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Introduction

Multi-Modal Master Plan
City of Cafion City

The City of Cafon City is located on the Arkansas River
in Fremont County, residing in the central area of the
county. During the 1800s, Cafon City was known for
its successful mining operations and wonderful climate
different from the various cities nearby. Today, Cafion City
is the largest municipality in Fremont County. US 50 runs
through Cafion City and is an east-west major roadway.
The benefit of having a major roadway allows the
citizens from Cafion City easy access to nearby
metropolitan areas. ity is located about 45 miles
rings and 40 miles from the
s the regional location of
within the Front Range.

Section 1

Introduction

has a population of
in the greater area
ity. The City’s demographic is comprised of
asian, 13.9% Hispanic, and 3.8% Black. The

their high school diploma and 12.8% have earned their
bachelor’s degree.

In 2021, the City updated its Comprehensive Plan
identifying the City’s Transportation and Mobility Goals
to develop a safe, convenient, and efficient multi-modal
transportation network. The overall goal of this Multi-
Modal Master Plan is to provide Cafion City with a
framework and expand upon the Comprehensive Plan to
develop a safe, connected, and efficient transportation
system that supports a variety of multi-modal users
including pedestrians, bicyclist, trail users, and public
transit.

This Master Plan consists of performing the following
comprehensive analysis:

Existing Conditions

Review existing transportation demand throughout

:!!!)
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ity of Cafion City

the system as well as existing infrastructure related to
pedestrians, bicycles, trails, and transit networks.

Public Involvement

Engage key stakeholders and the community for input
into the multi-modal networks needs and desires through
one-on-one meetings, online surveys, community
meetings, and council meetings.

System Appraisal & Evaluation

Based on data collected and input gathered, evaluate

the current state of the multi-modal transportation
network to identify existing and future needs. The
systems is evaluated based on parameters such as system
connectivity, existing and future transportation demand,
level of service, and more.

Recommendations & Implementation

Develop bicycle, pedestrian, trail, and transit network
recommendations to provide a safe, connected,
integrated network which offers alternative transportation
modes throughout the City and where possible with
connections to other regional networks.
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Figure 1.1 City of Cafion City Location Map




Existing Conditions

Multi-Modal Master Plan
City of Cafion City

A comprehensive transportation inventory was performed
to develop a baseline understanding of the City’s existing
local and regional multi-modal networks, travel patterns,
planned target growth areas through the various planning
documents prepared by the City and others, as well as
an understanding of the current regulatory environment.
Various data sources were utilized for the development
of the existing conditions baseling including City, County,
and State sources as well collected data. ArcGIS
Layers were develo ost datasets in this section
appraisal and development
ulti-Modal Master Plan.

Section 2

Existing Conditions

s, commuters, and rists in Cafion City,
ns are the agency that owns and maintains
roadways. The purpose of reviewing
to match the roadway’s function with the

or the creation of improvements. Within the Greater
Carion City area, roadways jurisdiction exists for CDOT,
Fremont County, and Cafion City. Figure 2.1 illustrates
the jurisdictions within the Greater Cafion City area.

2.2 Roadway Functional
Classification

Roads are categorized according to the service they
provide in relation to the overall road network. The main
functional categories are limited access facilities, arterial
roads, and connector roads. These groupings can be
divided into principal, major, or minor levels which might
also be subdivided into urban and rural categories.
According to the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) Highway Functional Classification Concepts,
Criteria & Procedures - Section 3. Figure 2.2 illustrates
the functional classification of the roads in the Greater

p
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Carion City area based on data obtained from the CDOT,
Fremont County, and City GIS Web Portals. As shown in
Figure 2.2, most roadways with the City are categorized
as local roadways serving the low-density residential land
uses. US 50 is the only Principal Arterial within Cafion City
and serves as the major regional east-west roadway.

There are several minor arterials including N 9 Street/
Elm Avenue, Central Avenue, N Raynolds Avenue, and
MacKenzie Avenue. Major Collectors include S 1 Street, S
4 Street, N 5 Steet, College Avenue, Main Street, Dozier
Avenue, and more.

The roadway functional classification categories are
described as the following:

Principal Arterials

A roadway that serves the major centers of activity of an
urbanized area, the highest traffic volume corridors. It
carries most of the trips entering and leaving the urban
area and most through movements bypassing the central
City. It could be subdivided as follows:

e Other Freeways & Expressways (OF&E): A functional
classification category operates very similarly to
Interstates. Physical barriers typically separate
the directional travel lanes on the highways in this
category.

e Other (OPA): Roads that provide access to major
metropolitan areas, high levels of mobility and the
ability to go across rural areas.

Minor Arterials

A roadway that interconnects with and augments the
urban principal arterial system. These facilities provide
service for moderate-length trips and serve geographic
areas. They connect to the higher arterial system and
serve smaller geographical areas than those operated by

their higher arterial counterparts including abutting land
use access.

Collectors

A roadway that provides service with generally reasonable
travel lengths, traffic volumes and operating speeds.
Traffic is divided between local or arterial roads via
collector roads.

Major Collector

roads that provide land access and traffic circulation in
more densely populated residential and commercial
areas. They frequently offer great distances into residential
areas. They divide and direct traffic between local and
arterial roads across a distance that is typically larger than
three-quarters of a mile. They operate under facilities
with higher speeds and more signalized intersections.

Minor Collector

Roads that provide land access and traffic circulation in
less densely populated residential and commercial areas.
They frequently offer short distances to residential areas.
They divide and direct traffic between local and arterial
roads across a distance that is typically less than three
quarters of a mile. They operate under facilities with
lower speeds and fewer signalized intersections.

Local

A roadway that provides service with low traffic volume,
short trip duration or few traffic movements and high-
volume land access for abutting property. Typically,
bus routes do not run on local roads as they are often
designed to discourage traffic.




Multi-Modal Master Plan Existing Conditions

| pp— p= =3 e R I ] - I
| =
\ | \ | | ) )
\ | High St | \ I | N ?25 [ 1 High St | k RC N
® I o | \ [ ) e
Z\\ | | M ' \ | A 2 S 2
A\ -7 B ' A \ IF=r el = 0111 3
o\ \ — | -j - i ' W ) | 0l 05! 1-Miles & 5 = o 0 0.5 1 Miles
8 o | - =z 0
I z 2 ] l o o
_ U e S 11 & I_—I_ — = l — ‘
%! - ’——Z [ Ceditaiavd 1|1~ = ] Central Ave .
w Iy 9 = - Q0
z - ~ T T
20 VIR J' T 0 i , %
o)
“-—- f 2l 5 s 5 - r = <
== I 2 ! pu = - S
L:----- P = % —— P*\l - =
! - i g & === = : )
= == W P - =4 xe® & Evans T ] o )
;' K V1 |E Main st ’G: | =
Pl h T [__l.a hel Arkansas Riverwalk Trail ﬂl | .
| ' EAM
| —
LA a _J‘s t SheranA‘}e o
vz 1 herman Ave “ - . : = P
= A e o
N - g e ] % = Grand Ave = : N
| < Grand Ave = L - — G
— = Q@ | - 4 NG
5 EHE& ) | EimAve IT‘— L. ITH ”"a,,s B
Elm Ave N \ '3‘5‘/9. =
g - — Yeor
=

o e i e Y
S FRHE. | [

Legend

Or

Legend «==== Principal Arterial - Freeway

ahner-Pkwy e Principal Arterial - Other
I

Tanner, b

" "I City Limit

State of Colorado
=== City of Canon City
Fremont County

\

Figure 2.1 Roadway Jurisdiction

24

25

Minor Arterial
Major Collector
Local

/A

| A

Figure 2.2 Roadway Functional Classification




Multi-Modal Master Plan

2.3 Traffic Data Collection

For residents, commuters, and tourists in Cafion City,
driving personal/rented vehicles is currently the primary
mode of transportation. The demand for a comprehensive
local and regional transportation network increases as the
City's population and employment numbers rise.

In order to identify typical traffic volumes generated

Location # ‘ Location Name
1 S 4 Street at Griffin Avenue
2 S 3 Street at US 50
3 3 Street at Main Street
4 5 Street at Main Street
5 7 Street at Main Street
6 9 Street at Main Street
7 N 10 Street at Harrison Avenue
8 12 Street at Main Street
9 College Avenue at Yale Place
10 15 Street at Main Street
11 N 15 Street at Phay Avenue
12 N 9 Street at Fairview Avenue
13 14 Street at Main Street
14 E Main Street at Raynolds Avenue
15 E Main Street at Steinmeier Avenue

Table 2.1 Intersection Turning Movement
Count Locations

by the general public, businesses, schools and at other
traffic-generating sites within the City, traffic count data
was collected at forty-five (45) locations during the typical
weekday for A.M. and P.M. peak periods.

Intersection turning movement counts (TMCs) were
collected at fifteen (15) locations during the A.M. peak
period (6:00 AM to 9:00 AM) and P.M. peak period (4:00
PM to 7:00 PM). Table 2.1 shows the location of the TMC
locations.

Additionally, pneumatic tube and radar counts were
placed on fourteen (14) and fifteen (15) segments,

Location # Major Roadway
1 S 1 Street
2 S 4 Street
3 Oak Creek Drive
4 Myrtle Lane
5 Skyline Drive
6 N 5 Street
7 N 6 Street
8 N 8 Street
9 York Avenue
10 N Cottonwood Avenue
11 N 19 Street
12 Dozier Avenue
13 Steinmeier Avenue
14 MacKenzie Avenue

Between Greenwood Aven

respectively to collect bi-directional traffic volumes for
two (2) consecutive days (09/12/2023 and 09/13/2023).

Table 2.2 and Table 2.3 shows the 72-hour pneumatic
tube and radar count locations. Figure 2.3 illustrates the
data collection locations.

Figure 2.4 illustrates locations of previous traffic studies
provided by the City. A copy of the traffic data is included
in Appendix A. In addition, traffic data was also obtained
from the City for various roadways throughout the City
with data dates ranging between 2018 and 2023. Figure
2.4 summarizes traffic data location obtained from the
City.

Location

Between E New York Avenue and Temple Canyon Road

Between Highland Avenue and Dalmatian Drive
Between Popular Avenue and EIm Avenue
Between S 9 Street and S 12 Street
Between US 50 and Floral Avenue

Between Franklin Avenue Barr Avenue

Between Glenmoor Road and Utility Drive

Between N Sherrelwood Drive and E Main Street
Between Grandview Avenue and US 50

Table 2.2 72-Hour Pnematic tube Count Locations

26

Location # Major Roadway
1 Fairview Avenue
N 9 Street

N 7 Street

N 9 Street

Harrison Avenue

Yale Place

0 N o~ oW N

Cherry Street
Greydene Avenue
S Raynolds Avenue

Phantom Canyon Road
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Location
Between N 6 Street and N 7 Street
Between Whipple Avenue and Allison Avenue
Between College Avenue and Pike Avenue
Between Macon Avenue and Greenwood Avenue
Between N 11 Street and N 12 Street
Between Ohio Avenue and Phay Avenue
Between Yale Place and N 15 Street
Between Sheridan Avenue and N 14 Street
Between Harrison Avenue and Franklin Avenue
Between Phelps Avenue and Phay Avenue
Between Park Lane and N 18 Street
Between South Street and High Street
Between Del Ray Avenue and Greydene Avenue
Between Fremont Drive and Florence Avenue
Between Spartan Drive and E Main Street
Between Fremont County Road 123 and Quinn Trail

Table 2.3 72-Hour Radar Count Locations

Existing Conditions
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Figure 2.3 Data Collection Locations
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AM Ped | MidDay | PM Ped | Total Ped | AM Bike on | MidDay Bike | PM Bike on | Total Bike on
Vol Ped Vol Vol Vol Road Vol on Road Vol Road Vol Road Volume

Intersection

2.4 Existing AADTs Intercection AM Bike on | MidDay Bikeon = PM Bikeon | Total Bike on
! Crosswalk Vol Crosswalk Vol Crosswalk Vol | Crosswalk Vol

Figure 2.5 summarizes the Annual Average Daily Traffic Colloge A & Yale i 3 ] . 8 Colloge A 2 Yalo I < 3 30 38 ] s o 1
(AADT) throughout Cafion City based on the collected oflege Avenue & Tale Face oflege Avenue & Yale Flace
72-hour data collection locations, data obtained from East Main Street and Raynolds Avenue 0 0 1 1 East Main Street and Raynolds Avenue 4 3 14 21 9 2 8 19
the City, and CDOT's Online Transportation Information East Main Street and Steinmeier Avenue 1 ) 0 3 East Main Street and Steinmeier Avenue 3 6 6 15 5 2 6 13
System (OTIS). Including US 50, roads that carry the o
highest levels of traffic within Cafion City include N 9 Fairview Avenue and North 9th Street 3 0 3 6 Fairview Avenue and North 9th Street 7 2 17 26 3 3 4 10
Street, N 15 Street, and Central Avenue. Griffin Avenue and South 4th Street 1 0 » 8 Griffin Avenue and South 4th Street 14 17 37 68 3 7 13 23
Harrison Avenue and North 10th Street 3 0 1 14 Harrison Avenue and North 10th Street 17 11 14 42 8 15 9 32
2.5 Pedestrian and Bicycle Count o 160 235 136 . . 3 2%
Data Summa ry Main Street and North 3rd Street 4 107 o 280 o o , ” .
Main Street and North 5th Avenue 4
Pedestrian and bicycle data was obtained from the _ 52 31 81 164 4 3 15 22
Turning Movement Count traffic data collection locations Main Street and North 9th Street 7 34 65 - 173 4 5 15 24
for an AM, Midday, and PM period. Tables 2.4 and 2.5 Main Street and North 12th Street 4
summarize the data obtained from the 15 analyzed _ 33 159 52 244 6 S 12 23
locations. Main Street and North 14th Street 3 and North 15th Stre 14 15 7 3 5 4 6 12
Main Street and North 15th Street(RB) 0 venue and North 15th Street 2 5 1 8 8 4 12 24
Phay Avenue and North 15th Street 4 h 3rd Street and US-50 35 29 51 115 4 5 8 17
South 3rd Street and US-50 4 in Street and North 7th Avenue 39 134 106 279 6 2 10 18
Main Street and North 7th Avenue ! Table 2.5 Locations Pedestrian & Bicycle Data Contd.

Table 2.4 Locations Bicycle on Crosswalk Data

30 31
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2.6 Speed Data Summary

Speed data was obtained from radar detectors parallel to
the 72-Hour traffic counts. Figure 2.6 illustrates locations
where travel speeds exceeded the posted speed limit.
Table 2.6 summarizes the 85th percentile speeds
compared to the average speeds and posted speed
limits from the studies segments. Figure 2.7 illustrates all
inventoried speed limit signs within Cafion City and their
posted speed limit.

2.7 Parkin

as conducted between
Downtown Cafion City
eparate time periods,
10:00 AM - 2:00 PM),

Peak utilization throughout the measured time periods
averaged a 41 to 60% utilization rate. Saturday afternoon
showed the highest peak utilization rate at 81 — 100%.

It should be noted that Figure 2.8 illustrates a typical
Friday and Saturday, special event parking utilization
would vary.

33

Location
Cherry St. E. of Del Rey Ave
CR 67 N. of CR 123
Fairview Ave. W. of 7 St
Franklin Ave. E. of N 16 St
Greenwood Ave W. of N 14 St.
Greydene Ave. S. of Florence St
Harrison Ave. E of N 11 St
N 7 St N. of College Ave
N 9 St N. of Macon Ave
N 9 St N. of Whipple Ave
N 15 St S. of Franklin Ave

N 15 St S. of Phelps Ave

Existing Conditions

‘ 85th Speed ‘ Avg Speed ‘ Speed Limit
28 23 30
46 39 35
26 23 30
31 ‘ 26 30
27 23 35
32 27 35
29 24 35
25 21 35
32 28 35
33 30 35
33 30 30
30 27 35

Table 2.6 Speed Data Collection Summary
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] g 2.8 Major Trip Generators and ' %
el v Attractors éj A |
Peak Parking 4 0 10 20 Miles
Utilization Rate (%) Attractors and generators are locations that attract or - 20 L’ [ .
0 0.17 0.35 Miles are the origin point of multi-modal movement locally or ‘
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Figure 2.10 illustrates trips originating from Cafon City B 737 - 1309
that are made throughout neighboring counties. Trips =;§;2§:Z
from Caron City are primarily local trips, with 49% of all I 5605 - 6510
trips having a duration of 10 minutes or less. Furthermore, S

nearly 74% of daily trips originating from Cafion City have

a duration of 20 minutes or less which serve as regional Trip/Duration (Minutes)

. . Primary Mode

trips to locations such as Penrose.

. L . . : . Under 5min IR 2:.9%
Of all trips originating from Cafion Clty, 84% of them are Private auto I 5 5.10min [
done by personal vehicles, 9% of trips are from pedestrians R FBoonue o 1020min [ 2¢.%
and 3% are from cyclists. This illustrates a foundation Lsle | i 20-40min - I 27

K Yy — o Commercial vehicle (freig... [l 357% 40-80min I 5
where improved local multi-modal co_nnecjclwty could Biking B 251% ezt | e
encourage residents to shift short duration trips to other Other 1 119% y 5000 o ok e
forms of transportation such as walking or cycling instead Taxi/TNC | 0.0074%
of vehicle trips. Public ransit

0 129 25.9% 388k  51.8k Average Minutes 20.3 | Median Minutes 10

Figure 2.8 Parking Utilization

Figure 2.10 Trips to Cafion City
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Figure 2.9 Attractors & Generators Figure 2.12 Trips through Cafion City
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Figure 2.13 Trips to Downtown Cafion City Figure 2.14 Trips to St. Thomas More Hospital
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to the hospital.

Canon City to Pueblo

From information obtained from the stakeholder
meetings, and the public meeting, it is important to note
the regional trips that occur from Cafion City to Pueblo as
there are government assistance programs in Pueblo that
are currently not present in Cafion City that are utilized by
the elderly population.

There are approximately 2,200 daily trips from Cafion
City to Pueblo. Of those trips, 20% of them are done by
residents over the age of 65.

Figure 2.15 shows data on trips from Cafion City to
Pueblo.

2.8.1 Attractor & Generator Transit

Opportunities

Based on the trip data from ReplicaHQ, the high
percentage of vehicle usage, feedback and comments
obtained from the stakeholder meetings, there is the
potential demand for increased use of transit options
both locally and regionally. Existing transit services are
discussed in Section 2.9.4.

2.9 Existing Multi-Modal Facilities
2.9.1 Bicycle Facilities

Bicycling is another vital transportation mode that
provides opportunities and advantages for communities
by replacing short car trips to encourage active, healthy
transportation that is also environmentally friendly.

One of the critical components to improving the safety
of the City’s roadway is ensuring that bicyclists have
dedicated bicycle infrastructure that allows them to safely
share the roadway space with automobiles.

The existing bicycle network in Cafion City consists of a
single designated bicycle route with no dedicated lanes,

Age
Under5 | 0.0554%
5-11
12-17 I 0609%
18-3¢ I, 23.0%
3540 N 2.
5064 N .
Over65 [N 05%

0 164 328 492 656

Average Age 46.6 Median Age 45

Primary Mode

Private auto K
Auto passenger I 233%
Commercial vehicle (freig... [l 473%
Other | 0.491%
Taxi/TNC 0.0447%
Public transit
Biking
Walking
0 440 880 1320 1760

Figure 2.15 Trips from Cafon City to Pueblo

pavement markings, and limited signage consisting of an
occasional post mounted green Bike Route designation
sign.

The path of the existing designated bicycle route runs
along Skyline Drive, N 5 Street from Main Street to Floral
Avenue, Main Street from S 1 Streetto S 15 Street, and E
Main Street from Royal Gorge Boulevard to Berry Parkway.
The existing bicycle route is shown in Figure 2.16.

2.9.2 Pedestrian Facilities

Pedestrian travel is an essential part of the City's
transportation system, and the pedestrians’ needs were
also included in the transportation assessment. Pedestrian
safety is a main priority on the City's agenda. Elements
used to support pedestrian travel may include ramps
for elderly walkers and those with mobility disabilities,
sidewalks, crosswalks, traffic control features. Public right-
of-way, type of pedestrian facility and other sidewalk
features must be considered when designing roadways
where pedestrian traffic is anticipated.

A sidewalk inventory was performed to identify
deficiencies in the City's existing sidewalk network.
Sidewalk deficiencies are more frequent in the residential
area east of N 15 Street. In the southern portion of

the city there is a lack of sidewalks in the Lincoln Park
boundary. In the historic district the pedestrian facility is
well accommodated, long and wide sidewalks range from
N 1 street to N 15 Street.

Caron City is committed to providi
a safe and complete pedestrian net
includes potential side i
help close gaps_i
prioritizing safe
Section 5. The
Figure 2.17.

Provided on both
where one side of the
may be provided onl e developed side of the
street. Sidewalks may also, in some cases, be built on
easements. Sidewalks usually have a hard surface but can
also be constructed on compacted aggregate. Sidewalks
widths ranged from 4 to 6 feet. To comply with Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) guidelines, newly constructed,
reconstructed, or altered sidewalks must be accessible to
persons with disabilities which dictates design aspects
such as cross slope, offset, etc.
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Figure 2.16 Existing Bicycle Route
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Figure 2.17 Existing Sidewalk Network

44

2.9.3 Existing Trail Network

The trail network within Carfion city both functions as a
recreational destination but also as a form of multi-modal
movement for pedestrians and cyclists throughout the
City as these trails connect back to key locations such
as the Riverwalk and Historic Downtown. This master
plan aims to analyze the existing network and improve
connectivity by providing safe access ways within the
City to the trail connections. Figure 2.18 illustrates the
existing trail network.

2.9.4 Micromobi

of Governments
nd-Response  Transit
tiative offers capital,

nty Transit (FCT) is the public transit provider
Fremont County.

tly there are no routine bus stops within the City.

The Cafion City Golden Age Center does offer local trips

to Penrose to utilize the Bustang Outrider service. The

few public transportations that operate in Cafion City are

as follows:

*  Bustang Outrider operates from Pueblo to Alamosa,
service to Cafion City was discontinued in July 2023.

e Cafion City Golden Age Council provides an on-
demand service which serves all of Freemont Couty
and is available from Monday through Friday 8:00
AM - 5:00 PM.

The City's transportation network should offer safe,
convenient and comfortable pedestrian connectivity to
bus stops so that all users can benefit from public transit.
Public transportation is critical in expanding access to
employment, education, healthcare, and socialization.

2.9.6 Regional Networks

Regional connectivity is important to distinguish when
it comes to incorporating improved elements of multi-

45

modal travel. Cafion City serves as a gateway of travelers
coming from Denver, or Colorado Springs and going
west towards The Rockies.

From feedback received from public input, there is
potential demand for different forms of multi-modal
transportation to utilize within Cafion City.

2.10 Field Review and Geometric
Conditions

In order to further assess existing conditions, extensive
field reviews were conducted to capture sidewalk
conditions, speed management features, and observe
peak hour traffic observations within Cafon City. Figure
2.19 illustrates an example of a sidewalk in unacceptable
condition observed in Cafion City.

Figure 2.20 illustrates the overall sidewalk inventory
collected in Carion City. Most sidewalks within the City
were found to be in Fair condition, but north of Historic
downtown there are various sidewalks that are in defunct
condition where maintenance/reconstruction is needed.
In terms of ADA compliance, many older sidewalks are
4 feet in width and at times include obstructions limiting
the minimum effective width required of 36 inches.
Curb ramps, transitions, and impacts from tree roots also
impact the effective use of the sidewalk network.

Observations of traffic queues were performed on
September 15, 2023 for the AM peak and for the PM
peak throughout the study corridor. Below lists a few
observations noted at each intersection of the study
corridor. Figure 2.21 and Figure 2.22 show aerial
photography for the AM and PM peak hour.

AM Peak Hour:
®  Overall during the AM peak hour US 50 experienced
minimal queue.

* US50atS 9 Street experienced queues ranging from
200 to 300 feet on the eastbound approach.

e US 50 at S 15 Street experienced queues ranging
from 250 feet to 400 feet.

Existing Conditions

PM Peak Hour:

*  Overall during the PM peak hour, the US 50 Frontage
Road experienced heavy queues at the signalized
intersections. US 50 Frontage Road at Dozier Avenue
requires two cycle lengths to clear traffic.

* US50atS 9 Street experienced queues ranging form
250 feet to 350 feet on the eastbound approach.

e US 50 at S 15 Street experienced queues ranging
from 350 feet to 450 feet. The northbound approach
queues go beyond the designated storage and
obstructs the roundabout on Main Street.

Figure 2.19 Unacceptable Sidewalk Example
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Figure 2.22 PM Peak Field Review
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2.10.1 Speed Management Features

Speed management features were inventoried within
Cafion City to pinpoint all existing signage present to
gauge what device type was present but also obtain their
condition. Locations of speed management features are
illustrated in Figure 2.23.

Figure 2.24 shows an example of a posted speed sign
in poor condition, which all speed management feature
conditions are shown in Figure 2,25. Of all signs present
within Cafion City, seven were found to be in
poor condition.

2.10.2 Signalized Intersections

Lastly, as part of the field review process, all signalized
intersections and traffic control devices (roundabouts)
within Cafon City were identified and are illustrated in
Figure 2.26.

Existing Conditions
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Figure 2.23 Speed Management Devices

Figure 2.24 Unacceptable Speed Limit Sign Example
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the city.
Other Non-Collision 19 2
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. . Overturning 34 14 iy
users. Bicycle, Pedestrian, and fatal crashes are shown I
in Figure 2.27. Approach, Broadside, and Sideswipe Parked Motor Vehicle 157 4 0 157 |
Crashes are shown in Figure 2.28. Table 2.7 summarizes Pedestrian 22 18 2 22 |
the crash an.aly5|s for the city. The Crash Heat Map is Rear-End 373 58 0 373 : Legend
shown on Figure 2.29. All crashes from 2017-2022 in
Greater Cafion City is displayed on Figure 2.30. Sideswipe 151 / 0 151 r ' " I City Limit
; |
Sign 36 5 31 0 36 I Tanner Pkwy | @ Bicycle Crashes
Tree/Shrubbery 9 4 5 0 9 l | O Pedestrian Crashes
| Fp—
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Table 2.7 Crash Severity vs Crash Type

Figure 2.27 Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Fatal Crashes
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2.12 Comprehensive Plan and
Other Planning Documents

2.12.1 Comprehensive Plan 2021
Update

In 2021, Cafon City published their Comprehensive
Plan which served to outline the City's official vision
and to guide the city for the upcoming 20 years. This
document serves as a guidegtlo decisions related to
development regulations pital improvements, and
other local polici ions. In the development of
this masterp

PICTURE

CANONCITY2040

—— A pathway to the future

2.12.2 Project 2A Streets

Cafion City voters approved a 1% increase in the City's
sales tax rate in 2016 which is so solely utilized for
repairing, reconstructing, and maintaining city streets.
With the passing of the 2A Streets policy, a total of
30 projects have been completed between 2017 and
2023 with a total of 12.73 centerline miles of improved
roadway. Furthermore, found within the City's website
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are street condition evaluations performed in 2016 and
2023. In 2016, 67% of streets were found to be in poor
condition. From 2023, with the improvements made via
the 2A project, now 55% of streets are found to be in

poor condition

2.12.3 Wayfinding Signage Design

In January of 2018, Cafion City started their wayfinding
signage design program which sought the creation
of gate way monuments and directional/ wayfinding
monuments to encourage movement within Cafion City

2.12.4 Clock Tower Plaza

To aid in community engagement, Cafion City sought to
utilize the underused property next to the Clock Tower
as a Third Place that would serve as a focal point for
Downtown. Final Design was submitted in September

2023. Figure 2.31 shows the preferred concept plan.

Preferred Concept
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Exisiting Conditions

2.12.5 Canon City River Improvement
Masterplan

In October 2016, the city developed a Masterplan for
the existing river park with the objectives of enhancing
recreation by creating instream enhancements to provide
a safer and more enjoyable experience, beautification
of the River Corridor, and Habitat Restoration. This
study found that instream improvements enhance the
recreational experience, fish habitat, bank stabilization,
and beautification would be a feasible addition to the
Arkansas River. This study recommends that priority
be placed on Reach 2 of the proposed project area,
as it has the greatest opportunity for overall benefit to
river recreation; as well as system function, improved
ecological opportunities and beautification of the river
corridor. The divided Reaches of the Arkansas River is
shown on Figure 2.32.

Figure 2.31 Clock Tower Preferred Concept
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Figure 2.32 Cafion City Riverwalk Improvement

2.12.6 Arkansas River Corridor Master
Plan

IIn December 2017, The Arkansas River Corridor Master
Plan was put in place to guide restoration, enhancement,
and redevelopment of the Arkansas River. The Arkansas
Riverwalk Trail and adjacent public and private lands
between Tunnel Drive and MacKenzie Avenue were
taken into consideration while preparing this document.
This is a long term plan includes a vision with specific
recommendations to improve the River Corridor over the
next 25 years. Figure 2.33 shows the divided sections of
the Arkansas River Master Plan.

As part of Phase 1 of the Arkansas River Comprehensive
Master Plan, Centennial Park was part of a reassessment
and renovation effort. Centennial Park is a city-wide
gathering place for its recreational uses. The design

prioritizes river access and emphasizes the community’s
ties to the river. The plan introduces opportunities for its
recreational use and non-vehicular connection from the
park to Main Street. Figure 2.34 Shows the opportunities
for Centennial Park in the Masterplan.

2.12.7 Eastern Fremont County Trails,
Open Space, & River Corridor

The Eastern Fremont Country Trails, open Space, and
River Corridor Master Plan aims to put forth a master
plan for the Arkansas River Corridor, and surrounding
trails/ open space areas within Eastern Fremont County.
This plan includes specific and feasible alignments for
trails, identifies open spaces for conservation, identifies
opportunities and constraints within the study area,

and phasing suggestions suitable for raising funds and
support for future implementation. Figure 2.35 shows
Eastern Fremont County Trails, Open Space, and River

Corridor.

2.12.8 US 50 Plans
2.12.8.1 US 50 Corridor Plan

The City adopted the US 50 Control Plan in 2015 with
the goal of eliminating the frontage road along the north
side of US 50 and reconfiguring the corridor to allow
improved access to businesses from the highway, corridor
beautification and aesthetic improvement, elimination of
key safety risks, addition or improvement of pedestrian/
bike facilities, and utilization of frontage road right of way
for public or private benefit.

2.12.8.2 US 50 West Caiion City Access
Control Plan

In development is the US 50 West Access

2.12.8.3US 5
Control Plan

control plan on US 50 from 15th Street to east of Raynolds
Avenue with the purpose of improving traffic flow and
business access. This plan is currently ongoing.

2.12.9 SH 115 Pedestrian Improvements

Along State Highway 115 from south of 9th Street between
Short Street to Vine Street, Cafion City replaced the curb
and gutter, replacement of the concrete crosspan, and
sidewalk installation. Improvements spanned from April
2021 to July 2021.
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THE ARKANSAS RIVER CORRIDOR PLANNING ZONES

Western Gateway
DowntoWn Core
Park

Eastern Corridor

The 3rd Street promenade has been
modified from this graphic to retain
vehicular traffic. The promenade is
envisioned within the western portion
of the right-of-way.

2 o, gl

Figure 2.34 Centennial Park Masterplan
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Figure 2.33 The Arkansas River Corridor Planning Zones

2.12.10 CDOT Long Range Plans

2.12.10.1 10-Year Vision

In September 2022, updated in March 2024, CDOT
approved a 10-year plan to provide $1.7 billion in projects
that are built upon the previous 10 year vision. Within this
plan includes:

e Outrider improvements at Cafion City and Cotopaxi
(FY 2019 - 2022)

*  Expanded local fixed route service between Florence,
Penrose, and Caron City (FY 2027+)

e US 50 Safety Improvements (FY 2023 - 2026)

®  SH 115 Shoulder and Safety improvements between
Cafion City, Florence, and Colorado Springs (FY
2023 - 2026)

e Transfer Facilitites for Regional Transit Services (FY
2023 - 2026)

Existing Conditions

2.12.10.2 Statewide Transportation Plan

The Statewide Transportation Plan serves as an effort to
refresh transportation opportunities based on firsthand
input from residents and stakeholders to establish a
multimodal plan that can be utilized by every region.
Centered around the 10-Year Vision Plan, the Statewide
Transportation Plan describes how CDOT conducted
their public surveys, leveraged public input analyzed
data to comprehend Colorado’s economy, population
trends, and transportation needs, and how transportation

projects were prioritized.

2.12.10.3 Statewide Transit Plan

The Statewide Transit Plan established a foundation
for creating an integrated statewide transit system and
prioritizes transit investment. Following the model of
the Statewide Transportation Plan, the Statewide Transit
Plan utilized public surveys and regional data to pinpoint
locations and demographics that would most benefit
from transit service improvements.

2.12.10.4 Central Front Range 2045
Regional Transportation & Transit Plans

The Central Front Range Regional Transportation Plan is
the long-range transportation document that guides the
continuing development of multi-modal transportation
system. The Central Front Range is comprised of Park,
Fremont, Teller, El Paso, and Custer counties. This plan
serves as a guide that integrates CDOT's statewide plan
while providing a reflection of the TPR's input.

As part of the Central Front Range Regional Transportation
plan, SH 115 and US 50 are on the priority project list. SH
115 is in progress to improve the intersection and bicycle/
pedestrian safety between Cafion City and Florence.
US 50 is in progress to identify access and multimodal
improvements. Figure 2.36 shows the Front Range 2045
Regional Transportation Plan. Table 2.9 lists the Priority

Project List.
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2.12.11 Targeted Growth Areas
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2.13 Policies

Policies are set in place to guide actions in order to
achieve a specific goal and are normally updated
periodically to be in line with the City’s vision. The Picture
Cafion City 2040 Comprehensive Plan was updated in
2021 which included Goals and Objectives related to
Land Use and Development, Residential Areas, Economic
Development, Downtown, Transportation and Mobility,
Community Facilities, Community Character, and Parks
and Recreation.

The objectives identified within the Transportation and
Mobility componentinclude a consensus to build anetwork
of infrastructure geared toward supporting all modes of
transportation and increasing connectivity throughout the
City. Within the Transportation and Mobility component,
it was recommended that a Complete Streets policy and
a Vision Zero policy be adopted.

2.13.1 City Maintenance & Upkeep

The Canon City City Code of Ordinances, Version
December 1, 2023, has provisions related to infrastructure
improvements and the distribution of costs associated
with those improvements. Title 12 — Streets, Sidewalks,
and Public Places, Section 12.08.160 outlines distribution
of costs to improve city streets, inclusive of sidewalks,
related to the adjacent property owner from a linear
measurement consideration.

However, specific verbiage in this section does not
mention bicycle or shared use facilities. In support of
this effort, Public Improvement Districts have been
developed. Adjacent property owners will file a petition
requesting the improvement, and City Council will
approve if a majority of adjacent property owners have
signed the petition.

The City sponsors a sidewalk improvement program,
which references from the previously mentioned Section
12.08.160, related to cost sharing of the improvements.
It is to replace broken, damaged, heaved, and generally

but at a smaller scale than those initiated through the
Public Improvement Districts.

2.13.2 Thoroughfare Plan

The Thoroughfare Plan (Resolution No 1, Series of 1996)
outlines amending the Comprehensive Plan to further
align with the Fremont County thoroughfare plan to
provide for better planning of development occurring
in both Cafion City and the outlying 3-mile fringe area
in Fremont County. Furthermore, Section 4 Table 75a
outlines minimum requirements for Street Designations
within Cafion City as shown in Figure 2.37. It should
be noted that updating minimum requirements for the
Cafion City Street Standards, such as Collector lane
widths from 12 feet to 11 feet, would facilitate the ability
to provide multi-modal improvements as decreases
minimum lane width tolerances would allow more space
for the installation of bike lanes or shared use path.

Cafion City Street Standards

Deesign Factors

Right-of-way in fest
Roadway width in feet
Lane widih in feet

Median width in feet

Maximum grade 12% %

in percent
Spacing in miles As required Yito 4
Parking Permiticd? Yes  Prohibited
if Possible

Sidewalk width in feet 4 4

2.13.3 Funding Opportunities

During the November 2016 election cycle, the citizens of
Cafion City approved a 1% sales tax increase in order to
fund roadway projects to repair, reconstruct, and maintain
the existing infrastructure. This measure did not include
language for multi-modal aspects such as sidewalk,
bicycle lanes, or shared use paths. The program is set to
sunset in 2026; however, the City will look into provisions
to extend the program.

2.13.4 Recreation

Outlined in the Cafion City Code of Ordinances, Title 9,
Sections 9.44.040 and 9.26.020 are regulations against
engaged electronic assisted bicycles within parks owned
and operated by the City and public trails designated by
the City. In addition, Title 10, Section 10.04.155 states
that it is unlawful for those vehicles except on sidewalks

Mo Mo Mo

fi G=8 -

' where 5 foot utility easements are provided along the front property ines of lots on both sides of
the sireet, total Aght-of-way may be decreased by 10 feet
# gxeept for the LS, Highway 50 cormidor, from 151, St to 15h. St, where the dght-of-way is 80

specifically designated by the City.

2.14 Zoning

Zoning is the process of regulating land uses to ensure
that uses are grouped according to similar types.
Conditional use permits can be obtained if a usage has
been determined to not cause negative impacts to the
adjacent uses.

City ordinances include the provision of sidewalk in
new subdivisions and provi nnectivity to adjacent
developments with si or trails where appropriate.
ment of the Cafion City
tlines provisions for future
0.F discusses Pedestrian
oviding one connection

on states that access®must be provided for
alkways on adjacent properties, or future
walkways on those properties. Chapter 17.05

walkways.

Pedestrian walkways are required at all building entries
and parking areas and should connect to sidewalks
located at the street frontage for most uses.

Existing Conditions

feet, and except for Colorado State Highway 115 (South Ninth Street), from UL5. Highway 50
{Royal Gorge Boulevard) south 1o Poplar Ave,, where the minimum right-of-way width required i
Figure 2.37 Cafion City Street Standards

unsafe sections of sidewalk within the City's right of way,
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Multi-Modal Master Plan

. N ) One on the main goals of the Multi-Modal Master Plan
City of Cafion City

revolves around public involvement. The aim was to
spread awareness of the plan being developed, receive
feedback, discuss areas of concern, and discuss solutions
with key stakeholders and the community. This effort
was achieved using various platforms, including an initial
kick-off meeting with the City, in-person stakeholder
meetings, a community meeting, and an online web
application (such as GIS, whi vides services capable
of producing surv a collection maps, project
athered from the various
were utilized to develop
n identified needs from
using valuable public

Section 3

Public Involvement

August 18, 2023 to discuss each component of
Multi-Master Plan in order to align goals for the plan and
discussion the overall public involvement plan that would
include one-on-one meetings, online surveys, community
meeting and Council Meeting presentation opportunities.

3.2 Stakeholder Coordination

Coordination meetings were arranged with key
stakeholders during the beginning stages of the Master
Plan development in order to spread project awareness,
receive feedback regarding the City’s multi-modal
challenges, and discuss potential solutions to existing
and anticipated issues. Input from key stakeholders
helped guide the development of the Master Plan. These
meetings included vital internal and external stakeholder
coordination; Table 3.1 provides a breakdown of the
stakeholder meetings which took place as part of the
public involvement effort of the Master Plan.

Multi-Modal Master Plan 67

City of Cafion City

Stakeholder

Canon City Area Recreation and Park District

Canon City School District
Fremont County Transit
Loaves and Fishes

St. Thomas More Hospital

Cafion City Fire Protection
District & Police Department

Boys and Girls Club

Colorado Territorial Prison
Bureau of Land Management

Dawson Ranch HOA

CDOT - Region 2 Bike and Ped Rep
Royal Gorge Chamber of Commerce
Cafion City Middle School

Local Disability Advocate

Fremont Economic Development Corportation

Fremont County

Planning and Zoning
Department of Transportation
County Engineering
Administrator

Fremont Adventure Recreation
Four-Mile Ranch

Caron City Mayor, Rotary Club

Representative

Kyle Horne
Adam Hartman
Mack Word
DeeDee Clement
Rick Kamerzell

David DelVecchio
Timothy Walsh

Eric Thompson
Angelina

Jenifer Hansen
Kalem Lenard
Peggy Rath

Pepper Whittlef
Ben Koeppen

Rich Millard

Jessie Oliver
Courtney

Rob Gilkerson

Rob Brown

Dan Victoria
Michael Whitt
J Bunderson
Tony Korochi

Ashlee Sack
Jonathan

Ashley Smith

‘ Meeting Date

November 2, 2023
November 2, 2023
November 2, 2023
November 2, 2023
November 2, 2023

November 2, 2023

November 3, 2023

November 3, 2023
November 3, 2023
November 3, 2023

November 3, 2023

November 3, 2023

November 6, 2023

November 6, 2023
November 6, 2023

November 6, 2023

November 6, 2023
November 6, 2023

November 7, 2023

Table 3.1 Stakeholder Meetings Breakdown
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The following were the main topics discussed during
stakeholders meetings that were held between November
2nd - 7th, 2023.

Stakeholder Topics:

e Condition of sidewalks and system gaps (lack of
sidewalks)

e Safety (pedestrian and bicyclist related crashes)

¢  Emergency Management

erational issues such traffic delays, queues,
speeding concerns

3.3 Community Meeting

A Community Meeting was held on January 31, 2024,
at the Carion City, City Hall located at 128 Main Street,
Cafion City. An online survey was available before the
meeting, at the meeting, as well as after the meeting,
for the public to view and complete. The purpose of the
Community Meeting was to present existing conditions
as well as overall vision maps of the proposed pedestrian
and bicycle networks and different typical section options
for Main Street through Downtown Cafon City to the
public and receive feedback both in-person and through
the online survey.

No formal presentation was given, but project boards were
displayed for the attendees to view and ask questions to
the project team. The boards included: a welcome board,
safety board, public engagement summary, pedestrian
network, bicycle route network, existing volume board,
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main street alternatives, and parking utilization map. The
safety board detailed crashes within Fremont County and
Canon City between 2017 and 2021.

The existing, proposed, planned pedestrian networks as
well as trails and proposed shared use paths were shown
on the pedestrian network board. The bicycle route
network board displayed existing, proposed, trails and
shared use paths. The City limits and annual average daily
traffic was displayed on the existing volume map board.
Three alternative typical sections were shown along
with the existing typical section of Main Street through
Downtown Cafion City for the public to view. The parking
utilization board highlighted peak parking locations for
Friday and Saturday throughout the different periods of
the day.

Lastly, a public engagement board displayed the locations
that the project team had received feedback through
the stakeholder meetings and online survey prior to the
Community Meeting. There was also a dedicated area
within the Council Chamber for the public to complete
the online survey via electronic tables.

3.4 Public Survey Summary

A total of 191 responses were received from the survey
between January 4, 2024 to February 9, 2024. The City
encouraged the public via social media and meeting
forums to participate in developing the Master Plan by
submitting feedback and comments through the survey.

Approximately 64% of participants reported being
residents of the City of Cafion City and 48% reported
they worked within the city limits.

Approximately 90% selected the primary mode of
transportation as a personal vehicle, followed by 4%
selecting bicycle, 3% selected walk and the remaining 4%
were a mix of borrow/share a vehicle, on-demand transit,
or other.

Approximately 65% of participants of the survey are
between 25 to 64 years of age and 33% are 65 and older.

Public Involvement

Fifty-nine (59) participants responded that they were not
aware transit was available while 84 said they knew transit
was available and do not use it, 47 do not use it but would
consider it and 3 use it.

Forty-seven (47) responded to the question ’Is there
anything else you would like to add to help the City
provide safe transportation options for people of all ages
and abilities? As a single user or a family unit? (Optional).’

Approximately 47% stated they don’t believe the amount
of availability of parking in downtown is a problem, 45%
stated it is a problem and 8% either don't go to downtown
or didn't respond.

One-hundred and three (103) respondents chose the
option of rarely or never biking, 37 chose once a week,
37 chose two or more days a week, and 15 chose daily
riding. Lack of sidewalks and safety concerns were the
top choices for not biking and leisure and staying fit were
the top reasons for bicycle use.

Results for residents who walk daily is 89, 57 chose two or
more days a week, 16 chose once a week, and 30 chose
rarely or never. Similar to biking, leisure and staying fit
were the top reasons for walking while lack of sidewalks
and safety concerns are the reason for not walking.

E-mobility was the top choice for an alternative mode of
transportation followed closely by mobility on-demand.
E-mobility includes an electric bike or scooter as well as
micromobility options and mobility on-demand includes
an on-demand public transit service such as the one
currently provided by Fremont County through the
Golden Age Center.

Figures 3.3 through 3.20 illustrate the survey results.
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Figure 3.2 Public Survey Location Input
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Public Involvement - Survey Responses

What Immediate Concerns Do You Have with Canon City's Transportation System?

Safety for
all Users

Lack of sidewalks
in my neighborhood

L
th

of Bicycle & Walking Trails
an Easily Bike or Walk to

Laek of Bike Lanes on Roads
that | Feel Comfortable Using

Traffic Congestion
is Getting Worse

Lack of Transit Options

Lack of Connectivity
Throughout the Clty

Other

94 Respondents - 48.96%

81 Respondents - 42.19%

79 Respondents - 41.15%

93 Respondents - 48.44%

22 Respondents - 11.46%

(@]

50 100

Figure 3.3 Immediate Concerns with Cafion City's Transportation System
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Rank the Following Future Improvements for

. . : n
Cafion City's Transportation System in Order of Importance Do you Use Public Transit (Provided through the Golden Age Center)?

Safety for
all Users

94 Respondents - 48.96%

Lack of sidewalks
in my neighborhood

Lack of Bicycle & Walking Trails °
that | can Easily Bike or Walk to 81 Respondents - 42.19%

24.48% ® No, and | Do Not Consider It

Lack of Bike Lanes on Roads
that | Feel Comfortable Using | Did Not Know Public Transit

Was Available

Traffic Congestion
® No, but | Would Consider It

is Getting Worse 79 Respondents - 41.15%

® Yes
Lack of Transit Options

Lack of Connectivity

Throughout the Clty 93 Respondents - 48.44%

Other 22 Respondents - 11.46%

0 50 100

Figure 3.5 Public Transit Usage
Figure 3.4 Ranking Future Improvements
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Respondents Who Selected “No, but | would Consider it"” in Figure 3.5
were asked, What deters you:

It might. route disabled resources
convinience t
s’ gy o Vailability. tlmes
transportation appointments to S 0.
understand future) Redundancy . day auto  Jeterrent.
related tl me need. easily booking
driving. moment . I
scheduled peop e Senior
simpler. current cash smilar
. days HaV| ng money myself.
ve h lCIe. basis e u e Conservation
information reserved (The them‘ Sewlces T incline
. est
practical  Priority bus rldeS . ri d e etc. p e rSO n a I
community. )
stops. pickup appointment o n t ve h I CI e S -
Friendly Lack  weathe
|t b
A center
wim  available. convenient limited dri
5)'5‘9"" fixed future ... future. drive. SPecific  job Schedueling J - .mamtenance
reliable side dail ) d lllinois ticipat
ally public ) safely  poste found. anticipate
advanced  benefit mobile. Center operate
Visitors Fremont live ‘

Figure 3.5.1 Figure 3.5, "No, but | would Consider It" Word Map
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What is Your Primary Source of Transportation?

Public Involvement - Survey Responses

Personal Vehicle

rrow or Share a Vehicle

On-De

d Transit (Uber, Lyft,

Golden Age Center, Etc.)

Bicycle

Walk

Other

172 Respondents - 89.58%

3 Respondents - 1.56%

I 1 Respondent - 0.52%

8 Respondents - 4.17%
I 5 Respondents - 2.6%

3 Respondents - 1.56%

| | |
0 50 100 150

*Note: Moped or Motorcycle, Rely on Family or Friends, Skate were not chosen.

200

Figure 3.6 Primary Source of Transportation
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Is the Amount and Availability of Parking Downtown a Problem? What Should be the Top Priority for Improving Parking within the Downtown Area?

3.65%

di

ike Parking Downtown

Building New Parking Lots

and/er Parking Structures
Adding Metered Parking
® No
AR ves Enforcement of Timit -
® | Don't Go Déw Limits for Parking

Other

Figure 3.8 Top Priority for Downtown Parking
Figure 3.7 Amount and Availability of Downtown Parking

76 77




Multi-Modal Master Plan Public Involvement - Survey Responses

How Far Would you be Willing to Walk from a Parking
Space to a Destination Along Main Street? If You are a City Resident, What do You Feel Could Best Benefit your Quality of Life?

Increased
Bike Lanes

Increased

Sidewalks 35 Respondents - 18.23%

Increased
Transit

Safety Improvements/
Aesthetics 16 Respondents - 8.33%
<1 Block

2+ Blocks 15 Respondents - 7.81%

16 Respondents - 8.33%

I'm Not a Resident

Other 21 Respondents - 10.94%
0 20 40 60 80
| | | I
| | ! |
0 10 20 30 40 50
Figure 3.9 How Far Would You Be Willing to Walk From a Parking Space to a DownTown Destination Figure 3.10 What Changes Would Best Benefit Your Quiality of Life?
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Reasons for Biking

Commute to Work

vsoo N
.g. Grocery Store)

Connect
® Rarely or Never to Transit
® Two or More Days per Week Take Kids

53.65% to School
Once a Week
Stay Fit
@® Daily ay Fi

- [
Applicable

Other

How Often Do You Bike?

7.81%

19.27%

0 50 100 150

Figure 3.12 Reason for Biking
Figure 3.11 How Often Do You Bike?
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What Deters You from Biking More? How Often Do You Walk?

Safety Concerns

Lack of Sidewalks

or Bike Lanes
her (Cold, S @ Daily

Weather (Cold, Storm

Conditions, etc.) e ® Two or More Days per Week

: ()
i @® Rarely or Never
Too Far to Walk/Bike
to My Destinations ® Once a Week

Other

0 20 40 60 80 100

Figure 3.13 Biking Deterrents Figure 3.14 How Often Do You Walk?
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Reasons for Walking

Lesiure

Commute to Work
To Shop
(e.g. Grocery Store)

Connect
to Transit

Take Kids
to School

Stay Fit

Not
Applicable

Other

o

0 50 100 150

Figure 3.15 Reasons for Walking
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Weather (Cold, Storm
Conditions, etc.)

Too Far to Walk/Bike
to My Destinations
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Public Involvement - Survey Responses

What Deters You From Walking More?

fety Concerns

f Sidewalks

ike Lanes

La

Other

20 40 60 80 100

Figure 3.16 What Deters You From Walking More?
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Overall, | Would Like to Use the Following Alternative Modes for Transportation.

E-Mobility
(Electric Bike or Scooter)

77 Respondents - 40.1%

Mobility on Demand* 63 Respondents - 32.81%

Rideshare/Carpool - 13 Respondent - 6.77%
Uber or Lyft 45 Respondents - 23.44%
Other | 51 Respondents - 26.56%

100

0 50

*Definition: An On-Demand Public Transit Service that is Affordable to Use,
Picks You Up, and Takes You Up, and Takes Your Destination.

Figure 3.17 Preferences on Alternative Modes of Transportation
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Public Involvement - Survey Responses

What are Your Favorite Places or Destinations in Caifnon
City or Fremont County?
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Figure 3.18 Favorite Places or Destinations in Cafion City or Fremont County?
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Are there Places in the Area that Are Only Accessible to You by Car but Given the Option
You Would Rather Access It via Walking, Biking, Public Transit, etc?

Harrison transporta‘ation Hall one. ; Fremont unsafe  Cafmon reach heads 2 rte | Tunnel Colorado be
weather Connecting connec north T place  options

roads speed west  grocery °° Center lanes dangerous  pa Mgty T

sidewalk oil

dff?;: safely. op ol ngh Gorge S|dewa|ks Main Red el

sidewalks. town. RO a| Yes town ;:; downtown Canon  ais

7 RS safer
c.:;ue ;,;R safely Canyon 5 Trgrlnl - Iklng

Fla PeoPle U Places City ""e = i
local hard Crossing side Hwy Safe area bl ke
md Pathfinder stores street o :
ade S
Park =River

1st  shoulder pool €AT Sireet. Public
Scho
Road g;q riverwalk 15t Centennial

Springs School. traffic
shopping Parks gifety ~ entire  kids Dozier  Parking 1 Lincoln  chilies

Central padestrian

transit
Pueblo on. close

123 building  run 115

Figure 3.19 Destinations You'd Prefer to Use Alternative Modes of Transportation to Get to
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Is there Anything Else You Would Like to Add to Help the City Provide Safe Transportation Options for
People of All Ages and Abilities? As a Single User or a Family Unit? (Optional)

car. i o o] P 55 . O o - - o
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Figure 3.20 Additional Thoughts
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3.5 Council Meeting Presentation

This section will be updated after the council meeting
presentations are held.

This page has been intentionally left blank.
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System Appraisal

8o & .
and Evaluation

Multi-Modal Master Plan

City of Cafion City

This section investigates expected travel demand
and level of service of the roadway network as well
as combines information gathered from the existing
conditions and public involvement activities to evaluate
the transportation network. Through this evaluation, the
system is scored on key gui principles to identify
existing and future n

Section 4

System Appraisal
and Evaluation

(HCM) 6th Edition
evel of Service (L as "a quantitative
n of a performance measure or performance
at represent the quality of service measured
cale with LOS A representing the best

Level of Service
(LOS)

A

Source: AASTHO Green Book - 6th Edition

General Operating Conditions

Free flow, with low volumes and high speeds.

Multi-Modal Master Plan 93

City of Cafion City

operating conditions from the traveler’s perspective and
LOS F the worst.” In general, LOS is a term often used to
describe a set of metrics to measure the performance of
transportation systems evaluating traffic congestion and
travel time delay.

The American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO)'s “A  Policy on
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets” (commonly
known as the “Green Book") provides industry guidance
to transportation engineers and planners on highway
and street geometric design. The Green Book has been
adopted by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
as the standard for the National Highway System (NHS),
utilizing the HCM-defined LOS performance measures to
evaluate transportation systems.

LOS is intended to represent a traveler's perception of the
quality of service provided by an individual intersection or
roadway segment, as measured by the standard of free-
flow automobile traffic. Table 4.1 and Figure 4.1 includes
HCM LOS definitions.

Reasonably free flow, but speeds are beginning to be restricted by traffic conditions.
Stable flow, but most drivers are restricted in the freedom to select their own speeds.
Approaching unstable flow, drivers have little freedom to select their own speeds.

Unstable flow, may be short stoppage.

Forced or breakdown flow; unacceptable congestion; stop-and-go.

Table 4.1 HCM LOS Definitions

LOSE LOSF l

Figure 4-1 Examples of Motorized Vehicle LOS

LOS can be assessed at a local level (for a particular
roadway segment or intersection) and on the system level
(for intersections and roadway segments throughout the
network). State DOTs, MPOs, and local governments may
establish an adopted LOS and utilize LOS assessment
to convey the adequacy of transportation infrastructure
and to prioritize improvements. CDOT uses the LOS “D”
standard as the roadway concurrency metric for City's
roads.

Generalized Service Volumes for different roadway types
were developed for LOS “D" based on HCM procedures.
These service volumes provide planning level capacity
thresholds for the LOS Standard utilized by CDOT to
identify facilities that may require additional capacity via
roadway widening or enhancement of intersection traffic
control. Table 4.2 summarizes the established service
volumes by roadway type.

Roadway Type LOS D AADT Service
Volume Threshold
2-Lane 17,600
4-Lane 36,100

Table 4.2 Generalized Service Volumes by Roadway Type
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4.1.2 Existing Level of Service

The Existing LOS was determined for the City's roadway
segments using the collected traffic data and Annual
Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes obtained from the
OTIS and from collected data to evaluate the existing
conditions and identify any areas exhibiting deficient
LOS. Based on the existing roadway capacity analysis, all
roadway segments within the City’s limits are operating at
LOS “D" or better.

It should be noted that although the existing LOS for
segments is within the capacity thresholds, periods of
traffic delays and queues were observed during peak
periods along US 50, generally east of N 15 Street where
the frontage road is present and signalized intersections
require extended cycle lengths to operate the numerous
movements between US 50 and the frontage road system.

4.1.3 Future Traffic Volumes and Level of
Service Determination

Future traffic demand for within the City of Cafion City
was generated by reviewing and using growth rates
obtained from CDOT's Online Transportation Information
System (OTIS) and applied to AADTs obtained from data
collected September 2023 which is necessary for the
future level of service determination.

It should be noted that only projected forecasts provided
by OTIS were utilized as Cafion City is currently not
present in the Central Front Range’s forecasting model.
To determine an accurate forecast of 2050 volumes,
growth rates were calculated utilizing the available station
information from OTIS, and separating predicted growth
between local roads and US 50.

Growth rates within the City of Cafon City averaged
a growth of 0.33% per year. When separated between
US 50, and city local roads, the growth rates are 0.43%
and 0.12% respectively, showing that most traffic growth
projected through Cafion City is occurring on US 50. It
should be noted that these traffic projections do not
consider the future development of Four Mile Ranch on
the east side of Cafion City as, of the time of this Master
Plan, final building permits have not been approved.
Figure 4.2 illustrates the 2050 projected daily traffic
volumes for key roadways withing Cafion City.

Using the data generated from the Future Traffic Demand
efforts, the future LOS was determined for each horizon
2050 year (based on the forecasted volumes). Similar to
the efforts for the existing LOS determination, the results
of the future LOS determination were used to provide
useful planning-level information in order to develop the
future conditions analysis.

Based on the future roadway capacity analysis, all
roadway segments within the City's limits are expected
to operate above LOS D. Figure 4.3 depicts the 2050
projected level of service.
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Figure 4.2 2050 Project Daily Volumes
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iy 1= \—— 1= e e 4.2 System Appraisal and Evaluation 4.3 Summary of Existing and * Because all roads are anticipated to con’flnue to
\ High St | \ I I | N Future Needs operate below capacity throughout the Carfion City
I . L— - . ; .
i E I \\ | A As summarized in previous sections, a thorough inventory area, there is a unique opportunity to explore better
z | ! VIS ' . - D .
r= 12 | \ 1= ! -—— = Ofa” multl-mod‘al fa(?|||t|es was pgrformed and map}ped in In general terms, the Cafion City area has a poor system gse of th, eX||st|ngd fac!lltles. " O“Ej.r to provide
" i | “\\ ol | 0l 0.5! 1-Miles GIS in order to identify opportunity areas. Cafion City was  score for multi-modal facilities including pedestrian, Improved bicycle and pedestrian mobility.

'; I Nl e -T - | d|\{|d.ed '”t? .S.Ub areas and a qu‘ahtatlve eval.uat|on of the bicycle and transit. The area with the greatest multi-modal «  Provide enhanced pedestrian and bicycle connectivity

= I I | existing facilities whlch summarizes the multi-modal level  facilities is the area northwest of US 50, which includes from areas east of N 15 St to Downtown Cafion City
Central Av :—' A\ N p of service of Carion City was performed. Downtown Cafion City. In terms of safety, a history of

L1 X 2 . . . pedestrian and bicycle crashes have occurred in areas e Provide better connectivity between areas east of N

) s The sub areas included in the evaluation include the US . . . . ) ) .
z PR 50 corridor. north of US 50 and west of N 15 Street. north of high pedestrian concentration showing the need for 15 Street and the Arkansas River/ Riverwalk. Consider
3 & \G"@ ' ' enhanced safety elements. bicycle lanes, sidewalks or a multi-use path along
S < \Z of US 50 and east of N 1 vsouth of US 50, and the ; ) .
s _ S Dawson Ranch aread outhwest. Additionally. areas ) ) ) Raynolds Avenue. Consideration should be given for
| Z= == ) % =N a e . e Yi X Overall, a s'Frong comprehenswe.plannmg.approe.ac.h. is additional crossings of the river.

= (o) / Ided into the 1o owing su underway with recent and on-going planning activities

it s north of US 50, priority providing a clear roadmap to enhance elements beyond e Provide new bicycle routes along collectors and

| -" | 0' Other unlncorporated jUSt the transportation network. The sustainability of the arterials to increase safety and pro\/ide alternate

'_._ ;! N | unincorporated areas transportation network is generally low due to the lack modes of transportation.
T _ Grarldview Ave of multi-modal facilities limiting mode choice for users.
I = == . ) ) Below is a summary of findings from the system appraisal
| - By rea was evaluated in terms of eight (8) different ovaluation Y 9 Y PP

parameters with scores ranging from one to

= e ’Sherman Ave e being the lowest score and five being the e Although sidewalks are provided along most roads
Grand Ave % , in order to gauge the overall multi-modal north of US 50 and west of N 15 Street, multiple
S nce of the area. The evaluation parameters sidewalks are in poor condition or are narrow. Gaps

Elm Ave é include system connectivity of bicycle routes, sidewalks should be filled and sidewalks repaired.

© ? and transit, accessibility to regional facilities and trails,

= expected travel demand, safety, comprehensive planning e Although multiple crossings of the Arkansas River
E considerations, and public satisfaction. The evaluation is are provided west of N 15 Street (including both
shown on Table 4.3. pedestrian bridges and sidewalks along roadways),

multiple opportunities exist to provide better
connectivity between downtown and the Arkansas
Riverwalk area (including Centennial Park, Veterans
Park, etc.). This includes wider sidewalks, fill in

r— o

| © Emergency Traffic Signal sidewalk gaps, shade, and more pedestrian friendly
-=4 @ Overhead Beacons designs along 1st Street, 3rd Street, US 50, among
I © Roundabout others.

O Traffic Signal

|
Tannerl Pkwy
Future Capacity

e The only bicycle route provided is along Main Street.

No dedicated bicycle lanes or pavement markings are
@==== Below LOS D Threshold provided, only limited signage. Increase education,
provide sharrow markings or dedicated bicycle lanes

where possible.

Figure 4.3 Projected 2050 Level of Service
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() Existing Evaluation Matrix

Within Canon City Limits Outside City Limits
. System
. . Priority
. . Southwest (Dawson Outside City Limits Outside City Limits - Priority Annexation Areas  Score
Evaluation Parameter US 50 Corridor NW of US 50 (West of N 15 St) NE of US 50 (East of N 15 St) South of US 50 ( Y Y Annexation Areas Y s
Ranch Area) (North of US 50) (South of US 50) (Aouth of US 50)
(North of US 50)
. - qEs . An unmarked bicycle route is provided along Main Street. No q . . 3 _‘_' - _ ; -_ P ' aec 8long o - . ob e lanes or route ob e lanes or route ob e lanes o e - .
B|cyc|e Routes No bicycle facilities provided e (v el el SlapEep e No bicycle lanes or routes provided : a - ...- dedicated la and b a or ro provided " 7 rovided outes orovided ob a or ro provided 11/45
Sidewalks are provided along portions of the - : : : - > - >
Sidewalks roadway (mostly west of N 15 St). Multiple gaps and t'm':e: :’ilz\:?g(rs'::ergrz\:\ii? multiple gaps and i ". .’ . _' . pie 9ap o sidewalks provided o sidewalks provided o sidewalks provided o sidewalks provided o sidewalks provided 15/45
opportunities for improvement. pportunit improv : .
- 2
kS -8 2 Fremont County Transit Fremont County Transit
= (o] © . Bl Quilieler e dlssontlnued o ity 202? . Fremont County Transit provides on demand service from the Fremont County Transit provides on demand service from the Fremont Transit provides on demand . Cou.nty aeeicydeclo Fren]ont Conmy WrenEl . provides on demand service | provides on demand eront County. e ol
(0] Transit Fremont County Transit provides on demand service . d service from the Golden provides on demand service L on demand service from the 26/45
(O] c § Golden Age Center. Golden Age Center. service fro Golden er. from the Golden Age service from the Golden
c rom the Golden Age Center. A ter. from the Golden Age Center. c Golden Age Center.
IS enter. Age Center.
O
IS
2
‘%\ Wide shoulders and narrow sidewalks provide access Only Raynolds Ave provides access ac” ~d the
Accessibility to to existing access to the Riverwalk and other trails. Arkansas River. Although there ic wsidey n the . Althoug oa brovides some v . & or no acce ~
Reqi IF y|t Improvements to this major corridor would enhance west side of the bridge, no - ~s7are provide,  ding d waltk: tah b;Z:IeRiI::re\:alk and  road/aravel tra o . oe g trails or acce -' o e e st 'SAISCI?:: ‘:F:za:rebtcj)':l‘iiimited - < ' A 9 ASSD 21/45
egiona ?CI mes accessibility. Wide shoulders also provided along to the bridge and the Ray frailhead. Wide sh  ers trailheads o o o et provided . L acc):/ess o otlher facilities. MEVR ol
& Trails US 50 west of the City and east of the City toward are provided along Raynola  =nue. Limited or*  :cess to . - - - S . SR aRaR s
Penrose. other regional trails such as1  ‘ourmile Crer’
[ et eI I sl | A llfoads Below capacityintexisting and futlirelyearss - All roads belo 5
P Although intersection delays are anticipated to Lo 5 il e, U All roads below cap e g and e All roads below capa e g All roads below capa All roads below capa ° “Pe All roads below capa e g
S : All roads below capacity in existing and future years p frontage road may e g and e 40/45
remain without improvement to the frontage road ) K e d e yea e g and eye e g and eye . d e yea
system. ° .
Safety/Crash History Eoerionced 824 craches with 20 bicvel Approximately 196 crashe
Xperience: crashes wi icycle or . . N 3. - > " " N i ~ 2 4b - Appro ate (o a e ajo along T ed 36 -
(2017-2022) e aes s, el 21 ies amd 1 !Ex,lae;enc?g‘4‘15.crashes with 23 bicycle or pedestrian crashes, .Expl)a fd I1'93 cr with 6 bicycle/pedestrian crashes, : o : ag : odestria 2sh and b o s she = a 19/45
injuriesA Including Injuries. Incluc n ped a a aing b 2 = - . e ped a a
Comprehensive Planning
34 4 Planned improvements to US 50 including a raised
median will increase safety and multimodal facilities. e own planned e own planned 33/45
. East Access Control Plan and Overall Corridor Study odal proje odal proje
Good/Fair/Poor planned.
o
System Scoring
Sustainability o pERksTEn o ek SRRk ek o pedestrian o
Some pedestrian and bicycle activity observed, el Al "': '_..' : N v, ere observed during A ere observed during A : .-‘ -.‘ o '._" “':-'_-'.' : N .-_ :_-
however, significant gaps in ped/bike facilities exist, Some pedestrian and bicycle activity observed. o - = - or PM peaks during da or PM peaks during da - = i 15/45
psinp P observed during data collection. Pre b during data collectio during data collection. Pre b
lowering potential demand of the corridor. due to the lack of accessib .-- o '-- ably due to o -- on. Pre b e o ~blv due to the due to the lack of accessib
Area Score 18/40 27/40 19/40 23/40 21/40 16/40 16/40 22/40 18/40 180/360

Table 4.3 Existing Evaluation Matrix
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City of Cafion City

Based on the comprehensive evaluation of the existing
conditions, public engagement, and system appraisal, a
set of recommendations for the bicycle, pedestrian, trail,
and transit network maps were developed. These overall
network maps are intended to identify Cafion City's long-
range vision of an integra prehensive, and safe
multi-modal transpo etwork that complements
sportation networks.

Section 5

Recommendations
and Implementation

omprehensive Plan
a preliminary expansion of designated
tes from the existing single bicycle route to
ected route throughout the City while also
e potential utilization of rail corridors in a
rails” approach.

This initial proposed designated bicycle routes map was
utilized as a baseline and further enhanced from the
feedback gained as a part of the public engagement
activities. Bicycle user types vary from more avid cyclists
or e-bike users that tend to cycle at higher speeds to
recreational cyclists that operate at slower speeds, calling
for the need of different facility types.

Therefore, each recommended designated bicycle route
corridor was reviewed to identify the desired bicycle
facility type including bicycle lanes, “sharrows”, and
shared-use paths. The identification of the facility type
was performed by reviewing the overall context class of
each corridor which considers roadway classification type,
facility speed limits, traffic volume, and connectivity. The
trail network is identified as part of the bicycle network,
however, it should be noted that e-bikes have restrictions
on the trail system and are prohibited for use unless the
motor is disengaged.

p

& &
@ Multi-Modal Master Plan 1 01

ity of Cafion City

As noted in previous sections, origin-destination big
data information identifies more than 50% of trips to
Downtown Cafion City as short duration trips (10 minutes
or less). A safe, efficient, and integrated bicycle network
would provide the opportunity for users to shift short
duration trips from motorized vehicles to bicycles.

Figure 5.1 illustrates the recommended bicycle network

5.2 Pedestrian Network
Recommendations

The system appraisal identified the sidewalk system
network connectivity throughout the Greater Cafon
City area as mostly being poor with the exception of
the area northwest of US 50 which includes sidewalks
on most roadways. As part of the vision for Cafion city,
the main goal for pedestrian network is to provide
ease of movement through connectivity improvements
throughout the city in an efficient and safe manner.

As Cafion City continues to develop, creating connections
between the west side (such as Downtown Cafion City)
and the east side, as residential communities develop and
the planned Four Mile Ranch development is approved,
is crucial. Currently, there are no sidewalks connecting
these two areas of the city.

An integrated pedestrian network map was developed
based on utilizing the proposed designated bicycle
route corridors in order to offer a comprehensive multi-
modal solution and closing gaps that exist throughout
the network. In addition, public feedback expressed
the need for enhanced connectivity to the Arkansas
Riverwalk Trail, enhanced pedestrian access along the US
50 Corridor spanning from west of the City connecting
to recreational facilities to east of the City towards future
Four Mile Ranch developments and the east Cafion City
Correctional Facilities complex. Figure 5.2 illustrates the
recommended pedestrian network.

5.3 Trail Network Recommendations

Cafion City offers access to an extensive trail network
system surrounding the City and attracts both hikes
and mountain bike users throughout the State. With the
exception of the Arkansas Riverwalk Trail and Greenhorn
Trail, no trails are currently provided within or near the
developed areas of the City.

The bicycle and pedestrian networks were developed to
enhance connectivity and include the identification for
shared-use paths both within and outside city limits for
accessto the trail network system and regional connectivity
to the west toward Eight Mile Ranch, to the south for
access to Florence, and east for access to Penrose. As per
the Eastern Fremont County Trails, Open Space & River
Corridor Master Plan, it is also recommended to extend
the Arkansas Riverwalk Trail from MacKenzie Avenue to
Florence.

Finally, it is also recommended for the city to explore
“rails-to-trails” opportunities to enhance multi-modal
access within the southern portion of the City toward
Dawson Ranch utilizing the Santa Fe and Rock & Rail
spurs.

Figure 5.3 illustrates the recommended trail network.
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Figure 5.2 Recommended Pedestrian Network

Figure 5.1 Recommended Bicycle Network
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5.4 Transit Services
Recommendations

The Fremont County on-demand services have proven
to be an effective means to deliver a free or low-cost
transportation solution to those most in-need. With the
Bustang Outrider Cafion City transit stop out of service,
a direct regional transit option is currently unavailable
and should be explored based on the regional origin-
destination travel patterns.

nt County during the
s, there are desires to grow
trips. On-demand transit
traction for communities
dedicated transit/trolley
enting dedicate transit
Iso require significant

As per coordination wit
stakeholder meeti

anding transit services, it is recommended
continue partnering with Fremont County
ort the expansion of on-demand services to
ensure that the services include a high percentage of
trips serviced versus the received trips requests. Finally,
a number of municipalities along the Front Range have
been offering on-demand transit services for which
industry outreach related to lessons-learned could
provide substantial insight in avoiding pitfalls when
planning for expansion.

5.5 Multi-Modal Network
Complimentary Features
Recommendations

In order to further attract a mode shift from driving
to walking and cycling for the identified short trips,
complimentary features should be included throughout
the network to enhance the overall experience. As the
recommended bicycle facilities are expanded, the
provision of bicycle parking should be considered near the
major attractors and generators. Other amenities such as
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bicycle repair stations, drinking fountains, and emergency
stations should also be reviewed for implementation.
Expansion of the existing WayFinding Signage should
also be included as the multi-modal network is expanded.
Complimentary features will be further developed on the
overall recommended plan for Adoption and feedback
from the draft Council Meeting Briefing.

5.6 Other Recommendations

5.6.1 US 50 Corridor

As shown in the recommended multi-modal network
maps, it is recommended to improve the US 50 Corridor
with the provision of a shared-use path extending beyond
the city limits to provide regional connectivity and
connectivity to nearby recreational trails. A separated
shared-use path will provide a safe and convenient
facility to users traveling east-west locally and regionally.
The provision of a shared-use path is consistent the US
50 East Carion City Access Control Plan currently under
development in coordination with CDOT.

Furthermore, removal of the frontage road system is
anticipated to enhance traffic operations by reducing
traffic delays at key signalized intersections and simplify
the intersection crossings for pedestrians.

5.6.2 Speed Management/Traffic
Calming

Speed management features to encourage traffic calming
are also recommended based on the inventory of speed
management features and roadway speed data collected
for the existing conditions. The recommendations aim
at covering gaps in extended segments without posted
speed limit signs and reducing operating speeds on
roadways with 85th percentile speeds greater than
the posted speed limit. Figure 5.4 illustrates the
recommended speed management features.

5.6.3 Safety Improvements

While the proposed network improvements aim to

Recommendations & Implementation

enhance safety for all roadway users, key crash hot spots
were identified throughout the city that require detailed
operational and geometric reviews. Figure 5.5 illustrates
the crash locations and identified hot spots in need of
further study.

5.6.4 Parking Facilities

Overall, the parking utilization study performed as a part
of this master plan revealed that the on typical Friday
and Saturday, the most utilized parking areas include
those immediately adjacent to the Historic Downtown
business. Additional parking on adjacent streets were
generally below 50% peak utilization. Therefore, should
any improvements impact parking, overall capacity needs
for typical Fridays and Saturdays would not be exceeded.
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Figure 5.5 Identified Crash Hot Spots
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5.7 Implementation Plan

The implementation plan for the recommendations
outlined in this master plan includes the identification
of potential project impacts, preliminary corridor typical
sections, preliminary cost estimates, project prioritization,
and potential funding sources.

5.7.1 Typical Section Analysis

In order to identify the potential project impacts, a range
of typical sections reflecting proposed improvements
and suitable to the character and context of the Cafion
City roadways were developed to identify the overall
footprint of the proposed improvements. Six (6) typical
sections were developed with varying features and widths
related to travel lanes, bike lanes, on-street parking, and
sidewalks. It is assumed that shared use path segments
will have similar footprints to typical sections that include
both sidewalks and bicycle lanes.
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Figure 5.7 Typical Section 2
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Figure 5.9 Typical Section 4
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5.7.1.1. Historic Downtown Canon City
Typical Sections

Given that Main Street through the Historic Downtown
Carion City is on the only existing designated bicycle
route, three (3) distinct typical sections were developed
to obtain feedback on the potential impacts to existing
diagonal on-street parking. A fourth typical section was
developed to add sharrows to the existing Main Street
Typical Section as an alternative to avoid parking impacts
and bringing awareness to ists to share the road
with cyclists Figures 5. gh 5.15 show the typical
sections.
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Figure 5.13 Main Street Typical Section 2
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5.7.2 Multi-Modal Corridor Project

Recommendations & Implementation

Recommendations HERL )
The Multi-Modal Corridor Project Recommendations were S1 N Orchard Avenue Fremont Drive Franklin 130 $20,000
developed from the bicycle network recommendations ) Fremont Drive N 16 Street N 19 Street 500  $75,000
since for each bicycle recommendation, the corridors
needed to be evaluated from a typical section and S3 Fremont Drive N 19 Street N Orchard Avenue 320 $48,000
suitability to the recommended bike facilities. S4 Fremont Drive N Diamond Avenue N Cottonwood Avenue 220 $33,000
A total of 43 corridors segmented into 91 project S5 Fremont Drive Greydene Avenue Barrett Avenue 140 $21,000
segments were developed f the bicycle network ) )
recommendations. Th odal Corridors are Sé6 Fremont Drive Barrett Avenue Field Avenue 90 $14,000
inclusive of both and bicycle improvements S7 Cherry Street N Diamond Avenue N Cottonwood Avenue 170 $26,000
iewed to select the most S8 Cherry Street N Cottonwood Avenue Del Rey Avenue 180 $27,000
X \ F e previously presented, S9 Cherry Street Del Rey Avenue Greydene Avenue 170 $26,000
ﬂ ﬂ r H then utilized to identify
—— e e right-of-way, utilities, S10 Cherry Street Greydene Avenue Barrett Avenue 140 $21,000
HIE“““ Ilfw ﬂﬂ' S11 Cherry Street Barrett Avenue Field Avenue 90 $14,000
Fi 5 14 Main S Toical Section 3 costs were generated for each typical section S12 Cherry Street Field Avenue N Raynolds Avenue 200 $30,000
igure 5. ain Street Typical Section ; ; ;
cent cos.t data from ZA Projects involving S13 N Cottonwood Avenue Florence Avenue Cherry Street 550 $83,000
nstruction and/or maintenance such as
S14 N Cottonwood Avenue Fremont Drive Florence Avenue 130 $20,000
The preliminary cost estimates were then determined S15 N 8 Street Beach Avenue Harding Avenue 100 $15,000
from the length of each segment and the type of project S16 N 8 Street Oak Avenue Beach Avenue 110 $17,000
being either reconstruction or maintenance. Table 5.1 )
summarizes the project S17 N 8 Street Beach Avenue Harding Avenue 100 $15,000
S18 N 8 Street Oak Avenue Beach Avenue 110 $17,000
5.7.3 Sidewalk Only Projects S19 N 8 Street Phay Avenue Oak Avenue 110 $17,000
S20 N 8 Street Phay Avenue Oak Avenue 50 $8,000
The recommended pedestrian network also consists of .
closing existing gaps in the sidewalk network. Sidewalk S21 Yale Place College Avenue Allison Avenue 240 $36,000
Only projects would consist of only installing sidewalks S22 S 4 Street LincolnElementary School Dalmatian Drive 420 $63,000
for missing gaps and could generally be performed as a
maintenance type project. S23 S 4 Street Ellsworth Avenue Healing Waters Church 50 $8,000

Existing R/W 9%

There is a total of 4,320 linear feet of Sidewalk Only
projects a total estimated cost of approximately $654,000.
Table 5.2 illustrates the data on Sidewalk Only Projects.

Table 5.1 Sidewalk Only Projects

Figure 5.15 Main Street Typical Section 4
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ROW Utility Access @ Landscape | Parking | W.ithin Typical
Section #

Bicycle

I ROW ft
mprovement

Project #

Roadway

Length (miles) Project Type Pedestrian Improvement

2-3
3-1
3-2
41
4-2
5-1
5-2
5-3
5-4
6-1
6-2
7-1
7-2
7-3

E Main Street
E Main Street
Main Street
Main Street
Main Street
Harrison Avenue
Harrison Avenue
College Avenue
College Avenue
Fairview Avenue
Ohio Avenue
Yale Place
Phay Avenue
Harding Avenue
Harding Avenue
Central Avenue
Central Avenue
Central Avenue
Central Avenue
Washington Street
Washington Street
South Street
Pear Street
Pear Street

Franklin Avenue

Note: All Costs in 2024 Dollars.

Rainbow Drive
N Raynolds Avenue
N 1 Street
N 3 Street
N 8 Street
N 3 Street
N 9 Street
N 3 Street
N 9 Street
W of N 15 Street
Fairview Avenue
Ohio Avenue
Yale Avenue
N 5 Street
N 9 Street
N 15 Street
N Orchard Avenue
Field Avenue
Drak Street
W of N 5 Street
N 9 Street
W of N 15 Street
N 19 Street
N Orchard Avenue
N 15 Street

N Raynolds Avenue
E of Berry Parkway
N 3 Street
N 9 Street
N 15 Street
N 9 Street
N 15 Street
N 9 Street
N 15 Street
Ohio Avenue
Yale Place
Phay Avenue
N 15 Street
N 9 Street
N 15 Street
N Orchard Avenue
Field Avenue
Drake Street
Pear Street
N 9 Street
N 15 Street
N Orchard Avenue
N Orchard Avenue
Field Avenue

N 19 Street

0.968
0.983
0.079
0.576
0.502
0.568
0.6
0.486
0.688
0.577
0.162
0.094
0.279
0.349
0.635
0.503
0.501
0.406
0.472
0.574
0.604
0.559
0.157
0.477
0.379

Maintenance
Maintenance
Maintenance
Maintenance
Maintenance
Maintenance
Maintenance
Maintenance
Maintenance
Maintenance
Maintenance
Maintenance
Mainten

Maintena

Maintenance
Reconstruction
Reconstruction
Maintenance
Maintenance

Maintenance

Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
N/A- Ex. Sidewalk
N/A- Ex. Sidewalk

N/A- Ex. Sidewalk

N/A- Ex. Side

. Sidewalk
. Sidewalk
idewalk
. Sidewalk
- Ex. Sidewalk
Ex. Sidewalk
Sidewalk
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks

Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Sharrows
Sharrows
Bike Lanes
Sharrows
Sharrows
Sharrows
Sharrows
Sharrows
Sharrows
Sharrows
Bike Lanes
Sharrows
Sharrows
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Sharrows
Sharrows

Sharrows

100
95
80
76
76
76
58
60
60
60
60
64
60
60
60
48
58
58
60
42
60
46

Impact Impact | Impact Impact Impact Limits
No Yes Yes No No City
No Yes Yes No No City
No No No No No City
No No No No No City
No No Yes No No City
No No No No No City
No No No No No City
No No No No No City
No No No No No City
No No No No No City
No No No No No City
No No No No No City
No No No No No City
No No No No No City
No No No No No City
No No No No No City
No No No No Partial City
No No No No Partial City
No No No No Yes County
No Yes No No No City
No Yes No No Yes County
Yes Yes No No Yes County
Yes Yes No No Yes City
No No No No Partial City
No No No No No City

g g oW W W N NN DTl DU W Ww

1,833,000
1,860,000
150,000
1,090,000
951,000
1,075,000
1,136,000
920,000
1,301,000
1,092,000
307,000
177,000
527,000
661,000
1,201,000
953,000
949,000
768,000
2,524,000
1,075,000
2,401,000
2,231,000
148,000
903,000
682,000
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Project # Length (miles) Project Type Pedestrian Improvement ImpBrz:g::en t ROW ft I:'\(;Z\ét ILr::S;tt):,t ﬁ:;iii Lalr:;aci{oe T::;(g::g \I,_Y:rt-n}:':: Sl)clz":iicframl #
11-2 Franklin Avenue N 19 Street N Orchard Avenue 0.157 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows 50 No No No No Partial City 4 $ 297,000
1241 Florence Avenue N Orchard Avenue Fremont Drive 0.483 Reconstruction Add Sidewalks Sharrows 50 No No No No No City 4 $ 1,603,000
13-1 Cherry Street E of N Raynolds Avenue Abbey Access 0.222 New Construction Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes 0 Yes No No No Partial City 6 $ 421,000
14-1 Pear Street Field Avenue Dozier Avenue 0.752 New Construction Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes 20 Yes No No No No City 6 $ 1,423,000
15-1 Vine Street S 9 Street Frazier Avenue 0.502 Reconstruction Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes 60 Yes Yes No Yes Yes City 3 $ 1,531,000
15-2 Kountz Avenue Frazier Avenue Fowler Avenue 0.428 Reconstruction Add Sidew Bike Lanes 46 Yes Yes No Yes No City 3 $ 1,304,000
16-1 Fowler Avenue Kountz Avenue Fowler Avenue 0.067 New Construction Bike Lanes 32 Yes Yes No Yes No City 3 $ 63,000
16-2 Fowler Avenue Kountz Avenue S Raynolds Avenue 0.327 Reconstruction d Sidewalks Bike Lanes 32 Yes Yes No Yes No City 3 $ 997,000
16-3 Fowler Avenue Fowler Avenue S Raynolds Avenue 0.263 New Construction Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes 32 Yes Yes No Yes No City 3 $ 248,000
171 S 10 Street Park Avenue SH 115/Sells Avenue 0.197 Maintenance Sharrows 60 No No No No No City 4 $ 373,000
18-1 Park Avenue S 10 Street S 12 Street 0.239 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Sharrows 42 No No No No No City 4 $ 339,000
18-2 S 12 Street Sherman Avenue Park Avenue 0.265 Maintenance d Sidewalks Sharrows 42 No No No No No City 4 $ 376,000
1941 Centennial Park Centennial Park Griffin Avenue 0.084 Sidewalks Sharrows 53 No No No No No City 4 $ 200,000
19-2 Griffin Avenue Centennial Park S 6 Street 0.188 Add Sidewalks Sharrows 53 No No No No Yes City 4 $ 625,000
19-3 S 6 Street Griffin Avenue Myrtle Lane 0.125 Add Sidewalks Sharrows 55 No No No Yes Yes City 5 $ 465,000
20-1 Myrtle Lane S 4 Street S 12 Street 0.745 Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes 42 No No No No No City 3 $ 1,058,000
21-1 Sherman Avenue S 12 Street Ash Lane 1.431 Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes 37 Yes No No Yes No County 4 $ 4,749,000
22-1 Mariposa Road Ptarmigan Trail New York Avenue 1.461 Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path 66 Yes Yes No No No City 4 $ 1,382,000
22-2 S 1 Street E New York Avenue Main Street 0.559 Add Sidewalks Sharrows 61 No No No Yes Yes City 5 $ 951,000
23-1 N 3 Street Royal Gorge Boulevard Macon Avenue 0.131 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows 80 No No No No No City 5 $ 249,000
23-2 N 3 Street Macon Avenue College Avenue 0.251 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows 80 No No No No No City 5 $ 476,000
24-1 N 5 Street Royal Gorge Boulevard Macon Avenue 0.132 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows 80 No No No No No City 5 $ 249,000
24-2 N 5 Street Macon Avenue Fairview Avenue 0.915 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes 58 No No No No No City 3 $ 1,732,000
24-3 N 5 Street Fairview Avenue Washington Street 1.055 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes 58 No No No No No City 3 $ 1,997,000
25-1 N 9 Street Royal Gorge Boulevard Macon Avenue 0.131 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes 80 No No No No No City 3 $ 248,000
25.2 N_Q Street Macon Avenue Callege Avenue Q.255 Maintenance N/A-Ex_Sidewalk Bike Lanes 84 Na Na No Yes No City 2 $ 482,000

Note: All Costs in 2024 Dollars.
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Bicycle ROW Utility Access = Landscape | Parking | W.ithin Typical

Project # Roadway From To Length (miles) Project Type Pedestrian Improvement Improvement ROW ft Impact Impact | Impact Impact Impact Limits | Section # Cost
25-3 N 9 Street College Avenue Mystic Avenue 0.181 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes 80 No No No No No City 2 $ 343,000
25-4 N 9 Street Mystic Avenue Raintree Drive 0.91 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes 80 No No No No No City 2 $ 1,721,000
25-5 N 9 Street Raintree Drive Washington Street 0.398 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes 60 No No No No No City 3 $ 376,000
26-1 N 10 Street Main Street College Avenue 0.32 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Sharrows 80 No No No No No City 5 $ 606,000
26-2 N 10 Street College Avenue Mystic Avenue 0.136 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows 69 No No No No Yes City 5 $ 257,000
26-3 N 10 Street Mystic Avenue Trail Avenue 0.873 Maintenance Sharrows 80 No No No No No City 5 $ 1,653,000
27-1 N 15 Street Main Street Phelps Avenue 0.577 Maintenance Bike Lanes 61 No No No No No City 3 $ 1,092,000
27-2 N 15 Street Phelps Avenue Central Avenue 0.292 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes 78 No No No No No City 3 $ 277,000
27-3 N 15 Street Central Avenue Washington Street 0.636 Reconstruction Add Siglewalks Bike Lanes 50 Yes Yes No No No County 3 $ 2,539,000
28-1 S 15 Street Royal Gorge Boulevard Main Street 0.055 Reconstruction Bike Lanes 75 Yes Yes No No No City 3 $ 219,000
28-2 US 50* S 15 Street E Main Street 0.151 Reconstruction dd Sidewalks Bike Lanes 0 Yes Yes Yes No No CDOT 3 $ -
29-1 N 19 Street Franklin Avenue Pear Street 0.572 Maintenan d Sidewalks Sharrows 64 No No No No No City 5 $ 973,000
30-1 N Orchard Avenue E Main Street Pear Street 0.572 Mainten dd Sidewalks Sharrows 64 No No No No No City 5 $ 974,000
30-2 N Orchard Avenue Pear Street Central Avenue 0.131 N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows 66 No No No No No City 5 $ 248,000
30-3 N Orchard Avenue Central Avenue Washington Street 1.023 Add Sidewalks Sharrows 56 No No No Yes No County 4 $ 1,452,000
311 Field Avenue Fremont Drive McCoy Lane 0.139 Add Sidewalks Sharrows 60 No No No Yes No City 5 $ 263,000
31-2 Field Avenue McCoy Lane Pear Street 0.511 Add Sidewalks Sharrows 53 No No No Yes No City 5 $ 968,000
32-1 Field Avenue Pear Street High Street 1.001 Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path 69 No No No No Yes City 2 $ 947,000
32-2 Raynold:\;Ae\;ineue/Field Riverwalk Trail Head Red Canyon Road 2.767 Reconstruction Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path 55 No No No No Yes County 2 $ 12,179,000
33-1 S Raynolds Avenue Arkansas River Trail Fowler Avenue 0.518 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes 60 No No No No Yes County 3 $ 490,000
33-2 S Raynolds Avenue Fowler Avenue Us 50 0.342 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes 80 No No No No No City 3 $ 615,000
33-3 N Raynolds Avenue UsS 50 McCoy Lane 0.155 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes 68 Yes Yes No No No City 3 $ 294,000
33-4 N Raynolds Avenue McCoy Lane Pear Street 0.507 Maintenance Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path 52 No Yes No No No City 3 $ 480,000
34-1 Abbey Access Abbey of the Holy Cross Pear Street 0.49 New Construction Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes 0 Yes No No No Partial City 6 $ 927,000
35-1 Dozier Avenue Us 50 Central Avenue 0.748 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes 47 No No No No No County 4 $ 1,416,000

Note: All Costs in 2024 Dollars. Table 5.2 Multi-Modal Corridor Project Recommendations (Continued)
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Project #

Roadway

Length (miles)

Project Type

Pedestrian Improvement

Bicycle

ROW ft

ROW

Utility

Access

Recommendations & Implementation

Within
Limits

Typical
Section #

42-1
43-1

*Costs of US 50 and SH 115 improvements as per the Central Front Range 2045 Regional Transportation Plan; All Costs in 2024 Dollars.

Justice Center Drive
Four Mile Lane

County Road 123
Four Mile Parkway
Four Mile Park
Four Mile Parkway
Four Mile Parkway
Four Mile Parkway
Four Mile Parkway
Cowboy Way
Four Mile Parkway
Tanner Parkway
us 50*
us 50*

SH 115*

Grandview Avenue
Us 50

Four Mile Lane
Us 50
Cowboy Way
Extension
Four Mile Parkway
Four Mile Parkway
Four Mile Parkway
Cowboy Way
Four Mile Lane
Storm Ride Drive
8 Mile Ranch
E of Berry Parkway
Us 50

us 50

Four Mile Parkway
Extension

Four Mile Parkway
Cowboy Way
Extension
Four Mile Lane
Dead End
Dead End
Dead End
Four Mile Parkway
Extension

Evelyn Drive

Fremont County Airport

MacKenzie Avenue

Mackenzie Avenue

0.522

0.707

1.166
0.805
0.762
1.133
0.431
0.163
0.183
0.413
0.175
0.68
15.186
0.64
4.693

Reconstruction

Reconstruction

Reconstruction
Reconstruction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
Maintenan

Reconstru
enan

ctio

120

Add Sidewalks

Add Sidewalks

Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks

Add Sidewalks
Add_ Siglewalks

Sidewalks
dd Sidewalks
d Sidewalks
ared-Use Path
Add Sidewalks
Shared-Use Path

121

Improvement

Bike Lanes

Bike Lanes

Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes

Sharrows

Shared-Use Path

Bike Lanes

Shared-Use Path

86

62

64
115

o O o o o o

o

66

Impact

No
No

No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes

Impact

No
No

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Impact

Yes
Yes
Yes
No

Landscape | Parking
Impact Impact
No No
No No
No No
No Yes
No No
No No
No No
No No
No Partial
No Yes
No Yes
No No
Yes No
Yes No
No No

City
City

City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
CDOT
CDOT
CDOT

3

3
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
5
3
6
3

$Hr A A B B A A A A

$

2,743,000
2,825,000

4,659,000
3,622,000
1,442,000
2,143,000
816,000
308,000
347,000
781,000
331,000
1,286,000

Table 5.2 Multi-Modal Corridor Project Recommendations (Continued)
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5.7.4 Project Prioritization

Overall, the proposed recommendations total over
$100M in 2024 dollars not inclusive of identified utility
impacts and right-of-way needs. Therefore, it is critical
to review the proposed recommendations and develop
a 5, 10, 25-year plan for achieving the goals set forth by
the plan. Factors and scores utilized to determine project
prioritization are summarized in Table 5.3. Once each
corridor segment was scored, a priority map for 5,10, and
25-year buildout was developed based on corridors that
scored the highest and prioritizing a set of corridors that
will help build out an integrated multi-modal network.
Figure 5.16 illustrates the priority scoring results for each
corridor. Figure 5.17 through Figure 5.19 illustrate the
5, 10, and 25-year buildout maps. Table 5.4 provides the
project list breakdown for the buildout plan.

Factor

System

Parameter

Principal Arterial

Points

Minor Arterial

Collector

Local

System
Appraisal

Area 1 (US 50 Corridor)

Area 2

Area 3

Area 4

Area 5

Area 6

Area 7

Area 8

Area 9

Project Type

Maintenance

Reconstruction

New Construction

Impacts

ROW

Utility

Other Impacts

No Impacts

Community
Feedback

Strong Desire

Moderate Desire

No Particular Feedback

Opportunity

Poor Pavement Rating

Fair Pavement Rating

Satisfactory to Excellent
Rating

No Rating

0

Table 5.3 Project Prioritization Factors and Scoring

Recommendations & Implementation
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AN = I B e | Project Pedestrian Bicycle Priority
. | I N |
\\ : High st | i N - ‘\ L I Plan Year Project # Roadway Type Improvement | Improvement Number
[0) o |
: > \ A
£ \\ | | | _! = : \ _ __ 7 2-1 E Main Street N 1 Street N 3 Street 0.079  Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $150,000 1
® = ° ! l N E i
=\ W ) C b - | Q\ > l | 0 J' 0-5} 1-Miles 2-2 E Main Street N 3 Street N 9 Street 0.576 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $1,090,000 1
- o = r | (e -——— - T |
Il = & I_" | | T 2-3 Main Street N 8 Street N 15 Street 0.502  Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes $951,000 1
- ] L = B- !
E.: L—~Z — Central Av LII\ ‘\ 23-1 Main Street Royal Gorge Boulevard Macon Avenue 0.131 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $249,000 2
£ 11
zl 0 | 3 — _k\ Main Street Macon Avenue College Avenue 0.251 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $476,000 2
| _’_l_ < | \ T
(NP S % | ll N 3 Street N 9 Street 0.486 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $920,000 3
| S i
| § | | N 9 Street N 15 Street 0.688 | Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $1,301,000 3
: | l |Z:~ l_ Royal Gorge Boulevard Macon Avenue 0.131 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes $248,000 4
—r e : 1 A1 T I
: /l SUE 1) R r 4 Macon Avenue College Avenue 0.255 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes $482,000 4
= ——d, [
4 ( ) I ]I I } Pt : College Avenue Mystic Avenue 0.181 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes $343,000 4
-— =g Hdvi
T >( = \lT*‘ rardvigw e Mystic Avenue Raintree Drive 0.91 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes $1,721,000 4
/
Y J rl 2\ Yale Place Raintree Drive Washington Street = 0.398 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $376,000 4
|\/Jr —F—L 1 \ = e ‘_L_"Sherman Avd Phay Avenue Main Street Phelps Avenue 0.577 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $1,092,000 5
I | il Grand Ave 5 Harding Avenue Phelps Avenue Central Avenue 0.292 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $277,000 5
- —V .0
,I_ i | [ % Harding Avenue N 15 Street N Orchard Avenue = 0.503 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $953,000 6
Elm Ave N4
7 ) : é Central Avenue N Orchard Avenue Field Avenue 0.501 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $949,000 6
|
| : E Central Avenue Field Avenue Drake Street 0.406  Maintenance  Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $768,000 6
_ _! I Central Avenue Drak Street Pear Street 0.472 Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $2,524,000 6
I |
| & | Tanner Parkway Pear Street High Street 1.001 Maintenance = Shared-Use Path  Shared-Use Path ~ $947,000 7
:é‘;’ ' Myrtle Lane Arkansas River Trail Fowler Avenue 0.518  Maintenance = Add Sidewalks Shared-Use Path | $490,000 7
IS | -Year Plan - Recommended
;‘ = I Multi-Modal Corridor 33-2 Vine Street Fowler Avenue Us 50 0.342 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Shared-Use Path ~ $615,000 7
|
L) I — 10-Year Plan - Recommended 33-3 Kountz Avenue US 50 McCoy Lane 0.155  Maintenance = Add Sidewalks Shared-Use Path =~ $294,000 7
| | Multi-Modal Corridor
_ | 5-Year Plan - Recommended 334 Fowler Avenue McCoy Lane Pear Street 0.507 Maintenance = Shared-Use Path  Shared-Use Path =~ $480,000 7
Tanner:pkwy : Multi-Modal Corridor 5-1 Pear Street W of N 15 Street Ohio Avenue 0.577  Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $1,092,000 8
II | E— Ei?ﬁ&?ended Multi-Modal 5-2 Pear Street Fairview Avenue Yale Place 0.162 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $307,000 8
|
-7 | CDOT Roadways 5-3 Sherman Avenue Ohio Avenue Phay Avenue 0.094 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $177,000 8
|
| F———=! 5-4 N 3 Street Yale Avenue N 15 Street 0.279 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes $527,000 8
1 -

: A Table 5.4 Multi-Modal Corridor Prioritization Summary
Figure 5.19 25-Year Plan
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roject Roadway Project Type In::foevsggaennt ImpBr::g::ent ISLir:g?r $Iea;:- Pro;eCt Roadway I(-:TI%?)‘ Project Type Inf;?oevst;cgaennt ImpBri;:g::ent Cost gzi;g?r
22-2 N 3 Street E New York Avenue Main Street 0.559 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Sharrows $951,000 9 3-1 N Raynolds Avenue N 3 Street N 9 Street 0.568 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $150,000 1
1-1 N 5 Street Rainbow Drive N Raynolds Avenue 0.968 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $1,833,000 10 3-2 Franklin Avenue N 9 Street N 15 Street 0.6 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $1,090,000 1
1-2 N 5 Street N Raynolds Avenue E of Berry Parkway 0.983 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $1,860,000 10 19-1 County Road 123 Centennial Park Griffin Avenue 0.084 Maintenance =~ N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes $951,000 1
28-1 N 9 Street Royal Gorge Boulevard Main Street 0.055 Reconstruction = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes $219,000 10 19-2 South Street Centennial Park S 6 Street 0.188 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $249,000 2
28-2 N 9 Street S 15 Street E Main Street 0.151 Reconstruction ~ Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $0 10 19-3 S 10 Street Griffin Avenue Myrtle Lane 0.125 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $476,000 2
3141 N 9 Street Fremont Drive McCoy Lane 0.139 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Sharrows $263,000 11 24-1 Royal Gorge Boulevard Macon Avenue 0.132 Maintenance | N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $920,000 3
31-2 N @ Street McCoy Lane Pear Street 0.511 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Sharrows $968,000 11 Macon Avenue Fairview Avenue 0.915 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $1,301,000 3
36-1 N 9 Street Grandview Avenue us 50 0.522 Reconstruction Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $2,743,000 12 Fairview Avenue Washington Street 1.055 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes $248,000 4
20-1 N 10 Street S 4 Street S 12 Street 0.745 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $1,058,000 13 Field Avenue Dozier Avenue 0.752 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes $482,000 4
18-1 N 10 Street S 10 Street S 12 Street 0.239 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Sharrows $339,000 14 US 50 Four Mile Earkway 0.707 Maintenance  N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes $343,000 4
18-2 N 10 Street Sherman Avenue Park Avenue 0.265 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Sharrows $376,000 14 Extension
10-Year 17-1 N 15 Street Park Avenue SH 115/Sells Avenue ~ 0.197 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Sharrows $373,000 Four Mile Parkway Ptarmigan Trail New York Avenue 1.461 Maintenance = N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes $1,721,000 4
11-1 N 15 Street N 15 Street N 19 Street 0.379 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Sharrows Four Mile Parkway Four Mile Lane Four Mile Parkway 1.166 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $376,000 4
12 N 19 Street N 19 Street N Orchard Avenue 0.157 Maintenance  N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows o5 Yenr Four Mile Parkway S 12 Street Ash Lane 1.431 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $1,092,000 5
12-1 N Orchard Avenue N Orchard Avenue Fremont Drive 0.483 Reconstruction Add Sidewalks 39-1 Four Mile Pariway Us 50 Cowboy Way 0.805 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $277,000 >
30-1 N Orchard Avenue E Main Street Pear Street 0.572 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Sharrows 26-1 Four Mile Parkway Main Street College Avenue 0.32 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $953,000 6
30-2 N Orchard Avenue Pear Street Central Avenue 0.131 Maintenance  N/A- Ex. Sidewalk 18 26-2 Four Mile Parkway College Avenue Mystic Avenue 0.136 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $949,000 6
10-1 Field Avenue N 19 Street N Orchard Avenue 0.157 Maintenance Add Sidewalks 19 26-3 Cowboy Way Mystic Avenue Trail Avenue 0.873 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $768,000 6
10-2 Field Avenue N Orchard Avenue Field Avenue 0.477 Maintenance Add Sidewalks $903,000 19 32-2 Four Mile Park Riverwalk Trail Head Red Canyon Road 2.767  Reconstruction Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $2,524,000 6
29.1 Field Avenue Franklin Avenue Pear Street 0.572 Maintenance Add Sidewalks $973,000 20 15-1 Centennial Park S 9 Street Frazier Avenue 0.502 Maintenance Shared-Use Path  Shared-Use Path $947,000 7
6-1 S Raynolds Avenue N 5 Street N 9 Street 0.349 Maintenance  N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $661,000 21 15-2 Griffin Avenue Frazier Avenue Fowler Avenue 0.428 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Shared-Use Path $490,000 7
62 S Raynolds Avenue N 9 Street N 15 Street 0.635 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Sharrows $1.201,000 21 16-1 S 6 Street Kountz Avenue Fowler Avenue 0.067 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Shared-Use Path $615,000 7
35.1 N Raynolds Avenue US 50 Central Avenue 0.748 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Bike Lanes $1.416,000 22 16-2 Park Avenue Kountz Avenue S Raynolds Avenue = 0.327 Maintenance Add Sidewalks Shared-Use Path $294,000 7
*Costs of US 50 and SH 115 improvements as per the Central Front Range 2045 Regional Transportation Plan; All Costs in 2024 Dollars. 16-3 S 12 Street Fowler Avenue S Raynolds Avenue 0.263 Maintenance Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path $480,000 7
Table 5.4 Multi-Modal Corridor Prioritization Summary (Continued) 40-1 Florence Avenue Storm Ride Drive Evelyn Drive 0.68 Maintenance | N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $1,092,000 8
8-1 Washington Street W of N 5 Street N 9 Street 0.574 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $307,000 8
8-2 Mariposa Road N @ Street N 15 Street 0.604 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Sharrows $177,000 8
30-3 N 15 Street Central Avenue Washington Street 1.023 Maintenance N/A- Ex. Sidewalk Bike Lanes $527,000 8

*Costs of US 50 and SH 115 improvements as per the Central Front Range 2045 Regional Transportation Plan; All Costs in 2024 Dollars.

Table 5.4 Multi-Modal Corridor Prioritization Summary (Continued
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Project
#

27-3
9-1

34-1

13-1

39-2
39-3
39-4
25-Year 39.5
39-6
39-7
39-8

42-1

43-1

Roadway

Justice Center Drive

Central Avenue

N 5 Street

S 1 Street

Franklin Avenue
us 50
Four Mile Lane
Washington Street
Fowler Avenue
Fowler Avenue

UsS 50
SH 115

Raynolds Avenue/
Field Avenue

Dozier Avenue

Central Avenue
W of N 15 Street

Abbey of the Holy
Cross

E of N Raynolds
Avenue

Cowboy Way
Extension
Four Mile Parkway
Four Mile Parkway
Four Mile Parkway
Cowboy Way

Four Mile Lane

8 Mile Ranch

E of Berry Parkway

US 50

Washington Street
N Orchard Avenue

Pear Street

Abbey Access

Extension
Four Mile Lane
Dead End
Dead End
Dead End
Four Mile Parkway
Extension
Fremont County

Airport

MacKenzie Avenue

Mackenzie Avenue

0.636
0.559

0.49

0.222

0.762
1.133
0.431
0.163
0.183
0.413
0.175

15.186

0.64

4.693

Project Type

Reconstruction

Reconstruction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction

New Construction

Reconstruction
Maintenance

Reconstruction

Pedestrian
Improvement

Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks

Add Sidewalks

Add Sidewalks

Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Add Sidewalks
Shared-Use

Path

Add Sidewalks

Shared-Use
Path

*Costs of US 50 and SH 115 improvements as per the Central Front Range 2045 Regional Transportation Plan; All Costs in 2024 Dollars.

Bicycle

Improvement

Bike Lanes

Bike Lanes

Bike Lanes

Bike Lanes

Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes

Shared-Use

$2,539,000
$2,231,000

$927,000

$421,000

$1,442,000

$2,143,000
$816,000
$308,000
$347,000
$781,000
$3

Priority
Number

37
38

39

40

41
41
41
41
41
41

ation Summary (Continued)
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5.7.5 Multi-Modal Corridors Project
Cost and Funding Source

Table 5.5 summarizes the overall cost based on the
prioritization plan for the buildout of the Multi-Modal
Corridors. It should be noted that the US 50 and SH
115 Corridors were omitted from the project cost
breakdown as the currently adopted Central Front Range
2045 Regional Transportation Plan identifies SH 115
Improvements as its #1 Priority_Project and the US 50
Corridor Study as its #2 Pg roject. The estimated
i ents is $10,500,000 and
stimated cost is $200,000.

potential funding
mhasproventobeane

rces, the City's 2A Project
jve meanstoimprovethe
rridors recommended
received pavement
it is recommended to explore the use of the
Program Funding to improve the pavement
ulti-modal facilities. General Funds may also
or low-cost, low-hanging fruit elements such
alk Only projects to close existing sidewalk gaps.
As County owned roadways are mostly in the 25-year
plan, the City should continue to coordinate with the
County to ensure that the Multi-Modal Project Corridors
are prioritized by the County within their capital
improvement program and grant candidate projects.

Priority City County

Period Corridors Corridors

5-Year |[$16,785,000 [ $3,014,000 $19,799,000

10-Year | $18,673,000 | $1,416,000 $20,089,000

25-Year | $37,926,000 |$25,551,000 | $63,477,000

Total $73,384,000 |$29,281,000 |[$103,365,000
Table 5.5 Multi-Modal Corridor Project Breakdown
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In addition, there are a number of grant programs that
the Multi-Modal Project Corridors may qualify for as
they seek to bring more equity and expand user mode
choices. Table 5.6 lists potential grant programs.

Recommendations & Implementation

. Fundi ——
Funding Source unding Description
Program
e .| This program is offered by CDOT in order to enhance downtown areas
Revitalizing Main . . . . "
State from a variety of goals including safe access to opportunity and mobility
Streets
for all.
Office of . R . o P
ce © This program supports funding innovative mobility and electrification
Innovative . o
State I solutions within the State. CDOT Plans to open up a second round of
Mobility (OIM) L .
applications in the Summar of 2024.
Grants
State SB 267 Funding from the (;olorado Legislature for mobility/safety projects and
rural pavement projects.
Multimodal
Transportation | This program was initiated in 2018 in order to promote a complete and
State/Federal and Mitigation | integrated multimodal system. Applications/award opportunities are not
Options Fund | expected until at least 2024.
(MMOF)
Capital
Federal Investment This program funds transit capital investments including streetcars.
Grants Program
Low or No
Emission Vehicle | This program funds the purchase or lease of zero-emission and low-
Federal o :
Program — 5339 | emission transit buses.
(c)
This program was directed through MAP-21 and updated with FAST
Transportation [ Act, and Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act. The program provides
Federal Alternatives | funding to support infrastructure projects which increase access to
Program public transportation and enhances mobility. Call for projects is currently
closed.
FHWA Active [ The Active Transportation Infrastructure Investment Program (ATIIP) is a
Transportation [ new competitive grant program created by the Bipartisan Infrastructure
Federal Infrastructure | Law to construct projects to provide safe and connected active
Investment transportation facilities in active transportation networks or active
Program transportation spines.

Table 5.6 Grant Program
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Recommendations & Implementation

5.7.6 Regulation Recommendations

Asdiscussed in Section 2, there are anumber ofkey policies
that outline the City’s transportation regulations such as
dictatinglanewidthsandimprovementneeds. Thefollowing
Policy/Regulation modifications are recommended:

Thoroughfare Plan (Resolution No. 1, Series of
1996) — Review current standards to include a context
sensitive approach thatallows forreduced lane widths,
on multimodal corridors while also embracing Target
Speed concepts. In addition, revisions should seek
to increase sidewalk widths, and include bicycle lane
requirements. Recommendations from this master
plan could provide the roadmap for design criteria
along the recommended Multi-Modal Corridors.

2A Project Program — As the current program is set to
sunset in 2026, it is recommended to seek renewal of
the program and include text related to the provision
of multi-modal improvements while maintaining the
primary objective of roadway repair, reconstruction,
and maintaining the existing infrastructure.

Canon City Code of Ordinances, Title 9, Sections
9.44.040 and 9.26.020 regulations against engaged
electronic assisted bicycles — Current restrictions
should remain in place for the safety of all trail users
unless certain trails are further enhanced to include
designated bicycle lanes that are separate from the
pedestrian facility and have appropriate traffic control.
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