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AGENDA 

TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING  
Monday, November 25, 2013 

1:30 p.m. 
1290 Broadway 

Independence Pass Board Room - Ground floor, west side 
 

1. 
 
Call to Order 

2. 
 
Public Comment 

3. 
(Attachment A) 
August 26, 2013 Meeting Summary  

 
ACTION ITEMS 

4. Motion to forward staff observations from the Metro Vision 2040 scenario analysis to 
Metro Vision Issues Committee (MVIC)
(Attachment B) 

. 

Steve Cook 
  

5. Motion to recommend changes to the designated Regional Roadway System for the 2040 
Metro Vision Regional Transportation Plan (2040 MVRTP). 

 (Attachment C) 
 Jacob Riger 

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 
 

6. Briefing on 2013 Cycle 2 Amendments and Conformity. 
(Attachment D) 
Jacob Riger 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS 
 

7. Member Comment/Other Matters 
• Recruit participants for TIP technical work group sessions on 1) transit project benefits 

and 2) bicycle/pedestrian project benefits. 
• Nominating Panel for selection of 2014/2015 Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) 

Chair and Vice-Chair. 
 

8. Next Meeting -  December 16, 2013 
 

9. Adjournment   
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

MEETING SUMMARY 
TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Monday, August 26, 2013 
________________________ 

 
MEMBERS (OR VOTING ALTERNATES) PRESENT:  
 

Gene Putman Adams County-City of Thornton 
Daren Sterling Adams County-Commerce City 
Mac Callison (Alternate) Arapahoe County-City of Aurora 
George Gerstle (Chair) Boulder County 
Heather Balser Boulder County–City of Louisville 
Debra Baskett Broomfield, City and County 
Steve Klausing (Alternate) Business Interests 
Danny Herrmann (Alternate) Colorado Dept. of Transportation, Reg. 1 
Myron Hora (Alternate) Colorado Dept. of Transportation, Reg. 4 
Pat Cronenberger (Alternate) Denver Regional Council of Governments 
Art Griffith Douglas County 
Kathleen Osher Environment Interests 
Greg Fischer Freight Interests 
Kevin French Jefferson County 
Bob Manwaring Jefferson County-City of Arvada 
Lenna Kottke Non-RTD Transit 
Ken Lloyd Regional Air Quality Council 
Bill Sirois (Alternate) Regional Transportation District 
Bob Davis Senior Interests 
Jennifer Barbour TDM/Non-motor 
  

OTHERS PRESENT:   
Phil Greenwald (Alternate) Boulder County-City of Longmont 
Dave Baskett (Alternate) Jefferson County-City of Lakewood 
Kate Cooke (Alternate) Regional Air Quality Council 
Rich McClintock (Alternate) TDM/Non-motor 

 
Public:    Ted Heyd, Bicycle Colorado; Tom Reiff, Town of Castle Rock; Travis Greiman, City of 

Centennial; Darin Stavish, CDOT Region 1; Anne Muller, DOLA;  Kati Rider, Douglas 
County; Susan Wood, RTD  

  
DRCOG staff:  Jacob Riger, Brad Calvert, Robert Spotts, Daniel Jerrett, Scott Ramming, Jennifer 

Schaufele, Teri Whitmore, Lawrence Tilong, Mark Northrop, Matthew Helfant,  
Todd Cottrell,  Casey Collins 

 
Call to Order  
Chair George Gerstle called the meeting to order at 1:34 p.m.  He announced CDOT representation 
now includes new member, Mark Imhoff, CDOT Division of Transit and Rail (DTR), and new 
alternates, Danny Herrmann, CDOT Region 1 and David Krutsinger, CDOT DTR. 
 
George noted several Metro Vision Planning Advisory Committee (MVPAC) members were in 
attendance and could participate in the discussion. 
 
Public Comments 
No public comment was heard. 
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Summary of July 29, 2013 Meeting 

Lenna Kottke noted that, on page 2, the amount held in reserve for FTA Section 5310 pool funding 
should be $200,000, not $20,000. 
 

ACTION ITEMS 
 

Motion to recommend to the Metro Vision Issues Committee (MVIC) up to three additional 
2040 scenarios to be modeled by DRCOG staff. 
Jacob Riger presented and asked the committee to make recommendations for up to three 
additional scenarios to be considered for modeling (beyond Scenarios A and B).  Jacob said the 
Metro Vision Planning Advisory Committee (MVPAC) discussed its recommendations for additional 
scenarios a week ago (August 21) and some MVPAC members are in attendance today. 

Jacob briefed on the scenario analysis results for Scenarios A and B.  The committee was emailed 
an updated Table 1 earlier today that included results for both Scenarios A and B, and copies were 
provided at the meeting. 

Jacob said each scenario is compared against the 2040 Base (the 2035 Fiscally Constrained 
transportation network and the base 2040 population), not against each other at this time. 
(Detailed scenario comparisons will be done later this fall.)  

 
Overview Scenario A (Roadway Emphasis):
‒ Additional 200 lane miles of freeway managed lanes 
‒ Additional 200 arterial lane miles 
 
Key Modeling Results of Scenario A 
• Vehicle and person miles traveled increase slightly (less than 1%).  
• Several congestion measures decrease (e.g., vehicle hours of delay – 11% decrease). 
• Variations (changes) in many measures were insignificant.  
Comments on Scenario A 

• Jacob noted the 2040 base network does not include the full extent of North Metro and 
Northwest Rail, and does not include the Southwest and Central Rail extensions, per 
RTD’s 2012 Cycle 2 Amendment.  

• Gene Putman said RTD’s request for proposals could cause a timing issue for what is 
being modeled in the scenarios.  

• George Gerstle requested adding total person hours of delay as an outcome 
measure.  Staff agreed to add this measure.  

 
Overview Scenario B (Multimodal Emphasis): 
‒ Completes FasTracks.  
‒ Additional 200 lane miles of freeway managed lanes (same as Scenario A). 
‒ Decrease of 400 lane miles of arterials (future widenings and new facilities). 
‒ Increased bus service on routes with more than 20 minute headways. 
‒ Additional arterial BRT (Colfax, US 287, SH-7). 
‒ Reduced transit fares (50%). 
‒ Doubling of ped/bike attractiveness factor. 
 
Comments on Scenario B overview: 

• In response to questions on the overview of Scenario B, Jacob and staff noted: 
o Scenario B does include full FasTracks buildout.  (Scenario A includes the fiscally 

constrained portion of FasTracks.) 
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o The Metro Vision goal of 50% new households/75% new employment in urban centers 
was not used in either Scenario A or B; this will be discussed for proposed Scenario C.  

o The additional 200 managed lane miles are in addition to the fiscally constrained 
plan in 2040 Base, and were coded as additional lanes, not converting any 
general purpose lanes. 

o The 2040 Base shows managed lanes on North I-25 from downtown Denver to 
120th Avenue, and then from SH-66 north.  Managed lanes are coded as HOV3 
in the model. 

o Staff will confirm that the additional managed lanes included “completing the gap” along 
North I-25 from SH-7 to SH-66 (they do), and were coded as additional lanes, not 
conversions. 

o Managed lane tolls are coded to be comparable to tolls for E-470 and what is being 
proposed for C-470. 

o The travel model directly addresses the 50% transit fare reduction. 
• Debra Baskett suggested using different wording for “freeway” managed lanes. 
• Gene Putman requested that scenario costs be included.  Jacob noted that MVPAC had also 

asked for this, and staff will do so, but at a very high level – not project-based.    
 
Key Modeling Results  of Scenario B. 
• VMT and Person Miles Traveled held steady.   
• Several measures increased (i.e., Total Vehicle Hours of Delay (+15%) 
• System wide transit boardings increased (+15%) 
• Non-SOV Trips to Work increased (+4%) 
• Share of total populations with good transit-job accessibility increased (+8%) and for low-

income/minority areas increased (+7%) 
 
Comments on Scenario B overview: 

• In response to questions, Jacob noted: 
o Modeling result measures showed moderate increases in congestion and air quality 

impacts. This could be because of more roadway congestion due to arterial lane mile 
reductions, resulting in circuitous vehicle trips. 

o Single occupant vehicle trips increased, but not dramatically (2-3%).  George Gerstle 
said this is why he recommends using Person Hours of Delay. 

o Arterial lanes miles were reduced in Scenario B.  Jacob emphasized that the scenario 
process is intended to test very distinct future concepts to see meaningful distinctions in 
results.  

o MVPAC also suggested a high level order of magnitude overall scenario cost analysis.   
Jacob noted scenarios are not actual or potential projects.  

o When asked about whether recent VMT trends are incorporated in the scenario planning 
process, Jacob noted that scenario analysis is a long range exercise (to 2040) and we 
need to look well beyond short-term trends.  Even so, to-be-proposed scenarios directly 
address VMT trends.  

• Pat Cronenberger and Jacob noted that scenario results are not policy decisions 
themselves, but are one of many pieces of information for the Board to use in making 
policy decisions.  
 

Overall modeling evaluation of land use and travel models:   
‒ Models are performing sufficiently, but are time-intensive (each scenario takes about 4-5 weeks 

to run).  
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‒ The existing land use model (spreadsheet-based) is not dramatically sensitive to transportation 

network changes in Scenarios A and B. 
• George Gerstle asked why the land use model was not sensitive to the reduction of 

significant arterial roads—that significant growth still occurs.    
 

The committee discussed the proposed Scenarios C and D:   

 
Jacob reviewed the August 21 MVPAC recommendations on proposed additional scenario C: 
 MVPAC recommended modeling Scenario C as staff defined in August 21 MVPAC memo. 

 
Comments on Scenario C: 

• Steve Klausing said Scenario C needs a more valid level of quantitative comparison to be 
useful.  He questioned if existing urban centers/corridors are sufficient to accommodate the 
projected build out.   

• Steve Glueck (MVPAC Chair) said he felt MVPAC was okay with C, as a “what if”.. you 
actually got that growth in urban centers”, but having a Scenario D that could be 
adjusted/modified to a more feasible number (local aspirations) is perhaps more important. 

• Rich McClintock asked how mode choice is addressed in the modeling. Do all urban 
centers have the same assumptions?  Are we capturing that people who live or work near 
transit may have different (smaller) travel footprints?  Scott Ramming said that the traffic 
model reflects the proximity of an urban center to transit.  Jacob added that a potential 
Scenario D or E could take into account more infill growth areas not in urban centers (as 
discussed at MVPAC). 

• Ken Lloyd suggested changing the transportation assumptions for Scenario C.  Jacob 
noted MVPAC recommended not changing transportation, but said that varying 
transportation and land use together are important concepts for additional proposed 
scenarios.  

• Steve Klausing suggested not pursuing Scenario C without knowing what the resulting 
densities would be.  He said initial scenarios (A and B) are very thematic, but Scenario C 
is more specific (meet Metro Vision urban center goals).  He noted the MVPAC did 
recommend Scenario C, but felt the results of Scenario C might show the urban centers 
are undevelopable and impractical.   

• Steve Klausing recommended staff show the land use results and implications for Scenario C.   
 

 
 
  

Proposed Scenario D overview: 
‒ “What would it take to meet . . . 

o adjust transportation facilities and services 
o adjust costs to drive or use transit 
o Land use? 

‒ … current Metro Vision goals” 
o 10% reduction in VMT per capita 
o 60% decrease in transportation GHG  

 

Proposed Scenario C (Urban Centers Emphasis) overview: 
‒ Adjust share of new housing and employment growth in urban centers to meet Metro 

Vision goals:  
 50% of new housing units 
 75% of new employment 

‒ All other Base 2040 assumptions held constant 
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Jacob reviewed the August 21 MVPAC recommendations on proposed Scenario D: 
 MVPAC did not yet recommend Scenario D pending review of Scenario B and C results, 

and staff input on types of factors to adjust for Scenario D.  (MVPAC asked for more 
discussion of the results of C, coupled with B, at its next meeting on September 18.) 

 
Discussion followed, including: 

• Rich McClintock asked about non-work walk and bicycle trips.  Is there a way to model 
walkable communities in all regions, not just downtown? 

o Scott Ramming noted in Scenario C, with more density, these interactions 
improve and the model could test this. 

o Jacob Riger noted that the Focus travel model is a tour based model that is 
more sophisticated than previous models.   

• Steve Klausing itemized initial suggestions for D: 
o start with 2040 base transportation network 
o not take away 400 arterial lane miles 
o include full FasTracks  
o no 50% transit fare discount  (George Gerstle recommended keeping the 50% 

transit fare reduction, as it represents the concept of a community pass, or 
EcoPass, which is an effective tool in increasing transit ridership.  Steve Klausing 
said he would agree, providing fare reduction could be isolated as a factor.) 

o include other elements in B (i.e., increased bike/ped accessibility, etc.)   
o use local jurisdictions urban centers build out totals, even if they are different than 

the  Metro Vision 50/75 urban center goals. 
o George Gerstle said staff-proposed Scenario D (“what would it take to meet 

Metro Vision goals?”) could become Scenario E.   

• Discussion ensued to clarify proposals for Scenarios C, D, and E.  Jacob tracked the 
evolving discussion on a Powerpoint slide to confirm the proposals.   

 
Steve Klausing MOVED to recommend to the Metro Vision Issues Committee (MVIC) 
the modified Scenarios C, D and E to be modeled by DRCOG staff as shown at the 
end of these minutes (and provided to TAC members after the meeting).  Bob Davis 
SECONDED the motion. 

Discussion continued to clarify the motion.  Jacob clarified: 
o Scenario C includes the entire transportation network assumptions of Scenario B.   
o Scenario D also includes the transportation network assumptions of Scenario B, 

except that Scenario D does not include the 400 lane miles of arterial reductions.   
• George Gerstle clarified the intent of the motion, and said he proposed that Scenario C 

would include the 400 lane miles of arterial reductions.  George said he wanted to see 
what the impacts are of a transit- and multimodal-focused network with a transit-focused 
land use (urban center goals).   

Chair George Gerstle asked for the motion for Scenarios C and D to be voted on.   
The motion passed with 1 opposed.   

George Gerstle made a friendly amendment to include a Scenario E (“what would it take to 
accomplish MV goals” (formerly the staff-proposed Scenario D).  No objection was heard. 
 

TAC recommendation for Scenario E 
• Old Scenario D – what would it take to achieve MV goals 
• TAC members directed DRCOG staff to define and test land use and transportation 

factors for this scenario  
 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:05 p.m.   Next meeting is scheduled for September 23, 2013. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

 

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

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 
November 25, 2013 Action 4 

 
SUBJECT 
This agenda item concerns staff observations from Metro Vision 2040 scenario analysis. 
TAC will review staff observations and supplement as needed. 
 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 
Staff recommends forwarding the following observations of the Metro Vision 2040 scenario 
analysis results to the Metro Vision Issues Committee (MVIC):  

• Scenarios C and E demonstrated that the region’s goal to accommodate a significant 
share of future population and employment growth in urban centers will greatly 
influence the region’s ability to lower vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and increase travel 
by other modes.  

• Scenario E further demonstrated that accommodating significant growth in areas with 
existing and planned high-frequency transit is also important in efforts to lower VMT 
and per capita VMT. 

• Transportation cost factors included in C and E (lowering transit fares and doubling 
auto costs in Scenario E) had a role in reducing VMT, but their individual contribution 
to VMT reductions difficult to discern. 

• While Scenarios C and E resulted in significant progress toward existing regional 
goals, neither scenario achieved the current goals. 

• Scenarios that did not focus on housing growth (A, B, and D) in urban centers and/or 
transit areas had little notable change from 2040 Base on VMT. 

• Scenario A provided a degree of congestion relief, but negligible changes in access 
to employment via transit. Whereas other scenarios (C, D, and E) resulted in 
decreased congestion, compared to base, and also increased access to employment 
via transit. 

• Scenarios A and B demonstrated the ability of the technical tools (land use and 
transportation models) to provide valid results. Both scenarios provided a foundation 
for subsequent scenarios. 

 

ACTION BY OTHERS 
The Metro Vision Planning Advisory Committee (MVPAC) will review and discuss 
scenario results at its November 20, 2013 meeting.  Staff will share MVPAC’s guidance 
at the TAC meeting. 
 

SUMMARY 
Regional scenarios contain a package of “what-if” factors that represent a change from our 
Base 2040 assumptions (2040 Base).  Scenarios are modeled to produce transportation, air 
quality, population, and other outcome measures.   
 
Scenario results are just one of several factors for the Board to consider in policy decision-
making for the 2040 process.  Scenarios do not test “projects” or “project packages.”  Rather, 
they represent distinct “what if” concepts to compare broad regional trends. 

mailto:jriger@drcog.org�
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In October, staff provided MVPAC initial results for Scenarios A, B, and C, including 
requested land use implications associated with Scenario C (i.e., household and employment 
densities in urban centers). MVPAC directed staff to model a Scenario E that would expand 
priority growth areas to include existing urban centers and other areas of the region with a 
high degree of transit access. Additionally, Scenario E adjusted additional assumptions to 
serve as a proxy for recent, observed decreases in VMT and auto ownership rates.  
 
See Table 1 for draft outcome measures for all scenarios and the 2040 Base. The table has 
been revised from previous versions to make clearer which outcomes related to existing 
Metro Vision priorities have “improved” or “worsened” compared to base.  
 
Staff will provide the committee with additional information at the meeting in November, 
including requested information on infrastructure costs, spatial visualization of scenarios, and 
results from sub-regional/”representative” community analysis.  
 
PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 
• MVPAC 

January 23, 2013 – Overview presentation (Discussion) 
February 20, 2013 – Outcome measures (Discussion) 
April 24, 2013 – Crafting regional scenarios – scenario factors (Discussion) 
May 15, 2013 - Recommend to the Board of Directors two initial scenarios (Action) 
August 21, 2013 – Recommend to TAC up to 3 additional scenarios (Action) 
October 16, 2013 – Recommend to staff assumptions for Scenario E (Action) 

 
• TAC 

January 28, 2013 – Measures for Metro Vision 2040 Scenario Analysis 
March 25, 2013 – Crafting regional scenarios (Discussion)  
April 22, 2013 – Crafting regional scenarios (Discussion) 
May 20, 2013 – Recommendations to staff on 2040 network changes to incorporate 
into the scenario models (Action) 
August 26, 2013 – Recommend up to 3 additional scenarios (Action) 

 
• MVIC 

December 5, 2012 – Outcome measures (Action) 
May 1, 2013 – Direction to staff on scenario analysis (Action) 
 

• Board of Directors 
August 15, 2012 – Approach to scenario analysis in Metro Vision 2040 (Action) 
May 15, 2013 – Direction to staff to initiate scenario analysis (Action) 

 
PROPOSED MOTION 
Motion to forward staff observations to MVIC. 
 

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

http://www.drcog.org/documents/Table%201%20Draft%202040%20Outcome%20Measures%20Nov%2013%202013.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/agendas/MVPAC%20Full%20Agenda%20Jan%2023%202013.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/agendas/02-20-13%20MVPAC%20Full%20Agenda.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/agendas/04-24-13%20MVPAC%20Full%20Agenda.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/agendas/05-14-13%20MVPAC%20Full%20Agenda.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/agendas/08-26-13%20MVPAC%20Full%20Agenda.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/agendas/10-16-13%20MVPAC%20Full%20Agenda.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/agenda.cfm?agendaID=26493�
http://www.drcog.org/agenda.cfm?agendaID=26568�
http://www.drcog.org/agenda.cfm?agendaID=26601�
http://www.drcog.org/agenda.cfm?agendaID=26627�
http://www.drcog.org/agendas/08-26-13%20TAC%20Mtg%20Full%20Agenda.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/agendas/December%205%202012%20MVIC%20Agenda%20Comment%20Enabled.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/agendas/May%201,%202013%20MVIC%20Agenda%20Comment%20Enabled.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/agendas/August%2015%202012%20Board%20of%20Directors%20Agenda%20comment%20enabled.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/agendas/May%2015%202013%20Board%20Agenda%20comment%20enabled.pdf�
mailto:jriger@drcog.org�
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ATTACHMENT C 
 

 

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

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 
November 25, 2013 Action 5 

 

SUBJECT 
This item involves changes to the designated Regional Roadway System depicted in the 
DRCOG Regional Transportation Plan.   
 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 
Staff recommends the Regional Roadway System changes as described below, as they 
provide connectivity to other regional system facilities, are a reasonable length, and 
there is adequate spacing between parallel regional facilities. 
 

ACTION BY OTHERS 
N/A 
 

SUMMARY 
At its July 29, 2013 meeting, the TAC recommended several proposed changes to the 
designated Regional Roadway System for 2040.  As part of its discussion, TAC asked 
DRCOG staff to ensure that local governments demonstrate concurrence from adjacent 
and directly affected jurisdictions.  That follow-up coordination resulted in the changes 
shown in Table 1, which the TAC will act on: 

• Local governments withdrew two segments (160th Avenue and a portion of 
Indiana Street). 

• The City of Thornton retained its request to designate 160th Avenue from I-25 to 
SH-7.  DRCOG staff does not support this proposal as it does not connect to the 
Regional Roadway System on the west end. 

• Weld County proposed several segment additions.  DRCOG staff supports these 
proposals as they provide well-spaced regional network connectivity.  DRCOG 
staff met with staff from Weld County, Longmont, and Mead regarding the 
alignment of Weld County Road 5 just north of SH-119 and supports this addition 
to the Regional Roadway System with the understanding that affected parties will 
continue to collaborate to determine the exact alignment. 

The current Regional Roadway System is shown in Figure 1.  The locations of requested 
changes are displayed in Figure 2.  

PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 
July 29, 2013 TAC 
 

PROPOSED MOTION 
Motion to recommend changes to the designated Regional Roadway System for the 2040 
MVRTP. 

mailto:jriger@drcog.org�
http://www.drcog.org/documents/Updated_2040_RRS%20and%20Vision%20November%2014,%202013.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/documents/Fig%201%20MetroVision_Regional_Roadways_Only.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/documents/2040_MVRTP_SW_Weld.pdf�
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ATTACHMENT D 

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

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 
November 25, 2013 Briefing 6 

 

SUBJECT 
This item concerns air quality modeling of proposed 2013 Cycle 2 amendments.  
 
PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 
Staff recommends including all proposed projects in air quality conformity modeling for the 
2013 Cycle 2 amendments to the 2035 Fiscally Constrained Regional Transportation Plan 
(FC-RTP). 
 
ACTION BY OTHERS 
N/A 
SUMMARY 
DRCOG amends the 2035 FC-RTP twice a year. We are starting the 2013 Cycle 2 
amendment process now. Several requested amendments were received (see Table 1).  
The proposed amendments include projects to be funded through CDOT’s RAMP 
(Responsible Acceleration of Maintenance and Partnerships) program. 
The Transportation Commission selected four new projects in the DRCOG region which 
must be amended into the 2035 FC-RTP before they can access RAMP funds. Prior to 
amending them into the Plan, they must also be modeled for air quality conformity. 
All proposed RTP amendments (RAMP and non-RAMP) are consistent with the goals, 
policies, and action strategies in the RTP; staff assumes all projects modeled as part of 
the Cycle 2 air quality conformity process will be amended into the 2035 FC-RTP by the 
DRCOG Board. 
NOTE: Per adopted Board policy (January 2009) the sponsors of the C-470 Toll Highway 
amendments are required to provide additional information as part of their application 
submittal. CDOT is also required to provide this information for the I-70 project (see links 
below). 

PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 
N/A 
PROPOSED MOTION 
Move to recommend to the DRCOG Board of Directors including all proposed projects 
shown in Table 1 in air quality conformity modeling for 2013 Cycle 2 amendments to the 
2035 Fiscally Constrained Regional Transportation Plan. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
• Table 1:  DRCOG 2013 Cycle 2 Fiscally Constrained Regional Transportation Plan 

Amendments 
• Additional required tolling information for I-70 and C-470 FC-RTP amendments  
• C-470 Corridor Coalition Draft Revenue Memo (October 29, 2013) 
 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
If you need additional information, please contact Jacob Riger, Long Range Transportation 
Planning Coordinator at 303-480-6751 or jriger@drcog.org 

mailto:jriger@drcog.org�
http://www.drcog.org/documents/DRCOG%20Board%20Resolution%20Jan%202009.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/documents/RAMP%20and%20Cycle%202%20attach%20Additional%20required%20tolling%20information%20for%20I-70.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/documents/RAMP%20and%20Cycle%202%20attach%20Additional%20required%20tolling%20information%20for%20C470.pdf�
http://www.drcog.org/documents/RAMP%20and%20Cycle%202%20attach%20C470%20draft%20revenue%20memo.pdf�
mailto:jriger@drcog.org�


Amend. Current 
Agency Project Description Source FC-RTP Status Cycle 2 Amendment

CDOT/C-470 
Coalition
(RAMP)

C‐470 Corridor new managed tolled express lanes:
• Eastbound:  Platte Canyon Rd. to I-25 (1 new lane)
• Westbound:  I-25 to Wadsworth Blvd. (1 new lane)

RAMP Not in Add to FC network (<2025), regionally funded

C-470: new managed toll express lanes:
• Eastbound:  Kipling Pkwy. to Platte Canyon Rd. (1 new lane)
• Westbound:  Wadsworth Blvd. to Kipling Pkwy. (1 new lane)

Toll/Local Not in Add to FC network (<2035), locally funded

C-470: additional managed toll express lanes:
• Eastbound:  Broadway to I-25 (1 additional lane)
• Westbound:  I-25 to Lucent Blvd. (1 additional lane)

Toll/Local Not in Add to FC network (<2035), locally funded

CDOT-R1  I-70 Eastbound peak period shoulder tolled express lane (Empire 
Jct. to Twin Tunnels) RAMP Not in Add to FC network (<2025), regionally funded

Commerce City SH-2:  72nd Ave. to I-76 widening RAMP Not in Add to FC network (<2025), regionally funded

Golden US 6/19th St. new interchange RAMP Not in Add to FC network (<2025), regionally funded

Denver Federal Blvd.:  6th Avenue to Howard St. widening RAMP In Change from local to regionally funded

North Metro Rail Line (extension from 72nd Ave. to 124th Ave.) RTD Request Not in Add to FC network (<2025)

I-225 LRT: Move location of Montview (Fitzsimons) Station RTD Request In Move Station to new site

Brighton Bridge St./I-76 new interchange Local Request Not in Add to FC network, 100% local funding

Centennial Arapahoe Rd.: add Jordan Rd. grade separation Local Request Not in Add to FC network (<2035) 

Broomfield 120th Ave.: Allison St. to Emerald St. new road Staff Review In

Central Park Blvd:  47th Ave. to 56th Ave. new road Staff Review In
Broadway: Exposition Ave. to Mississippi Ave. widening and I-25 
interchange Staff Review In

MLK Blvd.:  Havana St./Iola St. to Peoria St. new road Staff Review In

56th Ave.:  Havana St. to Pena Blvd. widening Staff Review In

Chambers Rd:  Stroh Rd. to Hess Rd. new road Staff Review In

Stroh Rd.: Chambers Rd. to Crowfoot Valley Rd. new road Staff Review In

Table 1:  DRCOG 2013 Cycle 2 Fiscally Constrained (FC)-RTP Amendments
Last Revised:  November 14, 2013

Change completion to the 2015 to 2024 staging 
period.  Will not be completed prior to 2015.

Denver

Parker

RTD

CDOT/C-470 
Coalition
(Non-RAMP)
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