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Denver West Metropolitan District

1-70, Exit 263 #+ 1546 Cole Boulevard &+ Lakewood, CD 80401 #+303-205-6783 ++ Fax 303-205-6790

November 15, 2006

Ms. Monica Pavlik

Federal Highway Administration
Colorado Division

12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 180
Lukewood, CO 80228

Mr. Ed Martinez

CDOT North Engineering Region 6

4670 North Holly Street

Denver, CO 80216

Re:  1-70/32™ Avenue ige Ex ] A (“EA™)

Dear Ms. Pavlik and M. Martinez:

TheDmmeMmlhkaﬁwﬁchhswﬁwly' ! t.h:md d upon the evol .' of the
so-called Cabela's traffic plan, bas &n opportunity to review b fe d 1

Assessment. The District would like to go on record to say that the vﬁnuh}gﬁwmﬂiwh-nhhawwnrked
on this project, including CDOT, the FHWA, the City of Wheat Ridge, the &‘Iyqugkewmddeaﬁ'usnn
Ccunty.havedortnwrygoodjnbufmlnzupmﬂngmemllywmhbhplantmemwpemwmum
for the significant traffic impacts projected for Cabela’s and the_ ing retail i a5 well as the

of the existing highway and surface sireet config We congratulate you all and commend you
on a job well done.
The plan as it is now constituted rey a impr from where it started, and looking ahead it
'aewmmhingnﬁndfulﬂmnlmtﬂuwhnpomnmhpmmlnmudm
. T}wcumplnnmdBAwnMpmMCl.bah'swillmqpenunﬂlanumhernfmeﬂimpm\mmu
have been completed. This is, of course, eritical to responsibly handling the.nzw traffic generated by
Cabela’s and the Jing retail develop Tt is obvious that for this to be achicved, the funding

niust be secursd for each onc of these identified elements including the new SH 58 interchange, the I-
70 westbound hook ramps, the 40™ Ave underpass and the widening of 32* Avenue. We hmrs‘ attached
a summary of the plan and their iated costs as p d a1 the most recent public
meeting (11/9) on the EA.

G to complets the ab d imp must be embodied, in dstail, in the
FONSL and the FONSI must as well address and set forth the various funding sources for cach these
clements of the plan.

Response to Comment #176:

Response to Comment #176-1:
Please refer to Section 2.5 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to
your comment on the construction timing.

Response to Comment #176-2:

Section 2.5 Funding and Phasing of the EA provides estimates of the probable
construction costs for the various transportation improvements that are included
in the EA as well as for I-70/SH 58 project improvements and the local agency
projects. Section 2.4 Funding Status of the FONSI identifies the various funding
sources for each component of the Proposed Action. Section 2.5
Implementation Schedule in the FONSI identifies the schedule for
implementation of the various components of the Proposed Action.
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Comment
#176-3

Nov-15-08

03:33pm  From-OTTEN JOHMSOM ROBINSON NEEF & RAGONETTI 303 828 €525 T-TT1  P.004/008  F-621

Ms. Monica Pavlik
M:. Ed Martinez
November 15, 2006

" Page2’

" necessary to allow the intersection of 32™ and Youngfield to

i I ' i i ) odate traffic in the
The improvements to the 32° Avenue interchange may be insufficient 1o accommooat
Inngrﬂvﬂitiswodhmtin'gﬁntaddlﬁmulhnpmmmnnbeynndﬂlmI(iemlf_nd_mﬂuﬁnﬂﬂlm;yhe

fi i L 4 " = Ll N .
DOT and the local agencies study the need for these improvements and include sdditional projects in
gnl’heﬂlbfcoamimdkeg'oml‘l'mpwmjunnmumupossihhmenswemapmper
operation of this intersection.

We are gratefidl for the opportunity to take pminlhepmmdwcmphuiu._onwuplnﬂm.wbjectlnﬂ:e_
a;m;o?-rm'mmuMkamamﬁmwmmmﬂm

‘We would be happy 1o answer any questions or respond to any comments.

Very truly yours,
DENVER WEST METROPOLITAN DISTRICT

ompson

Wheat Ridge City Council Members
ssman Mark Udall

Bill Skewes

Govemnor Bill Owens .

Jefferson County Commissioners

Joe Jehn ’

State Senator Moe Keller
Bob Beauprez

Wheat Ridge Mayor Cerveny

Deana Pertmutter

Senator Wayne Allard

Tom Noron

Pam Hutton

Response to Comment #176-3:

Project future conditions are based on DRCOG Metro Vision 2030 Regional
Transportation Plan, as amended. Traffic forecasts and the consequent
engineering design were developed from the DRCOG regional travel demand
model. As part of final design, a sensitivity analysis will be conducted using the

current DRCOG regional travel demand model to assess any potential additional
improvements.
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Nov-16-06  03:3%3m  Fron-OTTEN JOHNSON ROBINSON NEFF & RAGONETT| 303 825 6525

Planning Elements Funding Source
SH58/Cabela Dr. Interchange Developers
1-70/32" Interchange Wheat Ridge/Jeffeo/Developer(s)
Cabela Drive 32* - 40" CDoT
1-70/58 Interchange CDOT and Jeffeo
1-70/58 phase 4, 44® & Ward Road  CDOT
Youngfield Widening Wheat Ridge
40™ Underpass Wheat Ridge
Cabela Drive 40™ to Proposed Wheat Ridge
North of Clear Creek

TAIM | TIRAGOD 1171578 2 53 P

1Tl P.00S/005  F-621

$12.1M

$27.6M
§ 32M
$35.3M
$20.0M
5 2™
§ 5.8M
$ 7.0M
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Gwyn Green

Comment
#177

Comment
#177-1

Comment
#177-2

Comment
#177-3

Coment #177-
4

State Representative
GWYN GREEN
Colorads State Capitel

Member:
Health & Human Services
Commitice

200 E. Colfax Ave., Room 271 CO LO RA DO Transpariation & Energy
Denver, CO 80203 Cammitice
Capitol: 303.866.2951
Home: 303-489-8907 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
E-mail: gwyn green house@aate.cous STATE CAPITOL
DENVER

November 15, 2006 #0203

Ms. Monica Pavlik Mr, Ed Martinez

Federal Highway Administration CDOT North Engineering Region 6

Colorado Division 4670 N, Holly St.

12300 W, Dakota Ave., Suite 180 Denver. CO 80216

Lakewood, CO 80228
RE: Public Comment on EA for Cabela’s Development at 1-70-32™, St. Interchange
Dear Ms. Pavlik and Mr. Martinez:

I have spoken before to CDOT and testified at the Colorado Transportation
Commission regarding this matter, and my testimony and concerns remain the same.

It is critically important that additional traffic not be routed to W. 32™ St west of
1-70 to handle increased traffic from the proposed Cabela’s development. This added
traffic has been projected to be 25,000 more vehicles per day and 35,000 more vehicles
on weekend days.

Routing more traffic through this residential neighborhood with an elementary
school and a middle school just west of 170 and south of 32™ is irresponsible and
dangerous. Yet that is what the Environmental Assessment proposes,

Another concern is the taking of private residences and businesses for this project.
This can and should be avoided.

When this project was first proposed, CDOT promised the primary entrance
would be through SH-58. They also stated they needed a second entrance because of Fire
Department concerns. But the EA has three entrances, one of them off 32" Ave., which
is totally unacceptable in terms of safety and neighborhood integrity.

Mor does the primary entrance seem any longer to be on SH-58. Instead, the very
worst location has been chosen, right by the elementary school. Whatever led to such a
decision? 1 find it totally mind-boggling.

Response to Comment #177:

Response to Comment #177-1:
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on
the Cabela Drive/32™ Avenue intersection.

Response to Comment #177-2:
Please refer to our response to Comment #13-2 in regard to your comment on
school safety.

Response to Comment #177-3:

CDOT sincerely regrets that private property sometimes needs to be acquired
for transportation projects. This is an unfortunate reality of our work. We are
well aware of the unique circumstances of each property and situation and that
makes this difficult decision even harder. We are aware of the emotional toll that
property acquisition takes on affected property owners, especially in
circumstances where occupants are displaced and relocated to replacement
properties. Rest assured that, at the future time when the decision is made to
proceed with the acquisition of property, our right of way professionals will strive
to provide each landowner and tenant with the courtesy and dignity they deserve
in the process.

As part of the alternative screening process, CDOT developed several
alternatives for the 1-70/32™ Avenue interchange. These alternatives included a
diamond interchange and a single point urban interchange. The diamond
interchange at I-70/32"™ Avenue was included in Alternatives 1 and 1B. Both
Alternatives 1 and 1B were eliminated in the third-level screening due to
additional right-of-way and relocation impacts (14 residential and 22 business
relocations). A single point urban interchange, which was part of Alternative
Package 1, was also evaluated and would have required the full or partial
acquisition of 39 properties and the relocation of 14 residences and 22
businesses. Alternative Package 1 was eliminated in the fourth-level screening
of alternatives. The Proposed Action represents a compromise between impacts
to the community and traffic operations; however, FHWA and CDOT support
these improvements. The alternatives screening process is summarized in
Chapter 2 Alternatives.

All right-of-way acquisition will follow the procedures outlined under the Uniform
Relocation Act Amendments of 1987 (as amended) and the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended).
These policies have measures intended to treat business owners, property
owners, residents, and tenants fairly during the right-of-way acquisition process.
CDOT Right-of-way specialists will work with the landowner and all displaced
persons and businesses during the acquisition process to address their
individual needs and desires as best possible as allowable under law
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Comment
#177-5

Comment
#177-6

All along this process, [ have joined residents in asking CDOT to consider the
needs and concerns of the neighborhoods impacted by Cabela’s. I have especially asked
that there be no entrance to Cabela’s from 32™ Ave. And at some point, CDOT decided
to have not one, not two, but three entrances to Cabela’s and now the main one seems to
be on 32* Ave, I join residents in strenuously objecting to this.

Residents and I have also spoken out against the proposed hook ramp on W. 32°
which will take out Novachek Nursery as well as other businesses and homes. CDOT
needs to do better. This wholesale taking of people’s homes and businesses is, quite
simply put, unnecessary and I will join the residents in fighting it.

1 am deeply disappointed, although not entirely surprised, by CDOTs failures o
take into account the neighborhood environment in which they are building this project.
As usual, CDOT has acted arrogantly and with total disregard for the lives, homes and
businesses of people in the area of this project.

Sincerely,

Gwyn'Gtreen

cc; Governor Owens
Governor-Elect Ritter
Jack Hoopes, president of Applewood Valley Neighborhood Association
Samuel and Jean Guyton
Ann Thacker

Response to Comment #177-4:

Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on
the Cabela Drive/32™ Avenue intersection and #13-2 in regard to your comment
on school safety.

Response to Comment #177-5:
Please refer to our response to Comment #4-2 in regard to the location of the
eastbound 1-70 hook ramps at 27" Avenue.

Response to Comment #177-6

In addition to the proposed development, DRCOG forecasts that the study area
is expected to experience a 22 percent increase in population and the number of
households and a 40 percent increase in employment over existing land uses
without the proposed development. With the proposed development,
employment is predicted to increase 52 percent over the existing land uses.
Section 4.1 Land Use, Socio-Economics, and Community in the EA discusses
land use forecasts in the study area. The purpose of the I-70/32" Avenue
Interchange EA is to address the issue of traffic congestion due to regional
growth and the proposed development.

As a state representative, FHWA and CDOT are certain that you understand the
challenges that employment and population growth across the State of Colorado
presents to the transportation system. CDOT’s mission is to “provide the best
multi-modal transportation system for Colorado that most effectively moves
people, goods and information.” CDOT appreciates your desire to limit access to
the proposed development; however, CDOT must also consider projected
regional growth and develop an integrated transportation system solution that
most effectively meets the needs of the public. The EA and the System Level
Feasibility Study, which preceded it, defined transportation problems and
developed a Proposed Action for overall improvements in the study area to
address the issue of traffic congestion due to both regional growth and the
proposed development. Limiting access to the proposed development from SH
58 or the 40™ Avenue underpass or from 32" Avenue would not be an effective,
integrated solution to the needs of the transportation system.
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Suzanne
Alley

Comment
#178

Comment received via the project website. Date : 11/15/06 07:06
I live two houses in from the proposed 32nd/Cabela drive intersection.

I've been unable to attend the public meeting. | would like to see a brick wall across our
road and make Zinnia a cul-de-sac. Currently, 7 to 10 cars turn around at my house or
my neighbor's on the corner because they've missed the on-ramp to I-70 westbound. A
brick wall and cul-de-sac similar to the one across from Conoco break place would
alleviate this problem and help with car exhaust. Thank-you for consideration.

Response to Comment #178:

Converting Zinnia Street into a cul-de-sac would reduce traffic on Zinnia Street;
however, it would do so largely by diverting the same traffic onto Zinnia Court
and Alkire Street. CDOT appreciates your desire to limit access 32" Avenue;
however, CDOT must also develop an integrated transportation system solution
that most effectively meets the needs of the public.
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H.M. Van
Fleet

Comment
#179

Comment
#179-1

H. M. Van Fleet, P.E.
2267 Zinnia St.
Golden, CO 80401
303-238-2905
November 16, 2006

TO:

Moniea Pavlik Ed Martinez

Federal Highway Administration Colorado Department of Transportation
Colorado Division Region 6

12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 180
Lakewood, CO 80228

4670 N. Holly Street
Denver, CO 80216

RE: Cabela / Coors Development:

These comments are in regard to the current state of development and the Public Hearing held on
November 9, 2006.

URBAN INTERCHANGES;

The inclusion of “side-by-side” URBAN INTERCHANGES on [-70 and Youngfield Street near W.

40™ Ave., as noted on the attachment, will overcome many of the design deficiencies in the current
schemes, as presented on Nov. 9, 2006 and in the construction package currently out for biding.
Advantages of this “side-by-side”, defined below, should increase public acceptance because it is
less intrusive and simplistic.

e 100% of I-70 traffic going to or from Cabela could now have direct access to site, and not
by way of detours or residential roadways. Therefore, more time to shop and spend money,
and it also would provide a good access for trans-continental buses. Cabela is a major
tourist attraction in many of the states they serve,

e Major traffic volumes will be diverted off of W. 32" Ave., out of surrounding areas and
away from loeal schools.

® Animproved and a more direct access to and from The Applewood Center by way of
Youngficld Street for those with addition needs (Cabela Dr. to the South and to W. 320
Ave. would not be required). Only a low volume frontage road to the Dog Pond would be
required and this could be by way of the Urban Interchange.

e The proposed on/off I-70 Ramps at W. 27" Ave. would not be necessary. Therefore, the
Historical Novacek’s Nursery would no longer be threatened!

o The widening of West Bound 1-70 Bridge at W. 32" Ave. would not be necessary for an
acceleration lane.

¢ Roadway mgnagc to Cabela’s could be reduced and greatly simplified. Travelers have
trouble reading signage while t ling at interstate speeds. Also, the elimination of the
signage to the relocated offfon West Bound I-70 ramps near the underpass. These two
ramps add to miles driven, be troublesome to locals to find and use, and non-locals would
be at a much greater disadvantage.

e  Youngfield, when fully improved, is the only thoroughfare in the area capable of carrying
the traffic volumes and it is mostly adjacent to cial and small busi which

WL 5 v

Response to Comment #179:

In your May 15, 2006 and August 24, 2006 letters to CDOT, you presented a
schematic for an urban design concept, which you reference in your comments
during the microphone session of the public hearing. FHWA and CDOT
appreciate you taking the time to express your ideas and concern. FHWA and
CDOT have evaluated your comments in detail and our responses are provided
below. Henry Van Fleet submitted similar verbal comments. Please refer to
Comment #113 and 161.

Response to Comment #179-1:

The concept of side-by-side urban interchanges at I-70 and 40™ Avenue
represents a refinement of an earlier concept that you forwarded previously for a
single urban interchange at this location. We appreciate your efforts. We have
taken your sketch design and developed it further to better understand the
spatial and operational effects of the concept (see below). The benefits of
locating the I-70 interchange at 40™ Avenue, as you state, are true if the concept
can be realized. We looked at similar concepts to yours early in the process as
we were working on the array of alternatives.

The challenge in advancing those alternatives, and in advancing your
alternative, is influenced by three primary factors:

e the distance between the I-70/SH58 interchange and a new
interchange north of 32" Avenue would be short, affecting the ability to
safely manage conflicting (weaving) traffic movements between on and
off ramps

e the horizontal separatlon between I-70 and Youngfield Street is the
least north of 32" Avenue — generally 80’ between edges of the
roadway

e providing laneage and traffic control devices necessary to mitigate the
traffic demands.

Your alternative shows sensitivity to these concerns but FHWA and CDOT have
identified the following challenges of implementation as it relates to those noted
above:

e  Your option addresses the consecutive ramp spacing issue well in that
it combines traffic bound for SH58, 40" Avenue, and 32™ Avenue at
one exit and entrance; it becomes difficult in that it carries freeway to
freeway traffic movements through a signalized intersections with 40™
Avenue. This introduces a challenging traffic operations solution at 40™
Avenue.
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Comment
#179-2

hould add benefit. Using Youngfield as a prime carrier should reduce traffic in the
surrounding streets and areas.
e A review of “origin and destmatum” flows may call for new thinking of planned
improvements to W. 32" Ave. Much of the Cabela’s traffic would no longer use this street
as well as others in the general area. Removal of the existing l'rafﬁc light at West Bound I-
70 and W. 32" will be very beneficial to traffic flows on W.32™ Ave. and also Youngfield.
Therefore, enhanced traffic flows (volume & speed) should be a reality for the near term.

PROPOSED TUNNEL (UNDERPASS) @ YOUNGFIELD and W. 40™;
This underpass should not be built! More problems are created by its construction and location
than it serves or solves. It will be of marginal use and of little functionally because of the
madequacy of the site to support poor planning as noted herein .
The underpass being on the North Slope will be affected by prcvai!mg northwest winds and
extreme cooling cycles. Thus, high maj and a p L d to all users.
e [ts location and elevation of the underpass roadway as lt relates to the elevation of
Youngfield will challenge all users and subject the user to risk from conditions or actions
beyond the driver’s control. A ramp up to Youngfield and then a full right turn to the

south on Youngfield is not an ptable design or engi ing solution. Stalls and spinouts
will be common.
e The short dist: between the pk d underpass intersection and W. 38" Ave. has many
serious deficiencies:
Sight distance.

Steep slope (approx. 5.0% grade).

Stoplight at W.40™ will make stopping and restarting a hazard and accident prone.
North bound lane switching from the far right to the center lane turn pocket will only
add to the overall difficulties when weather, sight distance, length of roadway, and a
steep slope are to be encountered.

¢ Current traffic volumes on the present unimproved Youngfield have not been a major
problem during extremes th diti The, basically, two lanes used in the winter
are kept open by ated traffic vol being in the two lanes. When Youngfield is
widen (and it is needed) there will be more lightly traveled lanes and then be subjected to
more freezing and ice slick lanes and the traffic light (should it be installed at W 40™) will
only add to the problems.

e The design and location of this underpass does not meet minimal design standards of
practice and it will be an accident-prone situation. Those aggravated or injured by this
improvement should seek a class action suit towards all parties(Wheat Ridge and the
Cabela’s Design Team) involved!

Attachment
CcC:
Appl d Valley A

e Aswe drafted your concept, the combination of interchanges is rather
unique as is attached. The Youngfield Street connection could be a
partial single point urban interchange (urban) with access to and from
the west and a traffic signal to control the movements. The I-70
interchange would need to provide north-south through and turning
movements (which a traditional urban interchange can not do) and
therefore would look more similar to the westbound 1-70 ramps at 32™
Avenue today but with that same configuration on the east side as well
— a tight diamond interchange. This would then have two traffic signals,
one on each side of the interstate. We have kept each of these
intersections as close together as we believe to be prudent while
allowing for reasonable intersection operations. They are generally
spaced at 350’ which is similar to those on 32" Avenue at I-70 today.
This does result in moving Youngfield Street to the east which impacts
existing adjacent businesses, church and some residential properties.

e We have estimated that this interchange conflguratlon would attract
Year 2030 PM peak hour traffic volumes on 40" Avenue that would be
25 to 30 percent greater than that which exists under 1-70 at 32nd
Avenue today. The difficulty is that this concept preserves intersection
spacing along 40™ Avenue in a similar fashion as it exists today on 32"
Avenue but needing to accommodate considerably greater traffic. Poor
operations would be expected.

Due to the problems identifies above, FHWA and CDOT do not believe that the
side-by-side urban interchange concept that you have identified should be
advanced for further consideration.

Response to Comment #179-2:

We appreciate your concern over the underpass at 40" Avenue. Please realize
that this work is being done as a local agency project independent of the
improvements identified in the Environmental Assessment. However, we do still
appreciate your thoughts on this matter. CDOT, the City of Wheat Ridge, and
the consultant have discussed this issue at some length. Youngfield Street and
the 40" underpass have been designed and have been reviewed by the City of
Wheat Ridge. FHWA and CDOT approved access to the I-70 right-of-way in July
2006. These reviews have resulted in design refinements and a solution that we
believe to meet the needs of the corridor. Safety is always a key component in
the design and this application has been developed sensitive to the public
safety.
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H.M. Van
Fleet

Comment
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Sheryl Ugolini | Please note this comment was forwarded to Monica Pavlik at FHWA by Floras Andrus. Response to Comment #180:
Sheryl Ugolini also provided additional written comments. Please refer to
Comment Pavlik, Monica Comment #71.
#180 -
From:  sheryl [llspirit23@yahoo.com] Please refer to our responses to Comments #16 in regard to your comment on
Sent:  Friday, November 17, 2006 8:07 AM 44" Avenue/Cabela Drive/Holman Street intersection and #25 in regard to your
To: Flora Andrus comment on the mitigation of the effect of the new signalized intersection at 44"
Subject: 44th/holman Avenue/Cabela Drive/Holman Street.
HiFlora, Response to Comment #180-1:
Please refer to our response to Comment #11-1 in regard to your comment on
I went to the open house on thursday. [ still was very discouraged after going to the meeting. I asked relocating the interchange to Indiana Street.
about what kind of options there was to put at the intersection. They went off by saying that they were
going to put a sign of the neighborhood and to let you know access to local traffic only. I don't think
anyone cares about what the name is of the neighborhood. I asked about barricade walls put up to block
Comment the noise and air pollution, and one of them was saying that that will not happen. I also suggested that a
#180-1 traffic light be put up at 44th/indiana since no one will be able to get across anymore at that
intersection. It appears that the cdot is going to do what they have in mind no matter what is best for
the community. 1 left the meeting very frustrated because I felt no matter what I said, it would not make
any difference.
Sheryl Ugolini
ps 1 don't have any plans to sell just yet-the house down the street sold a month ago.
Cheryl Witt Comment received via the project website. Date : 11/17/06 09:23 Response to Comment #181:
The Table Mountain Animal Shelter will remain at its current location and will be
Comment With Cabela's approval, what will happen to Table Mountain Animal Shelter? accessed from 40™ Avenue along the remaining Youngfield Service Road.
#181
Connie Null Comment received via the project website. Date : 11/18/06 19:07 Response to Comment #182:
The grading conducted at the site of the proposed development was in relation
Comment Why wasn't the issue of traffic and roads considered before they started doing all that to the reclamation of the site in accordance with the Coors Company’s
#182 grading and digging, and getting alot of peoples hopes up about having a Cabela's aggregate mine permit.

Store starte? We have been looking forward to having one Cabela's here, so we don't
have to drive to Neb.

| am sure something can be worked out so they can get started on building. After all it is
the prefect location.
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Jeannette
Scully

Comment
#183

Comment
#183-1
Comment
#183-2

MNovember 19, 2006

Mr. Randy Young

City Manager

City of Wheat Ridge
7500 W. 20" Ave.
‘Wheat Ridge, CO 80033

Dear Mr. Young,

I strongly oppose the di d exchange on Hwy 58 having Cabela Drive come up to
44" Ave. at Holman St. Why can’t Cabela Drive stop at Hwy 587 Or wind around to
Indiana St. a through street or simple only have the new updated intersectionat Hwy 58
and 44 & McIntrye handle the traffic? Twas told that they deemed it necessary for fire
safety. Fairmount fire department is not responsible for the Wheatridge area and if
needed in a major disaster is close-enough-going to the Hwy 58 and Melntrye
intersection.

1 Jive (for-46 years) in the Golden Valley Subdivision a small-unincorporated Fairmount
afea of Jefferson County. We don’t need Cabela’s traffic to come up to 44" Ave. ata
dead-end street with single family housing. For that fact we don’t need Cabela’s. If you
must join 44" Ave. which I find ridiculous then wind around Asphalt Paving and come
up on Indiana St. I think Asphalt Paving and Ball want this road for their trucks. State
highway 58 was built to take truck traffic off of 44" Ave. Now look what you.want to
do. We are not part of Wheatridge who will reap the taxes.

This is another unjustified move by big corporations and money hungry cities like
Wheatridge and Lakewood to push on all of us choosing to keep Fairmount and our
housing area out of development for your profit. Ihave the sick feeling that thisis all a
mute point that any of our opinions don’t matter and that this is another slick done deal.

Sincerely, ..

Golden, CO 80403

Response to Comment #183:

Response to Comment #183-1:
Plehase refer to our response to Comments #16 in regard to your comment on
44™ Avenue/Cabela Drive/Holman Street intersection and #25 in regard to your

comment on the mitigation of the effect of the new signalized intersection at 44"
Avenue/Cabela Drive/Holman Street.

Response to Comment #183-2:

Please refer to our response to Comment #11-1 in regard to your comment on
relocating the interchange to Indiana Street.
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Ron Benson
and Linda
McDonald

Comment
#184

1-70 1 32™ Avenue Interchange Environmental Assessment
WELCOME TO TONIGHT’S PUBLIC HEARING
November 8, 2006

— -

Whesl Ridge Recreational Center November 9, 2008
4005 Kipling Strest 4:00 - 8:00 p.m.
Whesl Ridge, CO

Public Hearing Comment Form

Thank you for attending the 1-70/32™ Avenue Interchange Project Environmental Assessment (EA) Public
Hearing. Your comments are important to aid in making the best decision for transportation improvements in
the project area. They will be combined with others, addressed in the decision document, and used by FHWA
and CDOT in deciding the appropriate course of action to follow. Please use this form.to record your
comments and either submit them in the comment boxes provided tonight or mail it to one of the addresses
below prior to December 8, 2006.

Submit your comment at the November 9, 2006 Public Hearing or mail to the address below —
comments must be received by December 8, 2006, .

Monica Pavlik Ed Martinez

Federal Highway Administration, Colorado Division Colorado Department of Transportation, Region &
12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 180 4870 N, Holly Street

Lakewood, CO 80228 Denver, CO 80216
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Response to Comment #184:
No response necessary.
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Tom Colburn

Comment
#185

Comment
#185-1

Comment
#185-2:

1-70 / 32" Avenue Interchange Environmental Assessment
PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT FORM
November 8, 2006

November 9, 2006
4:00 - 8:00 p.m.

Wheat Ridge Recreational Center
4005 Kipling Strest
Wheat Ridge, CO

Public Hearing Comment Form

Thank you for attending the I-70/32™ Avenue Interchange Project Environmental Assessment (EA) Public
Hearing. Your comments are important to aid in making the best decision for transportation improvements in
the project area. They will be combined with others, addressed in the decision document, and used by FHWA
and CDOT in deciding the appropriate course of action to follow. Please use this form to record your
comments and either submit them in the comment boxes provided tonight or mail it to one of the addresses
below prior to Decemnber 8, 20086,

Submit your comment at the November 9, 2006 Public Hearing or mail to the address below —
comments must be received by December 8, 2006.
Monica Paviik

Federal Highway Administration, Colorado Division

12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 180

Lakewood, CO 80228

Fax: (720) 963-3001
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Ed Martinez

Colorado Department of Transportation, Region &
4670 N. Holly Street

Denver, CO 80218

Fax: {303) 398-6781
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Response to Comment #185:
Please refer to our response to Comment #4-2 in regard to the location of the
eastbound I-70 hook ramps at 27" Avenue.

Response to Comment #185-1:
Please refer to our response to Comments #39 and #61 in regard to your
comment on bicycle trails.

Response to Comment #185-2:

The Proposed Action will include wider sidewalks under 1-70 on the south side of
32™ Avenue to better accommodate bicycles and pedestrians and to connect
with the 32" Avenue Trail.
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Vance
Response to :
Kolesar 170 ] 22™ Avenue Interchange Environmental Assessment No rgs onse ncégg';:rm #186:
B WELCONE TO TONIGHT’S PUBLIC HEARING p y.
Comment ., Novamber 8, 2006 :
#186 Wheat Ridge Rec-reatimal Center Movember 8, 2008
4005 Kipling Street 4:00 — B:00 p.m.

Wheat Ridge, CO
Public Hearing Comment Form

Tharnk you for attending the 1-70/32™ Avenue Interchange Project Environmental Assessment {EA) Public
Hearing. Your comments are important to aid in making the best decision for transportation Improvements in
the project area. They will be combined with others, addressed in the decision document, and used by FHWA
and CDOT in deciding the appropriate course of action to follow. Please use this form.1o record your
comments and either submit them in the comment boxes provided tonight or mail it to one of the addresses
below prior to December 8, 2006.

Submit your comment at the November 9, 2006 Public Hearing or mail to the address below —
comments must be received by December 8, 2008.

Monica Pavlik Ed Martinez

Federal Highway Administration, Colorado Division Colorade Department of Transportation, Reglon 6
12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 180 4870 M. Holly Strest

Lakewood, CO 80228 Denver, CO B0216

Fax: (T20) 863-3001 Fax: (303) 398-6781
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Lucille
Novacek
Kathy
Novacek
Jerol
Novacek

Comment
#187

Comment
#187-1

Comment
#187-2

Comment
#187-3

R 1-70 / 32" Avenue Interchange Environmental Assessment

PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT FORM
MNovember 9, 2006

Wheat Ridge Recreational Center
4005 Kipling Street
Wheat Ridge, CO

Movember 9, 2006
4:00 — 8:00 p.m.

Public Hearing Comment Form

Thank you for attending the 1-70/32™ Avenue Interchange Project Environmental Assessment (EA) Public
Hearing. Your comments are important to aid in making the best decision for transportation improvements in
the project area. They will be combined with others, addressed in the decision document, and used by FHWA
and CDOT in deciding the appropriate course of action to follow. Please use this form to record your
comments and either submit them in the comment boxes provided tonight or mail it to one of the addresses
below prior to December 8, 2006.

Submit your comment at the November 9, 2006 Public Hearing or mail to the address below —
comments must be received by December 8, 2006.

Monica Pavlik Ed Martinez

Federal Highway Administration, Colorado Division Colorado Department of Transportation, Region 6
12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 180 4670 N. Holly Street

Lakewood, CO 80228 Denver, CO 80216

Fax: (720) 963-3001 Fax: (303) 388-6781
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Response to Comment #187:
Jerol Novacek also provided additional written comments. Please refer to
Comment #4 and #157.

Please refer to our response to Comment #4-2 in regard to the location of the
eastbound 1-70 hook ramps at 27" Avenue and to Section 2.3.1.1 Eastbound I-
70 Hook Ramps in the FONSI in regard to your comments related to these hook
ramps and traffic increases along 27" Avenue and the associated impacts to the
residential neighborhood.

Response to Comment #187-1:
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on
the Cabela Drive/32™ Avenue intersection.

Response to Comment #187-2:

As discussed in Section 2.4 Proposed Action of the EA, the westbound [-70/32™
Avenue on and off-ramps will be relocated north along Cabela Drive to
approximately 35™ Avenue on the west side of I-70 with paired hook ramps. The
existing westbound 1-70 off-ramp that exits to 32" Avenue will be closed. The
existing westbound I-70 on-ramp will remain open but access will be limited to
eastbound 32" Avenue traffic. Hook ramps in general, are not the most desired
transportation solution to an interchange. However, this was the Proposed
Action that emerged from the System Level Feasibility Study and EA with the
least impact on the study area.

Response to Comment #187-3:

CDOT sincerely regrets that private property sometimes needs to be acquired
for transportation projects. This is an unfortunate reality of our work. We are
well aware of the unique circumstances of your property and your situation and
that makes this difficult decision even harder. We are aware of the emotional toll
that property acquisition takes on affected property owners, especially in
circumstances where occupants are displaced and relocated to replacement
properties. Rest assured that, at the future time when the decision is made to
proceed with the acquisition of your property, our right of way professionals will
strive to provide you with the courtesy and dignity you deserve in the process.

Please refer to our response to Comments #99 and #203 for other affected
properties.
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Thelma Jean
Shaeffer

Comment
#188

Comment
#188-1:

Comment
#188-2:

Comment
#188-3:

1-70 / 32" Avenue Interchange Environmental Assessment
PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT FORM
MNovember 8, 2006

Movember 9, 2006
4:00 - 8:00 p.m.

Wheat Ridge Recreational Center
4005 Kipling Street
Wheat Ridge, CO

Public Hearing Comment Form

T hank you for attending the |-70/32" Avenue Interchange Project Environmental Assessment (EA) Public
Hearing. Your comments are important to aid in making the best decision for transportation improvements in
the project area. They will be combined with others, addressed in the decision document, and used by FHWA
and CDOT in deciding the appropriate course of action to follow. Please use this form to record your
comments and either submit them in the comment boxes provided tonight or mail it to one of the addresses
below prior to December 8, 2006.

Submit your comment at the November 8, 2006 Public Hearing or mail to the address below —
comments must be received by December 8, 2006,

Monica Pavlik

Federal Highway Administration, Colorado Division
12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 180

Lakewood, CO 80228

Fax: (720) 963-3001

Ed Martinez

Colorado Department of Transporiation, Region 6
4670 M. Holly Street

Denver, CO 80216

Fax: (303) 398-5781
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Response to Comment #188:
Please refer to our response to Comment #4-2 in regard to the location of the
eastbound I-70 hook ramps at 27" Avenue.

Response to Comment 188-1:
Please refer to our response to Comment #57 in regard to your comment on the
I-70/SH 58 project improvements at the 1-70/Ward Road interchange.

Response to Comment #188-2:
Please refer to our response to Comment #4-2 in regard to your comment on the
eastbound 1-70 hook ramps at 27™ Avenue.

Response to Comment #188-3:

You express concern as to the adequacy or safety of the dam (located
approximately 600 feet east of Youngfield Street). Through investigation and
conversations with the City of Lakewood, CDOT Bridge staff, and Consolidated
Mutual Water, it was discovered that the load posting by the City of Lakewood
was a voluntary effort by the city to keep heavy truck traffic off local streets. The
increased traffic on the dam and bridge is not a concern with regard to dam
safety, as the dam and bridge are not deficient from a load capacity. Heavy truck
traffic (greater than 7,000 pounds) is currently restricted from using 27" Avenue
by the City of Lakewood. These restrictions would not be removed as part of the
Proposed Action.

Although wildlife is present in the area, Lena Gulch is crossed by several
residential areas and does not serve as a major wildlife corridor as compared to
Clear Creek.
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Frank Sims

Comment
#189

NMov 20 08 01:43p Frank Sims 303-422-1975 p.1

1-70 / 32™ Avenue Interchange Environmental Assessment
PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT FORM i
November 8, 2006

Wheal Ridge Recreational Center Movember 9, 2006
4005 Kipling Street 4:00 - 8:00 p.m.
Wheal Ridge, CO

Public Hearing Comment Form

Thank you for attending the I-70/22™ Avenue Interchange Project Environmental Assessment (EA) Public
Hearing. Your comments are important to aid in making the best decision for transportation improvernents in
the project area. They will be combined with others, addressed in the decision document, and used by FHWA
and CDOT in deciding the appropriate course of action to follow. Please use this form to record your
comments and either submit them in the comment boxes provided tonight or mail it to one of the addresses
below prior to December 8, 2006.

Submit your comment at the November 9, 2006 Public Hearing or mail to the address below —
comments must be received by December 8, 2006.

Monica Pavlik Ed Martinez

Federal Highway Adminisiration, Colorado Division Colorado Department of Transporlation, Region &
12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 180 4670 N. Holly Street

Lakewood, CO B0228 Denver, CO BO216

Fax: (720) 963-3001 Fax: {303) 308-6781

Name: T ’%‘M aézf/”“&

Address: Slsela A I RA Nl £ )7 zé.'p‘gdaegg

Phone: 303 -422A~1925 Email: %M’i@#"‘rﬂ"
Date: [t =20 —H e

Response to Comment #189:
No response necessary.
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M.J. Bright

Comment
#190

Comment
#190-1
Comment
#190-2

Comment
#190-3

Comment received via the project website. Date : 11/20/06 10:19

What is an ADA structure?

What consideration has been given to protecting Consolidated Mutual's water storage
from trafic?

What is the predicted rate of increase in truck as well as car traffic along 26th and 27th
sts?

What is the status of the Novack property? Obviously, we are not happy with the
changes being inflicted on the local neighborhoods and probable negative impacts on
property values and quality of life.

Response to Comment #190:

An ADA structure is one which is compliant with the Americans with Disabilities
Act and ADA design standards. We presume your comment is with regard to the
present 26" Avenue pedestrian bridge over 1-70 and the proposed replacement
structure

Response to Comment #190-1:

You express concern as to the adequacy or safety of the dam (located
approximately 600 feet east of Youngfield Street). Through investigation and
conversations with the City of Lakewood, CDOT Bridge staff, and Consolidated
Mutual Water, it was discovered that the load posting by the City of Lakewood
was a voluntary effort by the city to keep heavy truck traffic off local streets. The
increased traffic on the dam and bridge is not a concern with regard to dam
safety, as the dam and bridge are not deficient from a load capacity.

Since no improvements are proposed as part of this project east along 27"
Avenue to the Consolidated Mutual Water dam, stormwater discharges from 27"
Avenue right-of-way will be managed in accordance with the City of Lakewood’s
MS4 permit.

Response to Comment #190-2:

Heavy truck traffic (greater than 7,000 pounds) is currently restricted from using
27" Avenue by the City of Lakewood. These restrictions would not be removed
as part of the Proposed Action. Please refer to Section 2.3.1.1 Eastbound 1-70
Hook Ramps in the FONSI in regard to your comments related to these hook
ramps and traffic increases along 27" Avenue and the associated impacts to the
residential neighborhood.

Response to Comment #190-3:

Full acquisition of the property at 2635 Youngfield Street (the Novacek property)
will be required as part of the Proposed Action. All right-of-way acquisition will
follow the procedures outlined under the Uniform Relocation Act Amendments of
1987 (as amended) and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended). These policies have measures
intended to treat business owners, property owners, residents, and tenants fairly
during the right-of-way acquisition process. CDOT Right-of-way specialists will
work with the landowner and all displaced persons and businesses during the
acquisition process to address their individual needs and desires as best
possible as allowable under law.

Please refer to Section 3.4 Novaceks’ Carnation Nursery, 2635 Youngfield
Street in the FONSI in regard to your comment on the Novacek property.

Kate
Polesovsky

Comment
#191

Comment received via the project website. Date : 11/20/06 13:54

Several neighbors and | have commented on the fact that the j-exit/entrance at W. 27th
may not really be necessary. Many people in the neighborhoods have already begun
using Denver West and Kipling exits in order to avoid traffic at 32nd and Youngfield.
This alternative would save money.

Response to Comment #191:
Please refer to our response to Comment #4-2 in regard to the location of the
eastbound 1-70 hook ramps at 27" Avenue.
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Heather
Gutherless

Comment
#192

Comment
#192-1

Comment
#192-1

Comment received via the project website.

Overall, | thought the preferred alternative will help with much of the traffic congestion
currently at the 1-70/32nd Avenue interchange.
However, two things concerned me.

1) The attached sidewalk from Alkire to Cabela Drive. Recently, | attended a workshop
about multi-modal transportation design. An emphasis was put on a separation between
the pedestrians and the cars. What is being proposed is pedestrian tolerant, not
pedestrian friendly. A detached sidewalk will make walking a less threatening
experience, thus encouraging people to walk more. Also, since there is a school nearby
and youths may be walking along 32nd, | would encourage a landscape strip between
the road and the sidewalk. A 6-8 foot pedestrian buffer is recommended in "Context
Sensitive Solutions in Designing Major Urban Thoroughfares for Walkable
Communities" published by the ITE, with help from the EPA and FHWA.

2) The fly-over from eastbound I-70 to westbound SH-58 will not be completed until 6-
12 months after Cabela's is constructed. This means that until that time people coming
from areas west of Cabela's will be using the 27th interchange. My concern is that most
people that visit Cabela's will do so in the first 6-12 months of its opening. Therefore,
after the fly-over is built, they will continue to use the way they know (27th) to get to
Cabela's and impact those roads further into the future than anticipated. | would
encourage the fly-over to be completed prior to Cabela's opening.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Response to Comment #192:

Response to Comment #192-1:

The inclusion of a landscaped area between the 32™ Avenue trail sidewalk and
32" Avenue was investigated as part of the EA process. The inclusion of a 6 to
8-foot buffer as suggested would require the full and partial acquisition of several
of the residences located south of 32" Avenue. The landscape buffer was not
included because of the additional right-of-way acquisition and displacements
required. Although not ideal, FHWA and CDOT have agreed to this approach.

Response to Comment #192-2:
Please refer to Section 2.5 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to
your comment on the construction timing.
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Jim and

Response to Comment #193:

Elizabeth Please note that the Environmental Assessment released for public and agency
Anderson ‘. review on October 25, 2006 is not a draft document and has been approved by
FHWA and CDOT. The NEPA requirements for an EA differ slightly. We are not
Comment i:;: U;:znégcse{;ﬂ s required to evaluate all reasonable alternatives or a reasonable range of
wood, . . . . . . .
#193 21 November, 2006 alternatives in an EA. However, in this EA, an extensive alternatives analysis
was performed and a complete discussion of what the alternatives analysis
glM?l;;?ahl":vlﬂ:\d — resulted in is included in Chapter 2 Alternatives in the EA. The information on
ol o iy ministration the traffic operations, engineering considerations, and environmental
12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 180 consequences associated with the alternatives considered in getting to the
Lakewood, Colorade 80228 Proposed Action are included in Appendix C Proposed Action Screening Matrix
Dear Ms. Pavlik: in the EA.
Comment We are commenting on the draft environmental assessment (EA) for the 1-70 / 32m Response to Comment #193-1:
1. Avenue Interchange. We live within the study area and are opposed to the proposed X i
#193-1: action to consiruct the castbound hook ramps located at Youngfield Street and 27 Please refer to our response to Cl(amment #4-2 in regard to the location of the
Avenue. The completion of this proposed action would result in a marked increase in eastbound 1-70 hook ramps at 277 Avenue.
traffic on Youngfield Street and adjacent residential streets, including those in our
neighborhood. Response to Comment #193-2:
We are also concerned that only two altcrnatives are analyzed in detail in the draft EA. A Please refer to Section 2.5 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to
reasonable range of alternatives needs to be examined, and this does not appear to have your comment on the construction timing.
occurred. Of the twenty-one original alternatives, all but two were eliminated for further
study. There were rejected alternatives that would have steered traffic away from our
neighborhood, and would not have resulted in the destruction of a current business on
Youngfield Street.
Comment Finally, we feel very strongly that any improvements listed under a proposed action need
X to be completed prior to Cabela’s and other retailers opening for business. If businesses
#193-2: open within the project area prior to the completion of a proposed action, then the result
will be very serious traffic problems on already congested streets.
Thank you for considering our comments.
Sincerely,., ~
Mj [Eff{fz,m_
: ‘(}{JQ«M,@&"A,
Jim & Elizabeth Anderson
ey Wl
Terry Comment received via the project website. Date : 11/24/06 10:42 Response to Comment #194:
Amalfitano Signal timing to optimize traffic flow will be part of final design of the Proposed
My husband has worked in the proposed development area for 15 years. Action.
Comment His vehicle (with him in it) has been struck twice during that time while he sat stationary
#194 waiting for stoplights. It is way past time to reconstruct these intersections to smooth

traffic flow.
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John Slattery

Comment
#195

Comment received via the project website.

To Whom It May Concern - A Comment:

We live just south of the intersection of Youngfield and Colfax. We use Youngfield to
Applewood on a daily basis, frequently several times a day. My wife, Sherry, and |
strongly object to the so-called road "improvements" to the Applewood/Youngfield area
in support of the Cabela's et al. development. This expensive and outrageous
"Californication” of the Applewood area in the name of commercial enterprise is a
disgrace to responsible government and manifests the greed of local government and
large businesses over the interests of citizens. Having lived in the Los Angeles area for
many years, we can speak to the destructive nature of these proposed changes, with
authority. The changes will severely negatively affect the Applewood neighborhoods
and cause us, as one family, to take our business elsewhere, as the construction and
subsequent traffic will be an unending nightmare on Youndfield. Be assured that, if
these inexcusably expensive and disruptive changes are implemented, we will never
shop in Cabela's.

Response to Comment #195:

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to relieve traffic congestion (both existing
and future) at the 1-70/32" Avenue interchange and to address future
transportation demands on the interchange and local street network due to
regional growth and expanding local retail/commercial development. In addition
to the proposed development, DRCOG forecasts that the study area is expected
to experience a 22 percent increase in population and the number of households
and a 40 percent increase in employment over existing land uses without the
proposed development. With the proposed development, employment is
predicted to increase 52 percent over the existing land uses. Section 4.1 Land
Use, Socio-Economics, and Community in the EA discusses land use forecasts
in the study area. The need for the Proposed Action is discussed in Section 1.4
Need for the Proposed Action in the EA, and Figure 1-3 Operational
Deficiencies in the FONSI identifies existing operational deficiencies at the
interchange and local street network.
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Barbara
Evans
Comment
#196

Comment
#196-1

Comment

#196-2

Comment
#196-3
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November 30, 2006

Monica Pavlik

Federal Highway Administration, Colorado Division
12300 W. Dakota Avenue, Suite 180

Lakewood, CO 80228

FAX: 720-963-3001

Re: 1-70/32™ Avenue Interchange Environmental Assessment
Dear Ms., Pavlik,
At the Nov. 9, 2006 Public Hearing 1 listened to the facilitator say, “Public comments and
responses are key considerations in CDOT and FHWA's final decision” To date, we have seen

little evid that public e and resp were factored into critical decisions that will
forever affect our lives and our community.

Cabela’s and the City of Wheat Ridge, in their rush 1o start counting revenue from this proposed
private development, have merely “gone through the motions™ of inviting public input. The ill-
conceived traffic plan presented by Felsberg, Holt and Ullevig will destroy the heart of°
Applewood by placing eastbound hook ramps at 27" Avenue.

The current T.raﬁ'c plan oflered by Felsberg, Holt and Ullcvrg directs traffic on westbound 27%

Avenue in an indi i route b d before doubling back south to connect with the
1-70 westbound. At the Nov. 9 Puhhc Hearing, Chris Fasching, pnnupal with Felsberg, Holt and
Ullevig, told me in a conv jon dbya ber of other resid that traffic

westbound on 27" Avenuc “can just go south on Youngreld Io 20" to connect with 1-70
westbound” as an alternative. Nowhere in the Enviro 1t is the d
impact of this traffic on the neighborhood south of 27™ Avcn.uc along Youngficld even
mentioned.

B

The Envir 1A must be expanded to includc the residential area south of 27
Avenue to Colfax, east to Simms and west to Eldndge that will be negatively impacted, The EA
is 500+ pages long, yet only 2 1 h the d i lmpaLt to the residential

community by the proposed hook ramps a1 27" Avenue. The EA is cursory and incomplete.

At the Nov. 9, 2006 Public Hearing, Dean dley of MGA Cc ications invited the public
to examine the “We Heard Your Comments” display board. This display board indicated that
Cabela’s/City of that Ridge's response {o the mounting public outery over the ill-conceived
hook ramps at 27" Avenue was “Construction Delayed.” The only acceptable solution to these
ill-placed ramps is “Construction Cancelled.” There was unanimous, forceful public outery at
the April 25, 2006 public Open House over these 27" Avenue hook ramps. Cabela’s/Wheat
Ridge’s dismissal of the public’s concerted rejection of this traffic plan is an ammogant slap in the
face to the taxpayers who are funding this ill-conccived project. For reasons I will soon explain,
this arbitrary decision must be closely re-examined by FHWA,
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Response to Comment #196:
Barbara Evans also provided additional written comments. Please refer to
Comment #138.

Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comment on
the public involvement process.

Response to Comment #196-1:

The question specifically deals with traffic from the 27" /26" Avenue area
heading to I-70 westbound. The Proposed Action would require this element of
traffic to travel a bit further north out of direction given the new orientation of the
westbound on-ramp being off of Cabela Drive. The perception of additional
travel distance may encourage some drivers from the 27""/26™ Avenue area to
instead turn south onto Youngfield (rather than north) and make use of the
Denver West interchange. With the congestion that occurs at the I-
70/32"/Youngfield interchange today, this might already be happening to some
degree. While the Proposed Action might entail more vehicle-miles for this
specific pattern, the analysis also shows that the Proposed Action would result in
less delay at each of the intersections that this traffic component would travel
through (as compared to the No Action), thus offsetting any travel-time

increase created by out-of-direction travel. From the year 2030 traffic
projections developed as part of the EA, any increase along Youngfield Street
south of 27"Avenue (due specifically to this traffic pattern in question) would be
approximately 100 to 200 vehicles per day. In other words, while some traffic
might do this, it is not a large amount of traffic when compared to the other traffic
patterns in the area, and travel-time wise it might be wash when considering the
lower delays anticipated at the intersections.

Please refer to our responses to Comment #4-2 and to Section 2.3.1.1
Eastbound I-70 Hook Ramps in the FONSI in regard to your comments related
to these hook ramps and traffic increases along 27" Avenue and the associated
impacts to the residential neighborhood.

Response to Comment #196-2:

The study area for the traffic analysis extends well beyond the 1-70/32™ Avenue
interchange to determine the future volume increases of the surrounding
transportation system. Figure 2-1 Study Area Traffic Analysis Zones in the
FONSI identifies the limits of the study area for the traffic analysis. The study
area extends east to Kipling Street and south to Colfax Avenue. Traffic impacts
to 27™ Avenue are included in the traffic analysis.

Response to Comment #196-3:
Please refer to our response to Comment #4-2 in regard to the location of the
eastbound 1-70 hook ramps at 27™ Avenue.
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Comment
#196-4:

Comment
#196-5:
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Prior to writing this letter, | wanted to examine Felsberg, Holt and Ullevig’s “We Heard Your
Comments” display board more closely. | telephoned the Community Information Line (303)
376-8394 on Thursday, Nov. 16 and left a ge. Ther ded age by MGA
Communications states, “This line is checked throughout the day. Our team will get back 1o you
8s soon as possible.” When no one returned my call by the following day, Friday, Nov. 17,1
called and left a second message. When my call was still unanswered by the following Monday,
Now. 20, I called a third time and pressed # 7 for an immediate response. (This option is
reserved for those who need an i diate resp duetod issues, etc). My call was
answered by a gentleman in Fruita, Colorado, who had no idea why his cell phone was wringing
of the hook.! He explained he had nothing to do with the Cabela’s development and added that
he was irritated that these calls were being routed to his cell phone.

It was not until Wednesday, Mov, 22 (6 days after my initial call) that Kelly Elan from MGA
Communications contacted me. This delay at a critical time in the review process is inexcusable.
L have called this Community Information Line nearly a dozen times during the last 15 months
and have consistently found that no one is checking nor returning phone calls in a timely manner.
This further serves to illustrate that public input is of little importance to Cabela's/City of Wheat
Ridge.

Convinced that I could wait no longer for a response from MGA, I telephoned Felsberg, Holt and
Ullevig on Nov. 20 and spoke with Kevin Maddox, traffic engineer on this project. He informed
me that the display board was available for viewing at his office in Centennial. This could not
have been morc inconvenient! On Nov. 22, Kelly Elan called to let me know that the display
boards were going to be posted on-line. Nearly hall’ of the public comment time period had
lapsed by now. Were it not for my direct inquiry, I am certain the display boards prepared by
Felsherg, Holt and Ullevig would not have been made available for further public scrutiny.

Originally, Wheat Ridge/Cubela's studied 3 options for the hook ramps at 27th Ave. One option
put the ramps right through the north parking lot of Daryl Propp’s office building at 2801
Youngfield. The second aption put the rampa throngh the building itself. After Propp’s attomey
fired off an angry lctncr to Cabcl.a s, CDOT and the City of Wheat Ridge threatening legal action,
both p Is were i pped. Money Talks! The sole focus for the hook ramps

then became the Novachek p'mpet‘ly at 27 Avenue.

1 challenge the Federal Highway Administration to investigate the political decision that was
made to arbitrarily remove from further ideration the two oplions for 277 Avenuc hook
ramps through Daryl Propp’s property. I further challenge FHWA to investigate the other viable
traffic plans that were arbitrarily removed from consideration early on in the process that would
have kept traffic patterns further north. Political decisions have been made at the top to expedite
this development at all costs. After the threat of a potential lawsuit, all options focused on the
residential neighborhood south of 27* Avenue.

In my Nov 20 oonvcrsanon with Kevin Maddox, F, H & U traffic engineer, [ discussed the total
bers feel when their input is ignored and dismissed as irvelevani, T

i ¥
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Response to Comment #196-4:

You describe a phone conversation with Kevin Maddoux , an environmental
scientist with Felsburg Holt and Ullevig. We do not generally feel it is appropriate
to debate the content of specific conversations. However, Mr. Maddoux has
indicated that his recollection of this conversation is different than you have
stated. He has indicated that his intention was to encourage you to make
specific written comments to voice your concerns, not discourage comments or
indicate that they would not be considered.

Response to Comment #196-5:
Please refer to our response to Comment #4-1 in regard to the letter received by
CDOT from Murray Wilkening P.C.
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ferred to the afi tioned letter from Daryl Propp’s attorney which immediately caused
Wheat Ridge/Cabela’s 1o eliminate the hook ramp proposal affecting Propps's office building. 1
asked Mr. Maddox if it was just an exercise in futility for citizens to protest this traffic plan
which will destroy the heart of Applewood when we have no high p 1 attomey rep ing
us. “I think you just answered your own question,” he replied.

This arrogant, invincible attitude is ¢h istic of the in which Cabela’s, the City of
Wheat Ridge and Felsberg, Holt & Ullevig have conducted busi throughout this entire two
year process. Cabela’s even boasted of its “opening day” plans before the required public
meetings had taken place! Thirty-five parcels, including 2 homes and 7 businesses, are slated to
be taken in whole or in part by eminent domain to support this private development. I implore
the Federal Highway Administration to take a clear stand against the ill-conceived traffic plan
which forces traffic to overload the 32" Avenue area, makes the castbound 1-70 ramps fail and
forces relocation of those ramps to the Novachek property.

Thank you for listening, hearing but most importantly for acting on our public comments
which we were told “are key considerations in CDOT and FHWA's final decision.”

Sincerely,

2 o~
Tambanm, Gltns”
Barbara Evans
2055 Applewood Drive
Lakewood, CO 80213
(303) 237-8642
email: rbeevans@hotmail.com

ee: Mr. Fd Martines
CDOT North Engineering, Reg. 6
FAX: 303-398-6781
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Response to Comment #196-6:

FHWA and CDOT were involved in each of the decisions made regarding the EA
and provided oversight to the project team throughout the NEPA process. As
indicated by the signatures on the first page of the document, the EA is a FHWA
and CDOT document.

Response to Comment #196-7:

All right-of-way acquisition will follow the procedures outlined under the Uniform
Relocation Act Amendments of 1987 (as amended) and the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended).
These policies have measures intended to treat business owners, property
owners, residents, and tenants fairly during the right-of-way acquisition process.
CDOT Right-of-way specialists will work with the landowner and all displaced
persons and businesses during the acquisition process to address their
individual needs and desires as best possible as allowable under law.

In summary, FHWA and CDOT have heard and understand you concern
regarding the 27™ Avenue 