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cooperation and coordination
. are necessary to address prob-
tf’ﬂdﬂGtion 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 pro mote
\ust plan today for the future we ning Organization. DRCOG is a regionwide vision. The plan
want in the Denver metro- responsible for preparing and looks at the physical develop-
politan region, thus the Denver maintaining both a growth and ment of the region and the envi-
Regional Council of Govern- development plan and a trans- ronment already created - those
ments (DRCOG) is preparing portation investment plan for things most directly affected
new long-range regional growth the region. The organization by land use and transportation
and development and regional also develops regional popula- » decisions - with the understand-
transportation plans, collective- tion and employment forecasts . ing that they affect many other
ly called Metro Vision 2020. which form the basis for these facets of quality of life.
plans.
etro /l/t jon 202 0; ?ou/ is to creale a J/Lareal vision %)r Much progress I’_las peen made toward
The Metro Vision 2020 regional plan- developing the elements of the
o,olfiond, examine /wu/ If/ze region can ée.f»f z{eue/@lo to ac/u'eue question: “What is the region’s report describes the work done
thal vision in the next 25 years. vision for the future as we move to date i‘n examining future ‘
into the 21st century?” Metro alternatives and the conclusions
DRCOG is an association of local gov- Vision 2020’s goal is to create a reached in preparing the frame-
. o . I ernrr:ents, C ).mposed. of eigh.t . . shared. vision for the future and, work upon which the re.mainder
counties and 39 member munic- looking at land use and trans- of the plan preparation is to be
ipalities in the Denver region. portation options, examine how built (the “Vision Framework”).
Among its duties, the council is the region can best develop to
the Regional Planning Commis- achieve that vision through the
sion and Metropolitan Plan- next 25 years. Because regional




e to existing and emerging ur-
n problems and recognizing

jor trends and rha]]pngpq af-

3. Fiscal constraints, such a% the tax

ment, which affect our abili

and
expenditure limitation amend-

v to
J

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

ing our future on the region-
el, DRCOG began work
ew regional development
1991. The major factors

pay for new infrastructure;

4. The

tion;

effects of the aging of the popula-

toward that vision. The vision
statement approved by the

Board of Directors, is as follows:

this revision were:

gislation, such as Inter-
rface Transportation
Act and the Clean
endments, which
tropolitan regions
cally responsible

n system that also

transporta

5. Economic competition with other
metropolitan areas; and,

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

j/te W tro ?/iéion

protects air quality;

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

p/ctn promoles a /u'g/t
guabhly retropobtan
setling within which its
people witl bive, work,

anJ recre fe .
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With

regional coopera
metropolitan

tion as its keystone, the Metro Visi
setting within which its people will live,

varce and su

tain this future, the region must function asa
related communities. Recognizing this, the economic,
geographical significance of downtown Denver to the regio
acknowledged. The health of downtown Denver, urban cores and
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

Pla

n Principles and Poli

cies

task force deve

ment in Me

1992), were

1992 for use

principles and policies des
to implement this vision.
goals and the vision state-

Principles and Policies (May

oped planning

accepted b); the
DRCOG Board of Directors in
> in preparing the

igned
These

tro Vision Stutemgnt,

consistent w

development |

ive and efficient

natural, is es

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

for the health of the region as a whole.

cooperative use of limited resources, whether financial, societal or
sential to achieve the goals of the plan and progress toward a sustainable

new region
and férmed
the Metro V
process.

al developmen

/ision 2020 plar

t plan
the foundation for

ning

The p

future. Thro
where its peo
tation networ
defined by sig
natural envir

hysical and cult
region creates
tives and livi

ugh the implementation of the regional plan, the region can be a place
ple live close to where they work and play, where a balanced transpor-
k connects mixed-use urban centers, where urban communities are
snificant open space, and where cultural diversity and respect for the
onment are celebrated.

iral diversity of the many communities which comprise the Denver
5 the opportunity for a wide variety of economic development initia-
ng styles. Individual communities should prosper by contributing to

g/ﬂcﬁue an
l‘/w goa/{» o/

regional effor
suppfy, waste
stronger, mor
communities

a/ e/ﬁcieni 00
f/ze /o/an ana/

In addition, the task

updated th

growth and
plans, the f

cies found in the 2015 Regi
Transportation Plan. With

regarding both topics were

< force reviewe
e goals and poli

desire to better integrate the

transportation
ollowing polici

d and

onal
the

es

ts in regional facilities, transportation, air quality, water quality, water
(] (] o .. [ J e .

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

e “livable” region will serve to strengthen and sustain its individual

progreéé fowar'a/a dudfainaé/e /ufur'e.

developed:

,aer-afiue use o/ /imifea/ resources, wAel‘/Ler /inancia/é 5ociefa/ or nafura/é s eédenﬁa/

lo ac/Lieue




e Planning for regional development, |,

transportation and air quality

Framework recomme
should not be placed

will be integrated.

* New development and redevel-
opment will be designed to
encourage use of alternative

transportation modes.

ipate the interdependence
tween land use and transpor-

Additional policies re

The principles and pc¢ licies should b

rapid transit.

tions which cannot be served

lated to the trans-
portation vision are found i

[ ]
Chapter VL

n

e

considered as a vital component

In Jun

e 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.

on and the effect on air qual-

cluding the need for the

ortive land use adjacent to
sportation facility which

otect its transportation

address fundamental issues
regarding the
opment of the region.

€1l Tl b 1 %
Of the vision rramework. lhey

growth and devel- °

In the

Also in 1993 the planning firm
BRW, Inc. (Denver) was retained
to assist DRCOG staff.

fall of 1993, DRCOG and the task

, and for the transpor-

t transportation facili-
be utilized to antici-
lp direct the type

of development,
rather than only being planned

Regional Development Is-

and developed as to meet exist-

ing demands.

e  Urban Centers

_/4 dfmnger, more

en anJ sustain its inJiuia/ua/ commaunilies.

fi ﬁ in the Visio
iuarzee region wi?/ serve to éfreng

"

PEARL STREET

MALL #3

force prepared background
infotmation in Regional Den«@p
ment Plan: Study Ass

olfan Region

s
r identified

which influ-

and Issues. This
important i N
ence regiopal development and
the locafgn, density and form

of

@ urban growth. It.de-

qr‘ri.bgd both assumptions a

th \gion for whic

ggzal policyw
@ional issues that needed to
@ resolved by the planning

Vision F




process or

here policy changes

may be desirable.

Thesc¢

> assumptions ¢
starting poit
for alternati

and issues served as
nts for a framework

ve development

scenarios. The framework pro-

vided a means of moving from

Throughout this pla

ties were conduct
and respond to the imp
issues and goals of local gov-
ernments as well as those of

the general public. This effort

charette meeting of urban

signers and a meeting of i

de-
nvited

planning ex

perts and sev

open house meetings. We

ducted a pu

1blic opinion su

and saw a special newspa

article carri

ed on the project.

al
con-
rvey
per

the past to the future, as well as included interest groups and Council staff spoke to over 100 local
from the known to the un- stakeholders involved in the government councils, neigh-
known. The study assumptions outcome of the plan as well borhood groups, professional
examined the following areas: as interested citizens. Cifies associations, and planning com-
socioeconomics, development and counties who make up the missions in the metro region.
economics, open space, environ- DRCOG, their local governing Staff also participated in several
mental constraints and environ- councils and planning commis- . radio and television talk shows.
mental quality, transportation, sions were a tareeted audience . In April 1994 the Denver Busi-
wastewater and water supply including the st;ff from the ness Journal ran a special issue
infrastructure, and implementa- member governments which on growth concerns and the
tion. serve on DRCOG advisory com- Metro Vision 2020 project.
mittees.
Displays illustrating components of
Several public involvement events and each alternative were used for
activities were conducted in the open houses and placed in
conjunction with the task force’s public facilities in several cities
planning process. In 1994, we and counties in the spring of
prov1ded press releases, pre- 1995.
PUBLIC MEETING #4 * sented slide talks, held a design




A public forum was held in September
1993 attracting over 80 partici-

scenarios. A second
in November 1994 pr

7

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
as held in January 1994 to

esent 11 preliminary urban
m alternatives. Approxi-

final four alternative scenarios
for public comment; this was
attended by nearly 100 people.
On April 29, 1995, DRCOG
along with 26 co-sponsors,

eet-
ing entitled the Metro Growth
Forum attended b}’ more than
500 persons. Metro Vision 2020

hosted an all- day regional

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-

ely 75 people attended and

ided comments about the
atives. These comments

used by the task force in
ction of the final four

. . P (]
principles and policies as well
as the four alternative scenarios
were presented and discussed

along with other regional

tive against criteria developed

by the task force.

er'u//i f/te /oué/ic is /ooziiﬁue a

40uf f/Le ?ua/ify o/é/é in fAe region, giving it a Ac%egbo/

N
on a 70—/aoinll Aal/e; 43 /oer'cenf were very eni/tuéiadﬁc, r'afing itan 8, 9 o%@ 0. ¢
o
S
@)
=
5 W E
O
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L
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DRCOG commissioned a regionwide The survey revealed support for re-
public opinion survey in gional planning to preserve
September 1994 on quality of open space and to utilize exist-
life and related regional plan- ing (in order of r ing services and resources for
ning objectives. The telephone quality, public safety, s future growth. It also indicated
survey sampled heads of health care, air quality, regio strong sentiment for land use
households in the eight-county planning for the future, open and transportation plans which
Denver region. space, and housing. improve air quality, protec t

environmentally sensitive land
all the public is positive about the and reduce traffic delays and
quality of life in the region, congestion. The survey also
giving it a score of seven on a uncovered a dichotomy in the
10-point scale; 43 percent were publie’s desire to preserve open
very enthusiastic, rating it an 8, space while, at the same time,
9 or 10. . 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.
BASKETBALL #5
[ ] [ [ ] ® [ ]




" the future

presented to the council’s advisory
committees and responses were
collected through surveys and
discussion.

ment strategies which could

be implemented in the next 25
years. Each would result in
differing development patterns

The 11

preliminary sa
presented to

and through

enarios were

the public at an
open house in January 1994

news releases and

Using evaluation criteria based on the Vi-
sion statement and its principles
tep of the Metro Vision 2020 and transpor tation infrastruc- and policies, and considering pub-
cess was the preparation ture investments, illustrating lic and agency responses, the task
Iternative urban forms. how the region would apl:;e ar if force chose four alternatives for
region is expected to add one theme was prevalent. The further study: Dispersed Devel-
00 people and 600,000 jobs original 11 alternatives were: opment, Compact Development,
en 1990 and 2020. This Corridor Development and Satel-
could occur in a variety e Current Trends ° lite Development. These were
rent patterns within the e 2015 Plan selected because they represented \\_‘ an Reg ,‘O n
uare miles of land con- ¢ Compact City a range of clearly distinct L;S O
the region. DRCOG e Corridor Development forms and developm trans-
the task force used the * Maximum Open Space portation emphag&% modeling
ent assumptions and » DIA/Gateway Fulfilled and analysis v@ﬂ}ld provide the
tified to formulate ¢ New Towns kind of re useful in compar-
preliminary urban ¢ Neighborhood Centers ing their&trengths and weaknesses
form tives. The alterna- ¢ Urban Decay and onstrate how each mix of
tives included a full range of e Water Delivery Constraints optipiﬁs would perform.
themes representing combina- e Traffic Sensitive O
tions of policies and invest- Importantiqemes expr E

liminary alternatives, such a
ter constraints and maxi
P . .
|_Open space, were incorporated into

Vision




evaluation criteria to test the

performanc

e of the alternatives.

arch of 1994, DI

RCOG conducted an

“experts” workshop with a di-

verse group
portation an

of planning, trans-
\d land development

professionals from throughout

the region tc

> help refine the four

scenarios. The task force then

made changes to the alternative

between 1990 an
/érenl‘ /oallfer'nd wif/u'n f/le 5,

Dispersed Development alternative

(Current Trends), Figure 1,

reflects the expected land use

Tran

vole and 600.000 ioks
T 7 /
u/a/ occur in da Uam'efy o/ a/L/
iézd 0/ guw/ 17 l‘/te r'egion.

sportation imp
emphasize

[ ]
rovements would
[ ]
adding new capacity

to existing higflways and build-

descriptions and recommended

them to the
Directors fo
and modelir

council’s Board of

r further analysis

g,

pattern that would result from
implementing current growth,
development and transporta-
tion trends and policies. New
low-density residential devel-

a‘western ¢
*  way would
an outer be

ing new roads to serve growth
on thé urban fringe. E-470 and

ircumferential free-
be built completing
tway for the region

are descriptions of each alterna-

tive. They are visions of the

evaluation of the region and

are, therefore, not limited by

legal or fisce
specific land

1l constraints. More

1 use, transportation,

environment, open space, and

quality of life characteristics for

the four fina

1] alternatives were

presented in
natives (Apr,
how the reg
from today.

\ Urban Form Alter-
i 1994), escribing
ion would differ

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

Because of

only be pre

rently in pl

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

served by those

4%

jurisdictions with programs cur-

ace

Tech C.enter w.ould capture
most new office and business
development. New commercial
development would continue to
be built in single-purpose shop-

ping centers.




Compact Development alternative, .
Figure 2, concentrates popula-

least new land, increa:
urban area by 100 squ.

7

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
enter in the region but a second

r of four to six major mixed-

activity centers or “second

Corrid

for a total of 600 square mil

or Developme
°

Figure 3, shows population

growth anci 1
adjacent to m
transit lines b
urban commi
and existing |

nt alternative,

lew developme
ajor highways
etween existin,
anities. Lightr

highways wou

1%

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

ntowns” would develop.

e centers would be mixed
upport transit, be pedes-
oriented and reduce the
drive to work or shops.

form the spo
the hub of ce
scenario wou
ervation of m
areas as wed

kes u)nnectin.g
ntral Denver. 1T
1d allow for pr
ajor open spac
oes between th

to
[his
es-

e

'aY

communities develop their
own commercial, residential
and employment bases. Public
transit would be developed

°  within each community. Com-

rtation investment

e directed toward build-
sit system connecting
activity centers in the

a grid system. Some
pment would occur
s within the existing

development
development
be encourage
ridors to sup]
least one urb
along each co
alternative ar

corridors. Hig
densities wou
d along these ¢
port transit wit
an center locate
rridor. Both th
1d the Satellite

rher
ld
or-
h at
>d

11S

would connect these comrr;{{-op
nities to Denver. Ope ce
would be secure@% greenbelt
buffer aroundéé existing urban
area to m%l in separation of
cities.

developed area to form a buffer
to contain growth. As the name
implies, this alternative uses the

burban areas, and development option require less .
a wide range of new housing new land than dispersed devel-
types would be available. A re- opment but more than compact
gional belt of open space would development, and grow 250 W
be established around the square miles, or by 50 percent.
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Satellite Development Alternative
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to

Evalu

1ations were co;
termine how

would respc

valuating the Options

nducted to de-
v the alternatives
ond to the growth

responses that were discernable
at the regional urban form level.

N OO

formed and

how the four alternatives per-

what their achieve-

many impo

and transportation goals are

ments and shortcomings might

be. The evaluation showed that

rtant development

only marginally discernable at

the regiona
tives but th

features of

 level of the alterna-

o .
e results do give us

an indication of how the major

each compare with

jectives esta

criteria for 1

and development goals and ob-

blished by the task

force. Twenty-four evaluation

and use, transporta-

tion, environment, open space

system (GIS) to calculate the
values to compare for the land
use, environment, open space
and implementation evaluation

Cri

The

teria

goals or princif

one another.

les that were

four scenari

forth in the
Principles a

portation Pl

and implementation were de-
veloped and tested against the

os. The criteria were

based on goals and policies set

Vision Statement,
nd Policies docu-

ment, the 2015 Regional Trans-

an Goals and Poli-

cies, and the Vision 2020 Study

4

used were s

to indicate 1

surable in s

Assumptions paper prepared
by the task force. The criteria

elected specifically
evel of attainment of

these planning goals, were mea-

bme way, and had

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.

evaluated, |
was definec

and scores

Vision Urba

viewed and

how the criteri
1 or measured

n
and

The criteria results were re

what the comparative results

were for the four

alternatives are reported in the
Evaluation Criteria Report- Metro

n Form Alternatives.

| discussed by the

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

Vision 2020
DRCOG sta
later in this

Task Force and the
ff and are discussed




The following is a summary description ,
of the criteria used to evaluate

Land Use

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.

criteria were developed to
as quantitative as possible,

New Iland 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-

The Se

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.

tellite alternative encourages

growth in multiple urban cen-

ability to measure the dif-

ces between alternatives

d from one criterion to

er. The Vision 2020 Task
ecognized this variability

pared based on assumptio.ns
of household and employment
densities for each. Urban land
is defined as land which has

public services such as roads,

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.

as the variability in rela-
ortance of the criteria.
e, they elected not to
umulative scores or to
iteria. The following
tains the conclu-
ped by the task

n the results of the

evaluation criteria.

The C

water and wastewater facilities,
and has housing at a density
greater than one dwelling unit

per acre.

ompact scenario best meets this
criterion as it encourages infill
development while restricting

The ?c.)rridor scen.ar%o increases \\_‘ an Reg io n
densities along existing and\‘opo

future transportation ors.

The densities useQ@xr the Corri-

dor scenario a@Qlightly higher

than for t @ompact scenario
but less;than for the Dispersed

scena@. Both Satellite angl

HOUSING DEVELOPMENT #6

development on the edges of
the metro area. The average
density would be 4,100 peop
per square mile resulting in 650

—

e

square miles of total urban land
(or 150 square miles of new

urban land). The Dispersed

Corléa‘or alternatives direct
o~

ur@n area growth at the sam

rate of populatiw

ulting in the same total of 750
ban square miles.

\Vision Frange




Hous

ing and jobs

»

is criterion provided anindexto
measure how well each alterna-

tive meets the

ing opportunities for people
to walk or bike to work and to

live and work

community. It was measured

by the average
housing at a sc

It car

n be reasonably assumed that
infrastructure already exists or

housing balance
bined ranking of 154.
most desirable alternative is

goal of provid-

Dispersed with a ranking of 133,
within the same followed by the Satellite alterna-
tive with a ranking total of 124.

ratio of jobs to The least desirable alternative

ale somewhat is Compact with a total ranking

110

can be easil

which have a high percentage
of development. The region
ted to establish a
range for the amount of devel-

was evalua

opment which must exist nan
area to enable the extension of

extended in areas

infrastructure to cover the entire

area.

equivalent to an “employment of 119.
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

The
Existing infrastfructure

This criterion evaluates how well each .

Compactealternative supports

the potenti

. infrastructure most effectively
because the average of total

al use of existing

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, there

job of meeting

alternative takes advantage of
the unused capacity of exist-
ing infrastructure and services
by locating development near
them. This provides a measure
fore, do the best
this criterion.

of cost efficiency between alter-
natives and an indication of the
level of infill development over

the entire metro area.

growth in zones with infrastruc-

ture is highest at 1,668,105 jobs
and households. The Corridor

alternative

growth total of 1,588,787. The

Satellite alt

The Disper
last with th

is second with a

ernative was third
with growth total of 1,580,826.
sed alternative was
e smallest growth

a

mil‘ing l‘/w Jize o/ f/Le melro area Ag Ioreder-uing undercleue/oloec[ /am

uréan Ioeri/o/wry s a /unc[amenfa/ /ao/icg crilerion.

total of 1,506,626.

{ on f/te




Roadway capacity

the lower levels of co
1995 in the free-stand

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-

ive “support development only

areas where sufficient trans-

rtation systems exist or are

munities than in the core urban This criterion measures how well

area. The Compact alternative each alternative concentrates
puts much more growth into nonresidential development in
areas which already have traffic locations that promote efficient
congestion, and only 98,000 jobs transportation systems and

and 116,000 h
the unconges

other two alte
the middle s

ouseholds into
ted zones. The
ernatives share

ot with Corridor

travel. By locating employ-
ment in higher density activity
centers, these centers have a mix

of use, support transit and have

ed both on and off site, or

re adequate systems consis-
ith regional plans can be
ished at the developer’s

e to support the develop-

1 [ ]
ranked second for employ

but third for

Dispersed ranking reversed

ent

households and the

The ér

the potential to reduce both
work and non-work vehicle
trips.

iterion was measured by the total

The criterion compares

s of congested roadway
in 1995 to household
oyment growth across
in 2020 since the
cannot anticipate

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

TRAFFIC #7

number of new jobs between

the years 2000 and 2020 th. ROO
were located within ﬂ@@‘nver
Central Business E@%‘rict (CBD),
the Boulder I&herry Creek
urban Cen@r , and the various
activity,@nters designated for
each @he alternatives.

olfan Region

4
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7

The Satellite alternative best meets this The Compact alternative best meets
criterion and has the great- this criterion and has the
est number of total new jobs greatest number of new hous-
located within designated activ- tive encourages ing units (32,617) and jobs
ity centers. This is due to the degree of transit acces (275,006) accessible by transit in
large number of activity centers velopment. New developm 2020. The Corridor alternative
(seven) located around the should be designed to facilitate had the next largest number of ’
region in this alternative which access to, and development of, new housing units near transit
are designed to accept a large mass transit and encourage high stations at 12,934 and the third
portion of the region’s employ- density, mixed use development highest number of hew jobs at
ment growth. The Compact al- at peripheral urban centers 104,380. The Satellite alterna-
ternative had the second largest along transportation corridors tive had a‘similar number of
number of new jobs in activity and major transit lines where new housing units at 12,150 and
centers (92,612) in the service these are in close proximity to 157,123 new jobs. The Dis-
and retail sectors because of the residential areas. The criterion . persed alternative has the few-
significant growth in employ- was measured by the number . est new households near transit
ment in the Denver CBD. The of new housing units built, and stations at 1,920 and the fewest
Corridor alternative is third the number of new jobs located, new jobs at 15,335.
with 76,486 new jobs while the within % mile walking distance
Dispersed alternative has the of transit stations located in
fewest new jobs in activity cen- each of the alternatives.
ters (18,166) because the major-
ity of the employment growth
in this alternative was placed in
areas that are spread through- / T , oy,
out the region, not in activity or Wew a/eue(olomenl should be deéigned lo pro mole access lo) and deue[oloment
" urban centers. ‘ ‘ ‘ OZ /o.ué/ic f;anéif /o./ud encourage /u'g/z Jenéilf Y, mixea/-uée aeueé)/omenf al uréan
cenlers near éof/t /wuéing ancl agmg franéporfafion cor-r-ia/om am! roules.




Services close to housing .

cant growth in emplo
the Denver CBD. The

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

d retail jobs located in the
nver CBD, the two existing

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 employ.ment growth in this
alternative was spread through-
out the region, not concentrated

in activity or urban centers.
°

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 -

an centers and the desig-

d activity centers in each of

Iternative best meets this

and takes note of the limitations
of forecasting models’ ability

to predict such transportation
system demand characteristics.

This prpdicti(m requires as-

n and has the greatest

of retail and service

s located within desig-
ivity centers (117,079).
to the large num-

ity centers (seven)

nd the region in this

to accept a large portion of the

~7/Le scenario wif/t l%e
Jma/ézéf increase in fr-aue/

s /L'Le/éf lo ée f/te one wif/L
grealest /oofenlia/ lo realuce

sumptions about the behavior

and‘choices of individuals %Qop

years in the future a

to many variablf@g
)
Q

ubject

R

air /ao//étfion,

save enerqgy,

ma/ 5u/9/aor-f /aec[edfm'an- ana[

Y

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-

Ifranéif—om'enfec[ a/eueg)/omenf

BUS #8

Visi
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N
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Vehicle travel would result in the highest
vehicle miles travelled at 73.3
is criterion compares the amount million per day.

of motor vehicle travel on
the roadway system resulting household population, " per capita ranges between 24.2
from the four development ing children and non-drivers. and 27.7 VMT per person. VMT
and transportation network per capita has increased from ’
alternatives. The scenario with Between 64.7 million and 73.3 million approximately 13 VMT per.
the smallest increase in travel vehicle miles will be driven by person in 1970 to 22.6 VMT per
represents one with greater the year 2020 depending upon capita in 1995. Thé 2020 VMT
potential to reduce air pollu- the development pattern and per capita estifhates portray
tion, save energy, and support the transportation system. VMT a significant moderation of
pedestrian- and transit-oriented has increased from about 15 mil- growth in VMT per capita. The
development. Motor vehicle lion miles per weekday in 1970 Compact scenario again best
travel measured in millions of to about 45 million in 1995. The . meets this criterion and has the
vehicle miles of travel (VMT) Compact scenario has the low- lowest VMT per capita at 24.2.
per weekday was generated est VMT estimate of 64.7 mil- Dispersed has the highest at
from the regional travel model. lion; this is followed by Satellite 27.7 and Satellite is 24.8, fol-
Major factors influencing VMT at 66.6 million and Corridor at lowed by Corridor at 25.6.

employmen

by projected

estimates include: (1) growth

of regional population and

ment pattern; (3) increased
vehicle use per person caused

68.9 million. By continuing past
trends, the Dispersed scenario
t; (2) the develop-

higher incomes;

VMI
u/eeéd

-/m.’» increaéea/ /mm aéoul‘ 15 mi//lon mi/eé per
ay in 1970 lo aéouf 45 mi//ion in 1995.

TRAFFIC #9




Congestion .

average speed in the
and Satellite scenario

4

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
bout 1,900 vehicles per lane per

ur on a freeway, and about
vehicles per lane per hour

and the Corridor scenario has a

29 mph average speed.
Alternate travel modes

°
This criterion compares the alterna

tives by measuring the level
. L]

of travel made in carpools,

vanpools, transit, and non-mo-

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

rterial roadways. Average
speed is estimated in miles
our. The portion of VMT
congested conditions

crease from 40 percent in

P 1 1 )
torized modes for an average

D
weekday. Factors affecting the

calculations included: compara- °
tive travel times on highway

versus transit, which in turn

the central portion of the City of
Boulder as a model.

41 to 59 percent in 2020
ing upon the scenario.
tion among scenarios
flects changes in high-
ity (number of lanes).
sed scenario best

congestion as in 1995, while the

reflected network assumptions

concerning investment patterns
in highway and rapid transit
facilities; parking costs, which
are generated based on employ-

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

BICYCLIST #10

olfan Region

S 4




1ates 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

investment of tra
The Dispersed scenari
patronage increases from cu

rent day levels since bus service

was assumed to significantly

increase.

Access fo the CBD and other urban

mixture of highway and tr

ansit

criterion comy

vares the amou

regional travel system. Ti
time for auto trips include
time to compléte each trip

e as an indica-
tor of the efficiency of the

nt

avel
s the
the

t 1 J3 o+ +} Catallit
ravel distances, or tne satellite
Development scenario with its

separated growth centers.

Compact scenario best meets this

centers

This criterion measures the degree
of access to downtown and
other urban centers by com-

including a
by congesti
find a park
to the desti

E each destination,

on, and the tim

y delay caused

nation after par

e to

ng space and walk

k-

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 fo
the current day ridership of
approximately 127,000 passen-
gers per day. Transit patronage
mirrors, to some extent, the

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

ing the veh
transit trips
walk to the
the transit v
transit vehi
between tra
time to wal
Travel time

travel inclu

icle. Travel tim
includes the ti
transit stop, w!
rehicle, ride in

cle, any transfe

k to the destina
for non-motor
des the time to

e for

me to
ait fo

the

r time

insit services, and the

ition.
ized
walk

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

or ride a bic

cycle.




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-

ge non-motorized trip was

sumed to take 15 minutes and
s multiplied by the number

lic cost of building, operati

and.maintair

1ing the region

transportation system not tl

indirect or external public ¢

[ ]
such as healtl
transportatio
lution. Clear

h costs due to
n-related air p¢
ly reg.ional tran

portation is a major cost for

Osts

—
1

1S~
the

To calculate travel times, the regional .| Regional tfransportation co
travel model vehicle hours of
travel was multiplied by an This criterion compares the direct pub- 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

AT 1

on-motorized trips.

d has the least congestion,
west use of alternative
, and hence the lowest

Total p

metropolitan

. o
region, so a pu

policy goal is to reduce it in

preferred fut

Lure.

ublic costs include capital, op

blic
the

costs were based on CDOT and

local government experience.

travel time and best

is criterion as defined
lion person hours of

e other three sce-
their high levels of
lower speeds, and
ater use of alterna-
ave higher overall
travel time at 4.3 million person

erations and
transportatio
ment measur

n demand man

es for the 25-ye

period between 1995 and 20

estimated in
transit constr

estimated usi

1995 dollars. R

ing Regional Tr

portation District (RTD) and

2015 Interim

Regional Trans

uction costs we

maintenance, and

por-

hours of travel.

tation Plan d.

ata. Highway

struction costs were prepare

using project
cost per lane

cost estimates

mile and per ir

change using Colorado Dep

ment of Tran

sportation (CD

con-
d
and
1ter-
art-
OT)

olfan Region




Costs

included in the Regional Trans-

portation Plan include public

cant

¢

constructio

expansion p
or principal
roadways, a

costs for capital
rojects of transit
arterial and larger
nd range from $3.9

billion for the Satellite scenario

sit ($3.6 bi

($2.8 billion).
scenario has almost th
capital costs as the Corridor

nario but assumes almost all the

Total public costs in
cal roadwa;

y facilities not ¢

cluded those for lo-

n the

Regional T
operations
costs, and r
equal a tota
and $23 bill

and maintenan
econstruction ¢
1 cost between
ion for the regi

ansportation Plan,

ce
osts
$20

to $6.4 billion for the Corridor funds will be spent on highway over the next 25 years. Di s
scenario. facilities ($5.9 billion) with little persed and Corridor scenarios
spent on transit ($0.3 billion). remain the highest‘cost scenar-
>atellite scenario best meets the The Compact scenario has a ios both at $227 billion dollars,
criterion and had the lowest lower capital cost ($5 billion) followed by Satellite at $20.6
cost because the commuter rail than Dispersed or Corridor, billion and Compact at $20.3

transit built in this scenario has with most of the funds spent on billion.
a comparatively low per mile transit facilities ($3.5 billion). .
capital cost and few improve- .
ments were jassumed to the
highway system.
/éegiona/ tra né,oorfafion inf rastructure is a major cosl Z)r f/Le mefropo/ifan
region, 30 a /oué/ic /oo/icy goa/ is to ret!uce it in f/le /ore/émﬂea/ /ufure. CONSTRUCTION #11




Private transportation costs

were estimated for ea

nario using the relatio

costs such as parking fees and
11s, transit fares and costs to

siness due to congestion.

of vehicle ownership, including

depreciation,

° .
on auto loans, and license and

registration.

insurance, inte

rest

thi

Some

This criterion compares the alterna- . auto ownership to density in the
tives based on total private 1990 census for the Denver area. otal privale transportation cosls %W the
transportation costs. As de- Number of vehicles owned was redion wi Y/4 range /& om $292 bi Weon to $295
fined in this study these include then multiplied by $4,538/year / / / 3 I | /é
auto ownership and operating per vehicle to estimate the cost illion over the next 25 years. Jhe bu "/

] wi// ée f/le cosl 0/ aulo owneM/u'/o.

of the variation between scenarios
is generated by the commercial

1 travel model generated

T and congestion estimates
h were used to estimate
onsumption assuming
rage fuel economy of

Total p

rivate costs for

lion over the
bulk of this w

the region will
range from $292 to $295 bil-

next 25 years. The
vill be in the cost of

vehicle delay. Compact devel-
opment, with its higher levels
of congestion, costs $39 billion
compared to $37 billion in the

s per gallon and $1.25
n. The cost of conges-
siness was assumed
e $25 per hour. Cur-
t fares were used to
blic transit costs.

auto ownersh
Compact sces
est number o
yielding the
ownership cc
it best meets

lowest auto

this criterion.

1ip. Because the

nario has the low-
f vehicles owned,

ost ($217 billion),

Dispersed scenario. Corridor )
and Satellite scenarios are $37 O\'\'\On Reg' on
billion and $38 billion@é&:op

tively. Dispersed dé*(e

L]
also generates t@\\owest cost in

pment

N

transit fare parking costs,

as there ewer transit riders
and fe@r travelers destined

for th@)enver central business

assuming a 10 cents per mile

charge. Auto ownership levels

billion, respe

ctively.

1 model was also The Dispersed scenario results
ate the number of in about 52,000 more vehicles
vehicles parking in areas with in 2020, and has a cost of auto .
parking charges multiplied by ownership of $222 billion; the al?
the assumed parking cost based other two alternatives fall in be- e)é?'
on employment density. VMT tween with an auto ownership
on toll roads was estimated cost of $220 billion and $219

Vision Framg




Environment

./4ir gug
sz! use |

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

ing techniques.

Data for PM is for primary particu-

oxides

lates, primarily re-entrained

road dust and diesel tailpipe

emissions modeled using Air

Pollution Control Division
(APCD) emission factors. Data

Resu

Its are expresse

change between 1995 and

>d in percentage of

2020.

0~ 1
Caroon m
are lowest
alternative

noxide emissi

and highest in the Satellite

alternative

Carbon mo

in the Dispersed

ns

(-13 percent change)

L]
+2 percent change).
. . . °
noxide emissions

. . [ ]
from motor vehicles increase

with low to moderate speeds

and decrease at higher speeds.

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

for carbon monoxide, volatile

organic compounds and nitro-

gen oxides are from Mobile 5a

mobile source emission model
runs by the APCD. The values

T )
1he Disper

the highest

sed alternative

average speed

2020, approximately 30 pe

« higher than an average of

daily speeds of the other t

has
in
rcent
the
hree

matter or PM

mobile sources (carbon mon-
oxide or CO, small particulate
volatile organic

lLe frandporl‘af jon dgéllem.

for 1995 are taken from the PM, |
and CO State Implementation

Plans for these pollutants.

FLATIRONS #12

L/il‘g s a éeg rom,oonenf in i/le cjua/il‘y o/ Z/é in f/le melro area arw[ 1% a//écfea/ Ay éof/l
patterns and i

alternatives. Because the Dis-

persed alternative locates

nificant population and en

ment activi

ty in the fringe

sig-
nploy-
area

in a dispersed pattern and adds

significant
area as wel
speed auto
alternative

than in the oth

road capacity in this
, longer and higher-
trips result in this

er's.

PM

10

emissions did
between th
because tot
not vary a g
them. The

e four alternati
al regional VM
>reat deal betw
Compact alter:

not vary appreciably

ves
T did
een

native




regional emission of PM, of
the alternatives. The nonattain-
ment area emission level of PM,
is lowest in the Satellite alterna-
tive due to the greater amount

f VMT occurring outside the

ntral city area and within
d between the larger satellite

stormwater runoff loading

entering the

and lakes from four different

growth patte

rns. Stormwat

pollution has the potential t

region’s streams

er

exceed the impacts from waste-

water treatm

ent fac.:ilities on the

use attainment of water bodies

Comp

reveals both the smallest num- .| Water quality
ber of regional vehicle miles
of travel as well the lowest This criterion compares the levels of stream quality for those water-

sheds where the water body
was rated as threatened or

worse.

act Development best meets the

total load criterion by produc-
ing the smallest total amount of
chemicals: almost one million

level of VOC is lowest
Dispersed alternative,
t in the Satellite alterna-

Runoff

in the region.

f loading is a function of the type

and intensity of land use. F

this analysis,

six chemical p

or

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

d similar for the remain-
scenarios. Because the
d alternative has the
erage vehicle speed
the greatest VMT, it
ost nitrogen oxide
Conversely, the
rnative has the
lowest VMT and lowest average

rameters were used to compare

the impacts on the alterna-

tives for the additional acres

of residential
land develop

ed by 2020 for

alternative by watersheds b

and lakes as ¢

on the segments of streams

defined by the

Colorado Water Quality Cor

and commercial

each
ased

ntrol

an extra 30,000 tons per year of \\_‘ an Reg io n
these chemicals to the regiq&’@@o
waterways. The Dis

alternative is a third’higher than
Compact with@%";l,OOO tons.

To partiall Qmove the effect of
scale be,@teen these chemicals
and t@pecifically target “griti-
cal” \x}atersheds, the second

speed resulting in the lowest
emission levels.

&ormwafer Po/ﬂtfion can /oofenllia//y negafe f/le
e//écfé of wastewaler lrealment.

Commission.

distribution of rainfall events

Using the typ

during a year, the runoff fun

tions were used to calculate

tons of each chemical parany

generated pe

r year within e

ical

\C-
the
1eter
ach

S
approach counts the number
ofuse-impaire e
h significant loads for each
rameter. Using this approach,
| the Satellite alternative has the
deast impact on critical wa-

Visio




tersheds since it locates more
growth than Compact outside

persed alter

+1 + 1 A | T b=
mese watersneds. 1ne Dis-

native least achieves

water quality goals.

/255 0/ aleue/olamenf scenario, f/ze exiél‘ing

waslewaler treatment /acil tlies must ex,oanal

ties by wastewat
identified in the region
Water Plan were converted 1
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

using a scale from one for the

most efficient use of existing

wastewate

requires 28

per day of capacity beyond

capacity and treatment to four,

for a total of 12 million gallons

the Satellite alternative will re-
quire 34 facility expansions for

treatment facility

facility expansions

the least efficient use. Compact

existing design capacities, while

lly the analysis

cumulative
of runoff in

percent of

ooked at the

annual amount

o lakes, streams

and reservoirs, expressed as a

e total amount of

treatment facilities in the region.
Projected facility flows by
alternative were estimated and
compared to approved design
capacities to identify the facili-

The

P | £
d total or
day more c

fewer adva

1 H
million gallon;

apacity.

Corridor alternative will require

nced wastewater

runoff whic

Developmer
generate the

the Disperse
alternative v
additional 3
The potentic

h these bodies of

water can receive. The Compact

nt alternative would
smallest loading

at 998,000 tons per year, while

>d Development
vould generate an
33,000 tons per year.
1l impact to use-

impaired w
opment affe

affecting 60.

atersheds was also

evallated with Sateflite Devel-

cting 44 watersheds

and Dispersed Development

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 .

require the

expansions

ties are nee

alternative

82 percent ¢

Compact alternate should

acilities, while

wastewater treatment facili-
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treatment facilities beyond their
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The specific expansions are gen-
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alternative. The Compact alter-

native best meets this criterion

expansions

to be advanced.




Water supply
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to attempt to
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provide
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enver r'egwn 3 wafer

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-

ults in more storage reservoirs

d stream diversions as well as

reased costs to the residents

assessment O

is no sharing
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The analysis assumes that there

of water supp

r supfﬂiers. Ba

available water.

ties in 2020. Thi

ive assumption

ies

1S

ta-
ects of land use on

th

f suppliers with in-

meef [Ae gmwl‘/z I’LQQJJ O/tAe r'egion.

rent supplies and a total unmet
need of over 127,000 acre-feet
per year. Corridor development
affects 54 percent of suppliers
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en Space

Type

1. o

rovision of adequate open space
has been identified as a critical
component for future quality of
life by the region’s citizens in all

This criterion eva
amount of land
tial prime agricultura
consumed by each of the fo

agriculture
considered

agricultura
east shows

irrigation fx

. 1 paN] .
were av aﬂa]ble. vpservatl

prime if irrigat

land and would be
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| production to

om ground wa

that center pivot

-
Oon or

the
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Metro Vision outreach efforts. alternatives. Types of land, or may allow much of this land to
landforms, were developed on become prime. :
lefinition of open space was the basis of the inherent pro- ’
intended to be inclusive and ductivity of the soil for wild- The Compact scenario best meets this
recognize the variety of defini- life habitat, forage or timber criterion and ¢onsumes the
tions and uses of open space. production. The evaluation least amount of potentially
These range from open space recognizes that the impact of de- prime farmland in each cat-
areas valued primarily for their velopment on natural systems egory; this would be expected
natural features to those that depends on both the amount of . because it uses the smallest
have productive or recreational land urbanized and the location . amount of new urban land.
functi‘ons. However underlying of urbanization. The Dispersed consumes the

this inclusiveness are the no- largest amount of both the best

Natural Resources Conservation Ser- agricultural land and of all

tions that regional open spaces

vices maps showing the percent land classified as more than 40

are lands permanently protected

of potentially prime agricultural percent prime agricultural land.

from development and are large

parcels serv
dictions or
between suc

ing multiple juris-
broviding linkages

land were overlaid on the urban
area of each alternative to deter-

h parcels. mine the amount of potentially

prime agricultural land con-
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¢ ilarly, the amount of landform
type consumed by each alterna-
tive was determined. Much of
the plains portion of the region
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on average

one includes all three cate
ries, Satellite consumes sli
more of these areas in tota
Corridor. More significan

| land. Howew

Compact const

er if
50"
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tly,
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only about 50 percent of the Accessibility
potentially prime farmland that
would be expected on a propor- This ¢

ional basis.

tion of land consumption

the accessibi

by examining

o
riterion gives an indication of

lity of regiona

®
open space in each alternat

|

ive

> the number and

The ar

analysis. This analysis is also
limited to regionally significant
open space lands, and does not
include neighborhood parks.

ralysis consisted of using the GIS

to identify and measure the
linear distance between the cen-
ter of the traffic analysis zones

(TPA 7

ifficult as it depends on
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es of land. In terms of
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amount of o

and the dista
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°
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nce between a
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hic distribution,

responds to the
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(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

red the most valuable.

e Dispersed scenario
sumes the most area,
etween alternatives is
cantly different. Con-
a ranking of these

t provided.

The lo

recognized n

of the region

accessible op

that the accey

opportunities in open space
areas accessible to all reside

density hinges on reasonably
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cations of population growth

eed for recreational

nts

and the perception
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The re
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was not assut

of non-urban

for each alternative. Public

lands for Com
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pace were mapped

open space areas
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tar@s to open space. Nmety
fige percent of t i
Satellite alternative would
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| 'open space. Corridor follows
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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.

termine w
most consistent
plans.

making this alternative the
consistent with local land

> Jeast
use

itical feasibility

plans.

Each of the four alternative maps was This criterion evaluates the four alter-
lementation overlaid on a composite map of natives by political feasib iiity
local plans to determine the to- based on the potential need
ask force recognizes that these four tal square miles of each land use for revisions to state law. This
urban form alternatives are ide- within the urban boundary of evaluation assésses the level
alized examples of approaches the alternatives (for residential of ease or difficulty placed on
to regional growth. While and commercial land uses only). the loeal jurisdictions during
none of the four could be easily There are 619 square miles of implementation. Theoretically,
implemented in their current residential land and 332 square . the alternative which best meets
forms, it is important to evalu- miles of commercial land in all . this criterion is the one which
ate their ease of implementation the local comprehensive plan could be implemented under
before deciding which might be maps. existing state laws. Each of the
most desirable. alternatives could be implement-
Responses from the local jurisdictions ed without changing state law if
Local government acceptance surveyed were tallied for each regional and local jurisdictions

This

criterion attempts to compare

and assess the ability of local
governments to implement

each alternative. Successful

implémentafion depends on the
ability of the local governments
to work within the alternatives
while also adhering to their lo-
cal plans. In addition, DRCOG

alternative; this result was used
to produce the ranking order.
Sixty-nine percent of residen-
tial and commercial zoned

voluntarily
consistent v
However, s
would be s¢

everely compro

made decisions

ome alternatives

vith the alternative.

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

It does not appear ¢

mised if on
refused to f

a qualitativ
this criterio

ly a few jurisdi
ollow the plan

e evaluation fo
n. Instead, a li

ctions

»ossible to conduct




of possible changes to state .

legislation was developed to

tation. For th
tive to be vial

1e Comp
ble woul

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,

nd urban growth boundaries, The C

venue sharing, preservation of

ional open space, economic

legislation fo
growth boun

mandatory u
dary consisten

local plan consistency, reven
o

sharing, and

space policy.

rridor alternat
a significant
lation. These

a regional oper]

ive would requ
amount of legis

powers would

ban
Cy,
ue

1

lire

|

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.
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significant review, urban urban growth boundary confor- Each growth management tool was con-
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regional open space policy. An cantly help implement an alter-
is evaluation, the Dis- important prerequisite for this ° native. All of the alternatives,
alternative would be alternative is revenue sharing to and especially the Compact . i
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Comparison of costs due to the large amount of raw

land developed in this alterna-

criterion compares the costs of and 2020 tive compared to the greater
providing basic infrastructure raw land and in amounts of infill development
necessary to support the new at both low and high in the others. Infrastructure
residential growth occurring for comparison. These costs would cost $5.4 billion for the
under each alternative. A ranged from $46,900 per acre Dispersed alternative while the
measure of efficiency of each for low density infill to $93,800 others are all $2.0 billion or less.
alternative would be the one per acre for higher density on The Compact alternative has
with the least cost to the region. raw land. The number of acres the lowest costs at"$1.1 billion
The analysis examined only the of each type of development because of thehigher density
capital construction costs of the found in each alternative were and greater use of infill. The
major physical systems. These multiplied by the costs of each Corridor and Satellite alterna-
include water distribution lines, development to arrive at a cost tives are both substantially less
sanitary sewer collection sys- estimate for comparison. The . than Dispersed at $2.0 billion
tems, regional and local storm Dispersed alternative was nota- . and $1.6 billion respectively.
water drainage systems, and bly higher in cost than the other
local roads. Regional facilities three alternatives. This is likely
such as arterial roads, transit
lines and water storage reser-
voirs were not considered.

Estimates of costs _/4 measure o/ e/ﬁciencg o/ eac/l aﬁernufiue wou/c!
ée lf/te one wif/L f/Le least cost lo f/ze region.
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Summary of Evaluation Criteria

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 \ ran Reg io n
Urban Centers and Activity Centers 4 2 1 3 pO !

Promotes transit accessible development

households near transit station’s 4 1 3
Jobs near transit station’s 4 1
Provides services close to housing 4 2 1

Transportation

Minimizes vehicle travel 4 1 2

Minimizes delays and congestion on

the highway network 1 4 2 E
Maximizes alternative mode use 4 1 23

Minimizes total travel time 1 2

Minimizes regional transportation costs 3 15 15

Minimizes private transportation costs 2 3

* A ranking of “1” best meets the eval agon criteria S




Summary of Evaluation™ Qe

Criteria

Dispersed

Compact

Alternatives

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

I Costs of infrastructure development 4 1 2 3

Consistency with

local plans 3.5 3 2
Level of legislative change required 2 3 4
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the completion of the alter-
tive evaluation process, the

employment distributions
developed for the alternatives

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

force attempted to step
from the individual criteria
evelop a synthesis of the
icant conclusions.

highlights the incremental”
nature of the change to 2020.
The distributions started with ~ ©
the existing and committed land

use and population expected

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

n, both significant
t determine fac-
tors such as the potential loss of

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 th
relatively small increment of

¢

neighborhoods in the region. In . ran Reg io n
all of these alternatives, ab po\\

two-thirds of the 2020@@mg
stock already exi%@%d remains
predominantly’single-family
detached. e distributions

of popq@non developed for
these é{ematives showed that
den;i:fy will not be unifor

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

change. Change in trend rather
than absolute change is prob-
ably the most significant result
coming from the alternative
analysis.

N .
throughout the region, but
some increase i ity.i
priate locations is needed to,
gvide a diversity of housi

| Eypes.
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The significant capacity of the existing

urban area to absorb growth

AT 21

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

the jobs /housing balance; to
increase the supply of afford-
able housing; to encourage

alternative housing design; to

Dispersed alter
consumed 1

native in partic
more land than

ular
was

1

ne(_ebbary

ing in high
ronmental i
expansion ¢
contrast, th
tive was fot

particularly

r desirable, res

VMT, high env

of infrastructur
e Compact alte
und to be too d
7in the Denver

1t-

i-

mpact and costly
e. In

rma-

[ )
ense,

CBD,

necessary to increase densities place housing closer to services resulting in unacceptable effects
in any alternative above those such as shopping; to make more on congestion and air quality
of the existing development. efficient use of existing infra- in the modeling results. While
However, the task force believes structure; to allow for infill more information is needed to
that a slightly higher den- and redevelopment with their correctly model the effects of
corresponding advantages of . Compact Development, it ap-
em/’/‘“5i5 needs to be /”/‘lcea/ on the /"’é//“””' supporting transit and utilizing pears that employment growth
a/mlce’ in a/weg)/oing éigntﬁcanf wrban conters and infrastructure capacity; and to in particular was too high in
allow for open space preserva- Compact in downtown Denver.
in eflucaling the P “é/ic about de nsily. tion. This increases congestion in the
CBD and does not leave enough
In addition, increased emphasis needs employment for other regional
to be placed on the jobs/hous- Urban Centers to develop
MULTLFAMILY ing balance, in developing them as transit destinations. A
significant urban centers and slightly higher density than in
HOUSING #15 in educating the public on the 1990 results in land consump-
issue of density. tion between the Compact and
° ‘ ¢ ¢ Corridor or Satellite alterna-
tives, for a total urban area in
2020 of about 700 square miles.




Infill and redevelopment

TA .

to occur at re

port for transit, but al

alistic de

n

Vhile 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

rgely indistinguishable. As

with high qu
policy decisic
and disincent
to achieve hig
quality infill,
and new dev

lity design. P
tives are neede

redevelopmen
elopment.

ns with incentives

sher densities and

112
plic

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-

(J .
example, no suburban traf- Urban Centers and the Denver CBD way Park and/or at Highlands
zone increased in density Ranch. An urban center should

ugh to be classified as urban | While Urban Centers are a central belocated along or at the end

e transportation model.

occurred in part as only a
n of a zone tended to fall
a station area, such that

alternatives, t
better definec
increased to t

component in three of the

they need to be
1 and their den

become signific

sity

ant °

of any mass transit corridor
that is developed to encour-
age the success. Within these

parameters, flexibility may be

sity increases tended
t in the whole zone.
the exception of
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ited number
largely by sh:
Denver CBD

1 destinations ©

trips. This can occur for a lim-

of Urban Cente

fting jobs from

as in the Compact

the
Aswa

creased densities to alternative. A moderate CBD ver CBD didnot function well
opulation required goal of 40,000 to 60,000 addi- in the C;@pact alternative
by st control totals. tional jobs would allow 60,000 with @wth of 100,000 jobs. It
This suggests that extensive to 40,000 jobs to be moved to shouvlla have a more modera
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. 46\

s already menti@g\d, the Den- N
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support three
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40,000 to 60
housing is n

000 jobs. Additional
eeded in the CBD

to move tow
housing bal
ing increase:
tives were n
result in sig:
travel patter
tion model.
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needed in tl

ard a better jobs/
ance, although hous-
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ot large enough to
nificant effects in

ns in the transporta-
A greater variety
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y. However, be
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cause
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The task force fou
ellite” was a poo
those communities be
edge of the existing urbanize
area; thus the term “free-stand-
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by non-urban land which has

require inf
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Transportation

the existing t

between roads and li

ransport

Congestion and tfravel

Travel patterns reflect the land use in
each alternative and the result-
ing transportation systems are
developed to serve those land

se patterns. While significant

ncern has been expressed
ut the current ability to fully

As mig

ridorsinara

rail system u.

Satellite deve

to serve a nut

posed Satellites.
o

>ht be expected, the Disperse
alternative w

in maintainii

lial pattern, w

sing existing tr

mber of the pro

1
1ie

loped a commuter

acks

as most successful
ng today’s level of

Given

highways become more con-

gested.

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

ect transportation responses

nd use changes, and the
changes in individual
ior that would result,

congestion a

increased the most in Dispe

3 1 L
dspeeds ont

roadway system. While VMT

rsed,

the near doubling of road mile-
age largely accommodated this

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.

rr

1ts between alternatives.

sportation systems in
native were defined to
antly different in both
mode. Dispersed
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f regional road-

ways. On the other extreme,
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as well as les
However wit
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alternatives where alternatives N
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to single-occ
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The E-470 portion of the beltway seems
to be ready for construction, so

should be'i

Framework
beltway cou
bypass, offe
airport and
suburb trav
suggest that
beltway is d
increased co

cluded in the Vision
While a regional

1d serve as a truck

r access to the new

enable suburb-to-

el, model results

use of a complete

ependent upon

ngestion on other

transit ridership
though the increase wa
as great in the Compact alter
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.

dor through the use of circulator
and feeder systems. Modeling

Non

results also
need for mi
increased d
locations to

-motorized mo
walking) sh
crease in us

than motor

clearly show the
xed use centers and

ensities at rail station
support transit.

des (bicycling and
lowed a greater in-
e in the'alternatives
ized modes. Com-

roadways.
concerned tl
encourage |
ment on the
tan area. Ac

T P B .
1ne taskK 1orce 1s

hat beltways would
ow-density develop-
edge of metropoli-
cess along beltways

For other centers to be stccess-
ful in attracting transit use,
densities and total activity need
to approach those of downtown
Denver. Mixed use activities

pact had th
this could b
by more eff
. mixed use ¢
at station lo

greatest increase;
e further increased
ectively developing
aind higher densities
cations and in Urban

j/le m

una/eru/al

should, ther
isolated nod

n f/mee corr

efore, be limited to
es of development

to both increase densities and to
maintain the beltway’s trans-
portation functions.

Z/OI" investment éfua/ied now

'a/om :S/Lou/a/ ée

f/p éacé/gone o/ /ufure

anc[ 5/Lou
/éuw/ use

morle C/lO:ieI’l %)I" eaC/l Co
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lansit J%)rfd °
moc[e/ing o/
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wria/or.

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

Centers. N
reduce veh

pollution.

ing the dev

have a positive effect on air

on-motorized modes
icle trips more than

vehicle miles, but by avoiding
vehicle starts and stops, it can

Sub-regional mea-

sures best encourage the use of
non-motorized modes, includ-

elopment of mixed-

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-

site design.

use activity centers and careful




Costs

The capital costs of new trans

facilities were not con

capital costs. Auto ownership
represents the vast majority of
private transportation costs,
ith commercial vehicle delays

ing the other significant

ponent. While significant

still keeping

negative characteristics of the
lower cost alternatives (Com-
pact and Sa.tellite) might have
been mitigated by assumin,

additional improvéments but

the costs consistent

Transportation costs in any alternative . any of the alternatives but also Air quality
are huge, with private costs were not kept constant across
greatly outweighing public the alternatives. Some of th 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

litional work is desired in

ating cost, Compact and
lite have lower public

due to decreased highway
ing. Transit investment

natives.

with the mor

. q
expensive alter-

improved technologies and
turnover of the automobile fleet.
However PM,, and NOx appear
to be significant problems in

all alternatives, and additional

vides more potential

than highway invest-

ough the challenge is

vince people to use
sit.

/é ea/ucing

MT gmwl‘/z 5 f/ze /una/amenfu/
Jfr‘allegy %)r ac/u'euing eller air cﬁua/if% Ag rec[ucing

t/le numéer (ZI’I,J t/le /engf/t o/fm'/od.

control measures will be needed O\'\-\oﬂ Reg' OonN
to réach air quality standa
Strategies for the cont

and NOx differ %},@ COas
these pollut@@ vels increase
with vehi@ peeds Conse-
quentlyiﬁ}e advantages of the
Disp@

d alternative in main-

LIGHT RAIL #17

tai
S
codld be offset by higher leve
ofNOx. Subre E

ed to be considered, since
population and job density
Lincreases without changes in
%avel behavior will lead to in-

S

Visi




creased concentrations of PM,
and CO. Density per se does

not lead to improvements in
air quality, but must be accom-
panied by mixed use develop-
ment, desigh improvements
and use of alternative modes

accessibility.

cing long-term VMT growth is

Modeling results s

additional water
the alternatives, sugge
need for intense water conse
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

Was

tewater

vth in the regi

ment capac

sewer capa
maximizing
ing systems
and Satellit

additional wastewater tre

of the wastewater evaluati
largely reflect using existirx
city, with Comg
> the use of exis

e alternatives 1

*11 . |
n will also re

ity. The results

. Both Dispers

uire

at-

on

18

[ )
pact
5t-

ed

Ocate

the fundamental strategy for
ﬁ'clﬁevi‘rrgﬁeﬁer 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-

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

significant
areas witho

new developm

ent in

ut existing capacity,

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
0. [ ] (] ce @
and mixed use opportunities.

sharing will minimize the ad-

ditional amount needed.

m&Je/ing.reduﬁd.:i/ww tAé neea//or

aJa/ifiona/ waler Ju/o/o/ied in a// f/le
aﬁernul‘iue:i, Mtggeél‘ing l‘/w neeal /or

inlense waler conservaltion e/%)rl‘d.
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substantially increasing the cost ,
of treatment. It should be noted

eral Findings

that the regional costs for ad-

ditional wastewater treatment
capacity are well below other

public costs considered in the

alternatives analysis.

Stormwater runoff

r runoff results reflect the

Severa

results.

and environn

1 broad themes are evident
throughout the evaluation

*The first is that the Dispersed alterna-
tive is undesirable for a number
of reasons, includir.lg cost, land
consumption, increased VMT

nental impact.
°

research needs to be done on the

cost evaluations.)

eFinally, 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-

ount of disturbed land and

d or covered surfaces

cted in each alternative.

o its larger land consump-
e Dispersed alternative

*Second, the Compac

the lowest co!
the environm

of future gro

-t alternative he
st and minimiz
ental impacts

th, but could

S

eThe ¢

term implications.

evaluation results demonstrate
that if the direction of the trends
can be changed, then more

ificantly higher runoff

with more runoff pro-

d the potential to affect
umber of already
atersheds. While all
nt should employ the
ater management
greater volume
and extent of runoff from Dis-

encounter pu
strategies tha

gr'owflz n L‘/ze region wi// a/éo re

(Significant costs are also pa

and mixed use developments.
rt

blic resistance to
t increase density

significant results could be ex-

pected in the longer term.e\‘O
\
° Q@
23

persed will make these controls
more difficult and expensive.
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'ecommendations for
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tury

ork defines a region

and redevelopment. Within the

is framework defines the major

features of

he regional plan

and quality

>, transportatio
environment and open spz
These features provide a g
and a measure of progress
as the region considers qu
tions associated with grow
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ace.

uide

es-

7t11

of life in the years

with an average density slightly urban core, a limited number of ahead, such as: Where will new
higher than the present. Sev- intense, mixed use centers will residents liye dnd work? How
eral free-standing communities develop along transit corridors. witt peoplermove from pigeeto
will remain separate from the Open space will help define the place? What Urban Centers will
develop and how? What lands

urban core and become job and

urban form as well as protect

. will remain

as open space? And

udion jrameworé c[e/%ned

commercial centers. Along with important environmental fea-

a vital Denver central business tures. what should be done to erjsure

district, the existing urban areas a high quality of life for future
generations?

will absorb a significant share of
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Growth and Development -

which totaled about 5
miles. “Urban” on th

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

f the region would reflect the

pected population growth, at
0 percent rate between 1990

includes all r
served by pul
er as well as ¢
and industria
and major pu
Buckley Air ]
base and Roc
urban area by
include resid

esidential area

blic water and sew-

commercial, office

1 areas, local parks

blic uses such as

National Guar

ky Flats. The new
/ 2020 would also
ential and employ-

To def

regional average of 1.42 jobs per
households, each free-standing
community would require a
supply of 56,000 jobs.

ine and map the physical location
of the expected growth, DRCOG
will work with sub-regional
groups of local governments

2020. The average density

e region would increase

a level of 3,600 persons
uare mile of urban land
to 3,900 in 2020. If all of

The ex

ment areas as
sites needed

population.

11 1 (] 1:
well as the public

to service the new

isting communities of Boulder,

and other stakeholders. Within
the parameters defined by the
Vision Framework, these sub-
regional groups will identify the
lands expected to urbanized by

wth were to take place
00 square miles of new
d land, the incremental
ould be 4,500 persons
mile. However, it is

Brighton, Longmont and C

Rock will remain free-stand-
they will be buff-

ing. Thatis,
ered from the

astle

major urban area

by non-urban and open spa

ce

2020. Th the followi . i
e map on the fo .owmg O\\'\On Reg'Oﬂ
page compares the urbani ef‘op

area in 1990 with a single‘atea of
200 square miles.qﬁ‘s intended

mount of new N

to illustrate

at over 20 percent of lands, will have their own em- urbanized@@a expected by
ion and employment ployment bases and will meet 2020. ;\(\
e located in infill most of the social and cultural @ R
and redeveloped areas needs of their residents. Each L
r o~
could conceivably approach 6
Figure 5 illustrates the amount of new a population of 100,000 by 5 W E
development proposed for addi- 2020, growing from their 1994 E
tion. The circle contains an area populations of 90,000 (Boulder, O
. . e
of 200 square miles. The exist- including Gunbarrel), 58,000 L
ing urban area in 1990 is shown, (Longmont), 18,000 (Brighton) CC)
z /4
> S




Such a boundary would define those be identified and included on
lands suited for urban develop- the regional plan map.
ment. Changes to the boundary Asnoted in Metro
would be considered periodi- open space is im Critical open space needed to buffer
cally, consistent with the Vision conserve and protect i the free-standing communities
Framework and the principles natural resources, to provide will be identified, as well as
of Metro Vision 2020, including for the physical and aesthetic buffers within the urban area
increased densities, mixed use enjoyment of the out-of-doors, to define other communitieg, to
development, urban centers and to shape the region’s pattern of preserve waterways and other
efficient use of infrastructure. growth and development, to key environmental features and
A number of mechanisms are preserve the region’s agricul- to provide recfeational opportu-
possible for implementing such tural resources, and to protect nities.  *

a boundary,

including state

legislation and local intergov-

ernmental agreements.

prominent features such as the
visual backdrop of the Rocky i
Mountain Front Range.” A

regional open space system .

I

[ ]
Farmland shou

. valuable re

Id be identified
source to the re

and as an integral part of t

asa
gion
he

OPEN SPACE #20
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°
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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-

region’s her
and cultura
land also p1

landscape.”
of national
should be n
tected as th

part of the region’s

ritage and econ
1 diversity. Far

environmental benefit and

Y7

work
Viable farml

rovides a scenic

omic
m-
an
isa
Ing

nds

or state significance
napped and pro-
e region grows. In

ment plan map.

Open space connections between re-

gional open space areas desired

for preservation and trails will

addition to
other steps
port activiti
or stockyar
maintain a

economy.

land use actions,
(for example, sup-
es like grain storage
ds) will be needed to

viable agricultural




Urban centers

crifica/ e/emenf o/ f/le na

plan wi

‘our or flve ma/'or

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

hierarchy of centers ranging

m neighborhood centers to
wntown Denver, these cen-

Ce

Jrec

The intent of the Visi

designate a li

nlers in aa/a/ihon to alownfou

-5l‘an.a/ing com

Urban Centers with incentiv
and responsibilities for their

munilies.

on Framework

ited number

n :benuer an

is to DRCC
of
7es

de-

(lf/le cores O/tAe f/wee

)G staff should work with the
member governments to iden-
tify areas with the potential to
achieve this level of activity and

should contain a minimum

,000 jobs within an area of
quare miles (approximate-
mile radius) at sufficient
ies to support transit. The

sion of them

velopment. Incentives inclu
recognition by DRCOG of the
importance of these and inclu-

in regional trans-

de

d
a

propose initial locations to the
Board. A set of criteria will be
developed to assist in this iden-
tification. These centers will be

hould contain a variety

ing with higher densities
regional average. Each
uld be located on the
ansit system and be
its own transporta-
k-including transit,
d bicycle systems.

responsible f

nte 1
L

zoning changes necessary tc

nforcine the 1 Irbha

Q QO
1550

highway access can be devel-
oped to support their growth.
Local communities would be

or the land use

ensure the development of the
urban centers and to make the

capital improvement commit-

and

evaluated on a regular basis to
determine if they are achiev-
ing ’che development rg\i@ﬂ\
become true Urbarge ers or
if other locatio ould be con-
sidered. Bo@%RCOG and the
community/would be expected
to com@ to actions needed

to sm;@ort and encourage the

me:
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The Denver CBD is identified in the

principles and policies as the

and does not
of urban dev

define t

elopment.

=N

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
ntertainment facilities.

rowth forecasts

Denve

To rem

framework di

household and employment

efines the expected

fore.casts for each of these areas.

The table foll

summarizes these forecasts.

r CBD

\ain the region’

=00

owing the map

s core, the CBD

(7

Subur

The st

area is expected to add 65,000

households (14.6 percent) and
100,000 jobs (15.5 percent).

ban area

iburban area includes communi-

ties such as Louisville, Lafay-
ette, Erie, Superior, Broomfield,

casts for areas below the
nal level are one way to
ify the goals and objec-
f the development plan.

11 13
Wwill add 5U,U

of regional growth) between
0 and 20,000 house- °
holds (4.4 percent).

1990 and 202

NA -2 ~1 []
00 jobs (7.7 percent

Westminster, Thornton, North-
glenn, Littleton, Greenwood Vil-
lage and Parker. It also includes
the newer areas of Arvada,
Commerce City, Aurora, and

escribe not only the

ns of current trends but
ffect of policies such
ation of new Urban

region have been
wn in Figure 6):
the Denver Central Business

Centra

The ce

] urban area

ntral urban area includes com

munities such as Englewood,

Wheat Ridge
Denver. It al

Glendale and
so includes the

older portions of Aurora, Com-

merce City, Arvada and Lake-

wood. While

this area has seen

Lak d. More than half of . i
t;\ ewo0 ore a'n E‘l o O\\'\On Reg’Oﬂ
e growth of the region is e,(<op

pected to occur in the@@lsb
area of the region.|Metro house-
hold growth 0@530,000 and
employm rowth of 374,000
jobs betyieen 1990 and 2020 will
repre@-mt about 60 percent,of

an

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

population ar

clines in the past, it is important

that the area
vital part of t

addition, it contains some major

infill parcels

continue to be a
he urban fabric.

nd employment de-

In

such as Lowry and

the kc}al growth of the regio
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Free-standing communities ity should be enhanced for each

applicable mode.

Asnoted earlier, the four free-standing

communities are expected to pected to reach a rporfaﬁon system goals and poli-

each approach 100,000 popu- 90,000 and an employ S

lation by 2020, growing from of 20,000 by 2020, with most

86,000 households (1990), to a this development occurring in The goals for the transportation element
total of 160,000 households. To the towns. of the Vision Framework are:
be balanced communities, the ‘
total number of jobs in the free- Transportation * Provide accessibility arid mobility
standing communities would be for people and’goods; and
224,000 in 2020 or 110,000 new The Vision Framework for 2020 should *
jobs. address the general characteris- e Enhance the quality of life available
tics of the regional transporta- in the region; and
tion system; describe the prior- .
ity the system will place oneach | ¢ Minimize adverse effects on the
The rural area includes the communi- of the applicable transportation natural and man-made enyviron-
ties of Bennett, Byers, Strasburg modes; describe the services to ment.
and Deer Trail on the eastern be provided in different parts of
plains, Larkspur in the south the region, including important To support these overall goals, the
and the mountain communi- regional centers; and describe recommended transportation
the strategies by which mobil- framework should be based on

policies which:

e Plan transportation facilities tc

respond to the travel demands
° j/w goa/{.%r f/zapfrané/oorl‘aﬁovo elemenl 0/ fAc /l/iéioa jrameworé‘ﬂre: ° froil the re gionally a dopte d

® jm/oroue acceééiéi/ify ana/ moéi/ify %)r /oeopé ana/ gooa/./y; development scenario;

e gn/lance ll/le %M&Mﬂmﬁé%ﬁﬂ%ﬂﬂﬁ/ﬁ%fﬂﬂi// ana/ man-mmle

environmentl.
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Figure 6

Metro Vision Analysis Area

Rural

Frg e-standinJg
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Subarea

Growth Forca

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




® Support development only in areas Select rapid transi
where sufficient multi-modal have potentie
transportation systems can be . sufficient to support rapid and recreational sites through-
provided; transit service. Additionally, out the state;
local governments should b
* Provide multimodal options to ma- encouraged to use zoning and Pursue projects and policies which
jor destinations such as regional land devel(zpment techniques, improve commercial vehicle
shopping centers, business including infill and redevelop- movement and intermodal
istricts, and airports; ment, to create higher densi freight facilities;
mixed uses around committed
riority to maintenance, opera- rapid transit stations and to give Maintain adequate aviation capacity
s, safety, and management priority to rapid transit proj- at DIA and the other regional
rovements for existing ects where local actions such as system airports;
ties to protect previous land development agreements ~ °
ments, with emphasis on and zoning actions encourage Seek additional funding, through
ues to manage, adapt, transit-supportive development ° use of innovative local and
ruct and reconfigure the atterns; rivate techniques, to ensure . i
existing transpirtation ’ fhat-needed sfrface transp%(@)po\“on Reg'on
better use available Ensure that rapid transit compo-

tive travel modes to
b-to-suburb travel

Im

nents are coordinated and inter-
connected;

prove connections at intermo

dal passenger facilities serving
long-distance travel, such as

A

tion facilities and serv@@re
\N

provided; «

¢ N
s part of the i glementation
process;éﬁ@ntify transportation
dema@l» management strategies

neceé?ary to maintain or reduce
L~

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

Denver International Airport
(DIA) and Denver Union Termi-

nal;

pe@apita vehicle miles of tra

p(b day; E
S
o
LL
S
2 S I




e Establish an incentive program with- Rapid transit corridors recommended

in the transportation planning for the Vision Framework are:

process to give preference (but Rapid transit

not a prerequisite) to transporta- southwest Corridor light rail transit
tion projects which support in- The Vision Framework shoul line from Broadway at I-25 to
creased density, the development on the network of rapid tran Mineral Avenue at Santa Fe

of urban centers, infill develop- facilities already constructed in Drive. A future extension to

ment, mixed use development the region. The primary focus Highlands Ranch should be

and better air quality; of rail transit in the Vision considered ‘
Framework should be the Den- ‘

Encourage local governments to ver Central Business District e West Corridor line’from the Denver
consider alternative mode trans- CBD, with secondary focus on CBD along a general corridor
portation when making develop- other Urban Centers. Stations between Colfax and Alameda
ment approvals; should be designed to allow Awenue to the Federal Center

convenient transfers for travel- . and/or downtown Golden. The
Without sufficient land-use controls, the ers. The Central Corridor Light . rapid transit mode, aligmxent,
construction of regionally-sig- Rail Project has been construct- and exact western terminus
nificant highway facilities could ed to serve as the centerpiece of the corridor should be left
jeopardize the regional growth of a rail rapid transit system. unspecified pending the results
plan recommended in the Vision The recently opened North I-25 of an ongoing Major Investment
Framework. Any capacity-add- Bus/High Occupancy Vehicle Study (MIS) in the corridor.
ing general-purpose highway (HOV) lanes are well suited to
lane miles of a regional nature serve as the initial segment of a ¢ Southeast Corridor from the Denver
will be included in the 2020 Bus/HOV system for a portion CBD southeast generally follow-
Regional Transportation Plan of the north metropolitan area, ing South I-25 to the southeast
only if sufficient implementation including the north and north- employment center area and
‘ Y ¢ " meastres are’adopted to asstre ° ® west corridors to Boulder. including I-225 from 1-25to
that development in the area of Parker Road. The rapid tran-
influence will be consistent with sit mode, alignment and exact
the regional plan. southeastern terminus of the

corridor should be left unspeci-




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

nd alignment should be left

specified pending the results
an ongoing MIS study in the

The ad

The priman
Cenfru/ /.?ud

ditional rapid
o
lined below,

for inclusion

land use mix

are recommend

Vreus of rail

vbwu or 4

. . b PR
given to supportive densities,

and urban cen

transit lines, out-

ed

with consideration

ter

Front

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

Range commuter rail connec-

111

iness :biéfricf, wif/t 5eamaLlry ocus on ol‘/wr ?//réan Cenl‘erd.

ridor north from I-25, con-
g with the East Corridor
ransit line paralleling I-

Nc

1 . 1 I £ 1 3..2.
locations to be dermed durit

refinement of

orth Jefferson C
from the Denver CBD generally

the 2020 plan:

ounty Corridor

g

tions should be included in

the framework connecting the
Denver core with free-standing
communities such as Boulder,
Longmont, Brighton, and Castle

id transit in this corridor

prove rapid-transit
etween the southeast
a, the southeast em-

center area, Aurora,

North
Avenue.

long I-25 to 120th

Ch

along the we

Ridge, and G

along the Ch
Road/Alame

ton Northern

rerry Creek/Aurora Corridor

olden,

st I-70 and Burling-
railroad serving
the cities of Arvada, Wheat

from the Denver CBD generally
erry Creek /Parker

da corridor to the

Rock, as well as other Front
Range communities such a
Collins, Greeley, and

e
S
Q

Springs.

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

uth Jefferson C
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Other transit

Tl
1ne

the develop

Framework
service shou
in the highe
of the urban
primarily de
grid street p

and objectives of the Vision

ment characteristics

Local fixed route
1ld be concentrated
r density portions
area which are
>veloped with a
attern; paratransit

rapid transit stat
activity destinations.
bus service should be provi
between the region’s free-
standing communities such as
Boulder, Castle Rock, Brighton,
and Longmont, and from the
free-standing communities to

In the short term, bus system resources

should be ¢

oncentrated in the

future rapi

to develop

sit corridor
higher dens
should also
proved sery
treatments
speeds and

Feeder routes to the rapid

1 transit corridors
transit patronage.
tran-

s and routes along
ity urban corridors ’
be targeted for im-
rices and bus priority
to improve travel
bus operations.

services an
mand-respo
be considere
service in lo

ban and rur

other similar de-
nse services should
>d to provide local
wer density subur-
al areas. Until rapid

the rapid transit system.

The rapid transit system should be
supplemented with corridor
bus service for circumferential

In order to reduce t

preserve en
. in the mour
. public and

raffic congestion and
vironmental quality
ntain I-70 corridor,

private paratransit

transit servi
Regional an
should cont

consistent w

focused on 1
such as the |
fixed-route 1
not be provi
future urbar

ce is implemented,
d Express routes
inue in a manner
7ith current service,
major Urban Centers
Denver CBD. Local
bus service should
ded outside of the

1 area.

/.?ué service :S/mu/c[

persons éefween r'apial transit stations arw/

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.

and bus ser
stituted to |
convenient
the metrop
mountain r
tions. Inter
ties should
multimoda
the metrop

vice should be in-
orovide high-speed,
connection between
olitan area and
ecreational destina-
modal transfer facili-
be built to facilitate

[ travel between

olitan area and the

ée U/edigneal to /éea/ f/le ra/aial transit 5ydl‘em stations urw/ to JAuff/e

nearéy acfiuify aledﬁnaﬁon:i.

mountainot

Investment
tainous I-7(
western ed
ban area to

us destinations. The

state should undertake a Major

Study in the moun-
the
ce of the Denver ur-

corridor, from

Glenwood Springs,




to better define longer-range
improvements and funding

Other

responsibilities.
Regional beltways
The Vision Framework supports the

construction of E-470 and plan-
ing for the completion of a

gional beltway designed for
nsportation purposes such as

NTA

freeways/arterial road

Improvements to the
and arterial system should

hav.e two mai

n priorities:

providing appropriate ac-

111

cess to areas newly urbanized

°
between 1995 and 2020, and

improving traffic flow on

the existing s

facilities in the newly urban

ysten.l. Arterial

ized

Facilit

Non-n

facilities should be limited and
consider the analysis provided
by the congestion management
system.

ies for non-motorized modes

notorized facilities should be
provided consistent with the

ess to DIAand to PI‘OVICle for

rb-to-suburb trips. Such a

multi-modal through

areas should
favor a grid s
foster transit-
opment. Con
existing high

1 [ ]
be constructed

way system sh

treet pattern and

to

supportive devel-
ectivity of the

ould

Regional Pedestrian and Bicycle
Plan. Facilities should include
both pathways and bicycle
parking. Emphasis should be
placed on higher density areas

tion of right-of-way for

igh speeds, maintain
to serve longer trips
1 and interregional

velopment around interchange

be improved
struction of s
Congestion a
changes shou
including sel
widenings w
number of lai

Specific recommendations f

1-70 east, US-

6, and I-25 sou

including con-
t freeway inter-

ective roadway
hich equalize the

hort missing links.

1d be eliminated,

nes on a roadway.

or
th

and major commercial and busi-

Ky
are generally limited mile
or less, and.bmyc@ps to six

miles or les%ﬁrlty should
be given t ility expansion
within tHese distances of Urban
Centeé\. Facilities to encoyrage

olfan Region

ness destinations. As wal

non“/@otorlzed travel shoul

areas, and

¢ Should provide points of access for

existing communities.

should await
MIS studies ¢

in those corri

the results of t

dors.

he

urrently underway

als@)e developed within free

stﬁdmg rural

uld also be given to easing

d improving the safety of

| non-motorized travel within the
(Urban Centers. Non-motorized
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major stops

access to transit stations and

should be im-

proved. RT

service to ex
operating ra
system.

inuity of bicycl
cilities shou

restored as |

should consider

fleet-wide “bike on transit”

tend the effective

nge of the transit

e and pedestrian fa-
1d be preserved and
vart of any highway

Plan. Services to be provided

include:

Fully accessible wheelchair lift-
equipped bus and rail services

Sidewalk and curb cuts and sn

removal po

licies; and

ow

Service coordinatio

private for-

through a R

[ransit service user training.
ice provision by both non-pro

encouraged.

profit operator

n should be ach
egional Servic

fit and

s is
[ )

rieved

1%

or transit co

which impa

struction project

cts such routes.

inventory of existing (including “de-
facto”) bicycle and pedestrian

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

Coordinati
is encourag
Regional Se
. Agency rol

the RTD are encouraged tc

A PT
N AgENncy. K1

e. Counties ou

ed to consider the

rvice Coordination

tside

iden-

veloped for
bicycle facil
provements

facilities for

facilities needs to be made to
identify major deficiencies. A
capital program should be de-

new pedestrian and
ities, and for im-

The program should emphasize

pedestrians and

bicyclists which serve a trans-

portation function.

to existing facilities.

income elderly, and those who
have sight, cognitive, hearing or

walking problems;

8/0[9;"/% anc[ a/idaé/e(! services :i/lou/c{ ée
g/c[erﬂ' nd $L5aé!éa/ 67/2. rer

lf U/Ll’ié' llp"
T

tify a servic
and provid

support.

administrative and operat

pmuicleal consislenl wif/L f/Le
/..,

e organizationa

e delivery agency

1,
Ing

ty ana
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Environmenta

1 Quality

cting and impr
tal quality is
of the regior
and improv

type of grow
opment des
Framework
address any

oving environmen-
an important goal

1. In order to protect

e air and water qual-

ity, the physical location and

vth and land devel-
cribed in the Vision
must consider and

impacts on envi-

from appro

Future plans should include strate

ved State Impl

gies

D

1

ning processes, I
quality management s
gies, a 20-to 50-year system
wastewater treatment facilities,
and a holistic and integrated
watershed approach to meeting
the goals of the Clean Water Act.

mentation
region will
goals. Tran
and control
identified t
goals of 44

Plans to ensure

meet air qualit

and 825 tons per day of ca

monoxide throughbut the

of the 2020

plah.

tons per day of M

the

y

sportation network
strategies should be
L]
0 meet the air quality

10
rbon

term

ronmental quality. The envi-
ronmental quality principles
and policies in the Metro Vision

jn ora/er to /orofecf ana/ im/omue alir an

lwaller ?ua/il.‘y, z)callion

fects of regi
ment activit

Maintaining and enl

ity within th
sary to meet

on-shaping develop-
y including:

hancing water qual-

le region is neces-
the quality of life

5 inherent in the

expectations

Metro Visio:
[ ]

requires the

ciples and a
Vision 2020

of water quze

rl Statem.ent. This
[ ]
Clean Water Plan

to incorporate the goals, prin-

ssumptions of Metro
and consideration
lity infrastruc-

Statement, Principles and Policies

for Metro Vision 2020 remain “ /4 / i 1) | ] [fe 7 / ./ /[ ]
na Ly/oe Of gl"()u/ll’l ana tand devetopmerntl musdl coroider and aa-

important regional goals and

should be updated to include ef- alreM any im/oacfd on enuimnmenfa/ cju.z/il‘y.
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enters- Identifiable concentra-
ns of human activity within a

A Glossary for th
Vision 2020 Framewc

Congestion Managem

o

A systematic

wk

1ent S.ystem (C

MS)-
process that pro-

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 citv with. suburban. areas
C y-With rpan

tiV C}y Dllld}} ECUSI dPhiL dlcd.
oposed hierarchy of activity
rs in order of descending
ity is: Peripheral urban
regional activity center,

tation system
alternative st

mobility of p

bR | LIy ] ¥ &
VIUCS 1IIOINIdtioln OI thalls

performance and

congestion and enhance the

rategies to allex

ersons and goo

-

viate

ds.

or outlying cities. Typically as-
sociated with diesel train opera-
tion on existing rail track.

ansportation system
istic referring to the

11 people to travel to
s. Best M

Alternati rtation Modes-

single-occupe
be ineligible f
unless part o

lanagement Pr
Accepted sta

int vehicles ma
for federal func
f a CMS.

actices (BMPs)

1s

te of the art strate-
gies or actions including struc-

r + 1 NI hioh f aete ol e Co hensive Plan n official state
U111111u1u|._y CCIiCn 41l INCW ulguwa PIUJCLLB blslllll“ it enttitot v Lt s lalotat i
munity center. cantly increasing capacity for ment by a governmental body O\‘\-\Oﬂ Regl on

of the goals, policies and m{g@@
tions relating the gro Gn

development of a a such as
aregion, cou_nébr city.

Conformity- At rement of the
CAAA@T a finding of fact that

N

ized modes.

Clean

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

tion.

Air Act Amen

ments (CAAA)-
Federal legislation passed
in 1990 that reauthorizes the
Clean Air Act and establishe
an aggressive timetable and

Non-single‘eccupant vehicle tural controls and regulatory a plator project conforms*to the
pu| £+ 1 T 1414 + Tit pa| H J + SIP.s-purpose of eliminatine

ITNOAUCS O tIavel, HICTUdces trall-= PUIILIED ACSIZICAd 1O PIEVCIH CLL ey Yoy v B A tills

sit, paratransit and non-motor- non-point source water pollu- reduicing the sey

»

gbient Air Quality Standar

: not contributing to any n
L‘E‘iolation of any standard, by
@ot increasing the frequency or

(severity of any existing viola-

Visl




tion, and by
ment of any

not delaying attain-
standard or interim

Developed Area- Are

Distributions- The a

emission re

casted demc

Juction

cas of urban and

suburban development with a
minimum density greater than
1 unit per ac

re.

llocation of fore-
graphic informa-

terminated or

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

Inte

change- The sy

stem of ramps that

connects two or more grade-

Light Rail Transit (

-modal- Faciliti

more mode

propelled v
singly or in
nantly reset

ighways.
es connecting two or
s of transportation.
.
LRT)- An electrically
ehicle that operates
trains on pr.ed omi-
rved, biit not neces-

ss Bus- Bus service with few stops,

vacant land within the devel-
oped area.

Intermodal Surface

ciency Act

tion such as population growth sarily grade-separated, rights-
to eeographical subareas within Infill- The policy and action of directing of-wayv.

to geographica as within ifill policy and action ting way.

the region. development density to existing

Transportation Effi-
ISTEA)- The federal

Forec

way or HO\
ending in ar
as the Denv

asts- The adop
tions of pop
ment and h

V facility, typically
1 urban center such
er CBD.

ted future projec-
ulation, employ-
buseholds used for

policy development and for

Freeu

the rpginna]

pay- A divided

freeway is r

service demands.
[ ] [ ]

planning of future
[ ] [ ]

highway designed

for the unimpeded flow of large
traffic volumes. Access to a

igorously controlled;

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.

sion of devi
transportat

is economically efficient and

typically at the suburban end of ° legislation passed in 1991 that

the trip, and an express portion Influence Area- The geographic area o provides funding for transporta-
r r r J [ o r r (] r

of the journey often on a free- surrounding a peripheral urban tion infrastructure within a vi-

eloping an integrated
ion system that

environmentally sound. The

act focuses
and manag
transportat

requires the integration of

pm*f;\ tion a

on the maintenance
ement of existing

ion infrastructure,
trans-

nd land use plan-
P

Infrastruc‘l‘urp— The basic phycir;\]
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.

Leve

ning, supports air quality

and provid
flexibility.

1 of Service (LOS)- A qualitative

assessment
volumes re

goals
es increased funding

of roadway traffic
ative to road capac-




ity, ranked on a scale ranging
from A as free flowing traffic to

tion planning

funding decisi

transportatio

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

Local Fixed-Route Bus- Bus service on
ed-route and schedule involv-

Mobili

talsportatio

located within a region through

the MPO’s pl

ty- A transportation system

characteristic

ease of trip-making, genera
speed of travel.
o

measured by

referring to th

anning process.

ly

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.

nsive evaluation of trans-

ion needs on a corridor or
cale. The MIS is used

»

Multi-

Community Ce
tions of empl

mercial activ:
al activ

tv that serve a

enters- Concentra-
oyment or com-

frequent stops and conse- Mode- Means of travel: auto driver, pas- | Non-Point Source- Pollution sources

ntlv low averagce speeds senger. mass transit passenger. that are distributed and gener-

ntly low average speeds senger, mass transit passenger, that are distributed and gener
cyclist, pedestrian, and so on. alized such that the pollution

does not come from a specific
discharge point such as a pipe
or smoke stack.

11C VIO

e the design, concept or
a major transportation
nt necessary to address
; an element of the
sive regional trans-
lanning process.
erial- A divided ar-
ay for through-traf-

olled access, the

ctions

1Nercidl dCtt

regional marl

portation destination for on

portion of the
nity Centers 1
more municij
on their chare
tion; and maj
uses. Most r¢
traditional d¢

Ly thdUseive

ket, being a trai
> region. Comr,

Mmay serve one

y contain a mix
>gional malls at

palities depending
acteristics and loca-

wntowns would

Paratransit Service- Variety of smaller,
ofteh flexibly-scheduled a
routed transportation ces
using low-capacitywehicles
such as vans, @;i\s, and small
buses. .

Pedes triun-Oﬂ'é(‘t\ed Development
(POL@ Development designed

¥

of which are often
oW

fay
CCLIO1S 1THCH d41'C O1ItCll

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-

Multin

fall into this ¢
KA I1NtO-thlsS €

nodal- An adje

the integration of various m
in a transportation system c

cerning or iny

one transportation mode.

ctive referring

volving more tl

to
odes
on-
han

o

a edestrian mevement an
e W

Peripheg Urban Center- One of a li
| #d number of mixed use activity
ceenters offering opportunities
(for employment, housing and
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recreation; at a sufficient size Sub-Community Centers- Localized

and concentration to achieve a concentrations of commer

vibrant urban character and to one or mo
do not have th
of housing, employ.
recreation needed to be a
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

cial services. retail stores
vices, S

1dl-S5CL 1Etadll StOL

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.

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-

- Small particles that are 10 microns ated service orretail businesses

in diameter . or less. When sus- Sciences Center. would be in this category.

pended in the air and inhaled,
these particles are small enough
to be carried deep into the lungs

where they are difficult to expel

Regional Bus- Long distance bus service | Sprawl- The effectively unregulated
between communities with and uncontrolled spread of low
few stops and high operating density urban development into

Qpppdc ° natural lands, characterized hy

and may cause a v;rripfy of
health problems. strip commercial development,
dominance of the auto and

single-family detached housing,.

Rural- Areas where the natural environ-
ment predominated and where
human structures and activities
are incidental or compatible State Implementation Plan (SIP)- A
with the natural landscape. plan which provides for the
Residential densities are less implementation, maintenance
than 1 unit per acre and public and enforcement of the National
services are limited or non-ex-

d 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.

. Regio.nal Activity C

and are con
transportati

enters- High inten-

sequently a major
on destination for

istent

Ambient A

within eac

state. The SIP

r Quality Standards

must

contain enf

orceable emissi

on

sity Concentrations of emplo.y- .Single-.Occupu.nt Vehicle (SOV)- A limitations and other control
ment or commercial activity motorized vehicle occupied by a measures necessary to attain
that serve a regional function single person. and maintain the NAAQS.




Suburban- Areas dominated by hu- .| Transit-Oriented Developme

man activities and structures, Development design

but with a significant percent- 5 accommodate and encourage
age of land surface retaining a the use of transit through the
vegetative cover. The natural application of density, diversity
environment is more apparent and’design principles.

than in urban settings and the

dominant land use is single- Urban- Areas of intensive human use
family detached residential. At with most of the land covered

minimum the basic services of by structures or transportation
blic safety, water and sewer facilities(roads). The natural
provided. environment is dominated and

cenerallv controlled bv ma:

enerallty controlea by mar
fe) ) J

ion Demand Management made facilities and structures.
)- Economic pricing strate- Urban areas are characterized .
incentives and regulations by mixed uses, vertical devel-
ed to control the demand opment and a complete set of

sinole- occunant xrnbiﬂln

DU 1
Silgle-0cCupqalit vVeELlcle pub V1

mote alternative modes O\‘\-\Qﬂ Reg' on

Urban Form- The general physical form ° X(
of the region defined by the @@
provement Program pattern and functional relation- . 48\
three-to five-year ships between the developed ®<\ N
nal transportation area, infrastructure systems, and Q
cted for funding. open space. :
included in the TIP
of the regional Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT)- The total °
transportation plan. distance traveled in miles by

all motor vehicles in a given

%]
N
0
N
S
area in a given time period. D W E

&

O
L

C

O

e
>

Each mile traveled is counted
as one vehicle mile regardless
of the number of persons in the
vehicle.
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