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Executive Summary

Executive Summary
The Transportation Master Plan is an advisory document intended to guide Elbert County in making
transportation investment decisions while ensuring the County is respecting community values. The Plan
prioritizes transportation projects identified by planning efforts, public input, and County staff using an objective
process based on the County's transportation goals for County maintained roadways. The prioritized projects are
then compared to anticipated funding levels to create a fiscally constrained projects list that identifies when
projects can be funded and constructed.

Transportation Master Plan

All Potential Projects

Fiscally Constrained
Projects

CIP Projects
for
Construction

The Transportation Master Plan is not a regulatory document. The purpose of the plan is to establish a
transportation vision for the County. Regulatory documents – including codes, technical plans, mapping, and
other legislative tools – should be developed and maintained to support the Transportation Master Plan but are
not couched in this plan.

Transportation Opportunities and Constraints
A thorough analysis of existing and anticipated future conditions of the County’s transportation system and
demographics was used to identify transportation opportunities and constraints.

Opportunities
Transportation opportunities are existing or projected conditions of the transportation system or county
population demographics that promote the development and maintenance of the County’s multimodal network.
For Elbert County, the key opportunities include:






Past plans have had similar resulting goals to focus on financial sustainability, safety, access to
economic centers, and effective and transparent governance.
Multiple plans highlight opportunities for private development within the county that could enhance
community livability and foster growth that aligns with Elbert County’s community vision.
80% of County-maintained roadways are in a condition that is considered satisfactory or better.
Ridership on Outback Express, a demand response transit system that serves the county, has been
steadily growing and it is expected that ridership will continue to increase as the population of Elbert
County continues to age.
Respondents to a public survey indicate that they would like to prioritize maintenance and safety with
their transportation investments, as well as creating better connections within the County.

Constraints
Transportation constraints are existing or anticipated weaknesses or threats to the transportation system which
will contribute to undesirable future conditions or will make future investments in the transportation system
more difficult. Elbert County transportation constraints include:
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Both the Denver and Colorado Springs regions are anticipated to see major growth over the next 25
years, which may have spillover impacts on Elbert County’s transportation system.
Most vulnerable populations, including those with lower incomes, higher poverty, limited internet
access, and low vehicle availability are concentrated in the eastern half of the county.
A large majority of Elbert County commuters travel to the Denver Metropolitan Area, with over 80% of
commuters traveling alone by personal vehicle.
Crashes have generally been increasing year-over-year in Elbert County, with the county experiencing a
71% increase over the most recent three years of data (2016-2018). The area around and just north of
Elizabeth has the highest density of crashes, particularly fatal and injury-involved crashes.
Intermittent sidewalks serve the communities of Elizabeth and Kiowa; no sidewalks or bike facilities
exist elsewhere in the county.

Roadway Project Prioritization, Funding, and Costs
104 potential roadway improvement projects were identified from past planning efforts, the first round of public
engagement, from County staff, and from deficiencies identified by the existing and future conditions analysis.
These projects include paving of gravel roadways, new roadway corridors, reconstructing roadways, and bridge
improvements among others. These projects were run through a rigorous prioritization process and planninglevel cost estimates were developed and compared to available funding.

Prioritization
Projects identified in this plan were prioritized using a data-driven analysis based on seven element categories.
The prioritization process provided a framework to compare a variety of projects across the county to understand
their impact and return on investment relative to the County’s transportation goals. The prioritization categories
based on goal areas are:

Ubranizing
/Rural

Safety

Operational
Efficiency

Projects addressing future anticipated
congestion issues, particularly in the
northwestern area of the county, score
better than projects elsewhere in the
county.
Additionally,
projects
addressing deficiencies, such as
ongoing maintenance issues, poor
pavement or bridge conditions, or
flooding issues score better than
others.

Funding and Costs
Funding for the County’s transportation
investments will need to be leveraged
from various federal, state, and local
sources. Most of the dedicated funding

Preservation
& Resiliency

System
Development

Economic &
Multimodal
Developmen
t

$40,000,000

$33,563,683

$35,000,000
$26,967,704

$30,000,000
$25,000,000
$20,000,000

Local
Preference

$18,417,454 $19,141,086

$15,000,000
$10,000,000
$5,000,000
$0

Tier 1 (20262030)
Special Use Tax

Tier 2 (20312035)
Sales Tax

Tier 3 (20362040)

Tier 4 (20412045)

Rollover Funds
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will come from Elbert County Sales and Use Tax Fund, the County Impact Fund, and Highway Users Tax Fund.
However, these sources will not fund all the priority transportation projects. The graph shows anticipated funding
levels broken into four tiers between 2026 (the end of the County’s current Capital Improvement Plan) and 2045.
Planning-level project cost estimates were developed based on per mile costs for improvements recently
constructed within the county. A total of over $200M in potential roadway improvements were identified. These
costs were then evaluated against the anticipated revenues to inform the Implementation Plan.

Implementation Plan
Based on the comparison between planning-level project costs and anticipated revenue levels, roadway projects
that scored highly in the prioritization process are anticipated to be funded in the four funding tiers as shown in
the map. Some projects are unlikely to be funded through the County’s current funding sources within the
planning horizon (2045). It is important that the County positions and applies for grants, seeks partnerships, and
investigates other revenue sources to meet growing transportation needs. Over $118 Million (2021$) of the
priority transportation projects will need to be implemented through developer-driven investments.
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In addition to recommended roadway improvements, recommendations for future transit and non-motorized
travel enhancements include:




Within the next five years, the County should develop and Active Transportation and Open Space Plan
to identify potential recreational corridors, intentionally preserve open spaces, elevate coordination
between adjacent jurisdictions, and leverage new developments to increase the amount of nonmotorized infrastructure in the County.
Within the next five to ten years, the County should develop a Transit Development Plan to determine
additional transit service-related needs, such as enhanced paratransit, commuter or express bus
services, or flexible transit services. The plan should also explore partnerships that are needed to
support transit needs in the county.
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Introduction
Elbert County (County), Colorado was first created in 1874 and its geography was modified to its current extents
in 1889. The county is located in eastern Colorado, approximately 40 miles southeast of Denver and 40 miles
northeast of Colorado Springs. Elbert County encompasses approximately 1,851 square miles and consists of
rolling terrain and pine forests in the western portion and largely flat farmland and grasslands in the eastern
portion. A map showing Elbert County’s location within Colorado is provided in Map 1.

M ap 1. Elbert County Context

The Elbert County Transportation Master Plan (TMP) covers the entirety of Elbert County. There are three
incorporated towns within the county:


Elizabeth. Located in the far western portion of Elbert County, approximately three miles east of the
Douglas/Elbert County line. Elizabeth is the largest population center in Elbert County with a population
of 1,416.



Kiowa. Located in the western portion of Elbert County, approximately 10 miles east of the
Douglas/Elbert County line and six miles east of Elizabeth. Kiowa has a population of 757.



Simla. Located in southern Elbert County, approximately one mile north of the El Paso/Elbert County
line. Simla has a population of 639.
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M ap 2 shows the major roadway system in Elbert County and the locations of the major population centers. The
state-owned roadways, including Interstate 70 (I-70), US Highway 24 (US 24), and Colorado State Highway (SH)
86, carry the highest volumes of traffic within Elbert County. I-70 cuts a diagonal path through the northeast
corner of Elbert County. US 24 cuts a diagonal path through the south-central portion of the county and connects
Colorado Springs to Limon. SH 86 travels east-west through central Elbert County and connects Castle Rock (in
adjacent Douglas County) to I-70 through Elizabeth and Kiowa. These roadways are all owned and maintained
by the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT).
Elbert County maintains a network of connecting roadways that connect these state-owned routes to other
population centers within the county and to other routes in adjacent counties. Map 2 shows the major roadway
system in Elbert County and the locations of the major population centers.

M ap 2. Elbert County Study Area
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Using the Transportation Master Plan
The TMP is a strategic advisory document intended to guide the County in making transportation decisions with
its limited local, state, and federal funding. The TMP was developed to reflect foundational community values
and specific policies and expectations outlined in the Elbert County Comprehensive Plan Update (2018). The
TMP looks to set a clear vision for making transportation investments that are consistent with the core values of
the community and balance the needs of the county’s predominate rural character with the evolving livability
and mobility needs of the growing northwest urban by identifying transportation improvements.
The Transportation Master Plan is not a regulatory document. The purpose of the plan is to establish a
transportation vision for the County. Regulatory documents – including codes, technical plans, mapping, and
other legislative tools – should be developed and maintained to support the Transportation Master Plan but are
not couched in this plan.
The TMP process is an important step in the overall transportation project development process, as depicted in
F igure 1. The TMP assembles all potential transportation improvement projects from past planning efforts,
gathers input from County staff, the public, and transportation stakeholders, and identifies and develops projects
by finding transportation deficiencies through a rigorous existing conditions analysis. The TMP then prioritizes
these transportation projects through an objective prioritization process based on the County's transportation
goals. The prioritized projects are then compared to anticipated funding levels to create a fiscally constrained
projects list that identifies when projects can be funded and constructed.

F igure 1. Transportation Project Development

TMP Process

All Potential
Projects

Fiscally
Constrained
Projects

CIP Projects
for
Construction

The TMP should be used when the County goes through its annual Capital Improvement Program (CIP) process,
where the County identifies which projects are going to be constructed over the following five fiscal years. The
County will use the TMP to identify the highest rated projects from the fiscally constrained projects list, refine the
project cost estimates, and determine how many projects can be accomplished over the course of the following
five fiscal years.
To make the projects in this TMP remain relevant over time, County staff should use the custom prioritization
tool to update the project data and determine project priorities that should be reordered to better reflect
conditions at that time. Examples of data in the prioritization tool that can be updated on an annual basis or as
the County develops new data may include crash data, traffic count data, and bridge condition data. The County
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could also conduct annual surveys of stakeholders and/or the public to update the ‘local preference’ inputs to
prioritization to ensure the TMP’s recommendations remain responsive to changing conditions over time.

Recent Planning Initiatives
Elbert County and jurisdictions within the county have conducted extensive planning analyses over recent years
that cover a wide range of community functions, including transportation. These initiatives include:


Elbert County CIP for Fiscal Years 2021-2025. Updated in October 2020, the CIP outlines County goals
and strategic objectives that support the transportation projects included in the program. Using revenue
projections, an organized list of transportation projects is outlined for the next five years. The CIP
prioritizes projects and equipment purchases by fiscal year based on funding requirements, funding
availability, space requirements, and personnel needs.



Town of Elizabeth 2 040 Transportation Plan. Completed in 2020, Elizabeth’s transportation plan
identifies locations where roadway, trail, and sidewalk improvements and connections can be made as
the Town continues to grow and urbanize. The plan also aims to increase cooperation between the Town
of Elizabeth and other jurisdictions, including Elbert County and CDOT, along with recommendations for
updating the Town’s design standards and implementing access management principles.



Elbert County Comprehensive Plan. Completed in 2018, the Elbert County Comprehensive Plan is a longterm planning document that guides development and creates a common understanding about the
future amongst citizens, public regulatory agencies, and private developers. The document evaluates
various physical elements in the county and assesses several socioeconomic factors. Goals and policy
recommendations are identified under five broad categories: Land Use, Community Resources, Natural
Resources, Economic Development, and Recreation and Tourism. The County devised an
implementation plan with strategies focused on regulations, technical plans, mapping, and leadership.



Elbert County Strategic Plan. Also completed in 2018, the Elbert County Strategic Plan was developed
to aid the County in making informed decisions about how human and capital resources are allocated
to ensure identified goals, strategies, and objectives are being appropriately pursued. The plan
established five goals: (1) financially sustainable and transparent County government, (2) qualified,
trained, and efficient workforce, (3) establish channels of open communication and engagement with
citizens, (4) sustainable and resilient government responses, and (5) support growth and economic
activity. The strategies that align with these goals include actions such as developing long-range
financial plans for the County, developing risk management plans, and maintaining infrastructure that
supports current and anticipated future needs.



W est Elbert County Transportation Plan. Adopted in 2008, the West Elbert County Transportation Master
Plan covers only the western region of the county to account for the growing demand and rapid
development occurring along the county’s northwest border. This plan was developed to prepare for a
significant increase of demand on the transportation network, including roadways, bridges, and
bicycle/pedestrian trails. The plan identified approximately $1B in transportation improvements along
with policy recommendations to guide transportation development in western Elbert County.

Numerous goals and issues have been common throughout the recent planning initiatives:


Elbert County’s past planning efforts all reflect the desire of residents and the County government to
efficiently accommodate population growth while m aintaining a high quality of life through paving
roadways and increasing network connectivity.



Major goals of past plans have focused on financial sustainability, safety, access to economic centers,
enhanced connectivity within and out of the county, and effective and transparent governance.
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Multiple plans highlighted opportunities for private development with the county that could enhance
community livability and foster a growth that aligns with Elbert County’s current lifestyle.

In addition to planning efforts within Elbert County, the nearby Denver and Colorado Springs regions have also
conducted long-range transportation plans (LRTPs) to define transportation improvements in their respective
regions. The growth and the planned transportation improvements in these regions will have major future
impacts on Elbert County’s growth, transportation system, and quality of life.
The Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) LRTP indicates the Denver Metro Area will gain an
additional 1.2 million residents and 700,000 jobs by 2040. The LRTP contains several projects that will improve
travel conditions between Elbert County and the DRCOG Region, including capacity improvements to regional
freeways such as I-25 and E-470 and arterial roadway improvements in Douglas and Arapahoe Counties.
The Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments (PPACG) LRTP indicates the Colorado Springs area will gain an
additional 300,000 residents and 75,000 jobs by 2045. The LRTP identified improvements to several roadways
that impact Elbert County travelers, including US 24, SH 83, and SH 94.
M ap 3 shows the long-term projects in the adjacent metro areas’ LRTPs and short-term, programmed projects
in the DRCOG and PPACG Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs) that have an impact on Elbert County’s
transportation system and commuting routes of Elbert County residents. The County should also continue
coordinating with adjacent counties to capitalize on transportation improvements near Elbert County borders.

M ap 3. DRCOG and PPACG Projects Impacting Elbert County

Source: DRCOG; PPACG, 2021
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Project Goal Statements
Best practices for transportation planning efforts focus heavily on making investments based on performancedriven, outcome-based approaches, which are reflected in this TMP. The Elbert County TMP effort intends to
establish a roadmap for investments which result in a transportation system that contributes to the overall
wellbeing of the county and its residents.
The first step in identifying and pursuing a successful transportation system is identifying what the County sees
as the ultimate vision and goals for its transportation future. Based on transportation and quality of life best
practices, along with input from County staff, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and the public, the
following eight goal statements were developed to guide the development of the TMP and the prioritization of
transportation improvement projects. These goal statements are shown in Table 1, in relative order of priority,
based on feedback from a public engagement exercise.

Table 1. Elbert County TMP Goal Statements
Goal

Goal Statement
Ex tend the life of the transportation system and promote fiscal responsibility by
emphasizing maintenance over system expansion.
Provide transportation facilities that provide safe travel options for all residents
and visitors.
Optimize the use of existing infrastructure as well as strategic seeking of funding
options to m ake effective investments in the transportation network.
Promote growth in the economy, development, and tourism by providing a
transportation system that accommodates current and future demand for the
m ovement of residents, visitors, and goods.
Develop and maintain a multimodal transportation system that provides direct,
continuous, and safe connections between local and regional destinations and
services.
Design transportation facilities and networks so they are secure and resilient to
impacts from manmade or natural disasters.
Integrate transportation and land use decisions to create and preserve
neighborhoods that promote vibrant community character and encourage active
living.
Provide travel choices that are accessible to all travelers, promote local mobility,
and reduce the impacts of transportation on the environment and neighborhoods.
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Figure 2. Plan Organization

Plan Organization
The Elbert County TMP begins by providing an overview
of the community and stakeholder outreach activities
conducted throughout the planning process, which are
included in C hapter 3 . C ommunity Outreach. This
chapter includes discussion on the three different rounds
of community engagement: Issues and Priorities, Project
Alternatives, and Plan Review.
Following community outreach information, Chapter 4.
Demographic Profile and Growth looks at the high-level
impacts of demographic challenges to the transportation
system. This chapter includes sections that focus on the
county’s current and future population and employment
levels, regional land use and future growth, and
commuting trends.
C hapter 5. Transportation Assessment looks at all travel
modes to evaluate existing conditions and identify
deficiencies. The Roadway Assessment focuses on
current conditions of the regional roadway system,
including current and forecasted traffic volumes and
congestion, pavement and bridge conditions, and quality
of life impacts of the roadway system. It concludes with
roadway capital project recommendations. The Transit
Assessment provides an overview of the current transit
service characteristics. The Non-Motorized Network
Assessment focuses on the current bicycle and
pedestrian network. Finally, the Transportation Safety
Assessment provides a high-level view of crash statistics
and trends from the most recent five years of available
data.
Using findings from the previous chapters, Chapter 6.
Roadway Project Prioritization analyzes the different
recommendations and needs of the roadway network to
develop a prioritized list of roadway improvements
projects.
The prioritization effort leads into Chapter 7.
Transportation F unding and Costs, which provides an
overview of different funding sources and forecasts
anticipated funding levels to understand the overall
funding availability to undertake and implement
recommendations in this TMP.

Chapter 3.
Community
Outreach

Chapter 4.
Demographic
Profile and Growth

Chapter 5.
Transportation
Assessment

Chapter 6.
Roadway Project
Prioritization

Chapter 7.
Transportation
Funding and Costs

Chapter 8.
Implementation
Plan

The final component of this report is C hapter 8 . Implementation Plan, where the recommended projects are
compared to the funding levels to match projects to implementation time periods. This chapter identifies projects
that will need to be pursued through funding sources that are non-local to Elbert County, including competitive
state and federal grants.
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Community Outreach
Public involvement, whether through direct contact or by the input of community representatives, is an important
part of successful transportation planning. Elbert County is committed to inclusive and meaningful public
involvement, as well as open and honest communication with all individuals and entities. Community outreach
is also critical for identifying community goals and context, which provide insight on desired and appropriate
transportation solutions.
Outreach for this project was accomplished through:


TAC. Representatives from Elbert County and local stakeholders from businesses, agriculture
representatives, schools, fire department and sheriff, among others on the TAC met regularly throughout
the project to discuss progress and issues and provide guidance for the plan.



Planning Commission. Presentations on the TMP were made to the Elbert County Planning Commission
to solicit input on the projects, prioritization, and draft and final TMP.



Issues and Priorities Survey. An online stakeholder survey was conducted in late 2020 to obtain input
on TMP goals and transportation needs in the community.



Project Alternatives Survey. An online application was disseminated to allow the public and stakeholders
to review potential roadway projects and indicate their preferred investments.



Plan Review. The draft TMP document was made available for the public to provide comments before
being received by the County government.

Round 1 – Issues and Priorities
The first round of the public and stakeholder engagement process was largely focused on allowing residents to:


Decide what should be prioritized in the TMP;



Weigh trade-offs for how to use the County’s available transportation funding; and
F igure 3. Guiding Principles Ranking Results
Map strengths, weaknesses,
and opportunity areas in the
County’s
transportation
system.



Due to the Covid-19 pandemic and
associated guidance for the public to
stay at home as much as possible,
this round of engagement was
conducted completely virtually. A
robust and interactive survey using
the MetroQuest platform was
developed to obtain similar input to a
public open house. In total the
outreach had over 350 respondents
across the county, providing a great
and representative voice.
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Goal Statement Ranking
Respondents were able to click on every goal to see each goal statement and then rank their top five. Figure 3
shows the results of the ranking exercise that highlights both the frequency of selection (number of times that
goal statement was selected as a top five priority) of each goal statement and the intensity of selection (how
highly the goal statement was ranked when it was included in their top five).
Safety received the highest average intensity rank and was among the most frequently selected as a priority;
Maintenance was the second highest selected goal statement in both frequency and intensity of responses.
Many respondents thought that Efficiency was important, but the gap between frequency and intensity shows
that when it was ranked as a priority, it was not ranked as the top priority. There was a clear preference for
maintenance, safety, and efficiency over the other goals. It is also clear that Integration and Resiliency are not
major priorities in Elbert County.

Trade-Offs Exercise
The trade-off exercise allowed respondents to indicate how transportation funds should be allocated between
types of projects, as well as how people plan to travel after the Covid-19 pandemic.
F igure 4. Trade-Offs Exercise Results

Where We Invest

Respondents were asked if
investments should focus more on
maintaining
the
existing
transportation system or expanding
the transportation system with new
facilities and services. Survey
respondents favored maintaining
existing
infrastructure
over
expanding the transportation system.

How We Invest
Respondents were asked if
investments should be spread evenly
throughout Elbert County or if they
should be focused in areas where
need is greatest. Survey respondents
were slightly more in favor of
concentrating
transportation
investments in areas of the greatest
need over spreading investments evenly around the county.

Size of Projects
Respondents were asked if the
County should focus on a fewer
number of bigger projects or focus on
a larger number of small projects.
Survey respondents were slightly
more in favor of focusing on small,
incremental projects rather than
large investments.
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Where We Travel
Respondents were asked if
investments should focus on making
it easier to travel within Elbert County
or should prioritize travel into and out
of Elbert County. Survey respondents
were slightly more in favor of making
travel within Elbert County more
convenient rather than connections
to surrounding counties.

Future Travel
Respondents were asked, once the
Covid-19 pandemic is over, will they
continue to travel the same way they
did before the pandemic, or will they
permanently change their travel
behavior.
Survey
respondents
indicated they are more likely to
continue traveling how they did
before the Covid-19 pandemic rather
than permanently changing behavior.

Mapping Exercise
This exercise allowed respondents to place markers
on a map where they felt there were strengths,
weaknesses, and opportunity areas within the
existing transportation network. The respondent
was then able to provide a description of the issue
or opportunity they were indicating. 795 markers
were dropped in this page, and Figure 31 shows the
breakdown of markers by type. Results from the
mapping exercise include:

F igure 5. Mapping Exercise Marker Totals

Strengths
Weaknesses
Opportunities



1 28 Strengths markers were placed in the
MetroQuest mapping exercise with a
distinct hot spot around Elizabeth and the
unincorporated area to the north. In
particular, the County Road (CR) 13 and CR
21 corridors received numerous Strength markers.



2 67 Weaknesses markers were placed in the MetroQuest mapping exercise with hot spots around
Elizabeth and the CR 166 corridor between the Douglas County border and CR 21. Other minor hot spots
included Kiowa, the CR 49 corridor, around Elbert and CR 125 north of Simla.



1 80 Opportunities markers were placed in the MetroQuest mapping exercise with distinct hot spots
around Elizabeth and the CR 166 corridor. Other Opportunities hot spots include Kiowa, Elbert, Simla,
and Agate.
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Round 2 – Project Alternatives
After a list of potential roadway projects were
compiled, a virtual tool allowed the public and TAC
to review and comment on the projects. This tool
was a web map-based application that allowed
users to click on each project and view basic
information. Users were able to provide feedback
by selecting their favorite five to ten projects and
used a comment feature to provide additional
feedback on each project. F igure 6 shows the
welcome screen that provided directions to users.
F igure 7 shows the screen presented to users
when they loaded the application.
Users had the choice to click on a
project in the map or select from the
project list on the right side of the
screen to view information on each
project. The tool automatically
zoomed into the project location
when a project was selected using
either the map or the project list.
F igure 8 shows the view within the
tool where users could view details
on a project, including the project
name, primary route, project limits,
and a project description. Users
could use the ‘heart’ button to
indicate this project was within their
top five to ten, and the ‘comment’
button allowed users to leave
comments. Previous ‘likes’ and
comments were available for users
to view.

F igure 6. Project Alternatives Tool Welcome Screen

F igure 7. Project Alternatives Tool Project List View

F igure 8. Project Alternatives Tool Individual Project View

This survey tool was available
between February 4 and February
22, 2021. A total of 657 ‘likes’ for
projects were collected through
both the public and TAC version of
the project review tool. Additionally,
102 written comments were
received. The number of likes for
each project factored into the
project prioritization process.
Written comments were used to
refine the projects to better reflect
local preferences.
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Round 3 – Plan Review
The last phase of public outreach, after drafting the prioritized projects list, was focused on the elected officials
and decision-making bodies of Planning Commission and the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC).

Planning Commission and BOCC Presentations
The project team provided a presentation to the Planning Commission in February 2021 and at a BOCC study
session in March to solicit input on the compiled projects list and prioritization methodology. The meeting
included a detailed walkthrough of how projects were identified, screened, prioritization metrics and weights.

Adoption Process
After receiving and incorporating
feedback on the projects and draft report,
the plan was put through the formal
adoption process for Elbert County. This
included two separate readings to working
sessions of the BOCC in April 2021. This
process resulted in the adoption
resolution found on the first page of this
report.

19

4
Demographic Profile and Growth

20

Demographic Profile and Growth

Demographic Profile and Growth
Population and Households
Current Population and Households
The population of Elbert County in 2018 is estimated at just over 25,000, as shown in F igure 9. Since 2000, the
population has grown by roughly 5,300 people, which was an average rate of 1.32% per year. The fastest growing
age cohort in Elbert County is the population aged 65 years and older, which has grown by over 200% between
2000 and 2018. Conversely, the population age 15 years and younger has declined by over 10%.

F igure 9. Elbert County Population by Age (2000-2018)
30,000
25,000
20,000

1 9 ,872

5,000
0

3, 689

1, 976

1, 192

15,000
10,000

2 5 ,162

2 2 ,712

13, 797

16, 103

17, 142

4, 883

4, 633

4, 331

2000

2010

2018

Less than 15

15 to 65

65 and Older

Source: US Census Bureau, 2021

In 2018, Elbert County was estimated to have around 9,500 households, with 89% owners (approximately 8,500
households) and 11% renters (approximately 1,000 households), as shown in F igure 10. Between 2000 and
2018, Elbert County grew by an estimated 2,800 households, which is around 155 new households per year.

F igure 10. Elbert County Households (2000-2018)
12,000
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8,000

6 ,770

6,000
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2,000
0

705

6, 065
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9 ,566
1, 026

8, 135

8, 540

2010

2018

Renter-Occupied

Source: US Census Bureau, 2021
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Forecasted Population
According to the Colorado Department of Local Affairs (DOLA), the population of Elbert County is expected to
approximately double to 50,645 by the year 2050 with an annual growth rate of over 2.2%. Figure 11 shows the
historic and forecasted county-wide population.

F igure 11. Historic and Forecasted Population
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Historic Population

Forecasted Population

Source: US Census Bureau; DOLA, 2021

Socioeconomic Data Summary
Understanding the socioeconomic characteristics of Elbert County is important to ensure future transportation
investments do not negatively impact populations that have historically been vulnerable or underrepresented in
the political process. It is important to understand how future transportation improvements can provide
additional access to opportunity, such as jobs and recreation, to underserved communities and populations.
The data for socioeconomic characteristics was obtained from the US Census Bureau’s American Community
Survey (ACS). The latest available five-year estimates (2014-2018) were utilized at the Census block group level.
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M ap 4. Median Income

Median Income
The median household income of
Elbert County is just under $97,000,
which is substantially higher than
the median household income for
the state of Colorado, at
approximately $72,000. However,
there is variation in median incomes
throughout the county. Map 4 shows
the median income by Census block
group.
Median incomes are generally
highest in the northwest corner of
Elbert County, with most block
groups having a median income
above $100,000. All block groups in
Elbert County east of Kiowa have
lower median incomes, with most
block groups falling into the
$50,000 to $75,000 median
household income range.

M ap 5. Poverty
Source: US Census Bureau, 2021

Poverty
The poverty rate in Elbert County is
5.0%, which is around half of the
poverty rate for the state of Colorado
at 9.6%. M ap 5 shows the poverty
rate by block group within Elbert
County. The northwest portion of the
county has the lowest poverty rates,
generally less than 5%. The area
around Simla and the far
southeastern portions of the county
have the highest poverty rates,
generally over 10% of households.

Source: US Census Bureau, 2021
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Race and Ethnicity

M ap 6. Race and Ethnicity

Elbert County has less racial and
ethnic diversity than the state of
Colorado. Elbert County is 88.9%
White, while 67.7% of the population
of Colorado is White. Additionally,
the Hispanic population percentage
is markedly lower in Elbert County at
6.7%, whereas 21.8% of all
Coloradoans are Hispanic. Map 6
shows the percentage of Non-White
residents within Elbert County. There
is generally greater racial and ethnic
diversity in the northwest and
southeast portions of the county,
with a higher percentage of White
residents in the southwest and
northeast portions of the county.

M ap 7. Limited English

Proficiency Households

Source: US Census Bureau, 2021

Limited
English
Households

Proficiency

M ap 7 shows the distribution of LEP
households within the county. Very
few households within Elbert County
have Limited English Proficiency
(LEP), at 0.17% of all households.
Most block groups have zero
households with LEP. The area
around Kiowa and just west of
Elizabeth are the only areas with
small pockets of LEP households.

Source: US Census Bureau, 2021
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Zero-Vehicle Households

M ap 8. Zero-Vehicle Households

Households without access to a
personal vehicle can exist for several
reasons, including residents are too
old or young to drive a car, have a
disability, or are not able to afford
the expense of vehicle ownership.
Regardless, these households are
reliant upon other modes of
transportation, such as transit,
active transportation modes, or rides
from
friends
and
family.
Approximately 2% of households
within Elbert County do not have
access to a private vehicle. Map 8
shows the distribution of zerovehicle households within the
county. The largest concentration is
in the northwest corner of Elbert
County.

M ap 9. Households without Internet

Source: US Census Bureau, 2021

Internet Availability
Creating access to reliable internet
connectivity is a challenge in rural
areas throughout Colorado and the
United States. Elbert County is no
exception with approximately 8% of
its residents not having access to
internet. M ap 9 shows the
distribution of the households in the
county without internet. As the
county gets more rural from west to
east, the percentage of households
without internet gets higher. The
eastern half the county has an
average of over 20% of households
without internet.

Source: US Census Bureau, 2021
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Employment and Commuting
It is important to understand the
relationship between employment and
commuting in Elbert County as it affects
how the transportation system is used.
F igure 1 2 shows commuting patterns
into, out of, and within Elbert County.
These figures indicate a great majority
of Elbert County’s population must
leave the county for their employment,
while only a small percentage of
residents stay in the county for their
employment. Similarly, only a small
number of residents from other
counties travel into Elbert County for work.

F igure 12. Elbert County Commute Flows

Source: US Census Bureau, 2021

F igure 13. Where Elbert County Workers Live

Where Elbert County Workers Live
F igure 13 shows the commute patterns of Elbert
County workers. Most workers live in the
northwest portion of the county, in Elizabeth and
surrounding areas. Workers commuting into the
county are living in Castle Rock or between Castle
Rock and the southeast part of the Denver
metropolitan area. There are a small number of
Elbert County workers who live as far south as
Colorado Springs. M ap 10 shows the density of
Elbert County workers by location, with Kiowa and
Simla following Elizabeth in density of Elbert
County workers.

Source: US Census Bureau, 2021

M ap 10. Where Elbert County Workers Live

Source: US Census Bureau, 2021

26

Demographic Profile and Growth

Where Elbert County Residents Work
F igure 1 4 shows Elbert County residents work
commute patterns, with most commuters
traveling northwest towards the Denver
Metropolitan Area. The southern outskirts of the
Denver Metropolitan Area are approximately 15
miles (as the crow flies) from Elizabeth in Elbert
County. The relative proximity to Denver
contributes to the predominate commute
patterns and employment density by Elbert
County residents in the south Denver area. In
addition, M ap 11 shows commuters are also
traveling west and south towards the Castle Rock
and Colorado Springs areas, respectively.
However, the density map indicates fewer people
are making the commute south to Colorado
Springs, as that is closer to 25 miles as the crow
flies from Elizabeth, which is further than both
Denver and Castle Rock.

F igure 14. Where Elbert County Residents Work

Source: US Census Bureau, 2021

M ap 11. Where Elbert County Residents Work

Commuting Modes
F igure 15, on the next page, shows that under 30% of Elbert County commuters chose transportation modes to
work other than driving alone. Working from home and carpooling are the next most common means of travel to
work, which describes between 5% and 10% of Elbert County commuters. All other modes, including biking and
walking, are uncommon with less than 1% of Elbert County commuters using either mode.
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F igure 15. Travel Mode to Work
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Source: US Census Bureau, 2020

Land Uses
M ap 12 shows land uses throughout Elbert County. Land uses have been categorized into five categories:


Residential. Land uses that are primarily used for housing Elbert County’s population. The residential
category includes both single-family and multi-family residential uses. The bulk of the residential land is
in the western portion of the county, surrounding Elizabeth, and the unincorporated northwestern
portion of Elbert County.



C ommercial. Includes retail, restaurant, and office land uses. Isolated pockets of commercial land are
along the SH 86 corridor between Kiowa and Elizabeth as well as on CR 17, just north of SH 86.



Industrial. Includes manufacturing and processing land uses. There are only isolated industrial
properties throughout the county, predominantly along the SH 86 corridor in the vicinities of Elizabeth
and Kiowa.



Institutional. Includes all public and semi-public facilities including government buildings, schools, and
parks. Most institutional land is in Kiowa and Elizabeth.



Agricultural. Includes all land utilized for farming. Agricultural land is the dominant land use throughout
the county with very little else in the eastern half of the county.
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M ap 12. Land Uses

Source: Elbert County, 2021
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Transportation Assessment
Roadway Assessment
Roads serve as the foundation of the county’s transportation network, accommodating motor vehicles, freight,
transit users, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Roads are the main component of the transportation network and the
primary public space that county residents use to travel.
In all, there are over 1,250 miles of roads of various conditions and types in Elbert County. The efficiency, safety,
and condition of the county’s road and bridge network is essential to the functionality of the other transportation
modes and to the economic prosperity and quality of life of the county.

F igure 16. Functional Classifications

Functional Classification
Roadways are classified based on the type of traffic they
are intended to serve:


Interstates and other freeways move people at
very high speeds between major population
centers.



Arterials move people for long distances at higher
speeds within a city or between cities.



C ollectors are lower speed and extend for shorter
distances than arterials and connect travelers to
the arterials.



Locals are very low speed, intended for short
distances with direct access to residential and
commercial properties.

Functional classifications have an inverse relationship
between access and mobility, as illustrated in Figure 16.
Since Elbert County is a largely rural county, it is important
that roadways provide mobility between communities and
larger urban areas (Denver and Colorado Springs), while
also providing access between communities and neighborhoods within the county. Table 2 shows the mileage
of different classifications in Elbert County.

Table 2. Functional Classification Mileage
Functional Classification

Approximate Mileage

% of Total Mileage

Freeways

30 miles

2.4%

Major or Principal Arterials

75 miles

6.0%

Minor Arterials

175 miles

13.9%

Collectors

175 miles

13.9%

Local Roadways

800 miles

63.8%

Source: Elbert County, 2021
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Most roadways in Elbert County are considered local roads and therefore support intra-community access and
may have limited connections or continuity. There are 300 miles of minor arterial and collector roads that provide
connections between and within communities. The 75 miles of major or principal roadway include US 24 and SH
86. These roadways are more continuous and promote mobility across and between counties. Finally, I-70makes
up the 30 miles of freeway in Elbert County, and this classification serves the highest and fastest traffic volumes
while promoting mobility between states and major cities. Map 13 shows the functional classifications of the
Elbert County roadway system.

M ap 13. Roadway Functional Classifications

Source: Elbert County, 2021
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Roadway Surface

M ap 14. Roadway Surface Type

M ap 1 4 differentiates roadways in
Elbert County by their surface type.
Roadways indicated in blue are
paved, while roadways in gold are
unpaved.
Most
roadways,
particularly the minor or residential
roadways, are unpaved. Major
roadways in the county, such as SH
86, US 24, and I-70, are all paved.
There are also roads that run
through Elizabeth and Kiowa that
are paved and typically serve
residents moving through the more
densely populated areas of Elbert
County.

M ap 15. Truck Routes
Source: Elbert County, 2021

Freight Network
While Elbert County does not
currently have formalized truck
routes, there is a considerable
amount of truck traffic on CDOTowned roadways (I-70, US 24, and
SH 86) and some County-maintained
roadways. M ap 15 shows roadways
within Elbert County that are
commonly used by freight traffic and
would be ideal candidates to
become future designated truck
routes.

Source: Elbert County, 2021
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Current Traffic Volumes and
Congestion

M ap 16. Current Traffic Volumes

M ap 1 6 shows traffic volumes
across Elbert County. Roadways
colored in blues are indicating traffic
volumes of 5,000 vehicles or more
per day, with the darkest blue
roadways supporting more than
10,000 vehicles per day. The highest
traffic volumes in the county occur
on the portion of SH 86 that runs
through Elizabeth and along the I-70
corridor. Most other roadways in
Elbert County experience fewer than
2,500 vehicles per day, with most of
those experiencing 1,000 vehicles
or less, as indicated in the yellow
colored roadways.

M ap 17. Current Traffic
Congestion

Source: Elbert County, 2021

M ap 1 7 shows the daily Level of
Service (LOS) and volume to capacity
(V/C) ratio for Elbert County
roadways. The scale for LOS is
classified as A (freeflow travel, V/C of
less than 0.6) to F (extreme
congestion, V/C greater than 1).
Typically, for rural areas, a LOS C or
better is considered acceptable, and
a LOS D or worse indicates a potential
need for congestion mitigation.
As shown, all roadways in Elbert
County have a LOS A or LOS B, with
only a segment of SH 86 in the center
of Elizabeth operating at LOS C,
indicating some levels of congestion
and inconvenience.

Source: Elbert County, 2021
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Forecasted
2040 Traffic
Volumes and Congestion

M ap 18. Forecasted 2040 Traffic Volumes

M ap 1 8 shows forecasted traffic
volumes across Elbert County for the
year 2040. To estimate future traffic
volumes, two growth rates were
assumed for different parts of the
county, based on historical patterns
and anticipated demands, to
account for the northwestern portion
of the county urbanizing faster than
the rural eastern portion.


W est of the Urbanizing/
Rural Line. An annual
growth rate of 1.5% was
applied.



East of the Urbanizing/
Rural Line. An annual
growth rate of 0.5% was
applied.

M ap 19. Forecasted 2040 Traffic
Congestion

Source: Elbert County, 2021

M ap 19 shows the forecasted daily LOS
and V/C for major roadways in Elbert
County for 2040. With no major capacity
improvements, the LOS on SH 86 is
anticipated to continue to degrade
between the Douglas County Line and
Elizabeth, with segments anticipated to
operate at a LOS E and F. CR 166
between the Douglas County Line and CR
13 is anticipated to degrade to a LOS D.

Source: Elbert County, 2021
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Pavement and Bridge Conditions
Elbert County is responsible for maintaining 168 miles of the total 276 miles of paved roadways in the county.
Elbert County uses an industry standard Pavement Condition Index (PCI) as a tool to assess the quality and
condition of paved roadways. PCI is an evaluation method that assesses the type, extent, and severity of
pavement surface distresses and ride comfort of the road. PCI uses a range from 0-100, broken into seven
categories:


Good. PCI rating of 86-100



Very Poor. PCI rating of 26-40



Satisfactory. PCI rating of 71-85



Serious. PCI rating of 11-25



F air. PCI rating of 56-70



F ailed. PCI rating of 0-10



Poor. PCI rating of 41-55

Elbert County’s 2017 PCI assessment determined that County roads had a PCI range of 57-94, with 84 of the
104 road sections scoring Satisfactory or better. In addition, subdivision roads in residential areas, only some of
which the County maintains, were classified as having PCI scores ranging from 47 to 89. Of 276 subdivision
roadway sections analyzed for this assessment, 212 received were satisfactory or better.
Elbert County is responsible for operating and maintaining 34 major structures, 31 of which are bridges while
the other three are culverts. The western side of the county has most of the bridges and support the highest
traffic counts.
M ap 20. Bridge Conditions
M ap 2 0 shows the
sufficiency rating of the 34
structures maintained by
the County, which is an
indicator of the asset’s
condition. In general,
bridges in the western
portion of the county are in
better condition than
those in the eastern
portion,
particularly
around Agate.
The eastern and southern
portions of the county
contain a higher amount
of single-lane bridges,
which will be choke points
in the transportation
system as traffic volumes
continue to increase.
Many of these single-lane
bridges
are
also
prefabricated, temporary
bridges
that
were
implemented after flood
events and have been in
place for decades beyond
their intended life.
Source: Elbert County, 2019
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Environmental Impacts and
Quality of Life

M ap 21. Known Flooding Issues

The County’s transportation system
is impacted by environmental
conditions, such as flooding or snow
events, which can impact travel time
reliability and maintenance needs in
specific locations or during certain
times of the year.

Flooding Issues
M ap 2 2 shows known seasonal or
recurring flooding issues as
identified by County staff. The
eastern, more rural, portions of the
county have more flooding issues,
potentially due to more low water
crossings, older infrastructure, and a
higher density of creeks.

M ap 22. High-Intensity
Maintenance Issues

Source: Elbert County, 2021

High-Intensity
Issues

Maintenance

Some roadways within Elbert County
require a high level of routine
maintenance despite relatively low
traffic volumes, which are shown in
M ap
22.
This
increased
maintenance need could be a result
of poor roadway subbase, poor soil
conditions, or other environmental
factors. These locations were
identified
through
comparing
maintenance hours and daily traffic
volumes along with input from
County maintenance staff. These
locations will factor into project
prioritization to address these
recurring maintenance issues.

Source: Elbert County, 2021
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Priority Snow Routes

M ap 23. Priority Snow Routes

Elbert County staff maintains a list of
all County roadways organized into
three tiers of priority for plowing
during and after snow events. Tier 1
is made up of roadways that carry
relatively high volumes of traffic and
provide
direct
connectivity
throughout the county. Tiers 2 and 3
are comprised of roadways that
serve lower traffic volumes or are
neighborhood streets that serve a
low number of properties. Map 23
shows the Tier 1 priority snow
routes.

M ap 24. School Bus Routes
Source: Elbert County, 2021

School Bus Routes
M ap 24 shows County roadways that
are known to consistently serve at
least one school bus route. While
school bus routes change to some
extent with each new school year,
most of these roadways have served
school bus routes continuously for
many years. The Agate School
District also runs bus service, but it
is not known by the County which
roadways they utilize. These school
bus routes will factor into project
prioritization to advance projects
that ensure school children and
buses are able to use County
roadways safely and efficiently.

Source: Elbert County, 2021
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County Activity Centers

M ap 25. County Activity Centers

Providing convenient and safe
access to community activity centers
is a key element in maintaining a
high quality of life within the county.
M ap 2 5 shows some of the key
activity centers in Elbert County,
including
schools,
recreation
opportunities,
and
cultural
institutions. These activity centers
are largely centered around
population
centers,
including
Elizabeth, Kiowa, Simla, Elbert, and
Agate. These activity centers will
factor into project prioritization to
advance projects that improve
access to these locations.

Source: Elbert County, 2021
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Roadway Project Recommendations
The roadway system will continue to form the backbone of the County’s transportation system, providing service
to multiple modes including personal vehicles, freight, transit, bicycles, and pedestrians. Using the roadway
recommendations from the previous planning efforts, including the West Elbert Transportation Plan and County
Comprehensive Plan, and supplemented with roadway capital projects from several different sources including
the deficiencies identified in the roadway assessment and the first round of community outreach. A
comprehensive list of potential roadway projects has been assembled in Table 3 and mapped in M ap 26.

M ap 26. Roadway Capital Projects by Type
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Table 3. Potential Roadway Capital Projects
Proj.
ID

Primary Route

1

CR 166

2

CR 174

3
4
5
6
7

CR 17
CR 17
CR 186
CR 17
CR 21

8

CR 154

9

CR 146

10
11

CR 17
CR 21

12

CR 154

13

CR 154

14

CR 29/33/150

15

CR 146

16
18
19

Bonnie Ridge Dr
Forest Park
Dr/Pinon Dr
Savage Rd
CR 29

20

CR 186

17

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

From

To

Kiowa-Bennett
Construct new paved roadway connection
Rd
Pave roadway and construct new paved
CR 13
CR 29
connection
CR 174
CR 178
Construct new paved roadway connection
CR 166
CR 174
Construct new paved roadway connection
CR 1
CR 17
Repave roadway – 4" mill and overlay
CR 186
CR 194
Reconstruct and pave roadway
CR 166
CR 154
Repave roadway – 4" mill and overlay
Pave roadway and construct new paved
CR 13
CR 29
connection
Pave roadway and construct new paved
CR 13
CR 17
connection
Bonnie Ridge Rd CR 146/CR 13 Reconstruct to paved roadway
SH 86
CR 154
Repave roadway – 4" mill and overlay
Kiowa-Bennett
CR 29
Construct new paved roadway connection
Rd
Kiowa-Bennett Comanche Creek Pave roadway and construct new paved
Rd
Rd
connection
SH 86
Sun Country Dr Reconstruct to paved roadway
Kiowa-Bennett Pave roadway and construct new paved
CR 21
Rd
connection
CR 17
CR 21
Pave roadway
CR 29

SH 86

Canyon Trl

Pawnee Pkwy
Sun Country Dr

CR 13
CR 194

CR 17

CR 29

Comanche Creek
Way of Peace
Rd
CR 65
CR 166
CR 194
Kiowa-Bennett Comanche Creek
CR 166
Rd
Rd
Comanche Creek Rd
CR 150
CR 166
Comanche Creek Rd
SH 86
CR 150
Comanche Creek
CR 150
CR 85
Rd
CR 85
CR 150
Way of Peace
CR 85
SH 86
CR 150
CR 134/
Wolf Creek Trl
CR 73
Wedemeyer Rd
Wedemeyer Rd
E of CR 73
W Bijou Creek
Wedemeyer Rd
W Bijou Creek
CR 99
CR 77
SH 86
CR 94
CR 94
CR 53
CR 81
CR 94
CR 37
CR 49
CR 94
CR 49
CR 53
CR 33
CR 94
CR 102
CR 98
Elbert Rd
CR 33
CR 166

Project Description

Pave roadway
Pave roadway
Roadway improvement and realignment
Pave roadway and construct new paved
connection
Construct new roadway connection
Reconstruct to paved roadway
Reconstruct to paved roadway
Reconstruct gravel roadway
Pave roadway
Reconstruct to paved roadway
Reconstruct to paved roadway
Construct new gravel roadway connection
Construct new gravel roadway connection
Reconstruct gravel roadway
Construct new roadway connection
Reconstruct gravel roadway
Reconstruct gravel roadway
Reconstruct gravel roadway
Construct new gravel roadway connection
Pave roadway
Pave roadway
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Proj.
ID
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

Primary Route

From

To

CR 98
CR 122
CR 122
CR 122
CR 122
CR 122
Pine Meadows Dr
CR 118

CR 1
CR 1
CR 5
CR 9
CR 17/21
Elbert Rd
CR 45
CR 45

CR 21
CR 5
CR 9
CR 17/21
Elbert Rd
CR 45
Wilderness Dr
Maul Rd

46

Maul Rd

CR 102

SH 86

47
48
49
50

CR 49/110/41
CR 102
Kiowa-Bennett Rd
Kiowa-Bennett Rd

CR 102
CR 41
CR 178
CR 194

51

CR 174/53

CR 178

Construct new paved roadway connection

52

CR 174

CR 118
CR 33
Kiowa
CR 178
Kiowa-Bennett
Rd
CR 53

Pave roadway
Reconstruct to paved roadway
Construct new paved roadway connection
Construct new paved roadway connection
Construct new paved roadway connection
Construct new paved roadway connection
Pave roadway
Reconstruct to paved roadway
Reconstruct gravel road/realign to
Comanche Creek Rd
Pave roadway
Pave roadway
Repave roadway – 4" mill and overlay
Reconstruct paved roadway
Construct new paved roadway connection

53

CR 174

Saddlehorn Dr

54
55
56

CR 29
Vista Ridge Dr
CR 166
CR 1

Elbert Rd

58
59

CR 174
Thunder Hills Rd
Madrid Dr
CR 86/Kiowa Creek
Rd
CR 81
CR 17/21

CR 65
Kiowa-Bennett
Rd
Saddlehorn Dr
CR 166
London Dr

60

CR 125

61
62
63
64
65

CR 90
CR 166
CR 125
CR 105
CR 194

66

CR 182

67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76

CR 162
CR 125
CR 166
CR 158
CR 162
CR 178
CR 178
CR 190
CR 98
CR 162

77

CR 99

78
79

CR 182
CR 25

80

CR 166

57

CR 94
El Paso Co Line
CR 98
CR 106
Antelope St
SH 86
(Simla)
CR 49
CR 53
Running Creek
E Bijou Creek
E Bijou Creek
Kiowa Creek
W Bijou Creek
Trib
Wilson Creek Trib
Wilson Creek
Wilson Creek
Wilson Creek
E Bijou Creek
Bijou Creek
E Bijou Creek Trib
Wilson Creek
Kiowa Creek
Kiowa Creek
W Bijou Creek
Trib
Bijou Creek Trib
W Kiowa Creek
Middle Bijou
Creek

Project Description

Pave roadway
Reconstruct to paved roadway
Pave roadway
Pave roadway
Pave roadway
Reconstruct gravel roadway
Reconstruct gravel road
Pave roadway
Reconstruct gravel road
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
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Proj.
ID
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104

Primary Route
CR 25
CR 178
CR 98
CR 25
CR 150
CR 74
CR 98
CR 174
CR 65
CR 13
CR 178
CR 90
CR 169
CR 130
CR 134
CR 17
CR 149
Ridge Rd
CR 105
Freese Rd
Elbert Rd
CR 13
CR 17/21
CR 13

From

To

Kiowa Creek Trib
CR 1
CR 17
Kiowa Creek
Kiowa Creek Trib
W Bijou Creek
W Bijou Creek
Running Creek
W Bijou Creek
Comanche Creek
Running Creek
Wolf Creek
CR 181
CR 185
CR 34
CR 66
CR 153
CR 157
CR 153
CR 157
W Kiowa Creek
CR 46
SH 86
CR 150
CR 166
CR 74
CR 122
CR 110
SH 86
El Paso Co Line Kiowa Creek Rd
Elizabeth
CR 166
CR 114
Elizabeth
CR 174
CR 178

Project Description
Improve/replace bridge
Construct new paved roadway connection
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Improve/replace bridge
Address flooding issues
Address flooding issues
Address flooding issues
Address flooding issues
Improve/replace bridge
Reconstruct gravel roadway
Reconstruct gravel roadway
Reconstruct gravel roadway
Reconstruct gravel roadway
Repave roadway – 4" mill and overlay
Repave roadway – 4" mill and overlay
Repave roadway – 4" mill and overlay
Construct new paved roadway connection
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Transit Assessment
Transit services in Elbert County are limited due to the sparse population and low demand. The Regional Transit
District (RTD) that services the Denver metropolitan region travels as far south as the RidgeGate Parkway Station,
west of Parker on I-25, which is a 35-minute drive from Elizabeth. To overcome some gaps in regional transit
service, the East Central Council of Local Governments (LCOG) established the Outback Express.

Outback Express Service
The Outback Express is a scheduled, on-demand transit system that serves the communities of Cheyenne, Elbert,
Kit Carson, and Lincoln counties. The Outback Express offers service to anyone who needs transportation within
these counties. Riders can use the service for essential shopping, medical appointments, and other errands.
Users are asked to call and reserve a seat on one of the buses 24 hours in advance to ensure there is seating
available. Residents in Elbert County can use the Outback Express to travel between towns within in Elbert County
and to destinations outside of the county including Denver, Colorado Springs, Limon, Calhan, and Parker.

Outback Express Fares
Fares for the Outback Express vary depending on where in the service area the rider lives, and the location of
their destination; however, fares are generally 11 cents per mile. Riders can travel between Kiowa and Elizabeth
or Elbert or between Matheson and Simla for $2. Fares increase from there and can reach as high as $19 for
service from Matheson to Parker. The average round-trip cost for a fare in Elbert County is $8.

Outback Express Performance
The Outback Express provided over 5,000 hours of service in 2019, which amounted to over 70,000 miles
traveled. In 2019, Outback Express supported over 400 riders in their service area. The most popular route in
2019 was the Elbert Route, serving Elizabeth and Kiowa with 217 riders. The fleet contains 19 standard vans
and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessible minibuses for the entire service area.
Since 2017, Outback Express ridership has been steadily increasing, which shows growing support for the
services provided by the non-profit.
Table 4 shows historical ridership by route, and the compound annual growth rate (CAGR) for each route from
the three most recent years of pre-Covid-19 ridership data. Assuming historic ridership trends continue, by the
2040 planning horizon, it is estimated that ridership could exceed 900 annual riders for the Elbert Route, and
reach 300 riders for the Simla-Matheson Route.

Table 4. Historic and Forecasted Annual Outback Express Ridership
2017
Ridership

2018
Ridership

2019
Ridership

CAGR

Forecasted 2040
Ridership

Simla-Matheson

185

191

198

2%

300

Elizabeth-KiowaElbert

176

167

217

7%

900

Route

Source: Outback Express, 2020

Transit Recommendations
Due to the relatively low density of development in Elbert County, more intensive transit service, such as fixedroute bus service, is not warranted at this time. However, the ridership on Outback Express should be monitored
annually by Elbert County to track if ridership levels are continuing to increase at a similar rate. Additionally, ACS
data on transit-dependent populations (senior citizens, citizens with disabilities, etc.) should be monitored to
understand if additional needs for paratransit services may be warranted.
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Non-Motorized Network Assessment
Using non-motorized forms of travel, such as walking or using a bicycle, can be an efficient and enjoyable form
of transportation that can also strengthen community bonds, improve health, and improve air quality. An effective
transportation network accounts for the need of non-motorized travel, and promotes it through accessible
sidewalk coverage, continuous bike lanes or trails, equestrian accommodations, and more.

Sidewalks
Sidewalk coverage in Elbert County is limited due to its rural setting and relatively sparse population. There is
intermittent sidewalk coverage in Elizabeth and Kiowa but not on any County-maintained roadways.
In Elizabeth, there is continuous sidewalk on the north side of SH 86 that runs consistently between CR 13 and
Elbert Street. Residents can access this sidewalk from nearby rural subdivisions; however, users must cross to
the north side of SH 86 to access the sidewalk. There are only two marked pedestrian crosswalks, one on each
end of this stretch of sidewalk. Connected subdivisions have partial sidewalks intermittently throughout
Elizabeth, and most often sidewalks appear close to an intersection, which allows some walking opportunities
for residents that live in the heart of Elizabeth.
The sidewalk coverage in Kiowa is limited to the short segment of SH 86 between Navajo Street and CR 45.
Unlike Elizabeth, there are no sidewalks on adjoining residential roads that connect to SH 86 in Kiowa.

Bicycle Facilities and Trails
Similar to sidewalks, there are limited bicycle facilities in Elbert County. There are segments on SH 86 that have
a wide shoulder that could be used for bike transportation; however, there are no designated bike routes within
the county. Certain residential areas or less trafficked paved roads may be well suited to support bicycle travel
but are not considered part of a bicycle network since they provide limited connectivity. The county also does not
currently have any recreational trails.

Non-Motorized Network Recommendations
As the county continues to urbanize, increased emphasis should be placed on enhancing the connectivity of the
non-motorized transportation network to increase the quality of life and transportation options for residents.
Potential next steps in defining a future non-motorized network include:


Conduct a trail feasibility study to identify, prioritize, and estimate costs for high-impact trails within the
county for recreational or commuting purposes. These trails would ideally enhance recreation
opportunities, promote healthy living, and create connections between key locations within and outside
of the county.



Review the County’s subdivision code to determine if including sidewalks, trails, or bicycle facilities is
appropriate in certain areas of the county or subdivisions developing at certain densities. Additionally,
defining connectivity standards for new subdivisions could help increase the potential for non-vehicular
trips on foot or bicycle on residential streets.



Coordinate with municipalities within the county and with adjacent counties to increase non-motorized
access across jurisdictions to major activity centers such as parks, schools, and cultural institutions.

Transportation Safety Assessment
Providing a safe transportation system is the most important aspect of Elbert County’s efforts to maintain and
improve roadways. To better understand where safety issues exist, crash history for Elbert County (including both
incorporated and unincorporated areas) was analyzed using data from CDOT for the five-year period between
2014 and 2018.

45

Transportation Assessment

Temporal Trends
Crashes by Year
F igure 17 shows that over the two-year period between 2014 and 2016 there was a 25% decrease in vehicle
crashes in Elbert County. However, the number of crashes increased between 2016 and 2018 by 71%. Overall,
the number of crashes increased by 28% between 2014 and 2018.

F igure 17. Crashes by Year (2014-2018)
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Crashes by Month
F igure 18 shows the number of crashes occurring on roadways within Elbert County during each month. Crashes
were more frequent during winter months, with the number of crashes peaking during November, December,
and January. Severe weather conditions during the winter months is likely a contributing factor to these higher
figures.

F igure 18. Crashes by Month (2014-2018)
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Crashes by Day of Week
F igure 19 shows the number of vehicle crashes on roadways in Elbert County by day of the week. The highest
number of crashes have occurred on Saturdays (182 crashes) and Mondays (176 crashes). Tuesday had the
lowest recorded number of crashes, with 148 over the five-year period.
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F igure 19. Crashes by Time of Day (2014-2018)
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Crashes by Time of Day
F igure 20 shows crashes on roadways in Elbert County by time of day. The highest number of crashes occurred
in the 6-7 PM hour, which may correlate to peak travel times associated with evening rush hour. A similar, yet
less significant, peak of crashes occurred in the 7-8 AM hour, during a typical morning commute time.

F igure 20. Crashes by Time of Day (2014-2018)
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Crash Types, Influences, and Severity
Crash Types
F igure 21 shows that almost 50% of crashes on roadways in Elbert County involved a single vehicle, indicating a
vehicle hit a stationary object, such as a tree or light pole or ran off the road. Overturned vehicle crashes were
the second most frequent type of crash, accounting for 21% of total crashes.

47

Transportation Assessment

F igure 21. Crashes by Type (2014-2018)
Other Collision, 115,
10%

Head On (Front to Front), 27,
2%

Other Non-Collision, 24, 2%
Single Vehicle
Collision, 569, 49%

Overturned Vehicle,
244, 21%

Rear End (Front to Rear), 124,
11%
Sideswipe (Same Direction), 38,
3%

Sideswipe (Opposite Direction), 26, 2%

Source: CDOT, 2020

Crash Influences
F igure 22 presents the number and percentage of accidents that occurred based on several influences. While
65% of causes were either unknown or cited as no cause, 27% of crashes were due to inexperienced or
distracted drivers. Driver fatigue and alcohol use were the next leading cause of crashes during the five-year
period, with 9% and 5% of crashes attributed to these factors, respectively.

F igure 22. Crashes by Influence (2014-2018)
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Medication Use, 15,
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Distracted Driver,
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Driver Fatigue,
104, 9%
Emotional Driver, 2,
Evading Law
0%
Enforcement, 2, 0%

Illness or Phyiscal
Disability, 20, 2%

Source: CDOT, 2020

Crash Severity
F igure 23 shows crashes by severity. Most crashes did not involve an injury or fatality, with 66% of crashes
resulting in property damage only. Only 1% of crashes resulted in a fatality within the five-year period, which
correlates to 14 crash-related deaths in Elbert County between 2014 and 2018.
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F igure 23. Crashes by Severity (2014-2018)
Fatal, 14, 1%

Injury, 388, 33%
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Crash Locations
Total Crash Density

M ap 27. Total Crash Density (2014-2018)

M ap 27 shows a density heat mapof
vehicle crashes that occurred in
Elbert County between 2014 and
2018 by location. The residential
areas within Elizabeth and Kiowa
have a higher density of crashes, as
shown with the red coloring. Cooler
tones, such as the green and blue,
indicate a lower density of crashes.
The higher numbers of crashes
could be occurring in the Elizabeth
and Kiowa areas because it is a
more heavily populated area relative
to other parts of Elbert County.
Additionally, the I-70 corridor had a
high density of crashes, which may
be due to the higher traffic volumes
on this corridor compared to other
parts of the county.

Source: CDOT, 2020
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Fatal and Injury Crash Locations

M ap 28. Fatal and Injury Crashes (2014-2018)

M ap 2 8 shows the location of
crashes that resulted in an injury or
fatality. Fatalities are indicated with
red dots and are primarily found
along the I-70 corridor, and there
were some crash-related fatalities in
residential areas of Elizabeth.
Crashes resulting in an injury
occurred scattered throughout
Elbert County, with higher numbers
of injuries occurring along SH 86, I70, US 24, and around Elizabeth.

M ap 2 9. Fatal and Injury Crash
Density (2014-2018)

Source: CDOT, 2020

Fatal and Injury Crash Density
M ap 2 9 shows fatality and injury
crashes in terms of density. The red
colors indicate where crashes
resulting in injuries or fatalities
occurred more frequently relative to
areas shown in green and blue.

Source: CDOT, 2020
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Crashes
According to CDOT crash data for Elbert County between 2014 and 2018, there were only three crashes involving
pedestrians and no crashes involving bicycles. All three of the pedestrian-related crashes resulted in an injury,
though none resulted in a fatality. These pedestrian related crashes occurred during daylight hours, two occurred
during dry weather conditions, and one occurred during icy road conditions. One pedestrian accident occurred
within the town center of Elizabeth, while the other two pedestrian accidents occurred outside of the Elizabeth
area in the northwest side of the county.

Key Safety Takeaways


Crashes have generally been increasing year-over-year in Elbert County, with a 71% increase over the
most recent three years of data (2016-2018).



Inexperienced drivers, distracted drivers, driver fatigue, and alcohol were the most common influences
impacting crashes.



Almost half of crashes were single-vehicle crashes involving vehicles striking fixed objects or running off
the road. Rollover crashes also accounted for over 20% of crashes.



The area around and just north of Elizabeth has the highest density of crashes, particularly fatal and
injury-involved crashes.
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Roadway Project Prioritization
A roadway project prioritization methodology was been developed for this TMP to quantitatively score
recommended transportation projects and help determine which projects will be included in the fiscally
constrained projects list.

Project Prioritization Elements
The roadway prioritization process was based on the TMP goal statements and was designed to identify metrics
or factors to evaluate the impacts of suggested improvements on roadway congestion, safety, accessibility to
community assets, and multimodal accommodations based on data readily available to the County. A summary
of the prioritization structure is provided in F igure 24.

F igure 24. Roadway Capital Project Prioritization Framework and Metrics

Ubranizing/Rural
•Projects within/outside of urbanizing/rural divide

Safety
•Fatal crashes (five most recent years)
•Injury crashes (five most recent years)
•Property damage only/unknown crashes (five most recent years)

Operational Efficiency
•Functional classification
•Connections between classified roads
•Current and forecasted V/C ratio

Preservation and Resiliency
•Known flooding issues
•Known high-maintenance intensity roadways
•Pavement and bridge conditions

System Development
•On a school bus route, priority snow route, or truck route
•Daily traffic volume on unpaved surface
•Impact on single-lane bridge

Economic and Multimodal Development
•Within a Comprehensive Plan major growth area
•Serves a school, park, or civic facility
•Includes a bicycle or pedestrian element

Local Preference
•Public priority (from survey results)
•TAC priority
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Alignment with Goal Statements
Each element of the project prioritization process aligns with one or more of the TMP’s goal areas. The weighting
percentages for each metric are identified for both urbanized areas and rural areas, understanding that priorities
for transportation are different depending on this land use context. The weighting percentages were heavily
influenced by the goals prioritization results in Round 1 of community engagement. The prioritization weighting
and project goal alignment is provided in Table 5.

Table 5. Project Prioritization Weighting and Guiding Principle Alignment
Urbanizing
Weight

Rural
Weight

Safety

25%

35%

Operational Efficiency

20%

5%

Preservation and Resiliency

25%

35%

System Development

15%

10%

5%

5%

10%

10%

Prioritization Category

Economic and Multimodal
Development
Local Preference

Goal Served

Roadway Project Prioritization Results
The results of this prioritization process are shown graphically in M ap 30. General trends observed from the
prioritization results include:


Projects addressing future anticipated congestion issues, particularly in the northwestern area of the
county, score better than projects elsewhere in the county.



Projects addressing deficiencies, such as ongoing maintenance issues, poor pavement or bridge
conditions, or flooding issues score better than other types of projects.



New roadway connections generally do not score as well as projects that improve existing roadways.

The results of this prioritization process generally guide the order that projects are included in the fiscally
constrained project list – high-priority projects have a greater chance of being included in the near-term time
periods of the fiscally constrained project list, and low-priority projects are more likely to not be included in the
fiscally-constrained project list. Projects that were not included in the fiscally constrained list are labeled as
“projects of opportunity” to be pursued only if additional funding sources become available or through developer
impact fees or direct developer construction.
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M ap 30. Project Prioritization Results
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Transportation Funding and Costs
Transportation Funding Sources
Funding for transportation needs can come from various federal, state, and local sources. Leveraging funds from
different available sources is an important component of long-range transportation planning.

Elbert County Sales and Use Tax Fund
The Elbert County Sales and Use Tax Fund is the main source of revenue for road and bridge improvements to
the County transportation system. In 2007, the County passed a 1% sales and use tax and commenced collection
in 2008. The Sales and Use Tax Fund supports road and bridge efforts by allowing funds that can be used for
capital road improvements, including the purchase of equipment, capital projects, and operating expense
support for the personnel costs on projects associated with the capital improvements completed in the fund.

Elbert County Impact Fund
The Elbert County Impact Fund supplements roughly $150,000 annually to road projects by collecting fees from
developers to address transportation deficiencies caused by their developments such as new roadway
congestion or safety issues arising from increased traffic volumes.

Highway Users Tax Fund
Highway Users Tax Fund revenue is collected and dispersed by CDOT and accounts for most of the funding in
Fund 20 – Road & Bridge. Historically, Elbert County has received approximately $2.7M per year in Highway
Users Tax Fund revenues.

Property Tax Assessments
Elbert County Road & Bridge annually receives approximately $9M of the roughly $26M collected in Elbert County
based on property assessments.

Federal Grants
Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity (RAISE) Grant. RAISE is a discretionary program
through the USDOT that funds planning and capital investments for surface transportation infrastructure. It is
awarded on a competitive basis for projects that will have a significant local or regional impact. The maximum
grant award has historically been $25M per project, with no more than $100M awarded per state in a year. Over
recent years, the total funding for the program nationwide has been around $1B.
Infrastructure for Rebuilding America (INFRA) Grant. INFRA is a discretionary program through the USDOT that
can fund up to 60% of surface transportation projects (another 20% can come from other federal grants or
assistance). INFRA grants are typically utilized for larger transportation projects with costs in excess of $100M
and a minimum grant award of $25M.
Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA). TIFIA financing includes direct loans, loan
guarantees, and standby lines of credit to projects of national or regional significance. Minimum project costs
are $10M for transit-oriented development, local, and rural projects, $15M for intelligent transportation system
projects, and $50M for all other surface transportation projects, and can finance up to 33% of total project costs.

Alternative Funding Sources
Traditional funding sources will not sufficiently fund long-term transportation needs identified in this TMP, so it
is important to understand some of the alternative funding sources that may be available for transportationrelated projects.
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Public Improvement Districts (PID). A PID enables property owners within a given area to fund construction and
maintenance of public facilities. Public facilities may include street improvements, storm or sanitary sewers,
water distribution systems, and parks or recreation areas. This policy applies to all subdivisions and/or property
owners interested in improving and maintaining public facilities. Areas that could implement PID-funded roadway
improvements are shown in Map 31. Costs will be paid as they are incurred from a mill levy that is collected with
property taxes.

M ap 31. Potential PID-Funded Improvement Areas

Transportation Bonds. Using transportation bonds can be an effective alternative funding source for local
roadways and non-motorized travel if voters in impacted communities regularly approve the use of bonds in the
region. Historically, projects related to road extensions, sidewalks, new road construction, and streetscape
enhancements have received some funding from transportation bonds.
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Developer Contributions. Like impact fees, developer contributions look to the developer to provide a portion of
funds for roadway projects that are associated with development activity under specific circumstances.
Developers may be expected to assist in funding costs for intersection improvements that will be necessary
because of a new development. They may also be expected to construct or support the maintenance of
transportation improvements for new collector streets or collector streets that connect to a new development
will experience increased traffic associated with local development.
Oversize Agreement. An oversize agreement allows for the cost of a collector street to be shared between the
County and the developer. In these circumstances, the County provides additional funding to the developer to
upgrade a local street, that the developer is obligated to construct the roadway to a higher functional
classification.
Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicles (GARVEE) Bonds. GARVEE bonds can be a helpful tool to implement a
project quicker because the bonds are led with the anticipation that state or federal funding will be forthcoming.
The use of GARVEE bonds means that the community pays for the project up front and is then reimbursed by the
state once the grant comes through.
Tax Increment Financing (TIF). TIF anticipates future revenues expected from current improvements and uses
those anticipated revenue levels to fund the project. TIFs can be especially helpful for regions that do not have
the funding up front to cover the cost of improvements but are confident the improvement will produce higher
tax revenues for the region, therefore allowing the region to pay back the cost of the project with future revenues.
Public-Private Partnerships. Public-private partnerships are a unique way to fund public infrastructure
improvements that rely on a relationship between public and private sectors. In a public-private partnership, the
public sector retains ownership of the public asset and sets the terms for the contract, but the private sector
involved in the partnership gets to benefit from using the public infrastructure asset. In this way, the public and
private sectors are sharing the risks and rewards of the development or improvement.

Forecasted Transportation Funding
Transportation funding forecasts were produced based on recent CIP cycle funding levels, historic inflation rates,
and anticipated growth of Elbert County. County funding sources have historically grown at a rate of between 3%
and 5%. The county is anticipated to grow at a rate of approximately 2.2% through the year 2050, and the historic
inflation rate in the United States over the last 30 years is approximately 2.5%. Based on these inputs, County
funding sources have been extrapolated to forecast transportation revenues for the years 2026 (the year after
the current CIP expires) and 2040, using a 4% inflation rate. This rate is a relatively conservative growth rate.
The forecasted transportation revenues are provided in F igure 25.
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F igure 25. Forecasted Transportation Revenues
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2030



Tier 2 – FY 2031 through FY
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F igure 26.
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F igure 26. Forecasted Road and Bridge Revenues by Tier
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Roadway Project Cost Estimation
To develop planning-level costs for the roadway and bridge projects in this TMP, unit costs were developed in
coordination with Elbert County staff. Assumed unit costs are:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

New paved roadway – $1,500,000/mile
New gravel roadway – $250,000/mile
Pave existing gravel roadway – $780,000/mile
Mill and overlay existing paved roadway (4” overlay and dirt shoulder) – $300,000/mile
Reconstruct gravel roadway (including culvert replacement) – $105,600/mile
Reconstruct paved roadway – $900,000/mile
Bridge replacement/improvements – estimated costs provided by 2019 bridge assessment

Like transportation revenues, inflation is considered in project costs. All project costs in the Implementation Plan
are reflected in year of expenditure (YOE) dollars, meaning costs are inflated from 2021$ to the cost of the year
the project is assumed to be constructed. To reflect recent trends in construction costs, expenditures are
assumed to inflate at a higher rate than the overall inflation rate of currency; an inflation rate of 3.5% has been
assumed for construction costs.

61

8
Implementation Plan

62

Implementation Plan

Implementation Plan

SH 86 Needs

This Implementation Plan outlines a plan for Elbert
County to pursue recommended transportation
investments for all modes through 2040. The
recommended investments include capital projects as
well as recommended operational enhancements,
policies, and studies.

Roadway Recommendations
This final list of recommended capital projects is
prioritized and recommended for implementation
based on current and projected funding that is
projected to be available. The results of the fiscal
constraint process are shown in M ap 32 and
described in additional detail in the following
subsections.

Source: Town of Kiowa

Although SH 86 is maintained by CDOT and not
Elbert County, it is a critical regional corridor for
many Elbert County residents. The Roadway
Assessment in Chapter 5 indicates that SH 86 is the
only location within the County that has substantial
congestion issues
As the County continues to grow, the LOS along SH
86 is anticipated to continue to degrade,
particularly between the Douglas County line and
CR 21.
SH 86 also serves as the main streets for the two
largest population centers in the County, Elizabeth
and Kiowa. Balancing vehicle mobility with quality
of life issues on the roadway such as pedestrian
comfort and safety, on-street parking, and
streetscape enhancements is critical.
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M ap 32. Roadway Capital Project Funding Status
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Programmed Projects
There are several roadway projects that have already been committed by Elbert County in the current CIP, other
jurisdictions, and private developers that impact the County’s transportation system. Programmed projects are
shown graphically in M ap 33 and listed in Table 6.

M ap 33. Programmed Projects
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Table 6. Programmed Projects
Responsibility

Primary
Route

From

To

Description

Elbert County

CR 158

Lafayette Trl

CR 13

Full-depth asphalt reclamation

Elbert County

CR 194

Patrick Trl

Kiowa-Bennett
Rd

2” asphalt overlay

Elbert County

CR 166

CR 1

CR 13

Full-depth asphalt reclamation

Elbert County

Elbert Rd

Elbert

SH 86

4” mill and overlay

Elbert County

CR 186

CR 17

CR 21

Gravel road reconstruction

Elbert County

CR 98

Main St

Top of Hill

Drainage reconstruction

Elbert County

CR 17/21

CR 98

CR 106

Gravel road reconstruction

Elbert County

CR 5

CR 106

CR 118

Gravel road reconstruction

Elbert County

CR 98

CR 1

CR 21

Gravel road reconstruction

Elbert County

CR 170

E Bijou Creek

-

Bridge replacement

Elbert County

CR 98

Kiowa Creek

-

Bridge abandonment

Elbert County

CR 105

E Bijou Creek

-

Bridge improvements

Elbert County

CR 162

Wilson Creek
Trib

-

Bridge improvements

Elbert County

CR 125

E Bijou Creek

-

Bridge improvements

Elbert County

CR 125

Wilson Creek

-

Bridge improvements

Elbert County

CR 162

Kiowa Creek

-

Bridge improvements

Elbert County

CR 98

E Bijou Creek

-

Replace with low-water crossing

Elbert County

CR 69

W Bijou Creek

-

Replace with four 84” corrugated
metal pipe

Douglas County

Delbert Rd

CR 166

CR 186

Roadway improvements

Delbert Rd

CR 158

CR 166

New roadway connection

CR 158

Delbert Rd

Lafayette Trl

Roadway improvements

Private
Developer
Private
Developer
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Tier 1 (FY 2026-2030) Fiscally Constrained Projects
Eight projects, provided in Table 7 and Map 34, are included in the Tier 1 fiscally constrained projects, which
includes the five-year span from FY 2025 through FY 2030.

Table 7. Tier 1 (FY 2026-2030) Fiscally Constrained Projects
Proj.
102
50
49
103

Primary Route
CR 13
Kiowa-Bennett Rd
Kiowa-Bennett Rd
CR 17/21

From
Elizabeth
CR 178
Kiowa
CR 114

101

Elbert Rd

El Paso Co

5
85
83

CR 186
CR 150
CR 98

CR 1
W Bijou Creek
Kiowa Creek

To
CR 166
CR 194
CR 178
Elizabeth
Kiowa Creek
Rd
CR 17
-

Description
4” mill and overlay
Reconstruct rwy
4” mill and overlay
4” mill and overlay

Priority
High
High
High
High

YOE Cost
$2,493,000
$4,636,000
$4,671,000
$2,411,000

4” mill and overlay

High

$2,299,000

4” mill and overlay
High
Improve Bridge
High
Improve Bridge
High
Tier 1 Revenues + CIP Rollover
Tier 1 Expenses
Tier 1 Balance

$1,604,000
$67,000
$67,000
$18,417,454
$18,248,000
$169,454

M ap 34. Tier 1 Fiscally Constrained Projects
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Tier 2 (FY 2031-2035) Fiscally Constrained Projects
Nine projects, provided in Table 8 and Map 35, are included in the Tier 2 fiscally constrained projects, which
includes the five-year span from FY 2031 through FY 2035.

Table 8. Tier 2 (FY 2031-2035) Fiscally Constrained Projects
Proj.
No.
60
10
62
99
7
37
81
98
89

Primary
Route
CR 125
CR 17
CR 166
CR 105
CR 21
CR 98
CR 25
Ridge Rd
CR 65

From

To

Simla
SH 86
Bonnie Ridge Rd CR 146/CR 13
Running Creek
CR 74
CR 122
CR 166
CR 154
Elbert Rd
CR 33
Kiowa Crk Trib
CR 150
CR 166
Comanche Crk
-

Priority
YOE Cost
Level
Pave roadway
High
$10,648,000
Reconst. to paved rwy
High
$1,633,000
Bridge replacement
High
$1,351,000
Reconstruct roadway
High
$1,922,000
4” mill and overlay
High
$1,384,000
Pave roadway
High
$1,379,000
Bridge improvements Mid-High
$238,000
Reconstruct roadway
Mid-High
$435,000
Bridge improvements Mid-High
$3,000
Tier 2 Revenues + Tier 1 Balance $19,310,539
Tier 2 Expenses $18,993,000
Tier 2 Balance
$317,537
Description

M ap 35. Tier 2 Fiscally Constrained Projects
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Tier 3 (FY 2036-2040) Fiscally Constrained Projects
Six projects, provided in Table 9 and M ap 3 6, are included in the Tier 3 fiscally constrained projects, which
includes the five-year span from FY 2036 through FY 2040.

Table 9. Tier 3 (FY 2036-2040) Fiscally Constrained Projects
Proj.
No.

Primary Route

From

To

Description

Priority
Level

YOE Cost

CR 1

Elbert Rd

Pave roadway

High

$11,436,000

Pave roadway

High

$7,961,000

SH 86

CR 150

71
64
79

CR 86/Kiowa
Creek Rd
Comanche
Creek Rd
CR 162
CR 105
CR 25

E Bijou Creek
E Bijou Creek
W Kiowa Creek

-

46

Maul Rd

CR 102

SH 86

57
25

Bridge improvements
Mid-High
Bridge improvements
Mid-High
Bridge replacement
Mid-High
Reconstruct roadway,
Mid-High
realign north end
Tier 3 Revenues + Tier 2 Balance
Tier 3 Expenses
Tier 3 Balance

$1,293,000
$1,722,000
$2,438,000
$1,545,000
$27,285,244
$26,395,000
$890,244

M ap 36. Tier 3 Fiscally Constrained Projects
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Tier 4 (FY 2041-2045) Fiscally Constrained Projects
Nine projects, provided in Table 10 and Map 37. Tier 4 Fiscally Constrained Projects, are included in the Tier 4
fiscally constrained projects, which includes the five-year span from FY 2041 through FY 2045.

Table 10. Tier 4 (FY 2041-2045) Fiscally Constrained Projects
Proj.
No.
19
77
11
6
32
27
65
97
100

Primary
Route
CR 29
CR 99
CR 21
CR 17
CR 77
CR 85
CR 194
CR 149
Freese Rd

From

To

Sun Country Dr
W Bijou Crk Trib
SH 86
CR 186
SH 86
CR 150
Kiowa Creek
CR 46
CR 110

CR 194
CR 154
CR 194
CR 94
Way of Peace
SH 86
SH 86

Priority
YOE Cost
Level
Reconstruct/realign rwy Mid-High $9,531,000
Bridge replacement
Mid-High $2,157,000
4” mill and overlay
Mid-High $2,602,000
Reconstr to paved rwy Mid-High $4,040,000
Reconstruct roadway
Mid-High $1,443,000
Reconstr to paved rwy Mid-High $9,563,000
Bridge replacement
Mid-High $1,904,000
Reconstruct roadway
Mid
$2,221,000
Reconstruct roadway
Mid
$795,000
Tier 4 Revenues + Tier 3 Balance $34,453,927
Tier 4 Expenses $34,256,000
Tier 4 Balance
$197,927
Description

M ap 37. Tier 4 Fiscally Constrained Projects
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Assumed Developer-Funded Projects
33 projects, provided in Table 11 and Map 39. Transportation Master Plan Map, are assumed to be constructed
by developers as associated or adjacent major subdivisions are built out. While these roadways are assumed to
be constructed by 2045, there are no more specific timeframes assumed for these projects as they are purely
development driven.

Table 11. Assumed Developer-Funded and PID Roadway Capital Projects
Proj.
No.

Primary Route

From

To

Description

23

CR 166

Kiowa-Bennett
Rd

Reconstruct to
paved roadway

1

CR 166

CR 29

26

CR 150

8

CR 154

Comanche
Creek Rd
CR 13

Comanche
Creek Rd
Kiowa-Bennett
Rd

14

CR 29/33/150

SH 86

Sun Country Dr

9

CR 146

CR 13

CR 17

22

CR 65

CR 166

CR 194

55

Thunder Hills Rd

Vista Ridge Rd

CR 166

20

CR 186

CR 17

CR 29

CR 85
CR 29

New roadway
Reconstruct to
paved roadway
New roadway
Reconstruct to
paved roadway
New roadway
Reconstruct to
paved roadway
Pave roadway
Pave and extend
roadway

Priority
Level

2021 Cost

Funding

High

$4,509,000

Developer

High

$7,365,000

Developer

High

$4,158,000

Developer

High

$3,734,400

Developer

High

$10,089,000 Developer

High

$986,400

Developer

Mid-High

$6,318,000

Developer

Mid-High

$1,505,400

PID

Mid-High

$3,780,000

Developer

SH 86

Canyon Trl

Pave roadway

Mid-High

$1,232,400

PID

16
3
56

Forest Park
Dr/Pinon Dr
Bonnie Ridge Dr
CR 17
Madrid Dr

CR 17
CR 174
CR 166

CR 21
CR 178
London Dr

Mid
Mid
Mid

$936,000
$3,015,000
$1,513,200

PID
Developer
PID

2

CR 174

CR 13

CR 29

Mid

$3,597,000

Developer

12

CR 154

CR 29

New roadway

Mid

$5,865,000

Developer

4
18

CR 17
Savage Rd

CR 166
Pawnee Pkwy

Kiowa-Bennett
Rd
CR 174
CR 13

Pave roadway
New roadway
Pave roadway
Pave and extend
roadway
New roadway
Pave roadway

Mid
Mid

$4,500,000
$1,029,600

Developer
PID

82

CR 178

CR 1

CR 17

New roadway

Mid

$5,895,000

Developer

13

CR 154

Kiowa-Bennett
Rd

$5,461,800

Developer

CR 146

CR 21

Mid-Low

$7,567,200

Developer

42

CR 122

Mid-Low

$6,945,000

Developer

21

CR 166

Way of Peace

New roadway

Mid-Low

$5,985,000

Developer

43

CR 122

CR 45

New roadway

Mid-Low

$2,730,000

Developer

51

CR 174/53

CR 178

New roadway

Mid-Low

$3,000,000

Developer

41
104

CR 122
CR 13

CR 17/21
Comanche
Creek Rd
Elbert Rd
Kiowa-Bennett
Rd
CR 9
CR 174

Pave and extend
roadway
Pave and extend
roadway
New roadway

Mid

15

Comanche
Creek Rd
Kiowa-Bennett
Rd
Elbert Rd

CR 17/21
CR 178

New roadway
New roadway

Mid-Low
Mid-Low

$3,660,000
$1,500,000

Developer
Developer

17
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Proj.
No.
44
52
40
35
28
29
31

Primary Route
Pine Meadows
Dr
CR 174
CR 122
CR 94
CR 85
CR 134/
Wedemeyer Rd
Wedemeyer Rd

From

To

Description

Priority
Level

2021 Cost

Funding

CR 45

Wilderness Dr

Pave roadway

Low

$1,131,000

PID

CR 53
CR 5
CR 49
SH 86

CR 65
CR 9
CR 53
CR 150

New roadway
New roadway
New roadway
New roadway

Low
Low
Low
Low

$4,425,000
$1,500,000
$295,000
$1,985,000

Developer
Developer
Developer
Developer

Wolf Creek Trl

CR 73

New roadway

Low

$962,500

Developer

W Bijou Creek

CR 99

New roadway
Low
Total 2021 Cost

$1,030,000 Developer
$118,205,900

F igure 27. Assumed Developer or PID-Funded Roadway Projects
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Projects of Opportunity
40 projects, provided in Table 12 and Map 38, are not anticipated to be funded through the known funding
sources that have been forecasted through FY 2040. These projects would need to be funded through other
mechanisms, such as federal or state grants or by developers, if they rise in priority by 2045.

Table 12. Roadway Capital Projects of Opportunity
Proj.
No.
84
47
36
93
75
94
95
48
92
91
54
76
53
38
78
34
63
59
24
70
67
68
72
73
82
74
69
33
80
66
88
39
87
30
86

Primary Route

From

To

Description

CR 25
CR 49/110/41
CR 33
CR 169
CR 98
CR 130
CR 134
CR 102
CR 90
CR 178
CR 174
CR 162
CR 174
CR 98
CR 182
CR 94
CR 125
CR 17/21
Comanche Crk Rd
CR 158
CR 162
CR 125
CR 178
CR 178
CR 194
CR 190
CR 166
CR 94
CR 166
CR 182
CR 174
CR 122
CR 98
Wedemeyer Rd
CR 74

Kiowa Crk Trib
CR 118
CR 94
CR 34
Kiowa Creek
CR 153
CR 153
CR 33
CR 181
Wolf Creek
CR 29
Kiowa Creek
Saddlehorn Dr
CR 1
Bijou Crk Trib
CR 37
E Bijou Creek
CR 98
CR 150
Wilson Creek
Wilson Crk Trib
Wilson Creek
Bijou Creek
Bijou Crk Trib
Boxelder Creek
Wilson Creek
Wilson Creek
CR 53
Middle Bijou Crk
W Bijou Crk Trib
W Bijou Creek
CR 1
Running Creek
E of CR 73
W Bijou Creek

CR 102
CR 102
CR 66
CR 157
CR 157
CR 41
CR 185
Saddlehorn Dr
Kiowa-Bennett Rd
CR 21
CR 49
CR 106
CR 166
CR 81
CR 5
W Bijou Creek
-

Bridge improvements
Pave roadway
Pave roadway
Address flooding issues
Bridge improvements
Address flooding issues
Address flooding issues
Pave roadway
Address flooding issues
Address flooding issues
Reconstr to paved rwy
Bridge replacement
Pave roadway
Pave roadway
Bridge improvements
Reconstruct roadway
Bridge replacement
Reconstruct roadway
Reconstruct roadway
Bridge replacement
Bridge improvements
Bridge replacement
Bridge improvements
Bridge improvements
Bridge improvements
Bridge improvements
Bridge improvements
Reconstruct roadway
Bridge improvements
Bridge improvements
Bridge improvements
Reconstr to paved rwy
Bridge improvements
Reconstruct roadway
Bridge improvements

Priority
Level
Mid-High
Mid
Mid
Mid
Mid
Mid
Mid
Mid
Mid
Mid
Mid
Mid
Mid-Low
Mid-Low
Mid-Low
Mid-Low
Mid-Low
Mid-Low
Mid-Low
Mid-Low
Mid-Low
Mid-Low
Mid-Low
Mid-Low
Mid-Low
Mid-Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low

2021 Cost
$200
$4,485,000
$1,552,200
$846,912
$4,000
$104,544
$104,544
$1,560,000
$104,544
$105,600
$990,000
$973,000
$2,948,400
$3,868,800
$355,000
$429,792
$911,600
$212,256
$488,928
$960,800
$444,100
$964,900
$669,200
$356,100
$3,100
$111,500
$782,700
$710,688
$697,800
$315,100
$202,600
$909,000
$12,800
$254,496
$20,900
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Proj.
No.
90
61
58
45
96

Primary Route

From

To

CR 13
CR 90
CR 81
CR 118
CR 17

Running Creek
CR 49
CR 94
CR 45
W Kiowa Creek

CR 53
El Paso Co
Maul Rd
-

Priority
Level
Bridge improvements
Low
Reconstruct roadway
Low
Reconstruct roadway
Low
Reconstr to paved rwy
Low
Bridge improvements
Low
Total 2021 Cost
Description

2021 Cost
$10,300
$120,384
$564,960
$2,601,000
$29,900
$30,787,648

M ap 38. Projects of Opportunity
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Transportation Master Plan Map
The final map of all existing and planned roadways by functional classification is provided in M ap 39. This map
is intended for use by Elbert County to guide development dedications and roadway design characteristics as
land development or redevelopment occurs. Future roadway functional classifications are based on anticipated
use, magnitude of traffic volumes, and overall network connectivity.

M ap 39. Transportation Master Plan Map

Source: Elbert County, 2021
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Future East County Connector
The transportation system in the far eastern portion of Elbert County is currently rural in nature, with few paved
roadways. SH 86, US 24, and SH 94 (located just south of Elbert County) provide adequate east-west
connections for residents in eastern Elbert County; however, there are currently no continuous paved northsouth connections. Elbert County should pursue a long-term, continuous north-south corridor using CR 149 and
CR 153 to connect Matheson, Agate, and the surrounding areas. Additional improvements should be pursed
along these roadways at locations where roadway connectivity and alignments do not promote safe, longdistance travel.
The total length of the corridor is approximately 44 miles between the Lincoln County Line at the south end of
the corridor to I-70 in Agate. Using the planning-level unit costs from Chapter 7, paving the entire corridor would
cost approximately $34.3M. The project could logically be broken into three sections at major east-west
corridors:
•
•
•

L incoln County Line to US 24. 22 miles - $17.2M
US 24 to SH 86. 8.1 miles - $6.3M
SH 86 to I-70. 13.9 miles - $10.8M

There are three locations along the East County
Connector corridor where the current alignments
of CR 149 and CR 153 have sharp turns or are
discontinuous. The map on the right highlights
these locations and shows potential realignments
to address these issues.
•

Ag ate. CR 153 currently has a sharp turn

•

SH 86. Currently, CR 149 and CR 153
intersect SH 86 a half mile apart. To
create a continuous north-south
corridor, realign CR 149 to the SH 86
and CR 153 intersection and realign the
sharp corners on CR 153 just north of SH
86 to improve the mobility and safety of
the East County Connector corridor. This
realignment is 2.1 miles in length and
could cost approximately $3,1510,000.

•

Adobe Creek. CR 149 currently has two

and non-standard intersection just west
of the railroad tracks. CR 153 can be
realigned to the west to connect to the
current CR 153 alignment just north of
Godfrey Gulch. This realignment is 1.1
miles in length and could cost
approximately $1,650,000.

sharp turns near the culvert over Adobe
Creek. To improve safety, a straight
alignment and new culvert over Adobe
Creek should be constructed. This
realignment is 0.8 miles in length and
could cost approximately $2,200,000.
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Recommended Truck Routes

M ap 40: Proposed Truck Routes

It is recommended that Elbert
County move to formalize truck
routes across the county to
establish expectations for
freight operators and drivers.
CDOT roadways and major
County roadways that connect
to adjacent cities and counties
or freight producers within the
county are recommended to
become truck routes. These
routes are shown in Map 40
and include Elbert Road, KiowaBennett Road, CR 13, CR
17/21, CR 125, and CR 166.
Elbert County should develop
and adopt an ordinance that
provides the corridors and
limits of the truck routes and
gives guidance on local
accessibility off the designated
truck routes. The County should
also appropriately sign truck
routes to aid truck drivers in
wayfinding throughout the
county.

Transit
Recommendations
The demand for transit services in Elbert County is currently relatively minimal and is largely centered around
supporting the elderly and those with limited mobility in accessing social services for. However, as the County
continues to grow and urbanize, the demand for transit should be measured and monitored regularly to
determine if there is a potential need for greater transit service.
A transit development plan (TDP) should be conducted within the next five to ten years to determine needs for
additional transit services such as:


Enhanced paratransit services to provide increased mobility for the elderly or residents with limited
mobility.



Commuter services between the major population centers in northwestern Elbert County and major
employment centers in the Denver or Colorado Springs metro areas or major transit facilities such as
the RidgeGate Parkway RTD Station.



Express services for specific types of trips such as to major shopping destinations or major medical
services in adjacent counties.



Flexible transit services or partnerships with private ridesharing services to provide service to lower
density areas.
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Non-Motorized Transportation Recommendations
Elbert County does not currently maintain or require non-motorized transportation infrastructure for roadways
within its jurisdiction. As the county continues to urbanize, particularly in the northwestern corner, long-term
planning should be conducted to identify, preserve, and eventually construct a County trail system. An Active
Transportation and Open Space Plan should be conducted within the next five years to:


Identify potential trail corridors and bicycle routes that provide recreational and commuting connectivity
benefits between subdivisions and activity centers within the county.



Identify recreational opportunities that should be preserved as open space.



Create coordination and partnerships with municipalities within the county and adjacent counties to
ensure future facilities provide seamless and efficient connections between jurisdictions.

The County does not currently require sidewalks within subdivision developments or along County roadways
adjacent to new developments. It is recommended that the County pursue a study to consider a complete streets
ordinance that would create a framework for pursuing appropriate non-motorized facilities in certain areas of
the county or developments above certain densities.
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