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CONNECTCOS: PROJECT GOALS 

 

 

Figure 1. ConnectCOS Project Goal Areas 

 

 

MOBILITY GOAL FRAMEWORK 

Figure 2 shows the further development of goals into subareas. ConnectCOS will create a transportation 

system that is more:  

 

Figure 2. Mobility Goal Framework 
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RELATED PLAN SUMMARY 

PLANNING CONTEXT 

System-wide transportation planning does not happen in a vacuum. The ConnectCOS process will build 

off of recent planning work and support other concurrent mobility-related efforts by the City and other 

agencies in the region.  

PlanCOS, the City’s recently adopted comprehensive plan, established the vision for the continued 

vitality and growth of Colorado Springs over the next twenty years, with focuses on everything from land 

use to tourism to transportation – the plan’s mobility element serves as a valuable foundation for 

ConnectCOS. The PlanCOS vision for Strong Connections is that Colorado Springs… 

…adapts to how we move by transforming our corridors to support our future 

generations’ health and mobility needs, enhancing economic mobility, upgrading 

infrastructure, and regional connectivity. 

ConnectCOS is building from the work of PlanCOS and other planning documents to ensure the 

transportation system of the future offers the mobility options needed to support the growth and 

continued vibrancy of the City.  

 

 

Table 1 summarizes the purpose and key takeaways of PlanCOS and other planning efforts previously 

completed by the City, the County, and agencies within the Pikes Peak region, and also identifies 

significant recommended projects.  
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Table 1. Related Plan Summary 

Plan Date Scope Key Takeaways 
Specific Project 

Recommendations 

City of Colorado Springs Plans  

PlanCOS City 

of Colorado 

Springs 

Comprehensive 

Plan 

 

Feb 

2019 

Establish the City’s land-use 

vision and direct how to 

address future growth and 

change for the next 20 years. 

 

PlanCOS emphasizes the importance of places 

that are accessible and convenient. The plan’s 

goals and strategies include many related to 

transportation. A key initiative is to update the 

2001 Intermodal Transportation Plan (ITP), and 

ConnectCOS serves that purpose. 

Key projects and implementation 

strategies from the entire plan are 

consolidated and presented (beginning on 

page 166 of the document).  

COS Bikes! 

Colorado 

Springs Bike 

Master Plan 

April 

2018 

COS Bikes! focuses on 

bicycle use as transportation, 

in addition to recreational 

purposes, and aims to 

change how residents and 

tourists perceive cycling in 

Colorado Springs.  

The plan’s goals include promoting a stronger 

bicycle identity, building a better on-street bike 

network, and designing more bicycle-friendly 

streets. COS Bikes! includes a bicycle “vision 

network.” 

Recommendations include 16 proposed 

actions that are summarized in Section 2. 

Colorado Springs Bike Share 

Business and Implementation 

Plan 

Nov 

2015 

This plan documented the 

investigation of the feasibility 

of implementing a bike share 

system in Colorado Springs.  

It provides an overview of what a bike share 

system would look like in terms of users, system 

size, phasing, and cost, as well as a blueprint 

for system implementation.  

Colorado Springs’ bike share program, 

“PikeRide,” launched downtown in the 

summer of 2018 and serves an area from 

E. Las Vegas St. north to Fillmore St. and 

Union Blvd west to I-25, plus a section of 

Old Colorado City west of I-25.  

City of Colorado Springs 

Airport Master Plan 

Aug. 

2013 

The Airport Master Plan 

considers existing conditions, 

aviation demand forecasts, 

and facility requirements and 

provides a conceptual plan 

for the long-term 

development of the airport 

and the major functions 

within. 

Identifies requirements by functional areas: 

airfield, passenger terminal, ground 

transportation, air cargo, and aviation support.  

The recommendations in Chapter 6, 

Recommended Development Plan, are 

limited to projects on the airport campus, 

such as runway, taxiway, and cargo area 

adjustments. A master plan update, 

originally scheduled for 2020, will provide 

updated travel forecasts that should be 

evaluated for impacts to the local traffic 

and travel network. 

City of Colorado 

Springs Park 

System Master 

Plan 

 

Sep 

2014 

This plan asserts that trails in 

both the citywide Urban Trail 

network and the trail systems 

internal to parks and open 

spaces are important reasons 

people choose to live in and 

visit Colorado Springs. Since 

2000, the City has added 78 

miles of urban trails, creating 

Among its vision concepts are linking trails to 

complete connections between recreation hubs, 

creating a network of “Complete Creeks” or 

greenway opportunities for urban open space 

and trails, and providing year-round recreation 

opportunities to encourage community health 

and wellness for all residents. 

 

It is important to preserve transportation 

connections to outdoor destinations. 

https://coloradosprings.gov/plancos/book/adaptable-implementation-key-projects-and-implementation?mlid=43216
https://coloradosprings.gov/plancos/book/adaptable-implementation-key-projects-and-implementation?mlid=43216
https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/colorado_springs_plan_final_reduced_new.pdf
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Plan Date Scope Key Takeaways 
Specific Project 

Recommendations 

a 144-mile trail network in 

2014. This master plan 

stresses the importance of 

trails connecting the City’s 

parks, open spaces, and 

tourist attractions.   

The plan lists specific trail and street crossing 

locations needing improvement and identifies 

32.4 miles of trails needing repair and 

maintenance. 

Downtown Historic Parks 

Master Plan 

June 

2020 

Master plan to guide the 

design and vision for three 

historic parks in the 

downtown area 

The historic parks are important outdoor spaces 

that enhance quality of life and recreational 

opportunities in the downtown area.   

Transportation elements include PikeRide 

stations, sidewalk connections, trail 

signage, ADA accessibility, and adjacent 

streetscaping. 

City of 

Colorado 

Springs 

Intermodal 

Transportation 

Plan  

April 

2001 

The 2001 Intermodal 

Transportation Plan (ITP) is 

the predecessor to this 

Intermodal Mobility Plan, 

ConnectCOS.  

The ITP brought together related facilities master 

plans (major thoroughfares, truck route, transit, 

and bicycle) to form an intermodal approach to 

guide policy and decision-making.  

Sections 4 through 10 identify existing 

conditions and future needs, opportunities, 

and constraints, and conclude with a list of 

recommendations for the various 

transportation elements (roadway, freight, 

travel demand management, transit, 

bicycle, pedestrian, land use).   

Downtown Shuttle Analysis July 

2019 

The study evaluated the 

viability of providing fixed-

route downtown transit 

service in Colorado Springs.  

Acknowledges the revitalization of downtown 

and explores alternative routes 

Recommends a north-south downtown 

circulator along Tejon St. with Colorado 

College as the north anchor and the U.S. 

Olympic and Paralympic Museum as the 

south anchor.  

City of Colorado Springs Policies 

Complete Streets Policy 

Framework 

Ongoing The City of Colorado Springs 

passed an ordinance 

adopting complete streets in 

2005.  

 

The Complete Streets Manual, currently 

underway, will serve as a companion guidelines 

manual outlining definitional and implementation 

specifics, and will focus on the definition of a 

complete street in Colorado Springs. 

Complete Streets Policy Framework 

Retool COS Ongoing Updates zoning ordinance  Focus to include multimodal transportation 

options, parking ratios, flexibility for mixed-use 

development 

The RetoolCOS webpage provides the 

most up-to-date information for this still in-

process effort.  

ADA Title II 

Transition Plan 

Ongoing Long-term strategic approach 

to continue implementation of 

accessibility improvements 

throughout the City 

Identifies planned ADA-related improvements to 

airport, transit, parking enterprise, parks, 

recreational, and open space facilities  

Transition plan documents for City facilities 

include transportation-related facilities and 

accessible approaches/route of travel. 

https://coloradosprings.gov/project/retoolcos-zoning-ordinance-update?mlid=47011
https://coloradosprings.gov/project/ada-title-ii-transition-plan
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Plan Date Scope Key Takeaways 
Specific Project 

Recommendations 

El Paso County (EPC) Plans 

El Paso County 

Parks Master 

Plan 

June 

2013 

The El Paso County Parks 

Master Plan is a guiding 

document that works with 

other County plans to 

strategize and provide 

outdoor recreation 

opportunities such as parks 

and trails, long-term 

protection of open space, 

and historic and cultural 

resources interpretation.  

Parks and open spaces are a key element in the 

City’s comprehensive plan, PlanCOS. The EPC 

Parks Master Plan’s goals include working 

collaboratively with other entities to create a 

continuous, connected system of regional trails. 

Table 8-2, Implementation Plan, 

summarizes plan recommendations, 

partnering opportunities, estimated cost, 

potential funding options and the 

recommended timeframe. 

The County’s website includes links to 

active projects and specific park planning 

documents.  

El Paso 

County 

Major 

Transpor-

tation 

Corridors Plan (MTCP) 

Update 

2016 The MTCP is the long-range 

plan that focuses on the 

multimodal transportation 

system in unincorporated El 

Paso County.  

Provides long-range vision and recommended 

projects for the multimodal network and 

identifies 2060 right-of-way (ROW) corridor 

preservation   

The Roadway Plan, Table 4, includes 67 

projects identified as needed by the year 

2040. Table 5 shows multimodal 

improvements projects. 

Your El Paso County Master 

Plan 

Ongoing This master plan, currently 

being revised, will establish 

priorities and 

recommendations for the 

County’s growth trends. 

Regarding transportation, the plan summarizes 

existing infrastructure, facilities, transit providers, 

jurisdiction, bicycle and pedestrian connections, 

and funding.  

Chapter 6, Transportation and Mobility 

describes roadways, public and non-

motorized transportation, airports, and 

railroads, and refers readers to the MTCP 

as the more frequently updated document.  

Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments (PPACG) Plans 

2045 “Moving 

Forward” Long 

Range 

Transportation 

Plan (RTP) 

Jan 

2020 

The 2045 RTP updates the 

previous plan, considers new 

requirements, examines 

current conditions, and 

provides the strategic long-

term transportation plan that 

is required of the Pikes Peak 

Area Council of Governments 

(PPACG). 

The implementation plan includes guidance for 

maintenance, operations, safety, and capacity 

improvements, and motorized, nonmotorized, 

transit, and ridesharing systems.  

 

Chapter 7 provides the fiscally constrained 

and unconstrained project lists. Table 7-1 

includes project titles, description, 

sponsor, and estimated total cost.  

Regional 

Non-

Motorized 

Plan 

 

July 

2015 

As one element of the PPACG 

RTP, the Non-Motorized 

Plan’s primary focus is to 

establish a regional bicycle 

and pedestrian transportation 

The plan identifies 68 improvement corridors of 

varying length throughout the region, based on 

criteria that contribute to the regional 

transportation network including their mobility, 

network connectivity, livability, and deliverability. 

Recommended nonmotorized projects are 

included in Chapter 7 of 2045 “Moving 

Forward” 

https://assets-communityservices.elpasoco.com/wp-content/uploads/Parks_Planning/FINAL-EPC-Doc-06-12-13.pdf
https://communityservices.elpasoco.com/parks-planning/
https://communityservices.elpasoco.com/parks-planning/
https://communityservices.elpasoco.com/parks-planning/
https://assets-publicworks.elpasoco.com/wp-content/uploads/Documents/2040-MTCP-Improvement-Table.pdf
http://www.ppacg.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2045-Moving-Forward_FINAL_spreads_chp7.pdf
http://www.ppacg.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2045-Moving-Forward_FINAL_spreads_chp7.pdf
http://www.ppacg.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2045-Moving-Forward_FINAL_spreads_chp7.pdf
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Plan Date Scope Key Takeaways 
Specific Project 

Recommendations 

network that encourages 

more people to use 

nonmotorized transportation 

modes safely and 

comfortably throughout the 

region.  

Barriers to connectivity are identified for each 

corridor.  

MMT 2045 

Regional 

Transit Plan 

(RTP) 

 

2019 The transit element of the 

2045 Moving Forward 

Regional Transportation Plan 

frames the ongoing 

development of fixed-route 

transit operations and 

improvements in the Pikes 

Peak region.  

The plan’s recommendations include 

maintaining focus on the existing service area, 

improving service hours, frequencies, reliability, 

user experience and access, and plans for 

innovations.  

Recommendations are provided in Section 

8.2, which begins on page 79 of the pdf. 

Specific projects are included in Chapter 7 

of 2045 Moving Forward (see link above). 

MMT 2045 

RTP - 

Specialized 

Transpor- 

tation 

Coordination 

 

2019 The Specialized Coordination 

element of the 2045 Moving 

Forward Regional 

Transportation Plan 

addresses mobility needs for 

seniors and people with 

disabilities.  

Using themes to organize the 

recommendations, the plan seeks to support the 

local specialized providers and enhance the 

customer experience, maximize shared 

resources, simply operations, and maximize the 

efficiency of the entire system.  

Recommendations are provided in Section 

8.2, which begins on page 73 of the pdf. 

Specific projects are included in Chapter 7 

of 2045 Moving Forward (see link above). 

Colorado 

Springs 

Regional Joint 

Land Use 

Study (JLUS) 

 

Dec 

2018 

The primary objectives of the 

JLUS are to encourage 

cooperative land use 

planning between the five 

military installations and the 

surrounding communities and 

to seek ways to reduce 

operational impacts on 

installations and adjacent 

land.  

The transportation interface between each 

installation and the surrounding community is 

important for military members, military 

communities (families and civilian employees), 

and military missions. Key issues include 

supporting roadway capacity and safety, 

multimodal options, freight rail capacity, and 

adjacent land uses. 

Chapter 10 provides the recommended 

implementation strategies. The 31 

strategies specific to transportation begin 

on page 128 of the JLUS. 

Neighborhood, Corridor, Special, and Area Plans 

Academy Boulevard Corridor 

Conditions Assessment 

2007 This report surveyed 

conditions along the 

commercial corridor and 

identified possible future 

actions (planning, regulatory, 

and financial tools) 

Identifies transportation elements to improve the 

corridor mobility, the community, and support 

revitalization: 

• Enhance transit service and access 

• Maintain six through-lanes 

• Provide multimodal enhancements 

• Reclassification to a major arterial 

Considers roadway design modifications, 

transit planning, corridor master plan, 

strategic placement of infrastructure as a 

catalyst, and zoning/land use approaches  

https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/inline-images/2045plan_specialized_verfinal.pdf
https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/inline-images/2045plan_specialized_verfinal.pdf
https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/inline-images/2045plan_specialized_verfinal.pdf
https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/inline-images/2045plan_specialized_verfinal.pdf
http://www.ppacg.org/jlus-study-report/
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Plan Date Scope Key Takeaways 
Specific Project 

Recommendations 

Academy 

Boulevard 

Corridor Great 

Streets Plan 

 

May 

2011 

The plan establishes a vision 

for a 6-mile segment of 

Academy Boulevard from 

Maizeland Road south to 

Drennan Road.  

Integrates land use and transportation needs 

along the corridor while seeking to support both 

residents and businesses in the area. 

Chapter 5 provides transportation 

alternatives along with recommended and 

enhancing alternatives. The existing 

conditions and future system analysis led 

to the following key transportation 

recommendations:  

• Enhanced transit service and access 

• 6 travel lanes 

• Multi-modal enhancements 

• Reclassification from expressway to 

major regional arterial 

* Academy 

Boulevard 

Great Streets 

Progress 

Report  

2017 The corridor study area was 

examined for progress made 

since the 2011 Plan. 

While recognizing that Academy Boulevard is 

still an auto-dependent corridor, the report also 

looks at transit, bicycle, and pedestrian needs 

along the corridor.  

Link to report  

Unfunded recommendations include the 

relocation of Citadel Mall transit center to 

Academy Boulevard, a new transit hub on 

southwest corner of Hancock Expressway, 

possible direct and improved access 

connections, and a study to reconsider 

design options for the intersection with 

Fountain Boulevard.  

* Academy 

Boulevard 

Great Streets 

Progress 

Report  

2018 The corridor study area was 

examined for progress made 

since the 2011 Plan. 

 Link to report  

 

Banning Lewis 

Ranch Master 

Plan    

June 

2015 

The June 2015 adds detail to 

the 1988 Land Use Plan map. 

The map dated June 2015 shows existing and 

proposed parkway/expressways, existing 

principal arterials, existing and proposed 

parkway/freeways, and existing collectors.  

To be determined 

Colorado 

College 

Master Plan 

Nov 

2017 

The purpose of the master 

plan is to provide a vision and 

flexible guidance for the 

continued development of the 

campus in the years to come. 

A primary goal of “Create coherent circulation 

strategies” includes the following transportation-

related subgoals: 

• Mitigate vehicular/pedestrian conflicts to 

improve safety 

• Provide a comprehensive strategy for 

consolidated and peripheral parking  

Prioritized campus initiatives are mapped 

and categorized on pages 12-13 and 

projects with parking impacts are detailed 

on page 37. 

https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/academy_boulevard_corridor_great_streets_plan.pdf
https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/academy_and_uli.pdf
https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/inline-images/abcreport2018_8_2019.pdf
https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/cpc_mp_87-00381-a16mj17_approved_plan.pdf
https://www.coloradocollege.edu/offices/facilities/plan-design-ops-maint/17_1103%20CCMP%20update.pdf
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Plan Date Scope Key Takeaways 
Specific Project 

Recommendations 

Envision 

Shooks Run 

Corridor 

Facilities 

Master Plan 

(FMP) 

 

Feb 

2017 

The purpose of the FMP is to 

create a transformative 

greenway corridor, plan for 

infrastructure improvements, 

and establish new trail 

connections to spur 

economic redevelopment 

The FMP identifies infrastructure improvements 

to create missing connections, replace aging 

bridges, complete the Legacy Loop, and 

encourage redevelopment and economic 

revitalization. 

Chapter VI: Corridor Segments  provides 

recommendations and visual illustrations 

of infrastructure improvements such as 

replacing bridges, raising street elevations, 

adding pedestrian bridges and trails, 

improving bike/ped connections, and 

improving the channel.   

Experience 

Downtown 

Colorado 

Springs 

Nov 

 2016 

Volume 1, Experience 

Downtown Plan of 

Development, updates the 

goals and strategies for the 

Downtown area. Volume 2, 

Experience Downtown Master 

Plan, addresses land use, 

catalytic development and 

influence sites, parks and 

trails, gateways and districts, 

mobility, and urban design. 

Chapter 4, Mobility, Transportation, and Parking, 

explores Downtown’s mobility framework and 

notes that excess street widths provide 

opportunities for safer mobility options. 

Within the Experience Downtown Master 

Plan, Figure 4.2 identifies key streets 

based on their character and functional 

role and Table 5.5 provides a detailed 

matrix of recommended streetscape 

elements for each street type.  

Garden of the 

Gods Shuttle 

Study 

Jan 

2019 

The study provides a 

preliminary analysis and set 

of recommendations for 

shuttle options at the Garden 

of the Gods, a significant 

point of interest in the Pikes 

Peak region that frequently 

experiences heavy 

congestion.   

Data analysis of visitor, vehicle, pedestrian, and 

parking space counts identified seasonal trends 

and informed preliminary shuttle vehicle 

recommendations. 

The study explores and recommends 

options regarding shuttle service, 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 

accessibility, parking, and partnering with 

Mountain Metro Transit.  

Ivywild 

Neighborhood 

Traffic Study 

Feb 

2020 

The study evaluated current 

traffic conditions and possible 

effects of proposed 

redevelopment projects in 

and around the area, to 

include adjacent points of 

interest shown in Figure 16. 

The study details traffic congestion, insufficient 

on-street parking, safety concerns, and 

accessibility issues for pedestrians and 

bicyclists. 

The study includes an action plan and 

recommends projects, some for PPRTA 

funding.  

Mill Street 

Neighborhood 

Plan  

Feb 

2019 

The plan addresses 

challenges and opportunities 

associated with the 

neighborhood’s revitalization.  

As the neighborhood experiences revitalization, 

along with Downtown Colorado Springs, 

opportunities exist to upgrade infrastructure and 

improve quality of life with transportation 

elements.  

Action Plan items include  

• train noise assessment 

• street and trail lighting improvements 

• gateway/wayfinding/placemaking 

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5550d8bde4b0b2b29270c299/t/5910ab8ecd0f682cc2380ce9/1494264736388/shooks-run-fmp-final.pdf
https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/downtown_master-plan_2016.pdf
https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/downtown_master-plan_2016.pdf
https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/gog_draft_shuttle_study_2018.pdf
https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/inline-images/mill_street_neighborhood_plan_feb12_plan_for_adoption.pdf
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Plan Date Scope Key Takeaways 
Specific Project 

Recommendations 

• pathway paving; ADA design; safe 

routes to parking signage 

• street conditions and public ROW; 

pedestrian intersections; repave roads; 

missing sidewalks 

• bus stops 

• major redevelopment: railroad bridge 

North Nevada Transit 

Connectivity Study 

Dec 

2020 

Evaluate transit services to 

serve the corridor and 

connect UCCS to Downtown  

To be determined To be determined 

Renew North 

Nevada Master 

Plan 

March 

2017 

Develop solutions and a 

guiding framework for this 

important corridor, which was 

identified as an Economic 

Opportunity Zone in 2013 

The N. Nevada Avenue corridor faces 

challenges related to its wide right-of-way; truck 

routes; transit fixed routes; and vehicular, 

bicycle, and pedestrian traffic. Infrastructure 

improvements can stimulate investment in the 

corridor.  

The master plan includes mobility goals for 

the corridor: curb, gutter, sidewalk, and 

bicycle lanes; trail and street connections; 

urban streetscape; enhanced safety; use 

of railroad right-of-way for trail and transit.  

Renew North 

Nevada Master 

Plan 

Transportation 

Sub-Plan  

Nov 

2017 

The subplan outlines the 

transportation strategies and 

recommendations to address 

mobility needs within the 

corridor. 

The subplan further details the goals and 

strategy for the varying needs of the three 

corridor zones (north, central, and south).   

Chapter 6 documents the recommended 

improvements and associated timelines 

(near-term, mid-term, long-term, and as 

redevelopment occurs).  

* Southeast 

Colorado 

Springs, 

Colorado, ULI 

Advisory 

Services Panel 

Report  

Jan 

2018 

This Advisory Services Panel 

Report by the Urban Land 

Institute (ULI) provides 

strategic recommendations 

for the continued 

development of Southeast 

Colorado Springs.  

The report’s recommendations include 

transportation support of social connectivity, 

safety and accessibility, access to health care 

and food, and affordable housing goals. 

Priority recommendations include 

improving the overall pedestrian, bicyclist, 

and transit connections and experiences, 

and beautifying the streetscape and public 

right of way.  

University of Colorado 

Colorado Springs (UCCS) 

Master Plan 

July 

2014 

The master plan goals 

include connecting campus 

destinations and developing 

the campus in a responsible 

and sustainable way.  

Though served by Mountain Metro Transit, a 

large percentage of the community (students 

and faculty) drive to campus. The plan 

emphasizes a “park once” system and a 

circulation system that accommodates shuttle 

transit, a pedestrian spine, and a trail network. 

 

https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/renewnnavemasterplan_final_approved_03.14.17.pdf
https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/northnevadaave-report-dec1-small.pdf
https://2os2f877tnl1dvtmc3wy0aq1-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/ULI-Documents/Southeast-Colorado-Springs-ASP-2018.pdf
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Plan Date Scope Key Takeaways 
Specific Project 

Recommendations 

Colorado 

Freight Plan 

 

 Addresses freight corridors 

and other roadways that must 

be able to accommodate 

truck movements in the 

business of moving goods.  

Identified I-25 as part of the National Primary 

Freight System, Colorado Springs Municipal 

Airport as a commercial service airport for the air 

cargo system, and Class I Railroad along I-25 as 

part of the state’s freight rail system. 

Though the freight corridors identified 

within Colorado Springs are not under the 

jurisdiction of the City, truck traffic mixes 

with that of the general public. Along US 

24, limited shoulder widths and contested 

bottleneck areas from SH 21 to Airport 

Road and SH 21 to Constitution Avenue 

are noted. 

* Report, not an adopted City plan 

 

https://www.codot.gov/programs/planning/transportation-plans-and-studies/assets/march-2019-colorado-freight-plan.pdf
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TRAVEL PATTERN ANALYSIS 

This Travel Patterns Analysis report represents one element of the overall Colorado Springs 

Transportation Master Plan framework, known as ConnectCOS. The purpose of this report and the 

accompanying analyses is to evaluate the existing and planned future transportation network in the City 

to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the network’s ability to meet both current and future vehicular 

transportation needs in the City.  

The Travel Patterns Analysis represents a data-driven analysis to transparently identify areas with mobility 

challenges and opportunities from a vehicular travel perspective, which will ultimately factor into strategy 

recommendations in later stages of the Plan. The widespread proliferation of mobile devices and 

growing use of mobile device analytics for transportation planning allows for the use of “big data” tools 

and technologies to support the analysis of travel patterns and identify congested corridors. These tools 

allow for large-scale collection of data across several months or more to obtain an understanding of 

“typical day” traffic conditions. Multiple technology platforms were used to understand trip-making 

patterns (e.g., the number of trips starting or ending at various points of interest [POIs]) within Colorado 

Springs as well as how those trips manifest into congestion on the City’s roadway network.  

The key findings of this report include the following: 

 An assessment of vehicular congestion on City roadways, based on weekday morning and 

evening peak period conditions. 

 An overview of travel patterns associated with major POIs in the City, including trips generated to 

and from the POIs and attributes associated with those trips such as traveler demographics and 

trip length distributions. 

 An overview of travel patterns associated with various roadway border gates into and out of the 

City to understand the balance and interaction of inter- and intra-regional travel in and around the 

City. 

ROADWAY CONGESTION 

Data from INRIX was used to provide an understanding of existing (2019) vehicular congestion on 

roadways in the City. The INRIX data was obtained from the National Performance Management 

Research Data Set (NPMRDS)
1

 through the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and 

provides average speeds and travel times on most major roadways.  

Areas of Vehicular Traffic Congestion 

Defining Analysis “Sub-Corridors” 

All INRIX data is provided at a granular level for individual segments (referred by INRIX as traffic 

message channels, or TMCs). INRIX TMCs can be as short as 0.1 mile, and thus it was necessary to 

aggregate speeds and travel times from multiple TMCs up to a level that allowed analysis of the most 

congested areas of roadway. However, rather than grouping together all TMCs along a given corridor 

(for example, Union Boulevard for its entire length in the City), TMCs were aggregated into “sub-

corridors” representing contiguous portions of roadway with generally consistent daily volumes and 

major cross-streets as start and end points. For example, TMCs along Union Boulevard were grouped 

into sub-corridors between US 24 and Pikes Peak Avenue, between Pikes Peak Avenue and Fillmore 

Street, between Fillmore Street and Austin Bluffs Parkway, and so forth. In this way, congestion metrics 

 

1 https://inrix.com/blog/2018/08/transportation-agencies-use-npmrds/ 

https://inrix.com/blog/2018/08/transportation-agencies-use-npmrds/
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could be developed for individual sub-corridors and allow for comparisons to identify the most 

constrained sub-corridors. More than 250 sub-corridors were analyzed.   

Sub-Corridor Congestion Analysis Methodology 

Average speeds and travel times were provided for individual TMCs for most major roadways in El Paso 

County for every hour of every day in 2019. This analysis of constrained corridors, however, focused on 

average weekday (Tuesday through Thursday) peak periods (defined as 7 am to 9 am and 4 pm to 6 

pm) to focus on congestion metrics. Average speeds and travel times for individual TMCs were 

aggregated to the sub-corridor level.  

The following congestion metrics were tabulated for each sub-corridor: 

 Travel Time Index (TTI)
2

: the ratio of travel time during the peak period vs. travel time for the same 

trip at free-flow speed. Separate TTIs were developed for morning and afternoon peak periods. 

 Vehicle hours of delay: the difference between peak period and off-peak travel time (delay) while 

accounting for segment volume. 

 Vehicle hours of delay per mile: the difference between peak period and off-peak travel time 

(delay) while accounting for segment volume and normalizing for segment length. 

These metrics were each normalized on a 0 to 1 scale for each sub-corridor and then summed to create 

a corridor congestion score. The resulting congestion scores and mapping are shown Figure 3.  

Sub-Corridor Congestion Analysis Results 

Figure 3 shows the congestion scores (normalized from 0 to 1) for all sub-corridors that were analyzed. 

Figure 4 shows this same map but with only the sub-corridors scoring in the top 30%, highlighting the 

30% of sub-corridors that are performing the worst in terms of congestion. From these poorly performing 

corridors, a set of ‘candidate corridors’, which were often times made up of multiple sub-corridors, were 

selected. These candidate corridors include the following: 

 Academy Boulevard between I-25 and Austin Bluffs Parkway. 

 Academy Boulevard between Austin Bluffs Parkway and Platte Avenue. 

 CO-21/Powers Boulevard between Woodmen Road and US 24/Platte Avenue. 

 Constitution Avenue between CO-21/Powers Boulevard and Marksheffel Road. 

 Fillmore Street between I-25 and Union Boulevard. 

 Garden of the Gods Road between North 30
th

 Street and I-25. 

 Nevada Avenue between Platte Avenue and I-25 south of downtown. 

 Platte Avenue between I-25 and CO-21/Powers Boulevard. 

 Uintah Street between I-25 and Union Boulevard. 

 Union Boulevard between Fillmore Street and Platte Avenue. 

 Woodmen Road between I-25 and CO-21/Powers Boulevard. 

 Woodmen Road between CO-21/Powers Boulevard and US 24 in Falcon. 

The selection of candidate corridors will be refined as part of the Assessment of Constrained Corridors, 

which will be completed at a later stage of the project, where other factors other than vehicular traffic, 

such as land uses, (re)development potential, safety metrics, and others will be considered. The ultimate 

list of candidate corridors will be explored in more detail during the Recommendations development 

 

2 https://www.bts.gov/content/travel-time-
index#:~:text=The%20Travel%20Time%20Index%20is,minutes%20during%20the%20peak%20period. 

https://www.bts.gov/content/travel-time-index#:~:text=The%20Travel%20Time%20Index%20is,minutes%20during%20the%20peak%20period.
https://www.bts.gov/content/travel-time-index#:~:text=The%20Travel%20Time%20Index%20is,minutes%20during%20the%20peak%20period.
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efforts of this Plan to come up with recommended strategies that can address mobility challenges in the 

City. 

Intersection Approach Congestion Analysis Overview 

An additional analysis was conducted to examine intersection performance along City roadways which 

may be contributing to congestion along corridors. Utilizing the INRIX data, congestion metrics were 

calculated for individual TMCs close to signalized intersections. For this analysis, only TMCs less than 

one mile in length and on City-maintained roadways were included. TTI and vehicle hours of delay per 

mile were calculated for each TMC for the weekday morning and afternoon peak periods; similar to the 

corridor congestion score, an intersection approach congestion score was developed by normalizing all 

metrics on a 0 to 1 scale and then summing
3

.  

Intersection Approach Congestion Analysis Results 

Figure 5 shows the intersection approach scores (normalized from 0 to 1) for all individual TMCs that 

were analyzed. Figure 6 shows this same map but with only the TMCs scoring in the top 30 percent. This 

top 30% represents the intersections that have the highest amount of delay on their approaches. This 

information will be used as part of future tasks, including the Assessment of Constrained Corridors to 

help refine the candidate corridors list, and the Recommendations development to identify 

recommended strategies to address mobility challenges in Colorado Springs. 

 

 

3 PTI was included as a metric for evaluating intersection approach congestion given the variability associated specifically 
with traffic signal coordination and delay.  



 

14 

 

Figure 3. Sub-Corridor Congestion Scores (All Roadways) 
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Figure 4. Sub-Corridor Congestion Scores (Top 30%) and Candidate Corridors 
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Figure 5. Intersection Approach Congestion Scores (All Locations) 
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Figure 6. Intersection Approach Congestion Scores (Top 30%) 
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TRAVEL PATTERNS 

StreetLight Data was used to provide an understanding of existing (2019) vehicular travel patterns in the 

City. StreetLight Data is an online platform for transportation analytics and traffic count estimates based 

on mobile device data. Their underlying data sources mainly sample from cell phone apps that use 

location-based services. By scaling sampled trip data, StreetLight Data offers the ability to estimate 

traffic counts for roadways or geographic areas at intervals as granular as a single hour. Their count 

estimates have been validated both internally
4

 and externally
5

. Rather than pulling data for a single day 

(as typical traffic counts are collected), StreetLight Data can aggregate and average across several days 

or months.  

StreetLight Data analyses allow investigation of the travel demand on various roadways or combinations 

of roadways as they relate to specific origins and destinations in the City. Many roadways within the City 

experience demand from numerous destinations, which contributes to congestion. The StreetLight Data 

analyses also provide an understanding of trip details such as trip purpose (e.g., home-based-work), 

traveler attributes such as income level and race, and trip attributes including trip length and time. 

StreetLight Analyses Overview 

The StreetLight Data platform offers several tools for estimating the amount of travel between zones. The 

following analyses were conducted using tools provided in the StreetLight Data platform: 

 Origin-destination (O-D) analysis: used to measure the amount of travel between user-defined 

zones 

 Origin-destination by preset geography (ODxG) analysis: used to measure the amount of travel 

between user-defined zones and preset geographies already built into StreetLight Data (e.g., the 

PPACG travel demand model TAZs).  

Defining Zones (Origins and Destinations) 

StreetLight Data provides estimated vehicular trip volumes through a given point/gate along a roadway 

or starting/ending within a defined geographic area (collectively referred to as “zones”). For the 

StreetLight Data analysis, up to 100 zones or destinations could be identified for which O-D data could 

be acquired. The methodology to define these zones was an iterative approach.  

Three types of zones were identified for this analysis:  

 Subareas: zones to dissect the City into smaller areas,  

 Points of Interest: zones that represent major trip attractors in and around the City, and  

 Border Gates: key entry/exit gates into and out of the City.  

These zones represent origins or destinations (O-Ds) where Streetlight Data was queried. The magnitude 

of trips in the data reveal the amount of travel at each zone; the attractiveness among zones; and the 

attractiveness between zones and other area units in the City (identified by units such as zip codes or 

travel analysis zones (TAZs)).  

Analysis Outcomes 

The StreetLight Data platform allows for filtering by time of day and weekday versus weekend. Each 

analysis was conducted for average weekday (Tuesday through Thursday) peak periods (morning peak 

defined as 6 am to 10 am and afternoon peak defined as 3 pm to 7 pm) to understand the major 

generators of travel during peak commuting periods. Additionally, given the recreational and tourism-

 

4 https://learn.streetlightdata.com/traffic-volume-white-paper 
5 https://www.fehrandpeers.com/transformative-data-collection-solution/ 

https://learn.streetlightdata.com/traffic-volume-white-paper
https://www.fehrandpeers.com/transformative-data-collection-solution/
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based travel in the area, these analyses were also summarized for the “average day” (all seven days of 

the week, all hours of the day) to understand which locations contribute to the greatest overall amount of 

travel in the City. The StreetLight Data platform was queried for data averaged across all months of 2019.  

The following analysis outcomes are summarized below: 

 Subareas: Number of trips among subareas by time of day. Trip demographic information, 

including driver income and trip length distributions, for travel between subareas 

 Points of Interest: Number of trips starting/ending at specific City POIs. 

 Border Gates: “Cut-through” travel estimates at border roadway gates. Assessment of travel 

to/from Denver metro area at border roadway gates. 

 

City Subareas 

The City was divided into 12 geographic subareas, shown in Figure 7 for further understanding the 

breakdown of trip productions and attractions in the City as a whole.  

Figure 7. Subareas for StreetLight Analysis 
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Vehicular Travel Associated with Subareas 

An O-D analysis between the 12 subareas provides an estimated total number of trips produced in each 

subarea going to other subareas. Table 2 provides a matrix of the estimated number of trips among the 

12 subareas for the average weekday morning peak period. Origin subareas are shown vertically, and 

destination subareas are shown horizontally; for example, there are an estimated 700 trips from the 

Subarea 1 to Subarea 2 during the AM peak.  

The total trips originating in each subarea are shown in the column on the far right, and the total trips 

destined for each subarea are shown in the row on the far bottom. During the morning peak period, the 

Subarea 9 sees the greatest number of trips starting and ending there, with an estimated 68,500 trips 

beginning there and 68,000 trips ending there. The highest O-D demands among subareas that are not 

internal (starting and ending in the same subarea) include: 

 Subarea 3 to Subarea 9 (6,700). 

 Subarea 2 to Subarea 9 (6,600). 

 Subarea 9 to Subarea 2 (6,600). 

 Subarea 8 to Subarea 2 (6,000). 

Table 3 provides this same matrix for the afternoon peak period. Subarea 9 again sees the greatest 

number of trips starting and ending there, with an estimated 117,500 trips starting there and 121,300 

trips ending there. During the PM peak period, the highest O-D demands among subareas that are not 

internal (starting and ending in the same subarea) include: 

 Subarea 9 to Subarea 2 (11,200). 

 Subarea 2 to Subarea 9 (11,100). 

 Subarea 9 to Subarea 3 (11,000). 

 Subarea 2 to Subarea 8 (9,600). 

 Subarea 8 to Subarea 2 (9,500). 
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Table 2. Weekday AM Peak Period City Subarea O-D Matrix and Total Trips by Subarea 

Average Weekday 
AM Peak Period 

Trips 

Destination Zone 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Grand 
Total 

O
ri

g
in

 Z
o

n
e
 

1 1,500  700  200  100  0  300  1,000  800  500  300  900  900  7,200 

2 2,100  11,300  3,200  600  600  1,800  4,200  4,700  6,600  1,400  1,600  2,000  40,100 

3 1,300  4,900  11,200  1,100  2,400  3,000  1,900  2,500  6,700  1,400  900  1,200  38,500 

4  400  300  300  3,600  400  400  400  200  2,600  800  200  300  10,000 

5  400  900  2,200  1,200  2,700  800  600  600  4,800  800  300  300  15,400 

6  900  1,800  1,200  300  300  24,300  1,000  4,300  1,700  600  3,000  900  40,300 

7  2,100  2,600  700  400  200  600  5,000  1,700  3,100  1,100  1,200  2,200  20,800 

8  2,200  6,000  1,800  500  600  4,700  2,700  14,600  3,100  1,100  2,900  2,000  42,100 

9  2,300  6,600  3,700  3,600  2,500  2,400  4,100  2,600  31,900  4,600  1,500  2,600  68,500 

10  800  900  400  700  200  600  1,400  700  3,600  7,000  600  2,400  19,500 

11  2,000  1,100  400  200  100  3,100  1,200  2,300  1,300  700  9,200  2,100  23,800 

12  1,800  1,500  500  300  200  800  2,100  1,400  2,100  1,600  2,000  8,000  22,400 

Grand Total 17,900 38,600 25,900 12,500 10,300 43,100 25,400 36,500 68,000 21,300 24,300 24,800 348,600 

 

Table 3. Weekday PM Peak Period City Subarea O-D Matrix and Total Trips by Subarea 

Average Weekday 
PM Peak Period 

Trips 

Destination Zone 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Grand 
Total 

O
ri

g
in

 Z
o

n
e
 

1 2,300  2,300  1,300  400  300  800  2,600  2,300  2,600  800  2,400  2,400  20,600 

2 1,200  22,400  9,500  500  1,100  2,300  4,000  9,600  11,100  1,100  1,800  2,300  66,900 

3 400  7,900  24,600  700  3,700  1,500  1,000  2,700  8,500  600  700  800  53,200 

4  200  700  1,100  5,600  1,200  200  400  400  5,100  1,000  200  400  16,600 

5  100  1,000  3,500  900  4,300  300  300  600  5,100  300  200  200  16,800 

6  700  3,100  4,100  500  800  27,300  800  7,200  3,300  700  5,400  1,300  55,000 

7  1,800  5,800  2,000  400  600  900  7,100  3,200  6,100  1,500  1,500  3,300  34,200 

8  1,500  9,500  3,600  300  600  5,500  2,200  27,300  3,900  800  4,100  2,100  61,200 

9  1,100  11,200  11,000  4,500  6,500  1,600  4,400  3,600  61,900  6,100  1,900  3,600  117,500 

10  500  1,600  1,400  1,200  700  500  1,400  1,000  7,400  9,900  900  2,900  29,200 

11  1,800  2,200  1,000  300  300  3,900  1,400  4,500  2,100  700  17,200  3,800  39,200 

12  1,800  2,800  1,300  400  300  1,000  3,100  2,400  4,200  3,200  3,800  15,200  39,500 

Grand Total 13,400 70,500 64,300 15,500 20,400 45,900 28,500 64,700 121,300 26,900 40,100 38,200 549,800 
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Subarea Trip Demographics 

In addition to StreetLight data, data from the Census were queried and analyzed to understand 

employment and commuting patterns of residents and employees associated with the different subareas 

of the City. The data analyses provided information on both the magnitude and direction of commuting 

trips in each subarea to help understand where people who work in Colorado Springs live and where 

people who live in Colorado Springs work.  

Where Colorado Springs Workers Live 

Figure 8 and Figure 9 depict the distance, direction, and volume of trips that are taken by workers in the 

different subareas who are traveling home. 

There are some subareas that have a higher number of employees, thus the trip demographic chart for 

that area is shown to be proportionally larger than in other areas. Subarea 9 has the largest numbers of 

workers, and the corresponding commute trips into the subarea predominantly coming from within 10 

miles from areas south of the subarea. Many of the subareas have hundreds or thousands of workers 

who live greater than 50 miles to the north of the City.  

The legend in Figure 8 shows that the volume of employee commuters for each trip demographic chart 

scales up to 7,500 people per day. 

 

Source: US Census Bureau; Kimley-Horn, 2020 

Figure 8. Where Subarea Workers Live – Legend 
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Figure 9. Where Subarea Workers Live 
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Where Colorado Springs Residents Work 

Figure 10 and Figure 11 depict the distance, direction, and volume of trips that are taken by residents in 

the different subareas who are traveling to work. 

Subarea 9 has the largest numbers of resident commuters of all subareas. Several thousand of the 

residents in this subarea travel less than 10 miles to the south and south west to go to work. Many of the 

subareas have hundreds or thousands of workers who work greater than 50 miles to the north. Subareas 

4 and 5 have proportionally fewer resident commuters than other subareas, so commuting travel 

originating from areas have a lower impact to the transportation system and their trip demographic 

charts are proportionally smaller. 

The legend in Figure 10 shows that the volume of resident commuters for each trip demographic chart 

scales up to 12,500 people per day. 

 

Source: US Census Bureau; Kimley-Horn, 2020 

Figure 10. Where Subarea Residents Work - Legend 
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Figure 11. Where Subarea Residents Work 
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Traveler and Trip Characteristics for Subarea Trips  

StreetLight Data allows for estimating the breakdown of traveler and trip attributes associated with O-D 

trip tabulations. For example, a breakdown of income levels or trip lengths can be estimated for trips 

starting or ending at a subarea. 

Figure 12 provides an overview of the income range of travelers whose trips ended in different subareas. 

The figure can be used to estimate the subareas that are generating the greatest number of trips by 

those with lower incomes to potentially help determine target areas for investment in non-single 

occupancy vehicle travel. The highest number of trips taken by travelers with an income of $35,000 or 

less ended in Subarea 2 followed by the Subarea 8. 

Figure 13 provides a breakdown of trip length out of the number of total trips ending at a subarea. The 

figure shows that the highest number of trips taken were between five and 10 miles in length and that 

Subarea 9 generated the greater number of total trips and the greatest number longer trips (trips 10 

miles or longer).  

Figure 14 provides a breakdown of trip duration for trips ending in subareas. The figure shows that 

approximately an equal number of trips last between 10 and 20 minutes and between 20 and 30 minutes 

to most of the subareas. Subarea 9 has the greatest number of trips that are 30 minutes and longer. 

Figure 15 provides a breakdown of trip speed for trips ending in subareas. The figure shows that a 

significant majority of all trips ending in any subarea (i.e., anywhere in the City) traveled at an average 

speed of 10 and 20 miles per hour (mph).  
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Figure 12. Income Breakdown of Trips Ending at Subareas  
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Figure 13. Trip Length for Trips Ending in Subareas 

 



 

29 

 

 

Figure 14. Trip Duration for Trips Ending in Subareas 
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Figure 15. Trip Speed for Trips Ending in Subareas
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Points of Interest  

An initial list of zones representing regional POIs was compiled based on the Thriving Economies & 

Unique Places maps from the City’s Comprehensive Plan (PlanCOS). In PlanCOS, these locations were 

general areas and were not defined by specific boundaries. The following Geographic Information 

System (GIS) datasets were used to create a draft shapefile that defined a boundary for each of these 

destination locations: 

 Parcel data 

 Business Improvement District (BID) boundaries 

 Urban Renewal Area (URA) boundaries 

 Military land boundaries 

 US Census Bureau “places” shapefile 

The initial list of destinations included 28 total POIs that were refined based upon existing land uses (as 

depicted in Google aerial imagery), with the goal of creating contiguous areas of trip attractors. The initial 

destination boundaries from the GIS analysis were expanded to include nearby land uses that generated 

trips that contributed to the demand for that zone. For example, an initial destination was the Colorado 

Springs Airport, which was expanded to include the business park along Powers Boulevard and Milton 

Proby Parkway, as trip characteristics to those destinations would be similar to the trips taken to the 

airport. The final set of PIOs is shown in Figure 16. 
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Figure 16. Major Points of Interest in the COS Metro Area 
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Vehicular Travel Associated with POIs 

External and Total Trips for POIs 

An Origin-Destination by preset geography (ODxG) analysis was performed between the various POIs 

identified for the City and the individual TAZs. This analysis provides information specific to trips to and 

from the 28 POIs, which are considered the most popular destinations in and around the City. The 

analysis provides an estimated number of trips between TAZs and POIs to show the breakdown of where 

trips to and from that POI originate and are destined for and will show each TAZ’s “contribution” to the 

amount of trips into and out of a POI. 

External trips are defined as trips starting in a POI that end in a TAZ that is “outside” of TAZs that are 

adjacent to/associated with that POI, or any trip ending in a POI that started in a TAZ that is “outside” of 

TAZs that are adjacent to/associated with that POI. External trips are a proxy for the amount of travel 

associated with the POI that is likely to be using the City roadway network. In contrast, internal trips are 

those that start and end in a TAZ adjacent to/associated with a POI.  

The estimated number of daily external trips for POIs is shown in Table 4; the estimated number of daily 

total trips (including internal trips) for POIs is shown in Table 5. Notably, Fort Carson is shown to produce 

a very large number of total trips, but many of these are internal. The following POIs were shown to 

produce the greatest number of external trips: 

 Downtown: produces the greatest number of trips ending in the POI during the weekday morning 

peak and the greatest number of trips starting in the POI during the weekday afternoon peak  

 First & Main: produces the greatest number of trips starting and ending in the POI on an average 

day; also produces the greatest number of trips ending in the POI during the weekday afternoon 

peak  

 Citadel Mall and Chapel Hills Mall 

 Garden of the Gods Road 

 Fort Carson 
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Table 4. Summary of External Trips for POIs 

Location 
Number * 

Point of Interest 

Trips starting in POI and ending outside 
of POI 

Trips ending in POI that started outside of 
POI 

Weekday AM 
(6-10 AM) 

Weekday 
PM (3-7 PM) 

Average 
Day 

Weekday AM 
(6-10 AM) 

Weekday PM 
(3-7 PM) 

Average 
Day 

0 Old Colorado City 1,000 2,800 10,100 1,300 3,000 10,100 

1 Manitou 1,000 3,500 11,400 1,100 2,700 10,200 

2 Northgate 700 4,500 9,000 3,500 2,700 9,400 

3 Interquest 1,500 5,200 12,900 4,200 3,700 13,300 

4 Briargate 1,400 7,900 15,800 6,700 3,800 15,700 

5 East Briargate 2,400 6,100 16,400 4,600 5,100 16,800 

6 Chapel Hills Mall 1,900 9,300 28,300 4,100 8,600 28,100 

7 UCCS 500 2,200 5,100 2,000 1,200 4,900 

8 Garden of the Gods Road 4,100 12,000 26,400 10,500 6,900 26,100 

9 Penrose 800 2,600 5,800 2,600 1,400 5,900 

10 Colorado College 800 2,600 6,500 1,800 1,700 6,100 

11 Downtown 5,000 17,500 42,500 15,500 10,600 41,800 

12 UCHealth & USOTC 1,100 2,900 7,400 2,900 1,800 7,500 

13 Printers Parkway 1,500 3,400 7,800 3,500 2,000 7,900 

14 Citadel Mall 3,000 11,400 33,400 5,300 10,200 33,600 

15 First & Main 3,600 15,700 51,300 6,200 17,600 53,200 

16 Peterson AFB 1,300 6,000 10,000 6,200 1,500 9,600 

17 Schriever AFB 400 2,300 2,900 3,000 300 3,200 

18 COS Airport & Business Park 1,700 4,900 11,700 5,100 2,500 12,000 

19 World Arena 2,900 8,200 23,400 5,600 7,300 24,200 

20 Fort Carson 4,500 11,700 23,200 11,100 3,800 22,200 

21 Broadmoor & Cheyenne Mtn 
Zoo 500 1,600 5,100 1,300 1,200 5,500 

22 Motor City 1,300 4,900 13,000 3,000 4,100 13,700 

23 Broadmoor Town Center 1,400 4,500 14,300 2,000 4,600 15,200 

24 Garden of the Gods 200 1,100 4,100 500 800 4,300 

25 St Francis 2,400 5,700 16,600 4,200 4,400 16,100 

26 University Village 1,400 5,700 19,000 2,000 6,000 19,400 

27 USAFA 900 3,700 8,400 3,500 1,700 8,000 

28 North Nevada 4,200 7,900 20,500 6,300 5,800 19,900 

 Total 53,400 177,800 462,300 129,600 127,000 463,900 

* Location number as referenced in Figure 16. Major Points of Interest in the COS Metro Area 
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Table 5. Summary of Total Trips (Including Internal Trips) for POIs 

Location 
Number* 

Point of Interest 

Trips Starting in this POI Trips Ending in this POI 

Weekday 
Morning 

(6am-10am) 

Weekday 
Afternoon 
(3pm-7pm) 

Average 
Weekday 

Average 
Weekend 

Day 

Average 
Day 

Weekday 
Morning 

(6am-10am) 

Weekday 
Afternoon 
(3pm-7pm) 

Average 
Weekday 

Average 
Weekend 

Day 

Average 
Day 

0 Old Colorado City 1,100 3,200 10,200 13,600 11,500 1,500 3,400 10,200 13,400 11,500 

1 Manitou 1,300 4,100 11,300 18,300 14,000 1,300 3,300 10,300 16,500 12,700 

2 Northgate 1,000 5,400 12,400 8,300 11,400 4,000 3,600 12,900 8,700 11,900 

3 Interquest 1,800 5,700 15,500 13,500 14,900 4,500 4,200 15,900 13,800 15,400 

4 Briargate 1,700 8,400 19,700 11,300 17,400 7,100 4,300 19,600 11,300 17,400 

5 East Briargate 3,000 7,700 22,000 17,500 20,900 5,400 6,500 22,300 17,600 21,200 

6 Chapel Hills Mall 2,400 11,000 31,400 37,200 34,100 4,600 10,400 31,500 37,300 34,200 

7 UCCS 1,300 3,200 10,300 4,400 8,300 2,900 2,300 10,100 4,400 8,100 

8 Garden of the Gods Road 5,800 15,000 41,600 21,800 35,800 12,400 9,500 40,800 21,700 35,200 

9 Penrose 900 2,700 7,100 3,400 6,000 2,600 1,500 7,300 3,400 6,200 

10 Colorado College 1,000 2,900 7,800 6,200 7,300 2,000 2,000 7,400 5,900 7,000 

11 Downtown 6,100 19,400 54,100 36,300 49,000 16,700 12,500 53,400 35,600 48,400 

12 UCHealth & USOTC 1,100 3,000 8,900 5,400 7,800 3,000 1,800 9,000 5,400 7,900 

13 Printers Parkway 1,600 3,600 10,500 3,900 8,500 3,600 2,200 10,600 3,900 8,500 

14 Citadel Mall 3,500 13,100 37,200 40,000 39,200 5,800 11,900 37,300 40,200 39,400 

15 First & Main 4,800 21,100 62,100 79,600 69,700 7,800 22,700 63,300 81,100 71,200 

16 Peterson AFB 2,800 7,200 18,600 6,800 14,900 7,600 2,800 18,100 6,700 14,500 

17 Schriever AFB 800 2,600 5,000 1,100 3,800 3,400 500 5,400 1,100 4,000 

18 
COS Airport & Business 
Park 

2,400 5,600 16,400 9,000 14,300 5,900 3,100 16,800 9,300 14,600 

19 World Arena 3,400 9,400 27,200 26,100 27,300 6,300 8,500 28,100 26,700 28,300 

20 Fort Carson 22,400 24,700 88,200 32,100 69,400 29,600 16,600 87,000 31,800 68,400 

21 
Broadmoor & Cheyenne 
Mtn Zoo 

600 1,800 5,200 6,800 5,800 1,400 1,400 5,800 7,300 6,400 

22 Motor City 1,500 5,400 14,800 13,600 14,900 3,200 4,700 15,400 14,700 15,700 

23 Broadmoor Town Center 1,700 5,300 16,100 16,500 16,600 2,200 5,400 17,000 17,700 17,600 

24 Garden of the Gods 400 1,700 5,100 9,100 6,700 600 1,300 5,000 8,900 6,500 

25 St Francis 2,800 6,700 19,800 18,500 19,700 4,800 5,200 19,300 17,800 19,200 

26 University Village 1,500 6,000 18,500 21,700 20,000 2,100 6,300 18,900 22,100 20,400 

27 USAFA 2,500 5,700 16,000 10,600 14,500 5,000 3,900 15,600 10,700 14,200 

28 North Nevada 5,100 9,100 28,300 15,600 24,700 7,200 7,200 27,500 15,200 24,100 

 Total Trips Starting or 
Ending in POIs 

86,300 220,700 641,300 508,200 608,400 164,500 169,000 641,800 510,200 610,100 

* Location number as referenced in Figure 16. Major Points of Interest in the COS Metro Area 
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City Border Roadway Gates 

A set of zones or ‘gates’ representing major roadways into and out of the City were identified and are 

shown in Figure 17. These gates were located in areas just downstream of major decision points for 

travelers in terms of how they would enter the City (for example, in Monument, north of the City, the I-25 

gate was placed south of the State Highway [SH] 105 interchange).  

These zones were used to understand cut-through travel among the various roadway gates, the amount 

of travel at roadway gates associated with POIs, and the amount of travel at roadway gates on the north 

side of the City associated with the Denver metro area.  

 

Border 

Gate Description 

1 I-25 north of Colorado Springs (just south of Hwy 105 in Monument) 

2 Hwy 83 north of Colorado Springs (just south of Hwy 105) 

3 US 24 east of Colorado Springs (just east of Woodmen Road in Falcon) 

4 Hwy 94 east of Colorado Springs (just east of Schriever AFB) 

5 I-25 south of Colorado Springs (south of Santa Fe Ave in Fountain) 

6 Hwy 115 south of Colorado Springs (south of Titus Blvd) 

7 US 24 west of Colorado Springs (just west of Manitou Springs) 

Figure 17. Colorado Springs Roadway Border Gates 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7

6 
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Vehicular Travel Associated with Border Gates 

The following tables summarize findings from StreetLight Data associated with trips passing through 

roadway border gates into and out of Colorado Springs.  

Table 6 summarizes the percentage of trips passing through each border gate entering Colorado 

Springs that end up passing through another border gate leaving Colorado Springs; these trips are 

considered ‘cut through’ trips, since they do not have either an origin or destination in Colorado Springs. 

These percentages are broken out into weekday morning and afternoon peak periods as well as average 

weekdays and average weekend days to highlight differences among different time periods.  

As shown, the highest percentages of cut-through traffic are observed at the I-25 border gates, 

especially the I-25 border gate south of the City. On an average weekday, almost 25 percent of trips 

traveling northbound on I-25 that start south of Colorado Springs do not end in Colorado Springs, and 

instead continue to destinations north of the City.  

In general, larger percentages of travel through the border gates are observed on weekends, likely due 

to the combination of fewer commuting trips and more recreational trips. More than 30 percent of trips 

traveling northbound on I-25 on the weekend that start south of Colorado Springs will not end in the City 

and will instead continue north to a destination north of the City. The highest-volume individual cut-

through pairs are between the I-25 north and south gates. 

Table 6. Summary of Cut-Through Traffic at Border Gates 

Origin Zone Name 
Weekday AM 

Cut-Through % 

Weekday PM 

Cut-Through % 

Average Weekday 

Cut-Through % 

Average Weekend 

Day Cut-Through % 

Hwy 115 South of City NB 9% 10% 12% 19% 

Hwy 83 North of City SB 4% 2% 3% 4% 

Hwy 94 East of City WB 3% 5% 4% 5% 

I-25 North of City SB 13% 8% 11% 14% 

I-25 South of City NB 17% 21% 23% 31% 

US 24 East of City WB 3% 4% 4% 6% 

US 24 West of City EB 7% 8% 8% 13% 

Table 7 summarizes the percentage of trips passing through each border gate that end at an identified 

POI in the City and trips starting at POIs in the City that pass through a border gate. This data helps 

identify travel to and from POIs that is associated with travel outside of Colorado Springs. These 

percentages are broken out into weekday morning and afternoon peak periods to highlight commute 

trends. The highest percentages are observed for weekday morning trips to POIs (inbound commute 

trips) and weekday afternoon trips from POIs (outbound commute trips).  

Table 7. Summary of Traffic Associated with POIs at Border Gates 

Origin Zone Name 
Weekday AM % to 

POIs 

Weekday PM % 

to POIs 

Weekday AM % 

from POIs 

Weekday PM % 

from POIs 

Hwy 115 South of City 36% 27% 25% 35% 

Hwy 83 North of City 39% 16% 10% 30% 

Hwy 94 East of City 34% 23% 14% 32% 

I-25 North of City 41% 23% 16% 34% 

I-25 South of City 35% 19% 16% 29% 

US 24 East of City 39% 20% 16% 29% 

US 24 West of City 42% 31% 25% 39% 
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Table 8 summarizes the percentage of trips associated with counties in the Denver metro area for the I-

25 north and Hwy 83 border gates, focusing on the weekday morning peak period. Both I-25 and Hwy 83 

carry high percentages of northbound trips during the morning peak period (72% and 60%, respectively) 

that are destined for the Denver metro area. Douglas County receives the highest percentage of 

northbound AM trips; I-25 generally carries much higher percentages of Denver-associated trips that do 

not end in Douglas County. For southbound movements from the Denver metro area into the Colorado 

Springs metro area, I-25 carries a much higher percentage of trips from Denver as compared to Hwy 83 

(60% versus 36%, respectively). Trips along Hwy 83 are predominantly associated with Douglas County.  

Table 8. Summary of Border Gate Traffic Associated with Denver Metro Area 

Denver Metro 

County 

% of Trips on  

I-25 NB to Denver 

Metro – Weekday 

Morning Peak 

% of Trips on  

Hwy 83 NB to 

Denver Metro – 

Weekday Morning 

Peak 

% of Trips on  

I-25 SB from 

Denver Metro – 

Weekday Morning 

Peak 

% of Trips on  

Hwy 83 SB from 

Denver Metro – 

Weekday Morning 

Peak 

Adams 8% 6% 7% 2% 

Arapahoe 18% 14% 12% 8% 

Boulder 1% 0% 1% 0% 

Broomfield 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Denver (non-DIA) 14% 3% 10% 2% 

DIA 5% 6% 2% 1% 

Douglas 20% 31% 22% 23% 

Jefferson 5% 1% 6% 0% 

Total 72% 62% 60% 36% 

 

TAZs 

StreetLight has built-in preset geography zones. For this project, TAZs were used a preset geography to 

use in O-D analyses with the zones representing the City limits, POIs, and roadway border gates. TAZs 

can be as granular as a single block in downtown areas to larger geographic areas representing multiple 

subdivisions or a large commercial area. Within the Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments (PPACG) 

model area, there are approximately 800 TAZs, including some TAZs outside of El Paso County. Within 

City limits, there are approximately 480 TAZs. 
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FUTURE (2045) TRAVEL PATTERNS AND ROADWAY CONGESTION: 

PPACG REGIONAL TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL 

As Colorado Springs and the auxiliary region experience residential and employment growth, traffic 

volumes are expected to increase.  The analysis of the existing and future travel in Colorado Springs is, 

in part, based on the Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments (PPACG) travel demand model.  The 

PPACG travel demand model is a regional model that accounts for anticipated growth within El Paso 

County through 2045.  These projections are based on demographic data, including household and 

employment statistics, as well as land use estimation tools like UrbanSim. The future travel demand 

patterns are based on the population and employment opportunities in the area and the multimodal 

infrastructure available for travel within the region.  The existing and future year scenarios are based on 

fiscally constrained federal and local projects being built up to the year 2045. The PPACG model reflects 

changes to land use, transportation projects and reconfigurations provided by the various communities 

within their region. 

Congestion Analysis  

To assess the existing and future roadway capacity, volume to capacity (V/C) ratios were calculated 

using adjusted daily traffic volumes and planning level capacities.  Daily traffic volumes were provided by 

the City of Colorado Springs GIS and range from count year 2005 to 2019.  These volumes and the 

methods prescribed by the National Cooperative Highway Research Program 765 report were used to 

adjust the 2045 scenario traffic volumes.  The planning level capacities are approximate and to 

determine the need for improvement a more detailed analysis of intersections and key segments are 

required.  The capacity of roadways is dependent on its lane-age and functional classification.  The 

PPACG classifies roadways within their system as Freeways, Expressways, Parkways, Principal Arterials 

and Minor Arterials.  These various classifications used planning level capacities of 20,000, 8,000, 6,000 

and 5,000 vehicles per day per through lane.  Roadways with a higher V/C ratio represent a higher level 

of congestion.  Roadways with ratios V/C ratios that are 1.0 or greater represent congested, or over 

capacity, conditions, while ratios between 1.0 and 0.8 are approaching capacity and referred to as near 

capacity.  Finally, ratios under the 0.8 range are below capacity.  Table 9 and Table 10 show a snapshot 

of the existing and 2045 forecasted volumes as well as their respective V/C ratios and roadway 

attributes. The full analysis is available in the appendix. 

 

Table 9. Snapshot of Existing Scenario Volume and V/C Ratios (Excerpt) 

 

 

Road Segment 

Existing Scenario Volume and V/C 

Existing 

Counts 

Existing Facility 

Type 

Existing 

Lanes 

Existing 

Capacity 

Existing 

V/C 

E Woodmen Rd: e/o N Powers Blvd 48,138 Expressway 4  32,000  1.504 

E Woodmen Rd: e/o Black Forest Rd 28,070 Expressway 4  32,000  0.877 

E Woodmen Rd: e/o Marksheffel Rd 8,160 Expressway 4  32,000  0.255 

Garden of the Gods: e/o Centennial Blvd 41,582 Principal Arterial 6  48,000  0.866 

Garden of the Gods: e/o I-25 49,694 Principal Arterial 6  48,000  1.035 

Austin Bluffs Pkwy: e/o N Nevada Ave 42,385 Principal Arterial 6  48,000  0.883 
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Table 10. Snapshot of 2045 Scenario Volume and V/C Ratios (Excerpt) 

Road Segment 

2045 Forecast and V/C 

2045 

Forecasted 

Volume 2045 Facility Type 

2045 

Lanes 

2045 

Capacity 

2045 

V/C 

E Woodmen Rd: e/o N Powers Blvd 73,200 Expressway 4  32,000  2.256 

E Woodmen Rd: e/o Black Forest Rd 43,400 Expressway 4  32,000  1.325 

E Woodmen Rd: e/o Marksheffel Rd 48,500 Expressway 4  32,000  1.484 

Garden of the Gods: e/o Centennial Blvd 41,700 Principal Arterial 6  48,000  0.867 

Garden of the Gods: e/o I-25 54,200 Principal Arterial 6  48,000  1.127 

Austin Bluffs Pkwy: e/o N Nevada Ave 46,900 Principal Arterial 6  48,000  0.950 

To identify areas with mobility challenges and opportunities from a vehicular travel perspective, an 

analysis of travel patterns and identification of congested corridors was performed.  This was achieved in 

more than one way for the existing year condition with the use of INRIX big data tools and the PPACG 

travel demand model.  The INRIX data highlighted congestion at various percentiles, while focusing on 

the top 30% of roadways with the highest congestion metrics score, explained above.  These were 

analyzed further to select candidate locations for a more detailed analysis.  The demand model, in 

conjunction with a separate congestion analysis methodology that uses the V/C ratio, identified roadway 

congestion for the existing and future year scenarios.  Roadway congestion is represented in figures 16 

and 17, for the 2020 and 2045 scenario years, respectively.  The below bullet points summarize all of the 

near and over capacity segments shown for their respective scenarios. 

Figure 18 shows corridors that are near or over capacity in 2020. North/south roads or roadway 

segments include: 

 I-25 

 Nevada Ave 

 Union Blvd 

 Circle Dr 

 Academy Blvd 

 Powers Blvd 

 Marksheffel Rd 

East/west roads or roadway segments include: 

 Woodmen Rd 

 Garden of the Gods/Austin Bluffs Pkwy 

 Constitution Ave 

 Fillmore St 

 Uintah St 

 Platte Ave 

 Hwy 24 
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Figure 18. 2020 Roadway Congestion 
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In 2020, there are some discrepancies between the INRIX and travel demand model data.  As compared 

to the PPACG model, the INRIX data shows: 

 I-25, lower levels of congestion north of Fillmore St and south of Lake Ave. 

 Nevada Ave, higher levels of congestion between Lake Ave and Uintah St, lower levels of 

congestion south of Lake Ave. 

 Union Blvd, lower congestion between Fillmore St and Academy Blvd. 

 Powers Blvd, lower congestion between E Platte Ave and Milton E Proby Pkwy, and between 

Woodmen Rd and Interquest Pkwy. 

 Marksheffel Rd, lower congestion between N Carefree Cir and Dublin Blvd, and between Drennan 

Rd and Space Village Ave. 

 Dublin Blvd, higher level of congestion throughout corridor. 

 Garden of the Gods Rd/Austin Bluffs Pkwy, lower congestion between Barnes Rd and E 

Woodmen Rd. 

 Fillmore St, higher congestion between Nevada Ave and Union Blvd 

 Uintah St, higher level of congestion between N Cascade Ave and Union Blvd, lower congestion 

between Union Blvd and Paseo Rd. 

 Platte Ave, higher levels of congestion east of Powers Blvd. 

 

In 2045, the extent and level of congestion increased overall for the Colorado Springs region.  The bullets 

below summarize the differences in congestion between the 2020 and 2045 scenario years.  Figure 19 

illustrates the 2045 Roadway Congestion results from the travel demand model. 

In 2045, additional north and south moving corridors that are near or over capacity include: 

 I-25, over capacity south of S Academy Blvd, and north of Interquest Pkwy. 

 Nevada Ave, over capacity between Fillmore St and Austin Bluffs, near capacity between Lake Ave 

and I-25. 

 Circle Dr, over capacity between Maizeland and Holiday Ln. 

 Academy Blvd, over capacity between Nevada Ave and I-25, and between Union Blvd and 

Woodmen Rd. 

 Powers Blvd, over capacity between Milton E Proby Pkwy and Bradley Rd. 

 Powers Blvd, near capacity between Bradley Rd and Fontaine Blvd, and between Woodmen Rd 

and  

 Marksheffel Rd, over capacity between Fontaine Blvd and Bradley Rd, and between Drennan Rd 

and Space Village Ave 

 Marksheffel Rd, near capacity between Bradley Rd and Drennan Rd 
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Figure 19. 2045 Roadway Congestion 
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In 2045, additional east and west moving corridors that are near or over capacity include: 

 Woodmen Rd, over capacity between Rangewood Dr and Powers Blvd, and between Black Forest 

Rd and Marksheffel Rd. 

 Dublin Blvd, near capacity between Rangewood Dr and Powers Blvd. 

 Garden of the Gods/Austin Bluffs Pkwy, over capacity between Academy Blvd and Barnes Rd, 

near capacity between Barnes Rd and Stetson Hills Blvd. 

 Fillmore St, over capacity between US 24 and Fontmore Rd. 

 Constitution Ave, over capacity between N Murray Blvd and Marksheffel Rd, near capacity 

between Marksheffel Rd and US 24. 

 Palmer Park Blvd, over capacity between Powers Blvd and Constitution Ave. 

 Uintah St, near capacity between Palmer Park Blvd and Circle Dr. 

 Platte Ave, over capacity between Wahsatch Ave and Union Blvd, and between Circle Dr and 

Chelton Rd. 

 US 24, over capacity between Marksheffel Rd and Constitution Ave. 

 E Fountain Blvd, over capacity between Academy and Powers Blvd. 

 

In 2045, road segments that are projected to no longer operate over capacity due to planned widening 

are found: 

 On I-25, between Nevada Ave and Academy Blvd. 

 On Fillmore St, between I-25 and Nevada Ave. 

 

Travel Demand Model Congestion Analysis and Next Steps 

Above, the section titled Sub-Corridor Congestion Analysis Results highlights the worst performing sub-

corridors and lists each of the sub-corridors that will be analyzed further. In conjunction with that, a 

separate analysis at these sub-corridors, within the travel demand model, will be performed. This 

analysis will focus on different variables such as land uses, (re)development potential, safety metrics, 

and others will be considered.  Further, a refined list of sub-corridors will be created during the 

recommendations development that will recommend strategies to address mobility challenges within the 

City.  

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND NEXT STEPS 

This Travel Patterns Analysis provided a general and City-level overview of existing vehicular travel 

patterns in and around Colorado Springs. Some key insights and findings include: 

 Figure 4 depicts the corridors that were calculated to experience the worst congestion in the City. 

 Figure 6 depicts the intersection approached that were calculated to experience the worst delay in 

the City. 

 The subareas that generate the greatest number of trips between them in the morning peak period 

are between Subareas 3 and 9, generating around 6,700 trips per day. 

 The subareas that generate the greatest number of trips between them in the afternoon peak 

period are between Subareas 9 and 2, generating around 11,200 trips per day. 
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 The Downtown POI produces the greatest number of trips ending in the POI during the weekday 

morning peak and the greatest number of trips starting in the POI during the weekday afternoon 

peak.  

 The First & Main POI produces the greatest number of trips starting and ending in the POI on an 

average day and produces the greatest number of trips ending in the POI during the weekday 

afternoon peak.  

 On average, 30 percent of traffic originating south of the City and traveling northbound on I-25 is 

cut-through traffic, meaning that the traveler is destinated for a location that is north of the City. 

 72 percent of northbound trips on I-25 and 60 percent of northbound trips on Hwy 83 during the 

morning peak period that are destined for the Denver metro area. 

 60 percent of southbound trips on I-25 during the afternoon peak originate from the Denver metro 

area as compared to 36 percent of southbound trips on Hwy 83. 

 Table 9 and Table 10 provide a snapshot of the roadway system forecasted volumes and the 

respective V/C ratios. 

 Figure 18 and Figure 19 depict the levels of congestion for various corridors within the City for the 

model scenario years 2020 and 2045, respectively. 

 

ANALYSIS NEXT STEPS 

The Road Congestion analysis using INRIX data proposed and used a data-driven methodology to help 

identify the most highly congested corridors from a vehicular perspective, and these were used as the 

basis for identifying ‘candidate corridors’ for further analysis in future tasks for this Plan. After a 

refinement of these candidate corridors through the Assessment of Constrained Corridors, the final list of 

candidate corridors will be further analyzed using StreetLight Data to understand the characteristics of 

trips specific to that corridor.  

An ODxG analysis between specific roadway gates along constrained corridors and TAZs within the City 

will be performed to help identify the “travel shed” for trips passing through a roadway. This will help 

show the areas in the City that contribute the most trips, either as an origin or a destination, to the 

specific candidate corridor. To support the travel shed analysis, the TAZs in the City will be aggregated 

to the “neighborhood” level, which provides an analysis zone that is more aggregated than individual 

TAZs to show City-wide travel patterns, but more granular than the subarea level. The specific 

neighborhood boundaries are taken from the PlanCOS Vibrant Neighborhoods Framework and are 

shown in Figure 20.  

An example “travel shed” map that will result from these analyses is shown in Figure 21. This analysis will 

likely be undertaken for the final list of candidate corridors to understand travel patterns specific to those 

corridors and help identify context-specific and impactful strategies to improve mobility along these 

corridors and within the City. 
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Figure 20. Unique Neighborhoods (from PlanCOS Vibrant Neighborhoods) 
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Figure 21. Example ‘Travel Shed’ Map to Support Future Recommendations Development 
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TRAFFIC SAFETY ANALYSIS 

 

SUMMARY OF SAFETY ANALYSIS 

Initial safety analyses for the city of Colorado Springs were conducted with an emphasis on finding 

trends in crash history primarily with respect to variations over time. Spatial analyses would require 

coordination with GIS to determine hot spots and corridors of concern. 

City-Wide Crash Analysis 

The data set provided included crash history for the entire city between January 2015 and June 2020. 

Due to the implications of a partial year of data and significant travel reductions from the COVID-19 

pandemic, 2020 data was not included in many of the evaluations. The following is a summary of 

observations from the initial analyses: 

Monthly Trends 

 Total crash frequency increased from 2015 to 2017 but decreased from 2017 to 2019. The number 

of injury/fatal crashes as a percent of the total crash frequency has generally increased from 7.3% 

in 2017 to 8.0% in 2019. 

• Subarea exceptions include: 

▪ Subarea 1, which had a steady increase in total 

crashes over the study period. 

▪ Subarea 7, which had a gradual decrease in total 

crashes over the study period. 

▪ Subarea 8, where the severe rate slightly 

decreased during the study period. 

▪ Subarea 6, where the severe rate increased from 

8% to 14% over the study period. 

 Severe (injury/fatal) crash frequency was found to 

increase over a typical year, peaking in September and 

bottoming out in January. 

 Total crash frequency in terms of crashes per day also 

increases over a typical year and peaks in September. 

• Subarea exceptions include: 

▪ Subarea 12: crash frequency peak during the 

summer. 

▪ Subarea 10: peak late winter/spring 

▪ Subarea 4: crash frequency varies widely on 

month-to-month basis 

▪ Subarea 5: higher proportion of winter crashes 

▪ Subarea 6: higher proportion of January-March crashes 

Day of Week Trends 

 Total crash frequency is highest on Fridays and overall higher during weekdays than on 

weekends. Sundays experience the lowest crash frequency. 

• Subarea exceptions include: 
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▪ Subareas 4, 5, 6, 7, and 10 all have crash frequency peak earlier in the week. 

▪ These subareas are in the lower half of total crash frequencies within the city. 

 Severe crash frequency is highest on Fridays and Saturdays. Severe crash frequency as a percent 

of total crash frequency is highest on Saturdays and Sundays and much lower on weekdays (True 

for all subareas). 

• Subarea exceptions include: 

▪ Subarea 9 (Monday/Wednesday peak severe crash frequency) 

▪ Subareas 4, 5, and 6 all have higher midweek severe crash frequencies, but rank in the 

lower half of severe crash frequencies within the city. 

Time of Day Trends 

 Total crash frequency is highest between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM, especially between 

3:00 PM and 6:00 PM. Severe crash frequency is highest between 2:00 PM and 10:00 PM. 

• Subarea exceptions include: 

▪ Total crash frequency: Subareas 4, 5, and 6 all have large proportions of crashes during 

the AM peak hours but make up a relatively small portion of the total crash frequency 

within the City. 

▪ Severe crash frequency: 

─ Subarea 10 has a larger than normal peak from 3-6 PM (35% of daily total) 

─ Subarea 7 has a larger than normal peak from 2-4 PM (21% of daily total) 

─ Subarea 4 has a larger than normal peak from 3-6 PM (47% of daily total) 

Crash Type Trends 

 Rear Ends were the most common crash type (Annual Average of 36%), followed by Front-to-

Side (23%), and Fixed Object (15%) – totaling about 74% of all crashes in the City. 

• Consistent throughout all subareas. 

 Bike/Ped crashes represented only 2% of total crashes but accounted for nearly 16% of severe 

crashes. Similar inequities were found for Front-to-Front crashes (5% of total, 10% of severe), 

Front-to-Side (24%, 29%), and Overturning (1%, 5%). 

• Subarea exceptions include: 

▪ Higher Bike/Ped inequities in Subareas 1 and 7  

▪ Especially high Front-Front severe rates in Subareas 5 and 9  

▪ Higher front-side severe crash frequencies in Subareas 9, 8, 3, 4, and 6 

▪ Higher severe Overturning rates in Subarea 11  

Weather/Road Condition/Lighting Trends 

 Rainy conditions make up on average 4.5% of all crashes and 4.6% of severe crashes. Snowy 

conditions make up on average 4.4% of all crashes and 3.8% of severe crashes.  

 Annual variations in rain and snow crash frequency tend to follow precipitation trends within the 

City. In years with above average rainfall/snowfall, rain and snow crashes are above average. 

 Dry road conditions make up 86% of the total crash history. There is minimal variation between 

non-injury and severe crashes in terms of road conditions. 

• Road condition trends are similar throughout all subareas 

 Daylight crashes make up 72% of the total crash history but only 63% of the severe crash history. 
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• Subarea exceptions include: 

▪ Subarea 10 has much higher percent of total and severe crashes during the day 

▪ Subarea 11 has much higher percent of total crashes during the day 

▪ Subarea 8 has much lower percent of total crashes during the day 

▪ Subarea 4 has much higher percent of severe crashes during the day 

▪ Subareas 8, 5, and 6 have much lower percent of severe crashes during the day 

 Similarly, Dark-Lighted crashes make up 21% of the total crash history, but also make up over 

28% of the severe crash history. 

• Subarea exceptions include: 

▪ Subarea 8 has much higher percent of total and severe dark-lighted crashes 

▪ Subareas 12, 10, 4, and 5 have much lower percent of total dark-lighted crashes 

▪ Subareas 2, 5, and 6 have much higher percent of severe dark-lighted crashes 

▪ Subarea 4 has much lower percent of severe dark-lighted crashes 

Approach Turn Crash Type Trends 

 Crashes identified as Approach Turns are statistically more likely to result in injury or fatality than 

other crashes recorded in the City during the study period. 

• Especially true in Subarea 4, where AT crashes have a severe rate of 16% whereas all other 

crashes have a severe rate of 6% 

Seatbelt Trends 

 Nearly 32% of all crashes that occurred with improper seatbelt usage resulted in injury or fatality, 

which is much higher than the injury/fatality rate for other crashes. 

 Improper seatbelt usage is a contributing factor in nearly 20% of all recorded injury crashes and 

29% of all fatal crashes. 

 Trends are fairly consistent for all subareas 

 

Subarea Crash History Observations 

Traffic safety is highly context-sensitive, with factors such as speeds, volumes, geometry, and road 

quality all influencing the likelihood of crashes. In Colorado Springs, the highest concentrations of 

crashes are along busy corridors such as Academy Boulevard, Platte Avenue, Nevada Avenue, Powers 

Boulevard, and SH 24. This is an expected trend since those corridors have the most traffic – and the 

most opportunity for conflict – along them. 

 

To further understand the distribution of crashes and help with other spatial analyses, Colorado Springs 

was divided into 12 subareas. The discrepancy between percent of total crashes and percent of severe 

crashes can help indicate specific locations where transportation is disproportionately hazardous. Table 

11 summarizes the results by subarea and shows that 17.7% of all crashes in the City between 2015 and 

2019 occurred in Subarea 8, while 19.3% of all severe crashes occurred there – a more than 10% 

difference.  
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Figure 22. Crash Density in Colorado Springs (January 2015 to June 2020) 
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Table 11. Percent of Crash Frequency by Subarea 

Subarea 1 

 Makes up 7.8% of total crash frequency, 8.4% of severe crash frequency 

 Crash frequency has gradually increased year-to-year 

 5PM-6PM makes up 11% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (9%) 

 Sideswipe crashes make up 14% of total crash history, which is statistically higher than the rest of 

the city (10%) 

 Bike/Ped crashes make up 4% of total crashes, but 25% of severe crashes, the highest 

discrepancy in the city. 

• 118 ped crashes, 63 severe (53% - citywide rate is 51%) 

• 51 bike crashes, 22 severe (43% - citywide rate is 48%) 

 Approach Turn crash patterns are consistent with citywide trends 

 Unlighted crashes make up 3% of the crash history downtown, but they have a severe rate of 

16%, which is much higher than the citywide rate of 10% 

Subarea 2  

 Makes up 16.7% of total crash frequency, 16.9% of severe crash frequency 

 Crash frequency significantly increased between 2015-17 but decreased slightly between 

2018-19 

 10PM-11PM makes up 6% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (4%) 

Subarea 

Percent of  

Total Crash 

Frequency 

Percent of 

Severe Crash 

Frequency 

1 7.8% 8.4% 

2 16.7% 16.9% 

3 4.9% 5.0% 

4 1.2% 1.1% 

5 1.4% 1.4% 

6 1.2% 1.5% 

7 7.6% 8.0% 

8 17.7% 19.3% 

9 20.1% 18.7% 

10 3.5% 3.0% 

11 7.9% 8.5% 

12 10.1% 9.3% 
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 Bike/Ped crashes make up 2% of total crashes, but 17% of severe crashes 

• 181 ped crashes, 100 severe (55% - citywide rate is 51%) 

• 39 bike crashes, 18 severe (46% - citywide rate is 48%) 

 Approach Turn crash patterns are consistent with citywide trends 

 41% of severe crashes occur at night, which is statistically higher than the citywide rate of 37% 

Subarea 3  

 Makes up 4.9% of total crash frequency, 5.0% of severe crash frequency 

 7AM-8AM makes up 5% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (3%) 

 3PM-5PM makes up 21% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (16%) 

 Front-Side crashes make up 27% of total crash history, which is statistically higher than the rest 

of the city (23%) 

 Front-Front crashes make up 15% of severe crash history, which is statistically higher than the 

rest of the city (10%) 

 Bike/Ped crashes make up 1% of total crashes, but 9% of severe crashes 

• 24 ped crashes, 12 severe (50% - citywide rate is 51%) 

• 11 bike crashes, 6 severe (55% - statistically higher than citywide rate of 48%) 

 Approach Turn crash frequency is slightly elevated (12% of total crash frequency) compared to 

the citywide rate (10%) 

 Unlighted crashes in Subarea 3 have a statistically higher likelihood of being severe in nature 

(17%) than the citywide rate (10%) 

 Of nighttime crashes, dawn/dusk crashes make up 16% of the total and 18% of the severe 

crashes, which is higher than the citywide rates of 14% and 12%, respectively 

 Of nighttime crashes, unlighted crashes make up 18% of the severe crashes, which is much 

higher than the citywide rates of 11% 

Subarea 4  

 Makes up 1.2% of total crash frequency, 1.1% of severe crash frequency 

• Disclaimer: the low proportion of crashes that occurred in this subarea decrease the value of 

some patterns identified through statistical analyses. 

 7AM-9AM makes up 15% of all total crashes and has a statistically higher total crash frequency 

than the rest of the city (11%) 

 11AM-Noon makes up 8% of all total crashes and has a statistically higher total crash frequency 

than the rest of the city (5%) 

 11AM-Noon makes up 12% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (4%) 
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 3PM-6PM makes up 47% of all severe crashes and has a 

statistically higher severe crash frequency than the rest of the 

city (25%) 

 Fixed Object crashes make up 20% of total crash history, 

which is statistically higher than the rest of the city (15%) 

 Bike/Ped crashes make up less than 1% of total crashes, but 

7% of severe crashes 

 Approach Turn crash frequency is slightly elevated (23% of 

severe crash frequency) compared to the citywide rate (14%) 

 21% of severe crashes occurred at night, which is much 

lower than the citywide rate of 37% 

 Of nighttime crashes, unlighted crashes make up 19% of the 

total and 44% of the severe crashes, which is much higher 

than the citywide rates of 11% for both categories 

Subarea 5  

 Makes up 1.4% of total crash frequency, 1.4% of severe crash frequency 

• Disclaimer: the low proportion of crashes that occurred in this subarea decrease the value of 

some patterns identified through statistical analyses. 

 7AM-8AM makes up 11% of all total crashes and has a statistically higher total crash frequency 

than the rest of the city (6%) 

 1AM-2AM makes up 9% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (2%) 

 10AM-11AM makes up 7% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (4%) 

 Front-Rear crashes make up 43% of total crash history and 28% of severe crash history, which is 

statistically higher than the rest of the city (36% and 16%, respectively) 

 Fixed Object crashes make up 19% of total crash history, which is statistically higher than the rest 

of the city (15%) 

 Sideswipe crashes make up 5% of severe crash history, which is statistically higher than the rest 

of the city (2%) 

 Backing crashes make up 2% of severe crash history, which is statistically higher than the rest of 

the city (less than 1%) 

 Bike/Ped crashes make up 1% of total crashes, but 5% of severe crashes 

 Approach Turn crash patterns are consistent with citywide trends 

 Dark-Lighted crashes have a statistically higher likelihood of being severe in nature (15%) than 

the citywide rate (10%) 
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 Of nighttime crashes, dawn/dusk crashes make up 22% of the total crashes, which is much 

higher than the citywide rates of 14% 

 Of nighttime crashes, unlighted crashes make up 15% of the total crashes, which is much higher 

than the citywide rates of 11% 

Subarea 6  

 Makes up 1.2% of total crash frequency, 1.5% of severe crash frequency 

• The observed severe crash rate of 9.4% in Subarea 6 is statistically higher than the citywide 

severe crash rate of 7.5% 

• Disclaimer: the low proportion of crashes that occurred in this subarea decrease the value of 

some patterns identified through statistical analyses. 

 6AM-9AM makes up 25% of all total crashes and has a statistically higher total crash frequency 

than the rest of the city (13%) 

 7AM-8AM makes up 10% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (3%) 

 11PM-Midnight makes up 7% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (3%) 

 Front-Rear crashes make up 39% of total crash history, which is statistically higher than the rest 

of the city (36%) 

 Front-Side crashes make up 37% of severe crash history, which is statistically higher than the rest 

of the city (29%) 

 Fixed Object crashes make up 25% of severe crash history, which is statistically higher than the 

rest of the city (18%) 

 Bike/Ped crashes make up less than 1% of total crashes, but 2% of severe crashes 

 Approach Turn crash patterns are consistent with citywide trends 

 Dark-Lighted crashes have a statistically higher likelihood of being severe in nature (16%) than 

the citywide rate (10%) 

 Of nighttime crashes, unlighted crashes make up 21% of the total and severe crashes, which is 

much higher than the citywide rates of 11% for both categories 

Subarea 7  

 Makes up 7.6% of total crash frequency, 8.0% of severe crash frequency 

 Front-Side crashes make up 25% of total crash history, which is statistically higher than the rest 

of the city (23%) 

 Bike/Ped crashes make up 3% of total crashes, but 21% of severe crashes 

• 92 ped crashes, 45 severe (49% - citywide rate is 51%) 
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• 42 bike crashes, 22 severe (52% - citywide rate is 48%) 

 Approach Turn crash patterns are consistent with citywide 

trends 

 Of nighttime crashes, unlighted crashes make up 13% of the 

total and 17% of the severe crashes, which is much higher 

than the citywide rates of 11% for both categories 

Subarea 8  

 Makes up 17.7% of total crash frequency, 19.3% of severe 

crash frequency 

• The observed severe crash rate of 8.2% in Subarea 8 is 

statistically higher than the citywide severe crash rate of 

7.5% 

 9PM-10PM makes up 7% of all severe crashes and has a 

statistically higher severe crash frequency than the rest of the 

city (5%) 

 Front-Side crashes make up 25% of total crash history, which is statistically higher than the rest 

of the city (23%) 

 Front-Side crashes make up 33% of severe crash history, which is statistically higher than the rest 

of the city (29%) 

 Bike/Ped crashes make up 3% of total crashes, but 14% of severe crashes 

• 206 ped crashes, 87 severe (42% - citywide rate is 51%) 

• 36 bike crashes, 22 severe (61% - statistically higher than citywide rate of 48%) 

 Approach Turn crash patterns are consistent with citywide trends 

 Lighted crashes in Subarea 8 have a statistically higher likelihood of being severe in nature (11%) 

than the citywide rate (10%) 

 32% of total crashes and 41% of severe crashes occur at night, which is statistically higher than 

the citywide rates of 28% and 37%, respectively 

Subarea 9  

 Makes up 20.1% of total crash frequency, 18.7% of severe crash frequency 

 7AM-8AM makes up 5% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (3%) 

 2PM-3PM makes up 7% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (5%) 

 Front-Rear crashes make up 40% of total crash history, which is statistically higher than the rest 

of the city (36%) 

 Front-Front crashes make up 12% of severe crash history, which is statistically higher than the 

rest of the city (10%) 
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 Bike/Ped crashes make up 2% of total crashes, but 17% of severe crashes 

• 135 ped crashes, 78 severe (58% - statistically higher than citywide rate of 51%) 

• 37 bike crashes, 17 severe (46% - citywide rate is 48%) 

 Approach Turn crash frequency is slightly elevated (16% of severe crash frequency) compared to 

the citywide rate (14%) 

 Nighttime crash patterns are consistent with citywide trends 

Subarea 10  

 Makes up 3.5% of total crash frequency, 3.0% of severe crash frequency 

 8AM-9AM makes up 7% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (4%) 

 Noon-1PM makes up 8% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (5%) 

 3PM-6PM makes up 35% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (25%) 

 Front-Rear crashes make up 38% and Fixed Object crashes make up 19% of the total crash 

history, which is statistically higher than the rest of the city (36% and 15%, respectively) 

 Fixed Object crashes make up 28% of severe crash history, which is higher than the rest of the 

city (18%) 

 Bike/Ped crashes make up 2% of total crashes, but 14% of severe crashes 

• 25 ped crashes, 15 severe (60% - citywide rate is 51%) 

• 8 bike crashes, 2 severe (25% - citywide rate is 48%) 

 Approach Turn crash frequency is slightly elevated (11% of total crash frequency) compared to 

the citywide rate (10%) 

 Of nighttime crashes, dawn/dusk crashes make up 19% of the severe crashes, which is much 

higher than the citywide rates of 12% 

Subarea 11  

 Makes up 7.9% of total crash frequency, 8.5% of severe crash frequency 

 Crash frequency slightly decreased between 2015 and 2019 

 2PM-3PM makes up 9% of all severe crashes and has a statistically higher severe crash 

frequency than the rest of the city (6%) 

 Fixed Object crashes make up 19% of total crash history, which is statistically higher than the rest 

of the city (15%) 

 Bike/Ped crashes make up 2% of total crashes, but 17% of severe crashes 

• 76 ped crashes, 38 severe (50% - citywide rate is 51%) 

• 30 bike crashes, 14 severe (47% - citywide rate is 48%) 
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 Approach Turn crash frequency is slightly elevated (11% of 

total crash frequency) compared to the citywide rate (10%) 

 Of nighttime crashes, unlighted crashes make up 19% of the 

total and 22% of the severe crashes, which is much higher than 

the citywide rates of 11% for both categories 

Subarea 12  

 Makes up 10.1% of total crash frequency, 9.3% of severe crash 

frequency 

 3PM-4PM makes up 10% of total crashes and has a 

statistically higher total crash frequency than the rest of the city 

(8%) 

 1PM-2PM makes up 9% of total crashes and has a statistically 

higher total crash frequency than the rest of the city (6%) 

 Sideswipe crashes make up 4% of severe crash history, which is statistically higher than the rest 

of the city (2%) 

 Bike/Ped crashes make up 2% of total crashes, but 16% of severe crashes 

• 79 ped crashes, 41 severe (52% - citywide rate is 51%) 

• 42 bike crashes, 19 severe (45% - citywide rate is 48%) 

 Approach Turn crash patterns are consistent with citywide trends 

 Of nighttime crashes, unlighted crashes make up 18% of the total and 23% of the severe 

crashes, which is much higher than the citywide rates of 11% for both categories 
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TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 

INVESTMENT BALANCE AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS  

City leaders are entrusted to responsibly steward a community’s resources to ensure sustained growth 

and well-being, and that includes operations and maintenance of, and investment in, transportation 

facilities and services. For the resources that are devoted to transportation, it is important that they be 

balanced between different modes and different neighborhoods to ensure adequate accessibility and 

modal choice citywide. 

Because transportation is so multi-faceted and ubiquitous, the resources available for supporting it in a 

community are constantly in high demand. Striking a balance in system investments across the 

community is necessary to ensure everyone has access to services, modes, and facilities that meet their 

mobility needs. 

Investment Balance 

Figure 24 depicts the location of transportation-related investments that have been completed by the 

City from 2015 and 2020. Transportation-related investments take many shapes and forms – pavement 

crack sealing, ADA ramps, bus shelter upgrades, or roadway reconstruction, among others. These types 

of improvements to transportation infrastructure are included in various types of projects, such as 

roadway, parks, stormwater, transit, or bridge. Generally, transportation investments have been uniformly 

dispersed throughout the City over the past five years.  

Maintenance 

The City’s total approved Public Works budget for 2020 was just over $216 million. Major funding 

sources include the General Fund, the 2C-Road Tax Fund, PPRTA, and various grants. The Public Works 

budget is allocated to city engineering, traffic engineering, maintenance and operations, transit 

(operations), and transit (capital). 

Since 2015, the sales tax increase approved by Ballot Issue 2C to help fund road improvements has 

brought in approximately $250 Million for the City and has helped fund the following: 

 Over 1,000 miles of roadway repaving 

 1.3 million square feet of sidewalk improvements 

 4,300 accessible pedestrian ramps 

Pavement maintenance projects are the most prolific 

investments that are made throughout the City. 

Figure 23. Bridge Conditions in Colorado 

SpringsFigure 23 shows the percentage of bridges 

by condition in Colorado Springs. Figure 25 shows 

the condition of pavement throughout Colorado 

Springs.  

Strengths 

 2C program is having positive impacts 

 Majority of infrastructure is in good condition, 

but ongoing maintenance needs will persist 

and grow  

 
Figure 23. Bridge Conditions in Colorado Springs 
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Figure 24. Transportation Investment Type 2015-2020 
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Figure 25. Pavement Condition 
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BICYCLES AND PEDESTRIANS IN COLORADO SPRINGS 

Existing Planning Documents 

Several existing planning documents contain discussions of walking and cycling in Colorado Springs. 

They are listed chronologically and summarized below. 

City of Colorado Springs Intermodal Transportation Plan (April 2001) 

The 2001 Intermodal Transportation Plan (ITP) is the predecessor to this Intermodal Mobility Plan, 

ConnectCOS.  The ITP contains a chapter on the “Bicycle Element” that concludes with a list of 

recommendations not only to improve the system of bicycle paths, routes, and lanes, but programs for 

safety education, encouraging more people to bicycle, and enforcement of regulations affecting cyclists.  

The ITP also contains a chapter on the “Pedestrian Element” that includes a list of recommendations, 

including the funding and development of a pedestrian access and mobility study, and reviewing funding 

mechanisms for pedestrian facilities. 

El Paso County Parks Master Plan (June 2013) 

The El Paso County Parks Master Plan is a guiding document that works with other County plans to 

strategize and provide outdoor recreation opportunities such as parks and trails, long-term protection of 

open space, and historic and cultural resources interpretation. One of this plan’s goals is to work 

collaboratively with other entities to create a continuous, connected system of regional trails.  Another 

goal is to prioritize and locate trail connections using criteria and proposed action items identified in the 

master planning process. 

City of Colorado Springs Park System Master Plan (September 2014) 

This plan asserts that trails in both the citywide Urban Trail network and the trail systems internal to parks 

and open spaces are important reasons people choose to live in and visit Colorado Springs. Since 2000, 

the City has added 78 miles of urban trails, creating a 144-mile trail network in 2014. This master plan 

stresses the importance of trails connecting the City’s parks, open spaces, and tourist attractions.   

Among its vision concepts are linking trails to complete connections between recreation hubs, creating a 

network of “Complete Creeks” or greenway opportunities for urban open space and trails, and providing 

year-round recreation opportunities to encourage community health and wellness for all residents.  The 

plan lists specific trail and street crossing locations needing improvement and identifies 32.4 miles of 

trails needing repair and maintenance. 

PPACG Regional Nonmotorized Transportation System Plan (July 2015) 

The Regional Nonmotorized Transportation System Plan is one element of the Pikes Peak Area Council 

of Governments (PPACG) Regional Transportation Plan. The plan’s primary focus is to establish a 

regional bicycle and pedestrian transportation network that encourages more people to use 

nonmotorized transportation modes safely and comfortably throughout the region. The plan identifies 68 

improvement corridors of varying length throughout the region, based on criteria that contribute to the 

regional transportation network including their mobility, network connectivity, livability, and deliverability. 

Colorado Springs Bike Share Business and Implementation Plan (November 2015) 

This plan documented the investigation of the feasibility of implementing a bike share system in 

Colorado Springs. It provides an overview of what a bike share system would look like in terms of users, 

system size, phasing, and cost, as well as a blueprint for system implementation. Colorado Springs’ bike 

share program, “PikeRide,” later launched downtown in the summer of 2018. 
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El Paso County Major Transportation Corridors Plan Update (December 2016)  

This plan envisions cycling and walking as healthy alternatives to the automobile or for recreational 

purposes and recognizes a need to expand bike and pedestrian facilities within the unincorporated areas 

of El Paso County. The plan recommends a network of off-street trails to accommodate bicycles and 

pedestrians, consisting of Primary Regional Trails, Secondary Regional Trails, and an Urban Bike 

Network.  

COS Bikes! City of Colorado Springs Bike Master Plan (April 2018) 

COS Bikes! focuses on bicycle use as transportation, in addition to recreational purposes, and aims to 

change how residents and tourists perceive cycling in Colorado Springs. The plan’s goals include 

promoting a stronger bicycle identity, building a better on-street bike network, and designing more 

bicycle-friendly streets. COS Bikes! includes a bicycle “vision network.” 

PlanCOS City of Colorado Springs Comprehensive Plan (February 2019) 

The City’s most recent comprehensive plan, PlanCOS, was completed in 2019. It emphasizes the 

importance of creating places that are accessible and convenient by bike and on foot, and lists several 

strategies to accomplish the goals of improving Walk Score and Bike Score and increasing the number 

of miles of bike lanes, routes, and boulevards in the city. 

PPACG 2045 “Moving Forward” Long Range Transportation Plan (January 2020) 

This regional plan lists recommendations for pedestrian crossings including countdown and audible 

message signals and alternative pedestrian detection and pre-emption systems.  It also recommends 

implementing the bicycle and pedestrian corridors identified in the Regional Nonmotorized 

Transportation System Plan. It concludes with a list of fiscally-constrained projects. 

City of Colorado Springs Complete Streets Manual (on-going) 

The City of Colorado Springs passed an ordinance adopting complete streets in 2005. The Complete 

Streets Manual is currently underway, will serve as a companion guidelines manual outlining definitional 

and implementation specifics, and will focus on the definition of a complete street in Colorado Springs. 

Your El Paso County Master Plan (on-going) 

This currently on-going plan states the importance of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure to provide 

mobility options for those who do not have access to a vehicle or who choose to bike or walk for trips. 

The plan describes how the County’s existing designated facilities for walking and cycling tend to be 

limited to recreational trails and paths, rather than oriented towards those looking to go from destination 

to destination. The plan addresses the need to examine bicycle and pedestrian safety, specifically bike 

awareness and safe routes to school, and points out the important link between walking and cycling and 

public health. 

Area Plans 

Many micro-level area plans address pedestrian and bicycle transportation, including those listed here: 

 University of Colorado - Colorado Springs Master Plan (September 2012) 

 City of Colorado Springs Airport Master Plan (August 2013) 

 Experience Downtown Master Plan (November 2016) 

 Envision Shooks Run Corridor Facilities Master Plan (February 2017) 

 Renew North Nevada Master Plan (March 2017) 

 Colorado College Master Plan Update (November 2017) 
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 Mill Street Neighborhood Plan (February 2019) 

 Ivywild Neighborhood Traffic Study (February 2020) 

Existing and Proposed Bikeways and Trails Summary 

The documents listed above provide a snapshot of the City’s existing bikeways and trails network and 

present a plan for the future of these facilities visually in these maps: 

 Colorado Springs Bike Map (existing facilities in the City) 

 COS Bikes! Vision Network (planned facilities in the City) 

 El Paso County Trails Master Plan (existing and planned facilities in the County, Map 8-2, p. 169) 

 PPACG Regional Nonmotorized Transportation System Plan (planned facilities in the Pikes Peak region, 
Figure 5.1, p. 103) 

Consistency of Visions and Goals 

The City’s Bike Master Plan (COS Bikes!) effort of 2018 preceded the City’s Comprehensive Plan 

(PlanCOS) as well as this Intermodal Transportation Plan (ConnectCOS).  The visions and goals of all 

three of these plans, however, are in concert, as described in the sections below. 

PlanCOS Vision: Vibrant Neighborhoods   

Diverse and safe neighborhoods with quality gathering areas, a mix of housing types, transportation 

choices, and a shared sense of pride. 

Complementary COS Bikes! Goal:  Integration  

To create a connected and cohesive network of low-stress and comfortable bicycle facilities linking key 
destinations and modes of travel. To create a culture of bicycling where everyday people ride, where 
riding is fun, and bicycling is an accepted form of transportation.  

Complementary ConnectCOS Goals: Connected, Safe 

 

PlanCOS Vision: Unique Places 

A vibrant Downtown strengthened by our reinvestment in walkable, healthy, and magnetic activity centers 

located in new and reinvented areas throughout the city. 

Complementary COS Bikes! Goals:  Integration and Ridership 

To create a connected and cohesive network of low-stress and comfortable bicycle facilities linking key 
destinations and modes of travel. To create a culture of bicycling where everyday people ride, where 
riding is fun, and bicycling is an accepted form of transportation. To increase the portion of the 
population that regularly rides a bicycle for recreation and/ or transportation. To increase ridership so 
that by 2030, 10 percent of trips downtown are made by bike and that over time, biking for all purposes 
and to all destinations increases.  

Complementary ConnectCOS Goals:  Sustainable, Accessible 

 

PlanCOS Vision: Thriving Economy 

An environment of inclusivity and economic diversity that attracts an innovative and adaptive workforce, 

advancing existing and targeted employment sectors, investing in quality of life, supporting our military, 

and expanding our sports ecosystem as Olympic City USA. 

Complementary COS Bikes! Goal:  Viability 

https://coloradosprings.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapTools/index.html?appid=7f65384de8e54fc4a80f2a7732c686e6&mlid=31961?mlid=5601&mlid=5601
https://coloradosprings.gov/page/vision-network-map
https://assets-communityservices.elpasoco.com/wp-content/uploads/Parks_Planning/FINAL-EPC-Doc-06-12-13.pdf
file:///C:/Users/Carol.Sammons/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/PPACG%20Regional%20Nonmotorized%20Transportation%20System%20Plan
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To prioritize funding for bicycle infrastructure, strategically phase infrastructure improvements to 
reflect realistic constraints and build momentum for the long-term vision.  

Complementary ConnectCOS Goals: Efficient, Reliable   

 

PlanCOS Vision: Strong Connections 

We adapt to how we move by transforming our corridors to support our future generations’ health and 

mobility needs, enhancing economic vibrancy, upgrading infrastructure, and improving regional 

connectivity. 

Complementary COS Bikes! Goals:  Safety and Integration 

To create a safe bicycling environment for people of all ages and bicycling abilities by implementing 
appropriate, state-of-the-art infrastructure on-street and off-street, including intersections and 
connections, and bolstering safety-related programs. To embrace a safe systems approach, use it to 
approach all street projects, and over the long-term, eliminate bicycle-related fatalities across the city.  
To create a connected and cohesive network of low-stress and comfortable bicycle facilities linking key 
destinations and modes of travel. To create a culture of bicycling where everyday people ride, where 
riding is fun, and bicycling is an accepted form of transportation.  

Complementary ConnectCOS Goals:  Connected, Safe 

 

PlanCOS Vision: Renowned Culture 

We promote and embrace arts, culture, and education as essential parts of our lives and our identity. 

This builds on the efforts of General Palmer and many others that envisioned culture as the cornerstone 

of the community and where creative energy generates new possibilities, interpersonal connections, and 

unprecedented philanthropy. 

Complementary COS Bikes! Goals:  Accessibility and Integration 

To create a community where bicycling is possible for all types of trips and includes people of all ages, 
races, incomes, and bicycling ability. To create conveniently-accessed bicycle facilities that are easy and 
clear to use. To create a connected and cohesive network of low-stress and comfortable bicycle facilities 
linking key destinations and modes of travel. To create a culture of bicycling where everyday people 
ride, where riding is fun, and bicycling is an accepted form of transportation.  

Complementary ConnectCOS Goals: Sustainable, Accessible   

 

PlanCOS Vision: Majestic Landscapes 

We value our natural and man-made outdoor spaces and celebrate our location at the base of America’s 

Mountain by designing a city oriented around our iconic landmarks. We ensure our community can 

engage with and enjoy these places through an integrated system of parks, streetscapes, and natural 

areas. 

Complementary COS Bikes! Goals:  Accessibility and Integration 

To create a community where bicycling is possible for all types of trips and includes people of all ages, 
races, incomes, and bicycling ability. To create conveniently accessed bicycle facilities that are easy and 
clear to use. To create a connected and cohesive network of low-stress and comfortable bicycle facilities 
linking key destinations and modes of travel. To create a culture of bicycling where everyday people 
ride, where riding is fun, and bicycling is an accepted form of transportation.  

Complementary ConnectCOS Goals: Sustainable, Accessible   
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State of the System 

The reliability of the transportation system is a key consideration for people trying to get around. For any 

trip, you want to feel confident that your preferred mode can get you to your destination safely, 

comfortably, and on time. Many factors and characteristics impact the reliability of transportation, and 

they vary from mode to mode. 

The state of the City’s existing pedestrian and bikeways system was assessed through quantitative 

keystone indicators and an assessment of peer cities. 

Keystone Indicators 

The success of the City’s nonmotorized transportation system can be measured quantitatively using 

several keystone indicators.   

Miles of Sidewalk and Bikeways 

One straightforward way of evaluating the City’s infrastructure for nonmotorized users is to simply count 

the number of miles of sidewalk and bikeways. In 2020, Colorado Springs had X,XXX miles of sidewalk, 

100 miles of on-street bicycle routes, 120 miles of urban bike trails, and 60 miles of unpaved mountain 

bike trails.  

For pedestrians (and sometimes bicyclists), reliability is often dictated by the availability of sidewalks. 

Significant gaps in a sidewalk network affect the ability to serve pedestrians. Table 12 shows the results 

of a sidewalk inventory, conducted by subarea, and major discrepancies in the prevalence of missing 

sidewalks in different parts of Colorado Springs. About three-quarters of all the roadways in the subareas 

6 and 11 currently lack sidewalks, compared to less than one-quarter of the roadways in most other 

subareas. Such a concentrated and significant sidewalk gap presents a major challenge for residents of 

those subareas who cannot or do not want to drive. 

 

Table 12. Percent of Roadway Length with Missing Sidewalk by Subarea 

Subarea 
Percent of Subarea Roadway 

Length with Missing Sidewalk 

1 18.2 

2 17.6 

3 4.9 

4 23.6 

5 7.3 

6 75.5 

7 26.4 

8 16.1 

9 13.4 

10 31.8 

11 73.2 

12 50.8 
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Walk Score and Bike Score Evaluations 

Walk Score is a company associated with a real estate business that assigns Walk Score ratings to a 

city, neighborhood, or address based on how close residences are to amenities such as businesses, 

parks, theaters, and schools.  The scores are based on proximity only, and not necessarily access; for 

example, they do not account for the presence of sidewalks or the number of lanes or speed of traffic 

that must be crossed between a home and a destination.  

The Walk Score company also calculates Bike Scores by measuring bike infrastructure, hills, 

destinations, road connectivity, and the number of bike commuters.  Both Walk Scores and Bike Scores 

range from 0 to 100. 

The City of Colorado Springs as a whole was given a Walk Score of 35 (“Car-Dependent”) and a Bike 

Score of 45 (“Somewhat Bikeable”).  Scores are also provided down to the neighborhood level.  In the 

City, the Shooks Run neighborhood received a high Walk Score of 71 (“Very Walkable”) and Bike Score 

of 81 (“Very Bikeable”).  Conversely, a random selection of neighborhoods in the city showed some with 

Walk Scores in the single digits and Bike Scores under 20. 

League of American Bicyclists Evaluation 

The mission of the League of American Bicyclists is to help build better places for people to bike and to 

promote bicycling as the transportation option of choice.  The League’s Bicycle Friendly America 

program ranks states, communities, businesses, and universities on their “bicycle-friendliness.”  The City 

of Colorado Springs received a Silver Level ranking in 2019 and was provided this feedback from the 

League on how to achieve Gold Level status: 

 Complete the bicycle master plan to institutionalize processes for continual improvement. (This 

was completed in 2018.) 

 Use the experience with the restriping of Research Parkway as a learning experience that informs 

the development of a comprehensive data collection program using permanent, temporary, and 

manual bicycle counts.  

 Adopt a comprehensive safety plan or a broader Vision Zero policy to aid in creating engineering, 

education, and enforcement strategies to reduce traffic crashes and deaths for all road users, 

including bicyclists and pedestrians.  

 Work with local bicycle groups and interested parents to develop and implement a Safe Routes to 

School program for all schools. 

The City was applauded for the Bicycle Summit held in 2016, which was described by the League as a 

great step to ensure that there is widespread understanding and discussion of bicycling improvements in 

Colorado Springs.  

The University of Colorado - Colorado Springs received Silver Level status, while Colorado College 

received Bronze Level status. 

People for Bikes Evaluation 

People for Bikes is a charitable foundation and an industry coalition of bicycling suppliers and retailers. 

The organization focuses on making every bike ride safer, easier to access, and more fun. Their 

PlacesForBikes City Ratings are a data-driven approach to identifying the best places in the country for 

cycling based on five factors: ridership, safety, network, reach, and acceleration. The most recent rating 

for Colorado Springs was 2.8 on a scale of 0 to 5. For comparison, Fort Collins and Denver both rated 

3.2 out of 5.0, and the highest-ranked cities in the US, San Luis Obispo in California and Madison in 

Wisconsin, each scored a 3.5. 
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The People for Bikes’ Bike Network Analysis (BNA) tool measures how well bike networks connect 

people with the places they want to go. The score uses data from the US Census and OpenStreetMap, 

traffic stress analysis, destination access analysis, and a score aggregation. The 2020 BNA for Colorado 

Springs was 24 out of 100. Table 13 shows the BNAs for other medium-sized cities in Colorado. 

Table 13. Bike Network Analysis Score for Various Cities in Colorado 

City BNA Score 

Boulder 63 

Fort Collins 55 

Colorado Springs 24 

Lakewood 20 

Aurora 13 

Thornton 11 

 

Crashes 

Staff from the Colorado Springs Police Department provided crash data for the 8 ½-year period of 

January 2012 to June 2020 for all incidents in the city that involved a pedestrian or a bicyclist. Table 14 

summarizes the data. 

Table 14. Pedestrian and Bicyclist Crashes in Colorado Springs (2012-2020) 

 Pedestrian Crashes Bicyclist Crashes 

Year Non-Fatal Fatal Total Non-Fatal Fatal Total 

2012
1
 154 8 162 82 0 82 

2013 177 3 180 98 0 98 

2014 189 2 191 115 2 117 

2015 187 9 196 110 0 110 

2016 213 7 220 117 0 117 

2017 200 10 210 108 3 111 

2018 202 13 215 83 4 87 

2019 218 10 228 96 3 99 

2020
2
 90 3 93 32 1 33 

1Due to data conversion issues, some crashes between January 1 and April 15, 2012, may be missing from the data set. 
2Data for 2020 is through June 30. 
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The American College of Sports Medicine annually ranks the 100 largest cities in the US using metrics 

relating to health behaviors, health outcomes, the built environment, recreational facilities, and 

policy/funding.  One of the metrics used is the pedestrian fatality rate per population.  The 2020 report 

showed that Colorado Springs had 2.8 pedestrian fatalities per 100,000 residents; the US average was 

2.6.  Table 15 shows how this compares with other cities in Colorado and some peer cities. 

Table 15. Comparison of Pedestrian Fatality Rate to Other Cities 

City Pedestrian Fatality Rate 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 6.1 

Tucson, Arizona 4.6 

Colorado Springs, Colorado 2.8 

Denver, Colorado 2.7 

Aurora, Colorado 2.1 

Boise, Idaho 1.3 
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Figure 26. Injury Pedestrian and Bicycle Accident Density (Jan 2012-June 2020) 
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Figure 27. Fatal Pedestrian and Bicycle Accidents (Jan 2012-June 2020) 
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Strengths and Weaknesses 

Strengths 

A review of the State of the System analysis revealed these strengths in the City’s pedestrian and bicycle 

network:  

 Colorado Springs is Olympic City USA and has a culture of fitness that supports walking and 

cycling. 

 A comprehensive bicycle master plan, Bike COS!, was completed in 2018. 

 Plans exist for the existing and future nonmotorized facilities that cover a wide-reaching network of 

travel routes in the City and the region. 

 In 2018 the City invested in a downtown bike-share program, PikeRide, that has expanded into 

Old Colorado City and may grow to include Manitou Springs. 

 The City has a local method for funding the construction of sidewalks that are missing or in need 

of repair, and for the construction and maintenance of nonmotorized facilities (PPRTA 2). 

 The City has a local method for funding the repair and maintenance of roadways, which includes 

curb and gutter, sidewalk, and wheelchair ramps (2C).  

 The City has a Complete Streets Policy and a Complete Streets Manual is underway. 

Weaknesses 

A review of the State of the System analysis revealed these weaknesses in the City’s pedestrian and 

bicycle network:  

 The existing nonmotorized network has some missing connections both in sidewalk and bikeway 

links but also, importantly, in crossings of major roadways. 

 The COS Bikes! Vision Network lacks an implementation or prioritization plan. 

 The City’s engineering design standards for nonmotorized facilities are outdated and there are no 

design standards for the “last 100 yards” for bicycle and pedestrian access within and between 

developments. 

 Existing zoning in some cases does not allow land uses in neighborhoods that people might want 

to walk or ride a bike to, such as restaurants, bars, and markets. 

 In the past there has been well-publicized opposition to removing vehicle lanes for bicycle use. 

 Many residents are unaware of the City’s Bike Master Plan. 

 The City lacks a Safe Routes to School plan or comprehensive safety improvement program. 
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TRANSIT IN COLORADO SPRINGS 

Mountain Metropolitan Transit (Mountain Metro or MMT) provides local public transportation service in 

the Colorado Springs and Pikes Peak region, including 27 fixed-routes (as of Feb 2021; Route 36 

Manitou Shuttle runs from May to September and reductions due to COVID-19 include two temporarily 

suspended routes) and Metro Mobility ADA paratransit service. The modern MMT began in November 

2005 after passage of a new Pikes Peak Rural Transportation Authority (PPRTA) tax the previous year, 

though bus service in the region had existed for many years prior to 2005. MMT is a division of the City of 

Colorado Springs and receives 10 percent of PPRTA tax revenues. As the largest and primary public 

transportation system in the Pikes Peaks region, MMT is the designated grant recipient of Federal Transit 

Authority (FTA) funds for the Colorado Springs Urbanized Area.  

MMT also runs the Metro Rides Alternative Commuting Program aimed at expanding transportation 

demand management programs such as vanpools and carpools, providing mobility information and 

education, and guiding mobility behavior to benefit the region. Other transit service providers in the 

region include the City of Fountain, which operates a standalone bus route to Pikes Peak Community 

College from the city, and the CDOT-operated Bustang, which includes two routes (South Line and 

Outrider) that connect Colorado Springs to Denver, Pueblo, and Lamar.  

Transit Performance 

Since 2005, MMT has had to weather many challenges. After significant growth in the mid- to late-2000s, 

MMT had to dramatically cut back service during the Great Recession at the end of that decade. Since 

late 2013, MMT has been able to slowly build back their service, offering a roughly equivalent number of 

revenue hours (or the hours serving passengers) compared to peers as of 2019. Bucking the nationwide 

downward trend, ridership (measured as unlinked passenger trips) has generally grown or remained 

steady since starting to build service hours back, and today the system serves over three million trips per 

year. In fact, 2019 ridership was up five percent over 2018. Total ridership on MMT remains slightly lower 

than pre-Great Recession levels and that of its peers, but the key performance indicator of unlinked 

passenger trips per hour of revenue service is now right in line with peers.  

Measures of efficiency and effectiveness at MMT indicate that the system has been able to maintain a 

steady level of those measures in the past few years. Rising operational costs, increasing service hours, 

and reductions in ridership have caused peer agencies to face rising expenses per passenger trip and 

per passenger mile. At MMT, however, ridership and service hour gains occurring in close correlation 

have meant more consistency. Though other policy and management decisions have also played a role 

and increases in operational costs are needed and necessary at times, the steadiness in these 

measures indicates MMT’s careful supervision and consideration of its growth and project efforts since 

2013.   

Due to a severe shortage of drivers and other pandemic-related difficulties, service has been cut back 

somewhat since March 2020 when the global COVID-19 health pandemic hit U.S. cities and states 

significantly. With some effects from COVID-19 expected to last years, unknown long-term changes to 

travel patterns, workplace transformations, and population and development trends mean that modifying 

and building up service may require more iteration and time. MMT participates in the Health and Safety 

Commitments Program led by the American Public Transportation Association (APTA) and has tracked 

weekly ridership since last year. Trends reveal that ridership remains at COVID-19 capacities on some of 

MMT’s popular routes, including Routes 1, 3, 5, 11, and 25, as well as on Route 33, and afternoon 

ridership is still stronger than in the morning. However, these patterns may change over time and 

planning for a potentially very different post-COVID future remains critical.  
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TRANSIT TRENDS AND PLANS 

The 2045 Regional Transportation Plan – Transit (RTP – Transit), alongside the recent completion of an 

onboard and telephone customer survey have revealed important transit trends in the Pikes Peak region. 

In addition to finding lower total ridership, the RTP – Transit found that ridership per capita on MMT is 

lower than its peers. The RTP did not provide definite answers on why this is the case but continued to 

emphasize the need for greater frequency on main corridors and routes over expanding the service area. 

Figure 28 shows the RTP – Transit themes. This finding is also supported by the results of the rider 

survey, which placed a high emphasis on adding service hours (frequency, span, and days). MMT has 

focused on offering more frequency in the past few years and has added 15-minute service between 

downtown and the Citadel Transfer Center, along Academy Boulevard, and along segments of Nevada 

Avenue. MMT offers fewer route miles per square mile within its service area compared to its peers but 

has purposefully limited efforts to add coverage.  

 

Figure 28. Themes in 2045 Regional Transportation Plan - Transit  

Development in Colorado Springs is likely to remain low- to moderate-density or sprawling yet a 

significant population growth rate is expected over the next 25 years, particularly in working age people 

and older adults. The current mode share of public transit for commuters hovers around one percent, 

which is lower than statewide measures of about three percent. While commuting to work remains the 

primary reason for riding MMT, which is similar to transit systems in most other U.S. communities, the trip 

purpose and ridership by time-of-day trends reveal that MMT carries a significant portion of non-

commute trips such as running errands or shopping, reaching social/recreational events, and reaching 

city/social services. The average transit trip takes about 45 minutes, and an analysis of commute times in 

the region reveals that the average commute by transit is about 2.25 times longer than by personal 

vehicle.  
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Figure 29 details the profile of the average MMT rider: a 39-year-old white male who is employed at least 

part-time, likely in the leisure and hospitality industry. Significant differences exist if riders use transit for 

most of their trips, primarily for a single purpose (often commuting), or only occasionally, however. These 

are shown in Figure 30. Overall, over 55 percent of riders are part of the Millennial or Gen Z age brackets, 

which means that MMT has a significant opportunity to maintain these riders for many years. Today, 

MMT riders are overwhelmingly low-income (74 percent are below the poverty level) and only 20 percent 

of riders have access to a personal vehicle. Over a quarter of riders are employed in the retail, leisure, or 

hospitality industries. Transit largely takes the place of trips that would not be completed or walking trips 

in the region, and nearly all riders walk to reach transit and their destination.  

 

Figure 29. Average MMT Rider Type Profile 
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Figure 30. MMT Rider Profiles: All-Purpose, Sole-Purpose, and Occasional Riders 

 

Other Transit Planning Efforts 

Recent fare studies for MMT revealed that the system generally has a higher farebox recovery than its 

peers but that the current fare structure is complicated and MMT is behind in implementing new fare 

technology. The onboard survey asked various questions about data plans, smartphones, and mobile 

ticketing to provide additional information on if and where MMT should invest additional resources 

regarding fares. Nearly 70 percent of riders have a smartphone but most still access information over Wi-

Fi only instead of Wi-Fi and a data plan (just over a third of riders had a data plan).  

Mobile ticketing was on average supported by the riding population, though riders were somewhat split 

between the two extremes of being highly likely to use it or not at all likely. The strongest correlation 

found for mobile ticketing usage was generational: the younger the rider, the more likely they were to use 

mobile ticketing. Access to a data plan did not have a significant impact on interest in mobile ticketing. 

Most riders pay with cash today, either at the farebox on the bus or at kiosks at major centers, though a 

large number also purchase their fare at area grocery stores. Though not specified as a high priority for 

customer satisfaction, modernizing the fare structure and payment system would have many benefits 

and would align MMT with industry standards.  

The 2045 Regional Transportation Plan – Specialized Transportation Coordination (RTP – Specialized) 

identified numerous challenges in the area regarding service and coordination of specialized 

transportation providers. Specific needs are detailed in Figure 31, but the overall growth in demand and 
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growth outside of the urbanized area have been the largest of those needs and challenges. More trips 

and trips with longer travel times strain the current system beyond current capacities. Having many 

different providers all with complicated funding mechanisms have meant that service areas sometimes 

overlap or leave gaps, hours are inconsistent, and decisions are often based solely on cost 

effectiveness, which has not worked to the benefit of the community.  

The One Ride call center and The Resource Exchange (TRE) have improved coordination in the region, 

but significant progress is still needed. Customers still often need to go through multiple applications 

with multiple agencies to ensure eligibility and be familiar with the services offered by each agency and 

make several calls to reserve trips.  

Themes in the RTP – Specialized plan for this area include: 

 Focus on the Customer 

 Maximize Shared Resources 

 Align Service Goals and Delivery 

 

Figure 31. Specialized Transportation Unmet Needs 

 

Strengths 

Transit in the Pikes Peaks region has gone through significant challenges and growth in the past two 

decades. Going forward, with significant population and job growth occurring, transit must play a primary 

mobility role in the area. Building on existing strengths is often the first and one of the most important 

steps to take.  

 Growing or stable total ridership despite nationwide trends 

 Increasing number of frequent service corridors 

 Steady cost efficiency and effectiveness (operating costs per passenger trip and per passenger 

mile), which is a significant strength given the area’s dispersed density and travel patterns 

 Transit carries a variety of trip purposes in the region, not only commuters 

 Provides a lifeline for those who are low-income and/or cannot afford to own a personal vehicle 

 Wide area coverage 

 Currently a young ridership base on MMT 
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Weaknesses 

Many areas for improvement have been studied in the recent past, and these remain critical, but the 

COVID-19 has halted many plans and introduced greater uncertainty. Still, transit should not be an 

afterthought with the potential to serve all types of riders in a rebuilding and unreliable economy.  

 Travel times are often significant on transit (on average 2.25x those of driving for commuters), 

especially to areas outside the downtown core 

• This is not unusual for transit systems of MMT’s size, but improvements are possible  

 Frequent network still limited for the size of the region 

 More service hours (frequency, span, and days) and faster, more direct service a consistent 

desire for riders (and these areas are low in satisfaction currently) 

 Ridership is low on a per capita and per service hour basis compared to MMT’s peers 

 Current resources for transit not in line with growth projections, especially in sprawling areas 

 Aging fare payment system and fare structure not in sync with industry standards 

 Coordination and availability of service among specialized transportation providers does not meet 

needs and riders still face a confusing system to navigate 
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INTERCITY BUS SERVICE IN COLORADO SPRINGS 

Intercity bus service is provided by private carriers Greyhound Lines, El Paso-Los Angeles Limousine, 

and Los Paisanos Autobuses. CDOT-run Bustang also operates regional intercity bus routes to and from 

Colorado Springs.  Descriptions of these services follow. 

Greyhound Lines 

Greyhound Lines has two northbound and two southbound routes daily through Colorado Springs. The 

stop is at the Tejon Street park-and-ride lot at I-25 and Tejon Street and is curbside only – there are no 

staff or facilities at the location.  Traveling south the next stop is in Pueblo.  Traveling north the next stop 

is in Denver at the full-service Union Station.  A passenger in Colorado Springs may purchase an 

“interline service” ticket through Amtrak; the first leg of the trip is via Greyhound bus between Colorado 

Springs and Denver’s Union Station, connecting to the California Zephyr Amtrak route there. 

El Paso-Los Angeles Limousine Express (EPLA) 

EPLA operates service and runs interline with a Mexican bus company – Limousines de Mexico – to 

provide both intercity and international service.  The stop in Colorado Springs, located near the 

intersection of E. Fountain Boulevard and S. Circle Drive, is on a route that runs between Denver and 

Albuquerque which runs express unless a stop is requested. 

Los Paisanos Autobuses 

Los Paisanos offers daily service northbound and southbound through Colorado Springs. Their route has 

stops in Greeley, Longmont, Denver, Fountain, Pueblo, Walsenburg, and Trinidad, before making the 

express trip to El Paso, Texas. Like EPLA, Los Paisanos runs interline with a Mexican company, Omnibus 

Mexicanos, through a transfer in El Paso. 

Bustang 

Bustang is CDOT's interregional express bus service which connects major populations, employment 

centers and local transit entities along the I-25 and I-70 corridors. Bustang has two routes with weekday-

only service to Colorado Springs.  The Lamar to Colorado Springs route is once daily eastbound and 

westbound to the city of Lamar in southeastern Colorado, with several stops along the way including 

Pueblo and La Junta.  The pickup for this route, like Greyhound’s, is at the I-25/Tejon Street park-and-

ride.  Bustang’s South Line runs between Denver and Colorado Springs with three stops in Colorado 

Springs – in addition to the stop at the I-25/Tejon Street park-and-ride this route also stops at the 

Colorado Springs Downtown Transit Terminal and at the Woodmen Road park-and-ride. The South Line 

operates four northbound and four southbound routes daily. 

Ramblin’ Express 

Not a typical intercity bus line, Ramblin’ Express operates a frequent casino shuttle service between 

Colorado Springs and Cripple Creek as well as shuttles between Colorado Springs and Pueblo and 

Colorado Springs and Woodland Park. The casino shuttles have two stops in Colorado Springs – at 

Academy Boulevard and Palmer Park and near 8th Street and Cimarron Street.  The service is subsidized 

by the gambling industry and is an important mode of transportation for casino employees.   
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PARKING IN COLORADO SPRINGS 

Parking Programs and Policies 

The City of Colorado Springs Municipal Code, Article 5, Chapter 14 establishes that “self-supporting 

public parking facilities are essential to the general health, safety, and welfare of its citizens”. This section 

describes the structure and management of parking in the city. 

Parking Enterprise 

The Parking Enterprise consists of a collective of parking structures and surface lots and their operation, 

managed by a Parking Manager and overseen by an advisory board. City Council appoints the advisory 

board and maintains the authority to set parking fees. 

The Parking Manager responsibilities are subject to the following mandates: 

 The Parking Enterprise remains a self-sustaining government-owned business which may issue its 

own revenue bonds; 

 The Parking Enterprise receives over 75% of its annual non-debt revenue from nongovernment 

sources; and 

 The Parking Enterprise receives under 10% of its annual revenues in grants from all Colorado 

State and local governments combined. 

The Parking Enterprise currently manages three parking garages and one surface parking lot in 

Downtown Colorado Springs, one surface parking lot in Old Colorado City, and the metered on-street 

parking spaces throughout the City.  

All three City parking garages offer charging stations for electric vehicles. 

 Colorado Avenue & Nevada Avenue (City Administration Building) parking garage - two charging 

stations 

 Kiowa Street & Nevada Avenue parking garage - one charging station 

 Bijou Street & Cascade Avenue parking garage - Tesla super charging stations 

Parking Rates 

Payment for parking in City-owned facilities is collected Monday through Friday only. The hourly rates are 

as follows: 

 0 to 30 minutes: $0.50 

 31 minutes to 1 hour: $1 

 After first hour: $1 per hour or fraction thereof 

 Daily maximum: $9 

Monthly parking permits are also offered at the following rates: 

 $70 per month for facilities in Downtown Colorado Springs (some discounts apply for groups of 75 

or more). 

 Permits for the surface parking lot in Old Colorado City are $35 per month. 

 Special event parking in City-operated garages is $5. 
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The 1.5-square-mile area of Downtown 

Colorado Springs has paid metered parking 

that requires payment on Monday through 

Saturday from 7 am to 10 pm and on Sunday 

from 1 pm to 10 pm. Meter pricing is set in 

three zones, as shown in Error! Reference 

source not found.: 

 Zone 1: area bordered by Boulder Street 

to the north, Nevada Avenue to the east, 

Vermijo Street to the south, and 

Cascade Avenue to the west. 

• Rate: $1.25 per hour.  

 Zone 2: area bordered by East Saint 

Vrain Street to the north, Wahsatch 

Avenue to the east, Las Animas Street to 

the south, and Sierra Madre Street to the 

west (excluding the Zone 1 area). 

• Rate: $1 per hour.  

 Zone 3: Meters outside of Zones 1 and 

2. 

• Rate: $0.75 per hour. 

 

Off-Street Parking Requirements  

The City of Colorado Springs regulates off-

street parking requirements through its Zoning 

Code; regulations can be found under Chapter 

7, Article 4, Part 2: Off Street Parking 

Standards. 

The City has two established parking exempt 

districts where no additional off-street parking 

is required for new development or change of use (see City Code Section 7.4.206). The two parking 

exempt districts include the City Central Business District and the Old Colorado City District. The City 

also has one planned provisional overlay area along West Colorado Avenue in which parking standards 

have been reduced within the specified C-5/P zoning. 

Parking Requirements outside of the exempt and overlay districts follow a traditional zoning formula 

requiring “x” number of parking stalls per “y” unit of land use (see Section 7.4.203). Parking requirements 

are the same for all zone districts unless modified by a Development Plan (or administrative relief 

process). Parking requirements for mixed-use or multi-use properties are calculated based on the sum of 

the individual requirements. Requirements for uses that are not specifically listed are determined by the 

Community Development Manager based on requirements of other similar uses. 

The Manager may reduce parking requirements of a site by 5% for each of the following conditions: 

1. The subject property is located within 400 feet of a public transit stop; 

2. The subject property is located within 400 feet of a designated bike route or City trail; 

 

Figure 32. Downtown Colorado Springs Metered Parking Map 
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3. The subject property is located within 400 feet of a City or privately-owned surface parking lot or 

parking structure that has publicly available parking spaces; and/or 

4. The parking requirements for the use(s) are satisfied by a shared parking arrangement. 

In the case of shared parking, the Manager may reduce the minimum on-site parking requirement by up 

to 20%. The maximum reduction allowed is 35%. 

In addition to the reductions above, developments can also apply to use On-Street Parking credits to 

satisfy some of their off-street parking requirement. This reduction may occur is at sites where adjacent 

on-street parking that is available for public use and has at least 30 feet of street frontage. 

Curbside Regulation 

The curbside for the rest of the City is regulated by the Colorado Springs Municipal Code, Chapter 10 

Articles 11 through 15. The code includes regulations related to motorcycle parking, loading zones, bus 

stops, taxi stands, and parking privileges for the elderly and handicapped.  

Parking Policy Assessment 

In many instances, the incorrect or overly strict application of off-street parking requirements can hinder 

the City’s broader goals regarding development density, walkability, transit use, housing affordability, 

and re-development opportunities. The City of Colorado Springs off-street parking requirements were 

compared to best practices recommended by organizations such as the National Parking Association 

(NPA), Urban Land Institute (ULI), International Parking and Mobility Institute (IPMI), and similar “best in 

class” downtown plans to understand how well the City’s standards compare. 

Exempt and Overlay Districts 

Reductions or elimination of minimum parking standards is a proven strategy to lower the barriers to 

new, infill, and re-development in areas like the Central Business District and Old Colorado City. 

However, by eliminating parking minimums, the City and/or private businesses by default become the 

providers of much of the access infrastructure, including public parking options.  

In markets where the prevailing parking rates are less than $200-$250 per month (like Colorado Springs), 

much of this parking infrastructure will not be developed privately due to insufficient revenues. Therefore, 

parking must be subsidized by public investment and/or by revenues derived from system-wide sources 

including surface parking lots or parking structures, on-street parking, citations, and other sources. 

Currently, the City’s Parking Enterprise manages the downtown parking system and meets the parking 

needs within the downtown parking exempt district. The following comments relate to the overall City-

wide public parking system: 

 The City should regularly monitor demand for downtown parking to ensure future facilities are 

right-sized; additional study may be needed to evaluate future demand for Old Colorado City and 

the overlay zone along West Colorado Avenue. 

 The City should monitor public parking rates, and other income sources, to ensure that long-term 

obligations can be met for maintenance of existing assets and the development of future parking 

facilities (as needed to meet demand). 

 The City could consider broadening the mission and branding of the Parking Enterprise to include 

“mobility” elements such as bicycle networks, pedestrian infrastructure, safety programs, and 

micromobility options Investment in, and closer collaboration with, these alternatives can help to 

improve access within the downtown and better utilize existing parking and public transit 

networks. 



 

83 

 

Other Non-Exempt Districts  

Some of the minimum parking requirements (per City Code Section 7.4.206) exceed NPA 

recommendations and may need to be reevaluated based on the impact of rideshare (e.g., Uber/Lyft), 

changing needs for loading zones and active curb management, and other mobility trends. The following 

are areas where further review is recommended: 

 Single-family residential parking requirements exceed ULI recommendations for all bedroom 

types; this leads to higher housing development costs especially for smaller unit types. 

 The zoning code does not address affordable- or income-qualified housing which could qualify for 

more significant reductions in parking. 

 Hotel uses are higher than industry best practices and do not provide any provisions for 

reductions based on valet, shuttle, or increased rideshare usage.  

 Capping parking reductions for transit adjacency, bike route adjacency, and public parking at 5% 

appears arbitrary; this cap does support broader City goals to improve transit use, walkability, and 

bicycle use.  

 Capping shared-parking reductions at 20% may also be arbitrarily low; many “best in class” 

zoning ordinances cap administrative reductions at 50% with a public hearing and approval 

process available for even greater reductions. 

 Other commercial and residential requirements may need minor adjustment to update the 

standard based on more recent industry research (ULI’s Shared Parking 3
rd

 Edition and Institute of 

Transportation Engineer’s (ITE’s) Parking General Manual 5
th

 Edition are recommended as the 

most up-to-date references). 

 The City may want to consider adding code sections to address projects with the following: 

• Active TDM plans; for example, some jurisdictions allow parking reductions on projects with 

on-site bikeshare, carshare, and/or formalized carpool programs. 

• Specific requests for curb management, beyond parking, such as rideshare pick-up and 

drop-off zones, pop-up valet, etc. 

• Parking design guidelines for private development; some cities include recommendations for 

electric vehicle (EV) charging, energy efficiency, exterior architecture and branding, and 

requirements for active street frontage (ground floor retail, etc. where appropriate). 

Curb Management 

The regulations surrounding curb use were written in 1968 and last modified in 2001. As a result, they do 

not account for new technology that has changed the landscape of transportation, such as 

micromobility, rideshare, or other users of the curb space. It would benefit the City to review and update 

this legislation to incorporate regulations or standards that consider the new demands for loading and 

unloading of passengers and goods with the emergence of ridesharing services and the increase in 

delivery services. 
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POLICY ALIGNMENT  

A key element to implementing and achieving the City of Colorado Springs’ mobility vision and goals is 

having the necessary policy tools and framework in place to support and instruct the City and those 

doing business with the City. This Transportation Policy Alignment Assessment is a review of City 

transportation policies and regulations to: 

 Assess how the existing policies contribute to the City’s transportation goals; and 

 Identify where there may be gaps in policies that might inhibit implementation or progress towards 

the goals.  

Specifically, this analysis looks at transportation policy elements including Travel Demand Management 

(TDM), level of service (LOS) standards, roadway design standards, and other elements identified in the 

City’s municipal code and ordinances. For each, a general assessment shows how well the current 

policies may support the goals of Colorado Springs’ Intermodal Mobility Plan (ConnectCOS) and 

PlanCOS. 

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS AND 

POLICIES 

Several pages of transportation and mobility planning strategies are outlined in PlanCOS, including the 

following related to TDM: 

Strategy T 203a: Work cooperatively with citizens, employers, and other agencies to reduce peak hour 

single-occupant commuting. Include strategies such as ridesharing, bicycle commuting, telecommuting, 

electronic communications, variable workweeks, and flextime. 

In recent years, private and non-profit organizations, including Visit Colorado Springs and Downtown 

Colorado Springs, have been active in sponsoring and promoting alternative transportation options 

including bicycle commuting, downtown walking events, and other mobility options within the City. In 

2019, the City’s private bikeshare provider, PikeRide (https://www.pikeride.org/), announced that they 

would be expanding and upgrading their downtown E-Bike Share Program. In 2020, the City has been 

also been working to update regulations to allow private e-scooter companies to operate downtown. 

Existing Commuter TDM Programs 

On the City’s part, most of the alternative commuter options are managed through Mountain Metro, the 

City’s public transit agency. Existing commuter TDM programs include the following: 

 Carpool: Mountain Metro Rides offers a free, automated carpool matching program through 

RIDEPRO. Registered database users are matched with possible commuting partners who live 

and work nearby and have similar schedules. Users’ personal information is kept confidential. 

 Schoolpool: This free program is like the carpool database but is used to find shared rides to/from 

school with other parents of school children. 

 Vanpool: Through this program, Mountain Metro provides vans, for a low monthly fee, for groups 

of six to ten regular commuters. 

 Park-and-Ride: The City, in coordination with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), 

operates three park-and-ride lots – Tejon, Woodmen, and Black Forest – available for 72-hour 

parking. Tejon and Woodmen also offer bike lockers. 

 Bicycle Programs: Programs include bike racks on all buses, access to bike lockers, and a bike 

valet program (offered free for City-sponsored events, and for a deposit for non-City events). 

https://www.pikeride.org/
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 Links to other Commuter Services: Provided on the Mountain Metro page of the City’s website. 

Bicycle / Scootershare 

Operation of bicycles is covered under Colorado Springs Municipal Code, Chapter 10, Article 19, but 

regulation of new micromobility options, such as e-scooters, e-bikes, and companies that operate 

bicycle or scooter services are not covered under current Colorado Springs legislation. Additionally, 

bicycle parking is not included in the City Code. Regulating bicycle parking is an integral part of 

managing the curb space and allowing for safe travel of vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. 

TDM PROGRAM POLICY ASSESSMENT 

While the existing TDM programs are positive, they are not heavily promoted through advertising or 

branding and are somewhat difficult to find on the City’s website. Additionally, the overall goals for the 

TDM programs, such as reductions in single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) travel or vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT), are not clearly stated and performance metrics do not appear to be publicly available.  

 Consider coordinating with downtown public and private agencies (such as the downtown and 

tourist agencies) to brand and promote TDM programs, goals, and accomplishments. 

 Consider adding a TDM program to engage large and perspective employers and new large-scale 

developments to formalize TDM plans in conjunction with existing Mountain Metro Programs.   

 Allowing for parking reductions linked to formalized TDM plans would provide more concrete 

incentivizes for the private sector to utilize TDM tools and track performance. 

TRAFFIC AND ROADWAY STANDARDS AND POLICIES  

Policies and standards related to traffic and roadway design and function are found in the City’s Traffic 

Criteria Manual (TCM), a supplement to the City’s Engineering Criteria Manual. It provides recommended 

standards for traffic related design issues to ensure consistent engineering design practices and provide 

an adequate corridor for the placement of public street infrastructure within the City limits. The TCM 

regulates elements of the roadway such as access control, sight distance, medians, and roadway 

design standards.   

Roadway Design Standards 

Chapter 15 of the Engineering Criteria Manual presents the Roadway Design Standards, which describes 

the hierarchy of roadways established by the major thoroughfares plan and identifies the standards that 

are expected of each type of roadway functional classification. The design standards provide standard 

roadway cross section and dictate characteristics such as right-of-way width, number of travel lanes, 

access conditions, traffic characteristics, planning characteristics, and design characteristics.  

The Standards are consistent throughout the City, and there are minimal opportunities for flexibility in the 

design of roadways within the standards to reflect differences in adjacent land uses, density of 

neighborhoods, or other context-specific considerations. The standards for intersection spacing limit 

connectivity opportunities along major roadways and the standards for design vehicles, medians, and 

tree lawns create wide cross-sections. 

Sidewalks on both sides of the street are included in the standard designs for all classifications except 

for freeways, expressways, and alleys. Shoulders (serving as a proxy for bike lanes) are in the standard 

designs for principal arterials and minor arterials only, with assumed shared lanes on the remaining 

classifications, except for freeways and expressways. Street lighting is addressed generally for 

roundabouts; however, there is no mention of lighting within the functional classification standard 

designs. 
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Complete Streets 

In 2005, Colorado Springs adopted a Complete Streets Ordinance to support the implementation of the 

Intermodal Transportation Plan. However, since the adoption of the ordinance, there has been a 

misalignment between the community’s expected and actual implementation of ‘complete streets.’ A 

more in-depth investigation into the ordinance and the City’s execution of the ordinance uncovered that 

the ordnance focused on the outcome of street designs to accommodate different travel modes within 

the public right-of-way (ROW), rather than the process of planning and designing streets and the public 

ROW to ensure complete streets can actually be created.  

In response, the City developed a Complete Streets Policy Framework and Guidelines in 2020 to ensure 

that planning and design efforts in the City are comprehensive and meet the intent of the 2005 

ordinance. The Guidelines provide key tools, guidance, and recommendations for the City that help 

clarify and document the process to implement complete streets in the City. It: 

 Defines what complete streets means in Colorado Springs 

 Documents the procedural requirements of complete streets 

 Outlines the regulatory framework of complete streets 

 Clarifies the responsible partners for implementing and maintaining complete streets 

 Creates Completes Streets Guidelines that can support the implementation of complete streets in 

the City   

From the Policy Framework and Guidelines document, the City is looking to pursue the development of a 

detailed Complete Streets Checklist to support the implementation and monitoring of complete streets 

during the project development (planning and design) process and intends to create a supplement to 

the Traffic Criteria Manual that would outline expected standards for complete street design.  

Level of Service Requirements 

In general, Colorado Springs adheres to the national standard minimum of level of service (LOS) E for all 

roadways, as defined by LOS standards in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). In the development 

platting process, applicants are required to provide mitigation for roadway projected to operate at LOS D 

or worse in the future conditions, or justification as to why they are not providing the mitigation. The City 

has also set LOS standards for the provision of bypass lanes on Roundabouts. LOS requirements are 

not explicit in the Roadway Design Standards Manual, and there is no indication that there are specific 

LOS expectations for specific land uses or areas within the City. 

TRAFFIC AND ROADWAY STANDARDS POLICY ASSESSMENT  

The traffic and roadway standards are all clearly laid out, making it easy for developers and City staff to 

make determinations on compliant designs; however, the standards support traditional auto-oriented 

design in the roadway network that may not be appropriate for all neighborhoods and contexts. Issues 

and potential solutions include: 

 There is limited flexibility in roadway standards to support context-specific design and use of the 

public ROW that best fits various character areas throughout the City. City staff are currently 

constrained to respond to special cases and provide context-sensitive solutions to appropriately 

design roadways. 

• Flexibility in roadway spacing minimums based on the density and context of the existing or 

planned neighborhoods could improve connectivity in denser, more urban areas of the city. 
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• Flexibility in the requirements for median widths, travel lane widths, and design vehicles 

based on the existing or planned neighborhood those roadways are serving could reduce the 

barrier effect of major roadways in certain contexts. 

 There may be a need for additional guidance on frequency and design of pedestrian crossings to 

help ensure the pedestrian network is adequately connected and provide safe connections across 

roadways of all functional classifications. 

 There does not seem to be street lighting standards that could support consistent and safe 

pedestrian and bicycle movement. Standards including specifications for average brightness and 

positioning at crosswalks are recommended to ensure pedestrians and bicyclists can be seen by 

drivers to improve safety for all modes of travel. 

 The design standards and procedures currently outlined in the Traffic Criteria Manual do not 

define the expected standards for complete street designs consistent with the City’s vision for 

complete streets. Detailed cross sections that depict the City expectations in terms of ROW use 

and are flexible for different land use contexts would better support implementation of complete 

streets. 

 The LOS requirements are applied the same way throughout the entire City, regardless of land 

use context. Rigid focus on a standard LOS throughout the City may be incompatible with other 

mobility goals, such as pedestrian and bicycle safety and supporting businesses that rely on 

drive-by business. 

 Flexible or unique LOS standards should be considered for different character areas throughout 

the City based on land uses, density, and desired alternative mode use. 
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MOBILITY AND TECHNOLOGY 

The transportation and mobility industry has been experiencing significant change and disruption in 

recent years and the continuation of this change is not expected to slow in the years ahead. How are 

local agencies equipped to anticipate, plan for, or possibly lead the inevitable change given constrained 

budgets, aging infrastructure, and the never-ending desire by the public and policy makers for 

immediate and near-term solutions? Additionally, there are multiple areas for advancement through 

existing or improved technology, policy, regulations, studies, or pilot projects from which to choose, 

none of which are guaranteed to deliver results, especially when “results” are not clearly defined or 

shared across the complex group of internal and external stakeholders.  

Generally speaking, transportation system operations and efficiency is shifting from focusing solely on 

vehicular traffic/throughput to a much more complex and multimodal environment within constrained 

public rights-of-way (ROW). As transportation continues to experience rapidly changing technology and 

the introduction of new mobility services, the complex customer base is often resistant to change and is 

not shy to express their strong preference for improvements to their own personal transportation 

experience. Reductions in the personal costs of mobility in the forms of money and time are often 

prioritized over the potential for systemic improvements that can improve the experience, access, and 

efficiency of the transportation system for thousands of customers. Improved access and efficiency of 

mobility can improve community access to jobs, education, and essential services, many of which have 

been out of reach for less affluent individuals and communities. The events over the course of 2020 have 

revealed just how stark the gap is today—transportation has the opportunity to provide increased 

opportunity for all members and visitors of the community.  

Understanding the needs of the citizens and the state of the existing transportation system is a critical 

first step. Principles of human-centered design can inform the Connect COS framework to create a 

pathway for new technology, policies, regulations, and actions to meet the current and future needs of 

the people they are intended to serve. Changing people’s travel habits is difficult unless appealing 

alternatives are available.  

Emerging transportation modes introduced in the last several years—on-demand rentals, bike sharing 

programs, ride-hailing services, on-demand shuttles, e-scooters, and more—have illustrated that people 

are willing to change as long as the value proposition is compelling. The next step is to identify, leverage, 

and implement the strategies, actions, technologies, investments, and policies that will be most 

successful in helping agencies achieve identified community goals. 

The draft Connect COS Goals—Safe, Equitable, Sustainable/Green, Efficient/Reliable, Accessible, and 

Connected—provide a framework to support improvements and investments in the COS transportation 

system. These goals can and should inform the development and continuous improvement of key 

performance indicators (KPIs) and objectives and key results (OKRs) that can be measured, tracked, 

and adjusted over time to improve the efficacy of the strategies, tactics, and actions being employed to 

achieve desired outcomes. 

It is important to think about the comprehensive transportation ecosystem as well as the sub-systems 

that inform and contribute to the whole. Rarely will an agency have the opportunity to make investments 

in the entire system so it is important to define and understand the various tools and technologies that 

can be applied to achieve specific and measurable outcomes. It is also important to define and 

understand the dependencies that may exist between different investment strategies and existing 

infrastructure. Different tools and strategies will be appropriate for micro-local, local, and regional 

transportation needs. Likewise, different tools can be used to test, explore, and implement solutions 

including policies and regulations, pilot/demonstration projects, studies, specific actions, and 

investments. 
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There are a number of technology areas that can be explored to meet a variety of needs and outcomes 

as outlined below. 

AREAS OF DEVELOPING TECHNOLOGY  

Transportation System Integration + Optimization 

This includes signalization systems, data/information management + insights, transit signal priority, and 

artificial intelligence (AI)/video analytics. Technology tools can also be used to identify, create, and 

capture revenue generation opportunities to encourage efficiency and regulate pick up/drop off of 

passengers, deliveries, etc. 

Connected / Autonomous Vehicle (CAV) Technology 

Closely related to the above, CAV technology connects the vehicular users of the transportation system 

to the transportation operations center, providing an increase in the amount of data being collected. 

Data alone, however, does not transform the system operations; the data must be analyzed, aggregated, 

and transformed into information upon which actionable measures can be taken. 

Electrification 

The transition from internal combustion engines (ICE) to electric vehicles is upon us. Often, the transition 

to electrification is seen as an easily attainable first action for public agencies to take. However, the 

transition to electrification is more complex than the acquisition of new vehicles as the charging strategy, 

infrastructure, energy draw/energy storage, and battery/fleet management must all be taken into 

consideration. 

Shared / Mobility as a Service (MaaS) / Multimodal / Payment Platforms 

Car share, bike share, and scooter share have transformed and challenged traditional urban mobility 

from the way in which streets and paths are designed and used to the role, function, and value of the 

public ROW.  These tools offer potential solutions to first and last mile (FLM) connections and short trips 

and also have the capability of efficiently moving people (and possibly goods) within a much smaller 

footprint. Likewise, these new mobility options have often competed directly with traditional public transit 

with the former often being favored for the ease of use and time advantages.  

There is a unique opportunity to redefine transit with a more modern approach in mind that better 

encompasses many of the new services as different flavors of transit to increase the overall efficiency of 

the constrained transportation system. These new/evolving systems can be supported through improved 

transportation technology/operations to prioritize movement and increase the comfort and safety of 

users including transit signal priority, payment platforms for services, and use of curb lanes. 

Parking & Land Use (Asset Management) 

Parking for private vehicles over the years has consumed a large amount of land and at significant up-

front cost and ongoing operational investments. While the cost of such surface or structured parking is 

often “passed through” to the consumer, often times the cost is not directly experienced because costs 

are embedded in rents, the price of goods, or other mechanisms. There is also a great 

misunderstanding of the value and ownership of the “parking space” in front of any individual home or 

business with adjacent residents, employers/employees, and customers inaccurately believing they may 

have some “right” to the space rather than seeing it as part of the valuable asset that is the right-of-way. 

Plan COS identified corridors that could be used in one or more ways to inform a framework for 

investment and operationalize changes as to how the transportation system is operated and evaluated. 

These corridors included five Smart Corridors (Academy, Powers, Woodmen, Platte, and Briargate) as 
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well as five multimodal corridors (Woodmen, Nevada, Academy, Platte/US24, and Colorado Avenue). 

Likewise, Connect COS is exploring the identification of key congested corridors and travel sheds that 

can also inform the broader framework, prioritization strategy, and implementation plan. Clarity of how 

and why these corridors were selected and the implications and desired outcomes of the designations 

should be more defined before moving into the prioritization, implementation, and application of specific 

actions. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION (IN NO PARTICULAR 

ORDER) 

Transportation System Integration + Optimization 

 Streamline governance and management of transportation system and policies within and across 

city departments, agencies, and the private sector when applicable.  

 Define how and why certain corridors were identified as “smart,” “multimodal,” or other similar 

designations and clarify what performance metrics, objectives, and outcomes are desired based 

on the designation. For example, were corridors identified as “smart” because there is existing 

infrastructure or tools that can be leveraged to implement new technology such as the availability 

and access to dark fiber? 

 Assess/inventory existing infrastructure, networks and fiber, controllers, and technology 

capabilities for interoperability with existing and future technology capability and capacity. 

 Join the Open Mobility Foundation to leverage their work with multiple jurisdictions across North 

America to develop and adopt a governance framework for uniform data-sharing between public 

and private entities.  

 Promote data-sharing and establish a base-level set of requirements for system integrations 

among fleet owners, mobility providers, and the public sector 

 Establish/hire a Director of Mobility  

 High-quality, real-time data is essential in new mobility. Developing a roadmap to data-sharing 

and access is critical, coupled with resources to support data collection and analysis.  

 Use the Southwest Downtown Redevelopment District and other “sandbox” areas and 

opportunities to implement, test, and pilot innovation solutions. Pick one and stay focused even if 

it might lead to a relatively quick decision that the one picked is no longer the right one—

remember this is a test, a pilot, not a fully vetted and tested solution guaranteed to produce 

results. 

 Explore opportunities to tap into private sector expertise and build public-private coalitions to drive 

innovation in multimodal transportation, CAV technologies, mileage-based pricing programs, and 

more. 

 Install and pilot more “smart” and intelligent traffic control signals and other smart city systems to 

better manage operations and improve decision-making and planning. 

 Research and pilot the conversion of vehicle lanes to “smart lanes” that could be dedicated to 

micro-mobility, bikes, buses, and vanpools that incentivize more efficient travel modes.  

 Leverage technology, sensors, and connectivity to change the way roads are used and managed. 

 Reduce travel time with AI-driven traffic light systems that adapt to current conditions instead of 

following a preprogrammed pattern. Computer vision and radar technology enables systems to 

detect vehicles coming from all directions. This traffic data powers a predictive model used to 

modify traffic signaling patterns in real time. The system as deployed in Pittsburgh helped reduce 

travel time by 25 percent, braking by 30 percent, and idling by more than 40 percent.  
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 Rather than using static time-of-day models, active traffic management (ATM) uses current and 

predicted traffic condition data to dynamically manage traffic and congestion on roads. In Seattle, 

the state of Washington has created smarter highway corridors that include ATM-based signage 

and variable speed limits to better manage incidents and maintenance of roads. On the Interstate 

5 corridor where the system was implemented, the number of annual crashes fell from 434 to 296.  

CAV Technology 

 Prepare COS for connected and automated vehicles by investing in critical infrastructure, 

establishing data sharing requirements, and launching a connected autonomous vehicle (AV) 

pilot.  

 Identify possible investments in intelligent infrastructure to support the integration of AV 

technology. This may include smart and advanced traffic control devices, traffic sensors, smart 

parking, traffic messaging, and 5G ‘small cell’ deployments. Additionally, the City should begin to 

research possible street infrastructure improvements for CAVs, including curbside management, 

drop off zones, and holding areas. These intelligent systems are the foundation for streamlined 

traffic management and will be critical for enabling data driven policy and the effective 

management and monitoring of driverless fleets. The Southwest Downtown Redevelopment 

District could serve as a location to test deployments of intelligent, connected, and autonomous 

vehicle infrastructure.  

 Investigate opportunities to test and leverage the Panasonic Smart Mobility Cirrus connected 

vehicle platform/solution that was co-developed with the Colorado Department of Transportation 

(CDOT) and other state DOTs to turn integrated data into insights and information to better 

manage the transportation system and the movement of people and goods.  

 AI-augmented mobility: A transportation ecosystem enabled with AI can harness the power of 

data, analytics, and cloud to help reduce travel time, manage congestion, improve regulatory 

compliance, support air traffic control, enable dynamic policymaking, and deliver many other 

benefits. 

Electrification – City Owned Utility + Fleet Owners/Managers/Operators 

 Require the City to lead in transition and adoption of electric vehicles (EVs) for all fleets, including 

transit 

 Leverage the city-owned utility opportunity to collaborate and develop vehicle grid integration and 

charge management capabilities 

 Explore interoperability of charging hardware, and charge management and network needs 

 Identify opportunities and constraints with regard to resiliency requirements, metrics, emergency 

considerations, and existing/future charging infrastructure needs of city fleets and private owners  

 Explore/develop utility/customer planning tools using city fleets as a pilot, to include fleet 

requirements, charging infrastructure modeling, and economics and distribution 

planning/modeling to assess impact and grid infrastructure requirements 

 Develop baseline data for fleet operations and costs, anticipated shifts in costs, existing and 

future operations and maintenance (O&M) 

Shared/MaaS / Multimodal / Transit Payment Platforms 

 Incentivize businesses to provide public transit benefits to employees 

 Encourage reduced dependency on single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips and increased use of 

higher-efficiency options  
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 Build an accessible, affordable, and convenient multimodal transportation system 

 Ensure micro-mobility services and new mobility options are accessible for all and do not impede 

the public way 

 Prioritize bus improvements and investments to increase reliability and ridership 

 Develop a high-capacity, high-speed, high-frequency transit network that includes new modes of 

transit and improvements to existing services 

 Introduce new mobility hubs with a range of travel options to address FLM challenges and to 

deliver a more seamless travel experience 

 Introduce flexible fleets of on-demand, shared, electric—and eventually, autonomous—vehicles 

that connect to transit within a mobility hub 

 Integrated, frictionless travel: Transportation planners see a growing need to make travel more 

seamless, with minimal stoppages or checkpoints. This trend is manifesting in many ways, 

including mobility hubs that enable multimodal transportation, the rise of mobility-as-a-service 

(MaaS), platforms for ticketless travel, and innovations in micromobility and last-mile connections. 

 Making a case for micromobility - mobility-as-a-service 

 Ticketless public transit 

 

Parking & Land Use (Asset Management) 

 Align pricing, fees, incentives, and taxes to achieve expanded policy outcome 

 Amend city ordinance to require developers include electric vehicle charging equipment in new 

parking lots. Beginning in 2021, Madison, Wisconsin, is implementing such an ordinance for new 

multifamily residential, some commercial lots, and institutional lots where people park for more 

than six hours at a time. (2021).6   

  

 

6 https://madison.com/wsj/news/local/environment/madison-to-require-electric-vehicle-chargers-in-new-parking-lots/article_5dbf0207-1ac9-

558f-a0b5-306f40d89a6d.html 

https://madison.com/wsj/news/local/environment/madison-to-require-electric-vehicle-chargers-in-new-parking-lots/article_5dbf0207-1ac9-558f-a0b5-306f40d89a6d.html
https://madison.com/wsj/news/local/environment/madison-to-require-electric-vehicle-chargers-in-new-parking-lots/article_5dbf0207-1ac9-558f-a0b5-306f40d89a6d.html
https://madison.com/wsj/news/local/environment/madison-to-require-electric-vehicle-chargers-in-new-parking-lots/article_5dbf0207-1ac9-558f-a0b5-306f40d89a6d.html
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ROADWAY ASSESSMENT 

This Assessment of Critical Corridors describes a data-driven process to support the identification of 

roadway corridors that will be analyzed in more detail as part of ConnectCOS, the City’s updated 

transportation master plan. ConnectCOS will ultimately identify a program of recommended projects that 

the City should pursue to help the City make progress towards achieving its mobility vision and goals. 

The ConnectCOS goal framework (Figure 33) shows that transportation in Colorado Springs is not just 

about moving people and goods, but it is about supporting the overall safety, connectivity, and quality of 

life of Colorado Springs and its residents and visitors.   

 

Figure 33. ConnectCOS Goal Framework 

ASSESSMENT FACTORS 

A suite of factors was considered to help identify “critical” corridors for further analysis. The data-driven 

assessment factors considered all facets of the ConnectCOS Goal Framework to help identify where a 

roadway or travel shed presents opportunities and/or constraints to achieving the goals. The resulting 

Critical Corridors are those that are identified as candidate corridors for multiple assessment factors – 

they are the most “problematic” (constraints) or those that have characteristics that would generate high 

return on investment if appropriate investments were made (opportunities). The types of investments will 

be determined as part of Strategy Development for this project. 

The assessment factors considered in this Assessment of Critical Corridors were: 

 Traffic Performance 

 Economic Development Opportunities 

 Community Activity Center Access 

 Social Demographics 

 Transit Propensity 

 PlanCOS Strong Connection Priorities 

 Anticipated Changes in Land Uses 
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Traffic Performance 

As outlined in the Travel Patterns Analysis, an analysis of traffic data helped to identify a set of corridors 

that were performing poorly in relation to vehicular movement. The analysis utilized INRIX data that 

provided average speeds and travel times for major roadways in Colorado Springs in 2019 and focused 

on vehicular performance during average weekday peak periods (defined as 7am to 9am and 4pm to 

6pm Monday through Thursday).  

 

To assess vehicular performance, a set of metrics were tabulated for corridors within the City: 

 Travel Time Index (TTI): the ratio of travel time during the peak period as compared to the travel 

time for the same trip at free-flow speed. Separate TTIs were developed for morning and afternoon 

peak periods. 

 Vehicle hours of delay: the difference between peak period and off-peak travel time (delay) while 

accounting for segment volume. 

 Vehicle hours of delay per mile: the difference between peak period and off-peak travel time 

(delay) while accounting for segment volume and normalizing for segment length. 

These metrics were each normalized on a 0 to 1 scale for each corridor and then summed to create a 

traffic performance score. From the corridors scoring in the top 30%, highlighting the 30% of corridors 

that are performing the worst in terms of vehicular traffic, a set of ‘candidate corridors’ for this factor are 

identified in Figure 34. 

An additional analysis was conducted to examine intersection performance along City roadways which 

may be contributing to congestion along corridors. Utilizing the INRIX data, congestion metrics were 

calculated for individual TMCs close to signalized intersections. For this analysis, only TMCs less than 

one mile in length and on City-maintained roadways were included. The metrics calculated for 

intersection approaches includes: 

 Travel Time Index (TTI) for morning and afternoon peak periods 

 Planning Time Index (PTI): the ratio of the 95th percent peak period travel time as compared to the 

travel time for the same trip at free-flow speed
7

. 

 Vehicle hours of delay. 

 Vehicle hours of delay per mile 

Similar to the corridor congestion score, an intersection approach congestion score was developed by 

normalizing all metrics on a 0 to 1 scale and then creating and aggregated score. 

 

 

7 PTI was included as a metric for evaluating intersection approach congestion given the variability associated specifically 
with traffic signal coordination and delay.  
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Figure 34. Candidate Corridors Based on Traffic Performance 
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Economic Development Opportunities 

In addition to highlighting corridors identified for development or redevelopment, candidate corridors 

were identified based on their proximity to areas designed as areas for focused economic development 

efforts. This included City-designated areas that were Economic Opportunity Zones, Enterprise Zones, 

Qualified Opportunity Zones, and Urban Renewal Areas. Transportation investments in these areas will 

be critical to encouraging the type of development that the City desires for these areas that are currently 

underutilized and/or have high economic development potential. These areas, and the candidate 

corridors that emerged based on the analysis, are shown in Figure 35. 

 

Figure 35. Candidate Corridors Based on Economic Development Opportunities 
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Community Activity Center Access 

PlanCOS identifies a set of Community Activity Centers that are places that serve the day-to-day needs 

of sub-areas of the City and their surrounding neighborhoods and include a well-integrated mix of uses 

including smaller businesses and a variety of housing choice. Being able to provide quality access to 

these Community Activity Centers through a variety of modal options and providing connections between 

Community Activity Centers is a considering that may help identify key corridors that would benefit from 

transportation investments through ConnectCOS. An evaluation of each of the identified Community 

Activity Centers considered how accessible each location is, and each site was given a rating: 

Score Rubric 

1 Limited overall accessibility 

2 Access from an arterial road 

3 Access to multiple arterial roads access 

4 Proximity to a transit route 

5 Proximity to a high-frequency transit route, or multiple routes 

A set of candidate corridors are identified in Figure 36 that show those candidate corridors that connect 

Community Activity Centers as identified by PlanCOS. 
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Figure 36. Candidate Corridors Based on Community Activity Centers  
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Social Demographics 

An analysis was conducted to identify areas of “social need” which considered factors related to 

household income and the percentage of a person’s income that is spend paying for housing and 

transportation. A Social Need Index was used to aggregate factors that impacts a person’s ability to 

afford basic living expenses. Areas with higher social need will need heightened sensitivity when making 

transportation investments to make sure investments are provided equitability and investment decisions 

avoid unintended impacts such as gentrification. 

To calculate and evaluate the Social Need Index, each census block group in the City was given a score 

from zero to two based on the following factors:  

 Percent income spent on renting,  

 Percent income spent on home ownership,  

 Percent income spent on transportation,  

 Population under 50% of poverty ratio, and 

 Population with a household income under $35,000.  

This index results in a “maximum” of 10 points for any block group, with higher value meaning more 

disadvantaged. 

Social Need Factors 

Index Score 

0 1 2 

Rent as % of income Up to 25% 25% - 35% Over 35% 

Ownership as % of income  Up to 15% 15% - 25% Over 25% 

Transportation as % of income Under 20% 20% - 25% Over 25% 

Below Poverty Ratio Under 7.5% 7.5% - 15% Over 15% 

Income under $25k Under 25% 25% - 50% Over 50% 

Figure 37 depicts the results of the Social Needs Index and highlights candidate corridors based on their 

proximity to areas of the City with high social need. The social demographic factor acknowledges the 

need to analyze corridors in areas of social need to make sure transportation investments are 

appropriate, address the needs of the users, and do not put undue burden or impacts on more 

vulnerable populations.  
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Figure 37. Candidate Corridors Based on Social Demographics 
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Transit Propensity  

An analysis of transit propensity considered context factors that would attract, generate demand, or 

necessitate multimodal travel now and in the future. The context factors that were considered when 

calculating transit propensity include: 

 Demographic factors that indicate a need for mobility options (referred to as ‘mobility need’); 

 Population density; and 

 Accessibility to key community destinations and services.  

Mobility Need: An analysis of ‘mobility need’ considered factors that indicate a population’s need for 

transportation options beyond single occupancy vehicles. A Mobility Need Index was used to aggregate 

factors that indicates a person’s needs for mode choice. In some cases, this stems from demographic 

characteristics, such as age or having a disability, or could be the result of personal choice, which is 

often the case with people living in a downtown where they do not have a personal vehicle.  

To calculate and evaluate the Mobility Need Index, the following factors were included:  

 Population under 18 years old,  

 Population over 65 years old,  

 Population with a disability and working part time, and  

 Zero vehicle households. 

The results of the demographic-driven Mobility Index that also include consideration of population 

density, are shown in shades of blue in Figure 38, with darker blue indicating a demographic profile that 

is more inclined towards using alternative modes of transportation.   

Also shown in Figure 38 are locations of community destinations and services. A component of transit or 

multimodal propensity is identifying destinations that would generate or attract travelers that require 

multimodal options. The locations and services that were included in the multimodal propensity analysis 

included: 

 Community services: high schools and higher education institutions hospitals, veterans’ clinic, 

County Citizens Services Center, airport,   

 Community destinations from PlanCOS Thriving Economies: ‘Cornerstone Institutions’, ‘The 

Experience Economy’, and ‘Critical Support’ 

Overall, Figure 38 outlines the candidate corridors that were identified as those that should be explored 

in more detail based on their proximity to populations or attractions that drive high transit propensity.   
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Figure 38. Candidate Corridors Based on Multimodal Propensity 
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Desired Transportation Function 

PlanCOS identifies a series of transportation typologies as part of the Strong Connections focus. One of 

the typologies is Special Focus Corridors, which are corridors identified for a particular type of 

transportation application, including: 

 Multimodal Corridors - a facility and planning approach that accommodates varied types of users 

but with a specific and concerted effort to promote effective transit service to connect key 

destination areas within the City. The goal of this typology is to transform or further transform 

these corridors into transit-supportive areas of focus for development, redevelopment, and 

community life 

 Smart Street/Technology Corridors - technology will allow cities to re-imagine their streets and 

have the potential to provide data about how people navigate and interact on and with our streets. 

The goal of this typology is to strategically invest in and implement emerging technologies to 

provide enhanced and safer travel, leverage and economize existing investments, and support the 

economic development of the City and region. 

Figure 39 identifies the candidate corridors that highlight existing roadways that are identified in PlanCOS 

as Multimodal or Technology Corridors in the City. A more detailed analysis of these corridors can help 

identify investments that the City could make to advance the corridor towards the identified typology, and 

thus make progress towards achieving the goals and vision of PlanCOS Strong Connections.  
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Figure 39. Candidate Corridors Based on PlanCOS Strong Connections Priorities 
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Anticipated Major Changes in Land Use 

Future, anticipated changes in land uses resulting from major planned developments or land 

annexations will likely result in, and may necessitate changes to, transportation facilities and the overall 

transportation network.  

Figure 40 identifies candidate corridors based on those that will serve areas that are likely to experience 

significant land use changes. A more detailed analysis to understand current and projected conditions 

for the corridor based on anticipated changes will be important to identifying and prioritizing mobility 

strategies to that are most appropriate and proactive and allow the corridor to operate in a manner that is 

most in line with the ConnectCOS goal framework elements.  
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Figure 40. Candidate Corridors Based on Anticipated Major Land Use Changes 
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PROPOSED CRITICAL CORRIDORS  

Critical Corridors that will be advanced for detailed analysis and recommendation development will be 

comprised of candidate corridors identified for each of the eight assessment factors. Figure 41 shows 

the composite of all candidate corridors for each of the eight factors, highlighting those that showed up 

as candidates in multiple factors. The darker colored corridors are those that were candidates in multiple 

factors.  

The following corridors with logical limits are proposed as Critical Corridors because they were 

repeatedly identified as candidates for various assessment factors that highlight their criticality for the 

current and future transportation network in Colorado Springs. These corridors are shown in Figure 42.     

Additionally, Table 16 summarizes the factors and additional considerations that elevated each of these 

corridors to be identified as ‘Critical Corridors’. 

 

Eas t - Wes t  Cor r ido rs :  Nor th - Sou th  Cor r ido rs :  

• Interquest Parkway  

o I-25 to Powers 

• Nevada Avenue  

o I-25 to Fillmore St 

o Fillmore St to Uintah St 

o Uintah St to Cimarron St 

o Cimarron St to Lake Ave 

• Briargate Parkway 

o Voyager Pkwy to Black Forest Rd 

• Woodmen Road  

o Powers Rd to US24 

• Union Blvd  

o Briargate Pkwy to Academy Blvd 

o Academy to Fillmore St 

o Fillmore St to Platte Ave 

o Platte Ave to Circle Dr 

• Garden of the Gods Road  

o Centennial Blvd to Nevada Ave 

• Austin Bluffs Road  

o Nevada Ave to Barnes Rd 

• Academy Boulevard  

o I-25 to Austin Bluffs Pkwy 

o Austin Bluffs Pkwy to Platte Ave 

o Platte Ave to Milton Proby Pkwy 

• Fillmore Street  

o Mesa Road to I-25 

o I-25 to Union Blvd 

• Colorado Avenue 

o 31st St to I-25 

• Powers Blvd  

o Shoup Rd to Woodmen Rd 

o Woodmen Rd to Constitution Ave 

o Constitution Ave to Milton Proby Pkwy  

• Marksheffel Road  

o Woodmen Rd to US24 

o US24 to Drennan Rd 

• Platte Avenue  

o I-25 to Academy Blvd 

o Academy Blvd to Marksheffel Rd 

• Hancock Expressway  

o Circle Dr to Milton Proby Pkwy 

 

It is proposed that more detailed analysis be conducted for many of these Critical Corridors to help 

identify context-specific recommended investment strategies that the City should pursue. Intentional and 

context-driven strategies will help elevate these corridors to support multiple ConnectCOS goal areas 

and will most significantly contribute to the overall vision for mobility in the City. 
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Figure 41. Overall Score of Candidate Corridors for All Assessment Factors 

Overall Score 
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Figure 42. Proposed ConnectCOS Critical Corridors

Ted.Ritschard
Text Box
Note:EOC and CAC feedback added corridors not identified in this working paper version.Woodmen Road, I-25 to Powers BlvdUS 24/MLK Bypass, I-25 to Powers BlvdUS24, Marksheffel Rd to Woodmen Rd31st Street, US-24 to Fillmore
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Table 16. Summary of Critical Corridors 

Corridor 

Factors Executive Oversight Committee 

(EOC) Input 

Notes  

(if included in fewer 

than 4 factors) Traffic 

Econ 

Dev 

Community 

Centers Social Transit PlanCOS 

Land Use 

Change 

Nevada Avenue 

• I-25 to Filmore St 

x x x x x x  

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. 

Intersection of Nevada/Garden of 

the Gods-Austin Bluffs mentioned 

specifically. 

 

Nevada Avenue 

• Filmore St to 

Uintah St 

x x x x x x  

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. 

 

Nevada Avenue 

• Uintah St to 

UPRR 

x x x x x x  

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. Pikes 

Peak Greenway Trail, Shooks Run 

Trail, and part of the Legacy Loop, 

were also mentioned by EOC, and 

might be considered part of this 

corridor segment. 

 

Nevada Avenue 

• UPRR to Lake 

Ave 

x x x x x x  

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. 

 

Union Blvd 

• Powers Blvd to 

Academy Blvd 
  x  x   

The EOC mentioned the need for 

grade-separated Cottonwood Creek 

Trail crossing at Union Blvd., which 

would be part of this segment. 

Elevated due to 

opportunities related to 

right-of-way allocation 

Union Blvd 

• Academy to 

Filmore St 
       

 Included to create 

logical corridor 

connectivity during 

analysis 

Union Blvd 

• Filmore St to 

Pikes Peak Ave 

x  x  x   

 Elevated due to 

opportunities related to 

right-of-way allocation 

Union Blvd 

• Pikes Peak Ave 

to Circle Dr 
    x  x 

 Included to create 

logical corridor-wide 

connectivity during 

analysis 
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Corridor 

Factors Executive Oversight Committee 

(EOC) Input 

Notes  

(if included in fewer 

than 4 factors) Traffic 

Econ 

Dev 

Community 

Centers Social Transit PlanCOS 

Land Use 

Change 

Academy Road 

• I-25 to Austin 

Bluffs Pkwy 
x  x x x x  

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. 

Intersection of Academy/Austin 

Bluffs mentioned specifically. 

 

Academy Road 

• Austin Bluffs 

Pkwy to Platte 

Ave 
x  x x x x  

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. 

Intersection of Academy/Austin 

Bluffs and the MMT Citadel Mall 

Transfer Center was mentioned 

specifically 

 

Academy Road 

• Platte Ave to 

Milton Proby 

Pkwy 
 x x  x x x 

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. The 

intersections of Academy/US 24, 

Academy/Astrozon and 

Academy/Hancock were mentioned 

specifically. 

 

Powers Blvd 

• Shoup Rd to 

Woodmen Rd 

x  x   x x 

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. 

 

Powers Blvd 

• Woodmen Rd to 

Constitution Ave 

x x x  x x x 

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. The 

connection of Tutt Blvd. from 

Cowpoke to Wolf Ranch also 

mentioned by EOC and would 

relieve some of the load of Powers 

in this segment. 

 

Powers Blvd 

• Constitution Ave 

to Milton Proby 

Pkwy 

 x   x x x 

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. Potential 

interchange at Powers/Milton Proby 

mentioned specifically. 

 

Marksheffel Road 

• Woodmen to US 

24  x     x 

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. The 

connection of Black Forest Rd. from 

Woodmen to Dublin also mentioned 

by EOC and would relieve some of 

Elevated by necessity 

to support to future 

City growth and 

annexations  
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Corridor 

Factors Executive Oversight Committee 

(EOC) Input 

Notes  

(if included in fewer 

than 4 factors) Traffic 

Econ 

Dev 

Community 

Centers Social Transit PlanCOS 

Land Use 

Change 

the load of Marksheffel in this 

segment. 

Marksheffel Road 

• US 24 to 

Drennan Rd 
 x     x 

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. 

Elevated by necessity 

to support to future 

City growth and 

annexations  

Interquest Parkway  

• I-25 to Powers 

    x  x 

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting because 

of the magnitude of growth in the 

area it serves. 

Elevated due to 

opportunities related to 

right-of-way allocation 

and interaction with 

future Powers 

expansion 

Briargate Parkway 

• Voyager Pkwy to 

Black Forest Rd 

  x  x x x 

In the 12/15/2020 EOC meeting, 

"East-West Corridors" were 

mentioned as needing further study 

in general. Briargate Parkway is one 

of the few continuous east-west 

streets from I-25 that will eventually 

continue all the way east to US 24 in 

Falcon. (EOC mentioned the 

Briargate extension to US 24 could 

allow the City to downgrade US 24 

south of Falcon) 

 

Woodmen Road  

• Powers Rd to 

US-24 

x    x x x 

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. The 

connection of Dublin Blvd. from 

Marksheffel to Peterson also 

mentioned by EOC and would 

relieve some of the load of 

Woodmen in this segment. 

 

Garden of the Gods 

Road  

• Centennial Blvd 

to Nevada Ave 

x x x x x   

In the 12/15/2020 EOC meeting, 

"East-West Corridors" were 

mentioned as needing further study. 

Garden of the Gods-Austin Bluffs is 

one of the few continuous east-west 

streets from 30th to Academy. 
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Corridor 

Factors Executive Oversight Committee 

(EOC) Input 

Notes  

(if included in fewer 

than 4 factors) Traffic 

Econ 

Dev 

Community 

Centers Social Transit PlanCOS 

Land Use 

Change 

Intersection of Nevada/Garden of 

the Gods-Austin Bluffs mentioned 

specifically. 

Austin Bluffs Road  

• Nevada Ave to 

Barnes Rd 

   x x x  

In the 12/15/2020 EOC meeting, 

"East-West Corridors" were 

mentioned as needing further study 

in general. Garden of the Gods-

Austin Bluffs is one of the few 

continuous east-west streets from 

30th to Academy.  Intersections of 

Nevada/Garden of the Gods-Austin 

Bluffs and Academy/Austin Bluffs 

mentioned specifically. 

Included to address a 

poor performing 

intersection and create 

logical corridor 

connectivity during 

analysis 

Fillmore Street 

• Mesa Road to I-

25   
x  x  x 

In the 12/15/2020 EOC meeting, 

"East-West Corridors" were 

mentioned as needing further study 

in general. Fillmore Street is one of 

the few continuous east-west 

streets from 31st to Union. 

 

Filmore Street 

• I-25 to Union 

Blvd 
x x   x  x 

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting; must 

consider the potential of extending 

Constitution westward to I-25. Part 

of the Legacy Loop would be 

considered in this segment. 

 

Colorado Avenue 

• 31st St to 

Cascade Ave 

 x x x x x  

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. US 24 

and the US 24 intersections at 31st 

and 21st streets are close parallel 

facilities and would be considered 

with this corridor segment. Grade 

separation of Midland Trail at 21st 

Street and 31st Street would be part 

of this segment. Grade crossing of 

ped/bike facility over US 24 at Ridge 

Road would be part of this 

segment. 
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Corridor 

Factors Executive Oversight Committee 

(EOC) Input 

Notes  

(if included in fewer 

than 4 factors) Traffic 

Econ 

Dev 

Community 

Centers Social Transit PlanCOS 

Land Use 

Change 

Platte Avenue 

• I-25 to Academy 

Blvd 

x x  x x x  

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. Platte 

connection to I-25 mentioned 

specifically. The MMT Citadel Mall 

Transfer Center was mentioned 

specifically by the EOC and would 

be part of this segment. 

 

Platte Avenue 

• Academy Blvd to 

Marksheffel Rd 

x x  x x x x 

Identified as a corridor of concern in 

12/15/2020 EOC meeting. 

 

Hancock 

Expressway  

• Lake Ave to 

Milton Proby 

Pkwy  x  x x  x 

The completion of the missing link 

of Hancock Expressway between 

Clarendon and Chelton was 

identified as a priority connection in 

the 12/15/2020 EOC meeting and 

would be part of this corridor 

segment.  The intersection of 

Hancock/Academy was mentioned 

specifically. 

 

Ted.Ritschard
Text Box
Note:EOC and CAC feedback added corridors not identified in this working paper version.Woodmen Road, I-25 to Powers BlvdUS 24/MLK Bypass, I-25 to Powers BlvdUS24, Marksheffel Rd to Woodmen Rd31st Street, US-24 to Fillmore
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ANALYSIS PROCESS FOR CRITICAL CORRIDORS 

For the list of Critical Corridors, there are multiple routes for completing the more detailed analyses that 

will help recognize the challenges and opportunities for each corridor and identify appropriate and 

context-specific solutions to address challenges and leverage opportunities.  

There is a subset of the Critical Corridors for which the City has recently completed (within the last 5 

years) or is currently pursuing a corridor-specific study or project to look at the details of the corridor. 

These include:  

 Nevada Avenue: North Nevada Avenue Transportation Sub-Plan between the Rock Island Railroad 

and Austin Bluffs Parkway 

 Nevada Avenue: North Nevada Transit Connectivity Study between Downtown and Austin Bluffs 

Parkway 

 Colorado Ave Corridor: Midland Corridor Traffic Study between 31
st

 Street and Cimino Drive 

 31
st

 Street: 31
st

 Street Traffic Operations and Safety Study between US 24 and Fontenaro Street 

 Academy Boulevard: Hancock Expressway/Academy Boulevard Planning and Environmental 

Linkages (PEL) Study 

 Marksheffel Road: Roadway 60% design (portion of road)  

 Platte Avenue: Platte Ave Corridor study between I-25 and Powers Blvd 

 Hancock Expressway: May be informed by the corridor study on Las Vegas Street from Tejon 

Street to US Highway 85/87 

 Powers Boulevard: Interchange study and design for Powers Boulevard at Research Parkway  

For these corridors, ConnectCOS will collect the outcomes and recommendations from their respective 

study or projects and will move them forward through the ConnectCOS strategy development process, 

and ultimately the strategy prioritization process. 

For the remaining Critical Corridors, the more detailed analyses will be conducted as part of this 

ConnectCOS project. The specific analysis methodology will be identified in the next phase of the project 

but will consider data and information related to travel characteristics on the corridor, current and future 

land use characteristics surrounding the corridor, and the relationship of the corridors to other 

transportation and land use planning that has been done in the City, such as master plans for bicycling, 

transit, and neighborhood/community development.  

NEW CONNECTIONS 

While this assessment of corridors is focused on existing corridors, there is also a need for considering 

future, new connections to help support the overall City mobility network. The Major Thoroughfares Plan 

(MTP) identifies a variety of new roadways and new roadway connections to support anticipated growth 

in the City. Figure 43 shows the new connections that have already been identified by the MTP, but there 

may be additional new connections that are considered based on the outcomes of the existing corridor 

detailed analysis. 
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Figure 43. New Connections from the Major Thoroughfares Plan  
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PEER CITIES REVIEW 

PEER CITY REVIEW – TAMPA, FLORIDA 

Interviewee – Danni Jorgenson, Chief Transportation Planning Engineer, Mobility Department; 

danni.jorgenson@tampagov.net 

Leadership: 

Mayor Jane Castor – Assumed office in May 2019, campaigned on transportation as an important issue; 

established the Transform Tampa Tomorrow (T3) initiative which included a Transportation Task Force 

that met for 90-days formally and made recommendations to city staff. While they no longer meet 

formally, city staff reaches out to members on an ad hoc basis; the T3 effort was very successful, when 

staff are able to link efforts to T3 and the Task Force, it paves the way to move plans/projects forward.  

Tampa MOVES Plan – first phase getting underway $250K effort, planned $2M effort; goal is to 

coordinate priorities and drive plans and improvements rather than reacting to the market 

M – Mobility 

O – Opportunity 

V – Vision 

E – Equity 

S – Safety  

https://www.tampagov.net/t3/transportation 

Organization / Land Use: 

One of their important recommendations (T3) was with regards to improving the internal organization 

coordination and partnership between land use planning and development and transportation. 

Previously their land use planning efforts were much more reactionary in nature, this has already shifted. 

City of Tampa is pretty built out, mostly infill rather than greenfield development; County has more space 

to develop but is mindful of the fact that development does not pay for itself, even with impact fees; 

hopeful that new development is constructed with a more dense/city pattern rather than a 

suburban/sprawl land use pattern 

Primary Transportation Initiatives:  

 Safety – Vision Zero 

 Complete Streets 

 Bridges / Seawalls 

 Pairing Maintenance with multimodal upgrades 

Hillsborough County Commissioners now include commissioners that are vocal advocates for transit; 

transit is operated through the Hillsborough MPO  

Funding:  

 ~$8-9M/year (gas tax)  

 1-cent tax passed two years ago, being collected but city has been unable to collect funds as the 

voter-initiated referendum has been caught up in court; if successful, funds will be eligible for 

transit (dedicated ROW operations/projects); maintenance; safety and multimodal improvements. 

mailto:danni.jorgenson@tampagov.net
https://www.tampagov.net/t3/transportation
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If the funding clears the courts, there is an independent oversight committee to guide and 

manage disbursement of funds. There is frustration in the community because the public is paying 

the 1-cent tax, but the funds cannot be accessed/used, not everyone understands what is caught 

up in the legal/court battle 

 Currently the leverage funding and partnerships with FDOT, state/federal grants 

 Recently received a $24M BUILD Grant + $6M local match to extend their W. Riverwalk project. 

 

Table 17. Peer City Comparison 

City 

2020 

Population 

Square 

Miles Density NACTO* OMF** 

Vision 

Zero*** 

Colorado 

Springs 
485k 195 2,492    

Louisville 624k 275 2,372    

Tampa 413k 176 3,628    

*Member of National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) 

** Member of Open Mobility Foundation (OMF) 

*** Vision Zero Community 

 

 

PEER CITY REVIEW – LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY 

Strategic/Priority Policies and Community Goals 

 

 Shift funding allocations and increase funding to build and 

maintain a citywide transportation system that supports the 

mobility needs of the entire community 

 Make complete street design principles the norm.  

 Provide Connectivity Choices Create a transportation system 

that provides users with multiple options.  

 Focus decision-making on high capacity, people-moving 

corridors  

 Consider transit a catalyst for infill development  

 Streamline transit service on key corridors  

 Manage parking efficiency by matching supply to usage, reducing the downtown demand  

 Embrace smart mobility to ease congestion 

 Improve Safety and Health Ensure that all future growth contributes to healthy living and good 

quality of life for all.  

  

SPECIFIC GOAL EXAMPLES 

• Decrease transportation 

related greenhouse gas 

emissions by 20% by 2020 

• Reduce VMT 500,000 miles 

daily by 2040 

✓ Increase bicycle facilities 

by 40 lane miles within 

three miles of the central 

business district 
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PEER CITY REVIEW – AUSTIN, TEXAS 

Austin Strategic Mobility Plan 

The City of Austin adopted the Strategic 

Mobility Plan, which establishes eight 

aspirational goal that are supported with 

specific policy statements.   

 Commuter Delay 

 Placemaking 

 Travel Choice 

 Economic Prosperity 

 Affordability 

 Sustainability 

 Health and Safety  

 Innovation   

The plan also establishes indicators and 

targets.  

PEER CITY REVIEW – KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI  

David Johnson, Vice President, Planning & Strategy at Kansas City Area Transportation Authority 
djohnson@kcata.org 

 

Brief History of Transit: 

 Kansas City was a streetcar city with one of the most extensive networks in North America, so the 

historic land use was built around that network 

 Streetcars were mostly surface lines, and these remained operational until the 1950s; the last of 

Kansas City’s 25 routes shut down in 1957 and all routes were converted to bus lines 

 In the 1970s, Kansas City started studying a light rail spine through most of the city to the airport 

 Bringing back streetcars to Kansas City was always an aspirational desire 

 A sales tax referendum unwittingly passed in 2006 and was focused on building a light rail system 

to the airport and the City’s zoo; however, the plan would have diverted funds from the bus 

system and ultimately it was overturned by city council for being underfunded and unfeasible 

 Still, the City did not want to completely disregard voter intent, so it put together its own plan, 

which ultimately failed narrowly at the ballot box 

 KCATA had been focused on improving the River-Crowne Plaza corridor with a light version of 

BRT (corridor BRT or BRT-lite) 

• Ultimately, Main Street Metro Area Express (MAX) Line opened in 2005 and has done very 

well (40% increase in ridership on corridor) 

• BRT was ultimately expanded, and two additional lines run along Troost Avenue and 

Prospect Avenue, with more planned 

Figure 44. Mobility Goals from the Austin, Texas, Strategic Mobility Plan 
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Modern Streetcar: 

 In 2010, City leadership decided to try one last time to build a modern streetcar and pushed a 

two-mile line downtown  

• The City decided to do it on their own without KCATA; the City is their own grantee 

• The City would own and operate the line 

• A new non-profit, the Kansas City Streetcar Authority (KCSA), was formed to focus on 

advocating, managing, operating, and maintaining the streetcar; KCSA also supports 

branding, marketing, public communication, and community engagement 

• A special use district was created to fund the line 

• KC received a TIGER grant rather than using New Starts funding 

• Five years transpired from planning to operating 

• Always planned for zero fare 

• Most streetcars are considered circulators, but KC purposefully designed theirs as a spine 

• The line minimized stops and is bi-directional 

 The City has studied multiple options for expansions 

• An expansion vote in 2014 failed 

 Tried again in 2018 for a Main Street expansion through a special district proposal 

• Vote was successful 

 Riverfront Extension was driven by development 

• KC just received a 2020 BUILD grant  

 

Lessons Learned: 

 Once the conversation started and they were able to implement one line, they have focused on 

keeping momentum for growth  

 The City and KCATA have also focused on building sustainable models of funding and eliminating 

the pricing issue for customers altogether 

 Rather than chasing really great service, they chased the economic perspective 

 With the streetcar being so successful at zero fare and bus routes having persistent fare evasion 

issues, KCATA is carefully wading into zero fare bus routes 

• Opened Prospect MAX last winter as zero fare 

 They aim for improvement as they grow, e.g., Prospect MAX: 

• Smart city technologies 

• Level boarding with a new transit center 

• Community driven 

• Spent more on stations 

 Three corridors in active study for expanded/enhanced transit service: 

• Linwood 

• Independence 

• North Oak 
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PEER CITIES: BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN  

As part of the State of the System Bicycle/Pedestrian review, the project team reached out to the peer 

cities of Des Moines, Iowa; Boise, Idaho; and Albuquerque, New Mexico. Staff at these cities were asked 

if they had an example success story illustrating how an issue was overcome, what needed to be 

addressed (policy, funding, design, regulation, values) and what the outcome was. Secondly, they were 

asked if there was a primary driver or value for their community relative to transportation. Their responses 

are summarized below. 

City of Des Moines, Iowa 

The City of Des Moines, Iowa, just adopted its first transportation master plan, MoveDSM, in 2018. The 

downtown portion of the city is the focus of a companion document, Connect Downtown.  One of the 

city’s success stories is its effort, funded at $3 million annually, to complete the city’s sidewalk network. It 

is anticipated that this will be decreased to $2 million annually over the next few years due to the 

economic effects of the COVID pandemic. Sidewalk gaps to be constructed have been prioritized to first 

complete the sidewalks used by students walking to school, as well as around and to city parks.   

In its transportation master plan, the City of Des Moines has grouped its streets according to typology 

and not functional classification.  The City then uses a process for the design of new streets, or the 

reconstruction (often driven by storm drain improvements) or repaving of existing streets, using the 

typology to determine what design features will be part of the new or rebuilt facility.  The typology of a 

street not only informs characteristics such as speed limit, curb return and centerline radii, and travel 

lane width, but also is used to identify the impacts on the facility from transit, bike facilities, parking, or 

truck and emergency routes.  An approval process involving several rounds of meetings with the public, 

City Council members, and the Council’s Transportation Safety Committee, is followed before final 

approval of the street design.  

Ada County Highway District, Boise, Idaho 

The Ada County Highway District (ACHD) serves as the department of transportation for the city of Boise, 

five other cities within the county, and unincorporated Ada County. One of ACHD’s present concerns is 

that because the COVID pandemic has allowed many people to work from home, workers have been 

moving away from larger cities to places like Boise that have a lower cost of living, and the new residents 

are increasing traffic volumes (although not necessarily in the form of peak hour work trips).  Another 

challenge that ACHD has is that while they oversee the region’s roadways, they have no control over 

land use decisions. 

One of ACHD’s recent success stories is the I-84/Cloverdale Road overpass rebuild. In the summer of 

2018, this overpass was closed to traffic when a seven-vehicle crash occurred under the overpass, killing 

two people and severely damaging the bridge.  ACHD worked closely with the Idaho Transportation 

Department (ITD) to not just get the overpass rebuilt, but to use this as an opportunity to implement all of 

the multimodal features proposed for the Cloverdale corridor in ACHD’s 2018 Bike Master Plan. This 

included continuous sidewalk on both sides of the street and ACHD’s first raised bike lanes, which 

provided connections to facilities that already existed on either side, but not across, the Interstate.  The 

new roadway, bike, and pedestrian system was designed, and construction was completed, 14 months 

after the crash. 

City of Albuquerque, New Mexico 

Planners at the City of Albuquerque shared a story of how they successfully overcame a policy and 

regulation issue.  In 2017, the City updated its Comprehensive Plan, ABC-Z (Albuquerque Bernalillo 

County all the way to Zoning). This effort was followed up with the development of the IDO (Integrated 
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Development Ordinance), a replacement of the City’s 1970s zoning code. Regulations in the IDO 

implement policies from the Comprehensive Plan by incentivizing development in “Centers & Corridors.” 

IDO regulations also set a higher bar for development standards to ensure high-quality, urban, walkable, 

and transit-oriented development in the areas designated in the Comprehensive Plan as appropriate for 

this type of development. The IDO helps implement the City’s adopted vision, encourages new and 

varied lifestyle options for residents, and gives young adults incentives to stay in Albuquerque when it is 

time for them to “leave the nest.” 

PEER CITY STATISTICS 

Additional peer cities were selected for a data comparison based on similarity to Colorado Springs 

based on population or geographic area. Table 18 details the following categories for each city: 

 Population 

 Commute  

 Mode Share 

 Average Commute Time 

 Median  

 Household Income 

 Area 

 TTI 

 Average AQI (2019) 

 Annual Bus Ridership 

 Walk/Bike/Transit Score 

 Housing + Transportation 

Affordability Percentage (H+T %) 
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Table 18. Peer City Statistics 

 Colorado Springs, 

Colorado 

Albuquerque, 

New Mexico Boise, Idaho 

Kansas City, 

Missouri 

Oklahoma City, 

Oklahoma 

Tucson, 

Arizona 

Salt Lake City, 

Utah 

Population 457,502 

• 78.3% white 

• 13.1% 65+ 

559,202 

• 73.5% white 

• 14.6% 65+ 

224,300 

• 89.1% white 

• 13.6% 65+ 

481,417 

• 60.1% white 

• 12.6% 65+ 

637,284 

• 67.5% white 

• 12.1% 65+ 

539,216 

• 72.4% white 

• 13.9% 65+) 

195,701 

• 73.1% white 

• 10.8% 65+ 

Commute  

Mode Share 

• SOV – 78.6% 

• Transit – 1.0% 

• Walk – 1.9% 

• Carpool – 11% 

• WFH – 6.1% 

• SOV – 80.2% 

• Transit – 2.0% 

• Walk – 1.9% 

• Carpool – 9.2% 

• WFH – 4.4% 

• SOV – 80.4% 

• Transit – 

0.6% 

• Walk – 2.0% 

• Carpool – 

7.5% 

• WFH – 5.7% 

• SOV – 81.0% 

• Transit – 

2.8% 

• Walk – 1.9% 

• Carpool – 

8.1% 

• WFH – 4.8% 

• SOV – 82.0% 

• Transit – 0.6% 

• Walk – 1.6% 

• Carpool – 11% 

• WFH – 3.7% 

• SOV – 74.3% 

• Transit – 3.8% 

• Walk – 3.1% 

• Carpool – 

10.7% 

• WFH – 4.0% 

• SOV – 67.5% 

• Transit – 7.1% 

• Walk – 5.5% 

• Carpool – 11% 

• WFH – 5.1% 

Average Commute 

Time 
22.3 minutes 21.6 minutes 18.5 minutes 26.6 minutes 21.4 minutes 22.4 minutes 19.4 minutes 

Median  

Household Income 

$61,324  

(12.6% below 

poverty) 

$51,128  

(17.6% below 

poverty) 

$56,798  

(13.5% below 

poverty) 

$52,405  

(16.5% below 

poverty) 

$54,034  

(23.4% below 

poverty) 

$41,625  

(23.4% below 

poverty) 

$56,370  

(17.9% below 

poverty) 

Area 195.6 sq mi 188.1 sq mi 82.1 sq mi 314.9 sq mi 606.1 sq mi 230.7 sq mi 111.2 sq mi 

TTI 1.15 1.2 1.16 1.15 1.19 1.21 1.18 

Average AQI 

(2019) 
45 53 44 47 48 47 51 

Annual Bus 

Ridership 

3,082,981  

(17.2 per hour) 

9,659,576  

(23.9 per hour) 

1,290,296  

(12.3 per hour) 

1,290,296  

(12.3 per hour) 

2,958,863  

(16 per hour) 

15,205,419  

(21.5 per hour) 

19,061,372  

(19.6 per hour) 

Walk/Bike/Transit 

Score 
35/45/19 42/62/30 39/62/23 35/29/35 34/43/16 42/67/35 59/73/44 

H+T % 47 51 50 50 50 49 43 
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How Do We Compare?  

City leaders are entrusted to responsibly steward a community’s resources to ensure sustained growth 

and well-being, and that includes operations and maintenance of, and investment in, transportation 

facilities and services. For the resources that are devoted to transportation, it is important that they be 

balanced between different modes and different neighborhoods to ensure adequate accessibility and 

modal choice citywide. 

In Colorado Springs and each of the peer 

cities except Salt Lake City, more than three 

of every four commutes are by SOV; 

carpooling is the second most common 

commute type in every city, with active 

modes and transit only responsible for a 

small fraction of commutes. Salt Lake City 

and Tucson have the most balanced 

distribution across modes. 

Average household transportation costs in 

Colorado Springs are relatively low compared 

to the peer cities – only Salt Lake City 

households have a lower transportation 

burden as a percentage of their annual 

income. 

The number of riders served per service hour 

by MMT is lower than that of larger transit 

agencies in Tucson, Salt Lake City, and 

Albuquerque, which all have significantly 

higher annual ridership totals as well. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 47. Peer City Comparison: Transit Riders per 

Service Hour 

Figure 45. Peer Cities Comparison: Commute Mode 

Share 

Figure 46. Peer Cities Comparison: Average Percent of 

Income Spent on Transportation 
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SUMMARY 

FINDINGS OF STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES  

Because of past planning efforts previously completed by the City, the County, and agencies within the 

Pikes Peak region, the City of Colorado Springs has a trove of planning documents, reports, and corridor 

studies that provide valuable insights, data, and analysis to inform the ConnectCOS process.  

The Travel Patterns Analysis provided a general and City-level overview of existing vehicular travel 

patterns in and around Colorado Springs. Key insights and findings included identification of the better 

and the worst performing corridors and intersection approaches, relative to others in the network. The 

analysis also identified travel patterns within subareas of the City, including both the morning and 

afternoon peak periods. By analyzing travel demand, origins and destinations, and forecasted volumes, 

the City can better address the needs of the future roadway network.   

The City’s total approved Public Works budget for 2020 was just over $216 million. Major funding 

sources include the General Fund, the 2C-Road Tax Fund, PPRTA, and various grants. The Public Works 

budget is allocated to city engineering, traffic engineering, maintenance and operations, transit 

(operations), and transit (capital). The 2C program is having positive impacts. Since 2015, the sales tax 

increase approved by Ballot Issue 2C to help fund road improvements has brought in approximately 

$250 Million for the City and has helped fund roadway repaving, sidewalk improvements, and accessible 

pedestrian ramps. The majority of infrastructure is in good condition, but ongoing maintenance needs 

will persist and grow.  

As Olympic City USA, Colorado Springs has a culture of fitness that supports walking and cycling. A 

review of the active transportation system revealed strengths in the City’s pedestrian and bicycle 

network. A comprehensive bicycle master plan, Bike COS!, was completed in 2018. Plans exist for the 

existing and future nonmotorized facilities that cover a wide-reaching network of travel routes in the City 

and the region. In 2018 the City invested in a downtown bike-share program, PikeRide, that has since 

expanded into Old Colorado City and may grow to include Manitou Springs. 

Weaknesses in the City’s pedestrian and bicycle network include missing connections in sidewalk and 

bikeway links but also, importantly, in crossings of major roadways. Other identified weaknesses include:  

 The COS Bikes! Vision Network lacks an implementation or prioritization plan. 

 The City’s engineering design standards for nonmotorized facilities are outdated and there are no 

design standards for the “last 100 yards” for bicycle and pedestrian access within and between 

developments. 

 Existing zoning in some cases does not allow land uses in neighborhoods that people might want 

to walk or ride a bike to, such as restaurants, bars, and markets. 

 In the past there has been well-publicized opposition to removing vehicle lanes for bicycle use. 

 The City lacks a Safe Routes to School plan or comprehensive safety improvement program. 

Transit in the Pikes Peaks region has gone through significant challenges and growth in the past two 

decades. Going forward, with significant population and job growth occurring, transit must play a primary 

mobility role in the area. The existing strengths of the MMT system offer an excellent starting point to 

build upon:  

 Growing or stable total ridership despite nationwide trends 

 Increasing number of frequent service corridors 

 Steady cost efficiency and effectiveness (operating costs per passenger trip and per passenger 

mile), which is a significant strength given the area’s dispersed density and travel patterns 
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 Transit carries a variety of trip purposes in the region, not only commuters 

 Provides a lifeline for those who are low-income and/or cannot afford to own a personal vehicle 

 Wide area coverage 

 Currently a young ridership base on MMT 

Though COVID-19 has introduced greater uncertainty, transit should not be an afterthought as MMT has 

the potential to serve all types of riders in a rebuilding and unreliable economy. Notably, travel times are 

often significant on transit (on average 2.25x those of driving for commuters), especially to areas outside 

the downtown core. This is not unusual for transit systems of MMT’s size, but improvements are 

possible, such as more service hours (frequency, span, and days) and faster, more direct service. 

Current resources for transit not in line with growth projections, especially in sprawling areas, and an 

aging fare payment system and fare structure is not in sync with industry standards. Coordination and 

availability of service among specialized transportation providers does not meet needs and riders still 

face a confusing system to navigate. 

The traffic and roadway standards are all clearly laid out, making it easy for developers and City staff to 

make determinations on compliant designs; however, the standards support traditional auto-oriented 

design in the roadway network that may not be appropriate for all neighborhoods and contexts. For 

example, there is limited flexibility in roadway standards to support context-specific design and use of 

the public ROW that best fits various character areas throughout the City. City staff are currently 

constrained to respond to special cases, whereas flexibility in roadway spacing minimums could improve 

connectivity and flexibility in the requirements for median widths, travel lane widths, and design vehicles 

could reduce the barrier effect of major roadways in certain contexts. 

The City has a Complete Streets Policy, and a Complete Streets Manual is underway. Additional 

guidance on frequency and design of pedestrian crossings could help ensure the pedestrian network is 

adequately connected and provide safe connections across roadways of all functional classifications. 

Street lighting standards could support consistent and safe pedestrian and bicycle movement.  

The design standards and procedures currently outlined in the Traffic Criteria Manual do not define the 

expected standards for complete street designs consistent with the City’s vision for complete streets. 

Detailed cross sections that depict the City expectations in terms of ROW use and are flexible for 

different land use contexts would better support implementation of complete streets. 

 

NEXT STEPS 

The Road Congestion analysis using INRIX data used a data-driven methodology to help identify the 

most highly congested corridors from a vehicular perspective, and these were used as the basis for 

identifying ‘candidate corridors’ for further analysis in future tasks for this Plan. After a refinement of these 

candidate corridors through the Assessment of Constrained Corridors, the final list of candidate corridors 

will be further analyzed using StreetLight Data to understand the characteristics of trips specific to that 

corridor. This analysis will seek to understand travel patterns specific to not just the roadway, but the 

corridor “travelshed,” and will help identify context-specific and impactful strategies to improve 

multimodal mobility. The candidate corridors will also be evaluated in relation to the ConnectCOS goal 

areas and with consideration of non-vehicular modes of travel. A list of strategies and possible solutions 

will be developed, to be followed by the creation of a list of possible transportation projects that will 

undergo a benefit-cost evaluation. The provides a business case analysis will be completed to select the 

projects that will form a long-term transportation program. 
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