
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

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

 

 
AGENDA 

 

TIP Policy Work Group – Mtg. 3 
 Monday, April 24, 2017  

1:30 p.m.  
1290 Broadway 

Independence Pass Conference Room – 1st Floor, west side 
 
 

1. 1:30 Call to Order  
 

2.   March 27, 2017 Meeting Summary 
 (Attachment A) 

 

3. 1:35  Discussion on TIP Focus Area(s) and poll results 
 (Attachment B) Steve Cook 
 

4. 2:00 Discussion/Overview of existing TIP set-asides (Regional TDM, Way to Go,    
  STAMPs/UC) 

 (Attachment C) Todd Cottrell 
 

5. 3:00 Discussion on quantifying benefits of projects 
  (Attachment D) Brad Calvert, Dan Jerrett 

 

6. 3:30  Discussion on Regional Share details (definition, eligibility, evaluation criteria,   
 submittal limit, and funding minimums) 
 (Attachment E) Doug Rex, Todd Cottrell 

 

7. 4:00 Adjournment  
 
 
 

   
 

 



ATTACHMENT A 

MEETING SUMMARY 

TIP POLICY WORK GROUP – Mtg. 2 
Monday, March 27, 2017 

 
PARTICIPANTS PRESENT:  
 
Jeanne Shreve Adams County 
Kent Moorman Adams County, City of Thornton 
Bryan Weimer Arapahoe County 
Mac Callison Arapahoe County, City of Aurora 
George Gerstle (Chair) Boulder County 
Tom Schomer Broomfield, City and County 
Steve Klausing Business 
Jeff Sudmeier CDOT 

Janice Finch Denver, City and County 
Steve Cook DRCOG 
Doug Rex DRCOG 
Art Griffith Douglas County 
John Cotten Douglas County, City of Lone Tree 
Dave Baskett Jefferson County, City of Lakewood 
Ken Lloyd RAQC 
Ted Heyd TDM/Non-motor 
Janet Lundquist Weld County 

 
Others Present: JoAnn Mattson, CDOT Region 1; Aaron Bustow, FHWA; Steve McCannon, RAQC 
DRCOG Staff:  Todd Cottrell, Derrick Webb, Mark Northrop, Casey Collins 
 
Call to Order 
Chair George Gerstle called the meeting to order at 2:30 p.m.  
 
Public Comment 
There was no public comment. 
 
February 27, 2017 Meeting Summary 
The summary was accepted.  There was clarification that the discussion on the TIP project funding 
$200,000 minimum amount was for the federal request. 

 
Doug Rex distributed a handout of the updated calendar of Anticipated Schedule and Topics for the 
TIP Policy Work Group, which was also provided to the Board at the March 15 meeting.   
 
Mr. Rex recommended the Work Group strive to keep close to this calendar schedule to meet the 
timeline of having the next call for projects in 1st Quarter, 2018.  
 
Discussion on TIP Focus Area(s) 

As a starting point to generate ideas on potential recommendations to the Board, Steve Cook 
presented a list of 46 Supporting Objectives from Metro Vision.  After discussion by the Work Group, 
staff said it would email surveys prior to next meeting asking the group to pick the top 3 Regional 
Objectives and the top 5 Supporting Objectives. 
 
Discussion on TIP set-asides 

Todd Cottrell presented the five existing 2016-2021 TIP set-asides.  He gave an overview of 
potential methods that could be used to determine each program’s benefits and asked for comment.   
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There was further discussion on set-asides. 

 Jeff Sudmeier asked for a TIP set-aside definition. Doug Rex agreed about formalizing a set-
aside definition.   

 George Gerstle noted questions to be asked: why do we have these set-asides in the first 
place, what are the characteristics that make the set-aside appropriate, and should the 
Board-defined focus areas be considered?   

 Jeanne Shreve felt set-asides could help shape the focus areas. The Work Group needs to 
have a conversation on expanding the definition of the set-aside connection to focus areas 
without jeopardizing good existing set-aside programs. George Gerstle agreed, and said 
there is a need for institutional existence. 

 Chair Gerstle summarized: 

o Work Group will have high-level justification presentations over the next several months 
from each of the five current set-asides (how they came about, types of projects they are 
focused on, how performance is evaluated, and what the future looks like).   

o Focus areas will be important for determining what set-asides continue and at what level.   

o Work Group should start thinking of other focus areas to consider.  The Work Group 
should email Steve Cook ideas for additional potential set-asides programs. 

 Doug Rex said there will be 2-3 presentations by set-aside sponsors at the next meeting in April.   
 
Discussion on Regional Share definition and project/program eligibility 

Todd Cottrell presented a discussion on defining the Regional Share and project/program eligibility, 
soliciting responses to six questions provided in the agenda memo:  

 Janet Lundquist suggested Regional projects/programs should not be required to have 
community connection (as a project’s communities may not directly touch and the project is still 
very beneficial).  She suggested using bonus points instead.  

 Ted Heyd suggested Regional projects/programs be subject to TIP Focus Areas to be 
eligible. 

 Janice Finch said Regional project/programs must have regional impact. 

 Steve Klausing said should be part of RTP, i.e., on regional highway/arterial system. Doesn’t 
need to have more than one community directly impacted, but should have regional impact. 
Doug Rex noted all capacity projects must be in the RTP.  

 Doug Rex said there is a need to make the process as open/broad as possible and not limit it 
to particular project types.  It’s up to the applicant to justify and quantify their projects/programs 
benefits to the Board.  Ted Heyd said while he agrees, there still needs to be some specificity 
(i.e., the Board needs to be able to provide a basis for a project not being selected). 

 Jeanne Shreve agreed with making the process open; it goes back to thinking more holistically.   

 George Gerstle suggested staff could start identifying types of information that would be 
useful to evaluate Regional projects/programs across geography, and across mode, the 
number of people affected, etc.   

 George Gerstle posed a question to be discussed: should criteria be related significantly to 
the Focus Areas identified by the Board; a lot depends on what focus areas the Board 
decides on. 

 Dave Baskett suggested staff look at ‘big data’ sources. 

 Kent Moorman said there is a need to consider ROI. He noted Regional projects/programs 
were described in the Framework White Paper as being the “last dollars in” to show 
commitment.   
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Discussion on Regional Share project/program evaluation criteria 

Todd Cottrell presented an initial discussion to establish evaluation criteria for Regional Share 
projects/programs, soliciting responses to the questions asked in the agenda item. 

 Tom Schomer prefers a point system, not an essay; feels it is more quantitative 

 Ted Heyd prefers a simplified point system, and having a sponsor justification.  Steve Durian 
agreed with Ted; but have some middle ground. 

 Janice Finch suggested having an initial threshold tool (1-3 questions) to ask if the 
project/program is Regional in nature. 

 George Gerstle suggested requiring a sponsor to sit down with DRCOG staff during the 
project/program conceptual period to develop an appropriate evaluation tool. 

 Jeanne Shreve suggested possibly identifying major corridors collectively as Regional (such as 
“I-25 corridor”); this would be transformative.   

 George Gerstle said we are trying to get away from detailed point-based method, but still need 
technical evaluations. Suggested having a phased evaluation process, starting during concept 
period. 

 Kent Moorman suggested screening projects/programs first by staff, TAC, or Board before the 
sponsor gets into details of doing a proposal.  

 Jeanne Shreve said Regional projects/programs were described previously by the Work Group as 
1. being last-in supplemental dollars funding; 2. having Regional partnerships; and 3. needing to 
benefit region.  

o Doug Rex said Regional projects/programs would not be limited only to being 
supplemental funds.  George Gerstle agreed with Mr. Rex, as did Janice Finch, who 
noted that on the Peoria Crossing project, the first money-in ($25 million) triggered 
additional investment on the project. 

o Bryan Weimer noted that on page 5 of the Framework paper, it does say “The Work 
Group recommends DRCOG Regional Share funds be used primarily to supplement 
larger projects submitted by our regional partners (e.g., CDOT, RTD, public 
authorities and other entities that qualify for federal funds.”).   

o Jeanne Shreve said before we can move to Subregional, we need to establish what 
are the basic tenets for governing the Regional Share, so we don’t have cyclical 
discussions. 

o Ted Heyd agreed with Mr. Weimer and Ms. Shreve, saying it’s important to remember 
the tenet that Regional Share funding is not intended to be primary funding, it’s 
intended as supplemental or bridge funding.   

o Doug Rex said he did not feel it should be a stipulation that use of the money be only 
last money-in; said it is written as “its primary use should be last money in”.  But other 
projects could be more beneficial; we want to choose the best projects. 

 
Chair Gerstle summarized: 

1. Have a two-phase evaluation  
2. Have an initial screening – justification 
3. Should be related to Board-identified TIP Focus Area 
4. Be first identified by staff or Board as eligible (there was a question if this is too 

subjective) 

 Mac Callison said project readiness could also be a consideration.   

o Kent Moorman said, as sponsors need to do studies ahead of time, need to look 
at this more holistically on how to get a Regional project/program shovel-ready. 
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o Todd Cottrell also noted “how much public involvement there was” would make a 
difference in shovel-readiness 

 Janice Finch asked if we will be going beyond what are our current TIP project types are 
and go back to what are more Federal-eligible type projects. Doug Rex said we should 
make eligible whatever improves mobility.   

 
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:37 p.m.  
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT B 
 

To: TIP Policy Work Group 
 
From: Steve Cook, Transportation Modeling and Operations Manager 
 303 480-6749 or scook@drcog.org 
     

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 

April 24, 2017 Discussion  3 

 

SUBJECT 

Continued discussion on guidance to Board of Directors on methods for developing TIP 
Focus Areas for the 2020-2023 TIP call for projects.  
 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 

N/A 
 

ACTION BY OTHERS 

N/A 
 

SUMMARY 

As an outcome to last month’s meeting, staff has prepared a Survey Monkey poll related 
to the transportation-related Metro Vision objectives.  The purpose of the poll is NOT to 
specifically define the work group’s TIP Focus Area(s) recommendation or any policy 
regarding eligibility or criteria, but to see if the results can provide a basis for the 
discussion.   
 
The Survey Monkey poll will be emailed to Work Group members in a separate email 
from the agenda notification email. Each work group member is asked to submit the 
Survey Monkey poll by 12 p.m. Friday, April 21.   
 
Three survey options are provided in the polling. Please pick your top 3 Regional 
Objectives, top 5 Supporting Objectives, and top 3 focus area themes in the context of 
priorities for the new 2020-2023 TIP to address.  Poll results will be discussed at the 
April 24 meeting. 
 
Additional background on Objectives presented in Metro Vision 
Metro Vision was adopted by the DRCOG Board in January 2017.  It identifies 46 specific 
Supporting objectives which support improvements needed to achieve desired aspirational 
outcomes for the region.  Several objectives are closely related to the types of programs 
and projects funded in the TIP.  These outcomes and objectives are directly referenced in 
the 2040 Metro Vision Regional Transportation Plan. 
   
 PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 

March 27, 2017 
 

PROPOSED MOTION 

N/A 
 

ATTACHMENTS 

 Metro Vision plan 

 Metro Vision Objectives and Narrative (with transportation components) 
 

mailto:scook@drcog.org
https://drcog.org/sites/drcog/files/event-materials/03-27-17%20TIP%20Policy%20Work%20Group%20Full%20Agenda.pdf
https://drcog.org/sites/drcog/files/resources/Metro_Vision_Jan_18_2017_FINAL.pdf
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

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

mailto:scook@drcog.org


Metro Vision Objectives and Narratives (with transportation components) 

April 13, 2017 

 

Described below are the Metro Vision Regional Objectives with a direct transportation reference or linkage.  

Regional Objectives #4 and #5 are directly referenced in the 2040 MVRTP.   

 

Regional Objective 3: Increase housing and employment in urban centers. 
Collectively, urban centers will increase their share of the region’s total housing and employment. The ability for 

individual urban centers to absorb future growth will vary based on the characteristics of each center. Specific 

projects and initiatives will establish a network of clear and direct multimodal connections within and between 

urban centers, as well as key destinations. Public and private partners will direct investment toward programs and 

infrastructure improvements that help local governments and the private sector develop successful urban centers 

and multimodal connections. 

Supporting Objectives: 
1. Increase transit service and ridership within and to urban centers. 

2. Invest in multimodal enhancements along corridors. 

 

Regional Objective 4: Improve and expand the region’s multimodal transportation system, services 

and connections. 
The region will continue to invest in a well-connected, multimodal transportation system to improve mobility and 

accommodate anticipated increases of 1.16 million people and more than 600,000 jobs by 2040. Transportation 

system investment initiatives may include expanding transit service and coverage, improving on-street and off-

street bicycle and pedestrian facilities, widening and adding new roadways, and promoting travel options. The 

resulting transportation system will increase mobility choices within and beyond the region for people, goods and 

services. 

Supporting Objectives: 
3. Improve the capacity of the multimodal regional roadway system. 

4. Improve the region's comprehensive transit system, including the timely completion of the FasTracks 

program.  

5. Improve bicycle and pedestrian accessibility. 

6. Improve interconnections of the multimodal transportation system within and beyond the region for 

people and freight. 

7. Expand travel demand management services and strategies. 

 

Regional Objective 5: Operate, manage and maintain a safe and reliable transportation system. 
The region will optimize the multimodal transportation system to improve the safe and reliable flow of people 

and goods. System optimization will include projects and initiatives that make the multimodal transportation 

system’s capacity as productive as possible. The multimodal system will require maintenance to continue safe and 

sound conditions. Safety projects and other related initiatives will reduce fatalities and serious injuries for all 

travel modes. The region will also increase the deployment of technology and mobility innovations to improve 

reliability and optimize capacity. 



Supporting Objectives: 
8. Maintain existing and future transportation facilities in good condition.  

9. Improve transportation system performance and reliability. 

10. Improve transportation safety and security. 

 

Regional Objective 6a: Improve air quality and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
Local and regional initiatives will reduce ground-level ozone, greenhouse gas emissions, and other air pollutants. 

Collaboration with regional partners, such as the Regional Air Quality Council, the Colorado Department of 

Transportation and the Regional Transportation District will be integral to improving air quality through 

reductions in ground-level ozone concentrations, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter. Additional initiatives 

will raise public awareness of the direct role of individual actions in pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions. 

Supporting Objectives: 
11. Increase collaboration with local and regional partners on air quality initiatives. 

12. Increase public awareness of air quality issues. 

13. Improve the fuel economy of the region's vehicle fleet. 

 

Regional Objective 7b: Connect people to natural resource and recreational areas. 
In addition to local and regional initiatives to preserve, protect and expand open space assets, the region will 

ensure that residents and visitors may access these amenities. Active and passive open spaces will serve as a key 

component of the region’s overall growth framework, connecting people to open space amenities.  Local and 

regional initiatives will prioritize the completion of missing links in the regional trail and greenways network and 

improve other multimodal connections to increase park accessibility. 

Supporting Objective: 
14. Improve multimodal linkages to and between the region's parks, open spaces and developed areas. 

 

Regional Objective 10: Increase access to amenities that support healthy, active choices. 
The region will expand opportunities for residents to lead healthy and active lifestyles.  The region’s streets and 

roads will be planned, designed, operated and maintained to enable safe, convenient and comfortable travel and 

access for users of all ages and abilities, regardless of their mode of transportation. A mix of well‐connected land 

uses and recreational amenities in communities throughout the region will create places that make active 

transportation and recreational physical activity safe and part of an everyday routine. Additionally, local and 

regional initiatives will increase access to healthy food options in low‐income neighborhoods and areas with high 

levels of food insecurity. 

Supporting Objectives: 
15. Increase safe and convenient active transportation options for all ages and abilities. 

16. Expand the regional trail network. 

 

Regional Objective 11: Improve transportation connections to health care facilities and service 

providers. 
The region will support the integration of health care facilities and service providers of all sizes into centers 

throughout the region—both urban and rural—where residents can access care by walking, biking, driving or 

using transit. Local and regional initiatives related to transit service, including on-demand and other specialized 



services, will increase transit access to health care facilities, social service providers and other retail outlets that 

offer health services. 

Supporting Objectives: 
17. Locate health services in accessible areas. 

 

Regional Objective 12: Diversify the region’s housing stock. 
The region will have housing that meets the needs of current and future residents as they progress through the 

various stages of their lives, including changes in familial status, income, employment and ability level. Local 

communities and regional partners will pursue initiatives that reduce barriers and expedite the development of 

housing in desired locations. The supply and range of housing options, including attainable and accessible units, in 

or near major employment centers will increase. 

Supporting Objectives: 
18. Increase opportunities for diverse housing accessible by multimodal transportation 

 

Regional Objective 13: Improve access to opportunity. 
The region will reduce critical health, education, income and opportunity disparities in neighborhoods and 

communities. The region will capitalize on community, local regional and state amenities by promoting reliable 

transportation connections to key destinations. Local and regional initiatives will continue to leverage investments 

in transit by concentrating new housing and employment in centers accessible by transit. 

Supporting Objectives: 
19. Improve the flow of people, goods, services and information within and through the region. 

20. Improve access for traditionally underserved populations. 

21. Improve access to and from the region's developed and emerging housing and employment centers. 

 

Regional Objective 14: Improve the region’s competitive position. 
The region’s economic vitality depends on providing a high quality of life in diverse communities.  Investments in 

the region’s infrastructure will help ensure the region remains globally competitive by establishing and 

maintaining the connected multimodal transportation system on which businesses depend for access to local, 

national and global customers, and an available, desirable workforce.  Economic and community development 

initiatives and activities will assure that the region’s infrastructure will support and contribute to the growth of 

the region’s economic health and vitality. 

Supporting Objectives: 
22. Invest in the region's infrastructure to ensure the region remains globally competitive. 

23. Increase awareness of key regional growth, transportation and economic trends based on the region's 

shared vision for the future. 

 



ATTACHMENT C 
 

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

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 

April 24, 2017 Discussion  4 

 

SUBJECT 

Presentations on existing TIP set-asides in the 2016-2021 TIP Policy for future discussion 
and analysis to incorporate into the draft 2020-2023 TIP Policy document. 
 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 

N/A 
 

ACTION BY OTHERS 

N/A 
 

SUMMARY 

At the March meeting, staff outlined the five off-the-top set-asides contained in the 2016-
2021 TIP Policy document.  During the discussion, the committee members agreed to hear 
presentations from all five set-asides over the next two meetings to aid in their analysis.   
 
This month, the committee will hear presentations from DRCOG staff on the Regional 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) set-aside, the Way to Go Program, and the 
Station Area Master Plans/Urban Center Planning Studies set-aside.  At the May meeting, 
the work group will hear presentations from the remaining set-asides (Air Quality and 
Regional Transportation Operations). 
 

 PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 

March 27, 2017 
 

PROPOSED MOTION 

N/A 
 

ATTACHMENTS 

N/A 
 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

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

mailto:tcottrell@drcog.org
https://drcog.org/sites/drcog/files/resources/2016-2021%20TIP%20Policy%20-%20Amended.pdf
https://drcog.org/sites/drcog/files/resources/2016-2021%20TIP%20Policy%20-%20Amended.pdf
https://drcog.org/sites/drcog/files/event-materials/03-27-17%20TIP%20Policy%20Work%20Group%20Full%20Agenda.pdf
mailto:tcottrell@drcog.org


ATTACHMENT D 

To: TIP Policy Work Group  
 

From: Douglas W. Rex, Director, Transportation Planning and Operations 
 303-480-6747 or drex@drcog.org 
 

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 

April 24, 2017 Informational Briefing 5 

 

SUBJECT 

Presentation on ROI background and framework 
 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 

N/A 
 

ACTION BY OTHERS 

N/A 
 

SUMMARY 

With the development of a regional/sub-regional dual selection model for TIP funds, 
various methodologies need to be investigated to determine how best to evaluate and 
compare projects.  Return on investment is one suggested approach. 
 
The presentation will introduce an ROI framework linked to transportation infrastructure 
and service projects.  In addition, the presentation will review a framework that looks at 
project evaluation from five perspectives and discuss metrics and data necessary to 
perform an ROI analysis. 
 

PROPOSED MOTION 

N/A 
 

ATTACHMENT 

Staff presentation 
 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

If you need additional information, please contact Douglas W. Rex, Transportation 
Planning and Operations Director, at 303-480-6747 or drex@drcog.org; or Daniel Jerrett, 
Chief Economist at 303-480-5644 or djerrett@drcog.org.  

mailto:drex@drcog.org
mailto:drex@drcog.org
mailto:djerrett@drcog.org
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Return on Investment

Background and framework

TIP Policy Work Group

April 24, 2017

Presented by:

Daniel Jerrett, PhD

Regional Planning and 
Development

Click to edit Master title styleClick to edit Master title styleReturn on Investment for Transportation

• Borrowed from financial analysis

• Monetization of transportation related impacts on 

economic competitiveness, environmental stewardship, 

social equity, public health, and livability

• “Returns” focus on outcomes likely to be of high concern to 

a broad set of interest groups and the general public
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Direct 
Impacts

Quantitative

Indirect 
Impacts

Qualitative
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Click to edit Master title styleClick to edit Master title styleEconomic Competitiveness

• Transportation infrastructure and services provide direct 

economic benefits to users and indirect benefits to the 

entire region

• Indirect benefits measure change in size, density, and or 

interaction of economic agents

• Increased market capture/trade

• Clustering of economic activity ~ Innovation and productivity
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• Metrics

• Job creation, capital investment, 
personal income

• Improved multi-modal 
connectivity

• Value capture (enhanced 
property values)

• Increased freight accessibility

• New (Re-) development

• Fiscal impacts

• Data

• Regional travel demand model 
outputs

• Congestions measures

• Number of connections

• Change in market scale

• Change in freight tonnage

• Change in economic activity

• Change in property value, 
income, and sales tax

ROI Metrics for Economic Competitiveness
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• Transportation services and infrastructure have different 

impacts on various populations and/or locations

• Social equity impacts often capture economic incidence or 

distributional effects. Care must be taken to avoid double 

counting

• Social equity is often evaluated as a stand-alone measure 

rather than additive
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• Metrics

• % low income groups served

• Improved access for 

economically depressed or 

rural areas

• Induced economic 

development

• Accessibility for disabled 

populations

• Data

• Change in travel time to key 
origins/destinations for 
depressed/rural areas

• Change in person trips to key 
activity centers

• Demographic profile of affected 
neighborhoods

• % of income spent on 
transportation

• Change in number of ADA 
facilities

ROI Metrics for Social Equity



4/14/2017

5

Click to edit Master title styleClick to edit Master title styleEnvironmental Stewardship

• Transportation investments and the resulting travel and 

land use patterns have a range of positive and negative 

impacts on the natural system

• Environmental impacts often impact public health and 

economic measures so care must be taken not to double 

count
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• Metrics

• Energy efficiency

• Change in air pollution or 

water/storm water discharge

• Land consumption

• Habitat preservation

• Data

• Change in emissions by mode

• Total land ROW land used

• Change in impervious square 

feet of storm water discharge

• Number of endangered 

species “takings”

ROI Metrics for Environmental Stewardship
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• Transportation infrastructure influences public health by 

altering travel safety and providing direct access to health 

and safety services

• Indirect public health benefits accrue through changes to 

environmental quality and physical activity
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• Metrics

• Improved bike/ped access

• Improved access to recreation 

opportunities

• Air quality improvements

• Reduced injuries or fatalities

• Data

• Miles of inter-connected 
bike/ped lanes

• Change in bike/ped usage rates

• Fitness-related indicators 
(obesity)

• Air quality health factors

• Emergency response and travel 
time to health facilities

• Safe routes to schools data

ROI Metrics for Public Health
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• Combined by-product of all of the ROI impact categories 

• Can also be the catch-all for transportation impacts not 

easily categorized, but important for the overall quality of 

life in the region

• Livability metrics support “place-making” efforts
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• Metrics

• Support local planning efforts

• Mode choice

• Walkability

• Trip “quality”

• Historic preservation

• Jobs-housing balance

• Data

• Commuter preference surveys

• Census commute times

• Change in travel times related 

to essential daily needs

• Walk-scores

• Access to cultural/recreational 

amenities

ROI Metrics for Livability
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• Scale of analysis

• Regional

• Sub-regional

• Suitability to ROI analysis

• Demonstration of impacts

• Level of interest

• Stakeholders

• Data availability

• Can it be measured
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ATTACHMENT E 
 

To: TIP Policy Work Group 
 
From: Douglas W. Rex, Director, Transportation Planning and Operations 
 303 480-6747 or drex@drcog.org  
     

Meeting Date Agenda Category Agenda Item # 

April 24, 2017 Discussion  6 

 

SUBJECT 

Continue discussion regarding the Regional Share funding category for the draft 
FY 2020-2023 TIP Policy document. 
 

PROPOSED ACTION/RECOMMENDATIONS 

N/A 
 

ACTION BY OTHERS 

N/A 
 

SUMMARY 

Staff has drafted a Regional Share conceptual framework (Attachment 1) for discussion 
purposes at the April Work Group meeting.  The framework addresses project eligibility, 
purpose of selecting regional projects and outlines possible evaluation criteria.  

Staff would also like to discuss project submittal limit and minimum amount of federal 
funds that could be requested for each project/program. 
 

 PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS 

February 27, 2017 

March 27, 2017 
 

PROPOSED MOTION 

N/A 
 

ATTACHMENT 

1.  Regional Share Conceptual Framework 
 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

If you need additional information, please contact Douglas W. Rex, at 303-480-6747 or 
drex@drcog.org, or Todd Cottrell, at 303-480-6737 or tcottrell@drcog.org. 

mailto:drex@drcog.org
https://drcog.org/sites/drcog/files/event-materials/02-27-17%20TIP%20Policy%20Work%20Group%20Full%20Agenda.pdf
https://drcog.org/sites/drcog/files/event-materials/03-27-17%20TIP%20Policy%20Work%20Group%20Full%20Agenda.pdf
mailto:drex@drcog.org
mailto:tcottrell@drcog.org


ATTACHMENT 1 

Regional Share Conceptual Framework 

Applications are limited to transformative regional projects/programs that play a crucial role in shaping and 

sustaining the future of individuals, cities, and counties in the DRCOG region.  Regional projects/programs 

should directly address established TIP Focus Areas through a systems approach focused on enhancing 

regional connections, regardless of travel mode.  Regional projects/programs should connect communities; 

improve mobility and access, while providing a high return on investment to the region consistent with 

Metro Vision and the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan. 

While all project/program types are eligible, successful applications will be those that can definitively 

illustrate a “magnitude of benefits” fitting of a regional project.   

Project Eligibility notes: 

 Roadway capacity, rapid transit and fixed guideway projects must be identified within the 

2040 Fiscally Constrained Regional Transportation Plan with regional funding. 

 Projects either on or within right of way of CDOT or RTD facilities must receive prior approval 

from the appropriate agency before submitting. 

 Roadway projects must be located on Major Regional Arterials (MRAs) as defined by DRCOG’s 

Regional Roadway Network. 

 Bicycle projects must be consistent with the DRCOG Regional Active Transportation Plan.  

The objective of the regional evaluation criteria is to review and rate the proposed projects/programs 
against one another.  Projects will be evaluated based on the information and responses provided to the 
questions provided below: 
 

Problem Statement 
Clearly identify the current or anticipated transportation problem to be addressed and its impact on the region. 

Proposed Benefits to the Region 
 How does the proposed project/program address the transportation problem 

described above? The applicant must clearly show quantifiable benefits and a 
positive return on investment.   

 Describe how the project/program will benefit user groups, including 
environmental justice persons or communities. 

 Will the project/program increase economic development? 

 How will the project/program improve transportation safety? 

50 points 

Addressing TIP Focus Areas 
 How does the project/program address/implement the DRCOG Board-approved TIP 

Focus Areas? 

20 points 

Consistency with DRCOG Plans 
 Describe how the project/program relates to and is consistent with Metro Vision 

and the 2040 Metro Vision Regional Transportation Plan. 

10 points 

Partnerships 
 Describe established partnerships and match commitments associated with this 

project. 

10 points 

Project Readiness 

 Has this project been vetted through a public process?  Is the project/program 
included in a local plan or policy document? 

 Will the project/program be ready to be initiated within the four years of this TIP? 
Explain. 

10 points 
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