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Timeline

TAC RTC/Board _
concurrence  concurrence TAC action RTC/Board
on on on action on
investment investment investment investment
framework framework priorities priorities
Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov
. A J
Y Y
Call for Projects Evaluation
Subregional Solicitation + Interagency
Interagency (CDOT, RTD, Work Sessions
DRCOG) Work Sessions + Regional

Review Panel




Carry-over projects

* Projects under construction or in
NEPA.

 Projects with construction funding
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Candidate submittals

County CDOT Region DEMYED Regional

Regional
Council of
Governments

Transportation 1 and CDOT
Forums Region 4

Transportation
District

133 candidate submittals




Project types (primary improvement)
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Project elements (included in submittals)
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Anticipated project revenue available versus
cost of submittals

$12,000,000,000

$10,000,000,000 $11,400,000,000

$8,000,000,000

$6,000,000,000

$4,000,000,000

$2,000,000,000

$0

B Anticipated capital revenue available O Costs of candidate project submittals
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Evaluation process

* Regional Review Panel made up of DRCOG, CDOT, RTD
staff, and County Transportation Forum representatives met
three times in November.

* Investment priorities evaluated against Metro Vision Themes
and RTP Priorities.

 Additional information will be provided on congestion mobility
scores, an analysis leveraging the Equity Index, forum prioritization,
and public feedback to date.

* This evaluation was combined with the draft financial plan and
coordination between all partner agencies to determine draft
program and project investment priorities.




Evaluation framework

Metro Vision objectives
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Evaluating priorities

W

Regional Partner
check-ins

(CDOT R1 and R4,
DRCOG, and RTD)

Regional Review Panel
meetings
(County transportation forums)

, We make life betier!
Adrcog
DENVER REGIONAL COUMNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS




Purpose of the Regional
Review Panel

* Represent forum perspectives
as investment priorities are
evaluated.

» Share experiences through
county transportation forum
process.

* Provide additional feedback and
considerations to identify plan
priorities.

* Review draft recommendations.




Purpose of the Regional
Partner check-ins

* Review candidate project
submittals in comparison to
regional priorities.

 Coordinate on submittals that
impact regional partner’s
facilities or services.

 Workshop and draft
recommendations.

* Align draft recommendations with
regional partner’s own planning

riorities.
> AHdrcog
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Regional partners anticipated revenue

= CDOT (29%)
» DRCOG (7%)
= RTD (63%)

4




' Regional partners project versus program
revenue breakdown

000

m CDOT projects s DRCOG projects m RTD projects
= CDOT programs = DRCOG programs = RTD programs




' Breakdown of funding between recommended
projects (new, resubmittal, carry-over)

P

= Carry-over projects (33%)
= Resubmitted projects (53%)
= New projects (14%)




Engagement highlights

Survey
Responses

People reached

at pop-up
events

Focus group
members

People prefer improving transit,
bike/ped infrastructure, and
maintenance over adding new lanes and

roads.

54% of survey respondents 74% of survey respondents
ranked expand transit as high said general use lanes should
and 58% ranked increase have low funding priority or
frequency as high. no funding.

68% of survey respondents said Focus group participants had
adding more sidewalks and similar sentiments but also
bike lanes was a high priority. emphasized maintenance.
Safety was a frequent topic at pop-up
events.

AHdreog



Regional Transportation Plan Pop-Up Engagement

Erie Farmer’s Market

1.) Add more sidewalks and ST
As of October 15. 2025 bicycle paths/lanes.
R Depot Square o A roaie e bus
Station Celebration .
1.) Expand or create new bus L .
routes and rail lines. Bouldev Broomfield Days
2.) Add more sidewalks and 1.) Maintain existing roads, ~ |}-...--. wmnans

bicycle paths/lanes. [eraveteess:
Louisville ’A:

highways and bridges.
2.) Expand or create new bus
routes and rail lines.

Nederland am st et
Superior .t i

1.) Need better transportation
options.
2.) More public transit routes.

Montbello Back to
School Event

1.) Maintain existing roads,
highways and bridges.

2.) Expand or create new bus
routes and rail lines.

Federal Heights
Summer Social

den * 1.) Concerns over traffic safety.
9 Sate & 2.) Need better microtransit.
State Park’

1.) More public transit routes.
2.) More public transit frequency.

Dragon Boat Festival Arvada
1.) Add more sidewalks and
bicycle paths/lanes.
2.) Maintain exising roads,

1.) Maintain existing roads,
highways and bridges.
2.) Expand or create new bus

il inee 1 0N\ L.l — A Bennett
routes and rai lines. highways and bridges. Dahlia Campus Fish Fry o S o mmme oo
1.) Affordable transportation | T
z needed.
Bike to Work Da 2.) More public transit frequency.
1.) Biking and walking improve
mental health/are fun. g Centennial Senior
2.) Biking and walking improve o Commission
S ercrad physical health. - — \ 1.) Maintain existing roads,
¢ T T SR highways and bridges.
: Q&g ': |Littleton 2.) Use technology to manage
ed’ Whlte’ and You 9 : the exising transportation system.
. | 1.) Fix potholes. :
r = 2.) Make transportation fast, L N L -
—_— imely and efficient.
) Leasy, timely E -
) DRCOG Boundary : Ice Cream Social
it County Boundary 1.) Add more sidewalks and
bicycle paths/lanes.
RTP PHASE 2.) Maintain existing roads,
R highways and bridges.
9 Visioning open-ended questions, wide variety of responses :x‘ The Pinery
9 Investment Priorities participants ranked a list of priorities 0
- y 0 5 Miles

»
I LY -y
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Next steps

* December 16: Regional Transportation Committee meeting.
(informational briefing)

» January 21: Board of Directors meeting. (informational briefing)

» January 20: Regional Transportation Committee meeting.
(recommended approval)

« January 21: Board of Directors meeting. (for approval)
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Contact information

Alvan-Bidal Sanchez, AICP
Program Manager
asanchez@drcog.org

If you need digital accessibility assistance, submit a request
at drcog.org/access or call 303-455-1000. Please expect a
response within 72 hours (three business days).
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