PERSPECTIVES
ON TRANSIT
IN THE
DENVER REGION
Amid unprecedented
growth, appreciation
for transit gains a
foothold with
residents and
businesses

Introduction
The Denver region continues to make signiﬁcant investments in transit, including
the Regional Transportation District’s FasTracks rapid transit system. Over the
past two decades the Denver Regional Council of Governments has emphasized
the importance of integrating land use decisions and transportation investments
through Metro Vision, the region’s long-range plan for growth and development.
Research efforts such as this report help local and regional stakeholders
understand if, and how, the region’s residents and businesses are increasing
their orientation toward transit as it affects mobility, quality of life and economic
opportunities. How preferences change over time may affect the ability of the region
to achieve targets established in Metro Vision, as well as other related beneﬁts outlined
in the plan such as reductions in vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions,
and increasing protected open space. This report identiﬁes the current landscape of
location preferences among residents and businesses near rapid transit stations and
how perceptions changed between 2009 and 2016.
In mid-2009 and again in mid-2016, National Research Center Inc. conducted surveys
of residents, businesses and employees who lived or worked near current or planned
rail or bus rapid transit lines in the Denver region. The surveys explored the factors that
affect residents’, employers’ and employees’ location decisions, and whether they use (or
plan to use) nearby transit facilities. Since National Research Center Inc. conducted the
ﬁrst survey in 2009, six additional rail and bus rapid transit lines have been built, greatly
extending the reach of rapid public transportation in the Denver region.
Comparing results from the 2009 and 2016 surveys indicate that resident respondents
in rapid transit areas took public transportation, walked and biked more frequently in
2016 than they did in 2009. Resident respondents identiﬁed housing costs, crime rates,
investment potential, proximity to work, proximity to transit and walkable access to
nearby amenities as primary factors in deciding where to live. However, 2016 resident
respondents were also more likely to drive to work at least one day per week than their
2009 counterparts.
Business respondents in rapid transit areas were far more likely to offer their
employees incentives to reduce single-occupant car commute trips in 2016 than they
were in 2009. 2016 business respondents were also more likely to observe that their
employees got to work by walking, biking and taking public transportation. Businesses
were more likely to choose to locate in areas served by rapid transit to take advantage
of foot trafﬁc from neighboring residences, businesses, services and stations. Despite
these ﬁndings, survey results also indicate that respondents in rapid transit areas
placed greater weight on car accessibility and parking availability when choosing where
to open their businesses in 2016 than they did in 2009.
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Metro Vision
Metro Vision is the Denver region’s plan for
continued success as the metro area evolves
and its population grows. The plan identiﬁes
growth, development and transportation
priorities, and outlines a shared vision of the
future, encouraging and inspiring residents,
communities and regional organizations to take
action to help protect and enhance quality of life.

Methodology
Study areas

As of 2016, 13 rail or bus rapid transit lines with 87 stations
were either:
•

in use

•

scheduled to open in 2016 or

•

funded for opening by 2019.

The ﬁrst Metro Vision plan was adopted
in 1997 and has been revised regularly to

Of these stations, 64 were in use in mid-2016 with another

adapt to changes in the region and extend its

14 scheduled to open. Nine more are planned to open in

planning horizon. At the same time, the basic

2018 and 2019. In 2009, only the stations in the central,

commitments of Metro Vision and its process

southwest and southeast corridors were open for service

have remained constant. The current plan

and included in the 2009 study. Although residents and

emerged from a collaborative process spanning
nearly ﬁve years that involved various public
and private partners.
Metro Vision does not replace the vision of
any individual community; rather, it is a
framework for addressing common issues

businesses in other rapid transit service areas were also
included in the 2016 survey, this initial report is concerned
with corridors where comparative data from 2009 and 2016
were available:
•

corridor and the Central Platte Valley includes

that reach beyond jurisdictional boundaries.

downtown Denver and 12 of the region’s 13 rail

It anticipates that individual communities will

and bus rapid transit lines, with many terminating at

contribute to Metro Vision outcomes and

Union Station. There were 18 stations in this corridor

objectives in different ways and at different

in 2016.

speeds for collective impact.
Without the shared understanding that

Central and Central Platte Valley: The central

•

Southwest: The southwest corridor is served by two

Metro Vision provides, the Denver metro area

lines (C and D) that continue into the central corridor.

might look very different today. The region’s

There were ﬁve stations in the southwest corridor in

willingness to work together is unprecedented,

2016.

and it affects Denver area residents every day,
even if they have no idea that a regional plan

•

Southeast: The southeast corridor is shared by four

exists. The Denver region’s strong, shared

lines (E, F, H and R), which run along Interstate 25.

sense of its future, as expressed through the

Leaving the southeast corridor, the R and H lines

Metro Vision plan, also bodes well for

continue northeast into the Interstate 225 corridor

continued success.

and the E, F and H lines continue north into the
central corridor. There were 14 stations along I-25 in
the southeast corridor in 2016.
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Survey Areas
2009 and 2016
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Survey history
The 2009 “Who is TOD in Metro Denver?” study,

contained a postage-paid return envelope in which

conducted by National Research Center Inc. on behalf

the survey recipients could return the completed

of DRCOG, was the ﬁrst original research in the region to

questionnaire to National Research Center Inc.

benchmark people’s attitudes, perceptions and behaviors
related to transit. The project included three surveys:
a business survey, an employee survey and a resident
survey. The 2016 study repeated surveys of these three
groups, and was expanded to include areas where rapid
transit lines were under construction. This report, however,
is limited to the corridors surveyed in both years.
The 2009 survey was conducted when the region
was near peak unemployment, affected by the Great
Recession, a foreclosure crisis and record-high gasoline
prices. By contrast, the 2016 survey was conducted after
the market – particularly the housing sector – had fully
recovered, gasoline prices had dropped and the region
neared peak employment. Such market conditions may
have affected travel behaviors and location decisions,
which could affect survey results and interpretation. For
example, there was a nationwide drop in both vehicle
miles traveled and per capita vehicle trips during the
recession, which probably reﬂects a consumer cost-beneﬁt
analysis more than a qualitative preference shift for nonautomobile travel.
In the 2016 study, National Research Center Inc.
surveyed 2,547 residents located within a 1-mile
walk of an existing or under-construction rail or bus
rapid transit station. One-mile walk distances take into
consideration the most direct route from point A to
point B using streets or sidewalks, unlike a crow-ﬂies
distance which assumes no barriers to straight-line travel
from point A to point B. Using geographical information
system products, National Research Center Inc. drew
1-mile network buffers around rapid transit stations, and
distributed surveys to resident and business respondents

Sampling methods and data interpretation
The surveys used stratiﬁed sampling methods to address
questions about the location decisions of business and
resident respondents. Stratiﬁed sampling is a method by which
researchers divide a population into homogenous subgroups
(a stratum) and select individuals from each subgroup at
random to form a sample. Stratiﬁed sampling methods reduce
sampling error and result in less variability than other methods
— such as a simple random sample of a population — but
result in more variability than a census, a survey method in
which the entire population forms the sample.
The sampling methods used in the surveys that inform
this report yielded reliable results at the corridor level.
A sampling approach to reveal reliable station-level
results was not ﬁnancially feasible. One possible area
of sample bias in this report is the proportion of female
resident respondents. Sixty percent of respondents in
2016 identiﬁed as female, compared with a near even,
51 percent to 49 percent female-male split in 2009.
A wealth of planning research demonstrates that
one’s gender affects travel patterns and perceptions
about public space. For instance, Kwan (1999) analyzed
travel diaries collected from European Americans in
Franklin County, Ohio, and observed that women had
lower levels of access to urban opportunities compared
with men. Similarly, Mauch and Taylor (1997) found that
women in the San Francisco Bay Area in 1990 traveled
more often with children and took more trips for household
goods than their male counterparts. McGuckin and
Murakami (1999) found that women were more
likely than men to make multiple stops for household

whose addresses fell within the buffer.

purchases on commute trips, according to data from

Surveys were administered by mail with an option to

Gender may also affect attitudes and perceptions

complete the survey online. Surveys in Spanish were

of housing, transportation and nearby amenities.

available upon request. Each survey packet
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the 1995 National Personal Transportation Survey.

Resident Survey
Overview of survey respondents
What is your age?
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines
as 2009)

(all rail lines)

18 to 34

31%

32%

32%

35 to 64

55%

47%

48%

65 or older

13%

19%

20%

Three of every ﬁve resident respondents in 2016 were women,
compared with the near-even male-female split in 2009. The
number of white respondents declined by 4 percentage points
(from 88 percent to 84 percent) while the number of Hispanic
and Asian respondents increased by 2 percentage points each
(from 11 percent to 13 percent and from 2 percent to 4 percent,
respectively). The population of 18- to 34-year-olds remained
stable while the population of older adults (above the age of
65) increased by 6 percentage points, so that older adults
constituted nearly 20 percent of resident respondents in 2016.

How much was your household’s total income before taxes in 2015?
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines
as 2009)

(all rail lines)

Less than $14,999

11%

11%

10%

$15,000 to $19,999

7%

4%

4%

$20,000 to $29,999

10%

7%

7%

$30,000 to $39,999

8%

6%

7%

$40,000 to $49,999

9%

6%

7%

$50,000 to $74,999

19%

18%

18%

$75,000 to $99,999

14%

14%

14%

$100,000 to $149,999

12%

17%

18%

$150,000 or more

10%

16%

14%
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Do you own or rent your current home?

The proportion of high-income resident respondents
in station areas also increased. In 2009, about one in

2009

ﬁve survey respondents lived in households with an
income higher than $100,000 per year. By 2016,
one in three survey respondents reported living in
a household earning at least $100,000 per year.
The growth in high-income resident respondents may
be representative of the change in the percentage of

2016

2016

(same rail
lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

Own (with or without
a mortgage)

54%

48%

52%

Rent

46%

52%

48%

respondents who lived with a spouse or a partner (40
percent to 50 percent) and a decrease in single-occupant
housing arrangements (45 percent to 38 percent).
More resident respondents rented than owned in 2016.
The percentage of homeowners declined (from 54
percent to 48 percent) and the percentage of renters
increased (from 46 percent to 52 percent).

What type of home do you currently live in?
2009

2016 (same rail lines as 2009)

2016 (all rail lines)

Single-family house

44%

39%

43%

Duplex

3%

4%

4%

Townhouse/Condominium

2%

18%

18%

Apartment (building with three or more apartments)

50%

38%

32%

Mobile home

0%

0%

2%

Other

0%

1%

1%

Resident respondents in 2016 were more likely than their

50 percent, respectively, in 2009. Resident respondents in

2009 counterparts to live in a townhouse or condo and

2016 were less likely than their 2009 counterparts to have

less likely to live in a single-family home or an apartment

lived in their current residence for at least 10 years. More

building. Fewer than one in 20 resident respondents lived

than 60 percent of resident respondents have lived in these

in a townhouse or condo in 2009, compared with about one

areas for ﬁve or fewer years and the percentage of long-

in ﬁve resident respondents in 2016. About 40 percent of

term resident respondents (10 years or more) declined from

resident respondents lived in either single-family housing

29 percent in 2009 to 23 percent in 2016.

or apartments in 2016, a decrease from 44 percent and
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Housing costs and location choice
The top reasons resident respondents provided for

costs, crime rates and investment potential, and were

choosing their current home relate to reductions in time,

drawn to homes in walkable areas close to work, transit

distance or cost associated with housing and work.

and amenities, including parks and open space.

Resident respondents were concerned about housing

Thinking back, what was important to you when you were looking for your current home?
Select the four most important reasons for choosing your current home.
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

Cost of housing

58%

65%

70%

Low crime rate within neighborhood

17%

23%

28%

Close to workplace

27%

24%

24%

Good investment potential

20%

21%

21%

Parks and open spaces nearby

21%

20%

20%

More living space

13%

14%

18%

Restaurants, coﬀee shops, bars within walking distance

25%

27%

17%

Quiet neighborhood

12%

14%

16%

Easy access to rail transit service

18%

22%

14%

Close to friends or family

13%

10%

12%

Easy access to downtown

22%

18%

12%

Easy access to the freeway

9%

8%

10%

Food/grocery shopping within walking distance

13%

13%

10%

Easy access to RTD bus service

14%

9%

9%

Large yard

9%

6%

9%

Near high quality K-12 schools

10%

8%

9%

Lots of parking (garages or driveways)

6%

6%

8%

Good bicycle routes beyond the neighborhood

10%

8%

7%

Less home and yard maintenance

N/A

8%

7%

Low level of car traﬃc on neighborhood streets

5%

4%

6%

Sidewalks throughout the neighborhood

7%

8%

6%

Close to school or college

12%

5%

5%

Diverse neighbors in terms of ethnicity, race and age

9%

6%

5%
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Thinking back, what was important to you when you were looking for your current home?
Select the four most important reasons for choosing your current home. (continued)
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

Nearby theaters, libraries, music venues etc.

8%

8%

5%

Newly built home

2%

4%

5%

Close to health services

2%

3%

4%

Lots of interaction with neighbors/lively neighborhood

8%

5%

4%

Community centers, recreation centers or pools nearby

5%

3%

3%

Easy access to airport

2%

2%

3%

Economic level of neighbors similar to my level

3%

3%

3%

Desire to own fewer cars

0%

3%

2%

Less living space

2%

2%

2%

Neighborhood had a variety of housing styles

3%

3%

2%

Other shopping areas within walking distance

2%

2%

2%

Close to child care

1%

1%

1%

Easy access to a regional shopping mall

1%

1%

1%

Home is on a cul-de-sac

0%

1%

1%

Lots of children in the neighborhood

1%

1%

1%

Desire to own more cars

0%

0%

0%

Secondary living unit on property

0%

0%

0%

Reasons you moved from your last home to your current home.
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

Want a diﬀerent house type, style, size, lot or other amenities

30%

37%

35%

Want a diﬀerent neighborhood

42%

26%

23%

To buy ﬁrst home

23%

20%

22%

10%

10%

18%

19%

To reduce other expenses (heating/cooling, transportation)
To reduce rent/mortgage

13% 1

Change in employment status

14%

15%

16%

Shorter or easier commute

N/A

17%

16%

Change in workplace or school location

10%

15%

16%

Marital status change

3%

12%

13%

To be closer to transit (bus/rail)

8% 2

17%

13%

Increase in number of people in household

6%

10%

11%
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Reasons you moved from your last home to your current home. (continued)
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

Increase in household income

5%

9%

10%

Decrease in number of people in household

6%

8%

8%

New home for retirement

6%

6%

6%

Decrease in household income

4%

4%

5%

Better school for children

1%

5%

4%

Now able to work from home (telecommute)

0%

2%

2%

No longer able to work from home (telecommute)

10%

0%

0%

Note: The question’s wording in 2009 was “When you decided to leave your previous residence and move here, which of the following
factors inﬂuenced your decision to move?” and some categories were changed from the 2009 to 2016 surveys. N/A indicates that the
item was not included in that year.
In 2009, question wording was “Desired a different location”
1
2

In 2009, question wording was “Wanted to reduce overall household expenses”
In 2009, question wording was “For TOD amenities - transit access/walkability”

Why would you move?
2009
Want a diﬀerent house type, style, size, lot, etc.
To reduce rent/mortgage
To reduce other expenses (heating/cooling, transportation)

42%
19%*

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

45%

43%

34%

35%

12%

14%

To buy ﬁrst home

38%

34%

32%

Want a diﬀerent neighborhood

40%

25%

28%

Increase in household income

18%

22%

21%

Change in employment status

26%

18%

19%

Shorter or easier commute

N/A

14%

17%

Change in workplace or school location

19%

18%

18%

Increase in number of people in household

8%

17%

17%

Change in marital status

18%

13%

12%

New home for retirement

6%

11%

13%

Better school for children

5%

7%

8%

Decrease in number of people in household

3%

7%

8%

Decrease in household income

2%

5%

7%

To be closer to transit (bus/rail)

1%

5%

5%

Now able to work from home (telecommute)

1%

3%

4%

No longer able to work from home (telecommute)

38%

3%

2%

*In 2009 survey, question wording was “Want to reduce overall household expenses”
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In both 2009 and 2016, cost was the most important factor

neighborhood and another 28 percent had moved to

for housing choice among resident respondents. Nearly

reduce costs including rent, utilities and transportation.

two-thirds of resident respondents (65 percent) cited

When asked why they might move in the future, 34

housing costs as one of their four most important reasons

percent of resident respondents said they would

for choosing a home in 2016, up from 58 percent in 2009.

move to reduce rent or mortgage payments and

In 2009, 42 percent of resident respondents moved from

another 12 percent said they would move to reduce

their previous home because they wanted to live in a

other expenses. By contrast, 19 percent of resident

different neighborhood, while just 13 percent moved to

respondents said they wanted to reduce overall

reduce overall expenses. By 2016, 26 percent of

household expenses in 2009.

resident respondents had moved to be in a different

What is your current monthly rent, mortgage payment (including taxes and insurance) or taxes and
insurance if you own without a mortgage?
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

$0 to $999 per month

52%

33%

37%

$1,000 to $1,499 per month

30%

28%

32%

$1,500 to $1,999 per month

10%

22%

19%

$2,000 or more per month

8%

16%

13%

Resident respondents reported that they paid substantially

After housing costs, investment potential and proximity to

more for their rent or mortgage in 2016 than they did in 2009,

parks and open space, resident respondents in the 2016

when most resident respondents paid less than $1,000 per

survey indicated that important factors for choosing their

month. By 2016, just one-third of resident respondents paid less

current home were walkable access to restaurants, coffee

than $1,000. The percentage of people paying at least $1,500

shops and bars (27 percent), low crime rates (23 percent),

per month more than doubled by 2016: 18 percent of residents

proximity to work (24 percent) and easy access to rail

paid more than $1,500 per month in 2009, a ﬁgure that rose to

transit service (22 percent). Among the least important

38 percent by 2016.

factors resident respondents cited for choosing their current

A property’s investment potential and its proximity to
parks and open space were two additional factors that
inﬂuenced residential choice. About 20 percent of resident
respondents included investment potential or proximity to
parks and open space as one of their four most important
reasons for choosing a home in both 2009 and 2016.
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home were easy access to the freeway (8 percent), lots
of parking (6 percent), proximity to high-quality schools (8
percent), proximity to health services (3 percent) and new
construction (4 percent).

Travel behaviors
At least one day: Which transportation modes did you rely on to get to work or school each day last week (for any given day,
choose the mode used for the most miles).
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

Drive vehicle alone

57%

65%

72%

Telecommute

12%

19%

18%

Car/van pool

9%

8%

8%

Bus or rail transit

14%

21%

17%

Walk or bike

17%

24%

16%

Every workday: If you relied on one transportation mode to get to work or school last week, what was it (for any given day,
choose the mode used for the most miles)?
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

Drive vehicle alone

39%

41%

49%

Telecommute

4%

7%

7%

Car/vanpool

3%

2%

2%

Bus or rail transit

6%

7%

6%

Walk or bike

8%

8%

5%

Did not rely on transportation mode

40%

35%

31%

Total

100%

100%

100%

A greater percentage of resident respondents took public

Twenty-four percent walked or biked to work or school at

transportation, walked or biked to work or school in 2016

least one day per week in 2016, compared with just 17

than in 2009, but more relied on driving alone. The choice

percent in 2009. Resident respondents were likely to rely

and ﬂexibility to rely on several transportation modes for

on a wider range of transportation modes to get to work

such commutes, including driving, may attract residents

or school on a given day in 2016 than they were in 2009,

to rapid transit areas. The percentage of resident

even though a greater percentage reported relying on a

respondents who took transit to work or school at least

single mode of transportation every day. However, resident

once a week increased by 7 points (from 14 percent to 21

respondents living in the region’s more mature rail corridors

percent), while the percentage of resident respondents

were more likely to rely on multiple transportation modes

who drove to work or school at least one day per week

throughout the week to get to work or school than those

increased by 8 points (from 57 percent to 65 percent).

living in newer corridors.
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Please indicate the top three reasons you do not take the bus or train to work or school.
2009

2016

2016 (all rail lines)

(same rail lines as 2009)

Don’t use rail or bus

Don’t use bus

Don’t use rail

Don’t use bus

Don’t use rail

Trip takes too long/too many transfers

57%

48%

33%

53%

32%

I need my car before or after work

40%

33%

33%

36%

30%

I need my car during the day (while at work)

30%

27%

28%

26%

24%

Service is not frequent enough to be convenient

26%

25%

19%

26%

16%

I just don’t like riding the buses/trains

16%

17%

7%

19%

9%

Parking is free, so no need to use transit

N/A

17%

17%

18%

17%

Costs too much

19%

14%

24%

16%

21%

I don’t know enough about it, I need more information

N/A

16%

11%

16%

16%

It is too far from my work to the stop/station

21%

15%

31%

14%

30%

It is too far from my home to the stop/station

8%

8%

12%

9%

21%

I don’t feel safe on the buses/trains

5%

10%

5%

8%

6%

I don’t feel safe from crime walking to stop/station

7%

8%

8%

6%

6%

Too crowded/seating is not available

7%

5%

4%

6%

3%

I don’t feel safe from traﬃc walking to stop/station

7%

5%

4%

3%

3%

Poor sidewalks between home and the stop/station

3%

3%

4%

3%

3%

Trouble ﬁnding my way before or after the trip

N/A

3%

3%

3%

2%

In 2009, 57 percent of respondents reported that they

respondents who believed that the transit service was

didn’t use transit because the trip takes too long or involves

too infrequent. Fewer than one in ﬁve 2016 respondents

too many transfers. In 2016, when the survey instrument

perceived rail to be too infrequent.

prompted respondents to consider bus and rail transit
separately, nearly half of respondents reported they didn’t
use buses because the trip takes too long or has too
many transfers and one-third of respondents said that
train trips take too long. One-quarter of 2016 respondents
did not use buses because they believed the service
was too infrequent, roughly the same proportion of 2009
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While resident respondents perceived trains to
offer greater frequency and fewer transfers than buses,
they cited the distance of rail stations from home and cost
as barriers to use, especially when compared with bus
service. Just 15 percent of respondents in 2016 thought
buses were too far from their workplace compared with 31

Conclusion
percent who thought rail was too far away. Eight percent

Resident respondents in 2016 used public

of resident respondents did not use buses because

transportation, biked and walked more frequently

the nearest stop was too far away from their home,

than they did in 2009. Comparing the data

compared with 12 percent of respondents who did

collected in 2009 and 2016 suggests that the

not use rail transit. Fourteen percent of respondents

choice associated with access to many different

perceived that buses were too expensive compared with

modes of transportation — including cars, rail,

24 percent who thought rail was too expensive. Although

bus, walking and biking — may increasingly

trains may offer greater reliability and fewer transfers,

factor into residents’ decisions regarding where

residents perceive cost and distance as limitations of the

they live.

rail network, which often lacks the door-to-door efﬁciency
of the bus system.

When given the option to use various public
transportation modes, resident respondents
preferred trains to buses. They perceived buses
to have lower costs and shorter distances
between stops and destinations but longer trips
and more transfers. Resident respondents value
access to rail transit, but may not choose to use
it because they perceive stations to be too far
from their home or workplace, trips involve too
many transfers or transit costs too much.
The cost of housing is the overriding factor
when resident respondents choose a place
to live. Resident respondents had higher
household incomes and paid far more in rent,
on average, than their 2009 counterparts.
More than one-quarter of resident respondents
had moved to their current home to reduce costs
while almost half would move in the future to
reduce household expenses.
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Business Survey
Overview of business respondents
The 2016 survey collected responses from 614 businesses in the
study areas. Thirty-eight percent of central corridor and 46 percent
of southeast corridor survey respondents were ofﬁce-based,
compared with just 19 percent in the southwest corridor. In the
southwest corridor, repair, service or contractor businesses made
up 28 percent of survey respondents and another 16 percent were
manufacturing or production businesses.

Type of business
Central

Southeast

Southwest

Oﬃce-based

38%

46%

19%

Health care,
human services

7%

15%

7%

Government, school,
church, nonproﬁt

13%

7%

7%

Retail

9%

6%

14%

Wholesale, warehouse,
storage

5%

4%

6%

Manufacturing/production

8%

5%

16%

Repair/service/contractors

11%

11%

28%

Restaurant/bar/café

7%

3%

2%

Other

2%

2%

1%

Not classiﬁed

1%

0%

1%

100%

100%

100%

Total
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How many full-time, part-time and contract employees do you have at this location?
2016

2009

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

Full-time

28.3

17.0

20.0

Part-time

5.6

3.3

4.4

Contract

2.3

1.1

1.3

All types

36.2

21.0

25.1

On average, business respondents reported employing

Fifty-three percent of 2009 business respondents reported

fewer workers and occupying larger spaces in 2016 than in

that their location was smaller than 2,500 square feet. In

2009. In 2009, business respondents employed an average

2016, 55 percent of business respondents reported their

of 36.2 workers, 28.3 of whom were employed full time.

location was larger than 2,500 square feet. By 2016, the

2016 business respondents employed an average of 21

most common size for businesses was between 2,500 and

workers overall, 17 of whom worked full time.

4,999 square feet, compared with 2009, when the most
common size ranged from 1,000 to 2,499 square feet.

What is the square footage of your company’s space at this location?
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

0 to 999 square feet

17%

17%

18%

1,000 to 2,499 square feet

36%

28%

31%

2,500 to 4,999 square feet

19%

23%

20%

5,000 to 9,999 square feet

15%

17%

14%

10,000 square feet or more

13%

15%

16%

Total

100%

100%

100%

Business respondents in the central corridor reported that

in four employees made between $10 and $20 per hour.

57 percent of their employees earned between $10 and

Forty-eight percent of employees at respondent businesses

$20 per hour and another 37 percent made more than

in the southeast corridor made between $10 and $20 per

$20 per hour in 2016. In the southwest corridor, business

hour and another 45 percent made more than $20 per

respondents reported that nearly three in four employees

hour. The remaining employees of business respondents in

made more than $20 per hour in 2016 and just over one

these corridors made less than $10 per hour.
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What proportion of your employees are …
Central

Southeast

Southwest

Earn less than
$10 per hour

6%

8%

1%

Earn between $10 and
$20 per hour

57%

48%

27%

Earn more than $20
per hour

37%

45%

72%

Female

44%

58%

50%

Male

56%

42%

50%

29 or younger

19%

25%

17%

30 to 49 years old

40%

38%

38%

50 to 64 years old

31%

29%

34%

65 or older

10%

9%

11%

Sample size, response and margin of error
Sample

Responses

Response rate

Margin of error

Central

4,355

296

7%

5.7%

Southeast

2,928

175

6%

7.4%

Southwest

2,635

143

5%

8.2%
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Please think back to when your company made the decision to locate at its current location and tell us whether each item listed had a strong
inﬂuence, somewhat of an inﬂuence or was not an inﬂuence in choosing this location? (Percent of respondents reporting “strong”
or “somewhat of an” inﬂuence.)
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

Having easy access by car for customers or employees

72%

78%

79%

The availability of parking for customers and employees

69%

80%

80%

Customer foot traﬃc from a rail station

19% *

27%

22%

Customer foot traﬃc from a bus station

N/A *

23%

25%

Customer foot traﬃc from employees at nearby businesses

25%

30%

30%

Customer foot traﬃc from customers of nearby businesses

30%

30%

31%

Customer foot traﬃc from local residents

19%

28%

31%

Having access to a larger workforce through the rail transit system

22%

23%

20%

Your employees seeing a rail commute option as a beneﬁt

41%

35%

28%

Your employees seeing a bus commute option as a beneﬁt

N/A

31%

30%

Your employees seeing access to restaurants, coﬀee shops or bars as a beneﬁt

45%

52%

46%

Your employees seeing access to stores (grocery, shopping, etc.) as a beneﬁt

18%

34%

33%

Your employees seeing access to personal services

14%

26%

23%

Your employees seeing access to medical or day care centers as a beneﬁt

11%

18%

19%

* Note: These responses were combined in 2009 as “customer foot trafﬁc from a transit station.”

While business respondents had fewer employees in

become much more important for deciding where to locate

2016, they cited the availability of free parking and good

a business in 2016 than in 2009. Customer foot trafﬁc from

road access as important factors for location decisions.

rail stations was a strong or moderate inﬂuence in location

Simultaneously, business respondents perceived a decline

decisions for 27 percent of business respondents in 2016

in the amount of available parking nearby. One-third of

compared with just 19 percent of business respondents in

business respondents cited the lease price and just over

2009.

one-ﬁfth identiﬁed size or space among their top three
reasons why the company chose its current location.

Sixty-ﬁve percent of 2009 business respondents reported
having free parking right next to their building compared

Despite the importance respondents placed on parking

with 61 percent in 2016. More than three-quarters of

and easy car access, they reported that customer foot

business respondents offered free parking to customers

trafﬁc — from transit stations, employees or customers at

or clients in 2016, a reduction from four-ﬁfths of business

nearby businesses, and neighborhood residents — had

respondents who offered free parking in 2009.
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How close is your business to free parking that is not paid for by your company, your employees, or your customers and clients?
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

Right next to your building

65%

61%

65%

Within a block of your building

8%

8%

8%

More than a block

27%

31%

27%

In 2009, 39 percent of business respondents reported

parking for employees, customers and clients doubled

that there was more than enough parking for clients and

between 2009 and 2016. Business respondents also

customers and 43 percent reported there was more than

charged more for parking in 2016 than they did in 2009.

enough for employees. In 2016, just 16 percent of business

The average parking fee more than doubled, from $78 per

respondents thought there was more than enough for

space to more than $160 per space, while the percentage

clients or customers, and 19 percent thought there was

of business respondents who reimburse customers for

more than enough for employees. The number of business

parking declined from 23 percent in 2009 to 11 percent in

respondents that reported having too little access to

2016.

Overall, would you say your company has access to too little parking, enough parking or more than enough parking?
2009

2016 (same rail lines as 2009)

2016 (all rail lines)

For
employees

For customers
or clients

For
employees

For customers
or clients

For
employees

For customers
or clients

Too little

13%

17%

25%

33%

24%

30%

Enough

44%

44%

56%

50%

55%

50%

More than enough

43%

39%

19%

16%

22%

19%

Total

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

What is the monthly fee? (average)
2009
What is the monthly parking rate per space,
paid by employees?
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$78

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

$162

$141

Seventy-eight percent of business respondents said they

would move because they want more parking tripled, from

plan to stay in their current location for the next few years,

6 percent in 2009 to 18 percent in 2016. One-third of 2016

while just 6 percent reported they will move. Business

business respondents said they would move because they

respondents identiﬁed the cost to lease their space, need

needed more space, compared with fewer than one-ﬁfth of

for more space and more parking as the primary reasons

business respondents who said they would move to a larger

why they might move in the future.

space in 2009. Rents, space and parking were the most

Thirty-ﬁve percent of businesses were likely to move
because of rent increases in 2016 compared with 31 percent
of businesses in 2009. The percentage of businesses that

important factors in business location decisions in 2016,
which is similar to ﬁndings from 2009, when rents, space and
building type were the most important factors for businesses
considering a move.

Why would your company move? (2016)
Why do you want to move? (2009)
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

2016: Rents are increasing 2009: Too expensive

31%

35%

34%

We need more space

19%

33%

35%

Other

31%

31%

33%

We want more parking

6%

18%

17%

We want a diﬀerent type of building

19%

18%

17%

We want a diﬀerent type of neighborhood

N/A

14%

14%

We want to have a smaller space

13%

7%

6%

Business Survey | 21

There are many strategies for inﬂuencing how employees travel to and from work. For each one listed below, indicate whether this program is
currently available at your workplace, you are considering introducing this program, or you would not consider implementing it. *
Percent reporting “Currently have this program” (2016)
Do you use any of these strategies, or others, to inﬂuence how employees travel to and from work? (2009)
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

Flexible work schedules (varying starting and ending times)

6%

48%

44%

Secure bike storage

12%

33%

30%

Teleworking (a regular, oﬀ-site work arrangement)

1%

26%

24%

On-site amenities for walkers and bicyclists (i.e. showers, lockers)

8%

20%

19%

Compressed work weeks (i.e. 40 hours in 4 days, 80 hours in 9 days)

1%

18%

18%

Guaranteed Ride Home (in case of an emergency or unexpected over time

3%

16%

14%

Free/subsidized transit passes, such as the Ecopass

20%

14%

13%

Access to vehicles for mid-day trips

1%

11%

11%

Access to bicycles for mid-day trips

1%

8%

7%

Organized carpooling

2%

3%

3%

1%

4%

3%

Special or free parking for carpools or vanpools

1%

2%

3%

Charging employees to park in company owned or leased spaces

N/A

2%

2%

Shuttles to transit or other frequently used locations

1%

2%

2%

Preferred parking spaces for carpools/vanpools

N/A

0%

1%

Organized vanpooling

2%

0%

1%

2016: A commute allowance which could be used for bus or vanpool fares or parking
fees (instead of just subsidizing employee parking)
2009: Substituting paid parking with a commute allowance which could be used for
bus or vanpool fares as well as parking fees

* Data in these tables were corrected in October 2018.
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Employer-provided transportation beneﬁts
Transportation demand management is an interconnected

By 2016, nearly half of all business respondents offered

set of policies, infrastructure investments, technologies and

ﬂexible work schedules to their employees. Roughly one-

beneﬁts or incentives to encourage commuters to reduce

third of business respondents offered secured bike storage,

single-occupant vehicle trips. On one hand, transportation

one-quarter offered telework options and roughly one-ﬁfth

demand management strategies aim to reduce or shift

offered on-site amenities for walkers and cyclists.

travel demand away from peak travel times — especially
morning and evening rush hours. On the other hand,
these strategies also encourage the use of other travel
modes, especially public transportation, walking, biking
and carpooling. Businesses contribute to the success of
regional transportation demand management efforts by
offering employees incentives to reduce driving alone
to work. Incentives and beneﬁts may include employersponsored free or reduced transit passes, shower or
locker facilities for bikers, telecommuting and ﬂexible
work schedules. When employers offer such incentives
or beneﬁts, they inﬂuence how their employees travel to
and from work.

In 2016, nearly half of all business respondents reported
that at least one of their employees did not drive alone most
days. In mature corridors – those open during the previous
survey in 2009 – business respondents reported they had at
least one transit commuter at a higher rate (41 percent) than
business respondents in all survey corridors (36 percent).
Such a difference is not reﬂected in the business responses
on carpooling and walking or biking among employees in all
corridors. The difference in behavior cannot be explained
by access to free or subsidized transit passes, as there is
no signiﬁcant difference reported by business respondents
along mature corridors compared with all corridors.
What may prove evident over time is how commuters

With one exception, businesses offered transportation

adjust their travel mode or home or work location choices

demand management beneﬁts or incentives to their

as new corridors mature.

employees at higher rates in 2016 than in 2009. In 2009,
20 percent of business respondents offered employees free
or subsidized transit passes, 12 percent offered secure bike
storage, 8 percent offered on-site amenities for walkers
and cyclists and 6 percent offered ﬂexible work schedules.
Fewer than 5 percent of business respondents offered
their employees other incentives, including telecommuting.

2016: Do you have any employees who use the following modes of transportation on a regular basis (nearly every workday)?*
2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

Carpool/vanpool most days

11%

12%

Use transit (bus or rail) most days

41%

36%

Walk or bike most days

33%

32%

Do not drive alone most days

53%

49%

* Data in these tables were corrected in October 2018.
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Way to Go
Way to Go is a regional partnership

TDM STRATEGY

WHAT IT ACCOMPLISHES

ﬂexible work schedules
(varying start and end times)

encourages people to commute outside
peak hours (for example,
6 to 9 a.m. and 3 to 7 p.m.)

secure bike storage

encourages people to bike

teleworking
(regular, oﬀ-site work arrangement)

encourages people to
take fewer driving trips

on-site amenities for
walkers and bikers

encourages people to walk or bike

compressed work week
(for example, 40 hours in four days)

encourages people to commute
outside peak hours and make
fewer driving trips

Guaranteed Ride Home (in case of an
emergency or unexpected overtime)

encourages people to reduce
driving alone

free or subsidized transit passes
(Ecopass)

encourages people to use transit

access to vehicles for midday trips

encourages people to take nonautomobile transportation to work

access to bicycles for midday trips

encourages people to take nonautomobile transportation to work

company-sponsored organized
carpooling or vanpooling

reduces the number of automobiles on the
road, reduces vehicle miles traveled

a commute allowance for bus fares,
vanpools or parking fees

allows people the choice of
how to get to work

reduced or free parking for
carpools or vanpools

encourages people to carpool or
vanpool with coworkers, reduces
the number of cars on the road

charge employees a fee to park

discourages driving alone to work

shuttles to transit or frequently
used locations

encourages transit use

preferred parking spaces for
carpools or vanpools

encourages people to carpool
or vanpool with coworkers

between the Denver Regional Council of
Governments and seven transportation
management associations, with a
mission of decreasing trafﬁc congestion
and improving air quality. Making life
better for the residents in the region, Way
to Go offers free-of-charge consulting to
employers and commuters, which helps
residents save money, reduce stress and
be happier. Way to Go promotes bus,
rail, bike, carpool and vanpool options,
along with telework and alternative work
schedules. It also conducts a nationally
award-winning Schoolpool program.

By the numbers:
•

Way to Go operates more than
100 vanpools, helping 541 vanpool
commuters save a total of 22,238
vehicle miles traveled each workday.

•

In 2017, Bike to Work Day had more
than 34,000 cyclists and took 25,000
vehicles off the road. Participants
pedaled 610,661 miles, burned 38
million calories and saved 265 tons
of carbon dioxide.

•

Active on more than 150 campuses,
Schoolpool serves nearly 19,000
families and reduced school
commutes by 9 million miles
traveled.

Want to ﬁnd a better Way to Go?
Contact us at 303-458-7665 or
waytogo@drcog.org
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The number of business respondents who reported the onschedule completion of Regional Transportation District rail
and bus transit lines was “very” or “somewhat” important
to achieving their objectives increased from 44 percent in
2009 to 51 percent in 2016. Such responses, along with the
increasing number of employees that are seeking commute
alternatives, may indicate that businesses will increasingly
factor transit and other multimodal connections into future
location decisions.

Conclusion
Although business respondents continue to place
substantial weight on car access and parking
availability, they increasingly value customer
foot trafﬁc from other businesses, services,
transit and residences in the study areas.
Business respondents were more likely to consider
the on-schedule completion of new transit (both bus
and rail) investment somewhat or very important

How important, if at all, is having RTD rail and bus transit lines
completed on schedule to achieving your business objectives?
2009

2016

2016

(same rail lines as 2009)

(all rail lines)

Very important

16%

20%

18%

Somewhat important

28%

31%

32%

Not at all important

56%

49%

49%

Total

100%

100%

100%

In 2009, question wording was “How important, if at all, is having
FasTracks completed on schedule to achieving your business
objectives?”

to their business objectives in 2016 than they
were in 2009. Like resident respondents, business
respondents were more likely to consider moving
because of high rents and limited space at their
current location. The third most important factor for
business respondents considering a move was the
availability of parking. Business respondents were
more likely to have recently moved to the study area
in 2016 than they were in 2009, when it was more
common for them to have opened for business rather
than moving from a different business location.
More business respondents offered transportation
demand management incentives or beneﬁts to
their employees in 2016 than in 2009. They also
reported that their employees walked, biked or
carpooled at higher rates in 2016. The most common
transportation demand management strategies
that businesses pursued in 2016 were ﬂexible
work schedules, secure bike storage, teleworking
and on-site amenities for employees who walked
or biked to work. Perhaps as a response to the
perceived decline in available parking, the average
amount that business respondents charged per
parking space more than doubled. Despite the
increase among businesses offering transportation
demand management beneﬁts and incentives to their
employees, the number of business respondents
who provided free or subsidized public transportation
passes decreased by 8 percentage points, compared
with the 41 percentage point increase in offering
ﬂexible work schedules
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Looking Ahead
This report highlights changing perceptions of living, working

emerging transportation technology that may reduce car

and operating businesses in the region’s most mature rapid

ownership rates. Tracking changes in real and perceived

transit corridors by focusing on comparative survey data

household costs can contribute to a nuanced understanding

collected in 2009 and 2016. Although these perceptions are

of how households adjust their behavior in a higher housing

subjective, they also relate to concrete data points (such as

cost environment. Additionally, this information can inform

housing costs, commercial rents and parking availability). By

efforts to focus affordable housing developments near

tracking these data points, and by expanding the survey to

transit, considering the ﬁnite amount of land adjacent

newer rapid transit corridors, regional leaders can continue

to rapid-transit stations and the pace of new residential

to interpret how investments in regional transportation

development in these areas.

infrastructure affect observed changes among resident and
business-owner perceptions.

The perspectives of respondents in the three corridors
presented in this report can serve as barometers for

Tracking the dynamic between businesses’ need for parking

shifting location decisions as regional transit infrastructure

and car access on one hand and the need for public

is added and matures. For example, their experiences

transportation investments and foot trafﬁc on the other could

can inform questions such as: How do preferences

help assess the success of strategies to reduce single-

of respondents from newer corridors compare to

occupant automobile commute trips and per capita vehicle

respondent preferences in mature corridors? How are

miles traveled. As transit station areas continue to develop,

those preferences changing? In the latter case, results

understanding how rapid transit investment affects the costs

generated from future studies could inform DRCOG land

of renting space and parking could inform local planning

use and development forecasts. Current forecast models

decisions including where to site new development, where

include a wealth of supply-side factors that inﬂuence

to prioritize future growth and amenities needed to continue

development, such as zoning and parking requirements,

to attract and retain businesses and residents. Tracking

proﬁtability, maximum building heights and other inputs.

how business needs and preferences change – especially

Models, including the one managed by DRCOG, do not

in terms of cost, parking, space, location and accessibility –

have nearly as many inputs on the demand side, which is

can help counties and local governments ensure that their

inﬂuenced more by personal tastes and preferences. In

regulatory environments accommodate new development

part because demand-side indicators are often subjective

and redevelopment. Business survey ﬁndings also uncover

and contextual, having a greater understanding of what

additional avenues of inquiry, such as the changing nature

drives people and businesses to choose certain locations

of regional employment. For example, Metro Vision

over others could be a powerful factor in development

established a target to increase employment in areas served

forecasts, analysis and scenario planning.

by rapid transit. If the median business continues to grow
in square footage, but the average number of employees
per business continues to decline, how likely is the region to
meet its target?

The integration of land use decisions and transportation
investments will show signiﬁcant signs of success when
residents and businesses perceive rapid transit as an
efﬁcient and effective mode of travel. As the region’s rapid

On the resident side, monitoring the change in perceptions

transit system continues to mature alongside investments

of distance to or from rapid transit station areas may

in pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, monitoring how

highlight areas where people may be more likely to use

residents’ preferences for various modes of travel change

transit more regularly. Understanding where and how

in relation to the costs of opening a business or moving to

residents access the region’s rapid transit system can

a new home will inform the region’s progress toward the

help inform conversations about zoning and building code

outcomes and targets outlined in Metro Vision.

revisions that might enable higher densities coupled with
reduced parking requirements, especially during an era of
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