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MAY 2004 CORRIDOR-WIDE MEETING SUMMARY 
 

I. Corridor-wide Meeting Overview 
The I-70 East Corridor Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) project team conducted 
corridor-wide meetings on May 12th and 13th, 2004 as part of the on-going community 
outreach process.  The primary purpose of the May corridor-wide meetings was to 
disseminate, discuss, and answer questions regarding the draft results of the first two levels 
of the alternative screening process for the I-70 East Corridor EIS.  The meeting included an 
open house with boards that highlighted the recommended alternatives that were still being 
considered after the first two levels of screening.  Information presented in the open house 
included a project overview, a summary of the alternative analysis process, the alternatives 
remaining, next steps for the project, and ways to stay involved.  Small group discussions 
were conducted.  Comment sheets were also provided for the attendees. 
 

II. Small Group discussions 
Small group discussions were focused on the alternatives that were being recommended for 
elimination from further consideration.  The small group discussions were conducted with 
two members of the project team and up to ten members of the community.  The discussions 
were tape-recorded.  The following summaries highlight the questions and comments that 
came up during the discussions.  By major topic areas:  process, interstate, and trasit. 
 

A. Process 
1.  Where in this process would you consider the level of environmental impact?  Would that 
be in the earliest cut regarding a possible fatal flaw? 
Answer: Environmental impacts are considered throughout the entire EIS process.  They are 
being evaluated in all three levels of screening in different ways.  In the first level of 
screening (pre-screening), we are looking for fatal flaws.  The second level of screening 
(comparative screening) is where we identify resources and use a good/better/best approach 
between alternatives.  More detailed environmental analysis will occur during the third level 
of screening (detailed screening) and the full evaluation in the EIS. 
 
2.  Just because an alternative is outside the map doesn’t mean it is outside reality.  It ought 
to get a fair and legitimate analysis because in some ways, it is a very simple example of 
thinking outside the box. 
Answer: Some alternatives may make sense to address other problems but do not meet the 
purpose and need for this project.  Those types of projects need to be addressed as part of 
another project. 
 
3.  There are twelve goals.  Are they all equal? 
Answer: All of the goals are considered equal. 
 
4.  Why isn’t there an objective that deals with how each alternative will impact the health of 
the community, such as putting more cars on the road makes more people sick? 
Answer:  When you ask about are we looking at health in the EIS the answer is, yes we are 
looking at it in multiple ways.  There are several impacts to the environment that we will be 



May 2004 Corridor-wide Meeting Summary 
Page 2 of 21 

 
 

addressing, such as water quality, hazardous waste, noise, and others.  Everyone seems to be 
interested in air quality.  When it comes to air quality, we’ll be looking at it in several ways.  
First, we will look at the criteria pollutants.  Those are the air quality pollutants that the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has set standard procedures for and include carbon 
monoxide, ozone, nitrogen oxide, and particulate matter.  The other one that has been 
mentioned are mobile source air toxics (MSAT).  There are twenty-one different MSATs.  The 
EPA has been working on identifying how they are evaluated including standard practices 
and associated risks.  The EPA has not been able to do that but even though we do not have 
standards we are going to do a couple of things in the EIS.  We will model the six priority 
MSATs to see what has happened in the past and what is expected to happen in the future.  
We will also look at the differences between alternatives.  We will provide information on 
emissions but will not be completing a human health risk assessment.  All of this information 
will be included in the DEIS.  
 
5.  When you look at the goals, every one says “minimize” where this goal (objective E2) 
just says “address”.  Can these goals be updated? 
Answer:  The objectives have gone through extensive review by the sponsoring agencies and 
the public.  They are final. 
 
6.  Lets say that you have two alternatives and both are in compliance for air quality, but one 
has half the emissions of the other.  Will they be considered as equal because they are in 
compliance? 
Answer: We will balance the impacts to other resources in addition to air quality to 
determine the best transportation solution.  Just because one alternative has half the 
emissions of another does not mean it has the least environmental and community impacts. 
 
7.  Since you are in the draft stages of the project, are these the alternatives that the project 
team considers viable?  In other words, are they solutions to the project needs?   
Answer: The screening process is setup to eliminate alternatives that do not meet the project 
needs. 
 
8.  Is what you are recommending preliminary? 
Answer:  Yes, what we are recommending for elimination tonight is in the preliminary stages 
of the process.  These are the alternatives being recommended for elimination after the first 
two initial stages of screening. 
 
9.  At what stage will you know what kind of money you will have to implement what you 
want to do? 
Answer:  Once we have a better idea of what alternatives we are recommending we will look 
closer at funding. 
 
10.  What about pollution from all of the traffic? 
Answer: Air quality and pollution will be looked at in detailed screening and as part of the 
full evaluation completed in the EIS. 
 
11.  Who made the decision to eliminate these alternatives? 
Answer: With the information we received during the scoping process, we develop the 
screening criteria for the pre-screening and comparative screening.  These criteria were 
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used to evaluate the alternatives and make the recommendations we are discussing at this 
meeting.  We are looking for your input into the alternatives we are suggesting to eliminate 
from further consideration. 
 
12.  Are these alternatives that were suggested by the community? 
Answer:  Yes, many of these alternatives were suggested by the community. If it was 
mentioned, we added it to the list for consideration. 
 
13.  How long is this study going to take? 
Answer:  The DEIS is scheduled to be available in the summer of 2005.  The final decision 
document is called the Record of Decision and should be completed a couple of years after 
the DEIS is released.  
 
14.  Will the community continue to have involvement in the process? 
Answer:  Yes, we will continue to hold meetings throughout the EIS and have several ways 
for the community to stay involved throughout the process.  We have a project website, a 
project office, and on-going working groups.  We want you to stay involved. 
 
15.  Were the impacts to the community a major consideration in the decision to eliminate 
these alternatives?  
Answer:  The impacts to the community were considered in the screening process.  All 
alternatives for these first two levels of the screening process were compared against one 
another within each category to determine which ones were better than others. 
 
16.  You have so many different projects going on? How are they going to link together? 
Answer:  There is cooperation between the different corridor projects. The same agencies 
are sponsoring all the studies.  We all coordinate very often. 
 
17.  We need to address access. If it’s trains or whatever, we need to develop something that 
people will use to get where they need to go. The whole problem in the community is that 
they don’t have access. When you build something you always eliminate the people in the 
community and they don’t have access. 
Answer: Access is something that is an important part of the project purpose and need and 
screening criteria.  We are looking at both access to interstate and transit alternatives. 
 
18.  The area that we are most concerned with is the area of health, because of what the 
existing highway is doing to our health.  As we sit here, there are 114,000 cars that travel on 
the section of I-70 through our neighborhood every single day.  We object to anything that 
would increase the level of traffic on I-70 and that includes building an elevated toll road.  
Any options that would add any more lanes, other than the breakdown lanes, are not 
acceptable to us.  I would really like it to go underground.  It currently sits right over the tops 
of our children’s heads, right over the elementary school (700 children).  There are studies 
that prove that kids exposed to highway pollution within 300 feet have a disproportionately 
high rate of asthma and right now we are working with National Jewish Hospital to see if 
they can do screening of the kids at the elementary school to see what the prevalence of 
asthma is at that school. 
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19.  Will this be on the voting ballot this November? 
Answer:  No, the EIS process is not a voting process, it is dictated by the National 
Environmental Policy Act and is a process in where there are a number of stages to gather 
information, evaluate the information, and then to make the best decisions based on this 
information. 
 
20.  Will you choose an alternative that has fewer impacts to the community? 
Answer:  We are trying to find the alternative that best meets the project needs and 
minimizes community and environmental impacts. 
 
21.  Will houses be taken as part of the project? 
Answer:  Relocations will be evaluated in detailed screening and in the DEIS. 
 
22.  It would be nice to have this information before meetings, at least an agenda.  I 
understand that it will be quite costly to mail these packets out to everybody but maybe a 
quick phone call or e-mail or something that notifies us that this information is available at 
such and such a place, would be very helpful in allowing more conversation to take place. 

 

B. Interstate 
1.  Is one of the purposes on this project to deal with deteriorating infrastructure?  Before we 
get into anything that the EIS will develop regarding new and enhanced capacity, I would 
like to know how is existing deteriorating infrastructure being addressed?   
Answer:  The I-70 East Corridor EIS will address existing infrastructure deficiencies along 
I-70 between I-25 and Tower Road by determining what improvements are needed to meet 
future travel demands.  Before the EIS is completed and until a Preferred Alternative is 
selected and designed, ongoing maintenance activities will be conducted to address issues as 
they arise. 
 
2.  So you are only talking about realigning the interstate in the Elyria and Swansea area 
right? 
Answer:  Three alternatives were considered to realign I-70 to avoid the Elyria and Swansea 
neighborhoods.  Two were eliminated in the first two levels of screening and one is being 
recommended for evaluation in detailed screening. 
 
3.  What environmental impacts do the alternatives around Elyria and Swansea have?  
Answer:  The two alternatives that we are recommending for elimination have impacts on 
Sand Creek and residential/commercial areas.  The alternative we are still considering does 
not. 
 
4.  You really need to look closely at the remaining alternative that goes through the National 
Western Complex.  That does not make sense.  The socioeconomic impact and the cost to the 
city are enormous.  That should not survive your review process.  There are 120 activities a 
year and the single biggest activity is the Western Stock Show that has 600,000 visitors.  It’s 
huge and you have the alignment going right through it. 
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5.  Why not improve I-270 and I-76 and connect to back to I-70 west of I-25 instead of 
improving I-70? 
Answer:  There is still a significant amount of traffic that wants to use I-70 to access 
downtown.  Even if we improve I-270, it does not eliminate the need to improve I-70. 
In this case, because you are still coming back down into I-70 so it’s a little easier to get it to 
hook back up into the mousetrap and with traffic coming from the south.  
 
6.  Why is the alignment that has an additional level between Brighton Boulevard and 
Colorado Boulevard still on the table? 
Answer:  There is not enough information in the first two levels of screening to remove it 
from consideration at this point. 
 
7.  Why is it that you only want to add a level to the viaduct in the poor community, there is 
no mention of it in Section 3 (Colorado Boulevard to I-270), Section 4 (I-270 to I-225), or 
Section 5 (I-225 to Peña Boulevard)? 
Answer:  One of the reasons to consider building up instead of out is to try to minimize 
impacts to the houses and businesses along the corridor.  We have more room to make 
improvements in Sections 3, 4, and 5 than we do in Sections 1 and 2. 
 
8.  In Section 1 (I-70 from I-25 to Brighton Boulevard) all or most of the alternatives 
underground have been eliminated.  In Section 2 (I-70 from Brighton Boulevard to Colorado 
Boulevard) some of them remain.  Why? 
Answer:  In Section 1, only the existing horizontal and vertical alignment are being 
recommended for further consideration because of the issues with crossing the South Platte 
River and the railroad tracks.  Also, alternatives above and below the existing level do not 
have the ability to connect back to I-25 without reconstructing the entire Mousetrap.  We do 
not have the same constraints in Section 2 (I-70 from Brighton Boulevard to Colorado 
Boulevard). 
 
9.  We would like to see the bridge/viaduct eliminated as much as possible.  The snow, 
particles, and dust that fall down from the viaduct onto homes, properties, and cars are not 
acceptable.  The viaduct was eliminated from northwest Denver to downtown and from 20th 
Avenue and Broadway Street to downtown.  The property there is more open, cleaner, and 
more valuable.  If the project can drop the viaduct as much as possible it would be good.  The 
project could bridge over the Platte River, but drop the viaduct as soon as they can.  The 
neighborhood has been ripped apart due to the existing viaduct.  The neighborhood is 
depressed due to the cement barrier.  There is no sun, and the air is not clean.  The 
neighborhoods are complaining about the existing viaduct.  West of I-25 there isn’t a viaduct 
on I-70 and the area is cleaner.   There is grass and trees growing next to the highway and it 
looks better.  Maintenance on the viaduct is very expensive.  The drains are plugged, and the 
viaduct has problems with freezing and icy conditions that cause accidents.  We thought that 
putting a cover on the viaduct looked good because it would keep the environmental 
conditions out, but some people do not like tunnels.   
Answer:  We have heard these concerns since the project began and that is why we are 
considering different options to lower the viaduct where we can. 
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10.  How much rework of the viaduct will be needed in Section 1 (I-70 from I-25 to Brighton 
Boulevard)?  Has it aged and does it need to be replaced anyhow? 
Answer: Actually, Section 1 (I-70 from I-25 to Brighton Boulevard) was just recently 
reconstructed. 
 
11.  Will Section 2 (I-70 from Brighton Boulevard to Colorado Boulevard) require a lot of 
rework? 
Answer: Yes, the remaining portion of the viaduct is deteriorating and needs to be addressed. 
 
12.  Is the tunnel still an alternative in this Section 2 (I-70 from Brighton Boulevard to 
Colorado Boulevard)? 
Answer:  Yes, we will be looking at the tunnel during detailed screening. 
 
13.  How do you distinguish between a tunnel and a trench?   
Answer:  In the trench option you can still look up and see the sky, in a tunnel, you are 
enclosed. 
 
14.  What is the point of placing a roof over the viaduct? 
Answer: We received comments that it is an eyesore to see all of the vehicles and hear the 
noise.  Some of the community wanted a roof to contain that. 
 
15.  Were high occupancy toll (HOT) lanes or “Lexus lanes” eliminated? 
Answer:  No, they were not eliminated.  High occupancy toll lanes are toll lanes where a fee 
is charged based on current congestion levels. 
 
16.  Is tolling still on the table?   
Answer:  Yes, it is still being considered.   
 
17.  Does tolling mean additional lanes?   
Answer:  Yes, tolling would be considered on any new lanes that are added, not existing 
lanes. 
 
18.  What is congestion pricing?   
Answer:  Congestion pricing, as it works in high occupancy toll lanes, means that the price is 
low when the general purpose lanes are not congested, but when the general purpose lanes 
are congested, the price increases. 
 
19.  Why not have a separate freeway along 56th Avenue that ties into I-270? 
Answer:  We looked at this possibility but it did not take enough traffic off of I-70.  56th 
Avenue was modeled as a limited access expressway but it does not take enough traffic off of 
I-70 to eliminate the need to improve I-70. 
 
20.  When you talk about construction issues are you also weighing where traffic goes during 
construction? 
Answer:  We will look at the different construction impacts of the alternatives in the DEIS.  If 
the highway has to be shutdown and traffic re-routed because of an alternative that would be 
a major issue and addressed. 
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21.  Commuter lanes which have been successful in Denver (as well as other cities) have 
been eliminated, can you clarify why? 
Answer: We looked at the number of vehicles that travel straight through from one end of I-
70 to the other end and there was not enough demand to justify a separate roadway. 
 
22.  One of the alternatives that remain is to connect tolling options to E-470, what does that 
mean? 
Answer:  Since toll lanes are still being considered, we would keep options open at the end of 
the corridor in case connecting toll lanes to E-470 is viable as part of another project. 
 
23.  What about the frontage roads? 
Answer:  Those are still on the table to provide access between interchanges. 
 
24.  If you widen I-70 what about the properties that will be affected? 
Answer:  We will take a closer look at that this summer as a part of the detailed screening 
process and even more so in the full evaluation of the DEIS analysis. 
 
25.  How many lanes of traffic will be required or is that decided later? 
Answer:  That will be determined later in the process.  We have not gone in that much detail 
yet.  We are just taking a general look at everything right now.  We are looking at some 
traffic numbers right now but not in enough detail to determine number of lanes. 
 
26.  Could there be a designated lane for trucks? 
Answer: We looked at the number of trucks that travel straight through from one end of I-70 
to the other end, and there was not enough demand to justify a separate roadway. 
 
27.  Has the Federal Highway Administration said that they will allow a new interchange a 
Central Park interchange? 
Answer:  No, they haven’t said that.  Access to I-70 either direct or through a frontage road 
or collector-distributor road is still being considered at Central Park Boulevard. 
 

C. Transit 
1.  Could you briefly explain how the EIS is related to FasTracks?  What kind of cooperation 
there is, and how that process works? 
Answer:  The FasTracks Initiative that is on the ballot in November is asking voters to 
approve an additional 4 cents on every 10 dollars to fund the implementation of mass transit 
in the Denver metropolitan area.  In order to determine how much money is needed, the 
Regional Transportation District (RTD) developed the FasTracks Vision Plan that identified 
mass transit options for several corridors throughout the Denver metropolitan area.  All of 
the corridors must go through an environmental clearance like this EIS to determine the 
specific details of the mass transit alternative.  For example, the FasTracks Vision Plan for 
this corridor shows commuter rail and a certain number of stops, but the results of this EIS 
will determine what alignment, technology, and station locations will ultimately be built.  In 
short, the EIS defines the transit alternative and the FasTracks Initiative that is on the ballot 
in November provides a funding source to build the alternative that comes out of the EIS 
process. 
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2.  With FasTracks funding, how long will it be until something is constructed along I-70? 
Answer:  Around 2014. 
 
3.  If FasTracks is defeated in November, then it is not going to happen for a while? 
Answer: Correct – it would definitely slow it down. 
 
4.  Will transit connections be considered that look at serving the local community as well as 
the commuter trips from downtown to the Denver International Airport (DIA)?  
Answer: Yes, one possible alternative would be to have express and local trains on the same 
track.  This could be done with passing tracks so the local and express trains could run at the 
same time.  The local trains would make more stops than the express trains and therefore 
both needs would be served. 
 
5.  Why were the alignments east of DIA proposed in the first place? 
Answer:  These were alternatives that we had received during scoping. 
 
6.  Are the eliminated transit alternatives further east being looked at in other studies (i.e. E-
470)? 
Answer:  No, not at this point.  But it does not mean they might not be investigated at some 
point in the future. 
 
7.  Is the 56th Avenue alternative eliminated? 
Answer: Yes, it has been recommended for elimination. 
 
8.  Explain how the Montview alignment is outside the study area – does that mean it is too 
far south?   
Answer:  Yes, it does not provide access to neighborhoods along the I-70 corridor. 
 
9.  I don’t think taking light rail through the Rocky Mountain Arsenal would have as much 
impact. 
Answer:  There is a high potential for impacts to environmental resources through this area. 
 
10.  Are the proposed rail alignments on Bruce Randolph Avenue and Martin Luther King 
Boulevard, light rail?  
Answer:  Yes, they would most likely be light rail or some type of bus, like bus rapid transit. 
 
11.  We are concerned that RTD District eliminated Route 47 that served Globeville, Elyria, 
and Swansea.  The project should look at tying those neighborhoods into the rail alignment 
so that people in those neighborhoods can get downtown, to the airport, or other parts of 
town.  There are a lot of poor, older, and disabled people there and light rail could really 
boost the economics in that area. 
 
12.  Montbello needs to have access to the transit alternatives. 
Answer:  Access to areas near the transit alignment can be provided through bus connector 
lines that connect to the main transit alignment. 
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13.  Green Valley Ranch also needs access to the transit alternatives. 
Answer:  Access to areas near the transit alignment can be provided through bus connector 
lines that connect to the main transit alignment. 
 
14.  One of my major concerns is failing to provide a transit connection to the National 
Western Complex (not just the stock show).  They talk about extending the D-line and just 
ending it, and having a station with a pedestrian bridge, but if you have to build a bridge 
anyway, you might as well extend the light rail D-line to the National Western Complex.  
There is light rail at the Pepsi Center and Coors Field and the National Western Complex is 
in the same league and has just as much traffic.  If people have to walk too far to the National 
Western Complex then we are missing something here.  It is within the study area so 
whatever we propose for the transit we have got to allow for how we get across the rail 
corridor to the National Western Complex. 
Answer:  Access to areas near the transit alignment can be provided through bus connector 
lines that connect to the main transit alignment. 
 
15.  What I’m mostly concerned about is that you are going to stop the local bus service 
through Montbello, especially the No. 43 bus.  I don’t have a car and I want the buses to keep 
running whether we have light rail or not, and I really want the No. 43 bus because it goes 
right past my building. 
 
16.  Will this study determine if light rail can be considered which will allow for more stops? 
Answer:  Yes, we will at a light rail alternative. 
 
17.  What is the difference between bus rapid transit and light rail? 
Answer:  Bus rapid transit operates very similar to light rail.  There are more buses to 
provide the same level of carrying capacity as light rail.  Bus rapid transit typically has more 
doors to speed up the loading and unloading process and can operate within its own right of 
way or exit and use city streets.  Speeds can be very similar.   
 
18.  How do heavy rail, light rail, and commuter rail differ? 
Answer:  Commuter rail typically operates in freight rail right of way and heavy rail 
typically operates in heavy urban areas.  Commuter rail and heavy rail are typically for 
longer trips with fewer stops.  Commuter rail is typically diesel powered while heavy rail is 
powered by a third rail.  Light rail has overhead electricity and operates on a lighter track. 
 
19.  Can you expand on the reasons given for eliminating monorail and heavy rail? 
Answer:  Heavy rail and monorail have limited flexibility for future improvement, and they 
don’t provide as good of access as other alternatives. 
 
20.  Why have monorail and magnetic levitation rail been eliminated, yet diesel multiple 
units is still on despite the community wanting more stops and are concerned about the 
vibration and pollution from diesel multiple units? 
Answer:  Diesel multiple units is a form of commuter rail that is still being considered among 
the transit technologies.  The vibration and pollution issues will be considered in the EIS, but 
overall commuter rail meets the project purpose and need better than monorail and magnetic 
levitation. 
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21.  Is diesel multiple unit a lot faster than the light rail?   
Answer:  Light rail can run at speeds of 55-60 MPH, the diesel multiple unit can get up to 
speeds of 79 MPH.   
 
22.  How many station locations will we have? 
Answer:  It depends on the alignment and the technology.  It is a balance between how fast 
the service is and how much access you can have.  Once an alignment and a technology are 
selected, stations can be looked at in further detail.  There is also a Stations Working Group 
if you would like to be more involved.   
 
23.  With all of these stations that you are proposing, will parking be available? 
Answer:  In our next level of screening we will begin to look at things in more detail, and we 
will start to make decisions about which stations may make the most sense for the corridor 
and also eventually start to look at what the location will be, whether it will be a park-n-ride, 
kiss-n-ride, etc. 
 
24.  Is the station location at Peoria Street still being considered?   
Answer:  Yes, there is a station at Smith Road and Peoria Street that is still being considered.   
There was some confusion that the station at Fitzsimons was being eliminated altogether.  A 
station at that location will be looked at as part of the I-225 study.   
 
25.  I am concerned over a station location at Smith Road and Peoria Street.  I don’t want a 
station there and I also don’t want parking there.  The wildlife will be endangered. 
Answer:  Those are valuable comments.  We have that station still under consideration not 
only on the East Corridor, but it is also the proposed location to link the I-225 Corridor to 
the East.  
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III. Summary of Comment Forms  
The following section summarizes the comments by question received to date from the 
comment sheets distributed at the meetings. 
 

A. What did you like/not like about today’s meeting format? 
• Like: Small group ease of interaction, ability to see maps point out things, trade 

ideas and concerns in small group.  Dislike: We were told what was done, not 
what should be done or what our concerns are.  Not allowed to put things into 
context or discuss interrelationships enough. 

• Divide and conquer did not allow all in attendance to hear and question the 
presentation at the same time. 

• Very informative and lots of information. 
• People who would not normally speak in large groups were able to speak.  Could 

slow the pace so that everyone understood. 
• Too much time spent on what’s already eliminated.  Wanted to spend time talking 

about future options that were still being considered. 
• Dislikes, Groups too large with mix of informed versus uninformed.  Very 

discouraging to those of us informed on the process to have to sit through a re-
education, my time is important to me. 

• Pretty good, but too many concerns focused on and meeting lasted too long. 
• Nice job on the small groups, definitely the way to go facilitators (Skye and 

Brent) were well prepared, never defensive and kept us moving. 
• Did not have enough information.  Staff very knowledgeable. 
• The format of the discussion by putting smaller groups is great information on 

personal levels easier to understand then just being talked at. 
• Well organized lots of informed staff/handouts good, difficult to hear group 

members. 
• Small group format was great.  Good personal connections.  Wanted more 

specific comments solicited for what was still on the table. 
• Professionalism, venue, friendliness of I-70 corridor partners.  Didn’t realize 

group discussion would occur and be lengthy.  
• A lot of information. 
• Comfortable. 
• OK. 
• I liked the small group, very interactive. 
• Explaining of how this connection will work. 
• Informal open discussions the democratic format. 
• More information obtained from small groups like this. 
• Handout agenda before beginning to tables, could not hear very well. 
• Small group discussions. 
• I wanted more information on RTD’s plans for bus route changes and Montbello 

(especially) based on the light rail extension or I-70 changes. 
• Hard to hear others would have been better in classroom did not like being tied 

down to a table. 
• Appreciated the environment concept. 
• Noise pollution, groups too big, too hard to hear, food. 
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• Small group format. 
• Good change and you could get the suggestions to be passed on. 
• Format good, private conversation on other side of table couldn’t hear all and too 

much to say repetitive. 
• Format changed I need to speak before another engagement and I lost the 

opportunity. 
• Excellent format, excellent organization of the event.  Pleasant welcome, great 

hand off, informative meeting, group, and meal direction.  Prompt Group (#5) 
begins, with personable team leads who gave us plenty of opportunity to share, 
and always positive about our comments.  Format gave everyone time to speak up 
as well as give clarity to the evenings objectives. 

• It was very well explained 
• Mixed feelings-undecided 
• Dislike-had to wait 30 minutes for group to start/Like-got a lot of information 
• More intimate and able to give more input 
• Liked the small groups, I would have liked to have gone over the remaining 

alternatives as well as the eliminated ones 
• It was a little longer than I had planned 
• Small work groups-excellent 
• I have no problem with the format 
• Small groups good, alternatives that are still on the table need to be pressed 

graphically 
• The small group meetings were informative 
• Good explanation of items eliminated 
• Very informative, nice location 
• I liked the small group it created lots of conversation.  I liked the ability to put 

things back on the table and discuss what should be removed 
• Really liked the format for public input in small groups 
• Open and inviting concept 
• Have attended previous meetings at Macedonia Baptist and Randolph Middle 

School.  Liked this format better as our brainstorming went into Troy’s notes 
instead of being lost in the vastness of a plenary meeting.  The silence and 
detachment of Brad from CDOT seemed odd almost as if they would rather not 
hear opposition to their favored schemes for Denver residents. 

• I liked the small group format.  It provided the opportunity for more input. 
 

B. Did you understand the technical information in your discussion group? 
• Yes (27 responses) 
• We all should have received this written information before tonight’s meetings.  

Not doing so put everyone in the room at a distinct disadvantage.  Then we were 
told that tonight we are only discussing the alternatives that have been eliminated, 
not the alternatives still being considered this is inconsiderate of the time we are 
spending here tonight. 

• Yes, facilitators knowledgeable and had the ability and knowledge to make 
information relatively easy to understand. 

• Yes, explained very well. 
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• N/A. 
• Yes, speakers were very well informed. 
• Yes, some of it was over my head, but over all not too difficult. 
• Pretty well. 
• Yes.  Elimination! Elimination! Elimination! 
• Kind of, people were confused by what was being eliminated and what was not 

repeating in the same language was not helpful. 
• Pretty well. 
• Yes, two well informed facilitators. 
• Yes, and easier to ask questions. 
• Bill very good on explaining. 
• Yes, simple display, love visuals, leads worked as a team to make sure things 

were clear and gave us opportunity to ask questions.  Time was limited, however 
they did their best to give overviews and suggest speaking with other contacts on 
the floor and near oversized demonstration boards. 

• I understand everything well 
• Yes, well done 
• Yes, although I’m still uncertain why health is not an objective.  There should be 

an objective, which reads, “Minimize adverse impacts to human health”, the table 
was in consensus that health issues have consistently been revised but the 
consultants refuse to answer.  

• I believe so 
 

C. Do you understand the EIS process?  If not, what information can we provide 
for you? 
• Yes (28 responses) 
• I understand it so well that I think this EIS is about 50% on track, 50% off track. 
• I am ready to go home. 
• It became clearer as the process evolved. 
• Yes, however the importance of public comment at specific stages would be 

good. 
• So far it, seemed very open transparent and clear. 
• Mostly agenda’s and materials available ahead of time would be helpful. 
• Still trying. 
• No, don’t know what EIS means. 
• As much as possible without being an expert. 
• Yes, somewhat. 
• No, I am just beginning to get myself informed.  I am sure you are making this 

information available through the newspaper, mailings, meetings and web.  
Brochure Table? Interactive/visual table?  Make it fun, possibly educate adults 
and children that come for daycare. 

• Yes, I just don’t see how our wants and opinions will be heard 
• I think I do 
• I do not agree with all of the eliminations, but what can one do 
• Yes, but clearer options for gatherings public input beyond tonight 
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• Yes, although I still do not understand why there is not a health objective.  A 
health objective on information on how that (health) will be considered in other 
areas would be helpful. 

• I think so 
 

D. Do you feel that you have input into the EIS process? 
• Yes (20 responses) 
• Some, we say the same thing over and over and do not get responses or evidence 

of being heard. 
• I feel much of what I heard concerning public health, particularly for children and 

elders was dismissed. 
• Maybe. 
• No, I feel as if it is already decided. 
• Yes, though it is not clear to me if the feed back that was echoed many of times, 

we need more connections between this and other projects and will have any 
input. 

• Yes, concerns of people impacted by viaduct/overpasses still not being 
satisfactory resolved i.e.: Elyria/Swansea/Globeville. 

• Well, CDOT’s going to do what CDOTs going to do to a point. 
• Up to the stage I chose to participate in tonight’s meeting. 
• Mostly agenda’s and materials ahead of time would help me to articulate my ideas  

Please provide them prior to the meetings in the future. 
• I hope so. 
• Somewhat, still not sure about the outcome decision-making. 
• No, Every time I show up and talk about community health as it relates to toxic 

emissions and health is still not a goal or criteria. 
• Not at this time. 
• Not sure. 
• Not really. 
• After tonight’s meeting I feel as though my voice was heard with the team partner 

taking notes and tape recorder.  My perception of the whole meeting was very 
positive.  I felt as though you were catering to us as well as the person who 
brought in the food.  You seem like you are trying with the expense put out it 
couldn’t be for show. 

• To some degree 
• It seems that capacity needed is known, but yet size of expansion not presented 
• I have input but feel things have already been decided 
• Too early to say 
• On paper we do 
• Yes, although being clearer about future stages (see above) 
• Sort of 
• Sometimes input such as health concerns has not been included 
• Yes, I feel those who participate do feel they are heard.  I worry about the silent 

majority and getting their feelings 
• I am doing my best, within limits of my packed schedule, to make myself heard 
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E. Was your presenter thorough in answering all of your questions?  If not, what 
questions do you still have? 
• Yes (23 responses) 
• A major rewrite of evaluation criteria and especially goals and objectives about 

health, transit dependency, and EJ matters in the CUTR (Center for Urban 
Transportation Research) booklet. 

• No, he kept suggesting they bring someone over to answer questions. 
• Yes, great job, and R.A. was kind enough to spend time explaining things in more 

detail. 
• N/A. 
• Yes, quite, however I didn’t understand the importance of framing health issues 

only in terms of air quality. 
• Jeremy and Chuck table 11 very good, somewhat talked, as though the group 

would not be able to grasp the concepts. 
• The presenters seem very rushed at Table #9.  They did not cover issues 

thoroughly or allow for ample conversations and questions. 
• Yes, very much. 
• Yes, they were very knowledgeable about the project and the alternatives to 

prescreening and comparative screening and elimination.  
• Not about any goals how they relate to health. 
• Very informative. 
• Yes, except for bus route questions, but I was in the elimination group. 
• Outstanding staff, Brenda and Curtis (Chris).  Monitor presentation were 

effective, organized, detailed oriented. 
• Very good on answering questions. 
• (Troy?) Yes, if they could not answer they wanted to direct you to someone who 

could.  She brought over someone to specifically answer some questions she 
couldn’t.  No questions were silly.  They even went around the table sort of speak 
to make sure.  They even wanted to follow up with Ray at our table. 

• Yes-very thorough 
• Sandy and George were great 
• Yes and they also call additional people over to our table 
• Ok, but not clear why all objectives are stated in terms of “minimizing” except for 

air quality which states (meet federal) standards. The objective should say 
“minimize adverse air pollution impacts to human health”. 

• Yes, and was able to get help as needed 
• Did a great job 
• Seemed thorough within the ground rules of last night’s meeting 
• Yes they were.  I still question the ability to adapt to the changing growth 

projections and will this project actually meet the needs for this corridor 
 

F. Did you understand the descriptions of the alternatives?  If not, which ones 
would you like clarified? 
• Yes (29 responses) 
• All transit/station alternatives need to have Transit-oriented development and land 

use (park-n-ride, etc) potential tied to evaluation and screening ASAP. 
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• No problem there. 
• Yes, but confusing that those eliminated were presented without receiving the 

remaining. 
• Handouts were very helpful. 
• Yes, the multicolored maps (remaining and removed) alternatives were a good 

improvement. 
• Yes, need more local stations. 
• Yes, but would like more input from RTD. 
• Seemed like a clear reason for elimination. 
• Overhead. 
• No, wasn’t a topic tonight nor am I educated yet. 
• The speaker, Mr. Quinn did a very good job 
• I want to study the written material we were given and then I may have other 

comments or questions 
• We only discussed eliminated alternatives 
• Yes, although clarification on why the double-decker was not removed from 

section 2, was not clear. The same logic should apply that was used for IA4. 
• I think so 
 

G. Do the alternatives we have recommended for elimination make sense?  If not, 
which ones do not make sense and why? 
• Yes (16 responses) 
• I-270: there must be some Transportation Demand Management and management 

system to shift through truck traffic to it.  The excuse that it has environmental 
impacts because it would need widening is not acceptable: any route, especially I-
70, has perhaps worse environmental impacts and specious logic.  

• No, I believe widening I-270 was based on FHWA saying they would not provide 
funding.  Very poor explanation of why?  Regarding elimination of “lane for 
commuter”.  Nate had no answers that were plausible or complete. 

• N/A. 
• More or less, I would like to see all parts of the viaduct removed.  It’s a stigma for 

the surrounding neighborhoods and its removal would signify a new start. 
• Yes, though no effort was given to explain.  Who would have wanted any specific 

alternative or what it is relative merits were.  If these really were all easy to 
eliminate at not great loss, then all is well. 

• Smith Road should at least finish through old Stapleton (Quebec Havana). 
• Not sure, need to read handouts more thoroughly. 
• To use I-270 to siphon 5 out of Globeville. 
• Apparently.  
• More local stations in Montbello. 
• Yes, though about impact to the community. 
• No because they are not final. 
• Not sure. 
• Yes, except for E-470 if you look 30 or 40 years out E-470 will be no longer the 

outer belt way, it will be the heart or suburbia (however, Piccadilly works nearly 
as well). 
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• Seem like going underground is much cleaner and safer. 
• Liked different alternatives, sure what even is decided is ok. 
• Yes, for the most part.  We need I-70 and a secondary I-70 or even a third choice 

when planning your travel time N-S E-W.  I think a few more semi-major freeway 
access would help get people connected to their final destination faster.  I tend to 
drive short cuts.  It’s too bad we can’t take the railroad and make it “Route 
alternatives” and give them something in return.  Share the ground sort of.  Build 
over some? 

• 56th Avenue should be considered a part of some alternatives 
• Some 
• No, not all of them especially the elimination of alternate routes 
• I am curious about what alternatives will be used 
• Failure to eliminate double-decker for Section 2. Given impacts to the comments, 

it should be eliminated.  The Fitzsimons stop should not be eliminated from 
consideration given the 28,000 employees. 

• Yes, except eliminating I-270 as a potential alternative to the viaduct area 
• Yes, some are involved in other projects and I would like to know more about 

those 
• Removing Fitzsimons. IA13 should be removed 
• I think so 
 

H. Compare this meeting to others.  Was this meeting: Significantly better, Better, 
Worse, Significantly worse then other meetings you have attended?  Please 
comment on your rating. 
• Better, you all do not look for opportunities to improve quality of life rectify past 

problems.  For shame!  Still too much here’s what we’ve done rather than getting 
reaction, creative thinking, etc. 

• Spent too much time on things eliminated.  Better use of time would be which is 
ahead. 

• Probably a toss up. 
• Different. 
• Worse, want to focus on possibilities not what can’t happen. 
• Worse, too loud (back ground noise) could not hear. 
• First meeting for me. 
• Better. 
• Have not been to any, this was the first overall it was good. 
• Significantly better. 
• Better. 
• First one attended. 
• Significantly better, I like the small group. 
• Better, I could hear better and understood what was being said.  The layout was 

put right on the table. 
• First meeting. 
• Significantly better, using two facilitators was excellent they were excellent 

presenters. 
• Better. 
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• Better, I like the small groups. 
• Better, it was more directive and easier to understand. 
• Worse. 
• First meeting. 
• Worse, Previous meetings were smaller it was easier to participate and provide 

comments. 
• Significantly better. 
• Better. 
• Better. 
• Great, can’t say never attended another meeting format.  Heard it was better and I 

thought it was well planned out and very service oriented.  The meal idea 
childcare is an incentive if it is publicized.  Lots of yellow shirts willing to help.  
Hospitality big with me.  Side Note: Chicken on the bone was hard to eat during a 
meeting but good. 

• Significantly better 
• Prefer the open forum 
• Significantly better, small groups better 
• Better 
• Better 
• First I-70 East Corridor-wide public meeting 
• Better, Good explanations of what is being eliminated, but not why they are 

eliminated 
• Significantly better, we had a good discussion with EIS team and the public 
• Significantly better 
• Significantly better, allowed more input 
• Significantly better, individual groups seem to provide opportunity for discussion 

without the grandstanding that happens in the open forum 
• This meeting was better.  I might have used my early time more productively if 

had been able to find the Montbello Recreation Center more easily.  Since I live 
well outside the Montbello community, I had no idea of how to go about finding 
the street address given on your website.  I might also have found a master chart 
of the set-up of such an extensive display of information centers helpful. 

• Was not at other meeting 
 

I. Any other comments or questions? 
• The interviews of Manolo’s crew, home interviews need to be presented in some 

understandable format.  What did the people tell Manolo?  Level 3 screening 
should not be done until there is some modeling or rider ship estimates of transit 
alternatives especially, and of what a good rider ship on transit will do to reduce 
I-70 peak hour congestion.  

• Just tell us you are going to build an elevated HOT lane and let the law suits 
begin, the suspense is a waste of time. 

• Why are so many of those in control Anglo?  Is this an equal opportunity project 
or not? 
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• It would be good to combine this format with a larger group format also.  Some 
people want to make statements in front of a larger group, and were frustrated that 
they could not. 

• Remember to plan for connection to the National Western Complex. 
• My preference, drop I-70, similar to the “narrows” section on I-25. 
• Thanks, you have obviously worked extremely hard to be inclusive, thoughtful, 

and respectful of many views.  It’s a good model.  I just hope you can find more 
and more ways to encourage people to think beyond their specific interests and 
consider the whole picture; the stakes go up from now on. 

• This meeting was very informative. 
• I would like to see the rail go down I-70 most traveled. 
• I liked the manner the session offered. 
• There should be a transit stop in Montbello (especially if the alignment is along I-

70).  The two women sitting at the table from Montbello mention there is a no 
transit there (even though those are transit dependent population).  

• No. 
• Commuter rail is a euphemism: Diesel is a problem.   DIA route should be light 

rail.  It is imperative to have local and express trains.  The neighborhoods need to 
be served.  

• PowerPoint presentation would have been good to show to everyone in the 
beginning, then breaking up in groups to hear about the alternatives and 
eliminations.  

• Why are there no more stops in Montbello, Green Valley, and Gateway 
communities? 

• You should have asked what alternatives left the community wanted to eliminate. 
• I cannot afford a car, also keep #153 to Aurora Mall and #44 to downtown.  I 

want to be sure the #43 RTD bus will continue its route all the way down Albrook 
Drive (in Montbello) as frequently as it runs now or more frequently, also the 
#121 from Montbello Park and Ride to my Pharmacy at 6th Avenue and Peoria 
Street King Soopers. 

• No. 
• Make I-70 user friendly i.e. neon giant directional and street signs.  Wider lanes to 

accommodate the growing number of SUV’s, post directions on contingency 
frequent. 

• Mail materials ahead of time to participants.  
• Concerns for health for all neighborhood especially Gateway neighborhood, 

specifically for children that there would be compressive studies with reports that 
come back to communities that have tuggers(?) in regard to diseases such as 
asthma, cancer and anything like that.  What agency to know have best 
information that is available is provided.  No need to complain all existing 
problems. 

• Leads, great people skills and positive to our feedback acknowledging that “The 
People” are being heard is important to convey.  I felt that.  I hope it’s true behind 
closed doors, again, which seems the case with the extensive drawings made up of 
folk’s ideas.  Thank you for all your work and care. 

• Keep up the good work 
• None 
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• Suggested that eastbound and westbound I-70 between the railroad tracks and 
Quebec Street that 2 lanes in each direction go below the viaduct to serve York 
Street and other streets while outer lanes stay above. Example I-35 in Austin, TX 
through downtown. 

• Health objects (objectives) should be added that clearly.  We need more trains 
along 

• I would like to see 56th Avenue widened from Quebec Street to Tower Road.  
Smith Road access completed from Quebec Street eastward soon.  Westbound I-
70 access northbound Colorado Boulevard. 

• Remove IA13, make a health objective 
• RA’s slide show is terrific.  New maps are terrific too 
• At this point, I think I would favor the renewal of Segment 2 pretty much as is 

with effective sound walls and modern structure that would cut the present 
“forest” of pillars by half.  Route toll lanes or additional lanes north of 
Elyria/Globeville and logically cross over I-25 and intersect with I-76 somewhere 
around Federal Boulevard rather than further confuse the “Mousetrap” Extend 
Light-rail along the FasTracks commuter-rail corridor to Quebec Square (or 
perhaps Montbello) because commuter-rail will do almost nothing to serve 
mobility needs in Northeast Denver/Montbello because of diesel equipment 
limitations, as I understand it. 

• Still have questions on the access to the proposed mass transit from the 
neighborhoods south of I-70 

 
IV. Summary of Open House Comments 
The following section summarizes comments that were received by the open house 
representatives at the corridor-wide meeting. 

• Stations along Peña Boulevard, Tower Road, and Piccadilly Road alignments 
should mirror (ie: S36, S35) like the on-street alignments show stations along all 
potential routes. 

• For Martin Luther King Boulevard alignments consider going down Sand Creek 
Corridor with an intersection at Peoria Street and Fitzsimons Parkway to better 
connect with I-225 Corridor. 

• Consider an alignment that goes through Montbello directly (Andrews or other 
major street). 

• We need to show a station at Peoria and I-70. 
• How many alternatives will be in DEIS? 
• How will alternatives be selected? 
• Transit interest in distinction/conflict downtown to DIA, i.e. need for speed vs. 

local access via more stops.  Note problem of loud traffic leaving Curtis Park.  
Need downtown access via transit from east 
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V. Attendees 
Ted Robinson Jena Montgomery Calvin Dailey Kathy Dreeszen 
Walt Cross Norma Cohn Julie Hock-Noble Joel Noble 
Linda Miller Huiliang Liu J.M. Flaig David Brown 
Keith Pryor Holly Brown Dee Harris  Roberta Digins 
Amanda Champany Susan Stanton Minnie Cullins Jay Cerbett 
Rich McClintock David Ruchman Manuel Acosta Mindy Crane 
Chuck Elwin Burnie Baker Bernie Love Rich Coolidge 
AB James Walter Lewis Craig Gaskill Maxine Burry 
Ken Cotton Terrance Carroll John Daniels Renee Hill 
John Priola  Isabella Allen Joanne True Don Hunt 
Norman Lane Jesus Orozco Greg Jamieson Eric Tagge 
Mark Burry Mac Callison Carol Priola Chris Martinez 
Michael Kloefkorn Craig Jackson Fran McElravy Tony Ogbol 
Brad Beckham Dallas Jackson Scott Gilmore John Sawyer 
Andrew Hornbrook Melissa Guzman Maria Vasquez Gary Meacham 
Winston Keyes Chris Arend Lee Coleman Kevin Hankel 
Sam Lopez Bill Fulton Margot Hackstaff Paul Ryan 
Dave Dombrowski Gloria Bragg Joel Judd Matt Carrington 
Robert Jackson Kathlen Garcia Jessica Perez Sheila MacDonald 
Corrie Bonnar Derrick Officer Michelle Rabouin Jim Paulmeno 
Frank Woertman Helen Mc Callum Faith Winter Akwe Starnes 
Daryl Kenton Marilin Stone Charnine Scott Doris Mays 
H. Malcolm Newton Ted Gleichman Lisa Harper Shirley Valentine 
Dorthy Hackett Rebecca Miller Mike Vanderhoof Lorraine Granado 
Betty Wonder Howard Amstudz David Krutsinger Jim Pacheco 
Bert Melcher Jennifer Webster Stacey Stegman Debra Valdez 
Emily Lopez Antointette Gonzalez Eddie Solano Cristie Braaten 
Myrtle B. Duvall Sandra Bourgeois Richard Brags Connie Martinez 
Brother Ely Harris Isabelle Marquez Roy Marquez AC Crenshaw 
Diane Cunningham Benita Sanchez Rose Duran Paula Pehowski 
Yvonne Tollette Wilber Stackhouse Cipriano Lujan Frank Niehus 
Gene Houk Keith Dameron Tim Fuller Inell Fuller 
Jacqueline Lofotn Randy Schnicker Chris Martinez Mark Keller 
Fred Mc Peck Amanda Champany Celina Benavidez Helen Smith 
Lillie Ray Craig Jackson Luz Valero Anne Callison 
Toya Nelson Francisco Miravel Rikki Bragg James Zavist 
Cecil Leja Jess Ortiz Dave Beckhouse Gene Trujillo 
Pat Grant Marvin Witt Janice Finch Malcolm Whitman 
Mike Braaton Sal Rivera Jerry Piffer Lillie Fuller 
Ray Rupert Beverley Haddon Deborah Lebow Tom Anthony 
Sylvia Smith    
 


