
 
Meeting Notes 

 
Meeting: Interchanges Working Group 
 
Date/Time: Thursday, May 6, 2004 at 6:30 PM 
 
Location: Project Office, 3840 York Street 
 
Attendees:  

Brother Eli H. Harris Tony Ogboli Jess Ortiz 
Alan Ross Minnie Cullins Nate Allen 
Bill Adkins Jena Montgomery Troy Sieglitz 
Don Hunt Mike Turner  

 

Agenda Items:  
1. Welcome 
2. Open forum 
3. Review of previous meeting 
4. Draft pre and comparative screening results 
5. Interchange selection approach 
6. Interchange concepts 
7. Puzzle 
8. Existing system 
9. Open forum 
10. Next meeting 
11. Adjournment 

 

1.  Welcome 
The ground rules for the working groups were presented. 
 
The purpose of the interchange working group is to discuss the interchanges on the I-70 corridor, not 
to choose the interchanges. 
 

2.  Open Forum 
An open forum to discuss any issues from the past meeting, or any other issues related to the project 
was introduced.  The group had no questions or comments at this time. 
 

3.  Review of Previous Meeting 
The interchange working group is to have a dialog and discussion about interchanges. 
The interchange concepts from the last meeting were presented:  Acceleration length, auxiliary lanes, 
merge length, deceleration (stopping) length and storage. 
 
A discussion of “where we are” in the process was given. Through the door-to-door surveys, the 
business, block, neighborhood, and corridor-wide meetings the purpose and need and the screening 
process was developed.   
 
An overview of the screening process was given.  The first level of screening is a yes/no analysis.  
The second level is called comparative screening and is a consumer reports type analysis.  The 
evaluation is a good, better or best comparison within the alternative categories.  The questions are 
asked to determine what best meets the purpose and need.  The third level of screening is detailed 
screening.  This is a quantitative analysis to determine the impacts from an alternative. 
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4.  Draft pre and comparative screening results 
The proposed results from the interchange pre-screening and comparative screening were presented.  
Two interchange alternatives were removed during the pre-screening analysis.  All of the remaining 
interchange alternatives passed through the comparative screening into detailed screening. 
 
The alternative to add an interchange at Piccadilly Road was removed since it is outside of the 
corridor study area and it is being evaluated in another study.  
 
The alternative to add an additional interchange into the Globeville neighborhood could not be 
accommodated.  The access is provided by the Pecos and Washington interchanges. 
 
Questions/comments to the draft pre and comparative screening results 
1.  Washington is the best access to Globeville off of I-70. 
 
2.  Off of I-25, 51st Street, is a better access to Globeville. 
 

5.  Interchange selection approach 
The purpose of this meeting is to prepare everyone for the next meeting.  This meeting will go over 
some interchange types and how systems of interchanges work together. 
 
The process to screen the alternatives are composed of: 

• 1st Level:  Fatal flaw analysis  
• 2nd Level:  Comparison analysis 
• 3rd Level:  Quantitative (numerical) Analysis 
• 4th Level:  Final Design - This step will not be performed in this study. 

 
In the analysis of interchanges, the following items will be evaluated: 

• Access:  Does the interchange provide access to, from, and through the corridor? 
• Community:  What are the impacts to properties? 
• Environment:  What are the impacts to natural resources, social resources and historical 

resources? 
• Implementation:  Can the interchange be constructed? 
• Infrastructure:  How does it affect the existing system? 
• Mobility:  Is the system reliable?  Is the system consistent? 
• Safe:  Is the system safe? 
• Security:  Does the alternative provide for national security? 

 
6.  Interchange concepts 

Interchanges can be provided at intersections with local roads, major streets or other freeways.  Some 
examples of interchange types were presented:  trumpet, diamond (Peoria is an example), clover-leaf 
(E-470 and Peña Boulevard is an example), partial cloverleaf (Colorado Boulevard is an example), 
directional with loops, and all directional (the mousetrap is an example.) 
 
Further examples and variations of the interchange types were given.  Diamond interchanges can 
come in various forms:  Rural diamonds, compressed diamonds, tight diamonds, single point 
diamonds, spit diamonds, three point diamonds, three level diamonds, and diamonds with 
roundabouts.  Each of these types have different characteristics for the traffic driving on them, as well 
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as for the impacts to the community.  Partial cloverleafs come in various configurations, and are 
primarily used if a high number of drivers are turning in a certain direction. 

 
In the screening analysis for interchanges, we will evaluate what types of interchanges meet the needs 
of each location.  During the evaluation, the interchanges will be looked at as a system.  The system 
should be consistent for the drivers, so they know what to expect.   
 
Details of linear freeway systems were given.  Frontage roads and collector-distributor (C-D) roads 
are types of linear freeway systems.  The access between Monaco/Holly/Dahlia is an example of 
frontage roads.  C-D roads are a road parallel to the road.  C-D roads are used to remove the weaving 
from the main interstate lanes to improve safety. 
 
Typically, a C-D road is evaluated for the following reasons: 
• High volume of traffic (greater than 200,000 ADT) 
• To separate overlapping interchange routes – The segment from I-270 to I-225 is an example of 

this.  In this area, I-70 is used for traffic continuing on I-270 north from I-225. 
• To separate out high speed/long distance movements.  This is to allow traffic going through the 

corridor to travel without the safety issues associated with traffic merging at entrances and exits. 
• Close interchange spacing 

 
Questions/comments regarding Interchange concepts 
1.  How can this (a C-D road) be done? 
Answer:  A C-D road is another set of lanes built along side the main interstate lanes.  The traffic on 
the two sets of lanes is separated.  The difference between C-D roads and frontage roads is access.  
C-D roads do not have intersections with traffic signals or stop signs, while frontage roads do. 
 
2.  Is there a philosophy of whether C-D roads or frontage roads are better? 
Answer:  For this corridor, nothing has been decided.  We will be looking at having C-D roads, 
frontage roads and neither.  Actually, in this corridor, there are both C-D roads and frontage roads 
existing. 
 
3.  Not knowing what to expect is one of the biggest problems you have.  Sometimes we expect to get 
off the highway on the right, but you have to get off on the left. 
 

7.  Puzzle 
The next step in the process is alternative packaging.  All the elements for the highway will be 
considered together.  Interstate alignments will be put with lane types and the interchanges.  On the 
transit side, the transit alignments will be combined with transit technology and station locations.  
Putting together the highway elements and transit elements, local improvements, and TDM/TSM will 
provide an entire package.  The combination of all aspects is how we put together alternatives. 

 
8.  Existing System 

Section 1 – I-25 to Brighton Boulevard – This has recently been reconstructed.  The I-25 Interchange 
is fully directional.  Washington Street is ½ mile from I-25 and has a tight diamond configuration.  
Brighton also has a tight diamond configuration. 
 
Section 2 – Brighton to Colorado – This is the older section of the viaduct.  York Street has a partial 
diamond.  The Steele/Vasquez interchange is a diamond.  Colorado Boulevard has a partial 
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cloverleaf.  When this segment was built, there were 50,000 vehicles traveling through this section.  
Today, 140,000 vehicles travel here. 
 
Section 3 – The frontage road system for Monaco/Holly/Dahlia.  At the end of this section is a 
diamond at Quebec. 
 
Section 4 – I-270 to I-225 – This section has the most travelers in the corridor.  Over 200,000 
vehicles go through this section.  Havana is a folded diamond and Peoria is a diamond. 
 
Section 5 – The C-D road system from I-225 to Peña.  I-225 is fully directional, Chambers is a 
diamond and Peña is fully directional. 
 

9.  Open Forum 
1.  What makes the movement high between I-270 and I-225?  Is it to bypass TREX? 
Answer:  The traffic numbers we have come from our model.  The model does not take into account 
current construction.  The traffic numbers between I-270 and I-225 are important and will drive the 
design in this area. 
 
2.  Quebec, York, Washington and Brighton need work. 
 
3.  There are no directions given when coming off of I-70 at Brighton.  I have come close to getting 
into an accident there.  It is real bad. 
 
4.  Directions under the viaduct near the coliseum are bad. 
 
5.  Going through Quebec is bad.  It is hard to go left, west on I-70 from Quebec. 
 
6.  Is it (bad at Quebec) because of trucks? 
Answer:  Yes, they can push you off of the road. 
 
7.  I don’t like to drive I-70 east to west. 
 
8.  I-70 is dark and not lit well.  In inclement weather, it is real bad. 
 
9.  Glare screen between lanes would be good. 
 
10.  There are noise walls in other areas.  Here they are shabby.  It is an affront to the community.  
One community should be able to get the same kind of noise walls as another.  Will noise walls 
continue out I-70? 
Answer:  Yes, we assess and build noise walls in conjunction with projects.  To do this, an analysis on 
noise must be made. 
 
11.  Is there anything in this plan that will take care of noise walls in the corridor? 
Answer:  Yes.  The EIS will evaluate this through a noise analysis.  We will look at this for all the 
alternatives. 
 
12.  At Washington, the underneath is bad. (Tight diamond configuration). 
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10.  Next Meeting 
The next meeting for the Interchange working group will be Thursday, June 3, 2004, 6:30 P.M. at 
3840 York Street. 
 
The corridor-wide meetings will take place next week.  The Wednesday meeting will be at Montbello 
Recreation Center at 53rd and Chambers.  The Thursday meeting will be at Bruce Randolph Middle 
School.  The meetings will run from 5:00 PM to 7:30 PM. 
 

11.  Adjourn 
 

 
 
Please contact Amelia Deleon with I-70 East Corridor Project Office 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. 


