Our Future Summit Notes—5 12 05

Submitted by Don Parsons

Panel on I 70 PEIS

Ed Rapp (civil engineer, former CFO, Corps of Engineers)

Albert Melcher (Sierra Club Transportation expert)

Bob French (Summit County Commissioner)

Randy Wheelock (Clear Creek County Democrat Party Chair and activist)

Howard Hallman, (environmental engineer, former miner, Silverthorne Town Councilor, moderator of panel)

Summary of major points and discussion:

1. Feedback on Granby coalition mtg, May 5,6, 2005, 31 jurisdictions represented

a. RW: Clear Creek unified; on-going non-partisan consensus needed 

b. rejected 6 lane, for “minimal action on steroids”

c. pushed for “teeth” in mitigation language

d. commitment to eventual transit: DIA to Eagle/GS/GJ

e. $4 B cap artificially imposed, too low—environmental protections will push the minimal action alternative to the $4 B cap

f. need world-wide industry RFI for technology innovations

g. BERT: NEPA knowledge is weak—no consideration for environmental justice or air quality

h. Denver experience with mass transit indicates people will use it

i. Wildlife/environmental protection not considered in PEIS, only concern for noise pollution—important to maintain wildlife bridge

j. Cost of 6-laning would far exceed estimates

2. Ed Rapp: political nature of I-70 PEIS

a. Concerns financial interests in petroleum: asphalt + gasoline

b. Need to organize locally to promote vision for transit

c. Based on experience with RTD in Denver, we should form a “Monorail Authority” in statute

d. Described several prior RFIs which disclosed advanced technology in other parts of world; (Japan, Spain)

e. Colorado School of Mines researched this subject and will forward comments to CDOT

f. Research also from Univ. of California in Pittsburgh, PA also suggests that technology is not the limiting factor

g. Statewide referendum  on monorail 11/2001 lost 60 to 40 but gained a lot of publicity

h. CSM/DU academic analysis of PEIS reveals many hidden assumptions which are adverse to transit and favorable to asphalt (the Gov’s choice), for example, no mention of 23 mill sites that will be disrupted by widening through Idaho Springs area, resulting in potential heavy metals contamination of Clear Creek

i. Remember: the Granby meeting is not the last word

3. BF: important summary of coalition position thus far

a. Fix pinch points

b. Commit to mass transit

c. Attend to environmental and sociological (and economic) issues

d. $4 B cap is purely arbitrary and “laughable” (unrealistic)

4. strategy for future

a. likely that NWCOG will take lead

b. outcome of coalition will be to put pressure on Congress, Governor, legislature

c. need to confront highway lobby through Federal Highway Administration

d. issue may well proceed to court

e. it will be necessary to align federal and state responsibilities and authorities

f. must understand how to influence CDOT

g. must mobilize more public involvement, especially need to catch attention of front range—letters to editor and visits to editorial boards are ways to do this

h. need I-70 transportation authority over CDOT

i. need comments to CDOT web site by May 24, 2005 deadline

i. factual, not emotional

ii. “see no evidence that attention was paid to certain environmental concerns”—especially heavy metal contamination; air pollution

iii. talking points on Clear Creek Website and Sierra Club talking points will be forwarded by Bert

iv. emphasize that assumptions underlying predetermined outcomes are not permitted

v. need to emphasize economic impacts which are not analyzed in PEIS

vi. rising cost of gasoline; may not have asphalt available in 35 years

vii. approach this as a public health issue

j. important that we see this as a bi-partisan issue; get Republicans involved

5. OFS Survey (HH)

a. 140 votes, mostly in favor of some form of mass transit

b. zero votes for widening

