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Executive Summary

In its role as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Atlanta region, the Atlanta
Regional Commission (ARC) is responsible for the development and implementation of a regional
planning process that includes al modes of trangportation. In this capacity, ARC has been
promoting regional bicycle and pedestrian planning since 1973 when it adopted its first plan to
address bicycle transportation as an alternative mode of transportation for the region. Throughout
the years, regiona trends have surfaced whereby the provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities
has become more prevalent and, the need for additional facilities continues to be expressed at a
regional level. In response to these trends, ARC has continually updated ts planning process to
address bicycle and pedestrian facilities for the region. The Atlanta Region 2002 Regional Bicycle
Transportation and Pedestrian Wakways Plan, referred to in this document as the 2002 Regional
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update, is the result of a 10 month planning process that encompassed
many of ARC's planning partners and the public. The plan update was closaly coordinated with
ARC's Bicycle Suitability mapping project. This project rated preferred travel routes for their
suitability for bikes based on detailed criteria These
routes were mapped and were used as one criteria to
determine which new projects would be included in the
2030 RTP. More information on the Bicycle Suitability
mapping project is found on page 43 in Appendix C. As
part of the ARC’ s long range planning process, the 2002
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update recommendations
will be incorporated into the ARC's 2030 Regiona
Transportation Plan (RTP) Process. The 2002 Plan will
also provide guidelines and recommendations to ARC’s
planning partners regarding future bicycle and
pedestrian planning.

The 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update followed these basic planning steps:

» Development of apublic involvement plan

With the assistance of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force and ARC staff, an extensive
public involvement plan was developed to maximize participation in the Update process.
Public involvement strategies included quarterly newdetters, provison of Update information
on the ARC web page, attendance at Bicycle User Group meetings and attendance at other
regional forums sponsored by ARC.

= |dentification of goals, objectives and performance measures

Research was conducted on goals and objectives found in other regiona plans and in the ARC's
1995 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan to assess applicability to current trends. The goals
and objectives were then refined to include emerging issues such as the potentia for increased
community health as aresult of an increase in the provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
The 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update went a step further and also defined
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specific performance measures to assess the region’s compliance with the plan’s goas and
objectives.

= Assessment of needs and constraints within the current trends facing bicycle and pedestrian
planning

A cornerstone of any planning process includes an assessment of existing conditions. An

existing conditions analyss was conducted to assess current trends in the land use,

transportation and environmental framework with respect to bicycle and pedestrian planning.

Opportunities and challenges were outlined and addressed in the 2002 Regional Bicycle and

Pedestrian Plan Update recommendations.

= |dentification of strategies to integrate
bicycle and pedestrian planning with the
Congestion ~ Management  System
(CMY)
The ARC's CMS identified congested
regiona facilities and specific strategies to
address the congestion. Information from
the CMS was used to develop specific
bicycle and pedestrian strategies to be
e - : incorporated in the planning process. These
b o strategies included prioritizing bicycle and
pedestrlan projects in areas identified with heavy pedestrian volumes or with intersection design
problems. An additional strategy included mapping identified congested locations as part of the
bicycle suitability mapping process. More information on the Bicycle Suitability mapping
process can be found on page 43 in Appendix C.

= |dentification of recommended bicycle and pedestrian facility design guidelines

Prior to the selection of potential projects for inclusion in the Plan Update, different bicycle and
pedestrian facility types available for implementation in the region were presented. Extensive
input from ARC's planning partners and the public helped to shape the recommended facility
types for incorporation into the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update. These
recommendations can be used as guidelines for implementing the different facility types
developed. Detailed project costs were also developed for each of the recommended facility

types.

= Development and identification of potential alternative projects

The ARC held a haf day workshop with its planning partners and the public to identify
potentia alternative projects for inclusion in the 2002 Plan Update. County and City maps were
provided with available information regarding existing bicycle facilities, trangt facilities, and
community facilities. Moreover, preliminary information from the bicycle suitability mapping
process was aso provided. This information helped to guide decision-making with respect to
the identification of potential new projects for inclusion in the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan Update.
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= Evaluation of the identified projects against the goals and evaluative criteria

Once potential projects were identified, an evaluation was conducted to determine whether the
project should be included in the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update. The
criteria included whether the facility was a gap closure, was in close proximity to transit
facilities or was deemed to have a low bicycle suitability rating. Low suitability rating meant
that the project improvement was needed more than if the identified roadway was aready
highly suitable for bicyclists. Identified projects already included in the 2025 Regiona
Trangportation Plan (RTP) were not individually evaluated, however, cost estimates for these
projects were updated. Cost estimates were not provided for al 2025 RTP projects.

= Selection of the preferred projects to recommend for inclusion in the 2030 plan

Based on the evaluation, a list of recommended projects for inclusion in the 2030 RTP process
was developed. Very few recommended projects did not meet the outlined criteria and other
recommendations from the public outreach process were already included in the 2025 RTP.
Cost egtimates for the 2030 RTP project additions were aso developed. The recommended
projects were discussed with ARC's planning partners and priorities for implementation
developed. It is important to note that the selection process for project additions into the 2030
RTP was unconstrained in terms of available funding. During the 2030 RTP development
process, ARC and its planning partners will work together to develop a financialy constrained
plan that may or may not include al projects recommended during the 2002 Regional Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan Update.

As mentioned previoudly, the process was a 10-month commitment that included collaboration and
involvement from many organizations, individuas, and the ARC Planning Teams, which included
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force. The resulting plan document provides an overview of the
2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update process, along with specific recommendations
for projects to be included in the 2030 RTP. Strategies are outlined to maximize compliance with
federal TEA-21 guidance, to better integrate the bicycle and pedestrian planning process into other
ARC trangportation planning efforts, such as the update of the CMS, and to encourage planning
partners to design and build bicycle and pedestrian facilities in compliance with the recommended
guidelines. Furthermore, additional regional studies are recommended to address the increasingly
important issues of pedestrian safety and the provision of pedestrian facilities.
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. Introduction

A. MPO Bike/Ped Plan Update Responsibilities

The Atlanta Regional Commission is the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for a 10
County area that includes the counties of Cherokee, Cobb, Dekalb, Douglas, Clayton, Fulton,

Fayette, Gwinnett, Henry, Rockdale and the City of Atlanta. Pursuant to TEA 21 (Transportation
Equity Act for the 21% Century), MPO’s are responsible for multi-modal transportation planning in
regions with 50,000 or more individuals. Asthe MPO responsible for multi- moda planning for the
Atlanta region, ARC has conducted bicycle and pedestrian facility planning for aimost 30 years.

Throughout the years, the process of planning for these facilities has been refined and integrated
with other planning efforts at ARC. Changes to federa legidation, development of new technical

capacities, bicycle and pedestrian priority changes within the jurisdictions, and the participation of a
broader number of individuals and organizations have necessitated continued updates to the
Regional Bicycle Transportation and Pedestrian Walkways Plan (Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan). In addition to updating plans due to changing conditions and changing priorities, the ARC is
required by law to update it's Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) every three years. The Regional
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is a significant element of the RTP. In 2000, ARC adopted the 2025
RTP, which included the latest update of the Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (1995).
Currently, ARC is in the process of updating the RTP for the horizon year 2030. Therefore, in

conjunction with this RTP update, the 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan was developed as
input into the 2030 process.

The plan update process was a 10-month effort
that included participation of many individuals,
organizations and agencies interested in furthering
bicycle and pedestrian issues in the region. These
interests were represerted by ARC's Bicycle and
Pedestrian Task Force. Although the Task Force
was a driving force in generating public
involvement in the process, an extensive public
involvement plan was developed to assure
maximum participation in the process from all
groups and individuals in the region.

B. Bike/Ped Plan Update Process

This plan outlines the results of the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update process.
The initia step in the process was to establish a Public Involvement Plan that defined coordinetion
efforts, outreach activities and criteria to measure the effectiveness of the public involvement plan.
The next step in the process was to establish a baseline condition or an existing conditions analysis.
The existing conditions analysis addressed the federa guidance with respect to bicycle and
pedestrian planning, reviewed the history of bicycle and pedestrian planning at the regional leve,
and conducted a survey of trends at the national, state, and local levels to determine potential new
developments/strategies that could be incorporated into the regional plan update.
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Following the establishment of a baseline condition, the plan’s vison statement and
supportinggoals and objectives were refined and updated. In order to measure the effectiveness of
these goals and objectives, technica performance measures were established. In developing the
performance measures, it became apparent that data with respect to existing pedestrian facilities
was not readily available. One plan recommendation was o use data collected as part of other
ARC processes to evauate the implementation of the 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
Update goals and objectives. For example, ARC's Congestion Management System (CMYS)
recommends collection of bicycle and pedestrian data to assess the impact of these strategies on
congested facilities. Data collected for the CM S could therefore be coordinated with data needs of
the Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. With respect to the CMS, a detailed analysis was
conducted to identify strategies which would strengthen the rel ationship between the 2002 Regional
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update and the CM S planning process. Strategies recommended from
this analysis were used in the strategic planning process. The strategic planning process, which was
the next step in the Plan Update, not only incorporated CM S recommendations but also developed
recommendations that capitalized on opportunities available within the current land use,
transportation and environmenta framework, as well as politica and technical environments in the
region.

A key strategy outlined in the strategic planning process was the devel opment of Best Practices and
Design Guidelines for Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning. These guidelines were developed with a
substantial amount of public input and are included in Section I11. The final and most deliberate
step in the plan update process was the Regional Network Evaluation and subsequent 2030 Plan
Recommendations that resulted from the evaluation process. Over 300 projects were recommended
and evauated, and those that met the plan’s goals and objectives are included in Section VI.

It is noteworthy that the 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update is a product of a highly
successful planning process that involved many individuas and organizations. It's success will be
further established through incorporation into the ARC 2030 RTP update, as well as loca
transportation and private organizational plans.

C. Summary of Public Involvement

In conjunction with the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force, and consistent with ARC's
adopted Trangportation Public Involvement Plan, a public involvement plan for the 2002 Regiona
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update was developed and is included in Appendix A. This plan
outlined coordination efforts with planning partners, with established ARC Planning Teams, and
with loca bicycle and pedestrian interest groups. Some of the outreach activities outlined in the
Plan included specific outreach to the media, quarterly newdetters, community newdetters, web
pages, and public meeting informational displays. A maor public involvement effort in the Update
process was a half day workshop conducted to identify potential projects to include in the 2002
Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update and the 2030 RTP. The workshop format was highly
interactive and many individuals and organizations with varied interests attended. The Public
Involvement Plan’s effectiveness was evaluated through quantitative and qualitative measures.
Results of the quantitative and qualitative measures that evaluated the Public Involvement Plan’s
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effectiveness are included in Appendix A. As indicated by these results, the public process during
the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update was very successful.
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lI. Plan Purpose

Once the Public Involvement Plan for the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update was
established, the next step in the planning process was to establish a plan vision statement for future
bicycle and pedestrian planning in the region. The vision statement provides a statement of purpose
for developing the Plan Update with a 2030 horizon year. Specific goas and objectives were then
developed in order to attain the vison for bicycle and pedestrian planning in the future. In
conjunction with the Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force, research was conducted of previous ARC
plan goals and objectives, as well as a review of other smilar MPO bicycle and pedestrian plan
goals and objectives, to determine applicability to current trends and future regiona needs. The
goas and objectives were further coordinated with the RTP and Regiona Development (RDP)
goals and were consistent with the TEA-21 goals and objectives.

The vision statement defines a future desired end-state for bicycle
and pedestrian planning in the region. Goals are the generdized
expressions that provide direction for the bicycle and pedestrian
trangportation system and together help achieve the vision.
Objectives are specific quantitative or qualitative targets, which
can be used to measure the degree of attainment of a specific goal.

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force also developed a series of
performance measures used to evaluate how well a specific project aternative met the goals and
objectives. These performance measures were used to develop evaluation criteria for selecting and
prioritizing project aternatives.

The resulting draft vision statement, goals and objectives were presented to the Task Force and
included in the first quarterly newdetter for citizen input. In addition, during the TIP Open House
Forums, the draft vision, goals and objectives were presented for comment. With public input and
the assistance of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force, the following vision statement, goals and
objectives were established for the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update.

A. Vision

Foster the development of bicycle and pedestrian friendly neighborhoods and commercial centers,
enhancing the environment and improving public health and quality of life, making the Atlanta
region an attractive, healthy and safe place to live, work and play.
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B. Goals and Objectives

Goal 1. Provide a regional system of safe, convenient and accessible bicycling and pedestrian
facilities for al users through the coordinated efforts of governmental agencies, the private sector
and the genera public.

Objective 1.

Objective 2:

Objective 3:

Objective 4

Objective5:

Objective 6:

Objective 7:

Objective 8:

Develop a connected system of bicycle and pedestrian facilities serving major origin
and destination points within the regional and loca jurisdictions, linking residential
and commercia areas, educational and employment areas, health care and service
centers, natural, cultural and recreational resources.

Ensure the regional system addresses the needs of different types of users from
experienced cyclists on arterial roadways to children walking and riding bicycles on
local roads to school.

Ensure that bicycle and pedestrian facilities are integrated and connected to other
modes in the regiona transportation system in order to reduce dependence on the
private automobile, reduce traffic and improve air quality.

Ensure that the bicycle and pedestrian system complements the existing
transportation network to maximize and preserve the existing system and take
advantage of public right- of-ways and corridors such as utility lines, rall lines,
linear waterways, etc., for bicycle and pedestrian facilities in order to minimize
public costs.

Establish a maintenance program and maintenance standards that ensure safe and
usable bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

Provide ancillary facilities such as hicycle parking and storage, lighting,
landscaping, signing, pavement marking and signalization to enhance the value and
increase the utility and safety of the bicycle and pedestrian system.

Support the enforcement and training of regulations that ensure the safety, operation
and proper use of the bicycle and pedestrian system.

Develop a bicycle and pedestrian system that meets the highest achievable design
and safety standards, including ADA standards.

Goal 2: Promote and encourage bicycling and pedestrian travel as viable forms of transportation,
as healthy forms of exercise, and as a positive benefit to the environment.
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Objective 1:

Objective 2:

Objective 3:

Objective 4:

Objective 5:

Objective 6:

Establish a regiona educational and marketing program highlighting the public
health, economic development and environmental benefits of bicycling and walking.

Provide and encourage regular and continuing bicycle and pedestrian training and
safety programs in conjunction with local institutions, organizations and bicycle and
pedestrian interest groups.

Develop and distribute written, graphic and other materials to inform and assist
bicyclists and pedestrians in making effective and safe use of the system.

Establish recognition programs that honor and celebrate significant achievements
and programs that support using aternative transportation for daily travel, in
developing and implementing exceptional bicycle and pedestrian designs, in
achieving safety goals, and in maintaining litter-free facilities.

Recognize and promote activities around regional and local events such as Nationa
Bike Month (May), Bike-To-Work Week, and Walk-to-School Day.

Encourage employers to provide facilities for employees who bike to work (e.g.,
locker rooms, showers and bicycle parking).

Goal 3: Promote coordinated and continuous bicycle and pedestrian planning and development
programs at the regiona and local levels.

Objective 1.

Objective 2:

Objective 3

Objective 4:

Objective 5:

Encourage and provide assistance for the establishment of permanent bicycle and
pedestrian planning functions within city and county governments and local
advocacy groups, such as bicycle user groups and neighborhood planning groups.

Continue providing a regiona forum for bicycle and pedestrian planning and
discussion with additional membership, including utility and railroad representation,
schools, parks and recreation staff, public health representatives and other regional
stakeholders.

Establish mechanisms to ensure full public participation in developing regional and
local bicycle and pedestrian policies, plans and programs.

Encourage the development of local bicycle and pedestrian plans that complement
and support regional bicycle and pedestrian objectives.

Establish regiona policies that track and report systems use and progress in
implementing bicycle and pedestrian projects.

2002 Regional Bicycle Transportation and Pedestrian Walkways Plan 9



Vi Re

Objective 6: Establish policies that require consistent bicycle and pedestrian design elements in
all transportation and major development projects, including options for
accommodating bicycles and pedestrians on all streets.

Objective 7:  Encourage and provide technical assistance for zoning, land use and roadway design
changes to promote bicycle and pedestrian friendly development.

Goal 4: Provide adequate funding resources for planning, developing and maintaining high quality
regional and local bicycle and pedestrian systems.

Objective 1. Actively advertise al eligible federal and state grants for bicycle and pedestrian
planning and devel opment.

Objective2: Coordinate the development of bicycle and pedestrian projects to make maximum
use of opportunities for joint development using other public or private resources.

Objective3: Provide technical assistance to local jurisdictions implementing cresative financing
options for bicycle and pedestrian facilities including local sales tax programs,
capital improvement programs, user fee systems that provide funds to help offset
operations and maintenance costs, and programs to encourage tax-free contributions
of funds or property for bicycle and pedestrian projects.

Objective4: Ensure an equitable amount of transportation funding for bicycle and pedestrian
projects incorporating design, right-of-way and construction.

Objective5: Create a work plan that prioritizes regiona data collection needs to encourage the
completion of these projects.

C. Performance Measures

Performance measures are used to evaluate how well an aternative supports the study goals and
objectives. Performance measures are designed to provide information to the
transportation planning process for the purpose of decisionmaking. r
Performance measures were also used during the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan Update process to determine which facilities to include and
how to prioritize them.

Performance measures are very important to the Bicycle and Pedestrian Task
Force. In developing the performance measures, it became apparent that
there is a genera need for additiona data collection regarding bicycle and
pedestrian facilities. Based on the amount of available data regarding bicycle
and pedestrian facilities, and in an effort to establish a workable number of
performance measures, the Task Force established a separate subcommittee
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to address the issue. In addition to agreeing on a set number of performance measures, the Task
Force al'so made a distinction between short-term and long-term performance measures. Short-term
performance measures will be used with existing data, whereas, long-term measures would require
additional data collection. After much discussion, below are the agreed upon performance
measures adopted for the 2002 Regiona Bicycle ard Pedestrian Plan Update.

Short-term Performance M easures:

= Centerline miles of on-road bicycle facilities or shared use paths leading to regionally
designated origins and destinations within a 1.5 mileand 5 mile radius.

= Centerline miles of on-road hicycle facilities and shared-use paths along various road types as
defined by ARC.

= Percent of centerline miles of on-road bicycle facilities or shared use paths leading to bus
transfer stations, transit stations, and/or park and ride lotswithin a 5 mile radius.

=  Amount of regional funding for education and marketing programs highlighting the health,
economic devel opment and environmental benefits of bicycling and walking

» Percent of jurisdictions with development regulations requiring the installation of bicycle
parking, bike lanes and paved multi-use paths.

» Percent of non-traditional funds used per jurisdiction for bicycle and pedestrian projects
» Percent of funding for bike/ped projects as classified by ARC model type and project type.
Long-term Performance M easures.

» Percent of ADA accessible crossings within one mile of bus transfer stations, transit stations,
and/or park and ride lots.

=  Percent of centerline miles with sidewalk within one mile of bus transfer stations, transit
stations, and/or park and ride lots.

» Percent of estimated Population/Employment within 1.5 miles of an on-road or shared-use
bicycle facility

»  Percent of jurisdictions with the ARC approved model sidewalk ordinance

The ARC Transportation Public Involvement Plan contains performance measures regarding public
involvement which are incorporated here by reference.  ARC will continue to collect the data
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required for these performance measures to be used for measuring the region’s success in meeting
the 2002 Regiond Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan goals and objectives. The long-term performance
measures identified will require additional data collection efforts and have been included as part of
the Plan Update' s project recommendations in Section V1.

D. Evaluation Criteria

The plan’s goals, objectives and performance measures were used to develop evaluation criteria for
the identification of potential projects to be included in the 2030 RTP. These evaluation criteria are
similar to the criteria used to evaluate projects for inclusion in the RTP and TIP. Based on the
revisons made to the plan’s goals and objectives, ARC will be reviewing past evaluation criteria
used for the RTP/TIP to make sure it is consistent with the updated plan. During the half day
workshop held at ARC to idertify potential projects, evaluative criteria was given to participants to
guide them in preparation of recommendations. Recommended facilities that met one or more of
these criteria were included in the 2002 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan’s project recommendations.
These criteriainclude:

»  Thefacility closes agap in the existing system

= Thefacility connects multiple jurisdictions

» Thefacility scoreslow in the bicycle suitability rating process &

» The facility is included in an updated loca plan and not
reflected in the regional plan

» Thefacility is within one mile of public transportation

» Thefacility serves asahigh priority pedestrian corridor

lll. Overview of Facility Types and Users
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During previous ARC hicycle and pedestrian planning processes, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Task
Force has recommended that ARC develop best practices for bicycle and pedestrian facility design
as atechnical resource for local governments. The development of best practices for design, along
with typical cost estimates for each recommended facility is a policy recommendation in the 2002
Bicycle and Pedestrian plan. (See Section V for policy recommendations.) To implement this
policy recommendation, the following design guidelines were developed for bicycle and pedestrian
facilities. It isimportant to note that the Task Force and interested parties worked many hours to
agree on the appropriate language for the design guidelines. The following gwdel ines are the result
of this work effort, addressing the many interests represented on ;

ARC's Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force.

When planning for alarge regiona area, such as ARC, it isimpossible |§
to pre-determine every situation that will arise. It is preferred instead to
outline a set of design guidelines, which will be used to direct the [#
design of facilities proposed in the overal plan. Recommended (&5
facilities will be referred to as “Facility Types’ according to the

following descriptions. Graphic representations of each of the Facility
Types are included in this section.

Prior to designing a facility, it is important to understand the users of the proposed facilities. The
varying types of users have different requirements. A successful network of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities must include facilities for al types of usersif it is to be successful as a viable transportation
network.

It should also be noted that every roadway, unless prohibited by law, is a viable transportation option
for cycligs. Many streets and transportation corridors that have no improvements or facilities
specifically for bicycles are commonly used as transportation corridors for norrmotorized
transportation. The facilities described herein will assist cyclists and pedestrians with safe and well
planned improvements, and range from minimal improvements, to facilitating the ease of use, to
completely separate non- motorized facilities.

Sidewadks dready exist in severa town centers and activity areas within the ARC's 10 County
region. However, a database of existing sdewalk facilities has yet to be established. Nevertheless, it
is critical that guidelines be established for the implementation of sidewalks to connect existing
facilities and for new congtruction.

A. Types of Cyclists and Pedestrians

The American Association of State and Highway Transportation Officids (AASHTO) has
developed a nationally accepted guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities defines three types
of cyclists. Facilities that accommodate a very confident adult cyclist who regularly commutes to
work may not be very appropriate for a child on his’/her way to school, and vice versa.
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Type A Cyclists: Advanced adult cyclists best describe the Type A Cyclist. These cyclists are
aware of the rules of the road and are skilled at maneuvering a bicycle through vehicular traffic.
Typicaly, these cyclists are commuters or cyclists who are confident with their skills and more
interested in reaching a destination in the shortest time possible than they are in scenery or the
added safety of less-traveled routes. These cyclists will use any road legally open to bicycle
traffic although wider lane widths and fewer obstacles to bicycle tires are desirable.

Type B Cyclists: A typical adult qualifies asa Type B Cyclist. These cyclists know the rules of
the road and know how to ride a bicycle. The main distinction is that they prefer less traveled
routes to and from their destinations and are less confident along roadways with high volume
vehicular traffic. These cyclists may use facilities for transportation purposes, but will forego
the most direct and fastest route in favor of less highly traveled, safer, or more scenic route.
Type B Cyclists require more gentle grades and continuous facilities between destinations.
Type B Cyclists need facilities that are safer and less intimidating than those required by Type
A Cyclists.

Type C Cyclists: Children are the prototypical Type C Cyclists. These cyclists may be very
skilled cyclists. However, they are unaware of the rules of the road because they have never
legally driven a motorized vehicle in traffic. These cyclists ride for both recreation and
transportation; the most obvious destination is an academic ingtitution, such as an elementary
school, middle school, high schoal, or library. Many Type C cyclists also travel to regional
recreation facilities, parks or even retail destinations.

AASHTO has not defined types of pedestrians. For the purposes of this study, pedestrians will be
designated into four types: Adult Pedestrians, Child Pedestrians, Environmental Justice Community
Pedestrians, and Pedestrians with Disabilities.

Adult Pedestrians: Adult Pedestrians use pedestrian facilities for commuting, recreation, and
exercise. Adult Pedestrians are aware of the rules of vehicular traffic. Adult Pedestrians can
have difficulty crossing high speed, multi-lane streets that lack median refuge idands or
pedestrian signals, or where reckless drivers threaten their safety.

Child Pedestrians: Child Pedestrians see and hear the world differently than adults. Children
often have trouble judging traffic speed, gaps in traffic, or whether a car is coming, going or
standing still. Children are shorter than adults, and have limited periphera vision.

Facilities that reduce traffic speed, calm traffic, and provide separation from the travel lane are
types of facilities needed by Child Pedestrians. Neighborhood streets with sidewalks and
shared-use facilities are preferred for Child Pedestrians to travel to their typica destinations
such as schools, libraries and parks.
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Environmental Justice Community Pedestrians: The counties within the Atlanta Regiona
Commission house numerous citizens from a host of international countries. Many parts of
Atlanta are home to concentrations of new residents of the United States. Severd areas have a
concentration of people who do not necessarily read the English language well and may not be
able to read warning signs that are written in English. Therefore, in these known areas, safety
and directiona signage should be shown in symbols rather than written words. The Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) offers severa options for regulating the flow of
vehicular and pedestrian traffic. Symbols within those standards that are graphic, rather than
written, should also be encouraged in these aress.

Many Environmental Justice Community Pedestrians are unable to drive, and rely on walking
and public transit as primary modes of transportation. These Pedestrians rely on safe sidewalks
and crossings. Sidewalk facilities in neighborhoods which have a high population of
Environmental Justice Community Pedestrians should be numerous and provide connections
from residential neighborhoods to destinations such as employment centers, shopping areas,
public transit, and public and semi-private ingtitutions. Sidewaks in these areas should
maximize the connections to trangit facilities.

Pedestrians with Disabilitiess The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) prohibits
discrimination to pedestrians with disabilities. Pedestrians who are blind, deaf, or who rely on
wheelchairs have needs that are very specific to those types of disabilities. For instance, people
who are deaf need visble warnings about crossing vehicular traffic. People with vision
impairments need tactile indications that they are approaching an intersection or other hazard.
Since they cannot see safety signs, they need audible indicators to inform them of proper times
to cross the street. Pedestrians in wheelchairs are unable to mount curbs or maneuver through
rough, narrow, or steep surfaces.

It is expected that all design solutions for recommendations in this plan will be consistent with
ADA dandards. The Federa Highway Administration (FHWA) publication, Designing
Sdewalks and Trails for Access. Best Practices Design Guide offers many details that cater to
Pedestrians with Disabilities which are aso applicable for al pedestrians. Existing guidelines
are recommended for facilities proposed in this plan.

B. Descriptions of Facility Types

The facilities described below are, in many instances, ideal designs based on best practices.
AASHTO's Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 1999, has been tailored to meet
conditions within the Atlanta Region. Guiddines and best practices will need to be atered to fit
individual sites and conditions.
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FHWA is publishing the second part of the two part series entitled Designing Sdewalks and Trail
for Access. Best Practices Design Guide. This guide discusses many alternatives for designing for
persons with disabilities. The pedestrian facilities outlined below are based upon available
published guidelines; including AASHTO and FHWA, and upon professional experience gained in
designing these facilities in the Atlanta region.

Facility Type A - Signed Shared Roadways. Type A Cyclists will
use dl legally open streets for transportation purposes. Many of the
streets and roads will have hazards to cyclists that are not considered

hazards to motorists, which include drainage grates, bridge expansion
joints, railroad crossings, rough pavements, and signa timing
designed with only motorists in mind. An opportunity to provide

preferred routes for cyclists with relatively little financia infusion is
provision of asigned shared roadway.

In a signed shared roadway facility, the cyclist shares a lane with
motorized vehicles. As lane widths will vary, wider existing lane
widths will be one consideration when choosing a route. Slower
speeds are preferred over faster moving traffic routes. A relatively
low traffic volume is dso desred to minimize the potentia for
conflicts between cyclists and motorists. Long sight distances will
aso be desrable. Roads with less steep gradients will be more
conducive to cycling than those with steep inclines or declines.

In designating aroad as a Signed Shared Roadway, physical improvements to the existing road
or street should include bicycle-safe drainage grates in all instances. Bridge expansion joints,
improved railroad crossings, smooth pavements, and signal timing and detector systems that
respond to bicycles may aso be provided along existing roadways to maximize the safety of
bicyclists. Signing is required on both sides of the roadway. Specific recommendations on the
type of signage for signed shared roadway in the Atlanta region will require further research.
There are severa options available and AASHTO can be referenced for more details on types of
signage available. However, due to this lack of research on signage types, it is up to the
jurisdictions to decide what signage type will work best for them.

Once these types of improvements are made, the route should be signed, both to alert motorists
that bicycles are likely to be sharing atravel lane and to direct cyclists that the signed route has
advantages over other routes. Directional signage is dso encouraged. Destination arrows and
text should be added to sign poles to help cyclists maneuver through the safest routes to and
from mgjor destinations. Signage type should be pursuant to AASHTO guidelines.
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Examples of this type of facility in the Atlanta region include the Stone Mountain to Atlanta
path with several sections of signed-shared roadways, which due to the high traffic volume and
speed, may be more appropriate for a Type A Cyclist. However, Type B Cyclists do also use
the facility. Indowntown Powder Springs, Dillard Street is currently being signed to provide
part of an important connection between the Silver Comet Trail and the historic downtown. In
this particular case, specimen trees close to the road and limited right-of-way precluded a more
intensive improvement. Because traffic volume and speed are relatively low and because sight
distance is unlimited, a signed shared roadway with safety and directional signage will serve
Type A Cyclists, Type B Cycligts, and Type C Cyclists with the guidance of adults. There are
several types of signs to use and which type will work best has not been determined.

Facility Type B - Wide Outside Lane: A way to provide more maneuvering room for a
bicyclist is to provide increased lane width. Lanes wider than twelve feet can better
accommodate both bi cycles and motor vehicles in the same lane. Providing a wider curb lane

! may alow motorists to pass a cyclist without changing
lanes. This option till requires directional signage and
the remova of hazards. Wide outside lanes can provide a
cost-effective option for areas where there is inadequate
width for bike lanes, but where there is the opportunity to
gain additional width or smply to restripe the road.
Fourteen feet of useable width is optimal along straight,
relatively flat stretches of road. Fifteen feet may be
desirable in some cases, such as where sight distance is limited or on steep inclines or where on
street parking effectively reduces useable width.

Asimportant as it isto provide continuity within a bicycle network, long uninterrupted stretches
of wide curb lane may be improperly used as two lanes in congested urban or suburban areas.
This possibility should be considered when designing the facility. In more urban situations
where a continuous lane width of fifteen feet may be available, it may be more effective to
restripe the lane to provide a designated bike lane.

Facility Type C - Paved Shoulder: Adding, improving or restriping
for paved shoulders can often be the most effective way to provide
better bicycling facilities, especialy in rura areas. Paved shoulders
provide areas where cyclists can pull off the travel lane or ride more
dowly on steep inclines or sharp curves. Paved shoulders also add
safety for motorists by increasing the durability of the travel lane and
providing an emergency pull-off area. The additional width can be
beneficial for improved safety and mobility for both cyclists and
motorists.
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Paved shoulders should be at least four feet wide in addition to curb and gutter and should not
be painted as a bike lane. However, consistent with AASHTO guidelines, an opportunity to
implement paved shoulders less than the desired four feet should not be ignored. If guardrails
or other roadside hazards exist, then a minimum of five feet of useable width is recommended.
The edge of pavement should be well maintained to avoid hazards that would minimize the
available useable width. Care should be taken to keep debris off paved shoulders, as gravel and
leaves often accumulate on these types of facilities.

Facility Type D - Bike Lane: It may be desrable to
incorporate bike lanes into a roadway design in urban areas or
where bicycle use is expected to be frequent and/or where
roadways conditions necessitate. Bike lanes provide delineated
road space for preferentia use by bicyclists and therefore make
their movements more predictable. While traveling in a
designated bike lane, cyclists are more confident that motorists
will not swerve into their travel space. Motorists are less likely
to swerve out of their lane while passing a cycligt traveling in a
designated bike lane.

Bike lanes should always be one-way facilities and travel should be in the same direction as
vehicular traffic. Bike lanes should be placed to the right of the vehicular lanes. Where on-street
parking exists, the bike lane should be located between the travel lane and parking lane. Bike

lanes on roadways can also provide horizontal

7 ' ==l separation  between pedestrian and motor
ﬁ . ' vehicles. The desired width will vary
r ' depending on the exact situation, but generaly

[FIELD 10] | [¥iELo 1o [T"!'E'-LD-ITD']I a minimum four feet of useable width is
[ BIKES | | BIKES BIKES eS| recommended. Gutter width should not be

considered a part of the required four-foot width. If onstreet parking, guardrails, or other

roadside hazards are present, bike lanes should be a minimum five feet wide.

Intersection designs should always include consideration of potential bike lanes. Possible
circumstances, number of lanes, widths, and configurations can impact proposed bicycle
facility. AASHTO's Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (1999) provides adequate
design guidelines to accommodate individua intersection designs. Refer to AASHTO
guidelines when designing individual intersections. Intersections should aways include
wayfinding signage (directional signs) to common destinations. A wrong turn for a cyclist has
much higher consequences for cyclists than motorists. Also, many cyclists will not know the
most bicycle-friendly route to destinations.

Bike lanes are more successful if they are cortinuous. Their presence encourages bicycle traffic.
Many Type B Cyclists who would otherwise be intimidated to attempt a ride on a heavily
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traveled street or road will be much more likely to use a facility that includes bike lanes. In
many instances throughout the Atlanta region, bike lanes stop when the road narrows, steepens,
or approaches an intersection. When cyclists need the most protection, direction, and
predictability and are the most vulnerable, they are al too often left to their own resources on an
unimproved vehicular travel lane.

Facility Type E - Urban Sidewalk: It is necessary to develop standards for the safety of
pedestrians. Urban conditions exist in many places throughout the Atlanta region. Most town
centers have areas that will require a design similar to the urban sidewalk. The urban sidewak
typical section attempts to achieve these goas. Pedestrians occasionally need to access the
sidewalk from the parking lane or even from the travel lane on quiet streets. Therefore, a paved
and textured ‘furnishing zone' should be provided to allow horizontal separation from motor
vehicles. The furnishing zone aso allows room for utilities such as fire hydrants, utility poles,
street signs and amenities such as trash receptacles, benches, and drectional signage without
compromising the through pedestrian zone for pedestrians. Intersections should always include
wayfinding or directiona signage to assist pedestrians in reaching their destinations.
Additionally, intersections should include pedestrian signals at locations with heavy pedestrian
volumes and pedestrian crosswalks in all situations. Sidewalks leading from transit stations are
another location that should always provide wayfinding signage and graphically presented maps
of theloca area. Trandt users often do not know the route to their destination and getting lost
will deter them from using transit in the future.

Pedestrian facilities should provide as much separation from vehicular traffic as possible. This
is important for both motorists and pedestrians. The widths for through pedestrian zones, the
sidewalk areas, will vary depending on need and land use. Six foot sidewalks, or through
pedestrian zones, are recommended as a minimum in urban conditions. Wider through
pedestrian zones will be necessary on particularly busy streets, in mgor activity centers and
around dense land use areas. For example, in central business districts and activity centers, a
minimum of 8 width is recommended. An additiona four-foot furnishing zone is
recommended for most situations. Six-inch curbs are recommended in all cases to provide
vertical separation from travel and/or parking lanes. Where possible, pedestrian zones should
include shade trees. There are areas within the Atlanta region where existing conditions will
not alow for the ten-foot combination of through pedestrian zone and furnishing zones. In these
instances, as much room as possible should be allocated for a narrowed furnishing zone and
minimum six-foot through pedestrian zone should be provided. In al instances, sidewalks must
meet minimum ADA requirements such as the incluson of handicapped ramps. Idedly,
sidewalks should be constructed on both sides of the street to avoid unnecessary mid-block
pedestrian crossings.

As pedestrians are not insulated from weather, amenities such as shade trees and benches are
desirable whenever possible. Allow as much room as possible for street trees. A tenfoot square
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Vii.

viii.

areais ideal, but four feet by eight feet of unpaved area is considered a minimum size that will
accommodate a tree. Tree grates are not recommended. Plant groundcover under trees is most
desirable. Safety can be significantly enhanced with pedestrian lighting. Amenities such as trash
receptacles, directional signage, streetlights and benches enhance both safety and the pedestrian
experience.

Facility Type F - Neighborhood Sidewalk: Many areas within the
Atlanta region can accommodate pedestrians with the neighborhood
sidewalk. As with the urban sidewalk, maximum vertical and horizontal
separation from the travel lane are still recommended. Because there is
less need to access the sidewalk from a parking lane or travel lane, a
four-foot vegetated furnishing zone, in addition to the sidewalk width,
will accommodate utilities and amenities. Wider furnishing zones, at least
ten feet, are desirable when possible and practicable to alow for larger
Street trees. The through pedestrian zone, or sSdewak area, is
recommended to be a minimum of five feet in width. A six-inch curb will
provide adequate vertical separation.

There will be areas where need will dictate a wider pedestrian clear zone. In areas where space
is limited, the vegetated furnishing zone can be limited to a minimum of two feet. In instances
where the furnishing zone B only two feet wide, trees should not be included and a more
creative and site specific solution to providing shade trees will be required. Similar to the urban
sidewalk, neighborhood sidewalks must meet minimum ADA requirements, be constructed on
both sides of the street and be accompanied by either pedestrian signals or pedestrian crossings
at intersections.

Facility Type G — Expanded Bike Lane/Rural Paved Shoulders: The Georgia Department of
Trangportation (GDOT) has established a standard for rural ke lanes. The GDOT's urban
section bike lane is smilar to AASHTO’s. The GDOT recommends an expanded bike lane for
areas with rura roadway typical sections. The most significant difference from AASHTO's
standard bike lane is the addition of arumble strip. The GDOT standard includes a sixteen-inch
long by four-inch wide milled rumble strip that begins one foot from the edge of the travel lane.
The milled rumble strips are recommended to have a twelve-foot gap every twenty-eight feet, to
allow cyclists to enter/exit the vehicular travel lane. The bike lanes on the GDOT state bikeway
network will be constructed to the parameters of the GDOT section. It isimportant to note that
discussion continues regarding the use of rumble strips aong rural roadways and their negative
impact on cyclists. However, it is anticipated that the FHWA will release a new standard for
bike lanes, excluding the rumble strip, and that GDOT may subsequently adopt.

Facility Type H - Shared Use Path: Opportunities to provide transportation options that can
serve al non-motorized populations exist in the form of shared use paths. This type of facility is
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typically located on an exclusive right-of-way such as an abandoned rail corridor, utility
easements, urban interstate right-of-way, or aong rivers, streams, and lakes. Shared use paths
have many commonly used names, such as mixed-use path, trail, and off-road facility. All types
of pedestrians and al types of nonmotorized, whedled transportation use shared use paths.
They can provide short-cuts through residential neighborhoods by connecting cul-de-sac streets,
act as connections between major destinations, such as schools and neighborhoods, and can
serve as a regiona off-road corridor linking pedestrian and bicycle networks in towns and
cities, forming a more comprehensive regiona network.

Because shared use paths do not share the right-of-
way with vehicular traffic and often cross streets at
grade separations, they are ideal for al types of
users. Children and adults alike can use shared use
paths for transportation with less potential
conflicts with motor vehicles. Type A Cyclists
often prefer to avoid shared use paths in favor of
more direct, on-street routes, which may be
available. Shared use paths generaly serve the
bulk of the general population who desre
aternate, stand aone facilities for cycling and walking.

In most instances shared use paths should be paved. In order to provide separation between
users and making passing easier, ten feet is the recommended minimum width for shared use
paths. However, 8foot paths are acceptable for short distances and when physical conditions
limit the desired width. These paths should be wider if a high amount of use is anticipated.
Vishility is also a concern in many communities with shared use paths.

While it is generally recommended that shared use paths be paved with either concrete or
asphalt, it is possible to construct a successful path that is not paved. For paths along sensitive
environmental areas, different types of permeable materials are available for construction of
shared use paths. For example, the National Park Service no longer alows any kind of hard
pavement within their facilities. In many instances the National Parks Services provides land for
important, off-road connections. The Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area at Powers
Ferry Road is a grave facility up to thirty-feet wide in some locations. The path follows the
Chattahoochee River and is very well used by the public. Although this particdar path is
primarily used for recreation and exercise, it links neighborhoods that are remote by the road
system and can be used to facilitate non- motorized transportation. However, it should be noted
that gravel paths are not ADA accessible and should only be used when environmental
conditions warrant it.
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Facility Type | — Bike Lane/Sidewalk: The combination of on-road
bike lanes and off-road sidewalks is often desirable for corridors where nonmotorized
trangportation options are specificaly encouraged. Often, through an urban setting, bike lanes
and sidewalks will be parallel. It isimportant to provide both vertical and horizontal separation
between motorists and pedestrians. The bike lane helps provide horizontal separation between a
sdewak and trave lane; a two-foot vegetated strip and six-inch curb help separate pedestrians
from cyclists. Since a more limited vegetated strip is required, streetlights, signage, street trees,
and amenities should be located directly behind the walk away from the street, as space alows.

Facility Type J — Bikeable Sidewalk/Side Paths. In very limited instances, bikeable
sidewalks, aso caled sidepaths, may be constructed in the Atlanta region by a loca
government. These facilities are typically located directly adjacent to the roadway. The plan
guidelines recommend that these facilities be limited to the following: where an existing road
right-of-way is too narrow to provide space for bike lanes, where the facility will provide a
short connection between existing facilities;, where existing curb cuts and intersections are
limited, and where adequate safety signage is posted to alert motorists that bicyclists are using
the sidewalk. Sidepaths should be constructed only where all other on-road bicycling
accommodation options have been exhausted. Since this facility is off road, al sidepaths users
(bicyclists and pedestrians) will travel in both directions. The existence of a bikeable sdewalk
should not negate the need to construct a sidewalk for pedestrians on the opposite side of the
street.  Signage and markings should clearly specify when this facility ends or transitions into
sidewalks or on-road bicycle facilities.

The bikeable sidewalk should be at least 10° wide, and should be separated from the travel lane
by a planting or a continuous barrier. The desired separation from the street is 5 feet. Wider
separation, particularly at mid block locations, would deter the motorists from being able to
detect the cyclist on the sidewalk. For a separation less than 5, the planting or continuous
barrier should be used.

This type of facility has a high possibility of conflicts between motor vehicles and bicycles as
well as between bicycles and pedestrians. Therefore, al other options, including aternate
routes, should be considered before planning a bike-able sidewak or sidepath. AASHTO's
Guide for Development of Bicycle Facilities should be consulted for more information and
other design considerations.

C. Diagrams of Facility Types

Following are the respective diagrams for the different facility types described.
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D. Reducing Motorist/Pedestrian Conflicts

I Pedestrian Crossings

Pedestrians and motorists conflict most often  when
pedestrians attempt to cross a street. Unsignalized
intersections on high speed, multi-lane streets are common
throughout the Atlanta region and pose serious risk for
pedestrians. Marked crosswalks need to be supplemented by ik
medians, refuge idands, overhead signs and/or lights, bulb- i
outs, and/or pedestrian activated signals. Pedestrian signage
can help motorists know that there are pedestrians needing to
cross streets. School zones should always be signed. Since £
there is likely to be an increase in pedestrian activity at and
near schools, crossings near these locations should be visible and designed for safety. The 2002
Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update does recommend that ARC set aside a lump sum
amount of money for pedestrian crossing improvements throughout the region.

i Traffic Calming

Severd road design practices can help increase pedestrian safety. For example, traffic caming can
be an important addition to pedestrian safety, especialy for Child Pedestrians. Lane widths of
elevenfeet should be implemented where possible on local and neighborhood streets, to encourage
- Wil | reduced speeds of motorized travel and reduce the length of the
pedestrian crossing. Access points to businesses should utilize
shared curb cuts to minimize potentia conflict points between
| motorists and pedestrians. The sidewalk’ s paving pattern should
E cross curb cuts and driveway aprons to give a more continuous
surface for pedestrians and to provide a visual reminder to
il motorists that they are crossing a pedestrian route.

There is no single facility or facility type that will work for
every user and every existing site condition. The best practices outlined above and illustrated in the
diagrams serve as ided desgns in ided dtuations. Every travel corridor will have its own
congtraints and opportunities. It is important to use judgment and creativity to increase safety and
ease of mobility for al types of cyclists and pedestrians.
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V. Summary of the Existing Conditions Analysis

An extensive existing conditions analysis was conducted for the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan Update. The details of the analysis are included in Appendix C. Below is a
summary of the existing conditions analysis.

A. Strengths and Weaknesses of Previous Plans

The ARC 1995 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan was a significant element of the 2025 RTP.
Over $500 million (1.4% of the RTP) was dedicated to bicycle and pedestrian projects. However,
the 1995 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan contained gaps between origins and destinations. Transit
routes and high pedestrian activity areas were also underserved. Ladtly, the implementation of
these projects in the 2025 RTP has been dow. While some of this can be attributed to right-of-way
acquisition and environmental documentation, cost estimates and time frames for phase
implementation has also been unredlistic in many cases. Therefore, in conjunction with the 2030
RTP update and to address regional needs, the 1995 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is being
updated.

B. Federal Strategy Implementation Analysis

To assure that the 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update is in conformance with
federal requirements, a review of federal legidation and federal guidance was conducted. The
Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA-21) was reviewed for guidance on the
development of goals and objectives for the plan. A recent document titled Bicycle and Pedestrian
Provisions of the Federal Aid Program published in 1999 by the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) was aso reviewed for guidance in plan development. The FHWA guidance stated that
the following el ements should be included in the development of bicycle and pedestrian plans:

= Vision, gods, and performance measures

= Assessment of current conditions/needs

= |dentification of activities to meet the vision and goals

» Incluson of updated bicycle and pedestrian plans into Regional Transportation Plans and
Trangportation Improvement Programs

= Public Involvement

The 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update included each of these elements.
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C. Current Trends

Current trends at the national, state and local levels were also assessed for guidance in developing
the 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update. Significant trends were addressed in the
development of goals and objectives and policy recommendations.

At the nationa level, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) adopted design guidelines for the development of bicycle facilities in 1999. These
guidelines were used in the development of recommended facility types br the 2002 Regiona
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update outlined in Section I11. Nationa initiatives regarding “smart
growth”, community health, and pedestrian safety were also recognized and addressed in the
development of plan goals and objectives.  For instance, community health studies are finding that
development patterns and the provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities may impact individual
health. Pedestrian safety in urban areas is aso a growing nationa concern and the provision of
pedestrian facilities to increase safety is being encouraged.

At the state level, GDOT continues to positively change policy regarding bicycle and pedestrian
facilities. However, the creation of the Georgia Regional Transportation Authority (GRTA) is the
most significant current trend at the state level. Coordination with this new agency with respect to
bicycle and pedestrian planning is an issue that needs to be addressed in the 2002 Regional Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan Update.

At the loca level, many juisdictions are adopting bicycle and pedestrian elements within
comprehensive trangportation plans. Of the loca metro area jurisdictions surveyed, 30% had
adopted bicycle and pedestrian plans since 1995.

D. Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning in Relation to Land Use, Transportation and
Environmental Planning Framework

i. Land Use
Many land use initiatives have been developed since the adoption of the 1995 Regiond Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan. The ARC adopted new policies in the Regional Development Plan (RDP),
many of which encourage the provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilitiess. ARC's RDP
coordination efforts with local governments, Development of Regiona Impact (DRI) reviews,
Livable Centers Initiatives (LCI) and the development of toolkit resources for local governments
are al currently in place and positively impact the provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
As an example, during the DRI reviews, ARC provides air quality credits to developments that
include bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The LCI program is extremely popular with the local
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governments in the region and provides additional federal funds for the provision of bicycle and
pedestrian facilities.

Opportunities/Challenges

The evolving emphasis and activities relating to land use issues in the region present many more
opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian planning than challenges. Current efforts in the land use
arena clearly support and further the implementation of ARC RDP policies, which place greater
emphasis on coordinating land use and transportation systems within al new developmentsin local
jurisdictions. This emphasis ultimately benefits the implementation of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities since these systems are deemed to improve the desired connection between land use and
transportation. Through the RDP coordination efforts, ARC is encouraging communities to plan
comprehensively for an interrelated land use and transportation system that enhances overall
mobility for people and goods. ARC's Community Choices program offers tools, such as a model
development sidewalk ordinance, for use by local jurisdictions.

However, as in any arena, there are several chalenges. Local jurisdictions remain cautious about
deferring land use decison authority to regiona or state agencies. Therefore, new RDP
coordination reporting requirements and land use assistance from ARC are still not enthusiastically
embraced by local governments. An additional challenge will be the coordination of DRI reviews
and potential bicycle and pedestrian recommendations from both GRTA and ARC since GRTA is
now also part of the DRI review process. While the LCI program provides additional funding
opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian facilities, communities that receive the funding must first
compete and complete a comprehensive land use/transportation study. Funding the local portion of
the study may be a challenge to communities as is compliance with stated LCI goals.

ii. Transportation

TEA-21 and the ARC LCI program have in fact provided additional avenues to fund bicycle and
pedestrian facilities.  The creation of Community Improvement Didtricts (CID’s) has also
provided another avenue for funding improvements. CID’s are self taxing business districts that
expend funds on transportation improvements within their boundaries. However, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities must sill compete with roadway and transit projects for funding. GDOT and
the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) provide little funding for construction
of bicycle and pedestrian facilities in town centers.

Opportunities/Challenges

The continuing challenges and opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian planning in the
transportation planning context is the competition and alocation of regional and state funding.
With the region back in transportation conformity, roadway and transit investments will recelve
higher funding priority than bicycle and pedestrian facility funding. Due to their own funding
condtraints, the GDOT and MARTA do not have the ability to enhance funding for bicycle and
pedestrian facilities. However, other agencies, such as the Governors Office of Highway Safety
(GOHYS) can be encouraged to spend more dollars on education efforts for safe walking and
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bicycling. Opportunities for additiona bicycle and pedestrian funding are found within the LCI and
CID programs where these types of projects are integrated with other efforts. Therefore, additional
funding of the LCI program and coordination with CID efforts should be a priority strategy in the
2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update.

Likewise, encouraging local governments to request additional funds for the construction of bicycle
and pedestrian facilities in conjunction with State roadway expansion projects should be a high
priority. In many cases, when a road project becomes controversial due to the amount of right-of-
way needed or due to reduced funding, the proposed bicycle and pedestrian facilities are the first to
be considered for removal from the overall project. In addition to the funding challenge, the region
lacks a minimum regional design standard for bicycle and pedestrian facilities. However, the 2002
Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update provides detailed design standards of various
facilities for use by the region and local governments.

Environment
The most significant trends in the environmental arena relate to the creation of a new Regional
Water Planning District and the state’ s Greenspace planning efforts.

Opportunities/Challenges

The environmental framework in the region provides severa opportunities for implementation of
non-motorized transportation. For example, information collected from the proposed watersned
studies being performed by the Regiona Planning Water District will include an assessment of
existing water/sewer utility easements. As indicated in the 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian
Update goals, this information can be utilized to maximize opportunities for locating facilities along
utility corridors. Moreover, the watershed planning studies will potentially highlight the negative
impact of roadway investments on stormwater runoff and water quality. As aresult, the positive
mobility enhancements provided by bicycle and pedestrian facilities can be proposed as a
mitigation strategy in watershed planning studies. Organizations such as the Trust for Public Land
and the Georgia Conservancy seek to integrate bicycle and pedestrian planning as a“ smart growth”
tool throughout the state. The Georgia Conservancy has sponsored many conferences and
workshops where well-known professionals are able to educate the Atlanta community about the
benefits of having pedestrian and bicycle systems as part of better communities. The Trust for
Public Land has been working with local jurisdictions along the Chattahoochee River to maximize
nonmotorized connections to adjacent communities.

The challenges in the environmental arena with respect to bicycle and pedestrian project
implementation relate to the sengitivity of environmental areas. For example, certain surfaces
suitable for bicycle and pedestrian facilities are either not alowed in environmentally senstive
areas, or are required to complete a lengthy permitting process. Moreover, greenspace planning
programs encourage the preservation of green spaces for nonactive use. Typically, bicycle and
pedestrian uses are deemed to be activities not compatible with greenspace designation.
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E. Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning Within the Technical and Political Framework

i. Technical Framework

Opportunities/Challenges

ARC is in the forefront of planning for bicycle and pedestrian facilities with the continued

development of technical abilities to assess bicycle and pedestrian system impacts on the regional

network. A normotorized model component to the regiona travel demand forecasting model is
anticipated to be completed by 2002. In the meantime, ARC is using a conceptua model to analyze
the RTP/TIP impacts of bicycle and pedestrian projects receiving Congestion Mitigation Air

Quality (CMAQ) funds. Opportunities in the technical arena aso relate to data currently being
collected regarding existing bicycle facilities and existing suitability of roadways for bicycle use.

Table 1 below highlights the number of existing and proposed bicycle miles in the region included
in the 2025 RTP. This data was also used to assst ARC in it’s bicycle suitability mapping process
which designates the suitability of preferred travel routes based on specific criteria. The suitability
mapping process is also scheduled to be completed in 2002.

Table 1
Existing and Future Facility Miles

Existing Facilities Future Facilities
Off-Road On-Road Total Existing Off-Road On-Road Total Future
148 miles 12 miles 160 miles 669 miles 1017 miles 1686 miles

Major chalenges in the technical arena include continued delays in project implementation.
Requiring local governments to submit more detailed concepts at the TIP application stage to
streamline the process may prove unachievable. In order to develop the level of detail necessary to
determine accurate right-of-way needs and project cost estimates, the local government would have
to expend funds to conduct a preliminary engineering design of the facility. In some instances, the
local government may not have the staff or the funds to provide this level of preliminary
engineering. To meet the challenges regarding adequate public involvement prior to project

submittal, the TIP project evaluation form should be modified to more clearly specify the type of
public involvement activity associated with a project. Another challenge for the ARC region will
be in the pedestrian arena where more data collection efforts are necessary to enhance regional

connectivity of pedestrian systems.
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ii. Political

Since the 1995 adoption of the Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, bicycle and pedestrian issues
have gained greater prominence in the regiona political environment. Consideration of bicycle and
pedestrian facilities is included in most comprehensive transportation plan development processes for
loca jurisdictions; more communities are changing their loca ordinances to encourage and/or
require sidewalks; regiona tools are being provided to communities to plan for these facilities; and
more facilities have been constructed. Facility construction has alowed communities to enjoy the
benefits of these systems, thereby, instantly creating facility advocates. Moreover, advocacy groups
such as the Atlanta Bicycle Campaign (ABC), Bicycle User Groups (BUGS), Pedestrian Educating
Driversfor Safety (PEDS), PATH and others have expanded in number as well asin strength.

Opportunities/Challenges

In terms of the political environment, a mgor challenge continues to be competition for funding.
Federa funds require a cumbersome review process and local governments have yet to provide
enough local resources as an aternative to build these types of facilities. However, this challenge
can be addressed with education of the public and public officials regarding the benefits of bicycle
and pedestrian facilities. Gaining acceptance from the public and elected officials that these
facilities are legitimate transportation aternatives that should be funded localy is a mgor
challenge. Another chalenge is encouraging cross-jurisdictional coordination of bicycle and
pedestrian facilities. Communities are still planning these facilities from a very local level. Bicycle
and pedestrian considerations are being considered more extensively due to the efforts of non-profit
organizations and neighborhood organizations. These specia interest groups have helped to keep
the provision of these facilities as a key issue in the region. They have used the existing political
system to educate the region about the benefits of a coordinated system of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities.

F. Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning in Relation to ARC’s Congestion Management
System (CMS)

An extensive analysis of the CMS was conducted to determine opportunities for integration with the
2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update (See Appendix C). As aresult of the analysis,
specific recommendations were developed for incluson in ARC's next CM S Update with respect to
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and are listed in Section V, Policy Recommendations. For example,
the CMS Update will require additiona data collection with respect to congestion mitigation
strategies. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are congestion mitigation strategies and any data collected
for the CM S should be coordinated with Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian planning efforts. Strategies
to integrate CM S and bicycle and pedestrian planning are included in the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan Update and aso listed in Section V, Policy Recommendations. These strategies were
based on an analysis of the causes of congestion for identified congested facilities in the CMS. In
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general, the CMS analysis conducted for this study identified the causes of congestion. Severa
causes of congestion were related to bicycle and pedestrian issues such as intersection geometric
design, too many driveways, railroad crossings, and heavy pedestrian volumes. Facilities with these
specific causes for congestion were identified for each jurisdiction. In each of these instances, where
a project may be submitted to ARC to improve the congested facility, a specific strategy to provide
for coordinated bicycle and pedestrian facility improvement was recommended.
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V. Policy Recommendations

A. CMS Recommendations

The 1999 CMS recommended some next steps and recommendations which may be coordinated
with the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update. For example, expanded data
collection activities were recommended to increase the accuracy of the system-wide performance
measures and to measure the effectiveness of implementing congestion mitigation strategies. Since
provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities is a legitimate congestion mitigation strategy in many
instances, data collection needed with respect to existing sidewalks and bicycle counts can be
coordinated with the CMS data collection activities. Additional data collection for bicycle and
pedestrian modeling efforts are being conducted by ARC in conjunction with the SMARTRAQ

program.

Another CM S recommendation was to broaden the number of performance measures beyond those
that just gauge congestion threshold values. Systemwide performance measures for the Atlanta
region should be capable of assessing accessibility, mobility and travel demand management
strategies. In this respect, the technical performance measures outlined in the 2002 Regional
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update should be included in any summaries of regional systemwide
performance measures. The recommended bicycle and pedestrian performance measures that
require data collection, technical analysis, and are applicable to measuring systemwide
performance include:

= Percent of population/employment within 1.5 miles of an on-road or shared use bicycle
facility.

= Centerline miles of onrroad bicycle facilities or shared use paths leading to regionally
designated origing/destinations within 1.5 mile and 5 mile radius.

= Centerline miles of onroad bicycle facilities and shared-use paths along various road
types as defined by ARC

=  Percent of centerline miles of onroad bicycle facilities or shared use paths leading to
bus transfer stations, transit stations, and /or park and ride lots within a5 mile radius.

= Percent of ADA accessible crossings within one mile of bus transfer stations, transit
stations, and/or park and ride lots.

= Percent of centerline miles with sidewak within one mile of bus transfer stations, transit
stations, and/or park and ride lots.

Findly, the 1999 CMS recommended that the CMS process focus on corridor-based planning and
that ARC engage in developing design concept level strategies to address congestion along these
corridors. Should ARC focus on corridor-based planning efforts, the integration of bicycle and
pedestrian design eements into the concept development process would be recommended.
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B. Strategies to integrate the ARC CMS Report with the 2002 Regional Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan Update

Based on the above analysis of ARC'’s current CM S system and its relationship to bicycle/pedestrian
planning issues, the following strategies were then included in the strategic planning process, bicycle
suitability mapping process and 2030 project recommendation process. The strategies will strengthen
the relationship between the two documents.

1.

Identify the congested Mgjor Activity Centers (MAC's) in the CMS as part of the bicycle
suitability planning process.

Include a strategy in the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update that prioritizes
projects in congested MAC's. Identify this as an evauation measure in the
bicycle/pedestrian project submittal forms.

Use the Regional Strategic Arteria System (RSAS) in the CMS to identify candidate
roadways that are less suitable for bicycles.

Include a strategy in the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update that prioritizes
and targets sidewalk construction along identified congested bus routes in the CMS.

In the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update strategic planning process, anayze
and prioritize planned bicycle facilities in relation to the CM S congested bus routes.

In the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update strategic planning process, assure
that corridorsin the City of Atlantawith heavy pedestrian volumes do in fact have sdewalks.
Any gaps should be considered priority projects.

In the 2002 Regiond Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update strategic planning process,
consider sidewalk projects aong congested CMS corridors with “too many driveways’ in
combination with origin/destination and transit information.

Include a strategy in the 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update that encourages
bicycle friendly signal timing/detection improvements along CMS congested corridors with
sgna timing problems that are aso identified as less suitable for bicycling in the Suitability
anayss.

Include a dtrategy that encourages pedestrian signa and pedestrian crossing improvements
for corridors in the CM S that are experiencing signa timing and poor intersection geometric
problems.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Include a strategy in the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update that encourages
intersection improvement projects that rectify CMS intersection geometric problems to
include bicycle/pedestrian design elements.

Include a srategy for roadway improvement projects that identifies the roadway
improvement project’s relation to the CMS and whether bicycle/pedestrian strategies are
applicable congestion mitigation strategies.

Include a strategy to coordinate with the GDOT Hazard Elimination program to coordinate
pedestrian and bicycle crossng improvements in conjunction with railroad crossing
improvement projects.

Include a drategy in the 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update where al
railroad crossings in close proximity to pedestrian activity centers should address pedestrian
crossing improvements.

Match the &cilities identified in the CMS as pardld to congested corridors againgt the
bicycle suitability network. These parald facilities may be more suitable corridors for
bicyclists.

In the future CMS updates, include a provision for bicycle facilities as apotentia trip
elimination Strategy.

Add a drategy in the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update that requires
congtruction of these facilities along corridors dated for trandt capacity expanson as
identified in the CMS,

Add a strategy in the 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update that provides for
bicycle/pedestrian transfer facilities along corridors dated for park/ride lots as identified in
the CMS.

Include data collection regarding bicycle and pedestrian fecilities in future CMS data
collection efforts (bike counts, pedestrian counts). Use bike/pedestrian information being
collected by ARC as part of the SMARTRAQ program as a basis for quantifying bike/ped
benefitsin the CM S and the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update.

Add one or more systemwide performance measures that are related to bicycle and
pedestrian facilities in the CMS and RTP.

Include a strategy in the 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update that evaluates
bicycle/pedestrian projects based on their relationship to the CMS. Ligt this Strategy as
priority evaluation criteriain the project submittal and evaluation process.
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C. 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Strategies

The recommended Strategies identified bel ow reflect the vision, goals and objectives devel oped by the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force and public for the 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
Update. In addition, the strategies take advantage of the opportunities outlined above in the strategic
planning process and the CMS analysis. The strategies reflect a more coordinated approach to
implementation by increasing coordination between planning efforts including the CM S, the Regiona
Development Plan (RDP), and federa implementation strategies. Recognizing ARC's role as a
regional development center and MPO, new policies and strategies emphasize ARC's ability and
impetus to provide training, encourage coordination, promote a regionally connected system, alocate
adequate funding, and promote the use of bicycle and pedestrian facilities as viable transportation
sysems. The new drategies also include methods to increase data collection efforts to provide
information necessary to monitor the progress of the plan and to overcome the obstacles outlined
above. The dtrategies were categorized based on the prevaent issues identified by the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Task Force and public process. However, these strategies will need to be prioritized for
implementation, and it will not be solely up to ARC to implement these strategies. Local, state and
federal planning agencies, as well as some non profit organizations, may be the entity responsible for
implementing these strategies.

i. Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) Project
Identification, Evaluation and Selection Procedures

Strategy 1. Update the bicycle and pedestrian RTP/TIP project evaluation and selection
process to:

= Prioritize bicycle and pedestrian projects aong identified CM S routes.

= Prioritize bicycle and pedestrian projects that demonstrate regional connectivity,
connect origin and destination points, aleviate congested facilities, and provide
multi- modal connections.

= Prioritize bicycle and pedestrian projects in congested Major Activity Centers as
identified in the CMS.

» Prioritize sdewak construction projects aong identified congested transit
corridorsin the CMS.

» Prioritize bicycle and pedestrian projects from jurisdictions that have a
maintenance program addressing bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

= Ensure that selected projects balance onroad and off-road bicycle projects in
order to create a network for all users.

Strategy 2: Update the transit and roadway RTP/TIP project evaluation and selection
process to:
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Prioritize transit projects that include pedestrian facilities within 1 mile of
commuter rail, intercity rail/bus stations and stops, and park and ride facilities.
Prioritize roadway projects that include bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the
design and congtruction, which coordinate with the Bike and Pedestrian Plan
Update best practices for facility design, especially on corridors identified as
congested facilities in the CMS.

Prioritize intersection improvement projects that include bicycle and pedestrian
design elements, especialy when rectifying CMS intersection geometric/signa
timing problems.

Prioritize bridge projects that safely accommodate bicycle and pedestrian traffic
in areas where they are not explicitly prohibited.

Encourage local jurisdictions to work with GDOT to include bicycle and
pedestrian facilities along state- funded or state route projects, where appropriate.
Prioritize capital transit investments that include bike racks or hooks

Require bicycle and pedestrian improvements in conjunction with transit
capacity expansion projects.

ii.  Safety and Design of Transportation Facilities

Work with the Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force to identify desired elements of
abicycle and pedestrian facility maintenance program.

Use the Citizens Academy Program Alternate Street Design best practices to
develop a modd bicycle facility and sidewalk ordinance in adherence with
American With Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.

Encourage ADA facility/needs assessments as a beginning point for ADA
planning at the local level.

Encourage ARC’'s Community Planning Academy to educate and hold training
on bicycle and pedestrian planning and site design.

Coordinate with GDOT to educate and provide training on bicycle and
pedestrian design including impacts of traffic caming elements and crossing
facilities on pedestrian safety.

Coordinate with GDOT and their Hazard Elimination program to improve
railroad crossings in close proximity to pedestrian activity centers with
pedestrian signals and crossings.

iii. Data Collection Needs

Include bicycle and pedestrian related accidents as part of regional data
collection efforts.

Identify bike and pedestrian facilities, and ADA accessible crossings, within a
one-mile radius of trangit stations and stops.
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iv.

V.

Track and report development and construction of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities.

Encourage the collection of bicycle and pedestrian data as part of Livable
Centers Initiative (LCI) studies (e.g., existing facilities).

Use the Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force to identify data collection needs.
When applicable, update the RTP/TIP application process to include sections
requesting data for bicycle and pedestrian planning and evaluation, as identified
by the Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force.

Use bicycle and pedestrian data being collected by the CMS update and the
SMARTRAQ program to support implementation of the 2002 Regiona Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan Update.

Use information collected by ARC watershed studies regarding the location of
utility easements to maximize opportunities for locating bicycle and pedestrian
facilities along these corridors.

Review information in Appendix D regarding data collection needs identified by
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force in February 2002 and develop a plan of
action for the collection of identified data needs.

Programs and Promotional Activities

Continue to participate in and support National Walk to School, National Walk
to Work, and National Bike to Work programs.

Encourage the Clean Air Campaign to promote bicycling and walking for short
trips as part of its regional message.

Encourage the Quality Growth Toolkit Program to develop promotional
materials outlining health and environmental benefits of bicycle and pedestrian
usage.

Identify potential funding sources for local interest groups and the private sector
to develop programs on the health benefits of bicycling and walking.

Create a regiona award program for innovative design and/or use of bicycle or
pedestrian facilities, awarded by the Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force (e.g.,
“Bicycle Friendly Designation™).

Develop a more interactive web site for bicycle and pedestrian activities that
highlights regional and local events.

Develop regiona advertising strategies to promote ARC's role in regional and
local bicycle and pedestrian events.

Development Patterns

During the loca comprehensive land use plan review process, request that
jurisdictions identify the following on the future land use map:
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Vi.

iv.

Coordination

Education

A WDNPE

o U1

. Regiond corridors (as identified in the Congestion Management System)

. Activity centers as identified on the RDP policy map

. Trangit facilities

. Utility lines, rall lines, and linear waterways (as possible routes for

bicycling and walking)

. Greenspace corridors purchased as part of the greenspace program
. Existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities

Continue to include questions on the RTP/TIP project application to identify
projects located in regional corridors and/or activity centers.

Reguest the inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, including traffic
caming elements and crossing facilities, in private developments, during the
Development of Regional Impact (DRI) and area plan review process.

Work with state tourism board to provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities at
tourist sites within the metropolitan area.

Work with transit agencies to address the needs of bicyclists and pedestrians
(e.g., shelters, bike parking, bike racks).

Distribute bicycle suitability maps at transit stations and bus transfer areas.
Promote additiona membership to the Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force
including school board and law enforcement representatives.

Request that local governments include bicycle and pedestrian projects within
their Short Term Work Program during the local comprehensive land use plan
review process.

Identify and change state, regional, and local policies and ordinances that deter
the use of bicycling and walking (e.g., community facility site identification).
Adopt policy to promote the coordination of information, processes, and policies
for the design and development of bicycle and pedestrian facilities at the local,
state, and regiond levels.

Coordinate with the Governor's Office of Highway Safety and the league
cycling instructors to develop school education program guidelines on bicycle
and pedestrian safety and usage for all users.

Coordinate with the school board to implement educational programs in schools
on bicycle and pedestrian safety and usage, including Bike Ed and Kids | and I1.
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viii.

Funding

Encourage the Governor’s Highway Safety Office to develop and implement an
education prog-am on bicycle and pedestrian safety, usage, and benefits as part
of driver’s education curriculum.

Work with the state to require all licensed motorists to complete a section of the
written test covering safety and proper usage of bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
Encourage the distribution of educational program material at al driver’s license
offices.

Continue to provide funding for local interest groups and the private sector to
develop educational programs on safety and proper usage of bicycle and
pedestrian facilities.

Continue to support local agencies, organizations and programs that educate law
enforcement officials about the common conflicts between bicyclists,
automobiles, and pedestrians, raising awareness of the potential problems and
likely offenders (e.g., “Ride the Right Way Day” and “Safe Routes to School”).
Encourage Transportation Management Associations (TMAS) to sponsor
educational seminars on the benefits of bicycling and walking to work, during
lunch, and other socia trips. Additioral incentives may include parking subsidy
reimbursements, the installation of bicycle parking facilities, lockers, showers,
and bicycle and pedestrian linkages to nearby commercia and office areas.

Provide local governments with guidelines that identify low-cost strategies for
inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, including paved shoulders for new
and reconstructed roads; wider outside lanes and striped bikes lanes during re-
striping projects; inclusion of sidewalks, trails and marked crosswalks; on-street
bike lanes for new construction; cul-de-sac connector programs (right-of-way as
in-kind funding); and purchase of new transit vehicles with bicycle racks and/or
hooks installed.

Encourage the inclusion of low-cost aternatives such as awareness signage and
bicycle parking facilities in al projects to support the development of a bicycle
and pedestrian system.

Identify federal funding sources and/or provide technical assistance to loca
governments to establish local bicycle and pedestrian plans and programs.

Use the Quality Growth Toolkit to develop a catalogue of state and federal

financial opportunities for al types of bicycle and pedestrian facilities and

accessory uses, such as pedestrian walking maps.

Distribute a catalogue of state and federa assistance for bicycle and pedestrian
projects to all mayors and commission chairpersons.

Develop and distribute average cost estimates per mile for bicycle facilities in
urban/rural settings and per sguare foot for sdewak facilities in urban/rura
Settings.
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= Establish a goa for budget alocation to bicycle and pedestrian facilities (e.g.,
percentage, per capita).

= Support additional STP funding for the LCI program

= Encourage changes in state legidation and local policies to alow for the
construction of bicycle and pedestrian facilities using al types of transportation
funding (e.g., sate gasoline tax).

D. Pedestrian Facilities

The 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update performance
measures recommended that sidewalk facilities be provided within one
mile of bus transfer stations, transit stations, and or park and ride lots.
It aso recommended that ADA accessible crossing be constructed
within one mile of bus transfer stations, transit stations, and/or park and
ride lots. ARC is recommending a study in Section VI, Project
Recommendations, to inventory existing ADA accessible sidewak and
crossings within one mile of transit. Once deficiencies are identified,
then projects can be included for funding in future updates of the
Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. Until that time, a lump sum
amount is being recommended for inclusion in the 2030 RTP update,
to implement projects resulting from this study. Pedestrian crossing > 3 b=
improvements area also necessary to address the issue of pedestrian safety in the Atlanta regl on. A
lump sum amount is being recommended in the 2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update
for the provision of pedestrian crossing improvements throughout the region. Audible pedestrian
signals were also recommended to be included in the lump sum costs for pedestrian crossing
improvements, specifically within one mile of transit. Lastly, at the Bicycle and Pedestrian Task
Force February 2002 meeting, specific data collection needs were identified and are included in
Appendix D. ARC will continue to work with its planning partners, the public and the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Task Force to improve pedestrian accessibility throughout the region.
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VI. Project Recommendations

Using the Plan’s established goals, objectives, strategies and performance measures, ARC's
bicycle and pedestrian planning partners and the public identified a list of proposed facility
additions for the 2030 Regiona Transportation Plan Update. However, it is important to note that
the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update process was unconstrained in terms of actual
available funds. In addition, these projects will only be evaluated for inclusion in the 2030 RTP if
the jurisdiction submits the project for review. Due to the competitiveness for funds, there will not
be enough money to fund both al the projects recommended and those projects already in the 2025
RTP. Therefore, it is important for the jurisdictions to determine their priorities in advance. The
following process was used to identify the recommended bicycle and pedestrian project additions to
the 2030 RTP.

A. Public Outreach

The identification process started with a well-publicized afternoon workshop at ARC. Loca
governments, Task Force members, specia interest groups, and individual cyclists and pedestrians
were well represented. Informational maps for each county were provided including existing and
proposed on and off road bicycle facilities, existing transit information, and population and
employment densities, as well as bicycle suitability maps for each county. Illustrations of the Plan’s
facility design recommendations were also displayed. Participants in the workshop were asked to
engage in a mapping exercise whereby new bicycle and pedestrian links were identified that met
the following criteria

The facility closed a gap in the existing system

The facility connected multiple jurisdictions

The facility scored low on the bicycle suitability rating process

The facility was included in an updated local plan and not reflected in the regiona plan
The facility was within one mile of public transportation

The facility would serve as a high priority pedestrian corridor

Criteria selected were consistent with the performance measures established for the plan, listed in
Section Il. Each participant was encouraged to draw the proposed link and complete a comment
form indicating which criteria was met by the facility addition. Participants were aso encouraged
to identify a specific facility type as outlined in Section 111. Finaly, if the local government was the
respondent, they were asked to rate the facilities local priority. The workshop was extremely
successful as over 350 facility additions were recommended via map additions or comment forms.
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B. Project Evaluation

All proposed facility additions were included in a detailed spreadsheet for an independent
assessment of the degree to which the project criteria were met. Information was compiled for each
facility with respect to whether it closed gaps, was within 1 mile of transit, scored low in the bicycle
suitability process or was included in alocal plan. During the evaluation process, it was determined
that many of the facilities identified during the comment period of the public workshop were
already included in the 2025 RTP Plan. Their inclusion was verified by information found on the
existing and proposed facility maps and/or the RTP project listing.

Standard construction facility costs were developed for the different elements included in each
facility type. These specific cost estimates are outlined in Appendix E. The standard costs were
used to update project costs for those 2025 RTP projects submitted during the public workshop
comment period, as well as to determine project costs for the new projects for 2030. No other
alterations of the 2025 RTP projects was conducted. The standardized estimates developed are for
construction only and are based on experience with current projects being implemented throughout
the region. Estimates do not include preliminary engineering or right-of-way costs. Costs vary
depending on construction materials used. Facility costs were also used in the project evaluation
criteriafor prioritizing 2030 project recommendations.

C. 2030 Plan Additions

The following projects are only recommendations of projects to include in the 2002 Regiona
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update. Each project met at least one of the listed criteria in the
evaluation process as indicated by “X”. The criteria as outlined in the columns are as follows:

“gap closure’- whether the project closed a gap between two existing or proposed facilities or
whether it closed cross jurisdictional gaps.

“aong transit”- whether the project was along atransit bus or rail line.

“1 mile of transit station”- whether the project was within 1 mile of atransit station.

“low suitability rating”’- whether the proposed project had a low bicycle suitability rating in
the bicycle suitability mapping process.

“priority”- when written comments were submitted, participants were asked to rate the sense
of priority for the project from 1 to 5. Five was the highest priority. In many instances
written comment forms were not submitted and therefore, there would be no priority
indication.

“in local plan’- whether the project was added to a local plan since the 1995 ARC Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan adoption.

2002 Regional Bicycle Transportation and Pedestrian Walkways Plan 52



Vi Re

Projects were prioritized based on severa factors. Consistent with the plan goals, objectives and
strategies, low cost alternatives for the provision of bicycle facilities were given priority, especialy
projects along roadways with a low bicycle suitability rating. Projects were then prioritized based
on whether they met the low bicycle suitability criteria, had roadway projects associated with them,
or were along transit routes. Lastly, prioritization within counties took into account information
relating to the county’s sense of priority for the project. High dollar projects, such as greenways
where land acquisition costs and processes may be very difficult, were generally recommended for
later years. Overal, proposed sidewak projects were included in the short-range recommendations
(2010) for all counties. Where different facility types were identified for the same roadway, the
more enhanced improvement was recommended. For example, if a roadway was identified for
signed shared roadway and bike lane, the bike lane project was recommended. Very few
recommended projects were not recommended for inclusion to the 2030 RTP. However, many of
the workshop recommended projects were already included in the 2025 RTP. These projects are
listed in Appendix F with updated project cost estimates.

The total amount of the program recommended during the public process for the 2002 Regional
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update is $439,883,700. The total program costs are itemized by
facility type as follows:

Facility Type Total Approx. Miles Total Approx. Dollars
Bike Lane 527 $125,215,200
Bike Lane/Sidewalk 135 $ 81,972,000
Bikeable Sidewak 1 $ 1,056,000
Neighborhood Sidewalk 48 $ 16,473,600
Paved Shoulder 187 $ 34,557,600
Shared Use Path 130 $137,280,000
Signed Shared Roadway 81 $ 429,300
Urban Sidewalk 28 $ 36,960,000
Wide Outside Lane 25 $ 5,940,000

Bike lanes accounted for approximately 28% of the total and the bike lane/sidewak combination
accounted for 19% of the total. Shared Use Paths accounted for the largest dollar amount and
percent of the total program (31%). The neighborhood sidewak and urban sidewalk projects
accounted for a combined 12% of the total.

The following tables represent recommendations of projects to be added into the 2030 RTP as a
result of the evaluation performed in the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update. It is
very important to note that the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update process was
unconstrained in terms of funding. Projects were recommended based on need, not available
funding. However, during the 2030 RTP process, ARC will work with its planning partners to
determine their priorities. However, when a request for projects is made, it will be up to the
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jurisdictions/planning partners to determine their priorities, and what projects they wish to submit
for inclusion in the 2030 RTP. At that time, all projects submitted will be evaluated, and those that
score well will be included in the 2030 plan. While al projects recommended through the 2002
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update have proven to meet the goas and objectives of the plan,
financial constraints will not permit all projects to be funded.
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D. Recommended 2030 Studies/Funding

i Sdewalk Inventory and ADA Inventory Around Transit Stations

ARC, in conjunction with MARTA, is very interested in improving pedestrian accessibility
to trangit stations for air quality and mobility purposes. Therefore, it is recommended that a
lump sum amount be set aside for creating a good database regarding existing sidewalks,
and lack thereof, and an inventory of ADA improvements around the metro area’s transit
gtations. The following estimate was developed to complete the study. Note that this cost
estimate does not include trangit stations in Cobb, Gwinnett, or Clayton. However, these

counties will be included in the study.

GIS/SIDEWALK INVENTORY:
37 MARTA Trandgit Stations
One Mile Radius From Each
Sidewalks as lines on map
$15,000 to purchase imagery
$75,000 for digitizing sidewalks
$15,000 for packaging of data, presentations, meetings
ADA assessments $24,000
Sub-Totd: $105,000
Contingency: $21,000
TOTAL: $150,000

A lump sum amount would aso be recommended for projects
(sdewaks) resulting from this study.

Pedestrian Crossing Studies i
The plan process has indicated that increased safety at

crossings is essentia for pedestrians.  According to many
national statistics, pedestrian safety in the Atlantaregion isin
need of improvement, therefore, it is recommended that a
lump sum amount be included in the 2030 Plan for [ ssss
participating local governments who may want to apply for %%
project improvements for pedestrian crossings. The CMS
Anaysis prepared for the 2002 Regiona Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan Update, identified some locations for
potential pedestrian crossing improvements and isincluded in
Appendix C. Other potentia crossing improvements were
identified in the public involvement workshop and are listed
below. Typical cost estimates for the different elements that

may be included in pedestrian crossing improvements were developed and included in

Appendix E.
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Vi.

Vii.

Capitol Avenue @ Georgia State University

Northside Drive at the Fulton/Cobb Bridge over the Chattahoochee River
The entire length of Buford Highway

Clarimont Road, north of Briarcliff Road

The entire length of Ponce De Leon

The entire length of Cobb Parkway

The entire length of Moreland Avenue

The entire length of Martin Luther King

The entire length of Bankhead Highway

The entire length of Roswell Road

Pedestrian crossings along 1-85 from Riverdale Road to I-75
East Ponce De Leon at Brockett Road intersection

—RT T SQToO o0 oD

Audible Pedestrian Sgnal Crossings

Severa comments were received in the public involvement workshop process regarding
improving pedestrian crossings with audible devices. A cost has not been developed for
these improvements; however, they could be implemented with the lump sum amount set
aside by ARC for pedestrian crossing improvements. Audible pedestrian signals were
recommended along all mgjor transit routes and at crossings within one mile of transit
stations.

Regional Bicycle Transportation and Pedestrian Walkways Plan Update

A lump sum amount is recommended to be added to the 2030 RTP for the future update of
the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan consistent with the next update of the RTP. It has
also been identified that future updates of the Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan may
need to include the use of Segways in the Atlanta Region.

Bicycle and Pedestrian GI S Existing and Proposed Facilities Mapping

A lump sum amount is recommended for updating the existing and proposed facilities map
subsequent to the adoption of the 2030 RTP. This update will include new proposed
additions to the 2030 RTP as well as any changes to projects currently in the 2025 RTP.

Educational Outreach
A lump sum amount is recommended for the provision of an educationa outreach program
for law enforcement and drivers to inform them of bicycle and pedestrian rules of the road.

Traffic Calming

As indicated previoudly in the recommended design guidelines, traffic caming may be
appropriate along certain roadways to increase safety for pedestrians. A detailed analysis
should be conducted prior to implementing traffic calming on a roadway. It should aso be
noted that only arterial roadways are eligible for federa funding whereas, typicaly, traffic
calming projects may be desired along local roadways that are not eligible for federa funds.
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The GDOT also has certain restrictions with respect to resurfacing roadways with traffic
caming devices. However, funding for traffic calming projects may be available through
ARC’s Transportation Improvement Program or the LCI program, depending onthe traffic
caming proposal.

The following roadways were submitted during the public workshop for potential traffic
caming improvements. Cost estimates were not developed for these projects and al were
in the City of Atlanta

Juniper Road, Moreland Avenue, Piedmont Avenue, Ponce de Leon, Spring Street, West
Peachtree Road and citywide.

E. 2025 RTP Summary

Appendix F lists the projects recommended during the public outreach process for the 2002
Regiona Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update which were aready included in the 2025 RTP.

Other than cost estimates, these projects were not altered in any way. Appendix G lists al bicycle
and pedestrian projects in the 2025 RTP, adopted in March 2000. This list has been updated to
include the 2002-2004 TIP. However, note that the 2025 RTP is currently going through alimited
update, due to be adopted at the end of 2002. This limited update will include the 2003-2005 TIP.
Jurisdictions should reference the most updated RTP listing that has been adopted by ARC’s Board
when reviewing their projects and priorities for the 2030 RTP process. None of the projects in the
adopted 2025 RTP will be removed without the jurisdictions consent. However, ARC expects
accurate cost estimates and reasonable implementation schedules, otherwise the projects will be
guestioned. ARC'sjurisdiction representatives will be working with their jurisdictions throughout
the summer to make sure this task is completed.

F. County Maps of 2025 RTP Projects and Proposed 2030 Projects

Following are maps for each county depicting existing facilities, proposed 2025 RTP projects as
listed in Appendix F, and the proposed 2030 project additions listed in this section.
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Cherokee County
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