
  
Meeting Notes 

 
Meeting: Community Impacts Working Group 
 
Date/Time: August 19, 2004/6:30 P.M. 
 
Location: Glenarm Recreation Center 
 
Attendees:  
Arlene Welsch  Bettie Cram  Bonita Bock  
Kim Kucera  Jim Paulmeno  Mike Vanderhoof 
Cipriano Lujan  Joanne True Amanda Champany 
Nelson Bock  Peter Pollmeier Brian Kennedy 
Amy Martinez Kelly Siophann Brad Beckham 
Harry McFarland Irene Cruse A.B. James 
Derek Officer Frank Valentine Joel Sayre  
Akwe Starnes  Bert Melcher  Mercedes Pollmeier 
Yvonne Tollette  Ken Cotton  Skye Barker 
Faith Winter Shirley Valentine Sal Rivera  
Monica Piergrossi Barry Schulz Brent Billingsley 
Ray Ruppert Daphne Webb Jess Ortiz  
Beka Wilson Sara Lemmon Steve Gordon  
George Tsiouvaras  Byron Robinson  Jumetta Posey  
Mike Turner  Sharon Lipp  Gene Hook  
Tom Schilling  R.A. Plummer  Carrie Wallis 
 
Agenda Items:  
1.  Welcome/introduction 
2.  Review of July meeting  
3.  Cumulative impact presentation 
4.  Open forum/adjournment 
5.  Next meeting 
     Discussion topic:  Right of way and property impacts: September 16th - 6:30 P.M. 
     Glenarm Recreation Center (2800 Glenarm Place) 
 
 
1. Welcome/introduction 
The agenda and packet of meeting handouts were distributed.  The ground rules for the Community 
Impacts Working Group were reviewed.  The meeting began with self-introductions by the attendees.   

2. Review of July Meeting  
A handout was included in the meeting packet that updated the discussion topics for the future meetings 
of the Community Impacts Working Group.  The dates of the discussion topics have changed since there 
were additional meetings held to discuss air quality and health.  Meeting topics through February will 
include: 

• Right of way and property impacts – September 16th  
• Cultural Resources – October 21st  
• Tolling – November 18th  
• Funding/Post EIS Communications/ Rail Crossings/ Maintenance of Existing Facility/ 

Magnesium Chloride – December 9th (note meeting date change) 
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• Soil and Water Quality – January 20th  
• Wildlife and Habitat – February 17th  

 
Copies of the June and July meeting notes were also included in the meeting packet.  The June meeting 
notes were redistributed this month due to changes suggested by the Community Impacts Working 
Group. 
 
At the July Community Impacts Working Group Meeting, it was requested that air quality monitoring 
data collected during the construction in the area of Brighton Boulevard be distributed to the working 
group.  A handout that summarizes the air quality monitoring program at I-70 and Brighton Boulevard 
was included in the meeting packets.  Additional information on the monitoring data can be reviewed 
upon request at the project office. 
 
At the July Community Impacts Working Group Meeting, the project team received a letter from the 
Coalition for Healthy I-70 Neighborhoods (CHIN’s) regarding health concerns related to the I-70 East 
Corridor EIS.  The letter requested that the following items be incorporated into the I-70 East Corridor 
EIS process. 

1. Provide current ambient air quality information for each section of the corridor. 
2. Add auto particulate matter to the study of pollutants 
3. Organize an Air Quality Health Impact Expert Panel to include representatives from CDPHE, 

EPA, Denver Environmental Health, and three health experts. 
 
The project sent CHIN a response letter addressing the project’s approach to each of their concerns.  The 
project team will provide information based on existing sources to address request 1.  Particulate matter 
from sand, tires, and brake dust already included in the PM10 analysis for the project addresses request 2.  
Three health experts will be added to the project’s Air Quality Compliance Committee to address request 
3.  The experts need to be from either agencies or institutions. 
 
Questions/Comments: 
1.  How soon do you need names of experts to serve on the committee? 
Answer:  The group would like to reconvene in September, so as soon as possible. 
 
3. Cumulative impact presentation 
A handout was included in the meeting packet that described cumulative impacts.  The handout detailed: 

• Different types of cumulative impacts 
o Direct impacts 
o Indirect impacts 

• What a cumulative impact analysis will consider 
• What approach will be used on the I-70 East Corridor Environmental Impact Statement 

o Conduct scoping with resource agencies and the public 
o Identify the spatial boundary 
o Identify past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects and their impacts 
o Establish baseline conditions for resources of concern. 
o Determine cumulative impacts of the alternatives on the resources of concern 
o Document the cumulative impact analysis findings 
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o Address mitigation opportunities 
• What guidelines exist for cumulative impacts 
 

4. Open forum/adjournment 
Questions/Comments:  
1. What are the cumulative effects of the highway in our neighborhood? 
Answer:  They have not been identified yet.  Identifying cumulative effects is a seven-step process that 
begins with conducting scoping with resource agencies and the public.  The input gathered at the meeting 
tonight will be used to help establish resources of concern and the projects that may have or have had an 
impact on these resources. 
 
2. What is the project? 
Answer:  The intent of the I-70 East Corridor Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is to identify multi-
modal transportation improvements along the I-70 East Corridor including enhanced transit service 
between downtown Denver and Denver International Airport (DIA).  The project is a joint effort 
sponsored by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
in cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), Regional Transportation 
District (RTD), and the City and County of Denver (Denver).   
 
3. What has been done so far? 
Answer:  The 10-Step EIS Process includes: 

1. Scoping 
2. Purpose and Need 
3. Evaluation Criteria 
4. Alternative Development 
5. Alternative Screening 
6. Draft EIS Evaluation (DEIS) 
7. Format Public Comment on DEIS 
8. Final EIS (FEIS) 
9. Formal Public Comment on FEIS  
10. Record of Decision (ROD) 

The project has completed steps one through four and currently working on steps five and six, finishing 
the evaluation of alternatives.   
 
4. When the project team came through our neighborhoods a year ago, we told you then that we didn’t 

want our homes taken and that we didn’t want a double-decker highway. 
Answer:  No decisions on final alternatives have been made, some alternatives have been taken off the 
table through the evaluation process. 
 
As part of the EIS process, we went through the neighborhoods and held block, neighborhood, and 
corridor-wide meetings to gather input on the development of the purpose and need, goals and 
objectives, evaluation criteria, and list of alternatives.  At the last corridor-wide meetings in May, the 
project team discussed the alternatives that were recommended for elimination.  Since those meetings, 
alternatives have been refined into interstate (highway) and transit alternatives.  Interstate alternatives 
include both adding capacity lanes and special purpose lanes such as toll lanes or high occupancy 
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vehicle (HOV) lanes.  Interstate alternatives may also include changes to interchange access, vertical 
changes to the existing elevated section from Brighton Boulevard to Colorado Boulevard, or a 
realignment of the interstate around Elyria/Swansea.  Transit alternatives include bus rapid transit, light 
rail, or commuter rail running on different alignment options like Martin Luther King Boulevard, Bruce 
Randolph Avenue, Union Pacific Corridor, or on I-70.  All alignment options will use either Peña 
Boulevard, Telluride Road, Picadilly Road, or Tower Road to connect to DIA. 
 
5. At the Stations Working Group Meeting, the discussion was focused on light rail.  Why was this?  

Has light rail been concluded as the best option? 
Answer:  This was not the intent.  Other technologies including Bus Rapid Transit and Commuter Rail  
are still being considered. 
 
6. Many people from Elyria, Globeville, and Swansea would like to see the bridge removed and the 

viaduct depressed.  The leaders of these projects don’t want to hear these suggestions. We want to 
see that bridge dropped.  They had the same constraints in the Central Platte Valley and it turned out 
beautiful.  Last meeting was the first time I heard it was off the table for Section 1 (I-70 from I-25 to 
Brighton Boulevard). 

 
7. Air quality needs to be one of the resources of concern, when will we get a list of the resources?  

Please allow us to be involved in selecting past and present projects.  Cherokee needs to also be 
considered.  

Answer:  We will add this resource to the list.  Later in the meeting, we will be asking for additional 
resources and projects. 
 
8. I would like to have what is best for the health to be evaluated in cumulative effects. 
 
9. Can we assume that there are air quality and health impacts now?  Should the alternative that is 

chosen at least maintain existing levels?  It should improve air and health quality.  
 
10. Shouldn’t the alternative at least maintain the cumulative impacts out there today?  Light rail should 

divert some of the traffic and it does not have the same emissions therefore improving cumulative 
impacts.  A lot of factors will be considered and health should have a higher weight than the other 
factors.   

Answer:  We will evaluate the various impacts as part of the process.  All of the factors will be looked at 
when evaluating alternatives.    
 
11. Can the project select an alternative that will improve health conditions? 
Answer:  The process will address many different resource impacts, including health.  Each alternative 
will be evaluated for all resources, both positive and negative impacts. 
 
12. Utilizing I-270 to I-76 as an alternate route to I-70 was taken off the table at the last corridor 

meeting.  It is one of the scenarios that would mitigate impacts.   
Answer:  The I-270 alternative was removed because there is not enough traffic diverted from I-70 if 
improvements are made to this route.  Improvements are planned for I-270.  We will have information 
available on the planned improvements at the next meeting. 
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13. Health is directly affected by cumulative impacts.  Can a commitment be made by the project team 
that an alternative will be chosen that will have the least impact on health?  

Answer:  Air quality analysis will be completed for each alternative.  Trade offs will happen as 
alternatives are evaluated. 
 
14. Is Union Pacific going to be brought into these talks?  If the Union Pacific is moved out of town, the 

track traffic will get worse.  The project should be talking to them.  Please don’t pass FasTracks, it 
doesn’t help me.  A train from DIA to downtown will not decrease traffic on I-70.  

Answer:  Union Pacific is involved and discussion of using their tracks or right of way is happening.  The 
effects of moving the freight facility will also be evaluated.  If Union Pacific rail use decreased and truck 
traffic was increased it would be a cumulative impact.  
 
15. I don’t want the alternative to be status quo; I want the alternatives to improve upon standards. 
 
16. DRCOG is doing new projections of growth and where it will be, the project needs to look at that  
Answer: We are working with DRCOG and using their numbers in our analysis. We are currently using 
2025 date and will switch to 2030 when the information is available. 
 
17. Health is more important.  Once you make it at the top of the list the process will go smoother. 
 
18. At what point in the process is the decision out of the hands of the project team? 
Answer:  After the document is produced, there are comment periods after the DEIS and FEIS.  After all 
comments are addressed from the comment periods, the project team will pass on their recommendation 
to FHWA and FTA to make the final decision. 
 
19. In America the people have the final say not the FHWA. 
 
20. We need to start small, recently a bus route was removed from Elyria/Swansea (47).  The pilot truck 

stop should be moved out of the area. 
 
21. When will the list be available for resources of concern? 
Answer:  The list is currently being developed and we will be asking for input on these later in the 
meeting. 
 
22. A letter was read from a member of the group requesting that minutes to be transcribed for meetings 

with a public forum for the rest of the project. 
 
23. I have submitted a proposal for the I-270 route many different times, and haven’t had a response. 
Answer:  We will check into this. 
 
24. Add environmental justice as a resource of concern, second the request for transcription, what has 

happened to the documents that were submitted to the project team related to health in June? 
Answer:  The documents were summarized and added to the project files. 
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25. During the rain yesterday and since, the bridge has more damage. 
Answer:  CDOT will be out cleaning up the area, and additional maintenance is scheduled to keep the 
bridge safe. 
 
26. Pavement markings and signage at York Street needs to be improved. 
 
27. What kind of considerations are going into the automobile in general?  Are you utilizing future 

studies for new technologies?  
Answer:  We don’t know of any studies. 
 
28. Diesel exhaust limits should be looked at realistically. 
 
29. What is the projected traffic for the corridor? 
Answer:  We will bring this information to the next Community Impacts Working Group Meeting. 
 
30. Suggestion for US36 to send a representative to the next I-70 Corridor-wide meeting. 
 
31. Different types of vehicles should be allowed to use the HOV lanes. 
 
32. Would like to see the minutes come out earlier than the following meeting. 
 
A handout was distributed to the group by a meeting attendee describing vehicle emissions and risk to 
health. 
 
Flip Chart Comments 
The group suggested ideas related to past, present, reasonable, foreseeable future projects; and resources 
of concern.  These comments were scribed and are highlighted below. 
 
Past, Present, Reasonable Foreseeable Future Projects 
• Cherokee Coal Plant 
• Small businesses (dry cleaners, body shops) 

Non-regulated 
Mobile and stationary sources 

• Time frames for air quality programs 
• Changes in work/home travel behaviors 
• Stadium for Rapids (Commerce City) 
• US 36 corridor 
• UP move 
• 40/40 
• ASARCO 
• Zoning changes 
• Refinery 
• Mass transit 
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Resources of Impact 
• Access to jobs- socioeconomic 
• Connecting of neighborhoods 
• Cultural 
• Aesthetics (visual) 
• Historic facilities 
• Wildlife (eagles near airport) 
• Energy 
• Air quality 
• Health 
• Water quality (mag chloride) 
• Environmental justice 
• Economic (real estate) 
• Costs related to economic 
• Social 
• Housing (socioeconomic) 
 
5.  Next Meeting 
The next Community Impact Working Group meeting is scheduled for 6:30 P.M. on Thursday, August 
19th 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. 
 


