
 

 

 
 

 

AGENDA 
DRCOG Board Work Session 

Wednesday, May 2, 2018 
4 p.m. 

1290 Broadway 
First Floor Boardroom 

 
 
1. Call to Order 
 
2. Roll Call 
 
3. Summary of April 4, 2018 Board Work Session 
 (Attachment A) 
 
4. Public Comment 

The chair requests that there be no public comment on issues for which a prior public hearing has been 
held before the Board of Directors.  
 

5. Update on the Regional Growth Initiative (RGI) 
 (Attachment B) Brad Calvert, Director, Regional Planning & Development   
 
6. Discussion of outstanding topics for incorporation into the draft 2020-2023 TIP Policy 

document 
 (Attachment C) Ron Papsdorf, Director, Transportation Planning & Operations 
 
7. Adjourn 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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) 480-6701 
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BOARD WORK SESSION SUMMARY 
April 4, 2018 

 
Directors present: 
Herb Atchison, Chair Westminster 
Elise Jones Boulder County 
David Beacom City and County of Broomfield 
Kevin Flynn Denver City and County 
Anthony Graves (Alternate) Denver City and County 
Roger Partridge Douglas County 
Bob Roth Aurora 
Aaron Brockett Boulder 
Tammy Maurer Centennial 
Laura Christman Cherry Hills Village 
Rick Teter Commerce City 
Steve Conklin Edgewater 
Daniel Dick Federal Heights 
Jim Dale Golden 
Stephanie Walton Lafayette 
Dana Gutwein Lakewood 
Wynne Shaw Lone Tree 
Joan Peck Longmont 
Ashley Stolzmann Louisville 
John Diak Parker 
Rita Dozal Superior 
Debra Perkins-Smith CDOT 
 
Participating via Webex: 
Jacob Lofgren Lochbuie 
 
Others present: Doug Rex, Director, Transportation Planning & Operations, Jeanne 
Shreve, Adams County; Bryan Weimer, Arapahoe County; Mac Callison, Aurora; Brad 
Boland, Castle Rock; Jamie Hartig, Douglas County; Kent Moorman, Kevin Forgett, 
Thornton; Lizzie Kemp, CDOT; and DRCOG staff. 
 
Board Chair Herb Atchison facilitated the work session. The session began at 4:00 p.m. 
 
Summary of February 7, 2018 Board Work Session 
The summary was provided for review. No revisions to the summary were requested 
 
Public Comment 
No public comment was received. 
 
Discussion of the 2020-2023 Transportation Improvement Program Regional Share Criteria 
Ron Papsdorf, Transportation Planning & Operations Director, provided information on the 
proposed criteria. The TIP Policy Work Group recommended weighting and other 
adjustments based on comments received from the Board at their March 21 meeting. A 
comment was made that while the focus areas were agreed to for this cycle, the broader 
metro vision objectives are longer term and should receive more weight. It was noted the 
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focus areas are also metro vision objectives. Consensus was to move the Regional Share 
Criteria recommendation forward to the Board as proposed by the TIP Policy Work Group. 
 
Discussion of TIP Regional Share project application scoring, recommendations, and 
approval process 
Ron Papsdorf briefed members on the TIP Policy Work Group’s concepts of how the regional 
share project scoring, recommendation and approval process could work. The sequential 
process would include the following steps: 
 
• Regional share project applications are submitted by the subregions, CDOT and RTD to 

DRCOG staff.  
• DRCOG staff reviews applications to confirm eligibility. 
• Eligible applications are scored by a review panel for part 2-A. (possible review panel 

members could include the TAC, the TIP Policy Work Group, or an ad hoc group of 
regional stakeholders), and by DRCOG staff for the remaining 3 sections of the application 
(parts 2-B, C, and D). 

• Scores would be combined and presented to the review panel. The review panel will 
identify the top scoring projects representing 150% of available funds. Sponsors of those 
projects would be invited to present their projects to the review panel, who in turn will make 
a funding recommendation to the TAC. Unfunded top projects are placed on a waiting list. 

• The panel’s list of recommended projects will go through the DRCOG committee process 
(TAC, RTC, and DRCOG Board). 

 
Directors discussed the proposed process. Members expressed support for DRCOG staff 
doing all the project scoring, and having one staff representative from each of the subregions 
on the review panel along with CDOT, RTD, and a handful (no more than 5) of subject matter 
experts. DRCOG staff will make recommendations for the subject matter experts. 
 
Other Matters 
No other matters were discussed. 
 
The work session ended at 5:20 p.m. 
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To: Chair and Members of the Board of Directors 
 
From: Douglas W. Rex, Executive Director 
 303 480-6701 or drex@drcog.org  
      

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 
May 2, 2018 Informational 5 

 
SUBJECT 

An update on the Regional Growth Initiative (RGI) and provide an opportunity for Director 
feedback on next steps. 
 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 
N/A 
 

ACTION BY OTHERS 
N/A 

 

SUMMARY 
Background 
At the November 2017 Board meeting, staff provided an informational briefing on the 
input it received from an ad hoc technical group of local government planners to identify 
and evaluate potential regional growth initiatives. The following four-pillar approach was 
designed to identify local growth priorities and aspirations that shape regional planning 
assumptions and influence the region’s ability to achieve our shared outcomes, as 
established in Metro Vision: 
 
Pillar #1: Growth research 
Pillar #2: Convening conversations and information sharing 
Pillar #3:  Commitment to action 
Pillar #4: Commitment to service 

 
This high-level description of a coordinated approach to growth was also informed by 
Director feedback at March and May 2017 work sessions, and from the Board and local 
staff stretching back to 2015. 
 
Director Feedback and Response – November 2017 
In November, Directors expressed interest in the cohort approach (identified in pillars #3 
and #4) whereby local governments could opt-in to help discuss, test, and learn from 
others facing a common issue. However, Directors also expressed concern that a 
continued regional conversation on growth was not apparent from the proposed 
approach.  
 
To provide clarity to the RGI approach, DRCOG staff has prepared a pilot phase RGI 
work program (Attachment 1) for the Board’s discussion. Staff’s presentation (Attachment 
2) will connect key areas of Director feedback with initiative activities. It will also note 
anticipated roles for the Board during the pilot phase. 
 

mailto:drex@drcog.org
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Today’s Discussion 
Discussion will be framed by a series of keypad polling slides asking Directors for a 
preliminary assessment – (1) Strongly Disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Agree, (4) Strongly 
Agree – with the following statements describing the RGI work program pilot phase: 
 
• Regionally, this initiative will help us maximize the benefits of growth and minimize 

potential negative effects. 
• Locally, this initiative will help us prepare for longer-term growth and its potential 

impacts. 
• This initiative will allow DRCOG staff to serve as facilitators. 
• This initiative will allow DRCOG staff to serve as analysts and modelers. 
• This initiative will allow the DRCOG Board to serve as prioritizers and balancers. 
• This initiative will help new urban development occur in an orderly and compact 

pattern. 
• This initiative will improve growth priority coordination and designation between 

DRCOG and local communities. 
 

As time allows, Directors will discuss (statements with the lowest scores discussed first): 
• Why did you score it the way you did? 
• What might be missing from this pilot phase of the RGI? 
• What concerns do you have? 

 

 PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 
March 1, 2017 
 

May 3, 2017 
 

November 15, 2017 
 

PROPOSED MOTION 
N/A 
 

ATTACHMENT 
1. Regional Growth Initiative Work Program – Pilot Phase 
2. Staff presentation 
3. Metro Vision 
 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
If you need additional information please contact Douglas W. Rex, Executive Director, 
at 303 480-6701 or drex@drcog.org; or Brad Calvert, Director, Regional Planning and 
Development, at 303-480-6839 or bcalvert@drcog.org.   

https://drcog.org/node/190661
https://drcog.org/node/190719
https://drcog.org/node/190797
https://drcog.org/sites/drcog/files/resources/Metro_Vision_Jan_18_2017_FINAL.pdf
mailto:drex@drcog.org
mailto:bcalvert@drcog.org


Regional Growth Initiative Work Program – Pilot Phase 
Board Work Session Attachment 1 – May 2, 2018 
 
 

Pillar #1 - Growth research 
Activity 1.1: Growth trends reporting 
Purpose: To provide actionable research about growth and development for use by 
local governments and the DRCOG board in decision-making 
 

Activity 1.2: Status of growth priorities in local plans 
Purpose: To maintain a catalog of local plans and aspirations for use in forecasting 
and intergovernmental coordination efforts 
 

Proposed tasks: 
• Board Workshop (August 2018): Discuss and provide feedback on urban growth 

boundary/area (UGB/A) and role in RGI 
• 1st Metro Vision Measure Status Report 
• Future Board Work Session: Brainstorm/prioritize additional research topics 
• Briefings, visualizations, etc. related to growth and development trends and 

implications for shared outcomes 
• Compile local plan growth priority index/catalog 

 

Pillar #2 – Convening conversations and information sharing 
Activity 2.1: Forecasting and analysis of development trends 
Purpose: To test aggregated plans and aspirations against market, demographic and 
external forces to evaluate potential implications 
 

Activity 2.2: Regionwide forecast acceptance  
Purpose: To develop a shared understanding and acceptance of the region’s small 
area population and employment forecast 
 

Proposed tasks: 
• Prepare 2045 population and employment forecast for use in the next fiscally 

constrained regional transportation plan 
• Local review and comment on 2045 population and employment forecast 
• Stress-testing and other scenario-type analyses of the forecast to identify 

potential implications, including help with the identification of potential cohorts 
(see Activity 3.1) 

• Outreach and communication around the forecast and its potential implications 
• Future Board Meeting: Board action accepting forecast assumptions and 

discussion of potential implications 
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Pillar #3 – Commitment to action 
Activity 3.1: Cohort identification  
Purpose: To find growth and development issues and stakeholders willing to explore 
and test potential solutions 
 

Activity 3.2: Established cohort activities  
Purpose: To discuss a common issue or set of issues, potential solutions and pilot 
testing, leading to locally driven, individualized action plans 
 

Proposed tasks: 
• Explore potential role for cohort approach in existing projects or partnerships (e.g. 

RTD’s first and final mile group, Boomer Bond, Urban Centers, Small Communities 
Hot Topics Forum, Active Transportation Plan, Mobility Choice, etc.) 

• Prepare cohort scope and communicate to potential participants 
• Develop strategic partnerships and organize attention around problems, issues, 

opportunities or other topics that may be suited to the cohort approach 
• Future Board Work Session: Review and prioritize potential cohort topics 

 

Pillar #4 – Commitment to service 
Activity 4.1: Cohort support and exchange  
Purpose: To support and document the work of the issue/geography-based cohorts for 
others to learn from and potentially apply. 
 

Activity 4.2: Supportive data and tool development  
Purpose: To develop datasets and other tools to help local governments and other 
growth and development stakeholders in decision-making and decision support. 
 

Proposed tasks: 
• Contribute research to assist cohort participants in identifying potential actions 
• Convene and facilitate cohorts 

 



Regional Growth Initiative (RGI)

Feedback on next steps

5/2/2018

Click to edit Master title styleClick to edit Master title style

Regional 

Growth Initiative

Feedback on next steps

Presented by:

Brad Calvert

May 2, 2018

Click to edit Master title styleClick to edit Master title styleTimeline

March & May 2017

Initial guidance from board work 
session

Quarter 3 2017

Series of four meetings with 
local staff

November 2017

Shared with board four pillars of 
proposed initiative for feedback



Regional Growth Initiative (RGI)

Feedback on next steps

5/2/2018

Click to edit Master title styleClick to edit Master title styleStatus: board feedback on pillars

Growth research1

Convening conversations & info sharing2

Commitment to action3

Commitment to service4

Interest in 

cohort-

approach

Concern 

about 

missing 

regional 

conversation

Click to edit Master title styleClick to edit Master title styleAdditional feedback

Key areas of 

Director feedback
Staff response and initiative refinements

Don’t forget 

about the 

historical 

context (e.g. 

UGB/A)

The intent behind the UGB/A was to:

1) Promote plan consistency (see activity 1.2)

2) Translate local growth commitments to 

regional forecast (see activities 2.1 and 2.2)

3) Anticipate implications of growth patterns (see 

activity 2.1)

More discussion about potential UGB/A 

role in RGI at August Workshop.
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Activity 1.1: Growth trends reporting

Purpose: To provide actionable research about growth 

and development for use by local governments 

and the DRCOG Board in decision-making

Activity 1.2: Status of growth priorities in local plans

Purpose: To maintain a catalog of local plans and 

aspirations for use in forecasting and 

intergovernmental coordination efforts

Pillar 1 activities
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Activity 1.1: Growth trends reporting

Activity 1.2: Status of growth priorities in local plans

• Discuss and provide feedback on UGB/A 

and role in RGI (Board Workshop in August)

• Brainstorm/prioritize future research topics

• Consumer of 1st Metro Vision measure 

status report

• Consumer of other briefings and information

Pillar 1 – anticipated Board role
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Activity 2.1: Forecast development and analysis

Activity 2.2: Regionwide forecast acceptance

• Consumer of results from growth 
forecast stress test, scenario-type 
analysis

• Board action accepting forecast 
assumptions and discussion of potential 
implications

Pillar 2 – anticipated Board role
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Activity 3.1: Proactive cohort identification

Purpose: To find growth and development issues and 

stakeholders willing to explore and test

potential solutions

Activity 3.2: Commitment cohorts in action

Purpose: To discuss a common issue or set of issues, 

potential solutions and pilot testing, leading 

to locally driven, individualized action plans

Pillar 3 activities



Regional Growth Initiative (RGI)

Feedback on next steps

5/2/2018

Click to edit Master title styleClick to edit Master title styleCommitment to action

Activity 3.1: Proactive cohort identification

Activity 3.2: Established cohort activities

• Prioritize potential cohort topics

• Champion your own community’s 
participation, if applicable

Pillar 3 – anticipated Board role
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Activity 4.1: Cohort support and exchange

Purpose: To support and document the work of the issue-

based cohorts for others to learn from and 

potentially apply.

Activity 4.2: Supportive data and tool development

Purpose: To develop datasets and other tools to help local 

governments and other growth and development 

stakeholders in decision-making and decision 

support.

Pillar 4 activities
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Activity 4.1: Cohort support and exchange

Activity 4.2: Supportive data and tool development

• Consumer of case studies and other 
cohort findings

• User – direct or indirect – of tools and 
data

Pillar 4 – anticipated board role
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Let’s go back through these polling questions (starting with those scoring low).

• Why did you score it the way you did?

• What might be missing from this pilot phase of the 

RGI?

• What concerns do you have?

Statement Mean score
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To: Chair and Members of the Board of Directors 
 
From: Douglas W. Rex, Executive Director 
 303 480-6701 or drex@drcog.org 
     

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 
May 2, 2018 Informational 6 

 

SUBJECT 
Outstanding topics to discuss for incorporation into the draft 2020-2023 TIP Policy 
document. 
 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 
N/A 
 

ACTION BY OTHERS 
N/A 
 
 

SUMMARY 
At the April 10 TIP Policy Work Group (TPWG) meeting, members discussed several major 
elements of the draft TIP Policy document that still needed discussion. The following are 
items staff would like to get Board Director feedback on before staff finalizes a draft 
document with the TPWG.   
 
1. Subregional Share Evaluation Criteria  
 
The Subregional Share evaluation criteria concept presented below was developed by 
DRCOG staff and the TPWG. It is consistent with the February 2017 TIP Dual Model 
Framework White Paper and the approach taken by the Puget Sound Regional Council.  
The proposed concept would allow each subregion to choose one of the following options 
for evaluating its Subregional Share project/program submissions: 

a) Subregions may use the Regional Share criteria, scoring, and weightings for the 
subregional process as adopted, or 

b) Subregions may use the Regional Share criteria for the subregional process as 
adopted, with an alternative scoring/weighting system, or 

c) Subregions may develop their own criteria and associated scoring/weighting system, 
though the following must be incorporated into the Subregional Share criteria: 

o Criteria associated with the three adopted Metro Vision TIP Focus Areas, 
o Criteria involving all eight transportation-focused Metro Vision objectives listed 

in the Regional Share criteria, 
o The entirety of Part 1: Base Information of the Regional Share criteria, and 
o The following questions: 

 Why is this proposed project important to your subregion? 
 How will the proposed project address the specific transportation 

problem as stated in Part 1: Basic Information? 
 How will connectivity to different travel modes be improved? 

 

mailto:drex@drcog.org
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This approach provides flexibility for each subregional forum to determine the method for 
evaluating subregional share projects that best meets its situation - within a common 
framework across all subregions.  
 
TPWG Discussion 
The TPWG generally agreed that each subregion should use the Regional Share criteria as 
a basis, and allow for each subregion to tailor it as necessary for their needs. 
 
2. Subregional Share: The maximum number of applications that can be submitted 

by any one eligible applicant   
 
The current TIP Policy includes Table 3 (see Attachment 1) which outlines the maximum 
number of applications based on population and employment.  This ranges from five 
requests for jurisdictions with population or employment up to 10,000, to fifteen requests for 
600,000 or more.  Its purpose is to provide a fair and balanced selection process.   
 
Two options exist for the upcoming TIP process: 

a) Update the population and employment statistics in Table 3 and reduce the 
maximum number of submittals to coincide with the funding available for planning 
purposes within each subregion. 

b) Do not limit the number of applications any one entity can submit for the subregional 
call for projects. 

 
TPWG Discussion 
The TPWG discussion included not restricting the number of applications any one entity within 
a subregion can submit for the Subregional Share and should be left up to each subregion to 
decide.  However, staff has heard informal feedback from many of the subregional forums that 
they may wish to have DRCOG staff score or assist in scoring their Subregional Share 
applications.  If this is the case, staff would strongly encourage that each subregion cap the 
number of applications they ask staff to score due to limited staff resources.  
 
3. Project delays process, second year delay consequence 

 
The 2016-2021 TIP Policy text states: “The following consequence will be faced by the 
sponsor whose project phase was not initiated by October 15th, and therefore experiences a 
second-year delay: reduce by 20 percent the maximum number of applications a sponsor may 
submit in the next TIP Call for Projects (rounded up).  For example, if the sponsor was 
designated a maximum of 5 project applications per the adopted TIP policy, it would be 
reduced to 4.” 

 
Two options for the Board’s consideration are: 

a) Maintain the same delay consequence used in the current TIP process. 
b) Require additional local match on all submitted subregional share requests.  If this 

option is chosen, the current second-year delay language would be modified such as: 
 

• “The following consequence will be faced by the sponsor whose project phase 
was not initiated by October 15th, and therefore experiences a second-year 



  
  

Board Work Session 
May 2, 2018 
Page 3 
 

delay: reduce by 20 percent the maximum number of applications a sponsor 
may submit in the next TIP Call for Projects (rounded up).  For example, if the 
sponsor was designated a maximum of 5 project applications per the adopted 
TIP policy, it would be reduced to 4.  Increase the local match percentage from 
a minimum of 20% to a minimum of XX% on all of the sponsor’s Subregional 
Share DRCOG funding request submittals.” 

 
TPWG Discussion 
The TPWG said that if projects submitted by each subregion are to be limited (see #2 
above), then it would be simplest to leave the current policy as is.   
 
 PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 
N/A 
 

PROPOSED MOTION 
N/A 
 

ATTACHMENT 
1. Table 3: Maximum TIP Projects Submittals (from 2016-2021 TIP Policy document) 

 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
If you need additional information please contact Douglas W. Rex, Executive Director, at 
303-480-6701 or drex@drcog.org. 
 

mailto:drex@drcog.org
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Table 3.  Population and Employment Estimates and Maximum TIP Project Submittals

Place 2012 Population 2012 Employment Max # of Submittals

Adams County 459,600 214,200 10

Arapahoe County 594,700 294,200 10

Arvada 109,200 55,300 10

Aurora 339,300 159,900 10

Bennett 2,400 1,000 5

Boulder 100,800 53,600 10

Boulder County 305,300 158,600 10

Bow Mar 900 400 5

Brighton 34,800 15,300 8

Broomfield (City & County) 58,300 30,000 8

Castle Pines 10,700 5,000 8

Castle Rock 50,800 25,000 8

Centennial 103,400 53,300 10

Cherry Hills Village 6,200 2,600 5

Columbine Valley 1,300 600 5

Commerce City 48,000 21,300 8

Dacono 4,300 2,100 5

Deer Trail * 600 200 5

Denver (City & County) 634,600 316,700 15

Douglas County 298,200 150,000 10

Edgewater 5,300 2,800 5

Englewood 31,100 16,600 8

Erie 19,600 9,900 8

Federal Heights 11,900 5,600 8

Firestone 10,900 4,900 8

Fort Lupton 7,600 4,600 5

Foxfield 700 400 5

Frederick 9,500 4,300 5

Glendale 4,300 3,100 5

Golden 19,300 9,500 8

Greenwood Village 14,400 7,400 8

Hudson 2,600 1,200 5

Jamestown 300 - 5

Jefferson County 546,700 282,100 10

Lafayette 26,000 13,500 8

Lakeside - 1,000 5

Lakewood 146,000 73,000 10

Larkspur 200 100 5

Littleton 43,100 21,100 8

Lochbuie 5,200 300 5

Lone Tree 11,500 5,900 8

Longmont 88,900 43,300 8

Louisville 19,000 10,500 8

Lyons 2,100 1,100 5

Mead 3,700 1,800 5

Morrison 400 200 5

Mountain View 500 100 5

Nederland 1,500 800 5

Northglenn 37,000 18,100 8

Parker 47,000 24,100 8

Sheridan 6,500 2,500 5

Superior 12,800 7,100 8

Thornton 124,100 60,800 10

Ward 200 - 5

Weld County (DRCOG Only) 75,000 9,000 8

Westminster 109,500 57,100 10

Wheat Ridge 30,800 15,100 8

~ = less than 100

* = eligible for CMAQ only

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Source: U.S. Census Bureau.  

ACS, 5-Year Estimates, 2008-

2012

Table 3: Population and Employment Estimates and Maximum TIP Project 

Submittals

ATTACHMENT 1
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