9. What other comments do you have about your experience?

 Thanks to Keystone

 I was able to learn things
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Technical Memorandum 

To: I-70 East Project 

From: Project Team 

Date May 2012 

Subject: Post Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team Activities  

Following the final Preferred Alternative Collaborative Team (PACT) meeting in July 2011 where a conditional 
agreement was reached on the Current Alignment North Shift, constituents of one neighborhood objected to the 
North Shift causing their PACT representative to withdraw support for the agreement. Consequently, the Colorado 
Department of Transportation (CDOT) and the City and County of Denver (CCD) agreed to a one-month pause 
(later extended to September) before announcing the PACT’s final results. The intent was to give CCD time to 
consult with community leaders to determine whether consensus is possible. During this time, CCD convened the 
Elyria and Swansea neighborhood representatives to further discuss the opportunities and proposed amenities 
associated with the Current Alignment North Shift alternative; identify specific concerns and issues, such as 
compensation and relocation; and discuss and agree upon next steps for the project. 

Mayor Hancock hosted a meeting on September 19, 2011, to finalize the discussions with the neighborhoods 
before the PACT conclusion was published. The meeting minutes for this meeting are attached to this 
memorandum as a reference. The meeting’s conclusion indicated that no consensus was reached by the PACT 
members, and CDOT and FHWA as the lead agencies will be responsible for making the decision on the preferred 
alternative based on the best available information and considering the public comments. Mayor Hancock 
challenged community members to stay involve and work together to do what is best for the Elyria and Swansea 
neighborhood. 

Following the September 19th meeting, CCD was approached by several individuals within the neighborhood asking 
that CCD facilitate a neighborhood process that would allow the community members to review, rethink, and 
consider different options for I-70. 

After the PACT process conclusion was published on October 12, 2011, which indicated that a consensus was 
reached on the Current Alignment alternative but no consensus on South Shift or North Shift, CCD conducted 
another follow-up neighborhood meeting on November 9, 2011. The meeting’s purpose was to again listen to the 
public’s concerns and initiate a series of community work groups that focused on different areas of public concern 
(meeting minutes for this meeting are attached to this memorandum). CCD’s main focus for these workshops was 
to develop options and enhancements to get the community on board with the Current Alignment North Shift. Five 
community work groups were formed to target the main areas of the community concerns: 

 School and recreation center 
 Housing impacts and relocation 
 Future enhancements 
 Business interests and redevelopment  

 Neighborhood communications  

The goal for these community work groups was to involve the neighborhoods in discussion and recommendations 
regarding the various impacts and mitigations of the Current Alignment North Shift and to recommend a preferred 
alternative to CDOT by March 2012. 
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Each community work group met twice during this process. The first meeting was to review the neighborhood’s 
overall issues and concerns and discuss the project team’s initial proposal to resolve the issues. The second 
meeting showed the recommendations, new ideas, and specific issues related to the focus group topic. The 
meeting minutes for these work groups are attached to this memorandum. 

A final combined work group meeting was conducted in February 2012 to present a collective conclusion from 
these work groups. Over 90 community members participated in these work group sessions, which resulted in the 
development of a list of neighborhood goals and expectations to be integrated in CDOT’s environmental evaluation. 
The meeting minutes for this meeting are attached to this memorandum. 

Based on the PACT recommendations and the outcome of the CCD outreach process, the project team developed 
a new option on the Current Alignment alternative that addressed many of the public concerns. This alternative, 
which proposes lowering the freeway through Swansea and Elyria neighborhood with a covered portion at some 
areas, gained major support from the community members at the 2012 May corridor-wide meetings. 

 

List of Attachments 

 Post PACT Follow-Up Meetings  
o November 9, 2011 Follow-Up Meeting  
o September 19, 2011 Follow-Up Meeting  

 School and Recreation Center  
o Meeting 1: Wednesday, December 14, 2011 at 5:30 pm  
o Meeting 2: Tuesday, January 24, 2012  

 Housing Impacts and Relocation  
o Meeting 1: Tuesday, December 20, 2011 at 5:30 pm  
o Meeting 2: Monday, January 23, 2012  

 Future Enhancements  
o Meeting 1: Wednesday, December 21, 2011 at 3:30 pm  
o Meeting 2: Tuesday, January 17, 2012  

 Business Interests and Redevelopment  
o Meeting 1: Thursday, December 15, 2011 at 3:30 pm  
o Meeting 2: Tuesday, January 3, 2012  

 Neighborhood Communications  
o Meeting 1: Wednesday, December 14, 2011 at 3:00 pm  
o Meeting 2: Tuesday, January 3, 2012  

 Combined Focus Group Meeting  
o Meeting 1: Thursday, February 9, 2012  
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Elyria / Swansea / Globeville Neighborhoods – City of Denver & CDOT 
I‐70 Community Meeting 

 

Wednesday, November 9th, 2011 
5:30 – 7:00 at Colorado Miners, 4809 Race Street 

 
 

I. Welcome & Thank You for Coming  ...................................................................  Steve Charbonneau 
a. Back in September, we held a neighborhood meeting which was hosted by Mayor 

Hancock and included the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT). At that 
meeting the City of Denver provided history of the PACT meetings and explained that 
we were here to determine if there was consensus within the neighborhood for 
accepting and supporting the I‐70 northern shift.  The Mayor listened while neighbors 
expressed their issues and concerns.  At the end of the two hour meeting the Mayor 
said, “Clearly there is not a consensus on going forward with the northern shift.  We 
will hand the decision back to CDOT without consensus or recommendation.” 

b. The Mayor went on to challenge the neighborhood, saying; “You’ve got a great turnout 
this evening.  You’ve shown a lot of care and concern for your neighborhood.  In the 
future, something will be done with I‐70.  You have a choice to make, will you be 
involved in the discussion and outcome, or will someone make that decision for you.  I 
challenge you as a neighborhood to stay involved and work together to do what is best 
for the Elyria neighborhood.” 

c. In the days and weeks which followed, the City of Denver (City) was approached by 
several individuals within the neighborhood asking that the City facilitate a 
neighborhood process which would allow the neighborhood to review, rethink and 
consider options for i‐70. 

d. CDOT has said they will give the neighborhood(s) until early March to see if they can 
reach a consensus and agreement on the issue of I‐70.  We are here to begin that 
process this evening.  What we need to do will take work and participation from all of 
you. 

e. This evening we want to review the concept as well as some of the issues and concerns 
you raised at our September meeting.  We also want to identify five work groups who 
will spend time over the next three months studying and pursuing five different areas 
and reporting back to the large neighborhood group.  The first of March, our goal is to 
bring a recommendation to CDOT and the City as to the alignment of I‐70 and related 
issues. 

f. At this point several neighbors raised issues of concern; 
i. “No, it isn’t OK for you to propose plans which will disrupt my family and where 

we live.” 
ii. “Who will be making these decisions?” 

A: CDOT will be the final decision making authority as the PACT could not come 
to consensus.  

iii. “Where is the line going to be drawn, what houses taken and which ones left?” 
A: We only have preliminary information on what houses and businesses may 
be impacted. Part of the refinements that we are working on will provide more 
exact locations for the ramps and roadway as well as any additional 
enhancements identified by the community. 

iv. “What is the timeframe we’re looking at?” 
A: Timeframe of neighborhood outreach is through March, timeframe of I‐70 
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work has yet to be determined. 
v. “You’re a facilitator, that’s great. We aren’t paid to be here, we are here for our 

livelihood. You are asking us to sit here while our lives are annihilated. I want to 
make sure that is on the record.” 

vi. “So who is providing the translation? I want the Spanish speakers to 
understand what is being talked about already because we are getting a 
conversation going already.” 
A: A translator was present at the meeting & providing services to those in 
attendance needing translation.   

 
II. Overview and Purpose of Meeting  ........................................  Michael Sapp & Steve Charbonneau 

a. There are a lot of concerns about what’s going to happen to your housing etc.  We are 
here to listen to your concerns and recommendations. The Mayor was here the whole 
time last time but couldn’t be here tonight. We are here to listen as his representatives. 

 
III. Denver’s Preference for Northern Shift  ..........................................  Lesley Thomas & John Lucero 

a. We were a part of the PACT and that process has been concluded. 
b. The final decision regarding what is done with I‐70 is ultimately CDOT’s decision. 
c. Denver’s position is that we’re here to focus on the northern shift of I‐70, which impacts 

Elyria, Swansea and Globeville. We are not here to talk about southern shift.  
d. The reason we supported the northern shift is because of the mitigations that can 

happen in these neighborhoods because of the northern shift.   I‐70 is old, replacement 
will happen. If we wait, either way the neighborhood will get some basic improvements 
such as noise walls, reduce environmental impact, etc. Those are things that happen with 
either alignment.  

e. However, with the northern shift we’re in a position to bring more to the neighborhood; 
such as a school, grade separation for the tracks, improved connectivity, resolution of 
many Purina impact issues, loss of housing solutions, etc. 

f. The City is committed to looking at all the different issues and concerns regarding the 
northern shift and finding ways to reduce the impact. 
 

IV. CDOT/NEPA’s Perspective  .................................................................................................  Kirk Webb 
a. When we couldn’t figure out which way to go on our own, we developed the PACT 

process so the impacted communities would be involved in the outcome.  The PACT 
process is over.  We came close to reaching consensus, but didn’t get all the way there. 
We are here to see if we can get community support and a clear consensus on the 
preferred shift.  

b. As many people have already said, CDOT is committed to listening and trying to work the 
community on the outcome, to see if we can come to agreement.  We are not required to 
do this, but have chosen to be involved from now until early March.   

c. Ultimately CDOT and FHWA will make the decision regarding how to proceed with I‐70.  
 

V. City and County of Denver & CDOT ..........................................................  Kirk Webb & Karen Good 
a. (Karen) The City is committed to the northern shift and we are here to discuss options 

and see if we can reach a point where the neighborhood(s) can reach consensus and be 
supportive of this northern shift. 

b. We believe this process can benefit your families and your children.  We can bring 
connectivity, walking, biking, and car connections, a grade separation at 47th or 48th. 
There are a lot of things that we haven’t thought about that you have so that’s why we 
are here.  
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c. We have started a website that will document our meetings and our work group efforts.  
This will ensure the process is open and communicated.  Our website is: 
www.denvergov.org/ccdI70 

d. Let me affirm that the City has it preferences, but CDOT has the final say, the decision. 
e. Some questions and comments: 

i. Does Washington DC have a plan for us already?  
A: No, the federal government will use the decision from the I‐70 EIS.  

ii. I’m going to be under the freeway I already know that. So I would just like to 
know a timeframe. 

    A: Timeframe is not clear as a decision on alignment is not made and funding has    
yet to be identified.  

iii. CDOT and Denver should move their headquarters to the stock show and create 
jobs at this location. 

iv. There isn’t enough information for individuals and how they will be impacted. 
v. The Wall Street Journal had an article on the health impacts incurred from living 

close to highways.  People living by the highway and making it bigger is going to 
create a whole new generation with health problems which is why we suggested 
that we put it under ground. It sounds like you have made up your mind and we 
are sitting here waiting for self‐annihilation. We have to look out for each other 
and we need to look at the 1,000 signatures to put it under ground. 

A: As stated previously a decision has yet to be made regarding the alignment, 
though this process is focused on the northern shift. The underground has been off 
the table for some time, but maybe there are other innovative options that can be 
created or incorporated into the northern shift. 

vi. What about Swansea elementary?  What will happen to the school area, will it be 
turned into houses?  

A: CDOT & the City would like to have the neighborhood representatives input on 
the future of the community and potential future enhancements. 

 
VI. Denver Public School & Denver Parks and Recreation  ..................  Gordon Robertson & J.T. Allen 

a. My job (JT Allen) is to do the planning for schools; where we need schools, when they 
should be built and how to move them forward to 21st century.  

b. We have a number of projects where we’re working with Denver Parks & Recreation 
(Parks) planning and design.  Currently we’re working on park space at Stapleton and 
two other school/rec centers. Green Valley Ranch is an example of what DPS and Parks 
can do together. 

c. Currently, in Denver even in the old neighborhoods you will notice that schools and parks 
are working in proximity.  As we develop new neighborhoods we are looking how to 
develop parks and schools in proximity. Some may be used for soccer, basketball, 
football or baseball. We are looking to see how we can align the parks and school so it 
has all the amenities. So much of the time that the elementary schools want to use the 
park or rec center it is when it’s vacant and not being used. The peak use times are at 
different times. Rec centers are on the weekends and the schools during the week. 

d. Some comments and questions: 
i. I agree we need rec centers, but what about the 5 years to build that school 

during which time the kids that are shipped somewhere else? 
A: A new school would be built before the old school would be impacted. 

ii. Why was Swansea Park used when they could have used the vacated school 
property?  
A: Neighborhood representatives expressed a desire to keep a new school within 
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easy walking distance of the existing school. 
iii. Why are they doing construction at Swansea Park? Why are they taking the lawn, 

doing cement when they are talking about using that area for the school or 
another rec center and will just tear it out? 
A: The improvements to the park are needed to ensure the safety of current park 
users and were determined to provide benefits for the community regardless of 
any potential future changes to the site.  

 
VII. Purina’s Commitment  ........................................................................  Lewis Thomas & John Lucero 

a. John stated that the City & Purina have been talking about the issues and concerns. 
We’re concerned about losing the jobs Purina provides for the city and the revenue we 
receive.  We’ve also been discussing the neighborhood impacts, smell, noise, etc. 

b. Lewis then talked about how he’s been at Purina and in Denver for fourteen years.  It’s 
not that we (Purina) doesn’t want to solve the problem of smell, but we haven’t been 
able to find a solution until now.  We are now working with a company who can remove 
90% of the odors we create. We have worked with them at our plant in Canada and the 
results have been positive.  We anticipate getting the odor remediation process started 
within the next month or two. 

c. Comments and questions: 
i. Is Purina going to give the kids in the neighborhoods some amenities? Maybe 

support sports teams? 
A: Purina could consider additional neighborhood outreach.   

ii. What about the sticky stuff that comes out of the mill and sticks to my car? 
A: Please provide your contact information and we will go out to your house and 
to assess the material. 

iii. We have dusty stuff that lands on our car at 46th and Josephine.  
A: See previous answer – home visit. 

iv. At 4691 Vine, the noise is crazy. We cannot open our windows. It sounds like a 
helicopter above me.  

v. Do you receive enterprise funding?  
A: No 

 
VIII. Responding to the Mayor’s Challenge  .............................................................  Steve Charbonneau 

a. I can take a few more comments right now before we move on 
i. Q: You are good about presenting program. My concern is that from the start of 

this meeting people from the City and people from CDOT have used some 
disturbing terms. Mitigating is after the fact. I urge everyone in this room to 
watch out for any mitigating process. It’s after the crime. Has the decision been 
made and are you using this meeting to look good? 

A: No decision has been made yet on the alignment. The purpose of this extended 
outreach is to work with the community to determine potential benefits and 
amenities associated with the northern alignment.   

ii. Q: Where will the money is going to come from?  
A:  Costs are from 800mil‐1.7 billion, we need future funding sources or we will 
need to build it little pieces at a time. We are obviously short on funding.) 

iii. RTD Light rail stop is scheduled to be built at National Western Stock Show 
station) is set to begin construction in 2012 and open in 2016. The Stock Show is 
discussing their future, which has huge implications.  There are 80 acres which 
are toxic and will need to be cleaned up. There are decisions already being made 
that will have impacts. My concern is that these decisions are being made in a 
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piece‐meal manner, with no master plan.  What can we do to ensure we’re taking 
a coordinated and considered approach? 

iv. Questions regarding ASARCO came up, such as when they are going to move, 
when they will start mitigation of that area, etc.   

A: Councilwomen Montero’s aide, Stephanie Syner, said the 80 acres won’t be able 
to be used for residential.  They are going to seal the dirt and it is possible that 
commercial development may go on the site.  Also, the pond will be drained.  

b. Regarding the work groups and plans for the next six weeks; 
i. We plan on having another neighborhood meeting the week of December 12th.  

We don’t have the exact date yet, but will let you know when we do. 
ii. We will establish five working groups;  

1. The School/Rec Center group 
2. Housing group 
3. Future Enhancements group,  
4. Business group, and 
5. Neighborhood Communication group 

iii. Please choose one group you’re interested in and become a part of that work 
group.   

iv. Each work group will meet once between now and the December neighborhood 
meeting.  They will come prepared to report back to the larger group. 

c. Please remember the Mayor’s challenge – “Something will happen when it comes to I‐70 
and the neighborhood, how will you choose to be involved?” 

 
 



Questions & Comments from I70 Elyria Neighborhood Outreach Meeting 
9.19.2011  

(Purpose of note taking was to capture the sentiment and questions in the room as well as make sure 
we answered the questions from the citizens. In addition, to share with residents/community who 

took part in the meeting). 
There was a full PowerPoint presentation and boards which are available on the website 

www.denvergov.org/ccdI70.   
 
1. How are students going to learn? 
2. Civil rights of residents are not being taken into account. 
3. Why building new school w 1/6th less students – Single Family?  Affordable 

housing?   
4. Are John Lucero or Mayor Hancock in favor of affordable housing 

a. Yes, City is committed to preserve affordable housing 
5. Interest in neighborhood will change. 
6. School and environmental justice? –  

a. About the noise‐ there is discussion with DPS 
b. Safety walls 

7. Air pollution? Air quality? 
a. Technology used to address local improvements – creating vehicles that 

emit fewer pollutants,; CDOT and FHWA will analyze air quality impacts 
in the FEIS. 

8. Health risk assessment? 
a. DPS – Conducts due diligence to locate schools‐ very walkable school‐ a 

school in this area is needed in walkable distance from the current school 
location – due diligence work includes an environmental assessment 

9.  Any representation here from DPS ? 
a. No, however Mayor Vidal met with DPS to assess their level of interest in 

working together and DPS provided a Letter of commitment 
b.  
c. Final meeting and decision making will happen in January 2012, [since 

this meeting the timeline has changed to spring of 2012] 
10. What will happen to 48th? 
11. The City  is working with CDOT to design and build a grade separation of the 

railroad at either 47th or 48th 
12. What will happen to us when we have to move and start all over again? / Why 

are we here just talking about buildings? 
a. Cost of the highway project includes appraisal, purchase of house, pay of 

move, will help in finding home, will help find affordable housing, will 
help with rent for those who cannot afford it. CDOT is committed to 
making property owners “whole” to compensate for any differential 
between their current home or rental value and that of a new home or 
rental unit. 

13. Who will lose housing to the south?   
a. Only the north alignment is on the table tonight. 
b. South – approximately 63 homes will be lost according to DEIS. 



c. North – approximately 78 homes will be lost according to DEIS. 
14. Is the neighborhood being asked to come to consensus or the funding 

opportunities go away $$ moves out of here? 
a. CDOT hopes to see if we can get  a decision that feels right or the 

opportunity for the PACT and City to make a decision is over and CDOT 
would make a decision on the alignment based on input provided 
throughout the process and any additional neighborhood feedback. 
Having a neighborhood supported decision in place can help in the 
process of securing funding for the project. 

15. Will we be doing this again in 60 years? 
a. After assessing options, business and downtown access are needed – 

solution = rebuilding viaduct and retaining a connection with 46th is best 
to maintain neighborhood connectivity, and will be built to for a one 
hundred year lifespan. 

16. PACT has heard this –the highway (viaduct) had to be widened – Bottle neck at 
mousetrap? 

a. Tonight the purpose is to see if we can get the PACT team back on 
Northern shift, and not on the interchange with I‐25 

17. Can you (CDOT) build 2:1 houses for every house taken down?  Can we go back o 
light industrial or Get grocery store in the neighborhood?  Let’s play ball… 

18.  We only have 2 streets to the highway from here – 
a.  CDOT is committed to keeping 46th Avenue and helping us through this.  

We looked at North and South and put them side by side.  We have looked 
at impact on jobs both North and South. 

19. Drop of housing values and increase in foreclosures – where will those people 
go? 

a. The houses will be appraised at time of project.  That is 5 years from now.  
Residents will be helped in finding housing.  You will have helped with 
finding same mortgage payments even if we find you a house with larger 
square footage or if the mortgage is higher.   

20. The tunnel was never studied??? – WHY? 
a. The option was analyzed and eliminated http://www.i‐

70east.com/alternatives.html.   
21. It is hard to wait and invest while we wait – Can we take a step back and hold off 

on this project or see promises made/enacted prior to this project. 
22. For those of us who will stay here, what help will there be?   

a. CDOT is committed to continuing supporting the communities and the 
people who are staying here 

23. This neighborhood was split in the 1950’s.  We do not even have curbs and 
gutters in this neighborhood.  We need basic services!  I cannot support the 
northern alignment ‐ The loss for us – for us people is very large!  What will you 
do?  We will loose more of a population base which will in turn gives us less tax 
money, 

a. How we attract more jobs and support residents 
b. Directly connected to transportation hubs then to Elyria/Swansea 

community plan 



24. Mousetrap bottleneck? 
a. Focus of improvement from Brighton to Tower 
b. We need to replace the old viaduct and add improvements while we’re at 

it; instead of leaving the capacity the same as it is today. 
 
 

Other neighborhood issues presented by Elyria  
residents through Spanish translator; 

 
• No sidewalks 
• Improper drainage 
• Dirty alleys and large item clusters 
• Not enough trees 
• Too many medical marijuana stores 
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I‐70 Shift – School & Recreational Center Workgroup 
December 14th, 2011 meeting 

 
 
Those present: 
See sign in sheet
 
 
This was the first meeting of the school/rec center workgroup.  Our goal was to discuss issues and 
concerns from a big‐picture perspective.  Below is a brief summary of the conversation. 
 

I. Concerns expressed regarding the proposed location for a new school; including, 
a. Proximity to the railroad from a hazardous spill perspective.  It was noted that RR cars 

full of unknown or hazardous material will often park on the rails in close proximity to 
where the new school might be located. 

b. Proximity to the railroad from a noise perspective.  There is the constant noise of train 
horns, bells and general train traffic. 

c. Access issues.  Because of the railroad there is difficulty accessing this site.  There is the 
unpredictability of train crossings.  There is no pedestrian and bike access.  

d. Concerns regarding air quality and being too close to I‐70.  There was discussion that a 
school needed to be located more than 2‐3 blocks from a major highway. 

 
II. Locating a new school.   

a. It was agreed that a new school should be within a ten year old child’s ability to walk 
from the present location. 

b. There was discussion about ensuring walkability and bikeability to any new location.  
This may involve a grade separation of the railroad along either 47th or 48th.  The 
specifics weren’t defined.  Once we get a bit further, it might be nice to have some very 
preliminary sketches on how the walkability and bikeability might be achieved. 

c. Is there the necessary space at the proposed location?  We’ll need to lay it out on the 
site and come back with a drawing at our next meeting. 

d. How do we know DPS will keep a school in this neighborhood?  DPS promised they will.  
Do we need a letter or something? 

e. The new school must be completed before the old school is closed.  We don’t want an 
interruption of schooling for our children in our neighborhood. 

f. There were comments about locating a school at a spot different than the proposed 
location.  What about northside park, by the armory?  

g. Will locating the school at the proposed site reduce our park area for the 
neighborhood?  We need space for kids to play outside. 

 
III. Functional issues. 

a. How would a rec center be accessed on the proposed site? 
b. How will we ensure the safety of the children, being close to a rec center which is 

accessed by many people? 
c. Our current school has many functional problems with the physical structure.  It is old 

and the parts don’t work well together.  How can we ensure that a new school will 
correct these old problems?  (DPS said they have standards which are adhered to in the 
building of all new schools and this proposed new school will be built to these same 
standards.) 
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IV. Neighborhood(s) plan. 

a. We’d like to see a coordinated plan for the neighborhood.  It seems like there are some 
plans which have been done and some which are promised.  Please identify what 
neighborhood plans are in place, fully or partially.  Also, when will a full plan which takes 
into consideration the needs of the neighborhood be in place? 

b. It is important to see how the school / rec center fits into a larger plan. 
 
V. Housing issues.  While this isn’t the housing workgroup, there were concerns regarding housing. 

a. Can we build or move houses within the neighborhood so we don’t lose any housing 
stock or families? 

 
VI. Next steps 

a. It might be helpful to list out the challenges as we understand them to moving the 
school; and the benefits of a new school. 

b. We need specifics on a neighborhood plan, even if this means identifying what we have, 
what is possible and where we can’t make any promises at this time. 

c. Drawing of how a school / rec center might be located on the proposed site. 
d. Next meeting – January 3rd or 4th? 

i. Will the school host and invite? 
ii. Spanish translator (check with Focus Points Family Resource Center) 

e. What else? 
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I‐70 Shift – School & Recreational Center Focus Group 
January 24th, 2012 meeting 
 
 
This was the second meeting of the school/rec center focus group.  Our goal was to discuss issues and 
concerns from a big‐picture perspective.  Below is a brief summary of the conversation. 
 

I. Introductions and greetings 
II. Charbonneau reviewed the key points from the last school/rec focus group 

a. Proximity to RR issues 
b. Access within neighborhood (walkability and bikeability) 
c. Space availability on the present Swansea Rec Center lot, should this be the location for 

a new school 
d. Timing and quality of new school construction 
e. Functionality of new school 

III. We discussed solutions to these concerns and more 
a. Proximity to RR issues 

i. We discussed and agreed that some type of berm and/or barrier will be 
necessary for noise and environmental issues 

b. Access within neighborhood (walkability and bikeability) 
i. A grade separation at either 47th or 48th will resolve some of the walkability and 

bikeability issues, as well as the RR crossing horn issue. 
ii. Lighting within the neighborhood will need to be improved so children are safe 

to walk and bike. 
c. Space availability on the present Swansea Rec Center lot, should this be the location for 

a new school? 
i. It should be noted that a decision on the location of a new school has not been 

made. 
ii. However, a most likely site is the Swansea Rec Center lot. 
iii. There is room at this site for a school and a new improved/larger Rec Center. 
iv. There was some concern expressed that currently some students catch a 

transfer bus out of the neighborhood to Bruce Randolph.  It will be important to 
ensure these bus connections are still workable with any changes which are 
made to the location of the school. Trena from DPS mentioned that DPS would 
evaluate school bus connections should the school be relocated 

d. School / Rec Center combination  
i. Dody shared materials and presented information on the Omar Blair School / 

Green Valley Recreation Center and how the two functioned well in tandem. 
ii. There were questions about timing and use. 
iii. There were questions and discussion about the safety of children with a 

school/recreational center combination.  How can we guarantee the safety of 
the children when the two are together? 

iv. There was discussion about how these neighborhoods differed from Green 
Valley neighborhood. 

v. Is it possible to have two separate gyms, one for the rec center and one for the 
school? 

vi. We agreed that the decision to build a school/rec center combination did not 
need to be determined before CDOT’s decision regarding the shift. 
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vii. We agreed that the neighborhood needs a rec center and that this rec center 
should be run and managed by the City and that use rates must be affordable 
for adults and children from the neighborhood. 

e. Timing and quality of new school construction 
i. We discussed the importance of having a school within the neighborhood.  DPS 

has provided a letter and numerous assurances that they will maintain an 
elementary school within the neighborhood. 

ii. We also discussed and DPS’ representative assured the group that DPS will build 
any new school to standards for all newly built schools within the City. 

iii. Also, a new school will be built and moved into before any construction impacts 
the present school 

f. There was also some discussion and concern for the money which was being spent to 
repair the present park space.  We briefly discussed that any significant construction is 
5‐7 years away and the park needs immediate repair. 

IV. Next meeting of the four combined focus groups will be February 9th, 5:30 – 7:00 at the Swansea 
Recreational Center. 
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I‐70 Shift – Housing Workgroup 
December 20th, 2011 meeting 

 
 
Those present
Beth Truby 
Carrie Wallis 
Joe Elliott 
Juan Ruiz 
Karen Good 

Ken Hoagland 
Kirk Webb 
Loretta Ruiz 
Steve Charbonneau

Steve Gordon 
 
This was the first meeting of the business workgroup.  Our goal was to discuss issues and concerns from 
a big‐picture perspective.  Below is a brief summary of the conversation. 
 

I. The group agreed that there should be no net loss of single‐family homes in the Elyria/Swansea 
neighborhoods.  In fact, it possible in combination with multi‐family development opportunities 
we should see a net gain.  How can we capitalize on foreclosure properties to keep people in the 
neighborhood? 

 
II. CDOT Acquisition.  There were a number of questions about the CDOT acquisition process.  We 

agree that we’ll need to outline in a FAQ format basic information which we can share with the 
neighborhood. 

a. Case by case evaluation 
b. You won’t get left upside down in your home 
c. Improvements you’ve made will be factored into the value of your home 

 
III. Neighborhood Mitigation Plan 

a. In several groups the idea is brought up of developing a “neighborhood mitigation plan”, 
which will set aside money and establish a process for identification, review, approval 
and implementation of neighborhood mitigation projects.  The rationale is that we 
won’t necessarily know what the neighborhood needs early in the project, so rather 
than guessing, we’ll establish this mitigation plan with allocated money and process to 
utilize in the best way possible as we go forward. 

b. We also discussed the importance of finding best practices and learning more.  Kirk said 
he could provide a link to the case studies page at FHWA on environmental justice 
mitigation.  The project he referenced is the East‐West Expressway in Durham, NC –
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/case_studies/ 

 
IV. Currently there are funds available through Office of Economic Development for home owners 

to rehab their home.  This program can be accessed through the Denver Urban Renewal 
Authority at 303‐534‐3872.   

a. DURA provides assistance through two distinct housing programs for income‐qualified 
Denver residents – the Single Family Rehabilitation Program  (SFR) and the Emergency 
Home Repair Program (EHR).  

b. The SFR Program provides low or no‐interest loans for essential home repairs such as 
roofing, heating, electrical, plumbing, insulation, windows, floor coverings, and kitchen 
cabinets; while the EHR Program provides similar assistance for emergency situations 



 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
Community Mediation Concepts – “Helping People Talk to People” 

Steve Charbonneau • 303‐717‐2167 • 303‐772‐7567(fax) • Steve@FindSolutions.org •  www.FindSolutions.org 

Pa
ge
	2
	

such as a leaking roof, hazardous furnace or sewer system failure that need immediate 
attention.  

c. The Single‐Family Rehabilitation SFR Program is designed to help low to moderate‐
income Denver homeowners make their homes safe and livable. The SFR Program 
provides loans up to $24,999 for major home renovations such as roofing, heating, 
electrical or plumbing. Of this amount, a minimum of $5,000 must be spent on the 
exterior of the home. The interest rate and loan terms will vary depending on your 
household size and income. 

d. The Emergency Home Repair (EHR) program is designed to repair plumbing, heating and 
electrical problems that pose an immediate danger to the health and safety of low‐
income Denver homeowners. The program provides grants and deferred loans. Deferred 
loans are due upon sale or refinance of the house or when the owner ceases to occupy 
the home.  

 
V. The Neighborhood Stabilization Program 3 is a program that the City of Denver is operating in 

conjunction with Habitat for Humanity of Metro Denver.  Approximately $2.4 million will be 
made available in four Denver neighborhoods to acquire, rehabilitate and resell foreclosed 
properties.  Elyria/Swansea and Globeville are two of the target neighborhoods.  An estimated 9 
units will be rehabilitated or built in Elyria/Swansea and 6 units in Globeville. 

 
VI. Project coordination 

a. Ensure coordinate with RTD’s Light Rail 
b. Ensure coordination with Stock Show plans 
c. Discussed need an Elyria/Swansea Neighborhood Plan.  Maybe we can provide a 

timeline and process for when Community Planning and Development will be 
conducting this plan. 

d. Currently there is instability in the neighborhood, which may cause people to move out 
of fear of the unknown.  This is another reason to begin the neighborhood plan, so 
we’re able to minimize the unknowns. 

 
VII. Project scope 

a. We discussed the balance of a good project for the neighborhood; do you take more 
homes and create a better buffer, or less homes and less buffer.  We agreed we’d need 
more information and that this decision will be made further into the project design, 
when more information is available. 

 
VIII. Construction impact.   

a. How will CDOT identify and manage the construction staging, the noise, pollution and 
impact upon housing and businesses which are construction impacts, not finished 
project impacts? 

 
IX. Additional information which might be helpful 

a. Neighborhood rates of foreclosures 
b. Trends in housing values for the past five years 
c. Identify potential lots and areas for additional single‐family and multi‐family housing 

with the Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods 
d. Proposed timeline from now until project completion 
e. Draft Stock Show Area Plan, which is referenced in all the working group meetings. 
f. Approximate range of homes which will be taken. 
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I‐70 Housing Focus Group 
January 23rd, 2012 meeting 

 
 
This was our second meeting with the Housing Focus Group.  Our goal was to discuss issues and 
concerns from a big‐picture perspective.  Below is a brief summary of the conversation. 
 

I. After greetings and introductions we reviewed the summary from our last meeting and 
affirmed; 

a. There should be no net loss of housing units within the neighborhood, 
b. Kirk quickly reiterated CDOT’s acquisition policy and provide a small handout outlining 

the process, and 
c. The importance and necessity of a comprehensive mitigation plan, with dedicated funds 

to support the plan. 
II. Steve Gordon shared an area map showing vacant land near existing residential.  There are only 

about 5‐7 residential lots which can be used for additional residential in the neighborhood.  
There are underutilized lots, i.e. storage type lots, minimal value buildings, etc. 

III. Steve Gordon also briefly discussed the station area plan and that additional recommendations 
and completion is waiting on information regarding the future of the Stock Show. 

IV. Beth Truby shared information and provided a website for low interest loans to property owners 
to improve their properties.  This is a link to the single family rehab program where assistance is 
available to fund improvements to people's homes.  Or the phone number is 303‐534‐3872.  
http://renewdenver.org/housing‐rehabilitation.html  

V. We also talked about how CDOT might be asked to help fund existing City programs which 
would make funds available to homeowners within Elyria, Globeville and Swansea for housing 
improvements and mitigation. 

VI. Focus Points Family Resource Center was very clear that they have no intention of moving from 
where they are currently located. 

VII. When considering replacement housing stock within the neighborhood, it was advised that we 
remember many of the families are large families and will need housing to accommodate. 

VIII. The question was asked; “What about homes which aren’t acquired by CDOT, but live too close 
to the highway.”  This initiated a discussion about how much land should be acquired by CDOT, 
the minimal or maybe a bit more to provide adequate buffering.  The consensus is that a bit 
more land should be acquired, so there are no homes “within the shadow” of I‐70. 

IX. Concern was also expressed about depreciated value of the current housing and the timeline for 
actual construction.  It is anticipated that actual construction will begin in 5‐7 years. 

X. There was also a request for a listing and location of group homes and those who have 
transition from prison to the neighborhood, along with known pedophiles.  

a. Answer to question:  The information sex offenders  is public information & can be 
found at The location of Registered Sex Offenders is available from the DenverGov 
Police Web site.  There are FAQ’s on the DenverGov web site and a number to call.  
http://www.denvergov.org/sexoffenders  Click on Search Denver Sex Offenders.  This 
takes you to an external web site where you can search for Registered Denver Sex 
Offenders.  You can search in the proximity of an address.  You can download the list 
(bottom of the page). 

XI. Foreclosures within the neighborhood (80216); 3rd quarter (2011) there were 11, 4th quarter 
(2001) there were 14. 
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XII. The focus group asked for assurances that if a new recreational center was built, it would be 
maintained and operated by the City and the rates for immediate neighborhood residents would 
be kept affordable. 
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I‐70 Shift – Future Mitigation Workgroup 
December 21st, 2011 meeting 

 
Those Present: 
Betty Cram 
Christopher Smith 
Jim Mercado 
John Riecke 
Karen Good 

Kevin Schneider 
Maxine Ichikawa 
Rebecca White 
Steve Charbonneau 

 
This was the first meeting of the future mitigation workgroup.  Our goal was to discuss issues and 
concerns from a big‐picture perspective.  Below is a brief summary of the conversation. 
 

I. Neighborhood Mitigation Plan 
a. In several groups the idea is brought up of developing a “neighborhood mitigation plan”, 

which will set aside money and establish a process for identification, review, approval 
and implementation of neighborhood mitigation projects.  The rationale is that we 
won’t necessarily know what the neighborhood needs early in the project, so rather 
than guessing, we’ll establish this mitigation plan with allocated money and a clear 
application process to utilize in the best way possible as we go forward. 

b. We also discussed the importance of finding best practices and learning more.  CDOT 
provided a link to the case studies page at FHWA on environmental justice mitigation.  
The project he referenced is the East‐West Expressway in Durham, NC –
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/case_studies/ 

c. What are the components of an environmental justice study?  Maybe what we need is a 
class in EJ‐101.  Is this something Kirk can do without seeming to be CDOT’s 
representative?  Or is there another way to approach this need? 

 
II. The group agreed that there should be no net loss of single‐family homes in the Elyria/Swansea 

neighborhoods.  In fact, it possible in combination with multi‐family development opportunities 
we should see a net gain. 

 
III. Mitigation ideas or concerns, issues which were mentioned, need to be paid attention to in the 

scheme to planning; 
a. Hardscaping – how will we creatively manage the many hardscape areas which will be 

created as a result of this project? 
b. The cleanup of the DPS site should be rolled into this project. 
c. Railroad noise.  Can we create quiet zones, grade separations, etc. so the impact of the 

RR is not so drastic? 
d. Highway noise – study best practices for design and to minimize the noise impact 
e. Small business development assistance and fund – this is an opportunity to focus on the 

development of small businesses with this neighborhood.  Can we partner with OED and 
DURA to identify businesses which would best be located in this area?  Then market, 
incentivize and bring them to the neighborhood. 

f. Design should be consistent with neighborhood history and design 
g. Signage issues 
h. Lighting issues 
i. Invigorate the Denver Coliseum 
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j. Brighton Boulevard north of I‐70 is a problem.  The design of an I‐70 northern shift must 
include resolving Brighton north. 

k. Connections to the river can enhance the neighborhood and should be considered as 
part of any mitigation plan. 

 
IV. Utilize the space under the highway.  Here are ideas which were mentioned, but not developed 

further; 
a. Open it up to natural light and air 
b. Auto, bike and pedestrian friendly 
c. Address maintenance issues (bird, weeds, graffiti, upkeep, landscaping, etc.) 
d. Narrow the pillars, should I‐70 be elevated even higher to emit light and air? 
e. Retail which begins under the highway and flows out into the buffer 
f. Basketball courts, tennis courts, recreational space 

 
V. Also, 

a. Will York and Josephine turn into 2‐way roads? 
b. Identify best practices for building a highway of this nature through neighborhoods.  

What are the best designs nationally?  Internationally?  Who can direct us in this 
research?  We’ve got to be willing to think past the obvious. 

 
VI. Needed for next meeting 

a. Proposed cross‐section for I‐70 
b. Proposed cross‐section of 46th under I‐70 
c. Identify best practices, both nationally and internationally for this type of highway 

design 
d. Station Area Plan, which is often referenced 
e. “Roll‐out” of what the area below I‐70 (including 46th)  might look like, Brighton to 

Colorado 
 
VII. Next Meeting – The week of January 16th 
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I‐70 Shift –Mitigation Focus Group 
January 17th, 2012 meeting 

 
 
This was our second meeting of the mitigation focus group. 
 

I. We reviewed the concept of a Neighborhood Mitigation Plan.  We believe the plan should focus 
on providing improvements to the neighborhood such as; increased lighting, sidewalks, paved 
alleys, curbing and gutters, and ways to address railroad noise. 

 
II. Kirk Webb (CDOT) presented information on environmental justice  and answered questions.  

The PowerPoint is located at www.denvergov.org/ccdI70.  He also answered questions 
regarding acquiring housing and how the process was managed by CDOT.   

 
III. Karen Good provided proposed and preliminary cross‐section drawings of what I‐70 might look 

like constructed from the EIS information. There was discussion about the width, and how the 
traffic would flow.  Karen also provided proposed and preliminary cross‐sections of how 46th 
might be constructed under I‐70.  We discussed the importance of it appearing more open and 
accessible to sunlight and air.  Safety, pedestrian and bike paths are important considerations 
for 46th.  In this context we discussed the importance of having a pedestrian and bike awareness 
program. 
 

IV. We believe there should be other ways to use the space under I‐70 and want to ensure this is 
considered when we reach the appropriate design phase. 
 

V. We discussed where the ‘line’ for acquiring properties might beAt this point, CDOT believes they 
can minimize the acquisition of homes from what has been presented in the past by 
reconfiguring 46th under I‐70.  We affirmed that some type of improvement or mitigation funds 
should be available to homeowners who are within a close proximity to the highway once 
construction is completed.  These funds could be used to provide improvements to reduce the 
impact of highway such as better insulated windows, landscaping, etc. 
 

VI. Within the context of providing buffer for the homes, Kirk asked what the neighbors preference 
would be: minimize property acquisition, or to acquire as much property as possible to create 
more space between the viaduct and the remaining homes.  The group said they would prefer 
that CDOT acquire 50‐100 additional feet to provide an effective and attractive buffer for I‐70. 

 
Our next meeting will be the combined focus group meeting on February 9th. 
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I‐70 Shift – Business Workgroup 
December 15th, 2011 meeting 

 
 
Those present: 
Armando Payan 
Dorothy Martin 
Gilbert Vasquez 
Jeff Popiel 

Jim Mercado 
Karen Good 
Kirk Webb 
Larry Burgess 

Louis Thomas 
Marvin Witt 
Scott Niblack 
Tim Martinez 

 
 
This was the first meeting of the business workgroup.  Our goal was to discuss issues and concerns from 
a big‐picture perspective.  Below is a brief summary of the conversation. 
 

I. Attract new businesses into the area 
a. How can we work with Office of Economic Development (OED) and Denver Urban 

Renewal Authority (DURA) to use this opportunity to leverage bringing additional 
businesses into this area? 

i. Set up a time to meet with OED and DURA to discuss and identify possible 
opportunities. 

ii. Is there an opportunity to move CDOT offices into the area? 
iii. When is the appropriate time to involve the State Office of Economic 

Development? 
b. What is available for area businesses in the way of workplace development? Facilitate a 

conversation with OED. 
i. Small business loan fund? 

c. We cannot attract the workers and therefore the businesses we need into the area 
unless we can improve the housing stock.  Develop a plan to address housing stock. 

i. DURA is awarding $25K for residential owners to improve their house.  This is a 
no interest loan and may have possibilities, but homeowners are hesitant to 
make commitments. 

 
II. Jobs 

a. We discussed how many local residents were hired by companies in the area.  We didn’t 
have exact numbers, but my sense is there are not a high percentage of local residents 
working for local companies.  There are a number of reasons; some being, condition of 
housing stock, need for skilled workers, etc. 

b. The Stock Show hires temps and conducts numerous job fairs.  How do we communicate 
this to the neighborhood? 

i. Work with Focus Points? 
ii. What else? 

c. There are Hub Zone benefits to an employer who hires 35% of local residents, but this is 
almost an impossible percentage to achieve given the many hurdles. 

d. We agree, there should be zero net job loss and business loss for the three 
neighborhoods because of any change to I‐70.  (While not directly within our purview, 
we also believe there should be zero net housing loss for the three neighborhoods 
because of any change to I‐70.) 
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III. Gateway 

a. While we realize this is a discussion regarding the northern shift of I‐70, we believe it is 
also an opportunity to meaningfully address issues around the Brighton Gateway to 
downtown.  

i. Easy on/off of I‐70 is critically important 
ii. Make it look good, accessible, etc. 

b. Infrastructure improvements along Brighton Boulevard into downtown. 
c. Not just the Brighton exit 
d. Needed improvements to Race Court 
e. Market for our area 

 
IV. Local Service concerns 

a. There is a need for a grocery store, market and other service oriented businesses within 
the three neighborhoods. 

 
V. Infrastructure concerns, specifically curbs, gutters, sidewalks, lighting throughout the 

neighborhoods 
 
VI. Connectivity 

a. If 48th is built through, it will impact key operations (crane, railroad siding) at Eaton 
Metal and force them to leave the area.  We need a different solution to the 
connectivity issue for 48th. 

b. How can we utilize “under I‐70” in a creative and meaningful way? 
 
VII. American Institute of Architects has volunteered to do an independent assessment of this 

specific section of I‐70.  Charbonneau agreed to talk with the key contact; however, CDOT and 
the City are not willing at this time to enter into an additional assessment by AIA. 

 
VIII. Construction schedule 

a. We need a plan which will preserve the existing businesses during the confusion of 
construction.  We don’t want their business to dry up and be gone because of the 
extensive construction. 

 
IX. Money 

a. Look into establishing a “impact fund” which can be drawn upon if specific criteria are 
met.  The concern is that we’re not able to identify all the impacts and needs which may 
become apparent as this process progresses. 

 
X. Neighborhood leadership 

a. When Cross Community Coalition left it created a void of neighborhood leadership, 
neighborhood communication, and neighborhood connections, etc.  This makes it 
difficult for a meaningful and cooperative relationship between the businesses and 
residents.  This is something which will need to be improved. 

 
XI. Next time 

a. Connectivity map 
b. There was discussion regarding DPS’ bus lot.  What is happening with this space?  How 

can it be cleaned up?  What are the requirements? 
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c. Environmental assessment map to identify environmental concerns and issues of the 
area.  . 

d. Who else needs to be here? 
i. Owens‐Corning? 
ii. Paul Tamburello 
iii. Who else? 

 
XII. Next Meeting – January 3rd 
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I‐70 Shift – Business Workgroup 
January 3rd, 2012 meeting 
 
 
Those present: 
Dorothy Martin 
Jim Mercado 
John Lucero 

Karen Good 
Kirk Webb 
Larry Burgess 

Tim Martinez 
Steve Charbonneau 

 
 
Below is a brief summary of the conversation from the second business working group meeting. 
 

I. Communication 
a. Larry agreed to disseminate information to the business group 
b. OED agreed to pull contact information for businesses within the area and disseminate 

information to this group. 
II. Consider establishing a BID 

a. We agreed; it is not too early to invite Brighton Boulevard area businesses to an 
introductory meeting – BID 101. 

b. Jim Mercado will help identify the businesses 
c. Timeframe for this? 

III. Environmental clean‐up opportunities for business development – City brought a map to review 
environmental information in the neighborhoods 

a. OED will identify possible sites for environmental clean‐up and conversion 
b. OED will prioritize and identify possible funding 

IV. Identify plans which are relevant to these neighborhoods, with a specific focus on business 
a. Industrial and Retail Plan 
b. Economic Profile Study 

V. “Mitigation Bucket” 
a. Impact type mitigation 

i. We briefly discussed an earlier idea of funding a mitigation bucket for later use 
in improving the neighborhood.  Such as; sound, air, landscaping, parks, curbs & 
gutter, sidewalk, lighting, etc. 

b. Business bucket 
i. We discussed the creation of a second “mitigation bucket” with an emphasis 

upon business opportunities within the neighborhoods 
ii. This would involve; 

1. Business plan  
2. Marketing plan 
3. Environmental clean‐up and seed money 
4. Incentive to relocate in ‘walk‐to‐work’ proximity 
5. Etc. 

VI. Potential business properties 
a. OED explained that one of the key factors for businesses locating in a neighborhood is 

property which  is “plug & play”; that is, it is clean, properly sized, easily developed and 
close to important infrastructure. 

b. CDOT could collect and give back to the City for specific uses all the remnant properties 
after the necessary acquisition and building.  These properties may be set‐aside for 
business development, or for other uses such as open space. 



 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
Community Mediation Concepts – “Helping People Talk to People” 

Steve Charbonneau • 303‐717‐2167 • 303‐772‐7567(fax) • Steve@FindSolutions.org •  www.FindSolutions.org 

Pa
ge
	2
	

 
VII. Workforce Development 

a. OED believes they can put a Workforce Development presence in the neighborhood 
b. Area jobs could be advertised and accessed through this resource 
c. CDOT could set aside money to help fund a Workforce Development presence 
d. Neighborhood job fairs could be held 
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I‐70 Shift – Communication Workgroup 
December 14th, 2011 meeting 

 
 
Those present: 
Stewart Steers 
Michael Sapp 
Max Weyker 

Kirk Webb 
Karen Good 
Cynthia Gallegos 

 
 
This was the first meeting of the communication workgroup.  Our goal was to discuss issues and 
concerns from a big‐picture perspective.  Below is a brief summary of the conversation. 
 

I. Challenges we’re facing when it comes to effective communication within the neighborhood: 
a. Considerable inaccurate information is being disseminated or passed along. 
b. There is confusion regarding what decision is being made, what the options are and 

potential impacts, opportunities, etc. 
c. We’re not able to provide the definitive answers people want, so it appears we’re either 

unprepared or not telling the truth. 
d. Lack of empowerment sometimes impacts neighbor’s ability to engage in the process in 

a meaningful way. 
e. On the other hand, a sense of entitlement sometimes gets in the way of dealing with 

reality issues. 
f. Email and Internet access is limited. 

 
II. Possibilities for communication 

a. Focus Points Family Resource Center is willing to be a strong partner in communicating 
in the three neighborhoods.  We initially identified a number of ways they are willing to 
help with the communication. 

i. Focus Points has a strong early childhood care / daycare program.  We can get 
information out to the parents involved in this program. 

ii. They have a strong English as a Second Language (ESL) program.  We can get 
information out to those involved in their ESL program. 

iii. Focus Points Family Resource Center is using “Learning Circles” and we can 
communicate in this way. 

iv. Focus Points Family Resource Center is having an informational dinner for the 
“Learning Circle Group” on January 19th.  Kirk, Karen and Kendra will attend this 
meeting at the invitation of Focus Points. Focus Point Community  

v. Are we still planning an informal meeting the week of January 16th, or does the 
above meeting take the place of the informal? 

vi. Focus Points Family Resource Center will help with the Spanish translation, both 
verbal and written. 

b. Schools are key to communication. 
i. Swansea Elementary School principal – Gilberto Muñoz 
ii. Other schools? 

c. Parish’s / Churches are also key to communication 
i. Our Lady of Grace – Father Noe Carreon 
ii. Others? 
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III. Area gathering places.  We discussed the possibility of identify key gathering places within the 

three neighborhood where we could establish a predictable informational presence.  We would 
have a flyer or FYI sheet in both English and Spanish posted, which we’d update regularly.  We 
initially identified the following possibilities; 

a. Elyria and Swansea Recreation  Centers 
b. Colorado Miner’s  
c. Parish(s)  (In Elyria, Pastor Robert?  Max knows) 
d. Focus Points Family Resource Center 
e. Schools 
f. Jim Mercado’s place 
g. Leo’s (garage on Brighton & 47th) 
h. 24 Hour Auto (between York and Josephine . . .) 
i. Mini Market 
j. Ice Cream Store 
k. Others? 

 
IV. We also discussed an Information Call Number 

a. Councilwoman Montero has mentioned that she would help get a phone number set up 
which neighbors could call for the latest neighborhood information.  We’ll need to check 
into this possibility. 

 
V. Next steps 

a. Look into utilize Focus Points Family Resource Center’s Learning Circles 
b. Next meeting, January 3rd 
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I‐70 Shift – Communication Focus Group 
January 3rd  2012 meeting 
 
 
Those present: 
Stuart Steers 
Michael Sapp 
Max Weyker 
Kirk Webb 

Karen Good 
Kendra Sandoval 
Steve Charbonneau

 
 
This was the second meeting of the communication workgroup.  Our goal was to identify key locations 
for communication drop‐off, format and process for the communication.  Below is a brief summary of 
the conversation. 
 

I. January 19th, Focus Points Family Resource Center (Focus Points) will host “Learning Circles” 
dinner.  This is a group of nonprofit representatives within the neighborhood.  The format for 
the evening will be an informal dinner.  Kirk Webb will represent CDOT, Karen Good will 
represent the City and Kendra Sandoval will represent the Mayor’s Office.  

a. There will be a 15‐20 minute presentation, followed by Q&A. 
b. Focus Points will send out an invitation and will encourage all attendees to review the 

information at  – www.denvergov.org/ccdI70, and come prepared to discuss the 
proposed Northern Shift. 

c. Our anticipation is that the Learning Circle members can help us get information to the 
neighborhood. 

II. We agreed that an 11x17 folded “newsletter” would be the best way to get information out 
quickly and without a lot of expense.  The format of the newsletter will be; 

a. Background 
i. The goal of this process (decision or consensus) 
ii. Why we’re here 
iii. How we got here 

b. Process (November – March) 
i. Neighborhood meeting 
ii. Focus Groups (synopsis of group accomplishments) 
iii. Neighborhood meeting (within the first two weeks of March) 

1. Reporting out by the focus groups 
c. How to be involved 

i. Check the website www.denvergov.org/ccdI70 
ii. Come to a focus groups 
iii. Talk with a focus group member 

d. Feedback 
i. Karen and Kirk 
ii. Phone number to leave a message 
iii. CDOT hotline 
iv. Email to leave a comment 
v. Talk with a communication focus group member 

1. Kendra – Mayors 
2. Sapp ‐ Mayors 
3. Karen – City 
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4. Kirk – CDOT 
5. Max – Neighbor 
6. Stuart – Focus Points 

III. Key locations for communication 
a. Swansea Elementary School,  Principal, Gilberto Muñoz 
b. Garden Place Elementary School – Principal 
c. Our Lady of Grace – Father Noe Carreon (Stuart will get alternative contact) 
d. Pilgrim Church – Pastor Robert Quintant (303.398.1904), (Max) 
e. Colorado Miner’s (Steve) 
f. Focus Points Family Resource Center (Stuart) 
g. Jim Mercado’s place ( 
h. Leo’s garage on Brighton & 47th (Max) 
i. 24 Hour Auto, between York and Josephine . . .(Max) 
j. Mini Market (Max) 
k. Ice Cream Store (Max) 
l. Margaret Escamilla (Sapp) 
m. Boogie (Kendra) 
n. Armando (Steve) 

IV. Our goal is to have the first newsletter translated and on the street by January 12th. 
 



 
 

Notes from Combined Focus Group Meeting February 9, 2012 
 Neighborhood Goals/Expectations for I‐70 Northern Shift 

 
 
Background and Context 
Since December and January we have conducted ten focus group meetings with over 90 neighbors participating.  Out of these 
meetings we developed a list of Neighborhood Goals and Expectations.  We refined this list in a combined focus group meeting on 
the 9th of February.  This list comprises what the focus groups and neighbors identified as critical to their support of a northern shift.  
If there is consensus to accept the northern shift by the neighborhoods, these community goals and expectations will be integrated 
into CDOT’s final design and environmental evaluation and the Record of Decision. 
 
Decisions to be made 
 CDOT will make the ultimate decision regarding what happens to I‐70.  They will decide between a northern shift, a southern 

shift, or to do nothing at this time.  However, a decision regarding I‐70 must be made now or in the short‐term future.  The 
highway needs major repair and rebuilding. 

 The neighborhoods must decide if there is adequate benefit to their neighborhoods to agree to support a northern shift. 
 
Neighborhood Goals/Expectations – 
 
Regarding Housing: 

1. No net loss of housing to the neighborhoods.  [The 
number of housing units which are taken as a result 
of I‐70 construction or mitigation should  be 
replaced in the neighborhood in the form of single or 
multi‐family housing units.] 

2. Housing improvements to mitigate the proximity of 
I‐70 will be available to home owners within close 
proximity to the new I‐70 viaduct.  [These 
improvements may come in the form of landscaping, 
improved and insulated windows, etc.] 

3. CDOT should acquire additional property to ensure 
an adequate buffer for the neighborhood. [In several 
of our focus groups community members stated that 
taking a bit more additional land for a buffer is 
preferable to leaving homes and highway in close 
proximity.] 

 
Regarding Swansea Elementary School: 

1. Denver Public School will guarantee an elementary 
school will remain in the Swansea neighborhood. 
(Note DPS has already provided this) 

2. CDOT will fund the building of a new school. 
3. The desire of the community is for the new school to 

remain within walking distance of the present 
school. [The most probable site is the current 
Swansea Recreational Center site which will need to 
be rebuilt along with the school.] 

4. The new school will be built to current DPS building 
standards. [This will resolve many of the physical 
structure concerns with the present school.] 

5. The new school will be completed before any 
highway construction impacts the existing school. 

6. A roadway would be built over or under the railroad 
at 47th or 48th eliminating the track crossing at 47th & 
York. 

7. Specific consideration will be given to providing 
barrier walls and buffers so the new school site will 

not be exposed to dangerous railroad traffic in the 
case of accident. 

8. A recreational center may be built in conjunction 
with the school, enabling shared resources.  If this is 
considered, a number of concerns must be 
addressed; such as safety for the children, 
affordability for membershipi, etc. 

 
Regarding Mitigation: 
1. Identify basic mitigation measures for the neighborhood, 

both present and potential opportunities. Set aside a 
“neighborhood mitigation fund” to address 
neighborhood needs, beginning when specific plans are 
in place for the northern shift of I‐70.  Neighborhood 
needs initially discussed include; curbs, gutters, 
sidewalks, paving of roads and alleys, improved lighting, 
reducing impact of railroad noise, improvement of 
Brighton Boulevard north of I‐70, and connections to the 
river. 

2. Design of I‐70 and 46th under the highway will take into 
consideration best practices of design, visual and 
environmental protection for the neighborhood. Initial 
discussion included; opening the area up to natural light 
and air, regular maintenance, auto, bike and pedestrian 
friendly, and alternative uses for excess areas taken 
during acquisition. 

3. Purina will significantly reduce odors. (They have 
committed to reducing them by 90% or higher.) 

4. CDOT will ensure that its contractors follow practices 
that will reduce impacts of construction effects such as 
noise, dust and vibration to the neighborhoods. 

5. CDOT and its contractors will make every attempt to 
employ and contract with local businesses and 
individuals in the re‐construction of I‐70. 

 
Regarding Business: 

1. No net loss of local businesses as a result of I‐70’s 
northern shift. 



 
 

2. Ensure highway construction does not place 
unreasonable burden on existing businesses. 

3. Office of Economic Development (OED) and 
Elyria/Swansea/Globeville neighborhoods develop a 
specific plan for bringing businessii into the area. 

4. (OED) establish a workforce development presence 
in the areaiii. 

5. Create a business mitigation fund.  Ideas for this 
fund include; identifying possible sites for 
environmental clean‐up and conversion, industrial 

and Retail Plan, Economic Profile Study, 
Neighborhood(s) Business Plan, Business Marketing 
Plan, and implementation of these plans; incentive 
for “walk‐to‐work” business proximity, and “Plug and 
Play” properties for businesses relocating to this 
area (plug and play means property that is clean, 
properly sized, easily developed and close to 
necessary infrastructure). 

6. CDOT may consider giving remnant properties, after 
highway building, to the City for specific uses. 

 
Next Steps: 

 These community goals, along with a recommendation will be brought to our neighborhood meeting on March 8th, where 
consensus and a recommendation will be discussed and if agreed upon, forwarded to CDOT. 

 CDOT will make their decision. 
 Over the next 1‐5 years the necessary engineering designs and plans will be put into place. 
 If northern shift is selected school/rec center would be designed and constructed in 2 – 4 years 
 Construction of the I‐70 viaduct will begin in 5‐7 years. 

 
 

                                                            
i It was asked if there would be a way to grandfather present residents into some reduced amount for membership fees. 
ii It was requested that the neighborhood be involved in identifying what businesses were most needed within these specific neighborhoods; i.e. 
grocery store, etc. 
iii It was asked that OED coordinate with existing nonprofits within the neighborhood. 
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Telephone Town Hall 
February 20, 2013 

 
The I-70 East EIS project team called more than 38,000 residents in the project corridor and 
invited them to join an hour-long telephone town hall (in both Spanish and English) from 7-8 
p.m. on February 20, 2013.  Those who joined the sessions – more than 2,600 – heard a 
presentation on the project and the alternatives under consideration, were given the opportunity 
to ask questions from the project team members and leave voicemails to be contacted later. 
 
Five polling questions were asked during this meeting to gather general information from 
participants. The participants were advised to press a number on their phone to select a response 
to the question. Below is a list of the questions and responses received to these questions. 

 

 
 

  English Spanish 
1.   How often do you drive on I-70 between I-25 and Colorado Boulevard?    

a.   It’s part of my daily commute 24% 45% 
b.   I drive it frequently 42% 36% 
c.   I go out of my way to avoid it 34% 19% 

2.   How familiar are you with the I-70 EIS and the public outreach 
process? 

   

a.   Very familiar 8% 67% 
b.   Somewhat familiar 23% 11% 
c.   This is the first I’ve heard of it 69% 22% 

3.   What community resources do you think should be protected?    

a.   Swansea School 21% 33% 
b.   Businesses 7% 33% 
c.   Houses 36% 33% 
d.   Parks 11% 0 
e.   Historic resources 25% 0 

4.   Which of the alternatives would you prefer between Brighton 
Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard? 

   

a.   Remove the bridge and reconstruct with additional lanes 53% 50% 
b.   Replace the bridge moving it to the north and adding lanes 20% 50% 
c.   Replace the bridge moving it to the south and adding lanes 13% 0 
d.   Replace the bridge but not add any more lanes 14% 0 

5.   In the future, how would you like to receive new information about this 
project? 

   

a.   Postcards in the mail 44% 75% 
b.   Flyers on my front porch 12% 0 
c.   Telephone calls 18% 0 
d.   E-mails 26% 25% 
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Period
Unique 
Visitors

Visits
Visits per Unique 
Visitor (Average)

Unique Visitors per 
Day (Average)

Pages 
Viewed

Page Views per 
Visit (Average)

PDFs 
Viewed

Bandwidth
(data downloaded)

December 2008 704 1,169 1.7 22.7 5,297 5 1,098 10.4 GB
TOTAL for (last month of)  2008 704 1,169 1.7 22.7 5,297 5 1,098 10.4 GB

January 2009 613 980 1.6 19.8 3,132 3 585 6.8 GB
February 2009 608 1,012 1.7 21.7 3,028 3 433 6.3 GB
March 2009 890 1,528 1.7 28.7 4,467 3 857 9.8 GB
April 2009 694 1,002 1.4 23.1 3,641 4 496 4.1 GB
May 2009 522 757 1.5 16.8 2,676 4 305 1.4 GB
June 2009 647 1,041 1.6 21.6 3,885 4 738 3.5 GB
July 2009 595 1,028 1.7 19.2 3,194 3 416 2.3 GB
August 2009 644 1,294 2.0 20.8 2,620 2 334 1.5 GB
September 2009 675 1,235 1.8 22.5 2,977 2 395 3.2 GB
October 2009 774 1,453 1.9 25.0 3,594 2 666 3.5 GB
November 2009 786 1,250 1.6 26.2 3,019 2 531 4.9 GB
December 2009 641 1,104 1.7 20.7 2,736 2 383 2.2 GB

TOTAL for 2009 8,089 13,684 1.7 22.2 38,969 3 6,139 49.5 GB

January 2010 626 1,051 1.7 20.2 3,193 3 408 3.9 GB
February 2010 506 682 1.3 18.1 2,281 3 389 2.9 GB
March 2010 555 784 1.4 17.9 2,266 3 537 3.6 GB
April 2010 456 667 1.5 15.2 1,898 3 634 10.6 GB
May 2010 377 464 1.2 12.2 1,179 3 180 794 MB
June 2010 509 683 1.3 17.0 2,631 4 447 2.5 GB
July 2010 521 734 1.4 16.8 2,886 4 377 2.8 GB
August 2010 470 639 1.4 15.2 2,174 3 259 1.5 GB
September 2010 463 664 1.4 15.4 2,827 4 342 1.3 GB
October 2010 497 725 1.5 16.0 2,473 3 455 2.2 GB
November 2010 506 732 1.4 16.9 2,792 4 720 3.2 GB

I‐70 East Website Statistics
www.i‐70east.com

Prepared by Webmaster, POITRA Visual, April  16, 2014

Unique Website Visitors for period of December 2008 through March 2014



December 2010 655 877 1.3 21.1 2,709 3 739 3.1 GB
TOTAL for 2010 6,141 8,702 1.4 16.8 29,309 3 5,487 38.4 GB

January 2011 454 616 1.4 14.6 3,637 6 583 2.5 GB
February 2011 530 766 1.4 18.9 3,273 4 1,002 4.4 GB
March 2011 588 911 1.5 19.0 2,679 3 616 2.4 GB
April 2011 739 1,098 1.5 24.6 4,118 4 1,004 3.9 GB
May 2011 784 1,153 1.5 25.3 4,461 4 953 4.0 GB
June 2011 548 843 1.5 18.3 2,956 4 752 2.9 GB
July 2011 562 921 1.6 18.1 2,807 3 583 2.1 GB
August 2011 542 882 1.6 17.5 2,435 3 649 3.5 GB
September 2011 525 820 1.6 17.5 2,530 3 629 2.9 GB
October 2011 605 1,017 1.7 19.5 2,794 3 674 3.9 GB
November 2011 608 1,050 1.7 20.3 3,183 3 622 5.4 GB
December 2011 564 974 1.7 18.2 3,284 3 882 5.4 GB

TOTAL for 2011 7,049 11,051 1.6 19.3 38,157 3 8,949 43.3 GB

January 2012 553 1,053 1.9 17.8 2,562 2 545 5.1 GB
February 2012 573 1,077 1.9 20.5 2,524 2 541 4.4 GB
March 2012 1,012 1,525 1.5 32.6 4,822 3 1,200 9.1 GB
April 2012 829 1,286 1.6 27.6 4,862 4 1,594 4.8 GB
May 2012 1,027 1,750 1.7 33.1 6,533 4 2,523 7.0 GB
June 2012 693 1,219 1.8 23.1 2,975 2 886 4.7 GB
July 2012 611 1,241 2.0 19.7 3,871 3 1,244 3.6 GB
August 2012 729 1,381 1.9 23.5 4,697 3 1,958 3.8 GB
September 2012 699 1,342 1.9 23.3 3,855 3 1,381 7.45 GB
October 2012 809 1,708 2.1 26.1 11,934 7 7,938 6.88 GB
November 2012 983 1,938 2.0 32.8 7,069 4 2,420 7.23 GB
December 2012 674 1,425 2.1 21.7 5,136 4 2,403 5.15 GB

TOTAL for 2012 9,192 16,945 1.8 25.2 60,840 4 24,633 69.21 GB

January 2013 640 1,337 2.1 20.6 5,085 4 2,255 8.69 GB
February 2013 710 1,363 1.9 25.4 4,214 3 1,073 3.64 GB
March 2013 845 1,848 2.2 27.3 7,261 4 1,463 8.88 GB
April 2013 1,868 3,273 1.8 62.3 16,061 5 3,251 18.69 GB
May 2013 993 1,912 1.9 32.0 11,288 6 4,588 10.25 GB
June 2013 1,076 2,105 2.0 35.9 8,629 4 2,818 7.53 GB



July 2013 1,019 1,936 1.9 32.9 6,750 3 1,154 5.19 GB
August 2013 1,040 1,931 1.9 33.5 10,106 5 1,407 6.58 GB
September 2013 1,117 2,046 1.8 37.2 10,799 5 2,220 9.09 GB
October 2013 1,030 1,980 1.9 33.2 9,520 5 1,304 8.26 GB
November 2013 1,068 2,287 2.1 35.6 10,585 5 1,242 9.37 GB
December 2013 1,229 2,891 2.4 39.6 18,865 7 2,217 8.39 GB

TOTAL for 2013 12,635 24,909 2.0 34.6 119,163 5 24,992 104.56 GB

January 2014 1,278 2,644 2.1 41.2 9,729 4 1,736 10.46 GB
February 2014 1,275 2,445 1.9 45.5 11,579 5 2,332 13.55 GB
March 2014 1,230 2,321 1.9 39.7 9,249 4 2,304 13.89 GB

TOTAL (to‐date)  2014 3,783 7,410 2.0 42.1 30,557 4 6,372 37.90 GB

TOTAL Dec. 2008 ‐ March 2014 47,593 83,870 1.8 26.1 322,292 4 77,670 353.27 GB

Notes:
1. The I‐70 East project website went online in late May 2007—statistical information is available for the period of December 2008 to present.
2. All counts included here are actual visitor information, that is, search engine hits (robots, etc.) are not included.
3. During the period from December 2008 through March 2014, each unique visitor returned to the site an average of 1.8 times per month (average 2 times per month in 2013‐2014) and viewed 4 pages (4‐5 
pages during 2013‐2014) and 1.6 PDF files (Meeting Minutes, Exhibits, Alternative Design Plans, & Report Documents).
4. The number of visitors per day, monthly total visits, pages and pdfs viewed, and bandwidth have increased steadily over the last several years. This indicates a steady increase of public interest in the project 
and its design & outcome.
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