
C-195 

Denver West 
Metropolitan 
District 
 
Comment 
#176 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#176-1 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#176-2 

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 

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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Denver West 
Metropolitan 
District 
 
Comment 
#176 
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Gwyn Green 
 
Comment 
#177 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#177-1 
 
 
Comment 
#177-2 
 
Comment 
#177-3 
 
 
 
 
Coment #177-
4 

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/32nd 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 I-70/32nd Avenue interchange.  These alternatives included a 
diamond interchange and a single point urban interchange. The diamond 
interchange at I-70/32nd 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 

Response to Comment #177-4: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd 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 I-70 hook ramps at 27th 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-70/32nd 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 40th Avenue underpass or from 32nd 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. I 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 32nd Avenue; 
however, CDOT must also develop an integrated transportation system solution 
that most effectively meets the needs of the public.  
 



C-201 

H.M. Van 
Fleet 
 
Comment 
#179 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#179-1 

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 40th 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 40th 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: 
 

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

 
• the horizontal separation between I-70 and Youngfield Street is the 

least north of 32nd Avenue – generally 80’ between edges of the 
roadway 

 
• 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: 
 

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

• As we 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 I-70 ramps at 32nd 
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 32nd 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. 

 
• We have estimated that this interchange configuration would attract 

Year 2030 PM peak hour traffic volumes on 40th Avenue that would be 
25 to 30 percent greater than that which exists under I-70 at 32nd 
Avenue today.  The difficulty is that this concept preserves intersection 
spacing along 40th Avenue in a similar fashion as it exists today on 32nd 
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 40th 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 40th 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 
#179 
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Sheryl Ugolini 
 
Comment 
#180 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#180-1 

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 #71. 
 
Please refer to our responses to Comments #16 in regard to your comment on 
44th 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 44th 
Avenue/Cabela Drive/Holman Street. 
 
Response to Comment #180-1: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #11-1 in regard to your comment on 
relocating the interchange to Indiana Street. 
 

Cheryl Witt 
 
Comment 
#181 

Comment received via the project website. Date    : 11/17/06 09:23 
 
With Cabela's approval, what will happen to Table Mountain Animal Shelter? 

Response to Comment #181: 
The Table Mountain Animal Shelter will remain at its current location and will be 
accessed from 40th Avenue along the remaining Youngfield Service Road. 

Connie Null 
 
Comment 
#182 

Comment received via the project website. Date    : 11/18/06 19:07 
 
Why wasn't the issue of traffic and roads considered before they started doing all that 
grading and digging, and getting alot of peoples hopes up about having a Cabela's 
Store starte? We have been looking forward to having one Cabela's here, so we don't 
have to drive to Neb. 
 
I am sure something can be worked out so they can get started on building. After all it is 
the prefect location. 

Response to Comment #182: 
The grading conducted at the site of the proposed development was in relation 
to the reclamation of the site in accordance with the Coors Company’s 
aggregate mine permit. 
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Jeannette 
Scully 
 
Comment 
#183 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#183-1 
Comment 
#183-2 

Response to Comment #183: 
 
Response to Comment #183-1: 
Please refer to our response to Comments #16 in regard to your comment on 
44th 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 44th 
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. 



C-206 

Ron Benson 
and Linda 
McDonald 
 
Comment 
#184 

Response to Comment #184: 
No response necessary. 
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Tom Colburn 
 
Comment 
#185 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#185-1 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#185-2: 

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 27th 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 I-70 on the south side of 
32nd Avenue to better accommodate bicycles and pedestrians and to connect 
with the 32nd Avenue Trail. 
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Vance 
Kolesar 
 
Comment 
#186 

Response to Comment #186: 
No response necessary. 
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Lucille 
Novacek 
Kathy 
Novacek 
Jerol 
Novacek 
 
Comment 
#187 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#187-1 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#187-2 
 
Comment 
#187-3 
 
 

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 I-70 hook ramps at 27th 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 27th 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/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #187-2: 
As discussed in Section 2.4 Proposed Action of the EA, the westbound I-70/32nd 
Avenue on and off-ramps will be relocated north along Cabela Drive to 
approximately 35th Avenue on the west side of I-70 with paired hook ramps. The 
existing westbound I-70 off-ramp that exits to 32nd Avenue will be closed. The 
existing westbound I-70 on-ramp will remain open but access will be limited to 
eastbound 32nd 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: 

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 27th 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 I-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 I-70 hook ramps at 27th 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 27th 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 

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 26th Avenue pedestrian bridge over I-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 27th 
Avenue to the Consolidated Mutual Water dam, stormwater discharges from 27th 
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 
27th 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 I-70 
Hook Ramps in the FONSI in regard to your comments related to these hook 
ramps and traffic increases along 27th 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 I 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 I-70 hook ramps at 27th Avenue. 
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Heather 
Gutherless 
 
Comment 
#192 
 
Comment 
#192-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#192-1 

Comment received via the project website.  
 
Overall, I 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, I 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, I 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. I 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 32nd Avenue trail sidewalk and 
32nd 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 32nd 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 
Elizabeth 
Anderson 
 
Comment 
#193 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#193-1: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#193-2: 

Response to Comment #193: 
Please note that the Environmental Assessment released for public and agency 
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 
required to evaluate all reasonable alternatives or a reasonable range of 
alternatives in an EA. However, in this EA, an extensive alternatives analysis 
was performed and a complete discussion of what the alternatives analysis 
resulted in is included in Chapter 2 Alternatives in the EA.  The information on 
the traffic operations, engineering considerations, and environmental 
consequences associated with the alternatives considered in getting to the 
Proposed Action are included in Appendix C Proposed Action Screening Matrix 
in the EA. 
 
Response to Comment #193-1: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #4-2 in regard to the location of the 
eastbound I-70 hook ramps at 27th Avenue. 
 
Response to Comment #193-2: 
Please refer to Section 2.5 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to 
your comment on the construction timing. 

Terry 
Amalfitano 
 
Comment 
#194 

Comment received via the project website. Date    : 11/24/06 10:42 
 
My husband has worked in the proposed development area for 15 years. 
His vehicle (with him in it) has been struck twice during that time while he sat stationary 
waiting for stoplights.  It is way past time to reconstruct these intersections to smooth 
traffic flow. 

Response to Comment #194: 
Signal timing to optimize traffic flow will be part of final design of the Proposed 
Action. 
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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 I 
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 Youngfield.  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 I-70/32nd 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. 



C-216 

Barbara 
Evans  
Comment 
#196 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#196-1 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#196-2 
 
 
Comment 
#196-3 

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 27th /26th 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 27th/26th 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-
70/32nd/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 27thAvenue (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 27th 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 I-70/32nd 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 27th 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 I-70 hook ramps at 27th Avenue.  
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Comment 
#196-4: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#196-5: 

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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Comment 
#196-6: 
 
Comment 
#196-7: 

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 27th Avenue hook ramps. However, we believe that these ramps 
are a needed part of the transportation solution for this area. We further believe 
that the analysis has been adequate, and that the Proposed Action includes 
mitigation to minimize the impact on the community. 
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G. Rodgers 
Evans 
 
Comment 
#197 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#197-1: 
 
 
Comment 
#197-2: 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#197-3: 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#197-4: 

Response to Comment #197: 
Rodger Evans also provided additional written comments. Please refer to 
Comment #134. 
 
Response to Comment #197-1: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comment on 
Cabela’s and local land use planning. 
 
Response to Comment #197-2: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #197-3: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #13-2 in regard to your comment on 
school safety. 
 
Response to Comment #197-4: 
This EA is not proposing another interchange on I-70, but the reconstruction and 
redesign of the I-70/32nd Avenue interchange.  In the Proposed Action, the 
eastbound I-70 on- and off-ramps are split from the westbound I-70 on- and off-
ramps with offset hook ramps. The westbound I-70 ramps will be located at 
approximately 35th Avenue on the west side of I-70, and the eastbound I-70 
ramps will be located at 27th Avenue on the east side of I-70. 
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Comment 
#197-5 
 
Comment 
#197-6: 
 
Comment 
#197-7 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#197-8: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#197-9 
Comment 
#197-10 

Response to Comment #197-5: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #2-1 in regard to an EIS. 
 
Response to Comment #197-6: 
Currently, the Cabela’s store is not scheduled to open until June 2008. As part of 
the City of Wheat Ridge’s approval process for the development plan that 
includes the Cabela’s store, the City of Wheat Ridge City Council has stipulated 
that the I-70 westbound hook ramps, the 40th Avenue underpass of I-70, 
widening of 32nd Avenue, Cabela Drive, and the SH 58/Cabela Drive interchange 
improvements must be constructed prior to the City of Wheat Ridge issuing a 
Certificate of Occupancy for the development. 
 
Response to Comment #197-7: 
The question specifically deals with traffic from the 27th /26th 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 27th/26th 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-
70/32nd/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 27thAvenue (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 27th Avenue and the associated 
impacts to the residential neighborhood. 
 
Response to Comment #197-8: 
FHWA and CDOT would like to stress that there has been an on-going and 
thorough public involvement effort conducted for this EA. We have gone to great 
effort to make project information and staff accessible, and have encouraged 
open communication throughout the process. We do not generally feel it is 
appropriate to debate the content of specific conversations. However, as 
indicated in our response to your wife’s letter Mr. Maddoux has indicated that his 
recollection of his conversation with your wife is different than you have stated. 
He has indicated that his intention was to encourage your wife to make specific 
written comments to voice her concerns, not discourage comments or indicate 
that they would not be considered.  
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Response to Comment #197-9: 
Public involvement is a component of the NEPA process. FHWA and CDOT 
must weigh public comment with the technical analysis that is conducted as part 
of the EA in accordance with NEPA and its related regulations. FHWA and 
CDOT sincerely regret that we have the difficult decision of weighing public 
comment against this technical analysis and the needs of the transportation 
system.  This is an unfortunate reality of our work.  We are well aware of the 
unique circumstances of your neighborhood and your situation and that makes 
this difficult decision even harder.  
 
FHWA and CDOT exercise direct oversight, and require that only qualified firms 
and individuals perform the analysis required to arrive at transportation solutions.  
Felsburg Holt and Ullevig is a well respected firm that has completed many 
transportation project in Colorado during its 20 year history. We have directly 
reviewed and approved their work on this project, and have no reason to believe 
that any aspect of their work has been either unprofessional or incompetent. 
 
Response to Comment 197-10: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #2-1 in regard to an EIS. 

Robert 
Ebisch 
 
Comment 
#198 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#198-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#198-2 
 

From: Robert Ebisch [mailto:rebisch@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2006 11:33 AM 
To: Pamela.Hutton@dot.state.co.us 
Cc: Pavlik, Monica 
Subject:  
 
Dear FHWA and CDOT: 
 
As a resident of Applewood, I’m very concerned about the potential for negative impact 
on this community of a Cabella’s development done without the interests of the local 
residents in mind.  
 
We can’t be confident that the interests of Cabella’s and Wheat Ridge are in our best 
interests. Wheat Ridge, after Cabella’s is built on its annexation, will get the tax 
revenues and we will pay the price if this is not done with concern for our interests. 
 
One concern is getting transportation improvements completed as a condition of – AND 
BEFORE – the opening of Cabella’s. I was at one meeting where a Wheat Ridge 
representative assured the crowd that the traffic would be mitigated. One old-time 
resident stood up and pointed to the hellish nightmare of daily traffic jam at the 
intersection of the I-70 offramp and 32nd street’s intersection with that offramp and 
Youngfield and said that nightmare had been going on for years without CDOT or 
anyone else lifting a finger to solve it, so why should he believe that thousands more 
vehicles daily would not pose an awful problem? Good point.  
 
Who wouldn’t like to have a Cabella’s nearby? What a great store! But who doesn’t 
know a bicyclist who has been hit by a car? Bicycle traffic on 32nd is already a ridiculous 
freak show of autos having to slow, wait for a gap in approaching traffic and then gun it 
around the bicyclists. We should supposedly promote bicycling as a commuting 
alternative as well, as healthy for people to get exercise and a good way of cutting down 
traffic and air pollution. But not at the risk of our bones and cartilage, and the lives of 

Response to Comment #198: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comment on 
Cabela’s and local land use planning. 
 
Response to Comment #198-1: 
Please refer to Section 2.5 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to 
your comment on the construction timing. 
 
Response to Comment #198-2: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #39 and #61 in regard to bicycle 
mobility. 
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our bicycling children. Many people in this area bicycle for fun, and many commute by 
bike -- a doctor neighbor bicycles from here each day to his clinic at the Lutheran 
Medical Center.  
 
In Europe and more progressive American communities, people commonly bicycle to 
work and back, to go shopping, to get around, on designated bike lanes and paths, 
even in the midst of large cities. Here, all too often, we’re left to find our way along the 
gutter and curb with mechanized death roaring by inches from our elbows. Access from 
my neighborhood to the Clear Creek bike path going west into Golden, for example, 
requires me to get on 32nd to McIntyre, a death-defying journey which I’m amazed that 
so many bike enthusiasts do daily.  
 
Going to the Clear Creek bike path east, or if one wants to take it west and is willing to 
ride an extra mile to avoid riding on 32nd, one can take the Youngfield Service road to 
the Clear Creek bike path, which is now relatively benign because it carries little traffic. 
When that service road becomes a channel for Cabella’s traffic, however, it will be as 
bad as or worse than 32nd, and the last safe access to the Clear Creek path will have 
been eliminated, and everyone in this community will be unable to reach the Clear 
Creek path without risking their lives – especially children, who lack the experience and 
skills needed to avoid being hit from behind, and who often wobble away from the 
straight line of progress necessary to stay on the very edge of the pavement and 
minimize the chance of being hit. UNLESS that road is sufficiently widened and 
equipped with a walk-way and sufficiently set-aside on-road bike lane.  
 
Best wishes, 
Bob Ebisch  
 

Barbara Barry 
 
Comment 
#199 

Comment submitted as an email to CDOT Region 6 Traffic. 
 
We would like to know if the following configuration along Cabela's drive was analyzed 
and the results of this analysis.  
  
Northbound Cabela drive:  Two through lanes north of 32nd with one terminating at the 
hook ramps to go westbound I-70 only.  Past this, Cabela drive will have two lanes 
through the development.   Southbound Cabela drive:  Two through lanes through the 
development with one terminating at the hook ramp intersection.  One through lane past 
the hook ramp intersection that will become three lanes at the intersection of 32nd ave - 
one right lane, one through/left turn lane and one left turn lane.   

Response to Comment #199: 
Barbara Barry also provided additional written comments. Please refer to 
Comments #142 and #228. 
 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
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Sheila 
Bardwell 
 
Comment 
#200 

 

Response to Comment #200: 
An interchange signing plan has been developed to help motorists find their way 
within the interchange complex and to make it clear that the new SH 58/Cabela 
Drive interchange is the route for accessing the proposed development. Section 
2.3.10 Interstate Guide Signage in the FONSI discusses the supplemental guide 
signing. 
 
Please refer to our response to Comment #57 in regard to your comment on the 
I-70/SH 58 project improvements at the I-70/Ward Road interchange. 
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Comment 
#201 

 

Response to Comment #201: 
FHWA and CDOT would like to thank Jefferson County for their involvement.  
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Mark 
Griswold 
 
Comment 
#201A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#201A-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#201A-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment #201A: 
This comment was also received as an email to the project website.  
 
Response to Comment #201A-1: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #126-1 in regard to your comment on 
the No-Action Alternative with traffic from the proposed development compared 
to a No-Action Alternative without traffic from the proposed development. 
 
Response to Comments #201A-2: 
FHWA and CDOT appreciate your observations regarding groundwater-surface 
water interactions in the area. FHWA and CDOT believe that the groundwater 
and surface water analysis presented in the EA is adequate for the 
characterization of project impacts and identification of mitigation requirements. 
Further detailed evaluation will be conducted during final design to ensure that 
the transportation facilities are appropriate from both and engineering and 
resource protection standpoint. 
 
As was described in the EA, relatively shallow groundwater conditions exist over 
portions of the study area. As was concluded in the EA, the Proposed Action is 
unlikely to have an adverse impact on groundwater based on the following: 

• During final design detailed evaluation and engineering design will be 
conducted to ensure that the transportation facilities are compatible with 
the surface and subsurface conditions present at the site. 

• During construction, stormwater management practices and dewatering 
permit conditions will be applied to protect surface water and 
groundwater resources from adverse affects of construction activities. 

• Permanent drainage and water quality facilities will be designed, 
constructed, and maintained to mitigate adverse impacts of roadway 
runoff. 

• Regardless of the area used for comparison (watershed or study area), 
the additional impervious area that will result from the Proposed Action 
is relatively small in comparison with the total area. Additionally, these 
impervious areas (roadways) are not concentrated in one location, but 
traverse the area. Therefore, these facilities would not be expected to 
have any substantial effect on the existing groundwater conditions. 

 
Section 4.20.4.7 Water Resources/Water Quality in the EA discusses 
cumulative impacts to water resources in the cumulative impacts study area. 
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Comment 
#201A-3 

Response to Comment #201A-3: 
Please refer to Section 2.5 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to 
your comment on the construction timing. 
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Comment 
#201A-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#201A-5 
 

Response to Comment #201A-4: 
Naming of local streets is typically falls under the jurisdiction of the local entity, in this 
case the City of Wheat Ridge. The proposed concept has apparent merit, and was 
considered by the City. The City considers the proposed Cabela Drive to be a 
continuous street from 32nd to 44th Avenue; and that the name should remain the 
same for clarity with respect to emergency access and life safety issues. 
 
To minimize the development traffic use of the westbound I-70 exit, and hence 32nd, it 
is proposed that the interstate signage for the westbound I-70 off ramp remain the 
same as today, “Exit 264, Youngfield Street/32nd Avenue”. 
 
Response to Comment #201A-5: 
Please refer to our response to Comments #39 and #61 in regard to your 
comments on bicycle lanes. 
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Comment 
#201A-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#201A-7 
 

Response to Comment #201A-6: 
The travel demand forecasting for both the No-Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action includes Phase I of the Gold Line, which is an 11.2 mile light 
rail transit project that extends from downtown Denver to Ward Road north of I-
70. The Ward Road park-n-Ride facility could serve as the end of the line, 
although the final station locations will be identified as part of NEPA process for 
the Gold Line. Feeder bus routes are anticipated to serve the light rail station. 
Section 3.5 Transit Access discusses the current RTD bus routes serving the 
study area. 
 
It is our understanding that RTD is considering adjusting their bus routes to 
accommodate the proposed development area west of I-70. In addition, the 
developers, in conjunction with RTD, are also investigating the possibility of 
relocating the current bus transfer operations at 38th / Youngfield to the proposed 
development site. 
 
Response to Comment #201A-7: 
Please refer to our response to comment #2-1 in regard to an EIS. 
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Claudia 
Browne 
 
Comment 
#201B 

Response to Comment #201B: 
This comment was also received as an email to the project website. Claudia 
Browne also submitted comments during the November 8, 2007 public hearing 
(Comment #126and Comment #140) For our response to comments, please 
refer to Comment #126. 
 



C-230 

Comment 
#201B 
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Linda 
Chumbley 
 
Comment 
#201C 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
201C-1 
 
 
 
Comment 
201C-2 

Response to Comment #201C: 
 
Response to Comment #201C-1: 
Section 4.20 Cumulative Impacts of the EA discusses cumulative impacts for 
the study area. 
 
Response to Comment #201C-2: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comment on 
Cabela’s and local land use planning. 



C-232 

Comment 
#201C 
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J.G. Durant 
 
Comment 
#201D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#201D-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#201D -2 
 
 
 
Comment 
#201D -3 
 
 
Comment 
#201D -4 
 
Comment 
#201D -5 
 
 
Comment 
#201D -6 
Comment 
#201D -7 

Response to Comment #201D: 
 
Response to Comment #201D-1: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comment on 
Cabela’s and local land use planning. 
 
Response to Comment #201D-2: 
Please refer to Section 2.5 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to 
your comment on the construction timing. 
 
Response to Comment #201D-3: 
Traffic volumes generated by the Cabela’s shopping center were estimated from 
trip rates and equations published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ 
Trip Generation and from other Cabela’s store facilities.  Please refer to Chapter 
3 Transportation Analysis of the EA and the October 2006 Traffic Analysis 
Technical Report for further explanation. 
 
The traffic analysis did account for a truck presence in the LOS analyses.  The 
plan includes accommodating delivery trucks via the new SH 58/Cabela Drive 
interchange, and all roadway design was laid out to accommodate large vehicles 
like delivery trucks. 
 
Response to Comment #201D-4: 
FHWA and CDOT appreciate your concern related to traffic noise and air quality 
and also believe these effects require evaluation.  Section 4.5 Traffic Noise and 
Vibration in the EA is a summary of the analysis that was performed as part of 
the EA to assess potential impacts from traffic noise to properties neighboring 
the proposed improvements. The October 2006 Noise Impact Assessment 
Report details the noise analysis conducted.  Section 4.4 Air Quality of the EA, 
Section 3.2 Additional Information and Clarifications to Air Quality in the FONSI, 
and the October 2006 Air Quality Assessment Report detail the air quality 
analysis conducted.  The EA does not address the lighting of the proposed 
development and Cabela’s store because the proposed development and 
Cabela’s store are outside the jurisdiction of FHWA and CDOT. Please refer to 
our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comment on Cabela’s and 
local land use planning. As per CDOT standards, high-mast or mid-mast fixtures 
will be used to light the highway and ramps. The lighting selection process will 
consider shields, reflectors, and/or other measures to minimize light spill. Visual 
impacts are further discussed in Section 4.16 Visual Character of the EA.  Table 
4-1 Summary of Proposed Action Impacts and Mitigation Measures in the FONSI 
summarized the mitigation measures for the traffic noise, air quality, and visual 
impacts from the Proposed Action. 
 
Response to Comment #201D-5: 
The Proposed Action does not include improvements to McIntyre Street.  The 
Proposed Action does include improvements to the Holman Street/44th Avenue 
intersection that will connect with Cabela Drive and the new SH 58/Cabela Drive 
interchange.  Please refer to our responses to Comments #16 in regard to your 
comment on 44th 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 44th Avenue/Cabela Drive/Holman Street. 
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Comment 
#201D -8 
 
Comment 
#201D -9 

Response to Comment #201D-6: 
These properties are zoned for commercial development, so FHWA and CDOT 
would expect commercial expansion to occur in these areas. 
 
Response to Comment #201D-7: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comment on 
Cabela’s and local land use planning. 
 
Response to Comment #201D-8: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #201D-3, in regard to traffic volumes 
estimated for Cabela’s. Section 2.5 Funding and Phasing in the EA provides 
estimates of the probable construction costs for the various transportation 
improvements and the funding source.  Section 2.4 Funding Status in the 
FONSI discusses the preliminary assumption of costs for the Proposed Action.  
 
Response to Comment #201D-8: 
Table 4-1 Summary of Proposed Action Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
identifies the impacts of the Proposed Action and the mitigation measures for 
those impacts.  In addition, impacts, such as full right-of-way acquisition, were 
used to eliminate alternatives and minimize impacts to residents.  The alternative 
screening analysis is summarized in Chapter 2 Alternatives in the EA. 
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Rick Harper 
 
Comment 
#202 
 

 

Response to Comment #202: 
FHWA and CDOT agree that the current situation is problematic. The Proposed 
Action represents a compromise between impacts to the community and traffic 
operations. 
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Starbucks 
Coffee 
Company 
 
Comment 
#203 

 

Response to Comment #203: 
The property located at 12751 W. 32nd Avenue will be a full acquisition. At this 
time, no right-of-way will be acquired from the property at 3450 Youngfield 
Street. 
 
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.   
 
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). 
Unfortunately, the relocation benefits offered by this program are not enough to 
make businesses whole for all losses arising from relocation. The program only 
provides nominal benefits to assist with some of the costs associated with 
relocation. Regretfully, displaced businesses commonly incur financial damages, 
sometimes significant, for which there is no reimbursement in the federal-aid 
relocation program.  
 
The three major areas of financial relocation benefits for displaced benefits are: 
(i) costs incurred searching for a replacement site, limited to $2,500, (ii) moving 
expenses (no limit), and (iii) reestablishment, limited to $10,000. Additionally 
businesses can also elect to accept a single payment “in-lieu” of all other 
relocation benefits; however, the “in-lieu” payment is limited to $20,000. All of the 
payment limits imposed on these benefits were established in 1970 when 
Congress enacted the Uniform Act. These limits have not been modified since 
and are obviously incongruent with present economic realities. FHWA is 
considering asking Congress to modify these limits. 
 
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 our response to Comments #4 and #99 for other affected 
properties. 
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Comment 
#203 
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Applewood 
Property 
Owners 
Association 
 
Comment 
#204 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#204-1 

 

Response to Comment #204: 
 
Response to Comment #204-1: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #126-1 in regard to your comment on 
the No-Action Alternative with traffic from the proposed development compared 
to a No-Action Alternative without traffic from the proposed development. 
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Comment 
#204-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#204-3 

 

Response to Comment #204-2: 
Please refer to Section 2.5 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to 
your comment on the construction timing. 
 
Response to Comment #204-3: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #5-1 in regard to your comment on 
noise along 32nd Avenue west of I-70. 
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Comment 
#204-4 

 

Response to Comment #204-4: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #25 in regard to your comment on the 
mitigation of the effect of the new signalized intersection at 44th Avenue/Cabela 
Drive/Holman Street. 
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Comment 
#204-5 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#204-6 
 
Comment 
#204-7 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#204-8 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#204-9 

 

Response to Comment #204-5: 
Please refer to Section 2.3.1.1 Eastbound I-70 Hook Ramps in regard to your 
comment on traffic impacts. 
 
Response to Comment #204-6: 
Meeting the objectives of local and regional plans (community design) and 
maintenance of community character and aesthetics (quality of life) were used 
as screening criteria during the fourth-level screening.  Please refer to Section 
4.2 Alternatives Considered and Appendix C Screening Matrix of the EA. 
 
Response to Comment #204-7: 
As stated in Section 2.3 No-Action Alternative of the EA, the transportation 
projects currently planned in the vicinity of the I-70/32nd Avenue interchange that 
are included in the No-Action Alternative have committed or identified funds for 
construction and will be made regardless of whether or not any improvements 
are made to the I-70/32nd Avenue interchange. Projects included in the 
unconstrained part of the Transportation Improvement Plan are unfunded and 
consequently were not included in the No-Action Alternative. 
 
However, the Northwest Corridor Combined Alternative, which includes a 
freeway facility along SH 93 and US 6 through Golden and McIntyre Street as a 
four-lane arterial, was included in the travel demand forecasts for the No-Action 
Alternative because CDOT did not want to make this size of an investment in an 
improvement without accounting for the potential traffic from this project.  
 
Response to Comment #204-8: 
Cumulative impacts are those that may result from the incremental impacts of a 
particular action when added to other past, present or reasonably foreseeable 
future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person 
undertakes such other actions.  The cumulative impacts study area was chosen 
based on the resources to be analyzed for cumulative impacts because it 
encompasses nearby areas of current and planned development.  A 
neighborhood scale cumulative impacts study area would be too narrow in focus 
and would not account for local or regional projects.  
 
Response to Comment #204-9: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #5-1 in regard to your comment on 
noise along 32nd Avenue west of I-70. 
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Comment 
#204-10 

 

Response to Comment #204-10. 
Please refer to our response to Comment #126-1 in regard to your comment on 
the No-Action Alternative with traffic from the proposed development compared 
to a No-Action Alternative without traffic from the proposed development. In 
addition, clarification has been added to Section 3.2 Additional Information and 
Clarifications to Air Quality in the FONSI. 
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Comment 
#204-11 

 

Response to Comment 204-11: 
Please refer to our responses to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comment on 
Cabela’s and local land use planning. 
 
Please refer to Section 2.5 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to 
your comment on the construction timing. 
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Comment 
#204-12 
 
Comment 
#204-13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#204-14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#204-15 
 
 
 
Comment 
#204-16 

 

Response to Comment #204-12: 
South of 32nd Avenue, Eldridge and Alkire Streets have limited continuity.  The 
vast majority of traffic that would make use of these roadways would likely be 
destined-to or originating-from the immediate residential area that it serves.  
During construction, measures will be explored to minimize the amount of traffic 
that might utilize local streets. 
 
Response to Comment #204-13: 
At the westbound I-70 hooks ramps, which access Cabela Drive, the majority of 
the traffic will not be destined for the proposed development but for other 
adjacent commercial and residential areas.  Approximately 75 percent of the 
traffic on Cabela Drive, south of the proposed development, is destined or 
originates from a local commercial or residential area. The 19,000 vehicles per 
day projection is comprised of only 4,800 vehicles per day associated with the 
proposed development and Cabela’s. Please refer to Chapter 3 Transportation 
Analysis of the EA and the October 2006 Traffic Analysis Technical Report for 
further explanation. The analysis assumes completion of the current CDOT I-
70/SH 58 interchange improvements. 
 
Response to Comment #204-14: 
Please refer to our responses to Comments #39 and #61 in regard to your 
comment on bicycle lanes. 
 
Response to Comment #204-15: 
The travel demand forecasting for both the No-Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action includes Phase I of the Gold Line, which is an 11.2 mile light 
rail transit project that extends from downtown Denver to Ward Road north of I-
70. The Ward Road park-n-Ride facility could serve as the end of the line, 
although the final station locations will be identified as part of NEPA process for 
the Gold Line. Feeder bus routes are anticipated to serve the light rail station. 
Section 3.5 Transit Access discusses the current RTD bus routes serving the 
study area. 
 
It is our understanding that RTD is considering adjusting their bus routes to 
accommodate the proposed development area west of I-70. In addition, the 
developers, in conjunction with RTD, are also investigating the possibility of 
relocating the current bus transfer operations at 38th / Youngfield to the proposed 
development site. 
 
Response to Comment #204-16: 
Given that air pollutants are not predicted to exceed the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) in the future as a result of implementing the 
Proposed Action, mitigation measures for air quality are not necessary for the 
project. Future emissions from on-road mobile sources will be minimized globally 
through several federal regulations. The Denver area maintenance plans for 
carbon monoxide, ozone, and particulate matter will serve to avoid and minimize 
pollutant emissions from project area roads. In addition, clarification has been 
added to Section 3.2 Additional Information and Clarifications to Air Quality in 
the FONSI. 
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Comment 
#204-17 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#204-18 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#204-19 
 
 
Comment 
#204-20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#204-21 

 

Response to Comment #204-17: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comment on 
Cabela’s and local land use planning. 
 
Response to Comment #204-18: 
The businesses along Youngfield Street, south of 27th Avenue, will not be 
directly impacted by right-of-way acquisitions or loss of access and are expected 
to benefit from improved accessibility from eastbound I-70 provided by the 
transportation improvements.    
 
Response to Comment #204-19: 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority and Low-Income Populations was issued in 1994 to address social 
equity in the sharing of benefits and burdens of specific projects or programs. 
The project newsletter was translated into Spanish to provide special outreach to 
low-income and minority populations located in the study area. The project 
newsletter was also provided in English. No other minority groups with specific 
language needs were identified.  Please refer to the October 2006 
Environmental Justice Evaluation Technical Report for detailed information on 
how the presence of low-income and minority groups were identified. 
 
Response to Comment #204-20: 
FHWA and CDOT are committed to on-going public involvement during final 
design. The specific public involvement activities and methods for future 
involvement will be determined during final design. 
 
Response to Comment #204-21: 
The meeting you reference was not sponsored by FHWA and CDOT.  
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Comment 
#204-22 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#204-23 

 

Response to Comment #204-22: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comment on 
Cabela’s and local land use planning. 
 
Response to Comment #204-23: 
The funding for pedestrian and bicycle facilities are included the cost estimate 
for each component of the Proposed Action.  Section 2.4 Funding Status of the 
FONSI identifies the various funding sources for each component of the 
Proposed Action. 
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Steve Howard 
 
Comment 
#205 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#205-1 
Comment 
#205-2 
 

 

Response to Comment #205: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #57 in regard to your comment on the 
I-70/SH 58 project improvements at the I-70/Ward Road interchange. 
 
Response to Comment #205-1: 
As an existing land use, Wal-Mart is included in the DRCOG forecasts for the 
study area. 
 
Response to Comment #205-2: 
The travel demand forecasting for both the No-Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action includes Phase I of the Gold Line, which is an 11.2 mile light 
rail transit project that extends from downtown Denver to Ward Road north of I-
70. The Ward Road park-n-Ride facility could serve as the end of the line, 
although the final station locations will be identified as part of NEPA process for 
the Gold Line. Feeder bus routes are anticipated to serve the light rail station. 
Section 3.5 Transit Access discusses the current RTD bus routes serving the 
study area. 
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Steve Howard 
 
Comment 
#205 

 

 



C-249 

Chris 
Jacobsen 
 
Comment 
#206 

 

Response to Comment #206: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #57 in regard to your comment on the 
I-70/SH 58 project improvements at the I-70/Ward Road interchange. 
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Francis 
Langdon 
 
Comment 
#207 

 

Response to Comment #207: 
FHWA and CDOT agree that the current situation is problematic. The Proposed 
Action represents a compromise between impacts to the community and traffic 
operations. 



C-251 

Mike Larkin 
 
Comment 
#208 

 

Response to Comment #208: 
FHWA and CDOT agree that the current situation is problematic. The Proposed 
Action represents a compromise between impacts to the community and traffic 
operations. 



C-252 

Connie and 
Eugene 
Mauldin  
 
Comment 
#209 

 

Response to Comment #209: 
Gene and Connie Mauldin also provided additional written and verbal comments.  
Please refer to Comments #104 and #129. 
 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comment on 
Cabela’s and local land use planning. 
 
Please refer to our response to Comment #5-1 in regard to your comment on 
noise. 
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Applewood 
Business 
Association 
 
Comment 
#210 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#210-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#210-2 
 
Comment 
#210-3 
 
Comment 
#210-4 

 

Response to Comment #210: 
 
Response to Comment #210-1: 
Please refer to Section 2.5 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to 
your comment on the construction timing. 
 
Response to Comment #210-2: 
Please refer to Section 2.3.1.2 Westbound I-70 Hook Ramps and Section 2.3.2 
32nd Avenue Improvements in the FONSI in regard to your comments on the 
32nd Avenue improvements. 



C-254 

Applewood 
Business 
Association 
 
Comment 
#210 
 

 

Response to Comment #210-3: 
Masonry walls along 32nd Avenue are not recommended due to serious safety 
concerns. The masonry walls would cause serious sightline problems for drivers 
exiting the neighborhoods onto 32nd Avenue from seven unsignalized streets or 
driveways within approximately 1,500 feet.  In addition, the masonry walls would 
have to be very close to some of the homes because there is little space 
between some homes and 32nd Avenue.  
 
During final design, CDOT will identify aesthetic design elements and 
enhancements for the improvements along32nd Avenue to ensure compatibility 
with the surrounding areas and provide a positive visual experience. Public input 
will be solicited on aesthetic issues. 
 
Response to Comment #210-4: 
No response necessary. 
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Amy Dressel 
Martin 
 
Comment 
#211 

 

Response to Comment #211: 
FHWA and CDOT agree that the current situation is problematic. The Proposed 
Action represents a compromise between impacts to the community and traffic 
operations. 
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Mike 
Sheridan 
 
Comment 
#212 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#212-1: 
 
Comment 
#212-2: 
 
 
 
Comment 
#212-3: 
 
 
 
 

 

Response to Comment #212: 
An interchange signing plan has been developed to help motorists find their way 
within the interchange complex and to make it clear that the new SH 58/Cabela 
Drive interchange is the route for accessing the proposed development. Section 
2.3.10 Interstate Guide Signage in the FONSI discusses the supplemental guide 
signing. 
 
Response to Comment #212-1: 
Please refer to Section 2.5 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to 
your comment on the construction timing. 
 
Response to Comment #212-2: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
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Comment 
#212-4 

 

Response to Comment #212-3: 
The traffic analysis prepared for the June 2002 I-70/SH 58 Interchange 
Environmental Assessment was based on regional population and employment 
growth projections for the Year 2020. The traffic analysis prepared for the I-
70/32nd Avenue Interchange EA is based on regional population and 
employment growth projections for the Year 2030.  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 It is important to note that even 
without Cabela’s and the proposed development, the eastbound off-ramp of I-70 
at Youngfield Street is already operating at a LOS E in the afternoon peak hour, 
which represents over capacity and gridlock (see Figure 1-3 Operational 
Deficiencies in the FONSI). Increased traffic volumes and accidents will 
eventually require some governmental entity, be it CDOT, Jefferson County, 
Wheat Ridge, Lakewood, or some combination thereto to address these 
concerns.   
 
Response to Comment #212-4: 
It is a requirement that all studies have a No-Action Alternative. The No-Action 
Alternative was included in the screening process and has been carried through 
this EA as a benchmark against which the other alternatives are compared. The 
No-Action Alternative will not address the purpose and need for the project but is 
being carried through the analysis for comparison in accordance with CEQ 
requirements and to preserve the option not to adopt the Proposed Action if the 
studies warrant such a decision. Please refer to our response to Comment #126-
1 in regard to your comment on the No-Action Alternative with traffic from the 
proposed development compared to a No-Action Alternative without traffic from 
the proposed development. 
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Robert 
Vermillion 
 
Comment 
#213 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#213-1 

 

Response to Comment #213: 
Bob Vermillion also provided additional verbal comments.  Please refer to 
Comment #106. 
 
Please refer to our response to Comment #57 in regard to your comment on the 
I-70/SH 58 project improvements at the I-70/Ward Road interchange. 
 
Response to Comment #213-1: 
The needs of the I-70/Ward Road interchange were included in the I-70/SH 58 
interchange project and are not included in the I-70/32nd Avenue interchange 
project.  Please refer to our response to Comment #57 in regard to your 
comment on the I-70/SH 58 project improvements at the I-70/Ward Road 
interchange. 
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Douglas 
Harness 
 
Comment 
#214 
 

Comment received via the project website. Date    : 12/09/06 18:13 
 
Thank you for accepting my comments and for your efforts to make this project as 
community - friendly as possible. 
 

I have just one comment - a project of this size requires an Environmental Impact 
Statement and not just an Environmental Assessment.  It will clearly have significant 
impacts on area wildlife, air and water quality, noise levels, and other environmental 
factors. 

Response to Comment #214: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #2-1 in regard to an EIS. 



C-260 

Gretchen 
Cerveny 
 
Comment 
#215 

Response to Comment #215: 
FHWA and CDOT agree that the current situation is problematic. The Proposed 
Action represents a compromise between impacts to the community and traffic 
operations. 
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Von and 
Lorraine 
Clark 
 
Comment 
#216 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#216-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#216-2 

Response to Comment #216: 
 
Response to Comment #216-1: 
Please refer to Section 2.5 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to 
your comment on the construction timing. 
 
Response to Comment #216-2: 
South of 32nd Avenue, Eldridge Street has limited continuity.  The vast majority 
of traffic that would make use of this roadway would likely be destined-to or 
originating-from the immediate area that it serves.  The routing option identified 
in the comment would create out-of-direction travel and it likely to be used by 
only a few.  During construction, measures will be implemented to minimize the 
amount of traffic that might utilize local streets. 
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Donald 
Hodder 
 
Comment 
#217 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#217-1 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#217-2 
 

Response to Comment #217: 
 
Response to Comment #217-1: 
Please refer to Section 2.5 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to 
your comment on the construction timing. 
 
Response to Comment #217-2: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comments 
related to 32nd Avenue. 
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John 
Gillespie 
 
Comment 
#218 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#218-1 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#218-2 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#218-3 

Response to Comment #218: 
 
Response to Comment #218-1: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #4-2 in regard to the location of the 
eastbound I-70 hook ramps at 27th Avenue and #10-5 in regard to your comment 
on the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #218-2: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comment on 
the public involvement process. 
 
Response to Comment #218-3: 
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.  
FHWA and CDOT believe that the distribution of hard copies of the EA for public 
review was adequate. In addition to the hard copies available at three local 
libraries and the FHWA, CDOT, Jefferson County, Wheat Ridge, and Lakewood 
offices (for a total of nine locations), the EA report was made available on the 
project website at www.CabWheatRidge.com and members of the public could 
request an electronic copy of the EA on a compact disc through the project 
website. For the months of October, November, and December 2006, the project 
website was accessed over 91,000 times. Approximately 40 compact discs were 
distributed to the public during the public comment period. 
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Comment 
#218-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#218-5: 

Response to Comment #218-4: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #4-2 in regard to the location of the 
eastbound I-70 hook ramps at 27th Avenue and #10-5 in regard to your comment 
on the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #218-5: 
At the westbound I-70 hooks ramps, which access Cabela Drive, the majority of 
the traffic will not be destined for the proposed development but for other 
adjacent commercial and residential areas.  Approximately 75 percent of the 
traffic on Cabela Drive, south of the proposed development, is destined or 
originates from a local commercial or residential area. The 19,000 vehicles per 
day projection is comprised of only 4,800 vehicles per day associated with the 
proposed development and Cabela’s. Please refer to Chapter 3 Transportation 
Analysis of the EA and the October 2006 Traffic Analysis Technical Report for 
further explanation. 
 
Although the gravel service road closer to Eldridge Street that you recommend 
upgrading would provide access to the proposed development, the gravel 
service road would not provide a connection to I-70 from 32nd Avenue. The 
majority of the traffic from the westbound I-70 hook ramps to 32nd Avenue 
neither originates nor is destined for the proposed development, and the 
connection from the I-70 westbound hook ramps to 32nd Avenue is necessary to 
provide access for local residents and motorists destined for other commercial 
areas, such as along Youngfield Street.  Please refer to our response to 
Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue 
intersection. 
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Comment 
#218-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#218-7 
Comment 
#218-8 
Comment 
#218-9 
Comment 
#218-10 
Comment 
#218-11 

Response to Comment #218-6: 
Public involvement is a component of the NEPA process. FHWA and CDOT 
must weigh public comment with the technical analysis that is conducted as part 
of the EA in accordance with NEPA and its related regulations. FHWA and 
CDOT sincerely regret that we have the difficult decision of weighing public 
comment against this technical analysis and the needs of the transportation 
system.  This is an unfortunate reality of our work.  We are well aware of the 
unique circumstances of your neighborhood and your situation and that makes 
this difficult decision even harder.  The Proposed Action represents a 
compromise between impacts to the community and traffic operations. 
 
Response to Comment #218-7: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #218-5. 
 
Response to Comment #218-8: 
The projected traffic volumes are based on forecasted 2030 land use. DRCOG 
provides information on the forecasted 2030 land uses for the entire metropolitan 
area. DRCOG’s land use forecasts include population, household and 
employment estimates by TAZ. The metropolitan area includes a total of 2,664 
TAZs. The TAZs within the study area are shown in Figure 2-1 Study Area 
Traffic Analysis Zones in the FONSI. DRCOG has added a new TAZ (TAZ 2665) 
to specifically account for the proposed development. The land use forecasts in 
TAZ 2665 are based on the current development proposal.  All other TAZs in the 
study area represent DRCOG’s land use forecasts. 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. 
 
Response to Comment #218-9: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #4-2 in regard to the location of the 
eastbound I-70 hook ramps at 27th Avenue and #10-5 in regard to your comment 
on the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
An urban interchange at I-70/32nd Avenue was included in Alternative Package 1 
but was eliminated due to the right-of-way impacts and displacement of 
businesses at the Applewood Shopping Center. Please refer to Section 2.2 
Alternatives Considered of the EA.  
 
Response to Comment #218-10: 
CDOT guidance typically requires comments on an EA be accepted for a total of 
at least 30 days. To facilitate public comment on the Section 4(f) de minimis 
documentation, the 30-day comment period was extended to 45 days. FHWA 
and CDOT believe that the distribution of copies of the EA for public review was 
adequate, and an extension of the comment period is not required. 
 
Response to Comment #218-11: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #218-5. 
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Joseph and 
Sharon 
Whelan 
 
Mark and 
Lydia Creager 
 
Kathleen 
Estes 
 
Steve 
Lehman 
 
 
Comment 
#219 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#219-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#219-2 

Response to Comment #219: 
 
Response to Comment #219-1: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #219-2: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #4-2 in regard to the location of the 
eastbound I-70 hook ramps at 27th Avenue. 
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Comment 
#219-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#219-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#219-5 

Response to Comment #219-3: 
A single point urban interchange, such as the new interchange at I-25 and 
University Boulevard, was evaluated as part of Alternative Package 1. This 
alternative was eliminated because of the new to relocated Youngfield Street to 
the east and the number of right-of-way impacts and displacements. Please refer 
to Section 4.2 Alternatives Considered in the EA. Please refer to our response 
to Comment #179 in regard to moving an urban interchange north on I-70. 
 
Response to Comment #219-4: 
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 Youngfield Street are 
included in the traffic analysis. 
 
Response to Comment #219-5: 
Please refer to Section 2.5 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to 
your comment on the construction timing. 
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Christian 
Buehler 
 
Comment 
#220 

Response to Comment #220: 
FHWA and CDOT agree that the current situation is problematic. The Proposed 
Action represents a compromise between impacts to the community and traffic 
operations. 



C-269 

Scott Deering 
 
Comment 
#221 
 

Response to Comment #221: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #57 in regard to your comment on the 
I-70/SH 58 project improvements at the I-70/Ward Road interchange. 
 
 



C-270 

Harold Kunz 
 
Comment 
#222 
 

Response to Comment #222: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #57 in regard to your comment on the 
I-70/SH 58 project improvements at the I-70/Ward Road interchange. 
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George 
Langdon 
 
Comment 
#223 
 

Response to Comment #223: 
FHWA and CDOT agree that the current situation is problematic. The Proposed 
Action represents a compromise between impacts to the community and traffic 
operations. 



C-272 

Curtis 
MacIntyre 
 
Comment 
#224 

Response to Comment #224: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #57 in regard to your comment on the 
I-70/SH 58 project improvements at the I-70/Ward Road interchange. 
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Laurie 
Tourney 
 
Comment 
#225 
 

Response to Comment #225: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #57 in regard to your comment on the 
I-70/SH 58 project improvements at the I-70/Ward Road interchange. 
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John 
Villachica 
 
Comment 
#226 

Response to Comment #226: 
No response necessary. 



C-275 

Josephine 
Wheeler 
 
Comment 
#227 

Response to Comment #227: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #57 in regard to your comment on the 
I-70/SH 58 project improvements at the I-70/Ward Road interchange. 
 



C-276 

Applewood 
Valley 
Association 
 
 
Comment 
#228 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#228-1 
 
 
 
Comment 
#228-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#228-3 
 
Comment 
#228-4 
 
Comment 
#228-5 
 
 

Response to Comment #228: 
Barbara Barry also provided additional written comments. Please refer to 
Comments #142 and #199. 
 
Response to Comment #228-1: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comment on 
public involvement and the oversight of FHWA and CDOT in the project. 
 
Response to Comment #228-2: 
FHWA and CDOT regret that the Applewood Valley Association believes its 
comments have been ignored. FHWA and CDOT remain committed to a broad 
range of outreach methods and opportunities to connect with the community. An 
extensive public involvement program has been conducted for the I-70/32nd 
Avenue interchange project. The public involvement program included the public 
hearing, four open houses, presentations to community groups, a community 
information telephone hotline, a project website, newsletters, news releases, and 
local newspaper advertisements. 
 
The input of the public really is important and is included in the planning and 
implementation of transportation projects. We can assure you that your 
comments and the comments of others have been taken very seriously by 
FHWA and CDOT throughout this process. It is our responsibility to carefully 
weigh community concerns, transportation needs, and environmental 
consequences to arrive at a balanced and reasoned decision on this, and any, 
transportation project.  Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard 
to your comment on the public involvement process. 
 
The project team met with the Applewood Valley Association on July 26, 2005 
and met with the Clear Creek Valley Neighborhood Council, which the 
Applewood Valley Association was a member, on ten different occasions.  
Please refer to Table 6-3 Summary of Community Presentations of the EA for 
the specific dates of the meetings with the Clear Creek Valley Neighborhood 
Council. As president of the Applewood Valley Association and member of the 
Clear Creek Valley Neighborhood Council, FHWA and CDOT have appreciated 
your input and enthusiasm related to the project. 
 
Please refer to our response to Comment #126-1 in regard to your comment on 
the No-Action Alternative with traffic from the proposed development compared 
to a No-Action Alternative without traffic from the proposed development. 
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Comment 
#228-6 
 
Comment 
#228-7 
 
Comment 
#228-8 
 
Comment 
#228-9 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#228-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#228-11 
 

Response to Comment #228-3: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #2-1 in regard to an EIS. 
 
Response to Comment #228-4: 
As discussed in Section 2.3.4 New Cabela Drive of the FONSI and shown on 
Figure 2-9 Cabela Drive Typical Sections of the FONSI, Cabela Drive will 
consist of two southbound through lanes, one northbound through lane, and a 
center turn lane. Based on the traffic analysis, two southbound lanes were 
evaluated to be necessary because the interchange signing plan has been 
developed to help motorists find their way within the interchange complex and to 
make it clear that the new SH 58/Cabela Drive interchange is the route for 
accessing the proposed development from I-70. Motorists will be directed from 
both eastbound and westbound I-70 to Cabela Drive via the SH 58/Cabela Drive 
interchange, requiring two southbound lanes to access the proposed 
development. Only one northbound lane on Cabela Drive returning to the new 
SH 58/Cabela Drive interchange is necessary because of the location of the 
westbound I-70 ramps. Motorists accessing westbound I-70 will utilize the new 
westbound I-70 hook ramps instead of returning to the SH 58/Cabela Drive 
interchange and accessing westbound I-70 from SH 58.  Please refer to our 
response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on the Cabela 
Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #228-5: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #228-3 in regard to your comment on 
public input. 
 
Response to Comment #228-6: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection 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 27th Avenue and the associated impacts to the 
residential neighborhood. 
 
Response to Comment #228-7: 
FHWA and CDOT understand that the EA is a large document and can be 
difficult to review.  In an attempt to limit the size of the EA, technical reports are 
relied upon for detailed information not included in the EA.  FHWA and CDOT 
reviewed the figures presented in the EA and FONSI for clarity and were unable 
to identify the specific figures that you are referencing. Graphic representations 
of the twenty-one alternatives and various sub-alternatives were included in 
Table 2-1 Initial, Second-Level and Third-Level Screening Results and Table 2-
2 Fourth-Level Screening Results of the EA. Smaller graphic presentations were 
utilized to limit the size of the EA because larger scale representations of the 
alternatives had been presented in the September 2005 System Level Feasibility 
Study and at the four open houses conducted as part of the project.  The System 
Level Feasibility Study is available on the project website at 
www.cabwheatridge.com. 
 
Citations for the technical reports and data, analysis, and technical assumptions 
were included in the text of the EA. Please refer to Chapter 7 References of the 
EA and Chapter 9 References of the FONSI for a list of the sources cited. 
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Comment 
#228-12 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#228-13 
 
 
 
Comment 
#228-14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#228-15 
 
 
 
Comment 
#228-16 
 
 
Comment 
#228-17 
 
 
Comment 
#228-18 

Response to Comment #228-8: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #228-9: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #57 in regard to your comment on I-
70/SH 58 project and the I-70/Ward road interchange improvements. 
 
Traffic forecasts for the No-Action Alternative and Proposed Action were 
developed for 2030 from the DRCOG regional travel demand model (see 
Chapter 3 Transportation Analysis of the EA). These traffic forecasts and 
improvements were not based on the timing of when these facilities would be 
constructed. 
 
Response to Comment #228-10: 
The study area for the I-70/32nd Avenue interchange project falls partially within 
the cities of Wheat Ridge and Lakewood and partially within unincorporated 
Jefferson County. Based on Exhibit 1 presented in your letter, the Applewood 
Valley Association is located within both the City of Lakewood and 
unincorporated Jefferson County. A project committee consisting of affected 
entities and agencies was formed to provide a forum to address concerns in 
preparation of this EA. Representatives from FHWA, CDOT, the City of Wheat 
Ridge, Jefferson County, and the City of Lakewood were some of the agencies 
and entities that participated in the project committee. Both Jefferson County 
and the City of Lakewood represented the interests of their respective 
municipalities.  In addition, an extensive public involvement effort was carried out 
resulting in changes to the Proposed Action, as described in our response to 
Comment #228-2.  FHWA and CDOT are responsible for decisions made 
regarding the interstate and state highway system. The development of the 
Proposed Action has involved compromises by all parties, including the City of 
Wheat Ridge. 
 
Response to Comment #228-11: 
FHWA and CDOT are well aware of the unique circumstances of your 
neighborhood and your situation and that makes this difficult decision even 
harder. FHWA and CDOT are charged with satisfying not only the needs of the 
community but to assure the safety of the interstate system to which they have 
been charged with assuring. 
 
Closure of the I-70/32nd Avenue interchange was not identified as an alternative 
because closure of the interchange is not justified based on safety concerns. 
Although there is some support to close the I-70/32nd Avenue interchange and 
reduce traffic on 32nd Avenue, this would do so largely by diverting the same 
traffic to the I-70/Ward Road and I-70/Denver West Boulevard interchanges. 
This is not desirable and is not supported by either FHWA or CDOT. The 
existing I-70/Ward Road interchange is currently at overcapacity, and while the I-
70/Denver West Boulevard interchange has some reserve capacity, it is only 
peripherally serves the study area. 
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In addition, closure of the I-70/32nd Avenue interchange does not address the 
purpose and need of the project, as stated in Sections 1.1 Purpose of the 
Proposed Action and 1.2 Need for the Proposed Action in the FONSI. While 
closure of the interchange would alleviate traffic congestion at this interchange, 
this alternative does not address future transportation demands on the 
interchange and local street network due to regional growth and expanding local 
retail/commercial development. Existing commercial development on Youngfield 
Street in the vicinity of the interchange would be impacted by the closure of the 
interchange, which currently provides access to the existing adjacent residential 
and commercial areas. The Proposed Action represents a compromise between 
impacts to the community and traffic operations. 
 
Vehicle storage along 32nd Avenue underneath I-70 is inadequate between 
signals in both eastbound and westbound directions due to the closely spaced 
signalized intersections of Youngfield Street/32nd Avenue, I-70 on and off-
ramps/32nd Avenue, and Youngfield Service Road/32nd Avenue (see Figure 1-3 
Operational Deficiencies in the FONSI). The closure of the existing I-70 off-ramp 
at 32nd Avenue will remove one of these signalized intersections to provide 
greater vehicle storage between signalized intersections and improve traffic 
operations (level of service) along 32nd Avenue at the Youngfield Street and 
Cabela Drive intersections. 
 
Response to Comment #228-12: 
The criteria that FHWA and CDOT used to evaluate the alternatives is discussed 
in Chapter 2 Alternatives in the EA. FHWA and CDOT do not advocate the 
reconstruction and redesign of interchanges with sub-standard design criteria.  
Relative to the assumptions on the proposed development, the EA did use a 
“fixed” set of land use assumptions in the No-Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action; they both included the proposed development. This is a 
common approach in evaluating the impacts and benefits of alternatives and 
defining differences over a do-no-improvements scenario. The EA is used to 
determine the best means of improvements to accommodate a given land use 
scenario and not necessarily to determine what the best land use scenario is. 
 
DRCOG provides information on the forecasted 2030 land uses for the entire 
metropolitan area. DRCOG’s land use forecasts include population, household 
and employment estimates by TAZ. The metropolitan area includes a total of 
2,664 TAZs. The TAZs within the study area are shown in Figure 2-1 Study 
Area Traffic Analysis Zones in the FONSI. DRCOG has added a new TAZ (TAZ 
2665) to specifically account for the proposed development. The land use 
forecasts in TAZ 2665 are based on the current development proposal.  All other 
TAZs in the study area represent DRCOG’s land use forecasts. 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. 
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Response to Comment #228-13: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #228-14: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #4-2 in regard to the location of the 
eastbound I-70 hook ramps at 27th Avenue. 
 
Response to Comment #228-15: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection 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 27th Avenue and the associated impacts to the 
residential neighborhood. 
 
Response to Comment #228-16: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #228-17: 
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 the residential area south 
of 27th Avenue are included in the traffic analysis. 
 
Response to Comment #228-18: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #228-2 in regard to your comment on 
public input. 
 
Response to Comment #228-19: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #228-20: 
Copies of the technical reports, including the October 2006 Traffic Analysis 
Technical Report, were provided at the FHWA, CDOT, and City of Wheat Ridge 
offices.  In addition, these reports were available for review at the public hearing. 
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Response to Comment #228-21: 
A Public Scoping Report was prepared following the August 17, 2005 public 
scoping meeting. This report was made available for public review at the 
November 30, 2005 public open house. CDOT has retained a copy on file. 
 
FHWA and CDOT recognize that public involvement is a dynamic process. 
Public outreach efforts emphasized utilizing public meetings to disseminate 
project information and provide a mechanism to incorporate the public’s ideas, 
needs, and concerns into the process.  Following the August 17, 2005 public 
scoping meeting, an open house was held on November 30, 2005, and a series 
of community presentation were conducted with the Clear Creek Valley 
Neighborhood Council in September 2005 and January and March 2006. In 
addition, numerous written and emailed comments were submitted to the project 
team.  These were incorporated into the EA process. Please see our response 
to Comment #228-2 regarding incorporation of public input into the Proposed 
Action. 
 
Response to Comment #228-22: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection 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 27th Avenue and the associated impacts to the 
residential neighborhood. 
 
Response to Comment #228-23: 
The purpose and need was first presented to the public at the November 30, 
2005 open house. Following the open house, the boards from the open house 
were posted to project website in December 2005. In addition, a CD with 
electronic copies and hard copies of the boards from the November 30, 2005 
open house were provided to the members of the Clear Creek Valley 
Neighborhood Council on December 5, 2005, as they requested.  The purpose 
and need has not changed from the beginning of the project. FHWA requires the 
purpose and need to be broad enough to allow the consideration of alternatives 
and is not so narrow to prescribe selection of an alternative. 
 
Figure 1-3 Operational Deficiencies in the FONSI identifies the current 
operational deficiencies of the existing I-70/32nd Avenue interchange. The 
proposed development, combined with projected regional growth, will place 
additional traffic demands on the I-70/32nd Avenue interchange that will further 
degrade operations. 
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Response to Comment #228-24: 
Due to the impending release of the EA on October 25, 2006, this comment was 
included in the comments on the EA. Please refer to our response to Comment 
#10-5 in regard to your comment on the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #228-25: 
Currently, the Cabela’s store is not scheduled to open until June 2008. As part of 
the City of Wheat Ridge’s approval process for the development plan that 
includes the Cabela’s store, the City of Wheat Ridge City Council has stipulated 
that the I-70 westbound hook ramps, the 40th Avenue underpass of I-70, 
widening of 32nd Avenue, Cabela Drive, and the SH 58/Cabela Drive interchange 
improvements must be constructed prior to the City of Wheat Ridge issuing a 
Certificate of Occupancy for the development. 
 
Response to Comment #228-26: 
Differences in the traffic forecasts since the original January 2005 traffic impact 
study are due to the evolution of the planned improvements. The January 2005 
traffic impact study No-Build traffic represented only background traffic without 
any traffic from the proposed development. This is a normal step in estimating 
traffic forecasts as part of a traffic study. Other graphics shown in that study did 
account for the impact of the development but did not account for a new SH 
58/Cabela Drive interchange or the off-set hook ramps at the I-70/32nd Avenue 
interchange because those alternatives had not been developed yet. These 
clearly have an affect on traffic forecasts. The January 2005 report is obsolete 
due to changes in the planned improvements and in part due to the planning 
horizon changing from 2025 to 2030. 
 
The September 2005 System Level Feasibility Study showed traffic forecasts for 
several scenarios including Year 2030 traffic volumes with no improvements 
without any new development and Year 2030 traffic volumes with no 
improvements with the proposed development. The technical appendices to the 
September 2005 System Level Feasibility Study showed traffic forecasts for all 
of the alternatives considered. Clearly, these are going to be a little different as 
different improvement alternatives affect the various parts of the roadway 
system.  
 
The May 2006 traffic impact study and October 2006 I-70/32nd Avenue 
Interchange Traffic Analysis Technical Report are in-line with each other relative 
to total traffic projects. Both show traffic forecasts for a variety of scenarios 
including with and without improvements and with and without the proposed 
development.  Mixing and matching these will result in differences; it is these 
differences that allow us to analyze and test the pros and cons of the various 
alternatives. 
 
The traffic project differences do not represent inconsistencies, but rather they 
represent an evolution of the process. They show impacts to various roadways 
under various actions. 
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It is important to note that even without Cabela’s and the proposed development, 
the eastbound off-ramp of I-70 at Youngfield Street is already operating at a LOS 
E in the afternoon peak hour, which represents over capacity and gridlock (see 
Figure 1-3 Operational Deficiencies in the FONSI).  Increased traffic volumes 
and accidents will eventually require some governmental entity, be it CDOT, 
Jefferson County, Wheat Ridge, Lakewood, or some combination thereto to 
address these concerns.  Please refer to our response to Comment #228-12 in 
regard to the traffic analysis zones and inclusion of the proposed development in 
the DRCOG travel demand forecasting. 
 
Response to Comment #228-27: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #228-4. 
 
Response to Comment #228-28: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #126-1 in regard to your comment on 
the No-Action Alternative with traffic from the proposed development compared 
to a No-Action Alternative without traffic from the proposed development.  
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comment on 
local land use decisions.  
 
The 40th Avenue underpass of I-70 was proposed as a separate action 
transportation improvement by the City of Wheat Ridge on November 30, 2005, 
because it did not preclude any of the three short-listed alternative packages 
being studied in the EA. The 40th Avenue underpass of I-70 could be constructed 
independent of other improvements because it will provide relief/mobility benefit 
to the present I-70/32nd Avenue interchange and local street system; not 
preclude other reasonable improvements in the area; and not trigger an 
immediate need for any other physical improvements in the area. As a local 
agency project, the 40th Avenue underpass of I-70 was determined to be 
independent and could stand on its own merits should the other anticipated 
improvements studied in the EA not be approved or if any alternative being 
studied in the EA was approved.  CDOT agreed with the City of Wheat Ridge’s 
request on December 20, 2005, and the FHWA concurred on December 21, 
2006. 
 
Response to Comment #228-29: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #179 in regard to H.M. Van Fleet’s 
proposed alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment #228-30: 
FHWA and CDOT recognize that screening of alternatives on a single criteria is 
inadequate. For this reason, a four-level screening process was employed. The 
initial screening was a fatal flaw analysis and focused on eleven screening 
criteria. The second-level screening focused on project Year 2030 peak hour 
traffic operations using four screening criteria. The third-level screening 
evaluated alternatives related to 15 screening criteria, and the fourth-level 
screening utilized 31 screening criteria (see Chapter 2 Alternatives in the EA). 
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Response to Comment #228-31: 
The alternatives screening summary is presented in Section 4.2 Alternatives 
Considered of the EA. 
 
Response to Comment #228-32: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #147 in regard to your comment on 
traffic management solutions. 
 
Response to Comment #228-33: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #4-1 in regard to the letter received by 
CDOT from Murray Wilkening P.C. 
 
Response to Comment #228-34: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Please refer to Section 2.4 Implementation Schedule in the FONSI in regard to 
your comment on the construction timing. 
 
Response to Comment #228-35: 
FHWA and CDOT appreciate your concern related to traffic noise and air quality.  
Section 4.5 Traffic Noise and Vibration in the EA is a summary of the analysis 
that was performed as part of the EA to assess potential impacts from traffic 
noise to properties neighboring the proposed improvements. The October 2006 
Noise Impact Assessment Report details the noise analysis conducted.  Section 
4.4 Air Quality of the EA and the October 2006 Air Quality Assessment Report 
detail the air quality analysis conducted.  Additional air quality information is 
presented in Section 3.2 Additional Information and Clarifications to Air Quality 
in the FONSI. The noise and air quality models were based on traffic, which 
includes eastbound I-70 hook ramps as part of the Proposed Action. Noise 
mitigation includes rebuilding the existing noise barrier along I-70 near 27th 
Avenue where the barrier must be removed for the proposed eastbound I-70 
hook ramps. This rebuilding of the existing noise wall was calculated to provide a 
12 dBA noise reduction for the residences on 26th Avenue adjacent to I-70. 
 
Given that air pollutants are not predicted to exceed the NAAQS in the future as 
a result of implementing the Proposed Action, mitigation measures for air quality 
are not necessary for the project. Future emissions from on-road mobile sources 
will be minimized globally through several federal regulations. The Denver area 
maintenance plans for carbon monoxide, ozone, and particulate matter will serve 
to avoid and minimize pollutant emissions from project area roads. In regard to 
air quality, DRCOG is responsible for monitoring growth within the metropolitan 
area and regularly examines regional impacts by performing regional conformity 
evaluations.  The cumulative impacts on air quality from current and future 
transportation sources are accounted for in the conformity analysis for the 
Regional Transportation Plan.  Additional discussion is included in Section 3.2 
Additional Information and Clarifications to Air Quality in the FONSI. 
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Response to Comment #228-36: 
The fact that SH 58 and I-70 have few crossing roadways, which limits traffic 
flow across these majors corridors, was identified as a constraint to alternative 
development (see Section 2.2 Alternatives Considered in the EA) and is also 
discussed in the community cohesion and connections subsection of Section 
4.1.2 Social and Economic Conditions in the EA.  
 
Response to Comment #228-37: 
FHWA and CDOT appreciate your observations regarding traffic safety in the 
area. FHWA and CDOT believe that the safety analysis presented in Section 
3.4 Street and Highway Safety of the EA is adequate for the characterization of 
project impacts and identification of mitigation requirements. Further detailed 
evaluation will be conducted during final design to ensure that the transportation 
facilities are appropriate from both an engineering and traffic safety standpoint. 
Substantial effort has been devoted to safety considerations for school zones, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists.  Please see our response to Comment #13-2. 
 
Response to Comment #228-38: 
Please refer to Section 3.4 Novaceks’ Carnation Nursery, 2635 Youngfield 
Street in the FONSI in regard to your comment on the Novacek property. 



C-286 

Applewood 
Valley 
Association 
 
Comment 
#228 
 

 
 



C-287 

Applewood 
Valley 
Association 
 
Comment 
#228 
 

 



C-288 

Applewood 
Valley 
Association 
 
Comment 
#228 
 

 



C-289 

Applewood 
Valley 
Association 
 
Comment 
#228 
 

 



C-290 

Applewood 
Valley 
Association 
 
Comment 
#228 
 

 



C-291 

Applewood 
Valley 
Association 
 
Comment 
#228 
 

 



C-292 

Applewood 
Valley 
Association 
 
Comment 
#228 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



C-293 

Julieann 
Nespor 
 
Comment 
#229 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#229-1 
Comment 
#229-2 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#229-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#229-4 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
#229-5 
 
Comment 
#229-6 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment received via the website. Date: 11/06/06 15:16 
 
I am the parent of a student at Maple Grove Elementary School and it is our strong 
hope that our son be able to attend The Manning School in the future. Moreover, we 
reside at 3160 Zinnia Court in Golden, unincorporated Jefferson County.  We will be 
terribly and adversely impacted by the traffic changes proposed in the the Cabela’s 
traffic plan. 
 
I am writing to express my horror at your continued proposed entrance/exit of Cabela’s 
Drive from/to 32nd and Youngfield to a more appropriate site.  I am extremely 
concerned about the safety of our children.  The proposed sidewalk north of 32nd 
Avenue will do virually not good whatsoever.  I would implore you to position one of 
your staff at the intersection of 32nd and Zinnia Court between 2:15 pm through 3:20 
pm on a school day - you would (or should be) astounded at the traffic -car, foot or 
bicycle. 
 
I am appalled that we, as residents of Golden and unincorporated Jefferson County, will 
be impacted in such a serious and devastating manner by the desire of the City of 
Wheat Ridge for more revenue, when we are not even residents of Wheat Ridge. The 
Wheat Ridge border extends barely past the edge of the Conoco store, yet you are 
forcing the surrounding residents (non- Wheat Ridge residents) to suffer more traffic, 
taking and condemnation of their property and a drastic reduction in quality of life. 
 
Wheat Ridge is apparently not interested in reinvigorating its already blighted economic 
areas along 38th and 44th Avenues, yet the city is greedily jumping at the opportunity to 
annex land and generate tax revenue (mostly from tourists travelling through on I-70), 
all the while forcing those of us who actually live in the area to deal with a huge traffic 
increase, loss of property and a devastating and overall reduction in our quality of life in 
Applewood. 
 
I am especially concerned about the safety of our school children walking and biking 
from Maple Grove Elementary and The Manning School. 
Our wonderful Applewood area will forever be damaged by the desire of Coors to sell its 
property, the ongoing desire to continue to develop retail locations by Cabela's and 
most especially, the overreaching actions by the City of Wheat Ridge in seeking 
additional sources for tax revenues.  I cannot overstate the tremendous inequity here - 
these traffic changes will most adversely affect homeowners who are NOT residents of 
Wheat Ridge.  We do not benefit from any of their city services and yet we will suffer the 
most from that city's short-sightedness and greed. 
 
Not only will the traffic be unbearable and far more dangerous for our children, the 
effects on our quality of life and property values for those of us living in the subject area 
will be devastating.  As I said above, I live at 32nd and Zinnia Court.  There is simply not 
room to make 32nd Avenue into a four-lane road without taking property (yards) from 
my neighbors.  Such a proposal is utterly unacceptable.  Many of those people have 
lived there for over 25 years.  We have already been forced to deal with the horrible 
traffic situation at 32nd and Youngfield. I am appalled that any governmental official or 
body would support making the area even more congested than it already is for those of 
us residing there.  As you know, we in Applewood Mesa are already virtually landlocked 
because of Clear Creek and Table Mountain. 
 

Response to Comment #229: 
Julieann Nespor also submitted additional written comments. Please refer to 
Comment #13. 
 
Response to Comment #229-1: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #229-2: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #13-2 in regard to your comment on 
school safety. 
 
Response to Comment #229-3: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comments on 
the proposed development and Cabela’s. 
 
Response to Comment #229-4: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #13-2 in regard to your comment on 
school safety. 
 
Response to Comment #229-5: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #229-6: 
The Proposed Action includes improvements along 32nd Avenue that will require 
partial acquisition of right-of-way from the properties along 32nd Avenue.  
 
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.   
 
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 our response to Comment #10-4 for additional discussion on 
minimizing right-of-way and displacement impacts. 
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We must, in most instances, enter and exit our neighborhood from the 32nd and 
Youngfield intersection.  To make that process even more difficult than it already is 
would be utterly arbitrary and unjust. 
 
Simply put, the city (and county's) greed and desire for possible tax revenue is clouding 
its judgment and concern for the quality of life of the county taxpayers and residents.  
Our property values in Applewood Mesa remain high, in part, because of the quality of 
Maple Grove and Manning - two of the highest ranked and most awarded schools in the 
district. We regularly vote for bond and mill levy increases to help fund Jefferson County 
Schools, thereby increasing our property taxes. 
 
These increasses benefit all Wheat Ridge area schools. We are willing to do so to make 
our schools the best they can be for our children. You know first-hand of the marked 
increase in valuations over the past several years - valuations which have made our 
property taxes rise.  We have all borne that increase, knowing we are privileged to live 
in Applewood and have our children attend such quality schools.  However, our true 
property values will decrease (which of course will not be reflected on our valuation by 
the county) and far, far worse - our quality of life will suffer drastically.  We will be forced 
to deal with huge traffic increases and the safety of our children when walking or riding 
to school will be forever compromised. 
 
Adequate access to Cabela's Drive can be provided WITHOUT allowing it to connect to 
32nd Street.  It is dangerous, unnecessary and a situation which would continue to pose 
a threat to the actual residents of the area!  
 
There is no reason that both ingress and egress to the Cabela's property can't be from 
McIntyre, just South of Hwy 58.  The plan already shows for exit from Cabela's at that 
location. 
 
The proposed primary entrance to Cabela’s seriously compromises the safety of 
students at both The Manning School and Maple Grove Elementary. A safer and more 
viable entry/exit MUST be considered. I would very much appreciate your thoughts on 
this matter. 
 
Frankly, this devastating proposal cannot become a reality. Simply put - there needs to 
be a reasonable and well-considered solution to this problem.  The current proposal is 
utterly unfair and unworkable.  We need a more effective solution - a solution that will 
not impact residential areas and worse yet, the safety of school children 
 
Please respond with your thoughts on mitigating the volume of traffic at this already 
dangerous and congested intersection.   Thank you in advance for your time and 
consideration. I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Lastly, a friend of my sister's...the recently president of Cabela's Bank, told her " if we 
(Cabela's) perceive we are not welcome in a neighborhood or area, then we won't go in 
there."  Well, with all due respect, to the neighbors who will be most adversely affected, 
I AGAIN tell you: "YOU ARE NOT WELCOME HERE". 

Response to Comment #229-7: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #229-8: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comments on 
the proposed development and Cabela’s. 
 
Response to Comment #229-9: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Response to Comment #229-10: 
FHWA and CDOT would like to address your misconception that the proposed 
development can be accessed McIntyre Street south of SH 58.  Cabela Drive will 
not connect with the existing SH 58 frontage road, which currently intersects with 
McIntyre Street south of SH 58.  The existing SH 58 frontage road will be cul-de-
saced immediately west of the new SH 58/Cabela Drive interchange that is 
included in the Proposed Action. 
 
Response to Comment #229-11: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #13-2 in regard to your comment on 
school safety. 
 
Response to Comment #229-12: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-2 in regard to your comments on 
the proposed development and Cabela’s. 
 
Response to Comment #229-13: 
Please refer to our response to Comment #10-5 in regard to your comment on 
the Cabela Drive/32nd Avenue intersection. 




