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NORTH FRONT RANGE TRANSPORTATION & 
    AIR QUALITY PLANNING COUNCIL 
                 MEETING AGENDA 

       
        February 2, 2012 
    Weld County Admin Bldg. 
              1150 "O" St. 
             Greeley, CO  
 

       Council Dinner – served at 5:30 p.m. 
    MPO Council Meeting – 6:00 to 9:00 p.m. 

 

 
Pledge of Allegiance/Public Comment/Approval of Minutes 
 

Executive Director Report    Cliff Davidson  10 min. 
 

PRESENTATION: 

1. Ozone Monitor Placement  Gordon Pierce   30 min. 
                                                            APCD 
 

ACTION ITEMS: 

2. Call for Projects Subcommittee  Don Brookshire  10 min.  
Recommendation                                                         

3. TIP Amendment: I-25 Design Phases Suzette Mallette 10 min. 

4. Appointment of TAC representative Suzette Mallette  5 min.  
from a non-member entity – SAINT 

 
WORK SESSION: 

5. RTP – Next Steps/UPWP Optional Cliff Davidson  30 min. 
Projects 

 
 STAFF REPORT: 

6.  Access Control Plan Progress Report Stan Elmquist  10 min. 

                                                           

COUNCIL REPORTS:       15 min. 

Audit Committee Report   Andy Martinez 

Transportation Commission Report  Kathy Gilliland  

CDOT Region 4 Report    Johnny Olson     

Air Quality Control Commission Report       Jon Slutsky     

Regional Air Quality Council Report  Ben Manvel 

STAC Report     Tom Donnelly    

Host Council Member Report   Sean Conway   

Other Council Members Reports   Council Members   

ACTION ITEM: 

7. Performance Evaluation of Executive Tom Donnelly   30 min. 
     Director [Executive Session] 

The North Front Range Transportation & Air Quality Planning Council is the 
designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for the North Front Range.

http://www.nfrmpo.org/
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MPO MEETING  

                               PROCEDURAL INFORMATION 
 
1. The order of the agenda will be maintained unless changed by the Planning Council Chair. 
 
2. "Public Comment" is a time for citizens to address the Planning Council on matters that are 

not on the agenda.  Each citizen shall be limited to a total of three (3) minutes time for 
public comment, or at the discretion of the MPO Chair.    

 
3. Before addressing the Planning Council, each individual must be recognized by the Chair, 

come and stand before the Council and state name and address for the record.  (All 
proceedings are taped.) 

 
4. For each Action agenda item, the order of business is as follows:  
 

� MPO staff presentation 
� Planning Council discussion 
� Public input on the agenda item 
� Planning Council questions 
� Planning Council action 

 
5. Public input on agenda items should be kept as brief as possible, and each citizen shall be 

limited to three (3) minutes time on each agenda item, subject to time constraints and the 
discretion of the MPO Chair.  

 
6. During any discussion or presentation, no person may disturb the assembly by interrupting 

or by any action such as applause or comments. Any side conversations should be moved 
outside the meeting room. Courtesy shall be given to all speakers.  

 
7. All remarks during the meeting should be germane to the immediate subject.   
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For last minute  
 
 

MPO details or questions,  
 
 

call Cliff’s cell phone at  
 
 

(970) 218-0138 
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GLOSSARY  

“3C”    Continuing, Comprehensive, and Cooperative 
                        AQC Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Improvement Program funds (also known as “CMAQ”) 

AQCC   Air Quality Control Commission 
CAAA    Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 
CDOT   Colorado Department of Transportation 
CMAQ    Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
CMP Congestion Management Process 
CO   Carbon Monoxide 
CPG Consolidated Planning Grant 
DOT   (United States) Department of Transportation 
DTD   CDOT Division of Transportation Development 
FHWA    Federal Highway Administration 
FTA   Federal Transit Administration 
FY   Fiscal Year (October - September) 
HOV   High Occupancy Vehicle 
ITS  Intelligent Transportation Systems 
LCAT  Larimer County Area Transit 
MOA  Memorandum of Agreement 
MOU  Memorandum of Understanding 
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NFRT & AQPC  North Front Range Transportation & Air Quality Planning Council 
NFRMPO North Front Range Metropolitan Planning Organization 
NHS National Highway System 
NOX Nitrogen Oxide 
PL Planning (funds) 
RPP Regional Priorities Program 
RTP Regional Transportation Plan 
SAFETEA-LU Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
SIP State Implementation Plan (air quality) 
SOV Single Occupant Vehicle 
SPR State Planning and Research (funds) 
STAC State Transportation Advisory Committee 
STE Surface Transportation Program funds for Transportation Enhancement Activities (abbreviated 
as “TE”) 
STIP  State Transportation Improvement Program 
STU Surface Transportation Metro (funds) 
STP Surface Transportation Program 
TAC  Technical Advisory Committee 
TAG  Transit Advisory Group 
TAFS Transportation Alternatives Feasibility Study 
TDM  Transportation Demand Management 
TEA-21 Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century 
TIP  Transportation Improvement Program 
Title VI  Title VI of the U.S. Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended 
TMA Transportation Management Agency (or Area) 
TPR  Transportation Planning Region 
UPWP Unified Planning Work Program 
VMT  Vehicle Miles Traveled 
VOC Volatile Organic Compound 
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Draft minutes to be approved by the NFRT & AQPC at the February 2, 2012 meeting. 
 
 

Meeting Minutes of the 
NORTH FRONT RANGE TRANSPORTATION & 

AIR QUALITY PLANNING COUNCIL 
 

January 5, 2012 
6:00 p.m. 

Fort Collins City Hall 
300 LaPorte Ave 
Fort Collins, CO 

   
VOTING MEMBERS PRESENT: ABSENT: 

Lyle Achziger - Evans Jill Grossman - Belisle - Timnath 

Julie Cozad - Milliken Scott James  - Johnstown 

Sean Conway - Weld County 

Tom Donnelly - Larimer County   

Bruce Florquist - Severance 

Kathy Gilliland          -Trans. Comm.  

Ben Manvel   - Fort Collins   

Andy Martinez - LaSalle              

Tom Norton - Greeley 

Matthew O’Neill - Windsor   

   Tom Patterson - Berthoud     

Joan Shaffer - Loveland  

Jon Slutsky   - Air Quality Control Comm. 

Verniece Thomas - Eaton 

 

 

   

MPO STAFF:   

Cheri Christensen 

Aaron Fodge 

Crystal Hedberg 

Suzette Mallette 

Shawn Monk   

Rachael Munroe  

 
IN ATTENDANCE:    
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Don Brookshire 
Robb Casseday 
Janet Carter 
Cathy Cole 
Bob Garcia 
Karl Gannon 
Joel Hemesath 
Myron Hora 
Mark Jackson 
Evelyn King 
Dave Klockeman 
Helen Michelbrink 
Johnny Olson 
Mark Peterson 
 Karen Schneiders 
Corey Stewart 
Gary Thomas 
Martina Wilkinson 
Ina Zisman 
 

Chair Donnelly called the MPO Council meeting to order at 6:03 p.m.  
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
There was no public comment. 
 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES :  
Donnelly asked for approval of the November 3, 2011 Minutes. The Minutes were approved 
unanimously. 
 
 
ACTION ITEMS: 
 
1) Election of 2012 MPO Officers  

 
ACTION TAKEN: 
Election of MPO Chair 
Conway made a motion to re-elect Chair Donnelly as Chair of the NFRMPO Planning Council for 2012. 
Cozad seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 
 
Election of MPO Vice-Chair 
Manvel made a motion to elect Mayor Achziger as Vice-Chair of the NFRMPO Planning Council for 2012. 
Cozad seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 
 
Conway and Donnelly both recognized Mayor Pro-Tem Verniece Thomas and thanked her for her service 
as MPO Vice-Chair as well as her dedication to the North Front Range MPO.  They noted that her term will 
expire in April 2012. 
 
Performance Evaluation of Executive Director 
Conway made a motion to postpone the annual performance evaluation of the executive director until the 
February 2, 2012 NFRMPO Planning Council meeting. Achziger seconded the motion and it passed 
unanimously. 
 
2) Call for Projects Subcommittee Report 
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Brookshire, Chair of the Call for Projects Subcommittee, reported that the subcommittee met several times 
to discuss and create a new definition of “regionalism.”  He said he did not receive a lot of feedback after 
the last subcommittee meeting, but would like to propose a new definition of “regionalism” to the Planning 
Council for consideration. 
 
Brookshire referenced a handout that was created based on the work of the subcommittee.  He said he 
would like to recommend a “functional classification” of regionalism as described below. 
 

Functional Classification: 

Functional class can be a surrogate for connectivity/regionalism.  Generally the higher the functional 
class the more likely it is to serve a larger geography.  For example, Interstates Highways (which are 
freeways) would generally serve a larger geographic region than a Major Collector.   

There is more than one way to classify roadways.  Here are two examples.  The first is based on 
CDOT’s/FHWA’s functional classification map, that which is updated and adopted at least once every ten 
years following the decennial census, and the other is modified hierarchy.  A third option could use the 
National Highway System (NHS) designation.   

The MPO staff used CDOT functional classification data and put the Regionally Significant Roadways on 
top to determine their functional class.   Most roadways have more than one functional classification as 
they traverse the region though in practice this would not be problematic as the extent of the proposed 
project would identify the applicable functional class.   

The functional classification is as follows: 
 
CDOT/FHWA 

1. Interstate (I-25) 
2. Freeway (Portions of US 287, US 34, US 85 and SH 14) 
3. Principal Arterial 
4. Minor Arterial 
5. Major Collector 
6. Minor Collector – urban 
7. Minor Collector – rural (not eligible for federal funding) 
8. Local (not eligible for federal funding) 

 
Note: The urban and rural classifications are grouped together.   
 
The second option would be to use the highway administrative/national “U.S.” system designation in 
combination with the CDOT functional classification that would illustrate as follows. 
   
Modified Hierarchy 

1. Interstate (I-25) 
2. U.S. Highway (US 287, 34, and 85) 
3. State Highway (SH 1, 257, 14, 392, 402, 60, and 56) 
4. Principal Arterial 
5. Minor Arterial 
6. Major Collector 
7. Minor Collector – urban 
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8. Minor Collector – rural (not eligible for federal funding) 
9. Local - (not eligible for federal funding) 

 
Deliberations: 
Using the functional class does have each roadway standing on its own rather than grouped as the tiers.  
However 7 or 8 classes may be too many to handle on a matrix, at a minimum the arterials and collectors 
may need to be combined and local routes could be combined with collectors.  Those combined 
functional classes would now have 4 or 5 categories.   
 
 
Assuming that more points are assigned to the higher classifications, I-25 would always have the most 
points in this area.  Does that seem reasonable?   
 
How are points assigned if more than one regionally significant roadway is involved?  It may be easiest to 
assign the points to the highest functionally classified facility.   
 
 

RSC Description Functional Class 

US 287  
Southern NFRMPO boundary to northern NFRMPO 
boundary, includes Berthoud Bypass 

Principal Arterial, 
Freeway 

LCR 19  US 34 on the south to US 287 on the north Minor Arterial 

LCR 17 SH 56 on the south to US 287 on the north Minor Arterial 

SH 1 US 287 on the south to the northern NFRMPO boundary  
Minor Arterial, Major 
Collector 

I-25 Southern NFRMPO boundary to northern NFRMPO boundary Interstate 

Timberline/LCR 
9e/WCR 7 

Southern NFRMPO boundary to Vine Drive on the north, 
follows WCR 7 to LCR 9e (road approximate) to Timberline 
Road 

Principal Arterial, 
Minor Arterial, Local 

LCR 5 US 34 on the south to SH 14 on the north Minor Arterial 

LCR 3 Southern NFRMPO boundary to Crossroads Blvd on the north NA 

WCR 13 Southern NFRMPO boundary to SH 14 on the north Major Collector, Local 

WCR 17 
Southern NFRMPO boundary to Crossroads extension on the 
north 

Minor Arterial, Major 
Collector, Local 

SH 257 
SH 60 on the south to SH 14 on the north, includes offset in 
Windsor 

Minor Arterial, Major 
Collector, Local 

Two River 
Parkway/83rd Ave 

Southern NFRMPO boundary to northern NFRMPO 
boundary, approximately WCR 27 

Minor Arterial 

65th Ave (Greeley) 54th Street on the south to SH 392 on the north 
Principal Arterial, 
Minor Arterial 

35th Ave (Greeley) US 85 on the south to O Street on the north 
Principal Arterial, 
Minor Arterial 

US 85 WCR 48 on the south to north of WCR 70 Freeway 

US 85 Business US 34 to US 85 Principal Arterial 

SH 14 Eastern NFRMPO boundary to College Avenue (US 287) 
Freeway, Principal 
Arterial, Minor Arterial 

Mulberry Street Riverside Avenue (SH 14) to LCR 19 Minor Arterial 

Prospect Road (Fort 
Collins) 

LCR 5 on the east to US 287 on the west 
Minor Arterial 

Harmony Rd/WCR 74  
(Fort Collins/Weld Co.) 

WCR 21 to LCR 17 
Principal Arterial, 
Minor Arterial, Major 
Collector 

SH 392 US 85 on the east to US 287 on the west Minor Arterial 

Crossroads/O St  US 85 on the east to I-25 on the west Minor Arterial, Local 
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US 34 Eastern NFRMPO boundary to western NFRMPO boundary  
Freeway, Principal 
Arterial 

US 34 Business Eastern NFRMPO boundary to US 34 on the west Principal Arterial 

SH 402 US 85 on the east to LCR 17 on the west 
Principal Arterial, 
Minor Arterial, Major 
Collector, Local 

SH 60  Two Rivers Parkway on the east to LCR 17 on the west Major Collector 

SH 56 WCR 17 on the east to US 287 on the west Major Collector 

 
 
Deliberations continued: 
Some of the regionally significant corridors are not functionally classified at all by CDOT/FHWA.   
Based on the subcommittee recommendations on November 9, 2011 Interstates will not be part of the 
scoring.   
 
This criterion’s purpose is to encourage that projects be developed through multi-jurisdictional collaboration, improve 
inter-regional or regional facilities or provide benefits on a region-wide basis. 

 

Assessment Score 

Project was developed through considerable multi-jurisdictional collaboration (e.g., shared local 
match), and project is functionally classified as Freeway; or project will strongly enhance at least one 
modal component of the transportation system on a region-wide basis. 

3 

Project was developed through considerable multi-jurisdictional collaboration (e.g., shared local 
match), and is functionally classified as Principal or Minor Arterial or project will improve a regional 
facility. 

2 

Project has a single project sponsor, and project will improve an Interstate or Freeway facility; or 
project will strongly enhance at least one modal component of the transportation system on a region-
wide basis. 

2 

Project was developed through considerable multi-jurisdictional collaboration (e.g., shared local 
match), and is functionally classified as Major Collector -Urban or project will improve a regional 
facility. 

1 

Project has a single project sponsor, and project will improve a Principal or Minor Arterial facility; or 
project will strongly enhance at least one modal component of the transportation system on a region-
wide basis. 

1 

Project has a single sponsor, and is not on a functionally classified facility. 0 

Project will not enhance a regional or local facility.  0 

 

Project Sponsor(s) 
Functional 

Classification 
Area Benefited Score 

Two or more entities with considerable collaboration 
(e.g., shared local match) 

Freeway NA 3 

Two or more entities with considerable collaboration 
(e.g., shared local match) 

NA Region-wide 3 

Two or more entities with considerable collaboration 
(e.g., shared local match) 

Principal or Minor 
Arterial 

NA 2 

One entity Freeway NA 2 

One entity NA Region-wide 2 
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Two or more entities with considerable collaboration 
(e.g., shared local match) 

Major Collector - 
Urban 

NA 1 

One entity 
Principal or Minor 
Arterial 

NA 1 

Not functionally classified or will not enhance a 
regional or local facility 

NA NA 0 

 
 
COUNCIL DISCUSSION: 
 
Gilliland asked for a comparison of the original criteria versus the newly proposed criteria. 
 
Brookshire said the first page of the handout shows the original criteria that was used to score and rank 
projects. 
 
Manvel commended staff for their work and said he has no problem with the new definition of regionalism.  
However, he said he does have a problem with the fact that criteria were established and projects were 
scored and now a new definition of regionalism is being created after the process has been completed.  He 
said he does not feel this is something the Council should be doing (changing the process after it has been 
completed).  He concluded by saying arbitrary reordering of projects is more suitable. 
 
Conway suggested the Council reflect back on what brought them to the place of redefining regionalism.  
He said initially the Council did not give clear direction to the selection committee on how to score projects 
on regionalism.  He said the past Chair, Mayor Pro-Tem Cozad, said Council should put a high priority on 
regionalism when scoring projects.  He said the selection committee did the best they could with the 
ambiguity in terms of the criteria.  As a result, there was considerable discussion that the Council needed to 
go back and look at the criteria. 
 
Conway said whole new criteria will be written for the next Call for Projects and the process will be 
streamlined if additional money is received.  He reminded Council that they directed the subcommittee to 
create a new definition of regionalism and bring it back to Council.  He commended Brookshire for his 
work with the subcommittee and the collaborative work done by all. 
 
Achziger said he also commends the work done by the subcommittee and supports any move towards 
regionalism. 
 
Manvel said he does not think the Council should have asked for new criteria to be created.  He said he 
does not want to set the precedence of changing scoring criteria after the fact because someone does not 
like how projects were scored. 
 
Conway said he agrees with Manvel and that the Council needs to be cautious and not get in the habit of 
changing criteria.  However, he said the Council did not give clear direction to the selection committee in 
the first place.  He said in this one case, he thinks it is appropriate to go back and more clearly define the 
process. 
 
Manvel said project sponsors developed projects to meet the original criteria, including regionalism. 
 
Gilliland asked Manvel for clarification of when the new criteria would be applied and to which projects. 
 
Manvel clarified that projects above the line will not change but said the question is whether projects below 
the line will be rescored with the new criteria if additional money comes in. 
 
Gilliland asked if the new criteria were applied to projects currently below the line to see what difference it 
would make in the scoring. 
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Brookshire said that information is provided on the last page of the handout. 
 
Shaffer thanked the members of the subcommittee for their work but said Loveland does not support 
applying the new criteria to previously reviewed projects that are currently below the line. 
 
Manvel said it was his understanding that the subcommittee would create a new definition of regionalism 
but that everything would be rescored carefully but the projects would not be reprocessed by individual 
submitters. 
 
Thomas said she appreciates the discussion but needs more time to review the information that was 
presented tonight before she can speak to it. 
 
Donnelly suggested the subcommittee meet once more and bring a recommendation and presentation back 
to the Council for further discussion and review.  He also asked that information be provided to Council 
members with plenty of time to review prior to the next Council meeting. 
 
Norton reminded the Council that every time there is a new Call for Projects and someone does not like the 
results, this discussion will occur.  He said there is no MPO with a good process for the Call for Projects. 
 
O’Neill asked for the old and new criteria comparison to be presented on the same sheet for ease of 
explaining to his Town Board. 
 
Donnelly concluded the discussion by asking for another subcommittee meeting to be scheduled and more 
information to be presented to the Council at the February meeting for further discussion. 
 
Conway said this issue should be voted on next month after the subcommittee’s presentation.  He asked for 
a demonstration of the evolution of how the Call for Projects has become a bureaucratic complicated 
process making it almost impossible for the smaller communities. 
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEMS: 
 
3) TAC/TAG Revised Article 
 

Key Points: 
The main provisions are as follows: 

• There is one technical transportation committee that advises the MPO Council. 
• TMA specific items, like FTA 5307 distribution and FTA 5316 and 5317 projects are not the 

responsibility of TAC. 
• Membership is clarified as the TAC representative and alternate, though expanded participation 

during discussions are encouraged.  
• Non-governmental membership is clarified 
• Identifies how a representative is appointed to speak on behalf of TAC if necessary 

 
 
Advisory Committees Discussion / Recommendation(s): 
 
Articles of Association Committee: It is the desire of the Articles of Association Committee to avoid 
duplication and redundancy. As funding for MPO work has diminished, cost-cutting measures need to be 
addressed.  

o The Articles of Association committee recommends changes to the advisory committee of the 
MPO organization: 

o The TAC (Technical Advisory Committee) is to represent all modes of transportation 
 

o The Transit Advisory Group (TAG) is recommended to be removed from the Articles as a stand-
alone advisory committee to the Planning Council. 
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o The TAC is recommended to become a truly multi-modal committee, incorporating TAG 

members into the pool of expertise that TAC members will have access to during their 
deliberations. 
 

o The principal reason for this change is to reduce redundancy and maximize staffing resources to 
prepare technical advisory committee recommendations for the NFRMPO Council.  

 
TAC/TAC: 
Supporting Information: -  
The Articles of Association Committee is recommending a change to the Articles of Association 
concerning the role of the TAC, by incorporating the role of TAG (which is being removed from the 
Articles), and making appropriate language changes for the TAC.  
 
The intent in making revisions to the Articles of Association is to clarify the Technical Advisory 
Committee’s responsibilities and to define representation, along with a voting structure that follows the 
direction of the Articles of Association committee to reduce redundancy and costs to the organization.    
 
The revision is intended to expand the TAC’s responsibilities by becoming more inclusive and 
representing all modes of transportation in the region.  This is accomplished through allowing more 
participation by others than just the designated TAC representative or alternate.  By allowing more 
participation by others than the designated TAC representative, it is hoped that the MPO will achieve a 
more robust multi-modal discussion and allow other staff (particularly former TAG members) to serve as 
subject matter experts for their agency.  This change assigns to the TAC technical responsibilities for all 
modes of transportation.      
 

 
 

COUNCIL DISCUSSION: 
 
Norton questioned where the Articles state that County votes are based on population within the MPO 
boundary, how is that physically accomplished. 
 
Mallette said this is pertaining to the weighted vote.  She said it is easier in the Cities because the 
information can be obtained from the State Demographer’s office while in the County portion within the 
MPO, some mathematical work to exclude counties in the rural areas has to be completed. 
 
Mallette said if the Council wishes, the Articles of Association Committee can review this particular 
Article. 
 
Cozad clarified that only the Article pertaining to the TAC/TAG was being discussed tonight. 
 
There was no public comment on this item. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Manvel made a motion to approve Resolution 2012-01 amending the Articles of Association. Conway 
seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous vote.  
 
4) TIP Amendment: FTA 5307 Distribution and Program of Projects 
 

Key Points: 
 

• The distribution of funds pertains to the TMA which includes Fort Collins, Loveland, Berthoud, 
Larimer County, and the MPO.   
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• These funds can only be used for FTA specified uses.   

 
• Fort Collins is the Designated Recipient (DR) and has convened the parties to work through the 

distribution of funds and provided a public hearing opportunity as per FTA guidance.   
• Committee Discussion / Recommendation(s):  There is $2,550,384 in FTA 5307 funds available 

to the TMA for distribution.  The TMA group, led by Fort Collins as the designated recipient, has 
convened, discussed, and agreed to the distribution of funds as follows: 

•  
• Loveland - $532,500 
• Fort Collins - $1,494,214 
• Larimer County - $0 
• NFRMPO - $301,972 
• Berthoud - $60,000 
• FLEX - $51,697 
• Regional Study - $110,000 

 
The Program of Projects identifies the specific items that will use the funds.  They are as follows:   

 

Member Item Federal Local 
Fort Collins Fixed route bus service including FLEX $373,127 $373,127 
 Regional Transit Feasibility Study $110,000 $27,500 
 Preventive Maintenance $875,504 $218,876 
 Paratransit Services $297,280 $445,920 
Berthoud Operation of Berthoud Area Transit Service (BATS) $60,000 $60,000 
Loveland Operation of City Of Loveland Transit (COLT) $144,962 $144,962 
 Preventive Maintenance $132,500 $33,125 
 Paratransit Services $255,038 $63,760 
NFRMPO Purchase 15 commuter vans $301,973 $75,493 
Total  $2,550,384 $1,442,763 

 

Eligible activities include planning, engineering design and evaluation of transit projects and other 
technical transportation-related studies; capital investments in bus and bus-related activities such as 
replacement of buses, overhaul of buses, rebuilding of buses, crime prevention and security equipment 
and construction of maintenance and passenger facilities; and capital investments in new and existing 
fixed guideway systems including rolling stock, overhaul and rebuilding of vehicles, track, signals, 
communications, and computer hardware and software. All preventive maintenance and some Americans 
with Disabilities Act complementary paratransit service costs are considered capital costs. 
 
It is the City of Fort Collin’s responsibility as the designated recipient to convene the group and facilitate 
agreement on the distribution of funds and to review that projects are eligible.  Each recipient of the funds 
is required to use those funds in accordance with federal guidance and to report back on the use of these 
funds, through a supplemental agreement, to FTA. 
 
The City of Fort Collins hosted a public hearing on the use of these funds that is in keeping with 49 USC 
Subsection 5307.   The hearing was held on November 30, 2011 at the Downtown Transit Center, 250 N 
Mason St., Fort Collins.   There was no public comment. 
 
 
Staff Analysis and Recommendation: The parties in the TMA, as led by the City of Fort Collins, have 
agreed to certain apportionments and distribution of funds.  As these funds can only be used for the 
purpose stated above and due diligence has been given to the process as well as the collaboration, staff 
supports the TMA members recommendation.   
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Patterson asked if the matching funds from the communities change, doesn’t that changes these funds as 
well. 
 
Mallette said yes the local governments have to come up with the match.  If the funding goes down, 
members would have to redistribute funds. 
 
Florquist asked if the Resolution is correct that these are 2011 funds. 
 
Mallette said these are 2011 funds that are now being distributed and will likely be rolled into 2012. 

 
ACTION TAKEN: 
Manvel made a motion to approve Resolution 2012-02adopting an amendment to the FY 2012-2017 
Transportation Improvement Program concerning FTA 5307 Program of Projects for FY 2011. Patterson 
seconded the motion and it passed by majority vote. (Norton abstained from voting). 
 
 
5) TIP Amendment: I-25 Design Phase 
 
Mallette, MPO staff, reported that the Record of Decision (ROD) for the North I-25 EIS has been signed.  
With the ROD signed, the DOT is moving forward with some Right of Way and Design on SH 66 – SH 56, 
SH 392 – SH 14 and the I-25 and US 34 interchange.   
 
Mallette said $10 million was freed up with $8.1 million going into the NFR TIP.  The $1.9 million is going 
into the DRCOG TIP.  The TIP amendment is a policy level amendment because the threshold of the dollar 
amount for a TIP amendment and the regionally significance of the projects. 
 
Donnelly asked Olson if the proposed $5 million for the I-25/US 34 interchange design is only for design. 
 
Olson said the $5 million is for both design and right-of-way.  He said it is a $400 million interchange 
project. 
 
Donnelly asked for more information about this interchange from the EIS. 
 
Conway asked how much money was just spent on the redesign and rebuild of I-25 and US 34. 
 
Olson said the cost was $15 million. 
 
Conway asked what the life expectancy on traffic counts is. 
 
Olson said it is a 25-year design life.  He said the full build-out on the EIS is $2.8 billion and is a 75-year 
EIS with several phases. 
 
Conway asked what the shelf-life on the designs is. 
 
Olson said CDOT has designs that have been in their boxes since 1970 that are still functioning. 
 
Conway asked if this was one of the projects submitted for a TIGER grant during the last call. 
Olson said no, it was the North I-25 from US 36th to 88th.  He said Region 4 submitted several projects to 
CDOT for the TIGER grant but none were selected. 
 
Donnelly said CDOT needs to make sure they are getting right-of-way dedications to protect its own 
interests. 
 
Olson said according to statutes, CDOT cannot have right-of-way dedicated to CDOT. 
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Norton said the reason for doing a $20 million design without the right-of-way; he said you are doing the 
partial design you are designing at 30% which is almost good forever unless the right-of-way is not 
available in the future.  He said you cannot define the right-of-way for purchase or dedication without the 
design.  He said that is the reason CDOT cannot secure right-of-ways. 
 
Conway said it was his understanding that the developer at Centerra committed $50 million.  He said it is 
his understanding that the developer made a long-term commitment and why does that not factor into right-
of-way. 
 
Norton said the agreement was a three-way agreement between Loveland, CDOT and the developer.  He 
said all of those things are included in the agreement (right-of-way, dollars, future dollars and future 
commitments).  He said the problem is, this only covers ¼ of where the intersection is going to be and there 
are four other corners that are not included and are in different communities. 
 
Olson said CDOT is currently in talks with Loveland to determine exactly which monies are contributed to 
I-25 and US 34.  He said Centerra has contributed $15 million to get I-25 and US 34 up-to-date and an 
additional $3 million at Crossroads.  He said in the long-term, Centerra’s taxing district will contribute over 
$100 million into the I-25/US 34 and Crossroads. 
 
Conway said part of that agreement, includes the developer putting forward $18 million for improvements 
on Crossroads and US 34 and $25 million was put in for the redesign and rebuild of I-25 and US 34. 
 
Olson said the total project at I-25 and US 34 was $15 million which was all contributed by the developer. 
 
Donnelly asked for an idea of how long this will delay projects such as State Highway 402 and State 
Highway 287. 
 
Olson said it will not delay those projects at all. He said he is going before the Commission this month to 
ask for $4.12 million Senate Bill 1 money back for use on the I-25 Corridor as it was dedicated only for 
those designs and constructions.  He concluded by saying this opens the door for “innovative financing” by 
leveraging future funds. 
 
 
6) MPO Orientation Results 
Fodge, MPO staff, reported on the first MPO orientation that was held in November 2011.  He said the idea 
was to orient newly elected officials as they came into office on the MPO.  Invitations were extended to all 
Councils across the MPO region and 13 individuals attended. 
 
Fodge said six presentations were given to the group including: an orientation to the region; roles and 
responsibilities as an MPO; meetings and commitments as an MPO; Planning Council resources and 
relationships; funding and unique things the MPO does. 
 
Several Council members spoke and expressed their gratitude at the MPO hosting an orientation.  All 
members who attended said they found the orientation very helpful and educational and recommend 
holding an orientation every six months. 
 
7) FTA Technical Review 
Hedberg, MPO staff, reported that FTA provided the NFRMPO with a technical assistance review in June 
2011 as the MPO has its first Triennial Review this June 2012.  Hedberg said there were a few deficiencies 
that are listed in the Agenda Item Summary. 
 
Hedberg said the MPO has a multi-year financial plan along with FTA’s approval on incidental use on the 
vans.  She said the Technical Assistance report is available for review if anyone is interested in looking at 
it. 
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Hedberg reported that the Toyota vans do not meet Buy America requirements.  Because of this, the MPO 
paid back $120,000 to the designated recipient which is Fort Collins.  The City of Fort Collins paid the 
remaining $78,000 which they will get back in the future by taking part of 5307 funds that would have been 
allocated to the MPO.  Hedberg said the MPO has revised its policies for buying vans.  Right now 
Dodge/Chrysler vehicles are the only vans that meet Buy America requirements so the MPO is buying 
Dodge/Chrysler Caravan vans.  She said Congress waived the assembly in America part of the Buy 
America standards. 
 
Cozad said she feels this is government at its worst.  She said it is not an efficient use of money and while 
we should encourage people to buy American this is not an effective way to do that. 
 
Conway said he concurs with Cozad and feels the MPO Council should communicate the cause and effect 
of this to our Congressional representatives. 
 
Donnelly asked what the cost is and where the money for these vans comes from. 
 
Hedberg said the $120,000 came from prior RTD funds and the other will come out of future 5307 
allocation which will impact the purchase of vans. 
 
Cozad asked what the cost of vans was. 
 
Hedberg said the MPO is paying $23,000 for the Dodge vans. 
 
Conway reiterated that the Council should outline what the cause and effect of Buy America has had on the 
NFRMPO. 
 
Donnelly asked if this is a national issue. 
 
Hedberg said it is a national issue for MPOs that buy vans. 
 
Donnelly concluded by asking Hedberg to draft a letter on behalf of the Planning Council outlining the 
cause and effect of the Buy America program on the NFRMPO. 
 
8) Regional Bicycle Plan 
Fodge, MPO staff, reported that the Regional Bicycle Plan is a federal requirement that will be a part of the 
2040 Regional Transportation Plan.  He said it is one of the RTP’s first efforts. 
 
Fodge referenced a handout in the Council packet that outlines the project.  /He said the project is in its 
infancy and staff is currently conducting an inventory of MPO communities to identify programs currently 
in place. 
 
Fodge said the planning effort will have two committees consisting of a technical advisory committee made 
up of member governments and a citizen’s advisory committee who will focus on public engagement.  A 
phone survey of all business over 100 employees has just been conducted to gather an inventory of what 
infrastructure they might have in place to support their workers.  Fodge said a mail survey will conducted as 
well and sent to a small sample across the geographic region. 
 
Fodge said requests have been made of member entities Councils to conduct small work sessions at the 
beginning of the project.  He said he wants to hear from all the elected officials what direction staff should 
take this plan. 
 
Fodge said charettes will be conducted in communities to gather feedback from citizens regarding desired 
improvements in the bike plan.  He said the plan itself is a 9-12 month effort and the next time he speaks to 
the Council will be to present the inventory to see where the region stands in terms of bicycle infrastructure. 
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Conway asked how the project steering committee is being put together.  He also asked about the citizen’s 
advisory group and if public meetings were going to be held where members would be recruited. 
 
Fodge said he would like recommendations for staff the committee if Council members have any 
suggestions.  He said he will also start recruiting soon.  Fodge said he hopes to hold three to four meetings 
where the goal is to first outline how to find legitimizers in each community to bring folks out to the 
charettes. 
 
Norton said he would like to take this plan to the Greeley City Council to determine how they would like to 
handle this.  He said Greeley has a bicycle plan and he would like to give it to Fodge to go around Greeley.  
He said he does not think another plan needs to be created.  He suggested Fodge not do anything in the City 
of Greeley until he obtains a resolution agreeing to whatever the City Council comes up with.  He said he 
thinks the plan is a total waste of time and general foolishness because Greeley, Loveland and Fort Collins 
have bicycle plans.  He said if there is something in addition that is needed, this plan can be scaled back as 
local government dollars are being committed to a plan that he doesn’t think the MPO has the authority to 
do.  He said he is very nervous how this plan goes forward and he would assume the smaller communities 
feel the same as it is another red footed mandate and he feels the Council should have a serious discussion 
for the reason of the plan before doing anything. 
 
Fodge said the Regional Transportation Plan is not intended to supersede any local plans.  He said part of 
the inventory work has been to collect other plans.  He said a regional plan is looking at how we connect 
between communities.  Fodge said last summer’s RTP effort took staff to local communities to hear how 
smaller communities connect to larger communities.  He reiterated that the RTP is not meant to supersede 
any local plans but rather to compliment and integrate them. 
 
Norton said the difficulty he has is that is what was said about the Mobility Plan and they did the opposite 
and came to Greeley and got everyone fired up about how many more buses were needed and what routes 
to do, when to do them and how much money to spend.  He said he does not want Fodge to do that.  He said 
if there is a way to go forward and connect the cities and the counties want to work with the MPO on doing 
that, it is a completely different story. 
 
Shaffer said a sample size of 200 on the mail survey seems really small. 
 
Fodge said it is a litmus test. 
 
Manvel said he hopes the municipal sovereignty will be respected and he feels some regional coordination 
and view between cities makes sense.  He said the infrastructure is local responsibility but he sees an 
opportunity for expertise to be shared, especially with the smaller communities. 
 
Cozad said Milliken has an open space and parks plan but needs to have more connectivity to Johnstown, 
Windsor and other regional trails.  She said a town like Milliken does not have the connections that the 
larger communities have and would like to collaborate on some of the regional trails. 
 
Donnelly asked how much the plan would cost. 
 
Fodge said the plan would cost $50,000. 
 
Donnelly asked if Fodge would take existing plans and incorporate them together as this is a federal 
requirement in an attempt to save money. 
 
Fodge said he does not know of any other way and that they were gathering plans in the inventory. 
 
Florquist asked how much money has already been committed to the consultant for this job. 
 
Fodge said about half of the $50,000 has been committed to the consultant. 
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Cozad clarified that the Regional Bicycle Plan has already been approved in the UPWP. 
 
Norton wants the Regional Bicycle Plan to be considered for public comment at the next Council meeting.  
He said the problem is not what it costs to create the plan, but what it costs to implement the plan.   
He said if the Council wants to do a bicycle plan the local governments should decide to what level the plan 
is going to be done, how much money will be put into it, to what level of plan needs to be developed and 
are willing to commit dollars to. 
 
Conway said since it is a federal requirement, is there a way to meet this requirement by spending less 
resources as he feels a great amount of study has already been done.  He said it seems like staff is trying to 
re-invent the wheel when a lot of work has already been done.  He said if we already have existing bike 
plans, what is the MPO trying to accomplish with another bike plan. 
 
Donnelly said he would like to see the breakdown of the cost and what the MPO is buying with the money. 
 
Fodge said he started the inventory and collecting other plans.  He said he knows no other way than to work 
with member constituents but that the direction is always the Councils. 
 
Conway asked what has been committed to the contractor. 
 
Fodge said the contractor has only been working on the plan for about a month and the contract can be 
revised. 
 
Mallette said next month Fodge can bring back the scope of work and the process in more detail.  She said 
staff is trying to identify where there is potential so local governments that do not have a plan in place can 
reference the regional plan. 
 
Patterson said bicycles are a burgeoning new mode of transportation and feels the Council should pay more 
attention to them. 
 
Manvel said with electric bikes being a hot topic in Fort Collins right now, he feels having a real study 
instead of stacking a bunch of plans together is worth the money and effort. 
 

 
COUNCIL REPORTS: 
 
CDOT Region 4 Report:  Olson, CDOT Region Director, reported that the I-25 EIS ROD has been signed.  
He said CDOT Region 4 was this year’s recipient of the Executive Director’s Cup.  He said the award is 
given to a region for its accomplishments and future prospects.  Olson said he believes Region 4 has the 
greatest staff in the State. 
 
Olson said the TIGER 3 grant came out and the State of Colorado received no money from the TIGER 
grant.  He said Colorado was 47th out of 48 states that applied for TIGER grant funds.  He said there is a 
rumor that a new TIGER process is coming out. 
 
Conway asked if there is one specific thing that keeps coming up that indicates why Colorado is not 
receiving any TIGER funds. 
 
Olson said the debriefing just occurred yesterday and he is not currently aware of what the issues are. 
 
Olson concluded by noting that a list of open projects was passed out to Council members for their review. 
 
PRESENTATION: 



     

  15

Ina Zisman, CDOT Resident Engineer, gave a brief presentation on Project Prioritization Through Safety.  
She said CDOT Region 4 developed a project evaluation system based on CDOT’s Mission and safety. 
 
Zisman said the tool is to be used for: defensible and transparent decision-making; separation of actual vs. 
perceived safety concerns and comparison of different types of projects.  She said the tool is not intended to 
replace the planning process; replace judgment in final funding decisions; direct application as ranked or 
replace the HES process. 
 
Zisman said the seven goals of the Project Prioritization are to: reduce total accidents; reduce fatal/severe 
accidents; improve system weakness/transition zones; elevate easily implemented projects; encourage 
cooperation with local agencies; enhance highway features/functions and support safety improvements 
region-wide. 
 
Zisman concluded by the next step is to prepare an objectives document to define purpose and use of the 
process/evaluation tool prior to implementation of the tool. 
 
Audit Committee Report:  Martinez reported that the financial statement was included in the Council 
packet.   
 
Transportation Commission: Gilliland, Transportation Commissioner, said she would like to compliment 
Region 4 for this year’s Executive Director’s Cup Award.  She said this year’s award was based on 
innovation and Region 4 came across as the most innovative region in finding more money and 
accomplishing more projects. 
 
Gilliland said Colorado is disappointed that no TIGER funding was received and is looking for more 
information as to why our application was not successful.  She concluded by saying she is setting up a 
series of meetings to occur once a month in the three counties she is the Transportation Commissioner for 
in an effort to help people understand what is happening with transportation at the State level. 
 
Conway commended Gilliland for her outreach efforts. 
 
Air Quality Report:  Jon Slutsky, Air Quality Control Commission (AQCC) representative to the MPO, 
reported that the AQCC’s last meeting was December 15th .  He said a hearing was held to restructure 
Regulation 10 and procedural rules to allow Conformity decisions to be streamlined.  He said Conformity 
determinations must be made whenever significant changes are made to transportation plans.  Slutsky said 
the streamlining allows the Division to do the heavy-lifting and provide concurrence without scheduling 
pre-hearing conferences and other hearings that are currently required under the Commission regulations. 
 
Slutsky said the routine Conformity determinations will still be reviewed by the State and local Air Quality 
Planning Agency as required by federal regulation but the streamlined process will lessen the burden on the 
Commission, the Division and the NFRMPO Planning Council as well. 
 
Slutsky concluded by saying there was a briefing on Air monitors and why they are located where they are 
and what they do.  He said he could provide that briefing to the Council if they were interested. 
 
Regional Air Quality Council Report: Ben Manvel (Ft. Collins), MPO Representative to the RAQC, said 
the RAQC did not meet in December.  He said the RAQC did meet in November and discussed “next steps” 
for the reorganization of the RAQC that is currently under way.   
 
Conway asked what the Department of Health has conveyed to the RAQC in regard to reorganizing. 
 
Manvel said they have not conveyed anything yet but he hopes to hear something at the upcoming January 
meeting. 
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Norton asked the MPO staff to look at the statute pertaining to how the RAQC is organized and its voting 
procedures. 
 
Mallette said it is the order of the Governor 
 

 
Host Report:  Manvel thanked everyone for coming to Fort Collins.  He said the Mason Corridor project is 
currently under way and Mason Street will become a two-way street next year.  Manvel concluded by 
saying that Fort Collins has recently hired new fire and police chiefs. 
 
Other Reports:   
 
Patterson said the Town of Berthoud has recently signed a deal making the Heron Lakes a public 
recreational area. 
 
Shaffer reported that Loveland has sold the HP/Agilent property it recently purchased and has recouped all 
costs associated with the investment. 
 
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:28 p.m. 
 
Meeting minutes submitted by:   Rachael Munroe, MPO Staff 
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- - None 0 

 

Results of applying Tiering: 

 

The revised results are in the orange color.  Eight is the highest ranked project below the 

current cut off line.    
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Inter vs. Intra Regional roadways: 

 
The definition of intra-regional means within the same region.  Inter-regional means 

between/amongst other regions.  This is based on the individual roadway’s connectivity 

to neighboring Transportation Planning Regions, not the tiered corridor with which it is 

associated.   

 

In this context, intra-regional facilities would be ones having more significance than 

ones serving primarily the immediate area adjacent to them.   

 

The Regionally Significant roadways that would fit the definitions above are as follows: 

 

Inter-regional 

US 287  

Southern MPO boundary to northern MPO boundary, 

includes Berthoud Bypass and a portion of the Laporte 

Bypass 

SH 1 US 287 on the south to northern MPO boundary 

I-25 Southern MPO boundary to northern MPO boundary 

WCR 7/LCR 9e/ Timberline Rd  
Southern MPO boundary to Vine Dr. on the north, follows 

WCR 7 to LCR 9e (future road approximate) to Timberline  

WCR 13 Southern MPO boundary to SH 14 on the north 

WCR 17 
Southern MPO boundary to Crossroads Blvd/WCR 62 on the 

north 

US 85 Southern MPO boundary to northern MPO boundary  

SH 14 
Northern MPO boundary (combined with US 287 on 

northwestern portion) to Eastern MPO boundary 

Harmony Rd/WCR 74  

(Ft Collins/Weld Co.) 
LCR 17 to WCR 21  

SH 392 (Carpenter Rd/Main St) 
US 287 on the west to eastern MPO Boundary (includes 

combined mileage with SH 257 in downtown Windsor) 

US 34 
Western MPO boundary to eastern MPO boundary (on 

Bypass through Greeley) 

Two Rivers Parkway/83rd Ave 
Southern MPO boundary to northern MPO boundary, 

generally following WCR 27. 

35th Ave (Greeley) Southern MPO boundary to ‘O’ Street on the north 

 

Intra-regional 

LCR 19 (Wilson Ave//Taft Hill Rd) US 34 on the south to US 287/SH 14 on the north 

LCR 17 (Taft Ave/Shields St) SH 56 on the south to US 287/SH 14 on the north 

LCR 5 US 34 on the south to SH 14 on the north 

(approx. WCR 9½)/LCR 3 Southern MPO boundary to Crossroads Blvd on the north 

SH 257 
SH 60 on the south to SH 14 on the north (see SH 392 for 

portion in downtown Windsor) 

65th Ave (Greeley) WCR 378 on the south to SH 392 on the north 

US 85 Business 
US 34 Bypass on the south to US 85 Bypass near ‘O’ St on the 

north 

Mulberry Street LCR 19 (Taft Hill Rd) to Riverside Avenue (SH 14)  
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Prospect Road (Ft Collins) US 287 on the west to LCR 5 on the east  

Crossroads/’O’ St  I-25 on the west to US 85 on the east  

US 34 Business SH 257/US 34 Bypass on the west to Eastern MPO boundary  

SH 402/WCR 54/37th St (Evans) LCR 17 on the west to US 85 on the east  

SH 60  LCR 17 on the west to Two Rivers Parkway on the east  

SH 56/WCR 44/WCR 15/WCR 46 US 287 on the west to WCR 17 on the east  

 

Deliberations:   

With only two classifications, this may not be enough to differentiate the scores.  This is 

close to how the current definition is written.    

 

Since STP Metro allows for bike and pedestrian facilities as eligible projects, how would a 

bike/pedestrian project score if it was on an inter-regional facility?  Is it likely that there 

would be inter-regional bike and pedestrian trips?    

 

Another issue to consider is if the proposed project is hindering or helping the inter-

regional facility.  For example, a new traffic signal on US 34 and a local road.  This could 

be viewed as a hindrance to facility rather than an improvement.   
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REGIONALISM – INTER VS. INTRA 

This criterion’s purpose is to encourage that projects be developed through multi-

jurisdictional collaboration, improve inter-regional or intra-regional facilities or provide 

benefits on a region-wide basis. 

 

Assessment Score 

Project was developed through considerable multi-jurisdictional 

collaboration (e.g., shared local match), and project will improve an inter-

regional facility; or project will strongly enhance at least one modal 

component of the transportation system on a region-wide basis. 

3 

Project was developed through considerable multi-jurisdictional 

collaboration (e.g., shared local match), and project will improve an intra- 

regional facility. 

2 

Project has a single project sponsor, and project will improve an inter-

regional or intra-regional facility; or project will strongly enhance at least one 

modal component of the transportation system on a region-wide basis. 

2 

Project has a single sponsor, and project will improve a local facility. 1 

Project will not enhance an inter-regional, intra-regional, or local facility.  0 

 

Project Sponsor(s) Facility Type Area Benefited Score 

Two or more entities with considerable 

collaboration (e.g., shared local match) 
Inter-regional Multiple regions 3 

Two or more entities with considerable 

collaboration (e.g., shared local match) 

No Facility type 

- e.g. 

multimodal 

Region-wide 3 

Two or more entities with considerable 

collaboration (e.g., shared local match) 
Intra-regional NA 2 

One entity 

No Facility 

type- e.g. 

multimodal 

Region-wide 2 

One entity Inter-regional  Multiple regions 2 

One entity Intra-regional NA 1 

One entity 

No Facility type 

- e.g. 

multimodal 

NA 1 
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- NA None 0 

 

 

Results of applying Inter/Intra Regional 

 

 

 

Blue columns are the result of applying the defined definition of Inter and Intra regional.  

These only the unfunded projects that are currently listed so 8 is the highest rank.    
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Functional Classification: 

Functional class can be a surrogate for connectivity/regionalism.  Generally the higher 

the functional class the more likely it is to serve a larger geography.  For example, 

Interstates Highways (which are freeways) would generally serve a larger geographic 

region than a Major Collector.   

There is more than one way to classify roadways.  Here are two examples.  The first is 

based on CDOT’s/FHWA’s functional classification map, that which is updated and 

adopted at least once every ten years following the decennial census, and the other is 

modified hierarchy.  A third option could use the National Highway System (NHS) 

designation.   

The MPO staff used CDOT functional classification data and put the Regionally 

Significant Roadways on top to determine their functional class.   Most roadways have 

more than one functional classification as they traverse the region though in practice 

this would not be problematic as the extent of the proposed project would identify the 

applicable functional class.   

The functional classification is as follows: 

 

CDOT/FHWA 

1. Interstate (I-25) 

2. Freeway (Portions of US 287, US 34, US 85 and SH 14) 

3. Principal Arterial 

4. Minor Arterial 

5. Major Collector 

6. Minor Collector – urban 

7. Minor Collector – rural (not eligible for federal funding) 

8. Local (not eligible for federal funding) 

 

Note: The urban and rural classifications are grouped together.   

 

The second option would be to use the highway administrative/national “U.S.” system 

designation in combination with the CDOT functional classification that would illustrate 

as follows. 

   

Modified Hierarchy 

1. Interstate (I-25) 

2. U.S. Highway (US 287, 34, and 85) 

3. State Highway (SH 1, 257, 14, 392, 402, 60, and 56) 

4. Principal Arterial 

5. Minor Arterial 
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6. Major Collector 

7. Minor Collector – urban 

8. Minor Collector – rural (not eligible for federal funding) 

9. Local - (not eligible for federal funding) 

 

Deliberations: 

Using the functional class does have each roadway standing on its own rather than 

grouped as the tiers.  However 7 or 8 classes may be too many to handle on a matrix, 

at a minimum the arterials and collectors may need to be combined and local routes 

could be combined with collectors.  Those combined functional classes would now 

have 4 or 5 categories.   

 

 

Assuming that more points are assigned to the higher classifications, I-25 would always 

have the most points in this area.  Does that seem reasonable?   

 

How are points assigned if more than one regionally significant roadway is involved?  It 

may be easiest to assign the points to the highest functionally classified facility.   

 

 

RSC Description Functional Class 

US 287  
Southern NFRMPO boundary to northern NFRMPO 

boundary, includes Berthoud Bypass 

Principal Arterial, 

Freeway 

LCR 19  US 34 on the south to US 287 on the north Minor Arterial 

LCR 17 SH 56 on the south to US 287 on the north Minor Arterial 

SH 1 
US 287 on the south to the northern NFRMPO 

boundary  

Minor Arterial, Major 

Collector 

I-25 
Southern NFRMPO boundary to northern NFRMPO 

boundary 

Interstate 

Timberline/LCR 

9e/WCR 7 

Southern NFRMPO boundary to Vine Drive on the 

north, follows WCR 7 to LCR 9e (road approximate) 

to Timberline Road 

Principal Arterial, 

Minor Arterial, Local 

LCR 5 US 34 on the south to SH 14 on the north Minor Arterial 

LCR 3 
Southern NFRMPO boundary to Crossroads Blvd on 

the north 

NA 

WCR 13 Southern NFRMPO boundary to SH 14 on the north 
Major Collector, 

Local 

WCR 17 
Southern NFRMPO boundary to Crossroads 

extension on the north 

Minor Arterial, Major 

Collector, Local 

SH 257 
SH 60 on the south to SH 14 on the north, includes 

offset in Windsor 

Minor Arterial, Major 

Collector, Local 

Two River 

Parkway/83rd Ave 

Southern NFRMPO boundary to northern NFRMPO 

boundary, approximately WCR 27 

Minor Arterial 

65th Ave (Greeley) 54th Street on the south to SH 392 on the north 
Principal Arterial, 

Minor Arterial 

35th Ave (Greeley) US 85 on the south to O Street on the north 
Principal Arterial, 

Minor Arterial 
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US 85 WCR 48 on the south to north of WCR 70 Freeway 

US 85 Business US 34 to US 85 Principal Arterial 

SH 14 
Eastern NFRMPO boundary to College Avenue (US 

287) 

Freeway, Principal 

Arterial, Minor 

Arterial 

Mulberry Street Riverside Avenue (SH 14) to LCR 19 Minor Arterial 

Prospect Road (Fort 

Collins) 
LCR 5 on the east to US 287 on the west 

Minor Arterial 

Harmony Rd/WCR 

74  

(Fort Collins/Weld 

Co.) 

WCR 21 to LCR 17 

Principal Arterial, 

Minor Arterial, Major 

Collector 

SH 392 US 85 on the east to US 287 on the west Minor Arterial 

Crossroads/O St  US 85 on the east to I-25 on the west Minor Arterial, Local 

US 34 
Eastern NFRMPO boundary to western NFRMPO 

boundary  

Freeway, Principal 

Arterial 

US 34 Business Eastern NFRMPO boundary to US 34 on the west Principal Arterial 

SH 402 US 85 on the east to LCR 17 on the west 

Principal Arterial, 

Minor Arterial, Major 

Collector, Local 

SH 60  
Two Rivers Parkway on the east to LCR 17 on the 

west 

Major Collector 

SH 56 WCR 17 on the east to US 287 on the west Major Collector 

 

 

Deliberations continued: 

Some of the regionally significant corridors are not functionally classified at all by 

CDOT/FHWA.   

Based on the subcommittee recommendations on November 9, 2011 Interstates will not 

be part of the scoring.   
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REGIONALISM – FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 

This criterion’s purpose is to encourage that projects be developed through multi-

jurisdictional collaboration, improve inter-regional or regional facilities or provide 

benefits on a region-wide basis. 

 

Assessment Score 

Project was developed through considerable multi-jurisdictional 

collaboration (e.g., shared local match), and project is functionally 

classified as Freeway; or project will strongly enhance at least one modal 

component of the transportation system on a region-wide basis. 

3 

Project was developed through considerable multi-jurisdictional 

collaboration (e.g., shared local match), and is functionally classified as 

Principal or Minor Arterial or project will improve a regional facility. 

2 

Project has a single project sponsor, and project will improve an Interstate or 

Freeway facility; or project will strongly enhance at least one modal 

component of the transportation system on a region-wide basis. 

2 

Project was developed through considerable multi-jurisdictional 

collaboration (e.g., shared local match), and is functionally classified as 

Major Collector -Urban or project will improve a regional facility. 

1 

Project has a single project sponsor, and project will improve a Principal or 

Minor Arterial facility; or project will strongly enhance at least one modal 

component of the transportation system on a region-wide basis. 

1 

Project has a single sponsor, and is not on a functionally classified facility. 0 

Project will not enhance a regional or local facility.  0 

 

Project Sponsor(s) 
Functional 

Classification 
Area Benefited Score 

Two or more entities with considerable 

collaboration (e.g., shared local match) 
Freeway NA 3 

Two or more entities with considerable 

collaboration (e.g., shared local match) 
NA Region-wide 3 

Two or more entities with considerable 

collaboration (e.g., shared local match) 

Principal or 

Minor Arterial 
NA 2 

One entity Freeway NA 2 

One entity NA Region-wide 2 

Two or more entities with considerable 

collaboration (e.g., shared local match) 

Major Collector 

- Urban 
NA 1 

One entity 
Principal or 

Minor Arterial 
NA 1 
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Not functionally classified or will not 

enhance a regional or local facility 
NA NA 0 
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The above projects were rescored based on the CDOT/FHWA functional classification 

and excluding the Interstate.    
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Travel Demand Model - Select Link Analysis (jurisdictions served), trip 

length, trucks, commuters: 
 

The subcommittee mentioned using the travel demand model as a way to analyze the 

usage of a roadway and use the data to determine regionalism.  There were four 

specific items mentioned.   

 

 Select Link Analysis (jurisdictions served) 

 Trip Length 

 Truck usage 

 Commuters 

 

Select Link Analysis: 

Select link analysis is a computation that needs to be set up in the model and allowed 

to run.  The output parameters are set up by the user which has typically been 9 

different geographies – the three largest cities and the remainder of the area divided 

into six areas (Larimer and Weld Counties North, Central, and South).  This can be 

refined to the jurisdiction level with the rural areas as defined above.  We have greatly 

improved the speed of this analysis to about 25 minutes (with the more generalized 

geography) per segment.  So, with 28 projects as the example from the last call it would 

take about 12 hours to run the analysis.  This is a consideration for turn around on the 

data and not a limitation.   

 

Deliberation: 

How do we use the number (by percentage) of jurisdictions served?  It could be based 

on the number of jurisdictions using the facility.  Using the sample of US 34 link just east of 

SH 257, almost all areas use this roadway even in a small percentage.  Is it fair to use a 

less than 1% in determining the number of jurisdictions using the facility?   

 

MPO staff still needs to look at how to use this analysis as a cost/benefit.   

 

Example is attached.   

 

Trip length – Is the assumption that the longer the trip the more regional the facility?  This 

is a calculation not readily available in the mode, though it can be run.  How would this 

be applied?   

Truck usage:  

The regional travel demand model has identified truck flow incorporated into the 

volumes on the roadway.  This is a rough estimate of truck flow in the region that has 

been calibrated to the classification counts that count the number of axles.   
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Commuters:   

 

Staff note:  This may be a better option for the future as we have not received final 

delivery of our travel demand model.    

INSERT EXAMPLE OF SELECT LINK ANALYSIS 



 

 

 

 

 

Action Item: TIP Amendment – I-25 Design Phases 



AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY (AIS) 
North Front Range Transportation & Air Quality Planning Council 

 

Meeting Date Agenda Item Submitted By 

February 2, 2012 

Weld County 
TIP Amendment – I-25 Design Phases Suzette Mallette 

 

Objective / Request Action: Approve a TIP Policy Amendment adding 

funds to I-25 corridor projects for post-Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) Design and Right-of-Way (ROW) phases.  

 

� Report 

� Work Session  

� Discussion 

� Action 
 

Key Points: 
 

1. CDOT is proposing a TIP amendment to increase funding for Design and Right-of-Way 

phases on I-25.   

 

2. The nature of the changes require a Policy Amendment (i.e. Council approval), per 

adopted FY ’12- ’17 TIP amendment policies, as the funding increases exceed the dollar 

threshold for an Administrative Amendment and the projects involved are regionally 

significant.   

 

  
 

Committee Discussion / Recommendation(s):   
The TAC committee recommended at its January meeting that the NFRMPO Council approve 

the proposed amendment. 

 

Supporting Information:  
 
The Record of Decision (ROD) has been signed for the North I-25 EIS.  The ROD addresses the EIS’s 

“Phase 1” Improvements, including improvements in the North Front Range. 

 

Currently, CDOT has two segments on I-25 located in the North Front Range for which Design 

and ROW phases have been partially budgeted. CDOT wishes to add a third project, the I-25 / 

US 34 Interchange EIS Phase 1 improvements, and to increase funding on the first two.  CDOT has 

identified $10m to fund each of the three projects at a total of $5m each.  The $10m is split 

between the NFRMPO and DRCOG such that $8.1m will be in the NFRMPO TIP and the remaining 

balance will be in the DRCOG TIP.   

 

 

I-25 segment Current Funding Proposed Funding Change 

SH 66 to SH 56 $1.5m $2.1m +$.6m* 

SH 392 to SH 14 $2.5m $5.0m +$2.5m 

I-25/US 34 interchange $0 $5.0m +$5.0m 

*An additional $1.9m in funding is being 

assigned in DRCOG for this segment 

 $8.1m 

 

This will allow CDOT to get to “30% design,” complete ROW plans, and begin ROW acquisition at 

strategic locations.  The “30% design” is a milestone that is commonly used as the threshold for 

Design / Build contracts.   

 

Funding Sources 

In order to fund increased activities in this corridor and achieve this milestone, there needed to 

be a fundamental shift in the way CDOT identified funds and would budget them upon 

approval of this amendment.  Through recent state legislation, program sources such as S.B. 97-

001 and H.B. 02-1310 are no longer available (other than unspent funds remaining after recent 

project completions), which results in a limited amount of Strategic funding being assigned to 

the I-25 Corridor.  Consequently, additional FY12 funding sources were needed.   

� 



 

Funds for the I-25 Corridor were identified from a combination of the S.B. 97-001 project closures 

noted above; Federal and State Regional Priority Program (RPP) funding released by the 

Transportation Commission (TC); and the SAFETEA-LU earmarks for the US34 / I-25 interchange.  

(CDOT staff noted that, in contrast with RPP funding, S.B. 97-001 funds and the SAFETEA-LU 

earmarks were the only ones needing to stay assigned to the I-25 Corridor.) 

 

With regard to the RPP funding, it was noted at the January 2012 NFRMPO Council meeting that 

this was traditionally the funding source that was supporting upcoming projects on SH 402 

(between US 287 and I-25) and US 287 (between SH 1 and the Laporte Bypass).  RPP funding will 

be used to fund the I-25 Corridor projects during FY12 through this proposed TIP amendment.  To 

support the SH 402 and US 287 projects, CDOT’s FASTER funding program is now an anticipated 

backfill funding source. 

 

CDOT Region 4’s staff is prioritizing RPP funds to be used on the US 36, I-76 or I-25 corridors.  In 

other words, if this amendment would not be approved, the available RPP funds could be 

assigned to a different Transportation Planning Region (TRP) within CDOT Region 4 for US 36 

and/or I-76 projects.  

 

Discussion at the January MPO Council had included some details about the Centerra Master 

Plan agreement between CDOT and the City of Loveland, which is expected to fund portions of 

additional improvements to both the US 34 and Crossroads Boulevard interchanges on I-25.  

 

 

Advantages:  This will advance project design and facilitate the preservation of right-of way in 

preparation for future improvements to this major, high-profile corridor. 

 

Disadvantages:  None noted 

 

Staff Analysis and Recommendation: As noted in the Agenda Item Summary for the NFRMPO 

Council’s January 2012 discussion, CDOT Region 4’s RPP program funds are being assigned to 

these projects because there are no ongoing Strategic Transportation Project Investment 

Program funds available.  As RPP funds would get assigned to the I-25 Corridor, the SH 402 and 

US 287 projects noted above would continue to receive FASTER funding instead, according to 

CDOT’s staff. 

 

Given the major accomplishments in 2011 of completing both the EIS and the ROD, it is 

important for CDOT to continue with design and right-of-way activities in the I-25 Corridor. 

 

Staff recommends the amendment be approved.   

 

 

Attachments: 
N/A 

 

 





 

TIP Amendment – I-25 Design and Right-of-Way Phases 

 

 

I-25 segment Current Proposed Change 

SH 66 to SH 56 $1.5m $2.1m $.6m* 

SH 392 to SH 14 $2.5m $5.0m $2.5m 

I-25/US 34 interchange $0 $5.0m $5.0m 

*The additional funding of $1.9m is in DRCOG to 

fund this segment 

 $8.1m 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Action Item: Appointment of TAC Representative from a non-member entity: SAINT 



AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY (AIS) 
North Front Range Transportation & Air Quality Planning Council 

 
Meeting Date Agenda Item Submitted By 

February 2, 2012 

Weld County 

Appointment of TAC representative from a non-

member entity - SAINT 
Suzette Mallette 

 

Objective / Request Action: A representative of SAINT, Gary Thomas, is 

asking the MPO Council for appointment on the TAC.   

� Report 

� Work Session  

� Discussion 

� Action 
 

Key Points: 

 

1. As of the January 5th amendment to the Articles of Association, non-member entities may 

sit on TAC with the MPO Council appointment.   

 

2. The non-member entity is entitled to participate in TAC discussion but does not have a 

vote. 

 

3. This is a new requirement in the modified Articles of Association.   

 

  
 

Committee Discussion / Recommendation(s):   

This is a Council appointment.   

 

Supporting Information:  

 

Below is the excerpt from the Articles of Association, January 5, 2012, that outlines the Council 

appointment of members to the TAC that are non-member entities.   

 

Terms of Membership and Alternates 

Membership on the TAC may include staff from counties, municipalities, state or federal agencies or 

from public and private entities involved in transportation.  TAC members are expected to have ongoing 

communications with their respective elected or appointed official, as applicable, who serve on the MPO 

Council.   

A. The appointment of primary and alternate members will be communicated to the MPO staff in 

writing.  Appointed members will serve on the committee, so long as their member entity 

(government or organization, as appropriate) sustains the appointments.   

B. TAC representatives from a non-member entity, defined as not having a voting representative 

on the MPO Council, need appointment by the MPO Council. 

1. MPO staff will bring the requested appointments to the MPO Council for approval.   

2. Membership will become effective on the date of the MPO Council’s approval.   

C. Considering that the TAC addresses many modes of transportation, the primary member (or 

alternate) may ask that other staff attend and participate in the discussion on any given 

item.  Other representatives are encouraged to speak, particularly as subject matter experts. 

D. There may be occasion to appoint a spokesperson(s) to represent TAC to the MPO Council on a 

� 



given item.  The TAC members will appoint such a spokesperson(s) by consensus.  The appointed 

spokesperson(s) has the responsibility to represent TAC as a whole.  

The Council needs to either approve or deny membership on the TAC.   

 

Advantages:  Approving membership is in keeping with the intent of the Articles of Association, 

January 5, 2012, that supports and encourages participation in the TAC other than the initial 

representative and alternate.  The intent of adding members is to encourage a more robust 

dialogue on the issues.  

 

 

Disadvantages:  None noted 

 

Staff Analysis and Recommendation: Staff recommends appointment of Gary Thomas with 

SAINT, as a non-member entity of TAC.  Mr. Thomas has served in this same capacity in the Transit 

Advisory Group (TAG) for several years.   

 

Attachments: 

• Appointment form 

 

 



 
 

 

 

TAC NON-VOTING REPRESENTATIVE FORM 
 

This form is a record of the person(s) authorized to represent your agency as a non-voting 

member of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) of the North Front Range Transportation 

& Air Quality Planning Council. Please fill in the space at the bottom of the form with the name 

of the person serving as your primary TAC member and the name of the person serving as an 

alternate. There shall be no voting proxy.  
 

Please return this information to the NFRT & AQPC office as soon as possible. You may email it 

to Rachael Munroe at rmunroe@nfrmpo.org  or you may fax it to Rachael at (970) 416-2406. 
 

Thank you for your cooperation.  
 

 

Date:    ___________________________________   
 
 

Entity:   ___________________________________  
 
 

 

Technical Advisory Committee Member:   Gary Thomas – SAINT                 

 

Phone Number: ____________________ Email:  ______________________________ 

 

 

Technical Advisory Committee Alternate:   ___________________________________  

 

Phone Number: ____________________ Email: _______________________________ 

 

 
       

 ___________________________                                                      

 Tom Donnelly, Chair 

ATTEST: 

 

 

_________________________________       

Cliff Davidson, Executive Director 

mailto:rmunroe@nfrmpo.org


 

 

 

 

 

Work Session: RTP – Next Steps/UPWP Optional Projects 



AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY (AIS) 
North Front Range Transportation & Air Quality Planning Council 

 
Meeting Date Agenda Item Submitted By 

February 2, 2012 

Weld County 
RTP Next Steps – Optional Projects Cliff Davidson 

 

Objective / Request Action: Discussion on what optional projects are 

appropriate vehicles for implementing provisions of the 2035 Regional 

Transportation Plan. 

 Report 

 Work Session  

 Discussion 

 Action 
 

Key Points: 

 

1. The Optional Projects are already in the approved budget, but only as a budget figure 

and not as designated work tasks for the MPO’s UPWP. 

 

2. The Optional Projects were ranked preliminarily by the TAC & TAG. They were then 

ranked by the Planning Council (ranking next page). 

 

3. Only a few of the Optional Projects are recommended by the Executive Director to 

proceed in the FY12/13 UPWP and budget, due to budget restrictions. 

 
 

Committee Discussion / Recommendation(s): 

N/A 
 

Supporting Information:  

The FY2012-2013 UPWP requires additional Planning Council action to amend the adopted UPWP 

due to: 

 

1. Additional funding becoming available from CDOT and the federal government. 

2.   The need for a Planning Council decision on what optional projects if any will become 

work tasks during the FY2012-2013 UPWP.  

 
 

Advantages: 

This decision gives the MPO organization, both MPO staff and local staff on the TAC, guidance 

regarding Council direction on work tasks in the UPWP. 

 

Disadvantages: 

None noted. 

 

Staff Analysis and Recommendation: 

The available carry-over funding is $500,000 in CPG.  The MPO staff recommends the four top 

ranked optional projects by the Planning Council: 
   #1 - Small Community Transportation Plans [FY12/13 - $100,000],  

   #2 - TIP Database Improvements [FY12/13 - $14,000],  

   #3 - Access Control Plans [FY13/14 – undetermined funding at this time], and  

   #4 - Community Dialogues/Tech Assistance/Grant Writing [FY12/13 - $30,000].  

 

It is also recommended that the TAC begin discussing #7 - Alternative Strategies for Tomorrow's 

Land Use - in order to begin developing a united transportation response to the region’s future 

land use as envisioned by the member governments. It is not expected that additional funding 

would be required for this task. 
   

Attachments: 

 Planning Council Rankings of Optional 

Projects  

  

 

 



 

Rankings by Planning Council 

* Denotes Optional Projects that help implement the 2035 RTP 

Optional Projects       #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 #10 TOTALS RANKRrr 

Freight Data Collection       5 8 8 8 8 8 8 6 3 4 66 8 

* Community Dialogues/Tech Assistance/Grant Writing 4 1 2 6 2 7 5 2 4 1 34 4 

* Small Community Transportation Plans     1 2 1 5 1 6 3 3 1 2 25 1 

* Access Control Plans 
   

2 4 3 1 4 3 2 8 2 3 32 3 

* Alternative Strategies for Tomorrow's Land Use   8 5 6 7 5 5 7 5 6 8 62 7 

TIP Database Improvements 
 

3 3 4 3 3 1 4 1 3 5 30 2 

* Regional Transit Element Implementation   7 7 7 2 7 2 1 7 8 6 54 5 

* Regional TDM Plan Implementation     6 6 5 4 6 4 6 4 7 7 55 6 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

December 2011 Financial Statement 



 

North Front Range Transportation & Air Quality Planning Council

Statement of Revenue,Expenditures & Changes in Fund Balance

For the Twelve Months Ending December 31, 2011

2011 2011 2011 % %

December Year to Date Budget Complete of Year

Beginning Fund Balance $1,046,598.99

REVENUE

   Grant Revenue-Federal 103,801.73 1,499,864.20 3,012,082.32 49.79%

   Grant Revenue-Local Match-Member Entities 19,497.42 203,320.26 453,596.04 44.82%

   Grant Revenue-Local Match-Other 1,842.75 56,763.90 109,146.96 52.01%

   VanGo Vanpooling Fares 72,953.00 793,704.46 937,647.96 84.65%

   Other Program Revenue 185,582.32 561,175.41 467,258.88 120.10%

   Miscellaneous 41.10 799.65

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

     Total Revenues 383,718.32 3,115,627.88 4,979,732.16 62.57% 100.00%

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

EXPENDITURES/EXPENSES

   Payroll Expense 117,641.37 1,079,433.54 1,218,678.12 88.57%

   Fleet Expense 63,703.04 819,711.01 1,362,744.96 60.15%

   Office Expense 17,013.67 183,978.60 179,318.04 102.60%

   Consultant & Professional Services 22,060.40 526,002.07 1,654,303.08 31.80%

   Other Program Expense 21,122.36 72,992.10 100,514.04 72.62%

   Travel/Conference/Training Expense 1,271.50 11,914.45 19,749.96 60.33%

   Capitalized Equipment/Vehicles 47,768.00 471,801.07 444,423.96 106.16%

   Pass Through JARC/New Freedom Funds 88.29 3,132.03

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

     Total Expenditures/Expenses 290,668.63 3,168,964.87 4,979,732.16 63.64% 100.00%

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

Excess(Deficiency) of Revenues over Expenditures 93,049.69 (53,336.99)

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

Ending Fund Balance 993,262.00

============= ============= ============= =============

Notes:

Note 1:  The report is presented on a calendar year basis, which conforms with the timeframe for the audited financial statements. 

Note 2:  The statement is presented on a modified cash basis.  This means that expenditures are recorded when paid and

             revenue is recorded when billed.

Note 3:  Miscellaneous revenue consists of interest earnings.

Note 4:  Fleet expense includes costs for van leases, fuel repairs & maintenance, and parking.

Note 5:  Office expense includes costs for rent, phone, and office supplies

             *IT 2,407.75$           

            *Legal 195.00$             

            *Regional Bike Plan 2,270.08$           

            *Business 34 Access Control Plan 15,183.82$         

            *Intern 348.00$             

            *Vanpooler Survey 1,043.75$           

            *Volunteer Drivers Program-Mobility Management 612.00$             

22,060.40$         

Note 7: A analysis of the Excess of Revenue over Expenditures for the month follows.

            Current month billing to RTD for purchased earlier in the year 97,856.00$         

            Joint Costs expended over allocated costs reimbursement (4,223.49)$          

            VanGo expenditures paid with prior year RTD funds (823.11)$            

            Current month billing to FTA for prior months expenditures 2,548.71$           

            Employee Benefit costs to be billed in January (2,308.42)$          

            Excess of Revenue over Expenditures 93,049.69$         

Note 6:  Consultant expense includes:
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DRAFT STAC Meeting Minutes 

January 13, 2012 
Location:      CDOT Headquarters Auditorium  
Date/Time:   January 13, 2012 9:00 a.m. – 11 a.m. 

Chairman:     Vince Rogalski 
Attendance:  Sign-in sheets were distributed to note attendance at the meeting.  

 

Agenda 

Items/Presenters/ 
Affiliations 

Presentation Highlights Actions 

Introductions/November 
Minutes/Vince 

Rogalski/STAC Chair 

 Everyone in the room gave self-introductions. The November minutes 
were approved. 

Minutes 
approved. 

Transportation 

Commission (TC) 
Report/Vince 
Rogalski/STAC Chair 

 DTD will kick of development of the next Statewide Plan in February.  

Since there are several new Commission members, there is a need to 
get the new members up-to-speed on the planning process and 
Commissioners’ role in the process. 

 Heading into the kickoff, the Commission is taking a look at several 
issues, reviewing existing policies and determining whether there is a 

need to develop new policies.   
 One of these is the use of Commission Contingency funds, which are 

funds held back to deal with emergencies, such as the I-70 sinkhole.  
For each proposed use for these funds, Commissioners are trying to 
first see if there are other funds that may be used.   

 With ongoing funding reductions, the concept of “tiering” the 
transportation system, or creating priorities for funding, has been 

discussed several times over the years.  The Commission will take 
another look at this, and consider whether it wishes to create policy.  
This will be an ongoing discussion, and the Commission could 

determine that no policies are warranted.   
 The Bridge Enterprise Committee continues discussion of “owner-

controlled” insurance, with the idea of reducing the cost of 
construction by having a central insurance program – one in which 
CDOT would control the insurance.  CDOT could set up risk 

No action taken. 
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management tools to further promote good safety habits, hopefully, 

reducing workers compensation claims, etc.  Bridge Enterprise started 
with a program to address 126 bridges, which has now expanded to 
address 150 bridges.  It developed a schedule for expending bond 

funding, with the goal of keeping within 90% of this schedule, with the 
hope to expand the program as quickly as possible.  The Program has 

surpassed its goal of 15% for DBEs and emerging small businesses, 
and reached 20.8%.  Also discussed was the programming of $ 204 M 
in federal discretionary grants that were approved by the Commission 

last month.  
 

Energy Smart 

Transportation Initiative/ 
Michelle Scheuerman/ 
CDOT Planning Section 

 Program focuses on reducing energy consumption and greenhouse 

gases by promoting efficiencies and leveraging resources to develop 
energy smart transportation strategies – “smart transportation”.  

 Sponsored by the state Smart Transportation Initiative (SSTI), and 

funded by the Rockefeller Foundation and USDOT, CDOT kicked off 
this 6-month collaborative process in May of 2011, with the 

Governor’s Energy Office, and other state and federal agencies.  Each 
MPO had a representative on the panel, and Vince served as the 
representative for the TPRs.  Participants broke into three working 

groups, which examined the topics of:  “Advance Technologies”, 
“Alternative Fuels”, and “Smart Trips”.  Participants developed 80 

strategies, and then refined those down to those considered most 
actionable right now.  

 One strategy involves the release in late spring of a new phone app 
providing advanced real-time traveler information on the I-70 
mountain corridor. CDOT will continue to refine during the summer, 

preparing for use during the ski season. As the app is improved, it will 
be expanded to include I-25.  

 Other strategies included: 
o Electrification of truck parking areas to reduce truck engine idling.  

CDOT will identify the best location to implement a pilot project; 

o Promote sustainability in design and construction in project 
development.  CDOT is working on the development of a tool that 

No action taken. 
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can be used to evaluate sustainability. 

 All participants agreed on the need for education, “Energy Literacy” 
for the public, and messaging with one voice.   

 A STAC rep pointed out that most of the winning applications for the 

TIGER III grant program contained elements of these strategies. 
 Vince noted that the EST project was an effort to get people to think 

beyond the obvious, consider means beyond transit, or to “think 
outside the bus”.   

 

Federal and State 

Legislative 
Update/Herman 
Stockinger/CDOT Office of 

Policy & Government 
Relations 

 Herman discussed TBD Colorado, the civic-engagement process 

organized by Governor Hickenlooper.  Transportation is on the list of 
items to be considered by the process, along with health care, 
education, budget issues and talent (state personnel issues). 

 CDOT believes a modest increase in user fees statewide via the gas 
tax would help to maintain the current system, enhance safety and 

provide for greater regional connectivity, but we probably can’t 
increase the gas tax enough to cover the state’s mobility needs, 
particularly in urban areas. 

 CDOT has been in conversations with RTD, looking for ways to deal 
with congested corridors in urban areas, and is contemplating taking a 

request for authority to create sub-taxing districts to the legislature 
this session.  This would allow CDOT to go to the ballot - in 
partnership with other governments – for regional sales taxes for 

transportation.  
 Diane Mitsch Bush questioned doing this ballot issue in 2012, as it 

could lessen the chances that a statewide ballot issue might succeed.   
 Diane pointed out that the public doesn’t readily see the distinction 

between a sales tax and the gas tax. Many people don’t understand 

why we can’t fix things, because the cost of gas has gone up. She 
believes another model of the sub-taxing district approach that would 

let other regions get on the ballot at the same time, is needed.  
 Wayne Williams questioned whether this legislation would require 

approval of a local governing body to implement. A requirement for 

coordination with and/or approval of any affected communities would 

No action taken. 
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be helpful; 

 Herman responded that the way CDOT is currently contemplating this, 
approval would be a part.  If a taxing district is formed, a Board would 
be created, comprised of, perhaps, two Commissioners, and more 

than two local government representatives, appointed by the 
Governor.  Statute would not require locals to meet to decide who will 

be appointed; however, the Governor would probably listen to local 
coordination.  Only that Board would be able to place an item on the 
ballot and select projects. 

 Wayne Williams noted that there should be some real consideration 
for whether any appointee to the new district’s Board is actually a 

chosen representative of the local governments. Just as the TPRs and 
MPOs select their representative to the STAC, a regional sub-taxing 

district representative should be chosen by the affected local 
governments.   

 Herman put forward that this would be authorizing legislation only, so 

nothing is actually formed. In terms of sunset, nothing has actually 
been contemplated yet. The voters would expect it to end at some 

point, yet determining a sunset date is complicated as bonding may 
be required for expensive projects, with payback in a longer 
timeframe.  It’s important to allow the Board flexibility to put 

something on the ballot in a way they feel the public would support.   
 Sub-taxing legislation would not define the boundaries of districts, but 

would allow for their formation. 
 No matter what happens, any conversation about how we solve our 

transportation problems is a good thing, even if just to create 

awareness of the situation.  
 Diane added that in areas that draw tourists, those tourists need 

transit to get around. This might be an opportunity from the 
perspective of a Front Range voter.   

 

Tiering Discussion/Debra 
Perkins-Smith/CDOT 

Division of Transportation 

 Vince explained that, a while back, when additional funds became 
available, and the Commission needed to determine how to allocate 

them, there was discussion of “off-the-top” regarding the Twin 

No action taken. 
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Development Tunnels, and that brought up a number of questions.  The new 

commissioners were unfamiliar with many of these items, so it was 
decided to provide information on several of these topics at upcoming 
Commission Workshops.  

 Debra noted that, since there has been great fluctuation and a general 
decrease in the amount for funding available for transportation 

improvements, and the Commission is working to meet needs with 
less money, last fall, they asked for a presentation on the tiering.  

 DTD and Staff Branches have been assembling information and 

presenting at Commission Workshops as a three-part series. The first 
workshop in December described what tiering is and how some other 

states use it. DTD presented information on several different states. 
Some states tiered by functional classification, some by volume, and 

some by connectivity to economic activity centers. Also presented was 
information on the new authorization, MAP-21, which places emphasis 
on the NHS, which could also be considered a form of tiering.  This 

month we will present what CDOT currently does with respect to 
tiering, and what the Commission has looked at in the past. In the 

third workshop, we will present several possible tiering scenarios for 
consideration and feedback.  

 Wayne suggested that the presentations made to the Commission also 

be provided to the STAC, and Debra agreed to do so.     
 

Next LRP/Sandi 
Kohrs/CDOT Planning & 

Performance Branch 

 The next long-range plan will be a “full update” as opposed to an 
amendment, which was done last time and adopted last spring. We 

will be giving the Transportation Commission a “heads up” at the 
January meeting and will be asking for action from them in February 

to initiate the plan update process. 
 The first session this month will describe and discuss what the plan 

update process is and what the role of the Commission is. 
 Rules for the Statewide Planning Process require CDOT and the TPRs 

to review TPR boundaries at the beginning of each plan development 

cycle. Boundary descriptions are very general, noting only which 
counties comprise the TPR, so only that level of change requires a 

No action taken. 
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request;  

 Each TPR, and all the members of its Regional Planning Commission – 
every city, county and tribe – will receive a letter providing notification 
of the process. TPR members will have 60 days to consider the need 

for change. Requests must be made in writing to the Division of 
Transportation Development Director, and must include a resolution of 

support from all affected TPRs.  
 This effort is separate from, and not meant to capture, any MPO 

boundary changes that may be required, based on new census data 

due this spring. 
 

Focus Groups/Debra 
Perkins-Smith 

 In November, DTD held a series of focus groups to gather information 
to inform the long-range plan, and strategic planning. Sessions were 

held in five locations:  Colorado Springs, Denver, Lamar, Delta, and 
Frisco.  

 Results indicated transportation issues are important, but not more so 
than other issues.  

 Maintenance is seen as the top transportation priority, although 

enhancing safety is seen as the overarching goal. Participants were 
willing to shift funds from Snow & Ice removal to other programs, but 

only if safety is not affected.  
 When asked about fuel tax increase, participants indicated a 2-3 cent 

increase is the limit, and should be user-based.   

 

No action taken. 

PPACOG Moving Forward 

Update 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Craig 

Casper/PPACG 

 The PPACG 2035 Regional Transportation Plan Update was adopted by 

the PPACG Board of Directors on January 11. 
 PPACG tested a new planning framework being developed by the 

TRB’s SHRP program, which provides guidance for long-range 
planning, programming, corridor planning, and environmental review. 

This effort enhanced collaboration by bringing in groups that don’t 
typically participate in the transportation planning process. Through 
facilitated workshops, representatives of these organizations worked 

with the MPOs’ Technical Advisory Committee and Community 
Advisory Committees to develop goals, and three possible 

Motion 

approved- 
Recommend TC 

incorporation 
of the PPACG 

2035 RTP 
Update into the 
2035 Statewide 

Transportation 
Plan 



STAC January 13, 2012 Meeting Minutes 

 
7 

development scenarios. All projects were scored against these 

scenarios. 
 There is general agreement that system maintenance is the highest 

priority, however, PPACG already has over $ 1 B backlog in Deferred 

Maintenance, especially bridges.  As the City looked at the Bridge 
Sufficiency Rating System, it determined that the system is set up to 

reward those who don’t do preventive maintenance. Since current 
funding allows the city to replace only one bridge per year preventive 
maintenance becomes critical.  To help address this need, the PPACG 

Board created a subpool of funding for bridges, and is looking closely 
at how best to address preventive maintenance.   

 

Amendment. 

Transit and Rail Advisory 

Committee 
(TRAC)/Division of Transit 

and Rail (DTR) 
Update/Mark Imoff/CDOT 
Division of Transit and 

Rail 

 CDOT has $ 15 M available for local projects and $ 10 M for statewide 

projects.  DTR did not receive applications from some of the 
organizations that it anticipated, primarily because locals weren’t able 

to come up with matching funds.  However, 13 of the projects 
awarded will use FASTER funds as match for federal projects.   

 DTR is trying to move toward making the FASTER Transit grant call for 

projects a multi-year call, and is working to help transit providers 
better understand the requirements for doing so.  DTR is working with 

the CDOT Contract Improvement Initiative to speed up the contracting 
process, and is trying to help local agencies with this process on their 
end.   

 Last year, DTR awarded 86 projects; this year it will award funds to 
only 50 projects, as it more closely scrutinizes applications for signs of 

readiness. 
 Much still needs to be done in the area of making projects truly 

“ready-to-go” and identifying those that are.   

 DTR held interviews this week for the Advanced Guideway System 
consultant.   

 The State Freight and Passenger Rail Plan is nearing completion, and a 
presentation will be brought to STAC next month for comment.  The 
Draft Plan will be available on the CDOT website January 30th.  The 

comment period closes February 10th.  As DTR wanted early 

No action taken. 
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notification of any major issues prior to public release, it submitted an 

advance copy to FRA, and stakeholders will be offered the same 
opportunity.  DTR is working toward Commission approval and official 
submission to FRA in March.  

 

Other Business  Tony DeVito, Region 1 RTD, provided an update on the I-70 Twin 
Tunnels project. The Request for Proposal for construction 
management went out for solicitation.  The project team is in the 

middle of the environmental assessment process, discussing how the 
detours will work, as well as negotiating prices, working toward a 

2013 ground break date, starting with a frontage road project.  
Building partnerships is the key to this entire effort.   

 

No action taken. 

 




