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Commerce City  
Neighborhood Meeting 

 
Date/Time:  March 21, 2006/6:30 P.M. – 8:30 P.M.  
Location:    Commerce City Recreation Center 
 
Attendees:   
Tony Bertapeolle Thelma Colle Herold Rice 
Art Beden Beatrice Beden Salvador Arrieta 
Elizabeth Lambrecht James Price Gabriel Zuniga 
Dominga Zuniga Maxine Yagger Alberta Valdez 
Jill Proctor Dave Valdez Antonio Diaz 
Nelson Pickett Bobbie Crall Erlinda Franco 
Joe Franco Sandra Carruthers Lois Heinrich 
Heather Rule Curtis Cain Toby Maez, Jr. 
Rene Bullock Bob Zeiler Georgia Clark 
Jerry Hedglin Lewis G. Hall Brent Loomis 
Don Sander Juanita Earwood Leora Richards 
Cory Dieter Loretta Petty Maxine Galindo 
Dick Smith Brent Soderlin Grace Tochihara 
Scott Jaquigh Kathy DeWald Jose Solano 
Tom Anthony Tom Acre Paul Natale 
Reba Drotar Salena Anthony Marcela McIntyre 
Chris Cramer Nance Zeiler Nicalee Baker 
Garry Zalesky Crystal Caim Sean Ford 
Lydia Gagger   
 
 
I.  NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING OVERVIEW 
The I-70 East Corridor EIS project team conducted a neighborhood meeting on Tuesday, March 
21st as part of the on-going community outreach process to present information on alternatives 
that are being evaluated. The primary purpose of the Commerce City Neighborhood Meeting was 
to disseminate, discuss, and answer questions regarding highway alternatives.   
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II.  OPEN HOUSE 
The first 30 minutes (from 6:30 – 7:00 pm) of the meeting was conducted as an open house and 
detailed many different topics including: 

1. Overview of the project – Process, Schedule, and Outreach Efforts Summary 
2. Highway DEIS Alternatives 
3. Characteristics of Highway DEIS Alternatives 
4. Transit DEIS Alternatives 
5. Next Steps 
 

III.  PRESENTATION 
After the open house, a slide show was presented that provided a project update, outreach update, 
alternative screening process review, an update on transit alternatives and detail on highway 
alternatives including the Realignment Alternative. An overview of the presentation is provided 
below. 
 
Project overview 
The project team is currently working on refining the highway and transit alternatives.  A Draft 
EIS is anticipated at the end of 2006 with formal comments beginning in 2007.   
 
Outreach update 
Since beginning the outreach process in August 2003, the project team has held 29 block 
meetings, 13 neighborhood meetings, 5 topic-specific neighborhood meetings, and six rounds of 
corridor-wide meetings.  The project team is currently working on scheduling the next round of 
corridor-wide meetings to be held later this spring. 
 
Alternative screening process 
Over 170 alternatives generated from the project team, corridor communities, government 
agencies, and previous studies, were put through a multi-leveled screening process consisting of 
pre-screening, comparative screening, and detailed screening.  Of those 170 alternatives, four 
highway alternatives and two transit alternatives are still under evaluation.  The transit and 
highway alternatives that are currently being evaluated include:   
 

Highway Alternatives 
DEIS Alternative A – General purpose lanes on existing I-70 alignment   
Four options will be evaluated in the DEIS for this alternative.  These options will compare 
three concepts: 

• Adding one or two general purpose lanes in each direction between I-25 and I-270 
• Shifting to the north or south between Brighton Boulevard and I-270 
• A bridge or below grade vertical alignment between Brighton Boulevard and Colorado 

Boulevard 
DEIS Alternative B – Tolled express lanes on existing I-70 alignment  
DEIS Alternative C – General purpose lanes on I-70 realignment 
DEIS Alternative D – Tolled express lanes on I-70 realignment  
 
There is also a No-Action highway alternative that includes repairing the viaduct between 
Brighton Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard but not adding any additional lanes. 



Commerce City Neighborhood Meeting 
March 21, 2006 

Page 3 of 9 
 
 

Transit Alternatives 
Both transit alternatives are located on the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Corridor, but use 
different connections from the UPRR Corridor north to Denver International Airport (DIA).  
Transit alternatives being evaluated in the DEIS include: 
DEIS Alternative 1 – Union Pacific Commuter Rail  
DEIS Alternative 2 – Union Pacific Light Rail 

 
New information has been received by the project team regarding the light rail technology 
alternative.  There are issues with bringing it into Denver Union Station and to determine the 
feasibility of light rail in this corridor.  The Union Pacific has written a letter to RTD stating that 
they will not allow non-compliant technologies like light rail in their corridor.  These issues will 
be considered within the project’s established input and review process. 
 
After the presentation, various questions/comments were discussed.  An overview of the 
questions/comments are highlighted below.   
 
Questions/comments 
1. Residents from Elyria/Swansea asked to hold up a banner for one minute. 
Answer:  Residents were allowed to hold up their banner for a period of two questions.  

 
2. Is the realignment alternative elevated off of Brighton?  If so, when does it go back to ground 
level? 
Answer:  Yes, the realignment alternative is elevated off of Brighton and then goes back to grade 
at Race Street and elevates again at the railroad tracks. 
 
3. I have a business on 51st Street and Brighton Boulevard, will it be elevated in that area?  If 
so, what happens to the businesses in that area? 
Answer:  At 51st Street and Brighton Boulevard, the realignment is still elevated.  There may be a 
need acquire those businesses as part of the realignment alternative, but we can’t determine that 
right now. 

 
4. I would like to ask the highway people what we were told when the viaduct was first built?  
We were told that the viaduct would last over 100 years.  Now, it’s falling apart, and you’re 
taking it down and widening it.  All we want is to cover up (tunnel) I-70 from Colorado 
Boulevard to Brighton Boulevard. 

 
5. I can see that the meeting attendees are a bit confused about this process.  Commerce City 
feels like we haven’t been a part of the discussion. We were told that we could have a discussion 
about this process, but this doesn’t feel like a discussion.  A tunnel would be better.  I’m asking 
our citizens to get up and ask questions today.  
 
6. We (Commerce City) are late to the table.  We haven’t had the input that other 
neighborhoods have had. We didn’t get the information that Montbello and other neighborhoods 
received a while ago.  You never came to our city to hold a meeting.  We already have a 
homeland security issue with Suncor and with your proposed alternative, it would make our 
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security issues even worse.  What I would like to know is who is purchasing the land where the 
existing I-70 resides?  That’s who is benefiting from all of this. 
Answer:  The project team started this process back in August 2003.  The first meeting in 
Commerce City was held on December 2nd, 2003 at the Viva Villa restaurant.  We flyered in 
every neighborhood that highway and transit would affect.  We held six corridor-wide meetings 
to date, two meetings per round.  The message throughout this entire process and at every 
meeting has been that no decision has been made.  The realignment alternative is an alternative 
that came out of the communities.  It is not an alternative that the agencies put on the table.  It is 
important to point out that a decision has not been made.  The project team is not aware of 
anyone buying property along the I-70 alignment. 

 
7. We did not hear about the meeting in 2003.  In Seattle, they have a tunnel that connects to 
Mercer Island.  Property value increased when they built the tunnel. Why can’t we do it here? 
After I-80 was elevated a park was built over it. We collected over 600 signatures all in favor of 
building a tunnel for I-70.  We want to beautify our neighborhood, increase its value, and reduce 
pollution for our citizens. 
 
8. In 2003, I went to the Commerce City Neighborhood meeting and the realignment alternative 
was not introduced.  When did the realignment alternative come about?  
Answer:  In February 2004 we began presenting the realignment alternative and at each meeting 
since then, we have provided information on this alternative. 
 
9. So, in February 2004, when you decided that the realignment alternative was going to go 
through Commerce City, nobody came to Commerce City to notify us of what you were doing?  
No meetings were held in our city to present us with this information.  You have meetings in 
Montbello and at Bruce Randolph and those citizens are not impacted by the realignment. 
Meetings should be held in impacted areas. There has never been a meeting held in 
Elyria/Swansea.  The realignment alternative used to go through the National Western Complex, 
now it’s going to destroy an entire community.  This process is supposed to benefit communities, 
not destroy them. 

 
10. In Commerce City, commercial business is a tax base.  How are you going to compensate for 
the loss of tax revenue and handle impacts to commercial properties? 
Answer:  Economic impacts is a resource that is part of our analysis. 
 
11. Can you truly say that this is an open process?  That after tonight’s input, can a fifth 
alternative be generated? 
Answer:  It has been an open process, that’s been in place since August 2003.  Each alternative 
was put through a thorough screening process.  A Corridor-wide Meeting was held at each stage 
of the screening process to date for the residents/businesses to comment on the process and the 
findings to date. We advertised in the Commerce City Beacon, notifying everyone of the 
meetings.  Additional alternatives can be considered, but would have to be evaluated through the 
same screening process. 
 
12. I lived in Commerce City for 50 years and you are saying that no decisions have been made.  
Yet construction is already being done at the 270/Quebec Street Interchange? 



Commerce City Neighborhood Meeting 
March 21, 2006 

Page 5 of 9 
 
 

Answer:  The construction at the 270/Quebec Street Interchange is a Stapleton project and not 
part of the I-70 East Corridor EIS.  There will also be viaduct repairs underway soon, this is 
also not a part of this project. 
 
13. Will the housing along the I-270 Corridor be impacted? 
Answer:  With the I-270 Corridor, we can make most of the improvements on the south side of I-
270, some housing along I-270 may be affected.   
 
14. What about noise? 
Answer:  Noise is another resource that will be evaluated during this process. 

 
15. I’m somewhat new to this whole process, there are several impressive displays and it looks 
like a lot of time and money has been spent on all of this.  Who is paying for it? 
Answer:  This process is a joint effort being paid for by the Colorado Department of 
Transportation (CDOT), Regional Transportation District (RTD), and the City and County of 
Denver. 

 
16. RTD (transit line) comes up Downing Street and joins this? Will it be above ground, on the 
ground, where will it be? 
Answer:  The Downing Street alignment will be at-grade. 
 
17. I’ve been a Commerce City resident since 1947, I have never received a flyer, none of my 
neighbors have seen any flyers and there are no flyers at this recreation center. 
Answer:  There were several outreach efforts conducted to notify the public about this meeting.  
We’ve placed an ad in the local newspaper, The Commerce Beacon.  Two weeks in advance of 
the meeting, we flyered neighborhoods, visited churches in the community to distribute flyers and 
inform attendees of the upcoming meeting, and we’ve even left flyers at the recreation center and 
posted flyers on the doors.  In the school system, we’ve sent flyers home will all of the children, 
prior to the meeting date.  We will look into why you didn’t receive a flyer. 
 
18. This study is being conducted because something obviously needs to happen.  Will we have a 
say in the final outcome?  How does this process work? 
Answer:  We take into account public comments.  You all have comment sheets in your meeting 
packets that we encourage you to complete and submit to the project team.  When the analysis is 
complete, CDOT and RTD will make a recommendation to the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).  FHWA and FTA will make the final 
decision. 

 
19. My mother lives off of 64th and she received a flyer and showed it to me.  That’s how I 
learned about tonight’s meeting.  I live off of 56th and I didn’t receive a flyer? You aren’t 
flyering all people that will be impacted by this alternative. 
Answer:  We will look into why you did not receive a flyer.   

 
20. You say this is a partnership, even though we are telling you that we did not receive flyers. 
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21. We trust our elected officials to speak for our community.  I find it troubling that our elected 
officials had to ask you when the realignment became an alternative. 
 
22. I asked for this meeting over and over again.  This is the most involved senior group that you 
will ever find.  I want to say that this is all very intimidating.  I thought that this would be a very 
interactive meeting, but instead, it’s very anti-citizen and I don’t feel like you are listening to 
what we are saying.  If you lived here, you would be concerned too.  We have air quality 
monitors everywhere because of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal, but that’s not where the pollution 
is coming from.  The pollution is coming from the traffic on Highway 85.  How are you planning 
on mitigating this?  Commerce City has a high terrorist potential. 
Answer:  Air quality is one of the resources we will have to look at.  We can’t address the 
mitigation issues yet because at this point in the process, we don’t know what they are.  Security 
is another element that is looked at and gets factored into the process. 
 
23. We had 600 signatures in favor of the tunnel alternative and it was still eliminated.  If 
Commerce City is also in favor, what would it take to put it back on the table? 
Answer:  The tunnel alternative was once an alternative, but because of the technical issues 
associated with this alternative, it was eliminated.  We had several issues with connecting to 
interchanges and cross streets.  We have provided detailed responses to why the tunnel 
alternative was screened out. This alternative has been reviewed more extensively than any other 
alternative that was screened out.   

 
24. This is the first flyer I have ever received.  The elevated section of the existing I-70 has 
issues with the weather conditions, drainage issues, and icy conditions in the winter.  If you 
elevate the realignment, you will have the same issues whereas with a tunnel, you would 
eliminate those issues. 
 
25. I’m concerned about a resident’s property who lives in an area that would be impacted by the 
expansion.  I am also a member of the Sand Creek Regional Board.  If you impact the frontage 
road on the south, will the Creekway be kept clean and pristine? We want to keep it that way. 
 
26. Last year, we heard about eminent domain.  If this is a project to help our city and its 
economic development, then why hasn’t anyone told us about eminent domain?  Why are we 
expected to be collateral damage? 
Answer:  One of the alternatives that is being evaluated is the No-Action Alternative, which 
means to not do anything at all.  However, this alternative will still have some impacts.  One of 
the things we look at is the number of properties to acquire.  The Uniform Relocation Act which 
is a federal process, makes sure that owners get fair market value for their property.  We have a 
right-of-way person here tonight to help answer any questions of this matter. 
 
27. Why couldn’t you build the highway so that one direction goes underground that the other 
above ground, eliminating the need for expansion? 
Answer:  This was actually looked at and we had similar problems with ramps and connectivity 
issues with interchanges.  There is no way we can rebuild I-70 in the exact same place. 
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28. Couldn’t you build a bypass loop that can be tore down once construction is complete? 
Answer:  That is a consideration.  This is the benefit to the realignment alternative, but the 
downside is that the realignment is longer, therefore more costly.  There are pros and cons to 
each alternative that are being evaluated. 
 
29. We did not get a response for how you plan to protect Sand Creek Regional Greenway? 
Answer:  This is another one of the resources that is being evaluated.  

 
30. Is everyone aware of the Healthy Air for Northeast Denver (HAND)?  I’ve been excluded 
from the HAND meetings because I’ve asked if Suncor is expanding their facilities.  I’ve been 
demanding that they do a health study.  They said that Suncor is not going to expand their 
facilities and then they did. 

 
31. What I’m gathering from tonight’s meeting is that we don’t have input on the realignment 
alternative.  Someone told me that we couldn’t go south because of Park Hill.   
Answer: Park Hill was never a highway consideration given its distance from I-70 and the need 
to connect to the existing interchange at I-25. 
 
32. I would like to request that the project team come to one of our (Commerce City) meetings 
and be our guest.  This way, we can talk about what our concerns are in a completely different 
platform.  We will have a round table without so many exhibits so it isn’t as intimidating. I 
would also like to suggest that we take you on a tour of our city so that you can see our arsenal, 
our Prairie Gateway, and all the areas that you may be impacting.  
Answer:  The project team will discuss this and get back to you.  But we also recommend that 
you attend the next corridor-wide meeting and we will set up a discussion table for Commerce 
City for residents and businesses to provide more comments to the project team. 
 
33. I would like to recommend to the citizens of Commerce City to complete your comment 
forms and submit them to the project team.  Let them know what your concerns are and what you 
think about these alternatives.  If we all get together, we may be able to move it somewhere else.   

 
34. It was recommended by the project team that when completing the comment sheets, please 
indicate how you would like to be contacted for future meetings – for example, flyers, phone 
call, internet.   
 
IV.  SUMMARY OF COMMENT FORMS 
The following section details the comments received to date from the comment sheets distributed 
at the meeting.  These comments are recorded verbatim except for additional comments in 
parenthesis that were added for clarification purposes. 
 
1. What comments or concerns do you have regarding the I-70 East Corridor highway 
alternatives? 

• We want the Elyria tunnel. (translated from Spanish). 
• No realignment - put it in a tunnel. 
• No realignment - put it in a tunnel. 
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• The cost/benefit ratio used to analyze the alternatives does not give enough weight to 
those factors which make the environment livable and workable for people. If the 
correct ratio were used, the tunnel (more up front cost, better long term conditions, 
increased property values etc.) would be reinstated as an alternative. 

• Tunnel. No realignment! 
• Put it in a tunnel (8 GP lanes below 4 GP access lanes above). No realignment! 
• I live one block from where you’re planning on putting a 12-lane highway. Tell me 

how that’s not going to impact me. The air quality, the noise. 
• We do not want the highway coming through our city. Send the information to us by 

mail. Also you should advertise by T.V., radio, and put up more signs in businesses so 
people can be aware of what’s going on. 

• I like Alternatives A (Add general purpose lanes on the existing 1-70 alignment) and B 
(Add tolled express lanes on the existing I-70 alignment) best of all keep it where it is 
already – with the additions. 

• No I don’t want the road to come in Commerce City. I like the I-70 to be fixed up for 
the highway. I like Alternatives A (Add general purpose lanes on the existing 1-70 
alignment) and B (Add tolled express lanes on the existing I-70 alignment). 

• Too much traffic. Enlarging 270 too much. 
• Commerce City doesn’t need the big highway out here! 
• Not sure if our city will benefit from it. I think Alternatives A (Add general purpose 

lanes on the existing 1-70 alignment) and B (Add tolled express lanes on the existing I-
70 alignment) would be best if it comes through. 

• See attached two page letter dated 3/22/2006 
• As a Commerce City resident and as this project impacts Commerce City, I don’t want 

anything to do with this I-70 corridor project.  I don’t want the increase in traffic, noise 
pollution, and whatever else this brings to Commerce City.  You can find a solution on 
the existing I-70.  I just don’t want this in my city. 

• To state it plain, we don’t want the I-70 corridor to come through Commerce City. 
Don’t you understand plain English?  Maybe if we put it in Spanish you could 
understand. 

• I don’t want the I-70 going to Commerce City.  Noise, pollution. Too many cars.  
• I don’t want the road to go through Commerce City at all.  Maybe a tunnel. 
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2. What comments or concerns do you have regarding the possible realignment 
alternatives? 

• I-70 should remain on the original alignment. 
• I (and lots of other people) do not like the realignment at all – if you want the 

realignment take it to the south of I-70 – into Denver not out here in Commerce City. 
• We do not want realignment through Commerce City. 
• Move it elsewhere. 
• See attached two page letter – dated 3/22/2006 

 
3. What comments or concerns do you have regarding the I-70 East Corridor transit 
alternatives? 

• Light rail should have been completed from Stapleton to DIA at completion of DIA. 
• I’m not sure of this yet. 
• Too much increased traffic. 
• Need more information to respond. 

 
4. Any other comments or questions? 

• I don’t think you heard anything we say. I think you already made up your mind on 
what you are going to do. 

• I need to do more studying on this. I didn’t get a flyer at home – I got one here at the 
recreational center.  Contact me by e-mail or by mail. 

• If plans are still in the “works” why are you building the Colorado Boulevard bridge so 
large? 

• Need another meeting out here – let people know about it. 
• See attached two page letter dated 3/22/2006 
• I attended the meeting in Commerce City March 21st.  I feel questions that were asked 
were never answered.  When I registered I was asked how I heard about the meeting. I told 
them Councilwoman Bullock.  She wrote down brochure - there were no brochures posted 
at the recreational center until the afternoon of the meeting. I have never had any flyers 
delivered to my door. 

 


