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What*s in DRCOG’s plan for 20307

3 main topics:
e Transportation

e Growth &
Development

e Environment

Transpoertation

Transportation Needs

Constrained 2030 Plan




Transpertation

Transit Vision
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Growth & Development

Urban Centers

- Mixed-Use Center
- Activity Center

Housing options




Environment

Parks and Open Space

Figure 22
Existing Parks & Open Space and
Preservation Focus Areas
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Water Quality

Figure 24
Impaired Stream Segments (2004)




Envirenment

Air Quality

e Recognition that land use
and transportation affect
air quality

e Strategy: Reduce travel
demand

» More specific strategies
contained in the RAQC
state implementation
plan

Formal acceptance of Metro Vision

2lg) a1y MILE HIGH COMPACT

THIS AGREEMENT & made aved evteref i s 10° diy of Asgust 2000, prsuint &3 Articie XIV, Section 1622 of the Consti-
i of o Coloraie : e = Cooralo, s Yar

{COG members, business, cxvirormerial ad neighfoskood keaders
cth and eselopmere withiv fhe Dexoer Regional Councl of Goverrments’

grotfy




How' are DROG’s plans implemented?

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)

» Six year budget

* Projects be included in Metro Vision Plan
and TIP to receive federal funding

» Prioritization of projects based on:

- Policy goals (e.g., consistency with Metro Vision)
- Technical concerns (e.g., safety)

How' are DRCOG’s plansiimplemented?

State-mandated DRCOG review of:

e Proposed wastewater treatment facilities
e Proposed toll roads
» Proposed “fixed-guideway” transit




What will“thel Denver region

look like in 20307
Impacts of growth 2005-2030

116%
81%
47%
18%

Population VMT Congestion Hours of Lane Miles

59%

Delay

Why canftriead coenstruction

Keep pace with growth?-.

Funding Shortfall

Metro Vision 2030 Total Needs $88 B
Capital $49 B
Operations & Maintenance $39 B

Known Funding Sources $63 B
Local $32 B
RTD $19 B
State and Federal $12 B

Overall Shortfall $25B

"%Nme: All values are in FY 05 dollars. Funding estimates are through 2030.




What areralternative

seenarios for the future?
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Compact vs. expanded growth

Compact develepmentiperfornis better
on all measures
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Expanded vs. Expanded plus highways
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Results are mixed
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Compact vs. Compact plus transit vs.

Compact plus transit plus pricing
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Compact vs. Compactplus tramsit vs.
Compact plus transit plus pricing
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J Transit costs
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What do the scenarios tell us?

e Compact development produces better
outcomes:
- Less congestion
- Less environmental impact
- Less spending on infrastructure
- More development in activity centers

What do the scenarios tell-us?

e Transportation investments can also
contribute to desired outcomes

- But building more highways also increases
driving, thereby reducing air quality

- Where does the funding come from?

e The cost of driving versus taking transit
influences people’s travel behavior

14



How: can these scenarios infiorm

regional planning?

e Metro Vision Plan
- Which transportation projects to include in
the long-range plan?
- When and how much to expand the urban
growth boundary?
e Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP)
- Which transportation projects to give the
highest priority for funding?

How can | getmvelved In the regional

planning process?

e Attend Board meetings

- Third Wednesday, 6:30 pm

- Public comment at beginning of meeting
» Attend public workshops

- First two weeks of October (details TBA)
e Contact your Board representative

- Find them online at www.drcog.org
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