
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Persons in need of auxiliary aids or services, such as interpretation services or assisted listening devices, are asked to 
contact DRCOG at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting by calling (303) 480-6744. 

AGENDA 
 

TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 Monday, November 19, 2018  

    1:30 p.m. 
 

1001 17th St.  
1st Fl. Aspen Conference Rm. 

 
1. Call to Order  
 
2. Public Comment 
 
3. October 22, 2018 TAC Meeting Summary  

(Attachment A) 
ACTION ITEMS 

4. Discussion on project recommendations for the 2020-2023 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
Regional Share call for projects. 
(Attachment B) Todd Cottrell 
 

5. Discussion on Regional Air Quality Council (RAQC) proposed modeling funding request. 
(Attachment C) Robert Spotts 
 

6. Discussion on Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST Act) 2019 safety targets.   
(Attachment D) Beth Doliboa 
 

7. Discussion on Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST Act) transit asset management targets.  
(Attachment E) Matthew Helfant - Louis Cripps, RTD  
 

8. Election of a TAC Vice Chair for the remainder of the 2018/2019 term. 
(Attachment F) Jacob Riger 

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 
9. Briefing on Mobility Choice. 

(Attachment G) Jacob Riger - Rick Pilgrim, HDR 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS 
10. Member Comment/Other Matters 

• 2019 TAC meeting calendar 
 
11. Next Meeting – December 17, 2018 

 

12. Adjournment  
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

MEETING SUMMARY 
TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Monday, October 22, 2018 
________________________ 

  
MEMBERS (OR VOTING ALTERNATES) PRESENT:  

Brian Staley Adams County 
Kent Moorman Adams County-City of Thornton 
Dave Chambers  Arapahoe County-City of Aurora 
Robert Olislagers  Aviation 
Megan Davis Boulder County-City of Louisville 
George Gerstle Boulder County 
Sarah Grant (Alternate) Broomfield, City and County 
David Gaspers Denver, City and County 
Janice Finch  Denver, City and County 
Ron Papsdorf Denver Regional Council of Governments 
John Cotten (Chair) Douglas County-City of Lone Tree 
Greg Fischer Freight 
Debra Baskett  Jefferson County-City of Westminster 
Scott Brink (Alternate) Jefferson County-City of Wheat Ridge 
Stephen Strohminger Non-MPO Area 
Amanda Brimmer (Alternate)  Regional Air Quality Council 
Sylvia Labrucherie Senior  
Ted Heyd  TDM/Non-motor 
Kevin Ash Weld County-Town of Frederick 

 
OTHERS PRESENT:   

Mac Callison (Alternate) Arapahoe County-City of Aurora 
Chris Hudson (Alternate) Douglas County-Town of Parker 
Aaron Bustow (Non-voting) Federal Highway Administration 

 
Public:  Marissa Gaughan, CDOT DTD; Steve Sherman, Stephanie Holden, Lizzie Kemp, JoAnn 

Mattson, Danny Herrmann, CDOT Region 1; Ryan Rice, CDOT TSM&O; Eugene Howard, 
Denver; Beth Ashby, Michael Finochio, Jim Lindauer, Denver Public Works; Jim Lindauer, 
Denver Smart City; John Tolva, Colorado Smart Cities Alliance; Jamie Hartig, Douglas 
County; Brian Welch, RTD; Myron Hora, WSP 

 
DRCOG staff: Jacob Riger, Todd Cottrell, Matthew Helfant, Robert Spotts, Steve Cook, 

Beth Doliboa, Emily Lindsey, Celeste Stragand, Mark Northrop, Casey Collins  
 
Call to Order  
Chair John Cotten called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.  Chair Cotten introduced new members, 
Brian Staley (Adams County) and Robert Olislagers (Aviation Interests).    
 
Public Comment 
There was no public comment. 
 
Summary of September 24, 2018 meeting 
The meeting summary was accepted. 

 
INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

 
Update on TIP Regional Share project submittals. 

Todd Cottrell gave an update on progress of the Regional Share project application process.  The 
TIP Regional Share Review Panel has met two times—on October 3 for an introduction to the 
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project review process and on October 17 to review applications, DRCOG staff scores, and identify 
Tier 1 projects. The Panel will meet again on October 24 to hear the Tier 1 project presentations by 
sponsors and on November 8 for final recommendations.  Staff expects to bring Regional Share 
recommendations to TAC in November.  

The Subregional Forums are now preparing for the Subregional call for projects. A tentative timeline for 
the Subregional call for projects was provided in the agenda.  The Subregional call is expected to open 
in early 2019, which is eight weeks after Regional projects have been selected. 

 
Briefing on CDOT I-25 Central Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) Study 
Steve Sherman, CDOT engineer and lead for the study, provided a status update of the I-25 
Central PEL. The study area covers a five-mile segment of I-25 between Santa Fe Drive and 20th 
Street in central Denver that features outdated 1950’s-era geometry, bridges, and access points 
that serve the most highly-traveled freeway in the state. Comments to CDOT about the PEL can be 
made online. 
 
Briefing on 2017 Annual Report on Roadway Traffic Congestion in the Denver Region 
Robert Spotts distributed copies of the final 2017 annual report and reviewed highlights, 
including topics such as VMT in the region (this year’s growth is about 2.5%, a little less than in 
the previous two years, but still outpacing 2% population growth), impacts of economic growth on 
congestion, results and benefits of past mitigation projects, and potential impacts of emerging 
technologies. New this year is a separate section on performance targets and more reporting on 
past projects. TAC members had the following comments: 

• Request to provide online KML files of the report maps  
• Suggestion to provide some economic case histories that could depict cost of delays  

Briefing on Regional Smart Mobility (Denver, Smart Cities Alliance, CDOT, RTD)
Overview presentations of current smart mobility efforts and initiatives in the region were made by the 
following presenters:  Brian Welch, RTD; Mike Finochio, Denver; John Tolva, Colorado Smart Cities 
Alliance; and Ryan Rice, CDOT.   
 
One key issue raised was how local governments could be addressing smart mobility. In response from 
the presenters:  
• Ryan Rice noted there could be interest in supporting automated freight (drivers will operate 

more like airline pilots) and on developing foundational infrastructure that could support 
smart mobility, (i.e., fiber, etc.). 

• Mike Finochio said there is need to weed out the hype; jurisdictions could look at what 
CDOT and Denver are doing.  Denver is first learning how the technology is best applied. 

• Upcoming pilots:  
• Later this year -  RTD’s self-driving vehicle demonstration (EasyMile) going from 61st and 

Pena to a bus stop.  This is a collaboration with CDOT, Denver, Denver International 
Airport and Panasonic. 

• For next year - RTD is developing a mobility app with Uber and Masabi  
• Now - Denver is starting a micro transit pilot with Chariot between Cherry Creek and 

downtown. 
• Denver is focused on infrastructure of V2I (vehicle to infrastructure) and is also bench 

testing traffic signal technologies.   
• There is need for consistency of systems and standards that work for all (i.e., 5G or DSRC) 

 
  

https://www.codot.gov/projects/i-25-santa-fe-20th-street-pel
https://drcog.org/sites/default/files/resources/2017%20DRCOG%20Annual%20Traffic%20Congestion%20Report.pdf
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ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS 
Member Comment/Other Matters 

Jacob Riger noted there is a TAC Vice Chair vacancy and asked if the committee was comfortable 
electing a Vice Chair during the November TAC meeting.  Based on affirmative response from 
members present, he asked the committee to email him with suggestions for nominees.  An election 
for the replacement TAC Vice Chair (to serve out the current term ending December 2019) will be 
held at the next meeting on November 19.  

 
The meeting adjourned at 3:48 p.m. The next meeting is scheduled for November 19, 2018. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

To: Chair and Members of the Transportation Advisory Committee 
 
From: Todd Cottrell, Senior Transportation Planner  
 (303) 480-6737 or tcottrell@drcog.org 
 

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 
November 19, 2018 Action 4 

 
SUBJECT 

2020-2023 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Regional Share funding allocation. 
 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Regional Share TIP Project Review Panel recommends the proposed Regional Share 
2020-2023 TIP projects and waiting list to be included within the draft 2020-2023 TIP. 

 

ACTION BY OTHERS 
N/A 
 

SUMMARY 

Applications for the 2020-2023 TIP Regional Share call for projects were received by 
DRCOG from subregional forums, RTD, and CDOT on or before September 21.  Twenty 
projects totaling $109,286,510 were submitted for $31,955,000 (previously estimated at 
$32,500,000) in available DRCOG-allocated Regional Share funds.  These totals do not 
include the CDOT request for affirmation of DRCOG’s previous commitment of $25 million 
for the Central 70 project.   
 
After DRCOG staff evaluated and scored the submittals, the Regional Share TIP Project 
Review Panel met to review the scores and identify the top tier of projects totaling 
approximately twice the amount of available funds.  The panel consists of one technical 
staff representative from each of the eight subregions, one CDOT representative, one 
RTD representative, and three regional subject matter experts.   
 
The panel recommends funding eight projects.  The process the panel used involved 
selecting the two highest scoring studies and the top scoring preconstruction project; and 
fully fund the construction projects in score order (except Denver’s 16th Street Mall, which 
will receive partial funding) until the funds were exhausted.   
 
The waiting list projects were ranked by the Review Panel based on the following: 

• Fund the remaining balance of the 16th Street Mall  
• Fund Tier 1 projects first (Tier 1 projects are those that equal approximately 

200% of the funding level of the Regional Share) 
• Fund projects in score order 
• Ties in scores were handled by: 

o Funding project type in this order: studies, preconstruction, and construction 
projects 

o Highest score in regional significance 
 
Projects recommended for funding and the ranked order waiting list can be found on 
Attachment 1. 
  

mailto:tcottrell@drcog.org
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PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 
N/A 
 

PROPOSED MOTION 
Move to recommend to the Regional Transportation Committee Regional Share projects 
and ranked order waiting list to be included in the draft 2020-2023 TIP with Regional 
Share funds.  
 

ATTACHMENT 
1. 2020-2023 Regional Share project recommendation 
 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
If you need additional information, please contact Todd Cottrell, Senior Transportation 
Planner, Transportation Planning and Operations at 303-480-6737 or tcottrell@drcog.org. 

mailto:tcottrell@drcog.org


Tier Project Activity

Boulder Boulder County SH-119 BRT Enhancements 8,150,000$        2.5 1 Construction 8,150,000$      

1) Center busway in Longmont on Coffman St between 
1st and 9th, 2) transit bypass lanes on SH119 at SH52, 
and 3) Bus Access Transit (BAT) lanes in Boulder on 
28th St between Iris and Valmont.

Denver Denver 16th St Mall Rehabilitation 20,000,000$      2.5 1 Construction 9,071,916$      
Reconstruct with new granite paver system, install bulb-
outs, landscaping, realign transitway and sidewalks.

Jefferson Jefferson County Peaks to Plains Trail - SH-6 Tunnel 1 to Huntsman Gulch 4,000,000$        2.5 1 Construction 4,000,000$      

Build a 3-mile 10-foot ADA path along SH-6, including 
pedestrian bridges, parking lots, and creek access 
points.

Arapahoe Arapahoe County High Plains Trail/Cherry Creek Trail Connector 2,000,000$        2.4 1 Construction 2,000,000$      

New trail connecting existing High Plains and Cherry 
Creek Trails, including a grade separation over Parker 
Road. 

RTD RTD Mobility as a Service: Implementing an Open-Ticketing Platform 1,813,084$        2.4 1 Construction 1,813,084$      

1) Upgrade back-end administration of fare payment 
system to account-based, and 2) install new fare 
validators on all RTD revenue vehicles.

RTD RTD RTD Transportation Transformation Comprehensive Plan 1,420,000$        2.3 1 Study 1,420,000$      
Study will provide a vision for base transit system and 
maximize FasTracks investments.

Arapahoe Arapahoe County US-85 PEL Study 1,500,000$        2.2 1 Study 1,500,000$      
Planning and Environmental Linkages study on US-85, 
between C-470 and Alameda Ave/I-25

Broomfield Broomfield SH-7 Preliminary and Environmental Engineering 4,000,000$        2.2 1 Preconstruction 4,000,000$      

Develop preliminary and environmental engineering, and 
identify ROW and utility needs on SH-7 from Folsom St 
in Boulder to US-85 in Brighton.

31,955,000$    
Denver Denver 16th St Mall Rehabilitation (remaining unfunded balance) 10,928,084$     2.5 1 Construction 1
Denver Denver Broadway Station and I-25 Safety and Access Improvements 20,000,000$      2.3 1 Construction 2
Adams Commerce City I-270 Corridor EA and Vasquez Blvd Construction 6,000,000$        2.2 1 Construction 3
Jefferson Wheat Ridge Ward Rd and BNSF Grade Separation 1,000,000$        2.0 1 Preconstruction 4
Boulder Boulder County US-287 BRT Feasibility and Corridor Safety Study 250,000$           1.9 1 Study 5
Douglas Lone Tree I-25/Lincoln Interchange Traffic and Mobility Improvements 1,000,000$        1.9 1 Preconstruction 6
Arapahoe Englewood US-285 Congestion Management and Operations Study 900,000$           1.8 1 Study 7
Denver Denver I-25 Valley Highway Phase 2.0 (I-25 and Alameda) 15,000,000$      2.0 2 Construction 8
Jefferson Wheat Ridge Wadsworth Blvd Widening: 48th Ave to I-70 3,300,000$        2.0 2 Construction 9
Adams Commerce City US-85/120th Ave Interchange: Phase 1 8,819,426$        1.9 2 Preconstruction 10
Broomfield Broomfield US-36 Bikeway Realignment and Safety Improvements 1,234,000$        1.9 2 Construction 11
Adams Bennett I-70/SH79 Interchange Operational Improvements 750,000$           1.7 2 Construction 12

Total Requested 101,136,510$    
CDOT CDOT Central 70 (Part 2 of DRCOG's previous commitment) 25,000,000$      

TAC ‐ November 19, 2018

Waiting List 
Ranking

TIP Regional Share Funding Recommendation
$31,955,000 Available

Subregional 
Forum Project Sponsor Project Name

Regional Share 
Funding Request

Regional Share 
Funding Level Project Highlights

Total DRCOG 
Weighted Score 
H=3, M=2, L=1

ATTACHMENT 1
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ATTACHMENT C 
 

To: Chair and Members of the Transportation Advisory Committee 
 
From: Robert Spotts, Senior Transportation Planner  
 303 480-5626 or rspotts@drcog.org 
 

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 
November 19, 2018 Action 5 

 
SUBJECT 

The Regional Air Quality Council (RAQC) is requesting the add $125,000 of STP-Metro 
funds in FY2019 to meet an accelerated schedule for ozone modeling requirements in 
the Denver region, reducing their set-aside funding from FY2020 in the draft 2021-2023 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) by the same amount. 
 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 
DRCOG staff recommends approval of the proposed TIP amendment allowing the 
RAQC to begin critical ozone modeling operations. 

 

ACTION BY OTHERS 
N/A 
 

SUMMARY 

The RAQC is the lead air quality planning agency for the Denver Metro area and the lead air 
quality planning agency for ozone in the North Front Range area. The RAQC tracks the 
region’s ozone levels, evaluates and recommends emission control measures to the 
Colorado Air Quality Control Commission (AQCC), and implements a variety of strategies 
designed to increase public awareness of the causes and solutions for ozone pollution in 
close coordination with the Colorado Air Pollution Control Division (APCD). They are also 
responsible for developing the Denver Metro/North Front Range (DM/NFR) region’s air 
quality attainment plans.  Creating an ozone State Implementation Plan (SIP) incorporates 
developing emission inventories, evaluating and modeling emission control strategies, and 
adopting enforceable regulations and control measures.  A SIP must be approved by the 
AQCC and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), with review by the Colorado 
state legislature. 
 
Ground-level ozone is formed when emissions from everyday items and industrial sources 
combine and “cook” in the heat and sunlight. Common sources of ozone forming emissions 
include gasoline and diesel-powered vehicles and lawn equipment, local industry, power 
plants, oil and gas production, and household paints, stains, and solvents.  
 
At ground level, ozone is a health hazard, especially for the young and elderly and people 
with pre-existing respiratory conditions, such as asthma and Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary 
Disease(COPD). Those who are active and exercise outdoors may also experience breathing 
difficulties and eye irritation, and prolonged exposure may result in reduced resistance to 
lung infections and colds.  
 
In 2007, under the 1997 National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS), the 9-county 
DM/NFR region was designated as Marginal nonattainment for exceeding the ozone 

mailto:rspotts@drcog.org
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standard of 80 parts per billion (ppb). In 2008, the ozone standard was tightened to 75 
ppb by the EPA to be more protective of human health. In 2012, the DM/NFR region 
was designated as Marginal nonattainment under the newer standard, with the 1997 
standard eventually being revoked, and in 2016, the region was reclassified to a 
Moderate nonattainment area for failing to attain by the Clean Air Act mandated 
deadline.  At the conclusion of the 2018 ozone season, the DM/NFR region continued to 
fail to meet the ozone standard, which will likely result in a reclassification to a Serious 
nonattainment area in late 2019. 
 
Meanwhile, in 2015, the ozone standard was further tightened by the EPA from 75 ppb 
to 70 ppb and the region was designated as a Marginal nonattainment area in July 2018 
for the 2015 ozone standard. Due to a recent lawsuit, the newly established 2015 ozone 
standard does not revoke planning requirements associated with the 2008 standard. As 
a result, the RAQC and the Colorado APCD will be required to develop a Serious 
nonattainment area SIP for the 2008 standard at the same time as they begin modeling 
and planning for the 2015 standard. 
 
Because of the failure to attain the 2008 standard in 2018 and the recent court decision 
preventing the EPA from revoking the 2008 ozone standard, a Serious Area SIP needs 
to be completed by the end of 2019 for AQCC approval in 2020.  This will require 
developing new emissions inventories and Attainment Demonstration modeling for 
2020, which had not been anticipated in the existing budget. Funds have already been 
set aside for RAQC ozone modeling and strategy analysis in the draft 2020-2023 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Adding funds in FY2019 will initiate an 
administrative TIP amendment to add $125,000 of STP-Metro funds to TIP project 
2016-058 Ozone State Implementation Plan (SIP) Modeling Study and reduce the set 
aside funds in FY2020 in the draft 2020-2023 TIP by the same amount. DRCOG 
currently has funds available to carry out the advance due to remaining balances from 
project returns.  
 

The RAQC will present a summary of the 2018 ozone season and the regulatory 
requirements of being nonattainment for multiple ozone standards.  
 

PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 
N/A 
 

PROPOSED MOTION 
Move to recommend to the Regional Transportation Committee adding $125,000 of 
STP-Metro in FY2019 to TIP project 2016-058, reducing the total set-aside funds for air 
quality modeling in FY2020 in the draft 2020-2023 TIP by the same amount. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. RAQC presentation 
2. Link:  Regional Air Quality Council 
 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
If you need additional information, please contact Robert Spotts, Senior Transportation 
Planner, Transportation Planning and Operations at 303480-5626 or rspotts@drcog.org. 

http://raqc.org/
mailto:rspotts@drcog.org
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DRCOG – Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)   

November 19, 2018

Amanda Brimmer, E.I.T.

Technical Program Manager 

Ozone Planning Update
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8-Hour Ozone Trends and Federal Standards
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3-Year Design Values in the Denver Metro/North Front Range  

8-Hour Ozone Standard: Based on a three-year av erage of the annual forth-
highest daily 8-hour maximum ozone concentration. Current as of 9/4/18.
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2018 4th-Maximum 8-Hour Ozone Values
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Potential Paths for 2008 Ozone Standard (75 ppb)

2017 vs. 2018
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Ozone Planning Timeline – 75 Standard

2018 2019 2020

Strategy Evaluation and Implementation

6

Serious 

SIP Due**

179B 

Demo

Serious 

Att. YearSerious 

Bump-Up

&/or

Moderate 

Att. Year*

3-Year Average (Serious)

* Assumes EPA approval of 1-year extension ** Assumes EPA sets SIP deadline in reclassification rule 
as January of final attainment year (i.e. Jan. 2020)
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2015 Ozone NAAQS (70 ppb)

Effective Date: 
Aug. 3, 2018

52 Nonattainment 
Areas

41 Areas Classified 
as Marginal:  
Includes Denver 
Metro/North Front 
Range Area

All but 1 area with a 
higher classification 
are in California

Marginal Attainment 
Date: Aug. 2021
(2018-2020 data)
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70 Standard

75 Standard

2018 2019 2020

Moderate 

SIP Due

Moderate 

Att. Year

Marginal 

Att. Year

Strategy Evaluation and Implementation

Moderate 

Bump-Up

3-Year Average (Marginal) 3-Year Average (Moderate)

Base Year 

EI Due

8

Serious 

SIP Due**

179B 

Demo

Serious 

Att. Year

Serious 

Bump-Up

&/or

Moderate 

Att. Year*

3-Year Average (Serious)

2021 2022 2023

Ozone Planning Timeline –

* Assumes EPA approval of 1-year extension ** Assumes EPA sets SIP deadline in reclassification rule 
as January of final attainment year (i.e. Jan. 2020)
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Next Steps – Ozone Planning

Modeling and Emissions Inventory Development

 Base and future year emissions inventory development for 2015 

standard

 New base year modeling platform and future year modeling for 2015 

standard

 Potential Serious Area SIP development including 2020 Attainment 

Demonstration modeling on 2011 platform 

 “What if” photochemical modeling scenarios to evaluate strategies

 Analysis of impact of international emissions

Strategy Analyses

 Low Reid Vapor Pressure (RVP) gasoline fuels study

 Low Emission Vehicles (LEV)/Zero Emission Vehicles (ZEV) standards

 Commercial lawn and garden equipment

 Low-volatile organic compounds (VOC) architectural and industrial 

maintenance (AIM) coatings and consumer products

 Additional oil and gas and stationary source control options

9



11/19/2018

Funding Needs

10

DRCOG 

(FY16-19)

DRCOG

(FY20-23)

NFRMPO 

(FY22)

CDPHE 

(FY20-22)

RAQC

TOTAL

75 ppb Standard $28,000 $53,000 $0 $75,000 $19,000 $175,000 

70 ppb Standard $235,000 $162,000 $25,000 $68,000 $0 $490,000 

TOTALS $263,000 $215,000 $25,000 $143,000 $19,000 $665,000 

DRCOG 

(FY16-19)

DRCOG

(FY20-23)

NFRMPO 

(FY22)

CDPHE 

(FY20-22)

RAQC

TOTAL

Current Funding 

Available $263,000 $0 $0 $25,000 $19,000 $307,000 

Anticipated Funding $0 $215,000 $25,000 $118,000 $0 $358,000 

TOTALS $263,000 $215,000 $25,000 $143,000 $19,000 $665,000 

DRCOG 

(FY16-19)

DRCOG

(FY20-23)

NFRMPO 

(FY22)

CDPHE 

(FY20-22)

RAQC

TOTAL

75 ppb-by end of 2019 $28,000 $53,000 $0 $75,000 $19,000 $175,000

70 ppb-by end of 2019 $235,000 $72,000 $0 $0 $0 $307,000

Subtotal $263,000 $125,000 $0 $75,000 $19,000 $482,000

70 ppb-in 2020+ $0 $90,000 $25,000 $68,000 $0 $183,000

TOTALS $263,000 $215,000 $25,000 $143,000 $19,000 $665,000 

Requesting $125K advanced to 2019; FY20-23 funds reduced to $475K.



Amanda Brimmer

Techn i cal  Program  M anager  

abr immer@raqc.org

(303) 629-5450  x 240

Contact Information 
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ATTACHMENT D 

To: Chair and Members of the Transportation Advisory Committee 
 
From: Beth Doliboa, Transportation Planner 

 303-480-5647 or bdoliboa@drcog.org 
 

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 
November 19, 2018 Action 6 

 
SUBJECT 

Setting 2019 safety targets as part of the performance-based planning requirements of 
the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST Act).   
 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 
Staff recommends setting the proposed 2019 safety targets for the DRCOG Transportation 
Management Area.   
   

ACTION BY OTHERS 
N/A 
  

SUMMARY 
The FAST Act requires state DOTs and MPOs to annually set targets and report on 
progress towards achieving those targets for several topics in support of a performance-
based approach to transportation planning and programming. These topics include 
safety, infrastructure (pavement and bridge condition), system performance, and transit 
asset management. DRCOG has until February 2019 to set and report its 2019 safety 
targets to CDOT. The proposed 2019 targets are: 

Safety Measures 

2019 Targets 
(2015-2019 

Five Year Averages) 
• Number of fatalities 256 
• Rate of fatalities (per million VMT) 0.93 
• Number of serious injuries 1,935 
• Rate of serious injuries (per million VMT) 6.97 

• Number of combined non-motorized fatalities 
and serious injuries 344 

 
The proposed fatality-related safety targets are based on the “Metro Vision” 
methodology and serious injury-related targets are based on the “hold the line” 
methodology used to set the 2018 targets last year. At the November TAC meeting, 
staff will review the proposed 2019 safety targets and methodologies. As a reminder, 
FAST Act safety targets are prescribed by federal regulations to be short-term and 
pragmatic. Accordingly, staff will also provide an overview of DRCOG’s upcoming 
Vision Zero Action Plan.  
 

PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 
N/A 
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PROPOSED MOTION 
Move to recommend to the Regional Transportation Committee the proposed 2019 
safety targets for the DRCOG Transportation Management Area as required by the 
FAST Act.   
 

ATTACHMENT 
1. Staff presentation 

   

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
If you need additional information, please contact Beth Doliboa, Transportation Planner, 
at 303-480-5647 or bdoliboa@drcog.org.  

mailto:bdoliboa@drcog.org
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FAST Act 2018 Safety Target Progress 

and 

Recommended 2019 Safety Targets
Presented by:

Beth Doliboa

TAC-November 19, 2018
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FAST Act Performance 
Measures & Targets

Safety

Pavement 
Condition

Bridge Condition

Travel Time 
Reliability

Freight Reliability

Congestion 
(Delay & Non-

SOV Travel)
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2018 SAFETY TARGETS (2014-2018 Five Year Average) METHODOLOGY TARGET

1 DRCOG FATALITIES METRO VISION 242

2 DRCOG FATALITY RATE PER 100 MILLION VMT METRO VISION 0.90

3 DRCOG SERIOUS INJURIES HOLD THE LINE 1,948

4 DRCOG SERIOUS INJURY RATE PER 100 MILLION VMT HOLD THE LINE 7.20

5 NON-MOTORIZED FATALITIES AND SERIOUS INJURIES

METRO VISION (fatalities)
+

HOLD THE LINE
(serious injuries)

59 + 287
= 346

Click to edit Master title styleClick to edit Master title style
“METRO VISION”

SAFETY TARGET SETTING METHODOLOGY
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DRCOG 
TMA Fatalities

DRCOG TMA 
Fatalities   

5 Year
Moving  
Average

Year

DRCOG 
TMA Fatality 

Rate 

DRCOG TMA
Fatality Rate 

5 Year
Moving
Average

183 167 2014 0.73 0.71
229 180 2015 0.91 0.76
274 204 2016 1.01 0.82

267 224 2017 0.96 0.87
259 242 2018 0.91 0.90
252 256 2019
245 259 2020
238 252 2021
230 245 2022
223 238 2023
216 230 2024
208 223 2025
201 216 2026
194 208 2027
187 201 2028
179 194 2029
172 187 2030
165 179 2031
157 172 2032
150 165 2033
143 157 2034
135 150 2035
128 143 2036
121 135 2037
114 128 2038
106 121 2039
99 114 2040

2018 Fatality and Fatality Rate Target Setting Methodology Recap
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DRCOG 
TMA Fatalities

DRCOG TMA 
Fatalities   

5 Year
Moving  
Average

Year

DRCOG 
TMA Fatality 

Rate 

DRCOG TMA
Fatality Rate 

5 Year
Moving
Average

183 167 2014 0.73 0.71
229 180 2015 0.91 0.76
274 204 2016 1.01 0.82
267 224 2017 0.96 0.87
259 242 2018 0.91 0.90
252 256 2019
245 259 2020
238 252 2021
230 245 2022
223 238 2023
216 230 2024
208 223 2025
201 216 2026
194 208 2027
187 201 2028
179 194 2029
172 187 2030
165 179 2031
157 172 2032
150 165 2033
143 157 2034
135 150 2035
128 143 2036
121 135 2037
114 128 2038
106 121 2039
99 114 2040

DRCOG 
TMA Fatalities

DRCOG TMA 
Fatalities   

5 Year
Moving  
Average

Year

DRCOG 
TMA Fatality 

Rate 

DRCOG TMA
Fatality Rate 

5 Year
Moving
Average

183 167 2014 0.73 0.71
229 180 2015 0.91 0.76
274 204 2016 1.01 0.82
264 223 2017 0.95 0.87

Progress towards 2018 Fatality and Fatality Rate Targets

2018 Fatality and Fatality Rate Targets
Progress Towards 

2018 Fatality and Fatality Rate Targets
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“METRO VISION”
SAFETY TARGET SETTING METHODOLOGY
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DRCOG 
TMA Fatalities

DRCOG TMA 
Fatalities   

5 Year
Moving  
Average

Year

DRCOG 
TMA Fatality 

Rate 

DRCOG TMA
Fatality Rate 

5 Year
Moving
Average

229 180 2015 0.91 0.76
274 204 2016 1.01 0.82
264 223 2017 0.95 0.87

259 242 2018 0.91 0.90
252 256 2019 0.85 0.93
245 259 2020
238 252 2021
230 245 2022
223 238 2023
216 230 2024
208 223 2025
201 216 2026
194 208 2027
187 201 2028
179 194 2029
172 187 2030
165 179 2031
157 172 2032
150 165 2033
143 157 2034
135 150 2035
128 143 2036
121 135 2037
114 128 2038
106 121 2039
99 114 2040

Recommended 2019 Fatality and Fatality Rate Target

Year
DRCOG 

TMA Fatalities

2014 183

2015 229

2016 274

2017 264

2018 259

Year
DRCOG 

TMA Fatalities

2015 229

2016 274

2017 264

2018 259

2019 252

Why 5 Year Moving Average is Increasing
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3. SERIOUS INJURIES -
5 Year Moving Average

Actual Annual 
Serious Injuries

Hold the Line
Methodology 

1789 1859 1945 2009 1934 1933 1932 1931

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Annual Serious Injuries

1817.0 1799.0 1814.4 1858.0 1907.2 1936.0 1950.6 1947.8

0.0

500.0

1000.0

1500.0

2000.0

2500.0

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Serious Injuries 5 Year Average

Year

DRCOG
TMA 

Serious 
Injuries

DRCOG 
TMA SI 
5 Year 

Moving
Average

DRCOG 
TMA 

Serious 
Injury Rate

DRCOG 
TMA

SI Rate 
5 Year 

Moving 
Average 

2011 1789 1817 7.53 7.55

2012 1859 1799 7.73 7.49

2013 1945 1814 7.92 7.52

2014 2009 1858 7.99 7.63

2015 1934 1907 7.39 7.71

2016 1933 1936 7.14 7.63

2017 1932 1951 6.94 7.48

2018 1931 1948 6.75 7.20

Click to edit Master title styleClick to edit Master title style
Progress Towards 2018 Serious Injury and Serious Injury Rate Targets

and 
Recommended 2019 Serious Injury and Serious Injury Rate Targets

Year

DRCOG 
Serious 
Injuries

DRCOG SI 
5 Year 

Moving
Average

DRCOG 
Serious 

Injury Rate

DRCOG SI 
Rate 

5 Year 
Moving 
Average 

2011 1789 1817 7.53 7.55

2012 1859 1799 7.73 7.49

2013 1945 1814 7.92 7.52

2014 2009 1858 7.99 7.63

2015 1934 1907 7.39 7.71

2016 1933 1936 7.14 7.63

2017 1932 1951 6.94 7.48

2018 1931 1948 6.75 7.20

Year

DRCOG 
Serious 
Injuries

DRCOG SI 
5 Year 

Moving
Average

DRCOG 
Serious 
Injury 
Rate

DRCOG SI 
Rate 

5 Year 
Moving 
Average 

2011 1789 1817 7.53 7.55

2012 1859 1799 7.73 7.49

2013 1945 1814 7.92 7.52

2014 2009 1858 7.99 7.63

2015 1934 1907 7.39 7.71

2016 1948 1939 7.20 7.65

2017 1932 1954 6.97 7.50

2018 1931 1951 6.75 7.26

Year

DRCOG 
Serious 
Injuries

DRCOG SI 
5 Year 

Moving
Average

DRCOG 
Serious 
Injury 
Rate

DRCOG SI 
Rate 

5 Year 
Moving 
Average 

2011 1789 1817 7.53 7.55

2012 1859 1799 7.73 7.49

2013 1945 1814 7.92 7.52

2014 2009 1858 7.99 7.63

2015 1934 1907 7.39 7.71

2016 1948 1939 7.20 7.65

2017 1932 1954 6.97 7.50

2018 1931 1951 6.75 7.26

2019 1930 1935 6.54 6.97

2018 Serious Injury and Serious Injury Rate Targets
Progress Towards 

2018 Serious Injury and Serious Injury Rate Targets
Staff Recommended 

2019 Serious Injury and Serious Injury Rate Targets

+15 +3 +0.06 +0.03
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FOR NON-MOTORIZED FATALITIES 
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DRCOG Bike/Ped
TMA Fatalities

DRCOG Bike/Ped
TMA

Fatalities 
5 Year

Moving Average
Year

49 42 2014

51 47 2015

67 53 2016

65 54 2017

63 59 2018

62 62 2019

60 63 2020

58 62 2021

56 60 2022

55 58 2023

53 56 2024

51 55 2025

49 53 2026

48 51 2027

46 49 2028

44 48 2029

42 46 2030

40 44 2031

39 42 2032

37 40 2033

35 39 2034

33 37 2035

32 35 2036

30 33 2037

28 32 2038

26 30 2039

24 28 2040

235 264
319 323

279 278 277 276

0

200

400

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Annual Nonmotorized Serious Injuries

154.6 179.4
218.6

256.4
284 292.6 295.2 286.6

0

200

400

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Nonmotorized Serious Injury  5 Year Moving Average

Actual Annual 
Nonmotorized 
Serious Injuries 

Hold the Line
Methodology 

59 + 287 = 346

2018 Target Non-Motorized Fatality and Serious Injury Target Setting Methodology Recap

HOLD THE LINE METHODOLOGY 
FOR NON-MOTORIZED SERIOUS INJURIES 

Click to edit Master title styleClick to edit Master title style

Year

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Fatalities

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Fatalities

5 Year 
Moving Average

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Serious Injuries

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Serious Injury 

5 Year 
Moving Average

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Fatalities and 

Serious Injuries 5 
Year 

Moving Average

2011 38 38.4 235 154.6 193

2012 56 40.0 264 179.4 219

2013 40 39.2 319 218.6 258

2014 49 42.0 323 256.4 298

2015 51 46.8 279 284.0 331

2016 67 52.6 278 292.6 345

2017 65 54.4 277 295.2 350

2018 63 59.0 276 286.6 346

Progress Towards 2018 Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries Targets and
Recommended 2019 Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries Targets

2018 Non-Motorized Fatality and Serious Injury Targets Progress Towards 2018 Non-Motorized Fatality and Serious Injury Targets

Year

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Fatalities

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Fatalities

5 Year 
Moving Average

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Serious Injuries

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Serious Injury 

5 Year 
Moving Average

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Fatalities and 

Serious Injuries 
5 Year 

Moving Average

2011 38 38.4 235 154.6 193

2012 56 40.0 264 179.4 219

2013 40 39.2 319 218.6 258

2014 49 42.0 323 256.4 298

2015 51 46.8 279 284.0 331

2016 67 52.6 303 297.6 350

2017 65 54.4 277 300.2 355

2018 63 59.0 276 291.6 351

2019 62 62.0 275 282.0 344

Year

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Fatalities

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Fatalities

5 Year 
Moving Average

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Serious Injuries

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Serious Injury 

5 Year 
Moving Average

DRCOG 
Non-motorized 

Bike/Ped 
Fatalities and 

Serious Injuries 5 
Year 

Moving Average

2011 38 38.4 235 154.6 193

2012 56 40.0 264 179.4 219

2013 40 39.2 319 218.6 258

2014 49 42.0 323 256.4 298

2015 51 46.8 279 284.0 331

2016 67 52.6 303 297.6 350

2017 57 52.8 277 300.2 353.0

2018 63 57.4 276 291.6 349.0

Recommended 2019 Non-Motorized Fatality and Serious Injury Target
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SAFETY TARGETS (Five Year Averages)

2018 TARGETS
2014-2018 

Five Year Averages

2019 TARGETS
2015-2019 

Five Year Averages

1 DRCOG FATALITIES 242 256

2 DRCOG FATALITY RATE PER 100 MILLION VMT 0.90 0.93

3 DRCOG SERIOUS INJURIES 1,948 1,935

4 DRCOG SERIOUS INJURY RATE PER 100 MILLION VMT 7.20 6.97

5 NON-MOTORIZED FATALITIES AND SERIOUS INJURIES 346 344

Click to edit Master title styleClick to edit Master title styleDRCOG Vision Zero Action Plan

• RFP to be released this month
• Project kick-off early 2019

• Project Purpose
➢ Reduce fatalities and serious injuries in the Denver Region
➢ Support DRCOG’s various safety performance measures and targets
➢ Increase awareness of Vision Zero to influence safer behaviors on roadways
➢ Provide policies, standards, and strategies to encourage safety in planning and 

design of the regional transportation system
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QUESTIONS? 
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ATTACHMENT E 

To: Chair and Members of the Transportation Advisory Committee  
 

From: Matthew Helfant, Senior Transportation Planner  
 303-480-6731 or mhelfant@drcog.org 
 

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 

November 19, 2018 Action 7 

 

SUBJECT 

Proposed Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act-required targets for 
Transit Asset Management (TAM).  
 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 

Staff recommends approval of the TAM targets shown below.  
   

ACTION BY OTHERS 

N/A 
  

SUMMARY 

The FAST Act requires state DOTs and MPOs to set targets and report on progress 
towards achieving those targets for several topics in support of a performance-based 
approach to transportation planning and programming. These topics include safety, 
infrastructure (pavement and bridge condition), system performance, and transit asset 
management (TAM). 
 
For the purposes of TAM, RTD is federally required to set its own targets. Seven 
smaller transit agencies in the DRCOG region elected to participate in a statewide 
group TAM plan sponsored by CDOT. The statewide plan sets one statewide set of 
targets for the 53 participating agencies based on the averages of all their targets. 
 
DRCOG has the option to support the TAM targets set by the transit agencies operating 
in the DRCOG region or to set its own targets. In coordination with FTA, staff believes it 
is appropriate to support RTD’s targets while acknowledging (but not adopting) the 
statewide targets for the smaller agencies that participate in CDOT’s group plan. The 
transit assets for the smaller agencies are important but quantitatively very minor 
compared with RTD’s transit assets. Similarly, the statewide group plan targets are not 
meaningful to the DRCOG region.  
 
RTD’s 2019 performance targets for all measures are shown in the tables below in the 
column on the far right: 
 
  

mailto:mhelfant@drcog.org
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Percentage of Nonrevenue, Support-Service & Maintenance Vehicles that have either met or 
exceeded their Useful Life Benchmark (ULB).1 

Vehicle Class U LB (Years) # of Assets 

(12/12/2018) 
Target % at or exceeding 

U LB 
Automobile 8 82 15.9% 

Truck & Other Rubber Tire 14 280 6.6% 
Steel Wheel Vehicles 25 3 0.0% 

 
Percentage of Rolling Stock that have met or exceeded their Useful Life Benchmark (ULB).  

Vehicle Class ULB (Years) # of Assets 

(12/12/2018) 
Target % at or exceeding 

ULB 
Articulated Bus - AB 14 116 0.0% 

Over-the-Road Bus - BR 14 170 5.3% 
Bus - BU 14 770 14.8% 

Cutaway - CU 10 405 2.5% 
Light Rail Vehicle -LR 31 172 0.0% 
Commuter Rail Self- 

Propelled Passenger car -RS 39 66 0.0% 

 
Percentage of Fixed Guideway Directional Route Miles with Performance Restrictions 
Mode of Guide Way Total Track Mile (12/12/2018) Target % with performance 

Restrictions 
Light Rail 106.7 1.7% 

Commuter Rail 71.91 0.8% 

 
Percentage of Facilities with a Condition Rating of Less than 3.0 on the TERM Scale 1(poor) to 5 

2(excellent) 
Types of Facility Number of facilities 

(12/12/2018) 
Target % with condition rating 

below 3.0 
Stations & Parking 198 5.6% 

Maintenance & Administration 12 0.0% 

 
At the November 19th TAC meeting, RTD staff will give an overview of their TAM Plan 
and target setting process. 
 

PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 

N/A 
 

PROPOSED MOTION 

Move to recommend to the Regional Transportation Committee the proposed targets for 
Transit Asset Management as part of the performance-based planning requirements of the 
Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST Act).   
 
 

                                            
 
1 ULB is defined as the expected lifecycle of a capital asset for a particular transit provider’s operating 
environment, or the acceptable period of use in the service for a particular transit provider’s operating 
environment. 
2 TERM scale means the five-category rating system used in the Federal Transit Administration's Transit 
Economic Requirements Model (TERM) to describe the condition of an asset: 5.0 - Excellent, 4.0 - Good; 
3.0 - Adequate, 2.0 - Marginal, and 1.0 - Poor. 
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ATTACHMENTS 

1. RTD presentation 
2. RTD 2018 Transit Asset Management Plan  
3. RTD 2019 Transit Asset Management Targets 

   

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

If you need additional information, please contact Matthew Helfant, Senior Transportation 
Planner at 303-480-6731 or mhelfant@drcog.org or Louis Cripps, RTD Asset 
Management Senior Manager at 303-299-2202 or Lou.Cripps@rtd-denver.com  

mailto:mhelfant@drcog.org
mailto:Lou.Cripps@rtd-denver.com
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DRCOG / FTA Region 8: 
RTD TAMP Summary 

TAC Meeting - November 19, 2018

Presentation Goals

• Asset Management – what are
• AM / TAM / SGR 

• Background 
• FTA MAP21 / FAST Act and TAM Final Rule Making

• TAM Requirements 

• TAMP (Transit Asset Management Plan)
• Assets deliver our agency objective 

ATTACHMENT 1
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Section 1 - Fundamentals
Managing Assets vs. Asset Management

4

…but then what?
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Asset Management involves the balancing of costs, 
opportunities and risks against the desired 

performance of assets, to achieve the organizational 
objectives.  

Source: ISO 55000
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Managing Assets

Systematic Approach: Asset Management
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Section 2 – MAP21 / FAST Act
Compliance 
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FTA Themes

Prescriptive

TAM Plan Requirements

✓ Asset Inventory

✓ Condition Assessments

✓ Decision Support Tools

✓ Investment Prioritization

✓ TAM & SGR Policy

✓ Implementation Strategy

✓ List of Key Annual Activities

✓ Identification of Resources

✓ Evaluation Plan

Accountable

✓Accountable Executive

✓Deadlines

✓Grant Eligibility

MAP 21:  FTA requirements 9 TAMP elements
No. TAMP Element Description

1 Asset inventory
All capital assets owned by agency, including equipment (construction, maintenance, service vehicles), rolling stock 
(rail cars, buses, ferries), infrastructure (fixed guideway, signal systems, structures, power), facilities (support, 
passenger, parking)

2 Condition assessment
A rating of the inventoried assets with direct capital responsibility (age, condition, percentage of residual life, 
vulnerability to natural/climate hazards etc).  At the individual or asset class level.

3
Decision-making approach / support 
tools

List analytical processes used to make investment prioritization, does not have to be software tool

4 Investment prioritization
A financially constrained ranked listing of proposed projects ordered by year of planned implementation, prioritized 
based on local policy, needs, safety risks, etc

5 TAM and SGR Policy The agency’s vision for TAM, SMART objectives, roles and responsibilities

6 Implementation strategy Operational level process for implementing TAM Plan

7 Roadmap activities Description of actions needed to implement TAM Plan for each year of the plan’s horizon

8 Needed resources Staffing, technology, funding, etc

9
Evaluation plan for continuous 
improvement 

How TAM activities will be monitored, evaluated, and updated to ensure the continuous improvement of TAM 
practices

* Source: https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/TAMFinalRule_Presentation.pdf

ATTACHMENT 1
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Condition Assessment

Today in Context – Compliant

20172016

100%

Asset InventoryFinal Rule

Targets (Optional)

2018 2019 2020

50%25%

Initial
TAM Plan

Narrative 
Report

2021

75%

TargetsTargets Targets Targets

Updated 
TAM Plan

Targets

Narrative 
Report

Narrative 
Report

2022

Narrative 
Report

Shifting Perspective

• “MAP-21 fundamentally shifted the focus of Federal investment 
in transit to emphasize the need to maintain, rehabilitate, and 
replace existing transit investments.” 

• “Deciding how to best balance and prioritize reasonably 
anticipated funds (revenues from all sources) towards 
improving asset condition and achieving a sufficient level of 
asset performance within those means”

ATTACHMENT 1
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Shifting Focus

Backlog

Renewal
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Constraints

“In these financially constrained times, transit agencies will need 
to be more strategic in the use of all available funds.” FTA 49 CRF Parts 
625 and 630 

“…the SGR grants alone will not be enough to address the 
backlog.” FTA 49 CRF Parts 625 and 630 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2016-07-26/pdf/2016-16883.pdf

ATTACHMENT 1
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Priorities & Options

“…set meaningful transit SGR performance targets and to achieve 

those targets is critically dependent upon the ability of all parties 

to work together to prioritize the funding of SGR projects from 

existing funding sources.” FTA 49 CRF Parts 625 and 630 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2016-07-26/pdf/2016-16883.pdf

Strategically Manage 

Budgeted 
Projects

Enhancement

Backlog 
&

Renewal

ComplianceShortfall

ATTACHMENT 1
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Alignment to Purpose

Moving 
People

Section 3 – TAMP
Compliance 
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RTD TAMP Structure

We are Compliant

• Accountable Executive certified 
TAM compliance.

• Compliance during a 
comprehensive oversight review 
(Triennial or State Management) 

• FTA holding RTD up as an 
example. 

24
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Regional Transportation District

1660 Blake Street, BLK-40 | Denver, CO 80202

Lou.Cripps@RTD-Denver.com
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Transit Asset
Management
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Contact information
Regional Transport District
1660 Blake Street 
Denver 
Colorado 
80202

T: 303 299 2202
www.rtd-denver.com
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Executive Summary
In 2016, the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) mandated ‘Transit Asset Management 
Plans’ for all federally-funded transit agencies 
in the United States by October 2018. The 
FTA is concerned about the sustainability of 
transit assets when the backlog of renewals is 
estimated at $90 billion nationwide. The Federal 
Government’s Moving Ahead for Progress in 
the 21st Century (MAP-21) said the time had 
come to change focus from construction to 
longer term stewardship (U.S. Department of 
Transportation, 2013).

This Regional Transportation District (RTD) 
Transit Asset Management Plan is a formal 
report that meets the FTA TAM requirements 
under MAP-21. 

A Transit Asset Management Plan is the 
cornerstone of asset stewardship. It is the 
public case for investment in the assets, 
to justify the use of tax dollars and fares to 
meet community requirements. It aims to 
demonstrate the best use of funding to 
deliver services now and into the future. 

Accordingly, this document summarizes:

• The principles RTD uses to make asset
decisions aligned to Agency priorities

• What assets RTD owns

• The current state of those assets

• How we make asset investment decisions

• The proposed capital investment plan for
the period 2018-23

• Actions to further improve asset
management decision making

• How this plan will be evaluated for
continuous improvement

RTD, like all transit agencies, is highly asset-
intensive: nearly 90% of its value lies in the 
physical assets it owns. In the past fifteen 
years, RTD has spent $5.1 billion on expansion, 
including new rail and bus rapid transit lines.

When MAP-21 was passed in 2012, RTD 
appointed dedicated staff to focus on asset 
management and began to review both its 
asset inventory data (the details of what assets 
RTD owns and manages) and the condition 
of these assets, using the principle of State 
of Good Repair (SGR). Both of these are now 
requirements from the FTA.

RTD then made the decision to move beyond 
FTA minimum requirements and commit to 
implementing established international good 
practice in the form of ISO 55000 certification. 
This is focused on better decision-making 
across the asset portfolio towards 
optimization. By 2017, RTD had put in place 
the first steps towards an integrated process 
to prioritize all capital investment by agency 
objectives. This has further been refined 
to categorize all investment proposals by 
Compliance, Renewal or Expansion, and 
generally fund them in that order to ensure 
good stewardship. This ensures investment to 
maintain existing assets is sustained before 
funding new asset or non-asset projects.

This process forms the basis for this TAM Plan, 
along with RTD’s commitment to continue to 
develop its asset management practices. 

RTD is actively involved in transit asset 
management thought-leadership, through 
APTA and TRB. RTD examples were used by 
the FTA in its Facility Condition Assessment 
(U.S. Department of Transportation, 2017). RTD 
believes that a shift in culture is needed towards 
improved stewardship of assets using better 
information and decision tools.

RTD’s long term strategy is to make consistently 
good decisions across RTD’s asset portfolio 
and asset systems to deliver customer needs in 
a financially sustainable and safe way, using the 
ISO 55000 framework. This effort has led to a 
proposed new end-to-end process for planning 
and budgeting that will be reflected in the 2019 
TAM PLAN update, as well as the target to 
achieve ISO 55000 certification by the end of 
2020.
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The asset management system in RTD is 
being developed in close co-ordination with 
the safety management system, and both 
informed by a developing corporate risk 
framework to understand and management 
risks to agency objectives. The aim is to move 
towards international good practice risk-based 
prioritization.

RTD exists to move people effectively and 
efficiently, and the focus here is to ensure 
effective stewardship of the assets that deliver 
this purpose. The cities RTD serves should 
know what investments are made and how they 
are prioritized to make the best use of limited 
resources. This is done through transparency in 
decision processes to sustain the condition and 
performance of the assets.

1. INVENTORY

Revenue vehicles 770 – Transit Buses 

116 – Articulated Bus 

170 – Intercity Bus 

349 – Cutaway Bus 

172 – Light Rail Vehicles 

66 – Commuter Rail Vehicles 

CHECK

Infrastructure 39 – Grade Crossings 

141 – Catenary Wire Segments 

73 – Track Segments 

298 – Signal Segments

214 – Relay Cases 

240 – Switches 

61 – Substations

64 – Light Rail Vehicle Bridges 

CHECK

Facilities 7 – Maintenance Facilities

3 – Administrative Facilities

384 – Public Facilities assets

85 – Conveyances 
CHECK

Equipment 82 – Sedans 

4 – Steel Wheeled

281 – Truck & Other Rubber Tire 
Vehicles CHECK

2. CONDITION ASSESSMENT

Revenue vehicles Age-Based Analysis CHECK

Infrastructure Guideway Under Performance Restriction CHECK

Facilities Physical Condition Assessment CHECK

Equipment Age-Based Analysis CHECK

3. DECISION SUPPORT TOOLS

What tools and 
processes do we use 
to prioritize funding 
around those assets 
described in our 
inventory?

On an annual basis, RTD executes a process which prepares and 
updates a six-year Mid Term Financial Plan including projected capital 
construction and improvements, service levels and operating costs, and 
revenues to fund the capital and operating programs. Part of process 
includes prioritizing the projects into three funding categories: Compliance, 
Renewal, and Enhancement.

CHECK

4. PRIORITIZED LIST OF INVESTMENTS

What is the result 
or output of those 
decision support tools 
and processes?

The output of the annual Mid Term Financial Plan process is two primary 
lists of projects; Capital Projects & Capital Maintenance Projects. Each of 
lists is subdivided into three funding categories: Compliance, Renewal, and 
Enhancement.

CHECK
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5. TAM AND SGR POLICY

What are the guiding 
principles for asset 
management efforts at 
our agency?

RTD originally adopted an Asset Management Policy in June 2014 and 
most recently updated November 2017. 

The intent of the policy is to improve how RTD manages assets from now 
on - it is therefore forward-looking in nature, and represents our vision 
and shared commitment for good Asset Management at RTD. The Asset 
Management system applies to the entire organization and directs the 
short, medium, and long-term plans for assets to achieve our agency 
purpose of moving people.

CHECK

6. IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

How are we going to 
execute the TAM plan 
at our agency?

RTD has chosen ISO 55000 as the framework to build its Asset 
Management system. As part of that choice, RTD underwent a gap 
assessment to determine the necessary tasks needed to achieve ISO 
55000 certification. 

CHECK

7. LIST OF KEY ANNUAL ACTIVITIES

What activities do we 
perform to maintain 
our TAM system?

RTD identifies two types of asset management activities: those ongoing 
asset management activities that RTD performs as part of ‘business as 
usual’, and those activities specific to achieving ISO 55000 certification.   
TAM activities are the subset of these targeting the specific TAM elements.

CHECK

8. IDENTIFICATION OF RESOURCES

What resources do we 
need to execute TAM 
plan activities at our 
agency?

Resources from across the agency are involved in RTD’s Asset 
Management activities, including the CEO/GM, the Senior Leadership 
Team, the Asset Management Division (AMD), Bus Operations, 
Rail operations, Capital Programs, Finance and Administration, 
Communications, Planning, and General Counsel.

The AMD acts as the experts that serve as an enabling function to the 
agency.  From the passage of MAP-21 in 2012 through 2016 when the final 
rule came out, the AMD added additional staff in two key areas: physical 
asset and business analysts, and data sciences.

CHECK

9. EVALUATION PLAN

What is the agency 
doing to ensure that 
the TAM plan delivers 
the intended results?

There are two primary areas of the Evaluation Plan; the TAM Plan itself and 
ISO 55000.

The current TAM Plan provides the baseline for evaluating future TAM 
Plans produced by the Agency.  RTD intends to regularly review its asset 
management maturity, setting maturity targets in its Strategic Asset 
Management Plan.

RTD intends to evaluate the degree to which it is meeting the requirements 
for ISO 55000, and therefore its readiness for an ISO 55001 certification 
audit, through the following measures:

ISO spot checks 

ISO health check 

ISO mock audit 

ISO audit 

ISO surveillance audits 

CHECK

ATTACHMENT 2



Regional Transportation District8 Safely connecting
your city

1 Introduction

1.1 Background
On June 29, 2012, Congress passed MAP-21. In accordance with section 20019 of this law, the 
Federal Transit Administration established standards that transit providers shall follow. The final rule 
was published on July 26, 2016 in the Federal Register with an effective date of October 1, 2016 (U.S. 
Department of Transportation, 2016). RTD is a Tier 1 Agency, so all the requirements apply.

The FTA requirements for a Transit Asset Management Plan are as follow:

Tier Element Brief Description

Tier I 
and II

1. An inventory
of assets

A register of capital assets and information about those assets.

2. A condition
assessment of
inventoried assets

A rating of the assets’ physical state; to be completed for assets an 
agency has direct capital responsibility for; should be at a level of 
detail sufficient to monitor and predict performance of inventoried 
assets

3. Description of a
decision support tool

An analytic process or tool that (1) assists in capital asset investment 
prioritization and/or (2) estimates capital needs over time (does not 
necessarily mean software)

4. A prioritized list
of investments

A prioritized list of projects or programs to manage or improve the 
SGR of capital assets

Tier I 
only

5. TAM and
SGR policy

A TAM policy is the executive-level direction regarding expectations 
for transit asset management; a TAM strategy consists of the actions 
that support the implementation of the TAM policy

6. Implementation
strategy

The operational actions that a transit provider decides to conduct, in 
order to achieve its TAM goals and policies

7. List of key annual
activities

The actions needed to implement a TAM plan for each year of the 
plan’s horizon

8. Identification of
resources

A summary or list of the resources, including personnel, that a 
provider needs to develop and carry out the TAM plan

9. Evaluation
plan

An outline of how a provider will monitor, update, and evaluate, as 
needed, its TAM plan and related business practices, to ensure the 
continuous improvement

Table 1: TAM Elements required by Tier
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1.2 Intended Audience
This document captures RTD’s commitment to its planning partners: the Federal Transit 
Administration, DRCOG, and CDOT. 

It is also a commitment to staff at RTD to continue to improve. The annual update cycle of this 
document will serve to keep functional teams across the Agency informed about the state of RTD’s 
assets and its integrated plan, as well as its ongoing strategy towards good asset management. 

Members of the public can also reference this document to understand how RTD is using its funding 
to maintain and optimize the transit system built to serve them. 

1.3 Document Purpose 
The RTD Transit Asset Management Plan is a report that meets the FTA TAM requirements under 
MAP-21. It is targeted to meet RTD’s strategic objectives, and highlights the principles in which RTD 
will manage its assets to deliver its purpose of moving people. 

It describes RTD’s asset management practices, and sets out a clear plan for enhancing these 
practices over the plan horizon. 

It represents our commitment to follow best asset management practices. 

1.4 Document Structure
This TAM Plan has been structured to comply with the FTA TAM requirements outlined in Table 1 
above.

Section 1 introduces the document and RTD’s Asset Management Policy. The latter is an 
overarching policy on RTD’s approach to managing all assets, and to improving its asset 
management capabilities. [FTA TAM requirement 5]

Section 2 summarizes RTD’s asset base, its condition and backlog [FTA TAM requirements 1 and 2]

Section 3 describes RTD’s current capital investment decision-making process and criteria. [FTA 
TAM requirement 3]

Section 4 provides the current approved capital projects for 2018-2023 that arise from that decision 
process. [FTA TAM requirement 4]

Section 5 describes RTD’s approach to improving its asset management capabilities, including its 
overall strategy, the annual asset management activities and the resources needed to support those 
activities. [FTA TAM requirements 6, 7, 8]

Section 6 describes RTD’s approach to evaluating its TAM Plan and approach to Asset Management 
[FTA TAM requirement 9]
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Figure 1 below summarizes the document structure .

Figure 1: RTD TAM Plan structure

Figure 2: Assets in scope for this TAM PLAN

Key definitions are 
included in the 

glossary in 
the Appendix.

1.5 Scope
This TAM Plan covers the time 
period 2018-23, and will be 
updated annually. The assets 
in scope for this version are 
detailed below.
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1.6 Alignment
Organizational alignment is a core principle of good practice asset management.

This TAM Plan aligns with:

• FTA TAM requirements – the content of the TAM Plan complies with the nine FTA TAM required
elements

• RTD Mid Term Financial Plan – the list of prioritized projects come from the approved Mid Term
Financial Plan for the period 2018-23, as part of RTD’s Strategic Business Planning (SBP) process
(Regional Transportation District, 2018)

• RTD ISO 55000 roadmap – the annual activities described in this TAM Plan are contained in
RTD’s ISO 55000 roadmap (AMCL, 2017)

• RTD Asset Information – the inventory and condition information held in this TAM Plan are
drawn from the RTD Asset Management Annual Report 2017 (Regional Transportation District,
2017).

Future generations of this TAM Plan will directly align with RTD’s Asset Management Policy, and 
the Strategic Asset Management Plan being developed through RTD’s ISO 55000 certification 
initiative.

Figure 3: RTD TAM Plan Alignment

RTD TAMP

FTA TAM

RTD Asset
Information

RTD ISO55k
Roadmap

RTD Mid-Term
Financial Plan
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1.7 Asset Management Policy
A TAM policy is a documented commitment to achieving and maintaining a state of good repair for all 
capital assets. The FTA has defined state of good repair as “The condition in which a capital asset is 
able to operate at a full level of performance.” (U.S. Department of Transportation, 2016). 

RTD’s Asset Management Policy was adopted on November 21st, 2017. The policy describes a 
forward-looking commitment to good asset management practice, intended to optimize investment 
across the entire asset portfolio to maximize its value. Value means delivering on the Agency 
objectives, two of which are safety and reliability. Asset management performed according to this 
policy will result in assets that are in a state of good repair. 
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2 RTD and 
its Assets

The Regional Transportation District (RTD provides transportation services to 2.8 million people 
located within its 2,400 square mile service area, including bus, rail, shuttles, ADA paratransit 
services, demand responsive services like Call-n-Ride, and special event services. Using these 
assets, RTD delivers 43 million service miles, across 142 routes, including 88 local bus, 8 light rail 
and 2 commuter rail routes.

2.1 The RTD Story

In November 2004, region voters approved the FasTracks transit tax for region-wide expansion of 
transit service. The 0.04% sales tax provides funds to build RTD’s FasTracks program, 122 miles of 
new commuter rail and light rail, 18 miles of bus rapid transit, and bus stations. The program consists 
of six new rapid transit corridors and three existing corridor extensions, and expands and enhances 
service for easy, convenient bus/rail connections across the eight-county district. Additional 
commuter rail services west of the downtown Denver area will be provided in the future with 11.2 
miles of rail line from Union Station to Arvada and Wheat Ridge on the G Line. 

RTD was created in 1969 by the 47th session of the Colorado General Assembly. 
Efforts in these early years focused on regional transportation planning. In 1973 
voters approved a 0.5% sales tax initiative to finance a $1.56 billion multi-modal 
transit system. At this time, RTD acquired privately owned bus companies, 
improved service frequencies, and expanded routes in numerous counties 
throughout the metro area. By 1976, ridership grew to 35 million rides annually.

RTD celebrated its first light rail opening in October 1994. The 5.3-mile D Line 
attracted hundreds of thousands of riders when it began operations with just 
eleven light rail vehicles. April 2016 marked another milestone in Denver transit 
history with the opening of the metro area’s first high-speed commuter rail line 
- the University of Colorado A Line. Now, ten rail lines service 53 stations along 
the Denver’s North, East, Southeast, Southwest, and West rail corridors.

BUS

RAIL
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Figure 4: RTD District Map

2.2 RTD Service Area
The RTD service area comprises eight counties including all of Boulder, Broomfield, Denver and 
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At the turn of the Millennium RTD had approximately 77 Million passenger trips (NTD Unlinked 
Passenger Trips, 2000), and RTD is on course to have approximately 100 Million passenger trips in 
2018, a 29% increase in boardings. Over the same period, per the Colorado State Demographer’s 
Office, the Denver Boulder region has increased from approximately 2.4 Million residents to 
approximately 3.2 Million residents, a 31% increase. 

2.3 RTD Assets
RTD is an asset-intensive organization: roughly eighty-eight % of its value is in physical assets. In 
the past fourteen years, RTD has spent over $4.7 billion on expansion, including new rail and bus 
rapid transit lines. This section provides further details on RTD’s asset inventory and condition.

As assets are operated, their condition degrades over time and their risk of failure increases. Failures 
can manifest themselves in a variety of ways, including those having an impact on safety. Asset 
condition is therefore a leading indicator for safety risks, and so understanding asset condition today, 
and how quickly it might degrade in the future, is an important aspect of good asset, safety and risk 
management. Organizations that know their assets’ deterioration rates can also make more informed 
decisions on renewal frequencies and their approach to preventive maintenance.

For the purposes of this TAMP, RTD has categorized its assets in accordance with FTA guidelines: 
revenue vehicles, equipment, facilities and infrastructure, using the logic depicted in Figure 6 below, 
which ensured repeatable results and an improvement in inventory data quality

Figure 5: Ridership vs. population growth

* Estimate derived from 2018 Fare Revenue Projection for 2018 from RTD Adopted Budget

** Estimate derived from 2019-2021 Fare Revenue Modeling performed in August 2018
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Figure 6: Inventory Classification Process
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2.3.1 Revenue Vehicles 
RTD’s revenue vehicles comprise 1,405 buses, 172 light rail vehicles and 66 commuter rail vehicles.

Buses include fixed route standard transit buses which are 40 feet long and carry 40 passengers, 
fixed route articulated buses with 33% greater capacity than standard buses, regional Intercity 
coaches, such as the Flatiron Flyer, built for longer trips at highway speed which are typically 45 feet 
long and have a seated capacity of 55 passengers, and cutaways which are made by second stage 
manufacturers using the chassis of full size vans, and used to provide on-demand service for some 
ADA passengers (access-a-ride) and in areas where ridership does not support fixed route service 
(call-n-ride).

RTD buses are provided from a variety of manufacturers, including Orion, Gillig, BYD, New Flyer, 
MCI, Goshen, Eldorado, and Startrans. Approximately 50% of standard and articulated (fixed route) 
buses are operated and maintained by RTD, with the operations and maintenance for the remainder 
outsourced1 to three external partner companies (First Transit and TransDev). All intercity coaches 
are operated and maintained by RTD, and all cutaway buses are operated and maintained by third-
parties (Via Transportation, MV Transportation and Evergreen Senior Center).

Figure 7: Standard Bus (Gillig)

Figure 9: Intercity Coach MCI

1 Buses operated by third-parties are sometimes referred to as “contracted services”.

Figure 8: Articulated Bus (New Flyer)

Figure 10: Cutaway Bus
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Figure 11: Light Rail Vehicle (Siemens SD-160)

Figure 12: Commuter Rail Vehicle (Hyundai Rotem)

Light Rail Vehicles (LRV) 
are electrically-powered 
light rail vehicles using 
a 750-volt DC overhead 
catenary system. Individual 
vehicles can be coupled 
together to form up to 
four cars per consist, 
with a seated capacity of 
64. LRV can carry up to
236 passengers per car 
utilizing the standing room. 
All light rail vehicles are 
manufactured by Siemens 
and are acquired, owned, 
operated and maintained 
exclusively by RTD.

Commuter Rail Cars are larger, non-articulating, and have much higher operating voltage than light 
rail vehicles. They are built to specifications regulated by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). 
They are also overhead catenary electrically-powered vehicles, running on 25kV AC power, operated 
as ‘married pairs’: two vehicles are the minimum consist and can be coupled only in groups of two. 
A married pair has a seated capacity of 182 passengers and total capacity of 340. All commuter rail 
vehicles are delivered under the FasTracks program, and their ongoing operation and maintenance is 
outsourced to a third-party (Denver Transit Operators) under the FasTracks program. RTD owns the 
commuter rail vehicles and will assume ownership at the end of the FasTracks period of performance 
(30 years).
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RTD has historically managed its revenue vehicle inventory based on age: the vehicles are procured, 
maintained in a state of good repair for a specified number of years through a preventative 
maintenance program, and then replaced. This approach is adopted for revenue vehicles maintained 
by third-parties, including bus and commuter rail.

RTD has long been at the forefront of U.S. transit agency development of quantitative condition 
assessments of individual assets and asset subsystems using detailed assessment rubrics. Through 
this work, RTD concluded that its revenue vehicle sub-fleets are essentially homogenous within 
their type and year of manufacture with respect to condition and resultant performance because the 
individual vehicles in each sub-fleet are utilized uniformly throughout their useful life. 

This uniform utilization allows RTD to confidently conduct assessments of a few samples of vehicles 
within sub-fleets and make accurate and precise determinations about the condition of the sub-
fleets as a whole. While gaining this knowledge was costly, the resulting confidence in the reliability 
of current condition data is valuable. In the case of revenue vehicles, it was found that condition 
assessments were not superior to age-based ULB assessments in their ability to weigh risk, 
performance, and cost of the assets. As such, condition scores for RTD revenue vehicles are age-
based. 

The table below presents the total number of revenue vehicles, along with their Useful Life 
Benchmark (ULB), which is the expected duration in years that an asset will remain in service 
according to RTD’s standards and the average condition based on its age. The condition range is 
from 1 to 5, where 1 indicates the vehicle is significantly beyond its useful life benchmark and 5 is 
considered brand new. A vehicle that has reached the end of its useful life benchmark is scored at 
2.5 and from that point onwards is considered in backlog. 

Revenue vehicles can be kept operating reliably and safely beyond their useful life benchmark, but 
costs start to increase significantly at that point. The table provides backlog for each vehicle type. 
RTD uses the FTA definition for revenue vehicle backlog, which is the percentage of revenue vehicles 
that have met or exceeded their useful life benchmark. 

RTD is at the tail-end of a multi-year campaign to replace buses resulting in no direct-operated buses 
in backlog. The table also presents the total initial capital cost of the vehicles in each sub-fleet and 
the average cost per vehicle, derived by dividing the total cost by the fleet size. 

Revenue Vehicle Type Count ULB Score Total
Capital

Average 
Cost per 
Vehicle

Backlog

Transit Bus 770 14 3.68 $269m $0.3m
0% - RTD-operated 
2% - third-party-operated

Articulated Bus 116 14 4.34 $76m $0.6m
0% - RTD-operated 
2% - third-party-operated

Intercity Bus 170 14 4.23 $93m $0.5m 0%

Cutaway Bus 349 10 4.34 $20m $0.05m 2%

Light Rail Vehicles 172 31 3.98 $433m $2.5m 0%

Commuter Rail Vehicles 66 39 4.81 $249 $3.7m Unknown2

Table 1: Revenue Vehicle inventory, condition and backlog

2 In the future, RTD intends to determine the whole-life cost (e.g., capex and opex) of its assets and this will be 
considered for inclusion in a subsequent generation of the TAMP.
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2.3.2 Equipment
For the purposes of this TAMP, RTD’s equipment assets comprise non-revenue vehicles and non-
vehicle equipment costing over $50,000. RTD has 82 sedans, 4 steel wheel non-revenue trains 
and 281 rubber tire non-revenue vehicles. Non-vehicle equipment includes non-self-propelled 
rail tampers, equipment hoists, wheel lathes and exhaust fans within Union Station, but inventory 
numbers for these assets is not provided for this generation of the TAMP.

Equipment is purchased from a variety of manufacturers, and is exclusively owned, operated and 
maintained by RTD.

Figure 13: RTD Sedan

Figure 14: RTD Pool Car

Figure 16: RTD Bucket Truck

Figure 15: RTD Tow Truck Figure 17: RTD Shuttle Wagon
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RTD has historically managed its equipment inventory based on age: the equipment is procured, 
maintained in a state of good repair for a specified number of years through preventative 
maintenance and then replaced 4 . As such, Condition scores for equipment are age-based.

The table below presents the total number of non-revenue vehicle assets, along with their Useful Life 
Benchmark (ULB), a score representing the condition of the equipment based on its age 5 and the 
backlog for each vehicle type, for which RTD uses the FTA definition for non-revenue vehicle backlog, 
which is the percentage of vehicles that have met or exceeded their useful life benchmark. 

Inventory, condition and backlog information for non-vehicle equipment is not provided for this 
generation of the TAMP. The table also presents the total initial capital cost of the vehicles and the 
average cost per vehicle, derived by dividing the total cost by the fleet size.

Asset Class Count ULB
Average Age 
Score

% in 
backlog

Cost

Sedan 82 8.00 2.98 7%  $ 1,598,369 

Steel Wheel 4 25.00 4.70 0%  $ 1,023,164 

Truck & Other Rubber Tire 281 14.00 3.68 12%  $ 13,878,872 

Table 2: Equipment inventory, condition and backlog

 4 Some vehicles adopt a hybrid approach in which they are replaced after a certain number of years and miles

 5 The score range is from 1 to 5, where 1 indicates the asset is significantly beyond its useful life benchmark 
and 5 is considered brand new. An asset that has reached the end of its useful life benchmark is scored at 2.5 
and from that point onwards is considered in backlog. 
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2.3.3 Facilities
For the purposes of this TAMP, RTD has 3 administrative facilities where RTD administrative functions 
take place, 8 maintenance facilities where maintenance work takes place, 384 public facilities which 
includes stations, buildings and other structures where riders can board or disembark from an RTD 
transit vehicle and 85 conveyances (elevators and escalators), installed within other facilities but are 
treated here separately based on NTD reporting requirements.

All administrative, maintenance and public facilities that are not used in the provision of contracted 
services are owned, operated and maintained by RTD, although some services such as cleaning 
at certain facilities and snow removal are contracted to third-parties. Some facilities have been 
delivered by RTD and some have been delivered by the FasTracks program (or its precursor T-Rex). 
Conveyance manufacturers include Kone and Thyssenkrupp and their maintenance is outsourced to 
third-parties. 

Figure 18: Administrative Facility

Figure 20: Public Facility

Figure 19: Light Rail Maintenance Facility

Figure 21: Conveyance (elevator)

RTD has historically managed its facilities (and their related equipment) on a reactive basis, 
i.e., maintain or replace the assets when they fail. The more critical facility elements, such as 
underground storage tanks and boilers, have redundancy built in to minimize service interruptions 
when they fail to perform as designed. RTD fully complies with all regulations relating to safety 
inspections for certain facility assets.
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From 2015 onwards, RTD has performed in-house assessments to determine the condition score of 
individual elements of each facility. As such, facility condition scores are assessment-based. 

The condition score of each of the elements of a facility is averaged to provide the condition score 
of the facility. Currently, each facility element is weighted equally. The following table presents the 
elements of each facility which is assigned an individual condition score.

Administrative facilities Maintenance facilities Public facilities

1. Roof

2. Building Shell

3. Parking Lots

4. Grounds

5. Parking Garage

1. Roof

2. Building Shell

3. Parking Lots

4. Grounds

5. Vehicle Wash/ Fuel Islands

6. Parking Garage

7. Administrative Areas

1. Driver Relief Stations

2. Grounds

3. Parking Lots

4. Platform

5. Pedestrian Plaza

6. Storage Space

7. Parking Structure

Table 3: Facility elements assigned individual condition score

Not all facilities have all listed elements. The elements that do exist at each facility receive a condition 
score that is combined with all other elements to determine the overall facility condition score. 
(Regional Transportation District, 2017).

Conveyance inspections are outsourced to third-parties in accordance with applicable legislation 
and regulations but are not used to determine condition, and conveyance condition scores are 
age-based, based on a ULB of 25 years. (Regional Transportation District, 2016). Conveyance SGR 
condition scores are linearly mapped to age, with brand-new conveyances assigned a score of 5.0, 
conveyances between 25-30 years old assigned a score of 2.5, and conveyances older than 37 years 
assigned a score of 1.0.

The table below presents the total number of facility assets, along with their Useful Life Benchmark 
(ULB) and a score representing the condition of the asset. The table provides backlog for each 
asset, for which RTD uses the FTA definition for facilities backlog, the percentage of facilities with a 
condition rating below 3.0 on the FTA Transit Economic Requirements Model (TERM) scale. 
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Capital costs for facility assets are not provided in this generation of the TAMP.

Facility Type Count ULB

Average 
Physical 
Condition 
Score

% in
Backlog Cost6

Administrative Facility 3

Blake - 60 3.6 0% Unavailable

District Operations - 60 3.9 0% Unavailable

Security Command Center - 60 - - Unavailable

Conveyance 85 25 4.2 0% Unavailable

Maintenance Facility 7

District Shops - 60 3.9 0% Unavailable

Platte - 60 3.0 0% Unavailable

East Metro - 60 3.4 0% Unavailable

Boulder - 60 3.9 0% Unavailable

Elati - 60 4.0 0% Unavailable

Mariposa - 60 3.4 0% Unavailable

Rio Court - 60 4.0 0% Unavailable

Conveyance 85 25 4.2 0% Unavailable

Public Facility 384 - 3.5 0% Unavailable

Table 4: Facility inventory, condition and backlog

6 While RTD has necessary information for the management of its infrastructure assets, costs are attributed to 
large capital programs and cannot readily be disambiguated from these projects. RTD has yet to engage in a 
targeted replacement of specific infrastructure asset classes to develop more specific costs. This level of detail 
is commensurate with the current level of detail of RTD’s capital projects to date.
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2.3.4 Infrastructure
For the purposes of this TAMP, RTD has light rail infrastructure (including grade crossings, catenary 
wire segments, track segments, signal segments, relay cases, switches, and substations), commuter 
rail infrastructure and bridges.

Figure 25: Grade Crossing

Figure 23: Bridge

Figure 22: Signals

Figure 24: Track Infrastructure
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Light rail infrastructure is purchased or constructed by a variety of manufacturers, and is exclusively 
owned, operated and maintained by RTD. All commuter rail infrastructure is delivered under the 
FasTracks program, and its ongoing operation and maintenance is outsourced to a third-party, DTO. 
RTD owns the commuter rail infrastructure and will assume ownership at the end of the FasTracks 
concessionaire agreement period of performance, at 30 years. 55 bridges are owned by RTD (with 9 
owned by others) and are maintained by RTD.

RTD has historically managed light rail infrastructure assets based on age, but performed condition 
assessments of right-of-way light rail infrastructure for three years which better established the asset 
types and inventory, determined condition scores for each type of asset and refined the anticipated 
renewal frequencies for some assets. In doing so, RTD determined that age-based condition scores 
provided similar levels of accuracy as assessment-based condition scores, and so has stopped 
performing condition assessments.

As such, light rail infrastructure condition scores are age-based; however, assessment-based 
condition scores are also available. It is anticipated that future condition scores for light rail 
infrastructure will be based on the age of the assets. 

Commuter rail infrastructure condition inspections are not currently performed because they are all 
less than five years old, and as such commuter rail infrastructure condition scores are not provided in 
this generation of the TAMP.

Bridges are inspected biannually by an independent third-party contractor per state law. The 
inspection reports received by the inspection agency describe the condition of seven bridge 
elements: abutments, caps, deck, girders/beams, head/wing walls, PPC (pillars, piers, columns) 
and railings. The inspection report condition data is turned into an SGR score from 1 to 5 for each 
element. All the element scores are averaged together to give an SGR score for the bridge (Regional 
Transportation District, 2016). As such, condition scores for bridges are assessment-based.

The table below presents the total number of infrastructure assets, along with their Useful Life 
Benchmark (ULB) and two condition scores, one based on the ULB the other based on inspection 
data.

The table also presents a backlog score for which RTD uses the FTA definition for infrastructure 
backlog, which is the percentage of guideway directional route miles (DRM) with performance 
restrictions by class. However, RTD anticipates that the guideway under performance restriction may 
not be an adequate measure of condition for rail infrastructure assets in the future. 

There are many reasons why rail infrastructure assets would be under a temporary performance 
restriction: routine maintenance, inspection personnel in the right of way, police activity at or near 
crossings. These reasons give no indication of the condition of the assets. Additionally, track 
assets that are in very poor condition but exist in a high-density urban environment may not have a 
performance restriction because the design speed is so low to begin with. This case also fails to give 
any indication of the condition of the assets. The age of these assets along with physical inspections 
will likely be more useful for investment decisions. 
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Infrastructure Type Count ULB

Average 
Physical 
Condition 
Score

% in
Backlog Cost

Grade Crossings 39 15 3.8 0% Unavailable

Catenary Wire Segments 141 25 3.9 0% Unavailable

Track Segments 73 30 3.6 0% Unavailable

Signal Segments 298 25 3.8 0% Unavailable

Relay Cases 214 25 3.9 0% Unavailable

Switches 240 25 3.7 0% Unavailable

Substations 61 25 3.9 0% Unavailable

Table 5 Infrastructure Assets and condition

Guideway Under Performance 
Restriction 2017 2018

January 0 2.1

February 1.7 1.2

March 0 2.3

April 0 0

May 0 0

June 0 0

July 1.6 0.2

August 1 0

September 3.6 1.9

October 3.4 Not Performed

November 2.3 Not Performed

December 0 Not Performed

Table 6 Guideway performance restriction
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Bridges Count ULB

Average 
Physical 
Condition 
Score

% in
Backlog Cost

Light Rail Infrastructure 64 80 4.0 0% Unavailable

Table 7 Bridge condition score
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3 Current Capital 
Investment 
Decision 
Process

The Capital Improvement Policy of RTD’s Fiscal Policy Statement states that “On an annual 
basis, RTD will prepare and update a six-year Mid Term Financial Plan including projected capital 
construction and improvements, service levels and operating costs, and revenues to fund the capital 
and operating programs.” (Regional Transportation District, 2016)

The Mid Term Financial Plan also provides the basis for the District’s application for federal transit 
funding through the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), prepared by the Denver Regional 
Council of Governments (DRCOG). The TIP is a list of all roadway and transit projects in the region 
that receive federal funding. RTD cannot receive federal funds for projects unless the qualifying Mid 
Term Financial Plan projects are included in the TIP. 

The 2018-2023 Mid Term Financial Plan includes projects funded from the base system’s 0.6% sales 
and use taxes. Projected FasTracks future expense and projects for the period 2018-2023 are 
presented separately in the FasTracks financial plan (Regional Transportation District, 2016)

The process used to prioritize investments for the 2018 - 2023 Mid Term Financial Plan is built upon a 
legacy project prioritization process. The process is shown in the flow diagram below, and detailed in 
Appendix C.

For some years, RTD has been improving the sophistication of its investment prioritization system. 
RTD has moved from a process that was primarily the product of professional judgement to a more 
standardized method of evaluating capital projects.

Significant effort has recently been placed into the development of the next generation investment 
prioritization process. The intent of this process is to align all investment with the Asset Management 
Policy, Agency Objectives, and Strategic Asset Management Plan. A description of this will be 
included in the next revision of RTD’s TAM Plan. 

An important additional element of the developing investment prioritization process is an evaluation 
step. This step will determine the degree to which projects came in at budget and on-time, as well 
as if they delivered stated outcomes. Stated outcomes will be part of a required business case that 
describes the intended effect of the capital project on the agency objectives. This will better allow 
RTD to continuously improve its investment prioritization process. 

One key step implemented toward the next generation process is classifying and prioritizing capital 
projects based on three categories: 

1. Compliance

2. Renewal

3. Expansion
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Generally, capital projects will be funded in this order. The aim is asset-focused investments to 
prioritize sustainable management of existing assets over expansion of the transit system. The 
investment prioritization process will serve as one of RTD’s decision support tools.
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4 List of 
Prioritized 
Investments

The output of the current capital investment decision process is a list of prioritized capital projects. 
For 2018-23, the list is separated into two project types and each project type is broken down into 
three funding categories.

Figure 27: Project Categories
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5 Improving Asset 
Management 
Capabilities 
at RTD

As a relatively young agency, RTD has not experienced the decaying infrastructure or immediate 
funding shortages that many older and larger transit systems have. Historically, RTD has had the 
necessary funding in place and the professional expertise to maintain its transit assets in a state of 
good repair while keeping up with the growing demand for service. 

RTD’s asset management maturity improvement initiative is not driven by a growing set of decaying 
assets, but by the expansion of the asset base in recent years. Beginning with the T-REX project and 
continuing with the current FasTracks project, over the past 14 years RTD has spent over $4.7 billion 
on new rail and bus rapid transit lines, more than doubling its asset base. 

The funding for the most recent expansion projects did not make provision for the long-term 
maintenance and capital renewal of the new assets. Without a solid, long-term renewal plan in place, 
with funding earmarked, the risk of a growing backlog of renewal projects without adequate funding 
is too great. A growing backlog increases risk to safety, service, and future sustainability. It feeds a 
pattern of expensive reactionary repair and remediation tasks. 

RTD’s bold increase in the scope of its transit system requires a more rigorous management process 
than in the past if it is to maximize value from the assets. To avoid the asset condition backlog that 
plagues some agencies, RTD intends to take the path toward good whole-life asset management 
while the assets are relatively new.

This section covers the TAM requirements for Implementation Strategy, Annual Activities, and 
Resources, within the overall context of RTD’s developing Strategic Asset Management Plan.

5.1 Strategic Asset Management Plan
RTD aims to comply fully with MAP-21 requirements for transit asset management and beyond. It is 
developing an overall Strategic Asset Management Plan to summarize its strategy to improve asset 
management over the next period.

 From 2004, with the publication of BSI PAS-55, and then ISO 55000 in 2014, organizations have 
been able to exploit a standardized good practice framework for implementing an aligned asset 
management system. 

Typically organizations have started with a focus on asset information: particularly the inventory of all 
their assets, and assessing asset condition. This information supports clearer planning, because now 
the organization knows what assets it has and what state they are in. But the aim is not just a clear 
plan to cover all the assets, but a prioritized and optimized plan based on understanding the risks to 
its objectives, and using this to make the best use of limited resources.
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RTD has invested heavily in both its asset inventory and asset condition measures over the past five 
years, and started on its journey to an integrated planning process that will optimize its asset base. 

The current strategy is to achieve certification to ISO 55000, and use this as the foundation to align 
the management of its assets to the agency purpose and objectives. 

In 2017, RTD commissioned an external gap assessment comparing current practices to the ISO 
55000 standard. The results of the gap assessment were used to create an Asset Management 
Roadmap for the Agency to achieve certification to the ISO standard. The Roadmap is included in 
Appendix D.

Figure 28: Gap Assessment results

Figure 29: Asset management activities

5.2 Key Annual Activities 
RTD identifies two types of asset management activity: those ongoing asset management activities 
that RTD performs as part of ‘business as usual’, and those activities specific to achieving ISO 55000 
certification. TAM activities are the subset of these targeting the specific TAM elements, and these 
are pulled out into a third section here. 
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5.2.1 Business As Usual Asset Management Activities
As an asset-intensive organization, RTD already performs a number of asset management activities 
on a routine basis, and these will continue and improve through the plan horizon of this document. 

This section summarizes those ‘business as usual’ activities, using the IAM’s Conceptual Model for 
Asset Management to categorize into six main blocks. This should not be interpreted to imply these 
ongoing activities are all necessarily well aligned or integrated at the moment.

Figure 30: Institute of Asset Management (IAM) Conceptual Model for Asset Management

The RTD Planning Department periodically conducts demand analysis for 
its transit service and uses this to support long-term strategic planning 
for system optimization, expansion and enhancement. Strategic planning 
for capital renewals and maintenance volumes is not currently formally 
performed, however RTD anticipates enhancing its capabilities in this 
area through the development of Asset Class Strategies and an Asset 
Management Plan (see next section for details). Although not yet a business 
as usual activity, in undertaking the development of this TAM PLAN 
document, RTD has started on Asset Management Planning.

RTD’s current approach to capital investment decision-making is 
described in section 3, and this activity is performed annually to develop 
RTD’s Mid-term Financial Plan. Operations and maintenance decision-
making is performed within each asset owner group but does not currently 
formally consider or align with agency objectives.
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Ongoing activities include capital project processes for asset acquisition, 
which is split between Capital Programs for Commuter Rail (FasTrack) and 
Facility assets, and Operations for Rail, Bus and Rail Infrastructure assets. 
Compliance with appropriate Technical Standards and Legislation is 
ensured within the capital projects and operations/maintenance functions, 
with some basic configuration management principles applied to in-
house engineering designs. Maintenance delivery occurs for each major 
asset class and includes preventive and corrective maintenance, along with 
condition assessments. Some asset classes have a larger focus on 
preventative maintenance, while others have more emphasis on corrective 
maintenance and maintain assets when they fail. Most maintenance 
delivery is performed by RTD staff, with some being outsourced. Asset 
operations is a significant part of RTD’s ongoing activities, and includes 
bus, rail, equipment and infrastructure operations, some of which is also 
outsourced. Basic resource management principles are applied to ensure 
enough operational resources are available as needed. RTD also performs 
shutdown and outage management of its assets to enable maintenance 
access. As assets develop operating faults, RTD implements its fault and 
incident response plans in accordance with agreed methods.

RTD uses several asset information systems to manage its Asset 
Information, including Trapeze EAM for asset inventory and maintenance 
management, and the Oracle Enterprise Business Suite for related financial 
information.

There are several basic data and information management processes in 
effect, including regular reporting to the National Transit Database (NTD), 
and regular data quality assessment and cleansing processes for Trapeze 
EAM information. RTD’s Asset Management Division employs a Data 
Science & Analytics team to handle collection of non-physical data, perform 
data assurance tasks on corporate data and perform all FTA TAM Reporting.

RTD applies some procurement and supply chain management 
principles for its outsourced asset management functions. These include the 
capital delivery of its FasTrack program, along with some ongoing operations 
and maintenance of the assets the program delivers. The operation and 
maintenance of approximately half of RTD’s bus services is outsourced 
among three service providers, and the maintenance of certain facility 
assets, such as elevators is also outsourced.

RTD’s Financial group uses standard accounting practices to perform asset 
costing and valuation, including their valuation and deprecation over 
time. Some informal stakeholder management principles are applied for 
engaging and managing key external stakeholders.

Lifecycle 
Delivery

Asset 
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Organization 
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5.2.2 ISO 55000 Activities
In addition to the ongoing asset management activities described above, RTD also has activities 
defined as part of its plan towards ISO 55000, or its Asset Management Roadmap. 

The central requirement for ISO 55000 is to design, implement, maintain and continually improve an 
asset management system based on Plan-Do-Check-Act principles. Once certification is achieved, 
ongoing ISO 55000 activities will continue to occur indefinitely to maintain and continually improve 
the AMS, while many of the ISO 55000 practices will transition to become business as usual.

The Roadmap and associated detailed activities are held in the ISO 55000 Gap Assessment and 
Roadmap report, but a summary is provided below:

5.2.2.1 Design an Asset Management Organization
This includes the implementation of an ISO 55000 compliant ‘Asset Management System’: the 
framework to define and manage the key elements, including AM Policy, Strategy and Agency-wide 
risk framework, with clearly defined roles and responsibilities.

5.2.2.2 Asset Management Planning
This includes the development of Asset Class Strategies and an Asset Management Plan as key 
elements of an improved end-to-end investment planning process.

5.2.2.3 Improve Rigor and Control
This implements improved control over core asset delivery and financial activities, and includes a 
Project Management Office for capital projects with a gated process for staged release of funding. 

5.2.2.4 Assurance and Performance
Key here is a Performance Management Framework within RTD, as well as an improved approach 
to assessing the root cause of asset failures.

5.2.2.5 Enhance Asset Information 
This is centered on the development and implementation of an Asset Information Strategy, including 
definition of RTD’s information requirements and the strategies employed for meeting them, and 
clear governance for asset information. 

5.2.2.6 Learning and Communication
This is to support the embedding of Asset Management awareness, culture and 
competencies, and includes a training needs analysis and a program of appropriate Asset 
Management training, as well as communication to raise awareness of Asset Management  
throughout the organization, and development of an appropriate Asset Management culture. 

5.2.2.7 Enabling Activities
This is to support the delivery of the ISO 55000 roadmap. They include:

• Establishing and empowering an implementation team

• Adopting a project management office (PMO) approach to the roadmap

• Setting up governance and controls of the roadmap

• Monitoring and reviewing progress, with adjustments made as necessary

• Preparing for and undertaking the ISO certification audit
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5.2.3 TAM Activities
For the period covered by the plan, the key activities are:

Asset Inventory Maintain and improve

Condition assessment Continue to develop RTD’s approach to condition 

Decision processes for investment 
prioritization

Continue to develop the end to end investment process for both 
capital projects and maintenance, and implement version 1 for 
next annual update. This includes the development of Asset Class 
Strategies and decision rules for lifecycle decisions for each 
class; the development of an integrated long term AMP; improved 
Business Case templates that more clearly align project proposals 
to Agency objectives.

Prioritized list of investments
Annual update each year based on improved Agency wide decision 
process, above

AM Policy 

Periodic review to ensure continued effectiveness at delivering 
agency objectives and purpose through the management of 
physical assets. The policy will be improved as experience indicates 
the need.

Implementation strategy
As well as continuing with the business as usual actions, RTD 
intends to implement improvements as detailed in the Asset 
Management Roadmap (see Appendix E)

Evaluation
As part of its Annual Update, progress on and compliance to this 
TAM Plan will be reviewed and lessons learned incorporated into 
the Update. 

Table 14: TAM activities

5.3 Resourcing Strategy
This section describes the resourcing strategy and plans to support the annual activities described 
above.

Resources from across the agency are involved in RTD’s Asset Management activities, including 
the CEO/GM, the Senior Leadership Team, the Asset Management Division, Bus Operations, Rail 
operations, Capital Programs, Finance and Administration, Communications, Planning, and General 
Counsel.

5.3.1 Business As Usual Asset Management Activities
The resourcing strategy for the business as usual annual Asset Management activities is to continue 
with the current strategy, i.e. resourcing the activities through the agency departments that currently 
provide perform or are involved in them.

As ISO 55000 and TAM activities become business as usual over time, it is anticipated that changes 
to the current resources may arise. 
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5.3.2 ISO 55000 Strategy Activities
ISO 55000 requires the establishment of a functioning, effective, sufficiently-resourced management 
system for assets. The resourcing strategy is to establish clear accountability and responsibility for 
the Asset Management System, with the authority to direct and allocate resources being granted 
to the accountable group. The diagram below illustrates the accountability structure and other 
contributors.

In late 2011, RTD assigned two people the task of building an asset management division (AMD). The 
division would be responsible for improving the management of assets and building an agency-wide 
asset management system. 

It was important to the senior leadership team that to ensure the most accurate, non-biased 
information possible, the AMD should be independent of the asset delivery functions. 

As Chris Lloyd, asset management leadership and culture expert says, “Strategic Asset Management 
calls for risk-based decision making, cross-functional working, and long-term thinking. It needs 
clarity on competence requirements and accountability and honesty about performance”. (Chris 
Lloyd, 2016) .

The AMD was placed alongside the safety division, with both reporting to the Chief Safety Officer 
(CSO). The nexus between asset condition and safety and their management system frameworks 
made this a sensible structure. 

To avoid creating an asset management silo, the AMD would be experts that would serve as an 
enabling function to the agency. From the passage of MAP-21 in 2012 through 2016 when the 
final rule came out, the AMD added additional staff in two key areas: physical asset business 
analysts and data sciences. These teams were recruited both internally and externally. Internal 
hires were proven problem solvers from across the organization, with experience in maintenance 
in each of the asset classes. This expertise and experience added credibility across the agency. 
External candidates were recruited where no internal candidate was available with the right blend of 
knowledge, skills, abilities, drive, fit and balance. More details are in Appendix F.

Figure 31: ISO 55000 contributing resource groups
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The AMD will continue to attract and retain the best talent to deliver asset management expertise at 
RTD. The AMD recruiting process emphasizes a culture of excellence. The division continues to build 
AM competencies through training and practical application. 

5.3.3 TAM Activities
The resourcing strategy for the TAM activities is not only to define an Accountable Executive for all 
TAM requirements but to assign TAM responsibilities to the Asset Management Division. Supporting 
resources from other RTD departments will be utilized and consulted or informed on an as-needed 
basis. Details of both the Accountable Executive and the Asset Management Division are in 
Appendix F. 
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6 Evaluation
Plan

6.1 TAM Plan Evaluation
This inaugural TAM Plan will be evaluated on degree of compliance when RTD receives its next 
triennial audit. 

However, it is intended to do more than meet compliance. It is a statement of intentions and 
commitment to deliver the culture, policy, and procedural changes necessary for the 
improved efficacy and efficiency of transit agencies that is implied in the regulations. 

This TAM Plan provides a baseline for evaluating future TAM Plans produced by the Agency. RTD 
intends to regularly review its asset management maturity, setting maturity targets in its Strategic 
Asset Management Plan. This document will also serve as a basis of comparison to peer agencies, 
allowing RTD to learn from other TAM Plans to identify where improvements can be made. 

RTD will annually evaluate its performance against the previous cycle’s TAM Plan improvement goals 
and agency objectives with documentation and explanation of progress (RTD, 2018). The RTD agency 
objectives are in Appendix G. 

6.2 ISO 55000 Performance Evaluation and Improvement 
RTD has committed to achieving certification to the asset management standard ISO 55000. This 
requires the implementation of a management system for assets, based on plan-do-check-act 
principles with specific elements for performance evaluation and improvement. These are still in 
development in RTD, but will be implemented within the plan horizon and described in the next 
Annual Update.
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6.3 ISO 55000 Certification Evaluation
RTD intends to evaluate the degree to which it is meeting the requirements for ISO 55000, and 
therefore its readiness for an ISO 55001 certification audit, through the following measures:

1. ISO spot checks – regular detailed reviews of specific elements of the emerging asset
management system to identify risks to certification, and implement corrective measures

2. ISO health check – mid-point review of the entire RTD asset management system against the
requirements of ISO 55000

3. ISO mock audit - prior to the ISO audit, RTD intends to conduct a “mock audit” to evaluate
its readiness for an actual ISO audit. Results from the mock audit will be used to determine the
appropriate time for the actual audit, along with any gaps that still exist

4. ISO audit – formal assessment by an approved ISO auditor of RTD’s asset management system
against the requirements of ISO 55000

5. ISO surveillance audits - once certified, RTD is required to conduct periodic ‘surveillance audits’
to retain its certification status
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Appendices

Appendix A: Glossary

• Accountable Executive – a single, identifiable person who has ultimate responsibility for carrying out the
safety management system of a public transportation agency; responsibility for carrying out transit asset
management practices; and control or direction over the human and capital resources needed to develop
and maintain both the agency’s public transportation agency safety plan, in accordance with 49 U.S.C.
5329(d), and the agency’s transit asset management plan in accordance with 49 U.S.C. 5326.

• Backlog – State of Good Repair backlog is representative of the reinvestment cost to replace any transit
assets whose condition is below the midpoint on TERM’s 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent) scale, or 2.5.

• Base System – Base System refers to RTD’s Assets funded by a 0.6% sales tax prior to the passage of
the FasTracks ballot initiative. RTD’s base system funding and FasTracks funding are currently segregated.

• CDOT – Colorado Department of Transportation

• Consist - a set of railroad vehicles forming a complete train.

• Contracted Services - A contract for services is a formal, legally binding agreement between RTD
and a private company to provide service delivery.

• Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) – Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for
Regional Transportation District, Denver. https://drcog.org/

• Direct operated and purchased services – Direct operated services are those services provided by
RTD staff using RTD assets. Purchased Services are those operated under contract on behalf of RTD
using outside staffing. See also Contracted Services.

• FAST Act – Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act, reauthorizing the surface transportation 
programs through fiscal year 2020

• FasTracks – FasTracks is a ballot initiative that levied an additional 0.4% sales tax for expansion of the
RTD system. FasTracks introduced commuter rail service as well as a Public Private Partnership (P3) to the
RTD System. RTD’s base system funding and FasTracks funding are currently segregated. http://www.rtd-
denver.com/Fastracks.shtml Funding description: http://www.rtd-fastracks.com/main_33

• ISO 55000 – the international standard covering management of assets of any kind. Before it, a Publicly
Available Specification (BSI PAS-55) was published by the British Standards Institution in 2004 for physical
assets. The ISO 55000 series of Asset Management standards was formalized in 2014. The standard is
made up of three parts:

• ISO 55000:2014 Asset management – Overview, principles and terminology
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• ISO 55001:2014 Asset management – Management Systems – Requirements

• ISO 55002:2014 Guidelines for the application of ISO 55001

• MAP-21 – MAP-21, the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (P.L. 112-141), was signed into
law by President Obama on July 6, 2012

• Mid Term Financial Plan – A portion of RTD’s total budget not already committed to specific capital
projects and not apportioned to ongoing operations and maintenance that is evaluated and prioritized
through a process described in section 5 of this document.

• National Transit Database – is a federal reporting program for transit agencies receiving Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) funding. It serves as a primary repository for all transit-related data and statistics in
the United States. The performance data from the NTD is used to allocate FTA funding and to report on
public transit performance to Congress and researchers.

• SBP – RTD’s Strategic Budget Plan, replaced in 2018 by the Mid-Term Financial Plan

• Senior Leadership Team (SLT) – the group of Assistant General Managers that report directly to the
General Manager and CEO. This group is equivalent to the C-Suite in a private organization.

• State of Good Repair – “The condition in which a capital asset is able to operate at a full level of
performance.” (U.S. Department of Transportation, 2016).

• TERM – Transit Economic Requirements model is a tool used by the FTA along with a numeric code that
represents the categorization of assets, as indicated in the TERM-Lite model.

• Useful Life Benchmark – The Useful Life Benchmark indicates the expected duration in years that the
asset will remain in service under normal operating conditions and maintenance. At the end of useful life
of the asset, major renewal or replacement is expected.
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Appendix B: SGR Master Condition Rating Definitions for RTD
RTD follows the FTA guidance on condition ratings. This rating is based on how close an asset or 
component is to replacement or major overhaul. Scores will not have a greater granularity than a half 
point. 

An asset is in a State of Good Repair if the score is greater than (2.5). Refer to individual asset group 
Inspection Standards Document for confidence in reliability and specific examples. 

Confidence in Reliability = Remaining Useful Life 

5.0) New or like new, 95% to 100% confidence in reliability; no visible defects, no damage, 
cosmetically looks new. An asset is only new once, after rebuild some old parts are not new and 
therefore the highest score after rebuild is (4.5).

4.5) The inspector is 90% to 95% confident in the reliability of the component / asset.

4.0) The inspector is 80% to 90% confident in the reliability of the component / asset. Shows 
minimal signs of wear, no major defects, and some minor defects with only minimal signs of 
deterioration.  
Cosmetic defects/minor wear.

3.5) The inspector is 70% to 80% confident in the reliability of the component / asset.

3.0) The inspector is 60% to 70% confident in the reliability of the component / asset. Some 
moderately defective or deteriorated components; expected maintenance needs. Cosmetically 
“fair” but all devices are functioning as designed.  
Small repairs or minor refurbishment.

2.5) The inspector is 50% to 60% confident in the reliability of the component / asset.

2.0) The inspector is 40% to 50% confident in the reliability of the component / asset. Asset near 
overhaul or retirement, but in serviceable condition. Asset has increasing number of defects or 
deteriorated component(s).  
Significant or multiple repairs needed.

1.5) The inspector is 30% to 40% confident in the reliability of the component / asset.

1.0) The inspector is less than 30% confident in the reliability of the component / asset. Asset 
is in need of major repair or refurbishment, multiple minor defects or major defects. Evidence of 
corrosion may be apparent; major or numerous minor areas of damage or structural issues.  
Safety concern, critical damage, close to or time for overhaul or replacement. 

0) Not safe to use, multiple major repairs or Asset set for disposal/retirement.

Table 15
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Appendix C: RTD Process for Mid Life Financial Plan
1. Annual call for projects.

2. Projects are submitted for consideration on an annual basis based on individual departmental
Decision Criteria.

a. Revenue Vehicle submits project requests based on ULB.

b. Non-Revenue Equipment submits project requests based on primarily age.

c. Rail Infrastructure submits projects requests based the immediate need.

d. Facilities submits projects requests based the immediate need.

e. Enabling Departments submit project requests based on the immediate need.

3. Projects that have a considerable technology component are redirected to Information
Technology and their Technology Architecture Governance (TAG) Committee for a Risk
Assessment.

a. The TAG Risk Assessment is comprised of basic technology and operational risk components.

4. Projects are approved by each department head.

5. Asset Management Division prioritizes by Request Type:

a. Compliance – The primary intent of a Compliance project request is to address specific legal
requirements or to mitigate RTD liabilities, approved by Legal Counsel.

b. Renewal – The primary intent of a Renewal project request is to address existing assets and
systems. Backlog is also address in this request type.

c. Enhancement - The primary intent of an Enhancement project request is to expand RTD’s
“footprint”, enhance the value of the current service being provided, and or procure additional 
assets.

i. The aforementioned steps in the MID TERM FINANCIAL PLAN process were underway
when additional TAM requirements were released by the FTA. To provide a process that
would more closely align to future requirements of the TAM, RTD added an additional step
of classifying projects being evaluated for investment according to their status as either
Renewal or Enhancement. This was done to provide information on future investment
prioritization requirements to the RTD’s Senior Leadership Team.

6. Initial list of projects are reviewed by the Budget & Financial Analysis division.

7. Project requests are scored on established Scoring Criteria which includes items in RTD’s
mission statement and basic business unit benefits.

a. Mission Statement Criteria includes the following areas:

i. Accessible Service: Improve accessibility to bus and rail services for our passengers by
improving ADA on-time performance, improving ADA availability or improving ADA courtesy.

ii. Clean Service: Improve the ability to provide clean bus and rail service and clean public
facilities by improving promptness of graffiti removal, promptness of bus and rail interior and
exterior cleaning and promptness of shelter cleaning.

iii. Cost-Effective Service: Provide efficiencies in operations or support functions which enable
RTD to increase levels of bus and rail service by increasing ridership, increasing farebox or 
EcoPass revenue, improving route efficiency and efficient hiring and training of personnel.
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iv. Courteous Service: Improve the ability to provide courteous bus and rail service by
reducing customer response time, reducing customer complaints or decreasing wait time for 
telephone information.

v. Meets Future Needs: Improves the District’s ability to meet the needs of bus and rail service
in the future.

vi. Reliable Service: Increase the reliability of bus and rail service by improving on-time
performance, reducing road calls and reducing missed trips.

vii. Safe Service: Improve the physical safety of passengers and/or employees by reducing
vehicle and/or passenger accidents, improving preventable maintenance.

b. Supplemental Information

i. To aid in informing project raters about the condition of an asset a State of Good Repair
(SGR) Report including an assessment of an asset being considered for renewal or
replacement was included at the initiator’s request.

8. Budget & Financial Analysis reviews the prioritized list of projects against current Funding
Requirements.

9. The prioritized list of projects are then evaluated by SLT who considers a number of additional
factors, including but not limited to the annual goals set by the RTD Board of Directors, the
projected available funding, grant and/or private funding availability for a project, and strategic
importance to regional objectives.

10. A recommended list is then submitted to the RTD Board of Directors for evaluation and approval.

11. The RTD Board of Directors considers the prioritized list of projects as a component of the annual
budget. The budget is either approved or modified before being ratified by vote of the 15 elected 
members of RTD’s Board of Directors. 
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Appendix D: RTD Asset Management Roadmap
RTD Asset Management Roadmap includes the following activities:

D.1 Design an Asset Management Organization
This roadmap activity group embeds Asset Management principles, processes and structures into 
RTD and includes:

• The development of an Asset Management Policy and Strategic Asset Management Plan (SAMP),
including Asset Management Objectives aligned to Agency objectives

• The definition and implementation of an ISO 55000 compliant Asset Management System based
on Plan-Do-Check-Act principles

• Establishment of appropriate governance arrangements for the Asset Management System,
including clear accountability for its implementation and continual improvement, and clarity for
the roles and responsibilities across the AMS

• Stakeholder analysis, engagement and management

• Development of a resourcing strategy

• Design and implementation of an Enterprise Risk Framework

D.2 Asset Management Planning
This roadmap activity group develops specific strategies and plans in support of meeting RTD’s 
Asset Management objectives, and includes:

• Performing risk assessments aligned with the overall Enterprise Risk Framework, and used as
input into the asset management planning process

• Development of Asset Class Strategies

• Definition and implementation of an improved end-to-end investment planning process,
Development of clear decision-making criteria aligned with Asset Management objectives to
support investment prioritization

• Creation of Asset Management Plan(s) specifying the planned types and volumes of capital and
maintenance work on the assets, with associated costs and resourcing requirements

D.3 Improve Rigor and Control
This roadmap activity group implements defined processes for improved control over core asset 
delivery and financial activities, and includes:

• Implement a Project Management Office for capital projects, and utilize a gated process, which
includes staged release of funding

• Improve the handover of assets from capital to operating, including adequate asset information,
spares and training materials

• Improve maintenance practices, potentially based on reliability-centered or risk-based
maintenance

• Develop outage strategies and plans

• Implement change management processes
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D.4 Assurance and Performance
This roadmap activity group implements processes to assure the performance of the assets and 
RTD’s Asset Management System, and includes:

• Designing and implementing a Performance Management Framework for assets and the Asset
Management System

• A defined approach to auditing the Asset Management System against the requirements of ISO
55001

• Ongoing management review of the outcomes from the Performance Management Framework
and Audits, with continual improvement adjustments made accordingly

• Improved approach to assessing the root cause of asset failures

D.5 Enhance Asset Information
This roadmap activity group implements improvements to RTD’s Asset Information, and includes:

• Development and implementation of an Asset Information Strategy, including definition of RTD’s
information requirements and the strategies employed for meeting them

• Clear governance approach for the information used to support the Asset Management System,
including structured and unstructured information and the documents comprising the Asset
Management System itself

• Development of standards and specification for information, aligned with RTD’s information
requirements

• Ongoing information quality audits and associated updates

D.6 Learning and Communication
This roadmap activity group supports the ongoing embedding of Asset Management awareness, 
culture and competencies, and includes:

• Definition of competence requirements for the Asset Management System

• Performing a Training needs analysis for the Asset Management System, and implementation of
appropriate Asset Management training

• Activities to raise awareness of Asset Management throughout the organization

• Development of an Asset Management culture, including appropriate leadership and commitment

• Defining and implementing a communications plan

D.7 Enabling Activities
This roadmap activity group supports the delivery of the ISO 55000 roadmap. They include:

• Establishing and empowering an implementation team

• Adopting a project management office (PMO) approach to the roadmap

• Setting up governance and controls of the roadmap

• Monitoring and reviewing progress, with adjustments made as necessary

• Preparing for and undertaking the ISO certification audit
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Appendix E: TAM Resources
It is anticipated the following specific resources will be required for TAM activities the duration of the 
plan horizon:

• Staff resources:

• One accountable executive

• Seventeen FTEs from the Asset Management Division, who will split their time between TAM
and ISO 55000 implementation

• FTE requirements for other RTD resources necessary for TAM activities are not defined in this
generation of the TAM PLAN

• Technology resources:

• The technologies are used to support AM across the agency. Our aim is to use the tools we
already own, rather than invest in new ones at this time.

• Hardware and Software necessary to support:

• Multiple source software systems – IE. Trapeze EAM, Oracle EBS

• Data Warehouse – provides aggregation and integration of data

• Analysis and reporting tools; OBIEE, Tableau, Access, Excel, R-STATS, SPSS and others

• Financial resources:

• Financial resources necessary to support asset management BAU activates, TAM and ISO
implementation. Beyond these we have not defined any requirement for further resources for
this generation of the TAM Plan.
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Appendix F: Asset Management Roles & Responsibilities
1. Accountable Executive – a single position with ultimate accountability for Asset Management

and the Asset Management System within RTD

2. Asset Management Accountability Group – this group has formal accountability delegated
from the Accountable Executive for the delivery, embedding, review and continual improvement
of the Asset Management System. The group is comprised of RTD’s Chief Financial Officer,
Chief Operations Officer, Assistant General Manager for Capital Programs and the Assistant
General Manager for Asset Management, Security and Safety, and the Senior Manager for Asset
Management Division.

3. Asset Management Division – the AMD is responsible for the design, delivery, embedding,
review and continual improvement of the Asset Management System’s products, processes
and information, as well as preparing for and undertaking the ISO 55001 certification audit. It is
anticipated that the Asset Management Division will have the following roles and responsibilities
for ISO 55000 during the plan horizon:

The organization chart for the Asset Management Division is shown below. 

Figure 32: AMD Organization Chart as of 8/31/18.

The Asset Management Senior Manager reports to the Chief Safety Officer, which is the Assistant 
General Manager of Safety, Security and Asset Management. 

4. Other RTD resources – as needed, other RTD resources will be utilized, consulted or informed
regarding the Asset Management System. This could include operations, maintenance, finance,
human resources, communications, IT, legal and procurement staff. The Asset Management
Accountability Group will allocate these resources directly when within their reporting line, or via a
request to other members of the Senior Leadership Team when they are not.
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5. External resources – RTD will also utilize external expertise to develop the internal asset
management competencies of both the Asset Management Division and other RTD resources
involved with the Asset Management System. The alternative to this is to be continually reliant
on an external entity to supply expertise indefinitely. Selecting both an established asset
management framework and interactions with consultants, RTD intends to culture an Asset
Management Division capable of acting as an internal consulting service to the agency. The
intention is to “own the process, not the product” as it relates to functions and competencies that
will become annual activates for the AMD. Additional external resources will also be utilized to
deliver aspects of the Asset Management System, specifically the operations and maintenance of
approximately half of the bus fleet.

Appendix G: RTD Agency Objectives
The diagram below shows RTD’s agency purpose and objectives, agreed April 2018.

Figure 33: RTD Agency Objectives
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Safety, Security &  Asset Management 
Physical Assets Performance Targets for 2019

 
Introduction 

 

Section 20019 of Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) amended Federal transit law by 

adding a new section 5326 to Chapter 53 of title 49 of the United States Code. The provisions of 49 U.S.C. § 5326 

require the Secretary of Transportation to establish and implement a national Transit Asset Management (TAM) 

System which establishes annual reporting requirements. 

 

The Secretary also must establish State of Good Repair (SGR) performance measures, and recipients must set 

performance targets based on the measures. 49 U.S.C. § 5326(c)(1) and (2). Each designated recipient must submit 

two annual reports to the Secretary:  

• one report on the condition of their recipients' public transportation systems, including a description of any 

change in condition since the last report,  

• and another describing its recipients' progress towards meeting performance targets established during that 

fiscal year and a description of the recipients' performance targets for the subsequent fiscal year. 

 

The Accountable Executive for a transit provider that develops an individual TAM Plan must approve the provider's 

performance targets. (Federal Transit Administration, 2016) 

 

2019 Performance Targets for Equipment  
 

Subsection 625.43(a) requires a measure for equipment, which is limited to non-revenue service vehicles. The 

performance measure for nonrevenue, support-service, and maintenance vehicles equipment is the percentage of 

those vehicles that have either met or exceeded their Useful Life Benchmark (ULB). (Federal Transit Administration, 

2016) 

 

Useful Life Benchmark (ULB) is defined as the expected lifecycle of a capital asset for a particular transit provider's 

operating environment, or the acceptable period of use in service for a particular transit provider's operating 

environment. 

 

In compliance with this federal regulation, RTD establishes a ULB for equipment using FTA recommendations 

(nonrevenue, support-service and maintenance vehicles equipment) as: 
  

Vehicle Class U LB (Years) # of Assets (12/12/2018) Target % at or exceeding U LB 

Automobile 8 82 15.9% 

Truck & Other Rubber Tire 14 280 6.6% 

Steel Wheel Vehicles 25 3 0.0% 
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RTD has years of vehicle data and standing practices regarding the expected useful life of vehicle assets. The 

target % of each asset class under the ULB will change each year based on the age of each asset class, the service 

demand for each class and economic factors. 

 

2019 Performance Targets for Rolling Stock 
 

Subsection 625.43(b) requires a measure for rolling stock that is based on the percentage of rolling stock that 

have met or exceeded their ULB. This performance measure is applicable to all asset classes of revenue vehicles. 

For example, a transit provider operating buses, replica trolleys, paratransit vans, and light rail vehicles would 

establish a performance target for each asset class. Each performance target would quantify the percentage of 

rolling stock in each class that is over the transit provider's ULB for that asset class. (F e d e r a l  Transit 

Administration, 2016) 

In compliance with this federal regulation, RTD establishes a ULB for rolling stock (revenue vehicles) as: 
 

Vehicle Class ULB (Years) # of Assets 

(12/12/2018) 
Target % at or exceeding ULB 

Articulated Bus - AB 14 116 0.0% 

Over-the-Road Bus - BR 14 170 5.3% 

Bus - BU 14 770 14.8% 

Cutaway - CU 10 405 2.5% 

Light Rail Vehicle -LR 31 172 0.0% 

Commuter Rail Self- propelled Passenger car -RS 39 66 0.0% 

 
RTD has years of vehicle data and standing practices regarding the expected useful life of vehicle assets. The 

target percentage of each asset class under the ULB will change each year based on the age of each asset class, 

the service demand for each class and economic factors. 

 

Performance Targets for Fixed Guideway 
 

Subsection 625.43(c) requires a measure for infrastructure based on the percentage of guideway track miles with 

performance restrictions. This performance measure would be applicable to all rail fixed guideway infrastructure. 

Most transit providers already collect data on slow zones-this performance measure would standardize their 

reporting. (Federal Transit Administration, 2016) 

 

In compliance with this federal regulation, RTD establishes the number of track miles of guideway as: 
 

Mode of Guide Way Total Track Mile (12/12/2018) Target % with performance Restrictions 

Light Rail 106.7 1.7% 

Commuter Rail 71.91 0.8% 
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RTD has historical records of performance restrictions on its fixed guideway. This data is the source for 

establishing the 2019 target percentage of fixed guideway with performance restrictions. Succeeding year's targets 

will be adjusted based on condition and age of the fixed guideway components, and economic factors. 

 

Performance Targets for Facilities 
 

Subsection 625.43(d) requires a condition-based performance measure for facilities based on the percentage of 

facilities with a condition rating of less than 3.0 on the Transit Economic Requirements Model (TERM) Scale. 

The TERM Scale rates asset condition on a on a scale where a “1” is “poor” and a “5” is “excellent.” This 

condition-based approach would require a transit provider to conduct periodic condition assessments of its assets 

using a set of standardized procedures and criteria. This approach directly identifies the condition of each asset 

based upon its actual usage and maintenance history. (Federal Transit Administration, 2016) 

 

To clarify, FTA proposed a broad definition of facility that encompassed any buildings or structures used in 

providing public transportation, including passenger stations, operations, maintenance, and administrative 

facilities.  In compliance with this federal regulation, RTD establishes the number of facilities as: 
 

Types of Facility Number of facilities 

(12/12/2018) 

Target % with condition rating below 3.0 

Stations & Parking 198 5.6% 

Maintenance & Administration 12 0.0% 

 

RTD has condition data on the facilities which are most critical to service delivery based on condition assessments 

performed by the Asset Management Division. This data is the basis for the 2019 target % of facilities with a 

condition rating below 3.0, using the TERM scale. 

Succeeding year's targets will be adjusted based on the criticality of each facility and economic factors. 
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ATTACHMENT F 

To: Chair and Members of the Transportation Advisory Committee 
 
From: Jacob Riger, Transportation Planning Manager  

 303-480-6751 or jriger@drcog.org 
 

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 
November 19, 2018 Action 8 

 
SUBJECT 

Electing a TAC Vice Chair for the remainder of the 2018/2019 term (through December 
2019). 
 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 
Elect a TAC Vice Chair for the remainder of the 2018/2019 term. 

 

ACTION BY OTHERS 
N/A 

 

SUMMARY 
As discussed at the October TAC meeting, an election is needed to fill the Vice Chair 
position for the remainder of the 2018/2019 term (through December 2019). Since 
DRCOG’s Committee Guidelines do not define a process for “off-cycle” elections, 
committee members present at the October TAC meeting concurred with holding an 
election at the November meeting. Between the October and November TAC meetings, 
DRCOG staff solicited nominations for the Vice Chair position and received the 
following nominations to date: 

• Kent Moorman, City of Thornton 
• Megan Davis, City of Louisville 
• Sylvia Labrucherie, senior interests 

 

Nominations will continue to be accepted up to the November TAC meeting, and 
nominations from the floor are welcomed during the meeting.  The election will take 
place at the November TAC meeting. TAC members present will be eligible to vote. 
TAC alternates present on behalf of their absent member will also be eligible to vote.  
 
The elected Vice Chair will immediately assume the position and will serve through the 
last meeting in 2019. 
 

PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 
N/A 
 

PROPOSED MOTION 
Motion to elect Vice Chair of the Transportation Advisory Committee for the remainder 
of the 2018/2019 term. 
 

ATTACHMENT 
N/A 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Should you have any questions, please contact Jacob Riger, Transportation Planning 
Manager at 303-480-6751 or jriger@drcog.org 

mailto:jriger@drcog.org
https://drcog.org/sites/default/files/resources/FINAL_AMENDED_COMMITTEE_GUIDELINES_07_2017-1_0.pdf
mailto:jriger@drcog.org


ATTACHMENT G 
 

To: Chair and Members of the Transportation Advisory Committee 
 
From:  Jacob Riger, Long Range Transportation Planning Manager  
 303-480-6751 or jriger@drcog.org 
 

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 
November 19, 2018 Information 9 

 
SUBJECT 
Briefing on the Mobility Choice Blueprint project. 

 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 
N/A 

 

ACTION BY OTHERS 
N/A 

 

SUMMARY 
The Mobility Choice Blueprint is a collaborative strategy to help the metro Denver region 
identify how to best prepare for the rapidly changing technology that is revolutionizing 
transportation mobility. Mobility Choice is a unique planning and funding partnership of 
CDOT, DRCOG, RTD, and the Denver Metro Chamber of Commerce. The 2030 Blueprint 
will analyze travel trends and technologies in the region, explore and evaluate various 
technologies and their implications for mobility, align transportation investments of multiple 
public agencies, and create new planning and implementation partnerships.  
 
Since the last Mobility Choice Blueprint briefing to TAC in August, project stakeholders 
and the consultant team have continued to prepare content for the 2030 Blueprint plan 
document, with a focus on finalizing “tactical actions” to provide specific process, 
program, and pilot project implementation guidance. More information is available at the 
project website: http://www.mobilitychoiceblueprintstudy.com/.    
 

At the November TAC meeting, staff from HDR, the project’s lead consultant, will provide 
an update on the Mobility Choice Blueprint project, process, and schedule. TAC input will 
be sought to help shape the final report and other work products. The Mobility Choice 
process will conclude at the end of 2018.  
 

PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 
March 26, 2018 – TAC 
August 27, 2018 – TAC  

PROPOSED MOTION 
N/A 

 

ATTACHMENT 
Consultant presentation 

 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
If you need additional information, please contact Jacob Riger, Long Range Transportation 
Planning Manager at 303 480-6751 or jriger@drcog.org 

mailto:jriger@drcog.org
https://www.mobilitychoiceblueprint.com/
http://www.mobilitychoiceblueprintstudy.com/
https://drcog.org/sites/default/files/event-materials/03-26-18%20TAC%20Full%20Agenda.pdf
https://drcog.org/sites/default/files/event-materials/08-27-18%20TAC%20Full%20Agenda_0.pdf
mailto:jriger@drcog.org
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MOBILITY CHOICE: 
A PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP FOR NEW MOBILITY

The New Mobility CASE: Connected-Automated-Shared-Electric

Mobility Choice:  A partnership of public and private 

organizations addressing the new future of mobility – and making 

the Denver metro area a better place to work and live.
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EMERGING MOBILITY SYSTEMS

Shared Mobility

• Ridehailing

• Microtransit

• Car Sharing

• Bike sharing

• Mobility as a Service

Traveler 
Information and 
Payment

•Mobile Transit App

• Intermodal Trip 
Planner App

•Mobile Travel 
Incentives App

Transportation 
Systems 
Optimization

• V2X

• Active Travel    
Demand Management

• Integrated Corridor 
Management

• Smart Parking

Freight and 
Delivery

• Courier Services

• Driverless Delivery

• Drone Delivery

• 3D Printing

Vehicle 
Technology

• Autonomous  
Vehicles Levels 1-5

• Electric Drive-train

• Battery Technology
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COMMUNITY & STAKEHOLDER 
ENGAGEMENT

GROUPS

▪ Metro Ambassadors

▪ Global Thought Leaders

▪ Local Technical Experts

▪ The Public

EVENTS

▪ Ethnography

▪ Workshops

▪ Digital 

Engagement

6

PROCESS FLOW FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
RECOMMENDED TACTICAL ACTIONS

Themes

1 2 27….

Strategies

Tactical Actions 

Te
c
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d
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ti
n

g
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la
n

n
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g
  

A
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p
ti
o

n
s

Existing Planning 
Assumptions

Technological 
Trends

Mobility Choice 
Blueprint

ATTACHMENT 1
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THEMES

Metro Vision
• Connected, 

multimodal region

• Safe, reliable, well 

maintained 

transportation 

system

• Clean, resilient 

environment

• Healthy, inclusive 

active community

• Economic viability 

via economic 

investment

Mobility Choice
• Sustainable Mobility

• System Efficiency

• Safety

• Human Experience

• Infrastructure

• Funding and Finance

• Governance

• Data

8

OBJECTIVE 
CATEGORIES

 Integrate Shared Mobility 

 Connect Transportation Systems & Operations

 Capture, Share, and Analyze Mobility Data 

 Encourage Mobility Electrification

 Prepare for Driverless Automated Vehicles

 Close Institutional Gaps

 Update Legal/Regulatory Frameworks

 Establish New Mobility Funding

IMPLEMENTATION 
SUMMARY

For Each Tactical Action

25
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1 2
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23

3234
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33
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36

37

35
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12

9

24

20

19

18

10

21

3

4

22
27

28

29
30 31

COMPLETE TACTICAL 
ACTIONS LIST

ATTACHMENT 1
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Image source: NACTO, 2017

Cost: Level of Policy Development/Coordination: 

Initiator:Themes: System Efficiency, Human Experience, Safety

TACTICAL ACTION NO. 19: IMPLEMENT CURBSIDE MANAGEMENT STANDARDS

ATTACHMENT 1

https://www.liveslides.com/download
https://www.polleverywhere.com/multiple_choice_polls/7Ve5njdHuWsaaVa
https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/NACTO-Curb-Appeal-Curbside-Management.pdf
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Skyline illustration source: Vecteezy

Cost: Level of Policy Development/Coordination: 

Initiator:Themes: Governance, Data

TACTICAL ACTION NO. 16: ESTABLISH A REGIONAL SMART MOBILITY NAVIGATOR

?

12

COMPLETE TACTICAL 
ACTIONS LIST

ATTACHMENT 1
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Thank You
Questions
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Transportation Advisory Committee 
2019 Meeting Schedule 

 
Meetings held in 1st Floor Aspen-Birch conference room 

DRCOG, 1001 17th St., Denver, CO  80202 

 

1:30 PM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MEETING TYPICALLY HELD THE  4TH MONDAY OF MONTH,  
*EXCEPT AS NOTED  

 
 

Jan 28  

Feb 25 

Mar 25 

Apr 22 

May 20* 

Jun 24 

Jul 22 

Aug 26 

Sep 23 

Oct 28 

Nov 25 

Dec 16* 


	11-19-18 TAC Full Agenda
	11-19-18 TAC Agenda
	A-TAC Mtg 10-22-18 Summary
	B- 2020-2023 TIP Regional Share Projects MEMO-TAC Nov 2018
	B1-Regional Share Projects and Waiting List-TAC Nov 2018

	C- RAQC Request for Fund Advance MEMO-TAC November 2018
	C1-RAQC Ozone Planning Update PRESENTATION

	D- 2019 Safety Targets MEMO-TAC Nov 2018
	D1-2019 Safety Targets PRESENTATION-TAC Nov 2018

	E- Transit Asset Mgmnt Targets MEMO-TAC Nov 2018
	E1-RTD TAM PRESENTATION
	E2-RTD 2018 TAM Plan
	E3-RTD 2019 TAM Targets

	F-TAC Vice Chair Election MEMO-TAC Nov 2018
	G- Mobility Choice Blueprint MEMO-TAC Nov 2018
	G1-Mobility Choice Blueprint PRESENTATION-TAC Nov 2018


	DRCOG 2019 TAC Meeting Schedule



