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Introduction 
This report provides a summary of the existing conditions and needs assessment of the bicycle and 
pedestrian network in Grand Junction, including a summary of the community outreach findings conducted as 
part of the Grand Junction Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. The existing conditions needs assessment includes the 
following major components: 

•  Summary of Existing Relevant Plans 

• Existing Pedestrian Network 

• Existing Bicycle Network 

• Level of Traffic Stress Analysis for Pedestrians and Bicyclists 

• Active Transportation High Injury Network Analysis 

• Existing Pedestrian and Bicycle Demand 

• Input Received from the Community 

The findings of the analysis and data summarized in this report informed strategies and recommendations in 
the Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. 
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Summary of Relevant Plans 
The section provides a summary of existing local and regional plans, documents, and existing technical 
design standards relevant to the Grand Junction Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. These documents provide a 
foundation for developing the vision for active transportation in Grand Junction.  

Previous Plans 
ONE Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan (2020) 

The city adopted the One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan in 2021, as an update to the 2010 
Comprehensive Plan, addressing changes that occurred over the intermediate decade and setting strategies 
to guide decision-making for the next 10 to 20 years. Community input helped drive the development of the 
plan principles that will guide the vision for Grand Junction until 2040. One Grand Junction is comprised of 
eleven plan principles that examine current conditions and goals for the future. The Plan Principles are: 

• Plan Principle 1: Collective Identity  

• Plan Principle 2: Resilient and Diverse Economy 

• Plan Principle 3: Responsible and Managed Growth  

• Plan Principle 4: Downtown and University Districts 

• Plan Principle 5: Strong Neighborhoods and Housing Choices  

• Plan Principle 6: Efficient and Connected Transportation  

• Plan Principle 7: Great Places and Recreation 

• Plan Principle 8: Resource Stewardship 

• Plan Principle 9: Quality Education and Facilities  

• Plan Principle 10: Safe, Healthy, and Inclusive Community  

• Plan Principle 11: Effective and Transparent Government 

Plan Principle 6 outlines strategies to create an efficient, connected transportation network where Grand 
Junction residents have multiple convenient travel options. This principle includes numerous 
recommendations that will be incorporated within the Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan: 

• Balance all modes in decision-making by the city 

• Continue implementation of the Complete Streets Policy, with priority given to projects near schools, 
employment corridors, bus stops, Active Transportation Corridors and other key destinations; and 
specific infrastructure such as sidewalks, bike lanes, protected intersections, pedestrian bridges and 
underpasses, and median islands 

• Reduce severe crashes by providing safe, healthy, and equitable mobility for all users and modes  

• Improve first and last mile connections to transit 

• Encourage bicycle commuting by requiring bike parking, lockers, and/or shower facilities with 
development 
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• Implement better wayfinding 

Finally, the development of this Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan fulfills the recommendation to establish such a plan 
to prioritize pedestrian and bicycle projects in Grand Junction. 

Grand Junction Circulation Plan (2018) 

The Grand Junction Circulation Plan was developed in coordination with the city’s comprehensive planning 
process and updated in 2018. The plan sets forth transportation principles, strategies, and vision that will 
improve access to jobs, healthcare, goods, services, recreation, and other community amenities. The plan 
includes numerous maps to guide future planning efforts.  

The Network Map is a conceptual view of the community from an overall “30,000 foot” vantage point that 
identifies important corridors and linkages connecting centers, neighborhoods, and community attractions. It 
is implemented through capital construction of streets, sidewalks and trail infrastructure. 

As a part of the Circulation Plan, the city also identified Active Transportation Corridors important for non-
motorized travel (shown in Figure 1). The Active Transportation Corridors Map replaces the Urban Trails 
Master Plan, adopted by the city in 2001. 

These corridors will create Grand Junction’s backbone active transportation network, improving comfort for 
people walking, rolling, and biking as the city upgrades or completes pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The 
intent of this map is to establish a complete, connected network of sidewalks, bike lanes, and trails that 
connects communities across Grand Junction via existing and planned infrastructure.  
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FIGURE 1: PLANNED ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION CORRIDORS MAP FROM THE 2018 GRAND JUNCTION 
CIRCULATION PLAN 

Active transportation corridors total 275 miles, with 236 miles along the road, 24 miles along canal corridors, 
and 15 miles along drainage ways. The Active Transportation Corridors can accommodate users on the road 
network or separate trail. The city will need to construct any future routes along canals, ditches, and drainage 
corridors in cooperation with property owners and those holding other use and/or easement rights.  

The Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan will refine this network to ensure it reflects the community’s current network 
vision and improves access to key destinations. The updated Active Transportation Corridors will be the 
vision for the future bike network and key pedestrian corridors in Grand Junction. 

Grand Valley Regional Transportation Plan (2020) 

The Grand Valley 2045 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was adopted to maintain the region’s 
transportation system, ensure the efficient movement of people and goods, and support future growth and 
development. The RTP is anchored by goal statements for active transportation, transit, regional roadways, 
safety, freight, funding, and maintenance. The active transportation goal is to “foster active transportation by 
providing a regionally connected network of low-stress facilities that are safe for people walking and biking.” 
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To support this goal, the plan outlines strategies to guide practitioners on how to prioritize active 
transportation projects: 

• Prioritize on-street projects that connect to the Grand Valley’s existing and planned off-street multi-
use path network. 

• Identify new opportunities for regional travel on foot or bicycle that supplement the Circulation Plan 
by identifying gaps in the off‐street multi-use path network that connect major population centers, 
major employment centers, parks, and public lands across the Grand Valley. 

• Improve the pedestrian and bicycle experience by prioritizing sidewalks, bike facilities, and crossings 
that connect to bus stops, parks, schools, grocery stores, and public lands. 

• Prioritize implementation of active transportation facilities on corridors that provide comfortable and 
low‐stress connections for the first‐last mile gaps between transit stops and key destinations, 
including parks and public land trailheads. 

Relevant Documents 
Complete Streets Policy (2018) 

The city adopted a Complete Streets Policy in 2018 to encourage street design that enables safe use and 
mobility for people of all ages and abilities, whether they are traveling as pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, 
or drivers. It also sets context-sensitive design standards and approaches for all construction and 
reconstruction of the city’s transportation system. These standards will be consulted during the development 
of the Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan and Transportation Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) Manual Update 
that will guide recommendations on how to improve implementation of the policy.  

The vision of the Complete Streets Policy is to develop a safe, efficient, and reliable travel network of streets, 
sidewalks, and urban trails throughout Grand Junction. The transportation strategies identified in the 
comprehensive plan and Circulation Plan will help the community achieve its complete streets vision. The 
purpose of the Complete Streets Policy is to expand everyone’s travel choices, particularly safe and 
convenient mode options. Safety, including a reduction in hazards for pedestrians and bicyclists is a main 
driver of the Policy. To meet the vision of the Complete Streets Policy, the city established a series of 
complete street principles and context sensitive design standards to determine priority investments to guide 
implementation.  

The policy is applicable to all development and redevelopment in the public realm within the City of Grand 
Junction. It applies to the work of all city departments and other entities working within the public right-of-way. 
In addition, it is intended to guide all private development that affects streets, the transportation system, and 
the public realm. The city outlined performance measures in the areas of safety, access, and health and 
environment to track the success of the policy. The city can collect and analyze data such as crashes, the 
number of Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant curb ramps, and the percentage of students who 
walk or bike to school to measure policy success. To ensure implementation of the policy, Grand Junction 
aims to integrate it with other existing and new policies, transportation projects, and consistently throughout 
departments. 
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Transportation and Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) Manual 

The TEDS Manual provides the teeth for implementation of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure around the 
city. It guides developers and city engineers on how to design new and reconstructed streets, the impacts of 
which will be felt for many generations. Fehr & Peers is concurrently helping the city update the pedestrian 
and bicycle components of the TEDS Manual in tandem with the development of the new Pedestrian & 
Bicycle Plan, to ensure cohesive guidance in both documents. 

Updates may include better transit stop design guidance, pedestrian and bicycle crossing guidelines, street 
cross sections, and more. This will support implementation of the Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan, while considering 
the context of Grand Junction’s existing street network and environment. 

Grand Junction Fire Code 

Ordinance Number 4830 prescribes regulations governing conditions hazardous to life and property from fire, 
explosion, and chemical release. Grand Junction’s TEDS Manual is responsible for the design standards of 
dead-end fire apparatus road turnarounds. Additionally, all residential and commercial/industrial cul-de-sac 
designs shall adhere to TEDS Manual. Design standard requirements will be reviewed and updated in 
accordance with the latest guidance.  

Zoning and Development Code 

Grand Junction is in the process of updating their zoning code to better reflect the goals and policies 
described in the ONE Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan, especially those key principles related to 
responsible and managed growth and strong neighborhoods and housing choices. The following sections 
have existing design practices, mostly along North Avenue that will be reflected in the TEDS Manual update.  

• Section 32.48.030 Designing Street Intersections - Design of intersections should follow AASHTO’s 
guide for the Planning, Design and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities. Community input identified that 
safety is needed for cyclists and pedestrians without impeding traffic. 

• Section 32.48.0070 Curb Cut Consolidation - To reduce curb cuts along North Avenue, at the time of 
redevelopment curb cuts will be consolidated. 

• Section 32.48.100 Transit - All transit stops on North Avenue should be off-street pull-outs. Bus 
shelters should be incorporated at higher use transit stop locations. 

Vibrant Together: A Downtown Initiative 

The Downtown Development Authority launched this effort to build upon the successes of the 1981 Plan of 
Development and identify a new vision for downtown Grand Junction that aligns with the needs of the 
community. Vibrant Together sets five main goals for identity, downtown development, vibrancy, connectivity, 
and safety and comfort. To bring more people downtown and better link it with the river, the plan identifies 
three main strategies to improve connectivity, placemaking, and infill development. Strategies around 
connectivity will be relevant to this planning effort and they include: 

• Convert 4th and 5th to two-way streets 

• Prioritize pedestrian and bike improvements to improve mobility throughout downtown and to the 
river 
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• Create a 2nd Street Promenade connecting the Train Depot to Two Rivers Plaza 

• Initiate a gateway and wayfinding study to improve ease of navigation for people walking, biking, and 
driving downtown 

Horizon Drive Business Improvement District Trails Master Plan 

The Horizon Drive District is a business improvement district that uses a fee on its member businesses along 
Horizon Drive, a major gateway to the city, to make capital investments in the corridor. They stimulate 
business in this area through beautification projects, transportation improvements, and promotion of tourism.  

The trails plan recommends aligning the existing trail network with businesses along Horizon Drive to increase 
connectivity for pedestrians. Proposed future trail additions to the BID network use the canal trail and are 
contingent upon the canal trail loop completion, construction of which would occur in phases beginning with 
the South West Loop. Art installations, workout stations, rest areas, and other amenities would anchor each 
loop. The plan documents drainageway conditions and constraints as well as graphic examples of alignments. 
New recommendations for trails in this area will consider the suggestions already made in this plan.  

Bicycle Friendly Community Designation 

The League of American Bicyclists recognized Grand Junction as a bronze-level Bicycle Friendly Community 
in 2018. A bronze designation recognizes the great trails and bikeways that have been established over the 
years and gives the city some additional goals to work toward. Grand Junction performs well in many 
performance criteria but has room for improvement in the categories of engineering, education, 
encouragement, enforcement, and evaluation and planning. Recommended steps for Grand Junction to 
achieve a higher designation include: 

• Prioritize planned projects and a reporting mechanism for the community to follow progress on 
infrastructure improvements. 

• Increase the amount of high quality, Association of Professional Bicycle Professionals (APBP)-
compliant bicycle parking. 

• Launch a public bike share system. 

• Expand the audience for educational programs to include high school students, college students, 
and new drivers. 

• Host a League Cycling Instructor (LCI) seminar to increase the number of local LCIs. 

• Develop a community-wide trip reduction ordinance/program, incentive program, and/or a 
Guaranteed Ride Home program to encourage and support bike commuters. 

• Encourage more local businesses, agencies, and organizations to promote biking to their employees 
and customers and to seek recognition as a Bicycle Friendly Business. 

• Develop a bike patrol unit to improve bicyclist/officer relations, and ensure that all law enforcement 
officers have basic training or experience with biking. 

• Adopt a comprehensive road safety plan or a Vision Zero policy. 

• Formalize a Bicycle & Pedestrian Coordinator position. 
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Walk Friendly Community Report Card 

Grand Junction applied for and failed to receive a Walk Friendly Communities designation from Walk Friendly 
Communities. The Walk Friendly Community Report Card identified the Urban Trails Committee, ADA 
transition plan, and collection of pedestrian and bicycle counts as positive progress in the community. Grand 
Junction is on the right track in planning and engineering efforts, but areas that need attention are 
education/encouragement, enforcement, and evaluation of metrics. Grand Junction has the potential to 
become a Walk Friendly Community through the following steps: 

• Formalize a Bicycle & Pedestrian Coordinator position. 

• Establish a pedestrian safety action plan with performance targets and metrics. 

• Set mode share and safety goals. 

• Reform parking policy via parking maximums or absence of minimums. 

• Continue implementing Complete Streets Policy. 

• Expand Safe Routes to School Program. 

• Educate staff on walking, walkability, and pedestrian safety. 

• Improve bicycle and pedestrian wayfinding. 

• Maintain and complete the sidewalk network. 

• Establish concrete design guidelines. 

• Enforce in areas with high pedestrian volumes/safety issues and consider automated enforcement. 

• Increase share of enforcement that occurs on foot or bike. 

• Establish permanent bicycle and pedestrian count locations. 

• Perform regular safety evaluation of completed projects. 
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Existing Pedestrian Network 
The existing pedestrian network map in Figure 3 shows which streets in the Grand Junction planning area 
currently have an attached sidewalk, detached sidewalk, or no sidewalk on either side of the street. Examples 
of each of these walkway conditions are shown in Figure 2. 

 

FIGURE 2: SIDEWALK CONDITION EXAMPLES 

Conditions supportive of pedestrians include wide and smooth sidewalks, a buffer zone between the sidewalk 
and roadway (particularly vertical buffers like landscaping and street furniture, which also provide shade and 
places to sit), accessible curb ramps at corners, a gridded street network, and shorter block lengths. While 
the first few factors are more straightforward, shorter blocks and gridded streets (or at least streets with 
numerous connections north-south and east-west) provide more route options and allow people walking and 
rolling to choose more direct paths between destinations.  

The condition of the existing pedestrian network in Grand Junction varies considerably by location in the city. 
Many of the major streets in Grand Junction currently have a sidewalk, but there are notable gaps as well 
across the city. The pedestrian environment in the core of the city around downtown is dominated by 
relatively short blocks, a grided street network, and importantly, detached sidewalks that make the area 
generally more comfortable to pedestrians than other parts of the city. Other high-comfort facilities for 
pedestrians include the relatively robust trail network through Grand Junction, currently confined mostly to 
the Colorado River corridor. 

Many parts of the city outside the historic core lack direct connections through neighborhoods and these 
areas more commonly feature attached sidewalks or no sidewalks. 
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Street characteristics like roadway width, speed, and volume, affect the comfort of someone walking or rolling 
on an attached sidewalk. Missing sidewalks in neighborhoods and commercial areas can pose a significant 
barrier to choosing to walk for even short trips. These areas of missing sidewalks, along with major arterials 
with uncomfortable and inaccessible sidewalks and roadway crossings, create broad gaps in the pedestrian 
network and prevent residents from choosing to walk downtown or elsewhere. 

As shown in Figure 3, notable major streets with sections of narrow or missing sidewalks include, but are not 
limited to: 

• North Avenue 

• Patterson Road 

• 24 Road (over US 50/US 6) 

• 28 Road 

• 9th Street (south of downtown) 

• Several key connections in the Orchard Mesa Neighborhood, such as US 50, B ½ Road, 27 Road, 
and 28 ½ Road. 

Many comments received from the public reflect a desire to improve pedestrian and bicycle crossings of the 
Colorado River, US 50, and the railroad tracks. These features represent significant barriers for people 
walking and biking between neighborhoods on either side, especially for people connecting from the 
Redlands, Orchard Mesa, and the Riverfront Trail to Downtown, Colorado Mesa University (CMU), and Mesa 
Mall. As shown in Figure 3, this is amplified by the fact that there are only a few streets or paths that connect 
across the river and railroad, including: 

• Redlands Parkway/24 Road 

• Broadway 

• 5th Street (US 50) 

•  7th Street/9th Street/the multi-use trail bridge at Eagle Rim Park 

• 29 Road 

Of these crossings, 24 Road and 9th Street lack sidewalks and bicycle facilities. Numerous commenters 
suggested the opportunity and value of installing new connections that would provide greater redundancy in 
the active transportation network and improve access across these barriers. These include 12th Street, 28 
Road, and 2nd Street from downtown to Dos Rios. 

 

 



FIGURE 3: EXISTNG PEDESTRIAN NETWORK
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Existing Bicycle Network 
The current bicycle network in Grand Junction consists of shared streets that are signed bike routes, striped 
bike lanes (including two streets with buffered bike lanes – 1st Street and East Main Street), and trails. Figure 
4 shows examples in Grand Junction of each of these facility types and a map of the existing bike network is 
provided in Figure 5. 

 

FIGURE 4: EXISTING BICYCLE FACILITY TYPES IN GRAND JUNCTION 

One of the city’s most used facilities and a key asset for bicycle mobility across the city is the Riverfront Trail 
that parallels the Colorado River, generally running east–west. Most of the existing bike facilities overlap with 
the city’s designated Active Transportation Corridors. However, the existing bike network is disconnected in 
many places. Most of the Active Transportation Corridors currently lack bike facilities, and in many parts of 
the city multi-use trails, bike lanes and bike routes on low volume streets end abruptly. Key gaps in the bike 
network include, but are not limited to, sections of: 7th Street and 12th Street, North Avenue, Patterson Road, 
24 Road, and Orchard Avenue.  

Additionally, some locations with existing bike facilities are not sufficient to provide a comfortable experience 
for cyclists given the characteristics of the street. Generally, the highest-comfort facilities for people biking are 
detached trails and buffered or protected bike lanes. Like attached sidewalks, the comfort of striped bike 
lanes depends on street characteristics including roadway width, speed, and volume. Since they provide 
minimal space between someone biking and vehicle traffic, this type of facility can be adequate on a low-
volume neighborhood street, but is less comfortable on a major arterial. Many of the streets in Grand Junction 
with existing bike lanes are not wide enough or do not provide enough separation from traffic to provide a 
comfortable experience for bicyclists given the volume and speed of traffic. Notable examples include 
Patterson Road, 12th Street, 28 ¼ Road, and parts of 29 Road a D Road. Signed bike routes are useful 
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wayfinding for people biking and signal the presence of cyclists to people driving, but depending on the 
volume and speed of traffic and treatments at major crossing, signed facilities alone may not provide a 
comfortable facility for bicyclists. 

Like the pedestrian network, many comments from the public reflect a desire to improve major crossings of 
the Colorado River, US 50, and the railroad tracks. Access to the Riverfront Trail emerged as an important 
value to the community for bicyclists and can be difficult to get to by bike from the north, including from 
downtown/CMU, and the Mesa Mall due to the limited number of crossings. Of the five crossings identified in 
the Pedestrian Section, 24 Road, 5th Street1, and 9th Street lack bicycle facilities, and 29 Road crossings 
does not provide a high comfort facility. 

 

 
1 Along the 5th Street crossing, the sidewalk narrows to 6’ places, and because a sidewalk must be at least 8’ wide (and 

ideally 10’ to 12’) to be considered a multiuse trail, the 5th Street overpass is not considered an existing bicycle facility. 



FIGURE 5: EXISTNG BICYCLE NETWORK
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Level of Traffic Stress 
What is Level of Traffic Stress (LTS)? 
Walking and biking comfort along roadways in the City of Grand Junction was measured using a modified 
version of the Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) criteria and scoring system developed by Mekuria, Furth, and 
Nixon (2012) in Low Stress Bicycling and Network Connectivity.2 

 

FIGURE 6: BICYCLE LTS 

The LTS system assigns a street a score from 1 to 4 based on a combination of factors. An LTS of 1 indicates 
the most comfortable, least stressful facility that accommodates people of all ages and abilities – one which a 
child could comfortably walk or bike, for example (Figure 6). An LTS of 4 indicates the least comfortable, most 
stressful facility that most people would avoid using – one in which only a very “strong and fearless” cyclist 
would ride (less than 1% of the population). An LTS 2 facility is also relatively low stress and accommodating, 
while a facility with an LTS of 3 would be an environment that those familiar with biking and willing to accept a 
slightly more stressful environment might choose. LTS 3 facilities cater to “enthused and confident” cyclists, 
roughly 7% of the population, while LTS 2 facilities cater to “interested but concerned” riders, roughly 60% of 
the population.3 

 

 
2 Mekuria, M., Furth, P., & Nixon, H. (2012). Low Stress Bicycling and Network Connectivity. Mineta Transportation 

Institute. Retrieved from https://peterfurth.sites.northeastern.edu/2014/05/21/criteria-for-level-of-traffic-stress/. 
3 Geller R. (2006). Four Types of Cyclists. Portland Bureau of Transportation. Retrieved from 

http://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/article/264746.  
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FIGURE 7: PEDESTRIAN LTS 

Similar to the Bicycle LTS, the Pedestrian LTS system also ranks pedestrian facilities on a scale from 1 to 4, 
with LTS 1 representing the most comfortable, least stressful facility that accommodates children, older 
adults, people with mobility challenges, parents with strollers, and everyone between; while LTS 4 facilities 
may only be used by the most fearless walkers (Figure 7). 

Methodology  
Bicycle LTS 

The LTS methodology considers the type of bicycle facility, presence of a parking lane, travel lane width, 
traffic speed, number of lanes, and traffic volumes on a roadway segment to score bike paths, bike lanes with 
and without buffers, and bike routes. Intersection crossings are not factored into the analysis due to data 
availability. The criteria shown in Table 1 through Table 3 simplifies the latest 2022 LTS tables to account for 
available data in Grand Junction (data on presence of a parking lane and travel lane widths are unavailable). 
Data for each of these attributes was collected and coded for each roadway segment in the city, then the LTS 
was calculated in GIS. 

Using the LTS methodology, multi-use paths and trails, raised 
cycle tracks, and protected bike lanes are automatically given a 
score of 1. 

For bike lanes and other types of facilities, scores depend on the number of lanes, posted speed limits, and 
average daily traffic (ADT), as shown in Table 1 through Table 3.  
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FIGURE 8: CURB CUTS AND SIDEWALK CONDITIONS ON NORTH AVENUE 

Pedestrian LTS 

The Pedestrian LTS methodology used in Grand Junction is a modified version of the criteria used in 
StreetScore+, a tool developed by Fehr & Peers to assess people’s comfort walking and biking along a street. 
StreetScore+ is a streamlined method for assessing Level of Traffic Stress for people walking and biking and 
includes more factors than a traditional LTS analysis (such as sidewalk width, sidewalk quality, buffer width, 
and other factors). Unfortunately, the city’s sidewalk data was limited, but the Grand Junction Safe Routes to 
School program already developed a sidewalk layer that considers whether sidewalks are detached, 
attached, or missing.  

The pedestrian LTS methodology shown in Table 4 and  
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many of these corridors are higher speed, higher volume streets where bicyclists need more separation from 
traffic to have a low-stress experience. 

 

 

FIGURE 9: BICYCLE LEVEL OF TRAFFIC STRESS DOWNTOWN



FIGURE 10: BICYCLE LEVEL OF 
TRAFFIC STRESS, CITYWIDE
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Pedestrian LTS 
Figure 11 and Figure 12 show the Grand Junction street network and trails classified by Pedestrian LTS. 
Many local neighborhood streets lack sidewalks but are classified as LTS 2 facilities because they are low 
volume, low speed, narrow neighborhood streets. However, Active Transportation Corridors, many of which 
are higher speed, higher volume, wider arterials, score more poorly where they lack adequate pedestrian 
facilities, such as a sufficiently wide sidewalk with a buffer. 

 

 

FIGURE 11: PEDESTRIAN LEVEL OF TRAFFIC STRESS, DOWNTOWN



FIGURE 12: PEDESTRIAN LEVEL OF 
TRAFFIC STRESS, CITYWIDE
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Active Transportation High 
Injury Network 
What is a High Injury Network (HIN)? 
A high injury network (HIN) is a network of streets in a community where the highest concentrations of fatal 
and severe injury traffic crashes have occurred. A HIN is created through the mapping of crash data to 
visually recognize spatial patterns. It is an important tool used in many Vision Zero plans to assist 
communities in prioritizing street safety projects that will have the greatest impact in improving traffic safety. 
Traditionally, HINs represent all crashes, and have been utilized in dozens of communities across the country 
and around the world to prioritize traffic safety improvements.  

This effort developed an Active Transportation HIN map for Grand Junction to illustrate the streets where a 
disproportionally high number of citywide crashes involving people walking or biking have occurred. The 
Active Transportation HIN in Grand Junction will be used as one means to prioritize safety projects and 
buildout of the pedestrian and bike network.  

Methodology 
The Active Transportation HIN in the Grand was created using crash data from 2016 to 2020. During this 
time there were 347 reported crashes within Grand Junction involving a pedestrian or cyclist (Figure 13). The 
HIN was developed using an iterative process that started with developing a series of maps based on the 
crash data: 

• A crash mode map, which distinguished the crashes between those involving a pedestrian and those 
involving a cyclist. In total, there were 125 crashes involving a pedestrian and 222 crashes involving 
a cyclist during the study period (Figure 13). Overall, this map visualizes the spatial distribution of 
each type of crash to ensure that the HIN represented both pedestrian and cyclist-involved crashes. 

• A heat map that showed the concentration of individual crash points across Grand Junction. This 
map highlights specific nodes of crashes, such as the intersections near North Avenue with 12th 
Street and near Main Street with 5th Street.  

• A heat map by road segment, which paired individual crashes with the existing road network to 
visualize a raw, data-driven high injury network. The result of pairing the crashes to the small road 
segments (about one block length) was a preliminary HIN. 

Each map illustrated crash trends through a slightly different analytical perspective, which helped inform the 
HIN. The Active Transportation HIN was drawn based on this initial set of maps to represent the corridors with 
the highest concentration of pedestrian and cyclist-involved crashes. 
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Findings 
Between 2016 and 2020 there were 347 crashes in Grand Junction involving a person walking or biking, an 
average of one every 5 – 6 days, including 222 cyclist-involved crashes and 125 pedestrian-involved crashes. 
Forty-two of these crashes (about 13%) resulted in severe bodily injury or death (Figure 13). 

 

FIGURE 13: PEDESTRIAN AND CYCLIST SAFETY FINDINGS 

The Active Transportation HIN map is shown in Figure 14, and represents streets where a disproportionally 
high number of citywide crashes involving people walking or biking have occurred.  
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About 84% of all pedestrian and cyclist-involved crashes occurred 
on just 5% of city streets, which are identified as part of the Active 
Transportation High Injury Network.  

In addition to the Active Transportation HIN, this map also illustrates the location where all 347 pedestrian 
and cyclist-involved crashes occurred in the city between 2016 and 2020. 

 



FIGURE 14: ACTIVE TRANPSPORTATION HIGH 
INJURY NETWORK (2016-2020)
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Pedestrian & Bicycle Demand 
This section summarizes analysis of existing pedestrian and bicycle activity and demand in Grand Junction. 
Existing demand was estimated using two sources of data: 

• Input from the community through the online interactive map (which included over 1,000 comments) 
and the community open house (which drew about 80 attendees). 

• From Big Data sources through Strava, which is a mobile app used by people walking, running, and 
biking. 

Community Input 
For a summary of community input on areas of significant pedestrian and bicycle demand, refer to 
Community Engagement Findings: Geographic Input. 

Strava Heatmap 
Strava is a mobile app that enables users to track physical exercise including biking, running, hiking, and 
walking using GPS. The platform records these trips and allows users to share their activities. Users of the 
platform track recreational activities, but a growing share of users are tagging their activity as commutes. In 
many cities commutes are the primary activity recorded on Strava.  

Through all of these public recordings, Strava collects data on origin-destination patterns and popular routes 
and corridors, aggregating and deidentifying unique users. They publish a publicly-available Global Heatmap 
similar to the images shown in Figure 15 through Figure 18, and share some additional data with 
transportation planning firms by request through an application for Strava Metro access. The data in the 
maps in Figure 15 through Figure 18 cannot be downloaded, but readers interested in exploring the data in 
greater detail can do so at https://Strava.com/heatmap. 

Transportation planners recognize the value of this anonymized data to better understand pedestrian and 
bicycle demand in a transportation network. It should be acknowledged that there is an inherent bias in the 
data as it represents primarily recreational trips and all trips represented were made by users of the app, 
which is a small percentage of all walk and bike trips. However, the data is still useful as it can offer a proxy 
for larger active transportation patterns. For example, people walking and biking for recreation often choose 
routes along streets that feel more comfortable and safe, in a way similar to people walking and biking for 
utilitarian reasons.  

 

 



 

29 
 

The data shows that bicycle demand by Strava users is concentrated along key regional and recreational connections including Monument Road, 
the Riverfront Trail, C1/2 Road, K Road, I Road, and H Road (Figure 15). 

 

FIGURE 15: STRAVA HEATMAP OF BICYCLE DEMAND, CITYWIDE (DEC 2021-NOV 2022) 

 

In the core of the city the data shows that bicycle demand by Strava users is noticeable at key river and railroad crossings like Broadway/CO-340, 
25 Road, 29 Road, 7th Street, and 9th Street. These crossings are key connections to access the Riverfront Trail and the downtown core. This data 
shows that people biking choose to avoid the 5th Street crossing, instead opting for Broadway, the multi-use trail bridge at West Main Street, 7th 
Street, and 9th Street to cross the railroad tracks, and Broadway and the multi-use trail bridge at Eagle Rim Park to cross the Colorado River.  
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Popular north-south corridors include 25 Road, 25 ½ Road, 1st Street, 7th Street, 10th Street, 15th Street (north of Patterson Road), and 29 Road 
(Figure 16). Frequent east-west corridors include Orchard Avenue, Elm Avenue, Gunnison Avenue, Grand Avenue, Main Street, Riverside Parkway, 
and C ½ Road. Bicycle activity by Strava users is conspicuously absent from the heatmap on Patterson Road and North Avenue. This may be due 
to the high bicycle Level of Traffic Stress on these roads, influenced by the number of lanes, higher speeds, and higher volumes on these roads, 
with relatively narrow sidewalks, directly attached in many places to the roadway. 

 

 

FIGURE 16: STRAVA HEATMAP OF BICYCLE DEMAND, CITY CORE (DEC 2021-NOV 2022) 



 

31 
 

Citywide pedestrian demand by Strava users is concentrated along key regional and recreational connections including Monument Road, the 
Riverfront Trail, C1/2 Road, K Road, I Road, and H Road (Figure 17). 

 

FIGURE 17: STRAVA HEATMAP OF PEDESTRIAN DEMAND, CITYWIDE (DEC 2021-NOV 2022)
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In the core of the city, pedestrian demand by Strava users is concentrated at key river and railroad crossings like Broadway, 25 Road, 7th Street, 
and 9th Street (Figure 18). These crossings are key connections to access the Riverfront Trail and the downtown core. This data shows that people 
walking choose to avoid the 5th Street and 29 Road crossing as compared to the other crossings, particularly 7th Street, the most popular route 
across the railroad tracks for pedestrians. 

Popular north-south corridors include 7th Street, 10th Street, and 12th Street. Common east-west corridors for pedestrians include Orchard Avenue, 
Elm Avenue, Gunnison Avenue, Main Street, Riverside Parkway, and C ½ Road.  

 

FIGURE 18: STRAVA HEATMAP OF PEDESTRIAN DEMAND, CITY CORE (OCT 2021-SEPT 2022)
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Community Engagement 
Findings 
Introduction 
The following sections summarize input gathered through the project’s first round of community engagement. 
The public submitted input during the first round over a two-month period in September and October 2022 
through an online survey and interactive map, an in-person open house, a 17-member project Steering 
Committee of Grand Junction residents, through nine different focus groups, at several intercept events 
throughout the community, and from comments received on the project website. All input tied to specific 
locations is summarized in the Geographic Input section. Figure 20 provides a summary of all community 
engagement and participation, which resulted in over 2,000 touch points with the community combined. 

 

FIGURE 19: EXAMPLES OF COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT FOR THE PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE PLAN 
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FIGURE 20: SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

Survey Results 
The city opened the online survey for two months, from the end of August to end of October, and advertised it 
to the entire community. It offered an option for respondents to take the survey in Spanish. A total of 669 
members of the community participated in the survey, including four in Spanish. The survey results are 
summarized below. 
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Almost all respondents live in Grand Junction (92%), with 44% also going to work or school in the city, and 
19% visiting the city for shopping, services, or recreation (Figure 23). Notably, local business owners are well-
represented, with almost one-tenth of all respondents owning a business in Grand Junction (9%). 

 

FIGURE 23: PRIMARY RESPONDENT ASSOCIATION WITH GRAND JUNCTION 

Overall Findings 

When asked about their primary mode of transportation, almost three-quarters of respondents drive (72%), 
and almost one-quarter of respondents bike or e-bike (23%). It should be noted that this question allowed 
survey respondents to select just one mode of transportation, so Figure 24 does not reflect secondary and 
tertiary mode choices. 

 

FIGURE 24: TYPICAL MODE OF TRANSPORTATION 
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The top barriers respondents identified to biking were uncomfortable or unsafe streets (77%), lack of paths or 
trails (63%), and feeling unsafe crossing major streets (57%), as shown in Figure 28.  

The similarity in factors between these two questions indicate the greatest barriers to address are: 

• Missing active transportation infrastructure, including gaps in the pedestrian and bicycle network 

• Perceived uncomfortable or unsafe streets 

• Perceived unsafe crossings at major streets 

 

FIGURE 28: CHALLENGES BIKING 

Figure 29 shows a word cloud of the most common answers when asked to describe the vision for the future 
of walking and biking in Grand Junction using three words. Safety was the most common response, followed 
by access, biking, and connected. Other common themes, such as sidewalks, comfortable, convenient, and 
maintenance also emerged as important components of the community’s vision for walking and biking in 
Grand Junction. 
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Weather

Travel distances are too long

Other Answers

Insufficient lighting
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FIGURE 29: VISION FOR WALKING AND BIKING IN GRAND JUNCTION (SURVEY) 

A similar set of themes emerged from a similar question asked as part of the open house. Responses are 
shown in Figure 30. 

 

FIGURE 30: VISION FOR WALKING AND BIKING IN GRAND JUNCTION (OPEN HOUSE) 
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The survey asked additional questions of respondents who answered that they are currently a student or have 
a student in their household (30% of respondents). Of these individuals, 51% travel to school by personal 
vehicle, 25% by bike or e-bike, 12% by foot, and 9% by school bus (Figure 31). 

 

FIGURE 31: STUDENT TRANSPORTATION CHOICES 

Of those who walk or bike, 45% travel on a street with no bike lane, 33% travel on a sidewalk or bicycle-
pedestrian path, and 15% travel using an on-street bike lane (Figure 32). Answers to this question 
demonstrate there may be critical corridors on school routes missing pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.  

 

FIGURE 32: INFRASTRUCTURE ON ROUTE TO SCHOOL 
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The following question asked respondents to rank the considerations that most affect their decision to walk or 
bike to school. By final weighted score, the top issues are safety of intersections and crossings, amount of 
traffic along route, and speed of traffic along route. Notably, as compared to the other options, these are all 
elements this plan can address. 

 

FIGURE 33: TOP CONSIDERATIONS IN STUDENT MODE CHOICE 

Key Themes of General Comments  

A total of 593 general comments were received from the public through the online survey, at the open house, 
and through the city’s website. The comments were organized by theme, and the frequency of each theme is 
summarized in Figure 34 (note some comments covered more than one theme). The full list of comments is 
provided in the Appendix. The most common comment, representing 147 of the general comments, wished 
for more bike and trail infrastructure, followed by a desire for more connectivity in the pedestrian and bike 
network (112 comments), and then higher quality protected bike facilities (i.e., bikeways separated from 
traffic by a barrier or curb). Other common themes included wanting more education and awareness of 
people walking and biking (particularly among drivers), more/improved sidewalks, better maintenance of 
sidewalks and bikeways, and improvement of crossings across major streets, rivers, highways, and the 
railroad tracks. 
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FIGURE 34: MOST FREQUENT THEME OF GENERAL COMMENTS 

Several specific comments that were repeated by the public most frequently are summarized below: 

• Would like to use the canals for trails 

• Lots of people bike on sidewalk along busy streets 

• There is an unfriendly bike culture/aggressive drivers, including window tinting making it difficult to 
see drivers 

• Bike lanes are too narrow 

• Bike lanes end abruptly 

• Would like to extend Lunch Loops Trails 

• More signs for wayfinding and regarding share-the-road laws 

• More shade trees and better lighting at night for pedestrians 

• Desire for a car-free Main Street 

Steering Committee 
The city formed a project Steering Committee of residents to provide input and guidance on 
recommendations throughout the process. Members of the Steering Committee play a critical role supporting 
the completion of the plan, serving as a critical sounding board, discussing overall plan direction, reviewing 
project deliverables, vet ideas, and promoting greater community involvement. Most importantly, the Steering 
Committee will help ensure the final plan is inclusive, focuses on equitable distribution of resources, and 
reflects a diverse set of perspectives. 

The city put out a call for applications to the broader community to solicit candidates interested in serving on 
the Steering Committee at the beginning of the project, and received a total of 72 applications. City staff 
whittled these applicants down to 17 members through a vetting process that evaluated them based on 
criteria to reflect the everyday user of the city’s active transportation system, with members demonstrating a 
broad community interest in safe and accessible multimodal transportation. Other criteria used to select 
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members from the pool of applicants included ensuring that the committee was geographically diverse, and 
inclusive of different age groups and professions, who were part of a target demographic or who may through 
their employment represent vulnerable or underrepresented users, such as individuals with disabilities, youth, 
low-income populations, and service industry workers.  

The City Council approved members chosen to participate on the Steering Committee, who were comprised 
of people that geographically represent all “Planning Areas” within the city and who utilize walking or biking as 
their preferred mode of transportation. The committee is nearly equally split between male and female, with 
nine men and seven women. The group has representation from every major age group, including students, 
young professionals, and seniors. Member also represents a variety of interests and life experiences that can 
provide relevant and diverse perspectives throughout the process. Additionally, the Steering Committee 
includes representatives from major institutions in Grand Junction who were identified as critical influences of 
land use and transportation patterns, including CMU and the Veteran’s Administration Hospital. 

The Steering Committee will meet six times over the course of the project at key milestones in the project. 
The first meeting occurred on September 12th to orient the group to the project and collect input on issues, 
concerns, and a vision for improving walking and biking in Grand Junction. Key outcomes of that first meeting 
are summarized below. 

Key Themes 

The first Steering Committee meeting included an overview of the project and solicited input on the major 
barriers to walking and biking in Grand Junction as well as identifying important connections for active 
transportation users. A summary of the key themes that emerged from that first meeting are summarized 
below: 

• Safety – A desire to make the city safer for people walking/rolling and biking ranked as the most 
important issue among the Steering Committee members. 

• Connections – Several key connections were identified by the group, with the following notable 
corridors: C ½ Road/D Road, Broadway, crossings of the railroad tracks, Orchard Avenue, and 
crossing North Avenue. 

• Important Destinations – The Steering Committee identified the following key destinations for active 
transportation users in the Grand Junction: Main Street, Riverfront Trail, Las Colonias Park, CMU, 
Mesa Mall, and Human Service Providers (particularly on North Ave and around downtown). 

• Signage – There was a consistent theme of needing better signage to direct people walking and 
biking. 

• More Facilities – Overall, there was a theme of needing more sidewalks and bike lanes to fill missing 
gaps in the network and to allow people to get around by walking/rolling and biking. 

• Education – The Steering Committee recognized that there should be more education for cyclists and 
drivers on sharing the road, how to ride safely, and how to drive safely when pedestrians and 
bicyclists are present. 

 



 

45 
 

Focus Groups 
The project team facilitated nine focus groups in September and October 2022 to solicit community input 
from targeted group to guide recommendations in the Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. The focus groups provided 
an opportunity for more in-depth conversations between community members and the project team and were 
important to gathering diverse perspectives on the issues, opportunities, and vision of the city’s existing and 
future pedestrian and bike network. The focus groups were selected in order to attain a broader cross-section 
of the population with a focus on groups or individuals that may be hard to reach by other means and for 
whom walking/rolling and biking are of particular importance. 

The focus groups interviewed as part of this plan included: 

1. CMU students 
2. K – 12 students 
3. Steering Committee candidates (those who applied for the Steering Committee, but were not 

selected) 
4. Representatives of Latinx organizations in Grand Junction 
5. Housing providers 
6. The Urban Trails Committee and the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board 
7. Human services and homeless providers 
8. Public health/senior agencies 
9. Representative from Colorado Discover Ability 

Key Themes 

The outcomes of the focus groups are summarized into the following key themes that were repeated among 
the various groups. Meeting notes from each focus group are provided in the Appendix. 

• Safety – Participants of nearly every focus group expressed that they and others in the community 
would like to walk and bike more but don’t always feel safe because of traffic speed, volume, and lack 
of separated facilities on many streets in Grand Junction. 

• Plan for All Ages – Multiple focus groups repeated a desire for it to be easier/safer for kids to walk 
and bike to school. This was stressed as a high priority. 

• Missing Connections – Missing connections in the pedestrian and bicycle network was repeated as a 
key concern. Several important missing or poor connections were repeated among the focus groups, 
in particular: to downtown, CMU, the Riverfront Trail, and connections across the railroad tracks, 
highways (US 50 and I-70B), and Colorado River. 

• Barriers – The theme of major barriers in the city that are difficult to cross by foot or bike also 
emerged as a common theme. US 50 was repeatedly identified as a major barrier in Orchard Mesa 
neighborhood. Patterson Road and North Ave were also repeatedly identified as both an important 
destination/corridor for people walking and biking and as a barrier for people walking and biking due 
to the speed and volume of traffic and lack of adequate facilities for active transportation users, 
including safe crossings. 
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FIGURE 35: INTERCEPT EVENT AT CMU MESA FEST 

Key Themes 

Participants at the intercept events were directed to provide input via the project website and online survey. 
City staff solicited direct feedback at the events. Key themes from those events are summarized below: 

• Safety Concerns – Many participants noted a need for improved safety for people walking and biking, 
specifically noting drivers turning not yielding to pedestrians at busy intersections, and for kids to be 
able to walk and bike more around town. 

• Missing Connections – The community repeatedly highlighted important connections for walking and 
biking that they would like to see improved, including: 

◦ F ½ Road 

◦ 7th Street 

◦ 9th Street through downtown 

◦ Crossing 12th Street near CMU 

◦ To/from Las Colonias Park 

◦ Patterson Road 

◦ North Avenue intersections 
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Walk and Bike Audits 
The project team hosted a walk audit and bike audit with city staff, stakeholders, and members of the 
Steering Committee. The purpose of the walk and bike audit was to get a better understanding of the 
experience of someone walking/rolling or biking on various streets in Grand Junction as well as provide an 
opportunity for participants to share with the project team pedestrian and bicycle design features they like 
and don’t like. The audits were also used to calibrate and verify the LTS methodology that will be used to 
inform recommendations in the plan. 

 

FIGURE 36: BIKE AUDIT AND WALK AUDIT 

The walk audit followed 7th Street from Grand Avenue to Wellington Avenue, which provided a variety of 
design contexts through a key pedestrian corridor in Grand Junction. The bike audit followed a loop starting 
at 5th Street and White Avenue and traveling along Grand Avenue, 10th Street, through CMU Campus, 
Orchard Avenue, 28 ¼ Road, Hawthorne Ave, 28 Road, Ridge Drive, 27 ½ Road/15th Street, Elm Street, 12th 
Street, North Avenue, 10th Street, and Main Street. The route provided a variety of streets of different volumes 
and lanes and bike facilities ranging from shared streets, bike lanes, trails, and a raised cycle track covering 
streets with all four bicycle LTS levels. 

Key Outcomes 

Some conclusions drawn from the walk audit included: 

• Desire for more separation (buffer) from traffic 

• Need for wider sidewalks 

• Accessibility concerns (such as length of crossing time, ability to reach the push button, and audible 
crossing) 

• Slowing turning vehicle traffic to make it more comfortable at intersections 

• Shade trees 

Some conclusions drawn from the bike audit included: 
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• Bike lanes were nice and participants would like them wider on busier streets or where there are 
parked vehicles 

• Trails are the most comfortable as are low volume, low speed streets 

• The cycle track on 12th Street is nice, but obstacles and driveways add stress 

• Crossing of busier streets can be stressful, especially when the bike lane ends before the intersection 

• At some busy street crossings cyclists have to ride on the sidewalk to the pedestrian push button in 
order to get a green signal 

Geographic Input 
Geolocated input received during the public engagement process includes comments received on the 
interactive online map and in person at the open house, Steering Committee meetings, and intercept events. 
People submitted comments at these in person events by drawing and placing sticky notes and dots on 
printed maps.  

This section summarizes both forms of geographic input.  

Interactive Online Map 

The survey was paired with an interactive online map that allowed users to place markers on a map of Grand 
Junction. 734 unique stakeholders visited the survey and/or the interactive online map. The map received 
1,098 individual comments. 

Map markers also allowed users to enter a more detailed comment and were as follows: 

• I walk/roll and/or bike here 

• I’d like to walk/roll and/or bike here 

• I don’t feel safe walking/rolling here 

• I don’t feel safe biking here 

• Other comment 
 
This section summarizes the overarching concerns by marker type. 
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I walk/roll and/or bike here 

Respondents most commonly walk and/or bike in the downtown core of Grand Junction, as shown in Figure 
37. Specifically, current active transportation hotspots are in the neighborhood southeast of Lincoln Park, 
along Main Street, and where Broadway crosses the railroad (Figure 38). 

The top 10 locations cited by respondents include, in no particular order: 

• Main Street: People love walking here and say it feels safe for people biking. Several comments in 
this marker type and others expressed an interest in closing the street to vehicle traffic. 

• Sherwood Park: People opt to go around the park even though it may be less direct because it’s so 
pleasant, but say it would benefit from traffic calming nearby. 

• 1st Street: Several respondents noted their appreciation of the buffered bike lanes on this corridor 
next to Sherwood Park. 

• Orchard Avenue: Many people walk and bike along the corridor, but say it needs better signage and 
maintenance. 

• C ½ Road: Numerous respondents bike along this corridor, but say it would benefit from better 
signage, bike lanes, and traffic calming. 

• Elm Avenue: People walk and bike here due to the lower traffic volumes. 

• Neighborhood around Chipeta Elementary School: Many people walk and bike here, especially as a 
school route. 

• North Avenue & 10th Street: Many people walking and biking use this intersection to safely cross 
North Avenue. 

• River Crossing between Eagle Rim Park and Las Colonias Park: Several people noted their 
appreciation of this crossing and use it as connection from Orchard Mesa to downtown. 

• Broadway/Pedestrian Bike Bridge Crossing of Railroad: Numerous respondents rely on this area to 
cross the railroad from the Redlands to downtown. 
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FIGURE 37: HEATMAP OF CURRENT WALKING AND BIKING LOCATIONS, CITYWIDE 

 

FIGURE 38: HEATMAP OF CURRENT WALKING AND BIKING LOCATIONS, DOWNTOWN 
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I’d like to walk/roll and/or bike here 

This marker allowed respondents to specify locations they wish to walk and bike. Respondents most 
commonly noted locations in the downtown core of Grand Junction and along Patterson Road and North 
Avenue, as shown in Figure 39 and Figure 40. 

The top 10 locations cited by respondents include, in no particular order: 

• Patterson Road: At several locations along Patterson Road, people commented that they would like 
to use active transportation to access the mall, hospital, and other major destinations, but that better 
bike infrastructure, maintenance, and traffic calming would be needed for them to feel comfortable. 
One respondent also noted that it provides a key connection from Clifton to Grand Junction.  

• North Avenue: Several commenters noted that for them to feel comfortable using North Avenue, the 
corridor needs safer crossings, a complete sidewalk and bike network, traffic calming, and a lower 
speed limit.  

• 12th Street: A few commenters would like to walk and bike along 12th Street, but that it needs more 
frequent and comfortable crossings. They also pointed out that active transportation facilities would 
improve food access by connecting users to shopping, and that they would like a new crossing to 
connect to Riverside Parkway across the railroad tracks. 

• 5th Street: Comments indicated support of wider bike lanes and better bikeway maintenance, as well 
as improved crossings at Colorado Avenue and Grand Avenue. 

• Mesa Mall: Respondents stated that the area around the Mesa Mall feels inaccessible by bike. They 
would like to see traffic calming and an improved crossing(s) of Patterson Road so people don’t have 
to drive across to visit the shopping center on the north side of the roadway. 

• Riverside Parkway/D Road: Users would feel more comfortable using this corridor with more 
comfortable and complete sidewalks and bike lanes, better maintenance, better lighting, and traffic 
calming. They also support better connections across the railroad to connect to the Riverfront Trail. 

• 29 ½ Road: This roadway currently feels unsafe for people walking and biking. Respondents 
requested better, more accessible sidewalks. 

• Canals: Numerous comments requested that the city complete the trail network along the canals and 
create a new bicycle/pedestrian connection where it intersects 28 ½ Road. 

• 9th Street: Commenters would like to use 9th Street more often and requested a better crossing and 
bike lane connection from the Riverfront Trail through Las Colonias Park to downtown.  

• Redlands Parkway/24 Road: Multiple comments in this marker type and others pointed out the 
dangerous crossing of US-50 along this roadway due to high speeds, poor roadway maintenance, 
the blind hill/hill grade, and lack of bike lane. It is also a key connection to the Mesa Mall from the 
south and the only crossing of US-50 in the area. 
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FIGURE 39: HEATMAP OF DESIRED WALKING AND BIKING LOCATIONS, CITYWIDE 

 

FIGURE 40: HEATMAP OF DESIRED WALKING AND BIKING LOCATIONS, DOWNTOWN 
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I don’t feel safe walk ing/rolling here 

Respondents feel most unsafe walking and rolling in the downtown core of Grand Junction, as shown in 
Figure 41 and Figure 42. Specifically, the top 10 most commonly cited unsafe locations by respondents 
include, in no particular order: 

• Broadway: Commenters noted the sidewalk on Broadway is too narrow in many locations and that 
the corridor needs better signage alerting drivers to the presence of active transportation users. They 
also pointed out the need for a separate protected bike lane to create unique spaces for people 
walking/rolling and for people biking. 

• Monument Road: Multiple respondents noted the challenges of walking and rolling on this roadway, 
due to missing sidewalks, speeding drivers, and lack of crosswalks to access trailheads and climbing 
areas along the corridor. At the north end, people noted concerns about the poor crossing of 
Broadway to access Safeway. Separately, people also commented on the chip seal roadway surface 
making it difficult to bike. 

• Main Street West of 1st Street: Several comments pointed out challenges walking on Main Street 
west of 1st Street due to the poor roadway surface condition, inconsistently marked bike and roadway 
lanes, and uncomfortable crossings. One stated the interchange at Main Street and 1st Street 
needed design improvements, particularly to lengthen crossing times. Another pointed out issues 
with pedestrian-vehicle conflicts at the crossing at Spruce Street and Main Street.  

• 1st Street & Grand Avenue: Commenters remarked that this is a dangerous intersection, especially 
due to the lack of pedestrian refuge islands. 

• 12th Street: Numerous respondents felt unsafe walking along this corridor due to narrow sidewalks 
and poor crossings (especially of North Avenue). They also noted aggressive, speeding drivers who 
did not adhere to RRFBs installed in the area. They thought better signage and additional traffic 
calming could make the corridor safer, especially around the nearby elementary school.  

• Patterson Road & 28 1/4 Road: Multiple comments indicated concerns about drivers running this 
light and turning against walk signals without checking for or noticing pedestrians. 

• 7th Street: Concerns noted along 7th Street include those about speeding drivers, lack of crossings 
apart from that at Gunnison Avenue, and poor intersection visibility due to parked vehicles and 
foliage.  

• G Road: Comments noted that G Road feels unsafe to walk or bike due to the lack of bike 
infrastructure and poor crossings. 

• 24 ½ Road: Respondents feel unsafe walking on 24 ½ Road due to missing sidewalks and the need 
for additional pedestrian crossings between business areas and new neighborhoods. 

• Las Colonias Park: People expressed concerns about late-night activity in the park and the need for 
better lighting and police enforcement. The pedestrian and bicycle traffic flow on the Riverfront Trail 
is a concern, with people not staying to one side, no enforcement of the dog leash law, and users 
frequently blocking the entire trail, especially in the Las Colonias Park area. 
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FIGURE 41: HEATMAP OF LOCATIONS RESPONDENTS FEEL UNSAFE WALKING/ROLLING, CITYWIDE 

 

FIGURE 42: HEATMAP OF LOCATIONS RESPONDENTS FEEL UNSAFE WALKING/ROLLING, DOWNTOWN 
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I don’t feel safe bik ing here 

Respondents feel most unsafe biking in the Grand Junction downtown core and northwest area of the city, as 
shown in Figure 43 and Figure 44. Specifically, the top 10 most commonly cited unsafe locations by 
respondents include, in no particular order: 

• Redlands Parkway & Broadway: Commenters indicated that this intersection is uncomfortable if 
walking or biking due to speeding drivers, inadequate crossing times, and issues with glare. 
Comments nearby on Broadway noted missing sidewalks and bike infrastructure, and the lack of bike 
infrastructure on Redlands Parkway.  

• Redlands Parkway/24 Road: Multiple comments in this marker type and others pointed out the 
dangerous crossing of US-50 along this roadway due to high speeds, poor roadway maintenance, 
the blind hill/hill grade, and lack of bike lane. It is also a key connection to the Mesa Mall from the 
south and the only crossing of US-50 in the area. 

• Riverside Parkway/25 Road: Numerous comments in this area south of US-50 remarked on safety 
issues, including poor bikeway maintenance, dangerous right-turning traffic and red light running, the 
bike lane crossing high speed/high volume traffic, poor lighting and signage, inadequate pedestrian 
crossing times, and poor visibility. This is a key connection to the Riverfront Trail. 

• 25 Road: North of the US-50 crossing, respondents had concerns about the 25 Road corridor 
lacking sidewalks and bike infrastructure, on a roadway with high traffic volumes and speeds. 

• Main Street: driver-bike conflicts at 7th & Main roundabout, bike lane inconsistent, drivers do not see 
or yield to bike traffic, desire to close street to vehicle traffic 

• Riverside Parkway & 9th Street: Comments expressed concerns about this being an unsafe crossing. 

• 12th Street: People noted concerns about this corridor, which has no bike lanes, but high traffic 
volumes and speeds, limited visibility, and uncomfortable crossings, particularly at Patterson Road 
and North Avenue. Commenters have seen people running lights on the corridor.  

• 29 Road: Respondents indicated concerns about high traffic speeds and unsafe crossings on this 
roadway, particularly at the 29 Road and C ½ intersection that people use to access the Riverfront 
Trail. They note the bridge crossing over I-70 business loop feeling dangerous, and poor bikeway 
maintenance (where they exist). One commenter was hit by a driver while biking on this roadway. 

• Orchard Avenue: Many comments expressed issues with this corridor, including inconsistent bike 
facilities (especially near schools), aggressive drivers, illegal parking in the bike lane, people riding on 
the sidewalk, and frequent curb cuts/driveways. People feel unsafe at many crossings, especially at 
28 Road, 15th Street, and 7th Street.  

• 7th Street: Respondents noted poor maintenance, missing bike lanes, aggressive drivers, and 
infrequent and poor crossings (especially at Main Street, North Avenue, Orchard Avenue, Horizon 
Drive, Patterson Road, and between CMU and GJHS). 
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FIGURE 43: HEATMAP OF LOCATIONS RESPONDENTS FEEL UNSAFE BIKING, CITYWIDE 

 

FIGURE 44: HEATMAP OF LOCATIONS RESPONDENTS FEEL UNSAFE BIKING, DOWNTOWN 
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Open House Geographic Comments 

The community open house on September 14th also provided an opportunity through a floor map exercise for 
the community to identify locations throughout Grand Junction where they currently walk and bike, where 
they would like to walk and bike and where they don’t feel comfortable walking and biking due to the 
infrastructure (see Figure 45). 

 

FIGURE 45: FLOOR MAP EXCERCISE AT THE COMMUNITY OPEN HOUSE 

Comments received in person at the community open house flagged many of the same challenges as those 
received on the online interactive map (Figure 46). A large share of concerns concentrated on safety issues 
at major crossings of the railroad and highway, again highlighting the areas around Redlands Parkway/24 
Road, Broadway, and Riverside Parkway. 7th Street, 12th Street, Orchard Avenue, North Avenue, and 7th/Main 
Street in the core of the city were also highlighted as important corridors   for walking and biking and/or 
places people currently don’t feel comfortable walking and biking. 
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FIGURE 46: IN PERSON COMMENT MAP
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Summary 
This report provided an assessment of the existing conditions and needs of the pedestrian and bicycle 
network in Grand Junction and key findings of the first round of community engagement for the Pedestrian & 
Bicycle Plan that occurred in September and October of 2022. Key findings from these two major analytical 
elements of the active transportation system in Grand Junction are summarized below and will be used to 
inform recommendations in the city’s Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. 

Existing Conditions Assessment 

• Relevant Plans – The document provides a summary of key outcomes of existing relevant plans and 
documents, including the One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan, the Grand Junction Circulation 
Plan, the Grand Valley Regional Transportation Plan, Grand Junction’s Complete Streets Policy, the 
Fire Code, and the Zoning and Development Code. The Active Transportation Corridors will be 
updated as part of the Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan and will become the vision for the future bike 
network and key pedestrian corridors in Grand Junction. 

• Existing Pedestrian Network – Maps illustrate the existing pedestrian network in Grand Junction, 
including which streets have attached sidewalks, detached sidewalks, or no sidewalks. The map 
identifies key missing gaps in the pedestrian network in the city. Of particular importance are streets 
with missing or inadequate sidewalks along the Active Transportation Corridors, collector and arterial 
streets, and at major crossings of the Colorado River, railroad tracks, and highways. 

• Existing Bicycle Network – Maps illustrate the existing bicycle network in Grand Junction, including 
where there are existing multi-use trails, streets with bike lanes, and signed bike routes. Of particular 
importance are streets with missing or inadequate bike facilities along the Active Transportation 
Corridors, at major crossings of the Colorado River, railroad tracks, and highways, and where there 
are missing links in the network. 

• Level of Traffic Stress Maps – The report develops a methodology and maps showing the Level of 
Traffic Stress (LTS) on a scale of 1 to 4 for both pedestrians and bicyclists on all streets in Grand 
Junction. Streets with LTS 1 and 2 are considered low stress, while streets with LTS 3 or 4 are 
considered higher stress for people walking and biking. The LTS maps will be a critical component is 
developing recommendations for the active transportation network and street design as part of the 
Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. 

• Active Transportation High Injury Network – An Active Transportation High Injury Network (HIN) Map 
was developed representing the streets with the highest concentration of pedestrian and bicycle 
involved crashes in the city. The HIN map shows that over 80% of pedestrian and bicycle crashes 
occur on just 5% of city streets. Focusing resources and investment on upgrading active 
transportation facilities and making safety improvements on these streets will have the greatest 
impact on improving bicycle and pedestrian safety in Grand Junction. The HIN is an important 
evaluation tool for project prioritization. 

• Pedestrian and Bicycle Demand – In addition to community input which helped reveal important 
corridors for people walking and biking (discussed in the Community Engagement Findings section), 
Strava (a Big Data provider) highlighted important corridors in the city for people walking and biking. 
This showed key corridors through downtown as well as popular routes used to cross the Colorado 
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River and railroad tracks that should be considered as part of planning the future pedestrian and 
bicycle network. 

Community Engagement Findings 
The city conducted comprehensive community engagement as part of the planning process to solicit input to 
inform recommendations in the Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. Engagement included an online survey with an 
interactive webmap, an in-person community open house, nine focus group meetings, a dozen intercept 
events across the city, and formation of a 17-person resident Steering Committee that will guide the direction 
of the project. In all, over 2,000 touch points were made with the community through this process including 
over 660 survey responses, and over 1,000 comments on the interactive webmap. 

This report provides a summary of the feedback received from the community through this engagement 
process. A brief summary of key highlights is provided below: 

• Improve Traffic Safety – Safety emerged from the visioning process at the open house and online 
survey as a top theme, as well as the focus groups and initial meeting with the Steering Committee. A 
lot of people would like to walk and bike more and would like kids to be able to walk and bike more in 
Grand Junction, but don’t feel safe doing so in many areas of the city. 

• Improve Active Transportation Infrastructure – The community consistently reiterated their desire for 
more sidewalks, wider sidewalks, more bike trails, more bike lanes, wider bike lanes, and more 
facilities separated from traffic on busy, higher-speed streets.  

• Missing Connections – The public acknowledged many great existing walk and bike facilities in Grand 
Junction, including the Riverfront Trail, but because there are missing connections in the network, 
and due to difficulty crossing major streets, many people are not able to or do not feel comfortable 
walking and biking places. 

• Key Destinations – Several important destinations were reiterated by the community, including 
downtown, the Riverfront Trail, CMU, Mesa Mall, K-12 schools, and medical clinics and businesses, 
particularly along North Avenue and Patterson Road. 

• Key Connections Across Barriers – A common theme emerged in discussion and feedback received 
by the community is that there are a limited number of ways to cross the Colorado River, railroad 
tracks, and highways (including US 50 and I-70B) and many of the existing corridors across these 
barriers do not adequately support people walking/rolling and biking. These connections are critical 
for people to connect from downtown, CMU, and the Mesa Mall on the north side of the city to the 
Riverfront Trail, the Redlands, and Orchard Mesa on the south side of the city. 

• Riverfront Trail – The Riverfront Trail is a key east-west connection for both recreational and utilitarian 
active transportation in Grand Junction and connecting to/from the Riverfront Trail should be an 
important aspect of the future pedestrian and bicycle network. 

• Unmet Demand – The community would like to be able to walk and bike more frequently and to more 
places in Grand Junction, but are not comfortable doing so due to inadequate infrastructure and key 
missing connections in the pedestrian and bicycle network. 95% of survey respondents said they 
would like to be able to walk and bike more in Grand Junction. 
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Wash could be options) 3 make bike/pedestrian signal buttons more convenient 
when they are far from the actual crossing (N. Ave and 10th, where many CMU 
students, etc cross) is one example. (some newer intersections have done that). 4 
Improve wayfinding signs by moving the map lower (many signs have an upper 
green sign showing distances to various points and right below it a map - the sign 
is easy to read but the map is too small and high to be easily read - this would be 
an easy fix. 5 consider opening the Highline Canal ditch bank along Matchett Park 
to the public, if the city has that ownership or easement - is high enough for great 
views and could help break the canal bank barrier. 6 complete the detached path 
along the north side of S. Camp - that will help complete the Redlands Loop 
without crossing S. Camp once the Monument II trail is built. 7 Make sure new 
subdivisions have as many connecting paths between homes as possible to kids 
can easily visit friends without having to navigate busy streets. Also continue 
adding paths to canal banks wherever possible to play for future canal bank 
trails.(this already done in many places I am aware of) 8 try to keep bike lanes as 
clean as possible. In particular, Monument Rd heading down is often so full of 
sand and gravel its hard not to swerve out onto the road, at least on a road bike 
(Monument II will help correct this). I greatly appreciate this effort and all the 
other ideas I saw last night and think this will go a long way towards making GJ 
and better place to travel car-free for pleasure, shopping and work. 
 

 
∙ Feb 21, 2023 ∙ 12:33pm 
Can you give us more information on the Shared Micromobility? Selected 
companies, exact launch date? 
 

 
∙ Feb 10, 2023 ∙ 10:25am 
This is a great thing for Grand Junction and I applaud the foresight for bringing 
this forward. The one thing I see as a vital piece missing is the utilization of the 
canal system. While I understand these are corporately owned parcels and cause 
a lot of stir when brought into this conversation, they are existing natural 
pathway that cross through the entire city. The views are great from many 
sections and the grades are relatively flat. They are a pedestrian/bicycle 
superhighway that already intersects a vast majority of the city. The cost saving 
and safety improvements from incorporating these into a master plan would be 
great. The irrigation companies need to be brought on board with the fact that 
the utilization of these pathway is for public benefit. There are plenty of city’s 
that have symbiotic relationships with their irrigation districts for the utilization 
of their Maintance roads. 



 

 
∙ Feb 5, 2023 ∙ 4:17pm 
The rough draft of this plan looks incredibly well thought out from a layperson's 
perspective. I have to commend the team working on this. I hope that momentum 
is able to continue so that we can have a profitable and healthy city. 
 

  



Public Comments on GJSpeaks.org – September - October 2022 – Existing 
Conditions 
 

 
∙ Sep 15, 2022 ∙ 8:29pm 
As a firefighter for the city it would be great to see improvements made to result 
in lowering our call volume of avoidable accidents. My wife works at SMH and is 
also currently attending CMU, both of which are popular places for these 
accidents to occur. Getting a call at either location always makes me nervous that 
she is potentially who was hit. I believe that raised crosswalks similar to 1st St 
would prevent these accidents from being as frequent. 7th St from Patterson to 
Bookcliff, and 12th St from Orchard to North Ave I believe are the worst and 
would benefit from these. 
 

 
∙ Sep 16, 2022 ∙ 9:15am 
On Redlands, South Broadway has no shoulder. Bicyclists are allowed to use a full 
lane. The law requires a 3’ buffer. How does someone driving a full sized pickup 
or SUV leave a 3’ space if cyclists are using a full lane? Do the math. 
 

 
∙ Sep 16, 2022 ∙ 11:51am 
I would love to see a pedestrian and cycling overpass/underpass across 12th to 
CMU. It’s such a congested area with a history of accidents, it could be a practical 
and potentially beautiful solution to this problem! 
 

 
∙ Sep 17, 2022 ∙ 1:27pm 
The Northeast corner of Orchard/28 1/4 RD is unsafe for wheelchair users. The 
slope of the wheelchair ramps are extreme when rounding the corner on the 
sidewalk, causing my chair to tip sideways. The bike lane coming down 28 1/4 
Rd. suddenly jumps over a lane when crossing Orchard, and is also unsafe. 
 

 
∙ Oct 19, 2022 ∙ 9:20am 
There are some great resources with the Strong Towns nonprofit that relate to 
making more profitable and pedestrian friendly cities. Many changes to make our 
city more economical seem counter-intuitive to standard infrastructure 
improvement practices, but the data back them up. For example, making streets 
feel less safe for drivers (making them narrower, adding trees to the sides, etc.), 



actually makes them safer for pedestrians because drivers naturally slow down. 
This kind of thinking could have been applied to the First and Grand intersection, 
which was "improved" by designing faster car throughput, which makes it 
significantly less safe for pedestrians and cyclists. More pedestrians and cyclists 
is financially beneficial for our city. Less need for vehicles frees up resources for 
low income to spend on other basic needs. Less infrastructure wear and tear. 
More dense shopping and more taxes collected from buildings that were once on 
parking lots. Less money spent on healthcare as folks are healthier from not 
having to sit in a car, and the list goes on. Denser downtowns produce more tax $ 
per acre and require less infrastructure maintenance. We (GJ) could go so far as 
to hire Urban3 to do a fiscal analysis, but only need to look at their hundreds of 
existing analysis' to see these trends. I am very excited that GJ has this initiative 
and am ready to volunteer my time to improve our great city to this initiative! 
Sources (I would be ecstatic if someone reads these): 
https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2021/8/6/the-key-to-slowing-traffic-is-
street-design-not-speed-limits 
https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2018/1/16/why-walkable-streets-are-
more-economically-productive-3bzg5 Urban3: https://www.urbanthree.com/ 
 

 
∙ Oct 21, 2022 ∙ 12:27pm 
A fundamental change needs to take place..... placing more focus on 
Bike/Pedestrian access as it relates to business city center..... For example, North 
Ave is lined with business, neighborhoods, lincoln park and a university. Yet the 
city still treats the traffic flow on North Ave as a priority. The priority needs to be 
pedestrian and bike access to the thousands of people that live city 
center...alongside North Ave and the businesses and university. It should be more 
efficient for pedestrians and bikes to access this corridor. Bike Lanes on North 
Ave, 30 MPH speed limit and the addition of multiple cross walks should be 
added. You want to create access and efficiency between the people and 
businesses they visit. Instead what we have seen is the push to increase the flow 
of traffic....and restrict access and efficiency by elimination left turns onto north 
and installing bus turn outs that insure that the pace of traffic is sped up..... see 
the focus of public trans port was relegated to second place in an effort to keep 
the cars moving..... Thats not what you want to do in high density city centers full 
of businesses like found along north ave. Will traffic be slower and 
congested...yes, with the area thrive and grow....yes. 
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Existing Conditions & Needs Assessment   

Latino/LEP Spanish Speaking Focus Group 

 9/12/2022 @ 3:00 PM 

Giselle; Hispanic Affairs Project – non-profit; main goal is to integrate immigrants into the community; low cost 
legal assistance; mesa county community; doesn’t like driving, so biking and walking is most important to her; 
many immigrants do not have license to drive so need other ways to be safe and get around 

How do you or people you work with travel in Grand Junction 

• Work from home; try to drive least as possible 
• Some clients come to her, or meet virtually, or take Sunshine rides (free taxi) 
• Some clients travel to her office by bike 
• Clients she works with – typically they have personal vehicles or ways of getting to her; if not, she 

goes to them 
• Many aren’t used to technology or google maps; many don’t speak English 

Where do you or people you serve most frequently walk or bike? Where would you like to walk or bike? 

• Any place downtown 
• North avenue is popular; right now a lot of construction so people don’t feel comfortable driving or 

accessing north avenue  
• North avenue – lots of CMU students on bikes 
• Walking she felt safe on 12th avenue; PHB not a street light (confirm this) 
• Couldn’t walk to the library 
• Distance is a larger barrier to chose walking 
• Heat or weather is also a factor about walking or not 
• Looking for regional transportation (i.e. medical appointments in Denver) 
• Do not want to be out in the dark walking or biking 

From the CMU perspective 

• Her job and classes were on campus; relied on friends for rides 
• Rite Aid – went for groceries or cleaning supplies 

Any specific streets that are safety concerns 

• Orchard and 12th intersection – people do not stop 
• One-way streets downtown (both walking and driving) 
• North Avenue  
• Bike lane on Gunnison – people parallel park, but they park into the bike lane; concerned about 

dooring with bike lanes; avoid parallel parking because don’t want to open door into bike lane 
• Depending where people come from, roadways are very different here. 
• Cars are necessary in many locations.  
• Trying to get somewhere with high traffic, how do you walk and bike in those areas that are very high 

traffic?  
• How do you get somewhere without using I70 
• Getting more roundabouts – how do you walk or bike through a roundabout? 

o How do we design for roundabouts with the correct bike and ped infrastructure 
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Existing Conditions & Needs Assessment   

• Drivers tests are now in Spanish too – how does that impact roadway signage around GJ? Can 
people read street signs? And way finding signs? How to identify what are the right routes? 
Wayfinding signage in infrastructure and Spanish? Infrastructure more intuitive even if you don’t’ 
read?  

• How do you funnel people to where people want to be crossing? 
• Things like the walk sign and ped push buttons are new things for immigrants; many countries do not 

have that 
• Need to make signs more universal  
• More crosswalks in general would be nice; going to dinner is challenging for because she has to walk 

out of the way to use a push button and cross the street 
o Near Old Chicago on North Avenue (nothing between 1st Ave and 5th on North0 
o Trying to get across 1st is challenging  

• Brighter colors for bike lanes 
• Sometimes walking instead of biking because there is no bike rack or not a safe place to park bike; 

more general comment then specific location 
• Apartment complex – where do you store your bike; does the city need policy around bike storage? 
• E-scooters; will probably see in GJ in April 2023 
• Biker education “on your left”  
• Connectivity (Paterson – example st marys to hospital); beautiful bike lanes and then they end; many 

key destinations in this area 

 

Steering Committee Candidates  

9/12/2022 @ 5:30 PM 

George W Manning – new board member for one riverfront; active in cycling; visiting and living here for last 
40 years; interested cycling and walking for community health aspect and make it easier 

David Lehmann – used to be on urban trails committee; does a lot of walking and cycling in town; feel pretty 
safe; even where there’s bike lanes, it can be scary in when there’s a lot of traffic; a lot of potential for active 
transportation; level and good weather 

Bernie Smith – lived in GJ for over a year;  moved from front range; cycling advocacy in Iowa and in 
Longmont; would like to see improvements for walking and rolling; down to one car; make it easier to get 
around without driving  

What do you see as the biggest barriers to biking, for you/your group?  

• Traffic hazards/ don’t feel safe; don’t have dedicated spaces 
• Connectors within neighborhood aren’t always called out on city map (might be grass or dirt paths); 

don’t have enough connections; often these connect culdesacs or dead ends; G road in particular 
seems discontinuous 

• D road – does not feel comfortable; traffic is fast; small shoulder; walking is also scary in addition to 
biking; speeds and volumes feel high; truck traffic feels high at certain times a day; street design to 
slow people down  

• Would have biked, but there’s a large gap along the river trail; would have had to think really hard  
• Streets that should be connections – D road; slow down traffic, separate bike lane  
• 29 road is also  
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Existing Conditions & Needs Assessment   

• C ½ is not bad because there’s not much traffic, but it would be nice to have the trail; however, 
people don’t want to be on the road; however, this area is not walkable because there’s no 
pedestrian infrastructure 

• Recent deaths in town make people nervous 
• Few people feel comfortable traveling between mall and riverfront trail along 24th road; need a 

connection over that barrier 
• Wanting to connect more canals to bike paths; common thing that has come up; prioritize only the 

transportation NEEDS, not the recreation 
• Add the extra wayfinding routes 
• Guessing best route to go from river to downtown  
• Railroad tracks provide a barrier 
• US 50 provides a barrier 
• If people don’t want to go 24 road to river trail, go out of way to 20 road; 20 road feels safer, but  
• Getting over to trail from north west sometimes challenging to river 
• Riverfront trail is a main connector; pleasant, controlled environment (getting to it is the challenge) 
• Connections to Riverfront trail and then connections from riverfront trail to downtown 

What can the city do to improve conditions for biking and walking? 

• Protected or separated bike lanes 
• Intersection treatments 
• Bike boulevards could be a tool (sort of like neighborhood bikeways) or shared streets? 
• Urban trails survey – separated bike path/trails increase use; off-street trails are the attractor for 

people feeling comfortable; and if not off-street, separated  
• 5th and 6th street planned to be separated bikeway 
• Patterson bike lanes –  
• More people riding e-bikes; make bike lanes wider so people can pass 

Are there changes you think should be made to the active transportation corridors? 

• Wayfinding routes; typically on local streets or collectors; look at this because this could be the back 
bone for bike boulevards/neighborhood bikeways 

• 10th – crossing grand and Gunnison 
• Research cedar rapids, Iowa 

How to prioritize recommended projects 

• Urban trails committee has about 55 projects/prioritizations- can be a starting point 
• How does this affect the homeless population; check with soup kitchens to see homeless community 

since they use bicycle infrastructure often 
• Focus on projects that benefit the most people (HIN); take care of the problem areas first 
• Make improvements on parallel routes to get bikers off high traffic roadways; some people may not 

do that through because its not where the destinations are 
• Find 3 or 4 things that would be a major change that would get people excited 
• Interconnected system where any ages and abilities feel comfortable 

Transportation and Housing Focus Group  

September 13, 2022 

Jodie Visconti – majority of clients are on foot, bike, walkers, or wheel chairs; number of very serious 
accidents involving bikes and pedestrians over the last few years so important to have safe environment for 
those folks 



APPENDIX B: FOCUS GROUP MEETING NOTES   4 
 
 

Existing Conditions & Needs Assessment   

Jodie Deers (Colorado mesa) – Getting from D road to CMU is challenging; education around bike/vehicle 
interactions 

Ashley Chambers – important for affordable housing; transportation tends to be 25-28% of household 
income, so would like to reduce those costs; children biking/walking independently can be scary for parents 

Ann (americor housing fellow) – walking and biking to make GJ more affordable; important for sustainability 
reasons; living in more walkable areas create a tight knit community 

Kevin Spur (grand junction housing authority) – a lot of clients using bikes; new locations isn’t conducive for 
biking or walking; 25 road is not ideal; bus stop is also not ideal; no sidewalk connections from bus stops 

Biggest barriers to walking and biking in GJ 

• Biking feels unsafe; for someone who doesn’t bike much, it feels unsafe throughout the city; if there 
was more infrastructure, would be more excited to 

• Lack in density in parts of the city that would make sense for more people to walk or bike (things are 
too far apart) 

• Safety on riverfront trail is ideal; this trail is really nice 
• CMU students – city adopted 10th street and this has been a good pathway to the downtown, but 

once you get downtown there is no where to lock bikes. This prohibits students from locking bikes. 
10th street has a lot of stop signs; students often ignore these stop signs; stop signs are an issues; hit 
stop sign every 2 intersections 

• 12th street is scary 
• Education piece is important 
• Kids that don’t drive – don’t know rules of road; how do we have bike safety and education to all 

ages; also important for people driving and biking 
• Under age 16 requires helmets, but enforcement is lacking;  
• 25th is not ideal; avoid on bike 
• 25 ½ isn’t bad – bike lane is nice 
• CMU students travel between WCCC and university; wccc is another campus (technical focus 

classes); not a CMU shuttle service 
• Patterson is an issue – not an east/west corridor in this area; three’s a lot of driveways and hard to 

bikeway (TEDS Manual – how you design a sidewalk over driveways so there’s not sloping up and 
down) Orchard and paterson road on 1st Street – example of sidewalks jotting out 

• North avenue – many locations without sidewalks 
• 29th ½ road is high walk area (career center area) 
• How do wheel chairs maneuver this area 
• Radius for GJ high school is 3 miles (must walk or bike); most parents are driving their kids because 

they don’t want their kids to walk or bike; go on north avenue because there’s crossings across 
major intersection, but north avenue is not ideal. But side streets don’t have crossings across major 
streets 

• Disconnect – d road to downtown 
• Looking at upcoming development, specifically affordable development; 2814 patterson road – not 

ideal for biking or walking 
• By community hospital (south of 70 ) 

o We have this mapped somewhere – double check affordable housing development in GIS 
layer 

o Mobile home or Manufactured housing subdivisions – also pull where these occur and see 
how that relates to access 

o School age kid should be priority to get to school (3 miles feels like a far distance) 
• Access to public transportation is important 
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• Does housing authority have good data about where people who have vouchers where they live – 
could this be a priority? Figure out where the clusters are focused (limited set of land lords accepting 
vouchers, so likely clustered); ashley will ask for this 

• Access to grocery stores; several housing downtown (st. martin shuttle help get residents to Walmart 
for grocery shopping on Thursdays); a lot of people are shopping at convenience stores because it’s 
the closest locations (not healthy and expensive) 

• How to immerse CMU students with the downtown and around town 
• Safe routes to school – there’s currently an app and not well broadcasted  

What can the city do: 

• More multi-use paths – split bikes from traffic 
• Potential underpass at Patterson and 24 
• Wayfinding signage will help (for example, riverfront trail connections to key destinations) 
• Signage or paint on C ½  
• C ½ good for bikes but not walking 
• Lights or established pedestrian crossings around schools 
• 1st turns into south – this area is really unsafe 
• Better signage for one ways 

 

Parks and Trails Focus Group (Urban Trails Committee; Parks 
and Recreation Advisory Board; One Riverfront) 

9/13/2022 at 5:30 PM 

Andy kingrich (transit planner, utc member, regional transportation planner) – try to improve non-automobile 
travel; cars are expensive 

Ian Thomas (UTC); organize GJ bike night; a lot of folks could benefit from a safe easy way to get to work 

Mike Holt (UTC); biked to work over the years; safety is key component; make safer for older community 

Diana rooney (chair of UTC); went away from street cars and went backwards; need to find a way to make a 
more connected transportation system 

Gabe Herman (Council Liaison to UTC); biking is fun; equity, sustainability to growth; access to jobs and 
schools is important to growing system 

Greg (UTC); preferred methods of getting around town;  

Greg; Littleton – extensive trails and wishes GJ was the same 

Bill finley (Riverfront foundation); used to ride bike or walk; want to have a place that’s safe for kids to ride to 
friends, school, recreation 

Orvin Zyvan (finished 6 years from UTC); building community and engaging with people; 

Steve Myer (UTC); commuted 20-30% of time by bike; health benefits, sustainability, economic benefits, 
social equity;  

Jason (on phone); (UTC); that children can go to school safely 
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Subgroup A Notes 

• Incorporate wayfinding routes 
• More or more people are getting motorized scooters, skateboards, E-bikes 
• Creating a functional class for bike network; bike highway versus feeder connections (wouldn’t match 

the automobiles)  
• Active transportation corridor comment – a lot of white spaces on the perimeters; planning other 

greenways; there’s a lot of open space for trails; lots of trails with no connectivity 
• Redlands by south camp road – lots of trail segments but don’t connect 
• Redlands 360 that is planning (Southwest part of the city) – there plans are recreation/trails, not 

connectivity 
• South camp road – lots of houses with trails but nothing ties together in a cohesive manner 
• Adjusting vehicle capacity and car side of things aka road diets; we can identify specific corridors for 

this (i.e. overbuilt for cars to fit bikeway) 
• How do you make compromises? If there are constrained environments 
• Some type of metrics for metrics around travel time, parking, etc that to balance trade offs with  

o Establishing policies for implementation 
• Barriers – connectivity 
• Look at GJ website for wayfinding  
• Intersections – many are challenging to get through (Orchard and 12th, specifically) especially 

challenging  
• We don’t ask cars to go around; directness is part of connectivity 
• Where can we capture  
• Parallel facilities 
• Elm – particular  
• Crossing the river is challenging – Redlands to downtown; likely location for new bridge crossing 
• Good crossings north and south of the river  
• West of 1st street or 26th; east/west movement 
• Downtown best place to be a pedestrian; grid, smaller blocks,  
• Patterson  
• Identify canal routes; Patterson stretch on canal (covered anyways) 
• Bring in canal districts  
• Orchard mesa district – trail here 
• Future recreation center; through the park; north part of town along G road to other park (northern 

east/west route) 
• 28 ¼ and 29 road to the community center when orchard has bike facility  
• 29 road potential access to 70 
• Separate path into fruita (detached path) to connect the end of the trail 
• Eastern end, lower income area and could benefit from ; not very connected over here 
• F and a half connection on the east side; it ends east of the rec center; would be a good alternative 

to Patterson 
• G road through park and to rec center would be a good connection; parallel for patterson; G road is 

currently unsafe to ride on  
• East/west off-road trail; high line cana;  
• Easements for trails around different areas in city 
• Urban Trails project list 
• Eagle rim park – steep, surface quality,  
• 5th street bridge is also challenging (continue  
• Overall struggle getting across river) 
• University is not very permeable and golf course (12th and North) 

o Connection through golf course to get to 15th from 12th & north 
• People getting to downtown from the northeast 
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• Avoid orchard and 15th  
• 12th is a good candidate for a road diet or traffic calming around this area 
• Cut through CMU parking lot to get to 10th  
• Use 15th to city market; narrow bike lane; southbound (between parking and TL) 

o Is there opportunity for buffered bike lane 
• Gunnison is good east/west downtown and extend that out  
• Leading pedestrian intervals 
• Speed humps over sidewalks?  
• Bike detection  
• Does 7th street have bike detection? Light flashing to alert bikes they are detected 
• Employment at the mall and getting to the mall 
• Long cycle lengths create pedestrian delays 
• 24 road is challenging to get across at the riverside parkway 
• 24 road design corridor standards; “need to provide off sight connections” but there’s no lines on a 

map over here; overlay is good in spirit; put them in because they have to  
• How do children get to school and parks and to their friends house a neighborhood away 
• Oldest parts of the city are still the ones that work the best 

 

Subgroup B Notes 

1. What do you see as the biggest barriers to biking, for you/ your group?…to walking? 

 
• Not acceptable level of stress for most people, particularly kids to bike (bike lanes are not sufficient) 
• People would prefer separated path (buffered bike lanes) 
• Protected bike lanes would work 
• Need to make sure the intersections work for people to come through 
• Challenges with parallel off-street trail with street crossings – almost feels more dangerous 
• Are we prioritizing children versus adults 

o We should design for the most vulnerable users 
• Are there policy directive we can employ to provide the best solutions (mirrors on buildings where 

there are blind spots, connections on cul-de-sacs, already have code requiring setback on policies) 
• Bike parking at major employment centers (CMU, hospital) 
• Areas far from the Riverfront trail don’t have good connections – will ride where there are trails 
• Do we need passing lanes given E-Bikes 
• During construction make sure you accommodate pedestrians 

 
2. What are key missing gaps in the on-street bicycle and pedestrian network that provide access to parks, 

open space, and recreation? 
 

• UTC has a priotized list of projects – we should incorporate that 
• Overlay the wayfinding map 
• Patterson is a big gap, 25 Road, Orchard is an opportunity 
• Would like to better define the undeveloped areas network – can we provide direction on trail networks 

i. This plan should show where the connections are in the undeveloped areas 
• Need to communicate with Parks and Recreation 
• Choke points 

i. 24 Road connection over US 50 
ii. Connecting Orchard Mesa over the River 
iii. Connecting RiverFront Trail to downtown 
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iv. E-W connections east of downtown 
v. Not enough sidewalks in Orchard Mesa (particularly US 50) – low income area 
vi. North Avenue 
vii. Connecting Redlands to Orchard Mesa 

 
3. What changes do you think should be made to the Active Transportation Corridors? 
 

• Look at undeveloped areas (Redlands is one example) 
• Do we incorporate wayfinding network 
• 5th Street by GJHS 
• 9th Street south of downtown 
• What about a bridge over the tracks on 12th Street 
• 7th Street at Riverside is a big crossing and unsafe intersection for people walking and biking 
• North South corridors have gaps 
 

 
4. What type of facilities do people who currently bike in Grand Junction prefer? What type of facilities would 

accommodate the ‘interested but concerned’ bicyclist? What are your thoughts on separated paths vs 
neighborhood greenways (on local streets) vs protected bike lanes (on arterials)? 

 
• People would prefer separated path (buffered bike lanes) 
• Protected bike lanes would work 

 
 
5. This plan will result in a list of projects, and the city has limited resources. What considerations should we 

make in prioritizing recommended projects? 
• Grocery stores 
• Sidewalks on busy roads 

 

CMU Student Focus Group 
September 20, 2022 @ 11 AM 

1. How did you get to campus today? 
1 walk 
5 drove 
1 carpooled 
 

2. How far? 
2 less than a mile 
4 three miles or more 
 

3. How far do most students travel to get to campus? Where do most students live? 
• Orchard Mesa (2) 
• Could bike, but lack of lighting 
• Mile and a half away at Orchard and 21st – walks over 
• Glenwood Ave/14th St 
• Students still live on campus  
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• Athlete population lives within walking distance 
• People live in Clifton and Orchard Mesa – affordability is a major influence 
• School has been overpopulating – having enough space is an issue 

 
4. What are the most common off-campus destinations for students? 

• Los Alberto’s Restaurant on North Ave 
• City Market on Patterson and 12th 
• Rimrock Walmart 
• Target/Mesa Mall/Buffalo Wild Wings 
• WCC Campus 
• Central Station at 30 Rd/I-70B 
• Lunch Loop/Co Nat Monument 
• Downtown 
• Colorado River – Corn Lake & Las Colonias 
• Taco Bell 
• Restaurants, Mall 
• Depends on time of year – head to Monument, lunch loops, Main St 
• Palisade Winery 

 
5. How do students currently travel around campus? How do they travel within the city? 

• Most walk, some skate (skateboards/one wheel), bike 
• Drive, walk to City Market, GVT 
• MAVrides (safe ride home on nights out/weekends) 

 
6. What is the attitude around biking for transportation? 

• Positive attitude in central Grand Junction/city core 
• Drivers view pedestrians as inconveniences, but that’s because of the way the roads are designed 
• City has pro-bike culture, however infrastructure is pro-car 
• City cares more about this than CDOT does or the County as a whole. Different jurisdictions pushing 

different agendas. Not the older population but the people who lived here longer – don’t care about 
bike and pedestrian safety. A lot of the elderly see GJ as a highway town. Conservative population 
push to not turn into a liberal city. The messaging needs to focus on safety.  

 
7. What do you see as the biggest barriers to biking? . . . to walking? 

• Leave house early, so lighting 
• Lighting, especially around Orchard 
• 23 minutes via biking, but 8 minutes driving 
• Heat/weather is a barrier 
• Safety and traveling alone without other people cycling nearby 
• Fear of bike theft and being stranded 
• Lockers for storage of items 
• Time place to place – more direct routes 
• Driveways/curb cuts as safety concern 
• Inconvenient to walk, feels unsafe 
• Missing sidewalks 
• Older people driving who shouldn’t have a license 
• Aesthetic piece – streetscapes are not pleasing here 
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8. Are there certain locations that feel particularly unsafe to cross or travel by foot or bike? What are the key 
missing in the bicycle and pedestrian network important to student travel? 

 
• Bike crossings missing 
• Riverside Pkwy 
• Unaweep Ave 
• US-50 
• 12th and North Ave intersection, cars turning right 
• People don’t pay attention to crosswalks 
• Either going 20 over or 10 under 
• 12th St – need detached sidewalk and make it wider 
• Intersection after Walmart 30th Rd and I-70B 
• North and Patterson – sidewalk right next to the road and uncomfortable 
• Riverside would be nice for recreational biking, but missing link 

 
9. How does the university support biking for its students, faculty, and staff? How could the university 

support biking more? 
• Lots of bike racks 
• Free locks 
• Rent a cheap bike for the semester through the outdoor program 
• University trying to help students without cars by providing bikes, but could support biking culture 

itself 
• They focus a lot on parking and paying for parking passes – too geared to cars 
• Don’t advocate for student body to GJ community 
• Security to prevent bike theft, cameras 
• Maybe they could advertise it better – the bus pass is not as visible. CMU does not want anything 

else but driving. Not enough parking. The incentives are skewed towards long term planning for 
parking. Buying houses and turning them into parking lots. Once you step off campus, they don’t 
care how you get to school. If you stay on campus – they won’t incentivize you to stay on campus or 
travel by any other mode by car. 

• 10th street is not utilized the way it should be – it’s supposed to be the designated low stress 
connection but there are so many barriers getting to it. No supportive infrastructure, too much 
parking to cross on campus to access 10th St. The university does not promote it.  
 

10. What can the city do to improve conditions for biking?…for walking? 
• Improve crosswalk visibility 
• Widening bike lanes and/or buffers 
• Better lighting 
• ADA accessibility 
• More road diets 
• More direct routes 
• Better and more linkages across the railroad 
• Narrower travel lanes 
• More detached sidewalks 
• Wind cover 
• Pedestrian bridges 
• Changes in TEDs – cross sections that prioritize pedestrian and biking – trees and landscaping,  

aesthetically pleasing 
• Connections from campus to popular destinations – those main roads having buffered sidewalks and 

trees 
• Need to isolate pedestrian and bike from the street – ped bridges 
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• In the smack dead center – fastest moving cars on the inside. Each mode has their own lanes and 
enough buffering between each. 

 

Human Services Providers Focus Group 
10/17/22 @ 12 PM 

Introductions – Why is improving walking and biking in Grand Junction important to you? 

• Debbie Southerland, Resource Center – walkways around town are important to families 
• Darnell – Fatherhood Program – Would like safe walkways, as an important way for people walking 

from the corrections facility to the resource center 
• Kathy, Catholic Outreach – I ride the bus a  lot, important to have walking paths to/from the bus 
• Archie?, Affordable Housing – Important to make the community more livable 
• Jolene, Hilltop – Safety is really important for walking and biking. Hard to find good walking and biking 

paths in Orchard Mesa 
• ??, Hilltop – Have two little kids at home, lots of kids walk and bike to and from school 
• Ashley, Affordable Housing – Cost of transportation is really a barrier for many folks we work with and 

so walking and biking and the bus is an essential mode of transportation 
• Cherri, Asst. Director for Resource Center 

o Access to transit is extremely challenging, homeless often bring their belongings 
o Trails are very important 
o Biking and walking paths for the community 
o Need to connect walking and biking paths 

• Rick Diaz, Family Resource Center - At risk kids mentorship, biked with kids all over during COVID – 
safety is really important 

• Lisa – Pathways, represent homeless population and formerly homeless 
o Very difficult to get around town without a car 
o Patterson and 29 Road nearly been killed – turning drivers don’t yield to pedestrians 
o Bike storage is an issue – bikes have been stolen many times 
o Need safe trails off-street away from cars 

Other Comments 

• Demand – where are people walking and biking 
o 1st Street downtown – would be great to have  crosswalk 
o North Avenue 

• Who pays for sidewalk? 
o City would pay to fill into the gap 

• Public education about rules of the road – driving education 
• People walking and biking are most vulnerable 
• Funding could be an issue 

What are some of the key destinations in Grand Junction where people you represent are trying to walk/bike 

from? 

• Stores 
• Resources Center 
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• Through downtown 
• Catholic outreach 
• Walmart 
• Schools 
• 28 ¼ Road from Patterson to North Avenue 
• New housing development 

• 24 Road by community Hospital 
• 28 Road & Riverside 

• Bus stop near the Walmart near the mall  - no sidewalk connecting to the stop – bus stop is far from 
the apartments and Walmart 

• Accessibility for wheelchairs 

What do you see as the biggest barriers to biking, for you/ your group?…to walking? 

• Narrow bike lanes 
• Unsafe crossings 
• Missing sidewalks 
• Roundabouts –  
• Driver not paying attention to pedestrian 
• 7th & Horizon – no good access for students going to school –  
• School zone might not be long enough in places to cover the core areas where students are walking 

– ex. Along 12th Street near Gunnison 
• Crossing arterial streets 
• Better crossing at 9th and Riverside 
• Concerts – Las Colonia 

Where are the important connections (or missing connections) for people walking and biking? 

•  B ½ - toward Mesa View – don’t have a way to get from bus stop to/from home 
• New development by Mavericks does not have any sidewalks 
• Clifton – Central High School crossing the railroad tracks 
• Elm 
• Orchard 
• 28 Road 
• Corridors that access the majority of the core part of the City 
• Ute/ Pitikin – walking and biking – lots of people on these streets – crossings could be improved 
• B ½ Road 
• Unaweep and crossing at US 50 

 

What can the city do to improve conditions for biking?…for walking? 

• Bike Repair stations on trails or key destinations 

What type of facilities do people who currently bike in Grand Junction prefer? What type of facilities would 

accommodate the ‘interested but concerned’ bicyclist? What are your thoughts on separated paths vs 

neighborhood greenways (on local streets) vs protected bike lanes (on arterials)? 

• Trails – completely off-street 
• Or a protected bike lane – with a barrier 
• Helmet requirement 
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Senior Center & Public Health Focus Group  
10/17/22 @ 3 PM 

General 

• How are cities managing e-bikes 
o On Trails – some of it is social – not wanting to be passed 
o Safety issue of the weight of bikes 
o Class 3 bikes are the issue because they can go so fast – not allowed on RiverFront Trail 

What are some of the key destinations in Grand Junction where people you represent are trying to walk/bike 
to? 

• St. Marys 
• CMU 
• Los Colonias Amphitheater – parking at the amphitheater 
• Mesa County Public Health – 29 ½ & North Avenue – lots of people using the bus and wheelchairs 

struggling to get to campus 
• Downtown 
• Mesa Mall – connection from downtown to the mall 
• Community Hospital & VA – hard to get across North Ave 
• Machete Park 
• Canyon View Park – has a new playground for accessibility 
• Department of Energy –  
• Lots of families drop kids off at incupator near DOE – would be great if kids could bike there since it’s 

a bike program 
• Schools 

 

What do you see as the biggest barriers to biking, for you/ your group?…to walking? 

• East- West connections are worse than North-South connections 
• Some parts of Patterson have bike lane – not well maintained 
• Don’t feel safe riding on Orchard because its not swept 
• Speed and traffic on roads with small bike lane 
• Sidewalks are not well maintained – especially for people in a motorized wheelchair 
• Sidewalks non-existent on North Ave -connectivity on the sidewalks – not and easy way to get 
• Lack of driver awareness and education – don’t know how to share the road 
• Time to cross the street – if people don’t feel they have enough time to cross the street that is a barrier 

for walking – particularly on the major streets 
• US 50 is a big barrier along Orchard Mesa 
• GJ has changed a lot in 50 years 

o New bike lanes 
o Riverfront Trail 
o Change in culture – people respecting 

• People wearing dark clothing 
• People don’t know what routes to take when walking and biking – need a way to communicate that 

better 
o John Hodge created a map for bikeways 
o Have a bike map on the City’s website that shows the routes (level traffic stress) 
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Where are the important connections (or missing connections) for people walking and biking? 

• Connecting the RiverFront Trail to Downtown 
• Do Rios Elementary school – going across Unaweep from US 50 – saw two kids trying to get 

across  near Duck Pond – unsafe intersection 
• Riverside Parkway is not fully connected with sidewalks 
• 25 Road at Riverside Parkway – not enough room to merge as a cyclist 
• How can one get from the east end of the valley to downtown – not great  
• Elm is shared street – great connection, but parked cars  
• Lots of schools in a “walk/bike” desert – infrastructure should be there for kids to be able to walk 

and bike 
• Qualify for bus at 2 miles or more from school 
• Mesa County works on education of students to use infrastructure and be outside 
• SRTS does identify projects that should be constructed 
• Getting from school to school – afterschool – lots of folks are considered high risk 

 

What can the city do to improve conditions for biking?…for walking? What would people you represent need 

to allow them to bike more in Grand Junction? 

• RRFBS 
o Library to Main Street 
o Orchard 

• 7th Street is a long crosswalk – rumble strips on approach to 7th Street 
• Advance warning signs for traffic signals – at 7th Street 
• Signs for major bike/ped crossings 
• Trails – people want to go from park to park – looking at trails connections through parks  

 

Are there any changes you think should be made to the Active Transportation Corridors? 

• Opportunity along the railroad between I-70B and railroad 

 

Stakeholder Interview with Sarah Lubin of Colorado Discover 
Ability 
10/25/22 

1. Tell me a little bit about your organization – what you do? 
• Adaptive outdoor program – generally stay in Grand Junction (every mountain on Federal Land 

required to have an adaptive program) 
• Use the RiverFront Trail 
• Heard that a lot of trails are inaccessible for people with disabilities 
• Ex, If I go to work at Patterson in Clifton – how do I get there 
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• Work with Strive – kids with disabilities – including mental disabilities – assisting them with all 
these challenges 

• Started workings with disabled community when mom got sick 
• Organization located at 7th Street – has access to the trail 
 

2. What do you see at the biggest barriers to walking and biking in Grand Junction, particularly for 
people with disabilities? 
• 7th Street to Downtown 

o Visibility – markings are not sufficient – seems wide enough to  
o There’s a light the restricts right-on-red, but people don’t obey – lots of bikers go to the 

sidewalk 
o Sidewalk on one side 
o 7th Street towards Patterson is not comfortable 
o 7th and Riverside is an issue 

• Disconnectivity of paths and trails – particularly in Orchard Mesa 
o How do you get to the City Market on US 50? 
o City will have a project on SRTS on 27 Road 

• A lot of the trikes are bigger – getting on an off of trails – curbs can be challenging 
o Bike lanes are sometimes too narrow 
o 42” is probably the largest trike 

• Signs that say when bike lanes narrow 
• Pedestrian access to bus system to be able to go longer distance 
• Botanic Gardens is a place where transit service – serves people with disabilities 
• Access to transit and access to the commercial corridor – pedestrians 
• Large retirement community – can people walk from their assisted living facility to bus stop 
• 90% of the clients we have the challenge is getting places 

o Rely on rides 
o Often low-income 

• Bike storage – particularly with the size and weight of a bike 
o Often cant get their bike on the vehicle 
o How do they park their bike so its not likely to get stolen 
o Bike storage lockers would be awesome – hospital, grocery store, downtown, etc. – 

would need a larger cage for that bike 
 

3. What are the main barriers to traveling along a corridor versus crossing at intersections? 
• Example on Colorado Ave, especially where there’s parking, drivers don’t always see people in 

the crosswalk 
o Visibility – and even worse for people lower to the ground 
o Combination of all way stop and not is confusing for drivers and pedestrians 

• Need to double the time for crossing with people with disabilities 
 

4. Given your knowledge, are there locations within the City that people with disabilities often need to 
travel to, how do they get there? 
• Riverfront Trail 
• Botanic Gardens 
• North Avenue –  
• Grocery stores 
• CMU – beginning to be a hub for people with disabilities 
• Hospital – community hospital 
• Clinics off Patterson – connection from apartments 
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• Schools – lots of families in pocket communities – can children get to school safely 
• VA Hospital – area around there – can people travel from nearby homes 

o Crossing North Avenue 
o Majority of Veterans have traumatic brain injury 

• Patterson Road is a key corridor and barrier 
• Connecting Orchard 
 

5. What can the city do to make navigating in a wheelchair more comfortable and convenient? Similarly 
on an adaptive bicycle? 

• Making bike lanes wider 
• Making the bus stops wider and sidewalks wider to reduce the change that people get off 

the curb 
• Gentler transition to curb 
• Make the intersection of the sidewalk curved rather than 90 degrees angle – really hard for 

people walking and on a trike to make a 90 degree turn 
• Cant back up on a recumbent bike – if bike falls off the  

 
6. What other considerations do you think are important to include in the Plan to improve pedestrian 

and bicycle mobility and accessibility in Grand Junction? 
• E-bikes 

o Will increase use 
o Biggest barrier is cost 
o Baby boomers seem like the most likely to use them – more likely to be used by the 

older abled-bodied community as opposed to the disabled community 
o Veterans want them and disabled community wants them 
o There needs to be a standard for speed 
o Would open up the possibility for more people to travel farther 
o How to get bikes – some non-profits only provide bikes to specific groups – 

someone injured, but not someone with mental disability – also can be challenging 
to find groups and jump through the paper work hoops 

 

K-12 Student Panel Focus Group  
10/27/22 

1. What school do you attend in Grand Junction? How many of you walked or bike to school or to the 
bus? 
• Central High School– 2 of 6 
• Orchard Mesa Middle School – 3 of 8 
• Mt. Garfield Middle School  –  
• Grand Mesa Middle School – 1 of 1 
• Grand Junction High School – 6 of 6 

 
2. Is there a desire for more walking and biking to school or other places in your neighborhood? What do 

you think the barriers are to walking to school? What are the barriers to biking to school? 
 

• Mt. Garfield Middle School 
o Dirt road with no bike paths or 55 mph – no sidewalk – think its G Road 
o One person was hit on their bike by there  
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• Central High School  
o no way to cross the highway 
o Usually a lot of traffic on the highway 
o Crosswalks from the Walmart and Walmart parking lot 
o US 50 is a barrier – a lot of people go on 27 Road 
o Bridge over the interstate is way too long 
o 27 Road – often gets a flat because of rocks 
o Have to cross the railroad tracks to get to Central – people don’t follow the speed limit 

• Not that many sidewalks  - Clifton over the bridge close by Rocky Mountain Elementary School 
• Grand Mesa Middle School – Cross Patterson Road – very scary – cars don’t yield when you push 

the sidewalk button – 31 ½ Road 
• GJHS -  A lot people cross the road and get hit on North Avenue – at lunch time when kids leave 

- 
 

3. What other destinations do you walk or bike to? Or you would like to be able to walk or bike to? 
• Parks and places and you’ve never been to 
• Shopping center by 30 Road – Panaderia – dangerous crossing the bridge – would like to be able 

to connect the Walmart by Central High School 
• Would like to walk to City Market by the bridge – not enough time to cross – also Family Dollar -by 

32 Road – not good crossings 
• Connection from Central High School to Grand Mesa Middle School 

 
4. Thinking about your route to school or another destination, are there streets that are difficult to cross? 

Or locations where you feel uncomfortable walking or biking? Why? 
What road would you make safer 
• Patterson and 31 ½ road 
• Highway  
• 30 Road – cars drive super close to the curb – when you drive or ride your bike not enough space 
• North Avenue 
• Patterson 
• Orchard Avenue 
• Tiger Way in front of Grand Junction High School 
• 27 Road 
• US 50  
• Chilian Drive and Dorothy Avenue 
• Pine Street – no connection between Pine Street and Sherman Drive – would like to be able to 

walk over the ditch 
• A lot of houses have goat heads – Sunway Drive – no safe place to ride 
• Live right by the highway – lots of crashes – Sherman Drive at B ½ Road  
• Sidewalk ends – from a lot of neighborhoods to where the fast food restaurant- after you walk over 

the 32 Road bridge 
• Sometime friends walk to gas station – no crosswalk in highway – right after the 32 Road by Clifton 

South – gambling, archery – 32 Road right after the bridge 
• Connection on 31 ½ Road by railroad tracks 

 

 

 

 

 




