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Throughout the study you address different transit methods, car, bus, train – then you address 
trails and safer pedestrian crossings in a variety of areas and bicycle lanes. 
  
With the high cost of gas (almost $5 per gallon) we are seeing more of the “Electric Scooters” 
take over roadways.  Colorado Springs in fact has put in 
“rental scooters” to be utilized throughout the community.  These are motorized transit 
vehicles that utilize the roadways – whether it is city streets or highways.  I’ve yet to see one 
on the Interstate – but who knows.  They can max out at just over 20 mph.  
  
In 2019 the State Legislature address these “scooters” at a vague high level and how they will 
be monitored on the roads.  Because of the affordability of these scooters – I suspect we will 
see more and more of these.  Is there an age limit to use these on the roads?  What rule applies 
to them for safety?  Can they utilize their “air pods” while riding – thus not hearing anything 
around them?  Are they safe on rural dirt/gravel roads?  According to the 2019 legislation they 
can utilize roadways – nothing mentioned about bike lanes. 
  
It is the future thus I believe they need to be addressed as a mode of operation and how? 
  
 

Thank you for focusing attention on some of the "little things" that make life work 
better.  Many people will benefit from any one of them that is actually built. 
Please allow me to add one more project -- namely, to make some improvements (including 
asphalt paving?) to the entire length of the Gold Camp Road -- possibly including the clearing up 
of the Tunnel #3 problem, which is causing undue stress on the Old Stage Road and the 
Broadmoor neighborhood.   The tunnel problem can be solved simply by blasting thru what 
remains of it, just as has been done with other GCR tunnels in past years -- result: a short 
"trench."  Add to this a bit more maintenance by the two counties. 
Your plan already includes the Rampart Range Road; but I think the GCR is far more important, 
since it is the only way across a very large expanse of mountain land --and the key access to 
many recreational USFS roads. 



 

I read the Tri-County transportation study and I think that it is flawed because one of the 
assumptions is that a large percentage of the population will use bicycles for transportation. As 
an older physician who rides a bicycle I can tell you that most older people would not benefit 
from having bicycle lanes. In addition most of the bicycle lanes in Colorado Springs are not 
adequately separated from traffic and increase the risk of injury to the bicyclist as well as to 
congestion on the roadways where they have been placed. Another flaw is expecting 
electrification of vehicles when again most people can’t afford electric vehicles and 
automatically assuming that the cost is going to go down considerably is unreasonable in this 
time of high inflation. So most people are going to be either driving cars or taking rapid 
transportation not bicycling or using electric vehicles. Concentration needs to be placed on an 
adequate mass transit bus system which can use the narrow corridors in the mountains. 
And since mass transit with buses is again inherently non-viable it will require a significant 
financial commitment from state and local government. Until these flaws can be corrected the 
premises upon which the study is based fatally flawed. Adding more Bicycles is going to prevent 
elderly and disabled people from adequate transportation by increasing congestion, and 
spending money on pathways that are going to be used by a small number of people and not a 
large number of people will be wasteful. Trying to put in a rail system (not mentioned in the 
study) would also greatly restrict vehicle access in these narrow mountain corridors so buses 
are the best option. Finally one of the biggest problems with congestion traveling from 
Colorado Springs west are the fact that the lights are not timed in Woodland Park or in Canon 
City and during any high traffic period they significantly contribute to traffic congestion 
frustration and accidents. I did not see anything in the study about timing those lights. Finally I 
am concerned about proximity of bicycles to cars.  My brother was hit and killed by a 
automobile driver while on his bicycle in Canon City on a neighborhood roadway. Putting 
bicycles along streets like Platte Avenue or downtown in Colorado Springs around Colorado 
College has just been inviting an increased risk of potentially fatal bicycle accidents and then 
promoting that same bicycle pathway system in other parts of the State especially on curvy 
narrow mountain corridors is only going to significantly increase that risk. 

 

I do agree that u.s.24 and 67 needs to be addressed,however I would like to point out the 
disaster zone on u.s.24 that is called Woodland park.This zone/town needs to completely 
bypassed.Has any one there seen this? Try to go through this area on a Friday evening or even 
worse on a Sunday afternoon.Its bad enough there are stop lights on any highway,but this town 
is way out of control.Use the money wisely and build a bypass around this disaster zone.How 
many people have been hert (or worse) going though this place??.And what idiot puts a stop 
light on a major hill.?(just west of town) . 

 



If the idea is public safety, perhaps the stop sign at Rampart Range road and Kelly Rd in 
Woodland Park should be addressed?  Many near misses on a daily basis.  Many bikers and 
pedestrians take life into their own hands from Friday afternoon through Sunday 
evening.  People completely disregarding the stop sign, Not seeing it?, Drunk, High or from out 
of state and don’t have stop signs in their respective states?  Also a bike/ walking path along 
the road from Kelly Rd to the 3 way intersection where Rampart divides near the Woodland 
Park city limit would help keep people from being run off the road or hit as we bike from 
Woodland Park to Lovell Gultch or Rampart. 

 

I know this would probably cost millions maybe billions, but how about expanding the Mt. 
Herman road to 4 lanes to the North and around Woodland Park connecting to Hwy. 24. Hwy 
24 is a nightmare most of the year through Teller County, especially in the summer. Maybe 
make it an express, tollway. 

The entire area needs an additional way to get to Park County. 
 

I read through the Tri-County Transportation Study. While there were many worthwhile 
projects, a glaring omission is the lack of funding for road maintenance. Thousands of miles of 
roads in the study area are in serious disrepair. Some have entire sections that are nothing 
more than pothole patches on top of other pothole patches. Studies like this almost always 
seem to prioritize new construction while ignoring the need to maintain existing areas. As a 
result, the backlog of maintenance needs continues to grow almost exponentially. Bridges 
throughout the region are in need of replacement and instead they are given band-aid fixes to 
put off what should be done. 
 
Please reconsider the priorities and put maintenance at the head of the list of necessities. 
 
 
I recently read an article in the Pikes Peak Courier I regards to the topic of improving the 
highway infrastructure in the tri-county area and I for one agree whole heartedly that changes 
need to come. 
 
I have noticed that just in the past 5 years the uptick in traffic especially in the summer months 
as people escape the city to get into the country. It is frustrating when a 10 minute drive turns 
into a 30 minute drive due to the congestion. I am referring to in fact woodland park on 24. I 
have heard comments made by people about a US24 bi-way added to let through traffic go and 
I think it's a great idea.  
 
I live in Divide and know the frustrations of the intersection on 24 and 67 and it is very 
dangerous during peak season. It can be very difficult to see traffic depending on what part 



you're turning on that intersection and people definitely do not slow down one bit when driving 
through. 
 
As far as 285 goes I agree with the article that it needs improvement as well. I have driven up 
and down those corridors and some of those curves can be dangerous especially during 
inclement weather. 
 
Hope this feedback helps the cause. 
 
 
I have been reviewing the Tri-county transportation study. I live near Teller County 1, about 5 
miles south of US Hwy 24. I frequently travel to Woodland Park and Colorado Springs to the 
east and to Fairplay to the west. 
 
I am pleased [shall I say excited?] to see the proposed improvements along the US 24 corridor, 
Hwy 9 and US 285. Traveling those roads on a summer Sunday is risking one's life. It is not 
unusual to have to brake/slow/take the shoulder to avoid a head-on crash on the 2 lane roads 
between Florissant and Fairplay. We strongly support improvement of the intersections of 
Hwys 285 and County 9 south of Fairplay, and US 24 and Teller 1 in Florissant. 
 
PLEASE install a traffic signal in Florissant as soon as possible! Drivers get impatient waiting to 
turn onto or to cross 24 and take risks. I'm surprised that there have not been multiple 
accidents. 
 
Thank you for listening and for the efforts that have gone into this study. 
 
 
My group The Gold Belt Tour Scenic and Historic Byway Association has been looking over the 
draft study.  One item is confusing us.  On the map Figure two, there is a section of blue dots 
and then the Table one, T1 states Transit between Cripple Creek and Canon City.  Well which 
road is this really depicting, sorry not very clear.  Please tell me it is Teller One and High Park 
Road, not the Shelf Road several of us are worried about. 
 
Either road is part of our Byway, but Shelf is not for any form of transit. 
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July 7, 2022 
 

Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments                                Sent Via Email  
Attn: Jason O’Brien 
15 S. 7th St., Suite 300 
Colorado Springs, CO 80906 
 
RE: Tri-County Transportation Study Final Study Report  
 
Mr. O’Brien,  
 
 PK Enterprises, Inc. (“PKE”) would like to thank the Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments 
(“PPACG”) and Teller County officials for inviting PKE representatives to participate in the Teller County 
Stakeholders Meeting and allowing them to voice their observations, concerns, and potential solutions 
to their concerns. Only through a collaborative effort can the needs of the communities within the 
PPACG boundary be effectively and efficiently addressed. After reviewing the PPACG’s Tri-County 
Transportation Study Final Study Report (“PPACG Study”), I would like to offer the following comments 
and requests for PPACG’s and Felsburg, Holt, and Ullevig’s (“Consultant”) consideration prior to the final 
adoption of the Study.  
 

I. PPACG Study, §4.3, Initiative # 6-US 24, SH 67, Teller County Rd 5 Intersection 
a. Please change Park County Rd 5 to Teller County Rd 5. 
b. Auxiliary Lane Analysis 

i. Bullet Point 5 
1. Please note that PKE constructed all US Highway 24 improvements at 

the intersections of US Highway 24 and Hybrook Rd N and Hybrook Rd S 
per CDOT standards to allow access to development properties. PKE 
believes that any further manipulation of said improvements could 
hinder the ability of those properties to continue to be developed. PKE 
requests that any mention of changing the aforementioned 
improvements be removed from the PPACG Study until further analysis 
can be conducted in collaboration with PKE.    

ii. Bullet Point 10 
1. Please note that PKE constructed all US Highway 24 improvements at 

the intersections of US Highway 24 and Hybrook Rd N and Hybrook Rd S 
per CDOT standards to allow access to development properties. PKE 
believes that any further manipulation of said improvements could 
hinder the ability of those properties to continue to be developed. PKE 
requests that any mention of changing the aforementioned 
improvements be removed from the PPACG Study until further analysis 
can be conducted in collaboration with PKE. Additionally, the 
continuous acceleration/deceleration lane adjacent to the intersection 
of US Highway 24 and Hybrook Rd N is used for RI access to the liquor 
store and the shopping center and, when constructed by PKE, stretched 
further to the east to provide RI deceleration to Hyrbook Rd N before 
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being removed in error by CDOT during the US Highway 24 expansion 
project.  

c. Access Management 
i. Bullet Point 1 

1. PKE owns these properties and requests that the recommendation to 
combine access is removed from the PPACG Report until further 
analysis is conducted in collaboration with PKE. PKE believes that any 
changes to existing access points have the potential to irreversibly and 
substantially harm the existing businesses that rely on these accesses to 
generate revenue.  

ii. Bullet Point 2 
1. PKE owns this shopping center and received all necessary permits to 

construct the access mentioned in this section. Again, PKE requests that 
the recommendation to combine access is removed from the PPACG 
Report until further analysis is conducted in collaboration with PKE. PKE 
believes that any changes to existing access points have the potential to 
irreversibly and substantially harm the existing businesses that rely on 
these accesses to generate revenue. 

iii. Bullet Point 3 
1. Since at least some evaluation was conducted in the PPACG Report on 

the shopping center accesses, Hyrbook Rd access, and the Weaverville 
Rd access just northeast of the US Highway 24 and State Highway 67 
intersection, should the Weaverville access on Hybrook Rd S also be 
analyzed with all the parties affected?  

II. Additional Comments 
a. Pikes Peak Region Growth 

i. Colorado Springs 
1. It is difficult to argue that the rapid growth occurring in Colorado 

Springs and El Paso County (collectively “COS”) is significantly affecting 
traffic congestion, especially in rural counties such as Teller County. 
Teller County does not have the adequate infrastructure to handle the 
large volume of traffic that occurs in the peak summer months as non-
residents travel to visit Teller County’s vast public lands.  

2. With COS projected to be the largest city in the State of Colorado by 
2050, with a population of 1.07MM1, the traffic congestion and safety 
issues affecting Teller County will only worsen unless corrective and 
preventative actions are taken now. 

ii. Teller County  
1. Over the past several years, like many other areas in the Pikes Peak 

Region, Teller County has been experiencing above-average growth, as 
casinos in Ctripple Creek are expanding and the demand for housing in 

 
1 AP Gazette. (2019, March 15). Forecasts show Colorado Springs will become Colorado's largest city. Retrieved from gazette.com: 

https://gazette.com/forecasts-show-colorado-springs-will-become-colorados-largest-city/article_feb50e52-425e-580b-ac0d-4b5c24af989f.html 
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the area soars as people move away from the major metropolitan areas, 
which PKE doubts will slow down anytime soon. This local growth, 
combined with the growth mentioned in §II.a.i et seq, will no doubt 
have adverse effects on Teller County’s residents and local businesses if 
nothing is done to solve the traffic congestion and safety issues now.  

b. Potential Solutions 
i. Safety  

1. Make westbound US Highway 24 two lanes, at least to the point 1,500 
ft. west of the intersection, before merging back to one lane. This would 
give westbound drivers a much better line of sight and help prevent the 
bottleneck at the County Rd. 5 right turn deceleration lane, which is 
often full of stopped vehicles trying to merge back into the westbound 
US Highway 24 lane as they fail to notice that the continuous lane ends.   

2. Reduce the speed on US Highway 24 to a point beginning 1,500 ft. east 
of the intersection of Meadow Park and US Highway 24 to a point 
ending 1,500 ft. west of the US Highway 24, State Highway 67, County 
Rd 5 intersection. PKE believes that this ten-mile-an-hour reduction in 
speed would give motorists more of a chance to be aware of upcoming 
merger and turn lanes, which should help reduce the number of 
accidents and potential accidents at this intersection and at the 
accesses in the surrounding area.  

ii. Traffic Congestion 
1. Reliever Routes 

a. PKE believes that if the intersections of US Highway 24, Hybrook 
Rd N, and Hybrook Rd S, and Hybrook Rd S and State Highway 
67 were improved to full movement, signaled intersections, 
then two local reliever routes for northbound and southbound 
traffic would be created, which should help take some of the 
stress off of the US Highway 24, State Highway 67, County Rd 5 
intersection. Although a full movement, signaled intersection at 
US Highway 24, Hybrook Rd S, and Hybrook Rd N intersection 
would not meet CDOT distance guidelines, shorter distance stop 
lights have been working in the City of Woodland Park for a long 
time, so why wouldn’t it work in Divide.  

2. Choke Point  
a. Make westbound US Highway 24 two lanes, at least to the point 

1,500 ft. west of the intersection, before merging back to one 
lane. This would give westbound drivers a much better line of 
sight and help alleviate the choke point at US Highway 24, State 
Highway 67, and County Rd 5 intersection, as further explained 
in §B.i.1.  

c. In Summary 
i. Although the modification of existing accesses is certainly an alternative to 

address some safety and congestion issues, it would be wise to keep 
suggestions that would have the unintended consequences of irreparably 
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damaging local businesses and hindering future development out of the PPACG 
Study until further analysis can be conducted in collaboration with PKE.  

ii. PKE believes that the only way to effectively and efficiently address safety and 
congestion issues at the US Highway 24, State Highway 67, and County Rd 5 
intersection is to work in collaboration with the PPACG, the Consultant, and the 
Teller County Board of County Commissioners. There are times when a public-
private partnership is the only way to accomplish large infrastructure goals, and 
this is such a time.  

iii. PKE believes that accessing outside-of-the-box alternatives to address the issues 
meant to be solved by Initiative # 6 without doing irreversible damage to local 
businesses and hindering future development such as the ones noted in §II.b et. 
seq., is the only way a workable solution will be defined.  

iv. With the unprecedented growth in the Pike Peak region, the time to act is now.  
 

Thank you for your time and consideration in reviewing the contents of this letter. If you 
should have any questions or comments regarding any of the above, please feel free to contact 
me via email at bryan@pkenterprisesinc.com or by phone at the number listed above.  
 
 
 
 

 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bryan Johnson, EVP 
 
 
 
 
 
CC: Erik Stone-TCBoCC and PPACGBoD  
       Fred Clifford-Teller County Public Works 
       File 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:bryan@pkenterprisesinc.com
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PK Enterprises, Inc. 
PO Box 729 

Divide, CO  80814 
719-687-6011 
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Potential Bridge Partners  
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Divide Signature Pedestrian Bridge 
Concept Introduction  

 
 

I. Executive Summary 
The purpose of this Concept Report is to introduce the Divide Signature Pedestrian 
Bridge (DSPB) to potential project participants.  While the report is both conceptual and 
preliminary in nature, it serves as a ‘jumping off point’ for a potentially powerful project 
in Teller County, and specifically in the Divide Town Center.   
 
Included in the Concept Report are topics that will require substantial amounts of 
additional research and consideration, but the goal in report preparation was to initially 
address what appear to be the major considerations associated with the completion of a 
Divide Signature Pedestrian Bridge. 
 
Far more detailed analysis will be required in a future report, to include (but not limited 
to): 

▪ Project Time Line 
▪ Final determination of Site Location and Associated Criteria 
▪ Engineering & Design 

o Structural Design 
o Geotechnical Report 
o Utilities 
o Lighting 
o Construction Phasing 
o Traffic Control 

▪ Public Involvement 
▪ Final Signature Bridge Design Choice 
▪ Opinion of Probable Cost, Based on Final Design Considerations 
▪ Funding Decisions 

 
This initial report has been developed by PK Enterprises, Inc. as an introduction to the 

project.  We look forward to continued work, as a team, in the realization of this goal.  
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II. Project Description 
Colorado State Highway 24 is a major thoroughfare through the Town Center of Divide 
in Teller County.  Divide lies at the summit of Ute Pass, and serves as a gateway to 
Cripple Creek to the South and the Collegiate Peaks, outdoor activities, and ski resorts to 
the West.  Currently, commercial businesses are located on the North and South sides of 
State Highway 24.  Additional development is underway in the Divide Center, and the 
future is bright for this area of Teller County.   
 
The Teller County Planning Commission adopted a revised ‘Divide Regional Plan’ on 
August 8, 2006.  The Plan’s vision identifies a Town Center that “blends a tight-knit, 
pedestrian friendly, residential and concentrated commercial district, adopting the 
“node” concept of growth and discouraging “strip” commercial growth”. 
 
The completion of a pedestrian bridge spanning State Highway 24 will enable robust and 
balanced growth in the Divide Town Center, and will also allow the vision of the Divide 
Regional Plan to be realized.  
 

III. Perceived Benefits/Challenges 
At this very preliminary stage, a bit of imagination is in order to see the benefits 
associated with the DSPB project.  Visualize the ability of visitors, residents and patrons 
to access the Saddle Club complex and walk over to McGinty’s and Paradox for dinner; 
envision children from the townhomes crossing over to the school; see the Depot site 
and its future shops/galleries being accessible to folks by a short walk from the 
Highlands Center area; think of the ability to tie the existing hiking loop to trails on the 
North side of Highway 24.  These benefits are easy to imagine. 
 
The proposed approach to the Divide pedestrian bridge also incorporates the notion of a 
‘Signature’ bridge.  This will help us to mark Divide in the minds of our visitors, and will 
provide a focus for future development and marketing efforts.  It is reasonable to expect 
property values to increase on both sides of Highway 24, if access is improved to help 
businesses thrive on both sides of the highway. 
 
The goals of the Divide Regional Plan are provided for with the DSPB project in ways 
that are not attainable without it.  The notion of a cohesive, pedestrian-friendly town 
center that is not a disjointed strip vehicular community, is nearly impossible to achieve 
without buffering the impact of a busy state highway running through the center.  The 
addition of a Divide Signature Pedestrian Bridge is a real solution to this set of 
challenges. 
 
With the long list of perceived benefits, comes a list of challenges to be faced.  These 
include project cost, identification of project partners and their roles, permitting and 
approval processes and bridge construction/construction phasing.  These challenges are 
explored in additional detail in following sections.  None of them appear 
insurmountable. 
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IV. Potential Partnerships 
The magnitude of the DSPB project will require well-defined and well-managed 
partnerships between multiple entities.  The partial listing below, along with perceived 
contributions associated with each entity, is a starting point for consideration. 

• Project Lead 
Initially, it is anticipated that the lead on this project will be taken by private 
enterprise and supported by appropriate committees and chair people throughout 
the course of the project as needs are identified.  Committees will be formed from 
the partnership groups identified.  Potential committees include: 
▪ Site location   
▪ Bridge design 
▪ Permitting 
▪ Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) liaison 
▪ Public outreach 
▪ Funding & budget 
▪ And more! 

• Teller County 
Teller County is the primary government entity associated with the proposed 
project, since the Divide Town Center is municipal in nature, but is not a legal 
municipality or special district.  The County will likely be instrumental as ‘acting 
applicant’ for funding opportunities along with permit application requirements.  In 
addition, County support is integral to the success of the project through the Teller 
County Planning Commission’s approval, as related to the Divide Regional Plan, and 
commitment to the bridge concept.  In addition, any tax incremental financing 
associated with the project would be county based.   

• Divide Chamber 
The Divide Chamber, and the involvement and support of area businesses, is integral 
to the project.  Some committee chairs and members will be drawn from this group, 
depending on interests and skill sets.     

• General Public 
Positive reception of the DSPB project by the public will be important to the ultimate 
success of the project.  It is also anticipated that members of the public may be 
selected to serve on, or chair, necessary committees; again depending on interests 
and skill sets.  The process will include multiple community meetings at different 
points in the process in order to keep the public informed and excited about the 
project, as well as providing the opportunity for airing of questions and concerns. 

• CDOT 
CDOT involvement in the proposed DSPB project is a necessity.  The Department 
maintains a manual devoted to bridge design, and right-of-way will need to be 
granted, possibly for bridge landings and likely for overhead span of the highway.  
This working partnership may prove to be very time-consuming and cumbersome; 
for those reasons this partnership is identified as one of the potential challenges 
associated with the project. 
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V. Environmental Considerations   
The natural beauty of the Divide region is one of the greatest assets of the area.  The 
proposed project must take into account the real and perceived environmental concerns 
associated with the DSPB project.  No exceptional environmental impacts are expected 
related to this project, and if an environmental assessment is required by a 
governmental funding authority, a categorical exclusion is anticipated.  Areas of 
discussion and public input may include the following: 

• Visual Impact 
It is anticipated that the project could meet resistance from the community in 
regard to the visual impact of a raised structure in the Divide area, including lighting 
concerns.  The signature bridge concept is one that promotes a beautiful structure 
that adds to the interest and beauty of the region vs. distracting from it.  The goal is 
to provide an aesthetically pleasing structure.    

• Noise 
Construction hours, equipment and traffic will be issues to be addressed throughout 
bridge construction. 

• Land Disturbance 
Best management practices concerning erosion (re-seeding), stormwater 
management and dust control will be practiced. 

• Air Quality 
This concern would most likely be related to heavy equipment used during 
construction. 

 
It is expected that short-term unavoidable adverse impacts (limited to periods of bridge 
construction) may include temporary increases in noise and traffic in the vicinity of 
construction. 
 
Longer term unavoidable adverse impacts may include commitment of resources and 
materials required for the project.      

 
An increase in commercial development resulting from the Divide Signature Pedestrian 

Bridge would be considered a benefit to the Divide Town Center.  
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VI. Conceptual Design 
 

• General Design Ideas 
Truss, rail, deck styles and finishes 
are all options to be decided, and can  
be chosen to reflect the Divide Region.  
(Photos obtained from Contech Engineered Solutions  
and Big R Bridge brochures, and website postings of 
Eagle Pedestrian Bridge in Colorado) 
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• Alignment Alternatives and Landing Sites 
Alignment alternatives and landing sites will be determined following identification 
of property availability and consideration of the following criteria, and future criteria 
that are identified throughout the process: 

o Safety 
o Access 
o Bridge span length 
o Ramp geometry 
o Aesthetics 
o Utility impacts 
o Right-of-way availability & expense 
o Future American Discovery Trail Crossing? 

 
The Exhibit below indicates one of the potential alignment alternatives for the DSPB. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

VII. Preliminary Budget Estimate   
At this very preliminary stage of the proposed project, opinions of probable cost are 
based on abstract project definitions and very few known parameters.  In an effort to 
gain insight into the range of cost that may be associated with the project, cursory 
research was done on previously completed pedestrian bridge projects.   
 
An approximate bridge span of 170’ has been projected, and following design and 
approval, construction of the structure may encompass one and a half to two years.  
The ramp design and geometry will require extensive discussion and design, and as a 
result some estimates have been included as placeholders for those costs, though they 
are variable.  Costs of right-of-way acquisitions are not included in the preliminary 
budget estimates.   
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The cost of bridge construction projects is not anticipated to be linear in relation to 
bridge span, since there are common costs associated with landings, ramps, etc. that 
will hold relatively true regardless of span.  Taking this into consideration, and after 
studying detailed project budgets for the Colorado Pedestrian Bridge over I-25, the 
following estimates are proposed at this very preliminary stage.  Both low-end and high-
end estimates are provided, since bridge design choice will impact costs.  As the project 
proceeds, cost estimates will be updated according to actual project parameters. 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total project cost, without right-of-way acquisition and without consideration of in-

kind contributions to the project, is anticipated to be in the $4.4 to $5.8 million dollar 

range.  
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VIII. Potential Funding Avenues 
Project cost is usually one of largest hurdles for community projects, and that is no 
different for the proposed DSPB project.  The following funding avenues are briefly 
described in order to start the thought process regarding a combination of avenues that 
may be utilized to reach the ultimate goal of construction of the Divide Signature 
Pedestrian Bridge. 

• Tax Increment Financing (TIF) 
Tax Increment Financing, or TIF, is a funding mechanism that has been successfully 
utilized to fund improvement projects in Colorado, and throughout the country.  
While financial professionals will need to be consulted regarding the details of TIF as 
related to the DSPB project, generally, TIF can be simplistically explained as a value 
capture strategy where the County (as the formal municipality involved in the 
project) would dedicate future tax revenues based on the value placed on the future 
mixed use development value of property due to the completion of the proposed 
project.  Funds would not be appropriated directly from the County’s budget, but 
the County would incur loss through foregone tax revenue dedicated to project 
funding. 

• Non-profit Fundraising (501c) 
There is a potential for formation of a non-profit organization tasked with 
implementation of fundraisers along with offering an opportunity for community 
involvement. 

• Private Contributions 
Some individuals and companies may choose to donate funds toward the 
completion of the project.  This option will coincide with the 501c (if that is formed) 
to allow tax benefits for contributing entities. 

• In-kind Donations (Land, Engineering Services, Design, etc.) 
Our community is graced with individuals possessing valuable talents and skill sets 
that have the potential to benefit the DSPB Project.  Total project costs could 
potentially be impacted by the willingness of local parties to provide in-kind 
donations that may include surveying, design, engineering, property, etc. 

• Grants/Low Interest Loans  
Initial contacts have been made with USDA Rural Development to determine the 
viability of funding through USDA Community Programs/Facilities Funding.  It 
appears, from initial communications, the proposed project would be eligible for 
consideration, based on the following criteria (USDA information provided in italics): 

1.    Eligible Applicant: Public Bodies (municipalities—to include Special Districts), 

Non-profit Associations and Tribes.  Teller County would be eligible under a 

public body, as would a potential non-profit. 

2.     Eligible Location: Incorporated areas of 20,000 or less in population, 

unincorporated areas no matter the population: If the bridge is located in Divide, 

this area does meet this eligibility criteria. 
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3.    Eligible Project: Any project considered an essential community 

facility.  Examples would include: Hospitals, Day Cares, Libraries, Town Hall, Food 

Banks, Schools, Fire Trucks, Police Equipment, Nursing Homes, Town Roads, 

Stoplights, Snow Removal Equipment etc.: A bridge falls under transportation 

facilities, which would be considered an essential community facility. However, 

USDA would require adequate documentation showing that this project is to help 

promote economic vitality to the community.    

4.    USDA Rural Development has a substantial CF loan program.  The terms are 

dependent on the project and location:  It appears that Teller County would be 

eligible under our CF loan program.  

5.    USDA Rural Development has a very small CF grant program.  Eligibility is 

determined by population and Median Household Income of the location of the 

project:  According to the 2010 ACS data the Median Household Income of Divide 

CDP appears to have an MHI of $83,125, making the county ineligible for any 

grant funding.  

 
IX. Summary 

This brief report is presented as an introduction to the Divide Signature Pedestrian 
Bridge project in the Divide Town Center.   At this very preliminary stage, general 
concepts and very general opinions of cost have been presented.  The completion of a 
pedestrian bridge spanning State Highway 24 will enable robust and balanced growth in 
the Divide Town Center, and will also allow the vision of the Divide Regional Plan to be 
realized. 
 
PK Enterprises, Inc. invites input from the parties in receipt of this report.  We propose 
initial workshop style sessions to discuss interest, concerns, and the shape of the 
process moving forward. 
 
Please contact: 
Bryan Johnson 
719-687-6011 
bryan@pkenterprisesinc.com 
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