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Agency Support
The public agencies that were engaged in the preparation of this Corridor Study for Parker
Road between Hampden Avenue and E-470 have expressed their support of this Plan, as
defined in the Final Corridor Study Report, dated July 2009.
Ø

FHWA and CDOT agreed that this study fit criteria for the FHWA Planning and
Environmental Linkages (PEL) planning process. Through this process, the findings and
conclusions of the corridor study can be more readily applied to subsequent NEPA
evaluation. Resource agencies with jurisdiction in the corridor have expressed support for
the process and willingness to work cooperatively on future NEPA processes for individual
corridor improvements. (See the “Summary of Stakeholder and Public Coordination”
section on page 16.)

Ø

The agencies will work to complete the NEPA environmental evaluation requirements for
specific improvements on state highways and other Federal/State projects. Subsequent
to future NEPA clearance, the agencies will work cooperatively to fund and implement the
Corridor improvements.

Ø

Issues such as water quality, access control, right-of-way, and context sensitive design will
continue to remain priorities for each of the agencies as development/redevelopment
emerges along this corridor.

Ø

The agencies will work together to maintain the corridor access control consistent with
the Access Management Plan.

Ø

The agencies will develop collaborative transportation partnerships to support the
corridor recommendations through the DRCOG planning process to help facilitate
improvements to this corridor.

Written letters of support and resolutions from the agencies represented on the Parker Road
Corridor Study Executive Committee have been requested and will be compiled by Arapahoe
County as they are received. The Executive Committee supports the recommendations of this
project as indicated by those letters and resolutions.
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Overview
This report documents the development and analysis of alternatives for improvement of the
Parker Road (SH 83) Corridor from Hampden Avenue to E-470. The study followed FHWA’s
Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) process, which encourages the efficient use of
planning studies to provide information for subsequent NEPA environmental evaluation
processes. A thorough and inclusive technical and public process was applied to identify a
wide range of improvement options. The initial improvement options were screened to
eliminate those that were incompatible with desired corridor travel characteristics;
unreasonably impacted corridor communities, businesses and the environment; or were
financially unfeasible due to unrealistically high implementation costs. The remaining
options were then refined to provide more detail regarding physical improvements and
operations, and to identify concepts most applicable to expected future corridor travel
demands and the corridor vision.
The refined concepts were packaged into reasonable alternatives for further study.
Reasonable alternatives are defined as those that are practical and feasible from technical and
economic standpoints. The analysis of the reasonable alternatives provides further definition
of their estimated ability to accommodate forecasted travel demands, their impacts to the
corridor communities, businesses and environment, and the financial commitments
necessary for their phased implementation.
Based on the analysis of alternatives, recommendations were made for a combination of
roadway, intersection, and pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure improvements and transit
service enhancements. Prioritization for implementation of these improvements considered
existing and forecasted traffic congestion, safety, and potential funding opportunities.
This Final Corridor Study Report summarizes the findings and recommendations for
improvements to the approximate eight-mile segment of the Parker Road (SH 83) Corridor
from south of Hampden Avenue to north of E-470. The following interim reports (available on
the project website) were completed throughout the study process, and provide additional
information and details regarding the analyses:
Ø

Final Existing Transportation Conditions Report, February 2008

Ø

Final Environmental Overview, October 2008

Ø

Final Travel Forecasts Report, March 2009

Ø

Final Alternatives Development and Analysis Report, March 2009

Ø

Final Access Management Plan, July 2009

All memorandums completed during the study are included in Appendix A of this report.
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Regional Context
Parker Road is a major north-south regional arterial with four to six through-lanes extending
north into Denver (as Leetsdale Drive) and south through the Town of Parker and into
Colorado Springs (as SH 83 and Academy Boulevard). The project limits of this Corridor Study
are shown in Figure 1 and extend along Parker Road from the north ramps of E-470 to just
south of Hampden Avenue, and includes parallel and intersecting roadways including Jordan
Road and Buckley Road.
Parker Road is the only continuous north-south transportation corridor between I-25 to the
west and E-470 to the east. The eight mile study corridor crosses through many local
jurisdictions, as shown in Figure 2. These include the Cities of Aurora and Centennial
interspersed along the corridor, the Town of Foxfield southeast of the Arapahoe/Parker
intersection, the Town of Parker north of E-470 and unincorporated Arapahoe and Douglas
Counties. The northern portion of the corridor is bounded on the west by Cherry Creek State
Park which limits major east-west crossings of the corridor.
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Figure 1. Regional Study Area
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Figure 2. Jurisdictional Boundaries
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Need for Corridor Improvements
The need for corridor improvements, summarized below, is based on the analysis and
findings documented in this report and in separate documents prepared as part of the
project, including the Existing Transportation Conditions Report (February 2008) and the Final
Travel Forecast Summary (March 2009).

Design
Ø

The eight mile Parker Road (SH 83) study corridor from Hampden Avenue to E-470 is a
major north-south arterial with inconsistent roadway design features. The roadway width
varies from four to six through travel lanes and roadway design elements include some
segments with painted medians and others with raised medians, and some segments with
shoulders and others with curb and gutter.

Ø

There are short segments of sidewalk and street lighting near commercial centers.

Ø

Segments have varying degrees of access control and speed limits range from 45 miles
per hour (mph) to 55 mph.

Traffic Volumes/Operations
Ø

Existing daily traffic volumes range from about 40,000 vehicles per day (vpd) north of E470 to over 80,000 vpd south of Hampden Avenue. Year 2035 forecasted travel demand
estimates that these volumes will grow to over 95,000 vpd north of E-470 and just under
145,000 vpd south of Hamdpen Avenue.

Ø

Very heavy turning volumes occur at the Quincy Avenue, Chambers Road, Orchard
Avenue, Arapahoe Road and Broncos Parkway intersections, which already provide
double and triple turn lanes. Operational analysis indicates that these intersections are
highly congested during peak traffic periods.

Ø

Peak directional traffic flows vary by segment, with high AM volumes northbound from E470 to Arapahoe Road and from Quincy Avenue north towards I-225, and southbound
from Chambers to Arapahoe. The reverse flows are heavy in the PM peak hours.

Ø

The amount of “through traffic” that travels the entire eight mile study corridor between
Hampden Avenue and E-470 is estimated to be relatively small (about 10%) since much of
the corridor traffic turns on and off at major intersecting streets.

Safety
Ø

Although the historic crash rate for the study corridor is less than the statewide average
for similarly classified corridors, analysis of the severity of crashes indicates that eight fatal
accidents occurred in the period from 2002 to 2004. The corridor has a higher fatal crash
rate than on similar facilities.

Ø

Nearly three quarters of the crashes occurred at intersections, and most crashes were rearend collisions.

5

Final Corridor Study Report
July 2009
Ø

Sidewalks exist along only portions of the corridor and the wide intersections make it
difficult for pedestrians and bicyclists to safely cross Parker Road.

Transit/Pedestrian/Bicycle
Ø

Limited transit service exists along the corridor with relatively low existing ridership. Land
use along the corridor is primarily low density residential housing, suburban
neighborhood commercial nodes and the bordering Cherry Creek State Park, which are
uses not typically associated with high transit usage.

Ø

Existing transit stops along the wide, high volume, high speed arterial are not
operationally desirable or pedestrian friendly.

Ø

The lack of sidewalks and safe crossings of Parker Road are deterrents to transit usage
along the corridor. The existing sidewalks are not wide enough to accommodate both
pedestrians and bicyclists.

Ø

Because of the widely spaced signalized intersections and wide roadway cross-section,
Parker Road is a barrier for pedestrians and bicyclists to access the Cherry Creek Trail and
State Park from residential neighborhoods to the east.
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Corridor Vision and Study Objectives
The vision for the future of the corridor was refined throughout the study process as
additional information was obtained from the public and corridor agencies.
Over the next 20 years and beyond, Parker Road between Hampden and E-470 will serve as a
major transportation corridor that meets the needs of commuters, businesses, residents and
the communities it serves. Parker Road will provide an appropriate balance of improved
regional and inter-regional mobility, local accessibility, and enhanced safety, with
improvements planned that minimize impacts on neighborhoods, corridor businesses and
the environment.
Project objectives to achieve this vision include:

Operations and Safety
Ø

Identifying roadway and intersection improvements that will help to provide safe and
reliable traffic operations through and within the Parker Road corridor. This objective
addresses the existing and forecast traffic congestion and safety along the Parker Corridor,
and the mobility of regional and inter-regional travelers along this important arterial
corridor.

Ø

Expanding mobility opportunities, including transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. This
objective responds to the lack of consistent pedestrian and bicycle accommodations and
increasing demand for transit services in the study area upon completion of the I-225 LRT
line north through Aurora.

Community, Business and Environment
Ø

Enhancing the corridor image and design character within the project corridor for corridor
residents, businesses and traveling public. The corridor currently lacks cohesive design
elements.

Ø

Avoiding or minimizing community or environmental impacts resulting from the
recommended improvements. This objective addresses the need for context sensitive
solutions appropriate for the character and anticipated operations of the corridor.

Feasibility and Cost
Ø

Accommodating or supporting previous and planned transportation and infrastructure
improvements, and comprehensive land use and economic plans. This objective
responds to the need that improvements be cost-effective and within fiscally constrained
plans, and maintain the economic viability of corridor businesses.

Steps for conducting the Parker Road Corridor Study to help achieve the vision for the
corridor include:
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Ø

Identifying roadway and intersection improvements along the Parker Road corridor using
applicable design standards to achieve minimum corridor and intersection operations at
Levels of Service (LOS) D and E, respectively.

Ø

Investigating potential transportation improvements along other study area roadways
that could provide an alternative to study area travel on the Parker Road Corridor.

Ø

Defining an appropriate level of future transit services, bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure.

Ø

Reflecting Context Sensitive Design in development of improvement options.

Ø

Maintaining consistency with the CDOT Access Code while providing reasonable access to
residential neighborhoods and businesses adjacent to the corridor.

Ø

Collaborating with local jurisdictions and the public to explore creative solutions that
considered transportation plans, comprehensive land use and economic plans.

Ø

Minimizing economic impacts of the corridor and potential benefits and impacts from
transportation improvements.

Ø

Determining potential funding sources for recommended improvements.

Ø

Identifying phasing opportunities for timely implementation.

Ø

Maintaining a high level of communication with the public, corridor agencies and
regulatory and planning agencies.

Ø

Recognizing and addressing methods to streamline subsequent NEPA documentation
and clearance.
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Summary of Analysis Process
The development and evaluation of improvement concepts and alternatives, summarized
below, is documented in the Final Alternatives Development and Analysis Report (March 2009).

Concept Development and Level 1 Screening
The initial improvement concepts considered for the Parker Road study corridor were
developed based on numerous sources including: the Arapahoe County Transportation Plan,
the Southeast Aurora Transportation Study, the Town of Foxfield Comprehensive Plan, the
Town of Parker Transportation Plan, the SH 83/86 Corridor Study, input from the TAC and EC,
public input, and the technical input of the study team.
The initial improvement concepts were qualitatively assessed at this initial planning
framework level based on the following Level 1 evaluation criteria:
Operations and Safety
Ø This factor considered the concept’s ability to provide a balance of regional mobility and
local access, responsive to the travel characteristics of the corridor.
Community, Business and Environmental
Ø This factor considered the magnitude of anticipated impact on area businesses,
communities and environmental resources.
Feasibility and Cost
Ø This factor addressed the practicability for implementation when considering cost and
foreseeable funding for phased implementation.

Concept Refinement, Analysis and Level 2 Screening
Options from the Initial Planning Framework Level Screening that were recommended for
further evaluation were refined to add more definition and modified in response to initial
input from CDOT and corridor agencies.
The applicable corridor segment improvement options were defined separately from
interchange and intersection improvement options for Level 2 analysis. Intersection
improvement concepts were evaluated where determined to be reasonable and feasible for
the physical and traffic conditions of each location. Separate analyses were also conducted
for parallel and intersecting roadway improvements, transit services and alternative modes.
Key features and critical considerations related to each option were summarized. Operations
and safety of improvements, and anticipated community, business and environmental
impacts were defined. Constructability issues and potential impacts to the traveling public
during construction were also identified. An assessment of order of magnitude cost of the
improvement concepts provided a basis for comparison of the options.
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This refinement allowed for more detailed, quantitative evaluation based on the following
Level 2 screening criteria:
Operations and Safety
Ø Regional and Local Mobility

Ø

Corridor Accessibility

Ø

Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety

Ø

Volume to Capacity Ratio (V/C)

Ø

Access Control/Intersection Conflicts

Ø

Level of Service (LOS) and Delay

Community, Business and Environmental
Ø Air Quality

Ø

Water Resources

Ø

Hazardous Materials

Ø

Geology and Paleontological Resources

Ø

Biological Resources

Ø

Cumulative Impacts

Ø

Environmental Justice

Ø

Section 4(f)/6(f) Resources

Ø

Number of Business and Residential
Buildings Impacted

Ø

Noise

Feasibility and Cost
Ø Conceptual-level Probable Costs
Ø

Assessment of Construction/Implementation

Alternatives Development and Analysis and Level 3 Screening
Options were then packaged for the evaluation of corridor alternatives for comparative
analysis. Proposed improvements were refined considering context sensitive solutions to
minimize costs and community impacts and maximize multimodal operational benefits. A
third level of analysis and screening was conducted with criteria at a broader corridor level of
detail to assist in identifying sets of improvement alternatives for the recommended corridor
plan. The quantitative analyses completed in the Level 2 screening were compiled into this
broader criteria. The Level 3 analysis criteria are listed below:
Operations and Safety
Ø Regional and Local Mobility

Ø

Corridor Accessibility

Ø

Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety

Ø

Ø

Access Control/Intersection Conflicts

Congestion, Level of Service (LOS),
and Queuing

Ø

Corridor Character Change

Community, Business and Environmental
Ø Right-of-Way Requirements
Ø

Number of Buildings Impacted

Ø

Potential Economic Impact

Ø

Assessment of Community Impacts

Ø

Environmental Impacts
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Feasibility and Cost
Ø Conceptual-level Probable Costs
Ø

Assessment of Construction/Implementation

Ø

Phased Implementation Opportunities
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Access Management Plan
An Access Management Plan was completed in conjunction with the Parker Road Corridor
Study. The recommendations in the Access Management Plan for future accesses or access
modifications are consistent with the corridor study improvement recommendations. Gradeseparated interchanges and other access modifications have been identified in the Corridor
Study. The Access Management Plan documents the specific future access locations from
Hampden Avenue south to the Arapahoe/Douglas County line. An Access Control Plan was
previously completed for the segment of Parker Road south of the county line in conjunction
with the SH 83/SH 86 Corridor Study.
The State Highway Access Code includes access categories defined for highways in the state.
The access classification of Parker Road (SH 83) from Hampden Avenue to Arapahoe Road is
Non-Rural Principal Highway (NR-A), while the classification from Arapahoe Road to the
Arapahoe/Douglas County line is Regional Highway (R-A).
The access closure and modification recommendations contained in the Draft Access
Management Plan were coordinated with area emergency providers. Concerns from
emergency providers focused on the provision of required emergency access for
developments and the affects of access modifications on emergency response times,
particularly at Whitaker Place and Rice Place (within the City of Aurora). More detailed
coordination with emergency providers to identify specific requirements and response time
impacts (given the location of fire stations, which may be different in the future) will be
required prior to the implementation of each change in access.
The Town of Foxfield generally supports the Access Management Plan as it relates to the
Parker Road corridor within the Town limits, south of Arapahoe Road. The Town wishes to
limit access of non-residential traffic into the residential areas within the Town east of Parker
Road, which the Access Management Plan supports by not providing direct access from
Parker Road to local residential streets.
The major access modifications related to the Access Management Plan and Corridor Study
improvements were analyzed conceptually using the existing traffic volumes at each access
and the traffic volume projections from the Corridor Study to assess the potential impacts of
the access modifications on adjacent intersections. The results of this analysis are
documented in the Potential Access Closure Conceptual Traffic Analysis Memo in Appendix A
and are summarized below. More detailed traffic analyses, that consider the current traffic
volumes and land use for the properties as well as updated future projections, should be
completed prior to the implementation of each change in access.

Quincy Avenue Area
It is recommended that the two shopping center access points on the east side of Parker Road
north of the Quincy Avenue and Parker Road intersection are closed with the implementation
of the Quincy Avenue grade-separated interchange. Closing these two shopping center
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access points would result in traffic traveling through the interchange to utilize the signalized
full-movement intersection on Quincy Avenue immediately east of Parker Road.
With these access closures, the proposed Quincy Avenue interchange performance would be
impacted minimally with no change in expected levels of service and only a few seconds of
additional overall intersection delay during the PM peak hour. The shopping center
intersection along Quincy Avenue east of Parker Road would experience an increase in
eastbound left turn and southbound right turn volumes. With optimized signal timing
modifications, the intersection would be impacted minimally with no adverse degradation in
levels of service for these movements.

Belleview Avenue Area
The Access Management Plan recommends the elimination of the southbound left turn at the
Parker Road and Whitaker Place intersection, making it a right turn only access, with the
implementation of the corridor improvements. This modification is recommended based on
the desire to limit the number and spacing for openings in the corridor median barrier. The
3/4 turn access into the Andover Glen and Sterling Commons neighborhoods at Saratoga
Place, located immediately north of Whitaker Place, would remain unchanged.
This access modification would result in an increase in southbound left turning traffic utilizing
the Saratoga Place intersection and the Parker Road and Belleview Avenue intersection. The
increase in volume at Saratoga Place would have minimal affects on the existing southbound
turn movement at the unsignalized intersection. At Belleview Avenue, the increase in
southbound left turning volume would result in only a slight increase in delay for the
southbound approach. The expected increase in eastbound left turns at Belleview Avenue
and Dillon Street would have minimal impacts to the intersection with increases in delay of
less than five seconds.

Chambers Road and Orchard Road Area
It is recommended that the northbound right turn only access on the east side of Parker Road
north of the Orchard Road and Parker Road intersection is closed with the implementation of
the Orchard Road grade-separated interchange. This drive provides access to the Wal-Mart, IHOP restaurant, and Chase Bank. Mitigation for the required closure could be via an
extension of Ida Drive from Orchard Road. It was assumed that if Ida Drive were left
unchanged, all turn movements in and out of the existing right turn only access would shift to
the north and access the businesses via Chambers Road. If the Ida Drive connection was
included in the improvements, it was assumed that all turn movements would shift to the
south and access the businesses via Orchard Road.
With the extension of Ida Drive, the proposed Orchard Road interchange would be only
slightly impacted by the closure of the right turn only access. The ramp intersections would
experience less than one second of increased overall intersection delay during the PM peak
hour. The Orchard Road and Ida Drive intersection would be impacted minimally with an
increase in turning movement volumes. With optimized signal timing modifications, the
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intersection would experience an overall intersection delay increase of approximately two
seconds in the PM peak hour.
Without the Ida Drive extension, the Chambers Road and Parker Rd intersection would see an
increase in northbound and westbound right turn movements with the closure of the right
turn only access. These movements would continue to perform at LOS A, each experiencing a
less than one second increase in control delay during the PM peak hour. The Chambers Road
and Pioneer Drive intersection, the first signalized intersection east of Parker Road, would be
only slightly impacted with increases in movement delay of less than four seconds during the
PM peak hour.

Lake Avenue and Lewiston Way Area
An existing Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) documents an agreement between
CDOT, the City of Aurora, and the City of Centennial for modifications to the Parker Road and
Lake Avenue intersection, located south of Orchard Road, based on potential future
operational and safety issues at the Lewiston Way and Jasper Way intersection, located
immediately east of the Parker Road and Lewiston Way traffic signal. This MOU states that, if
it is agreed upon by all signing parties that operational and/or safety problems exist that are
directly attributable to the eastbound left turn movement at the Lewiston Way and Jasper
Way intersection, then the existing right turn only intersection of Parker Road and Lake
Avenue will be improved to allow southbound left turns and a two-phase traffic signal on
northbound Parker Road will be installed. A copy of this MOU is provided in Appendix B.
The modifications referred to in the MOU may be implemented outside of the
recommendations made by this study.
The Access Management Plan recommendations are consistent with the existing MOU. The
overall delay experienced along northbound Parker Road would increase with the addition of
the signalized control for northbound Parker Road. The left turn movement at Lake Avenue
would have a minor beneficial impact on the overall intersection delay at Lewiston Way and
Parker Road by reducing the southbound left turn volume.
At the Lewiston Way and Jasper Way intersection, the proposed improvement at Lake Avenue
would results in a decrease in eastbound left turns, but it may result in a slight increase in
southbound left turns as traffic utilizes Jasper Way to get around the Parker Road and
Lewiston Way intersection, particularly during the off-peak periods.

Long Avenue Area
It is recommended that the Mineral Place and Nichols Place intersections on Parker Road are
closed with the implementation of the Aurora Parkway grade-separated interchange.
Mitigation for the closure could be via a new neighborhood access on Long Avenue east of
Parker Road. These closures would divert the low volumes of traffic accessing the small
neighborhood east of Parker Road to the Long Avenue signalized intersection. The Long
Avenue intersection would perform at the same levels of service with only a slight increase in
overall intersection delay. Instead of accessing Long Avenue, another mitigation option
could be to provide a new neighborhood access on Aurora Parkway east of Parker Road and
14
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the neighborhood traffic would travel through the Aurora Parkway interchange. These
volumes would have only a slight impact to the Aurora Parkway interchange ramp
intersection operations.
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Summary of Stakeholder and Public Coordination
Agency Coordination and Committees
This study included the formation of an Executive Committee (EC) and a Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC). Meetings were held approximately every two months throughout the
study process. These meetings were intended to facilitate close coordination between the
project team and the agency stakeholders.
Executive Committee (EC)
The Executive Committee (EC) included elected/appointed officials or senior staff
representing local corridor agencies and regional transportation agencies, including:
Arapahoe County, City of Centennial, City of Aurora, Town of Foxfield, Town of Parker,
Douglas County, CDOT, and RTD. The EC met to address the Corridor Vision, the need for
corridor improvements, alternative improvement options, mitigation options, prioritization of
improvements, and project funding.
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) consisted of the project team project managers,
along with technical staff from Arapahoe County, City of Aurora, City of Centennial, City of
Greenwood Village, Town of Foxfield, Town of Parker, Douglas County, CDOT, RTD, DRCOG
and FHWA. The TAC provided technical input on the need for corridor improvements,
reviewed alternative options, assisted in identifying potential impacts and developing
mitigation options, and assisted in prioritization of improvements.
Environmental Resource Agency Coordination
Meetings were held with state, federal and regional resource and coordinating agencies early
in the study to discuss the corridor planning process and potential resource impacts.
Resource agency input was also requested regarding suggested “check-in” points, method of
documenting agency “buy-in”, and the outlook for carrying the planning study
recommendations into NEPA without backtracking. The resource agencies contacted
included: U.S. Fish and Wildlife (USFWS), Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW), Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG), State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USCOE), Colorado Department of
Health and Environment (CDPHE), and Colorado State Parks/Cherry Creek State Park. A
summary of the resource agency input is included in Appendix C.

Public Participation
In an effort to gain as much community input as possible, public participation was
emphasized throughout the study process. It was important that all participants, including
potential users of the Parker Road corridor and roadways in the vicinity, clearly understand
the details of each alternative design. Specific tasks were included in the project for
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generation of a project website, graphics of proposed improvement alternatives, operational
characteristics, impacts, and costs.
This study held four public meetings, each attended by 75 to 100 individuals. The first
meeting served to introduce the project and discuss corridor travel conditions and the need
for improvement. At the second meeting, the range of improvement options were displayed.
The third meeting showed the preliminary alternatives and analysis. At the final meeting, the
recommended improvements and Draft Access Management Plan were presented.
Input was solicited at the public meetings and community members were also able to submit
comments via the project website throughout the course of the study. Public meeting
graphics and summaries of comments received were subsequently posted on the project
website, www.parkerroadcorridor.com.
A Community Resource Panel (CRP) was formed to advise the project team of the concerns of
various groups of stakeholders in the area. The CRP was divided into four separate focus
groups, including representatives from:
Ø Bicycle/Pedestrian advocates and groups
Ø Businesses, Metro Districts and Chambers of Commerce
Ø Emergency Services Providers
Ø Homeowners’ Associations and Neighborhood Associations
The project team worked with each focus group two to three times throughout the project to
identify project needs, review proposed improvement alternatives, discuss likely impacts of
improvements and possible mitigation or resolution techniques, and provide input on project
implementation and phasing. The CRP also provided feedback on project communication
tactics to ensure they were effective.
The study utilized many methods of advertising and outreach. Each public meeting was
preceded by a news release, which was sent to local newspapers and television stations as
well as local jurisdictions’ Public Involvement Officers for inclusion in their community
bulletins and newsletters. A newsletter or project update postcard was mailed and e-mailed
to businesses and residents in the area surrounding the corridor prior to each public meeting.
The initial project newsletter was sent via hard copy to over 6,000 contacts. In order to most
effectively utilize the public outreach budget, a response was requested from recipients that
wished to receive future project information. This produced an electronic mailing list of over
450 people that was used and built upon for the duration of the project. Hard copies were
mailed to the business tenant mailing list prior to each meeting.
Outreach was expanded for the final public meeting to meet Access Management Plan
notification requirements. In addition to the mailing lists that had been used for the second
and third meetings, nearly 700 newsletters were mailed to residents. These newsletters
included letters “personalized” for four different neighborhoods that described in more detail
the proposed access changes in their area. The project team also visited around 70 business
tenants that would potentially be affected by the Access Management Plan and/or Corridor
Study recommendations. Follow-up meetings were conducted with some property owners.
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Table 1. Common Public Comments and Responses
Public Comment

Method of Addressing Comment

Reduce speed limit on Parker Road.

A 45 mph speed limit was recommended. In
addition, roadway elements are
recommended to be designed to discourage
higher speeds.

Need a consistent speed limit along the
corridor.

A consistent 45 mph speed limit is
recommended to improve corridor safety.

Fix I-225/Hampden weave problem.

Although this is outside the project limits,
CDOT was notified of the concern and this
resulted in a short-term improvement
recommendation to re-stripe and provide
overhead signage for southbound and
northbound Parker Road traffic to/from I-225.

Add barrier median along the corridor.

This is a short-term improvement
recommendation of the study. CDOT has
already programmed a construction project
to add barrier median between Chambers
and Belleview.

Construct noise walls along Parker Road.
High level of noise currently and roadway
improvements will increase noise.

Specific mitigation measures for noise
impacts will be determined during
subsequent NEPA environmental evaluation
processes, and required mitigation would be
included in final plans for incorporation into
the project design.

Address cut-through traffic issues in Foxfield
and Centennial neighborhoods (especially in
Chenango neighborhood).

Several alternatives were examined at the
Broncos Parkway intersection to address the
perceived cut-through traffic issues. The
recommended at-grade intersection
configuration includes a wide median on the
east leg and increased capacity along Parker
Road may reduce the cut-through traffic
issues.

Concern with potential widening impacts on
residential neighborhoods.

The need for widening was carefully
examined. In some locations, adding
capacity at intersections removed the need
for a wider corridor between intersections.
Impacts were minimized where possible
through slightly shifting the alignment of
Parker Road.
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Table 1 (continued). Common Public Comments and Responses
Public Comment

Method of Addressing Comment

Need accel/decel lanes at minor intersections
near residential development along the
corridor.

Acceleration and deceleration lanes at
intersections are included in the
recommended typical section of Parker Road.

The proposed Quincy interchange
improvements will have major business
impacts, during construction and once
completed.

More details of the impacts of and needed
mitigation for the Quincy interchange,
including during construction, will be
determined in future study and design
efforts.

Don’t re-stripe to extend the existing right
turn lane into a through lane on southbound
Parker at Quincy – will create danger for
access into properties on the southwest
corner of the intersection.

Extending the existing right turn lane as a
through lane was initially a recommendation
of the study. The final recommendation
involves further analysis of the safety
implications prior to any re-striping.

Reasonable access to the Rice Place office
park is needed.

Options for maintaining access to Rice Place
include a connection under Parker Road and
the southern ramps of the tight diamond
interchange option, or a service road
connection through the retail center in the
southeast quadrant of the intersection to
connect with the signalized access on Quincy
east of Parker Road.

Align the roadway through Vermillion Creek
with Aurora Parkway.

Options for connecting Broncos and Aurora
Parkway through the Vermilion development
were investigated in detail. A connection is
not recommended at this time due to large
impacts to the future retail and existing
residential development and the 17 Mile
House property.

Signal timing along the corridor needs to be
improved.

Many concerns at specific locations were
forwarded to CDOT and other local agencies
throughout the study, and were quickly
addressed. Adjustments are recommended
at Quincy, Belleview, Broncos and Long as
part of the short-term improvements. Signal
timing will be investigated further in
conjunction with other improvements.
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Table 1 (continued). Common Public Comments and Responses
Public Comment

Method of Addressing Comment

Complete the Cherry Creek Trail to C-470 or
add bike path.

Recommendations include completing the
Cherry Creek Trail and adding a multi-use
path along Parker Road from Quincy to
Orchard.

Install clear regional trail maps and
wayfinding signs along regular cycling
corridors and where routes are uncertain.

Bike route signing and striping is a study
recommendation.

Make sure Quincy improvements consider
significant bike/ped movements.

One benefit of the interchange at Quincy is
that it provides a grade separation of Parker
Road for bikes/peds. Details of the bike/ped
connections through the Quincy interchange
will be determined in future study and design
efforts.

Andover Glen residents concerned with bike
path cutting through their private park.

The alignment of the path was modified so
no connection between the path and park
will exist.

Consider a grade-separated bike/ped
crossing at Temple/Parker.

An underpass of Parker Road at Temple is
recommended.

Need grade-separated crossing of Arapahoe
Road at Cherry Creek Trail.

An underpass of Arapahoe Road is
recommended with the Cherry Creek Trail
extension.

Need increased bus service, improved bus
stops and connections to stops.

These are all components of the transit
recommendations.

Add LRT, BRT or express bus transit along
Parker Road, with a connection to Nine Mile.

LRT and BRT options were screened out for
multiple reasons. New limited stop service is
recommended between Nine Mile and the
Parker park-n-Ride. This option could assist in
building a transit market in support of future
transit investments.

Need additional parking at Nine Mile Station.

A new park-n-Ride near Arapahoe/Parker is
recommended to supplement the highly
utilized Nine Mile Station and to meet transit
access needs from the surrounding area.

Regis High School would like to require
students to take public transit to RTD
Stations, and provide a shuttle from the
stations to school.

A route was recommended to connect Nine
Mile to Regis, which will relieve the school
from providing shuttle service from Nine
Mile.
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Summary of Final Recommendations
Based on the results of the Level 3 evaluation of alternatives, the following combination of
improvements is recommended for phased implementation.
This combination of
improvements will provide the necessary transportation facilities and services to meet the
corridor vision and adequately accommodate travel demand through and beyond the 2035
planning horizon. (The 2035 Daily and Peak Hour Traffic Volumes with the recommended
corridor improvements are graphically summarized in Appendix D. The intersection
operational analysis results are also shown in Appendix D.)
The improvement
recommendations are graphically illustrated in Appendices E and F. The recommendations
of this report are based on conceptual level engineering design and analysis. Final
implementation plans would be based on a more comprehensive engineering analysis and
more detailed traffic operations analysis in conjunction with environmental clearance.

Roadway Elements
Six and eight lanes along Parker Road north of Arapahoe Road and six lanes along Parker
Road south of Arapahoe Road with a combination of at-grade signalized intersections and
interchange grade separations are recommended for the roadway improvements as
summarized in Figure 3. The recommended 6-lane and 8-lane Major Regional Arterial
roadway typical sections are illustrated in Figure 4. The proposed envelope for the 6-lane
section is 156 feet and the envelope for the 8-lane section is 180 feet. In order to identify and
evaluate the potential physical impacts of the roadway widening, an assumed impact area of
25 feet from the edge of pavement was established and included on both sides of the
roadway in the proposed typical sections. It is assumed that this impact area could
accommodate the area needed for grading, slopes, sidewalks, or landscaping. However, the
required area may be more than 25 feet if more grading is required or amenities are desired,
while less area may be needed if walls are constructed to mitigate the amount of right-of-way
required. A barrier median would be included consistently along the corridor with both
typical sections to improve safety and reduce the impacts of widening.
The design (and subsequent posted) speed of the corridor would be reduced with a
consistent 45 mph posted speed to provide consistency in overall corridor speed limit,
improve corridor safety, and to allow for enhanced context sensitive improvements
consistent with a developed suburban arterial roadway that responds to the Corridor Vision
of balancing mobility, safety, and accessibility. The design requirements for median, auxiliary
lane, and interchange options are related to design speed. The radius for turns onto and off
of Parker Road and acceleration/deceleration lane lengths at at-grade intersections, and
spacing between subsequent ramp intersections also vary substantially based on the design
speed of the corridor. Simply changing the speed limit signs along the corridor to provide
lower speed limits is not adequate for lowering the corridor high travel speed characteristics.
In order to implement a consistent 45 mph posted speed along the corridor, the roadway
elements should be designed for an appropriate design speed to discourage higher running
speeds. A speed study would also need to be conducted prior to reducing the speed limit
along the corridor.
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Figure 3. Parker Road Corridor Recommendations
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Figure 4. Recommended Typical Sections

Major Intersection Elements
The improvements recommended at the signalized intersections along the corridor are
summarized in the following text and graphically illustrated in Appendix E. Interchanges are
recommended at the Quincy Avenue and Orchard Road intersections to meet the existing
and future travel demand with heavy turning movements at these locations, while balancing
accessibility to the surrounding neighborhoods and businesses. Improvements have
previously been approved through the environmental review process to construct an
interchange at the Arapahoe Road intersection, which is moving through phased
construction. At the future Aurora Parkway intersection, an initial at-grade intersection may
be considered with the first phases of development. Ultimately, the construction of an
interchange at Aurora Parkway is recommended to meet the expected travel demand and
mobility needs on the south end of the corridor. At-grade intersection improvements are
recommended at all other signalized intersections along the corridor.
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Lehigh Avenue
The recommended improvements at the Lehigh Avenue/Parker Road intersection (see
Appendix E, Figure E-1) include the addition of eastbound and westbound left turn lanes
(resulting in double left turns) and a northbound right turn lane. Parker Road would be
widened with an additional northbound and southbound through lane through the
intersection.
These improvements would result in a substantial reduction in overall intersection delay,
although the additional through lanes on Parker Road would increase the width for
pedestrians and bicyclists to cross the intersection.
The recommended improvements would result in some property acquisition related impacts
to Cherry Creek State Park (a section 4(f)/6(f) resource) and visitor access, and to adjacent
residential properties. Potential mitigation sites for the loss of park lands have been
discussed with CCSP staff and the USCOE.
Quincy Avenue
Two interchange configurations, the tight diamond and the diamond with loop ramp, are
recommended for future studies at the Quincy Avenue and Parker Road intersection to meet
the existing and future travel demand with heavy turning movements. The required future
interchange feasibility and environmental clearance studies will further consider operational,
environmental, community, design, and cost impacts of these options in more detail to
identify a preferred alternative for the interchange configuration.
The tight diamond interchange option (see Appendix E, Figure E-2) would consist of a gradeseparated interchange with two, closely-spaced signalized intersections on Quincy Avenue
serving ramp movements and the Quincy Avenue eastbound/westbound through
movements. Parker Road through traffic would be free flow with both interchange options.
The loop ramp interchange option (see Appendix E, Figure E-3) would consist of a gradeseparated interchange with a loop ramp in the southwest quadrant providing free-flow
operations for the southbound left turn from Parker Road to eastbound Quincy Avenue. Both
options would require substantial right-of-way adjacent to the intersection and the
modification or closing of existing accesses on Parker Road north and south of Quincy
Avenue.
Under both options, the ramp intersections would perform well at LOS C or better under 2035
traffic conditions. For pedestrians and bicyclists, both alternatives would provide a gradeseparated crossing of Parker Road leading to Cherry Creek State Park, but it would require
crossing at least one free-flow ramp movement.
Both interchange alternatives would result in the potential for moderate impacts to Cherry
Creek State Park and surrounding businesses due to required right-of-way or access
closures/modifications. Both alternatives would directly impact adjacent businesses and
indirectly impact businesses due to required modifications to the only existing access (Rice
Place). Under the loop ramp interchange option, all southwest quadrant land uses would be
eliminated. Options for maintaining access to Rice Place include a crossing under elevated
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Parker Road and the southern ramps of the tight diamond interchange option, or a service
road connection through the retail center in the southeast quadrant of the intersection to
connect with the signalized access on Quincy Avenue east of Parker Road.
Temple Drive
The recommended improvements at the Abilene Circle/Temple Drive and Parker Road atgrade intersection include the addition of a westbound left turn lane (see Appendix E, Figure
E-4). Parker Road would be widened with an additional northbound and southbound
through lane through the intersection. Right-of-way may be required from adjacent
residential properties for the intersection improvements and the proposed multi-use path
underpass across the south leg of the intersection.
These improvements would result in a substantial reduction in overall forecasted intersection
delay, although the additional through lanes on Parker Road would increase the width for
pedestrians and bicyclists to cross the intersection.
Belleview Avenue
The recommended improvements at the Belleview Avenue and Parker Road at-grade
intersection include the addition of a southbound left turn lane (resulting in double left turns)
and an eastbound right turn lane (see Appendix E, Figure E-5). Parker Road would be
widened with an additional northbound and southbound through lane through the
intersection. Right-of-way acquisition for the intersection improvements would be minimal
and no existing accesses would be affected.
These additional lanes would result in a large reduction in overall forecasted intersection
delay, particularly in the PM peak hours. The additional through lanes on Parker Road would
increase the width for pedestrians and bicyclists to cross the intersection.
Chambers Road
The recommended improvements at the Chambers Road and Parker Road at-grade
intersection include the addition of a northbound right turn lane, resulting in double right
turns (see Appendix E, Figure E-6). Parker Road would be widened with an additional
northbound and southbound through lane through the intersection. The recommended
improvements would potentially have some impacts to Cherry Creek State Park right-of-way,
as well as the retail center on the east side of the corridor. It is expected that no existing
access operations would be affected by the intersection improvements.
These improvements would reduce the overall forecasted intersection delay, but the overall
intersection level of service would remain at LOS F during the AM peak period. The
improvements may have some impacts to the businesses directly adjacent to the intersection.
Orchard Road
The recommended improvement at the Orchard Road and Parker Road intersection is a tight
diamond interchange (see Appendix E, Figure E-7). This option would consist of a grade-
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separated interchange with two, closely-spaced signalized intersections on Orchard Road
serving ramp movements and the Orchard Road eastbound/westbound through movements.
Parker Road through traffic would be free flow. These improvements would require the
acquisition of substantial right-of-way adjacent to the intersection and the modification or
closing of the right-turn-only access on Parker Road north of Orchard Road serving a WalMart, I-HOP restaurant and Chase Bank. Mitigation for the required closure of the right-turnonly access could be via extension of Ida Drive from Orchard Road, or by relocating the access
to the north. Both options have physical limitations related to steep grades, and the Ida Drive
connection would require agreement between the Cities of Centennial and Aurora since the
connection would cross city boundaries.
The ramp intersections would perform well at LOS C or better under 2035 traffic conditions.
For pedestrians and bicyclists, the interchange would provide a grade-separated crossing of
Parker Road leading to Cherry Creek State Park, but it would require crossing free-flow ramp
movements.
The recommended improvements would potentially have substantial impacts to Cherry Creek
State Park and surrounding businesses and residences. The interchange would directly
impact adjacent businesses and multifamily buildings in the southwest quadrant. The
Orchards multi-family residential property southwest of the intersection would be greatly
impacted with the loss of garages and potentially the loss of buildings.
The northbound exit ramp for the Orchard Road interchange would introduce a potentially
unsafe weave for traffic turning right from Lake Avenue, weaving across the heavy off-ramp
movement to continue north on Parker Road. The Parker Road and Lake Avenue intersection
is currently an unsignalized right-in right-out access. In order to keep the Lake Avenue
intersection open after the construction of the Orchard Road interchange, a two-phase traffic
signal on northbound Parker Road would be installed to eliminate the weaving issue for the
westbound right turning traffic (right turns on red would be prohibited). Southbound left
turns onto eastbound Lake Avenue could also be provided with the two-phase traffic signal.
These modifications to the Lake Avenue intersection are consistent with the existing
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between CDOT, the City of Aurora, and the City of
Centennial regarding the Lake Avenue intersection and potential future operational and
safety issues at the Lewiston Way and Jasper Way intersection, located immediately east of
the Parker Road and Lewiston Way traffic signal.
Lewiston Way
The recommended improvements at the Lewiston Way and Parker Road intersection include
the addition of westbound double left turn lanes and a southbound left turn lane, resulting in
double left turns (see Appendix E, Figure E-8). Parker Road would be widened with an
additional northbound and southbound through lane through the intersection.
These improvements would reduce overall forecasted intersection delays, but the overall
intersection level of service would remain LOS F during peak periods. The closely-spaced
intersection of Jasper Way on Lewiston Way immediately east of Parker Road increases the
overall intersection conflicts. The additional through lanes on Parker Road would increase the
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width for pedestrians and bicyclists to cross the intersection. Right-of-way acquisition for the
intersection improvements would be minimal and no existing accesses would be affected.
These improvements at Lewiston Way are consistent with the existing Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between CDOT, the City of Aurora, and the City of Centennial
regarding the Lake Avenue intersection and potential future operational and safety issues at
the Lewiston Way and Jasper Way intersection.
Arapahoe Road
Improvements are planned to construct an interchange at the intersection of Arapahoe Road
(SH 88) and Parker Road (SH 83). These improvements have been approved through the
environmental review process and are moving into construction as quickly as available
funding will allow. The design, illustrated in Appendix E, Figure E-9, consists of:
Ø

A grade separation at the existing intersection with Parker Road over Arapahoe Road

Ø

A cloverleaf loop ramp on the southeast corner to handle the heavy demands from
eastbound to northbound traffic volumes

Ø

A westbound to northbound on-ramp as a typical diamond ramp

Ø

A southbound on-ramp as a typical diamond ramp

Ø

A northbound off-ramp designed as a two way “ring road” with access from the cloverleaf
loop ramp side only, at a location fixed by an access control “A-line”.

With construction of the ring road, Costilla Avenue will be closed and a cul-de-sac
constructed just east of the ring road.
The following interchange components have been constructed:
Ø

Phase I - Triple right turn (completed 2002)

Ø

Phase II - North portion of the ring road and Arapahoe Road widening (completed 2006)

Ø

Phase III - Sound wall project (completed 2009)

The following are the next steps to complete the interchange:
Ø

Obtain right-of-way for entire interchange (Fall 2009)

Ø

Final design for complete interchange (Fall 2009)

Construction phasing will be determined during Summer 2009 and will be dependent upon
funding availability.
Chambers Way
The recommended improvements at the Chambers Way and Parker Road signalized
intersection include eastbound double left turn lanes, an eastbound right turn lane, a
southbound right turn lane, and northbound double left turn lanes (see Appendix E, Figure
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E-10). An east leg would be added to the intersection to provide signalized full access to
properties within the Town of Foxfield east of Parker Road. The configuration, profile, and
layout of the east leg will be determined by the development of the property east of Parker
Road.
Right-of-way acquisition for the intersection improvements would be minimal. It is believed
that no accesses would be affected. However, portions of the areas west and east of the
intersection are yet to develop and the exact location of future accesses along Chambers Way
is unknown.
Broncos Parkway
The recommended improvements at the Broncos Parkway and Parker Road intersection
include the addition of an eastbound right turn lane (resulting in double right turns) and a
northbound left turn lane (resulting in triple left turns) (see Appendix E, Figure E-11). Overall
forecasted intersection level of service would remain at LOS F with reduced overall
intersection delay during peak periods.
Right-of-way acquisition for the intersection improvements would be minimal and no existing
accesses would be affected.
Long Avenue
The recommended improvements at the Long Avenue/Parker Road intersection include the
addition of through lanes through the intersection that also serve as auxiliary lanes to/from
the Aurora Parkway interchange to the south (see Appendix E, Figure E-12). Overall
forecasted intersection delay would be reduced with the additional lanes through the
intersection.
Right-of-way may be required for the intersection improvements from adjacent residential
properties to the east and future development property to the west, depending on the
accommodation of a sidewalk or other roadside infrastructure, such as slopes.
Aurora Parkway
The new Aurora Parkway and Parker Road intersection may initially be constructed as an atgrade intersection with the KingsPoint development (see Appendix E, Figure E-13), although
a tight-diamond interchange is recommended when warranted by traffic volumes and
resulting congestion (see Appendix E, Figure E-14). The at-grade intersection would include
a southbound left turn lane (resulting in double left turns) and right turn lane, westbound
triple left turn lanes and right turn lane, and a northbound right turn lane. The west leg of the
intersection would serve as only a driveway access to the 17 Mile House property.
The ultimate tight diamond interchange would consist of a grade-separated interchange with
two, closely-spaced intersections on Aurora Parkway serving ramp movements and the access
for Aurora Parkway and the 17 Mile House. Parker Road through traffic would be free flow.
The interchange would have moderate impacts to the 17 Mile House property.
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The ramp intersections would operate well at LOS C or better under 2035 traffic conditions.
For pedestrians and bicyclists, the interchange would provide a grade-separated crossing of
Parker Road leading to the 17 Mile House property and Cherry Creek Trail, but it would
require crossing free-flow ramp movements.
The ultimate interchange improvements would result in potential moderate impacts to the
residential community northeast of the intersection and future development. Closure of
Nichols Place and Mineral Place at Parker Road would impact access for neighborhood
residents. The interchange would also impact planned right-turn-only accesses for the
planned Vermillion and KingsPoint developments.
A new roadway connection was considered from the west leg of the Aurora Parkway
intersection to allow traffic to travel between Broncos Parkway and Aurora Parkway without
traveling on Parker Road. Many comments on this topic were received from members of the
public, as well as TAC and EC committees. Travel forecasts were completed to determine
estimated traffic volumes if the suggested Broncos Parkway/Aurora Parkway connection was
made. Travel forecasts indicate a shift of about 12,000 vpd in 2035 from Parker Road between
Broncos Parkway and Aurora Parkway with a connection of Aurora/Broncos Parkway. The
details of the travel forecasts and alignment analysis are documented in a memo dated March
31, 2009, included in Appendix A.
Alternatives were considered for the new roadway alignment as well as for alignment of
Aurora Parkway to reduce impacts to the 17 Mile House property west of Parker Road. The
Vermilion Creek development plan was also considered in the analysis. All roadway
realignment alternatives would have large impacts to the future development of Vermillion
Creek, the KingsPoint development east of Parker Road, the existing residential development
off Nichols Place, and/or the 17 Mile House property. Full support would be needed from all
agencies, and analysis would need to show that no other viable options exist to avoid the
necessary historic property and future development impacts. The Vermilion and KingsPoint
owners are opposed to the proposed realignment alternatives. The City of Centennial may
reconsider the option of a connection dependent on ultimate development plans southwest
of the Broncos Parkway and Parker Road intersection.
Cottonwood Drive and Woodman Drive
The recommended improvements at the Cottonwood Drive and Parker Road intersection
include the addition of an eastbound left turn lane (resulting in double left turns) and a
westbound left turn lane (resulting in triple left turns) (see Appendix E, Figure E-15). At the
Woodman Drive and Parker Road intersection, no additional auxiliary lanes are
recommended, although an additional northbound through lane is recommended to connect
to the auxiliary lane from the westbound E-470 ramp. The overall forecasted intersection
delays at both intersections would be reduced, although they would operate at LOS E and F
during the peak periods.
Right-of-way acquisition for the intersection improvements would be minimal and no existing
accesses would be affected.
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Context Sensitive Urban Design Elements
Context sensitive design elements were discussed with TAC members from local agencies and
CDOT to review and determine concepts appropriate for the corridor alternatives. Context
sensitive design elements included interchange configuration, corridor profile, median type,
and intersection design.
Lighting at all intersecting streets and interchange ramps along Parker Road would be
constructed. Additional corridor lighting could be considered along the outside of the
roadway or in the center raised median. Lighting on the outside would benefit pedestrians
on the planned sidewalks. Median lighting could not be consistently applied due to turn
lanes limiting median width in many segments approaching intersections. Initial lighting and
landscape construction would be included in conjunction with the overall corridor
improvements. However, maintenance of landscaped areas and lighting other than at
intersections and interchanges would be the responsibility of local agencies or other
responsible parties (e.g., Metro Districts).
Additional design treatments that could be incorporated, as local funding may allow, include
wall and bridge design enhancements and other amenities complimentary to the suburban
residential and commercial design style of the area. Consistent application of these features
would help create a cohesive corridor image.
A variety of design treatment styles could be explored unique to each city and town’s
identity, but with a common corridor theme. A corridor aesthetic design plan is
recommended to be developed that would allow upgrade of materials for sign posts, lighting
features and planting materials.
Appropriate and context sensitive wayfinding signage design would be important, especially
at the recommended interchanges, to guide traffic to and from the intersecting streets
without the feel of a freeway that typical overhead guide signs can bring.
The following elements were considered while analyzing cross street overpasses versus
underpasses and developing a recommended conceptual profile for Parker Road:
Ø

Disturbance of construction impacts on both Parker Road and higher volume cross streets

Ø

Impacts to nearby commercial driveway or local street connections along cross streets

Ø

Drainage and water table

Ø

Respect of neighboring viewsheds

The roadway, intersection and interchange design requirements are related to design speed.
Implementation of a consistent 45 mph posted speed limit would not occur until sufficient
corridor improvements were constructed to effectively discourage higher travel speeds.
Intermediate cross-section modifications may be necessary prior to implementation of the full
set of corridor improvements to minimize design variances.
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Transit Elements
Recommended transit improvements are illustrated in Appendix E, Figure E-16. Improved
transit facilities and amenities at existing stops along Parker Road should be implemented
over time and concurrently with other corridor improvements based on adjacent land uses
and densities, the number of routes serving the stop, and ridership potential. Enhancements
to the pedestrian environment would also be made to encourage safe and convenient access
to/from bus stops. Transit preferential treatments are recommended at select locations to
help minimize delay and improve travel time for buses by allowing them to bypass congested
conditions at intersections. Right turn lane exceptions or queue jump lanes are
recommended at the following locations: Lehigh Avenue, Temple Drive, Chambers Road,
Broncos Parkway, and Cottonwood Drive. In addition, bus stop pull-out areas are
recommended on proposed interchange ramps at Quincy Avenue and Orchard Road. A
diamond interchange configuration that allows through bus movements between on and off
ramps would be required. Recommended locations and example transit preferential
treatments are illustrated in Appendix E, Figure E-17. A future study of transit preferential
treatments that would be required prior to implementation would more fully explore the
intersections for application, transit travel time benefits, impacts to the existing traffic signal
system and delay to corridor motorists, as well as implementation steps.
New limited stop bus service is recommended on Parker Road between the Nine Mile LRT
Station and the Parker park-n-Ride. This could be an extension of the existing Route 83Ltd
service which connects Downtown Denver to Nine Mile Station via the
Speer/Leetsdale/Parker Road corridor. This option could assist in building a premium transit
service user market along Parker Road in support of future transit investments. Jordan Road
between Arapahoe Road and Mainstreet in the Town of Parker has also been identified for
new future local service. This could be done in conjunction with limited stop service
refinements along Parker Road by shifting current local service from Parker Road to Jordan
Road.
A new park-n-Ride near the intersection of Parker Road and Arapahoe Road is recommended
to supplement the highly utilized park-n-Ride at Nine Mile Station and to meet transit access
needs from the surrounding area. A potential location for a park-n-Ride has been identified in
the northeast quadrant of Lewiston Way and Arapahoe Road. However, additional study and
coordination will be required before a specific location is finalized. If the concept is advanced,
RTD would need to undertake discussions with property owners for potential land
acquisition. The City of Centennial is concerned that a park-n-Ride does not fit the land use
in the area and with the potential loss of sales tax if the land northeast of Lewiston Way and
Arapahoe Road could alternatively be developed for retail uses. Centennial has requested
that RTD consider other options or Transit Oriented Development if this is the preferred parkn-Ride location.
An overarching transit strategy for the Parker Road corridor includes further development of
transit supportive programs. These would include increased marketing and education to
improve transit awareness throughout the community and promotion of ECO Passes, which
are purchased by employers or residential neighborhoods for unlimited use of RTD services.
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Transit supportive development guidelines, including efficient bus and pedestrian access
configurations, mixed land uses, and appropriate densities are also recommended as part of
transportation demand management strategies for the Parker Road corridor.
The light rail (LRT) and bus rapid transit (BRT) options were screened out for the Parker Road
corridor recommended plan due to multiple reasons, not only because the corridor is not
included in the DRCOG RTP and RTD FasTracks program. Other reasons included the parallel
nature of the Parker Road corridor to the south I-25 corridor (which RTD has already identified
as the southeast transit corridor for major investment), the unproven transit demand of the
Parker Road corridor, and the lack of right-of-way for a major transit facility along Parker Road.
The arterial intersection characteristics along Parker Road would result in at-grade LRT
intersection crossings at low speed, or an entirely grade-separated system at higher speed,
but with unreasonable cost and impacts to adjacent communities and businesses.
The recommended intersection or roadway segment improvements do not preclude future
development of LRT or BRT, since any such transit facility would require extensive additional
right-of-way and property acquisitions, regardless of the roadway infrastructure
improvements recommended with this plan. Design provisions or acquisitions of additional
right-of-way for the undefined possible future transit facility could be further explored in
future NEPA analysis for individual projects.

Pedestrian/Bicycle Elements
Construction of sidewalks, the parallel adjacent multi-use path, and bike route
signing/striping on area streets is recommended in conjunction with corresponding roadway
improvements. (Refer to Appendix E, Figures E-18 and E-19 for description of
pedestrian/bicycle facility improvements and signing and striping.) In addition to the
pedestrian/bicyclist accommodations at the recommended interchanges along the corridor, a
pedestrian/bicycle grade separation is recommended at the Shop Creek crossing across the
south leg of the Temple Drive intersection to enhance safety and provide multi-modal
connections (see Appendix E, Figure E-4). Further engineering investigation will be needed to
determine if an expanded drainage undercrossing or separate pedestrian box culvert is most
appropriate for this location.
As described with the Roadway Elements, an assumed impact area of 25 feet from the edge of
pavement was established and included on both sides of the roadway in the proposed typical
sections and layouts for the corridor recommendations. It is assumed that this impact area
could accommodate the area needed for grading, slopes, sidewalks, or landscaping. In areas
with a multi-use path adjacent to the roadway corridor, this impact area (25 feet) was
assumed outside of the edge of the path, since a path may require additional grading and
slope impacts beyond a standard sidewalk due to the additional width and clear zone
requirements. Whether this additional area outside of a multi-use path is right-of-way or
easement, or provided at all, would need to be considered with individual properties along
the corridor as more detailed design is completed and more accurate areas of construction
are identified.
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Where the proposed multi-use path is directly adjacent to Cherry Creek State Park, along the
west side of Parker Road north of Orchard Road, a fence would be required between the path
and the Park. Maintenance of the fence would be the responsibility of CDOT, local agencies,
or other responsible parties.
As pedestrian and bicycle elements of the plan are programmed and environmental
clearances for the project proceed, feasibility and impacts will be addressed and refined. It is
also recommended that inter-jurisdictional bike facility planning be undertaken by the City of
Aurora, City of Centennial, Arapahoe County, Town of Foxfield and the Town of Parker to
complete missing links in the bike network in areas where the jurisdictions interface. This
includes completion of the Cherry Creek Trail south of Broncos Parkway and the proposed
grade-separated crossing of Arapahoe Road. Bicycle lanes are proposed along study area
roadways where it appears it would not require widening to stripe a separate or shared
bicycle lane within the existing pavement area. The provision of separate or shared bicycle
lanes on residential streets will need to be discussed with area residents, such as along
Richfield Street and Jamison Avenue within the neighborhoods east of Parker Road and south
of Arapahoe Road.

System Management Elements
Because most system management strategies would improve regional mobility and reduce
congestion and delay along the corridor with minimal community and environmental
impacts, these types of corridor elements should be pursued as funding for these
supplemental transportation improvements becomes available. The signal system and
Intelligent Transportation System components, such as enhanced signal detection, video
monitoring, and variable message signs, will require extensive regional coordination and
planning to achieve maximum effectiveness, such as with a traffic management system for
the overall corridor.

Short-term Improvements
The following potential improvements identified by public comments may occur prior to
long-term study recommendations.
Ø

Re-stripe and provide overhead signage for southbound and northbound Parker Road
traffic to/from I-225

Ø

Remove the southbound bus stop access at Atchison (southbound stops exist at Lehigh &
Quincy with sidewalk only on east side)

Ø

Conduct analysis to convert the right turn only lane on southbound Parker at Quincy to an
additional through lane

Ø

Add a protected traffic signal phase for eastbound Quincy at the Parker Road intersection

Ø

Adjust signal timing at specific intersections (Quincy, Belleview, Broncos and Long)

Ø

Provide a southbound left turn lane at Lake Avenue (in response to operational and safety
issues at Lewiston Way consistent with the Memorandum of Understanding)
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Construct additional barrier median along the corridor

Ø

Provide sidewalk connections leading to transit stops, trails, major attractions, etc.

Ø

Provide bike route signing and striping

Ø

Provide directional arrows on pavement at merge locations

Programmed Improvements
The improvements listed below are currently planned by CDOT and local agencies. The
Corridor Study recommendations take these programmed improvements into consideration.
Ø

Construct a concrete median barrier between Chambers and Belleview (CDOT)

Ø

Complete the Orchard/Parker northbound through lane extension (CDOT)

Ø

Add an additional southbound left turn lane at the Lewiston Way/Parker intersection
(CDOT)

Ø

Complete the Arapahoe/Parker ring road in southeast quadrant of intersection (phase of
Arapahoe/Parker interchange project) (CDOT)

Ø

Complete the Arapahoe/Parker interchange grade separation and remaining ramps
(CDOT)

Ø

Plan the Norton Farm trailhead access off west leg of Valley Hi intersection
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Prioritization of Improvements
Implementation of the package of corridor improvement recommendations will be phased
based on a number of factors including:
Ø

Benefits to traffic operations and safety versus cost of improvements;

Ø

Ease of implementation considering criteria such as RIGHT-OF-WAY availability and
streamlined environmental approval due to type of improvement and location;

Ø

Ability to build in useful phases with minimum redundant project elements;

Ø

Public (Federal, State and local) funding availability and commitment to future funding for
phased elements of an improvement project; and

Ø

Leveraged funding and implementation partnerships with private development or
redevelopment adjacent to the corridor to construct transportation improvements
concurrently with development construction.

Potential grouping of improvement elements for construction projects have been identified
below. Individual elements of grouped projects may be implemented separately due to
safety and/or operations issues or funding limitations, as phased construction of identified
project.
Ø

Parker Road/Quincy Avenue Improvements, including:
Ù Quincy Avenue interchange
Ù Corridor improvements (barrier, widening, path and/or sidewalk) - Quincy to

Hampden
Ù Lehigh intersection (including transit preferential treatments)
Ø

Hampden to Arapahoe Barrier Median, including:
Ù Barrier median only, no widening (as an interim project to ultimate corridor

improvements)
Ø

Parker Road/Orchard Road Improvements, including:
Ù Orchard Road interchange
Ù Corridor improvements (barrier, widening, path and/or sidewalk) - Orchard to

Arapahoe
Ù Lake and Lewiston intersections
Ø

Quincy to Orchard Corridor Improvements, including:
Ù Corridor improvements (barrier, widening, path and/or sidewalk) - Quincy to Orchard
Ù Temple, Belleview, and Chambers intersections (including transit preferential

treatments)
Ù Temple pedestrian underpass
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Ù Parallel adjacent bike path on west side of Parker Road
Ø

Arapahoe Road/Parker Road Improvements, including:
Ù Arapahoe Road Interchange

Ø

Broncos Parkway Intersection Improvements, including:
Ù Broncos Parkway intersection (including transit preferential treatments)
Ù Corridor improvements (barrier, path and/or sidewalk) - Arapahoe to Broncos
Ù Chambers Way intersection

Ø

Aurora Parkway Intersection, including:
Ù Aurora Parkway interim intersection construction
Ù Corridor improvements (barrier, path and/or sidewalk) – Broncos to Aurora Pkwy
Ù Long intersection

Ø

Aurora Parkway to E-470 Corridor Improvements, including:
Ù Corridor improvements (barrier, path and/or sidewalk) –Aurora Pkwy to E-470
Ù Cottonwood and Woodman intersections (including transit preferential treatments)

Ø

Transit Improvements, including:
Ù Route/service modifications
Ù Transit

stop enhancements,
improvements

sidewalk

connections,

Parker

Road

crossing

Ù Temple pedestrian underpass
Ù New corridor park-n-Ride
Ø

Pedestrian/Bicycle Improvements, including:
Ù Bike route signing/striping (off Parker Road)
Ù Parallel adjacent bike path on west side of Parker Road
Ù Temple pedestrian underpass
Ù Completion of Cherry Creek Trail (including Jordan Road connection)

Ø

System Management Elements, including:
Ù Signal improvements (progression, detection, video monitoring)
Ù Variable message signs

These projects are not defined to be mutually exclusive. For example, the Temple pedestrian
underpass may be constructed with corridor roadway improvements in the area, either with
area transit improvements, with other pedestrian/bicycle improvements, or alone as an
individual project.
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Table 2 is a summary matrix of the prioritization of recommended corridor improvements.
The matrix applies the prioritization criteria to the grouped “projects”.
The highest priority improvements are the programmed completion of the interchange at
Arapahoe Road and Parker Road, planned to be completed by 2012, median safety
improvements between Belleview Avenue and Chambers Road, and operational
improvements to northbound Parker Road traffic at Orchard Road, which are both planned
for completion in 2009. Grade separations and roadway segment widening will be later
improvements since funding has yet to be identified. Transit service expansion and
pedestrian/bicycle facility improvements would also occur as funding allows.
Components of the plan can be implemented on a phased basis with priority given to
projects that leverage other existing facilities most effectively. Some smaller early action and
safety projects, such as turn lanes at certain intersections or installation of median barriers,
could potentially be funded and constructed in the next few years. Some smaller safety
projects may not be directly related to building towards the ultimate corridor improvements
unless they can be shown to change the character of the corridor. These small safety
improvements would therefore not be considered planned “phases” of the ultimate project
implementation and may not require environmental clearance for project approval tied to the
overall corridor plan. Bicycle route signage and striping and sidewalk improvements to
transit stops are possibly eligible for federal funding and may be considered as early action
project elements. Some system management improvements could be implemented as
additional early actions while others, such as ramp metering, would need to occur concurrent
with other corridor improvements.
DRCOG ranking criteria for project funding gives more points to safety and non-capacity
improvements, and to projects with multiple funding partners. Future criteria may include
carbon reduction and for projects that provide a linkage of land use and transportation.
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Environmental Impacts of Corridor Improvements
Construction of roadway elements such as additional travel lanes and shoulders, sidewalks,
trails, interchanges and intersections may result in direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to
environmental resources depending on the type and location of the resource in proximity to
the improvements. The resources that may be impacted were evaluated in an Environmental
Overview (October 2008). A summary of the Overview findings is described below for each
prioritized segment of roadway, intersection or interchange improvements (see also Section
‘Prioritization of Improvements’).
Cultural resources findings indicated the potential for impacts to historic sites (two sites were
identified within the study area) and to Section 4(f)/6(f) resources including Cherry Creek
State Park and several public parks, trails and historic sites.
Biological resources may also be affected, including potential impacts to three federal
threatened species (Preble’s meadow jumping mouse, Ute ladies’-tresses orchid, and
Colorado butterfly plant), several Colorado special status species including black-tailed prairie
dog and bald eagle, and to wetlands and riparian areas. Impacts may also result from the
presence of hazardous materials that were identified at multiple locations within the study
area. Water resource impacts may occur within the thirteen defined drainages located within
the study area. Without mitigation, noise impacts may result at numerous locations along the
corridor, including residences.
Potential impacts for each major roadway or intersection/interchange element are
summarized below:
Ø

Hampden to Quincy (including Lehigh intersection): The recommended improvements
may result in impacts to three potential wetlands and to the Cherry Creek State Park and
trail system (a section 4(f)/6(f) resource). Potential mitigation sites for the loss of park lands
have been discussed with CCSP staff and the USCOE. Several potential hazardous
materials sites located within 500 feet of the existing roadway may also require
remediation as an element of interchange construction.

Ø

Quincy to Orchard Corridor Improvements (including Temple, Belleview and Chambers
intersections): The recommended improvements may result in impacts to several
potential wetland areas including culvert locations, and to one existing prairie dog colony.
Two hazardous materials sites located within 500 feet of the existing roadway may also
require remediation as an element of interchange construction. Land within the Cherry
Creek State Park and the trail system (a section 4(f)/6(f) resource) would be impacted.
Potential mitigation sites for the loss of park lands have been discussed with CCSP staff
and the USCOE.

Ø

Orchard Road Interchange (including Lake and Lewiston intersections): The
recommended improvements may result in impacts to several potential wetland areas
including culvert locations, and habitat for the Preble’s meadow jumping mouse. Five
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hazardous materials sites located within 500 feet of the existing roadway may also require
remediation as an element of interchange construction. Land within the Cherry Creek
State Park and the trail system (a section 4(f)/6(f) resource) would be impacted. Potential
mitigation sites for the loss of park lands have been discussed with CCSP staff and the
USCOE.
Ø

Arapahoe Road Interchange: The recommended improvements may result in impacts to
one potential wetland area and one existing prairie dog colony. One hazardous materials
sites located within 500 feet of the existing roadway may also require remediation as an
element of interchange construction.

Ø

Broncos Parkway Intersection: The recommended improvements may result in impacts to
one potential wetland area culvert location, and to habitat for the Preble’s meadow
jumping mouse. One hazardous materials sites located within 500 feet of the existing
roadway may also require remediation as an element of interchange construction.

Ø

Aurora Parkway Intersection (including Long intersection and corridor improvements
from Broncos Parkway to Aurora Parkway): The recommended improvements may result
in impacts to several potential wetland areas including culvert locations, and to one
existing prairie dog colony. Two hazardous materials sites located within 500 feet of the
existing roadway may also require remediation as an element of interchange
construction. A small portion of the historic 17 Mile House and trail (Arapahoe County) is
located within the project study area and may be impacted. A small portion of the Norton
Farm open space/recreation area (Douglas County) is also located within the study area
and may be impacted.

Ø

Aurora Parkway to E-470 Corridor Improvements: The recommended improvements may
result in impacts to several potential wetlands and to habitat for the Preble’s meadow
jumping mouse. Three hazardous materials sites located within 500 feet of the existing
roadway may also require remediation as an element of interchange construction.

One of the goals of the PEL process is to identify potential impacts early in the planning
process so that impacts can be avoided or minimized to the extent possible. The
recommended improvements presented in this report have been designed to minimize
environmental impacts while still meeting the corridor vision and objectives of the project.
Specific mitigation measures for any remaining impacts will be determined during
subsequent NEPA environmental evaluation processes, and will be included in final plans for
incorporation into the project design.
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Economic Impacts of Corridor Improvements
Impacts of the Parker Road Corridor Study recommendations on existing and future retail and
commercial development sites were evaluated. In general, the recommended transportation
improvements would positively benefit existing and future retail and commercial uses due to
improved multimodal flows and capacity increases. Individual commercial sites would be
impacted by roadway and interchange improvements that change site specific access and
circulation. In some circumstances, these impacts would be positive due to improved or
faster vehicular access. In other locations, the reduction of access points or the addition of
turn movements to access a site will increase travel times and result in negative impacts—
either real or perceived.
Evaluation of the economic impacts on selected commercial sites were identified. The
affected sites are addressed north to south along the corridor, as described below and shown
on Figure 5.

Quincy Avenue
The Parker and Quincy Avenue interchange options will affect several commercial properties
on the southwest and southeast corners of the interchange.
Southwest Corner (1) - The western side of Parker Road is adjacent to Cherry Creek State
Park, with the exception of a 30-acre triangle containing several commercial parcels in
unincorporated Arapahoe County at the southwest corner of the Quincy Avenue intersection.
The west Parker Road frontage contains several commercial sites that would need to be
acquired for the southbound entrance ramp of the interchange including a vacant gas
station, a small strip commercial building with several small businesses including two auto
repair businesses and a bait and tackle shop, and the Emerald Isle bar and restaurant. The
interchange project could also include a new access road from Quincy Avenue to an
underpass connection to East Rice Place. The access road would impact the boat and
recreational vehicle storage yard and the indoor storage facilities on the site requiring the
acquisition of a portion of both uses. The interchange option with the southbound to
eastbound loop ramp would have additional impact to the storage facilities.
Southeast Corner (2, 3) - Harbor Plaza is a second generation 46,000 square foot
neighborhood shopping center built in 1980 and located on the corner of the intersection.
The northbound exit ramp will require acquisition of a small portion of the shopping center
frontage. The interchange improvements should improve this site’s regional access and
future reinvestment or redevelopment opportunities. Depending on the configuration and
final design mitigation, the interchange may require the complete closure of the Bradley gas
station, located on the immediate corner of the intersection.
South of the shopping center is the Harbor Pointe Business Park, a collection of 10 older Class
C one- and two-story office buildings with a total of approximately 80,000 square feet of
space. The tenant mix is primarily medical office and other small professional service
businesses. With the corridor recommendations, direct Parker Road access would be closed
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and East Rice Place would only be accessible by one of two potential access options: 1) via an
access road southwest of the interchange with an underpass under the south leg of the
interchange, or 2) via a service road leading from the signalized intersection on Quincy
Avenue just east of Parker Road, then extending south through the Harbor Plaza shopping
center parking lot to connect to Rice Place. This would result in a circuitous movement for
northbound travelers who would need to go past the business park and exit onto Quincy
Avenue and circle back on the new access road to East Rice Place.
Northeast Corner (4) – The East Bank is a 151,000 square foot second generation community
shopping center built in 1981. The center’s anchor tenants are the Furniture Row stores (four
related furniture businesses including Oak Express, Bedroom Expressions, Sofa Mart, and
Denver Mattress) and 24 Hour Fitness. The corridor improvements would take a small
amount of frontage and parking, and closure of a right turn only access drive, but should
result in no business takings or significantly negative impacts. The improvements may
improve future redevelopment opportunities for the 15-acre site.

Orchard Road
The Parker Road and Orchard Road interchange will affect access and visibility to the
commercial properties on the northeast and southeast corners of the proposed interchange.
The small professional office development in the southwest corner will also be affected.
Cherry Creek State Park comprises the northwest corner of the proposed interchange.
Northeast Corner (5) – The Piney Creek Shops is a small unanchored neighborhood
convenience center with approximately 30,000 square feet of store space located on the
northeast corner of Parker Road and Orchard Road. The center includes the Bellco Credit
Union, Circle K Convenience Store and Conoco gas station, and a strip commercial building
with several restaurant and service businesses. The primary center access is from Orchard
Road which will remain unchanged. Visibility of the site from Parker Road may be positively
affected by the Parker Road overpass structure.
North of the center is a freestanding Chase Bank and IHOP restaurant with primary access via
a right-turn-only drive from Parker Road. The right-turn-only drive will be eliminated by the
northbound Parker on-ramp. An alternate access that is a less direct access route would be a
potential negative impact. The power center to the north at Chambers Road including WalMart and Home Depot would be minimally impacted by the proposed modification of
southern access. Options for the access modifications will require further study.
Southeast Corner (6) – The southeast corner contains Piney Creek Square, which is also a
small unanchored neighborhood shopping center, containing Mama Louise restaurant,
Benjamin Moore Paints, a vet clinic, and a number of additional personal and business service
tenants. While this center’s access from Parker Road will not be affected by the interchange,
regional access should be improved.
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Arapahoe Road
The Parker Road and Arapahoe Road interchange is the largest certain corridor capacity
improvement. It is the only improvement in the TIP and construction is expected to begin in
2011. This intersection is located at the boundary of three jurisdictions, Aurora, Centennial,
and Foxfield, and has existing retail commercial developments on three corners with a future
development under consideration in the vacant northwest corner.
Northwest Corner (7) – This 24-acre parcel located in Centennial is being planned for
development by Kelmore Development. The site is physically depressed and has some
drainage issues; these are currently being addressed with the site raised with fill. The
property is planned for commercial development and is expected to include between 40,000
and 50,000 square feet of office and commercial space along the perimeter of the property.
In addition, retail pads will be sold on the interior of the site. The site currently has a right-in,
right-out access on the southbound Parker Road ramp as well as a ¾ turn access on Arapahoe
Road.
Southwest Corner (8) – The southwest corner is located in Aurora and is being developed as
Cornerstar, a 750,000 square foot power center anchored by a SuperTarget and large regional
24 Hour Fitness. The project anticipates the proposed interchange in its layout and design
and is building the required access and spine road. The site’s regional market draw will be
enhanced by the proposed interchange improvement.
Southeast Corner (9, 10) – The southeast corner of the proposed interchange is a
commercial site in the Town of Foxfield. The immediate corner is vacant and will contain the
eastbound Arapahoe Road to northbound Parker Road loop ramp. Immediately to the east
and located at the southwest corner of the Arapahoe Road and Lewiston Way intersection is
the Foxfield Town Center property with approximately 40,000 square feet of space on a fouracre site containing convenience oriented retail uses (Walgreen’s and Conoco Convenience
Store and gas station).
There remains approximately five acres of vacant land within the northbound Parker Road to
Arapahoe Road exit ramp connecting to Lewiston Way. Worsham Development owns the site
and has plans for commercial development concurrent with the interchange ramp
improvements. The roadway improvements bisecting the site will help define the
development.
The property is currently under review in the proposed Foxfield
Comprehensive Plan as a commercial location.
Northeast Corner (11, 12) – The northeast corner contains the 426,000 square foot Arapahoe
Crossings power center developed in 1997. The center contains a large Chinese Cinema, King
Soopers, and a number of major power center tenants including Border’s, Kohl’s, Old Navy,
Ross, and Marshalls, with multiple restaurant pads on the frontage. The northbound Parker
Road on-ramp will take an undeveloped portion of the site and eliminate an existing access
between McDonald’s and the Brewery Bar. The center’s developer is suggesting that the
access to Parker Road instead be relocated further to the north.
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The 16.7-acre Academy Acres Arapahoe Animal Hospital parcel is located east of Arapahoe
Crossing and Lewiston Way. The Corridor Plan proposes this location for an approximate 250
space RTD park-n-Ride facility while the City of Centennial considers the property as desirable
for commercial development. The property is not a major commercial parcel as it is east of
the larger Arapahoe Crossing center and has similar locational attributes and access as the
Foxfield Town Center project on the southwest corner of the Lewiston intersection. There is
however, more than adequate property at this location to allow for the development of a
convenience oriented retail parcel on the Arapahoe Road frontage with a park-n-Ride facility
to the rear (north portion) of the site. This development arrangement was previously done at
the park-n-Ride at Havana and Alameda.

Broncos Parkway (13)
The southwest corner of the intersection is planned for the Vermillion Creek mixed use
development in the City of Centennial. The remaining three corners of the intersection
contain existing residential development. A parallel access road internal to the Vermillion
property is planned by the developer, connecting Broncos Parkway west of Parker Road with
Long Avenue and an additional right turn only access point on Parker Road north of Aurora
Parkway.

Aurora Parkway (14)
The Aurora Parkway tight diamond interchange with Parker Road is recommended as a future
improvement with a potential initial at-grade signalized intersection. The northbound exit
ramp will affect potential access to the large but undeveloped KingsPoint development
parcel located on the east side of Parker Road. The development potential of the property
would be enhanced by the interchange and is sufficiently large to accommodate this access
modification.
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Figure 5. Economic Impact Locations
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Corridor Improvement and Right of Way Costs
A summary of the approximate costs for the recommended corridor improvements is
provided in Table 3. The costs are in 2008 dollars and are based on the concept level of
design detail of the study. The estimates are consistent with bids on similar projects in the
Denver Front Range. There are a total of approximately $206 to $221 million in proposed
roadway improvements, not including the Parker and Arapahoe interchange estimated at
$50.9 million. In addition, there are $5.3 to $7.5 million in transit, $15 to $20 million in
pedestrian/bicycle, and minor safety improvements in the corridor recommendations. Details
related to construction and right-of-way costs are documented in a memo under separate
cover.
Right of way acquisition quantities were calculated using the existing right-of-way lines and
the proposed impact lines. Additional right-of-way required for total takes of properties were
not included in these quantities. Right of way costs are for acquisition based on Arapahoe
County’s recent (2008) property acquisitions. Relocation and building demolitions are not
included in these costs.
Specific right-of-way limits for corridor and intersection improvements would not be set until
completion of preliminary and final design. However, the conceptual improvement plans and
cross-sections provide a general indication of the potential future right-of-way needs. Where
options still remain for intersection improvements, the greatest right-of-way area should be
considered so as not to preclude future roadway improvements with new development.
As proposed roadway improvements are implemented, water quality accommodations will
be required both during and post-construction. The undulating profile of the roadway will
allow for gravity storm sewer discharge systems to existing outfalls with respect to Parker
Road. Adjacent street improvements will in most cases need to expand on existing local
drainage systems, which will need to be upgraded to provide for municipal separate storm
sewer systems (MS4) requirements.
Areas for both water quality and detention (due to increased impervious area) will need to be
considered for the Parker Road Corridor and associated interchanges. The interchange
improvements offer some infield areas that could be graded for detention and water quality.
Outfalls may utilize water quality features such as bio swales or may require mechanical
cleansing vaults to limit additional right-of-way needs. State Park staff have requested that
detention ponds not be built in adjacent land within Cherry Creek State Park.
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Table 3. Summary of Cost for Recommendations

47

Final Corridor Study Report
July 2009

Table 3 (continued). Summary of Cost for Recommendations

Improvement Element

Range of Cost

Pedestrian/Bike Elements
Sidewalk Improvements (if sidewalk provided along entire corridor where it does not exist)
Bike Route Signing/Striping on Parallel and Intersecting Streets

Up to $2.5M - $5M
Approx. $100k

Complete Cherry Creek Trail (CCT) (including minor crossings of roadways and Cherry
Creek)
Jordan Road Bicycle Connection to Cherry Creek Trail

Approx. $3M
Approx. $300k

Parallel Adjacent Bike Path to Parker Road (including two grade separations and four
intersection improvements)
Analysis Summary (for all improvements with sidewalk and parallel adjacent path
performed concurrently)

Approx. $6M

$12M - $15M

System Management Elements
Minimal cost
(incurred by new developments
through planning requirements)

Parking Facility Design to Encourage Alternate Modes
Signal Progression Optimization

Minimal cost

Enhanced Signal Detection

Minimal/moderate cost
(depending on equipment
requirements)

Video Monitoring

Minimal/moderate cost
(depending on equipment
requirements)

Variable Message Signs

Moderate cost
Minimal/moderate cost
(constructed with an interchange
option)

Ramp Metering

Note: Costs are in 2008 dollars. Unit materials costs and inflation should be considered and
adjusted accordingly as projects are considered for STIP, TIP and CIP budgeting.
Note: Right-of-way cost assumptions are as follows:
Ø

Commercial - $9.0 to $12.0 per sq. ft.

Ø

Residential Single Family - $2.5 to $4.0 per sq. ft.

Ø

Residential Multi-Family - $4.0 to $5.5 per sq. ft.

Ø

Parks & Open Space - $3.0 per sq. ft.

Note: The proposed CCT crossing of Arapahoe Road is not included in this cost estimate – it
was included in the Arapahoe Road Corridor Study recommendations and costs.
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Funding
Committed Funding
There are committed funds for two major corridor projects as follows:
Arapahoe/Parker Interchange – This $50.9 million project is included in the 2008-2013 TIP
with full funding scheduled for FY 2011.
Hampden to Quincy Widening – This $21.5 million project to add two additional lanes is
funded in the 2031-2035 time period in the Fiscally Constrained 2035 RTP.
The remaining recommended corridor improvements are not in the 2035 Fiscally Constrained
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and are therefore ineligible for funding at this time. Unless
additional revenue is provided for already committed projects in the RTP, the remaining
corridor improvements would not be eligible for funding until after 2035. If additional
federal, regional, or local transportation funding is identified, there may be an opportunity to
add these projects to the Fiscally Constrained Plan in the next planning cycle, which would
make the improvements eligible for federal funding in the competitive process of the
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for allocation of funds under the metropolitan
allocation of the Surface Transportation Program (STP-Metro).
There are also committed funds for the programmed short-term safety and operational
improvements, including the Orchard intersection northbound lane extension, and barrier
median from Belleview to Chambers.

Potential Future Funding Sources
Colorado FASTER will provide additional funding for already approved regional
transportation projects. Additionally, congressionally allocated funds have traditionally
funded a number of high priority transportation projects.
Colorado FASTER
Colorado FASTER is Senate Bill 108 which was passed into law in the 2009 legislative session
increases Colorado State transportation funding by instituting a weight-based vehicle
registration fee as well as imposing a $2 daily rental car fee. The bill is expected to raise
between $175 - $250 million in annual funds for transportation improvements in the State. A
portion of the funds will be deposited into a Road Safety Enterprise Account that will be
shared among CDOT (60%), and the Cities and Counties across the state (18% and 22%
respectively) according to the HUTF formula. The balance of funds will be deposited into a
Bridge Enterprise Account and will be managed by CDOT. FASTER could provide
unanticipated funding for projects in this corridor.
Federal Surface Transportation Legislation
Most funding in Department of Transportation (DOT) appropriation legislation (currently
SAFETEA-LU scheduled for reauthorization in FY 2009) comes from the Federal Highway Trust
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Fund (HTF), funded from federal gas taxes, and is distributed to the states and recipient
organizations according to formulas established in periodic DOT authorizing legislation.
Decisions on how to spend formula funds are made at the state and MPO level. The local
process is the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) administered by DRCOG in the
Denver Metropolitan Region.
Also, historically included in the legislation and annual appropriation bills are provisions that
direct funding to individual projects and/or organizations in specific locations.
Congressionally allocated funds are defined as a request from a member of congress
authorizing or recommending a specific amount of discretionary budget authority or other
spending authority for a contract or other expenditure to an entity, or targeted to a specific
State, locality or Congressional district, other than through a statutory or administrative
formula-driven or competitive award process. Often, any of these funds allocated to a
member of congress for a specific project reduce the established formula amount for the
respective state. Because of this, CDOT limits its support to congressionally allocated funds for
already established priorities coming out of the planning process. CDOT, Arapahoe County
and other local entities will continue to pursue funding for this corridor in future planning
processes.
The availability of congressionally allocated funds and how they may interact with formula
funds is unknown for the future. There is currently a heightened level of political controversy
concerning this type of funding. However, the likelihood of congressionally allocated funds
being completely abolished at the federal level is remote given that congressmen will
continue to want to provide funding for their constituent’s projects.

Local Funding Sources
There are a number of recommended intersecting and parallel street improvements that
could be funded by local jurisdictions and Metro Districts; additionally, transit improvements
would likely be funded by RTD using both local and federal resources. For example, the
proposed parallel roadway through the Vermillion Creek property would likely be funded by
the Vermillion Creek Metropolitan District.
Transit services and related facility expansion would be funded through RTD as development
increases transit service demand. The largest facility is the proposed park-n-Ride at Arapahoe
and Lewiston estimated at $1.5 million. Local funding could be used to advance
implementation of services as RTD funds are limited and may not be available for service
expansion as soon as local agencies and the community may feel the service expansion
is needed.

Potential Local Funding Options
There are alternative financing mechanisms and strategies that could be applied to elements
of the recommended transportation improvements. The identified sources would be
supplemental to established CDOT funds for state highway construction allocated through
the DRCOG TIP allocation process. These alternative funding sources allow for counties,
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municipalities, and private development interests to generate revenues for improvements
through additional taxes or assessments.
Regional Transportation Authority
Colorado statutes allow two or more counties or municipalities to form a regional
transportation authority (RTA) with powers to finance and construct, operate, or maintain
transportation improvements (roads or transit). The RTA can utilize a number of financing
methods to pay for the improvements including a sales and/or use tax of up to 1.0 percent, a
motor vehicle fee of up to $10 per year per vehicle, and a lodging tax of up to 2.0 percent.
The RTA allows for a financing structure that varies by jurisdiction based on the level of
benefits received.
There are three existing RTAs in the state. The Pikes Peak RTA was formed in 2004. A onecent sales tax was approved in Colorado Springs, El Paso County, Manitou Springs, and Green
Mountain Falls. The tax raises approximately $65 million per year with $5 million set aside for
maintenance. The Roaring Fork Transit Authority was formed in 2001 (under the earlier rural
transportation authority legislation) to assume and expand operations and funding for transit
service in the Roaring Fork Valley. The Roaring Fork RTA includes seven jurisdictions with a
different sales tax rate charged in each location. The Eagle County Transportation Authority
was formed to operate ECO, a county-wide transit system. ECO is funded with a 0.5% sales tax
county wide.
Intergovernmental Agreements/Cooperation
Intergovernmental agreements or IGAs have been increasingly used in Colorado to fund
interchange improvements benefiting adjacent cities when CDOT funding is not available
within the necessary timeframe. The cities of Westminster and Thornton formed an IGA to
jointly fund the $11.9 million I-25 and 136th interchange. The interchange itself was evenly
split at $5.0 million each with Thornton paying an additional $1.9 million based on additional
improvements needed in its boundaries. The two cities also have a separate IGA providing
revenue sharing within this corridor.
The 144th and I-25 Interchange was funded under an IGA between Westminster, Thornton,
and Broomfield. Also the City of Fort Collins and the Town of Windsor have entered into an
IGA regarding proposed improvements for the I-25 and State Highway 392 interchange.
Improvement Districts
Colorado statutes enable four types of improvement districts distinguished by the type of
government that organizes them (county or municipality), their primary means of raising
revenue (taxation or assessment), and whether they provide for construction of facilities
and/or operations and maintenance.
Taxing Districts - A public improvement district (PID) in a county or a general improvement
district (GID) in a city is a separate legal entity formed by a city for a specified set of public
improvements. Although formed by the county or city, it is a separate jurisdiction with its
own board of directors, and the city or county is not liable for the district’s debt. A PID or GID
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has the ability to levy taxes to pay for improvements; it can also levy an assessment which
would allow for a varied fee structure to address differential benefits. A disadvantage is that
the fees are levied against all properties whether they are ready to develop or not.
Assessment Districts – A Local Improvement District (LID) in a county or a Special
Improvement District (SID) in a municipality are a subset of a local government and not a
separate governmental entity like a PID or GID. The LID or SID can charge an assessment (as
distinguished from a tax levy) against the properties which can be paid as a lump sum or over
time. The district can assess all or part of the improvement costs against the properties that
benefit from the improvements. An LID may be initiated by the city or by the property
owners. If more than 50 percent of the property owners object to the district, the city can
only assess up to 50 percent of the cost of the improvements back to the property owners. In
counties of over 100,000 in population, the county can also impose up to a 0.5 percent sales
tax if approved in an election that can be used for capital improvements, debt service or
facility operations. This sales tax would not be subject to total sales tax rate limitations.
Special Districts
Special districts are autonomous units of local government having an array of powers with
the ability to determine their own objectives, finance improvements, perform services, and
control their own budgets. Special districts are designed to address multiple projects and/or
to provide services over a period of time. The most applicable and most widely used special
district is a Title 32 Metropolitan District.
Title 32 Metropolitan District (Metro District) - A metro district is a separate and independent
unit of government and must include two or more improvement projects or services. It is
most commonly used by developers of large projects to help fund and finance on and off-site
infrastructure costs (e.g., water and sewer, streets, parks and recreation, fire protection, or
public transportation). The metro district can levy and collect ad valorem taxes for capital
construction and operations. Metro districts are formed by petition of the property owners,
which in many cases is initially one entity. Metro districts can be organized in a county, one or
more municipalities, or in a county and a municipality.

Corridor Study Applications
RTAs are increasingly being considered for highway and transit corridor improvements in
multijurisdictional settings. Douglas and Arapahoe County have discussed a RTA for C-470.
Also the Larimer County MPO evaluated the feasibility and support for a RTA for a package of
transportation (road and transit) improvements, including unfunded I-25 interchanges and
other road improvements in eastern Larimer and western Weld Counties.
Arapahoe County, Aurora, Centennial, and Foxfield could potentially consider formation of a
corridor based RTA, if the community’s desire to implement some or all of the proposed
improvements continues to be in advance of potential CDOT funding. An RTA could utilize
sales tax, property tax, and other financing mechanisms and could apply differential rates
based on the level of benefits received.

52

Final Corridor Study Report
July 2009

Alternately, Arapahoe County could consider a county-wide authority to augment existing
funding sources for a larger list of needed capital improvements including all or some of the
projects on Parker Road.
There are also potential special district or improvement district applications for portions of
the corridor improvements, particularly interchange improvements that have a tangible
benefit to adjacent property owners. The use of an improvement district is more commonly
motivated by the interest of private property owners to fund transportation improvements
needed for their real estate development project to move ahead. A GID or LID would be most
applicable for an interchange or intersection improvements desired by multiple property
owners. The downside to this approach is that the tax assessment will need to be paid
regardless of whether all property owners are ready to move ahead with development. An
Arapahoe County LID could levy a sales tax at a location with a significant amount of
commercial retail development.
Similarly a metro district could impose a mill levy on properties benefitting from a specified
package of improvements. A metro district is most applicable for a single development as
long as the needed infrastructure improvements include more than streets. Metro districts
have the advantage of being applicable to multijurisdictional settings. The Vermillion Creek
Metro District could build and finance the parallel road through its project, particularly if this
enhanced access is critical to the viability of the planned retail shopping center.
An IGA is also a common approach to localized improvements located at the boundary of two
jurisdictions. This approach has been most commonly applied to interchange improvements
such as what is recommended for the future Quincy Avenue interchange bordering the City
of Aurora and Arapahoe County. A number of interchanges have been built and financed
around the state based on a sales tax revenue sharing agreement between two jurisdictions
sharing a common objective.
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Steps Taken to Integrate Corridor Study with Subsequent NEPA
Requirements
This Corridor Study was conducted following FHWA/FTA Planning and Environmental Linkage
(PEL) guidance regarding the integration of transportation planning and the NEPA process,
which encourages the use of planning studies to provide information for incorporation into
NEPA documents. The goal of these early integrated planning efforts is to streamline
subsequent alternatives analysis during the NEPA clearance work. The corridor transportation
planning phase is the important step that bridges between Regional Transportation Systems
Planning and the Project-Level NEPA Environmental Review Process, as shown in Figure 6.
Although the Parker Road Corridor Study is a planning study and does not yet include NEPA
clearance, the following steps were taken to streamline the future NEPA process:
Ø

A vision statement and list of project objectives were developed to readily translate to a
project Purpose and Need,

Ø

A thorough evaluation and documentation of alternatives and screening process was
conducted,

Ø

Public and agency input was solicited during the study process, and

Ø

Concurrence by the Executive Committee was requested at key decision points to align
with those of the NEPA process:
Ù Vision statement and objectives,
Ù Range of alternatives,
Ù Major screening criteria, and
Ù Identification of a recommended option.

These steps were documented in various formats (meeting notes, public meeting materials,
project memos and reports) that will be included as background reference as the
transportation planning process transitions into NEPA clearance projects. The PEL
Questionnaire provided to FHWA (included in Appendix G) provides a summary of all the
steps taken.
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Next Steps
The next steps in the corridor improvements implementation process are outlined below and
illustrated in Figure 7. Multiple projects may be implemented concurrently if funding is
available. These steps include:
Ø

Secure necessary funding to move projects forward into NEPA analysis

Ø

Complete NEPA analyses of phased project elements

Ø

Develop landscape guidelines

Ø

Complete design

Ø

Obtain right-of-way

Ø

Complete IGA regarding maintenance

Ø

Construction

These steps will be coordinated with CDOT and FHWA to ensure consistency with the NEPA
process for the recommended alternative and phased project elements.
Individual projects will likely be initiated as funding becomes available for elements of the
recommended corridor plan. It is anticipated that these improvement projects could move
forward with individual NEPA clearances, with this Corridor Study providing the
documentation of the intent to implement the full set of corridor improvements over time, as
funding becomes available.
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Figure 7. Implementation Process
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Appendix A
Project Memorandums

Memorandums Include:
Ø

Confirmation of Stakeholder Review of 2035 DRCOG Dataset, January 31, 2008

Ø

Climate Change, July 10, 2008

Ø

Parker Road Corridor Logical Termini Analysis, November 21, 2008

Ø

Final Transit Improvement Recommendations, March 9, 2009

Ø

Broncos Parkway to Aurora Parkway Connection Considerations, March 31, 2009

Ø

Potential Access Closure Conceptual Traffic Analysis Memo, June 11, 2009

Ø

Methodology for Right-of-Way Acquisition Quantities, July 6, 2009

Ø

Cost Methodology for the Opinion of Probable Cost, July 6, 2009

Ø

Roadway Design Memorandum, July 8, 2009
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Appendix B
Parker Road/Lewiston Way Memorandum of Understanding

Final Corridor Study Report
July 2009

Final Corridor Study Report
July 2009

Appendix C
Resource Agency PEL Coordination Matrix

Final Corridor Study Report
July 2009

11/21/2008

Denver
Regional
Council of
Governments
(DRCOG)
Steve Rudy

Environmental
Protection
Agency (EPA)
Deborah
Lebow-Aal

Colorado
Division of
Wildlife
(CDOW)
Crystal
Peterson

x Would be able to
provide more input on
PEL leading to EA or
EISs, than on those
leading to CatEx.
x Anything that can
make the process more
efficient is good

x Interested, but limited
ability to sign off on
anything during PEL
due to workload and
nature of resources
(mitigation oriented as
opposed to avoidance
and minimization).

x Appreciates early
consultation and
potential for
minimizing impacts
through early scoping.

x Interested in
participating.

x Air Quality
x Travel Model / Traffic

x Listed Species to
consider: Prebles, Ute
ladies’- tresses orchid,
Colorado butterfly
plant, Black-tailed
prairie dogs,
burrowing owls, bald
eagle, and migratory
birds
x S. Platte River
depletions
x Cherry Creek
Wetlands
x Deer crossing near
Cherry Creek Res.
x Listed Species:
Prebles, Ute ladies’tresses orchid,
Colorado butterfly
plant, Black-tailed
prairie dogs,
burrowing owls, bald
eagle, and migratory
birds (swallows and
raptors)
x Air Quality
x Environmental Justice
x Water Quality
x Hazardous Waste

x Interested in
participating.

U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service
(USFWS)
Alison Michael

x Appreciates early
consultation and
potential for
minimizing impacts
through early scoping.

Resources Identified
for Parker Rd

Initial Reaction to
PEL Process

Resource
Agency

x Depends: suggested we
develop a template
checklist with common
EPA resource concerns.
If PEL project triggers
one or more items on the
list– EPA would want to
participate and may
review Vision Statement,
Alternatives Screening,
Environmental Overview
(for methodology) and
final report
recommendations
x At traffic analysis –
model assumptions
x Prior to final
recommendations

x Vision statement
(purpose and need)
x Alternatives Screening
x Environmental Overview
Report (want review to
ensure their comments
were captured)
x Prior to final report
recommendations

x Vision statement
(purpose and need)
x Alternatives Screening
x Environmental Overview
Report
x Prior to final report
recommendations

Suggested Check-in
Points

Page 1

x Review meeting notes
and respond by e-mail
confirming the
discussion.
x Willing to review model
assumptions now and
document that network is
consistent with latest
DRCOG plan where
appropriate.

x Asked that meeting notes
be e-mailed. Will try to
review and respond
confirming attendance
and items discussed.

x At a minimum – respond
to meeting minutes to
confirm discussion
x May be able to write a
letter to specify resources
of concern and nature of
our discussion

x Review meeting minutes
and confirm by e-mail
that they accurately
reflect our discussions on
PEL process, resources
discussed, and approach.

Proposed Method of
Documenting “Buy-In”

x Potential to revise CDOT/EPA
MOU to target EPA staff time
toward PEL studies rather than to
EAs as currently written (swap
PEL review for time currently
spent on EAs)
x Streamlining
x Less cost
x Less time
x Better product
x Could inform long range planning
– corridor visions, etc.

x For projects leading to a CatEx,
benefit of Early EPA involvement
is minimal.

x If PEL is for an EIS or EA, early
involvement could minimize staff
time later on.

x Chance to make comments on
project resources / location before
decisions are made

x Earlier input hopefully results in
less impact to wildlife

x Could reduce time needed on
project later in NEPA

x Identifying wildlife concerns
earlier could minimize impacts

Benefits of PEL to the Agency

x Model assumptions must be
current for findings to carry into
NEPA

x Workload impacts
x Legal requirement to place
priority on EISs and EAs.
x No legal requirement for EPA to
review CatExs or planning
studies.

x State species list could change
between now and when NEPA is
done. Would require a look at any
new species.

x List of federally protected species
changes over time.

Potential Concerns about PEL

Summary Observations – Resource Agency Meetings on Parker Road PEL Study

Need to make sure that the most current travel
model assumptions are used, or get written
verification from DRCOG that assumptions used are
reasonable. Recommended improvements would
need formal inclusion into DRCOG RTP – vision or
constrained element of the plan.

No DOW permit or sign-off is required during
NEPA. For projects where SB-40 applies, DOW
needs to be brought back in for review in NEPA.
Most resources of concern to EPA are mitigation
oriented, which would be defined at time of ROD.
Some ability to review e.g. PEL methods on
defining EJ impacts or AQ impacts and to buy-in on
the methods being used which could carry into
NEPA.

Reviewed the USFWS idea of identifying a “worst
case scenario” impact area for the entire corridor,
and identifying wildlife concerns within that
boundary. To the extent that 1) individual projects
do not go beyond the worst case impact area and 2)
that new species are not identified, or old ones have
changed locations, work done in PEL can likely be
used as a basis for NEPA.

Discussed the idea of identifying a “worst case
scenario” impact area for the entire corridor, and
identifying wildlife concerns within that boundary.
To the extent that 1) individual projects did not go
beyond the worst case impact area and 2) that new
species are not identified, or old ones have changed
locations, work done in PEL can likely be used as a
basis for NEPA.

Outlook for carrying planning study
recommendations into NEPA without
backtracking (e.g. purpose and need;
alternatives screening)

x Wetlands
x Threatened and
Endangered Species
x Water Quality

x Appreciate early
consultation

11/21/2008

Colorado State
Parks (Cherry
Creek SP)
Dave Giger,
Tim Metzger
and USCOE
(Fred Rios)

Colorado
Department of
Health and
Environment
(CDPHE)
Jim DiLeo

x State Parks leases land
from USCOE, so
involve both agencies
x The Corps and State
Parks are landowners
as well as resource
agencies, and as such
should be contacted
prior to public scoping
x Some resource
evaluations cannot be
completed prior to
NEPA (Sec. 6(f))

x Initially unsure how
much work can be
done ahead of NEPA

x Appreciate early
consultation

Section 4(f), 6(f)
Historic
Wetlands, riparian
T&E, wildlife habitat
Flood storage areas,
water quality
x Visual, noise

x
x
x
x
x

x Air Quality

x Historics – 17 mile
house; BNO trail
system; archaeological
and paleo on
undeveloped sites.

x Initially unsure how
106 could fit into PEL.
Further discussion
identified some
opportunities.

x Interested in
participating and
providing informal
review/comment
throughout PEL

x Section 6(f), 4(f),
Section 106

x Appreciate early
consultation

State Historic
Preservation
Officer (SHPO)
Amy Pallante

U.S. Army
Corps of
Engineers
(ACEC)
Scott Franklin

Resources Identified
for Parker Road

Initial Reaction to
PEL Process

Resource
Agency

x Prior to public scoping
(if also a landowner)
x Vision Statement
x Alternatives screening
x Environmental Overview

x Vision Statement
(purpose and need)
x Alternatives Screening
(possibly)
x Environmental Overview

x At any point where
information is available
for review
x Vision Statement
(purpose and need)
x Alternatives screening
x Environmental Overview

x Vision Statement
(purpose and need)
x Alternatives screening
x Environmental Overview

Suggested Check-in
Points

Page 2

x Informal concurrence
with meeting minutes by
both SP and COE
x Review of Level 2
screening results prior to
next public mtg.

x Informal confirmation of
meeting minutes
x Review and comment of
Environmental Overview

x Informal e-mail
confirmation of meeting
minutes
x Will document review of
work products and
comment back

x Can’t give concurrence,
but could state “no
objection” to meeting
minutes (with
understanding that it
doesn’t preclude ability
to revisit discussions
later on in NEPA)

Proposed Method of
Documenting “Buy-In”

x See benefit to avoidance and
minimization in early screening.
x Earlier identification of
mitigation, especially for 6(f)
resources.
x Better understanding of total
project impacts and opportunities
for joint mitigation

x See benefit of highlighting
concerns in the corridor before
decisions are made so they can be
incorporated into analysis of
alternatives.
x Air Quality modelling in PEL has
potential to reduce effort of
modelling in NEPA

x Potential to minimize workload,
cost and time later on in NEPA

x See benefit to avoidance and
minimization in early screening

x Opportunity for better outcomes
for historic resources
x Avoidance and minimization early
in screening before project
decisions are made
x Opportunity to save time and
effort on 106 in NEPA

Benefits of PEL to the Agency

x May first learn about PEL projects
from the public unless early
coordination is conducted.
x Corridor-level planning may overestimate actual impacts.
x Some resource agencies are also
landowners, and need to be
contacted earlier in the process.

x Will have to revisit Air Quality
modelling in NEPA using current
traffic models.
x PEL won’t preclude CDPHE from
going back and looking at
alternatives using the current
traffic models.
x Can’t formally concur until permit
is needed in NEPA.

x Will need some preliminary data /
info on wetland survey in order to
be able to comment (E.g. GPS of
wetlands boundaries from a visual
inspection)
x Be certain that LEDPA isn’t
screened out in PEL.

x PEL involvement will not
preclude 106 discussions later on
in NEPA
x Documenting reasons for
screening alternatives is critical –
and could help minimize need to
revisit screening process in NEPA
for 106.

Potential Concerns about PEL

Summary Observations – Resource Agency Meetings on Parker Road PEL Study

However, early coordination on potential impacts
and mitigation can reduce the effort during NEPA
and may help identify joint mitigation opportunities.

Both agencies can concur informally within the PEL
process, but cannot concur formally outside of a
NEPA process because 1) the COE can only
approve fully designed projects within flood storage
areas and issue a 404 permit and 2) State Parks and
COE must approve Section 6(f) and other
mitigation that is not identified until NEPA.

In either case, PEL info can be used as a starting
point when project permitting is begun.
Can concur informally with the vision statement,
screening process, early modelling and data
gathering methods, but cannot concur formally until
a permit is requested in NEPA. Any modelling work
completed in PEL will have to be revisited using
current traffic models during NEPA, but some of the
work in PEL can be used to make the “revisit” more
efficient.

Opportunity for starting 106 process in PEL and
finishing it up in NEPA for site-level analysis. How
that could happen: Do database search, windshield
survey, identify the area of potential effect for the
entire corridor and convene consulting parties in
PEL. Then in NEPA look at earlier info as a
starting point for project specific 106 impacts. (106
work in PEL could contribute to 106 in NEPA so
long as the area for potential effect remained intact
and not too much time has lapsed since PEL work
was completed.)
Can concur informally with the screening process
and data gathering methods but cannot concur
formally until a permit is requested. Permits could
be done in one of two ways: 1) corridor wide at the
time of PEL if the whole corridor is funded and
enough detail is available for them to review
(Individual Permit), or 2) project specific to be done
after PEL as individual projects proceed to NEPA
(Nationwide or Individual Permit).

Outlook for carrying planning study
recommendations into NEPA without
backtracking (e.g. purpose and need;
alternatives screening)
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Appendix D
Corridor Traffic Analysis Information
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Figure D-1. 2035 Recommended Plan Daily Traffic Volumes
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Figure D-2. 2035 Recommended Plan Peak Hour Turning Movement Forecasts
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Figure D-3. 2035 No Action Peak Hour Turning Movement Forecasts
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Table D-1. Intersection Lane Configurations
Intersection Approach
Lehigh & Parker Rd
Northbound
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Quincy Ave Tight Diamond Interchange Option
Quincy Ave & SB ramps
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Quincy Ave & NB Ramps
Northbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Quincy Ave Diamond with Loop Ramp Interchange Option
Quincy Ave & NB Ramps
Northbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Temple Dr & Parker Rd
Northbound
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Belleview Ave & Parker Rd
Northbound
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Chambers Rd & Parker Rd
Northbound
Southbound
Westbound
Orchard Road Tight Diamond Interchange
Orchard Rd & SB ramps
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Orchard Rd & NB ramps
Northbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Lewiston Way & Parker Rd
Northbound
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound

D-4

Number of Lanes
Left Through Right
1
1
2
2

4
4
1
1

1
1
1
Shared

1+
2

1
2
1

Shared
Shared
-

1
1
-

1
2
3

1
1+

1
-

2
1

1+
2

1
1
Shared
Shared

3
3
1
1

1
1
1
1

1
2
1
1+

3
3
1
1

1
1
1
1

2
3

3
3
-

2
1

Shared
2

1
2
1

1
1
-

Shared
1
-

1
1
3

2
1

1
2
1
2

4
4
1
1

1
1
1
1
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Table D-1 (continued). Intersection Lane Configurations
Intersection Approach
Chambers Way & Parker Rd
Northbound
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Broncos Parkway & Parker Rd
Northbound
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Long Ave & Parker Rd
Northbound
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Aurora Parkway At-Grade Intersection Option
Northbound
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Aurora Parkway Tight Diamond Interchange Option
Aurora Parkway & SB ramps
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Aurora Parkway & NB ramps
Northbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Cottonwood Dr & Parker Rd
Northbound
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound
Woodman Dr & Parker Rd
Northbound
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound

D-5

Number of Lanes
Left Through Right
2
1
2
1

3
3
1
2

1
1
1
1

3
1
2
1

3
3
1
1

1
1
2
1

1
1
2
1

4
4
1
1

Shared
Shared
1
1

1
2
1
3

3
3
1
1

1
1
1
1

Shared
2

1
3
2

1
1
-

Shared
1
-

1
2
4

1
1

2
2
2
3

3
3
2
2

1
1
1
1

1
1+

3
4
1

Shared
1
1
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Table D-2. Intersection Level of Service
No Action
AM Peak

Intersection

LOS

Lehigh & Parker Rd
Quincy Ave & Parker Rd
Temple Dr / Abilene Cir & Parker Rd
Belleview Ave & Parker Rd
Chambers Rd & Parker Rd
Orchard Rd & Parker Rd
Lewiston Way / Fair Pl & Parker Rd
Chambers Way & Parker Rd
Broncos Pkwy & Parker Rd
Long Ave & Parker Rd
Aurora Pkwy & Parker Rd
Cottonwood Dr & Parker Rd
Woodman Dr & Parker Rd

F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
D

Delay
(sec/veh)
156.4
260.2
98.1
134.0
213.2
147.6
153.9
85.6
181.4
113.1
148.3
94.4
41.9

PM Peak
LOS
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
D
F
E
E
F
F

Delay
(sec/veh)
173.9
267.0
116.0
178.8
146.5
99.7
158.7
53.4
152.8
65.2
68.0
153.8
104.8

With Recommended Lane Configurations
Intersection
Lehigh & Parker Rd
Quincy Ave Tight Diamond Interchange Option
Quincy Ave & SB ramps
Quincy Ave & NB Ramps
Quincy Ave Diamond with Loop Ramp Interchange Option
Quincy Ave & NB Off ramp
Temple Dr / Abilene Cir & Parker Rd
Belleview Ave & Parker Rd
Chambers Rd & Parker Rd
Orchard Rd Tight Diamond Interchange
Orchard Rd & SB ramps
Orchard Rd & NB ramps
Lewiston Way / Fair Pl & Parker Rd
Chambers Way & Parker Rd
Broncos Parkway & Parker Rd
Long Ave & Parker Rd
Aurora Parkway Tight Diamond Interchange Option
Aurora Parkway & SB ramps
Aurora Parkway & NB ramps
Aurora Parkway At-Grade Intersection Option
Cottonwood Dr & Parker Rd
Woodman Dr & Parker Rd

D-6

AM Peak
Delay
LOS
(sec/veh)
F
98.4

PM Peak
Delay
LOS
(sec/veh)
F
105.1

B
A

15.6
1.2

C
A

27.7
5.1

E
D
E
F

67.2
41.5
69.5
126.0

D
C
E
E

49.2
31.9
71.2
75.0

B
D
F
F
D

26.1
13.0
54.0
106.2
146.1
44.9

A
E
E
F
C

31.3
7.4
78.9
60.7
143.2
29.6

D
A
F
E
C

36.6
6.6
154.7
76.3
34.1

C
A
F
E
F

31.3
5.8
96.0
69.0
114.4
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Appendix E
Final Recommendations
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Figure E-1. Lehigh Avenue At-Grade Intersection

E-1

Final Corridor Study Report
July 2009

Figure E-2. Quincy Avenue Tight Diamond Interchange

E-2
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Figure E-3. Quincy Avenue Diamond with Loop Ramp Interchange

E-3
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Figure E-4. Temple Drive At-Grade Intersection

E-4
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Figure E-5. Belleview Avenue At-Grade Intersection

E-5
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Figure E-6. Chambers Road At-Grade Intersection

E-6
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Figure E-7. Orchard Road Tight Diamond Interchange

E-7
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Figure E-8. Lewiston Way At-Grade Intersection

E-8
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Figure E-9. Arapahoe Road/Parker Road Interchange

E-9
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Figure E-10. Chambers Way At-Grade Intersection
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Figure E-11. Broncos Parkway At-Grade Intersection

E-11
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Figure E-12. Long Avenue At-Grade Intersection

E-12
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Figure E-13. Aurora Parkway At-Grade Intersection

E-13
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Figure E-14. Aurora Parkway Tight Diamond Interchange

E-14
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Figure E-15. Cottonwood Drive At-Grade Intersection

E-15
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Figure E-16. Transit Service Improvements Recommendation

E-16
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Figure E-17. Example Transit Preferential Treatments

Queue Jump Lanes

Bus Pullout Lanes

Transit Signal Priority

Right Turn Lane Exception for Buses

E-17
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Figure E-18. Pedestrian and Bicycle Facility Improvements Recommendation

E-18
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Figure E-19. Example Bicycle Related Markings and Signs

E-19
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Appendix F
Corridor Study Recommendations Strip Map
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Appendix G
Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) Questionnaire
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Federal Highway Administration, Colorado Division
Planning/Environmental Linkages Questionnaire
Parker Road Corridor Study, Hampden to E-470
Date Prepared: July 2009
This questionnaire is consistent with the 23 CFR 450 (Statewide Transportation Planning) and
other FHWA policy on Planning and Environmental Linkage process.
1. Background:
a. What is the name of the PEL document and other identifying project
information (e.g. sub-account or STIP numbers)?
Parker Road Corridor Study, Hampden to E-470
CDOT Project Number: STU C100-023, 14581
Arapahoe County Project Number: C03-016
b. Provide a brief chronology of the planning activities (PEL study) including the
year(s) the studies were conducted.
(Month/year noted below indicates date activity and documentation was
completed.)
Study Initiation – August 2007
Data Collection – January 2007
Land Use Analysis – March 2007
Survey – June 2008
Travel Demand Forecasts – March 2009
Environmental Overview – October 2008
Alternatives Development/Evaluation – April 2009
Final Corridor Study Report – July 2009
Also, please see the attached Meeting Tracking document for dates of meetings
held during the study.
c. Provide a description of the existing transportation corridor, including project
limits, modes, number of lanes, shoulder, access control and surrounding
environment (urban vs. rural, residential vs. commercial, etc.)
Parker Road is a major north-south regional arterial with four to six through-lanes
extending from the project area north into Denver (as Leetsdale Drive) and south
through the Town of Parker and into Colorado Springs (as SH 83 and Academy
Boulevard). The project limits of this Corridor Study are shown in Appendix A and
extend north along Parker Road from the north ramps of E-470 to just south of
Hampden Avenue. The project area also includes parallel and intersecting
roadways including Jordan Road and Buckley Road.
Parker Road is the only continuous north-south transportation corridor between I25 to the west and E-470 to the east. The eight mile study corridor crosses through
many local jurisdictions, as shown in Appendix B. These include the Cities of
1
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Aurora and Centennial, the Town of Foxfield southeast of the Arapahoe/Parker
intersection, the Town of Parker north of E-470 and unincorporated Arapahoe and
Douglas Counties.
Also, please see the Final Existing Transportation Conditions Report, February 2008.
d. Who were the sponsors of the PEL study? (CDOT, Local Agency, Other)
Funding partners included:
Federal Funds
$640,000
Arapahoe County
$105,000
City of Aurora
$52,000
Douglas County
$52,000
e. Who was included on the study team (agencies, consultants, public)?
Arapahoe County, City of Aurora, City of Centennial, Colorado Department of
Transportation Regions 1 & 6, Denver Regional Council of Governments, Douglas
County, Federal Highway Administration, Regional Transportation District, Town of
Foxfield and Town of Parker.
2. Methodology used:
a. Did you use NEPA-like language? Why or why not?
NEPA terminology was purposely not used in the PEL process to clearly differentiate
this planning study from subsequent NEPA processes that would be undertaken for
individual projects.
b. If not, how would NEPA terms relate to the terms you used?
NEPA Topic
Purpose and Need
Affected Environment

- relates to - relates to -

Alternatives
Preferred Alternative

- relates to - relates to -

Corridor Study Topic
Corridor Vision
Environmental, Traffic and Land Use
Evaluations
Improvement Options
Recommended Plan

3. Corridor Vision/Purpose and Need:
a. What was done in the PEL study and reasoning for doing it? Include the actual
corridor vision, study objectives, or purpose and need statement.
Corridor Vision and Study Objectives – please see the Final Corridor Study Report,
July 2009, pages 7-8.
Need for Corridor Improvements – please see the Final Corridor Study Report, July
2009, pages 5-6.
b. What steps will need to be taken during the NEPA process to make this a
project-level purpose and need statement?
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NEPA documentation will be prepared for individual project(s) that are identified in
the Final Corridor Study Report and may be forwarded for NEPA clearance and
funding. A Purpose and Need statement will be developed for each NEPA project
that will reference the project’s consistency with the Corridor Vision. However, the
P&N will also identify the purpose of each individual NEPA project, and will include
project-specific needs such as improving interchange operation deficiencies or
providing adequate business or residential access.
4. Range of alternatives considered, screening criteria and screening process:
a. What types of alternatives were looked at?
Please refer to the Final Alternatives Development and Analysis Report, March
2009.
b. How did you select the screening criteria and how many levels or types of
screening were applied?
Three levels of screening criteria were applied to evaluate the physical and
operational elements of the options and the potential environmental impacts.
Level 1 screening was based on the Corridor Vision and Study Objectives (please see
the Final Corridor Study Report, July 2009, pages 7-8 for the Vision and Objectives).
Level 2 screening included broader operational criteria to measure the mobility,
constructability and cost-effectiveness of each option. Level 3 criteria reflected
more detailed operations and impact data to determine the best combination of
options that were combined to form the Recommended Alternative. The Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) and Executive Committee (EC) members provided input
on the selection of each level of evaluation criteria. The screening process is
described on pages 9-11 of the Final Corridor Study Report, July 2009.
c. For alternative(s) that were screened out, briefly summarize the reasons for
eliminating the alternative(s).
Please refer to the Level 1 Screening Matrix on pages 21-24; the Level 2 Screening
Matrix on pages 108-114; and the Level 3 Screening Matrix on pages 118-119 of the
Final Alternatives Development and Analysis Report, March 2009. Level 3 analysis
was used as the basis for the packaging of elements into final alternatives
described on page 120-122 of the Final Alternatives Development and Analysis
Report, March 2009.
d. What information or analysis from the PEL study is needed in an EA or EIS to
support the elimination of an alternative(s) from detailed consideration?
The recommended elements of the Final Alternative are based on a three-level
screening process described in c, above, that eliminated numerous potential
alternatives on the basis of operational, environmental and implementation
criteria (see Final Alternatives Development and Analysis Report, March 2009). This
information will be referenced in subsequent NEPA documents.
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The recommended set of improvements for Parker Road is based on conceptual
design and will likely need additional refinement in the NEPA process in order to
fully evaluate resource impacts and to identify specific mitigation measures.
e. Which alternatives should be brought forward into NEPA and why?
Please see pages 21-34 of the Final Corridor Study Report, July 2009.
5. Agency coordination:
a. What federal, tribal, state and local environmental, regulatory and resource
agencies did you coordinate with, how did you coordinate with them, and
what were the responses?
Environmental data (biological, wetlands, haz mat, noise, air quality) were
obtained from resource agencies including the USFWS, CDOW, EPA, USCOE, SHPO
and CDPHE. These data were combined with records research and limited field
studies to identify the types and potential magnitude of environmental impacts
that may result from options evaluated in the study. Mapped data and descriptions
are located in the Environmental Overview (EO), dated October 2008.
A series of meetings were then held with each individual resource agency to discuss
the findings of the Environmental Overview and from Level 1 screening. The
purpose of the meetings was to inform the agency about the reasons for
conducting a PEL study rather than traditional corridor studies; to discuss potential
impacts and possible avoidance or minimization by the corridor options, to
determine what permits, if any, could be issued on the basis of a PEL study, to
discuss future coordination and key consensus points of the study, and to
determine if the agency would agree to formal concurrence on the recommended
alternative prior to NEPA evaluation. The resource agencies were the USCOE,
SHPO, EPA, CDOW, USFWS, DRCOG and Colorado State Parks. USCOE owns
property within the corridor (Cherry Creek State Park) and was also involved in
separate stakeholder meetings.
The project team also participated in a presentation to the Transportation
Environmental Resource Committee (TERC) in June 2008 with CDOT. This
presentation was to inform the senior management of each agency (EPA, DRCOG,
USFS, BLM, FHWA, CDOT, USFWS, CDOW) about the PEL process and to solicit
support for their staff to participate in future PEL processes. Although no formal
statements of support were solicited from TERC members, the agencies did express
support for their staff participating in such planning efforts, and agreed to receive
periodic updates on PEL projects at future quarterly meetings.
Findings of the resource meetings are shown in attached summary matrix
(Appendix C). The staff representatives of each agency expressed support for the
PEL process and agreed to participate in future coordination efforts. The SHPO
indicated interest in identifying the Area of Potential Effect (APE) during the study
to demonstrate that all potentially impacted resources have been identified and
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avoided to the extent possible. The USCOE indicated that it is possible that Clean
Water Act 404 permits could be issued for the entire Parker Road corridor area prior
to NEPA or for individual projects if adequate evaluation of wetland and biological
resources was conducted during the PEL study. However, if project elements or the
physical setting of the project area changed prior to NEPA approvals, the permits
may require modification or reissuance.
b. What transportation agencies did you coordinate with or were involved in the
PEL study?
RTD, CDOT, DRCOG participated in Technical Advisory Committee meetings and
other coordination and technical activities, including transit route evaluation,
travel demand forecasting and alternative evaluation.
c. What steps will need to be taken with each agency during NEPA scoping?
Scoping meetings will be conducted during NEPA to inform the resource and
regulatory agencies of the findings of the PEL study and to discuss the anticipated
impacts from the NEPA proposed action and alternatives. Information from the PEL
study will be used in scoping, such as the Environmental Overview data and
mapping, the range of options and the screening process and findings used to
identify corridor priority projects.
d. What decisions points of the PEL process were included, and who were the
decision makers?
The EC were the decision makers, with input from the TAC. The decision points are
shown in Appendix D, and included EC/TAC concurrence on:
x EC Charter
x Project Vision and Study Objectives
x Level 1 – Menu of Improvement Options
x Screening Process and Level 1 Screening Criteria
x Concurrence Points
x Level 2 Screening Criteria
x Level 2 Improvement Options
x Level 2 Screening Recommendations
x Level 3 Screening Criteria
x Recommended Improvements
6. Public coordination:
a. How and at what stages of the project did you coordinate with the public and
stakeholders?
Public Meetings: #1 held in December 2007; #2 held in May 2008; #3 held in August
2008, #4 held in January 2009.
Focus Group meetings included HOA representatives; Business/Metro
Districts/Chambers of Commerce; Bicycle/Pedestrian groups and Emergency
Providers. Also see the attached Summaries of Public Meetings and Community
Resource Panel Focus Group Meetings in Appendix E.
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b. How much response was there?
See attached Summaries of Public Meetings and Community Resource Panel Focus
Group Meetings.
c. How will you present the PEL information in NEPA scoping to the public and
stakeholders?
Public meeting graphics will be prepared, such as chart(s) or bulleted lists of PEL
steps that were followed, including references to FHWA SAFETEA-LU 6002 policy
regarding the PEL process. This information will be included in all public
information sources such as project websites, newsletters and mailers, and will be
discussed at public meetings or open houses.
7. Planning assumptions and analytical methods:
a. What is the forecast year used in the PEL study? How/when will analyses be
updated to current DRCOG forecasts?
The forecast year in the PEL study was 2035. The analysis will be updated during
the subsequent NEPA clearance processes.
b. What method was used for forecasting traffic volumes?
The travel forecast modeling for the traffic analysis of alternatives was conducted
based on the DRCOG 2035 regional travel demand model with modifications
limited to splitting zones and modifying centroid connectors. A sensitivity analysis
was completed for the Recommended Alternative using the 2035 travel demand
model with land use modifications requested by the local agencies. Please see the
Travel Forecasts Report dated March 2009 for more detailed information.
c. Are the planning assumptions and the corridor vision/purpose and need
statement consistent with the long-range transportation plan?
Travel forecast modeling was conducted based on the DRCOG 2035 fiscallyconstrained model, and will be updated for future NEPA based on subsequent
adopted models. The corridor vision is consistent with the DRCOG 2035 Regional
Transportation Plan and local transportation planning elements, including the
Arapahoe County Transportation Plan, the Southeast Aurora Transportation Study
and the Douglas County Transportation Plan. The City of Parker plans to amend
the transportation element of their Comprehensive Plan to include the corridor
recommendations.
d. What were the future year policy and/or data assumptions used in the
transportation planning process related to land use, economic development,
transportation costs and network expansion?
Traffic modeling data were based on the DRCOG 2035 fiscally constrained regional
model and reflect those assumptions on future land use, network expansion or
changes and transportation costs.
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e. Are there recent, current or near future planning studies or projects in the
vicinity? What is the relationship of this project to those studies/projects?
Currently, improvements are underway at the Arapahoe/Parker intersection to
complete interchange ramps and complete design for the ultimate grade
separation of the two highways.
Arapahoe County and the City of Centennial plan to widen Arapahoe Road east of
Parker Road to Liverpool when adequate local funding is secured.
A PEL study was completed in November 2007 for the Arapahoe Road Corridor from
I-25 to Parker Road.
8. Resources (wetlands, cultural, etc.) reviewed. For each resource or group of resources
reviewed, provide the following:
a. At what level of detail was the resource reviewed and what was the method of
review?
Please see the Environmental Overview report – October 2008. Resources were
evaluated based on available data and records, and limited field surveys for some
resources (wetlands, wildlife habitat, haz mat, noise). Detailed analyses such as
wetland delineation and Phase I site assessment (haz mat) were not conducted.
b. Is this resource present in the area and what is the existing environmental
condition for this resource?
Please see the Environmental Overview report – October 2008.
c. What are the issues that need to be considered during NEPA, including
potential resource impacts and potential mitigation requirements?
The issues may be different for each future NEPA project, depending on type of
project and location within the Parker Road Corridor.
d)

How will the data provided need to be supplemented during NEPA?
Please see the Environmental Overview “Next Steps” for each resource – October
2008. Some additional data collection and evaluation may be needed to evaluate a
smaller range of alternatives for each NEPA project, and will be based on the
expected ability of each alternative to avoid or minimize impacts.

9. List resources that were not reviewed that will need to be reviewed and those that will
not likely need to be reviewed and why not, during NEPA.
Please see the Environmental Overview “Next Steps” for each resource – October 2008.
10. Does the PEL study include baseline information for NEPA analysis of cumulative
impacts? If yes, provide the information or reference where it can be found. If no, what
are the cumulative impact resources that need focused attention.
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Please see the Environmental Overview “Cumulative Impacts (page 67) – October 2008.
The types of resources that could be cumulatively impacted were identified and will require
evaluation for each NEPA project. A cumulative impact assessment for the entire corridor
was not conducted. The cumulative impact analysis would be based on logical termini that
were identified for the Parker Road study area (see memoranda dated November, 2008 in
Appendix F).
11. Describe any mitigation strategies at the planning level that should be analyzed
during NEPA.
Avoidance and minimization of impacts was reflected in the screening of alternatives on
the basis of anticipated environmental impacts. Specific mitigation measures were not
identified pending the evaluation of the type and magnitude of impacts from specific
projects that may be evaluated in NEPA processes.
12. Are there PEL study products which can be used or provided to agencies or the public
during the NEPA scoping process? If not, what needs to be done during NEPA to make
this information available to the agencies and the public?
Planning products (deliverables) are listed below:
Travel Demand Forecasts – March 2009
Environmental Overview – October 2008
Alternatives Development/Evaluation – April 2009
Final Corridor Study Report – July 2009
13. Are there any other issues a future project team should be aware of? Examples: Utility
problems, access or ROW issues, encroachments into ROW, problematic land owners
and/or groups, contact information for stakeholders, special or unique resources in the
area, etc.
The corridor improvement recommendations are based on a conceptual level of design. As
specific projects move to preliminary design, issues to be addressed include:
x Constructability of the interchanges at Quincy, Orchard and Aurora Parkway while
maintaining traffic operations for Parker Road and the intersecting streets.
x Access to Rice Place south of Quincy with the Quincy interchange
x Access to Wal-Mart, IHOP and Chase Bank with the Orchard interchange
x Avoiding impacts to the 17 Mile House historic property with the Aurora Parkway
Interchange
x Minimizing impacts and identifying appropriate mitigation to Cherry Creek State Park,
which is a Section 4(f)/6(f) resource
x Corridor drainage accommodations to satisfy MS4 requirements
Stakeholder contact information can be found in the Parker Road Corridor Study project mailing
list, which will be transmitted electronically to Arapahoe County upon completion of the project.
Property owner contact information was detailed in the Property Owner Summary Report – July
2008. Information in this report was derived from Arapahoe County Assessor’s Office data (this
report can be found in Arapahoe County project files).
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