
 
Meeting Notes 

 
Meeting: Community Impacts Working Group 
 
Date/Time: March 18, 2004 (6:30 P.M.) 
 
Location: Glenarm Recreation Center 
 
Attendees:  

Wallace Yvonne Tollette Lisbeth Springer Thomas Peterson 
Brian Kennedy Tom Tobiassen Deborah Lebow 
Anne Morris Betty Wonder Cynthia Adornetto 
Lorraine Granado Judy Enderle Frank Woertman 
Gene Hook Emily Clark  Georgianna Bell 
Minnie Cullins Richard Reed Amanda Champany 
Derek Officer Steve Gordon Joanne True  
Bert Melder Jess Ortiz  Barry Schulz  
R.A. Plummer Brent Billingsley  Sharon Lipp  
Mike Turner Carrie Wallis  

 

Agenda Items:  
1. Welcome/Introduction 
2. Project update 
3. Alternative screening exercise 
4. Health update 
5. Open discussion 
6. Adjournment 
 
 

1. Welcome/Introductions 
The meeting began with an introduction from Jumetta Posey followed by self-introductions by the 
attendees. 
 
The agenda was distributed and reviewed.   
 
2. Project Update 
The primary issues discussed at the last Community Impacts Working Group meeting were displayed for 
discussion.  Additional issues were suggested and are listed below: 
 
Comments: (Add the following issues to the primary issues list) 
1. Wildlife and wildlife habitat 
2. Access to and from I-70 
3. Cultural/historical issues 
4. Maintenance of the system (now and future) 
5. Community participation (input/communication) 

 
The minutes from the last Community Impacts Working Group meeting were distributed.  A Community 
Outreach Process Forum (COPF) meeting will be held on March 31st, 7:30 A.M., at the project office 
(3840 York Street). 
 



Community Impacts Technical/Issues Working Group Meeting 
March 18, 2004 

Page 2 of 5 
 
 

Questions/Comments: 
1. As part of the socioeconomic issues, we need to address cumulative health impacts. 

Answer:  We do not know what resources will be discussed in cumulative impacts, therefore, a 
working group meeting will be held to address this topic. 
 

3.  Alternative Screening Exercise 
To better explain how the alternative screening process for the I-70 East Corridor EIS will take place; the 
group undertook a mock screening demonstration.  The exercise was based on the familiar decision-
making process of buying a car.  The vehicle selection alternative screening process is a three-stage 
screening process consisting of prescreening, comparative screening, and detailed screening.  To begin 
this process, a set of specific vehicle requirements were identified.  The requirements involved vehicle 
size, use, gas mileage, and maintenance ease.   
 
For the first level of screening, a set of screening criteria was specified, based on the perspective buyers 
needs.  The vehicle needs to seat a family of six, it must have the ability to go camping, it must use 
regular unleaded gas, and must be easy to maintain.  Fifteen, widely varying vehicle types (alternatives) 
were brainstormed by the group, then evaluated based on the pre-screening criteria.  Each alternative was 
given a “yes” or “no” answer for each screening criteria.  If one “no”, occurred for an alternative, it was 
removed from the list. 
 
For the second level of screening, a more specified screening criteria were used.  These consisted of; 
seats six comfortably, ability to go off road, miles per gallon, and ability to maintain at home.  As a 
comparative screening level, a “Consumer Reports” type (good, better, best) rating system was used to 
evaluate the alternatives.  Using the screening results that were developed by the group, several more 
alternatives were eliminated. 
 
For the third and final level, we conducted a detailed (quantitative) screening process.  The number of car 
seats that will fit, vertical clearance, local and highway gas mileage, and number of oil changes required 
yearly were specified as the screening criteria.  For each criterion a numerical value was derived.  These 
values were then used to evaluate all remaining alternatives.  The highest scoring (two to three) 
alternatives were derived from the three-phase process.   
 
Questions/Comments: 
1. You overlooked the most important feature; safety and crash test ratings. 

Answer:  In this exercise, the person buying the car determines the most important evaluation 
criteria. 

 
The Community Impacts Working Group Discussion Topics handout was distributed to the group and 
discussed in detail.  The handout was compiled from comments received at the previous Community 
Impacts Working Group meeting. 
 
Questions/Comments: 
1. You have combined bike, pedestrian, and open space into one committee? 

Answer:  Yes. 
 
Throughout the outreach process the community has told us what is important.  That information was 
used to develop goals and objectives for the project.  Scoping defined both the alternatives to be 
considered and the criteria used to evaluate them.  Tonight, we have walked through step five of the EIS 
process, alternative screening.  At the Corridor-wide meetings on May 12th and 13th, we will be 
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presenting the draft results of the first two levels of the screening process, prescreening and comparative 
screening. 
 
Questions/Comments: 
1. Does this mean that we are in the DEIS evaluation process?  Are steps five and six different steps? 

Answer:  Yes, all of these steps makeup the EIS process.   
 
2. What is the difference between a DEIS and an EIS? 

Answer:  The DEIS (Draft Environmental Impact Statement) is a document that will disclose the 
environmental impacts process.  The EIS is the actual process by that will be followed to determine 
the best alternative to address the project issues. 

 
3. I have seen documents that describe the environmental impact study process. 

Answer:  The whole reason we do a Draft EIS is to obtain public comment on the process before a 
final document is produced. 

 
4. What if we find out the caravan doesn’t have a CD player? 

Answer:  That will be considered after the evaluation process. 
 
5. Will there be changes to the document based on comments on the DEIS? 

Answer:  Yes. 
 
6. Where do the criteria come from?  Do we have input on these, as a group? 

Answer:  The goals, objectives, and criteria were derived from the scoping process. 
 
7. I am trying to figure out how much the community influences the alternative evaluation process. 

Answer:  The criteria are set.  Many come from FHWA and FTA, others come from the scoping 
process. 

 
8. When will I hear from someone regarding the other committees? 

Answer:  We have only started of few of them, others will be starting shortly. 
 
9. I received a call last night from the Economic Development Committee. 
 
10. How do we know that all the comments received through the DEIS have been considered in the 

FEIS? 
Answer:  In the DEIS, it is likely that we will have more than one preferred alternative.  Through this 
process, we receive comments from the public and government agencies.  These comments will be 
provided in the FEIS, including how and if they were incorporated. 

 
11. How do we know if our comments are actually considered and incorporated in the document?  These 

documents will be released to the public for comment. 
Answer:  All comments will be documented, and included in the DEIS or FEIS documents.  Not all 
comments will be addressed. 

 
12. Work with your politicians, they can work with legalities and make sure they happen.  For an RTD 

EIS, criteria was added after evaluation was completed. 
Answer:  RTD did incorporate some criteria, thousands were received. 
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13. Where do we fit in the budget process? 
Answer:  It depends on what we come up with.  Some alternatives may be able to tap additional 
funding sources.  We can’t find out where the budget is until we determine what our alternative is. 
 

14. If many people think that something is important, can the budget be changed? 
Answer:  Yes, additional funding sources may be identified to enhance the alternative.   

 
15. Who decides how much financing is available? 

Answer:  CDOT, RTD, and Denver.  We will be looking at alternatives and the costs associated with 
them. 

 
16. If the input is used as evaluation criteria, are we in that stage?  Why haven’t some of the groups 

started? 
Answer:  The criteria were determined in scoping, the technical workings groups will not get into 
that. 

 
17. Who has there hands in the criteria? 

Answer:  Scoping helped us develop goals, objectives, and criteria.  They were presented to the 
public at the last Corridor-wide meeting.  The criteria were developed based on comments in the 
scoping process and with input from the various agencies involved in the project. 

 
18. Impacts on health must have come from all communities.  Is there a health related criteria? 

Answer:  (This was question was answered by the next topic on the agenda.) 
 
4.  Health Update 
A meeting was held with FHWA this week.  At that meeting, health related issues were discussed.  The 
project team will continue to work with FHWA and EPA to determine how health will be considered in 
the EIS  A meeting will be scheduled of this working group to specifically address health. 
 
The Community Impacts Working Group Discussion Topics handout was again referenced.  Topics on 
the handout that are followed by stars will be considered as topics for future meetings.  The next meeting 
of this group will address noise analysis. 
 
5.  Open Discussion 
The meeting was then opened up to any questions, concerns, or feedback from the attendees.  The 
attendees had the following comments: 
 
1. What do you mean by combining alternatives? 

Answer:  There are many alternatives, early in the process that are compared against each other.  
After the comparative screening, groups of alternatives will be combined together. 
 

2. At the ICCC meeting, charts with transit technologies were well put together.  Can you provide a 
clear and concise graphic to represent alternatives? 
Answer:  Maps and pictures will be used to better explain the alternatives. 
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7.  Adjournment 
The next Community Impact T/IWG meeting is scheduled for 6:30 P.M. on Thursday, March 15th at the 
Glenarm Recreation Center. 

 
 

Please contact Amelia Deleon with PBS&J at 303-294-9300 if 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. 
 


