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contact DRCOG at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting by calling (303) 480-6744. 

 

 
AGENDA 

 

TIP Review Work Group – Mtg. 18 
 Thursday, January 20, 2017  

1:30 p.m. - 3:30 p.m. 
1290 Broadway 

Monarch Pass – 1st floor (East side) 
 
 

1. Call to Order  
 

2. January 5, 2017 Meeting Summary 
(Attachment A) 

 
ACTION ITEM 

 
3. Discussion on preliminary draft report to the Board. 

(Attachment B) 
 

4. Adjournment  
 
 
 

 



ATTACHMENT A 

 

MEETING SUMMARY 

TIP REVIEW WORK GROUP – Mtg. 17 

Friday, January 5, 2017 

 
PARTICIPANTS PRESENT:  
 
Jeanne Shreve Adams County 
Kent Moorman Adams County, City of Thornton 
Bryan Weimer Arapahoe County 
Mac Callison Arapahoe County, City of Aurora 
* George Gerstle (Chair) Boulder County 
* Danny Herrmann Colorado Department of Transportation 
Janice Finch Denver, City and County 
David Gaspers Denver, City and County 
Steve Cook 
Doug Rex 

DRCOG 
DRCOG 

Art Griffith 
John Cotten 

Douglas County 
Douglas County, City of Lone Tree 

Steve Durian Jefferson County 
* Dave Baskett Jefferson County, City of Lakewood 
* Ken Lloyd RAQC 
*Janet Lundquist Weld County 

_________________ 
*By conference call 
 
Others Present: Jo Ann Mattson, CDOT Region 1; Bill Haas, Aaron Bustow, FHWA 
DRCOG Staff:  Todd Cottrell, Brad Calvert, Mark Northrop, Casey Collins 
 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 1:39 p.m.  
 
Public Comment 
There was no public comment. 
 
November 18 and November 28, 2016 Summaries 
The summaries were accepted.   

 Janice Finch asked for clarification on the equity issue noted in the November 18 
summary. Doug Rex, Bill Haas and Art Griffith clarified. Ms. Finch suggested this 
issue be reflected in the White Paper.  

 
Discussion on the preliminary draft report to the Board. 

The work group discussed and provided feedback on the preliminary draft report. 

Page 2 – Dual Model Evaluation 

 There was discussion on how set-asides are viewed. 

o George Gerstle suggested set-asides/previous commitments should be a separate 
pot from the Regional pot, to underscore the importance of the set-asides. He said 
set-asides shouldn’t have to compete with mega projects.  

o Kent Moorman said set-asides are more a Regional pot commitment.  Bryan Weimer 
agreed.  Steve Cook recommended set-asides not be defined as a ‘pot’. 
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o Jeanne Shreve suggested listing examples of set-aside programs in the diagram. 
She also provided a handout of suggested edits made to the preliminary draft.   

 Bryan Weimer said the White Paper should address the need to re-evaluate set-asides.  

o Doug Rex noted this will be addressed during development of the TIP Policy 
document.   

o Janice Finch said the Board should be made aware there is flexibility on whether to 
continue current set-aside programs or to go to new focus areas when staff is 
presenting the dual model concepts to Board.  John Cotton agreed. 

o George Gerstle suggested adding more language on having the Board periodically 
review set-asides. 

 Ted Heyd suggested revising language in the diagram box of the Subregional pot from 
“project selection” to “project identification”. 

 Janice Finch suggested re-titling the document to clarify this document is separate from the 
original White Paper. 

 Janice Finch suggested capitalizing all instances of “Dual Model” in document (also when 
referencing “Regional Transformative” or “Mega Project”).   

 Steve Cook suggested adding a call-out box that defines Dual Model in the document.   

 Janice Finch suggested additional language to the last sentence in first paragraph (shown in 
italics):  DRCOG currently utilizes a more centralized process where all applications are 
submitted to the MPO and are collectedly scored and ranked, except for one-off selection of 
large projects. Regionally-significant projects have been submitted and selected independent 
of the call for projects. 

 

Page 3. Regional Funding Pot Topics  

Question 1- What is the purpose of the regional funding allocation? 

 Kent Moorman felt the purpose statement should be revised to:  …directly address Board-
adopted RTP-based focus areas, instead of “directly address Board-adopted TIP focus areas.   

o Doug Rex posed whether to change references to “Board-adopted focus areas, and 
remove the TIP reference.   

o Ted Heyd said this has been defined previously as TIP focus areas and questioned 
why change now.   

o After discussion: TIP Focus Area, capitalized.   

Question 2 – What types of projects/programs should be eligible for selections through the 
Regional Funding Pot allocation? 

 Dave Baskett suggested listing more regional partners (CDOT, RTD, public authorities and 
other entities that qualify for federal funding), as also noted in Jeanne Shreve’s edits.   

 Janice Finch suggested there be some involvement of subregions on the submission of 
regional projects. There should be opportunity for subregions to submit Regional projects or 
for subregions involved to concur with Regional project submissions.  

o Ted Heyd and Dave Baskett said work group previously agreed on this.   
o Doug Rex said there could be more ‘calling-out’ of the benefit of Subregional concept 

(i.e., partnerships on larger projects). 

 Janice Finch suggested using the term “Regionally Transformative”. 

 Bryan Weimer felt the schedules, as listed, are inconsistent; for instance, need to have 
Subregional Forum formed earlier.  

o Art Griffith noted selections of regional projects have to occur in advance of 
subregional.   
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o Steve Cook noted the initiation of the formation of subregional forums should start 
earlier than the January deadline listed. 

 George Gerstle suggested changing from “large infrastructure projects” to “larger transportation 
projects” in several instances in the document. 

 
Page 4, Subregional Funding Pot Topics 

Question 1 – How should the subregional geographic areas be defined? 

 Kent Moorman suggested noting that FTA was also on the FHWA conference call. 

 Janice Finch suggested adding federal partners (FHWA, FTA) to the listing of the TIP Review 
Work Group in the front section of the document. 

 There was discussion on using Metro Vision “objectives” or Metro Vision “aspirations”.   

o After discussion: keep it just to Metro Vision.  

 Janice Finch said to provide the reason/justification for recommending the county geographic 
unit.  

o Could mention that CDOT also uses county hearing process.   
o Art Griffith said using county doesn’t limit collaborations 
o Kent Moorman suggested, instead of saying county, saying “cross-subregional 

cooperation and collaboration can be encouraged”, which would keep it open for 
other entities. 

 

Question 2.  How should funding allocations to subregions be calculated? 

 Jeanne Shreve suggested adding language in 2nd sentence (shown italicized): “…process to 
ensure adequate time is allowed for the ‘call for project’ and that maximum funding is available 
for the subregions to implement the subregional forum process.   

 There was discussion on emphasizing that the subregional allocation be “meaningful” or it is 
not worth changing the model process.  The work group discussed various amounts or 
percentages and whether to include these in White Paper. 

o Art Griffith suggest using “significant or substantial percentage”. 
o Janice Finch – minimum of 50% or 75% of total - $100 million. 
o George Gerstle – leave to Board to decide. 
o Janice Finch felt need to state amount.  
o Ted Heyd agrees with stating a number, i.e., $100 million.  He will email more of his 

comments. 
o Jeanne Shreve said need to state amount. 
o Doug Rex noted Board will make decision. 
o John Cotton asked if FHWA has issue with mentioning a number.  Bill Haas said FHWA is 

okay with dollar amounts, is helpful to process; while noting the Board makes final decision.   
o Kent Moorman suggested for example 20% (historically has been) with a minimum of 60%.   
o Janice Finch said she felt that more people in work group wanted to include amounts. 
o Mac Callison said amounts give it context, it’s typically only 15 projects at this funding level. 
o Steve Durian said giving amounts gives more meaning of the value of all this process 

to the subregions.  
o Dave Baskett said amount doesn’t have to be in White Paper, but should be in the staff 

presentation to Board. George Gerstle said that was reasonable thing to do. 
o John Cotton said put it in White Paper.  
o Kent Moorman said this needs to be determined early in process, so decision of TIP 

mode to use can be made.  
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o Art Griffith said have amount in White Paper; suggested show several different 
examples (50, 60 and 70% of total amount, so they can understand the amounts that 
are involved.)  

o Janice Finch agreed and said to show the distributions as an illustrative example.   
o Janice Finch suggested reframing the first sentence in Question 2, such as:  After 

consideration of a lot of factors, we recognize the Board will make the ultimate 
decision, but here are some historic examples.  

o George Gerstle said to show historic allocations to counties (25, 50, and 70%) to show 
the magnitude of impact.  (recognizing differences in VMT, employment, population)  

o John Cotten agrees, but said only to pick just one example. 
o Steve Cook agrees with using an example, but is concerned on referring to “historic” 

allocations.  
o John Cotton disagreed, saying a regional project is the “you know it when you see it” type.   
o George Gerstle said to just take the percentage of the funds available, to give a sense 

of what it would be, not argue if its regional or not.   
o Janice Finch said historical will show that it is not a huge deviation from previous 

funding, at least look at the data that is generated.  Steve Cook estimated it is about 
$185 million since 2002/03; $15 million a year.   

o George Gerstle asked that staff pursue this (amount / percentage).  
o Jeanne Shreve said overall this is about getting the Board buying into the dual model 

concept; while this percentage could be a recommendation to the future TIP Policy group.  
 
Process Schedules  

 Page 6, in Overall TIP Policy and Regional Project/Program Selection, in February-March 
2017, Jeanne Shreve suggested clarification of the TIP Policy work group, per her edits 
(italicized).  “The TIP Review Work Group recommends it becomes the basis of the TIP Policy 
Work Group integrating the TIP Work Group into the policy work group will ensure the 
concepts and work completed over the last 16 months is fully utilized in the next steps of the 
process.  The TIP Policy Group will utilize Board Work Sessions to update the Board and 
receive direction.”   

 

 On page 7, in Subregional Project/Program Selection, in Qualitatively-related criteria, 4th and 
5th bullet, Bryan Weimer asked for EJ clarification. Bill Haas responded. Mr. Weimer 
suggested change to: If applicable, demonstrate how project further advances the sponsor’s 
ADA Transitional Plan.   

Next Steps 

Staff will present an informational briefing to full TAC on January 23 (a conceptual outline, not full 
document). 

Staff anticipates presenting a final report to the Board on February 15. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:56 p.m.  The next meeting is scheduled for January 20, 2017. 



ATTACHMENT B 
 
To: TIP Review Work Group 
 
From: Todd Cottrell, Senior Transportation Planner 
 303 480-6737 or tcottrell@drcog.org 
     

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 

January 20, 2016 Action  3 

 

SUBJECT 

Preliminary draft of the TIP Review Work Group’s report.  
 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 

Provide a final version of the TIP Review Work Group’s report for the DRCOG Board’s 
consideration at its February 15th meeting. 
 

ACTION BY OTHERS 

N/A 
 

SUMMARY 

Attached is the preliminary draft of the TIP Review Work Group’s report to the Board for 
action.  Comments heard at the January 5 meeting have been incorporated.  
 
As you know, staff anticipates presenting the final report at the February 15th Board of 
Directors meeting.   
 

 PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 

TIP Work Group  

 April 15, 2016  

 May 13, 2016  

 June 30, 2016  

 July 15, 2016  

 August 19, 2016 

 September 16, 2016 

 November 18, 2016 

 November 28, 2016 

 January 5, 2017 
 

PROPOSED MOTION 

Move to approve the TIP Review Work Group’s report to the Board. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Preliminary draft-Recommended Methodologies for the 2020-2023 TIP   

2. Track changes version 
 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

If you need additional information, please contact Todd Cottrell, at 303-480-6737 or 
tcottrell@drcog.org. 

mailto:tcottrell@drcog.org
mailto:tcottrell@drcog.org


 

Denver Regional Council of Governments  

Recommended Methodologies for 

the 2020-2023 TIP   
 
TIP Review Work Group  
 

 

 

Preliminary draft for discussion - January 20, 2017 

  

1290 BROADWAY, SUITE 100 
DENVER, CO  80203 

WWW.DRCOG.ORG 
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TIP Review Work Group  

 
  

Adams County 

Adams County 

Jeanne Shreve 

Jeanne Shreve 
Adams County, City of Thornton Kent Moorman 

Arapahoe County Bryan Weimer 

Arapahoe County, City of Aurora Mac Callison 

Boulder County George Gerstle 

Business Steve Klausing 

Colorado Department of Transportation Jeff Sudmeier 

Colorado Department of Transportation Danny Herrmann 

Denver, City and County Janice Finch 

Denver, City and County David Gaspers 

Denver Regional Council of Governments Douglas Rex 

Denver Regional Council of Governments Steve Cook 

Douglas County, City of Lone Tree John Cotten 

Douglas County Art Griffith 

Environmental Mike Salisbury 

Jefferson County Steve Durian 

Jefferson County, City of Lakewood Dave Baskett 

Regional Air Quality Council Ken Lloyd 
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TDM/Non-motor Ted Heyd 

Weld County 

 

 

Janet Lundquist  
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DRCOG staff:  Todd Cottrell, Brad Calvert, Mark Northrop, Casey Collins 
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Recommended Methodologies for the 2020-2023 TIP   

Introduction and Purpose  

In August 2015, the DRCOG Board of Directors directed the establishment of a work group, 
comprised of DRCOG staff and Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) members, to 
develop a white paper addressing issues associated with the development of the 2016-2021 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  Topics directed for discussion included:  TIP 
process, funding allocations and criteria, and a comparative look at other MPO practices.  The 
purpose of the white paper was to assist a future Board to address identified issues/concerns 
in the development of the next DRCOG TIP call for projects.   
 
On February 17, 2016, DRCOG staff presented the TIP Review Work Group White Paper to the 
DRCOG Board highlighting discussions and recommendations of the Work Group from its 
October 16, 2015 to February 3, 2016 deliberations.  Following discussion, the Board acted to 
accept the document and directed the Work Group to continue investigating the white 
paper’s five recommendations: 

 
The purpose of this report is to provide an update to the Board on the Work Group’s 
progress.  While an update is provided on all of the recommendations, the report focuses 
on Recommendation #2 - Further explore the Regional/Subregional dual project selection 
model.  In its initial evaluation, the Work Group indicated the model contained no known 
fatal flaws and appeared to offer the desired local flexibility to implement projects with the 
most benefit to their communities while being consistent with the policy direction within 
Metro Vision and federal legislation.  The additional evaluation was necessary to determine 
model’s “goodness of fit” for the DRCOG region. 

  

1. Develop a project selection process purpose statement for the TIP. 

2. Further explore the Regional/Subregional dual project selection model. 

3. Create a project selection process that places more emphasis on project benefits, 
overall value, and return on investment. 

4. Explore opportunities to exchange CDOT state funds with DRCOG federal funds. 

5. Evaluate off-the-top programs and projects. 

https://drcog.org/sites/drcog/files/resources/2016-2021%20TIP%20Review%20White%20Paper-Brd%20Feb%202016.pdf
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Dual Model Evaluation – A comprehensive review 

The premise of the dual project selection model is that it has two TIP project selection 
elements, regional and subregional.  A dual selection process is currently being used by 
Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) and more information about their process can be 
found here.  DRCOG currently utilizes a more centralized call for project process where all 
applications are submitted to the MPO and are collectively scored and ranked.  
 
Figure 1 illustrates what the Dual Model may look like in the DRCOG area if implemented.  
Like PSRC, the TIP process would have two defined selection elements: a regional pot and a 
subregional pot.  In the regional pot, projects would fund larger infrastructure 
projects/programs that have a mutually agreed regional benefit.  Within the subregional 
pot, funds would be proportionately allocated to predefined sub-geographic units for 
project identification and recommendation to the DRCOG Board.  
 
Additionally, the Work Group envisions a separate pot be maintained for regional set-aside 
programs and previous commitments.  DRCOG has historically taken funds “off the top” 
(before the TIP Call for Projects) to fund established regional programs.  In the 2016-2021 
TIP, funds were allocated to the following set-aside programs: Regional Transportation 
Demand Management, DRCOG Way to Go Program, Regional Transportation Operations, 
Station Area Master Plans/Urban Center Planning Studies, and Air Quality Improvements.  
The Work Group recognizes the importance of these regional programs and while it 
recommends an evaluation of all set-aside programs and the flexibility to add or remove 
set-asides prior to the next TIP Call for Projects, it remains committed to this concept.   

Figure 1 

 

http://www.psrc.org/assets/14841/2017-2020TIP-AppendixB-ProjSelection.pdf
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Over the course of many months, the TIP Review Work Group systematically evaluated 
Dual Model topics falling into three general categories:   

 the Regional Funding Allocation process,  

 the Subregional Funding Allocation process, and  

 the overall Dual Model process.   

 

Project/Program Selection Process 

The Work Group discussed many subjects related to the regional/subregional funding 
allocation and its associated call for projects.  Policies regarding procedures, eligibility, 
evaluation, and project selection need to be established.  An overarching theme of the 
Work Group’s discussion was the establishment of TIP Focus Area(s).   
 
Consistent with its white paper recommendation, the Work Group encourages the Board  
to develop specific goals or focus areas that are consistent with Metro Vision and the 
Regional Transportation Plan for what it hopes to accomplish in the next TIP call for projects.  
 
The Work Group believes establishing focus areas is essential to develop appropriate 
overarching project/program scoring criteria for both the regional and subregional pots 
and suggests the Board consider devoting time at this summer’s Board workshop to 
address this issue.   

 

Specific questions/topics discussed by the Work Group and positions taken about the 
dual selection process are highlighted below:  

Regional Funding Pot Topics 

1. What is a “regional” project? 
 
The Work Group felt it was important to develop a regional project/program definition.  A 
clear definition of eligible projects/programs would hopefully reduce the number of regional 
applications to a reasonable amount and would assure scarce funding goes to the highest 
priority projects/programs with the greatest benefit to the region.   
 
The Work Group believes regional project/program applications should be limited to regionally 
“transformative” projects/programs that play a crucial role in shaping and sustaining the 
future of individuals, cities, and counties within the DRCOG region.   
 
The Work Group submits the following purpose statement for regional projects/programs: 

Selected Regional Pot TIP projects/programs should directly address 

established TIP Focus Area(s) through a systems-approach focused on 
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enhancing regional connections, regardless of travel mode.  Regional 

projects/programs should connect communities; improve mobility and access, 

while providing a high return on investment to the region consistent with 

Metro Vision and the Regional Transportation Plan.   

 
2. What types of projects/programs should be eligible for selection through the 

Regional Funding Pot allocation? 
 
Regional projects/programs fall into two categories: larger transportation projects and set-
aside programs.  As discussed previously, large transportation projects are transformative 
with potentially higher price tags.  Set-aside programs such as DRCOG’s Regional 
Transportation Operations and Way to Go programs are more regionally focused and the 
Work Group believes they should not have to compete against the larger transportation 
projects during a call for projects.  Most set-aside programs maintain their own call for 
projects benefiting communities throughout the region.  
 
The Work Group recommends DRCOG Regional Pot funds be used primarily to supplement 
larger projects submitted by our regional partners (e.g., CDOT, RTD, public authorities and 
other entities that qualify for federal funds).  In other words, DRCOG’s share should be 
considered the “last funds in” to complete these transportation projects.  Additionally, the 
criteria used for final selection must adhere to the Board established TIP Focus Area(s), 
thereby ensuring the selected projects are providing the most benefit and greatest return on 
investment.    
 

3. What type of evaluation criteria should be used for the selection process? 
 
As stated above, the Work Group believes evaluation criteria should be established once the 
Board determines its TIP Focus Area(s).   
 
Once Focus Areas are determined, the Work Group recommends a simplified application 
process that requires sponsors to describe how a proposed project/program aligns to the 
Board’s Focus Area(s) and Metro Vision, and what are its quantifiable benefits to the region.   
 
The formal evaluation process and criteria will be developed in 2017 as part of the TIP Policy 
document if the Board acts to pursue the Dual Model concept.  

Subregional Funding Pot Topics 

1. How should the subregional geographic areas be defined? 
 
The Work Group recommends using counties as the subregional geographic unit for funding 
recommendations.  Though other sub-geographical concepts were discussed, such as dividing 
the region into quadrants for example, counties are recommended for the following reasons: 
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 Counties already exist and a comfortable working relationship is present among 
its jurisdictions.   

 Counties are used for CDOT’s hearing process, which may aid in better 
coordination on project applications.   

 It would encourage cooperation and collaboration with neighboring counties on 
important cross-jurisdictional projects.  

 
However, unlike PSRC for instance, the DRCOG region contains two counties where there is  
only one governmental unit:  City/County of Denver and the City/County of Broomfield.  This is 
an important distinction as federal regulations prohibit the distribution of MPO federal funds to 
individual jurisdictions unless “…it can be clearly shown to be based on considerations required 
to be addressed as part of the metropolitan transportation planning process”.   
 
DRCOG staff met with FHWA and FTA  staff to discuss this provision.  Ultimately, FHWA 
agreed that counties could be used in DRCOG’s subregional application since (1) the 
subregional forums will only be making project recommendations to the DRCOG Board for 
its determination, and (2) DRCOG will ensure the process is transparent and vetted at the 
Board level prior to implementation.  Furthermore, FHWA emphasized the importance that 
any model concept under consideration must maintain its regional perspective.  FHWA’s 
formal response letter is listed as Appendix XX. 

 
2. How should funding allocations to subregions be calculated? 

 
Understanding there is no perfect funding formula, the Work Group recommends funding 
allocation to the subregions be based on some combination of population, employment, 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT), or person miles traveled (PMT).  The Work Group is not 
recommending a funding allocation formula at this time since it believes the discussion is 
better placed during the development of the TIP Policy document later in 2017. 
 
The Work Group has developed two recommendations related to subregional funding 
allocation: 

i. The Work Group believes the funding split between the regional pot and 
the subregional pot needs to be determined early in the process to 
ensure adequate time is allowed for the subregional call for projects and 
to develop the subregional forum process. 

ii. The amount of funds in the subregional pot needs to be “meaningful” to 
justify establishing a separate project selection process.   

 
The Work Group believes the subregional pot should be at least 50 percent of the total 
amount of federal funds available.  For illustration purposes only, Figure 2 reveals the 
funding range each county would receive for project recommendations assuming the 
subregional pot contained 50-70 percent of total federal funds allocated to DRCOG.  For this 
example, population and employment are used to proportionately allocate subregional pot 
funds to each county. 
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Figure 2 

 
 
 

3. How should the subregional allocation process be governed? 
 
The intent of the subregional process is to provide an opportunity to fund local priority 
projects, while maintaining a policy focus on Metro Vision and the Regional Transportation 
Plan.  To aid in this venture, the Work Group recommends the formation of subregional 
“forums” as the committee responsible for coordinating a competitive process to 
recommend projects to the DRCOG Board.   To ensure a strong countywide collaboration, 
the Work Group further recommends that every local governmental unit within a county 



Preliminary Draft – January 20, 2017 

7 
 

be invited to participate on the subregional forum.  CDOT and RTD may participate as non-
voting members.  Other members/stakeholders may be invited at the discretion of each 
subregional forum.  
 

4. What project types should be eligible and should project targets be incorporated 
into the subregional process? 

 
One of the major reasons for the consideration of the DM is to allow as much flexibility as 
possible for local levels of governments to determine the best way to address transportation 
issues within their collective communities.   
 
The Work Group recommends keeping project eligibility as flexible as possible, while 
ensuring projects meet federal requirements, address Metro Vision, and are consistent with 
the Regional Transportation Plan.  As a result, project type targets are not recommended at 
the subregional level.  
 

5. Evaluation criteria 
 
Keeping with the theme of maintaining flexibility, the Work Group recommends a hybrid 
approach to developing project selection criteria.  The approach would require each 
subregional forum to use: 

o certain overarching criteria to address federal requirements (i.e., safety, 
congestion, environmental justice, and ADA); and  

o criteria that ensures proposed projects address Board-defined Focus Area(s), 
Metro Vision, and the Regional Transportation Plan.    

 
Subregional forums have the flexibility to include additional criteria to address local values 
in the process.    

 

Overall Dual Model process – What might it look like? 

If the Board decides to move forward with the Dual Model approach, it is imperative that the 
selection process and overall TIP policy be approved by the Board no later than December 2017 
if DRCOG is to have a new TIP approved by March 2019.   
 
The following schedule assumes that critical decisions on the regional/subregional structure 
have been vetted by a TIP Policy Work Group (which will be established by the Board in early 
2017).
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Draft Dual Model  
Process Schedule  

OVERALL TIP Policy and  
Regional Project/Program  

Subregional Project/Program  

Feb-March 2017 Board establishes TIP Policy Work Group to develop 
the 2020-2023 TIP Policy document.   

 Among its tasks, the TIP Policy Work Group will 
finalize the regional/ subregional dual selection 
process.   

 The TIP Review Work Group recommends the 
Board allow the TIP Review Work Group to 
continue and become the basis for the TIP 
Policy Work Group.   

 The TIP Policy Work Group will utilize Board 
Work Sessions to update the Board and receive 
policy direction. 

 

Summer 2017 Summer 2017 Board Workshop. 
Board participants establish TIP Focus Area(s) for 
next call for projects, discuss/approve at next 
scheduled Board meeting. 

 

Fall 2017 TIP Policy Work Group will: 

 Finalize TIP criteria based on Board-approved 
TIP Focus Area(s).  

 Recommend the funding levels for the Regional 
Funding Pot, Subregional Funding Pot, and 
individual subregions. 

 Define funding levels for set-aside programs. 
 

Initiate process for formation of county subregional 
forums and prepare forum guidelines. 

 Membership shall be offered to an elected 
official (or their designee) from the county and 
all local governments within the county.  

 CDOT and RTD are invited to be non-voting 
members. 

 Other members at the discretion of each 
subregional forum. 

By December 2017 Board and committees recommend and take action 
on the TIP Policy document. 

 

By January 2018  Finalize establishment of county subregional 
forums and forum guidelines. 

 Forums are encouraged to be established 
earlier than January 2018 if possible. 

February 2018 Regional Project/Program Call for Projects. 

 Eight-week call for projects. 

 Project applications for regionally 
transformative projects/programs must 
answer the following types of questions 
(final questions to be contained within the 
adopted TIP Policy, as approved by the 
Board): 
o What is the existing problem the 

project/program is attempting to 
solve?   

o How does this project/ program 
address the Board-defined TIP Focus 
Area(s)?  

o Explain how this project/program 
relates to and addresses Metro Vision.   

o How will this project/program benefit 
environmental justice persons or 
communities?   

Forum meetings and discussions begin. 

 Types or examples of projects. 

 Unique types of partnerships, situations, or 
funding arrangements. 

 Guidelines and Rules (e.g., evaluation criteria 
and scoring) for the call for projects. 
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Draft Dual Model  
Process Schedule  

OVERALL TIP Policy and  
Regional Project/Program  

Subregional Project/Program  

April 2018 Evaluation of project/program applications by 
Board-led taskforce (subset of Board). 

 Process may involve oral presentations from 
applicants (at the discretion of the Taskforce). 

Further forum meetings and discussions. 

 Project evaluation criteria. 

 Joint project definition and discussion 

 Other matters. 

May 2018 Taskforce recommendations to the full DRCOG 
Board for discussion. 

 

June 2018 DRCOG’s transportation committees will 
recommend and the Board will take action on 
Regional Projects/Programs. 

 

By July 2018  Subregional Call for Projects. 

 Length of call for projects at the discretion of 
individual subregional forums, but no less than 
four weeks. 

 The following criteria (contained within the 
Board-adopted TIP Policy) must be considered 
by each subregional forum, at a minimum: 

o Qualitative-related criteria: 

 What is the existing problem that this 
project/program is attempting to 
solve?   

 How does this project/program 
align, relate to, solve, or assist to 
implement the Board-defined TIP 
Focus Area?  

 Explain how this project/program 
relates to and addresses Metro Vision.   

 How will this project/program benefit 
the environmental justice 
communities located near your 
project?   

 How will this project/program prohibit 
discrimination against individuals with 
disabilities?  
o If applicable, does this project advance the 

sponsor’s ADA Transitional Plan?   

o Quantitative-related criteria: 

 What are the existing conditions?  
 congestion, pavement, volume, 

usage, ridership 
 What are the likely benefits?  

crash/delay reduction, new users 
or riders, connectivity 

 What are other related beneficial 
elements?   
 multimodal elements, connectivity 

to other modes, safety  
 
All criteria must be reviewed by DRCOG staff for 
consistency with appropriate state and federal 
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Draft Dual Model  
Process Schedule  

OVERALL TIP Policy and  
Regional Project/Program  

Subregional Project/Program  

rules and TIP Policy guidelines (the Board-approved 
TIP Policy document will define what information 
minimally needs to be provided). 

By September 2018  Project evaluations completed and project 
prioritization discussions underway. 

By October 2018  Subregional forum project recommendations to 
DRCOG Board for consideration. 

 A representative of each subregional forum 
(presumably the forum chairperson) presents 
the subregional forum’s recommendations to 
the DRCOG Board.  The presentation will 
include a summary of how the recommended 
project/programs will benefit the region and 
advance the Board-adopted TIP Focus Area(s). 

Individual project sponsor representatives should 
also attend the applicable Board meeting, to 
respond to questions. 

November 2018 DRCOG’s transportation committees will recommend and the Board will take action on the entire set of 
TIP projects, including: 

 Regional Funding Pot projects/programs 
 DRCOG Set-aside programs 
 Subregional Funding Pot projects/programs 
 CDOT- and RTD-selected projects/programs 

January 2019 Announce public hearing on the 2020-2023 TIP 
Draft 2020-2023 TIP completed 

February 2019 Public hearing on the 2020-2023 TIP 

March-April 2019 DRCOG Board approval of the 2020-2023 TIP 

July 2019 Evaluate Dual Project Selection Model  
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Update on White Paper Recommendations 

Develop a project selection process purpose statement for the TIP.  

The original recommendation discussed the necessity for the Board to develop a purpose 
and needs statement.  The Work Group offered the following general purpose statement 
as a starting point for discussion: 
 

The purpose of the DRCOG TIP project selection process is to allocate transportation 
funds to implement transportation priorities consistent with Metro Vision and the 
Regional Transportation Plan. 

 

Additionally, the Work Group encouraged the Board to develop specific goals that are 
consistent with Metro Vision and the Regional Transportation Plan for what it hopes to 
accomplish with the next round of TIP funding and project applications should be used to 
help meet those goals.   

 

Update:  As stated earlier in this document, the Work Group has further refined this 
recommendation to suggest the Board consider using this upcoming summer’s Board 
Workshop to deliberate and establish Focus Area(s) for what they hope to accomplish 
with the next TIP call for projects.  

 

Further explore the Regional/Subregional dual project selection model.  

Update:  Further exploration was the primary purpose of this follow-up report.  The 
Work Group recommends the Board utilize the regional/subregional dual project 
selection model for the next TIP call for projects.  The Work Group believes the model 
will provide the desired flexibility for member governments to apply local values to the 
TIP allocation process and still maintain DRCOG’s strong commitment to implementing 
a TIP process consistent with Metro Vision and the Regional Transportation Plan.  
Future TIPs may or may not continue with a dual project selection model.   

 

Create a project selection process that places more emphasis on project 
benefits, overall value, and return on investment.  

Establish a project selection process that applies investment decisions based on quantifiable 
performance metrics directly linked to Metro Vision and regional plan goals and objectives, 
while allowing flexibility to implement projects providing the most benefit to meet today’s 
needs and advance the region’s multimodal transportation system. 
 

Update:  While the Work Group reiterates the necessity of having criteria with 
quantifiable performance metrics, the discussion about these specific criteria is better 
placed during the TIP Policy document development in 2017.  



Preliminary Draft – January 20, 2017 

12 
 

Explore opportunities to exchange CDOT state funds with DRCOG federal 
funds. 

Update: CDOT has implemented a pilot program involving four projects in the DRCOG 
area.  DRCOG staff will continue to monitor the program’s process with the hope that 
it will provide the desired outcome of accelerating and streamlining project delivery, as 
well as to reduce overall project costs. 

 

Evaluate off-the-top programs and projects. 

Thoroughly review all set-aside programs to ensure they contribute towards meeting the 
associated Metro Vision and Regional Transportation Plan goals.  Additionally, the Work 
Group recommends developing a clear evaluation process by which large off-the-top 
project funding requests for regionally significant projects can be thoroughly vetted before 
decisions are reached. 

 

Update: The Work Group recommends the evaluation of off-the-top (e.g., set-aside) 
programs occur during the development of the TIP Policy document in 2017.   
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Recommended Methodologies for the 2020-2023 TIP   

Introduction and Purpose  

In August 2015, the DRCOG Board of Directors directed the establishment of a work group, 
comprised of DRCOG staff and Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) members, to 
develop a white paper addressing issues associated with the development of the 2016-2021 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  Topics directed for discussion included:  TIP 
process, funding allocations and criteria, and a comparative look at other MPO practices.  The 
purpose of the white paper was to assist a future Board to address identified issues/concerns 
in the development of the next DRCOG TIP call for projects.   
 
On February 17, 2016, DRCOG staff presented the TIP Review Work Group White Paper to the 
DRCOG Board highlighting discussions and recommendations of the Work Group from its 
October 16, 2015 to February 3, 2016 deliberations.  Following discussion, the Board acted to 
accept the document and directed the Work Group to continue investigating the white 
paper’s five recommendations: 

 
The purpose of this report is to provide an update to the Board on the Work Group’s 
progress.  While an update is provided on all of the recommendations, the report focuses 
on Recommendation #2 - Further explore the Regional/Subregional dual project selection 
model.  In its initial evaluation, the Work Group indicated the model contained no known 
fatal flaws and appeared to offer the desired local flexibility to implement projects with the 
most benefit to their communities while being consistent with the policy direction within 
Metro Vision and federal legislation.  The additional evaluation was necessary to determine 
model’s “goodness of fit” for the DRCOG region. 

  

1. Develop a project selection process purpose statement for the TIP. 

2. Further explore the Regional/Subregional dual project selection model. 

3. Create a project selection process that places more emphasis on project benefits, 
overall value, and return on investment. 

4. Explore opportunities to exchange CDOT state funds with DRCOG federal funds. 

5. Evaluate off-the-top programs and projects. 

https://drcog.org/sites/drcog/files/resources/2016-2021%20TIP%20Review%20White%20Paper-Brd%20Feb%202016.pdf
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Dual Model Evaluation – A comprehensive review 

The premise of the dual project selection model is that it has two TIP project selection 
elements, regional and subregional.  A dual selection process is currently being used by 
Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) and more information about their process can be 
found here.  DRCOG currently utilizes a more centralized call for project process where all 
applications are submitted to the MPO and are collectively scored and ranked.  
 
Figure 1 illustrates what the Dual Model may look like in the DRCOG area if implemented.  
Like PSRC, the TIP process would have two defined selection elements: a regional pot and a 
subregional pot.  In the regional pot, projects would fund larger infrastructure 
projects/programs that have a mutually agreed regional benefit.  Within the subregional 
pot, funds would be proportionately allocated to predefined sub-geographic units for 
project identification and recommendation to the DRCOG Board.  
 
Additionally, the Work Group envisions a separate pot be maintained for regional set-aside 
programs and previous commitments.  DRCOG has historically taken funds “off the top” 
(before the TIP Call for Projects) to fund established regional programs.  In the 2016-2021 
TIP, funds were allocated to the following set-aside programs: Regional Transportation 
Demand Management, DRCOG Way to Go Program, Regional Transportation Operations, 
Station Area Master Plans/Urban Center Planning Studies, and Air Quality Improvements.  
The Work Group recognizes the importance of these regional programs and while it 
recommends an evaluation of all set-aside programs and the flexibility to add or remove 
set-asides prior to the next TIP Call for Projects, it remains committed to this concept.   

However, three times in the past 15 years occasionally, funding was requested, and 
granted, for larger projects “outside of” an official are submitted within a call for projects 
process ands but were not scored for consideration.  
Under a dual system, two funding allocation processes would be established and separate 
calls for projects would occur at the regional level and at the subregional level.  Funding for 
the subregional pot would be proportionately allotted to predefined sub-geographic units 
for project selection by a forum of eligible agencies within each subregion.  The regional 
call for projects would likely operate similar to DRCOG’s current process, with applications 
coming to DRCOG for evaluation and scoring.  
 

http://www.psrc.org/assets/14841/2017-2020TIP-AppendixB-ProjSelection.pdf
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Figure 1 

 
 
Over the course of many months, the TIP Review Work Group systematically evaluated 
Dual Model topics falling into three general categories:   

 the Regional Funding Allocation process,  

 the Subregional Funding Allocation process, and  

 the overall Dual Model process.   

 

Project/Program Selection Process 

The Work Group discussed many subjects related to the regional/subregional funding 
allocation and its associated call for projects.  Policies regarding procedures, eligibility, 
evaluation, and project selection need to be established.  An overarching theme of the 
Work Group’s discussion was the establishment of TIP fFocus aArea(s).   
 
Consistent with its white paper recommendation, the Work Group encourages the Board  
to develop specific goals or focus areas that are consistent with Metro Vision and the 
Regional Transportation Plan for what it hopes to accomplish in the next TIP call for projects.  
 
The Work Group believes establishing focus areas is essential to develop appropriate 
overarching project/program scoring criteria for both the regional and subregional pots 
and suggests the Board consider devoting time at this summer’s Board workshop to 
address this issue.   
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Specific questions/topics discussed by the Work Group and positions taken about the 
dual selection process are highlighted below:  

Regional Funding Pot Topics 

1. What is a “regional”What is the purpose of the regional funding allocation 
project? 

 
The Work Group felt it was important to develop a regional project/program definition.  A 
clear definition of eligible projects/programs would hopefully reduce the number of regional 
applications to a reasonable amount and would assure scarce funding goes to the highest 
priority projects/programs with the greatest benefit to the region.   
 
The Work Group believes regional project/program applications should be limited to regionally 
“transformative” projects/programs that play a crucial role in shaping and sustaining the 
future of individuals, cities, and counties within the DRCOG region.   
 
The Work Group submits the following purpose statement for regional projects/programs: 

Selected Regional Pot TIP projects/programs should directly address 

established Board-adopted TIP fFocus aArea(s) through a systems-approach 

focused on enhancing regional connections, regardless of travel mode.  

Regional projects/programs should connect communities; improve mobility and 

access, while providing a high return on investment to the region consistent 

with Metro Vision and the Regional Transportation Plan.   

 
2. What types of projects/programs should be eligible for selection through the 

Regional Funding Pot allocation? 
 
Regional projects/programs fall into two broad categories: larger infrastructure 
transportation projects regional transformative mega projects and set- aside programs.  As 
discussed previously, large infrastructure transportation projects are transformative with 
potentially higher price tags.  SetSet-aside programs such as DRCOG’s Regional Transportation 
Operations and Way to Go programs are more regionally focused and the Work Group 
believes they should not have to compete against the larger transportation projects during a 
call for projects.  Most set-aside programs maintain their own call for projects benefiting 
communities throughout the region. and include DRCOG’s Regional Transportation 
Operations and Way to Go programs, for example.   
 
Due to the size of these large mega projects, tThe Work Group recommends DRCOG Regional 
Pot funds be used only primarily to supplement larger projects submitted by our regional 
partners (e.g., CDOT, and  RTD, public authorities and other entities that qualify for federal 
funds).  In other words, DRCOG’s share should and be considered the “last funds in” to 
complete a largerthese types of infrastructure transportation projects.  Additionally, the 
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criteria used for final selection must adhere to the Board established’s  fFocusTIP Focus 
aArea(s), thereby ensuring the selected projects are providing the most benefit and greatest 
return on investment.    
 

3. What type of evaluation criteria should be used for the selection process? 
 
As stated above, the Work Group believes evaluation criteria should be established once the 
Board determines TIPits TIP fFocus aArea(s).   
 
Once established Focus Areas are determined, the Work Group recommends an simplified 
application process that requires sponsors to describe how a proposed project/program 
aligns to the Board’s fFocus aArea(s), and and Metro Vision, objectives and what are its 
quantifiable benefits to the region.   
 
The formal evaluation process and criteria will be developed in 2017 as part of the TIP Policy 
document if the Board acts to pursue the dual modelDdual mModel concept.  

Subregional Funding Pot Topics 

1. How should the subregional geographic areas be defined? 
 
The Work Group recommends using counties as the subregional geographic unit for funding 
recommendations.  Though other sub-geographical concepts were discussed, such as dividing 
the region into quadrants for example, counties are recommended for the following reasons: 

 Counties already exists and a comfortable working relationship is present among 
its jurisdictions within counties, it was an obvious choice.   

 Counties are used for CDOT’s hearing process, which may aid in better 
coordination on project applications.   

 This is consistent with other places around the country where the dual model is 
deployed. Work Group  It would encourage cooperation and collaboration with 
neighboring counties on important cross-jurisdictional projects. .   

 
 
However, unlike Seattle PSRC for instance, the DRCOG region contains two counties where 
there is  
only one governmental unit:  City/County of Denver and the City/County of Broomfield.  This is 
an important distinction as federal regulations prohibit the distribution of MPO federal funds to 
individual jurisdictions unless “…it can be clearly shown to be based on considerations required 
to be addressed as part of the metropolitan transportation planning process”.   
 
DRCOG staff met with FHWA and FTA headquarters and regional staff to discuss this 
provision.  Ultimately, FHWA agreed that counties could be used in DRCOG’s subregional 
application since (1) the subregional forums will only be making project recommendations 
to the DRCOG Board for its determination, and (2) DRCOG will ensure the process is 
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transparent and vetted at the Board level prior to implementation.  Furthermore, FHWA 
emphasized the importance that any model concept under consideration must maintain its 
regional perspective.  FHWA’s formal response letter is listed as Appendix XX. 

 
2. How should funding allocations to subregions be calculated? 

 
Understanding there is no perfect funding formula, tThere is no perfect funding distribution 
formula and the Work Group never arrived at a specific recommendation.  However, tThe 
Work Group did agreedrecommends funding allocation to the subregions be based on that 
some combination of population, employment, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), or person miles 
traveled (PMT) is the most appropriate.  The Work Group is not recommending a funding 
allocation formula at this time since it believes the discussion is better placed during the 
development of the TIP Policy document later in 2017. 
 
The Work Group has developed two recommendations related to subregional funding 
allocation:, though never arrived with a specific recommendation.   

i. Regardless, The Work Group believes the funding split between the 
regional pot and the subregional pot needs to be determined early in the 
process to ensure adequate time is allowed for the subregional call for 
projects and to develop the subregional forum process. 

ii. The amount of funds in the subregional pot needs to be “meaningful” to 
justify establishing a separate project selection process.   

 
The Work Group believes the subregional pot should be at least 50 percent of the total 
amount of federal funds available.  For illustration purposes only, Figure 2 reveals the 
funding range each county would receive for project recommendations assuming the 
subregional pot contained 50-70 percent of total federal funds allocated to DRCOG.  For this 
example, population and employment are used to proportionately allocate subregional pot 
funds to each county. 
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Figure 2 

 
 
 

3. What guidelines should be established for the subregional forumsHow should the 
subregional allocation process be governed? 

 
The intent of the subregional process is to provide an opportunity to fund local prioritiesy 
projects, while maintaining a policy focus on Metro Vision and the Regional Transportation 
Plan.  To aid in this venture, the Work Group recommends the formation of subregional 
“forums” as the committee responsible for coordinating a competitive process to 
recommend projects for the development of specific project criteria and the 
recommendation of projects to the DRCOG Board.   To ensure a robust strong countywide 
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collaboration, the Work Group further recommends that every local governmental unit 
within a county be invited to participate on the subregional forum.  CDOT and RTD may 
participate as non-voting members.  Other members/stakeholders may be invited at the 
discretion of each subregional forum.  
 

4. What pProject types should be eligible and should the incorporation of project 
targets be incorporated into the subregional process? 

 
One of the major reasons for the consideration of the Dual Model is to allow as much 
flexibility as possible for local levels of governments to determine the best way to address 
transportation issues within their collective communities.   
 
The Work Group recommends keeping project eligibility as flexible as possible, while 
ensuring projects meet federal requirements, address Metro Vision objectives, and are 
consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan.  As a result, project type targets are not 
recommended at the subregional level.  
 

5. Evaluation criteria 
 
Keeping with the theme of maintaining flexibility, the Work Group recommends a hybrid 
approach to developing project selection criteria.  The approach would require each 
subregional forum to use: 

o certain overarching criteria to address federal requirements (i.e., safety, 
congestion, environmental justice, and ADA); and  

o criteria that ensures proposed projects addressa Board-defined fFocus aArea(s), 
and Metro Vision objectives, and the Regional Transportation Plan.    

 
Subregional forums have the flexibility to include additional criteria to address local values 
in the process.    

 

Overall Dual Model process – What might it look like? 

If the Board decides to move forward with the dual modelDdual mModel approach, it is 
imperative that the selection process and overall TIP policy be approved by the Board no later 
than December 2017 if DRCOG is to have a new TIP approved by March 2019.   
 
The following schedule assumes that critical decisions on the regional/subregional structure 
have been vetted by a TIP Policy Work Group (which will be established by the Board in early 
2017):.
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Draft Dual Model  
Process Schedule  

OVERALL TIP Policy and  
Regional Project/Program  

Subregional Project/Program  

Feb-March 2017 Board establishes TIP Policy Work Group to develop 
the 2020-2023 TIP Policy document.   

 Among its tasks, the TIP Policy Work Group will 
finalize the regional/ subregional dual selection 
process.   

 The TIP Review Work Group recommends the 
Board allow itthe TIP Review Work Group to 
continue and to fill this rolebecome the basis 
for the TIP Policy Work Group.   

 The TIP Policy Work Group will utilize Board 
Work Sessions to update the Board and receive 
policy direction. 

 

Summer 2017 Summer 2017 Board Workshop. 
Board participants establishes TIP fFocus aArea(s) 
for next TIP call for projects at summer 2017 Board 
Workshop. 

 , discussed//approved by Board at next 
scheduled Board meeting. 

 

Fall 2017 TIP Policy Work Group will: 

 Ffinalize TIP criteria based on Board- approved 
TIP fFocus aArea(s).  

 rRecommend the funding levels for the 
Regional Funding Pot, Subregional Funding Pot, 
and individual subregions. 

 dDefine funding levels for set-aside programs. 
 

Initiate process for formation of county subregional 
forums and prepare forum guidelines. 

 Membership shall be offered to an elected 
official (or their designee) from the county and 
all local governments within the county.  

 CDOT and RTD are invited to be non-voting 
members. 

 Other members at the discretion of each 
subregional forum. 

By December 2017 Board and committees recommend and take action 
on the TIP Policy document. 

 

By January 2018  Initiate Finalize establishmentformation of county 
subregional forums and prepare forum guidelines. 

 Forums are encouraged to be established 
earlier than January 2018 if 
possible.Membership shall be offered to an 
elected official (or their designee) from the 
county and all local governments within the 
county.  

 CDOT and RTD are invited to be non-voting 
members. 

 Other members at the discretion of each 
subregional forum. 

February 2018 Regional Project/Program Call for Projects. 

 8-Eight-week call for projects. 

 Project applications for regionally 
transformative projects/programs must 
answer the following types of questions 
(final questions to be contained within the 
adopted TIP Policy, as approved by the 
Board): 

Forums meetings and can begin discussions to be 
heldbegin. 

 Types or exampleds of projects. 

 Unique types of partnerships, situations, or 
funding arrangements. 

 Guidelines and Rules (e.g., evaluation criteria 
and scoring) for the call for projects. 



Preliminary Draft – January 20, 2017 

10 
 

Draft Dual Model  
Process Schedule  

OVERALL TIP Policy and  
Regional Project/Program  

Subregional Project/Program  

o What is the existing problem thethat 
this project/program is attempting to 
solve?   

o How does this project/ program 
addressalign, relate to, solve, or assist 
to implement the Board-defined TIP 
fFocus aArea(s)?  

o Explain how this project/program 
relates to and addresses Metro Vision 
objectives.   

o How will this project/program benefit 
environmental justice persons or 
communities?   

April 2018 Evaluation of project/program applicationsproposals 
by Board-led taskforce (subset of Board). 

 Process may involve oral presentations from 
applicants (at the discretion of the Taskforce). 

Further forum meetings and discussions. 

 Project evaluation criteria. 

 Joint project definition and discussion 

 Other matters. 

May 2018 Taskforce recommendations to the full DRCOG 
Board for discussion. 

 

June 2018 DRCOG’s transportation committees will 
recommend and the Board will take action on 
Regional Projects/Programs. 

 

By July 2018  Subregional cCall for pProjects. 

 Length of call for projects at the discretion of 
individual subregional forums, but no less than 
four weeks. 

 The following criteria (contained within the 
Board-adopted TIP Policy) must be considered 
by each subregional forum, at a minimum: 

o Qualitative-related criteria: 

 What is the existing problem that this 
project/program is attempting to 
solve?   

 How does this project/program 
align, relate to, solve, or assist to 
implement the Board-defined TIP 
fFocus aArea?  

 Explain how this project/program 
relates to and addresses Metro Vision 
objectives.   

 How will this project/program benefit 
the environmental justice 
communities located near your 
project?   

 How will this project/program prohibit 
discrimination against individuals with 
disabilities?  

  
o If applicable, does this project advance the 

sponsor’s ADA Transitional Plan?   
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Draft Dual Model  
Process Schedule  

OVERALL TIP Policy and  
Regional Project/Program  

Subregional Project/Program  

  

o Quantitative-related criteria: 

 What are the existing conditions?  
 congestion, pavement, volume, 

usage, ridership 
 What are the likely benefits?   
  

 crash/delay reduction, new users 
or riders, connectivity 

 What are other related beneficial 
elements?   
 multimodal elements, connectivity 

to other modes, safety  
 
All criteria must be reviewed by DRCOG staff for 
consistency with appropriate state and federal 
rules and TIP Policy guidelines (the Board-approved 
TIP Policy document will define what information 
minimally needs to be provided). 

By September 2018  Project evaluations completed and project 
prioritization discussions underway. 

By October 2018  Subregional forum project recommendations to 
DRCOG Board for consideration.   

 A representative of each subregional forum 
(presumably the forum chairperson) presents 
the subregional forum’s recommendations to 
the DRCOG Board.  The presentation will 
include a summary of how the recommended 
project/programs will benefit the region and 
advance the Board-adopted TIP regional 
prioritiesFocus Area(s). 

Individual project sponsor representatives should 
also attend the applicable Board meeting, to 
respond to questions. 

November 2018 DRCOG’s transportation committees will recommend and the Board will take action on the entire set of 
TIP projects, including: 

 Regional Funding Pot projects/programs 
 DRCOG Set-aside programs 
 Subregional Funding Pot projects/programs 
 CDOT- and RTD-selected projects/programs 

January 2019 Announce public hearing on the 2020-2023 TIP 
Draft 2020-2023 TIP completed 

February 2019 Public hearing on the 2020-2023 TIP 

March-April 2019 DRCOG Board approval of the 2020-2023 TIP 

July 2019 Evaluate Dual Project Selection Model  
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Update on White Paper Recommendations 

Develop a project selection process purpose statement for the TIP.  

The original recommendation discussed the necessity for the Board to develop a purpose 
and needs statement.  The Work Group offered the following general purpose statement 
as a starting point for discussion: 
 

The purpose of the DRCOG TIP project selection process is to allocate transportation 
funds to implement transportation priorities consistent with Metro Vision and the 
Regional Transportation Plan. 

 

Additionally, the Work Group encouraged the Board to develop specific goals that are 
consistent with Metro Vision and the Regional Transportation Plan for what it hopes to 
accomplish with the next round of TIP funding and project applications should be used to 
help meet those goals.   

 

Update:  As stated earlier in this document, the Work Group has further refined this 
recommendation to suggest the bBoard consider using this upcoming summer’s 
Board Workshop to deliberate and setestablish “Ffocus aArea(s)” for what they hope 
to accomplish with the next TIP call for projects.  

 

Further explore the Regional/Subregional dual project selection model.  

Update:  Further exploration was the primary purpose of this follow-up report.  The 
Work Group recommends the Board utilize the regional/subregional dual project 
selection model for the next TIP call for projects.  The Work Group believes the model 
will provide the desired flexibility for member governments to apply local values to the 
TIP allocation process and still maintain DRCOG’s strong commitment to implementing 
a TIP process that is consistent with the tenanets and objectives of Metro Vision—the 
region’s aspirational plan and the Regional Transportation Plan.  Future TIPs may or 
may not continue with a dual project selection model.   

 

Create a project selection process that places more emphasis on project 
benefits, overall value, and return on investment.  

Establish a project selection process that applies investment decisions based on quantifiable 
performance metrics directly linked to Metro Vision and regional plan goals and objectives, 
while allowing flexibility to implement projects providing the most benefit to meet today’s 
needs and advance the region’s multimodal transportation system. 
 

Update:  While the Work Group reiterates the necessity of having criteria with 
quantifiable performance metrics, the discussion about these specific criteria is better 
placed during the TIP Policy document development in 2017.  
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Explore opportunities to exchange CDOT state funds with DRCOG federal 
funds. 

Update: CDOT has implemented a pilot program involving four projects in the DRCOG 
area.  DRCOG staff will continue to monitor the program’s process with the hope that 
it will provide the desired outcome of accelerating and streamlining project delivery, as 
well as to reduce overall project costs. 

 

Evaluate off-the-top programs and projects. 

Thoroughly review all set-aside programs to ensure they contribute towards meeting the 
associated Metro Vision and Regional Transportation Plan goals.  Additionally, the Work 
Group recommends developing a clear evaluation process by which large off-the-top 
project funding requests for regionally significant projects can be thoroughly vetted before 
decisions are reached. 

 

Update: The Work Group recommends the evaluation of off-the-top (e.g., set-aside) 
programs occur during the development of the TIP Policy document in 2017.   

 

 

 

Next Steps 

DRCOG staff will present the Work Group’s recommendations at the February 2017 Board 
meeting.  If the Board decides to pursue the dual project selection model, the following 
actions will be required in 2017: 

Formation of the TIP Policy Work Group to develop the 2020-2023 TIP Policy document, 
including defining the outstanding issues of the dual modelDual mModel.  The TIP Review 
Work Group recommends the Board allow it to continue in this role and become the TIP 
Policy Work Group. 

Begin Board discussions about the establishment of TIP fFocus aArea(s) for the call for 
projects.  Staff will initiate discussions with the Board soon after the TIP Policy Work Group 
begins and finalize recommendations at the summer 2017 Board Workshop. 

By December 2017, the committees and Board will take action to adopt the TIP Policy 
document. 
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