
AGENDA 
REGIONALTRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

Tuesday, May 17, 2022, 8:30 a.m. 
1001 17th Street, Denver, CO 

1st Floor Aspen & Birch Conference Room 
*In-Person Meeting with Virtual Option for Public (via Zoom)

1. Call to Order

2. Public Comment
• Members of the public are welcome to comment in person or virtually

3. April 19, 2022, RTC Meeting Summary
(Attachment A)

ACTION ITEMS 

4. FY 2022-2027 Transportation Improvement Program Air Quality/Multimodal
Regional Share Funding Recommendations
(Attachment B) Todd Cottrell, Project and Program Delivery Manager

INFORMATIONAL BRIEFINGS 
5. Regional Transportation Operations and Technology (RTO&T) Strategic Plan

(Attachment C) Greg MacKinnon, Program Manager, Transportation Operations

6. Housing and the Regional Transportation Planning Process
(Attachment D) Andy Taylor, Manager, Regional Planning and Analytics

7. 2050 Regional Transportation Plan Greenhouse Gas Update
(Attachment E) Jacob Riger, Manager, Long Range Transportation Planning

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS 
8. Member Comment/Other Matters

• May 13, 2022 Statewide Transportation Advisory Committee Review

9. Next Meeting – June 14, 2022

10. Adjournment

Attendees can request additional aids or services, such as interpretation or assistive listening devices, by calling 303-480-
6701 or emailing ckennedy@drcog.org Please notify DRCOG at least 48 hours in advance so we can coordinate your 

request. 
 

mailto:ckennedy@drcog.org
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ATTACHMENT A 

MEETING SUMMARY 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

Tuesday, April 19, 2022 
Note: Meeting held virtually via Zoom 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Karen Stuart Colorado Department of Transportation 
Don Stanton Colorado Department of Transportation 
Yessica Holguin Colorado Department of Transportation 
Eula Adams (Alternate) Colorado Department of Transportation 
Randy Weil (Alternate) Denver Regional Council of Governments 
Doug Rex Denver Regional Council of Governments 
Wynne Shaw Denver Regional Council of Governments 
Kevin Flynn (Chair) Denver Regional Council of Governments 
Steve Conklin (Vice Chair) Denver Regional Council of Governments 
Shelley Cook Regional Transportation District 
Kate Williams Regional Transportation District 
Vince Buzek Regional Transportation District 
Debra Johnson  Regional Transportation District 
Jeffery Kullman Michael Baker International 
Mike Silverstein Regional Air Quality Council 

Others Present: 
Ron Papsdorf (Alternate) Denver Regional Council of Governments 
Kathleen Bracke (Alternate) Colorado Department of Transportation 
Lynn Guissinger (Alternate) Regional Transportation District 

Public: Roy Howard, Jan Rowe, Lauren Pulver, Bill Sirois, Allison Cutting, Jacob Smith, 
Rachel Hultin, Cap Kelly, Rick Coffin 

DRCOG Staff: Emily Lindsey, Alvan-Bidal Sanchez, Cam Kennedy, Sang Gu Lee, Jacob 
Riger, Robert Spotts, Matthew Helfant, Josh Schwenk, Melissa Adamson, 
Emily Kleinfelter, Steve Cook, Ala Nawaiseh, Andy Taylor, Ashley Summers, 
Todd Cottrell 

Call to Order 
Chair Kevin Flynn called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m. 
Public Comment 
There was no public comment. 
Summary of March 15, 2022 Meeting 
The summary was accepted. 

INFORMATIONAL BRIEFING 
End of Carbon Monoxide (CO) Maintenance 
Robert Spotts, Mobility Analytics Program Manager, introduced Rick Coffin, Air Pollution 
Control Division Planner, who informed the committee that after completing 10 years as a 
nonattainment area followed by a 20-year maintenance period, on Jan 14, 2022 the Denver 
area became one of the first regions in the nation to come fully into attainment for Carbon 
Monoxide (CO) emissions. The Longmont area has not experienced a violation of the CO 
standard since 1988 and the Denver Metro’s last violation of the CO standard occurred in 
1995. 

https://drcog.org/node/980913
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DRCOG will no longer have reporting requirements for CO. However, the state will continue to 
monitor real-time emissions to ensure CO in the air we breathe remains at healthy levels. The 
Denver region will complete maintenance requirements for PM-10 in October of this year but 
will continue to perform conformity analyses on ozone precursor emissions for the foreseeable 
future. 

Mr. Mike Silverstein mentioned how this is a true success story for the region and commended 
the planning work done over the years to address transportation issues which helped get the 
region to this point. Executive Director Doug Rex, echoed Mr. Silverstein’s sentiments and 
agreed this is news worth celebrating. 

Chair Kevin Flynn reiterated the point in the memo that the Denver area is one of the first 
regions in the U.S. to reach this milestone of being in full attainment for CO emissions. Mr. 
Flynn was curious what other areas have achieved this goal and what are some of the 
differences. Mr. Coffin mentioned our elevation, geography, meteorology, and high population 
presented challenges, so our region faced several difficulties to realize this goal. Mr. Coffin 
was not sure what other regions had achieved this milestone. 

Mr. Silverstein mentioned this was an administrative process where the region had to 
come into attainment first then submit a redesignation request to EPA before being in 
maintenance for 20 years, so it was a lengthy process to get to this point. Director Shelley 
Cook wondered if the framework and process is the same across all pollutants and Mr. 
Silverstein confirmed that is correct. 

Executive Director Rex commented on how the strong partnership, respect, and coordination 
between the various stakeholders in this region will be just as critical to handling the ozone 
problem as they have been for CO Maintenance. 

Commissioner Don Stanton wanted to remind the committee not only do we have an 
increasing population with more people moving to this state as well as increased traffic flow, but 
we also must understand that Colorado is not an island and what other states do affects us. 
Director Kate Williams mentioned we cannot penalize transportation carriers and trucking 
agencies for their carbon footprints since a lot of them provide vital services to people with 
disabilities, lower income people and older adults. 

2050 Regional Transportation Greenhouse Gas Update 
Jacob Riger, Long Range Transportation Planning Manager, presented to the committee that 
by October 1, 2022, the revised 2050 RTP needs to demonstrate that it will meet the GHG 
emission reduction targets (in million metric tons (MMT)) specified in Table 1 of the rule for the 
DRCOG MPO area for 2025, 2030, 2040, and 2050:



Regional Transportation Committee Summary 
April 19, 2022 
Page 3 

Regional 
Areas 

2025 
Reduction 

Level (MMT) 

2030 
Reduction 

Level (MMT) 

2040 
Reduction 

Level (MMT) 

2050 
Reduction 

Level (MMT) 

DRCOG 0.27 0.82 0.63 0.37 

NFRMPO 0.04 0.12 0.11 0.07 

PPACG NA 0.15 0.12 0.07 

GVMPO NA 0.02 0.02 0.01 

PACOG NA 0.03 0.02 0.01 

CDOT/Non-
MPO 0.12 0.36 0.30 0.17 

Total 0.43 1.5 1.2 0.7 

It is important to understand these emission reduction targets are from a baseline. The GHG 
rule defines the baseline as the modeled emissions associated with the 2050 RTP as adopted 
in April 2021. While the modeling performed for the 2050 RTP includes all planned regionally 
significant projects (major motor vehicle capacity and major transit capital and service 
improvements), the modeling does not fully reflect anticipated travel and emissions reductions 
associated with other types of investments included in the plan such as complete streets 
retrofits and regional bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

In this context, DRCOG staff have been engaged in the following activities: 

• Calculating the GHG emissions associated with the 2050 RTP as adopted to establish 
the baseline.

• Identifying how to quantify the GHG emission reduction benefits associated with the 
various programmatic, project category, and other non-project-specific investments in 
the fiscally constrained 2050 RTP not directly reflected in DRCOG’s Focus model.

These investments are a significant portion of the fiscally constrained plan in terms of both 
financial plan allocations and planned mobility investments in the region’s multimodal 
transportation system through 2050. Attachment 1 showed these programmatic categories and 
their total financial allocation in the 2050 RTP, in 2020 dollars. DRCOG is coordinating with the 
state to develop methods to represent these programmatic categories in the model by 
adjusting factors such as bicycle, pedestrian, and transit attractiveness.  

When Chair Flynn inquired about the table, Mr. Riger clarified each bracket is separate. They 
are not cumulative, they do not add together, the relationship is between the plan as revised, 
and the plan as adopted for each of these analysis years.

Table 1: GHG Transportation Planning Reduction Levels In MMT  
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Member Comment/Other Matters 
• Future Meeting Format Discussion

Executive Director Rex wanted to remind the committee that DRCOG is hoping to transition 
this meeting back to in-person next month and wanted to open a conversation to hear people’s 
thoughts on the issue. Chair Flynn commented that the meeting time could create difficulties 
since the committee would be contributing to congestion and greenhouse gas emissions and 
for him personally it could cause scheduling conflicts.

Director Kate Williams pointed out DRCOG’s Way to Go program helps people get around and 
could provide this committee with information on the best way to get to the meeting. Mr. 
Silverstein mentioned this time works well to begin the day and supports reconvening in-
person, commenting that the RAQC Board is also going back to in-person.  

Director Rebecca White concurred with meeting in-person and mentioned she would not be 
opposed with meeting earlier in the day at 8 a.m. Ron Papsdorf mentioned DRCOG has been 
working hard to ensure the accessibility of virtual meetings will not go away for the public. That 
way the meeting can occur in-person for members and alternates, but we will continue to 
stream the meeting on Zoom so the public can participate without having to travel to the 
DRCOG office.   

Commissioner Shelly Cook mentioned she would prefer to stay at the 8:30 a.m. start time and 
questioned if the virtual option would remain in place for members who live further away from 
downtown Denver or due to inclement weather. Mr. Papsdorf responded there is difficulties 
with deciding how far is too far, that it would be better if all members and alternates participate 
in-person and other interested parties can view the meeting remotely. However, if there was 
an inclement weather issue or another significant reason DRCOG could pursue changing the 
meeting format for that specific case. 

Director Williams agreed with Mr. Papsdorf and mentioned there are difficulties with having a 
hybrid meeting, where some participants are in-person and others are remote. Director 
Williams inquired if this conversation means we are anticipating the RTC to be in-person in 
May and Executive Director Rex confirmed that was the case.  

Executive Director Rex said that based on the comments it appears that this meeting will 
indeed be occurring in-person next month with the same dates and times remaining. Chair 
Flynn confirmed that seems to be the case.  

Next Meeting – May 17, 2022 

Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 9:28 a.m. 

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS
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ATTACHMENT B 

To: Chair and Members of the Regional Transportation Committee 

From: Todd Cottrell, Project and Program Delivery Manager, tcottrell@drcog.org 

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 
May 17, 2022 Action 4 

SUBJECT 
FY 2022-2027 Transportation Improvement Program Air Quality/Multimodal Regional 
Share Funding Recommendations

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Regional Share TIP Project Review Panel recommends the proposed Regional Share 
FY 2022-2025 TIP projects to be included within the current FY 2022-2025 TIP. 

ACTION BY OTHERS 
April 25, 2022 – TAC recommended approval 

SUMMARY 
On January 24, DRCOG issued the first of four Calls for Projects to program $463.3 million 
in available funds from federal fiscal year 2022 through FY 2027. Call #1, with 
$40,343,000 available, is a Regional Share call focused on Air Quality and Multimodal 
projects for the current FY 2022-2025 TIP. A total of 13 applications totaling $103,272,000 
in funding requests were received from subregional forums and RTD by the March 18 
application deadline. The applications can be found here. 

From March 23 to April 6, DRCOG conducted a public comment period for the submittals 
and received 246 comments. The public was able to indicate whether they support, have 
concern, or are opposed to the proposed project and submit specific written comments. A 
summary of the comments is outlined in attachment 1. 

A dozen DRCOG staff evaluated and scored each application question on a scale of 0 to 5 
(5 being the highest) and an average weighted score was calculated for each project and 
turned over to a Regional Share TIP Project Review Panel. 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. This panel met 
virtually on April 11 and April 14 to review the scores and recommend a suite of projects to 
TAC, RTC, and the Board.     

The panel recommends funding six projects as outlined in attachment 2. The 
recommendation considers both the DRCOG technical scores, and the public comments 
received. Their recommendation was developed through over four hours of deliberations, 
where they worked to propose funding quality, highly scored submittals from around the 
region. Aware that four of the top five scoring projects are from two subregions totaling just 
under 40% of the requested funding, the panel elected to allocate a lower funding amount 
than requested for some projects in order to fund a larger and more diverse set of project 
types and locations. The recommended funding amounts ensure that each project is able 
to implement meaningful scope elements and deliver improved travel options for residents 
from throughout the region.  

mailto:tcottrell@drcog.org
https://drcog.org/node/988153
https://drcog.org/2022-2025-transportation-improvement-program-development
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As part of the process to allocate available funds over four calls and two TIPs, no wait lists 
are being developed as an outcome of the first two calls. Those project sponsors who 
submitted projects in the first two calls (for the FY 2022-2025 TIP), but were not 
recommended for funding, may simply resubmit their same or similar application in the 
later calls if they wish. Wait lists will be developed as an outcome of the final two calls for 
projects.  

The suite of projects approved by the Board in May, along with the outcomes of Call #2, 
will be amended into the current FY 2022-2025 TIP in September. 

PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 
N/A 

PROPOSED MOTION 
Move to recommend to the DRCOG Board of Directors allocating $40,323,000 of Air 
Quality and Multimodal funds to six projects as presented to be included in the current FY 
2022-2025 TIP. 

ATTACHMENT 
1. Public comments received
2. FY 2022-2025 TIP Regional Share project recommendations
3. Staff Presentation

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

mailto:tcottrell@drcog.org


Public Comment Summary for Call #1 Applications
Sponsor Project Subregion Score Total Comments % Support2 % Concerned % Opposed
Boulder County SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Boulder 3.9 31 100% 0% 0%
Denver East Colfax BRT - Design Denver 3.7 11 100% 0% 0%
Boulder County SH-119 Bikeway Boulder 3.6 85 99% 1% 0%
Denver South Platte River Trail Improvements: Gates Crescent Park to W. 38th Ave. - Design Denver 3.4 10 100% 0% 0%
Lone Tree Lone Tree Mobility Hub Douglas 3.4 1 100% 0% 0%
Broomfield SH-7 Corridor Multimodal Improvements - Preconstruction Broomfield 3.3 5 40% 40% 20%
Arapahoe County Santa Fe Dr. Corridor Multimodal Improvements Arapahoe 3.1 5 100% 0% 0%
Boulder County SH-7 Transit Operations: Boulder to I-25 Boulder 3.1 7 57% 43% 0%
Centennial Arapahoe Rd. Multimodal Missing Gaps - I-25 to Parker Rd. Arapahoe 2.9 1 0% 100% 0%
RTD Spare the Air Days N/A (RTD) 2.9 9 11% 56% 33%
Lone Tree S. Havana St. Bikeway Douglas 2.7 3 33% 0% 67%
RTD Integrated Mobility as a Service N/A (RTD) 2.7 9 100% 0% 0%
Castle Pines I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped Bridge - Design Douglas 1.9 69 87% 3% 10%

         Comments are listed on the following pages in order by sponsor:
Page 1
Page 1
Page 7
Page 8
Page 9
Page 9
Page 15
Page 15
Page 16
Page 17
Page 17
Page 17
Page 18

RTD - Integrated Mobility as a Service….................................................................................................................
RTD - Spare the Air Days…............….............................................................................................................................

Castle Pines - I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped Bridge - Design…......................................................................................
Centennial - Arapahoe Rd. Multimodal Missing Gaps - I-25 to Parker Rd.…............................................................................
Denver - East Colfax BRT - Design…....................................................................................................................
Denver - South Platte River Trail Improvements: Gates Crescent Park to W. 38th Ave.…....................................................................
Lone Tree - Lone Tree Mobility Hub…......................................................................................................................
Lone Tree - S. Havana St. Bikeway…...........................................................................................................................

Arapahoe County - Santa Fe Dr. Corridor Multimodal Improvements….................................................................................................
Boulder County - SH-119 Bikeway…...........................................................................................................................................................
Boulder County - SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St.…................................................................................
Boulder County - SH-7 Transit Operations: Boulder to I-25….................................................................................................................................
Broomfield - SH-7 Corridor Multimodal Improvements - Preconstruction….........................................................................................



Sponsor 
Agency

Project Comment type Name
(optional)

Organization
(optional)

Support/Oppose/ Have 
Concerns

Reasons for Position Other Comments

Arapahoe 
County

Santa Fe Dr. Corridor Multimodal 
Improvements Comment Form I support this project.

Arapahoe 
County

Santa Fe Dr. Corridor Multimodal 
Improvements Comment Form Don Cameron

City of Golden 
Councilor Ward 3 I support this project.

Creating connections to light rail is a great investment. I 
have ridden in this area and it is very hard to navigate in 
and near Santa Fe on a bike.  Improvements here will 
also help regional bikers too.

Arapahoe 
County

Santa Fe Dr. Corridor Multimodal 
Improvements Comment Form I support this project.

Strong support for improving multi-modal options on this 
vital but dangerous regional corridor! 

Arapahoe 
County

Santa Fe Dr. Corridor Multimodal 
Improvements Comment Form Kristen Boysen I support this project.

I strongly support this project; better and safer 
connection between the neighborhood and the S Platte 
River is critical. consider adding signage to make route-
finding easier in this complicated part of time. 

Arapahoe
Santa Fe Dr. Corridor Multimodal 
Improvements Comment Form Jonathan Pira I support this project.

Community feedback on this PEL show high counts of 
people who do use these unsafe corridors today, and 
more who would if the paths were safer.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form I support this project.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Bicycle Longmont I support this project.

Cyclists from Longmont, Niwot, and Boulder all would like 
to see improved safety measures for commuting along 
the Diagonal, and fully support the SH-119 Bikeway 
Project.  

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Niwot Resident I support this project.

Creation of this stretch of bikeway would radically 
improve my commute. Rather than a circuitous, unpaved 
route, this represents the building block for a direct, year 
round bike corridor between Niwot and Boulder

If we could get many elements of the bikeway completted 
even before construction of the main BRT, we would be 
offering options to the commute for people who would 
still have to travel through a construction area.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form I support this project.

Cyclists 4 Community supports the full funding and 
completion of the 119 bikeway.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Longmont resident I support this project. I support the creation of this bikeway!

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Longmont resident I support this project.

This is a much needed connector between the two cities 
as the current path between Longmont & Boulder is 
confusing and difficult to navigate between Boulder and 
Niwot.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Kelly Mahoney

Boulder County 
resident I support this project.

This is much needed for faster and safer transportation 
for bicyclists between Longmont and Boulder 

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form

Rebecca 
Holzhauer

Boulder County 
resident I support this project.

Cars on this road exceed 65 mph. We need a safer 
route. This project is a start in the right direction.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form

Rebecca 
Holzhauer

Boulder County 
resident I support this project.

Cars on this road exceed 65 mph. We need a safer 
route. This project is a start in the right direction.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Becky T

Boulder county 
resident I support this project.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Nicholas Ellens I support this project.

I ride this corridor occasionally: I like it for its speed and 
directness but dislike the proximity to fast-moving cars 
and trucks. With good bike facilities, Longmont/Boulder 
would be a highly viable bike commute for many, 
particularly with e-bikes.

TIP Application Comments as of 4/6/2022

Arapahoe County - Santa Fe Dr. Corridor Multimodal Improvements

Boulder County - SH-119 Bikeway

1



Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Longmont resident I support this project.

please support these improvements for multimodal 
access between Boulder & Niwot / Longmont. The 
SH119 Bikeway needs to allow cyclists to travel quickly 
and safely between Boulder and Longmont reducing 
reliance on cars and improving commutes for cyclists

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Patricia Worrell I support this project.

This would be a wonderful thing to have protected bicycle 
lanes to and from Longmont/Boulder.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form

Lauri Loebel 
Carpenter I support this project.

This would be so much safer than existing cycle options. 
Please fund this project!

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Amy Winchester I support this project.

I have commuted by bicycle regularly to Boulder from 
Longmont, and am considering an e-bike for this 
commute in the future. This project would be a wonderful 
support to those of us who want to commute by bike 
safely.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Linda Willetto I support this project.

I fully support this project!  Please fund this so more of 
us can safely commute between Longmont and boulder 
by bicycle.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Seth Harri I support this project.

This would be a great option for commuting or transport 
to and from Boulder and Longmont, not to mention 
connects to broader RTD access.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form

Michael Le 
Desma I support this project.

With the high speeds on this highway, protected bike 
infrastructure is essential to encouraging commutes by 
bike. And more commutes by bike are the only long-term 
solution to congestion on Diagonal.

Additional lanes on Diagonal just induce demand and 
jam up on entry in Boulder. So bikes are the solution... 
but only if the route is safe.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Angie Korb I support this project.

This is a no brainer, makes a safe commute for people 
on bikes and lessens conflicts with motor vehicles. Can't 
come soon enough

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Doug Hammell I support this project.

I fully support this project! Please fund this. The Lobo 
trail is good for mountain bikes and gravel bikes but is 
not great for commuting, I see dangerous traffic 
lessening if bikers had access to a direct connection.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Kurt Torres I support this project.

I fully support this project. This would be an immediate 
improvement in safety and woudl reduce motor vehicle 
traffic. Fund this!

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form A. Zolot I support this project.

Connections along this route are badly needed. Paved 
routes are safer, cheaper to maintain, and far better for 
long distance bicycle commuting. As a bike commuter in 
this region, I strongly support this.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form

Clifton 
Railsback I support this project.

This project would really help with safety and provide a 
better option for bike commuting along the corridor.  It 
will increase bicycle commuting and reduce vehicle 
congestion on SH-119.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Adelaide Perr I support this project.

This will be an important route for people who want to 
commute into Boulder safely and hopefully will 
encourage new riders who want to try commuting. Please 
fund it.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Sarah Braker I support this project.

This will significantly improve the safety for people biking 
between Boulder and Longmont. 

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Kathie Cuomo I support this project.

I support this project because we should enable more 
cyclists to commute and ensure their safety. Thank you.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Mike Dodge None I support this project.

When will the other stages of the whole project be 
started?
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Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Longmont resident I support this project.

I have been commuting this route for the past 12 years. 
Well I think the bike path is a wonderful idea I think they 
also need to address the pollution issue with vehicles at 
the same time.

I ride with an air quality meter and it only takes one or 
two vehicles to make a mess of the air we breathe

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Joyce Dickinson I support this project.

Dedicated bikeways improve communities in so many 
ways.  This project could help reduced traffic, provide 
more transportation choices, and give bike commuters 
improved safe integrated passage as well as improved 
air quality.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Brad Fross I support this project.

I live in NE Boulder and often commute to SW Longmont 
by E-Bike.  After several close calls on Diagonal Hwy, I 
prefer to take other less-direct routes or simply drive to 
work.  I very much look forward to biking this much safer 
and direct path!

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Daniel Ziskin I support this project.

I have biked this route many times. It does not feel safe 
and inviting because of the high vehicle speeds on 119 
and the railroad track crossings. There is much room for 
improvement. Thanks.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Emily B I support this project.

This is a great idea with potential positive impacts on 
safety, traffic and recreation. 

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Eric Kuemmerlin I support this project.

With a growing cycling community and amount of bicycle 
traffic already in this area it would be a great addition to a 
growing infrastructure for safe bicycling. I can see this 
project being a great way to build future branches to 
reach communities.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Russ Willacker I support this project.

This project will greatly improve efficiency for travel by 
bicycle between Boulder and Longmont, while 
addressing major safety concerns for riders on Diagonal 
highway. It will also help reduce vehicle density along 
Diagonal during heavy commute times.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form George Myler I support this project.

We need this! As a bike commuter I think this would 
encourage people to get out of their cars and ride a bike 
instead! Currently it is not a safe option and I avoid the 
Diagonal Hwy.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form

Russell 
Czerwinski I support this project.

I expect many more would bicycle between Longmont 
and Boulder with this, a safe and efficient route.
The current route, the shoulder, though wide, is 
dangerous. For example, with a car in the shoulder when 
adjacent traffic is 60-70mph.

The LoBo Trail is very nice for leisurely touring but 
inefficient for regular commute and not ideal for a road 
bike.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form

Charles A. 
Brock I support this project.

I'm very much in favor of using of TIP funds to support 
this project. As a climate scientist, I know that we have 
no time left to substantially reduce our emissions. This 
project provides important cycling links connecting transit 
stops to employment.

It also provides opportunities for those living in the 
Gunbarrel and Niwot communities to reach job centers 
such as IBM using safe, year-round cycling routes. It's 
the start of a comprehensive bike/ped/transit network 
between Longmont and Boulder.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form

Dan Babcock
Longmont I support this project.

I'm retired and ride my bike regularly as a way to stay 
healthy. There are limited fully safe choices for riding in 
the Boulder/Longmont areas. The addition of a safe route 
to choose from may encourage others of my age to bike. 

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Lori Shrader I support this project.

I drive this route daily, high speed cars and bicyclist’s are 
not a good mix. 
I would ride my bike to work if there was a safe path to 
ride, which is great for environment too.
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Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Pati Walker I support this project.

I support this project. - please fund this. It would be an 
improvement in safety and has the potential to reduce 
motor vehicle traffic.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Peter Adeney

HQ Coworking 
Longmont I support this project.

This is a fantastic project that I've been following for a 
long time - please keep going and get it built! 

Signed - a 16-year Longmont resident, regular 
commuting cyclist, and Dad.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Troy Vitullo I support this project.

Can't wait to zip past all those poor fools during the 
afternoon traffic jam

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Devin Quince

Longmont resident 
and small business 
owner I support this project.

I 100% support this. We need to same type of 
infrastructure for all level of riders that drivers have had 
for years.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Tony Apuzzo I support this project.

While I do support this project, I think it is a bit sad that it 
has to be routed such that users are trapped between 
death dealing cars driving at 70+mph. 

One side of the diagonal could be converted into MUP 
and the other side reserved for cars

I would love to see access and perhaps zoning 
improvements that would increase the viability of 
bodegas / "walk in" shops along the corridor.

For example Beyond The Mountain Brewery could be 
very close with correct access

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Chaz Teplin

Boulder resident 
and sometimes 
Longmont 
commuter I support this project.

Creating a dedicated, safe, and pleasant route for 
cyclists and other non-car users is essential and justified. 
Please support this project!

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Dusti Young I support this project.

I am grateful to live in a community that supports a biking 
infrastructure. Anything we can do to continue to build 
out our bike paths promotes community and health- two 
of the reasons I moved to Longmont! 

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Mary Faltynski

Boulder Longmont 
commuter I support this project.

Biking to Longmont on the Diagonal never feels safe. A 
protected bike lane will encourage many more cyclists 
and get cars off the road. 

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Alex Feinland I support this project.

I love riding my bike and I love hiking in Boulder. This 
bikeway would strongly encourage me to stay in 
Longmont long term, instead of moving somewhere with 
access to more hiking.

I would hope that the bikeway is at a very safe distance 
from the vehicles on Diagonal highway, and that there is 
a barrier between bikes and vehicles.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Ginger Ikeda I support this project.

I think this project will have good ROI in terms improving 
cyclists commutes - and vastly improving their chances 
of not being killed; in getting more folks on their bikes 
(and out of cars) for health and pleasure. 

When more cars are electric, riding in the proximity of 
heavy traffic on the Diagonal will not be as unpleasant as 
it currently is, bike path or not.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Daniel Ott I support this project.

I often bike between Boulder and Longmont along the 
diagonal. I totally get why people choose more circuitous 
routes or opt to drive instead. Having a safe, direct route 
between the two towns will make biking a much more 
feasible option for people

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Kathie Häusle I support this project.

Please, please, please, make this project happen! It's a 
huge missing link in the off road paths from north to 
south. I know entire cycling clubs that will make use of 
this.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form

Kathy Tejano 
Rhoads I support this project.

I would love to see this project happen. Connecting 
Longmont and Boulder with a safer bike option would 
used often and I fully support it.
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Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Jeff Wright

Regular bike 
commuters I support this project.

These types of bike paths make year-round and night 
time bike commuting safe and accessible, and opens the 
possibility of bike commuting between boulder and 
longmont to recreational kids and adults alike. The 36 
bike path proved it works.

Every mile by bike is one less mile by car. Every person 
that makes the mile by bike helps our culture shift away 
from cars. We need help at making that cultural shift. 
This will help.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Erik Hallqvist I support this project.

I don't bike myself, but I know plenty of people who do, 
and even more who would if they felt safe doing so. This 
seems like a great way to help reduce congestion by 
encouraging more people to ride between Longmont and 
Boulder.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Melany Hallgren I support this project.

This project will significantly improve the safety for bike 
riders between Longmont and Boulder.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Allison Doering I support this project.

I support it because you know people who do and you 
want them to be safe.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form

Janet Eden-
Harris I support this project.

This is a great use of transportation funding.  It will 
significantly improve the safety for bike riders between 
Longmont and Boulder, and improve quality of life by 
reducing pollution

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Adam Fennel I support this project.

This is an important project!  Safe bike infrastructure will 
encourage more cycling and bike commuting at a critical 
time for our climate.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Dave Kilmoyer I support this project.

This project will significantly improve the safety for bike 
riders between Longmont and Boulder, and reduce 
automobiles on the road.  This has been needed for a 
long time, and that need has only increased

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form John Rhoads Longmont Resident I support this project.

This is a much needed connector between the two cities 
as the current path between Longmont & Boulder is 
confusing and difficult to navigate between Boulder and 
Niwot.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Elschen Aretz

Boulder County 
Resident and avid 
bicyclist I support this project.

Adding a bikeway to the SH119 corridor, in combination 
with the SH119 BRT will provide multi-modal access for 
the communities of Longmont, Niwot, Gunbarrel and 
Northeast Boulder. 

The facilities would provide enhanced and safe 1st/last 
mile connections to the BRT/transit network, which has 
been needed for a long time

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form I support this project.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Dan Buttry Longmont resident I support this project.

Very strongly support this. A bike route on SH119 that is 
safe and encourages use is a key to expanded bike 
usage, especially for commuting.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form I support this project.

Strongly support infrastructure to encourage alternate 
modes of commuting, especially since so many people 
commute into Boulder from outlying areas.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Carol Friesen I support this project.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Gina lynch I support this project.

Great plan! More bikeways keep both bikers and drivers 
safe. I’m tired of hearing about more bike-vehicle 
collisions, and hope this plan will improve our recent 
numbers.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Ben Pedrett I support this project. Important for safety & Quality of Life.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Jim Paulmeno Longmont resident I support this project.

The discussion of the proposed project details and 
rationale included in the DRCOG TIP Application 
succinctly captures the purpose and need for the SH 119 
bike Bikeway project and why it should move forward. 

My belief is that there is a significant latent demand of 
bike commuters for a project such as this.
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Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Carey Snyder none I support this project.

This will save lives and improve the quality of life in this 
part of the county.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Rylan Bowers I support this project.

I would love better and safer biking in my area and this 
would be hugely helpful to increase biking.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Jonathan Pira I support this project.

The value of this connection between Niwot, Longmont, 
and Buulder is clear, and the crash statistics for 
vulnerable users are tragic. A separated, high-comfort 
bikeway like this project proposes will encourage 
additional low-carbon transportation.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Anna Segur I support this project.

I bike all the time with my kids and think this project is 
important. I would like to see more safe connecting 
bikeways along Jay road as well. 

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Emily Braker I support this project.

This project will critically increase safety for bike 
commuters who currently use the shoulder of Hwy 119. I 
also believe it will encourage many more bike commuters 
between Longmont and Boulder, beneficially impacting 
traffic and carbon emissions volumes.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form

Shauna 
Callahan I support this project.

This will increase the safety of cyclists commuting 
between Longmont and Boulder, encourage cycling as 
an alternate form of transportation, and support our 
community's desire to reduce carbon emissions.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Rob Zabrecky I support this project.

Providing safe routes along the Diagonal is important for 
both cyclists and drivers. Building this bikeway will not 
only make it safer for cyclists but it will also improve 
safety for drivers by reducing motor vehicle/bicycle 
interactions. 

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form Tina Hart I support this project.

I bike on Diagonal frequently and it's not ideal - the high 
speed of traffic can make it feel nerve wracking during 
busy times when cars are veering all over the road. 
Having a safer connector would increase bike 
commuters which is a win for everyone. 

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form I support this project.

This project will greatly improve safety and access for 
bike commuters.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Comment Form

Shauna 
Callahan I support this project. This will greatly improve safely for bicycle commuters.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Email Fiona Bartell I support this project.
Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Email Thomas Kirk I support this project. Safe connection between Boulder and Longmont

Safe and comfortable travel for both commuting cyclists 
and recreational riders

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Email Orion Poplawski I support this project. Increase bicycle traffic and reduce carbon emissions
Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Email Milton Slater I support this project.

Regular use of exiating infrastructure - updates would 
improve safety

A 93 year old who as an avid user of the trail would like 
to speak in support of the project if necessary.

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Email Natalie B I support this project.

Project provides a safe and separate path for commuters 
and recreational riders

Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Email Matt Muir

Cyclists 4 
Community I support this project. Cyclists 4 Community is in favor
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Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway Email Chuck Akneny

I have concerns about 
this project. Poor air quality along the trail

I’ve been commuting on the Lobo Trail and diagonal 
highway between Boulder and Longmont for the past 12 
years. Last year I purchased a personal air quality meter 
and started collecting air quality data along the route. It’s 
stunning how bad the air quality is near the highway 
especially when poorly tuned diesel trucks pass by .  I 
would be willing to share the collected data if you are 
interested. The device is called Flow, from Plume Labs in 
France.  They have been collecting community-based 
data through a Crowdsourced program for years and 
covers many cities around the globe.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Don Cameron

City of Golden 
Councilor Ward 3 I support this project.

Non-grade crossing are much safer and with turning cars 
etc, even "safety islands" are insufficient.  I support this 
approach anywhere we can implement it.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Scott Conlin Bicycle Longmont I support this project.

PLEASE Support these improvements for multimodal 
access between Boulder & Niwot / Longmont.  The 
SH119 Bikeway needs to allow cyclists (and e-cyclists) to 
travel quickly and safely in order to to be used.  

A BRT Station at 63rd and bypass lanes at Jay would 
improve commuting solutions and reduce travel times.  
We need to provide better, faster solutions for 
commuters to switch from SOVs.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Elaine Erb Niwot Resident I support this project.

Improving the ability of the bus to pass traffic will draw 
more people to use transit. This corridor needs more and 
safer options

Improvements to create a lower effort bike commute that 
connects Longmont, Niwot, and Boulder will be 
significant. Underpasses that allow cyclists to continue to 
ride will cut down commute time and increase safety 
dramatically

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Lauren Blau Longmont resident I support this project.

please support these improvements for multimodal 
access between Boulder & Niwot / Longmont. The 
SH119 Bikeway needs to allow cyclists to travel quickly 
and safely between Boulder and Longmont reducing 
reliance on cars and improving commutes for cyclists

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Becky T

Boulder county 
resident I support this project.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Eric H Longmont resident I support this project.

I most certainly support these underpasses to keep bike 
riders safe from vehicular traffic

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Amy Winchester I support this project.

Anything to make the commute by bike safer would be 
great.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Linda W I support this project.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Seth Harris I support this project.

This would be a great option for commuting or transport 
to and from Boulder and Longmont, not to mention 
connects to broader RTD access.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Kurt Torres I support this project.

This is another no brainer. This would yield immediate 
improvements in safety and reduction in motor vehicle 
traffic.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Sarah Braker I support this project.

This would make much-needed improvements to bike 
commuting and public transit between Longmont and 
Boulder. 

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Kathie I support this project. I support this project that will improve bike safety.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Mike Dodge None I support this project. Bike underpasses are a great safety improvement.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Joyce Dickinson I support this project. Any safety improvement is needed here.

Boulder County - SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St.
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Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form

Russell 
Czerwinski I support this project.

Under and over passes are expensive and worthwhile, 
especially, add in this case, on a busy corridor with 
growing communities along either side.
The underpasses in Longmont and Boulder are terrific.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Pati Walker I support this project.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Peter Adeney

MMM HQ 
Coworking 
Longmont I support this project.

Bike underpasses are great (as is bus rapid transit)! 

Please take my tax money to fund and build this project, 
help give us better options besides driving cars between 
Longmont and Boulder, and thanks for working on this!

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Tony Apuzzo I support this project.

Access to neighborhoods and shops is very important. 
With adequate volume, it should be possible to support 
some small businesses along the route.

Needs to be possible to access surface streets without 
crossing at grade due to car/truck volume.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Daniel Ott I support this project.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Erik Hallqvist I support this project.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Melany Hallgren I support this project.

This project will significantly improve the safety for bike 
riders between Longmont and Boulder.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Allison Doering I support this project.

I support it because I know people who do and I want 
them to be safe.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Dave Kilmoyer I support this project.

This project will significantly improve the safety for bike 
riders between Longmont and Boulder, and reduce 
automobiles on the road.  This has been needed for a 
long time, and that need has only increased

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Elschen Aretz

Boulder County 
Resident and avid 
bicyclist I support this project.

This project would greatly improve the safety aspect of 
the corridor for bicyclists and the connectivity to the 
transit network

even though the underpass is quite costly, the expense 
will be worth it for the safety aspect. One life saved 
through it will pay for its construction many times over. 

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Dan Buttry Longmont resident I support this project.

Very strongly support this. Safe and easy bike 
underpasses are critical to expanding use of the SH119 
corridor for bikes.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form I support this project.

Strong support! We need a robust BRT system in the 
region and this is a good location to show how well it can 
work with the significant numbers of in-commuters to 
Boulder.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form

Debra Jan 
Borstein none I support this project.

I strongly support this project! I frequently cycle near and 
along the Diagonal highway, either because I'm running 
errands or riding recreationally. (I'm retired, so am no 
longer commuting by bike.)

This project will make the119 corridor safer and more 
accessible for a wide range of cyclists and pedestrians.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Gina lynch I support this project.

This is a great plan and will help improve the safety of 
the roads for both bike riders and car drivers.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Ben Pedrett I support this project. Great idea, please support!

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Comment Form Carey Snyder none I support this project. Will improve safety for all.

Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. Email Matt Muir

Cyclists 4 
Community I support this project.

Cyclists 4 Community is in favor - Also includes the 
bikeway underpasses at these two intersections

Boulder 
County SH-7 Transit Operations: Boulder to I-25 Email Matt Muir

Cyclists 4 
Community I support this project.

Cyclists 4 Community is in favor - Mainly Arapahoe within 
Boulder County

Boulder County - SH-7 Transit Operations: Boulder to I-25
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Boulder 
County SH-7 Transit Operations: Boulder to I-25 Comment Form Don Cameron

 City of Golden 
Councilor Ward 3 I support this project.

I am happy to see BRT proposed here as it can be made 
to work, and if it does not, there is not a lot of sunk cost 
in unused infrastructure. Getting to this sooner (when 
population is 10K v 18K0 than later is smart.  

My only concern is the head times are too long for 
morning and evening commute.  1/2 from 10:00 to 3:00 
PM may be fine, but 15 minute head times during peak 
commute may be needed to reduce friction and get 
ridership.

Boulder 
County SH-7 Transit Operations: Boulder to I-25 Comment Form Elschen Aretz

Boulder County 
Resident I support this project.

I support this project, as transit service in the corridor will 
help address current traffic issues and travel demand; 
however, it is not the solution to traffic issues in 
Boulder/Boulder County! Also, density along this corridor 
does not support transit-

 transit at higher frequencies than what is proposed 
would not make sense, as the resources would be 
wasted; focus should be on the area with higher density 
and demand (Boulder to Lafayette) with a few specifically 
timed 'peak' trips to/from I-25; 

Boulder 
County SH-7 Transit Operations: Boulder to I-25 Comment Form I support this project.

Boulder 
County SH-7 Transit Operations: Boulder to I-25 Comment Form Scott Conlin

I have concerns about 
this project.

Any multimodal transportation should include active 
transportation as part of it.  This plan doe not seem to do 
it.  We need to to collectively (Boulder, Broomfield 
Counties, DRCOG) decide if RTD is right for our area, 
not create new entities over it.

Rather than addressing the issues brought forward by 
many cyclists for years, trying to commute into Boulder 
from Broomfield, this application asks to simply add 
buses on what is already often a narrow and dangerous 
road for vulnerable users.

Boulder 
County SH-7 Transit Operations: Boulder to I-25 Comment Form Tony Apuzzo

I have concerns about 
this project. Agree w/ Scott Conlin's concerns.

Boulder 
County SH-7 Transit Operations: Boulder to I-26 Comment Form Jonathan Pira

I have concerns about 
this project.

While I broadly support additional funding for transit 
operations, this project goes too far by making it a fare 
free service. Significant fare reductions would make 
sense, but we cannot create a virtuous cycle for transit 
improvements with no fares.

If the proposal had higher local matches, I might forgive 
the fare free operation, but nearly all of the proposal is 
borne by DRCOG. The operation could be executed 
without such a large imposition on DRCOG's competitive 
funding if fares were introduced.

Broomfield
SH-7 Corridor Multimodal Improvements - 
Preconstruction Comment Form Elschen Aretz

Boulder County 
Resident I support this project.

improving the corridor as a whole, for transit and other 
modes is essential for the future of traffic and travel 
demand management in the communities along the 
corridor. Making these improvements will allow for SH7 
BRT to come sooner rather than later

access to stops/new and existing needs to be considered 
- allow for connections to/from bike paths/trails and 
neighborhoods along the corridor - especially those set 
far back further out east and where density is lower and 
access need is more via bike/ped

Broomfield
SH-7 Corridor Multimodal Improvements - 
Preconstruction Comment Form I support this project.

Broomfield
SH-7 Corridor Multimodal Improvements - 
Preconstruction Comment Form Tony Apuzzo

I have concerns about 
this project.

Arapaho has been in various stages of construction for 
30 years and still it is terrible for bikes and pedestrians. It 
would be good if there was a safe way to access Teller 
Farm and other commuting and recreation corridors from 
Arapahoe via bike/ped.

Broomfield
SH-7 Corridor Multimodal Improvements - 
Preconstruction Comment Form Matt Frommer

Southwest Energy 
Efficiency Project

I have concerns about 
this project.

Based on the supplemental materials, the proposed 
intersection improvements at Quebec & SH7 includes 
new passing lanes for cars. This is not an appropriate 
use of MMOF or CMAQ funding as it will not improve 
multimodal access or air quality. 

Project elements that make it easier and more 
convenient to drive a single-occupancy vehicle cannot be 
considered air quality or GHG mitigation. This project 
may have other benefits, but we should not use limited 
MM and AQ funds to build it.

Broomfield
SH-7 Corridor Multimodal Improvements - 
Preconstruction Comment Form Jonathan Pira

I am opposed to this 
project.

I believe this project is not as worthy of funding as others 
proposed. The price tag is very high, and primarily 
supports greenfield sprawl - a bad outcome that could be 
avoided with "free" land use reform instead of major 
capital investments.

Much of what is sought to be accomplished here could 
be accommodated with inexpensive treatments like 
painted bus-only lanes, rather than complete intersection 
rebuilds. Other, unsprawled communities with existing 
access issues deserve funding priority.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Liza Hall I support this project.

This would give safe access to Rueter Hess--which is 
across the highway. Right now, crossing this bridge is 
incredibly dangerous on foot.

Broomfield - SH-7 Corridor Multimodal Improvements - Preconstruction

Castle Pines - I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped Bridge - Design
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Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form

Neil Alvarado 
15 year resident 
of Castle Pines

Castle Pines 
Cycling Club I support this project.

City of Castle Pines! I'm in full support of a bike path 
connecting the west & east side of Castle Pines. Our 
club consists of over 50 resident and growing members 
and we would love more options to provide more secure 
routes for our cyclists. 

I'm happy to assist in other suggestions that have been 
brought to my attention from other cyclists in our city. 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Roshan Bhula I support this project.

I support this project and it would be a great addition to 
our community to make it easier for me and my young 
kids to access open space trails and more. 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form

Rebecca 
Pollock - 17 
year Castle 
Pines resident I support this project.

I support this necessary project which would provide a 
safe and convenient way to connect the two halves of 
our Castle Pines community - the east side and the west 
side. 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Ken Bassett 

23 years in Castle 
Pines I support this project. Sounds like a great idea 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Jake Carlson I support this project.

This is a great idea to provide a safe way to better 
connect the communities on either side of 25. I also think 
it would be great if this could support golf carts and other 
non-car modes as a convenient and fun way to travel 
back and forth in the summer.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Sonya Reiser I support this project.

When I first saw the bridge concept, I was so excited to 
see the project move forward.  It will help support safe 
outdoor recreation in the area.  

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form David Jamal Kennedy Wilson I support this project.

This project would enhance the connectivity of the Castle 
Pines community and allow residents to take advantage 
of what each side of I-25 has to offer without getting into 
a car.  I fully support this project and Mr. Carlson's 
comment regarding allowing non-vehicular modes of 
transportation (scooters, golf carts, etc).

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Walt Carillion I support this project.

Awesome project to promote a healthy community that 
would allow adults and our children to take advantage of 
the wonderful Colorado weather.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form I support this project.

I think it’s vital for the safety of our residents. We have a 
beautiful trail system/future plans for the east side of I25 
that will not be readily accessible to Castle Pines 
residents as a direct connection as it’s not safe to bike 
across CP Parkway. 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Justin Davis I support this project.

This would provide a safe path for crossing the highway 
instead of having to take your chances on Hess.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Resident I support this project.

Our community needs a safe and efficient way to cross I-
25 in order to enjoy the expansive bike paths already in 
existence, or planned for future enjoyment. 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form I support this project.

This project has potential to bring unity to a city that is 
otherwise geographically divided by I-25.  The ability to 
SAFELY cross between both sides of the city is critical.

Connecting pedestrians and bicyclists to the vast 
network of trails already  in place is beneficial to all of 
Douglas County.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Bob Kaser

Resident of Castle 
Pines I support this project.

It is well founded that Interstates really divide cities.  Just 
look at Los Angeles if you need any examples.  This 
bridge will help mitigate the feeling of west and east 
Castle Pines.  
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Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Ron Cole I support this project.

Outstanding Idea!  One of the key concerns for our great 
city is to ensure the folks moving into the areas on the 
east side of I-25 (The Canyons) see themself as part of 
Castle Pines and the proposed bridge will a key link.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Karen Israel I support this project.

Having a safe way to connect the East and west side of 
castle pines would be a HUGE benefit for all. Right now 
there is no safe way to go back and forth. I would love to 
be able to bike to the grocery store or to certain city 
events when possible.

Plus being able to connect the two to utilize trial systems 
on each side would be amazing!

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Preston Panza I support this project.

I think it is a great idea, the city of Castle Pines is getting 
large and this will help connect it as well open new 
options for exercise for people. 

I hope the roads that need repair do take priority over 
this project though, there is a lot of roads that still need 
repair but overall it is a good idea.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form I support this project.

I support this necessary project which would provide a 
safe way to connect our Castle Pines community with the 
East side.  There is no other safe way to access the east 
side by foot or bicycle.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Casey Lee I support this project.

Great idea to safely connect both sides of Castle Pines 
for bicyclists without having to use the same overpass as 
motorists. 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Kirsty I support this project.

This is a great idea to further support the community 
values of creating and maintaining spaces for the health 
and enjoyment of all residents. 

Keeping cyclists and pedestrians safe when crossing I25 
and keeping road users safe without having cyclists and 
pedestrians on the parkway/Hess is better for everyone. 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Mel Conant I support this project.

I am a cyclist. I live on the east side of I 25 in CP.  It is 
always a bit of touch and go crossing over west across I 
25 on CP Parkway if I want to ride west.  This bridge 
opens up a whole lot of biking on the west side.  

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Brian Buller I support this project.

This is a great idea. Separating cyclists/pedestrians is 
crucial in this area. The busyness of the Castle Pines 
Parkyway/I-25 interchange makes this project a must. 
With the expansion of Castle Pines on the east side of 
I25, this is really important. 

There are significant recreational opportunities st Hess 
reservoir and this pedestrian bridge makes those more 
accessible.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form

Angelica 
Kustura I support this project.

Castle Pines Pkwy at I25 had become increasingly busy 
and dangerous for bikers and pedestrians as 
development continues in the area. The crossing would 
be a great addition in including the Canyons in the 
community and adding a safer route for outdoor rec.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Doug Ross I support this project.

My wife and I often ride bikes across this area, and it is 
currently the most dangerous part of our ride. A safer 
alternative would be welcomed!

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Vincent Oletu None I support this project.

A bike and pedestrian bridge would bring safety to 
residents. The current crossing is not very bike or 
pedestrian friendly. 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Jen Smoldt I support this project.

This project is an absolute must for the safety of cyclists 
in particular. As a cyclist, I know the fear crossing that 
area. It can be terrifying especially at certain times of the 
day. 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Laura I support this project.

It would be a great benefit to the community for bikers 
and pedestrians for a safe corridor removed from the 
high density of traffic at the I-25 interchange. The current 
bike lane has bicyclists crossing the I-25 southbound on 
ramp and is very dangerous. 

The sidewalk on the overpass is too narrow and close to 
traffic and is always covered in debris and with the yield 
sign for traffic coming off of I-25 to Castle Pines Parkway 
drivers are not slowing down and looking for pedestrians 
or bicyclists. 

11



Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Ray I support this project.

This pedestrain bridge will provide a safe way to cross I-
25 on a bike or on foot while improving community 
mobility.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form

Castle Pines 
Area Resident I support this project.

The current walkway across the I-25 overpass is narrow 
and immediately adjacent to a traffic lane for vehicles 
that are traveling at a posted speed of 40 mph.  This 
walkway is not maintained and when dry It is covered 
with gravel.

During and after snow storms it becomes snow storage 
for plows. The southbound exit onto Castle Pines 
Parkway is busy and vehicle drivers seldom slow and 
typically only look for oncoming vehicles to their left.  
Yes, this is a good idea.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Carol Gransee I support this project.

As an avid bicyclist I am always concerned about 
interaction between the bike rider and the cars.  We 
need to expand the options for cyclists that ease issues 
with the drivers.  I would love to ride on the east side of 
our community. 

I realize our roads need work - a lot of work.  Still 
bicyclists are an equal part of our community and need 
safer rides.  

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Luke Knisley I support this project.

As a Castle Pines resident and avid biker, I fully support 
this project. Having a safe way to cross the interstate 
without vehicle conflicts is key to providing multimodal 
connectivity throughout Douglas County and the greater 
Denver area.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Patrick Griego I support this project.

Good idea. However there needs to be a path on Lagae 
to the paths that parallel Monarch 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form John W Condie I support this project.

I live in Castle Pines and quite close to the proposed new 
bike and pedestrian bridge. It would be very helpful to 
have the new bike and pedestrian bridge that would 
safely link the east and west sides of I-25.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Valerie I support this project. What a  great idea.   I am  all  for  it.    

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Alison Gibbens I support this project.

It is an understatement to say that Castle Pines Pkwy 
between Debbie Ln and Havana is a very busy and 
dangerous area for bikers, pedestrians and drivers, 
lights, lane changing and bike/pedestrian lanes crossing 
highway entrances.  Moving the bike/ped. lane from CPP 
and I25 to an underpass of 25 would not only be helpful 
to cyclist/pedistrians, but driving citizens as well.  Thank 
you for considering this grant request.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Richard Taylor

16 year Castle 
Pines resident I support this project.

There is a need to connect the bike/pedestrian trails west 
of I-25 to the trails on the east. Currently, the only route 
is over narrow, congested, graveled and cracked 
sidewalks along Castle Pines Pkwy overpass. A 
dedicated crossing is needed for safety.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Seth Mohler I support this project. Great idea. Much needed. 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Gina Mead I support this project.

This overpass is definitely needed to help increase the 
safety of pedestrians and bicyclists who use Hess 
Rd/Castle Pines Parkway to go over 1-25. 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Tom Norris I support this project.

Separating bicycles and pedestrians from vehicle traffic 
is a much needed safety measure.  Definitely support.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Mirko Scherrer I support this project.

A safe place to cross the freeway has been needed for 
years.  I've crossed I-25 numerous times on my bike at 
CPP or Happy Canyon.  Both crossings are not very safe 
and designed without bikes and pedestrians in mind.  
This would be a great addition.
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Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Sarah Wagner I support this project.

A safe bicycle and pedestrian crossing over I-25 in this 
area is very much needed, especially now that the added 
development has added much more traffic. Also, I would 
use it to access the RTD station at Ridgegate as well as 
the E-W trail. 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Christine Lynch I support this project.

I believe a pedestrian bridge would protect the safety of 
pedestrians in this area.  It is a busy intersection and 
frightening for pedestrians as well as motorists. This area 
is growing and attracting more walkers and cyclists.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Ashley Oletu I support this project.

I support the project because it will enhance the city’s 
walk ability. It will be a safe place for pedestrians to cross 
highway 25 without having to come up to Castle Pines 
pkwy where the sidewalk is very narrow. 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form

Castle Pine 
Resident I support this project.

Cross interstate access is very limited for pedestrians 
and cyclists. A bridge would provide a safe way for 
residents to utilize trails, shopping, and neighbors across 
the highway.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form I support this project.

This is a fantastic idea. Castle Pines is in great need of 
alternate routes for the many many cyclist that come 
through out streets. This will not only help for safety but 
also to compete with other cities options for bicycle 
traffic. 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form M. Johansen property owner I support this project.

I fully support the extension and connection of bike trails 
in Castle Pines

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form M. Johansen property owner I support this project.

I fully support the extension and connection of bike trails 
in Castle Pines

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Paul Lindfors

Castle Pines 
Resident I support this project.

I fully support this project and would value a non-
vehicular connection to the other side of the city!

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Lisa Zales I support this project.

This is a great idea to improve cyclist safety in Castle 
Pines! 

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Brian O'Malley None I support this project.

Would like the per bridge to connect North to Glendale 
Open Space and East to Rueter Hess Reservoir Trails. None.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Jimmy

CP Village 
business owner I support this project.

YES YES YES.  CP Village business owner for 18 years 
and an avid cyclist, riding often at lunch and late 
afternoon.  The two current options over I-25 are 
dangerous for cyclists and motorists- this is SO 
wonderful to hear!

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Shane I support this project.

Great way to keep communities on both sides of I25 
connected and for keeping pedestrians and bikers 
safe......

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Tim Cook

Castle Pines 
Resident I support this project.

For a long time we have needed safe passage for 
pedestrians, motorists, and cyclists to cross I25 at Castle 
Pines.   With the development of The Canyons, this need 
as become more critical.  The Bike/Pedestrian bridge is 
the answer.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Alison Wilson I support this project.

My husband is an avid cyclist and runner. This bridge will 
keep him and many others safe while enjoying the 
region’s trails. Please consider funding this much needed 
project.
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Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form

Shelly 
Hengsteler I support this project.

Too many disregard the current bike lane on the Castle 
Pines overpass  making crossing the bridge unsafe.  In 
addition, many cars cut over at the last minute to make 
the right hand turn onto I25 North making it dangerous to 
bikers as well.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Jonathan Pira I support this project.

Project outreach in formation and on this TIP proposal 
page show that this is an inexpensive project that will 
have a powerful impact on the local community, who 
currently feel they are taking their lives in their hands on 
a daily basis.

This seems a fair local match for the project, which 
suggests just how important this is to Castle Pines.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form

Doug 
Waltermire

Village Idiots 
Cycling Club I support this project.

The CP Parkway/I25 crossing is very dangerous for 
cyclists due to the on-ramp and off-ramp configurations. 
This project would alleviate this, but needs to include a 
paved connection to both Lagae and Canyonside Blvd.  

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Douglas Gilbert

Castle Pines North 
HOA#1 (424 
homes) I support this project.

The project serves the City's multi-modal transportation 
goals and is very much in line with encouraging both 
bicycling for transportation and recreation. The current 
options across I25 present numerous hazards of cross-
modal conflict and safety issues.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form

George 
Bogdewiecz I support this project.

It will: remove congestion motor vehicles /bikes; enable 
households East of I-25 to safely bike (electric/normal) or 
walk to/from shops east of I-25, reducing pollution & 
improving health; allow safe transit for recreation cyclists 
on roads east of I-25 

It will: enhance saleability/value of new Castle Pines 
homes east of I-25 (green alternative for shopping 
transit); provide incentives to new/prospective tenants 
C.P. shopping areas (can promote their business as 
being green with bike parking, etc.); more

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Bob Easterly I support this project.

Please proceed with this project. Many of us who live 
west of I-25 enjoy the paths and trails on the east side 
take our lives in our hands every time we cross I-25 over 
Castle Pines Parkway. It would be nice to have a safe 
alternative! Thanks.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Bill Dalton

I have concerns about 
this project.

Is the estimate $ 1.5 M just for studies and design, 
nothing in application discusses construction and 
maintenance costs.

11. What is the current status 
Approximate only; evaluation of location and feasibility to 
be completed in conceptual design phase.

While import to design & get appropriate approvals prior 
to construction this is only $1.5 M for upfront, pre 
construction phase.  While there are compelling reasons 
for separate pedestrian/bicycle access, what will it cost 
and who will be responsible.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Karen HIckman

I have concerns about 
this project.

Any study done in order to est. # of Castle Pines' 11,000 
residents (or elsewhere) projected to utilize this new 
ped/bike bridge?  Appears that connectivity is mostly 
from the west side of I-25.  How about the NE/E side 
access?  Are horses allowed?

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Larry Lewis Resident

I am opposed to this 
project.

We should first fix and maintain roads for our productive 
residents that need to get to work or conduct business.

Besides the ridiculous taxpayer cost of "bridges to 
nowhere", they encourage  unwelcome vagrants and 
increase the already too high number of obnoxious 
bicyclists that disrupt traffic on our roads.  

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form

I am opposed to this 
project.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form

Castle Pines 
Resident

I am opposed to this 
project.

We should be more worried about fixing the dilapidated 
roads we have to drive on every day. Our hard-earned 
money is supposed to be fixing these roads, not paying 
for bicycle lanes and bridges for exercise and enjoyment 
of bicyclists. 

Maybe we should be looking at licensing bicyclist's and 
taxing them, then we could build more bicycle lanes and 
bridges for their usage.
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Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form E.W. West

I am opposed to this 
project.

I do not support this project because it is not a priority; 
there are many other priority projects that need to be 
addressed with tax dollars.  The City of Castle Pines, 
Douglas County, and CDOT can come up with a more 
affordable solution than this.  

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Wilson Homeowner

I am opposed to this 
project.

There are other needs that need to be addressed first. 
This should have been planned when the land east of I25 
was brought into CP a decade ago. We knew that by 
doing that there will be homes there so why was this not 
funded by the developer?

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form

Resident of 17 
years

I am opposed to this 
project.

Who will maintain the bridge? If it’s the responsibility of 
the City, there’s already too much on their plate. 
Crumbling roads scattered with potholes.  Poor 
landscaping and lack of maintenance. High commercial 
rent and limited choice of restaurants.

Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design Comment Form Les Lilly

I am opposed to this 
project.

This is not an urban area where bridges are needed for 
bikes & pedestrians. We need to spend dollars on 
improving the nearly 60 year old Happy Canyon 
Interchange and not on a Bike & Pedestrian Bridge.

If DRCOG approves funding this project, it should be 
used to build a bike/pedestrian & wildlife tunnel under I-
25 that would help reduce the amount of wildlife and 
vehicle collisions currently on I-25.

Centennial
Arapahoe Rd. Multimodal Missing Gaps - I-25 
to Parker Rd. Comment Form Don Cameron

City of Golden 
Councilor Ward 3

I have concerns about 
this project.

I am concerned that sidewalks in such a busy area are 
quite dangerous for peds and bikers due to the ingress 
and egress of people on side streets and curb cuts.  A 
bikeway that is on residential streets may be a better 
solution.  Dedicated, grade separate

Denver East Colfax BRT - Design Comment Form Josh Phillips N/A I support this project.

Excited to see this project extend beyond the Denver 
boundary and include Aurora! It's critical that BRT serve 
this section of the Colfax corridor in Aurora.

Denver East Colfax BRT - Design Comment Form Max Gesten I support this project.

Making the connection between downtown and the R 
Line in Aurora is a no brainer. The current infrastructure 
along the corridor does not properly reflect the high 
amount of daily users that it serves. Also makes sense to 
connect the R Line to a larger pop.

Denver East Colfax BRT - Design Comment Form Elschen Aretz I support this project.

providing better/faster transit service in this corridor 
makes total sense, based on the demand already in 
place! And please don't give it some silly name!!! 

Denver East Colfax BRT - Design Comment Form I support this project.

Denver East Colfax BRT - Design Comment Form I support this project.

Some version of this project has been in the works for 
SO LONG. It's time to implement this already. Colfax is 
the most important transportation spine in the region and 
a great way to show how BRT can work in an urban 
setting.

Denver East Colfax BRT - Design Comment Form Kristen Boysen I support this project.
improving public transit and speed in this corridor is 
important! 

Denver East Colfax BRT - Design Comment Form I support this project.

Why does the BRT extend into Aurora, but only as far as 
Yosemite St? It should extend to I-225 and the R-line, 
especially seeing some of the heaviest ridership is 
connecting from the 105 and 121 routes on Havana and 
Peoria streets.

Denver - East Colfax BRT - Design

Centennial - Arapahoe Rd. Multimodal Missing Gaps - I-25 to Parker Rd.
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Denver East Colfax BRT - Design Comment Form I support this project.

To be successful this needs to be a people promenade 
not just a transit spine.  Design must consider substantial 
investments in the quality of the public realm, particularly 
introducing greenery and large shade trees along the 
way. 

Denver East Colfax BRT - Design Comment Form Ian McNamara I support this project.

I have one question about this project: what is the 
planned frequency for the buses along this route? I did 
not see it in the proposal. I hope it is every 15 minutes at 
a minimum.

Denver East Colfax BRT - Design Comment Form Jonathan Pira I support this project.

We need to do whatever it takes to get this long-overdue 
project over the finish line. I would appreciate it if the 
proposal had included lower-cost options, as I'm sure 
some planning could be done without full funding.

Denver East Colfax BRT - Design Comment Form I support this project.

Wonderful project. I am curious why it doesn't extend 
further west (to Sheridan at least). I also support not 
going for the lowest cost as the top priority since that can 
lead to design & functional flaws. 

Denver
South Platte River Trail Improvements: Gates 
Crescent Park to W. 38th Ave. - Design Comment Form I support this project. Safety could be increased with a wider trail. 

Denver
South Platte River Trail Improvements: Gates 
Crescent Park to W. 38th Ave. - Design Comment Form Don Cameron

City of Golden 
Councilor, Ward 3 I support this project.

Safety will be improved with a wider trail.  More 
separation of bikes and peds will help too.  What has to 
be avoided through smart design is bikers feeling like 
increased speed is now okay and creating more 
discomfort for walkers.

Denver
South Platte River Trail Improvements: Gates 
Crescent Park to W. 38th Ave. - Design Comment Form I support this project.

Much needed trail improvements along this portion of the 
South Platte River Trail. Additional amenities such as 
lighting and wayfinding will help improve safety for users. 

Denver
South Platte River Trail Improvements: Gates 
Crescent Park to W. 38th Ave. - Design Comment Form Rafer Nichols BNSF Railway I support this project.

Denver
South Platte River Trail Improvements: Gates 
Crescent Park to W. 38th Ave. - Design Comment Form Steve Roe Bike Jeffco I support this project.

This is a busy section of the river trail system and 
widening would be great. suggest that separate lanes be 
marked for cyclists and pedestrians and agree that bike 
speed needs to be restricted. 

Denver
South Platte River Trail Improvements: Gates 
Crescent Park to W. 38th Ave. - Design Comment Form I support this project.

Denver
South Platte River Trail Improvements: Gates 
Crescent Park to W. 38th Ave. - Design Comment Form I support this project. Strong support for this important regional bikeway!

Denver
South Platte River Trail Improvements: Gates 
Crescent Park to W. 38th Ave. - Design Comment Form Kristen Boysen I support this project.

Strongly support this project. Should also consider native 
plants/ habitat for migrating birds, and reducing erosion 
on the slope. An important bicycle and pedestrian 
connector!(should also improve bike path/lane on 38th 
street towards the 38 & Blake sta)

Denver
South Platte River Trail Improvements: Gates 
Crescent Park to W. 38th Ave. - Design Comment Form Elizabeta I support this project.

Should consider enhancing shade canopy since so much 
of our trees are dying each year - with temperatures 
rising, shade is essential infrastructure.  Seating/rest 
spots would also enhance safety as some people tend to 
stop on trail otherwise.

Denver - South Platte River Trail Improvements: Gates Crescent Park to W. 38th Ave. - Design
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Denver
South Platte River Trail Improvements: Gates 
Crescent Park to W. 38th Ave. - Design Comment Form Jonathan Pira I support this project.

This is a strong local match from Denver, and a high 
value, long-term improvement. I know many who don't 
use the existing path due to lighting and safety concerns, 
yet it's an important commuting corridor. Will help resolve 
pedestrian conflicts too.

I don't know where these comments about bike speed 
limits are coming from - this project doesn't propose 
setting speed limits for bikes, and if we separate the 
paths, we certainly shouldn't impose them on one of the 
few safe fast-travel routes.

Lone Tree Lone Tree Mobility Hub Comment Form Jonathan Pira I support this project.

This project has a fair balance of DRCOG funds versus 
outside funds. As the proposal states, the city of Lone 
Tree has a strong history of supporting multimodal 
transportation options and is doing what it can to make 
non-SOV options viable.

The city has already taken the important step of 
reforming poor land use policies in this area, preparing it 
well for hub use.

Lone Tree S. Havana St. Bikeway Comment Form Jonathan Pira I support this project.

It seems wise to build a safe, signalized bike connector 
here before the thousands of under-construction units 
come online. New residents will then have apparent multi-
modal options when they move in, which should help 
form multi-modal habits.

There is a strong local match for this (relatively) 
inexpensive project, showing its importance to the cities.

Lone Tree S. Havana St. Bikeway Comment Form
I am opposed to this 
project.

There are enough bike trails and bike lanes through this 
part of Douglas county already.  Increase bicycle taxes to 
fund projects like this and keep the paths separated from 
the roads.

Lone Tree S. Havana St. Bikeway Comment Form
I am opposed to this 
project.

How many people would really benefit from this project?  
Population density in this area is fairly low.  Other 
projects on this list have a larger impact.

RTD Integrated Mobility as a Service Comment Form
Brandon 
Figliolino I support this project.

Making it easier for people to purchase tickets, find 
schedules, and learn about RTD services could increase 
ridership.

RTD Integrated Mobility as a Service Comment Form Don Cameron
City of Golden 
Councilor, Ward 3 I support this project.

Reducing friction to public transit is important.  An app 
that can address just point A to point B without the user 
needing to know how it is going to happen is fine too.

RTD Integrated Mobility as a Service Comment Form
Russell 
Czerwinski I support this project.

Especially younger people come to such as-a-service 
options - integrated and easy to use on the device they 
already use to coordinate their lives.

RTD Integrated Mobility as a Service Comment Form I support this project.

RTD Integrated Mobility as a Service Comment Form I support this project.

RTD Integrated Mobility as a Service Comment Form Tony Apuzzo I support this project.

As a long time resident of Gunbarrel, existing transit 
options are a joke with transit times exceeding 5x drive 
time, slower than biking to locations in Longmont and 
Boulder. Innovative transit alternatives to personal cars 
are needed

RTD Integrated Mobility as a Service Comment Form I support this project.

RTD Integrated Mobility as a Service Comment Form Carol Friesen
Denver Streets 
Partnership I support this project.

There is already substantial integration of transit services 
available in google maps.  How will this project overlap 
services already provided there? 

Portland has a very convenient ticket purchasing facility 
that can be pulled up in Android wallet.  Very handy!  
Perhaps RTD can duplicate this facility.

RTD Integrated Mobility as a Service Comment Form Jonathan Pira I support this project.

I would prefer this project be funded at the full request. If 
the full request is not granted, open ticketing will not be 
included, and I think that is the most important part of the 
project as it would open the door to tap-to-pay solutions 
for riders.

I would prefer for RTD to prioritize upgrades to the on-
board ticket validators so that we could use tap-to-pay 
solutions on-vehicle across the system, instead of 
purchasing tickets off-board or navigating an app to do 
so.

RTD - Spare the Air Days

Lone Tree - Lone Tree Mobility Hub

Lone Tree - S. Havana St. Bikeway

RTD - Integrated Mobility as a Service
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RTD Spare the Air Days Comment Form Kristen Boysen I support this project.

I do think this is important and I would switch from car to 
bus if it was free and i had warning about what days that 
would happen. 

recognizing the communication/uptake concerns -what if 
it was designed so every M,T,W throughout the month of 
August were free? (or any standard schedule) I know that 
wouldn't correlate necessarily to the worst air days, but it 
might increase use. 

RTD Spare the Air Days Comment Form
Brandon 
Figliolino 

I have concerns about 
this project.

12 days may not be enough to chance someone's 
commuting patterns. Recommend increasing the number 
of "Spare the Air Days."

RTD Spare the Air Days Comment Form Don Cameron
City of Golden 
Councilor, Ward 3

I have concerns about 
this project.

Agree with the other comment, a month long Spare the 
Air days may be required to change patterns.  And 
limiting to summer may not be ideal either as ozone is 
high, but commuting is more of a mixed bag.  

If it is done during the summer, think about how to put 
more bike rack access to encourage multi-modal trips.

RTD Spare the Air Days Comment Form
I have concerns about 
this project.

I question how much value this would truly add for a quite 
high price of 13 million. Shouldn't it be longer than 12 
days? How will people know which days it is free? I agree 
with the general concept, I'm just not sure it will really 
make much difference

RTD Spare the Air Days Comment Form Carol Friesen
I have concerns about 
this project.

I agree with comments above that the effects might not 
be worth the price tag.  The best way to increase 
ridership is to make it possible to avoid owning a car.  
Once people own a car, they are going to use it.

RTD Spare the Air Days Comment Form Matt Frommer
Southwest Energy 
Efficiency Project

I have concerns about 
this project.

Senate Bill 22-180 would provide up to $11M per year to 
RTD for fare-free service months in 2022 and 2023, and 
the bill is working it's way through the legislature with 
broad support. To avoid redundancy and fund other more 
impactful multimodal projects, RTD should withdraw this 
proposal and instead, use state funding to support free 
transit months. Alternatively, RTD could lower the 
request to ~$3M/year and use it to cover their 20% 
matching share for the SB22-180 fare-free month.

RTD Spare the Air Days Comment Form
I am opposed to this 
project.

I don't honestly think this will gain what you want to 
achieve.  If you really want to get people out of their cars 
and on transit, transit has to be the more economical 
choice.  Increase the cost of parking. Incentivize 
company's with WFH policies. 

RTD Spare the Air Days Comment Form Jonathan Pira
I am opposed to this 
project.

This is a low-impact project with a high price tag. Vy 
comparison, the integrated MaaS project costs about the 
same, yet would have an enduring, long-term impact. I 
don't expect twelve free days would fundamentally 
change transit behaviors or perceptions.

RTD Spare the Air Days Comment Form
Jonathan 
Harahush

I am opposed to this 
project.

While well-intentioned, this will do nothing to get people 
out of their cars and onto public transit, nor will it have 
any measurable impact on air quality. This is an absolute 
waste of money that could be better spent elsewhere.

RTD has other issues that need to be addressed, most 
namely the fact that it's not convenient outside of 
downtown, not to mention issues with safety and crime.
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Boulder
Boulder 
County

SH-119 BRT, Safety, and Mobility 
Improvements: Jay Rd. and N. 63rd St. 14,540,000$          

Transit/Multimodal 
construction 19,600,000$           

3.9
11,240,000$      

Completes scope as submitted, 
EXCEPT the Jay Rd. bikeway 
underpass

Intersection safety improvements and bikeway underpasses at both 
intersections. Transit bypass lanes at Jay Rd. BRT station platforms and Park-
n-Ride at 63rd St.

Denver Denver East Colfax BRT - Design 15,000,000$          
Transit BRT- design and 
environmental 22,000,000$           3.7 12,000,000$      

Funds all submitted scope 
elements

Environmental and design for a fixed-guideway bus rapid transit line along 
Colfax Ave. between Civic Center Station and Yosemite St.

Boulder
Boulder 
County SH-119 Bikeway 4,911,000$            

Bicycle/Pedestrian 
construction 5,464,000$             3.6 3,660,000$         

Funds Jay Rd. to N. 63rd 
segment only

Construct 2 segments of 12 foot wide bikeway along SH-119 between Jay Rd. 
and N 63rd St. and between SH-52 and Niwot Rd.

Douglas Lone Tree Lone Tree Mobility Hub 8,000,000$            
Transit/mobility hub - 
construction 20,000,000$           

3.4
4,000,000$         

Funds entire submitted scope; 
$4 million balance from 
Subregional Share

Construct a mobility hub at Sky Ridge Station and I-25 to facilitate 
connections between RTD, Bustang, and local transit.

Denver Denver

South Platte River Trail Improvements: 
Gates Crescent Park to W. 38th Ave. - 
Design 4,000,000$            

Bicycle/Pedestrian, 
Design, environmental 5,000,000$             

3.4
Design for widening the existing trail to 12 feet and adding amenities like 
lighting and wayfinding.

Broomfield Broomfield
SH-7 Corridor Multimodal 
Improvements - Preconstruction 11,195,000$          

Transit, Multimodal, and 
operational design and 
environmental 13,700,000$           

3.3
7,270,000$         

Funds design at all six locations; 
four at 90% and two at 30%

Design and environmental associated with  passenger vehicle, transit, and 
active transportation improvements at six locations along the SH-7 corridor.

Arapahoe
Arapahoe 
County

Santa Fe Dr. Corridor Multimodal 
Improvements 8,900,000$            Design, Construction 9,900,000$             3.1 2,153,000$         

Funds for Mineral Station 
improvements only

Construct sidewalk, multi-use path, and bike lane improvements in five 
locations (1 is design only) along the Santa Fe Dr. corridor.

Boulder
Boulder 
County

SH-7 Transit Operations: Boulder to I-
25 8,460,000$            Transit Service 9,411,000$             3.1 Operate fixed route/schedule free weekday bus service on SH-7 between 

downtown Boulder and I-25.

N/A RTD Spare the Air Days 10,400,000$          Transit; free fares 13,000,000$           

2.9
Provide fare-free service 1 day a week during June, July, and August in FY23, 
24, and 25 (12 days/year, 36 days total) to reduce air quality impacts.  Project 
includes lost fare revenues, increased security, and increased rail capacity.

Arapahoe Centennial
Arapahoe Rd. Multimodal Missing Gaps 
- I-25 to Parker Rd. 3,937,000$            Bicycle/Pedestrian 4,375,000$             

2.9
Construct minimum 8' wide side paths along Arapahoe Rd. (SH-88) to fill in 
gaps in the existing sidewalk network.

N/A RTD Integrated Mobility as a Service 11,379,000$          
Transit, trip planning, 
booking, fare payment 14,224,000$           

2.7 1) Develop a mobility as a service (MaaS) app for all RTD services, and 2) 
upgrade ticket validators on all paratransit/FlexRide vehicles.

Douglas Lone Tree
S. Havana Bikeway: south of RidgeGate 
to southern City Limits 1,200,000$            Bicycle/Pedestrian 1,600,000$             2.7

Add two six-foot bike lanes from south of RidgeGate Pkwy. to southern Lone 
Tree city limits.

Douglas Castle Pines
I-25 and Castle Pines Pkwy. Bike & Ped 
Bridge - Design 1,350,000$            

Bicycle/Pedestrian, 
Design 1,500,000$             1.9

Design a grade-separated bike and pedestrian crossing of I-25 in the vicinity 
of Castle Pines Pkwy.

103,272,000$    139,774,000$     40,323,000$      

Project Activity

2022-2025 TIP Regional Share Project Submittals (Call #1)
$40,323,000 Available

Panel 
Recommendation

Project Highlights
Weighted Score 

H=5, L=1
Panel RecommendationTotal Cost

Totals

Forum
Project 

Sponsor
Project Name

Regional Share 
Funding 
Request



DRCOG 2022-2027 TIP 
Call #1 – 22-25 TIP Regional 

Share Recommendation
Regional Transportation Committee

May 17, 2022

1
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FY 2022 – 2027 Programming Estimates

Total anticipated allocations: $463.335 million
Does not include matching funds

FY 22-25 TIP (AQ/MM projects only)

Jan-Sept 2022; then amend 22-25 TIP

1. Regional Call #1: $40.323 Million
2. Subregional Call #2: $161.292 Million

FY 24-27 TIP (all types)

Sept 22-April 23; adopt 24-27 TIP in Aug 23

3. Regional Call #3: $52.344 Million
4. Subregional Call #4: $209.376 Million
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Call #1 Details
• January 24 to March 18
• Air Quality and Multimodal applications only 

• must improve AQ and/or congestion

• Each forum allowed to submit up to three 
applications

• Up to two each from CDOT and RTD
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Call #1 – 13 Applications Received
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Call #1 – Steps After Call Closed
• A dozen DRCOG staff scored; developed a weighted 

average score for each application (0-5)

• 246 public comments from March 23-April 6 via webmap 
(Attachment 1)

• Support, concerns, opposed, comment

• Project Review Panel:
• Met April 11 and 14
• Received scores and comments
• Developed recommendation
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Call #1 – Recommendation

Panel Recommendations: 
• Quality, highly scored projects from around the region
• less funding to more projects in order to fund larger/diverse 

set of types and locations
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Action and Next Steps
Proposed Motion
Move to recommend to the DRCOG Board of Directors 
allocating $40,323,000 of Air Quality and Multimodal funds 
to six projects as presented to be included in the current FY 
2022-2025 TIP.

Next Steps:
• May 2

• Call #2 opens
• Late September: 

• Call #1 and Call #2 recommended projects added to current FY 
2022-25 TIP 

• Award notifications sent
• IGA development can begin
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ATTACHMENT C 

To:  Chair and Members of the Regional Transportation Committee 
 
From: Steve Cook, Transportation Modeling and Operations Manager, scook@drcog.org  

 
Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 
May 17, 2022 Informational Briefing 5 

 
SUBJECT 

Regional Transportation Operations and Technology (RTO&T) Strategic Plan. 
 
PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 

N/A 
 
ACTION BY OTHERS 

N/A 
 
SUMMARY 

DRCOG, with key regional stakeholders, is developing a Regional Transportation 
Operations & Technology (RTO&T) Strategic Plan. A key component will be the 
“operational concept” for regional transportation day-to-day operations. The operational 
concept is a high-level description of the roles and responsibilities of all participants. It 
addresses how the region’s stakeholders interconnect the various transportation system 
elements and work together to provide safe and efficient regional transportation 
operations. Of particular importance is the data management “service area” because it will 
serve as the foundation for all other service areas. 
 
The development of the operational concept builds from planning guidance provided in the 
DRCOG Metro Vision Plan and the Mobility Choice Blueprint echoing the theme of 
collaborative, integrated and regional operations. 
 
The completed strategic plan will be brought before this committee later in the year. This 
plan will provide guidance for the development of the upcoming call-for-projects for the 
RTO&T Set-Aside Program. The call-for-projects is scheduled to follow early in 2023. 
 
PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 
N/A 
 
PROPOSED MOTION 
N/A 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
1. Staff presentation 

 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

If you need additional information, please contact Steve Cook, Transportation Modeling 
and Operations Manager, at 303-480-6749 or scook@drcog.org; or Greg MacKinnon, 
Transportation Operations Program Manager, at 303 480-5633 or 
gmackinnon@drcog.org. 

mailto:scook@drcog.org
mailto:scook@drcog.org
mailto:gmackinnon@drcog.org
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RTO&T

• Regional: multiple agencies/jurisdictions and
users/customers

• Transportation: facilities and services

• Operations: day-to-day real time and performance 
analytics

• Technology: established and emerging
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WHY RTO&T?
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AVERAGE DAY IN THE DENVER REGION

Grand Total: 15 million person-trips

10 million vehicle trips
(86 mil. VMT)

(4 mil. gallons fuel)

250,000+ hours of extra 
congestion delay

2 million pedestrian/bicycle trips
13 million person-trips 

in motor vehicles

200 crashes, 6 serious 
injuries or fatalities 
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BACKGROUND: REGION’S 2022 FOUNDATION

• Nearly 4,000 signalized intersections; ~89% interconnected

• 136,000 Bus and rail service miles provided by RTD everyday

• Automatic vehicle location (AVL) devices on > 1,000 RTD vehicles

• Over 1,300 CCTV cameras

• Hundreds of miles of fiber optic networking

• 80 intersections with bicycle detection
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RTO&T STRATEGIC PLAN  AND CALL FOR PROJECTS

• Define near-term deployment initiatives
• Guides call-for-projects for FY24 – FY27 programming
• ~$16 M capital funding identified

Call for 
Projects

JUL
2023

JAN
2023

Evaluation 
Procedures and 

Application

SEP
2022

RTO&T 
Strategic Plan

JUL
2022
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RTO&T STRATEGIC PLAN – GUIDING ELEMENTS

Vision & Goals

Objectives

Operational 
Concept

Regional 
Initiatives

DRCOG 2050 MVRTP
Mobility Choice Blueprint

DRCOG RTO Working Group
Advanced Mobility Partnership (AMP)
DRCOG TAC

Transportation 
Service Areas 

RTO&T Set-Aside 
2023 Call For Projects

Regional  ITS 
Architecture

St
ra

te
gi

c 
Pl

an
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RTO VISION

Transportation systems, serving all travel modes across the 
DRCOG region, are interconnected, and collaboratively 
operated, managed, and maintained to optimize safe, 
reliable, and efficient travel for all system users, 
contributing to the region’s economic prosperity and high 
quality of life.
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RTO GOALS

Safe 
Operations 

Efficient, 
Seamless 
Travel

Trip Travel 
Time Reliability 

Equitable 
Access 

Environmental 
Sustainability 

Physical and 
technological 
improvements and 
intentional operations 
management deployed to 
both reduce crashes and 
achieve zero fatalities.

Interconnected systems 
across jurisdictions and 
modes are actively and 
cooperatively managed to 
optimize operator 
situational awareness, 
provide accurate and 
timely traveler 
information, and allow 
collaborative 
transportation systems 
operation.

Multimodal travel times 
are monitored in real-time 
and operations are 
managed to limit 
disruptions affecting travel 
time reliability.

People of all ages, 
abilities, languages, 
backgrounds, and 
incomes have access to 
safe and reliable mobility 
options.

Apply technology, service 
and operations that 
reduce energy 
consumption, improved 
air quality, and reduced 
greenhouse gas 
emissions.
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REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION OPERATIONS OBJECTIVES

• Increase trip time reliability for all travelers
• Minimize traveler delay due to signal operations
• Maximize transportation operations infrastructure reliability and 

availability
• Improve transit operations performance
• Improve safety and reduce crashes, fatalities and injuries
• Reduce average incident duration and disruption
• Reduce occurrence of secondary incidents
• Reduce emergency responder/roadway worker struck-by incidents
• Improve air quality and reduce transportation-related emissions

DRAFT

Thoughts ?



11

OPERATIONAL CONCEPT - TRANSPORTATION SERVICE AREAS

• Traveler Information

• Traffic Incident Management

• Transit Operations

• Roadway Management

• Freeways & Arterials

• Maintenance & Construction 

• Emergency Management 

• Travel Demand Management

• Parking Management

Data Management
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OPERATIONS DATA & INFORMATION SHARING FRAMEWORK

Regional 
Traveler 

Information 
Platform

Performance 
Monitoring 

Data Archive 
Platform

Operations and 
Emergency Staff 

Take Action

Situational 
Awareness 

Platform

Regional 
Operations 

Data 
Sharing 

Framework

Multiple Data 
Sources and Users

Data & 
Information

Information

Data & 
Information

Data & 
Information



13

CONCLUSION SLIDE

• High-level concept
• Real-time data essential to operate, manage and maintain 

a safe and reliable transportation system
• Must be collaborative, regional, and integrated approach
• Allows for hybrid of direct system integration, coordination 

between separate systems, and utilization of commercial 
solutions

• Scale and purpose requires regional administration and 
management
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ATTACHMENT D 

To: Chair and Members of the Regional Transportation Committee 

From: Andy Taylor, Manager, Regional Planning and Analytics, ataylor@drcog.org 

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 
May 17, 2022 Informational Briefing 6 

SUBJECT 
Housing and the Regional Transportation Planning Process 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 
No action is requested. This item is for information only. 

ACTION BY OTHERS 
N/A 

SUMMARY 
Background 
DRCOG and other MPOs factor in growth and development, including planned housing 
location and types when considering projects and strategies for their regional 
transportation plans and transportation improvement programs. In fact, DRCOG’s 
transportation planning process integrates growth and development in multiple ways, from 
traffic forecasting and scenario planning to transit oriented development and other 
strategies. 

Last year’s Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) includes provisions that add or clarify 
the federal transportation planning requirements for metropolitan planning organizations 
(MPOs). 

Included in these provisions are changes that clarify the role of housing in the regional 
transportation planning process. Among other factors, the BIL specifies that the 
process must consider projects and strategies that “promote consistency between 
transportation improvements and State and local planned growth, housing, and economic 
development patterns…” Title 23 U.S. Code (USC) § 134(h)(1)(E) (underline reflects 
addition). 

The BIL’s textual addition clarifies that this includes housing and requires MPOs to 
consult with officials responsible for housing during the transportation planning process. It 
also adds affordable housing organizations as interested parties that should have an 
opportunity to comment on a transportation plan. 

The BIL also adds a provision that allows MPOs over 200,000 population to address the 
integration of housing, transportation, and economic development strategies through a 
“housing coordination process.” Under this provision, the MPO may develop a housing 
coordination plan that includes projects and strategies that may be considered in the 
Regional Transportation Plan, including regional goals for the integration of housing, 
transportation, and economic development, identifying the location of existing and 
planned housing and employment and transportation options to connect housing and 
employment, and a comparison of transportation plans to land use management plans. 
(Sec. 11201.d of BIL or 23 USC § 134(k)(4)). 

mailto:ataylor@drcog.org
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While the BIL incorporates these specific textual changes to federal statute, additional 
implementation guidance will be forthcoming from U.S. Department of Transportation. 

Today’s discussion 
Discussion will focus on identifying the top three objectives for coordinating housing 
and transportation:

1) Improve commutes: Better connect housing and employment
2) More transportation-oriented development: Transportation-oriented housing

and economic development
3) More housing-oriented transportation improvements: Align transportation

improvements with housing needs
4) Less vehicle miles traveled: Reduce growth in vehicle travel from housing and

economic development
5) Affordability: Align transportation and housing to improve affordability in relation

to income
6) Improve access: Increase share of the region’s housing with sufficient and

affordable access to transportation

Another discussion topic will include whether a housing-transportation coordination 
plan might be a good direction for DRCOG to start to go deeper on housing issues.

PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 
February 15, 2022 – RTC Discussion of amending the FY 2022-FY-2023 Unified 
Planning Work Program 
PROPOSED MOTION 
N/A 
ATTACHMENT 
1. Staff presentation
2. Housing coordination code redline

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
If you need additional information, please Andy Taylor, Manager, Regional Planning and 
Analytics at (303) 480-5636 or ataylor@drcog.org 

https://drcog.org/node/988163
mailto:ataylor@drcog.org
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DISCUSSION ROADMAP

• Background on housing in the transportation planning 
process

• Current practice
• What’s changed?  New direction from Congress
• What hasn’t changed yet? Guidance and rules

• Discussion of priority elements and interest

• What’s next?



CURRENT PRACTICE



LAND USE-TRANSPORTATION CONNECTION

• a

Growth and 
development 

patterns
Travel 

patterns



CURRENT PRACTICE: HOUSING DATA COLLECTION

Sources
• Local governments
• Census Bureau
• Paid subscriptions
• Data development

Examples
• Parcels
• Buildings
• Zoning
• Permits
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Small-area forecasting
(DRCOG)

• Forecast internal 
distribution of 2050 
forecasts (aka control 
totals)

• 2,800+ small areas 
(aka zones)

• Extensive zone-level 
review

CURRENT PRACTICE: FORECASTING

Statewide forecasts
(State Demography Office, 
Colo. Department of Local Affairs)

• 2050 forecasts: population, 
households, jobs

• 64 counties

Travel demand modeling
(DRCOG, other studies)

• Forecast travel patterns 
between zones, on 
transportation network

Like different legs in a relay race
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CURRENT PRACTICE: LAND USE SCENARIOS

Sourced from our shared vision

Baseline

Infill Centers



Baseline

Intensity of household growth

Less More

Infill Centers
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BEYOND VISUALIZATION TO METRICS

Outcome Metric Baseline Infill Centers MV Target

Density Regional population-weighted density 6,152
people per mi.2

7,620
people per mi.2

9,816
people per mi.2

6,063
people per mi.2

Urban 
Centers

Share of total households in urban centers 11% 15% 20% 25%
Share of total jobs in urban centers 31% 35% 41% 50%

Outcome Metric Baseline Infill Centers
Jobs/ 

Housing
Median distance of household growth to a top 10 
employment center 5.8 mi. 2.6 mi. 1.8 mi.

Area 
Stability

Share of single-family areas remaining in that 
range of development intensity 81% 82% 88%

Intensity 
of Change

Share of households in highest range of 
development intensity 15% 18% 24%
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Cost: NA

INFILL

6% decrease in vehicle miles traveled

People in vehicles experience 11% less delay on average

Almost twice as many transit trips

What if local governments allow for more urban & suburban redevelopment and infill?

Commercial vehicle 
trips decrease with 
consolidation of 
stops.
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CENTERS

8% decrease in vehicle miles traveled

Over 3 times as many transit trips

Over twice as many walk and bicycle trips

Average Person 
Delay per Trip 
decreases by 
27%. 

What if local governments focus development around key centers and corridors?

Connected urban centers across the region 
accommodate a growing share of the region’s 
housing and employment and support existing 
neighborhoods.

Cost: NA
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CURRENT PRACTICE: METRO VISION

METRO VISION
Shared regional aspirations

FISCALLY CONSTRAINED REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP)

What the region can afford

METRO VISION REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (MVRTP)
Needed transportation system

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM (TIP)

What we are building now RE
GI

ON
AL

 A
IR

 Q
UA

LIT
Y 

CO
NF
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TY



WHAT’S CHANGED?
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DIRECTION FROM CONGRESS

“The metropolitan planning process… shall
provide for consideration of projects and 
strategies that will—
…
(E) …promote consistency between 
transportation improvements and State 
and local planned growth, housing, and 
economic development patterns

23 United States Code § 134(h)

David Maiolo

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:United_States_Capitol_Building.jpg
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FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING FACTORS

“Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy 
conservation, and improve quality of life, and promote 
consistency between transportation improvements and 
state and local planned growth, housing, and economic 
development patterns.”

NEW UPWP Activity 2.3 – incorporate housing 
into the metropolitan planning process
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NEW FEDERAL OPPORTUNITIES

"Within a metropolitan planning area serving a 
transportation management area, the transportation 
planning process... may address the integration of 
housing, transportation and economic development
strategies..."

Coordination with other 
public/private entities 
in integrated planning 
process

Housing coordination plan

Housing-transportation 
coordination plan



WHAT HASN’T CHANGED YET?
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TIME: HOW A LAW BECOMES A RULE

Congress acts Rule 
proposed

Rule 
finalized

Reauthorization Example Bill signed Proposal Finalized

SAFETEA-LU Coordinated 
plan Aug. 2005 Sept. 2006 May 2007

MAP-21
Safety 
performance 
measure

July 2012 Mar. 2014 Mar. 2016



DISCUSSION
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DISCUSSION QUESTION

In your view, what are the top 3 objectives for 
coordinating housing and transportation?
1) Improve commutes: Better connect housing and employment

2) More TOD: Transportation-oriented housing and economic development

3) More housing-oriented transportation improvements: Align transportation
improvements with housing needs

4) Less VMT: Reduce growth in vehicle travel from housing and econ. development

5) Affordability: Align transportation and housing to improve affordability in relation to
income

6) Improve access: Increase share of the region’s housing with sufficient and affordable
access to transportation
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DISCUSSION QUESTION

Based on what you know today, might a housing-transportation 
coordination plan be a good direction for DRCOG to start to go 
deeper on housing issues?
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WHEN MIGHT WE RETURN TO THESE TOPICS?

Housing in regional 
transportation 
planning process

• Work program amendment
• New guidance from U.S. Department of

Transportation

Housing topic more 
broadly

• Forthcoming follow up on board retreat
discussion

• More on housing at peer organizations

?

? Regional Housing 
Strategy

Housing-
Transportation 

Coordination Plan

Topic Coordinate timing with Potential product
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QUESTIONS?
THANK YOU!

Andy Taylor, AICP | Manager
Regional Planning and Analytics
ataylor@drcog.org
303-480-5636

CAM-PP-STYLEGUIDE-TEMPLATE-20-05-18-V1

Alvan-Bidal Sanchez, AICP
Transportation Planner
asanchez@drcog.org
720-278-2341



Housing coordination code redline 
Changes under Sec. 11201(d) of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act, also known 
as the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) 

Title 23 United States Code §134. Metropolitan transportation planning 

§134(a) Policy - It is in the national interest-

(1) to encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, operation, and development
of surface transportation systems that will serve the mobility needs of people and freight, foster
economic growth and development within and between States and urbanized areas better
connect housing and employment, and take into consideration resiliency needs while minimizing
transportation-related fuel consumption and air pollution through metropolitan and statewide
transportation planning processes identified in this chapter; and

§134(g) MPO Consultation in Plan and TIP Coordination -

(3) Relationship with other planning officials -

(A) In general.-The Secretary shall encourage each metropolitan planning organization
to consult with officials responsible for other types of planning activities that are
affected by transportation in the area (including State and local planned growth,
economic development, housing, tourism, natural disaster risk reduction, environmental
protection, airport operations, and freight movements) or to coordinate its planning
process, to the maximum extent practicable, with such planning activities.

§134(h) Scope of Planning Process -

(1) In general - The metropolitan planning process for a metropolitan planning area under this
section shall provide for consideration of projects and strategies that will-

(E) protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the
quality of life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and
State and local planned growth, housing, and economic development patterns.

§134(i) Development of Transportation Plan -

(4) Optional scenario development -

(B) Recommended components - A metropolitan planning organization that chooses to
develop multiple scenarios under subparagraph (A) shall be encouraged to consider-

(ii) assumed distribution of population and employment.

(iii) assumed distribution of population and housing.
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(6) Participation by interested parties -  

(A) In general.-Each metropolitan planning organization shall provide citizens, affected 
public agencies, representatives of public transportation employees, public ports, 
freight shippers, providers of freight transportation services, private providers of 
transportation (including intercity bus operators, employer-based commuting programs, 
such as a carpool program, vanpool program, transit benefit program, parking cash-out 
program, shuttle program, or telework program), representatives of users of public 
transportation, representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle 
transportation facilities, representatives of the disabled, affordable housing 
organizations, and other interested parties with a reasonable opportunity to comment 
on the transportation plan. 

§134(k) Transportation Management Areas -  

(4) Housing coordination process -  

(A) In general - Within a metropolitan planning area serving a transportation 
management area, the transportation planning process under this section may address 
the integration of housing, transportation, and economic development strategies 
through a process that provides for effective integration, based on a cooperatively 
developed and implemented strategy, of new and existing transportation facilities 
eligible for funding under this title and chapter 53 of title 49. 

(B) Coordination in integrated planning process - In carrying out the process described in 
subparagraph (A), a metropolitan planning organization may- 

(i) consult with - 

(I) State and local entities responsible for land use, economic 
development, housing, management of road networks, or public 
transportation; and 

(II) other appropriate public or private entities; and 

(ii) coordinate, to the extent practicable, with applicable State and local entities 
to align the goals of the process with the goals of any comprehensive housing 
affordability strategies established within the metropolitan planning area 
pursuant to section 105 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act (42 U.S.C. 12705) and plans developed under section 5A of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437c–1). 

(C) Housing coordination plan -  

(i) In general - A metropolitan planning organization serving a transportation 
management area may develop a housing coordination plan that includes 
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projects and strategies that may be considered in the metropolitan 
transportation plan of the metropolitan planning organization. 

(ii) Contents - A plan described in clause (i) may- 

(I) develop regional goals for the integration of housing, transportation, 
and economic development strategies to- 

(aa) better connect housing and employment while mitigating 
commuting times. 

(bb) align transportation improvements with housing needs, 
such as housing supply shortages, and proposed housing 
development. 

(cc) align planning for housing and transportation to address 
needs in relationship to household incomes within the 
metropolitan planning area. 

(dd) expand housing and economic development within the 
catchment areas of existing transportation facilities and public 
transportation services when appropriate, including higher-
density development, as locally determined. 

(ee) manage effects of growth of vehicle miles traveled 
experienced in the metropolitan planning area related to 
housing development and economic development. 

(ff) increase share of households with sufficient and affordable 
access to the transportation networks of the metropolitan 
planning area. 

(II) identify the location of existing and planned housing and 
employment, and transportation options that connect housing and 
employment; and 

(III) include a comparison of transportation plans to land use 
management plans, including zoning plans, that may affect road use, 
public transportation ridership, and housing development. 
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ATTACHMENT E 

To: Chair and Members of the Regional Transportation Committee 
 
From:  Jacob Riger, Manager, Long Range Transportation Planning, 

jriger@drcog.org 
 

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 
May 17, 2022 Informational Briefing 7 

 
SUBJECT 

2050 Regional Transportation Plan (2050 RTP) greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis update. 
PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 

N/A 
ACTION BY OTHERS 

N/A 
SUMMARY 

DRCOG staff has previously provided an overview of the state GHG emission reduction 
rule and the emission reduction targets the 2050 RTP must meet for the DRCOG MPO 
area for each analysis year. Staff also provided initial methods for quantifying the GHG 
emission reduction benefits associated with the programmatic (non-project specific) 
investments included in the adopted 2050 RTP. 
The next step in the GHG analysis process is to calculate the GHG emissions 
associated with the 2050 RTP as adopted to establish the baseline. As a reminder, the 
GHG rule defines the baseline as the modeled emissions associated with the 2050 RTP 
as adopted in April 2021.  
Table 1 shows the 2050 RTP baseline values, reduction targets, and resulting percent 
reduction required from the baseline for each analysis year required by the GHG rule.  

Table 1 

 
 

DRCOG staff has continued to analyze the potential emission reduction benefits 
associated with the programmatic investments in the adopted 2050 RTP. These non-
modeled, non-project specific investments are a significant portion of the fiscally 
constrained plan in terms of both financial plan allocations and planned mobility 
investments in the region’s multimodal transportation system through 2050. This 
analysis is summarized in Table 2. 

mailto:jriger@drcog.org
https://www.codot.gov/programs/environmental/greenhousegas
https://www.codot.gov/programs/environmental/greenhousegas
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Table 2 

 
 
While this “programmatic applicability” analysis continues to be refined, DRCOG staff is 
also investigating how to represent the programmatic investment funding in the regional 
travel demand model (Focus). Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual relationships between 
the types of programmatic or category funding in the 2050 RTP and how each type can 
be represented in Focus. For example, programmatic active transportation investments 
in the 2050 RTP can be represented through pedestrian/bicycle attractiveness AND 
improved transit access factors in Focus. 
 

Figure 1 
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The next consideration in the GHG analysis is when this programmatic funding is 
allocated in the fiscally constrained 2050 RTP by staging period. Since the emission 
reduction requirements are by analysis year (Table 1), it is important to understand the 
corresponding allocation of programmatic funding by timeframe in the 2050 RTP for 
application within Focus, illustrated in Table 3.  
 

Table 3 

 
 

Finally, DRCOG staff is also testing the potential GHG benefits of strategic 
modifications to the 2050 RTP’s fiscally constrained project and program investment 
mix. These potential concepts consist of: 

• Refocusing the scope of some capacity projects to emphasize complete 
streets/safety retrofits. 

• Advancing the implementation of certain BRT corridors to capture their GHG 
benefits sooner. 

• Increasing investments in multimodal improvements to complete more of them 
and more quickly: regional active transportation network buildout, safety projects, 
complete streets retrofits, and transit corridors.  

DRCOG staff is currently testing the extent to which these strategic 2050 RTP project 
and program investment modifications help close the gap to achieve the GHG reduction 
targets.   
Based on the work described in this memo, the key modeling analysis steps DRCOG 
staff is conducting under the GHG Rule include: 

• Step 1: Define and model the GHG-reducing categorial funding in the adopted 
2050 RTP as described above. 
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• Step 2: Identify and analyze changes to the 2050 RTP’s fiscally constrained 
investment strategies and projects to further reduce GHG emissions.   

• If the GHG reduction targets are still not achieved, DRCOG will consider the 
GHG rule’s Mitigation Action Plan process, which provides for identifying specific 
mitigation actions to further reduce GHG emissions that are separate from 
emission reduction strategies included in the Focus model.  

DRCOG staff will describe these topics in more detail and seek feedback and input at 
the May meeting to further inform the 2050 RTP GHG analysis.  
PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 

N/A 
 
PROPOSED MOTION 

N/A 
 
ATTACHMENT 

1. Staff presentation 
 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

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

mailto:jriger@drcog.org
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2050 RTP GHG ANALYSIS – KEY POINTS

• Revised 2050 RTP due by October 1, 2022
• GHG rule baseline – modeled 2050 RTP as adopted (April 2021)
• Emission reduction target amounts are from the baseline
• Adoption modeling did not include programmatic or category 

investments – significant portion of fiscally constrained 2050 RTP 
investments

• Staff established baseline & analyzing how to quantify programmatic 
GHG benefits in modeling

• Additional strategies will be needed to meet GHG targets
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PROCESS TO MEET GHG REDUCTION LEVELS

1. RTP Baseline 
(Updated modeling of 
2050 RTP as adopted 
April 2021)

• RTP roadway and transit 
system networks for 
each future analysis 
year

• Includes all future reg. 
signif. projects

• Adopted land use 
forecasts

2. Adopted RTP 
Reflecting All 
Investments (builds on 
baseline to also include):

• Programmatic 
investments 
(ped./bicycle, safety, 
transit, etc.)

• 25% telework

3. RTP Updates 
& Amendments 
(builds on adopted 
plan to include):

• Changes to RTP’s 
project investments

• Refocusing scope of 
some road capacity 
projects

• Advance some BRT 
corridors

• More/quicker 
multimodal 
programmatic 
investments

4. Further GHG 
Mitigation 
Measures

• Explore measures to 
close remaining GHG 
gap

• Must be specific, 
measurable, 
beneficial, and 
committed to by region 
(through DRCOB 
Board action)

• Annual GHG 
Mitigation Report

---------------------------

If GHG targets not 
met, funds are 
restricted

Baseline GHG emission 
values for 2025, 2030, 

2040, & 2050

Does not fully achieve 
reduction targets Testing – may not fully 

achieve reduction 
targets

RTP – DRCOG 2050 Regional Transportation Plan
GHG – greenhouse gases



4

Table 1: GHG Transportation Planning Reduction Levels In 
Annual Million Metric Tons (MMT)

Regional Areas 2025 Reduction 
Level (MMT)

2030 Reduction 
Level (MMT)

2040 Reduction 
Level (MMT)

2050 Reduction 
Level (MMT)

DRCOG 0.27 0.82 0.63 0.37

NFRMPO 0.04 0.12 0.11 0.07

PPACG NA 0.15 0.12 0.07

GVMPO NA 0.02 0.02 0.01

PACOG NA 0.03 0.02 0.01

CDOT/Non-MPO 0.12 0.36 0.30 0.17

Total 0.43 1.5 1.2 0.7



GHG RTP BASELINE AND REDUCTION TARGETS

DRCOG GHG Results and Targets
2025 2030 2040 2050

GHG Baseline (2021 RTP) in Annual MMT
14.64 9.23 6.22 3.70

Reduction Target (Annual MMT) 
Required by Rule Table 1 for 
Updated/Amended RTPs

0.27 0.82 0.63 0.37

Percent reduction required from baseline
1.8% 8.9% 10.1% 10.0%

Baselines will be rerun every amendment cycle with latest model 
version and planning assumptions
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ADOPTED 2050 RTP PROGRAMMATIC CATEGORIES

2050 RTP Investment Categories - GHG 
Reduction RTP Total Funds Est. % for GHG 

Applicability
GHG Associated Total 

Funds
Additional Transit Investments $702,358,000 90% $632,122,000

Regional BRT - Ancillary Improvements $1,183,000,000 5% $59,150,000

Additional Active Transportation $179,799,000 100% $179,799,000

Safety/Vision Zero $465,348,000 40% $186,139,000
Multimodal components of DRCOG Funded Widening 

Projects $1,599,200,000 10% $159,920,000

Multimodal components of CDOT Funded Widening 
Projects $6,054,400,000 5% $302,720,000

TDM Set-Aside (DRCOG) $102,000,000 10%* $10,200,000

RTO&T Set-Aside (DRCOG) $150,000,000 10%* $15,000,000

Operational and Safety Improvements (CDOT) $2,008,835,000 5%* $100,442,000

Signal and Equipment Upgrades (CDOT) $2,632,507,000 5%* $131,625,000

TOTAL: $15,077,447,000 $1,777,117,000

*Preliminary estimates – subject to further analysis
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REPRESENTING CATEGORICAL FUNDING IN TRAVEL MODEL

7

RTP Funding Category Travel Model Adjustment
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REPRESENTING CATEGORICAL FUNDING IN TRAVEL MODEL

8

Model Adjustment
2021-2030 

Funds
2031-2040 

Funds
2041-2050 

Funds Total Funds
Improve Transit Access $197,233,000 $ 281,941,000 $250,969,000 $730,142,000

Increase Operational Capacity $76,877,000 $82,152,000 $88,037,000 $247,068,000

Increase Telework $1,122,000 $1,122,000 $1,122,000 $3,366,000 

Increased Transit Frequency and Speed $43,724,000 $176,993,000 $124,919,000 $345,636,000

Lower Fares/ Reduced Dwell Time $1,156,000 $ 1,156,000 $1,156,000 $3,468,000 

Ped/Bike Attractiveness $153,520,000 $105,606,000 $126,884,000 $386,011,000

Speed Reduction (on key arterials) $36,639,000 $15,301,000 $9,485,000 $61,425,000

Grand Total $510,273,000 $664,271,000 $602,573,000 $1,777,117,000
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TESTING CHANGES TO 2050 RTP PROJECTS

• Programmatic strategies alone will not achieve GHG targets
• Testing targeted changes to RTP’s projects and investment mix
• Concepts include:

• Refocusing scope of some capacity projects to emphasize complete 
streets/safety retrofits

• Advancing BRT corridors to capture GHG benefits sooner
• Increasing investments in multimodal improvements to complete more of 

them and more quickly: regional active transportation network buildout, 
safety projects, complete streets retrofits, and transit corridors 
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PROCESS TO MEET GHG REDUCTION LEVELS

1. RTP Baseline 
(Updated modeling of 
2050 RTP as adopted 
April 2021)

• RTP roadway and transit 
system networks for 
each future analysis 
year

• Includes all future reg. 
signif. projects

• Adopted land use 
forecasts

2. Adopted RTP 
Reflecting All 
Investments (builds on 
baseline to also include):

• Programmatic 
investments 
(ped./bicycle, safety, 
transit, etc.)

• 25% telework

3. RTP Updates 
& Amendments 
(builds on adopted 
plan to include):

• Changes to RTP’s 
project investments

• Refocusing scope of 
some road capacity 
projects

• Advance some BRT 
corridors

• More/quicker 
multimodal 
programmatic 
investments

4. Further GHG 
Mitigation 
Measures

• Explore measures to 
close remaining GHG 
gap

• Must be specific, 
measurable, 
beneficial, and 
committed to by region 
(through DRCOB 
Board action)

• Annual GHG 
Mitigation Report

---------------------------

If GHG targets not 
met, funds are 
restricted

Baseline GHG emission 
values for 2025, 2030, 

2040, & 2050

Does not fully achieve 
reduction targets Testing – may not fully 

achieve reduction 
targets

RTP – DRCOG 2050 Regional Transportation Plan
GHG – greenhouse gases Current Steps
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