
Colorado Station 
Plan 2.0

University of Colorado Denver
Urban and Regional Planning 5060: Planning Workshop

May 2016



Acknowledgements 
University of Colorado Denver
Master of Urban and Regional Planning

PAGE 1

ELLEN ITTELSON, LECTURER

LAUREN BLANKENSHIP
CLAIRE DALBY
GABBY HART

MATTHIAS HELFEN
GREGORY MEEK
KATELYN PUGA

MARK RICHARDSON
JAKE SCHMITZ

NATHAN SILVERSTEIN
MEGAN YONKE



COLORADO STATION 2.0

TABLE O
F CO

N
TEN

TS

PAGE 2

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
1. Introduction and History....................................................................... 3 
2. Existing Conditions ...............................................................................  8 

a. Demographics and Employment ................................………….... 9 
b. Zoning .................................................................................................. 14 
c. Land Use, Housing and Destinations ............................…………. 19 
d. Transportation ................................................................................... 29 

i. Street Network .............................................................................. 30 
ii. Bus Network ................................................................................. 36 
iii. Bicycle and Pedestrian Networks .......................................... 39 
iv. Stormwater .................................................................................. 41 

3. Intercept Survey ..................................................................................... 47 
4. SWOT Analysiss....................................................................................... 57 
5. Vision and Goals .................................................................................... 59 
6. Recommendations ................................................................................. 62 

a. Matrix ................................................................................................... 63 
  Key Recommendations ................................................................... 65 

i. Distinct Spaces .......................................................................... 67 
ii. Market Space ........................................................................... 69 
iii. Parking Strategies .................................................................. 70 
iv. Ground-floor Retail ............................................................... 71 
v. Bicycle Infrastructure ............................................................. 72 

vi. Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge ................................................…. 75 
vii. Information Hub .................................................................... 76 

viii. Last Mile Connections ..........................................................  77 
ix. Public Input Approaches ....................................................... 79 
x. Community Programming .................................................... 81 

7. Site Development Plans ....................................................................... 82 
a. Wedge ................................................................................................... 83 
b. South of Evans ................................................................................... 93

8. References ................................................................................................ 95 



Introduction

PAGE 3



COLORADO STATION 2.0

IN
TRO

D
UCTIO

N

PAGE 4

The following plan is a result of the collective effort of the ten students in the University of 

Colorado-Denver’s URPL 5060 Spring Planning Workshop. Over the course of the five-month 

semester, the class thoroughly studied, observed and analyzed the Colorado Station area, from 

demographic attributes to the physical quality of the built environment. Through such analysis, the 

class has collaborated to create a plan that encourages appropriate development of the station 

itself as well as enhances and maintains connectivity to surrounding neighborhoods. The plan’s 

vision, goals, and recommendations are intended to promote multi-modal transportation options, 

increase light rail ridership, and encourage Transit Oriented Development (TOD).   

It is important to note that the plan includes discussion regarding the broader “context area” which 

includes the area within a half-mile radius from the station as well as the station area specifically. 

The station area is encased by Colorado Center Drive, East Evans Avenue, I-25 and South Colorado 

Boulevard and will hereby be referred to as the “Wedge.” 
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Denver’s Transit Oriented Development Strategic Plan of 2014 describes TOD as “a development in 

an existing or planned transit community that adds to the walkable, vibrant, mixed-use 

environment and is oriented towards frequent, high-quality transit service that connects the 

community to the rest of the region.” The Colorado Station, located just south of the I-25 and 

Colorado Boulevard intersection, opened in 2006 as a part of the Southeast Corridor of RTD’s light 

rail system. The initial Southeast Corridor Light Rail Station Development Program of 1999 

identified the station as a high priority for development of a station area framework plan due to its 

potential to support TOD. Accordingly, the 2003 Colorado Station Area Framework Plan, the 

inaugural planning document for the Colorado Station, sets forth a series of guiding principles and 

implementation strategies to “create a successful TOD, in the short and long term, that provides 

mixed-use development with multi-modal access to maximize transit ridership at the Colorado 

light rail station.”  

With the adoption of the Colorado Station Area Framework Plan and in anticipation of the opening 

of the light rail platform, the area directly north of the station area, “Colorado Center,” built a large 

entertainment venue as well as two large office towers. Recently, the Colorado Center is further 

developing the area to include additional a mix of residential, retail and office spaces. Such uses 

will introduce a significant amount of pedestrian activity as well as present unique challenges to the 

mobility and connectivity of the station area. As a result, greater attention should be directed 

toward redevelopment of the Colorado Station. 

Denver’s Station Typology classifies the Colorado Station as an Urban Center station which is 

characterized by mixed use, high density, grid and alley block pattern, high pedestrian activity, and 

multi-modal options. Denver’s TOD Continuum defines the station as an Energize station meaning 

the area has above average market conditions for TOD and no significant development or 

infrastructure deficiencies impeding TOD from occurring.  
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The following document builds upon the fundamental themes presented in the Colorado Station 

Area Framework Plan as well as Denver’s Transit Oriented Development Strategic Plan in order to 

produce a detailed, yet flexible plan for future development on the Wedge. 

The table below describes key terms used throughout the document. 

Key Term Definition

Transit Hub
A centralized place that offers a variety of transportation options including, rail, 
bus, bicycle, personal vehicle, car share, ride share, and pedestrian pathways. 

Vibrant Atmosphere
An active environment in which people are participating in a range of activities 
thereby cultivating aesthetic appeal and feelings of safety. 

Transit Village
A diverse area in population and uses proximal to a major transportation 
center that encourages transit and makes it convenient for users.

Last Mile Connections
Opportunities and services which connect people from the transit station to 
their final destination or vice versa. 
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History

The neighborhoods that surround Colorado Station initially grew out of the movement of Denver 

University from downtown Denver to its current location in 1886 because of temperance beliefs.  

The City of South Denver, an early suburb, was incorporated in 1886 as a dry town, with roads 

and a trolley being extended from downtown Denver. The Denver Archdiocese established 

its Saint Thomas Seminary in Cory Merrill in 1907.     

In 1881 Colorado Governor John Evans and David Moffatt founded the Denver & New Orleans 

Railroad, and ran their mainline to Colorado Springs through the University Park and Virginia 

Village neighborhoods, as well as the Town of Parker, CO. After the Silver Panic of 1893 and 

bankruptcy, the line was sold to the Colorado & Southern Railroad, which abandoned its Falcon, 

CO branch in 1936 due to competition from trucking and flood damage.  Operation continued as 

a spur line serving Kronenberg Lumber, Optima Battery, and a grain elevator until 1994 

Denver’s Valley Hwy, first State Rt. 185 and US 87, was an outgrowth of the original Platte Valley 

Hwy that started its initial construction before WWII using WPA labor.   After WWII CDOT Chief 

Engineer Charles Vail pushed to build the Valley Highway as a bypass of downtown from 58th Ave. 

north of Denver to Colorado Blvd south of Denver. The 4-lane freeway was built between 1951 and 

1958 at a cost $33 million, delayed for 3 years by the Korean War. Colorado Blvd and Evans Ave 

became major truck routes as bedroom suburbs grew to include commercial strips and the Denver 

& New Orleans Railroad carried less and less freight to the two industrial parks on Evans east of 

I-25.

The development of both the University Hills and Virginia Village neighborhoods grew out of the 

immediate post-WWII housing shortage, and their developers used the pending completion of the 

Valley Highway as a sales point to prospective homebuyers. The University Hills Shopping Center, 

later the University Hills Mall, opened in 1955 at the intersection of Colorado Blvd. and Yale. Alas, 

the mall lost its major tenant, May D & F, in 1990, following a 1984 fire that destroyed half of the 

mall, and a new strip center replaced the old indoor mall in 1997.   
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I. Demographics

The following demographic data 

was derived from the 2010-2014 5-

Year U.S. Census American 

Community Survey, aligning with 

five Census Tracts surrounding the 

station:  39.02, 40.05, 40.06, 51.04, 

and 53.  This collection of Census 

Tracts will be collectively 

henceforth called “Context Area”. 

See Figure 1. All basemaps were 

derived from Google Maps. 

Comparing the racial 

demographics of the Context Area 

to overall Denver County, some 

similarities and differences are 

evident. The Context Area has a higher white population percentage than Denver County. The 

Context Area is less racially diverse than Denver County (85 percent white versus 75 percent white). 

The Context Area is made up of only 11 percent Hispanic or Latino, versus 31 percent in Denver 

County. African-Americans make up a much smaller percentage within the Context Area (three 

percent), versus ten percent in Denver County. The classes of American Indian and Alaska Native, 

Asian, and Native Hawaiian are of similarly small percentages in both the Context Area and Denver 

County.  

Overall, the age demographics within the Context Area are very consistent with Denver County. There 

are 17,327 residents in the Context Area: 8,593 males and 8,734 females. In total, the age class that 

holds the highest percent of the population is the 25 to 34 years class. Eighteen percent of the 

residents in the Context Area fall within this class. Denver County is just a bit higher in this class with 

Figure 1: Context Area with Census Tract Boundaries 
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22 percent. The second largest class is the 15 to 24 years class with sixteen percent. The third largest 

class is the 35 to 44 years class with fourteen percent. Forty-seven percent of the residents in the 

Context Area are within the ages of 15 to 44 years old and forty-nine percent of the residents in 

Denver County are within this same class.  

In the Context Area, approximately ten percent of workers 16 years and over use public 

transportation; more specifically, 857 people out of 8859. The median age for all workers at least 16 

years and older is 26.7. The class with the largest percentage of public transportation users is the 25 

to 44 years class. Forty percent of the users are in this class.  

Regarding wages and salaries, the class with the highest percentage of public transportation users, 

24 percent, is the $1 to $9,999 income class. The second largest income class is the $35,000 to 

$49,999 class with fifteen percent. The U.S Census Bureau can also track the occupation type for 

public transportation users. Management, business, science, and arts occupation make up 35 percent 

of the users. Sales and office occupations make up 31 percent and service occupations make up 28 

percent. Travel times are also measured and most users, 29 percent, travel between 30 and 34 

minutes to work. The second largest class, 22 percent, takes 45 to 59 to travel to work.  

The census data also indicates that most of the public transportation users in the Context Area have 

options regarding commuting to work. Thirty-four percent of the transit users have at least one 

vehicle available at home. Twenty-six percent have two are more vehicles and an additional 26 

percent have three vehicles available at their residence.  See Figure 2. 

Figure 2: Summary Data by Census Tract 

39.02 40.05 40.06 51.04 53

# of Transit Users 165 209 205 193 85

2 Cars Available 59% 29% 41% 47% 43%

Median Income $52,422 $36,250 $41,109 $28,339 $39,207

Census Tract
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II. Employment

Considering the role of the Colorado Light Rail Station as an employee mobility center, it is important 

to understand the proximity of the station to major clusters of employment.  These centers are the 

Cherry Creek Mall and Glendale to the north, Colorado Station to the immediate north, University of 

Denver to the west, and the corridors of Colorado Boulevard, Evans Avenue, and Yale Avenue.  See 

Figure 3. To and along these clusters, the research team must consider mobility by foot, bicycle and 

bus from the station entrance.  In this section, we examine the employment status of residents, as 

well as major employers in the Context Area.  All employment data were derived from 2010-2014 

American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates and OnTheMap.  All basemaps were provided by 

Google Maps. 

Further, to explore viability of 

future land uses to serve current 

and future residential 

populations in transportation-

oriented development, the 

research team must consider 

industries of employment of 

these individuals and compare 

to currently available 

employment options.  Twenty-

one percent of the residents of 

the Context Area are employed 

in the educational services, 

health care and social assistance 

industry, which is represented by 

Figure 3:  Mobility Routes to Employment Centers in Context Area 
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eighteen percent of the jobs provided in this area.  See Figure 4. Other industries representing a 

greater number of residents in the area than jobs are arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation 

and food services; finance and insurance, real estate and rental and leasing; other services, except 

public administration; and manufacturing, agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and mining.  Twenty-

one percent of the jobs in the Context Area are represented by the professional, scientific, 

management, administrative and waste management services industry, comprising only eighteen 

percent of the employed residents of the Context Area.  Other industries in which there are currently 

more jobs in the Context Area than residents employed in them are retail trade, wholesale trade, 

public administration, transportation, warehousing and utilities, information, and construction. 

Comparing Context Area industrial composition to greater Denver County, 21 percent of Denver 

County residents are employed in the educational services, health care and social assistance industry, 

representing only eighteen percent of the jobs in the Context Area.  See Figure 5.  Twelve percent of 

Denver County residents are employed in the arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and 

Figure 4:  Jobs in Context Area Compared to Employed Residents of Context Area 
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food services industry, representing only ten percent of the jobs in the Context Area.  Other industries 

with higher proportions of employment in Denver County than in the Context Area are retail trade, 

other services (except public administration), manufacturing, construction, agriculture, forestry, 

fishing, hunting and mining.  Conversely, 21 percent of the jobs in the Context Area are represented 

by the professional, scientific, management, administrative and waste management services industry, 

an industry employed by only seventeen percent of all Denver County employees.  Other industries 

for which jobs in the Context Area are greater in number than the proportion of employed Denver 

County population are finance and insurance, real estate rental and leasing, information, 

transportation, warehousing and utilities, public administration, and wholesale trade. 

Figure 5:  Jobs in Context Area Compared to Employed Residents of Denver County  

There are opportunities to utilize transportation-oriented development to improve employment 

conditions of current Context Area residents.  Eight percent of Denver County residents were 

unemployed in 2014.  See Figure 6.  Residents of two of the five Census Tracts (northwest and 

southwest of the station) had better than County average unemployment rates of four percent and 

five percent.  However, the other three Census Tracts, located directly north, south, and west of the 

station, had poorer than average unemployment rates of ten percent, twelve percent, and fourteen 

percent.  Further, there are opportunities to consider better mobilization of the local labor force.  

Seventy-one percent of Denver County residents reported as being in the labor force in 2014.  See 

Figure 7.  One of the four Census Tracts, northwest of the station, performed better than the County 
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average of 74 percent.  Three of the other 

four Tracts, located northeast, west, and 

south-west of the station have labor force 

participation rates of between 62 percent 

and 69 percent.  The Tract including and 

south of the station has a labor force 

participation rate of only 55 percent.  

Therefore, there are opportunities to greater 

engage the local population in the labor 

force.  

III. Zoning

In order to understand the types and forms 

of development that would best serve and 

function within the Context Area, it is 

necessary to analyze the current zone 

districts and their relevant requirements and 

limitations. The following analysis will first 

describe in detail the zoning requirements of 

the Colorado Station and Colorado Center 

parcels followed by a more general discussion 

of the Context Area zoning context as a whole. 

The Colorado Station and Colorado Center 

area, including the Wedge, are zoned as C-

MX-20, an Urban Center- Mixed Use – 20 story 

maximum district. It is important to note that 

there are two small parcels of land with 

Figure 6:  Unemployment Rates of Context Area Residents  

Figure 7:  Labor Force Participation Rates of 
Context Area Residents  
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Former Chapter 59 zone distinctions, 

including PUD and B-4.  However, these 

will be rezoned as C-MX-20 for any future 

development within the Wedge.  

The Urban Center Neighborhood Context 

allows multi-unit residential and mixed-use 

commercial buildings and commercial 

centers, with residential uses located along 

collector and local streets and shop-front 

and general commercial forms located 

along main arterial streets. The high 

building height maximum promotes a 

dense urban character and a mixture of 

uses that encourages pedestrian and 

bicycle activity and multi-modal 

transportation options. Additionally, mixed 

use zone districts are intended to provide 

greater access to shopping, transit, and 

public spaces in closer proximity to 

residential areas, in order to provide more 

amenities using less space. Any new development within such districts should aim to enhance the 

existing residential neighborhoods by increasing access to amenities and improving walkability, 

without harming neighborhood character. 

The design standards associated with the C-MX-20 zone district allow for more variation in building 

height, form, and aesthetic physical characteristics in order to create more dynamic, attractive, and 

pedestrian-scaled developments. Specific design elements relevant to the Colorado Station and 

Colorado Center development include arrangement of a compatible mixture of uses with enhanced 

pedestrian amenities near transit facilities and pedestrian connections to these facilities. The Wedge 

is a particularly advantageous parcel for such zoning with the immediately adjacent RTD light rail 

facility and bus stops for three different routes. Furthermore, this zone district encourages fluid 

Figure 8: Context Area Zoning Overview 
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transitions of building heights and 

forms between commercial centers 

and surrounding areas which will be 

addressed in the subsequent 

discussion of the zoning characteristic 

of the Context Area as a whole. The 

above information and further 

information regarding C-MX-20 can be 

found in Article 7 of the Denver Zoning 

Code. 

It is essential to establish a relationship 

between the myriad of zone districts 

adjacent to the Wedge and how they 

relate to the C-MX-20 district 

specifically to best understand the 

kinds of designs and development to 

be incorporated into any future plans. 

The designated Context Area (see Figure 8) contains a total of 86 different zone districts, 31 of which 

are Former Chapter 59 districts and are therefore excluded from the current analysis. There are 20 

mixed use districts, 12 multi-unit districts, and twelve single-unit districts as well as several campus, 

commercial, and open space districts. As exhibited in Figures 9-11 the Context Area also contains a 

range of Neighborhood Contexts, building forms and character, and maximum building heights 

limitations. Such variation is important to evaluate in the interest of creating cohesive and feasible 

development within and around the Wedge. 

Figure 9: Neighborhood Context Distribution 
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As best emphasized in Figure 9, 

above, it is advantageous to better 

understand the Suburban 

Neighborhood Context and its 

relevance to Colorado Station as 

there are many surrounding parcels 

with this zone designation. Generally, 

Suburban neighborhoods are 

characterized by single-family 

residential areas with commercial 

uses in distinct shopping centers, 

with predominantly low scale 

buildings and a higher reliance on 

the automobile with some access to 

pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 

options. Within this context, the 

overall image and character of 

residential neighborhoods is a crucial element in determining the types and scale of viable future 

development projects. For this reason, future development near to Colorado Station, including the 

Wedge, must attempt to lessen the contrast between auto-centric single-family residences and 

transit-oriented mixed use projects to encourage multimodal transportation. Enhancing pedestrian 

movement and connectivity to Colorado station as well as increasing density in the Context Area 

may achieve such objectives, but the public opinion and community values of the Suburban 

Neighborhood Context must be included in design considerations. The above information and 

further information regarding C-MX-20 can be found in Article 3 of the Denver Zoning Code. 

In addition to the Suburban and Urban Center, the Context Area contains a myriad of other 

Neighborhood Contexts which poses challenges to community cohesion, but also provides the 

opportunity to create a diversity of development types in the area to appeal to a wider population 

Figure 10. Building Form and Character       
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of residents, businesses, visitors, and 

commuters alike. The stable residential 

neighborhoods benefit from the 

integration of commercial areas 

especially in close proximity to light rail 

and bus options as an alternative to 

using vehicles. Visitors to the area, 

whether for shopping or business 

interests, benefit from a range in 

amenities as well as quick access to the 

downtown core and Denver Tech Center 

via the light rail. Commuters benefit 

from access to alternative forms of 

transportation. All these groups can 

benefit from the presence of an active 

transit hub, especially if the Colorado 

Station improves pedestrian and bicycle 

connectivity leading into and within the 

Wedge. 

The final component of the surrounding context pertinent to future development plans for the 

Wedge and Colorado Station is the pattern of building height maximum limitations. As demonstrated 

by Figure 11, above, the predominant maximum building height on the lots directly adjacent to the 

Wedge is five stories. Certain areas to the north of Colorado Center are able to build up to twelve 

stories, but zoning in the majority of the Context Area restricts building heights to be five stories or 

below. Accordingly, it is unlikely for the Wedge to be developed to its maximum built form potential, 

including height, without disrupting the character of the surrounding neighborhood. With a twenty 

story maximum restriction, the Wedge must strategically place taller structures on the lot in order to 

avoid potential discord with the surrounding lower-height environment to properly achieve fluid 

shifts in building forms and heights in relation to the surrounding land. 

The existing zoning has the potential to increase density in the area next to Colorado Station, thereby 

increasing access to and utilization of public transit options, as well as motivating further 

Figure 11: Maximum Building Heights    
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improvements to pedestrian and bicycle amenities throughout the area. The greatest challenges 

posed by the general zoning context of the Context Area is devising plans for new developments 

that do not detract from neighborhood character and flow well within the general patterns and trend 

of building heights and forms in the adjacent areas. By emphasizing the intents, purposes, and design 

guidelines associated with the C-MX-20 zone district, especially the pedestrian and transit-focused 

objectives, and promoting connectivity among proximal zone districts, new development can greatly 

benefit the community.  

IV. Land Use

The surrounding context of transit-oriented development is essential to the success of the 

transportation network. Land use, housing attributes, and destinations contribute to the types of 

amenities that are offered around a transportation hub and encourage pedestrian use of the site and 

Figure 12: Land Uses in Context Area 
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access to the light rail service. 

Therefore, an inventory of the 

surrounding land use context and 

immediate site area were executed to 

understand the current conditions 

and amenities of the Colorado Station 

and its surrounding area within five 

census tracts. All land-use data was 

derived from Denver Open Data. 

Within the Context Area exists a 

variety of different land uses 

including commercial/entertainment, 

multi-family residential, single family 

residential, public, parks and open 

space, parking, industrial, mixed-use, 

vacant, and TCU. As illustrated in 

Figure 12, the majority of the Context 

Area is single-family residential use, 

with large concentrations in the region west of Colorado Boulevard and smaller regions on the 

northeastern and southeastern boundaries of the Context Area. Conversely, multi-family residential 

units are located more randomly and sporadically throughout the c Context Area, but a significant 

amount of these housing units are clustered within close proximity to Colorado Station. Furthermore, 

commercial/entertainment amenities are concentrated throughout the Colorado Boulevard transit 

corridor. This corridor experiences a high volume of traffic, so it is necessary to provide amenities 

and destinations for people along this route. Also, the majority of development immediately 

surrounding Colorado Station is dedicated to commercial and entertainment uses. 

Figure 13:  Land Use by Parcel Count in Context Area 

Figure 14:  Land Use by Parcel Count in Context Area 
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Figures 13-17 provide greater detail 

on how the land is divided in the 

Context Area and how much of the 

site is dedicated to each land use in 

terms of parcel count and parcel 

area square footage. Because of 

the different variables, the exhibits 

yield different results. However, in 

both studies, Single Family 

Residential units represent the 

primary land use in the region, 

accounting for the greatest 

amount of parcels and covering 

the greatest amount of land area. A 

significant amount of land area is 

also consumed by Public, 

Commercial/Entertainment and 

Multi-Family Residential uses.  

Only four different land uses are 

found in the Wedge. See Figure 17. 

These land uses include 

Commercial/Entertainment, Parking, Industrial, and TCU.  Area immediately north of the Wedge is 

dedicated to the rail infrastructure of the station, while a large portion of the site supports parking 

with a 363-space surface parking lot in the eastern half of the site. The western portion of the site, 

fronting Colorado Boulevard, includes Commercial/Entertainment and Industrial uses.  

Figure 15:  Land Use by Parcel Area Square Footage in 

Context Area 

Figure 16:  Land Use by Parcel Area Square Footage in 

Context Area 
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Figure 17:  Land Uses in Wedge 

Again, similar to comparing the parcel counts and area of the Context Area, the data varies 

depending on the variable for the Wedge. Within the Wedge site, there are a total of nine parcels, 

with four of the parcels being Commercial/Entertainment. However, when considering the site in 

terms of parcel area by square footage, Commercial/Entertainment and Parking constitute almost 

the same amount of area within the site. See Figures 18-21.  TCU follows next in most area, while 

Industrial uses constitute only a small portion of the site.  
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V. Housing
The majority of the land uses

immediately surrounding the Colorado

Station are residential, comprising 69

percent of the total land area

surrounding the station. Combined, all

other land uses cover less than half of

the square footage of residential uses.

The residential land uses that exist in the

area exhibit some diversity in value and

type. Housing within the Context Area

largely consists largely of single-family

housing, approximately 87 percent of all

housing, followed by multi-family

following far behind at twelve percent.

The multi-family housing category

consists of condominiums, row homes,

and apartments. The other categories of

housing include nursing homes,

boarding houses, group homes, etc.

See Figure 22.

Figure 18: Land Use by Parcel Count in Wedge 

Figure 19:  Land Use by Parcel Count in Wedge 

Figure 20:  Land Use by Parcel Area Square Footage in Wedge 
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Proportions of owner-occupied and 

rental-occupied homes are similar in the 

Context Area. Approximately 55 percent 

of housing is renter-occupied, while 44 

percent of the housing is owner-

occupied. The use of this housing 

characteristic in analysis shows that the 

housing stock appeals equally to a 

diverse population of residents seeking 

to be either owners or renters.   

Residential lots have a combined value 

of $16,796,800. The majority of individual 

properties have a land value between 

$180,001 and $350,000.  Seventy-nine 

percent of improvement values within the 

Context Area range between $0 and 

$43,980.  Total assessed value equals land 

value plus improvement value.  The 

majority of the properties in the Context 

Area have an assessed value under 

$700,000. Only 22 percent of the 

properties have a total property value of 

over $700,000.   

Figure 21:  Land Use by Parcel Area Square Footage in Wedge 

Figure 22:  Housing Categories in Context Area 

Source:  Denver Open Data 
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The average rental price for a 

home within the Context Area 

is comparably less than the 

average selling prices for the 

City of Denver as a whole. In 

the Context Area rent prices 

were on average $766 per 

month. Denver renters pay an 

average of $800 more than 

those in the Context Area per 

month. Rental prices near 

Colorado Station are 

consistent across the majority 

of the Context Area. 

Conversely, the median sales price of a home in the Context Area is $150,000 greater than that of 

the City of Denver.  See Figure 23. Areas directly to the northwest and south of the Colorado Station 

appear to have the highest selling prices within the Context Area. Land values vary greatly on either 

side of Colorado Boulevard. West of Colorado Boulevard, the land values are significantly higher on 

average than the values to the east of Colorado Boulevard. As the Colorado Station lies east of 

Colorado Boulevard, it is mainly surrounded by lots that have lower land values.    

The recent report by the Urban Land Institute on Colorado housing notes that the majority of 

Coloradoans are confident that “they will be able to afford to own or rent the kind of home that they 

Figure 23:  Median Home Sales Prices and Average Home Rental 
Prices in Context Area versus Denver County 

Source:  Trulia.com 

Figure 24:  Affordable Housing Units in Context Area 

Census Tract  All  Housing Units Rental Housing Units Inclusionary Housing Units

51.04 1,919 1 0

40.06 2,184 1 8

53 604 0 0

40.05 1,455 0 0

Totals 6,162 2 8

Source:  Denver Open Data 
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want in the next five years.” However, 

fourteen percent of Coloradoans said they 

were not confident that they would be able 

to afford a home that they want (Urban 

Land Institute, 27).  Affordable housing units 

comprise only 0.2 percent of the total 

housing in the Context Area, the remaining 

99.8 percent being market-rate.  Two out of 

the ten total affordable units in the Context 

Area are rental housing units, the remainder 

being inclusionary housing (owned) units – 

housing with a public subsidy.  See Figure 

24. The inclusionary housing ordinance

described the neighborhoods included in

the Context Area as “moderately priced

neighborhoods where older homes may be

more affordable, but new construction is

unlikely to be, and there is still a need for

affordable housing” (Inclusionary Housing

Ordinance).

Housing types in the area are predominantly ranch-style.  According to Denver Urbanism, ranch-

style homes are usually asymmetrical and single-story, with very low-pitched roofs and broad, 

sometimes rambling facades (Denver Urbanism). Further, the eaves may be either boxed or open 

with the rafters exposed and have a moderate or wide overhang. Both brick and wooden facades 

are common, sometimes in combination (Denver Urbanism). Figures 25-27 show examples of ranch 

homes in surrounding neighborhoods of University Hills, Cory-Merrill, and University.  All images 

were obtained from Trulia.com. 

Figure 25:  Ranch-style House in University Hills 

Figure 26:  Ranch-style House in Cory-Merrill 
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VI. Destinations

The newly arrived pedestrian has 

a variety of different destinations 

to choose from when stepping off 

the Colorado light rail station. 

Figure 28 highlights primary 

pedestrian destinations within an 

as-the-bird-flies radius of 0.25 

miles, as well as within a less 

walkable, 0.5 mile radius.  

The map presents general 

destination characteristics 

and is not representative of 

each individual destination 

type within the Context 

Area, but rather provides a 

general understanding of 

the surrounding amenities 

that support the Colorado 

Station.  

Main destinations of 

particular note within the 

Context Area include, 

directly north of the station, the United Artists Colorado Center 9 & IMAX movie theater and a Dave 

and Busters development (Entertainment), and the Colorado Center Business Towers (Business). To 

the west of the station across Colorado Blvd., there is a Natural Grocers (Grocery Store) and various 

restaurants and retail services which are particularly active destination areas as well. East of the 

Figure 27:  Ranch-style House in University Neighborhood 

Figure 28:  Walkable Destinations 
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station is home to Barbee’s Freeway Ford car lot and a variety of car service commercial shops, which 

do not particularly cater to a transit rider. 

The Colorado Station is situated along the Southeast Light Rail Corridor and is in an ideal position 

to serve as a gateway to various amenities and destinations outside of the Context Area, mostly 

commercial shopping areas and high employment centers. Figure 29 displays these destinations, 

most of which lie just outside of the station’s walkable 0.5 mile area (indicated in green).  The map 

highlights the importance that the station can play in connecting people to their final destination.  

Description of some of 
the major destinations 
highlighted in Figure 29: 

 Cherry Creek 
Shopping Center: An 
upscale shopping mall 
that has over 160 stores 
for shopping and dining. 
 Glendale: A small
home rule municipality, it
boasts Infinity Park a
recreation, event, and
entertainment area.
There are also a variety
of shopping and dining
opportunities in the area.
 Colorado Center: A
business and 
entertainment area 
currently undergoing 

development to accommodate more businesses and commercial/retail opportunities.  
 University Hills Shopping Center: A strip mall which has a variety of retail, big box stores, and

restaurants.
 University of Denver: A large private university whose surrounding area has a variety of bars,

restaurants, and retail establishments.

Figure 29:  Area-Wide Destinations 
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Introduction 

In Figure 30, many people see the 

buildings, others see the 

residential character of the 

surrounding neighborhoods, 

while others see neighborhood 

shopping opportunity or lack 

thereof.  Some people see the 

freeway and dream of driving-by 

at high-speed in light traffic, while 

plenty of others remember long 

periods of time spent sitting in 

huge traffic delays on the roads and highways captured in the cover photo above.     

Many urban planners see a waste of space on highways and on parking lots that could both be 

converted to a productive use if they many more people left their cars.  Other planners see 

dilapidated and blighted buildings ripe for redevelopment, while Federal, State, and regional 

transportation planners see three of the major roadways in Figure 30 as part of a critical national 

defense highway network, as well as urban and regional freight transport network. 

Goals of the Federal, State, and regional transportation planners worked together to designate both 

Colorado Blvd and Evans Ave first as Colorado State Freight Corridors and then later as National 

Highway System Primary Arterials under the Federal Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 

Act (MAP-21).  However, federal and state long-term goals greatly differ from many Denver city 

planners would like to take.  The goal of this section is to inventory the local roadways and public 

transit routes within the station area, reporting-on local traffic counts and transit ridership.   

VII. Street and Bus Networks

Figure 30:  Colorado Station Transportation Network 

Sou rc e :   G oog le  Earth  
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Current Conditions:  Roadway Inventory:  Major Arteries  

Colorado Blvd (4000 Block East):   State Rt. 2 north of Hampden Ave (3500 Block South) and Federal 

Designated Highway System classification (1982) north of the I-25 junction.   New Federal National 

Highway System Enhanced Principal Artery classification (2012) south of I-25.       

Roadway width:   8-10 travel lanes, except 7 lanes south of Evans, divided north of Buchtel with 

narrow to wide paved median of 3-4 feet width minimum.  South of Buchtel is not divided.    

Daily traffic count:   Colorado Blvd has 68,000 to 78,000 vehicles daily north of I-25 and in the 45,000 

to 50,000 daily vehicle range south of I-25 adjacent to Colorado Station (DRCOG) 

Posted speed limit:   35 mph 

Additional Notes:  Dangerous conditions exist for pedestrians crossing Colorado due to 

exceptionally-wide roadway width east to west at the Buchtel and Evans intersections which are the 

closest major Colorado Blvd. intersections to RTD’s Colorado Station.    Colorado Blvd. also carries 

the RTD Route #40 bus as well as the Route #46 bus south of Colorado Station to Yale. 

Evans Ave (2100 Block South):    Evans Ave is also a Federal National Highway System Enhanced 

Principal Artery classification (2012) and was a Colorado designated Freight Route prior to 2012.   

As a freight route that pre-exists the newer Federal NHS arterial classification Evans does have several 

design deficiencies such as utility poles and fire hydrants in the NHS-mandated Clear Zone, which 

given the roadway speed and its heavy truck use must be a minimum of 7 feet.   Sidewalks along 

Evans are right up against the curb and very narrow, often with parked vehicles and other 

obstructions in the mandated clear zone, exposing pedestrians to high accident risk.   

Evans Ave. serves an industrial/commercial/warehousing area just to the east of I-25 as well as serves 

another similar industrial park east of Quebec St after Evans curves south and becomes Illif Ave (2300 

Block South).  As such Evans experiences a fair amount of large truck traffic, though recently several 

of the former industrial/warehouse businesses immediately east of I-25 have become small storage 

facilities which have cut down some on truck traffic and local employment.   
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Roadway width:   Evans Ave is generally 5 lanes curb-to-curb through the study area though 6 lanes 

from Colorado to I-25, and 8 lanes over I-25.  

Daily traffic count:   Evans Ave carries approximately 42,000 vehicles daily east of I-25 and 29,000 

vehicles daily west of I-25 (DRCOG 2008-2015, see Appendix A) 

Posted speed limit:   35 mph 

Additional notes:   Evans Ave carries the RTD Route #21 bus route.   Both Colorado Blvd and Evans 

Ave are listed by DRCOG as being severely-congested (in the D or F category) as is I-25 in the station 

area.     

Note on Denver’s multi-modal street classification system:   In 2002 as part of the Blueprint Denver 

Plan City of Denver officials changed previously-used Federal, State, and local roadway description 

terminology to better describe local roadway land uses and competing transportation interests, 

which can create some confusion for any transportation planner from outside the Denver area.   

Denver’s new street terminology includes five types of roadways, which are: 

 Commercial Streets

 Industrial Streets

 Main Streets

 Mixed-Use Streets

 Residential Streets

As part of the evolution of Denver’s street-planning goals the City has adopted Complete Streets 

roadway design guidelines wherever possible.     

Current Conditions:  Roadway Inventory:   Minor Arterials 

Buchtel Blvd:   Buchtel Blvd is a historic landmark residential collector that is also maintained by 

CDOT as a south-side I-25 frontage road despite the fact that between University Blvd and Colorado 

Blvd the road is up-to two blocks south of the freeway.  Buchtel Blvd was built in 1926 to honor the 

then-late Chancellor of Denver University Henry Augustus Buchtel, and does not conform to the 
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standard metro-Denver address layout, as it runs somewhat WNW to ESE between University Blvd 

and Colorado Blvd.   The speed limit on Buchtel is 30 mph.   

Buchtel is approximately 40 feet in-width and carries a marked bicycle lane in each direction along 

the curb as well as two lanes of through traffic with single opposed left turn lanes at several locations 

such as at St. Paul St.   At its intersection with Colorado Blvd, Buchtel is seven lanes wide, with two 

left turn lanes onto Colorado NB and two through lanes to Colorado Center Dr.   Buchtel Blvd 

becomes Colorado Center Dr. east of Colorado Blvd.   

The Denver & New Orleans Railroad mainline and later Colorado & Southern Railroad Falcon Spur 

ran on the north side of Buchtel which provided railcar freight service to the industrial area east of I-

25, though the line was removed during major I-25 T-Rex and RTD light rail construction.   Daily 

traffic counts on Buchtel Blvd average in the 7500 to 8500 range. 

Colorado Center Drive:   Commercial extension of Buchtel across Colorado Blvd provides access to 

Colorado Station as well as to the Colorado Center parking garages and the RTD public lot.   Between 

Colorado Blvd and Birch St the road is 4 lanes plus bus pull-out lanes, and two lanes its remaining 

distance east of Birch.    The western approach to the new Colorado Station ped/bicycle I-25 bridge 

lands at the intersection of Colorado Center Drive and Birch St.  

Dahlia St. (4800 Block East):   Dahlia St. is a residential collector that serves the Virginia Village and 

Goldsmith neighborhoods east of I-25.   Ellis Elementary School is on the corner of Dahlia and Mexico 

Ave (1700 South) and as such the street sees a considerable number of children walking to & from 

the school or parents picking children up or dropping them off there.  Dahlia is also a Denver on-

street marked sharrow bicycle route. 

 Roadway width:    40 feet curb-to-curb

 Daily traffic count:  4000 to 4500 vehicles (DRCOG)

 Speed limit:  25 mph.

 Street parking:   Allowed

Florida Ave. (1500 Block South):   East of Jackson St (3800 Block South) Florida Ave is a mixed-use 

arterial.  To the west of Jackson St. (3800 Block East) Florida Ave is residential collector, and border 
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both Cory Elementary School and Merrill Middle School.  Florida Ave is also a City of Denver bicycle 

route with bicycle lanes marked against curbs 

 Roadway width:  32 feet east of Colorado and 32 feet west of Jackson, 5 lanes at Colorado

 Daily traffic count:   9500 vehicles east of Colorado, 5500 vehicles west of Colorado.

 Speed limit:  30 mph.

 Street parking:   Not allowed east of Colorado, allowed west of Jackson in some places.

Holly St.  (5600 Block East):   Holly St. is a mixed-use arterial with a fairly-high traffic load north of 

Evans, used by some local drivers as a Colorado Blvd bypass.   In-addition to acting as a residential 

collector Holly also serves several shopping centers, gas stations, tire stores, and warehouse 

businesses which necessitate its use as a truck freight spur route north of Evans.  

 Roadway width:   Five lanes, 48-50 feet, narrows to 32 feet south of Evans.

 Daily traffic count:   Over 16,000 north of Evans, 9900 south of Evans.

 Speed Limit:   30 mph.

 Street parking:   Generally not allowed except in residential blocks and south of Illif Ave.

Illif Ave. (2300 Block South):   Illif Ave. is a residential collector within our study area, and is also a 

City of Denver bicycle sharrow route.   The Most Precious Blood Catholic School is at the corner of 

Colorado Blvd. and Illif Ave.    

 Roadway width:  32 feet.

 Daily traffic count:  3500-4000 vehicles daily.

 Speed Limit:   25 mph

 Street parking:   Allowed on south side only west of Monroe (3600 Block West) and on both

sides east of Ash St (4200 Block East).

Jewell Ave. (1900 Block South):   In other parts of metro-Denver Jewell Ave is a major artery but within 

our study area the street is a residential street.   DRCOG does not have daily vehicles counts for 

Jewell except east of Holly, where an average of almost 3200 vehicles use the road daily.   The Virginia 

Village neighborhood association and others have suggested its use as a continuation of the Denver 
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bicycle route that enters Colorado Station via Buchtel Blvd, using the I-25 Colorado Station bicycle 

and pedestrian bridge as part of such a new route.   Roadway is two lanes with street parking allowed. 

Mexico Ave. (1700 Block South):   Mexico Ave is a mixed-use arterial between Jackson (3800 Block 

East and Birch St (4400 Block East), and a residential collector west of Jackson or east of Birch to 

Forest St (5200 Block East).   East of Forest St Mexico St curves to the southeast and then south, 

becoming Glencoe St. (5300 Block East), which is only residential, then intersecting Jewell Ave. 

Mexico runs along the south side of the Ellis Elementary School property.   

 Roadway width:   32 feet, except 5 lanes at Colorado Blvd intersection.

 Daily traffic count:   9500 west of Colorado Blvd and 4500 east, dropping to 1300-1700 east

of Dahlia St, dropping to the 400-500 range east of Forest St.

 Speed limit:  25 mph.

 Street parking:   Allowed west of Jackson St or east of Bellaire St (4300 Block East)

St. Paul St. (3100 East), Steele St. (3200 East):   St. Paul St. south of I-25 and Steele St. north of 1-25 

are residential streets that act as a residential connector which in-concert with Bonnie Brae Blvd, 

connects to University Blvd at Exposition Ave (700 Block South).  St. Paul and Steele are also a Denver 

bicycle sharrow route.   Between Iowa Ave (1600 Block South) and Florida Ave Steele St. borders Cory 

Elementary.   DRCOG has not taken traffic counts on Steele St. in our study area, though north of 

Buchtel Blvd. St. Paul St. carries about 3500 vehicles daily.  

 Roadway width:   32 feet

 Daily traffic count:   3700 vehicles north of Evans Ave and 3100 south of Evans

 Speed limit:   25 mph

 Street parking:   Allowed

Yale Ave.  (2700 Block South):   Yale Ave is a mixed-use artery that intersects Colorado Blvd as well 

as I-25 and Holly Ave at the edge of our study area.   The large University Hills shopping center with 

a King Soopers grocery store are located on the southeast corner at the intersection of Colorado 

and Yale, plus another large strip center is on the northeast corner.   RTD Yale Station is adjacent to 

I-25 on the north side of Yale west of the freeway.    West of Jackson St Yale Ave also serves as a

marked curb lane City of Denver bicycle route.
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 Roadway width:   32 feet west of Colorado Blvd.   Immediately east of Colorado the road is

7 lanes in width to Clermont St (4500 Block East) before narrowing to 5 lanes.

 Daily traffic count:   11,000 vehicles west of Colorado.   East of Colorado traffic averages 16,000

vehicles to Dahlia, then rises to 23,000 vehicles to the I-25 junction.   East of I-25 an average

of 25,000 vehicles daily use Yale Ave.

 Speed limit:   30 mph both east and west of Colorado Blvd.

 Street parking:   Not allowed.

Additional note:   Yale Ave carries the RTD Route 27 bus and jogs south crossing Colorado Blvd. 

Colorado Station RTD Reported Daily Ridership Comparison Issues  

While Colorado Station ridership fell by almost seven percent between the fall of 2013, before the 

new ped/bicycle bridge was built, and the fall of 2015 after the bridge opened, the method that RTD 

uses to determine daily ridership on their light rail is not readily-comparable between the two periods 

and would require substantial additional analysis before any comparisons could be made.  According 

to stats from RTD, the Colorado Station had 5,600 boardings per day and 45 percent either walked 

or rode their bicycles to the station from August 2013 to January 2014.  August 2015 to January 2016 

RTD average daily station ridership for Colorado Station was 5210 passengers, of which 1878 board 

daily northbound and 717 board daily southbound.   

Between the Colorado Station RTD daily ridership figure stated by the Denver Post on March 3rd, 

2014 for September 2013 to January 2014, and the daily average ridership figure for August 2015 

through January 2016 the station has lost 390 daily riders.  RTD determines daily ridership counts 

based on transit cars equipped with door light beam technology to count riders entering or leaving 

the train, and then multiplying the number of such equipped cars per-train against the total number 

of cars per-train, rather than using actual ridership via the number of tickets sold and the number of 

transfers given.  Unless every train is equipped during the two study periods for the use of the 

particularly-equipped transit cars, and that usage rate as well as train position, as well as the weather, 

as well as certain transit car ridership demographics, are all relatively equal during both study periods, 

which would be unlikely, the station boarding figures cannot be easily compared between the two 
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study periods. RTD indicated a system-wide drop in ridership during 2014 of 2.3 percent, which if 

applied equally to Colorado Station would result in a loss of 129 daily riders.   

The same publication showed a substantial increase in the number of accidents between buses and 

cars, trains and cars, and involving passengers in 2014, plus a moderate increase in system delays 

especially among bus contract carriers (First Transit, Veolia), as well as shows that the RTD bus fleet 

averages over 9 years in-age with no bus newer than 6.7 years in-age, and as a result RTD may be 

experiencing excessive repair downtime that could be negatively affecting ridership also.  Vehicle 

age is especially an issue among RTD’s contractors such as First Transit and Veolia whose vehicles 

average approximately eleven years old. 

RTD Colorado Station Bus Ridership Trends 

As part of ascertaining current roadway and transit trends at and surrounding Colorado Station, local 

bus route ridership was compared for all of the three bus routes that enter Colorado Station, the #21 

Evans Ave route, the #40 Colorado Blvd. route, and the #46 Birch St local bus, which shares Colorado 

Blvd with the #40 bus between Evans Ave and Yale Ave before running south of Yale on Dahlia St. 

From 2013 to 2016, bus ridership from and to Colorado Station showed a marked drop.   The number 

of buses operating the #40 route declined, but the #21 Evans route saw an increase in daily buses 

operated, likely an offset.  
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Figure 31:  Route Ridership 

The worst ridership drop-off of any of the bus routes was the #46 Birch route northbound, which fell 

from 227 daily riders on 31 buses in 2013 to just 126 daily riders on the same number of buses, a 44.5 

percent drop in ridership.   Total northbound ridership between the #40 and #46 buses dropped 

from 272 daily riders on 75 daily buses to only 233 riders on 70 buses, a 14.3 percent reduction in 

ridership.  The southbound #46 bus had the next steepest drop in ridership from 2013 to 2016, with 

a drop from 228 to 198 riders, both on 31 daily buses, a 13.2 percent reduction.   The #46 route is 

under current RTD investigation as an under-performing route, with a chance that some changes 

will occur. 

On balance, bus routes mostly seemed to experience a rise in ridership from 2013 to 2015 before 

dropping sharply from 2015 to 2016.   The worst of these was the eastbound #21 bus, which rose 

from 401 to 473 daily riders from 2013 to 2015, before falling hard to just 372 riders daily in the spring 

RTD Route #21 (Evans Ave) Trips From > 1 Mile Board < 1 Mile West Exit Station Board Station Exit < 1 mile East To > 1 Mile
EB to Colorado Station 2016 35/41 372 10 113 434 95 634
EB to Colorado Station 2015 34/40 473 16 108 454 93 761
EB to Colorado Station 2013 29/35 401 12 91 363 71 643

From > 1 Mile Board < 1 Mile East Exit Station Board Station Exit < 1 mile West To > 1 Mile
WB to Colorado Station 2016 46/45 767 61 422 146 14 480
WB to Colorado Station 2015 45/44 812 66 460 138 20 511
WB to Colorado Station 2013 39/35 710 69 390 154 12 425

RTD Route #40 (Colorado Blvd) Trips From > 1 Mile Board < 1 Mile South Exit Station Board Station Exit < 1 mile North To > 1 Mile
NB to Colorado Station 2016 40/85 148 54 51 726 176 923
NB to Colorado Station 2015 40/85 175 56 58 784 189 1023
NB to Colorado Station 2013 45/81 178 70 67 772 208 989

From > 1 Mile Board < 1 Mile North Exit Station Board Station Exit < 1 mile South To > 1 Mile
SB to Colorado Station 2016 81/39 862 127 689 61 71 111
SB to Colorado Station 2015 81/39 902 123 635 66 98 130
SB to Colorado Station 2013 77/42 884 130 603 64 148 153

RTD Route #46 Trips From > 1 Mile Board < 1 Mile South Exit Station Board Station Exit < 1 mile North To > 1 Mile
NB to Colorado Station 2016 30 85 34 58 126 69 154
NB to Colorado Station 2015 30 87 37 76 169 98 163
NB to Colorado Station 2013 30 94 32 115 227 94 182

From > 1 Mile Board < 1 Mile North Exit Station Board Station Exit < 1 mile South To > 1 Mile
SB to Colorado Station 2016 31 198 76 189 77 40 90
SB to Colorado Station 2015 31 197 114 212 87 45 104
SB to Colorado Station 2013 31 228 106 244 96 46 113

Data from Regional Transportation District, Ridecheck Plus, Ridership by Stop & Route, Route #21 (Evans), Route #40 (Colo. Blvd.), Route #46
Spring, 2016, Spring, 2015, Spring, 2013.   Data graciously provided by Jeff  Dunning at RTD - Denver, CO.  
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of 2016, a loss of 7.2 percent of ridership from 2013 to 2015, but a 21.3 percent drop in daily ridership 

into Colorado Station from the west between the spring of 2015 and the spring of 2016.    

Figure 32:  Colorado Station area traffic counts – DRCOG (2008 to 2015) 

Figure 33:  Denver Bicycle and Bus Route 
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VIII. Bicycle and Pedestrian
Networks

One of the two major goals in 

Denver Moves 2011 was to create “a 

biking and walking network where 

every household is within a quarter 

mile (5 minute walk or 2-minute 

bicycle ride) of a high ease of use 

facility” (Denver Moves). The 

location of the Colorado Station 

presents a unique opportunity 

provide a regionally connected 

bicycle and pedestrian hub. The 

busy arterial of Colorado Boulevard 

to the west, as well as Interstate-25 

to the north/northeast represent serious obstacles to these networks. In addition, current 

infrastructure conditions are generally unfavorable for safe and easy pedestrian and bicycle 

movement. On the other hand, the existence of the light rail station and pedestrian bridge over I-

25, as well as the intensive development to the north of the station, represent significant 

opportunities for future multi-modal development. Following is a description of the current bicycle 

and pedestrian conditions within and around Colorado Station.  All basemaps of existing 

infrastructure were obtained from Denver Open Data. 

To analyze bicycle connectivity to Colorado Station, the Context Area was widened to include the 

grid bicycle routes running along Florida Avenue to the north, St. Paul Street to the west, Iliff Avenue 

to the south, and Dahlia Street to the east. Conditions of facilities along these routes vary and include 

multi-use trails, separated in-roadway lanes, enhanced shared roadways, and bicycle boulevards. As 

Figure 34 shows, the only bicycle facilities serving Colorado Station exist first, on the off-street, multi-

use trail along Buchtel Boulevard that transitions into an on-street bicycle lane before intersecting 

Colorado Boulevard, and second, on the pedestrian bridge crossing I-25. It is virtually impossible for 

Figure 34:  Bicycle Networks Map 
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cyclists to access the area 

from the north or south 

without compromising their 

personal safety. Additionally, 

there is a lack of bicycle racks 

within or north of the Wedge 

to store bicycles during travel 

on light rail or bus. These 

conditions do not fully satisfy 

Denver Moves’ goal of 

serving households in the 

area with accessible and 

convenient bicycle networks.  

In general, pedestrian conditions within and around the Colorado Station Context Area range from 

unsatisfactory to mediocre. The team completed a walkability study in the station area and ranked 

condition scores of 1 through 5, 1 being non-existent or of lowest quality and 5 being of excellent 

quality.  This assessment was based on previous experience studying sidewalk infrastructure and 

general walkability in other communities in Denver.  As shown in Figure 35, the majority of sidewalks 

within the area exhibit overall walkability scores of 1 through 3. General conditions that contribute to 

scores of 1 or 2 include attached sidewalks along busy arterials, small sidewalk widths, crumbling or 

cracked pavement, abundant litter, uninviting building facades, and absence of greenery. See Figures 

36-37 for actual examples of these unfavorable pedestrian conditions in the station area.  Sidewalks

given a score of 3 do have favorable conditions such as a detached sidewalk, greenery,

accompanying intersections with crosswalks, etc. The only stretch of sidewalk that exhibits a score of

greater than 4 is the pedestrian bridge over I-25. This bridge is elevated far above freeway traffic,

has satisfactory pavement conditions, proper lighting, and a surveillance system in place.  Most

importantly, the bridge serves the purpose of linking two areas otherwise lacking accessibility to the

Figure 35:  Pedestrian Networks Map 
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Colorado station area by the freeway.  See Figures 

38-39 for other examples of favorable

pedestrian conditions in the station area.

IX. Stormwater

Existing stormwater systems surrounding the Colorado Station were recently evaluated in Denver’s 

newest Storm Drainage Master Plan, finished in 2014. Prior to the implementation of the 

Figures 36-37:  Examples of Unfavorable Conditions 

Figures 38-39:  Examples of Favorable Conditions 
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Transportation Expansion Project (T-REX), starting in the early 2000s, authorities completed a 

detailed analysis of existing infrastructure and provided priorities to the sub-basins surrounding both 

the I-25 corridor and the adjacent light rail line (Walker). In 1999, when T-REX began its planning 

phase, a key priority was fixing the existing stormwater drainage system along the I-25 corridor 

(Walker). Substantial infrastructure upgrades from T-REX were completed around the station prior 

to the opening of Colorado Station in 2006 (Parsons). The new 40 million drainage system was built 

for 100-year flood events, providing dry ponds along the interstate, 15 new detention ponds, seven 

underground sediment vaults, eight miles of 18-inch to 90-inch diameter concrete pipe, and over 

200,000 feet of HDPE drain under the light rail system (Walker).  

These improvements, however, came under scrutiny in the recent 2014 Drainage Master Plan, which 

highlighted failed stormwater infrastructure near the Colorado Station. Analysis of current 

precipitation levels and existing infrastructure found multiple drainage challenges in the area. Street 

flooding at non-compliant depths were found along Evans Avenue and Warren Avenue; the flow 

rate into sub-basin 300 along Mexico Avenue was determined to be too high.  The plan 

recommended that undersized storm drains and pipes be enlarged (City of Denver). The drainage 

plan also recommended an overflow spillway connecting to the Colorado Avenue detention basin 

F 0:  2014 Area D Improv ns F 0: 2014 Area D Improv ns

Source:  2014 Drainage Master Plan, City of Denver 
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to provide a standard water quality outlet (City of Denver).  

See Figure 40.  In total, the Plan recommended almost $1.5 

billion in infrastructure improvements. However, as of late 

2015, there was no publicly available information on the 

actual allocation of funds or the implementation schedule 

of Capital Improvement Projects (CIPs) to specifically 

address the recommended improvements around 

Colorado Station. 

During a tour of the Wedge, the team observed several 

conditions that further deteriorate stormwater 

management conditions. The lack of permeable materials 

on and around surface parking, coupled with large 

volumes of impervious concrete and steel-framed station 

design, reveal opportunities for pooling and standing 

water when there is heavy rainfall. There are multiple areas 

in the Wedge where drainage pipes and the steel 

framework have started to rust, leading to compromised 

functionality. Most vegetation on-site is found bordering 

the surface parking and in a few select median planters in 

the middle of the lot. See Figures 41-42.   

Though Denver is known to have a relatively arid climate, 

annual precipitation levels have increased over the last 

eight years. The National Weather Service’s (NWS)  

Figure 41:  Entry signage and storm 
retention at Evans Avenue and Birch Street 

Figure 42:  Bioswale on Evans Avenue 
provides majority of site landscaping 

and groundwater entry 
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“Advanced Hydrologic

Prediction Service” 

provides statistics of 

past yearly precipitation 

levels within a 

searchable and localized 

area. In 2008, the station 

and surrounding area 

measured fewer than 

ten inches of 

precipitation. In 2015, 

NWS measured 

precipitation levels of almost forty inches at the station site.  See Figure 44. This increased 

stormwater load has created an environment where undersized drainage pipes and basins may 

overflow and cause damage to the surrounding properties, as well as bring an increase in on-site 

flood events.  

Figure 43:  National Weather Service Yearly Precipitation Levels (inches) 

Source:  NWS Historic Precipitation Levels  

Figure 44:  National Weather Service Historic Precipitation Levels 

Source:  NWS Historic Precipitation Levels  
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Because the current dominant use of the 

Wedge is a Park and Ride, a large surface lot is 

provided for customers of the station. See 

Figure 45.  However, with over eighty percent 

of the site rendered impervious due to the 

large amounts of concrete for the parking lot, 

sidewalk, and entryway to the station, a 

network of storm drains are necessary to 

prevent surface lot flooding (City of Denver). 

See Figure 46.  These drains flow directly to 

detention basins north of the Wedge, located 

just south of the I-25 overpass. Comparable 

sites nearby vary in impermeability levels, 

ranging from 52 percent pervious surface to 

majority impervious.  See Figure 47.  

Figure 45:  Sea of Concrete at Colorado Station

Source:  Google Earth 

Figure 46:  Stormwater flow from surface parking lot 

Source:  2014 Drainage Master Plan, City of Denver 
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Figure 47:  Non-Permeability comparison of Wedge with surrounding sites 

Source:  2014 Drainage Master Plan, City of Denver 
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Intercept surveys were conducted on individuals utilizing the Colorado Station Area by 

Transportation Solutions on a single day in March 2016.  Surveyors delivered surveys at four points, 

distributed around the Wedge and Colorado Center, with the purpose of capturing responses from 

both drivers and alternate transit users.  There were three surveying periods to capture traffic 

during the morning commute, during lunch activities, and during the evening commute.  In total, 

162 surveys were completed.   

Transportation Mode Preferences 

Traveling to the Colorado station area by personal car is as popular as taking the bus (both 25%) 

and but less popular than light rail (35%).  See Figure 48.  Seventy-eight percent of respondents 

use public transportation at least several times a week to get to the station area, 48% being 

daily users.  Only 6% reported never using public transportation to travel to the station.  More 

people reported walking to the station area (9%) than biking (4%).  Neither car sharing nor 

carpooling were popular options.  Zip codes with residents most likely to drive were located 

due east of Quebec Street and due west of Simms Street in Lakewood, indicating 

that enhanced public transit connections to those zip codes should be explored.  See 

Figure 49.  The high percentage of individuals living immediately northeast of the station who 

reported regularly driving to the station instead of taking alternate options is concerning.  

This finding indicates that particular attention to last-mile connections to the northeast of 

the station is necessary to increase use of alternate modes of transportation.  There must 

have been some respondent confusion regarding the definition of walking to the station 

area, as some individuals who indicated this choice resided in zip codes far away from the 

station.  This indicates that the percentage of those overall who reported walking to the 

station is higher than the actual number who actually walk to the station.  The number of 

individuals who reported biking to the station was too small to analyze by zip code of residence.  
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Figure 48:  What mode of transportation do you use the MOST to get TO/FROM this area?

Figure 49: Personal car drivers by zip code of residence

Respondents aged 30-39 most reported using their personal car to commute to the station area 

(38%), followed by those 65 and older (30%).  See Figure 50.  Those aged 18-29 most 

reported traveling to the station area by light rail (39%), followed by those aged 30-39 (38%).  

Those aged 40-49 most often biked to the station (14%).  One hundred percent of the 

respondents aged 17 or younger used the bus to travel to the station area (100% of three 

respondents), followed by those aged 65 or older (50% of ten respondents).  Males and females 

drove their personal car to the station 

Mode Count % of Total

Light Rail 56 35%

Bus 41 25%

Personal car 40 25%

Walking 14 9%

Biking 6 4%

Other 2 1%

Hotel Shuttle 1 1%

Car Share 1 1%

Carpool 1 1%

TOTAL 162 100%
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area in equal proportion (both 25%) and were roughly similar in their use of light rail (35% and 

34% respectively) and bike (4% and 3% respectively).  See Figure 51.  However, females reported

taking the bus in greater proportion (31% vs. 22% for males) and males more often walked to the 

station (11% vs. 5% for females).  No males reported using a carsharing service or carpooled, but 

females did each 2% respectively.   

Figure 50:  Transportation mode preference by age

 

Figure 51:  Transportation mode preference by sex

Parking

Seventy-six percent of respondents reported parking their car at the RTD surface parking at most a 

few times a year (67% reported never doing so).  Twenty-one percent reported parking there at 

least a few times a week (12% reported doing so every day).  See Figure 52. Therefore, there are

clear behavior patterns regarding parking.  Further studies should be completed to determine 

whether charging for parking would affect the behavior of those who use the site to park at least a 

few times a week.  Further, future studies should investigate how many individuals choose to park 

their car in neighborhoods, especially to the northeast of the station area.  While some individuals 

who regularly park at the station reside in zip codes far from the station and from existing transit 

lines, a higher than expected percentage of respondents living in and northeast of the station area 

Age Range Personal car Other Light Rail Biking Hotel Shuttle Bus Walking Car Share Carpool TOTAL

17 or younger 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3

18-29 13 1 29 2 0 17 10 1 1 74

30-39 12 1 12 2 1 3 1 0 0 32

40-49 4 0 4 2 0 4 0 0 0 14

50-64 8 0 9 0 0 9 3 0 0 29

65+ 3 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 0 10

TOTAL 40 2 56 6 1 41 14 1 1 162

% of TOTAL 25% 1% 35% 4% 1% 25% 9% 1% 1% 100%

Sex Personal car Other Light Rail Biking Hotel Shuttle Bus Walking Car Share Carpool TOTAL

Male 24 2 34 4 1 21 11 0 0 97

Female 16 0 22 2 0 20 3 1 1 65

TOTAL 40 2 56 6 1 41 14 1 1 162

% of TOTAL 25% 1% 35% 4% 1% 25% 9% 1% 1% 100%
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reported regularly parking in the RTD surface parking lot.  See Figure 53.  This further emphasizes the 

need for last-mile connectivity to neighborhoods northeast of the station area.   

Figure 52:  How often do you park your car at the RTD surface parking lot at the RTD Colorado Station?

Figure 53:  Use of RTD parking lot by zip code of residence

Desired Improvements 

Convenience was noted as the most important reason why respondents chose their desired 

transportation option, for both drivers of personal cars and users of alternate transportation 

modes. See Figure 54 and Figure 55.  Personal car drivers and alternate mode takers were 

roughly equally interested in a car share service (41% of drivers and 43% of alternate 

mode takers responded yes), although it is interesting that takers of alternate modes would be 

more likely to use this service.  See Figure 56 and Figure 57.  Therefore, there is either a 

misunderstanding about how carsharing services would work or there a lack of 

consensus on the definition of “convenience.”  Additionally, more ground-floor retail 

and attractions was most cited regarding convenient features that would 

Every day A few times a week A few times a month A few times a year Never Total

# of RESPONDENTS 19 14 6 15 108 162

% OF TOTAL 12% 9% 4% 9% 67%
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encourage drivers to walk, bike, take transit or car share, as well as the most cited recommendation 

for station area improvement by users of alternate transportation modes.  See Figure 58 and Figure 

59. Where facility improvements were recommended, both drivers of personal cars and takers of 

alternate transit mode agreed that safety and security and better lighting would be most beneficial.  

There was a marked difference between females and males in providing this preference.  Twenty-

four percent of females chose better safety and security (vs. 17% of males) and 23% chose better 

lighting (vs. 17% of males).  About the same proportion of male and female respondents chose better 

integration between the station and surrounding area (12% and 13% respectively) as a desired 

improvement.  See Figure 60.

Figure 54:  Since you use a “personal car” to get to/from the area, why do you choose to drive your 
car the most frequently, as opposed to walking, biking, taking transit and/or car sharing in this area? 

Figure 55:  For users of alternate modes  Why do you choose to use an alternative mode 
of transportation to get TO/FROM this area, as opposed to using a personal car? 
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Figure 56:  To drivers of personal cars   Would a shared-ride car service, connecting you between 
Colorado Station bus/light rail service and your destination/origin, encourage you to take bus/
light rail, if there was a flat rate equal to or less than bus fare, and a very brief wait time for pick-up? 

Figure 57: To users of alternate modes  Would you use a shared-ride car service, to 
connect you between Colorado Station bus/light rail service and your destination/origin, if there 

was a flat rate equal to or less than bus fare, and a very brief wait time for pick-up? 

Figure 58:  To personal car drivers   Which CONVENIENT FEATURES at the RTD Colorado Station and the 
surrounding area would encourage you to walk, bike, take transit, and/or car share to get around? 

Response Count % of Total

Yes 16 41%

Maybe / Unsure 9 23%

No 14 36%

TOTAL 39 100%

Response Count % of Total

Yes 46 43%

Maybe / Unsure 28 26%

No 33 31%

N/A 1 1%

TOTAL 108 100%
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Figure 59:  To users of alternate modes   Which CONVENIENT FEATURES at the RTD 
Colorado Station and the surrounding area would you like to see implemented? 

Figure 60:  Preferences for facility improvements by sex (both drivers of personal vehicles 
and users of alternate modes) 

Between 25% and 28% of personal car drivers responded that no improvements to 

circulation, convenient features, or facilities would encourage them to walk, bike, take transit, and/

or car share to the station area, depending on the type of improvement discussed.  However, 39% 

of personal car drivers who were employees of Colorado Center (9 people) said they would bike 

to work if a Bike Hub were provided.  See Figure 61.  A higher percentage of Colorado Center

employees who drove a personal car to the station area than all personal car drivers would use 

a car-share service (47% for Colorado Station employees vs. 41% of all personal car drivers).  See 

Figure 62.  We did not have adequate time to analyze where people live in relation to car sharing

preferences or whether those who preferred alternate modes who were reportedly interested in car 

sharing services were predominately riders of light rail, bus, walkers or bikers. 

Sex Better lighting Better safety and security Better light rail service

Better integration between 

station and surrounding area

Improved attractiveness 

of the station area Other None No Answer Provided TOTAL

Male 22 22 20 16 12 13 16 9 130

Female 21 22 10 12 6 5 10 5 91

TOTAL 43 44 30 28 18 18 26 14 221

% of TOTAL 19% 20% 14% 13% 8% 8% 12% 6% 100%

% of Male 17% 17% 15% 12% 9% 10% 12% 7% 100%

% of Female 23% 24% 11% 13% 7% 5% 11% 5% 100%
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Figure 61:  If you work or visit Colorado Center, would a Bike Hub facility on site, which would 
include amenities such as bike valet, secure and protected bike storage, lockers, showers, and 
coffee and food for a small membership fee, encourage you to bike to Colorado Center? 

Figure 62:  If you are a Colorado Center employee, would you use a shared-ride car service 
to commute between a coffee shop in your neighborhood and Colorado Center, if the cost was 
heavily subsidized, and the service was on time? 

Recommendations for Future Data Analysis

The definition of “around the area” was not clear to respondents, leading to answers that could 

not be analyzed for any particular pattern.  We recommend clarifying the definition of “around the 

area” in future surveys.  Future surveys should also consider clarification of the definition of 

“convenience”, as there were seeming contradictions in the preferences of individuals.  Additionally, 

the answers provided by respondents to the question “What is your association with this area of 

Denver?” were so confusing as to not provide basis for analysis.  We recommend relying instead on 

zip code information to derive definitions of residence.  As this survey indicates, respondents are 

less likely to know the zip code of their place of work or school, so a different option will have 

to be 

Response Count % of Total

Yes 9 47%

Maybe / Unsure 4 21%

No 6 32%

TOTAL 19 100%
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provided to obtain work/school location information.  Further, we recommend adding a question 

about profession to determine whether respondents are students, service workers, or employees of 

employers in the station area.  Future efforts should focus on educating about how carsharing works 

to ensure that the findings of this survey are legitimate of those surveyed, as well as determining 

how much individuals who park in the RTD lot are willing to pay for parking before they change their 

parking behaviors.  Finally, future studies should investigate how many individuals choose to park 

their car in neighborhoods instead of the RTD lot, especially to the northeast of the station area.   
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0

gateway to the region. Enhanced by a diversity of transportation options 

as well as mixed-use development opportunities, the station will foster a 

vibrant atmosphere for all users.” 

Based upon analysis of the previous Colorado Station Area Framework Plan, existing 

conditions research, intercept survey data, and SWOT results, the following vision 

statement and goals are intended to enhance and progress the Colorado station area.  

"Colorado Station will be an accessible multi-modal transit hub acting as a 

For the purposes of this plan users include employees, neighborhood residents, students, and

visitors of all ages incomes and abilities. 

In order to achieve this vision, goals are set forth for six fundamental vision elements 

including Placemaking, Efficient Design, Mixed-Use, Mobility, Connectivity and Plan 

Implementation and Update.   
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PLACEMAKING

PM-1 Encourage attractive design standards that help define the station as a gateway, welcome  pedestrian activities, and provide a distinct identity to the station area.

PM-2 Foster a mix of uses that provide opportunities for people to live, work, and play at the station.

PM-3 Create safe public spaces that encourage and provide for a variety of users and that facilitate clear access to and from transit.

PM-4 Balance the intensity of uses through encouraging higher density development closer to the station and lower intensity away from the station. 

EFFICIENT DESIGN

E-1
Ensure the built environment allows for productive and compatible building types by balancing the height, density, intensity, bulk, and architecture of 

development.

E-2
Identify valuable alternatives to surface parking including below-grade, structured, and shared parking options. On-street and surface parking opportunities 

should not interfere with pedestrian or bicycle corridors and should integrate landscape buffers.

E-3
Promote sustainable design and building techniques that will protect the natural environment such as upgrading stormwater infrastructure, decreasing water and 

energy consumption, and providing distinct open spaces. 

MIXED-USE

MD-1 Create a high density “transit village” that includes a mix of land uses.

MD-2 Encourage a variety of housing choices to accommodate a wide range of ages and incomes.

MD-3
Promote uses that are transit supportive and that cater to the goods and service needs of residents, employees, and transit stop users. Ex: food markets, 

restaurants, salons, dry cleaners, newsstands, bookstores, and other retail uses. 

MD-4 Create engaging, high quality public spaces, such as small parks or plazas, as organizing features and gathering places.

MOBILITY

M-1
Create connections between the surrounding community and transit in a way that encourages transit use, walking, and bicycling by enhancing pedestrian and 

bicycle circulation around the station area.

M-2 Provide enhanced pedestrian infrastructure.

M-3 Enhance accessibility to non-drivers (elderly, disabled, youth, low income residents).

M-4 Introduce creative parking strategies to allow the accommodation of vehicles without making parking the dominating design factor. 

CONNECTIVITY

C-1 Establish connections to the employment hubs and neighborhoods that surround the station area. 

C-2 Produce clear and efficient connections from the station to surrounding destinations to improve last mile connections.

C-3
Emphasize the station’s connectivity to the regional transit network by supporting multi-modal transit opportunities such as bus networks, car sharing, and 

improved bicycle and pedestrian connections.  

C-4 Provide better access to the below ground station elements.

PLAN IMPLMENTATION AND 

UPDATE

P-1 Establish and maintain mutually beneficial relationships between developers, business and retail tenants, and proximal neighborhood residents.

P-2
Effectively communicate with all stakeholders throughout the development process in order to produce a high-quality product compatible with adjacent, 

established neighborhoods. Such communication tools may include surveys, design charrettes, interactive planning modeling, and public meetings.

P-3 Regularly gather public input regarding desired retail, commercial, or transit services in order to progress community values and maintain economic vitality.

P-4 Consider the station’s broader context within the southeast light rail corridor. 

GOALS
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In order to achieve the vision and goals presented in the preceding section, the following matrix details recommendations for each of 

the six Vision Elements. To increase cohesion between the matrices, the relevant goal numbers (PM-1, E-1, etc.) are noted for each set 

of recommendations.  

VISION ELEMENT GOALS

PLACEMAKING

*Create distinct spaces for different levels of socializing.

 Covert Spaces - Singular Spaces

  Overt Spaces - Social Spaces

  Flexible Spaces that provide both

*Create market space on Colorado Drive.

Create compatible and consistent designs throughout the station area that welcome and encourage pedestrian activity.

Provide adequate lighting and shelter at transit locations. 

Provide effective and smart wayfinding methods that enrich and encourage other transportation options.

Install public regional art unique to the area.

EFFICIENT DESIGN

Provide public green space and furnish it with amenities that invite its use: trees, flowers, trellises, unit pavers, pedestrian lights, benches, 

trash receptacles, newsstands, etc.

Use green planting on vertical infrastructure and install bioswales next to the pedestrian bridge.

Encourage and prioritize energy efficient building designs and techniques. 

Create a pedestrian scaled streetscape through the use of building step-downs, setbacks, and compatibility with street and sidewalk 

widths. 

Balance the height and density of buildings with the surrounding context. 

Use building designs that encourage street level activity. 

Provide streetscapes and building designs that allow accessibility for people of all ages and abilities, including those with disabilities. 

Construct structured parking in the Freeway Ford space that does not detract from the station's character and connectivity.

Explore establishing a special district to charge for parking.

*Explore parking management and pricing strategies. 

Extend the existing urban grid to the station area to facilitate more on-street parking. 

MIXED-USE

*Incorporate ground-floor retail such as grocery stores, coffee shops, bookstores, etc.

Provide space for civic and cultural uses such as a day care, library, fitness center, etc.

Provide public parks and plazas.

MD-2 Affordability Provide housing that serves various types, sizes, and income levels.

Provide different size floor plans to provide for a variety of different tenants and uses.

Locate retail/market spaces next to the transit station that create a “transit station marketplace.”

Cover the station area to provide increased open space and mixed-use development potential. 

MD-1, MD-3, MD-4 Uses

MD-4 Design

E-2 Building Design

E-3 Parking Strategies

RECOMMENDATIONS

PM-1, PM-2, PM-3 Unique Spaces

PM-1, PM-3, PM-4 Character

E-1 Sustainability
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VISION ELEMENT GOALS

MOBILITY

Explore safer pedestrian/bicycle crossing options at Colorado Blvd. including priority signals and protected pathways.

Create barriers along sidewalks of main arterial streets to psychologically/physically separate people from traffic.

Improve pedestrian experience at the entrance/exit of i-25 pedestrian bridge, emphasize the area as a gateway.

Improve sidewalk quality and quantity along Colorado Blvd. and Evans Ave. 

Provide curb ramps and crossing that accommodate people of all ages and abilities, including those with disabilities. 

Create a dedicated bicycle lane along Buchtel Blvd that connects to the I-25 pedestrian bridge. 

Create a dedicated bicycle lane along Birch Street to discourage bicycling along Colorado Blvd. 

Create a dedicated bicycle lane along Ash Street to connect to the proposed bicycle network.

Add more bicycle racks at the station, and look into the possibility of covered bicycle rack options.

Enhance existing bicycle infrastructure.

Partner with rideshare services such as Uber hop/Lyft Line.

Provide dedicated spaces for car/rideshare options.

Provided dedicated space for bus services, and improve wayfinding and information on bus services.

Locate bicycle share programs at the station and at surrounding destinations. 

CONNECTIVITY

Connect the existing urban grid to the station area.

Construct additional entry points to the below ground station area.

Improve wayfinding at the station area as well as construct wayfinding along main connections to the station.

*Create an information hub that provides information on various destinations within the area and how to get there. 

Also provide information/advertising on current events at various destinations in the area.

C-1, C-2, C-3 Multi-modal Connections *Provide and improve last mile services to/from surrounding destinations.

PLAN IMPLMENTATION 

AND UPDATE

P-1

Comprehensive 

Community Vision

Establish community values, needs, and wants for the area using public outreach efforts to station users and surrounding 

neighborhoods and employers.

*Use innovative approaches for public engagement opportunities.

*Create programming for the public that will activate the station area.

Provide annual review of project phasing and design implementation timeline for community stakeholders.

Each new phase of development should consider latest market conditions and community input then refocus project plans accordingly.

Create a master plan document for the Colorado, University of Denver, and Louisiana-Pearl station areas in order to institute a system 

of connected transit-oriented developments.

Illuminate the specific services and amenities available at each of the station areas and how to conveniently move between them.

P-3 Plan Accountability

P-4 Corridor Planning

Pedestrian Experience

*Bicycle InfrastructureM-1, M-3

C-1, C-4 Station Area

C-1, C-2 Wayfinding

P-2, P-3 Public Engagement

M-3, M-4 Multi-modal

RECOMMENDATIONS

M-1, M-2, M-3
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This section expands upon the previous Recommendations section and provides greater descriptions and concrete examples of ten first-

priority strategies that should be pursued to transform the station into the one laid forth in the vision. The matrix below notes the key 

recommendations by associated Vision Element to increase plan cohesion. 

VISION ELEMENT KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

PLACEMAKING

*Create distinct spaces for different levels of socializing.

Covert Spaces - Singular Spaces

 Overt Spaces - Social Spaces

 Flexible Spaces that provide both

*Create market space on Colorado Drive.

EFFICIENT DESIGN

*Explore parking management and pricing strategies.

MIXED-USE

*Incorporate ground-floor retail such as grocery stores, coffee shops, bookstores, etc.

MOBILITY

*Focus on improving bicycle infrastructure and connectivity.

*Create an elevated bicycle/pedestrian pathway

CONNECTIVITY

*Create an information hub that provides information on various destinations within the area and how to get there.

Also provide information/advertising on current events at various destinations in the area.

*Provide and improve last mile services to/from surrounding destinations.

PLAN IMPLMENTATION 

AND UPDATE

*Use innovative approaches for public engagement opportunities.

*Create community programming for the public that will activate the station area.
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Source: Tim Griffith 

 Source: G& C Arquitectos. 

D  S  
A successful station area will provide covert, overt, and flexible spaces that provide users with various 

choices for the type of experience and space they wish to experience while within the area.  

Covert Spaces 

These areas allow people to retreat into a comfortable and individual space. These spaces are created 

through designs which allow people to separate themselves from areas of high activity such as bench 

designs that can create spaces that feel more secluded and private.  

Overt Spaces 

These areas create opportunities to interact and have experiences with others. They are relatively 

large open spaces or plazas that allow many people to gather and share. These spaces are created 

through public plazas, open spaces, and designs that accommodate a variety of users. 

 Source: Halkin Mason Photography.

Source: Tim Griffith 

Source: Halkin Mason Photography.

Source: G& C Arquitectos.

 Source: ISA  

Figure 63: Bench in San Francisco, CA Figure 64: Bench in Philadelphia, PA

Figure 65: Park with games in Philadelphia, PA Figure 66: Public park and plaza in Lemoiz, Spain
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Source: Denverinfill.com 

 Source: Denvergov.org 

F  S

These areas incorporate both covert and overt spaces allowing users to choose the experience they 

desire. These spaces are created through sensitive design of main activity nodes, public plazas, and 

open space.  

Locating distinct and well defined covert areas within an overt activity node is an example of how 

to provide flexible options (Figure 67)., as well as providing movable furniture which can allow

users to rearrange their space in the way they see fit (Figure 68).

 Source: Denvergov.org 

Source: Denverinfill.com Source: Denverinfill.com 

Figure 67: Flexible space along Denver's 16th Street Mall Figure 68: Movable outdoor seating 
at Union Station in Denver
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M  S     D

Creating a distinct market space area along Colorado Center 

Drive will provide opportunities for a greater range of 

alternate uses in close proximity to the station. The market 

space should provide shared space opportunities for fresh 

produce, artisan crafts, and other unique items to be sold. 

The market should also accommodate widely varying retail 

and service options such as alterations and dry cleaning, 

dentists, and even sandwich shops to name a few. This 

market space will help create a vibrant space that will 

encourage transit users to make a quick stop or further 

explore the area. 

An example of such a transit market place is the Crystal City 

Shops in Arlington, VA, where station patrons have diverse retail and service options immediately 

after exiting the station. Due to the smaller size of these retail shops there is a greater range of 

alternate uses. 

Colorado Center 

of 

The market 

fresh 

sold. 

retail 

cleaning, 

This 

will 

further 

 Source: Yelp 

Figure 69: Crystal Shops in Arlington, VA
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Parking Strategies 

In order to maximize the potential for the site, the current Freeway Ford property should be 

converted into a surface parking lot that will hold the space for future development. The new surface 

lot will effectively replace the current RTD-owned parking lot with a total of (280-300) spaces. The 

lot will be entirely public, with no bundling of spaces for RTD patrons, area-employers, or residents. 

Additionally, there will not be any below-ground, stand-alone, or wrapped parking structures 

integrated within the site plan. On-street parking will be strategically placed throughout the site to 

serve the ground-floor retail establishments. As such, demand pricing techniques will be 

implemented in order to discourage automobile dependence and encourage alternative forms of 

transportation available on the site. The following pricing techniques should be considered:  

 Price the most convenient spaces to favor priority users. Charge higher rates and use shorter

pricing periods at more convenient spaces (on-street, near building entrances) to increase

turnover and favor higher-priority users.

 Prime spaces suitable for short-term uses should be at least twice as expensive per hour as

less-convenient spaces suitable for long-term uses.

 Use electronic pricing systems that accommodate various payment methods and rates, and

allow motorists to pay for just the amount of time they will be parked.

 Set parking prices to equal or exceed transit fares.

 Provide free or discounted parking to Rideshare vehicles.

(Victoria Transport Policy Institute) 

Adjacent neighbors, especially those east of the pedestrian bridge, have expressed concerns with 

growing numbers of RTD patrons using their local streets for parking. Further action needs to be 

taken to discourage such overflow parking such as: 

 Implementing 1-hour or 2-hour parking limitations along the blocks in close proximity to the

pedestrian bridge.

 Requiring a Neighborhood Parking Pass, only available to residents, in order to park along

certain streets proximal to the station.

 Closely monitoring and better enforcement of parking regulations throughout the area.
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In addition to the market space along Colorado Center Drive, additional ground-floor retail should 

be provided and encouraged throughout the station area. In an intercept survey completed by 

Transportation Solutions in March 2016, 31% of respondents who drove a single-occupant car to the 

station stated that more ground-floor retail in the station area would encourage them to walk, bike, 

take transit, and/or car share to get around the area. Twenty-five percent of respondents who already 

take alternate transit options said they would like to see more ground-floor retail in the station area.  

Regarding the specific uses, a mainstream anchor grocery store is recommended in the immediate 

station area to provide more convenience to station users, as well as to supplement the higher-

priced options provided Natural Grocers store, located at the southwest edge of the 0.25 mile radius 

of the station.  Nine percent of survey respondents who utilized a single-occupant vehicle to travel 

to the station area stated that they needed a car for their children.  While not an indication of those 

who would use a day care service enough to support that business, it is an indication that demand 

may be present and that the convenience of colocation with the station might further support transit. 

 Community spaces are absent in the current 

station area.  Other downtown centers have 

utilized a library to support community 

development efforts through programming.  

Given that the unemployment rate in the 

immediate station area as of 2014 was 12%, and 

rates north and west of the station are 14% and 

10% respectively, there is indication that presence of a library and associated programming might 

support workforce development needs to boost employability.  The nearest public libraries are 

located more than a mile from the station area to the northeast and south and do not contribute to 

a sense of space for the station area. There are also few fitness center options in the vicinity and 

therefore, provision of a fitness center may allow residents a better opportunity for physical activity 

and increase trips and visits to the area. 

development efforts through programming.  

 Source: Milwaukee Public Library 

Figure 70: Rendering of a community center with library
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Bicycle infrastructure is crucial for creating a safe multi-modal transit 

hub. Providing improved and better connected bicycle infrastructure at 

the Colorado station and the surrounding area will foster a greater use 

of the station, improve the area’s vibrancy, and facilitate last mile 

connections to destinations in the area. 

Best practices should be incorporated into improving and 

constructing bicycle infrastructure in the area. This includes 

constructing protected bicycle lanes where feasible 

(Figure 71), creating on-street bicycle lanes (Figure 72),

providing, combining bicycle and pedestrian pathways 

where necessary (Figure 73 & 74), constructing cycle

tracks (Figure 75), painting sharrows (shared lane

markings) (Figure 76), and providing adequate bicycle

signage (Figure 77).

Source: Nancy RubinSource: Andrew Price.  

Source: Denver Moves 

Source: Denver Moves Source: Mari Lynch 

 Source: peopleforbikes.org 
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Figure 73: Combined pathway in 
London, England 

Figure 74. Combined Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Bridge in Berkley, CA 

Figure 71: Protected bicycle lane in 
Chicago

Figure 72: On-street Bicycle Lane, 22nd 
Avenue in Denver 

Figure 75: Cycle track, Bannock Street in Denver

Figure 76: Sharrow painting on Louisiana Avenue in Denver Figure 77: Clear bicycle signage
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Improving the existing bicycle network, as defined by Denver’s Official Bike Map 2012, and better 

connecting the station to this network will be an important step in creating a highly functional multi-

modal transit hub. On the next page is a map that presents the existing bicycle infrastructure and 

the proposed bicycle paths that will better connect the station to the surrounding area. All of the 

bicycle paths in red should be improved according to best practices, however, the first priority for 

such improvements should be given to Buchtel Boulevard, E. Illif Avenue, and S. Birch Street.  

 Buchtel Boulevard: Constructing an on-street dedicated bicycle lane, or as envisioned: an

elevated combined pedestrian and bicycle path, that connects the I-25 pedestrian bridge to

the existing bicycle lane on Buchtel Blvd. will drastically improve connectivity.

 Illif Avenue: Providing on-street bicycle lanes, sharrows, or a cycle track along this street will

help facilitate improved neighborhood connectivity to the station area.

 S. Birch Street: Marking this street, both north and south of the station area, as a bicycle route

and using best practice techniques to create a dedicated space for cyclists will improve

connectivity to the station and to the surrounding bicycle network. Connecting S. Ash St. to

this bicycle route will also foster greater connectivity to the envisioned central pedestrian

core of the site.
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Being close to transit is only relevant if you can access 

the transit station. Colorado Boulevard serves as a 

barrier to most pedestrians and cyclists who wish to 

access the station from Buchtel Boulevard. A 

pedestrian bridge will serve as both a physical 

connector for non-motorized users and a symbolic 

connection between the University Park and Virginia 

Village neighborhoods. 

At the intersection of Colorado Boulevard and Buchtel Boulevard, the current east-west crosswalk is 

115 feet long and stretches across eight lanes of traffic. Daily traffic counts in the area, completed in 

2013 by The Denver Regional Council of Governments, counted 49,675 vehicles on Colorado 

Boulevard just north of Evans Avenue which was an increase of about 8,000 cars from five years 

previously. Talks with the Colorado Department of Transportation to develop possible traffic calming 

and safety measures should be initiated, however, with Colorado Boulevard being such a busy 

corridor this may not be a viable option. 

A pedestrian bridge across Colorado Boulevard will 

serve to better connect the station to Buchtel 

Boulevard while significantly increasing pedestrian 

and bicycle safety. Through sensitive design and bold 

architecture the bridge will serve as a defining 

landmark of the site and will become a regional 

draw.  

Source: Architizer 

 Source: Beyond My Ken 

Figure 79: Elevated bicycle and pedestrian pathway in Denmark

Figure 80: The Highline Trail, an elevated landscaped 
trail running through New York City
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A digital information kiosk presents a unique opportunity for station 

users to plan trips, whether to subsequent light rail stations or by other 

modes of travel to nearby destinations, learn about upcoming 

community events, and see real-time bus and light rail schedules 

including outage and weather notices. Additionally, the kiosk will act 

as an advertising opportunity for businesses in the area including 

employment and volunteer opportunities. The physical of the kiosk 

will be compatible with the overall station area design and station 

employees will be trained to understand the system’s’ capabilities in order to assist users. 

The trip-planning feature of the kiosk would include a user-friendly 

interface in which users are able to select their end destinations and 

provided with step-by-step instructions of what paths and modes are 

available for them to take and an estimated total travel time. Such 

modes include RTD bus and light rail services, pedestrian pathways, 

bicycle routes, and Uber or Lyft services. Furthermore, a mobile 

application that performs the same functions can be advertised for 

those users that do not typically use this particular station, but could 

benefit from the wayfinding and convenience of such a software. 

A digital community bulletin board would better integrate the existing adjacent neighborhoods into 

the new development by providing a space to promote community 

activities including public meetings, local school, church and 

charitable events, and recreational opportunities such as free yoga 

in the park. The board may also incorporate a large, interactive map 

highlighting destinations in the area including but not limited to 

supermarkets, retail opportunities, parks, dining, child care facilities 

and hospitals or medical clinics. 

Source: Design Milk 

 Source: Digital Sign Universe 

 Source: MTA New York City 

Figure 81: Digital Information 
Kiosk in New York City

Figure 82: Trip Planning Kiosk 
in New York City

Figure 83: Digital information kiosk and 
bulletin board in Manhattan
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Last Mile Connections 

Last mile connections are opportunities and services which connect people from the transit station 

to their final destination, or vice versa. Supporting the recommendations set forth in the Mobility 

and Connectivity visions will increase the ability of the station to provide last mile connections. Key 

recommendations for enhancing last mile connections include partnering with and encouraging ride 

share and car share services as well as exploring other innovative ideas. 

• Ride Share

The Colorado station has a great opportunity to lead the way in providing ride share services.

The station area is already served by RTD bus lines 21, 40, and 46, however, there are

opportunities to partner with ride share services such as uberHOP and Lyft Line which can

facilitate faster and more convenient last mile connections.

o uberHOP: This service operates during peak travel hours to various pickup/drop off

locations. It travels along a fixed route for a fixed rate and works as a carpool. In

Seattle, where the service has been in operation since December 2015, the flat fixed

rate fare ranges from three to five dollars.

o Lyft Line: This service locates riders in the nearby vicinity that are traveling to nearby

destinations and picks them up together as a carpool. There is a fixed price for this

service which can be up to 60% less the cost of riding alone.

• Car Share

Partnering with car share services such as zipcar, car2go, wecar, and eGo cars share will also

provide greater transportation options for those who must travel further than the immediate

walkable station area and prefer not to use bus or bike transportation. Providing dedicated

spaces for these car share vehicles would further make car share a viable and convenient last

mile connection option.

The Colorado Station can help encourage partnerships with car and ride share companies through 

site designs which dedicate clear and easy connections to these services. Nearby destinations, such 

as the Cherry Creek Shopping Center and University Hills Shopping Center, should be encouraged 
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to look into such service partnerships as well which would help provide a framework to make these 

services attractive and viable.  

• Innovative Ideas

Improving last mile connections at the station can also be achieved through numerous other

opportunities and unique ideas. Innovative ideas could include creating a dedicated bus lane

along busier streets, such as Colorado Boulevard, which would provide quicker and more

reliable bus service as well as enhance the safety of users and other drivers alike. Other

notable ideas could include partnering with cutting edge companies such as Tesla and

Google who are working on autonomous vehicle travel which could be encouraged at the

station to facilitate improved last mile connections as well as establish intrigue and

excitement around the station. Innovative and unique ideas should be considered during all

stages of development to make sure that the station becomes an area that can change with

the times.
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Public Input Approaches 

Beyond the more traditional approaches to gathering public input such as surveys and town hall 

meetings, new community engagement techniques can be implemented to best serve future 

development within or surrounding the station area. Innovative and effective tools promoted by 

PlaceMatters include: 

• Social Media

o Especially effective among younger users, social media can be used as a platform for

gathering input regarding local issues such as new development proposals, land

quality concerns, determining recreational activities to advance in a community,

offering suggestions for improvements to transit routes or services, and voting in

quick polls about neighborhood projects.

o This platform is more convenient for many users that do not have the time or desire

to express their concerns or suggestions at a typical community meeting.

Furthermore social media allows the City to easily aggregate and organize data

through the use of “hashtags” or keywords that users are encouraged to use in their

comments.

• Mobile Engagement and Hands-on Technology

o Interactive mapping: Users may drop pin points at specific locations they wish to

make comments about. Comments may include safety concerns on bike paths,

quality concerns on public sidewalks, suggestions for new landscaping or amenities

such as benches, and positive feedback regarding specific aspects of the built

environment.

o Utilize computer tablets to perform surveys and modeling scenarios that allow

participants to answer questions and choose ideal designs for any new development

projects in their neighborhood.
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*All of the above tools could be integrated into the digital information kiosk as a quick and

convenient activity to participate in while waiting for a bus or train while providing essential input for 

the maintenance, improvement, and redevelopment of the area. 

• Games

o Games provide visual and interactive elements to the planning process that simplify

complex information and help people meaningfully contribute to planning outcomes

while expanding their knowledge on planning-related subjects.

o Case Study: Participatory Chinatown

 Video game developed by Boston Metropolitan Area Planning Council that

allowed users to create characters and move through a virtual version of

Chinatown completing tasks such as finding housing, jobs, and places to

socialize dependent upon their character’s needs. The task difficulties ranged

from easy to difficult depending on income level, language skills, and other

challenges. The game acted as an educational platform to increase

community members’ knowledge of the planning field and the kinds of issues

present within their specific community.
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Considerable efforts must be made to redevelop the Colorado Station area as a better-known 

community destination and unique place. Communities successful at completing this objective 

utilized their public spaces to offer community programming. Downtown Arvada built a public library 

and an adjacent public square to provide a distinct location to provide programming (Figure 16). 

The Historic Olde Town Arvada organization hosts 

street festivals monthly during the summer, as 

well as events during recognized holidays.  The 

Colorado station area community could 

similarly utilize overt public spaces to offer 

similar programming for both community 

development and entertainment to cement 

the station area as a distinct place. 

Fi ure 84: Downtown Arvada Public Libraryy

Communities who implemented successful  

programming leveraged a business 

association or BID to coordinate and support 

marketing of these events. Hence, businesses that 

will be anchored in the station area should be 

encouraged to create a similar association. 

Source: Handprint Architecture
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SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

The site development began with a conceptual and schematic thought process based upon 

the findings from the existing conditions research, the intercept surveys, SWOT analysis, 

and recommendations constructed from the visions and goals for transit oriented 

development around Colorado Station. In this thought process, the program elements were 

established based upon the needs of the users of the station and the types of amenities 

that would attract people. This list was then analyzed in terms of spatial relationships 

between the various program elements and the station area itself. A conceptual model 

diagram (Figure 86) was created to illustrate some of the program elements and their 

spatial relationship with the station and each other. This diagram explains that the station is 

a central feature with a mix of uses and amenities radiating outward. The program 

elements located closest to the station are most important to be within close proximity in 

order to promote a sense of place, as outlined in the Recommendations section. 

Figure 85: Conceptual Model  
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After the program elements were established, a circulation study provided insight 

to the best potential movement and arrangement of the site. The circulation study 

(Figure 87) focused on pedestrian (orange), bicycle (green), transit (blue), and car 

share (magenta) transportation modes. The primary objective serves to 

accommodate safe, easy, and direct routes for pedestrians and bicyclists while also 

providing a separated transit and car share route to better serve the people using 

the site and station. Circulation among the various studies suggested that 

continuing the grid and connecting the surrounding sites would best serve the 

station area. Main Street has been proposed as a pedestrian and bicycle 

promenade lined with retail shopping destinations that is centrally located and 

connects the south edge of the site with the north. This connection will serve the 

neighborhoods that are south of Evans Avenue with the Colorado Station 2.0 

proposed development and the new development occurring north of the Wedge. In 

addition, a pedestrian and elevated bicycle path run parallel to Colorado Station 

Drive which offers a safe and direct route from east to west and services the station. 

Figure 86: Circulation Model 
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These connections are essential for encouraging a more regional user experience. 

Furthermore, the proposed site development for the Wedge provides a mixture of 

uses and experiences that attract users. Retail is supported on nearly all first floors 

of the buildings. The secondary floors and beyond are dedicated to office space 

and mixed-level housing. Centrally located are civic uses such as a community 

center and library. Integrating a variety of uses provides places for people to work, 

live, and play without having to travel significant distances. The plaza area and open 

green spaces provide active recreation for users and increases wellbeing by 

immersing people into nature. These spaces are located adjacent to the station and 

encourage human interaction.  



COLORADO STATION 2.0

PAGE 85PAGE 85

PAGE 86

Figure 87: Colorado Station 2.0 Site Development Plan
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Figures 88-89: Site Design Massing 

As the model shows, the proposed building massing on The Wedge is significantly different from 

the existing conditions. Building arrangement is dense and heights range from one story to five, 
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with a significant portion being three stories high and over. Buildings are organized to encourage 

pedestrian and bicycle activity.  

Figure 90: Building uses 

Retail: 197,400 sq.ft. Housing: 663,593 sq.ft.

Office: 141,620 sq.ft. Green Space: 89,986 sq.ft.

Cultural: 52,986 sq.ft.

Mixed use development is an integral aspect of the site design. As the model shows, the largest 

amount of square footage is devoted to housing. The majority of buildings emphasize commercial 

uses on the ground floors with housing on top. The buildings facing Colorado Boulevard have 

office space on top of commercial. In the center of the development is a cultural center. 
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Figures 91-92: Main Street concept 

On a human scale, the Main Street emphasizes pedestrian and bicyclist movement and comfort. 

Completely car-free, the promenade  features sidewalks abutting the buildings, bicycle paths in 

both directions and a center landscaping strip where people can sit and recreate. This Main Street 

promenade acts as a nice transition from the busy transit hub to the quieter neighborhood to the 

south.  
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STATION INFRASTRUCTURE 

The proposed station area design is based on our plan recommendations to create a destination that serves as a connective 
hub for active transportation options while encouraging a pedestrian-scaled, bike-friendly environment.  

The station area should serve as a gateway to surrounding developments as well as to the provided amenities onsite. We 
prioritized the circulation of RTD buses and car-share services by using dedicated lanes restricting personal vehicles from 
the station entrance.  

Figure 93: East station entrance with dedicated bus and car-share lanes
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Biking onsite is incentivized by an elevated bike lane that extends westward over Colorado Blvd. to the bike lanes currently 
on Buchtel Blvd. and connects to the pedestrian bridge directly northeast of the Colorado Station. This protected bikeway 
has three ramped access points to the station area.  

Located directly above the designated bus and car-share service area, the elevated structure also serves as a protective 
covering for the waiting passengers. Extended glass panels on the elevated structure also serve as an information source, 
with electronic panels providing passengers with departure and arrival times for both bus and light rail service.  

Figure 95: Bus drop off with elevated bikeway and covering passenger waiting area with electronic system information screens 

Figure 94: Elevated bikeway and ramp to station area 
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To encourage more pedestrian activity on site, we propose multiple access bridges across the light rail substation. These 
walkways allows for easier connections to and from developments north of the station.   

The substation located directly below the pedestrian walkways is accessible by two stairs at the eastern and western edge 
of the subarea; two pairs of escalators are located in the middle along with two elevators to provide multiple access points 
to the underground terminal. 

Figure 97: Light rail terminal with escalator and elevator access

Figure 96: Pedestrian walkways over terminal subarea 
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