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 Introduction Introduction
cooperation and coordination 
are necessary to address prob-
lems, meet needs for public 
services and preserve citizen 
values, Metro Vision 2020 
frames and influences the plans, 
decisions and policies of indi-
vidual communities to promote 
a regionwide vision.  The plan 
looks at the physical develop-
ment of the region and the envi-
ronment already created - those 
things most directly affected 
by land use and transportation 
decisions - with the understand-
ing that they affect many other 
facets of quality of life.

Much progress has been made toward 
developing the elements of the 
Metro Vision 2020 plan.  This 
report describes the work done 
to date in examining future 
alternatives and the conclusions 
reached in preparing the frame-
work upon which the remainder 
of the plan preparation is to be 
built (the “Vision Framework”).

We must plan today for the future we 
want in the Denver metro-
politan region, thus the Denver 
Regional Council of Govern-
ments (DRCOG) is preparing 
new long-range regional growth 
and development and regional 
transportation plans, collective-
ly called Metro Vision 2020.

DRCOG is an association of local gov-
ernments, composed of eight 
counties and 39 member munic-
ipalities in the Denver region.  
Among its duties, the council is 
the Regional Planning Commis-
sion and Metropolitan Plan-

ning Organization.  DRCOG is 
responsible for preparing and 
maintaining both a growth and 
development plan and a trans-
portation investment plan for 
the region.  The organization 
also develops regional popula-
tion and employment forecasts 
which form the basis for these 
plans.

  
The Metro Vision 2020 regional plan-

ning process seeks to answer the 
question: “What is the region’s 
vision for the future as we move 
into the 21st century?”  Metro 
Vision 2020’s goal is to create a 
shared vision for the future and, 
looking at land use and trans-
portation options, examine how 
the region can best develop to 
achieve that vision through the 
next 25 years.  Because regional 

Metro Vision 2020’s goal is to create a shared vision for 
the future and, by looking at land use and transportation 
options, examine how the region can best develop to achieve 
that vision in the next 25 years.  
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BackgroundBackground
Vision Statement

The Metro Vision 2020 planning process 
began with DRCOG organizing 
a Regional Development Plan 
Task Force, a diverse group that 
produced a vision statement 
and a set of principles and poli-
cies to direct the preparation of 
a new regional development 
plan to guide regional growth 
toward that vision.  The vision 
statement approved by the 
Board of Directors, is as follows:

In response to existing and emerging ur-
ban problems and recognizing 
major trends and challenges af-
fecting our future on the region-
al level, DRCOG began work 
on a new regional development 
plan in 1991.  The major factors 
leading this revision were: 

1. New federal legislation, such as Inter-
modal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act and the Clean 
Air Act amendments, which 
required metropolitan regions 
to create a fiscally responsible 
transportation system that also 
protects air quality; 

2. The challenges of continued popula-
tion growth in the region; 

3. Fiscal constraints, such as the tax and 
expenditure limitation amend-
ment, which affect our ability to 
pay for new infrastructure; 

4. The effects of the aging of the popula-
tion; 

5. Economic competition with other 
metropolitan areas; and, 

6) growth in traffic congestion and ve-
hicle miles of travel (VMT).

1

The Metro Vision 
plan promotes a high 
quality metropolitan 
setting within which its 
people will live, work, 
and recreate.
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With regional cooperation as its keystone, the Metro Vision plan promotes a high quality 

metropolitan setting within which its people will live, work, and recreate.  To ad-

vance and sustain this future, the region must function as an association of inter-

related communities.  Recognizing this, the economic, cultural and 

geographical significance of downtown Denver to the region must be 

acknowledged.  The health of downtown Denver, urban cores and the 

surrounding communities is necessary for, and synergistically linked 

to, the success and vitality of the region.  To promote the health of 

all communities in the region, an equitable  sharing of the costs and 

benefits of regional development is needed.  This sharing could provide 

every community the resources to respond to the impacts of growth 

consistent with a vision for itself, while giving each a stake in quality planning and 

development for the health of the region as a whole.

Effective and efficient cooperative use of limited resources, whether financial, societal or 

natural, is essential to achieve the goals of the plan and progress toward a sustainable 

future.  Through the implementation of the regional plan, the region can be a place 

where its people live close to where they work and play, where a balanced transpor-

tation network connects mixed-use urban centers, where urban communities are 

defined by significant open space, and where cultural diversity and respect for the 

natural environment are celebrated.

The physical and cultural diversity of the many communities which comprise the Denver 

region creates the opportunity for a wide variety of economic development initia-

tives and living styles.  Individual communities should prosper by contributing to 

regional efforts in regional facilities, transportation, air quality, water quality, water 

supply, waste management, provision of open space and land use mix.  In turn, a 

stronger, more “livable” region will serve to strengthen and sustain its individual 

communities.

Plan Principles and Policies

The task force developed planning 
principles and policies designed 
to implement this vision.  These 
goals and the vision state-
ment in Metro Vision Statement, 

Principles and Policies (May 
1992), were accepted by the 
DRCOG Board of Directors in 
1992 for use in preparing the 
new regional development plan 
and formed the foundation for 
the Metro Vision 2020 planning 
process.

In addition, the task force reviewed and 
updated the goals and poli-
cies found in the 2015 Regional 
Transportation Plan.  With the 
desire to better integrate the 
growth and transportation 
plans, the following policies 
regarding both topics were 
developed:

2
Effective and efficient cooperative use of limited resources, whether financial, societal or natural, is essential to achieve 
the goals of the plan and progress toward a sustainable future.  



• Planning for regional development, 
transportation and air quality 
will be integrated.

• New development and redevel-
opment will be designed to 
encourage use of alternative 
transportation modes.

• Anticipate the interdependence 
between land use and transpor-
tation and the effect on air qual-
ity, including the need for the 
supportive land use adjacent to 
a transportation facility which 
will protect its transportation 
function, and for the transpor-
tation facility to support the 
planned land use.

• Recognize that transportation facili-
ties should be utilized to antici-
pate and help direct the type 
and location of development, 
rather than only being planned 
and developed as to meet exist-
ing demands.

• Urban Centers (defined in the Vision 

Framework recommendations) 
should not be placed in loca-
tions which cannot be served by 
rapid transit.

Additional policies related to the trans-
portation vision are found in 
Chapter VI.

The principles and policies should be 
considered as a vital component 
of the Vision Framework.  They 
address fundamental issues 
regarding the growth and devel-
opment of the region.

Regional Development Is-

sues and Assumptions

In June 1993, the task force was expand-
ed to include representatives of 
business, citizen, environmental 
groups, and local governments 
to create a 40-person Vision 2020 
Task Force.  The task force has 
met monthly since then to ad-
vise DRCOG in the preparation 
of the new development plans.  
Also in 1993 the planning firm 
BRW, Inc. (Denver) was retained 
to assist DRCOG staff.

In the fall of 1993, DRCOG and the task 
force prepared background 
information in Regional Develop-

ment Plan: Study Assumptions 

and Issues.  This paper identified 
important issues which influ-
ence regional development and 
the location, density and form 
of future urban growth.  It de-
scribed both assumptions about 
the region for which there was 
general policy agreement, those 
regional issues that needed to 
be resolved by the planning A stronger, more “livable” region will serve to strength-

en and sustain its individual communities.
3
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process or where policy changes 
may be desirable.  

These assumptions and issues served as 
starting points for a framework 
for alternative development 
scenarios.  The framework pro-
vided a means of moving from 
the past to the future, as well as 
from the known to the un-
known.  The study assumptions 
examined the following areas: 
socioeconomics, development 
economics, open space, environ-
mental constraints and environ-
mental quality, transportation, 
wastewater and water supply 
infrastructure, and implementa-
tion.

Public Involvement 

Throughout this planning effort, activi-
ties were conducted to identify 
and respond to the important 
issues and goals of local gov-
ernments as well as those of 
the general public.  This effort 
included interest groups and 
stakeholders involved in the 
outcome of the plan as well 
as interested citizens.  Cities 
and counties who make up the 
DRCOG, their local governing 
councils and planning commis-
sions were a targeted audience 
including the staff from the 
member governments which 
serve on DRCOG advisory com-
mittees.

Several public involvement events and 
activities were conducted in 
conjunction with the task force’s 
planning process.  In 1994, we 
provided press releases, pre-
sented slide talks, held a design 

charette meeting of urban de-
signers and a meeting of invited 
planning experts and several 
open house meetings.  We con-
ducted a public opinion survey 
and saw a special newspaper 
article carried on the project.

Council staff spoke to over 100 local 
government councils, neigh-
borhood groups, professional 
associations, and planning com-
missions in the metro region.  
Staff also participated in several 
radio and television talk shows.  
In April 1994 the Denver Busi-

ness Journal ran a special issue 
on growth concerns and the 
Metro Vision 2020 project.

Displays illustrating components of 
each alternative were used for 
the open houses and placed in 
public facilities in several cities 
and counties in the spring of 
1995.

4
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A public forum was held in September 
1993 attracting over 80 partici-
pants.  The meeting provided 
information on the regional 
planning process and presented 
the issues and major influences 
shaping the future growth of 
the metro area.  An open house 
was held in January 1994 to 
present 11 preliminary urban 
form alternatives.  Approxi-
mately 75 people attended and 
provided comments about the 
alternatives.  These comments 
were used by the task force in 
its selection of the final four 

5

scenarios.  A second open house 
in November 1994 presented the 
final four alternative scenarios 
for public comment; this was 
attended by nearly 100 people.  
On April 29, 1995, DRCOG 
along with 26 co-sponsors, 
hosted an all-day regional meet-
ing entitled the Metro Growth 
Forum attended by more than 
500 persons.  Metro Vision 2020 
principles and policies as well 
as the four alternative scenarios 
were presented and discussed 
along with other regional 

growth issues.  At the urging of 
Governor Roy Romer, the forum 
initiated an ongoing process of 
metro areawide meetings on 
growth-related issues to focus 
and refine growth policy in 
the region alongside the Metro 
Vision 2020 process.  Another 
open house meeting held in 
June 1995 presented the results 
of the evaluation of the alterna-
tive against criteria developed 
by the task force.

Overall, the public is positive about the quality of life in the region, giving it a score of 
seven on a 10-point scale; 43 percent were very enthusiastic, rating it an 8, 9 or 10.  



DRCOG commissioned a regionwide 
public opinion survey in 
September 1994 on quality of 
life and related regional plan-
ning objectives.  The telephone 
survey sampled heads of 
households in the eight-county 
Denver region.  

Overall the public is positive about the 
quality of life in the region, 
giving it a score of seven on a 
10-point scale; 43 percent were 
very enthusiastic, rating it an 8, 
9 or 10.  

Of 14 quality of life indicators in the 
survey, half were deemed 
“extremely important,” includ-
ing (in order of ranking): water 
quality, public safety, schools, 
health care, air quality, regional 
planning for the future, open 
space, and housing.

The survey revealed support for re-
gional planning to preserve 
open space and to utilize exist-
ing services and resources for 
future growth.  It also indicated 
strong sentiment for land use 
and transportation plans which 
improve air quality, protect 
environmentally sensitive land 
and reduce traffic delays and 
congestion.  The survey also 
uncovered a dichotomy in the 
public’s desire to preserve open 
space while, at the same time, 
continuing to prefer single-fami-
ly homes with yards rather than 
more land-efficient multi-family 
housing.  The responses from 
the survey were presented to 
the task force and the DRCOG 
Board for their consideration 
when selecting a preferred 
future scenario as a basis for 
regional planning and policies.

6
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coverage in the DRCOG monthly 
newsletter.  The alternatives were 
presented to the council’s advisory 
committees and responses were 
collected through surveys and 
discussion.

Using evaluation criteria based on the Vi-
sion statement and its principles 
and policies, and considering pub-
lic and agency responses, the task 
force chose four alternatives for 
further study:  Dispersed Devel-
opment, Compact Development, 
Corridor Development and Satel-
lite Development.  These were 
selected because they represented 
a range of clearly distinct urban 
forms and development and trans-
portation emphases so modeling 
and analysis would provide the 
kind of results useful in compar-
ing their strengths and weaknesses 
and demonstrate how each mix of 
options would perform.  

Important themes expressed in some of the 
preliminary alternatives, such as 
water constraints and maximum 
open space, were incorporated into 

The next step of the Metro Vision 2020 
process was the preparation 
of alternative urban forms.  
The region is expected to add 
900,000 people and 600,000 jobs 
between 1990 and 2020.  This 
growth could occur in a variety 
of different patterns within the 
5,000 square miles of land con-
tained in the region.  DRCOG 
staff and the task force used the 
development assumptions and 
issues identified to formulate 
and map 11 preliminary urban 
form alternatives.  The alterna-
tives included a full range of 
themes representing combina-
tions of policies and invest-
ment strategies which could 
be implemented in the next 25 
years.  Each would result in 
differing development patterns 

and transportation infrastruc-
ture investments, illustrating 
how the region would appear if 
one theme was prevalent.  The 
original 11 alternatives were:

 •  Current Trends
 •  2015 Plan 
 • Compact City
 •  Corridor Development
 •  Maximum Open Space
 •  DIA/Gateway Fulfilled
 •  New Towns
 •  Neighborhood Centers
 •  Urban Decay
 •  Water Delivery Constraints
 •  Traffic Sensitive

The 11 preliminary scenarios were 
presented to the public at an 
open house in January 1994 
and through news releases and 

7
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The region is expected to add 900,000 people and 600,000 jobs 
between 1990 and 2020. This growth could occur in a variety of dif-
ferent patterns within the 5,000 square miles of land in the region.

evaluation criteria to test the 
performance of the alternatives.

In March of 1994, DRCOG conducted an 
“experts” workshop with a di-
verse group of planning, trans-
portation and land development 
professionals from throughout 
the region to help refine the four 
scenarios.  The task force then 
made changes to the alternative 
descriptions and recommended 
them to the council’s Board of 
Directors for further analysis 
and modeling.

Here are descriptions of each alterna-
tive.  They are visions of the 
evaluation of the region and 
are, therefore, not limited by 
legal or fiscal constraints.  More 
specific land use, transportation, 
environment, open space, and 
quality of life characteristics for 
the four final alternatives were 
presented in Urban Form Alter-

natives (April 1994), describing 
how the region would differ 
from today. 

Dispersed Development alternative 
(Current Trends), Figure 1, 
reflects the expected land use 
pattern that would result from 
implementing current growth, 
development and transporta-
tion trends and policies.  New 
low-density residential devel-
opment would continue on the 
edges of the existing suburban 
area, adding an additional 350 
square miles of urban area to 
the Denver region for a total of 
850.  Downtown Denver would 
remain the region’s largest 
activity center, but suburban 
office parks such as the Denver 
Tech Center would capture 
most new office and business 
development.  New commercial 
development would continue to 
be built in single-purpose shop-
ping centers. 

Transportation improvements would 
emphasize adding new capacity 
to existing highways and build-
ing new roads to serve growth 
on the urban fringe.     E-470 and 
a western circumferential free-
way would be built completing 
an outer beltway for the region.  
Because of the increased size of 
the urbanized area, transit ser-
vice is more difficult to utilize 
and private automobiles remain 
the only transportation option.  
Large public open space would 
only be preserved by those 
jurisdictions with programs cur-
rently in place.

8



least new land, increasing the 
urban area by 100 square miles 
for a total of 600 square miles.

Corridor Development alternative, 
Figure 3, shows population 
growth and new development 
adjacent to major highways and 
transit lines between existing 
urban communities.  Light rail 
and existing highways would 
form the spokes connecting to 
the hub of central Denver.  This 
scenario would allow for pres-
ervation of major open space 
areas as wedges between the 
development corridors.  Higher 
development densities would 
be encouraged along these cor-
ridors to support transit with at 
least one urban center located 
along each corridor.  Both this 
alternative and the Satellite 
development option require less 
new land than dispersed devel-
opment but more than compact 
development, and grow 250 
square miles, or by 50 percent.

Satellite Development alternatives, 
Figure 4, concentrates popula-
tion and employment growth 
in existing developed areas and 
in new and existing outlying 
communities such as Longmont, 
Castle Rock and Evergreen.  
Commutes to the existing urban 
center and the need for ad-
ditional suburban office parks 
would be reduced as these 
communities develop their 
own commercial, residential 
and employment bases.  Public 
transit would be developed 
within each community.  Com-
muter rail or express bus service 
would connect these commu-
nities to Denver.  Open space 
would be secured as a greenbelt 
buffer around the existing urban 
area to maintain separation of 
cities.

Compact Development alternative, 
Figure 2, concentrates popula-
tion and employment growth in 
the existing urban and suburban 
areas already provided with 
roads, sewers and utilities.  
Downtown Denver would con-
tinue to be the largest activity 
center in the region but a second 
tier of four to six major mixed-
use activity centers or “second 
downtowns” would develop.  
These centers would be mixed 
use, support transit, be pedes-
trian-oriented and reduce the 
need to drive to work or shops.  
Transportation investment 
would be directed toward build-
ing a transit system connecting 
all major activity centers in the 
region on a grid system.  Some 
new development would occur 
on infill sites within the existing 
urban and suburban areas, and 
a wide range of new housing 
types would be available.  A re-
gional belt of open space would 
be established around the 
developed area to form a buffer 
to contain growth.  As the name 
implies, this alternative uses the 

9
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Figure 1-Dispersed Development Alter-
native
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Figure 2-Compact
Figure 3-Corridor
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Figure 4-Satellite
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Evaluations were conducted to de-
termine how the alternatives 
would respond to the growth 
and development goals and ob-
jectives established by the task 
force.  Twenty-four evaluation 
criteria for land use, transporta-
tion, environment, open space 
and implementation were de-
veloped and tested against the 
four scenarios.  The criteria were 
based on goals and policies set 
forth in the Vision Statement, 
Principles and Policies docu-
ment, the 2015 Regional Trans-
portation Plan Goals and Poli-
cies, and the Vision 2020 Study 
Assumptions paper prepared 
by the task force.  The criteria 
used were selected specifically 
to indicate level of attainment of 
these planning goals, were mea-
surable in some way, and had 

responses that were discernable 
at the regional urban form level.

DRCOG used a geographic information 
system (GIS) to calculate the 
values to compare for the land 
use, environment, open space 
and implementation evaluation 
criteria.  This enabled compari-
son of the socioeconomic vari-
ables of households and num-
bers of jobs by locations for all 
the alternatives in a systematic 
fashion.  The transportation and 
air quality criteria were devel-
oped from the DRCOG regional 
travel model and other means. 

By comparing the results of the criteria 
in aggregate and considering 
the relative importance of each 
measure, the evaluation criteria 
helped the task force determine 

how the four alternatives per-
formed and what their achieve-
ments and shortcomings might 
be.  The evaluation showed that 
many important development 
and transportation goals are 
only marginally discernable at 
the regional level of the alterna-
tives but the results do give us 
an indication of how the major 
features of each compare with 
one another. 

Criteria

The goals or principles that were 
evaluated, how the criterion 
was defined or measured and 
what the comparative results 
and scores were for the four 
alternatives are reported in the 
Evaluation Criteria Report- Metro 

Vision Urban Form Alternatives.  
The criteria results were re-
viewed and discussed by the 
Vision 2020 Task Force and the 
DRCOG staff and are discussed 
later in this report.

Evaluating the OptionsEvaluating the Options
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scenario is the least desirable by 
promoting the current density 
of new development of about 
2,500 people per square mile 
consuming 350 square miles of 
undeveloped land to produce 
850 square miles of total urban-
ized land.

The Satellite alternative encourages 
growth in multiple urban cen-
ters.  The central area will grow 
at the same density as in the 
Compact scenario, while the sat-
ellite cities will grow at slightly 
higher than half that density.  
The Corridor scenario increases 
densities along existing and 
future transportation corridors.  
The densities used for the Corri-
dor scenario are slightly higher 
than for the Compact scenario 
but less than for the Dispersed 
scenario.  Both Satellite and 
Corridor alternatives direct the 
urban area growth at the same 
rate of population growth, 
resulting in the same total of 750 
urban square miles.  

The following is a summary description 
of the criteria used to evaluate 
and compare the alternatives, 
the goals or purposes measured 
and the results of the analysis.  
More information on the evalua-
tion criteria is provided in the 
report mentioned above.  

While the criteria were developed to 
be as quantitative as possible, 
the ability to measure the dif-
ferences between alternatives 
varied from one criterion to 
another.  The Vision 2020 Task 
Force recognized this variability 
as well as the variability in rela-
tive importance of the criteria.  
Therefore, they elected not to 
develop cumulative scores or to 
rank the criteria.  The following 
chapter contains the conclu-
sions developed by the task 
force based on the results of the 
evaluation criteria.

Land Use

New land for development

Limiting the size of the metro area by 
preserving undeveloped land 
on the urban periphery is a 
fundamental policy criterion.  
The number of square miles of 
newly urbanized land required 
by the alternatives was com-
pared based on assumptions 
of household and employment 
densities for each.  Urban land 
is defined as land which has 
public services such as roads, 
water and wastewater facilities, 
and has housing at a density 
greater than one dwelling unit 
per acre.  

The Compact scenario best meets this 
criterion as it encourages infill 
development while restricting 
development on the edges of 
the metro area.  The average 
density would be 4,100 people 
per square mile resulting in 650 
square miles of total urban land 
(or 150 square miles of new 
urban land).  The Dispersed 

15
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Housing and jobs

This criterion provided an index to 
measure how well each alterna-
tive meets the goal of provid-
ing opportunities for people 
to walk or bike to work and to 
live and work within the same 
community.  It was measured 
by the average ratio of jobs to 
housing at a scale somewhat 
equivalent to an “employment 
shed.”  Regionwide, there will 
be an expected 1.42 jobs for each 
household in the year 2020, so 
this was the target for all the 
communities in the region.  The 
alternative with the highest total 
for the rankings had the most 
Regional Statistical Areas near-
est the 1.42 goal for the region.  
It would, therefore, do the best 
job of meeting this criterion.

The Corridor alternative has the most 
potential of the four alterna-
tives of supporting the jobs/
housing balance with a com-
bined ranking of 154.  The next 
most desirable alternative is 
Dispersed with a ranking of 133, 
followed by the Satellite alterna-
tive with a ranking total of 124.  
The least desirable alternative 
is Compact with a total ranking 
of 119.   

Existing infrastructure

This criterion evaluates how well each 
alternative takes advantage of 
the unused capacity of exist-
ing infrastructure and services 
by locating development near 
them.  This provides a measure 
of cost efficiency between alter-
natives and an indication of the 
level of infill development over 
the entire metro area.

It can be reasonably assumed that 
infrastructure already exists or 
can be easily extended in areas 
which have a high percentage 
of development.  The region 
was evaluated to establish a 
range for the amount of devel-
opment which must exist in an 
area to enable the extension of 
infrastructure to cover the entire 
area.

The Compact alternative supports 
the potential use of existing 
infrastructure most effectively 
because the average of total 
growth in zones with infrastruc-
ture is highest at 1,668,105 jobs 
and households.  The Corridor 
alternative is second with a 
growth total of 1,588,787.  The 
Satellite alternative was third 
with growth total of 1,580,826.  
The Dispersed alternative was 
last with the smallest growth 
total of 1,506,626.    

Limiting the size of the metro area by preserving underdeveloped land on the 
urban periphery is a fundamental policy criterion.
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Roadway capacity

This criterion compares how well 
the alternatives match urban 
growth and land development 
with transportation capacity, 
responding to the Metro Vision 
policy that the preferred alterna-
tive “support development only 
in areas where sufficient trans-
portation systems exist or are 
planned both on and off site, or 
where adequate systems consis-
tent with regional plans can be 
established at the developer’s 
expense to support the develop-
ment.”  The criterion compares 
the miles of congested roadway 
facilities in 1995 to household 
and employment growth across 
the region in 2020 since the 
alternatives cannot anticipate 
where developers may be will-
ing to provide new roads. 

The Satellite alternative has the most 
potential of the four to distrib-
ute growth to areas with avail-
able transportation capacity, 
139,000 jobs for 156,000 house-
holds.  This is most likely due to 

the lower levels of congestion in 
1995 in the free-standing com-
munities than in the core urban 
area.  The Compact alternative 
puts much more growth into 
areas which already have traffic 
congestion, and only 98,000 jobs 
and 116,000 households into 
the uncongested zones.  The 
other two alternatives share 
the middle spot with Corridor 
ranked second for employment 
but third for households and the 
Dispersed ranking reversed.

Urban centers and activity centers

This criterion measures how well 
each alternative concentrates 
nonresidential development in 
locations that promote efficient 
transportation systems and 
travel.  By locating employ-
ment in higher density activity 
centers, these centers have a mix 
of use, support transit and have 
the potential to reduce both 
work and non-work vehicle 
trips.

The criterion was measured by the total 
number of new jobs between 
the years 2000 and 2020 that 
were located within the Denver 
Central Business District (CBD), 
the Boulder and Cherry Creek 
urban centers, and the various 
activity centers designated for 
each of the alternatives.  
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The Satellite alternative best meets this 
criterion and has the great-
est number of total new jobs 
located within designated activ-
ity centers.  This is due to the 
large number of activity centers 
(seven) located around the 
region in this alternative which 
are designed to accept a large 
portion of the region’s employ-
ment growth.  The Compact al-
ternative had the second largest 
number of new jobs in activity 
centers (92,612) in the service 
and retail sectors because of the 
significant growth in employ-
ment in the Denver CBD.  The 
Corridor alternative is third 
with 76,486 new jobs while the 
Dispersed alternative has the 
fewest new jobs in activity cen-
ters (18,166) because the major-
ity of the employment growth 
in this alternative was placed in 
areas that are spread through-
out the region, not in activity or 
urban centers.  

Transit accessible development

This criterion measures which alterna-
tive encourages the greatest 
degree of transit accessible de-
velopment.  New development 
should be designed to facilitate 
access to, and development of, 
mass transit and encourage high 
density, mixed use development 
at peripheral urban centers 
along transportation corridors 
and major transit lines where 
these are in close proximity to 
residential areas.  The criterion 
was measured by the number 
of new housing units built, and 
the number of new jobs located, 
within ¼ mile walking distance 
of transit stations located in 
each of the alternatives. 

The Compact alternative best meets 
this criterion and has the 
greatest number of new hous-
ing units (32,617) and jobs 
(275,006) accessible by transit in 
2020.  The Corridor alternative 
had the next largest number of 
new housing units near transit 
stations at 12,934 and the third 
highest number of new jobs at 
104,380.  The Satellite alterna-
tive had a similar number of 
new housing units at 12,150 and 
157,123 new jobs.  The Dis-
persed alternative has the few-
est new households near transit 
stations at 1,920 and the fewest 
new jobs at 15,335. 

New development should be designed to promote access to, and development 
of, public transit plus encourage high density, mixed-use development at urban 
centers near both housing and along transportation corridors and routes.
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Services close to housing

This criterion measures the alternatives 
by evaluating the amount of 
services available to support 
mixed-use development and 
reduce non-work vehicle trips.  
This was measured by compar-
ing the total number of service 
and retail jobs located in the 
Denver CBD, the two existing 
urban centers and the desig-
nated activity centers in each of 
the alternatives.

The Satellite alternative best meets this 
criterion and has the greatest 
number of retail and service 
sector jobs located within desig-
nated activity centers (117,079).  
This is due to the large num-
ber of activity centers (seven) 
located around the region in this 
alternative which are designed 
to accept a large portion of the 
region’s employment growth.  
The Compact alternative had 
the second largest number of 
new jobs in activity centers 
(92,612) in the service and retail 
sectors because of the signifi-

cant growth in employment in 
the Denver CBD.  The Corridor 
alternative is third with 76,486 
new jobs while the Dispersed 
alternative clearly has the few-
est new jobs in activity centers 
(18,166) because the majority of 
the employment growth in this 
alternative was spread through-
out the region, not concentrated 
in activity or urban centers.  

Transportation

Most of the transportation criteria rely 
upon the results of the regional 
transportation system model.  
The Vision 2020 Task Force 
recognizes the central impor-
tance of the “modal split” - the 
apportionment of trips among 
modes such as automobiles, 
buses, rail transit and bicycles - 
and takes note of the limitations 
of forecasting models’ ability 
to predict such transportation 
system demand characteristics.  
This prediction requires as-
sumptions about the behavior 
and choices of individuals 25 
years in the future and is subject 
to many variables.  

The scenario with the 
smallest increase in travel 
is likely to be the one with 
greatest potential to reduce 
air pollution, save energy, 
and support pedestrian- and 
transit-oriented development.  
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Vehicle travel 

This criterion compares the amount 
of motor vehicle travel on 
the roadway system resulting 
from the four development 
and transportation network 
alternatives.  The scenario with 
the smallest increase in travel 
represents one with greater 
potential to reduce air pollu-
tion, save energy, and support 
pedestrian- and transit-oriented 
development.  Motor vehicle 
travel measured in millions of 
vehicle miles of travel (VMT) 
per weekday was generated 
from the regional travel model.  
Major factors influencing VMT 
estimates include:  (1) growth 
of regional population and 
employment; (2) the develop-
ment pattern; (3) increased 
vehicle use per person caused 
by projected higher incomes;              

(4) type of transit and transit 
service provided.  VMT per 
capita is measured by divid-
ing VMT estimates by the total 
household population, includ-
ing children and non-drivers.

Between 64.7 million and 73.3 million 
vehicle miles will be driven by 
the year 2020 depending upon 
the development pattern and 
the transportation system.  VMT 
has increased from about 15 mil-
lion miles per weekday in 1970 
to about 45 million in 1995.  The 
Compact scenario has the low-
est VMT estimate of 64.7 mil-
lion; this is followed by Satellite 
at 66.6 million and Corridor at 
68.9 million.  By continuing past 
trends, the Dispersed scenario 

would result in the highest 
vehicle miles travelled at 73.3 
million per day.  

VMT per capita ranges between 24.2 
and 27.7 VMT per person.  VMT 
per capita has increased from 
approximately 13 VMT per 
person in 1970 to 22.6 VMT per 
capita in 1995.  The 2020 VMT 
per capita estimates portray 
a significant moderation of 
growth in VMT per capita.  The 
Compact scenario again best 
meets this criterion and has the 
lowest VMT per capita at 24.2.  
Dispersed has the highest at 
27.7 and Satellite is 24.8, fol-
lowed by Corridor at 25.6.

VMT has increased from about15 million miles per 
weekday in 1970 to about 45 million in 1995.
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Congestion

This criterion measures the percent 
of vehicle miles traveled on 
freeways and principal arte-
rial roadways that occur under 
congested conditions.  Conges-
tion is considered to begin at 
about 1,900 vehicles per lane per 
hour on a freeway, and about 
850 vehicles per lane per hour 
on arterial roadways.  Average 
daily speed is estimated in miles 
per hour.  The portion of VMT 
under congested conditions 
will increase from 40 percent in 
1995, to 41 to 59 percent in 2020 
depending upon the scenario.  
The variation among scenarios 
mainly reflects changes in high-
way capacity (number of lanes).  
The Dispersed scenario best 
meets the criterion by main-
taining about the same level of 
congestion as in 1995, while the 
Compact Development sce-
nario with its minimal highway 
investment, would have the 
highest level of congestion.  
The Dispersed scenario has an 
average speed of 34 mph; the 

average speed in the Compact 
and Satellite scenarios is 28 mph 
and the Corridor scenario has a 
29 mph average speed. 

Alternate travel modes

This criterion compares the alterna-
tives by measuring the level 
of travel made in carpools, 
vanpools, transit, and non-mo-
torized modes for an average 
weekday.  Factors affecting the 
calculations included:  compara-
tive travel times on highway 
versus transit, which in turn 
reflected network assumptions 
concerning investment patterns 
in highway and rapid transit 
facilities; parking costs, which 
are generated based on employ-

ment density estimates; and the 
general pattern of development, 
including assumptions on Den-
ver CBD employment.  Local 
survey data indicated a base of 
11 percent non-motorized travel 
in the region.  The effect of high-
density activity centers with 
mixed-use development and 
extensive pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities was estimated using 
the central portion of the City of 
Boulder as a model.
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Estimates of telecommuters among the 
alternatives were not done be-
cause of the lack of a theoretical 
basis for varying telecommuting 
rates between the four differ-
ent alternatives.  It is uncertain 
whether more people would 
telecommute under the Com-
pact Development scenario with 
its high congestion levels, the 
Dispersed scenario with its long 
travel distances, or the Satellite 
Development scenario with its 
separated growth centers.

The Compact scenario best meets this 
criterion with the highest 
transit patronage (360,000 pas-
sengers per day) and the highest 
percentage of non-motorized 
mode use (12.6 percent).  The 
Dispersed scenario has the low-
est transit patronage (210,000 
passengers per day) and the 
lowest level of non-motorized 
mode use (11.3 percent).  These 
estimates can be compared to 
the current day ridership of 
approximately 127,000 passen-
gers per day.  Transit patronage 
mirrors, to some extent, the 

assumed increase in CBD em-
ployment between the various 
alternatives and the assumed 
investment of transit facilities.  
The Dispersed scenario transit 
patronage increases from cur-
rent day levels since bus service 
was assumed to significantly 
increase.  

Access to the CBD and other urban 
centers

This criterion measures the degree 
of access to downtown and 
other urban centers by com-
paring estimated travel times 
between specific areas.  Peak 
congestion period travel times 
on both highways and transit 
between six representative 
activity centers were calculated 
for the four alternatives.  The 
Dispersed alternative had the 
shortest travel time utilizing 
primarily highways while the 
Compact alternative had more 
transit access but the slowest 
travel times.  The Corridor and 
Satellite access fell between 
these two as they had more of a 

mixture of highway and transit 
facilities.     

Travel time

This criterion compares the amount 
of travel time as an indica-
tor of the efficiency of the 
regional travel system.  Travel 
time for auto trips includes the 
time to complete each trip: the 
drive time to each destination, 
including any delay caused 
by congestion, and the time to 
find a parking space and walk 
to the destination after park-
ing the vehicle.  Travel time for 
transit trips includes the time to 
walk to the transit stop, wait for 
the transit vehicle, ride in the 
transit vehicle, any transfer time 
between transit services, and the 
time to walk to the destination.  
Travel time for non-motorized 
travel includes the time to walk 
or ride a bicycle.



To calculate travel times, the regional 
travel model vehicle hours of 
travel was multiplied by an 
assumed auto occupancy of 
1.33 to develop highway person 
hours of travel.  For transit, the 
model directly estimates transit 
rider hours of travel.  The aver-
age non-motorized trip was 
assumed to take 15 minutes and 
was multiplied by the number 
of non-motorized trips.

The Dispersed has the least congestion, 
the lowest use of alternative 
modes, and hence the lowest 
overall travel time and best 
meets this criterion as defined 
at 3.9 million person hours of 
travel.  The other three sce-
narios, with their high levels of 
congestion, lower speeds, and 
implied greater use of alterna-
tive modes have higher overall 
travel time at 4.3 million person 
hours of travel.

Regional transportation costs

This criterion compares the direct pub-
lic cost of building, operating 
and maintaining the regional 
transportation system not the 
indirect or external public costs 
such as health costs due to 
transportation-related air pol-
lution.  Clearly regional trans-
portation is a major cost for the 
metropolitan region, so a public 
policy goal is to reduce it in the 
preferred future.

Total public costs include capital, op-
erations and maintenance, and 
transportation demand manage-
ment measures for the 25-year 
period between 1995 and 2020, 
estimated in 1995 dollars.  Rapid 
transit construction costs were 
estimated using Regional Trans-
portation District (RTD) and 
2015 Interim Regional Transpor-
tation Plan data.  Highway con-
struction costs were prepared 
using project cost estimates and 
cost per lane mile and per inter-
change using Colorado Depart-
ment of Transportation (CDOT) 

estimates.  High-occupancy 
Vehicle lane cost estimates 
were based on current project 
costs.  Local roadway costs were 
generated assuming current 
suburban roadway patterns in 
newly developed areas.  Tran-
sit operating and maintenance 
costs were estimated using RTD 
experience.  Highway operating, 
maintenance and reconstruction 
costs were based on CDOT and 
local government experience.



Costs included in the Regional Trans-
portation Plan include public 
construction costs for capital 
expansion projects of transit 
or principal arterial and larger 
roadways, and range from $3.9 
billion for the Satellite scenario 
to $6.4 billion for the Corridor 
scenario.  

The Satellite scenario best meets the 
criterion and had the lowest 
cost because the commuter rail 
transit built in this scenario has 
a comparatively low per mile 
capital cost and few improve-
ments were assumed to the 
highway system.  

The Corridor scenario assumes signifi-
cant expenditures on both tran-
sit ($3.6 billion) and highways 
($2.8 billion).  The Dispersed 
scenario has almost the same 
capital costs as the Corridor sce-
nario but assumes almost all the 
funds will be spent on highway 
facilities ($5.9 billion) with little 
spent on transit ($0.3 billion).  
The Compact scenario has a 
lower capital cost ($5 billion) 
than Dispersed or Corridor, 
with most of the funds spent on 
transit facilities ($3.5 billion).

Total public costs included those for lo-
cal roadway facilities not on the 
Regional Transportation Plan, 
operations and maintenance 
costs, and reconstruction costs 
equal a total cost between $20 
and $23 billion for the region 
over the next 25 years.  Dis-
persed and Corridor scenarios 
remain the highest cost scenar-
ios both at $22.7 billion dollars, 
followed by Satellite at $20.6 
billion and Compact at $20.3 
billion.

Regional transportation infrastructure is a major cost for the metropolitan 
region, so a public policy goal is to reduce it in the preferred future.  
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Private transportation costs 

This criterion compares the alterna-
tives based on total private 
transportation costs.  As de-
fined in this study these include 
auto ownership and operating 
costs such as parking fees and 
tolls, transit fares and costs to 
business due to congestion. 

The regional travel model generated 
VMT and congestion estimates 
which were used to estimate 
fuel consumption assuming 
an average fuel economy of 
20 miles per gallon and $1.25 
per gallon.  The cost of conges-
tion to business was assumed 
to average $25 per hour.  Cur-
rent transit fares were used to 
estimate public transit costs.  
The regional model was also 
used to estimate the number of 
vehicles parking in areas with 
parking charges multiplied by 
the assumed parking cost based 
on employment density.  VMT 
on toll roads was estimated 
assuming a 10 cents per mile 
charge.  Auto ownership levels 

were estimated for each sce-
nario using the relationship of 
auto ownership to density in the 
1990 census for the Denver area.  
Number of vehicles owned was 
then multiplied by $4,538/year 
per vehicle to estimate the cost 
of vehicle ownership, including 
depreciation, insurance, interest 
on auto loans, and license and 
registration.

Total private costs for the region will 
range from $292 to $295 bil-
lion over the next 25 years. The 
bulk of this will be in the cost of 
auto ownership.  Because the 
Compact scenario has the low-
est number of vehicles owned, 
yielding the lowest auto 
ownership cost ($217 billion), 
it best meets this criterion.  
The Dispersed scenario results 
in about 52,000 more vehicles 
in 2020, and has a cost of auto 
ownership of $222 billion; the 
other two alternatives fall in be-
tween with an auto ownership 
cost of $220 billion and $219 
billion, respectively.  

Some of the variation between scenarios 
is generated by the commercial 
vehicle delay.  Compact devel-
opment, with its higher levels 
of congestion, costs $39 billion 
compared to $37 billion in the 
Dispersed scenario.  Corridor 
and Satellite scenarios are $37 
billion and $38 billion, respec-
tively.  Dispersed development 
also generates the lowest cost in 
transit fares and parking costs, 
as there are fewer transit riders 
and fewer travelers destined 
for the Denver central business 
district where parking charges 
exist.

Total private transportation costs for the 
region will range from $292 billion to $295 
billion over the next 25 years. The bulk of 
this will be the cost of auto ownership.  
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Environment

Air quality

This criterion measures the relative 
air quality of each scenario 
by comparing the amount of 
air pollutants emitted in each 
alternative.  Air quality is a key 
component in the quality of life 
in the metro area and is affected 
by both land use patterns and 
the transportation systems that 
serve the different urban form 
scenarios.  Emission levels of the 
four major air pollutants from 
mobile sources (carbon mon-
oxide or CO, small particulate 
matter or PM10, volatile organic 

compounds and nitrogen oxides 
or NOX) were estimated in tons 
per day using computer model-
ing techniques.  

Data for PM10 is for primary particu-
lates, primarily re-entrained 
road dust and diesel tailpipe 
emissions modeled using Air 
Pollution Control Division 
(APCD) emission factors.  Data 
for carbon monoxide, volatile 
organic compounds and nitro-
gen oxides are from Mobile 5a 
mobile source emission model 
runs by the APCD.  The values 
for 1995 are taken from the PM10 
and CO State Implementation 
Plans for these pollutants.

Results are expressed in percentage of 
change between 1995 and 2020.  
Carbon monoxide emissions 
are lowest in the Dispersed 
alternative (-13 percent change) 
and highest in the Satellite 
alternative (+2 percent change).  
Carbon monoxide emissions 
from motor vehicles increase 
with low to moderate speeds 
and decrease at higher speeds.   
The Dispersed alternative has 
the highest average speed in 
2020, approximately 30 percent 
higher than an average of the 
daily speeds of the other three 
alternatives.  Because the Dis-
persed alternative locates sig-
nificant population and employ-
ment activity in the fringe area 
in a dispersed pattern and adds 
significant road capacity in this 
area as well, longer and higher-
speed auto trips result in this 
alternative than in the others.  

PM10 emissions did not vary appreciably 
between the four alternatives 
because total regional VMT did 
not vary a great deal between 
them.  The Compact alternative 

  Air quality is a key component in the quality of life in the metro area and is affected by both 
land use patterns and the transportation system.  
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reveals both the smallest num-
ber of regional vehicle miles 
of travel as well the lowest 
regional emission of PM10 of 
the alternatives.  The nonattain-
ment area emission level of PM10 
is lowest in the Satellite alterna-
tive due to the greater amount 
of VMT occurring outside the 
central city area and within 
and between the larger satellite 
cities.

The emission level of VOC is lowest 
in the Dispersed alternative, 
highest in the Satellite alterna-
tive, and similar for the remain-
ing two scenarios.  Because the 
Dispersed alternative has the 
highest average vehicle speed 
as well as the greatest VMT, it 
emits the most nitrogen oxide 
pollutants.  Conversely, the 
Compact alternative has the 
lowest VMT and lowest average 
speed resulting in the lowest 
emission levels.

Water quality 

This criterion compares the levels of 
stormwater runoff loading 
entering the region’s streams 
and lakes from four different 
growth patterns.  Stormwater 
pollution has the potential to 
exceed the impacts from waste-
water treatment facilities on the 
use attainment of water bodies 
in the region. 

Runoff loading is a function of the type 
and intensity of land use.  For 
this analysis, six chemical pa-
rameters were used to compare 
the impacts on the alterna-
tives for the additional acres 
of residential and commercial 
land developed by 2020 for each 
alternative by watersheds based 
on the segments of streams 
and lakes as defined by the 
Colorado Water Quality Control 
Commission.  Using the typical 
distribution of rainfall events 
during a year, the runoff func-
tions were used to calculate the 
tons of each chemical parameter 
generated per year within each 

watershed and the impacts were 
compared to existing levels of 
stream quality for those water-
sheds where the water body 
was rated as threatened or 
worse.

Compact Development best meets the 
total load criterion by produc-
ing the smallest total amount of 
chemicals:  almost one million 
tons per year.  Even though Cor-
ridor and Satellite both consume 
250 square miles of urban land, 
the distributions produce signif-
icant differences.  Corridor adds 
an extra 30,000 tons per year of 
these chemicals to the region’s 
waterways.  The Dispersed 
alternative is a third higher than 
Compact with 1,331,000 tons.  
To partially remove the effect of 
scale between these chemicals 
and to specifically target “criti-
cal” watersheds, the second 
approach counts the number 
of use-impaired watersheds 
with significant loads for each 
parameter.  Using this approach, 
the Satellite alternative has the 
least impact on critical wa-
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tersheds since it locates more 
growth than Compact outside 
these watersheds.  The Dis-
persed alternative least achieves 
water quality goals. 

Finally the analysis looked at the 
cumulative annual amount 
of runoff into lakes, streams 
and reservoirs, expressed as a 
percent of the total amount of 
runoff which these bodies of 
water can receive.  The Compact 
Development alternative would 
generate the smallest loading 
at 998,000 tons per year, while 
the Dispersed Development 
alternative would generate an 
additional 333,000 tons per year.  
The potential impact to use-
impaired watersheds was also 
evaluated with Satellite Devel-
opment affecting 44 watersheds 
and Dispersed Development 
affecting 60.

Wastewater treatment 

2020 population and employment densi-
ties by wastewater service areas 
identified in the regional Clean 
Water Plan were converted into 
flows by assuming each person 
produces 85 gallons per day of 
wastewater and each employee 
produces 50 gallons per day 
into the existing 102 wastewater 
treatment facilities in the region.  
Projected facility flows by 
alternative were estimated and 
compared to approved design 
capacities to identify the facili-
ties requiring expansions.

The evaluation reveals a need for about 
300 million gallons of waste-
water treatment capacity to 
meet 2020 growth.  Regardless 
of development scenario, this 
requires the expansion of the 
existing system of wastewater 
treatment facilities beyond their 
approved design capacities.  
The specific expansions are gen-
erally dependent on the selected 
alternative.  The Compact alter-
native best meets this criterion 

using a scale from one for the 
most efficient use of existing 
wastewater treatment facility 
capacity and treatment to four, 
the least efficient use.  Compact 
requires 28 facility expansions 
for a total of 12 million gallons 
per day of capacity beyond 
existing design capacities, while 
the Satellite alternative will re-
quire 34 facility expansions for 
a total of 39 million gallons per 
day more capacity.  

The Corridor alternative will require 
fewer advanced wastewater 
treatment facilities, while the 
Compact alternate should 
require the fewest major facility 
expansions.  Fewer advanced 
wastewater treatment facili-
ties are needed for the corridor 
alternative (70 percent), while 
the satellite alternative requires 
82 percent of the needed facility 
expansions to be advanced. 

 Regardless of development scenario, the existing 
system of wastewater treatment facilities must expand 
in the future. 



Under any scenario, the Denver region’s water 
providers will need to develop additional supplies to 
meet the growth needs of the region.  

Water supply

This criterion evaluates the impact of 
alternative growth patterns on 
the region’s water suppliers 
by looking at service provision 
and environmental impact.  The 
need for new water supplies re-
sults in more storage reservoirs 
and stream diversions as well as 
increased costs to the residents 
of the region.  This criterion 
relates to the Service Provision 
principle which states that the 
future development pattern of 
the Denver region should take 
advantage of existing capacities 
and should be designed to allow 
future service to be provided in 
a regionally efficient manner.

For this analysis, the top 25 water sup-
pliers which provide over 97 
percent of the region’s water 
were considered.  Per capita wa-
ter demand was estimated for 
each supplier and the 2020 ex-
pected water demand was cal-
culated based upon population 
growth projections.  Information 
on safe annual yields was col-

rent supplies and a total unmet 
need of over 127,000 acre-feet 
per year.  Corridor development 
affects 54 percent of suppliers 
and 118,000 acre-feet per year of 
unmet need and Satellite devel-
opment has the lowest impact 
on major providers at 95,000 
acre-feet per year; it also affects 
the most small providers (more 
than 50 percent of the small pro-
viders would have inadequate 
supplies).

lected from a variety of sources 
to attempt to provide a uniform 
assessment of available water.  
The analysis assumes that there 
is no sharing of water supplies 
between entities in 2020.  This 
is a conservative assumption 
to provide a better representa-
tion of the effects of land use on 
existing water suppliers.  Both 
the number of suppliers with in-
adequate capacity and the total 
unmet need in 2020 are used for 
comparison.

Regardless of the alternative, the Denver 

region’s water providers will need 

to develop additional supplies 

to meet the growth needs of the 

region.  However, the location of 
that growth does have varying 
impacts on the different suppli-
ers.  

The Compact alternative results in 38 
percent of providers needing 
additional supplies totaling 
111,000 acre-feet per year while 
the Dispersed alternative results 
in 62 percent of the regional 
providers exceeding their cur-
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Open space has been identified as a critical component for 
future quality of life by the region’s citizens in all Metro 
Vision outreach efforts. 

Open Space

The provision of adequate open space 
has been identified as a critical 
component for future quality of 
life by the region’s citizens in all 
Metro Vision outreach efforts. 

The definition of open space was 
intended to be inclusive and 
recognize the variety of defini-
tions and uses of open space.  
These range from open space 
areas valued primarily for their 
natural features to those that 
have productive or recreational 
functions.  However underlying 
this inclusiveness are the no-
tions that regional open spaces 
are lands permanently protected 
from development and are large 
parcels serving multiple juris-
dictions or providing linkages 
between such parcels.

Type

This criterion evaluates both the 
amount of land and poten-
tial prime agricultural land 
consumed by each of the four 
alternatives.  Types of land, or 
landforms, were developed on 
the basis of the inherent pro-
ductivity of the soil for wild-
life habitat, forage or timber 
production.  The evaluation 
recognizes that the impact of de-
velopment on natural systems 
depends on both the amount of 
land urbanized and the location 
of urbanization. 

Natural Resources Conservation Ser-
vices maps showing the percent 
of potentially prime agricultural 
land were overlaid on the urban 
area of each alternative to deter-
mine the amount of potentially 
prime agricultural land con-
sumed by each alternative.  Sim-
ilarly, the amount of landform 
type consumed by each alterna-
tive was determined.  Much of 
the plains portion of the region 
is classified as potential prime 

agriculture land and would be 
considered prime if irrigation 
were available.  Observation of 
agricultural production to the 
east shows that center pivot 
irrigation from ground water 
may allow much of this land to 
become prime. 

The Compact scenario best meets this 
criterion and consumes the 
least amount of potentially 
prime farmland in each cat-
egory; this would be expected 
because it uses the smallest 
amount of new urban land.  
The Dispersed consumes the 
largest amount of both the best 
agricultural land and of all 
land classified as more than 40 
percent prime agricultural land.  
Corridor consumes the next 
highest amount since several 
transportation corridors lie in 
river bottoms considered prime 
agricultural land.  However if 
one includes all three catego-
ries, Satellite consumes slightly 
more of these areas in total than 
Corridor.  More significantly, 
on average Compact consumes 



only about 50 percent of the 
potentially prime farmland that 
would be expected on a propor-
tional basis. 

The evaluation of land consumption 
is difficult as it depends on 
the value placed on the differ-
ent types of land.  In terms of 
vegetative productivity, wood-
lands and habitat land would be 
considered the most valuable.  
While the Dispersed scenario 
again consumes the most area, 
the data between alternatives is 
not significantly different.  Con-
sequently,  a ranking of these 
results is not provided.

Accessibility 

This criterion gives an indication of 
the accessibility of regional 
open space in each alternative 
by examining the number and 
amount of open space areas, 
their geographic distribution, 
and the distance between a 
population and the nearest open 
space area.  It responds to the 
recognized need for recreational 
opportunities in open space 
areas accessible to all residents 
of the region and the perception 
that the acceptance of increased 
density hinges on reasonably 
accessible open space.

The locations of population growth for 
each alternative and existing or 
future open space were mapped 
for each alternative.  Public 
ownership of open space areas 
was not assumed.  Descriptions 
of non-urban lands for Com-

pact, Corridor and Satellite were 
considered open space for this 
analysis.  This analysis is also 
limited to regionally significant 
open space lands, and does not 
include neighborhood parks.

The analysis consisted of using the GIS 
to identify and measure the 
linear distance between the cen-
ter of the traffic analysis zones 
(TAZ) and the edge of that open 
space to provide a consistent 
representation of the potential 
accessibility of the open space.  
Data was developed for both 
the distance to open space by 
TAZ and the distance weighted 
by population giving the mean 
distance of an individual from 
open space.

The results of this evaluation show that 
the Satellite alternative ranks 
first as it has the lowest dis-
tances to open space.  Ninety-
five percent of the population in 
the Satellite alternative would 
be within 1.54 miles of regional 
open space.  Corridor follows 
with 95 percent of the popula-
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tion within 1.973 miles of open 
space.  Ninety-five percent of 
the population in Compact 
would be within 2.34 miles of 
open space, while in dispersed 
this increases to 3.1 miles.

Implementation

The task force recognizes that these four 
urban form alternatives are ide-
alized examples of approaches 
to regional growth.  While 
none of the four could be easily 
implemented in their current 
forms, it is important to evalu-
ate their ease of implementation 
before deciding which might be 
most desirable.  

Local government acceptance

This criterion attempts to compare 
and assess the ability of local 
governments to implement 
each alternative.  Successful 
implementation depends on the 
ability of the local governments 
to work within the alternatives 
while also adhering to their lo-
cal plans.  In addition, DRCOG 

conducted a qualitative survey 
of member jurisdictions to de-
termine which alternative was 
most consistent with their local 
plans.

Each of the four alternative maps was 
overlaid on a composite map of 
local plans to determine the to-
tal square miles of each land use 
within the urban boundary of 
the alternatives (for residential 
and commercial land uses only).  
There are 619 square miles of 
residential land and 332 square 
miles of commercial land in all 
the local comprehensive plan 
maps.

Responses from the local jurisdictions 
surveyed were tallied for each 
alternative; this result was used 
to produce the ranking order.  
Sixty-nine percent of residen-
tial and commercial zoned 
land was contained within the 
Dispersed alternative and this 
best meets this criterion.  The 
Corridor alternative had 57 
percent, Satellite had 53 percent 
and Compact only 49 percent 

making this alternative the least 
consistent with local land use 
plans.

Political feasibility

This criterion evaluates the four alter-
natives by political feasibility 
based on the potential need 
for revisions to state law.  This 
evaluation assesses the level 
of ease or difficulty placed on 
the local jurisdictions during 
implementation.  Theoretically, 
the alternative which best meets 
this criterion is the one which 
could be implemented under 
existing state laws.  Each of the 
alternatives could be implement-
ed without changing state law if 
regional and local jurisdictions 
voluntarily made decisions 
consistent with the alternative.  
However, some alternatives 
would be severely compro-
mised if only a few jurisdictions 
refused to follow the plan.

It does not appear possible to conduct 
a qualitative evaluation for 
this criterion.  Instead, a list 



of possible changes to state 
legislation was developed to 
identify tools that could be used 
for implementation.  These 
include:  requirements for local 
plan consistency, regionally 
defined urban growth boundar-
ies, consistency with local plans, 
and urban growth boundaries, 
revenue sharing, preservation of 
regional open space, economic 
development support, region-
ally significant review, urban 
services.

Based upon this evaluation, the Dis-
persed alternative would be 
the easiest to carry out and 
would require the least new 
legislation.  This alternative 
would not require local plan 
consistency and would need 
the least amount of additional 
powers to encourage implemen-

tation.  For the Compact alterna-
tive to be viable would require 
legislation for mandatory urban 
growth boundary consistency, 
local plan consistency, revenue 
sharing, and a regional open 
space policy.  

The Corridor alternative would require 
a significant amount of legis-
lation.  These powers would 
include local plan consistency, 
urban growth boundary confor-
mity, urban service areas and a 
regional open space policy.  An 
important prerequisite for this 
alternative is revenue sharing to 
discourage aggressive annexa-
tions and an economic develop-
ment support program in the 
corridor areas.  

For local jurisdictions to carry out the 
Satellite alternative, a significant 

amount of legislation would 
be needed.  This alternative 
would require a mandate on 
local plan consistency, urban 
growth boundary consistency, 
revenue sharing, urban ser-
vice areas, and a regional open 
space policy.  Additionally an 
economic development support 
program would have to be put 
into place.  

Each growth management tool was con-
sidered to see if it would signifi-
cantly help implement an alter-
native.  All of the alternatives, 
and especially the Compact 
alternative, would require the 
incorporation of local support 
and cooperation and the estab-
lishment of intergovernmental 
agreements to make them work 
to benefit all jurisdictions.

 Each of the alternatives could be implemented without changing state law if regional and local 
jurisdictions voluntarily made decisions consistent with the alternative.  However, some alternatives 
would be severely compromised if only a few jurisdictions refused to follow the plan.



  A measure of efficiency of each alternative would 
be the one with the least cost to the region.  

Comparison of costs 

This criterion compares the costs of 
providing basic infrastructure 
necessary to support the new 
residential growth occurring 
under each alternative.  A 
measure of efficiency of each 
alternative would be the one 
with the least cost to the region.  
The analysis examined only the 
capital construction costs of the 
major physical systems.  These 
include water distribution lines, 
sanitary sewer collection sys-
tems, regional and local storm 
water drainage systems, and 
local roads.  Regional facilities 
such as arterial roads, transit 
lines and water storage reser-
voirs were not considered.   

Estimates of costs per acre in current 

dollars for the specified infra-
structure built between 2000 
and 2020 were developed for 
raw land and infill development 
at both low and high densities 
for comparison.  These costs 
ranged from $46,900 per acre 
for low density infill to $93,800 
per acre for higher density on 
raw land.  The number of acres 
of each type of development 
found in each alternative were 
multiplied by the costs of each 
development to arrive at a cost 
estimate for comparison.  The 
Dispersed alternative was nota-
bly higher in cost than the other 
three alternatives.  This is likely 

due to the large amount of raw 
land developed in this alterna-
tive compared to the greater 
amounts of infill development 
in the others.  Infrastructure 
would cost $5.4 billion for the 
Dispersed alternative while the 
others are all $2.0 billion or less.  
The Compact alternative has 
the lowest costs at $1.1 billion 
because of the higher density 
and greater use of infill.  The 
Corridor and Satellite alterna-
tives are both substantially less 
than Dispersed at $2.0 billion 
and $1.6 billion respectively.   

INFRASTRUCTURE 
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Summary of Evaluation Criteria RankingsSummary of Evaluation Criteria Rankings

Criteria            Alternatives
 
 Dispersed Compact Satellite Corridor 

Land Use      
Limits amount of new urban land required 3 1 2 2 
Provides housing close to jobs 2 4 3 1 
Maximizes use of existing developed  
  infrastructure 4 1 3 2  
Promotes development in areas with
  roadway accessibility 2 4 1 3
Supports development of the CBD, other  
Urban Centers and Activity Centers 4 2 1 3
Promotes transit accessible development  
  households near transit station’s 4 1 3 2  

Jobs near transit station’s 4 1 2 3 
Provides services close to housing 4 2 1 3 
Transportation     
Minimizes vehicle travel  4 1 2 3 
Minimizes delays and congestion on   
the highway network 1 4 2 3 
Maximizes alternative mode use 4 1 2.3 2.7 
Minimizes total travel time 1 3 2 3 
Minimizes regional transportation costs 3 1.5 1.5 3.5 
Minimizes private transportation costs 2 1 3 3

* A ranking of “1” best meets the evaluation criteria



Summary of Evaluation Criteria Rankings (Cont.)Summary of Evaluation Criteria Rankings (Cont.)

Criteria            Alternatives
 
 Dispersed Compact Satellite Corridor 

Environment      
Provides for improved air quality 2.4 1.8 2.4 3 
Reduces water quality degradation from  
  stormwater runoff 4 2 1 3  
Reduces the amount of advanced       
wastewater treatment required 3 1 4 2
Provides for maximum use of water 
  supplies 4 1 2 3 
Open Space 
Amount of different landforms converted to  
  urban development, preserved, or left       
undeveloped 4 1 2 3
Relative location of open space in relation  
  to the region’s population 3 4 1 2 
Amount of open space needed to make     
  the alternatives work - - - - 
Implementation  
Costs of infrastructure development 4 1 2 3 
Consistency with  
  local plans 1 3.5 3 2 
Level of legislative change required 1 2 3 4



The Dispersed alternative was defined 
as having a gross overall density 
for new development of 2,500 
people per square mile, slightly 
higher than the density of new 
development during the 1980s.  
Both Corridor and Satellite 
maintained the existing overall 
density of the urban area with 
new growth occurring at the 
present 3,600 people per square 
mile.  Compact relied more 
on infill and redevelopment, 
increasing the overall density of 
the urban area to 4,100 people 
or a density comparable to older 
neighborhoods in the region.  In 
all of these alternatives, about 
two-thirds of the 2020 housing 
stock already exists and remains 
predominantly single-family 
detached.  The distributions 
of population developed for 
these alternatives showed that 
density will not be uniform 
throughout the region, but 
some increase in density in ap-
propriate locations is needed to 
provide a diversity of housing 
types.

Following the completion of the alter-
native evaluation process, the 
task force attempted to step 
back from the individual criteria 
and develop a synthesis of the 
significant conclusions.

Land Use

Density and land consumption

The alternatives were defined, in part, 
by their density and land 
consumption, both significant 
variables that determine fac-
tors such as the potential loss of 
open space, the ability to serve 
development with alternative 
modes of travel and the extent 
of new infrastructure required 
to support the expected popu-
lation.  The population and 

employment distributions 
developed for the alternatives 
highlights the incremental 
nature of the change to 2020.  
The distributions started with 
the existing and committed land 
use and population expected 
by the year 2000, substantially 
reducing the amount of ad-
ditional growth.  This suggests 
that policy changes intended 
to move development patterns 
away from current trends are 
likely not fully reflected in 
the 2020 modeling due to the 
relatively small increment of 
change.  Change in trend rather 
than absolute change is prob-
ably the most significant result 
coming from the alternative 
analysis.  
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The significant capacity of the existing 
urban area to absorb growth 
was also demonstrated.  While 
some infill occurred in all alter-
natives due to the higher value 
given to transit station areas and 
Urban Centers; with the excep-
tion of the Denver CBD in the 
Compact alternative, it was not 
necessary to increase densities 
in any alternative above those 
of the existing development.  
However, the task force believes 
that a slightly higher den-

sity than in the past is needed 
for the following reasons: to 
encourage mixed-use develop-
ment that is pedestrian oriented 
and supports transit; to improve 
the jobs/housing balance; to 
increase the supply of afford-
able housing; to encourage 
alternative housing design; to 
place housing closer to services 
such as shopping; to make more 
efficient use of existing infra-
structure; to allow for infill 
and redevelopment with their 
corresponding advantages of 
supporting transit and utilizing 
infrastructure capacity; and to 
allow for open space preserva-
tion.  

In addition, increased emphasis needs 
to be placed on the jobs/hous-
ing balance, in developing 
significant urban centers and 
in educating the public on the 
issue of density. 

The Dispersed alternative in particular 
consumed more land than was 
necessary or desirable, result-
ing in high VMT, high envi-
ronmental impact and costly 
expansion of infrastructure.  In 
contrast, the Compact alterna-
tive was found to be too dense, 
particularly in the Denver CBD, 
resulting in unacceptable effects 
on congestion and air quality 
in the modeling results.  While 
more information is needed to 
correctly model the effects of 
Compact Development, it ap-
pears that employment growth 
in particular was too high in 
Compact in downtown Denver.  
This increases congestion in the 
CBD and does not leave enough 
employment for other regional 
Urban Centers to develop 
them as transit destinations.  A 
slightly higher density than in 
1990 results in land consump-
tion between the Compact and 
Corridor or Satellite alterna-
tives, for a total urban area in 
2020 of about 700 square miles.

Increased emphasis needs to be placed on the job/hous-
ing balance, in developing significant urban centers and 
in educating the public about density.

MULTI-FAMILY 
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Infill and redevelopment

While all alternatives were given very 
modest premiums for transit 
station locations and Urban 
Centers, their effects at the 
traffic analysis zone level (the 
smallest geographic unit) were 
largely indistinguishable.  As 
an example, no suburban traf-
fic zone increased in density 
enough to be classified as urban 
by the transportation model.  
This occurred in part as only a 
portion of a zone tended to fall 
within a station area, such that 
the density increases tended 
to be lost in the whole zone.  
Also, with the exception of 
the Denver CBD in Compact, 
no area required redevelop-
ment and increased densities to 
absorb the population required 
by the forecast control totals.  
This suggests that extensive 
opportunities exist for infill 
and redevelopment within the 
existing urban area if public re-
sistance can be overcome.  Infill 
can provide significant benefits 
in infrastructure costs and sup-

port for transit, but also needs 
to occur at realistic densities and 
with high quality design.  Public 
policy decisions with incentives 
and disincentives are needed 
to achieve higher densities and 
quality infill, redevelopment 
and new development.

Urban Centers and the Denver CBD

While Urban Centers are a central 
component in three of the 
alternatives, they need to be 
better defined and their density 
increased to become significant 
land uses and destinations of 
trips.  This can occur for a lim-
ited number of Urban Centers 
largely by shifting jobs from the 
Denver CBD, as in the Compact 
alternative.  A moderate CBD 
goal of 40,000 to 60,000 addi-
tional jobs would allow 60,000 
to 40,000 jobs to be moved to 
support three or four Urban 

Centers.  To be successful, urban 
centers need a minimum of 
20,000 jobs within a relatively 
confined area.  With the Denver 
CBD as the regional core, Urban 
Centers could develop along 
I-25, in the Southeast or South-
west corridors, at Stapleton 
International Airport and Gate-
way Park and/or at Highlands 
Ranch.  An urban center should 
be located along or at the end 
of any mass transit corridor 
that is developed to encour-
age the success.  Within these 
parameters, flexibility may be 
needed in defining Urban Cen-
ters to allow for local applica-
tions.

As was already mentioned, the Den-
ver CBD did not function well 
in the Compact alternative 
with growth of 100,000 jobs.  It 
should have a more moderate 
employment goal of adding 

While Urban Centers are a central component in three of the alternatives, they 
need to be better defined and their density increased to become significant land uses 
and destinations of trips.  



40,000 to 60,000 jobs.  Additional 
housing is needed in the CBD 
to move toward a better jobs/
housing balance, although hous-
ing increases in the four alterna-
tives were not large enough to 
result in significant effects in 
travel patterns in the transporta-
tion model.  A greater variety 
of housing types and prices are 
needed in the CBD to contrib-
ute to an effective jobs/housing 
balance.

Free-standing (satellite) communities

The task force found that the term “sat-
ellite” was a poor descriptor of 
those communities beyond the 
edge of the existing urbanized 
area; thus the term “free-stand-
ing community” was adopted 
to describe a place physically 
separated from the metro core 
by non-urban land which has 
a significant job base and com-
munity resources.  These com-
munities have the advantages of 
dispersed growth and density, a 
jobs/housing balance, services 
close to residents, smaller scale 
Urban Centers and a commu-

nity identity.  However, because 
Free-standing communities 
require infrastructure capacity 
and transportation access, only 
a few areas are reasonable can-
didates for such development, 
including Boulder, Longmont, 
Castle Rock and Brighton.  To 
remain free-standing they will 
need to maintain their physical 
separation from the urban area 
through open space controls 
and urban growth boundaries.

To remain free-standing, communities  will need to maintain their physical separation from the urban area 
through open space  and urban growth boundaries.
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Transportation

Congestion and travel

Travel patterns reflect the land use in 
each alternative and the result-
ing transportation systems are 
developed to serve those land 
use patterns.  While significant 
concern has been expressed 
about the current ability to fully 
reflect transportation responses 
to land use changes, and the 
likely changes in individual 
behavior that would result, 
major differences do appear in 
the results between alternatives.  
The transportation systems in 
each alternative were defined to 
be significantly different in both 
extent and mode.  Dispersed 
represented a continued empha-
sis on roads, nearly doubling 
the amount of regional road-
ways.  On the other extreme, 
Compact put an emphasis on 
light rail development in a 
modified grid pattern to serve 
the Denver CBD and between 
suburban areas.  Corridor bal-
ances transportation investment 

between roads and light rail in 
the existing transportation cor-
ridors in a radial pattern, while 
Satellite developed a commuter 
rail system using existing tracks 
to serve a number of the pro-
posed Satellites.

As might be expected, the Dispersed 
alternative was most successful 
in maintaining today’s level of 
congestion and speeds on the 
roadway system.  While VMT 
increased the most in Dispersed, 
the near doubling of road mile-
age largely accommodated this 
increase.  While all alternatives 
showed significant increases 
in VMT, Compact produced 
significantly less than Dispersed 
as well as less VMT per capita.  
However with limited increases 
in road capacity, increases in 
VMT in Compact resulted in 
both increased congestion and 
increased travel time, though 
continued refinements in the 
transportation model somewhat 
reduced the level of congestion.  
However, limiting roadway in-
vestment will result in increased 

congestion and the diversion of 
traffic onto regional arterials as 
highways become more con-
gested.

Given that all alternatives show sig-
nificant increases in VMT, 
additional measures will be 
needed to limit VMT growth.  
The Denver CBD in particu-
lar will require management 
measures and disincentives to 
the single-occupant vehicle to 
meet air quality goals, but such 
measures are desirable region-
wide to limit the growth in VMT.  
None of the alternatives included 
transportation demand manage-
ment measures which could be 
expected to be most effective in 
alternatives where alternatives 
to single-occupant vehicles are 
available.  It is also likely that 
additional investment in roads in 
alternatives other than Dispersed 
would increase capital costs to 
the level of the Dispersed option 
and thus reduce congestion in 
those alternatives too.
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dor through the use of circulator 
and feeder systems.  Modeling 
results also clearly show the 
need for mixed use centers and 
increased densities at rail station 
locations to support transit.

Non-motorized modes (bicycling and 
walking) showed a greater in-
crease in use in the alternatives 
than motorized modes.  Com-
pact had the greatest increase; 
this could be further increased 
by more effectively developing 
mixed use and higher densities 
at station locations and in Urban 
Centers.  Non-motorized modes 
reduce vehicle trips more than 
vehicle miles, but by avoiding 
vehicle starts and stops, it can 
have a positive effect on air 
pollution.  Sub-regional mea-
sures best encourage the use of 
non-motorized modes, includ-
ing the development of mixed-
use activity centers and careful 
site design.

The E-470 portion of the beltway seems 
to be ready for construction, so 
should be included in the Vision 
Framework.  While a regional 
beltway could serve as a truck 
bypass, offer access to the new 
airport and enable suburb-to-
suburb travel, model results 
suggest that use of a complete 
beltway is dependent upon 
increased congestion on other 
roadways.  The task force is 
concerned that beltways would 
encourage low-density develop-
ment on the edge of metropoli-
tan area.  Access along beltways 
should, therefore, be limited to 
isolated nodes of development 
to both increase densities and to 
maintain the beltway’s trans-
portation functions.

Transit system effectiveness

All alternatives showed significant 
transit ridership increases, 
though the increase was twice 
as great in the Compact alterna-
tive as in the others.  While a 
variety of transit networks were 
developed in the alternatives, a 
majority of transit use was for 
commutes into the Denver CBD.  
For other centers to be success-
ful in attracting transit use, 
densities and total activity need 
to approach those of downtown 
Denver.  Mixed use activities 
in centers at the ends of transit 
lines would also increase rider-
ship and provide for two-way 
traffic flows.  

The major investment studies now 
underway in three corridors 
should be the backbone of 
future transit efforts and should 
include the modeling of land 
use changes needed to sup-
port the mode chosen for each 
corridor.  In addition, the bus 
system needs to be adjusted to 
support rail transit in any corri-

  The major investment studies now 
underway in three corridors should be 
the backbone of future transit efforts 
and should include the modeling of 
land use changes needed to support the 
mode chosen for each corridor. 



Costs

Transportation costs in any alternative 
are huge, with private costs 
greatly outweighing public 
capital costs.  Auto ownership 
represents the vast majority of 
private transportation costs, 
with commercial vehicle delays 
being the other significant 
component.  While significant 
additional work is desired in 
estimating cost,  Compact and 
Satellite have lower public 
costs due to decreased highway 
spending.  Transit investment 
also provides more potential 
capacity than highway invest-
ment although the challenge is 
still to convince people to use 
public transit.

Environment

Air quality

Air quality results are directly related 
to changes in congestion, speed 
and VMT.  While the region 
has traditionally focused on 
reducing CO, this pollutant 
is expected to meet air qual-
ity standards as a result of 
improved technologies and 
turnover of the automobile fleet.  
However PM10 and NOx appear 
to be significant problems in 
all alternatives, and additional 
control measures will be needed 
to reach air quality standards.  
Strategies for the control of PM10 
and NOx differ from CO as 
these pollutant levels increase 
with vehicle speed.  Conse-
quently, the advantages of the 
Dispersed alternative in main-
taining speeds and reducing CO 
could be offset by higher levels 
of NOx.  Subregional effects also 
need to be considered,  since 
population and job density 
increases without changes in 
travel behavior will lead to in-

The capital costs of new transportation 
facilities were not constrained in 
any of the alternatives but also 
were not kept constant across 
the alternatives.  Some of the 
negative characteristics of the 
lower cost alternatives (Com-
pact and Satellite) might have 
been mitigated by assuming 
additional improvements but 
still keeping the costs consistent 
with the more expensive alter-
natives. 

Reducing long-term VMT growth is the fundamental 
strategy for achieving better air quality by reducing  
the number and the length of trips. 
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creased concentrations of PM10 
and CO.  Density per se does 
not lead to improvements in 
air quality, but must be accom-
panied by mixed use develop-
ment, design improvements 
and use of alternative modes 
accessibility.

Reducing long-term VMT growth is 
the fundamental strategy for 
achieving better air quality by 
reducing the need for the num-
ber and the length of trips.  A 
combination of land use, trans-
portation capacity and trans-
portation demand management 
strategies are needed to success-
fully reduce VMT growth and 
improve air quality.  Density 
increases may also allow for the 
focused application of mitiga-
tion strategies in specific areas.  
These strategies also need to 
include localized improvements 
such as improved site design 
and mixed use opportunities.  

Water supply

Modeling results show the need for 
additional water supplies in all 
the alternatives, suggesting the 
need for intense water conser-
vation efforts.  The Dispersed al-
ternative locates more growth in 
areas without additional water 
supply while in the Compact al-
ternative only 10 suppliers will 
need to find additional supplies.  
Water considerations need to in-
clude both quality and quantity 
and need to be approached on 
a regional basis as water supply 
sharing will minimize the ad-
ditional amount needed.

Wastewater

Growth in the region will also require 
additional wastewater treat-
ment capacity.  The results 
of the wastewater evaluation 
largely reflect using existing 
sewer capacity, with Compact 
maximizing the use of exist-
ing systems.  Both Dispersed 
and Satellite alternatives locate 
significant new development in 
areas without existing capacity, 

Modeling results show the need for 
additional water supplies in all the 
alternatives, suggesting the need for 
intense water conservation efforts.
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substantially increasing the cost 
of treatment.  It should be noted 
that the regional costs for ad-
ditional wastewater treatment 
capacity are well below other 
public costs considered in the 
alternatives analysis.

Stormwater runoff

Stormwater runoff results reflect the 
amount of disturbed land and 
paved or covered surfaces 
expected in each alternative.  
Due to its larger land consump-
tion, the Dispersed alternative 
has significantly higher runoff 
impacts with more runoff pro-
duced and the potential to affect 
a higher number of already 
impaired watersheds.  While all 
development should employ the 
best stormwater management 
practices, the greater volume 
and extent of runoff from Dis-
persed will make these controls 
more difficult and expensive.

General Findings

Several broad themes are evident 
throughout the evaluation 
results.  

•The first is that the Dispersed alterna-
tive is undesirable for a number 
of reasons, including cost, land 
consumption, increased VMT 
and environmental impact.  

•Second, the Compact alternative has 
the lowest cost and minimizes 
the environmental impacts 
of future growth, but could 
encounter public resistance to 
strategies that increase density 
and mixed use developments.  
(Significant costs are also part 

of any alternative and a major-
ity are private costs.  Additional 
research needs to be done on the 
cost evaluations.)  

•Finally, any strategy to reduce VMT, 
increase transit use and improve 
air quality needs to be a combi-
nation of land use, transporta-
tion and other measures that 
will have both short- and long-
term implications.  

•The evaluation results demonstrate 
that if the direction of the trends 
can be changed, then more 
significant results could be ex-
pected in the longer term. 

Growth in the region will also require additional wastewater treatment capacity.  
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Recommendations for the 
21st century
Recommendations for the 
21st century

This framework defines the major 
features of the regional plan 
for land use, transportation, 
environment and open space.  
These features provide a guide 
and a measure of progress 
as the region considers ques-
tions associated with growth 
and quality of life in the years 
ahead, such as:   Where will new 
residents live and work?  How 
will people move from place to 
place?  What Urban Centers will 
develop and how?  What lands 
will remain as open space?  And 
what should be done to ensure 
a high quality of life for future 
generations?

The Vision Framework defines a region with an average density slightly higher than the present.  Several free-standing communi-
tĐ
distĐ
urban coĐ
form as well as protect important environmental features.

The Vision Framework defines a region 
with an average density slightly 
higher than the present.  Sev-
eral free-standing communities 
will remain separate from the 
urban core and become job and 
commercial centers.  Along with 
a vital Denver central business 
district, the existing urban areas 
will absorb a significant share of 
regional growth through infill 

and redevelopment.  Within the 
urban core, a limited number of 
intense, mixed use centers will 
develop along transit corridors.  
Open space will help define the 
urban form as well as protect 
important environmental fea-
tures.
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Growth and Development 

Extent of urban development

The growth of the region should take 
place within an urban area 
of no more than 700 square 
miles.  The physical growth 
of the region would reflect the 
expected population growth, at 
a 50 percent rate between 1990 
and 2020.  The average density 
of the region would increase 
from a level of 3,600 persons 
per square mile of urban land 
in 1990 to 3,900 in 2020.  If all of 
this growth were to take place 
on the 200 square miles of new 
urbanized land, the incremental 
density would be 4,500 persons 
per square mile.  However, it is 
expected that over 20 percent of 
the population and employment 
growth will be located in infill 
and redeveloped areas.

Figure 5 illustrates the amount of new 
development proposed for addi-
tion.  The circle contains an area 
of 200 square miles.  The exist-
ing urban area in 1990 is shown, 

which totaled about 500 square 
miles.  “Urban” on this map 
includes all residential areas 
served by public water and sew-
er as well as commercial, office 
and industrial areas, local parks 
and major public uses such as 
Buckley Air National Guard 
base and Rocky Flats.  The new 
urban area by 2020 would also 
include residential and employ-
ment areas as well as the public 
sites needed to service the new 
population.

The existing communities of Boulder, 
Brighton, Longmont and Castle 
Rock will remain free-stand-
ing.  That is, they will be buff-
ered from the major urban area 
by non-urban and open space 
lands, will have their own em-
ployment bases and will meet 
most of the social and cultural 
needs of their residents.  Each 
could conceivably approach 
a population of 100,000 by 
2020, growing from their 1994 
populations of 90,000 (Boulder, 
including Gunbarrel), 58,000 
(Longmont), 18,000 (Brighton) 

and 18,000 (Castle Rock, includ-
ing Castle Pines).  To reach the 
regional average of 1.42 jobs per 
households, each free-standing 
community would require a 
supply of 56,000 jobs.

To define and map the physical location 
of the expected growth, DRCOG 
will work with sub-regional 
groups of local governments 
and other stakeholders.  Within 
the parameters defined by the 
Vision Framework, these sub-
regional groups will identify the 
lands expected to urbanized by 
2020.  The map on the following 
page compares the urbanized 
area in 1990 with a single area of 
200 square miles.  It is intended 
to illustrate the amount of new 
urbanized area expected by 
2020.
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Such a boundary would define those 
lands suited for urban develop-
ment. Changes to the boundary 
would be considered periodi-
cally, consistent with the Vision 
Framework and the principles 
of Metro Vision 2020, including 
increased densities, mixed use 
development, urban centers and 
efficient use of infrastructure. 
A number of mechanisms are 
possible for implementing such 
a boundary, including state 
legislation and local intergov-
ernmental agreements.

be identified and included on 
the regional plan map.

• Critical open space needed to buffer 
the free-standing communities 
will be identified, as well as 
buffers within the urban area 
to define other communities, to 
preserve waterways and other 
key environmental features and 
to provide recreational opportu-
nities.

• Farmland should be identified as a 
valuable resource to the region 
and as an integral part of the 
region’s heritage and economic 
and cultural diversity.  Farm-
land also provides a scenic and 
environmental benefit and is a 
part of the region’s “working 
landscape.”  Viable farmlands 
of national or state significance 
should be mapped and pro-
tected as the region grows.  In 
addition to land use actions, 
other steps (for example, sup-
port activities like grain storage 
or stockyards) will be needed to 
maintain a viable agricultural 
economy.

Open space 

As noted in Metro Vision Principle 9, 
open space is important “to 
conserve and protect important 
natural resources, to provide 
for the physical and aesthetic 
enjoyment of the out-of-doors, 
to shape the region’s pattern of 
growth and development, to 
preserve the region’s agricul-
tural resources, and to protect 
prominent features such as the 
visual backdrop of the Rocky 
Mountain Front Range.”  A 
regional open space system 
should be developed as part of 
the regional plan, and should 
include the following compo-
nents:

• Environmental constraints identi-
fied in the principles and poli-
cies report shown as protected 
lands on the regional develop-
ment plan map.

• Open space connections between re-
gional open space areas desired 
for preservation and trails will 

A regional open space system should be devel-
oped as part of the regional plan.
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A critical element of the final plan will be four or five major Urban 
Centers in addition to downtown Denver and the cores of the three 
free-standing communities. 

DRCOG staff should work with the 
member governments to iden-
tify areas with the potential to 
achieve this level of activity and 
propose initial locations to the 
Board.  A set of criteria will be 
developed to assist in this iden-
tification.  These centers will be 
evaluated on a regular basis to 
determine if they are achiev-
ing the development needed to 
become true Urban Centers or 
if other locations should be con-
sidered.  Both DRCOG and the 
community would be expected 
to commit to actions needed 
to support and encourage the 
center.

The intent of the Vision Framework is to 
designate a limited number of 
Urban Centers with incentives 
and responsibilities for their de-
velopment.  Incentives include 
recognition by DRCOG of the 
importance of these and inclu-
sion of them in regional trans-
portation plans so transit and 
highway access can be devel-
oped to support their growth.  
Local communities would be 
responsible for the land use and 
zoning changes necessary to 
ensure the development of the 
urban centers and to make the 
capital improvement commit-
ments reinforcing the Urban 
Center as the city’s primary 
location for high-density, mixed-
use development.

Urban centers

A critical element of the final plan will 
be four or five major Urban 
Centers in addition to the 
Denver CBD and the cores of 
the four free-standing com-
munities.  As the second tier of 
a hierarchy of centers ranging 
from neighborhood centers to 
downtown Denver, these cen-
ters should contain a minimum 
of 20,000 jobs within an area of 
two square miles (approximate-
ly 0.80 mile radius) at sufficient 
densities to support transit.  The 
center should contain a variety 
of housing with higher densities 
than the regional average.  Each 
center should be located on the 
regional transit system and be 
the focus of its own transporta-
tion network-including transit, 
pedestrian and bicycle systems.
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The Denver CBD is identified in the 
principles and policies as the 
region’s core and will remain a 
major focus of the transporta-
tion system and the location 
for major land uses serving the 
entire region, such as cultural, 
educational, recreational and 
entertainment facilities.

Subarea growth forecasts

Growth forecasts for areas below the 
regional level are one way to 
quantify the goals and objec-
tives of the development plan.  
They describe not only the 
projections of current trends but 
also the effect of policies such 
as the creation of new Urban 
Centers.

Five subareas of the region have been 
defined (Shown in Figure 6):  
the Denver Central Business 
District, a developed central 
urban area, a suburban area 
of lower density, free-stand-
ing communities, and a rural 
area.  The map in Figure 6 is 
only used for forecast purposes 

and does not define the extent 
of urban development.  The 
framework defines the expected 
household and employment 
forecasts for each of these areas.  
The table following the map 
summarizes these forecasts.

Denver CBD

To remain the region’s core, the CBD 
will add 50,000 jobs (7.7 percent 
of regional growth) between 
1990 and 2020 and 20,000 house-
holds (4.4 percent).

Central urban area

The central urban area includes com-
munities such as Englewood, 
Wheat Ridge, Glendale and 
Denver.  It also includes the 
older portions of Aurora, Com-
merce City, Arvada and Lake-
wood. While this area has seen 
population and employment de-
clines in the past, it is important 
that the area continue to be a 
vital part of the urban fabric.  In 
addition, it contains some major 
infill parcels such as Lowry and 

Stapleton and many smaller 
parcels suitable for infill.  This 
area is expected to add 65,000 
households (14.6 percent) and 
100,000 jobs (15.5 percent).

Suburban area

The suburban area includes communi-
ties such as Louisville, Lafay-
ette, Erie, Superior, Broomfield, 
Westminster, Thornton, North-
glenn, Littleton, Greenwood Vil-
lage and Parker.  It also includes 
the newer areas of Arvada, 
Commerce City, Aurora, and 
Lakewood.  More than half of 
the growth of the region is ex-
pected to occur in the suburban 
area of the region.  Metro house-
hold growth of 260,000 and 
employment growth of 374,000 
jobs between 1990 and 2020 will 
represent about 60 percent of 
the total growth of the region.  
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Free-standing communities

As noted earlier, the four free-standing 
communities are expected to 
each approach 100,000 popu-
lation by 2020, growing from 
86,000 households (1990), to a 
total of 160,000 households.  To 
be balanced communities, the 
total number of jobs in the free-
standing communities would be 
224,000 in 2020 or 110,000 new 
jobs.

Rural

The rural area includes the communi-
ties of Bennett, Byers, Strasburg 
and Deer Trail on the eastern 
plains, Larkspur in the south 
and the mountain communi-

ties of Nederland, Black Hawk, 
Central City, Idaho Springs and 
Georgetown.  This area is ex-
pected to reach a population of 
90,000 and an employment level 
of 20,000 by 2020, with most of 
this development occurring in 
the towns.

Transportation

The Vision Framework for 2020 should 
address the general characteris-
tics of the regional transporta-
tion system; describe the prior-
ity the system will place on each 
of the applicable transportation 
modes; describe the services to 
be provided in different parts of 
the region, including important 
regional centers; and describe 
the strategies by which mobil-

ity should be enhanced for each 
applicable mode.

Transportation system goals and poli-
cies

The goals for the transportation element 
of the Vision Framework are:

• Provide accessibility and mobility 
for people and goods; and

• Enhance the quality of life available 
in the region; and

• Minimize adverse effects on the 
natural and man-made environ-
ment.

To support these overall goals, the 
recommended transportation 
framework should be based on 
policies which:

• Plan transportation facilities to 
respond to the travel demands 
from the regionally adopted 
development scenario;

The goals for the transportation element of the Vision Framework are:
• Improve accessibility and mobility for people and goods; 
• Enhance the quality of life available in the region; and• Minimize adverse effects on the natural and man-made 

environment.
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Metro Vision Analysis AreaMetro Vision Analysis Area

Free-standing

Free-standing

Free-standing

Suburban

Central Urban

CBD

Rural

Rural
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Figure 6



 Analysis area CBD Central Suburban       Free-standing Rural Total
       
 1990      
   Population 9,400 821,071 790,862 188,875 48,800 1,859,008
   Households 6,516 343,566 299,425 74,041 18,719 742,267
   Employment 107,156 510,642 307,845 113,684 9,299 1,048,626
       
 2020      
   Population 39,400 939,071 1,325,529 375,000 90,000 2,769,000
   Households 26,516 408,566 557,158 160,041 36,719 1,189,000
   Employment 157,156 610,642 674,118 223,684 28,400 1,694,000
       
 Change      
   Population 30,000 118,000 534,667 186,125 41,200 909,992
   Households 20,000 65,000 257,733 86,000 18,000 446,733
   Employment 50,000 100,000 366,273 110,000 19,101 645,374
       
 Annual Growth 90-20     
   Population 4.89% 0.45% 1.74% 2.31% 2.06% 1.34%
   Households 4.79% 0.58% 2.09% 2.60% 2.27% 1.58%
   Employment 1.28% 0.60% 2.65% 2.28% 3.79% 1.61%
       
 Share of Growth     
   Population 3% 13% 59% 20% 5% 100%
   Households 4% 15% 58% 19% 4% 100%
   Employment 8% 15% 57% 17% 3% 100%

Subarea Growth ForcastsSubarea Growth Forcasts



• Support development only in areas 
where sufficient multi-modal 
transportation systems can be 
provided;

• Provide multimodal options to ma-
jor destinations such as regional 
shopping centers, business 
districts, and airports;

• Give priority to maintenance, opera-
tions, safety, and management 
improvements for existing 
facilities to protect previous 
investments, with emphasis on 
techniques to manage, adapt, 
reconstruct and reconfigure the 
region’s existing transportation 
system to better use available 
capacity;

• Provide alternative travel modes to 
serve suburb-to-suburb travel 
needs;

• Implement rapid transit to reduce 
vehicle miles traveled and the 
need for additional roadway 
capacity;

• Select rapid transit corridors which 
have potential for densities 
sufficient to support rapid 
transit service.  Additionally, 
local governments should be 
encouraged to use zoning and 
land development techniques, 
including infill and redevelop-
ment, to create higher density 
mixed uses around committed 
rapid transit stations and to give 
priority to rapid transit proj-
ects where local actions such as 
land development agreements 
and zoning actions encourage 
transit-supportive development 
patterns;

• Ensure that rapid transit compo-
nents are coordinated and inter-
connected;

• Improve connections at intermo-
dal passenger facilities serving 
long-distance travel, such as 
Denver International Airport 
(DIA) and Denver Union Termi-
nal;

• Encourage private and public transit 
connections between the region 
and recreational sites through-
out the state;

• Pursue projects and policies which 
improve commercial vehicle 
movement and intermodal 
freight facilities;

• Maintain adequate aviation capacity 
at DIA and the other regional 
system airports; 

• Seek additional funding, through 
use of innovative local and 
private techniques, to ensure 
that needed surface transporta-
tion facilities and services are 
provided;

• As part of the implementation 
process, identify transportation 
demand management strategies 
necessary to maintain or reduce 
per capita vehicle miles of travel 
per day;
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• Establish an incentive program with-
in the transportation planning 
process to give preference (but 
not a prerequisite) to transporta-
tion projects which support in-
creased density, the development 
of urban centers, infill develop-
ment, mixed use development 
and better air quality;

• Encourage local governments to 
consider alternative mode trans-
portation when making develop-
ment approvals;

Without sufficient land-use controls, the 
construction of regionally-sig-
nificant highway facilities could 
jeopardize the regional growth 
plan recommended in the Vision 
Framework.  Any capacity-add-
ing general-purpose highway 
lane miles of a regional nature 
will be included in the 2020 
Regional Transportation Plan 
only if sufficient implementation 
measures are adopted to assure 
that development in the area of 
influence will be consistent with 
the regional plan.

System Description

Rapid transit

The Vision Framework should build 
on the network of rapid transit 
facilities already constructed in 
the region.  The primary focus 
of rail transit in the Vision 
Framework should be the Den-
ver Central Business District 
CBD, with secondary focus on 
other Urban Centers.  Stations 
should be designed to allow 
convenient transfers for travel-
ers.  The Central Corridor Light 
Rail Project has been construct-
ed to serve as the centerpiece 
of a rail rapid transit system.  
The recently opened North I-25 
Bus/High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV) lanes are well suited to 
serve as the initial segment of a 
Bus/HOV system for a portion 
of the north metropolitan area, 
including the north and north-
west corridors to Boulder.  

Rapid transit corridors recommended 
for the Vision Framework are:

• Southwest Corridor light rail transit 
line from Broadway at I-25 to 
Mineral Avenue at Santa Fe 
Drive.  A future extension to 
Highlands Ranch should be 
considered.

• West Corridor line from the Denver 
CBD along a general corridor 
between Colfax and Alameda 
Avenue to the Federal Center 
and/or downtown Golden.  The 
rapid transit mode, alignment, 
and exact western terminus 
of the corridor should be left 
unspecified pending the results 
of an ongoing Major Investment 
Study (MIS) in the corridor.

• Southeast Corridor from the Denver 
CBD southeast generally follow-
ing South I-25 to the southeast 
employment center area and 
including I-225 from   I-25 to 
Parker Road.  The rapid tran-
sit mode, alignment and exact 
southeastern terminus of the 
corridor should be left unspeci-



 The primary focus of rail transit in the Vision Framework should be the Denver 
Central Business District, with secondary focus on other Urban Centers. 

fied pending the results of an 
ongoing MIS study in the cor-
ridor.

• East Corridor from the Denver CBD 
east in the vicinity of I-70 to 
DIA and/or Aurora.  The rapid 
transit mode, corridor terminus 
and alignment should be left 
unspecified pending the results 
of an ongoing MIS study in the 
corridor.

• I-225 Corridor north from I-25, con-
necting with the East Corridor 
rapid transit line paralleling I-
70.  Rapid transit in this corridor 
would improve rapid-transit 
service between the southeast 
metro area, the southeast em-
ployment center area, Aurora, 
and DIA.

• North Corridor along I-25 to 120th 
Avenue.

• Northwest Corridor along US-36 
northwest to the City of Boul-
der.

The additional rapid transit lines, out-
lined below, are recommended 
for inclusion with consideration 
given to supportive densities, 
land use mix, and urban center 
locations to be defined during 
refinement of the 2020 plan:

• North Jefferson County Corridor 
from the Denver CBD generally 
along the west I-70 and Burling-
ton Northern railroad serving 
the cities of Arvada, Wheat 
Ridge, and Golden,

• Cherry Creek/Aurora Corridor 
from the Denver CBD generally 
along the Cherry Creek/Parker 
Road/Alameda corridor to the 
City of Aurora, and

• South Jefferson County Corridor 
branching from the South-

west Corridor generally along 
Hampden and Wadsworth to 
the Southwest Plaza area.

Front Range commuter rail connec-
tions should be included in 
the framework connecting the 
Denver core with free-standing 
communities such as Boulder, 
Longmont, Brighton, and Castle 
Rock, as well as other Front 
Range communities such as Fort 
Collins, Greeley, and Colorado 
Springs.
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Other transit

The RTD bus network should  support 
the development characteristics 
and objectives of the Vision 
Framework.  Local fixed route 
service should be concentrated 
in the higher density portions 
of the urban area which are 
primarily developed with a 
grid street pattern; paratransit 
services and other similar de-
mand-response services should 
be considered to provide local 
service in lower density subur-
ban and rural areas.  Until rapid 
transit service is implemented, 
Regional and Express routes 
should continue in a manner 
consistent with current service, 
focused on major Urban Centers 
such as the Denver CBD.  Local 
fixed-route bus service should 
not be provided outside of the 
future urban area.

Bus service should be designed to feed 
the rapid transit system stations 
and to shuttle persons between 
rapid transit stations and nearby 
activity destinations.  Regional 
bus service should be provided 
between the region’s free-
standing communities such as 
Boulder, Castle Rock, Brighton, 
and Longmont, and from the 
free-standing communities to 
the rapid transit system.

The rapid transit system should be 
supplemented with corridor 
bus service for circumferential 
or suburb-to-suburb trips.  Such 
corridor bus services should 
form part of the framework 
within which paratransit servic-
es are offered.  Such paratransit 
service should include services 
to and from park-n-ride lots and 
bus transfer stations.

In the short term, bus system resources 
should be concentrated in the 
future rapid transit corridors 
to develop transit patronage.  
Feeder routes to the rapid tran-
sit corridors and routes along 
higher density urban corridors 
should also be targeted for im-
proved services and bus priority 
treatments to improve travel 
speeds and bus operations.

In order to reduce traffic congestion and 
preserve environmental quality 
in the mountain I-70 corridor, 
public and private paratransit 
and bus service should be in-
stituted to provide high-speed, 
convenient connection between 
the metropolitan area and 
mountain recreational destina-
tions.  Intermodal transfer facili-
ties should be built to facilitate 
multimodal travel between 
the metropolitan area and the 
mountainous destinations.  The 
state should undertake a Major 
Investment Study in the moun-
tainous I-70 corridor, from the 
western edge of the Denver ur-
ban area to Glenwood Springs, 

Bus service should be designed to feed the rapid transit system stations and to shuttle 
persons between rapid transit stations and nearby activity destinations. 



to better define longer-range 
improvements and funding 
responsibilities.

Regional beltways

The Vision Framework supports the 
construction of E-470 and plan-
ning for the completion of a 
regional beltway designed for 
transportation purposes such as 
access to DIA and to provide for 
suburb-to-suburb trips.  Such a 
facility:

• Should be multi-modal through 
reservation of right-of-way for 
alternative modes,

• Should be a limited access facility to 
maintain high speeds, maintain 
its function to serve longer trips 
of a regional and interregional 
nature, and aid in focusing de-
velopment around interchange 
areas, and

• Should provide points of access for 
existing communities.

Other freeways/arterial roads

Improvements to the regional freeway 
and arterial system should 
have two main priorities:  
providing appropriate ac-
cess to areas newly urbanized 
between 1995 and 2020, and 
improving traffic flow on 
the existing system.  Arterial 
facilities in the newly urbanized 
areas should be constructed to 
favor a grid street pattern and 
foster transit-supportive devel-
opment.  Connectivity of the 
existing highway system should 
be improved, including con-
struction of short missing links.  
Congestion at freeway inter-
changes should be eliminated, 
including selective roadway 
widenings which equalize the 
number of lanes on a roadway.  
Specific recommendations for   
I-70 east, US-6, and I-25 south 
should await the results of the 
MIS studies currently underway 
in those corridors.

Overall capacity expansion of gen-
eral purpose lanes on existing 
facilities should be limited and 
consider the analysis provided 
by the congestion management 
system.

Facilities for non-motorized modes

Non-motorized facilities should be 
provided consistent with the 
Regional Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Plan.  Facilities should include 
both pathways and bicycle 
parking.  Emphasis should be 
placed on higher density areas 
and major commercial and busi-
ness destinations.  As walk trips 
are generally limited to one mile 
or less, and bicycle trips to six 
miles or less, priority should 
be given to facility expansion 
within these distances of Urban 
Centers.  Facilities to encourage 
non-motorized travel should 
also be developed within free-
standing rural centers.  Priority 
should also be given to easing 
and improving the safety of 
non-motorized travel within the 
Urban Centers.  Non-motorized 



access to transit stations and 
major stops should be im-
proved.  RTD should consider 
fleet-wide “bike on transit” 
service to extend the effective 
operating range of the transit 
system.

Continuity of bicycle and pedestrian fa-
cilities should be preserved and 
restored as part of any highway 
or transit construction project 
which impacts such routes.

An inventory of existing (including “de-
facto”) bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities needs to be made to 
identify major deficiencies.  A 
capital program should be de-
veloped for new pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, and for im-
provements to existing facilities.  
The program should emphasize 
facilities for pedestrians and 
bicyclists which serve a trans-
portation function.

Services for seniors and the disabled

Elderly and disabled services should be 
provided consistent with the 
Elderly and Disabled Element 
of the Regional Transportation 
Plan.  Services to be provided 
include:

• Fully accessible wheelchair lift-
equipped bus and rail services 
including supplemental service 
for those too disabled to get to a 
bus stop.  In providing service, 
attention should be given to 
the mobility needs of lower 
income elderly, and those who 
have sight, cognitive, hearing or 
walking problems;

• Sidewalk and curb cuts and snow 
removal policies; and

• Transit service user training.

Service provision by both non-profit and 
private for-profit operators is 
encouraged.

Service coordination should be achieved 
through a Regional Service 
Coordination Agency.  RTD 
is encouraged to consider the 
Regional Service Coordination 
Agency role.  Counties outside 
the RTD are encouraged to iden-
tify a service delivery agency 
and provide organizational, 
administrative and operating 
support.

 Elderly and disabled services should be provided consistent with the 
Elderly and Disabled Element of the Regional Transportation Plan.
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Environmental Quality 

Protecting and improving environmen-
tal quality is an important goal 
of the region.  In order to protect 
and improve air and water qual-
ity, the physical location and 
type of growth and land devel-
opment described in the Vision 
Framework must consider and 
address any impacts on envi-
ronmental quality.  The envi-
ronmental quality principles 
and policies in the Metro Vision 

Statement, Principles and Policies 
for Metro Vision 2020 remain 
important regional goals and 
should be updated to include ef-
fects of region-shaping develop-
ment activity including:

Maintaining and enhancing water qual-
ity within the region is neces-
sary to meet the quality of life 
expectations inherent in the 
Metro Vision Statement.  This 
requires the Clean Water Plan 
to incorporate the goals, prin-
ciples and assumptions of Metro 
Vision 2020, and consideration 
of water quality infrastruc-

ture components in the Vision 
Framework.  The Clean Water 
Plan defines water quality plan-
ning processes, regional water 
quality management strate-
gies, a 20-to 50-year system of 
wastewater treatment facilities, 
and a holistic and integrated 
watershed approach to meeting 
the goals of the Clean Water Act.

Future plans should include strategies  
from approved State Imple-
mentation Plans to ensure the 
region will meet air quality 
goals.  Transportation network 
and control strategies should be 
identified to meet the air quality 
goals of 44 tons per day of PM10 
and 825 tons per day of carbon 
monoxide throughout the term 
of the 2020 plan.

In order to protect and improve air and water quality, location 
and type of growth and land development must consider and ad-
dress any impacts on environmental quality.  

DEVELOPMENT AND OPEN AREA #21



A Glossary for the 
Vision 2020 Framework
A Glossary for the 
Vision 2020 Framework

programs for meeting the health 
based national air quality stan-
dards.  

Congestion Management System 
(CMS)- A systematic process 
that monitors and attempts to 
manage congestion in the region 
to improve mobility.

Commuter Rail- Urban passenger train 
service, typically connecting the 
central city with suburban areas 
or outlying cities.  Typically as-
sociated with diesel train opera-
tion on existing rail track.

Comprehensive Plan- An official state-
ment by a governmental body 
of the goals, policies and inten-
tions relating the growth and 
development of an area such as 
a region, county or city.

Conformity- A requirement of the 
CAAA for a finding of fact that 
a plan or project conforms to the 
SIP’s purpose of eliminating or 
reducing the severity and num-
ber of violations of National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 
by: not contributing to any new 
violation of any standard, by 
not increasing the frequency or 
severity of any existing viola-

Activity Centers- Identifiable concentra-
tions of human activity within a 
relatively small geographic area.  
A proposed hierarchy of activity 
centers in order of descending 
intensity is: Peripheral urban 
center, regional activity center, 
multi-community center and 
sub-community center.

Accessibility- A transportation system 
characteristic referring to the 
ability of all people to travel to 
destinations.

Alternative Transportation Modes- 
Non-single occupant vehicle 
modes of travel.  Includes tran-
sit, paratransit and non-motor-
ized modes.

Arterial- A road primarily for move-
ment of through traffic; traffic 
control is usually by signals at 
at-grade intersections.

Congestion Management System (CMS)- 
A systematic process that pro-
vides information on transpor-
tation system performance and 
alternative strategies to alleviate 
congestion and enhance the 
mobility of persons and goods.  
New highway projects signifi-
cantly increasing capacity for 
single-occupant vehicles may 
be ineligible for federal funds 
unless part of a CMS.

Best Management Practices (BMPs)- 
Accepted state of the art strate-
gies or actions including struc-
tural controls and regulatory 
policies designed to prevent 
non-point source water pollu-
tion.

Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA)- 
Federal legislation passed 
in 1990 that reauthorizes the 
Clean Air Act and establishes 
an aggressive timetable and 
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tion, and by not delaying attain-
ment of any standard or interim 
emission reduction.

Developed Area- Areas of urban and 
suburban development with a 
minimum density greater than  
1 unit per acre.

Distributions- The allocation of fore-
casted demographic informa-
tion such as population growth 
to geographical subareas within 
the region.

Express Bus- Bus service with few stops, 
typically at the suburban end of 
the trip, and an express portion 
of the journey often on a free-
way or HOV facility, typically 
ending in an urban center such 
as the Denver CBD.

Forecasts- The adopted future projec-
tions of population, employ-
ment and households used for 
policy development and for 
the regional planning of future 
service demands. 

Freeway- A divided highway designed 
for the unimpeded flow of large 
traffic volumes.  Access to a 
freeway is rigorously controlled; 

grade-separated interchanges 
are provided at major cross-
streets and minor streets are 
terminated or grade-separated.

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes- 
Roadway lanes reserved for the 
sole use of transit buses and 
autos with two or more pas-
sengers with the exception of 
motorcycles.

Infill- The policy and action of directing 
development density to existing 
vacant land within the devel-
oped area.

Influence Area- The geographic area 
surrounding a peripheral urban 
center within which people 
will prefer to use the center’s 
services and employment op-
portunities because of conve-
nience, travel time and distance 
considerations.  Analogous to a 
market area.

Infrastructure- The basic physical 
facilities such as roads, water, 
and sewer lines and treatment 
plants, and power utilities nec-
essary to support a population 
in either an urban, suburban or 
rural area.

Interchange- The system of ramps that 
connects two or more grade-
separated highways.

Intermodal- Facilities connecting two or 
more modes of transportation.  

Light Rail Transit (LRT)- An electrically 
propelled vehicle that operates 
singly or in trains on predomi-
nantly reserved, but not neces-
sarily grade-separated, rights-
of-way.

Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act (ISTEA)- The federal 
legislation passed in 1991 that 
provides funding for transporta-
tion infrastructure within a vi-
sion of developing an integrated 
transportation system that 
is economically efficient and 
environmentally sound.  The 
act focuses on the maintenance 
and management of existing 
transportation infrastructure, 
requires the integration of trans-
portation and land use plan-
ning, supports air quality goals 
and provides increased funding 
flexibility.

Level of Service (LOS)- A qualitative 
assessment of roadway traffic 
volumes relative to road capac-



ity, ranked on a scale ranging 
from A as free flowing traffic to 
F as bumper to bumper conges-
tion.

Light Rail Transit (LRT)- Mass transit 
provided on fixed rails dedi-
cated to passenger service.

Local Fixed-Route Bus- Bus service on 
fixed-route and schedule involv-
ing frequent stops and conse-
quently low average speeds.

Major Investment Study (MIS)- A com-
prehensive evaluation of trans-
portation needs on a corridor or 
subarea scale.  The MIS is used 
to define the design, concept or 
scope of a major transportation 
investment necessary to address 
the needs; an element of the 
comprehensive regional trans-
portation planning process.

Major Regional Arterial- A divided ar-
terial highway for through-traf-
fic with controlled access, the 
intersections of which are often 
separated from other roadways 
by use of interchanges.

Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO)- A regional agency 
designated by the governor of 
a state to perform transporta-

tion planning and make project 
funding decisions.  All federal 
transportation dollars are al-
located within a region through 
the MPO’s planning process.

Mobility- A transportation system 
characteristic referring to the 
ease of trip-making, generally 
measured by speed of travel.

Mode- Means of travel:  auto driver, pas-
senger, mass transit passenger, 
cyclist, pedestrian, and so on.  

Multi-Community Centers- Concentra-
tions of employment or com-
mercial activity that serve a sub-
regional market, being a trans-
portation destination for only a 
portion of the region.  Commu-
nity Centers may serve one or 
more municipalities depending 
on their characteristics and loca-
tion; and may contain a mix of 
uses.  Most regional malls and 
traditional downtowns would 
fall into this category.

Multimodal- An adjective referring to 
the integration of various modes 
in a transportation system con-
cerning or involving more than 
one transportation mode.

National Ambient Air Quality Standard 
(NAAQS)- Quantitative concen-
tration standards for priority 
air pollutants established by the 
Clean Air Act at levels intended 
to protect public health.

Non-Motorized Modes- Pedestrian and 
bicycle.

Non-Point Source- Pollution sources 
that are distributed and gener-
alized such that the pollution 
does not come from a specific 
discharge point such as a pipe 
or smoke stack.

Paratransit Service- Variety of smaller, 
often flexibly-scheduled and 
routed transportation services 
using low-capacity vehicles 
such as vans, taxis, and small 
buses.

Pedestrian-Oriented Development 
(POD)- Development designed 
to accommodate and encour-
age pedestrian movement and 
travel.

Peripheral Urban Center- One of a limit-
ed number of mixed use activity 
centers offering opportunities 
for employment, housing and 



recreation; at a sufficient size 
and concentration to achieve a 
vibrant urban character and to 
support rapid transit service.  
Such centers will be character-
ized by a high intensity core and 
a pedestrian orientation, with 
a reasonable pedestrian travel 
relationship between the core, 
housing and transit facilities.

PM10- Small particles that are 10 microns 
in diameter or less.  When sus-
pended in the air and inhaled, 
these particles are small enough 
to be carried deep into the lungs 
where they are difficult to expel 
and may cause a variety of 
health problems.

Rapid Transit- service operating in a 
separated right-of-way, can be 
conventional buses in a high-oc-
cupancy vehicle or bus lane, and 
various rail services including 
light rail transit and commuter 
rail service.

Regional Activity Centers- High inten-
sity concentrations of employ-
ment or commercial activity 
that serve a regional function 
and are consequently a major 
transportation destination for 

the entire region.  Regional 
Activity Centers may contain 
one or more kinds of uses, but 
do not have the specific mix 
of housing, employment and 
recreation needed to be a PUC.  
Regional Activity Centers may 
become PUCs over time with 
the addition of the missing ele-
ments and a pedestrian orienta-
tion.  Examples would be the 
airport, Tech Center, and Health 
Sciences Center.  

Regional Bus- Long distance bus service 
between communities with 
few stops and high operating 
speeds.

Rural- Areas where the natural environ-
ment predominated and where 
human structures and activities 
are incidental or compatible 
with the natural landscape.  
Residential densities are less 
than 1 unit per acre and public 
services are limited or non-ex-
istent.

Single-Occupant Vehicle (SOV)- A 
motorized vehicle occupied by a 
single person.

Sub-Community Centers-  Localized 
concentrations of commer-
cial services, retail stores and 
employment opportunities 
that predominantly meet the 
daily needs of the surrounding 
residences in a portion of the 
community.  Shopping centers 
anchored by a grocery store 
or similar sized retailer and 
containing a number of associ-
ated service or retail businesses 
would be in this category.

Sprawl- The effectively unregulated 
and uncontrolled spread of low 
density urban development into 
natural lands, characterized by 
strip commercial development, 
dominance of the auto and 
single-family detached housing.

State Implementation Plan (SIP)- A 
plan which provides for the 
implementation, maintenance 
and enforcement of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 
within each state.  The SIP must 
contain enforceable emission 
limitations and other control 
measures necessary to attain 
and maintain the NAAQS. 



Suburban- Areas dominated by hu-
man activities and structures, 
but with a significant percent-
age of land surface retaining a 
vegetative cover.  The natural 
environment is more apparent 
than in urban settings and the 
dominant land use is single-
family detached residential.  At 
a minimum the basic services of 
public safety, water and sewer 
are provided.

Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM)- Economic pricing strate-
gies, incentives and regulations 
designed to control the demand 
for the single- occupant vehicle 
and promote alternative modes 
of travel.

Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP)- The three-to five-year 
list of regional transportation 
projects selected for funding.  
All projects included in the TIP 
must be part of the regional 
transportation plan.

Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)- 
Development designed to 
accommodate and encourage 
the use of transit through the 
application of density, diversity 
and design principles.

Urban- Areas of intensive human use 
with most of the land covered 
by structures or transportation 
facilities(roads).  The natural 
environment is dominated and 
generally controlled by man-
made facilities and structures.  
Urban areas are characterized 
by mixed uses, vertical devel-
opment and a complete set of 
public services and facilities.

Urban Form- The general physical form 
of the region defined by the 
pattern and functional relation-
ships between the developed 
area, infrastructure systems, and 
open space.

Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT)- The total 
distance traveled in miles by 
all motor vehicles in a given 
area in a given time period.  
Each mile traveled is counted 
as one vehicle mile regardless 
of the number of persons in the 
vehicle.
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Board of Directors
Denver Regional Council of Governments

(as of November 15, 1995)

DRCOG Officers
Roland E. Cole, 
Chairman
Betty J. Miller, 
Vice Chairman
(vacant), Secretary-Treasurer
Dennis S. Reynolds, 
Immediate Past Chairman
Robert D. Farley, 
Executive Director

Adams County
 Martin J. Flaum
Arapahoe County
 Polly Page
Boulder County 
 Paul D. Danish
Clear Creek County 
 Robert Poirot
Denver City and County
 Wellington Webb
 Bill Himmelmann
Douglas County
 M. Michael Cooke
Gilpin County 
 Craig Nicholson
Jefferson County
 Betty J. Miller

Arvada
 Lorraine M. Anderson
Aurora
 Wayne Gaston
Bennett
 David J. Dummar
Black Hawk
 David Spellman
Boulder
 Matthew Appelbaum
Bow Mar
 Roger Gaiser
Brighton
 Donald A. Hamstra
Broomfield
 Bill Berens
Castle Rock
 Donald Jones
Central City
 Don Mattivi
Cherry Hills Village
 Ned Giles
Columbine Valley
 Ed Feist
Commerce City
 Roland E. Cole
Deer Trail
 Timothy Lewis

Edgewater
 John Fox
Empire
 (vacant)
Englewood
 Rita Hathaway
Erie
 Richard Sisk
Federal Heights
 Sharon Richardson
Georgetown
 Carol Wise
Glendale
 Joseph Rice
Golden
 Jan Schenck
Greenwood Village
 Candy C. Figa
Idaho Springs
 Ann Palen
Lafayette
 Carolyn Buchholz
Lakewood
 Harold “Scat”   
 Scatterday
Larkspur
 Florence Burch
Littleton

 Dennis S. Reynolds
Longmont
 Leona Stoecker
Louisville
 Arnold Levihn
Morrison
 Dick Scott
Nederland
 Silvia N. Iorio
Northglenn
 Don Parsons
Parker
 Greg Lopez
Sheridan
 Charles Herman
Superior
 Karen Klassen
Thornton
 Margaret Carpenter
Westminster
 Ken Harris
Wheat Ridge
 Ken Siler
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Robert Poirot, Commissioner
Clear Creek County
DRCOG Board Representative

Susan Richstone
City of Aurora

Terry Rosapep
City & County of Denver

Anthony Sabatini
Jefferson County Open Space
  Advisory Committee

Jan Schenck, Mayor Pro Tem
City of Golden
DRCOG Board Representative

Gary Sears
City of Glendale

William Shafroth
GO Colorado

Chris Shaver
Environmental Defense Fund
T. Michael Smith
Governor’s Community Partnership
  Office

Leona Stoecker, Mayor
City of Longmont
DRCOG Board Representative

Ed Tepe
Douglas County

John VanRoyen
Metro Wastewater Reclamation
  District

Jerry Eddy
Regional Transportation District

Tico Embury
Citizens for Balanced Transportation

Dave Ferrill
Denver Metro Chamber

Gary Finstad
Soil Conservation Service

Christine Ford
Urban Design Forum
Anthony Gengaro
Homebuilders Association

James E. Hartmann
The Colorado History Museum

Mark Hughes
Earth Law

Annmarie Jensen
Regional Air Quality Council

Karen Knutson
Regional Air Quality Council

Sandy Kunzer
Neighbors for Lakewood

Fred Lantz
City of Lakewood

James Mackay
City & County of Denver

Scott Perriman
Metro North Chamber of Commerce

Dennis Reynolds, Chairman
Mayor, City of Littleton
DRCOG Board Representative

Robert Sakaguchi, Vice Chairman
Councilman, City of Broomfield
DRCOG Board Representative

Matthew Appelbaum, Deputy Mayor
City of Boulder
DRCOG Board Representative

Gordon Appell
City & County of Denver

Steve Arnold
Air Pollution Control Division

Karen Benker
Regional Transportation District

Margaret Carpenter, Mayor
City of Thornton
DRCOG Board Representative

Tom Clark
University of Colorado at Denver

Roland E. Cole, Councilman
Commerce City
DRCOG Board Representative

Steve Dee
Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Saundra Eberhard
South Jeffco Environmental Council
  & Alliance for Environmental
  Responsibility

The Vision 2020 Task Force was created to hel prepare a new regional development
and transportation plan.  The following individuals served on the Vision 2020 Task

Force for over two years.  This report is the result of their efforts.

Brian Vogt
South Metro Chamber of Commerce

Larry Warner
Colorado Department of
  Transportation

Rocky D. Wiley
Denver Water Board

Zeke Zebauers
Jefferson County
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