
 
Meeting Notes 

 
Meeting: Community Impacts Working Group 
 
Date/Time: May 20, 2004/6:30 P.M. 
 
Location: Glenarm Recreation Center 
 
Attendees:  
A.B. James Wallace Yvonne Tollette Tom Tobiassen 
Joanne True Sandy Richardson Luis Garcia 
Carrie Wallis Amanda Champany Kenneth Cotton 
Emily Bustos Derek Officer Frank Woertman 
Chris Quinn Jess Ortiz Sal Rivera 
Steve Gordon Betty Wonder Ron Covey 
Gene Hook Tom Schilling Barry Schulz 
Mike Turner Sharon Lipp Skye Barker 
R.A. Plummer Jumetta Posey Lizbeth Springer 
Mike Vanderhoof Carol Tobiassen Rob Fetter 
 
Agenda Items:  
1. Welcome/introduction 
2. Open forum 
3. Project update 
4. Review of April meeting  
5. What is Environmental Justice (EJ)? 
6. Working exercises 
7. Open forum/adjournment 
8. Next meeting 
 
 
1. Welcome/introduction 
The agenda and packet of meeting handouts were distributed and reviewed.  The ground rules for the 
Community Impacts Working Group were reviewed.  The meeting began with self-introductions by the 
attendees.   
 
2. Open forum 
None. 
 
3. Project Update 
For the May corridor-wide meetings, a different format was used.  The meetings had small group 
presentations starting every half-hour from 5:00 P.M. – 7:30 P.M., along with an open house.  The 
working group had the following comments regarding the corridor-wide meeting format. 
 
Questions/Comments: 
1. It was frustrating being herded to tables to discuss alternatives.  There was really no opportunity to 

see what was going forward.  Maybe there should have been a larger 10-15 minute overview 
presentation before the smaller working groups. 
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2. Liked the smaller settings, but the square tables did not work well for the groups.  Having a facilitator 
and presenter worked well. 

 
3. Too much opinion was allowed in the group settings. 
 
An overview was given of the air toxic/health updates since the last meeting.  The project will be looking 
at different environmental resources that will be addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS), many of which have specific standards based on human health.  Some of these include air 
quality, water quality, hazardous waste, and noise.  There are national standards that the project has to use 
to evaluate these different resources.  Specific air quality analysis will include both criteria pollutants and 
mobile source air toxics.  There are national standards that are used in the analysis of the criteria 
pollutants that include particulate matter, carbon monoxide, ozone, nitrogen oxides, and sulfur dioxides.  
However, with the mobile source air toxics there currently are not federal standards or consistent 
methodologies for analysis.  The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is working towards 
developing such standards.  To address the concerns heard in the project scoping, the DEIS will be 
evaluating the diesel particulates emissions and other major mobile source air toxics both from a trend 
analysis and comparison between alternatives.  Another health element of the DEIS will include working 
with the EPA and the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) to identify the 
existing health conditions in the corridor, specifically with cancer rates and asthma rates. 
 
4. Review of April meeting 
A review of the April Community Impacts working group meeting was given.  This meeting dealt with 
noise and alternative packaging.  The working group conducted a hands-on noise exercise.  Blenders 
were set up in different places around the room, and noise readings were observed by the attendees to 
show different concepts related to how noise works and is measured.  The noise meters were then taken 
outside to do readings of street and transit noise. 
 
Another exercise was performed to describe the packaging of alternatives that will occur for both the 
detailed screening process and full evaluation in the DEIS.  Puzzle pieces were distributed to all meeting 
attendees.  Participants were asked to put seven different puzzles together by finding similar pieces from 
other meeting attendees.  This exercise was explained as the need to bring alternatives together from 
different categories.  (For example, when we talk about a transit alternative it includes a transit alignment, 
a transit technology, and station location.)  Participants could see from the small puzzles, some 
alternatives will not be able to be combined in the next step of the process.   
 
Questions/Comments: 
1. When the trains were observed in last month’s meeting, we saw them going across people’s front 

yards.  This would be more of a concern than the noise for me. 
 

2. Since noise is going to be measured in different locations along the corridor, how will those numbers 
be forecasted to the future? 
Answer:  Future traffic volumes (at different locations) and different technology types will be 
addressed with the noise model. 
 

3. Will future engine types be evaluated in the model? 
Answer:  We will look into this. 
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4. A presentation was made to Aurora on what is moving forward in the screening process, has 
additional work been done since the corridor meetings? 
Answer:  The presentation was given from the material presented at the corridor meeting on which 
alternatives are moving forward. 
 

5. Widen I-70 or shut it down.  Solve the problem, give homeowners a fair price. 
 

6. At the corridor meeting, my table wanted to drop the viaducts and open up the land, make it more 
valuable since it is currently an eyesore – massive concrete walls dividing the neighborhoods. 
Answer:  There is an alternative in Section 2 (Brighton Boulevard to Colorado Boulevard) moving 
forward to lower the viaduct to ground level or below. 
 

5. What is Environmental Justice (EJ)? 
Lisbeth Springer introduced Environmental Justice (EJ) and the video that was shown. 
 
The video detailed: 
• EJ definition 
• Misconceptions 
• Origins of EJ 
• Executive Order 12898 – Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 

and Low-Income Populations 
• National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
• Land use decisions 
• Community Involvement 
• International Issues 
 
A PowerPoint was used to explain EJ further.  It detailed: 
• Three fundamental environmental justice principles: 

- To avoid, minimize or reduce disproportionate impacts on minority populations and low-income 
populations 

- To ensure full and fair participation by potentially affected communities in the process 
- To prevent the denial, reduction or significant delay in receipt of benefits to these populations 

• Key Laws and Guidance 
- Title VI of Civil Rights Act of 1964 
- Executive Order 12898 
- U.S. EPA EJ Guidance on Clean Air Act 309 Reviews 
- Council on Environmental Quality EJ Guidance on National Environmental Policy  Act (NEPA) 
- U.S. Department of Transportation Order on EJ (5610.2) 
- FHWA Order on EJ (6640.23) 
- CDOT EJ Guidance 

 
• What typically goes in the EIS? 

- Description of EJ laws and policies 
- Description of community involvement process and EJ concerns raised 
- Existing Conditions 

o Who lives in the project area? 
o Estimate minority populations and low-income populations and percentages. 
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o Compare project area population with the “general population” (the cities, counties, region or 
state). 

 
• Impacts of Alternatives 

- What types of beneficial and adverse impacts could occur? 
- What is the significance level of each impact? 
- For each significant impact, where will the impact be located? 
- What is the number of minority populations and low-income populations that will be affected by 

each impact? 
 
Questions/Comments: 
1. Who makes the decisions on this project? 

Answer:  Input from many different places (such as the corridor-wide meetings or working groups) 
goes into the decision-making on this project.  The ultimate decision makers on this project are the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).   
 

6. Working exercises 
Exercise 1 – Siting a postal facility 
The group then went through an exercise to get more familiar with EJ issues in determining the site for a 
new/expanded postal facility.  The meeting was divided into four smaller groups to discuss which 
alternative they would recommend and why.  Information the group had to work with regarding the 
postal facility included: 
• Site a postal distribution center in city – major expansion of postal 

distribution center built 50 years ago or move to new location 
• City population facts: 

- Total residents - 1, 000 
- Low-income residents - 200 
- Low-income population percentage - 20% 

• Identified significant noise impacts at each site from proposed truck 
traffic 

• Three alternatives 
 

Alternatives 
Total # of 
residents 
affected 

# of low-income 
residents 
affected 

% of low-income 
residents 
affected 

Is the % of low-income 
residents affected more/less 

than the citywide low-
income percentage? 

Alternative 1 100 60 60% More 
Alternative 2 160 40 25% More 
Alternative 3 400 40 10% Less 

 
The recommendations and reasoning from the four groups were: 
• Group 1 – Alternative 3, least amount of low income residents 
• Group 2 – Alternative 3, lowest percentage of low-income community 
• Group 3 – Alternative 2, site 1 affects the highest percentage of low-income residents, site 3 affects 

the most residents, and site 2 is the closest percentage of low-income residents (25%) to the total 
percentage of low-income residents in the city (20%).   
- Should consider Alternative 2 based on the same number of low income residents affected 
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The groups were then asked for the benefits of the different alternatives.  The group determined the 
following benefits: 
• Get mail faster when living near an alternative 
• Employment/proximity 
• Move trucks 
• Central location at Alternative 1 or 2 
 
Exercise 2 – Benefits and Impacts of the Project 
The group was asked earlier in the meeting to fill out cards with questions regarding benefits and impacts 
of the project.  The group had the following answers to the questions. 
 
• Question 1 – What is the most important benefit that you would like to see from this project? 

- Traffic to move more smoothly.  Keep in mind that people live here.  Move me around town. 
- Facilitate maximum transport with minimum environmental impact, emphasizing public transit 

modes. 
- Tear down I-70 in order to revitalize the neighborhoods. 
- The creation of fast, quiet, efficient, cost effective people moving system and the creation of jobs. 
- That the immediately surrounding neighborhoods (Globeville and Swansea) to be positively 

affected by the project.  Would like to see upgrades; grass, trees.  Bring the viaducts down. 
- A workable alternative to I-70 East (e.g. I-70 in Denver restricted to local traffic). 
- I would like to see the health, environment, and quality of life of the communities in the corridor 

brought up to standards of other communities in the Denver Region. 
- Encourage alternatives and mass transit use to more areas.  Less reliance on vehicles. 
- Take a stand on widening I-70.  Buy property, 500 yards on each side off I-70, widen I-70. 
- I envision a very well planned and quality project that provides easy mobility for residents, 

visitors, and commercial users of the I-70 East Corridor transportation system without impacting 
the quality of life for residents. 

 
• Question 2 – What is the one impact you most want this project to avoid? 

- This project should be invisible to the surrounding neighborhoods and environment.  This project 
should not separate or present barriers to neighborhoods.  This project should allow travelers to 
move around using train, bus, car, bike, and by walking.  Contiguous connections for all modes 
are important. 

- Stay the course, you are doing a very good job. 
- Making vehicles necessary for everyone. 
- To destroy or depress the Globeville, Elyria, and Swansea neighborhoods again. 
- Further destruction to Elyria and Swansea (loss of affordable housing, more noise, more pollution 

and consequent health problems etc.) 
- Creating more gridlock so it takes me longer to get to work. 

 
Questions/Comments: 
1. Does EJ apply to everyone?   

Answer:  EJ is based on the Civil Rights Act.  It does not just look at disproportionate impacts to 
minority and low-income populations; it also addresses the need to balance impacts to the majority. 
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2. Why did we go through this exercise?   
Answer:  To give this group an insight into the process that the project team will go through when 
evaluating alternatives.  The exercise was also an aid in showing what disproportionate impacts are 
and what significant impacts could be. 
 

3. Next time this exercise is used, you should have more significant or real world examples.   
 
4. How many hits does the website get? 

Answer:  We will look into this and let you know at the next meeting. 
 

Exercise 3 – Community Facilities, Origins, and Destinations 
A map was displayed with community facilities and other destinations in the corridor.  The group was 
asked to review the map, and add any locations that may not be on it.  Additions to the map that were 
suggested include (corresponding to the number on the dots placed on the map): 
 

1. King Middle School – 19535 E. 46th  
2. Rachel Noel Middle School – 5290 Kittridge 
3. Johnson Center 
4. King Soopers – 48th & Tower 
5. N/A 
6. GVR recreation center 
7. Charter School 
8. Commerce City King Soopers – Highway 2 
9. Sand Creek Trail 
10. Library – 47th & Montbello 
11. Little Bucker-roo Ranch 
12. Buckley Air Force Base 
13. Cross-Community Coalition (CCC) (new location) 
14. CCC Branch Globeville 
15. Wal-Mart – I-70/Tower Road  
16. A new Park in Swansea 

 
7. Open forum/adjournment 
None. 
 
8. Next meeting 
The next Community Impact T/IWG meeting is scheduled for 6:30 P.M. on Thursday, June 17th at the 
Glenarm Recreation Center.  The meeting topics will be air toxics, air quality, and health. 

 
 

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. 
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