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Foreword 
Reimagine RTD’s Mobility Plan for the Future is a comprehensive, forward-thinking plan that identifies 
strategies to address the future mobility needs of the region. Ongoing industry advancements and 
societal shifts are substantially altering how and when people travel, how cities function, and how 
mobility factors into broader visions and goals; transit agencies must evolve and adapt to remain a 
relevant part of the mobility equation. The MPFF, intended to help guide RTD’s long-term decision 
making, is the culmination of extensive technical analysis, stakeholder and public engagement, and 
intra-agency coordination, as well as several previous planning efforts. Key context, findings, and 
recommendations are broken into a series of technical memoranda focusing on individual components 
of the overall planning effort. This report documents the work done to support the district boundaries 
component of the plan.
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1.  Introduction 
The intent of the district boundaries analysis was to help the Regional Transportation District (RTD) 
understand the financial implications of either expanding or contracting the current service area 
boundary. This memorandum summarizes the two case studies that guided this analysis, along with 
their methodology and results:  

 Case Study 1: East Aurora Case Study – Studied the portion of incorporated Aurora 
currently outside the RTD boundary to understand the impact of expanding the District 
boundary.  

 Case Study 2: Parker Case Study – Considered de-annexing the Town of Parker from the 
District to assess the impact of contracting the District boundary. 

These were selected as representative case studies to understand the implications of boundary 
expansion and contraction—they are not considered recommendations. Should boundary adjustments 
in any part of the District, including east Aurora and Parker, rise to becoming strongly considered, more 
detailed analyses and discussions with impacted jurisdictions and other stakeholders will be necessary. 

2.  Methodology 
2.1  Revenue Est imates 
The revenue analysis considered projected sales tax and fare box revenues (or the loss thereof); 
impacts to additional revenue sources, including federal grants, were not considered. 

Sales tax revenue was determined as follows: 

 Revenue by County was determined from an RTD 2019 Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Report. 

 For counties where only a portion lies within the RTD boundary (including Douglas and 
Arapahoe Counties), the revenue reported reflects only that portion of the county within 
the District’s boundary. 

 Using County revenue and County population figures (for the county portion within RTD), a 
per capita sales tax revenue was calculated. 

 This per capita figure was applied to the current (Parker and Aurora) and future (Aurora) 
population within the new/removed area to determine the additional or lost revenue to the 
District. 

 The total 1.0 percent RTD sales tax levy comprises two components: 0.6 percent for general 
operations and 0.4 percent for financing the FasTracks system. The analysis of potential 
boundary adjustments on District revenues focuses on the 0.6 percent general operations 
portion only; the FasTracks portion would not apply to new areas of Aurora, and Parker would 
still be required to contribute the FasTracks portion if it left the District. 
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Fare box revenue was determined as follows: 

 Revenue by county was derived from a 2020 RTD assessment of annual operating costs and 
revenue allocation by county (2018 data). 

 As noted in that analysis, allocations were done at the route level based on the 2018 
Service Performance Report. 

 Total annual fare revenue by county was used to calculate per capita fare revenue (due to 
data availability, population figures are based on ESRI 2021 estimates). 

 This annual per capita figure was then applied to the existing (Parker and Aurora) and future 
(Aurora) population within the study area to determine the additional or lost revenue to the 
District. 

Operating cost and boarding information were derived from the 2019 version of RTD’s annual Service 
Standards Analysis. 

2.2  Case Study 1:  East  Aurora Case Study –  Boundary 
Expansion 

The incorporated area of the City of Aurora currently excluded from the RTD boundary—a large swath 
mostly east of E-470 south of I-70—was chosen as a case study to assess the likely financial impacts of 
expanding the RTD boundary. Most of this area is currently undeveloped, but major plans for 
development are progressing as evidenced by the substantial increase in population expected by 2045. 
Some portions of east Aurora are already part of the District; these areas were excluded from this 
analysis, although service is not currently provided to them. 

2.2.1 Estimated Revenue Changes 

Sales  Tax 
Table 1 summarizes the expected sales tax impacts of bringing the area of incorporated Aurora 
currently outside the RTD boundary into the District. While this area currently has less than 
14,000 residents, it is expected to grow to nearly 62,000 by 2045. With an average annual per capita 
sales tax of $193 in Arapahoe County, adding this area to the District would result in total additional 
0.6% sales tax revenues of $1.6 million annually based on 2019 population numbers and $7.2 million 
annually in 2045.  
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Table 1. Aurora Excluded Area Sales Tax 

Description Factor Aurora Incorporated Area 
Outside RTD 

County 
 

Arapahoe 
Aurora outside of RTD District 

  

2020 Population 
 

13,969 
2045 Population 

 
61,855 

2020 Employment 
 

2,049 
2045 Employment 

 
10,144 

Sales Tax 

2019 Countywide Revenue 

RTD District within county 
 

0.4% FasTracks $47,236,000 
0.6% Operating $70,854,000 

1.0% Total $118,090,000 

Population RTD District within county 612,387 

Sales Tax Revenue per Capita 
0.4% FasTracks $77 
0.6% Operating $116 

1.0% Total $193 
Aurora outside of RTD District 

  

2020 Sales Tax Revenue 0.6% Operating $1,616,232 
2045 Sales Tax Revenue 0.6% Operating $7,156,707 

Source: RTD; ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems 

Fare  Revenues 
Fare revenue impacts are estimated based on 2018 per capita fare revenue for the portion of Arapahoe 
County within the RTD boundary. As shown in Table 2, Arapahoe County generated $33.66 per person 
annually in fare revenue. If the excluded portion of Aurora were added to the District, an additional 
$470,000 in annual fare revenue would be expected. With the area’s population expected to more than 
quadruple by 2045, this figure could rise to nearly $2.1 million annually by that time. 

Considering both sales tax and fare revenue, adding this portion of Aurora to the District could result in 
additional operating revenue of approximately $2 million annually today, and $9.2 million annually in 
2045.  
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Table 2. Aurora Excluded Area Fare Revenues 

Description Factor Aurora Incorporated Area 
Outside RTD 

County 
 

Arapahoe 
Focus Area 

  

2020 Population 
 

13,969 
2045 Population 

 
61,855 

2020 Employment 
 

2,049 
2045 Employment 

 
10,144 

Fare Revenue 

2018 Countywide Revenue 

RTD District within county 
 

Base System $19,168,860 
FasTracks $1,441,300 

Total $20,610,160 
Population RTD District within county 612,387 

Fare Revenue per Capita 
Base System $31.30 
FasTracks $2.35 

Total $33.66 
2020 Fare Revenue Total $470,133 
2045 Fare Revenue Total $2,081,758 

Source: RTD; ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems 

2.2.2 Estimated Service Cost Changes 
Two concepts for providing service to east Aurora were studied to assess the potentials costs to RTD of 
expanding the boundary: a FlexRide zone and the extension of Route 10. These are not intended to 
represent a full service plan for east Aurora but rather two hypothetical scenarios to highlight high-level 
cost implications. 

For analysis purposes, this study applied the density threshold of 3 people plus jobs per acre that RTD 
currently uses as a minimum for providing FlexRide service to identify appropriate limits of a possible 
east Aurora FlexRide zone. The area approximately bounded by E-470 to the west, County Road 89 to 
the east, I-70 to the north, and Yale Avenue to the south is projected to meet this density threshold. 
To estimate potential costs of a new FlexRide zone in east Aurora, RTD FlexRide service metrics from 
2019 were used as a basis. Three existing FlexRide zones, all located on the periphery of the District, 
were analyzed: Thornton, Brighton, and Parker. As shown in Table 3, the average annual cost per acre 
across these three zones is $34; that rate was applied to the east Aurora zone, resulting in an 
estimated total annual operating cost of approximately $500,000. 
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Table 3. FlexRide Size Comparison (2019 RTD Service Standards Analysis) 
FlexRide Zone Total Acres Total Cost Cost per Acre 

Brighton FlexRide Zone 10,474 $286,143 $27.32 

Parker FlexRide Zone 6,554 $265,132 $40.45 

Thornton FlexRide Zone 11,808 $572,073 $48.45 

Aurora FlexRide Zone 14,752 $501,568 $34.00 

An estimate of potential ridership for an east Aurora FlexRide was also calculated. Using 2019 ridership 
data for the same existing FlexRide zones, an average riders per 1,000 residents value of 220 was 
computed and applied to east Aurora. As Table 4 shows, east Aurora is projected to attract only about 
2,000 annual riders based on current population, but this is expected to grow to almost 15,000 
annually by 2045. Both today and in the future, east Aurora has a lower density than any of the three 
existing FlexRide zones.  

Table 4. FlexRide Population and Ridership 

FlexRide Zone 2020 
Population 

People per 
Acre (2020) 

2020  
Riders 

2045 
Population 

People per 
Acre (2045) 

2045  
Riders 

Brighton FlexRide Zone 46,027 4.39 13,335 67,362 6.43 19,535 

Parker FlexRide Zone 41,926 6.40 8,522 44,204 6.74 8,973 

Thornton FlexRide Zone 116,295 9.85 18,552 138,059 11.69 22,089 

Aurora FlexRide Zone 9,314 0.63 2,049 68,080 4.61 14,978 

For a potential FlexRide zone in east Aurora to connect with the rest of the RTD system, some fixed-
route service would need to be extended. The nearest fixed-route service to the envisioned east Aurora 
FlexRide area in the System Optimization Plan is Route 130 and Route 131, which are proposed to have 
eastern termini at Jewell Avenue & Flanders Way. To serve east Aurora, one (most likely Route 131 
given its routing) or both would need to be extended approximately 3 miles further east along Jewell 
Avenue to the Murphy Creek neighborhood. Route 131, with an approximate length of 13 miles and 30-
minute headways, had an annual operating cost of approximately $1.1 million in 2019—equivalent to a 
per mile operating cost of just over $85,000. Assuming a moderately higher operating cost in the 
future, the extension to Murphy Creek would likely increase the overall annual operating cost for Route 
131 by about $600,000. This is just one possible example of service to the area; if east Aurora does 
ultimately get annexed into the District, more detailed service planning would be necessary to identify 
optimal routing, frequency, stop spacing, etc. 

2.2.3 Aurora Case Study Summary 
Incorporation of the rest of Aurora into the District would likely be financially beneficial to RTD. Given 
the anticipated population growth expected in the area by 2045, it could generate over $9 million 
annually in sales tax revenues and fares in the future. While more detailed planning would be 
necessary to identify appropriate service levels and types in east Aurora, additional operating costs 
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incurred by RTD would almost certainly be less than this. Analysis shows a new FlexRide zone and 
extension of one fixed route would cost approximately $2.5 million annually. Another important 
consideration is the projected density for east Aurora by 2045 (when it will be mostly built out). The 
area is projected to have fewer than 5 people per acre, considerably less than other suburban areas on 
the District’s fringe. The lower the density, the harder it is to provide effective transit service. 

2.3  Case Study 2:  Parker  Case Study – Boundary 
Contract ion 

To assess the potential financial implications of reducing the RTD boundary, de-annexation of the Town 
of Parker from the District was analyzed. Currently, the entire Town is part of the District, and it is 
served by a FlexRide zone and several fixed routes. 

2.3.1 Estimated Revenue Changes 

Sales  Tax 
Table 5 summarizes the expected sales tax of de-annexing the Town of Parker from the District. The 
Town currently has a population of nearly 52,000 residents, generating approximately $10.3 million 
annually in sales tax revenue (total 1 percent RTD levy). This includes over $6 million annually in sales 
tax revenue for operating expenses, representing the revenue that would be lost if this area was 
removed from the District. It is assumed that the Town would still be required to pay the 0.4% sales 
tax specific to FasTracks even if they de-annex. 

Table 5. Parker De-Annexation Sales Tax Revenue Impacts 

Description Factor Parker Town Boundary 

County 
 

Douglas 
Focus Area 

  

2020 Population 
 

51,583 
2045 Population 

 
78,102 

2020 Employment 
 

23,176 
2045 Employment 

 
30,127 

Sales Tax 

2019 Countywide Revenue 

RTD District within county 
 

0.4% FasTracks $18,288,000 
0.6% Base System $27,432,000 

1.0% Total $45,720,000 

Population RTD District within county 230,586 

Annual Sales Tax Revenue per 
Capita 

0.4% FasTracks $79 
0.6% Base System $119 

1.0% Total $198 
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Description Factor Parker Town Boundary 

2020 Sales Tax Revenue 0.6% Base System $6,136,647 
2045 Sales Tax Revenue 0.6% Base System $9,291,518 

Source: RTD; ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems 

Fare  Revenues 
Fare revenue impacts are summarized in Table 6. As shown, Douglas County currently generates 
$10.53 per person annually in fare revenue. If the Town of Parker were to leave RTD, there would be a 
loss of approximately $543,000 annually in fare revenue, increasing to $822,000 in 2045. 

Table 6. Parker De-Annexation Fare Revenue Impacts 
Description Factor Parker Town Boundary 

County 
 

Douglas 
Focus Area 

  

2020 Population 
 

51,583 
2045 Population 

 
78,102 

2020 Employment 
 

23,176 
2045 Employment 

 
30,127 

Fare Revenue 

2018 Countywide Revenue RTD District within county 
 

Base System $2,307,560 
FasTracks $120,876 

Total $2,428,436 
Population RTD District within county 230,586 

Fare Revenue per Capita Base System $10.01 
FasTracks $0.52 

Total $10.53 
2020 Fare Revenue Total $543,251 
2045 Fare Revenue Total $822,538 

Source: RTD; ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems 

Considering both sales tax and fare revenue, the Town of Parker leaving the District would result in a 
loss of approximately $6.7 million annually. 

2.3.2 Estimated Service Cost Changes 
RTD services that connect to Parker include the Parker FlexRide, Route P, and Route 483. In 2019, the 
total annual operating costs for all of these were just over $3.3 million. 
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2.3.3 Parker Case Study Summary 
Financially, de-annexation of Parker from the District would be a net loss for RTD. Revenues generated 
through both sales tax and fares in the Town total more than $6 million annually based on current 
population numbers, while the total operating costs for services provided in the Town is less than $4 
million annually. However, there are other important considerations aside from finances for both RTD 
and Parker to keep in mind should discussions about de-annexation continue. Parker residents benefit 
from RTD in ways besides actual services within the Town that are harder to monetize. Parker 
residents can pay in--district parking rates at any RTD facility; if the Town de-annexes from the district, 
they would no longer have that privilege. They also benefit from regional services, specifically the R 
and E light rail lines, that provide transit connectivity from the south metro area to downtown Denver, 
Denver International Airport, and other key destinations throughout the District. 

2.4  Summary and Recommendations  
From a financial standpoint, these case studies demonstrate that strategic expansion of the District 
boundary could be beneficial for RTD, while contractions would likely not be—projected future sales tax 
revenues and future fare revenues for the agency exceed projected future operating costs in Parker 
and east Aurora. However, any decisions about future boundary changes will depend on much more 
than a financial analysis. Annexing in or out of the District is foremost a political decision for the local 
agencies; land-use dynamics are another critical factor to consider. While these are largely outside 
RTD’s direct control, the agency can take steps to better position itself for making informed decisions 
about boundary adjustments. 

Because much of the region’s continued rapid growth is concentrated along the fringes of RTD’s 
current service area, conversations around potential boundary expansion are likely to continue and 
perhaps even accelerate in the future. Since this analysis indicates boundary expansion would generally 
be beneficial to the agency, RTD should work with local jurisdictions to ensure that these areas develop 
in a way that makes them feasible to serve—both to help build trust and to mitigate the risk of future 
consternation about service levels. Because land use patterns are a key determinant for how transit-
friendly these developing areas will be, it is in the best interest of both RTD and local agencies to 
proactively implement planning policies and strategies that ensure they’ll be feasible to serve effectively 
with transit. For RTD, this could mean reviewing its minimum density threshold for service—3 jobs plus 
people per acre, per the Service Standards—to determine if adjustments for new development are 
needed, and then sharing that threshold with agencies as guidance while considering development 
applications. New street layouts are an important consideration too – traditional grid systems allow for 
easier transit circulation and pedestrian access, and should be encouraged over more complex 
networks. If areas outside the current District boundary grow in a way that makes transit convenient 
and efficient to provide, the decision of whether to expand will be much easier. 

A local jurisdiction’s intent to de-annex from the District might arise for a variety of reasons, from a 
belief that the service they receive is not equal to the investment they make, to a general political 
desire to lower taxes. Because such a boundary contraction would be financially detrimental to RTD, 
the agency should meet with jurisdictions considering such a move to discuss their concerns and 
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collaborate on ideas for improving service. A lack of trust with RTD was a theme from stakeholder 
conversations throughout the Reimagine RTD process, and this is likely a contributing factor to some 
jurisdictions being open about exploring de-annexation. Reaching out to the partners who have 
concerns about the transit service in their area, to acknowledge their concerns and signify an interest 
in collaboratively identifying opportunities for improvement, is an important step in building back trust 
and keeping the District intact.  
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