
 
Meeting Notes 

 
Meeting: Alternate Routes Technical/Issues Working Group 
 
Date/Time: April 20, 2004/6:30 P.M. 
 
Location:  I-70 East Corridor EIS Project Office 
 
Attendees:  

Maxine Burry Minnie Cullins Tom Jackson 
Derek Officer Sharon Lipp Jess Ortiz 
Alan Ross Mike Turner Georgianna Bell 
Tom Schilling Peter Kozinski Jeremy Hanak 
Tom Reed Skye Barker George Tsiouvaras 
Nate Allen Troy Sieglitz  

 

Agenda Items:  
1. Welcome/Introductions 
2. Project Overview 
3. Purpose of Alternate Routes working Group 
4. Alternatives 
5. Alternative Analysis 
6. Draft Recommendations 
7. Adjourn 
 

 
1.  Welcome/Introductions 

The meeting began with a discussion of the general housekeeping items and an explanation of the 
ground rules for the working group.  The working groups are a continuation of the outreach process 
for the corridor and provide an additional forum for the public to provide input into the EIS process. 
 
Self-Introductions were made by each attendee of the meeting.  Each Attendee was asked to 
introduce themselves, explain their interest in the Alternate Routes Working Group, and which 
neighborhood they live in or what organization they represent. 
 

2.  Project Overview 
An overview of the project was presented.  The I-70 East Corridor Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) is a multi-modal study.  The project has two major components, a highway corridor from I-25 
to Pena Boulevard and a transit corridor from downtown Denver to DIA.  This EIS is a joint project 
between RTD, CDOT and the City of Denver. 
In the EIS process, we are continually in scoping and currently are performing the alternative 
development and alternative screening.   
 

3.  Purpose of Alternate Routes working Group 
The purpose of this working group was presented as a forum to focus on the alternatives, present the 
screening process and discuss how the team evaluates the alternatives. 
 
An alternative route for this meeting was defined as a different way to travel through the corridor, not 
a different alignment for I-70.  To meet the purpose and need of the project a route must reduce the 
amount of traffic on I-70.  The purpose of the project is to implement a transportation solution that 
improves safety, access, and mobility and addresses congestion in the corridor.  The need of the 
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project is to address safety concerns, a deteriorating infrastructure, increased transportation demand, 
congestion, access, and mobility choices. 
 
Through the alternative screening process, the alternatives will be developed and refined in more 
detail.  Through the process some of the alternatives will be screened out.  If an alternative is 
screened out, it does not mean the alternative is not important, but that it does not meet the purpose 
and need of the I-70 EIS.  Alternatives that are screened out could be further evaluated and 
implemented by other local agencies. 
 

4.  Alternatives 
A list of alternatives for alternate routes was presented to the group.  The alternatives were developed 
through the scoping process.  The list was compiled using suggestions made during the door-to-door 
surveys, block meetings, neighborhood meetings and corridor wide meetings were compiled into 
different groups.   
 
Questions/Comments 
1.  For the alternative “Connect I-76 to DIA”, would 270 connect with 76? 
Answer:  CDOT is currently looking at this. 
 
2.  Could an alternative route be used in conjunction with adding capacity to I-70? 
Answer:  Currently the alternatives are being evaluated with no improvements to I-70.  This will 
allow more cars to use the alternative route.  As congestion increases on I-70, drivers will use the 
alternative route to save time.   
 
3.  Could Tower road be improved to be an alternative route to I-70? 
Answer:  The current plans for Tower Road increases the roadway to four lanes from I-70 to Pena 
Boulevard.  Our analysis includes these improvements. 
 
4.  Could Tower Road north of Peña Boulevard to 120th be used as an alternative Route. 
Answer:  This can be looked into. 
 
5.  Widen Quebec north of HWY 2 to Tomahawk. 
Answer:  This can be looked into. 
 
6.  Is a double-decker on I-70 for thru vehicles and trucks being looked at? 
Answer:  This working group is looking at improvements to the local system to reduce traffic on I-70, 
so this would not be evaluated within this category.  This particular item would be evaluated in a 
different part of the project. 
 
7.  We need a better feel for what is in the works already.  Look at the proposed improvements from 
CDOT and other agencies to make sure we’re going down the right road. 
Answer:  The team is looking at these proposed improvements.  Later in the presentation we will be 
going through what these improvements are. 
 
8.  Are you looking at adding ramps at interchanges? 
Answer:  Yes.  These will be looked at in the interchange alternatives. 
 
9.  Will you be looking at adding ramps to Peña Boulevard or I-270? 
Answer:  No.  These are outside of the corridor. 
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Following the presentation of the alternatives, the first level of screening was described.  The first 
level is called pre-screening.  This process is a reality-check to see if an alternative should pass to the 
next level of screening.   
 
The results presented were the alternatives that did not pass the pre-screening evaluation.  The 
following list presents the alternatives and the reasoning why the alternative did not pass forward. 
 

LS1 Connect I-76 to DIA – The connection between I-76 and Pena Boulevard would cross 
through the Rocky Mountain Arsenal Wildlife Refuge.  The environmental impacts caused by 
this dropped this alternative from consideration. 
 
LS4 Improve 6th Avenue & LS10 Outer Loop – These two alternatives were dropped for the 
same reason.  This project is not the appropriate forum to evaluate these alternatives.  They are 
outside the scope of this project. 
 
LS6 Extend Smith Road – This alternative was combined with the alternative LS3 Improve 
Smith Road.  These two alternatives are addressing the same concern. 
 
LS8 Remove through trucks from I-70 – This alternative was removed for two reasons.  The first 
reason is that it would be illegal to remove the trucks from the interstate.  The second reason is 
because of access.  As part of the evaluation criteria, access needs to be provided to and through 
the corridor.  For trucks, access would not be provided through the corridor with this alternative.  
Also, the alternative would limit access for industry and commercial businesses in the corridor. 
 
LS9 At-Grade Crossings – This alternative was combined with LS5 Improve intersections where 
the railroad crosses.  Both of these alternatives deal with safety at railroad crossings. 
 

Questions/comments 
Question:  Is the unconnected part of Smith Road being dropped? 
Answer:  No.  In the alternatives presented, two alternatives being presented dealt with Smith Road.  
The alternative dropped dealt only with the unconnected part of Smith Road.  The alternative 
continued deals with improvements to all of Smith Road, including the unconnected portion. 
 
Question:  LS8 (Remove through trucks from I-70) implies only thru truck traffic would be removed. 
Answer:  It would be illegal to remove trucks from I-70. 
 

5.  Alternative Analysis 
A description of the analysis was given to the working group.  The description began with the 
assumptions of the “Do Nothing” or “No-Action” alternative.  This includes future projects being 
planned to the surrounding area, no improvements to I-70, no rail corridor.  The major improvements 
in for this include a Smith Road connection through the former Stapleton Area and 56th Avenue 
expanded to 4-lanes. 
 
A map showing the improvements in the “No-Action” Alternative was displayed.  This map shows 
the improvements planned to be made by 2025. 
 
Question:  Will the map (No-Action) be placed on the web? 
Answer:  This display will be placed on the project website. 
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Question:  What is a 4-lane facility? 
Answer:  This is a road that has two lanes in each direction. 
 
A brief description of the future traffic analysis was presented.  The future traffic is based upon the 
Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) 2025 travel demand model.  This model 
provides projected number of vehicles based on many different factors. 
 
Question:  How often are the models updated?  North and northwest of DIA, Commerce City has 
authorized 30,000 new residential units.  Rapid growth is occurring in the DIA corridor. Have these 
been included in the 2025 model? 
Answer:  The 2025 is the latest approved model and has some of these improvements.  A lot of these 
land uses will be considered in the 2030 model.  Currently we are using the 2025 model, and when 
the 2030 model comes out, it will be used. 
 
Question:  Will you clarify an arterial? 
Answer:  Colorado, Quebec and York are examples of arterials. 
 
For comparison, some examples were given to show the number of cars a lane can hold.  A freeway 
lane can carry approximately 1,900 vehicles be hour.  An arterial lane can carry 1,000 vehicles per 
hour.  The difference between these is because on the arterial, there are driveways, other accesses, 
and stop lights that slow down the traffic.   
 
The existing traffic volumes on I-70 were presented.  The interstate was broken into three segments.  
The segments were from I-25 to I-270, I-270 to Pena Boulevard, and Pena Boulevard to I-270.  
Within these three segments, the traffic volumes averaged 1,500 vehicles per lane per hour.  This 
number is less than the 1,900 presented earlier, because of congestion.  The stop-and-go traffic on I-
70 slows down the traffic. 
 
Three alternatives were analyzed using the traffic modeling.  These three were 56th Avenue, Smith 
Road, and I-270.  The results from this alternative were presented. 
 
The 56th Avenue alternative assumes a 6-lane cross section, the type of roadway was reclassified and 
a direct connection to and from I-270 was assumed.  The reduction in number of vehicles on I-70 was 
shown for each of the three segments.  The results included daily values and peak values. 
 
Question:  Where are the improvements assumed in the analysis? 
Answer:  56th Avenue would connect at I-70 and at Pena Boulevard. 
 
The Smith Road alternative assumes a 4-lane cross section and the type of roadway was reclassified.  
The reduction in number of vehicles on I-70 was shown for each of the three segments.  The results 
included daily values and peak values. 
 
The I-270 alternative assumes an 8-lane cross section.  The reduction in number of vehicles on I-70 
was shown for each of the three segments.  The results included daily values and peak values. 
 
Question:  Did you look at I-270 with six lanes? Compare it to as it is today? 
Answer:  I-270 is planned to have six lanes in the no-action model. 
 
Question:  Is there any money to build the six lanes?  When is it planned for? 
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Answer:  The six lanes are planed in the 2025 model.  It is an improvement that is planned to be 
completed by 2025.   
Question:  How does the model indicate that a vehicle has left I-70 for an alternate route? 
Answer:  The model uses the path of least resistance.  As I-70 gets congested, then the model begins 
placing vehicles on other routes.  As the other routes begin to fill up, drivers will stay on I-70.  This 
process is a balancing act.  The model balances the amount of traffic on the routes to obtain a route 
taking the least time. 
 

5.  Draft Recommendations 
The draft recommendation for alternative routes was presented.  The only two improvements 
continuing will be “Improve railroad crossings” and “connect potential tolling options to E-470”.  
These two alternatives are not stand-alone.  Both of these will be combined in other alternative 
packages. 
 
Question:  Have you done an equivalent analysis for the alternatives that are moving forward? 
Answer:  These alternatives are not stand-alone.  They will be looked at as part of other alternatives.   
 
Question:  Has a cost/benefit analysis been done for the alternative routes? 
Answer:  The cost was taken into account in the comparative screening on a relative level.   
 
Question:  How is improve railroad crossings going to take traffic off of I-70? 
Answer:  This alternative is not going to be looked at as stand-alone.  This alternative will be looked 
at as a safety improvement to local streets.  This will also be evaluated with regard to transit 
improvements proposed on the project. 
 
Question:  How were 300 cars removed from I-270 in the model? 
Answer:  Improvements to I-270 would cause more people to use it.  Most of the traffic using I-70 
west of I-270 are going west and south.   
 
Question:  Has the number of vehicles removed from I-70 by a transit connection been looked at? 
Answer:  This will be analyzed later in the process. 
 
Question:  Are improvement to I-70 still being considered? 
Answer:  Yes. 
 
Comment:  Numerous alternatives seem to make sense. 
Response:  The alternatives are graded against how they remove traffic from I-70 and how the 
alternative meets the purpose and need. 
 
Question:  Will you be taking this group on a bus ride through the corridor during AM and PM 
peaks? 
Answer:  This has been done.  Everyone who works on the project drives through the corridor 
everyday.  Several live in the corridor. 
Question:  Since alternatives have been eliminated, are you only looking at I-70 improvements? 
Answer:  We are looking at many alternatives on I-70.  Both highway and transit alternatives are 
being considered. 
 
Question: Is transit going to be non-stop? 
Answer:  We will be looking at all options. 
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Question:  Going forward, what assumptions are you considering for alternative routes?  
Answer: Everything will be graded against the no-action network.  We are using the DRCOG 2025 
model.   
Question:  If Smith Road is stopped, have there been conversations with the municipalities about 
these improvements? 
Answer:  Yes. 
 
Question:  Shouldn’t you consider changes to the improvements that are planned? 
Answer:  We are looking at the DRCOG 2025 model.   
 
Question:  Did the model consider if there were emergencies on I-70? 
Answer:  We are not at the level of looking at incidents.  We have TDM alternatives that take into 
account incident management alternatives, but these are not stand-alone alternatives.  56th Avenue 
and Colfax Avenue serve as emergency routes for I-70.  For any emergency on I-70, CDOT and the 
City of Denver would coordinate to solve the problem. 
 
 

Action Item Responsibility Deadline 
Can Tower Road north of Pena to 120th be used as an alternate 
route? 

Jeremy Hanak  

Can Quebec from HWY 2 to Tomahawk be used as an alternate 
route? 

Jeremy Hanak  

Place the “No-Action” Alternative display on the website. Carrie Wallis  
   
   
   
 
 
Please contact Amelia Deleon with I-70 East Corridor Project Team at 303-294-9300if there are any changes or 
questions with these meeting notes.  These notes will be considered final unless comments are received within 
seven days of distribution.  Although comments will be incorporated, as appropriate, only major revisions will be 
redistributed. 


