
     
 

Chapter 8 
ROAD FACILITIES PLAN / CAPITAL 

IMPROVEMENTS 

  
Based on expected population and employment growth, development plans, traffic volumes and 
growth patterns in the County over the next 20 years, and existing roadway conditions, an 
evaluation was made of potential problematic areas that exist or that could reasonably be 
expected to develop.  Major roadway improvements that will be needed to maintain mobility, 
access and safety in the County, consistent with the objectives of the Preferred and 
Recommended Levels of Service, are described below.   
 
These capital improvements will be discussed in three primary categories: 

 New roads 
 Reconstruction of a road, both with and without geometric improvements (including 

      resurfacing of an existing hard surface road) and 
 Surface Improvement (gravel to hard surface). 

 
Estimated average unit costs that will be used for project analysis and development of the 
Capital Improvement Costs are shown in Table 11.  Note that costs for signs, striping, etc. are 
also shown in this table, but will not be used in developing capital cost estimates.  They will be 
utilized in costing out the preferred and recommended Maintenance and Operations cost 
estimates. 
 
An additional category, “Intersections”, will also be discussed.  Although several of the 10 intersections 
identified could probably benefit from realignment or reconstruction, only interim, low cost options such 
as signing and access control are recommended at this time.  Should additional funds become available, 
these intersections should be reevaluated and more permanent solutions investigated. 

 
This section on Capital Improvements does not include maintenance and operational 
improvements such as signing, guardrail, potholes and crack filling, etc., or recommendations 
for altered or improved maintenance policies and practices. 

New Roads 
No new County roads are proposed.  The existing Arterial and Collector system adequately 
serves the current and anticipated future development in the County, and provides adequate 
access to land development opportunities.  Local roadways built as a part of residential and 
commercial development should be the responsibility of the developer.  Care should be 
exercised by the County in deciding on whether new local roadways should be accepted for 
County maintenance.  It is recommended that they only be accepted if the right-of-way is 
dedicated to the County and if the roadway is built initially to County roadway standards.  No 
operations and maintenance costs have been included in this plan for maintenance of additional 
roadway miles. 
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There are, however, three significant roadway projects planned for Teller County.  While they 
are neither County jurisdiction nor County maintained, their termini will intersect with or come 
adjacent to existing Teller County roads. 
 
The first of these is the US24 Highway Bypass sponsored by the City of Woodland Park.  The 
conceptual design shows alignment with a western terminus at US24 just north of Bluebird Hill 
Street, passing over South Forty Road, and continuing east, passing over CR21 to intersect with 
US24 at its eastern terminus.   
Funding has been appropriated for 2004 for corridor preservation in the PPACG 2001-2006 
Transportation Improvement Plan.  The Bypass Process (as provided by Woodland Park City 
Manager David Buttery) references “cooperation with Teller County to impose restrictions on 
building in the proposed corridor” in 2001.  Final design is slated for 2010 at the earliest.  One 
intermediate interchange has been permitted by CDOT but its location is unknown at this time. 
 
Additionally, CDOT has undertaken, in cooperation with the Cripple Creek & Victor Gold Mining 
Company, a realignment of State Highway 67 between the towns of Cripple Creek and Victor.  
The western terminus of the new alignment diverges from the old alignment near Beacon Hill 
(MP48.3), going southeasterly and then eastward bisecting the Victor Cemetery road.  The new 
alignment terminates on the eastern end at MP46.3.   Drawings indicate a new road to the 
cemetery will be constructed.  Final design was completed in mid-2000 and construction began 
in early 2001and is expected to be completed in late 2002.   
 
Finally, reconstruction of US24 between Woodland Park and Divide includes installation of a 
center median forcing right-in right-out access at the western terminus of Weaverville Road.  It 
is anticipated that US24 at the eastern terminus of Weaverville Road will not have a median and 
full access will be permitted.  However, the County can expect increased traffic going from west 
to east on Weaverville as patrons of the post office (and other services in that area) travel to the 
western terminus of Weaverville Road to make a left turn and travel westbound on US24. 
 
Other improvements impacting County roads are relatively minor but include intersection 
improvements and widening on SH67 north of US24 and other access control improvements 
along US24 west of Woodland Park to Divide.   

Reconstruction of Existing Roads 
A review was conducted of the data and condition information for roadways maintained by Teller 
County to assess the sections of road that were eligible for reconstruction.  The major criteria 
considered were whether poor geometrics existed for any substantial portion of the road section 
and/or whether the surface condition and sub-base required reconstruction to properly upgrade 
the road.    
 
Table12 shows the list of projects considered eligible for full reconstruction based on the current 
geometrics and road condition.   The three primary roadways that fall within this condition state 
are: 

 CR 25 Trout Creek Road/Tranquil Acres Road,  
 CR 42 Lower Twin Rocks Road, and 
 CR 1 Florissant to Cripple Creek. 

 
As reflected in Table 12, some sections of these roads are recommended for reconstruction 
including geometric improvements, where other sections are recommended for roadway 
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reconstruction but with no geometric corrections.  These roadways total 27.75 miles, but no 
reconstruction action is recommended on the 8-mile stretch of CR 1 between Evergreen Station 
and Cripple Creek because of severe topography, major environmental problems and right-of-
way requirements.  Resurfacing of this section may be necessary in the next few years.  In 
addition, some locations should be considered for installation of guardrail, although the most 
problematic locations have already been addressed. 
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Table 11 

Unit Costs for Estimating Project and Program Costs 
(Note that these costs are estimates only.  Roadway conditions and project location, (whether or 

not the work is contracted out to private contractors or done by in-house forces and other 
circumstances) will have an impact on the final cost of the project. 

Activity or Project Type Average Unit Cost 
Signs $200 each (does not include installation) 
Pavement Striping $1,300 per mile for centerline and edge 

striping beginning in 2002.  Current cost 
of $645 is only for centerline striping. 

Dust Suppressant $3,500 per mile (does not include any 
advance preparation) 

Gravel to Hard Surface $60,000 to $100,000 per mile 
Using $80,000 average per mile 

Resurfacing Chip and Seal – Minimum 
Asphalt application with no base work 
or drainage 

 
$30,700 average per mile 

Local Access Road resurfacing with 
base work and drainage – 5 year life 
cycle 

 
$73,100 average per mile 

Reconstruction of Collector Roads 
with geometric improvements – 10 
year life cycle 

 
$192,700 average per mile 

Reconstruction of Collector Roads 
with no geometric improvements – 10 
year life cycle 

 
$166,000 average per mile 

Reconstruction of Arterial Roads with 
geometric improvements – 10 year life 
cycle 

 
$283,500 average per mile 

Reconstruction of Arterial Roads with 
no geometric improvements – 10 year 
life cycle 

 
$240,000 average per mile 

 
 

Reconstruction of  Arterial Gravel 
Road with Geometric Improvements 

$240,000 average per mile 
($196,000 without geometric 

improvements) 

Reconstruction of Collector Gravel 
Road with Geometric Improvements 

$149,000 average per mile 
($122,500 without geometric 

improvements) 

 
Note:  All appropriate treatments or project types include chip and seal surface treatment.  
This application is more cost-effective for low-volume rural roads than asphalt (HMA).  In 
general, the traffic volume needed to justify the additional cost of asphalt is approximately 
10,000, with a reasonably high (10to 15 percent) proportion of trucks.  
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Table 12 
Projects Considered for Reconstruction 

(Project eligibility based on current geometrics and condition) 
Teller County Transportation Plan 

 

Project ID Eligible Roadway Between

Section 
Length 
(miles) Recommended Improvement

Total Cost in 
Millions $

R1 CR 25 - Trout Creek Road Begin Maint. To Blossom 2.75 Reconstruct with geometric changes 0.530$         

R2 CR 25 - Tranquil Acres Road Blossom to Pine Bluff Road 2.00 Reconstruct with geometric changes 0.385$         

R3 CR 25 - Tranquil Acres Road Pine Bluff Road to US 24 (W) 1.00 Reconstruct without geometric changes 0.166$         

R4 Lower Twin Rocks Road TC 1 to Upper Twin Rocks Road 3.00 Reconstruct with geometric changes 0.851$         

R5 Lower Twin Rocks Road Upper Twin Rocks Road to US 24 2.75 Reconstruct without geometric changes 0.660$         

R6 CR 22 - Rampart Range Road all 2.00 Resurface only 0.061$         

R7 CR 1 US 24 to south of Lower Twin 3.75 Reconstruct without geometric changes 1.293$         
Rocks Road

R8 CR 1 Evergreen Station to Cripple Creek 8.00 No reconstruction recommended due to topography, ------
costs, environmental impacts & ROW.  Resurfacing 
may be necessary in 3-4 years.

R9 CR 1 Evergreen Station to Lower TRR 5.00 Reconstruct without geometric changes 1.293$         

R10 CR 3 Gold Dust Circle to CR 33 2.00 Reconstruct with geometric changes 0.480$         
(retain as gravel)

R11 CR 51 From Yucca Creek to TC 3 3.00 Reconstruct with geometric changes 0.720$         
(retain as gravel)

R12 CR 78 CR 782 to Douglas Co. line 5.00 Reconstruct with geometric changes 0.745$         
(retain as gravel)

R13 CR 8 Gold Camp Road All 16.00 No action proposed due to historic/scenic characteristics
R14 CR 86 Phantom Canyon Road All 7.75 No action proposed due to historic/scenic characteristics
R14 CR 88 Shelf Road All 5.00 No action proposed due to historic/scenic characteristics
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Three other roadways are identified as eligible for reconstruction based on current condition.  
However, no improvements are recommended because of their historic, rugged, and scenic 
characteristics.  These are: 

 CR 8 Gold Camp Road, 
 CR 86 Phantom Canyon Road, and 
 CR 88 Shelf Road. 

 
Finally, four additional roads totaling 15.75 miles are identified as eligible for some level of 
reconstruction.  These are: 

 CR 3 
 CR 51 
 CR 78, and 
 CR 22 Rampart Range Road. 

 
Note:  TC 5 is not shown here because it is budgeted in 2001.  If events occur that do not allow 
reconstruction of TC 1 in 2001, it should be re-budgeted in 2002 and a high priority project from 
2002 moved into the budget to make use of current funding.  
 
Once these projects have been identified, the next step is to evaluate the important 
characteristics of each road and to prioritize them so that limited funding can be spent on the 
most important roads and in the most cost effective manner.  Table 13 shows the reconstruction 
evaluation and prioritization process suggested for the first cut.  It shows the suggested criteria 
and the measures to be applied to ascertain high, medium, and low scores for each. In addition, 
three criteria were evaluated against a “Very Low” value because of their importance in the 
evaluation process when assessing the need for reconstruction and the practicality of 
implementation. The major criteria components are traffic volume, volume of trucks, surface 
condition, safety, geographic benefit, and total cost. 

Page 7 of 18 



     
 

 
Table 13 

Reconstruction Evaluation and Prioritization Process 
Teller County Transportation Plan 

 
Evaluation Criteria Measure and range

High Medium Low Very Low
(3) (2) (1) (0)

Current Traffic Volume >3,000 1,000-2,999 400-1000 <400

2020 Traffic Volume >5,000 3,000-4,999 1000-2999 <1,000

Volume of Trucks High Medium Low NA

Surface Condition Poor Appropriate Good NA

Safety Significant portions Minor portions with Appropriate NA
with poor geometrics poor geometrics geometrics
(more than 70%) (less than 30%)

Geographic Benefit

     Complete Link More than half Some but less than None hard surfaced NA
already hard surfaced 50% hard surfaced

     Major Traffic Generator More than one one None NA
        (commercial, school
          

 

post office, etc.)

Total Cost < $200K $200K-500K $500-800K >$800K
 
 

The next step in the process is to evaluate each of the eligible projects against the 
criteria and to develop a relative priority for consideration when developing the Capital 
Improvement Program for the next five years.  The results of this ranking are depicted in 
Table 14.. 
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Project
ID 

 Project 
Name

 
 

   

 

Surface 
Condition

Current 
Traffic 

Volume

2020 
Traffic 

Volume
Truck 

Volume Safety
Major 

Generators
Complete 

Link Cost Rank Total
 

R1 
CR25 Trout Creek Road w. to 
Blossom 3 2 1 1 3 1 3 1 6 15 

               

            

            

R2 
 

CR25 Tranquil Acres -Blossom to 
Pine Bluff 
 

2 0 0 1 3 1 1 2 7 10 
 

R3 
 

CR25 Tranquil Acres-Pine Bluff to 
US24 
 

2 1 0 1 1 1 1 3 7 10 
 

R4 
Lower Twin Rocks-TC1 to Upper 
TRR 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 1 1 20 

               

R5 
Lower Twin Rocks-Upper TRR to 
US24 3 2 3 3 1 3 3 1 2 19 

               

R6 
CR22 Rampart Range Road 
- All  3 2 2 1 1 1 3 3 5 16 

               
R7 CR1- US 24 to south of Lower TRR 3 3 3 2 1 3 3 1 2 19 

               

            
R8 

 

CR1 - Evergreen Station to Cripple 
Creek  
 

1 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 -- 20* 
 

R9 
CR1 - Evergreen Station to Lower 
TRR 2 3 3 3 1 3 3 1 2 19 

               

 
            

            

            
     

     
     

    
       

      

     

R10 
 

CR 3 -Gold Dust Circle to 
CR33 
 

2 0 0 1 3 1 1 2 7 10 
 

R11 
 

CR 51 – Yucca 
Creek  
 

To TC 3 
 

 2 0 0 1 3 1 1 1 10 9 

R12 
 

CR 78 - CR782 to Douglas County 
Line 
 

2 0 0 1 3 1 1 1 10 
 

9 

R13 
 

CR 8 Gold Camp Road - All 
   

 Not evaluated due to scenic/historic designation.
      

R14 
 

CR 68 Phantom Canyon Road - All 
    

Not evaluated due to scenic/historic designation.
      

R15 
 

CR 88 Shelf Road - All  
   

Not evaluated due to scenic/historic designation.
     

*  No major reconstruction actions recommended due to environmental, right-of-way, 
and cost issues. 



     
 

                      Table 14 Evaluation of Reconstruction Projects 
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Surface Improvement 
The next major component of capital construction projects involves the expenditure of funds to 
upgrade the roadway surface from its current state or condition in order to achieve more cost-
effective maintenance, improved ride and longer life-cycle.  Since the roads that are currently 
hard-surfaced were originally paved over with little or no base work and stabilization, this 
category will deal with gravel roads that should be brought up to a hard surface standard.  In 
other words, if a currently paved road requires a new surface, it should be reconstructed in 
order to achieve a reasonable life cycle. 
 
A major component of this analysis is to determine the point at which it becomes cost-effective 
to upgrade a gravel road to hard surface (either chip and seal or asphalt).  For low volume 
roadways, in almost all cases, the recommended treatment will be chip and seal.  Most research 
and field data suggests that the appropriate level of traffic to warrant this treatment is between 
400 and 700 cars per day.  Many local jurisdictions have gone to a higher level for eligibility 
because of budget constraints and funding availability.  In order to evaluate the policy and 
budgetary implications of this program, four alternative warrants were developed and the 
number of miles and costs for each were developed based on current and future (2020) traffic 
volumes.  These four levels shown in Table 15 were 400, 600, 800 and 1,000 vehicles per day. 
 
In the Teller County Transportation Plan, all recommended hard surface treatments are 
proposed to be chip and seal.  While there are no official warrants for cost-effective use of 
asphalt (HMA) over chip and seal, the general guideline that should be used is approximately 
10,000 vehicles per day, with between 10% and 15% heavy trucks. 
 
The Preferred Plan based on the citizen preferences discussed earlier in the report indicate a 
desire to consider all gravel roads with over 400 vehicles per day as eligible for upgrading to 
hard surface.  While this is a desirable target from both the citizen perspective and the most 
cost effective maintenance approach, it can be seen on Table 15 that this would require the 
improvement of 23 miles today at a cost of $1,840,000 and an additional 63.54 miles by 2021 at 
a cost of $5,083,200 (in today’s dollars).  From the revenue forecasts found in Chapter 11 and 
the M&O cost requirements discussed in Chapter 10, this level of service appears unrealistic.  
The level of service for the recommended long-range plan and the five-year Capital 
Improvement Plan will be developed in more detail in Chapter 11. 
 
An evaluation and prioritization process should be conducted to determine which roads of those deemed 
eligible for hard surface should be identified in the CIP and budgeted on a year-to-year basis depending 
on funding available.  Table 16 shows a potential evaluation and prioritization process for ranking 
roadways that are eligible for going from gravel to hard surface.  This process is similar to the one used to 
rank reconstruction projects, but has fewer criteria and values/ranges of the measures have been modified 
to reflect the differing characteristics of gravel and predominantly local roads. 

Page 12 of 18 



     
 

 
Table 15 Miles of Gravel Roadway Warranting Upgrade to Hard Surface 

Warrant for 
Improvement @ # of 
Vehicles per Day 
 

            Miles Eligible and Cost - 2001
  

 
         Additional Miles Eligible and Cost - by 
2021 

   
 

   
     

 

  

   
 

     
  

 

     
     

  
 

   
     
     

  
 

 Miles 
 

Cost  Miles 
 

Cost 
400 Vehicles/Day 
(Citizen Preference) 
  Arterial/Collector 13.00  $              1,040,000  30.50  $                   2,440,000  

  Local 10.00               $                  800,000 33.04  $                   2,643,200  

                 $ 1,840,000
  

                                  $  5,083,200  
  600 Vehicles/Day 

 
  Arterial/Collector 6.50  $                 520,000 19.45  $                   1,556,000  
  Local 2.21  $                 176,800 17.68  $                   1,414,400  

$                 696,800  
 
 

$                   2,970,000  
 
 
 

800 Vehicles/Day 
  Arterial/Collector 0.75  $                  60,000 11.25  $                      900,000  
  Local 1.25  $                 100,000 8.96  $                      716,800  

 
 $                 160,000  

 

 

 
 $                   1,616,800  

 
1,000 Vehicles/Day 
 
  Arterial/Collector 0.75  $                  60,000 4.75  $                      380,000  
  Local 0.50  $                  40,000 3.71  $                      296,800  

Notes:  
 $                 100,000  

  
     

    

  

 
 $                      676,800  

 

 
All costs are in 2001 dollars.
Costs per mile will vary depending on a variety of factors.  
An average unit cost of $80,000 per mile was used for this 
estimate.  
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Table 16 
Gravel to Hard Surface Evaluation Process 

Teller County Transportation Plan 
 

Evaluation Criteria Measure and Range of Values
High Medium Low 

(3) (2) (1)
Current Traffic Volume >1,000 400-999 <400

2020 Traffic Volume >1,500 800-1,499 <800

Geographic Benefit

     Complete Link More than half Some but less than None hard surface
already hard surface 50% hard surface

     Major Traffic Generator More than one one None
        (commercial, school
          post office, etc.)

Total Cost >$50K $50K-99K < $100K
 
Intersection Improvements 
Several intersections on County roads were identified where some change or improvement is 
needed to provide improved safety.  No major reconstruction at these locations is warranted 
based on the accident history and the traffic volumes involved, but other aids such as warning 
signs, flashing beacons or other minor improvements could considerably improve the perceived 
needs at these locations.  Shown below in Table 17 are the eight intersections identified and the 
recommended actions that are warranted.  No specific cost estimates have been developed, as 
they are relatively minor in nature and can be accommodated within the currently proposed 
maintenance budget. 
 

Roadway Reclassification 
A complete review of the functional classification of the roadways in Teller County was 
undertaken as a part of this study.  A complete and comprehensive discussion of the 
parameters, approach and outcome of this effort is contained in Chapter 5 and Technical Report 
3.  A summary of the results of reclassification is included below. 
. 
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Table 17 

Recommended Intersection Improvements 
Route and Cross Street Recommendation 

CR 23 South Forty Road at CR 231 Limited sight distance; recommend 
warning signs and possible flashing 
beacon 

CR 25 Skelton at Blossom Road Install winding road sign (W1-5R) just 
east of intersection based on 30 mph 
speed limit 

CR 421 Upper Twin Rocks Road at CR 
42 

Recommend “Intersection” warning signs 
and possible flashing beacon 

CR 5 and CR 51 SB traffic tends to cut across north leg of 
intersection, recommend discouraging 
this movement with delineators; 
recommend “Intersection” sign, possible 
flashing beacon and larger stop sign, or 
have CR 5 “tee” into CR 51.  

Jade Road at US 24 Dangerous approach; recommend 
closing access. 

Weaver Road at CR 5 Very close to Intersection of CR 5 and 
US 24.  Commercial development across 
the street, poses difficult turning 
movements.  Recommend closing 
access. 

CR231 and Mane St. Intersection poses very limited sight 
distance; recommend additional warning 
signs. 

Kara Lane at US 24 Recommend closing access because it 
is less than one-tenth mile from Wilson 
Dr. access, and considerable 
commercial development  east of the 
intersection. 

CR 11 and CR 112 Consider having CR 11 “tee” into CR 
112. 

 
Major intersection reconstruction was not considered in the development of the Capital 
Improvement Plan later in this report.  All intersection improvements were considered to 
be low-cost maintenance implemented solutions. 
 
Teller County utilizes a four-level system of functional classification, designating County 
roadways as either Principal Arterial, Minor Arterial, Collector or Local.  Definitions of 
these classifications are found in Chapter 5. 
 
The results of the reassessment of the mobility functions accommodated by these 
roadways, and a more strict application of the prescribed definitions, resulted in little 
change to the total system of roadways, but the recommended distribution of roadway 
miles by functional classification would change significantly.  County maintained 
Principal & Minor Arterial roadway miles have been reduced by over 55% and now more 
closely match national averages.  Total mileage of County maintained Collector 
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roadways has been reduced by 34%, reducing the total miles of Collector roads by just 
over 50 miles.  Since most roads previously classified as Collector facilities were 
reduced to Local class facilities, the total mileage of Local facilities has increased.  
County maintained Local roadway mileage increased by almost 130 miles, a 50% 
increase.  The total local road system also more closely matches national averages 
following suggested revisions. 
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Some roads, while being re-designated to a lower functional classification, warrant a 
level of maintenance appropriate to a higher classification. For example, most current 
roads designated as collector and local  
 
(and some minor arterial) should be maintained at principal arterial levels because they 
are school bus routes. (This is the case only in Woodland Park RE-2; all Cripple 
CreekNictor RE-1 routes are on principal arterials.) It is recommended that the County 
ask the school district to route buses only on principal and minor arterials; with perhaps 
limited service on some collector roads if necessary. This equates to nearly 70 miles of 
local and collector roads that would receive appropriate maintenance (for their functional 
class) as opposed to being maintained at an arterial level. This type of policy is not at all 
uncommon in other rural counties.  
 
Other roads that may warrant a higher level of maintenance are CR82, CR83 and 
CR821. These are collector roads that access the north entrance to the mine  
and serve an economic generator. Additionally, Weaverville and Hybrook near the post 
office and County facilities may require Level I maintenance because of their economic 
function. The sum of these collector road miles that may warrant higher maintenance are 
approximately seven (7) miles.  
 
Note that the Functional Classes of roads is not a priority-setting mechanism, nor do 
they represent a hierarchy of use (i.e., traffic volumes).  They may, however, be used to 
establish varying levels of performance desired (i.e., Levels of Service) and for setting 
varying “triggers” for achieving eligibility for certain types of repair of treatment (i.e., 
gravel to hard surface). 
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