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January 16, 2009

Dear Friends,

As Mayor of Austin, it is a pleasure to see Austin recognized as one of the best bike friendly cities in
the United States. Biking is a key element in making this city sustainable and in creating an active
lifestyle for all our citizens.

Bicycling is a great way to reducing our carbon footprint and keep our air clean. It supports the goals
of'the City’s Climate Protection Plan, a plan that strives to make Austin a leading city in reversing the
impacts of global warming.

In an effort to attain Gold-level bike friendly status from the League of American Bicyclists we have
prepared the Austin 2009 Bicycle Master Plan Update. This plan has two simple goals: get more
people on bicycles, and keep them safe while bicycling. We want to continue to create an
environment where biking is an alternative choice for how Austinites commute in and around the city

Austin’s Bicycle Master Plan is an effort to become the most bicycle friendly major city in Texas and
make Austin a world-class city for cycling. The City has plans to establish new bike lanes, more
signed routes, more off street paths and more biking amenities. The Lance Armstrong Bikeway and
the Pfluger Bridge Extension are already underway, with new bike facilities to be built at other
locations within the City.

The Bicycle Master Plan identifies the City's best cycling routes and makes it easy for Austinites to
bike on the trails around Lady Bird Lake. It will help citizens plan routes to bike to retail, public
libraries, schools, parks, restaurants and begin to make bicycling an integral part of daily life in
Austin.

The Austin 2009 Bicycle Master Plan Update also includes the recommendations of the Street Smarts
Task Force. A public input process was instrumental in soliciting public ideas in preparing for the
plan. The Street Smarts Task Force, a group of bicycle advocates, planners, engineers and
governmental officials, worked for a year to develop a plan that identifies specific actions that will
improve bicycle infrastructure and strategies for advocacy, education, safety, and bicycle
enforcement for the Austin community.

Let's work together to make Austin a better and safer place for bicyclists.
Regards,

Will Wynn

Mayor

The City of Austin is committed to compliance with the Americans with Disabilfitus A
Reasonable modifications and equal acvess to communications wil] be proveded upon request
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“To create and promote the best
environment for the friendly
co-existence of bicycle riders and other
transportation users in Austin.”

-Mission of the Street Smaurts Task Force

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
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iy The Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update (the Plan) is a set of goals,
objectives, and actions to be completed over the next 10 years
to tfransform Austin into a world-class bicycling city. Austin has
always been a leader in taking steps to grow and develop in a
more sustainable fashion. Bicycling is an important component of
sustainability as it provides an alternative mode of fransportation to the

car as well as provides Austin’s residents with a convenient and low
cost method of recreation and exercise.

The history of bicycle planning in Austin proves that without a
commitment to make bicycle tfransportation part of the budget process
and to provide staff to carry out the plan, a multi-modal fransportation
system that includes bicycles will never be completed. The level

of achievement in facility development, inter-departmental and
inferagency coordination, public education, enforcement, promotional
campaigns, and the creation of supportive public policy is directly
correlated to the level of staffing and project funding for the Bicycle
Program.

The Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update is an update of the existing Austin
Bicycle Plan, which was completed in two parts in 1996 and 1998. The
goals defined in the previous bicycle plan are stillimportant goals,
and it is the intent of this update to achieve those goals. This update
presents a holistic and practical approach to achieve the vision of
becoming among the best communities for bicycling. It provides the
framework and actions necessary to build a bicycle system, including
the bicycle network and supporting end-of-trip facilities, to develop
the educational and encouragement programs necessary to promote
bicycling as a safe and convenient way to fravel and exercise,

and improve enforcement of bicycle-related laws to create a safe
environment for bicycling.

The vision of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update,
as established by the Street Smarts Task Force, is
to "“fransform Austin into a world-class bicycling
city.” Austin is already considered one of the
country’s most bicycle friendly cities, proven by
its Silver level Bicycle Friendly Community status
awarded in 2007 by the League of American Bicyclists, the oldest and
most prominent national bicycling advocacy group in the country. This
bicycle plan will guide our City into achieving Gold, and even Platinum,
the highest Bicycle Friendly Community ranking. This will require an
integrated strategy of facility development, inter-departmental and
inferagency coordination, public education, enforcement, promotional
campaigns, and supportive public policy.

The Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update identifies two overall goals, which
are supplemented by four goals in specific implementation elements:

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update



Bicycle System, Education & Promotion, Safety & Enforcement,

and Implementation & Funding. Each element is then supported

by objectives to achieve the goal and actions to accomplish each
objective. Additionally, benchmarks are set for the overall goals and
each objective to measure progress of implementation of the plan over
time.

Goals and Objectives

Again, the vision of the Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update is to transform
Austin intfo a world-class bicycling city. This will be done by achieving
two overall goals:

* Tosignificantly increase bicycle use across the city of Austin over the
next decade.

e Toincrease bicycle safety across the city of Austin.

In order to achieve these goals, the Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
identifies four complementary goals. These goals are supported

by objectives and specific actions to implement the objectives.

A summary of each plan element and goal is described below.
Additionally, benchmarks are established to measure progress of the
plan implementation over the next 10 years.

e Bicycle System —To provide and maintain a comprehensive
bicycle system that serves all residents and neighborhoods of
Austin. The Plan recommends nearly 750 miles of bicycle lanes, 9
miles of bicycle boulevards, and over 300 miles of multi-use paths, in
addition to signing and marking bicycle routes on paved shoulders,
wide curb lanes and shared lanes.

* Education & Promotion — To improve awareness and acceptance of
bicycling and increase bicycle ridership throughout Austin through
promotion, education, and encouragement.

» Safety & Enforcement — To reduce bicycle-related crashes through
remedial efforts such as education of bicycle related laws and
consistent enforcement of bicycle laws.

* Implementation & Funding — To strengthen implementation efforts
through funding and adopting bicycle-friendly practices and
policies.

Table A on the following pages summarizes the goals, objectives, and
benchmarks established in this Plan.

City of Austin @ 2009 Bicycle Plan Update




Table A

Summary of Goals, Objectives, and Benchmarks of the Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update

Goal

Objective

Benchmark

To significantly increase
bicycle use across the City
of Austin over the next
decade.

Increase citywide workforce commuter bicycle
mode to 2% by 2015 and to 5% by 2020.
Increase cenftral city workforce commuter
bicycle mode to 8% by 2015 and to 10% by 2020.

To increase bicycle safety
across the city.

Maintain number of bicycle-motor vehicle
crashes through 2015 and reduce bicycle-motor
vehicle crashes 5% by 2020.

BICYCLE SYSTEM

To provide and maintain
a comprehensive
bicycle system that
serves all residents and
neighborhoods of Austin,
and that provides facility
options for all cycling skill
levels.

Complete the creation
of a well-connected
bicycle network that is
safe and convenient for
all bicyclists and serves
all Austin residents and
neighborhoods.

Complete 60% of bicycle network by 2015, 70%
by 2020, and 100% by 2030.

Provide connectivity at 12 network gaps by 2020.
Annually contact adjacent jurisdictions to discuss
bicycle system and connectivity improvements
needed to realize our proposed system.

Resolve parking in bicycle
lanes.

Resolve parking in all bicycle lanes by 2020.

Provide adequate end-of-
trip facilities to advance
bicycle transportation.

Provide 350 new short-term bicycle parking
spaces at existing developments by 2015.

Begin sale of bicycle parking racks at wholesale
pricing through City of Austin Bicycle Rack
Program in 2010.

Provide 5 long-term bicycle parking spaces at
Austin-Bergstrom International Airport (ABIA) by
2015 and 5 additional long-term spaces at ABIA
by 2020.

Install “Share the Road” signs on all streets that
are gaps in the bicycle network by 2015.

Work with Capital Metro
fo coordinate the bicycle
system with fransit.

Coordinate with Capital Metro to equip all
Capital Metro buses, rail cars, and van pools with
bicycle racks that accommodate three bicycles
by 2020, where safe.

Include bicycle parking at 100% of locations
meeting transit stop bicycle parking criteria to
be developed by the City of Austin and Capital
Metro.

Maintain bicycle network
and facilities on a regular
basis.

Include bicycle lane maintenance within the
operating budget of Public Works by FY 2009-
2010, and continue on an ongoing basis.
Establish guidelines for maintenance of multi-
use paths and bikeways that serve as bicycle
commuter routes by 2015.

Add bicycle lane sweeping as a stand alone
item within the Solid Waste Services street
sweeping program by 2015.
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Executive Summary

Table A

Summary of Goals, Objectives, and Benchmarks of the Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update

Goal

Objective

Benchmark

EDUCATION & PROMOTION

To improve safety and
increase bicycle ridership
throughout Austin through
promotion, education,
and encouragement.

Develop and execute

education and promotional

programs for the general
public and targeted
populations.

Educate 1,000 adult bicyclists and motorists
about bicycle and motorist safety each year.
Distribute 5,000 Austin Bicycle Map Brochures
each year.

Increase number of stakeholder contacts in the
City of Austin’s Bicycle Program listserve to 350 by
2015, and increase by 10% per year.

Increase number of media pieces to 75 annual
occurrences by 2015, then continue to increase
by 10% per year.

Provide a bicycle rider educational presentation
to the PTA of every school served by a new
bicycle facility, starting in 2010.

By 2011, hire one staff member to focus on
education and promotional programs.

Develop and execute
promotion and
encouragement programs
to promote bicycling

and increase awareness
of bicycling among the
general public.

Offer 1 annual citywide event and/or ride
promoting utilitarian and recreational cycling in
partnership with other public agencies, and/or
non-profit groups and advocacy groups.

Promote bicycling as a
mode of fransportation
to and from school
(elementary through high
school).

Increase bicycle mode share of children
commuting to school to 25% by 2020.

Educate ?0% of school-aged children about
bicycle safety each year.

Provide bicycle lane use education and bicycle
safety information at all schools served by new
or improved bicycle lane (or more conservative)
facility.

Promote bicycling as a
means of fransportation to
and for work.

Increase number of Bike to Work Day participants
to 1,000 participants in 2009 and by 10% for every
subsequent year.

Increase number of City of Austin employees
who commute by bicycle to 10% by 2015 and
15% by 2020.

Increase usage rate of City Cycle bicycle fleet by
100% by 2020.

Implement Citywide Bike Share Program by 2020.
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Table A

Summary of Goals, Objectives, and Benchmarks of the Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update

Goal Objective

Benchmark

SAFETY & ENFORCEMENT

To reduce bicycle-related ¢ Ensure consistent
crashes through remedial interpretation of bicycle
efforts such as education laws by Austin Police

of bicycle related Department and the
laws and consistent Bicycle Program.

Train 100% of APD law enforcement officers in
bicyclist and motorist laws and bicycle issues in
conjunction with the City Bicycle Program.

enforcement of bicycle « Strengthen efforts to

laws. enforce proper motorist
and bicyclist behavior and
reduce bicyclist-motorist

Reduce to 3% the number of work-age (16+)
bicycle-related crashes as share of bicycle
commuters per US Census Bureau journey to work
estimates by 2020.

collisions.
IMPLEMENTATION &
FUNDING
To strengthen e Strengthen implementation Expand Bicycle Program staff by 1 employee by

implementation efforts
through funding and
adopting bicycle-friendly
practices and policies.

efforts to fulfill goals and
objectives of this Plan.

2011, 2 by 2015, and 3 by 2020.

Complete 10% of Action ltems by 2015, 40% by
2020, and 100% by 2030.

Create and execute a Bicycle Plan
Implementation Charter by 2015 to be signed
by all applicable public, private, and non-profit
organizations having a stake in the realization
and implementation of this Plan.

¢ |dentify and secure funding
to implement the Austin
2009 Bicycle Plan Update.

Submit at least one grant application per year for
Plan implementation, assuming grant availability.

Appropriate at least $3 million per year in funding
for Bicycle Plan implementation starting in FYO?-
10 until next Bicycle Plan Update or until Plan is
fully implemented.

e Periodically monitor
implementation progress
and update Plan on a
regular basis.

Evaluate benchmarks annually, and report them
to appropriate City Boards and Commissions.
Update the Bicycle Plan at least every ten (10)
years, with interim updates every five (5) years.

*A more detailed chart of performance measures is in Chapter 5, Implementation and Funding, Objective 4.2.

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update



CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION

City of Austin » 2009 Bicycle Plan Update



CHAPTER 1

Plan Goals:

1.

To significantly in-
crease bicycle use
across the City of
Austin over the next
decade.

. To increase bicycle

safety across the City
of Austin.

Benchmarks:

1.

Increase bicycle us-
age in the central city
to 10% of all trips and
5% citywide by 2020.

. Maintain number of

bicycle-motor vehicle

crashes through 2015.

Reduce bicycle-motor
vehicle crashes by 5%

by 2020.

IWTRODU(&HON

Bicycles are an efficient and inexpensive form of tfransportation and
with increased use can reduce dependency on foreign oil, improve
Austin’s air quality, reduce roadway congestion, and improve the
health and livability of our community. Everyday approximately 3,500
Austin residents use a bicycle as their primary mode of transportation to
work (U.S. Census Bureau, 2006 American Community Survey). This plan
strives to build upon current usage of the bicycle for transportation by
providing a compilation of best practices that improve conditions for
bicycling.

America has millions of bicyclists. Exactly how many depends on
whether one is measuring bicycle ownership or frequency with which
people ride. The National Sporting Goods Association estimates 37.4
million people (age 7 and older) participated in bicycle riding in 2007
in the United States (2007). People participate in bicycling for a variety
of reasons — recreation, fithess, commuting to work, and to travel to
non-work destinations. Most cities with a large university, such as Austin,
have higher than average bicycle use for both transportation and
recreation. Austin has a younger than average population associated
with various institutions of higher learning, suggesting that actual rates
of bicycle usage may be higher than the national average.

Bicyclists groups, such as the League of American Bicyclists, brought
about the construction of roadways in the U.S. with the Safe Roads
movement of the 1890s. Unforfunately, after the automobile came

on the scene (using mass production techniques developed by
bicycle manufacturers), the bicycle was gradually pushed out of the
fransportation picture. Most roadways have been designed mainly for
motorized traffic for the last 60 years.

Despite the lack of inclusion of bicycle facilities, since the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, inclusion has been
supported by federal law. Much bicycle use has shifted from the
ufilitarian riding of the early 20th century to mostly recreational use
today. This shift is not surprising given the hurdles placed in a cyclist’s
way by a system designed primarily for motor vehicles. Though bicycle
usage for utilitarian trips is less prevalent than recreational riding,
bicycling for commuting purposes is on the rise, and is predicted to
increase as fuel costs rise.

Table 1.1 illustrates bicycle mode share of commute trips to work from
the U.S. Census Bureau. In the U.S., use of the bicycle as a means

of fransportation to work has increased slightly from 0.42% in 1990 to
0.47% in 2006. While Texas has seen a decrease in bicycle mode share,
Austin has seen a significant increase in bicycle trips as a percent of

City of Austin @ 2009 Bicycle Plan Update



Table 1.1 Means of Transportation to Work: Bicycle Mode
Share, 1990-2006
1990 2000 2006

us 0.42% 0.39% 0.47%
Texas 0.25% 0.24% 0.23%
Austin, TX 0.79% 0.96% 0.96%
Dallas, TX 0.10% 0.14% 0.18%
Fort Worth, TX 0.19% 0.13% 0.12%
Houston, TX 0.36% 0.47% 0.45%
San Antonio, TX 0.15% 0.16% 0.08%
Portland, OR 1.18% 1.84% 4.42%
San Francisco, CA 0.99% 2.08% 2.45%
Seattle, WA 1.55% 0.97% 2.44%
Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census, 1990, 2000; US
Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2006

total commute frips, from 0.79% in 1990 to just under 1% in 2006. Cities
comparable to Austin such as San Francisco, Portland, and Seattle
have long histories of stronger, more successful bicycle planning and
promotion, and enjoy high bicycle mode splits.

In May 2007, Austin was recognized by The League of American
Bicyclists as a Silver Level Bicycle Friendly Community. This achievement
recognized Austin’s efforts in improving the bicycling environment

and the success of the Austin Bicycle Plan completed in1996 and

1998. Bicycling in Austin has become a popular activity, as a means of
recreation, exercise, and as an alternative mode of transportation.

Since the previous bicycle plan was completed, Austin's populatfion has
grown fremendously and a renewed interest in the downtown area has
emerged. Transportation needs and issues have transformed the City,
resulting in the recognition that bicycling is an answer to congestion
and the cost of fuel.

This document combines the 1996 and 1998 Bicycle Plans into one
updated Bicycle Master Plan. The first chapter outlines the history of
bicycle planning in Austin, accomplishments since the 1996/1998 Plan,
and an explanation of the development of this update. Chapters 2
through 5 go into detail about each of the Plan elements—Bicycle
System, Education & Promotion, Safety & Enforcement, and
Implementation & Funding—and outlines recommended actions to
accomplish each objective and ultimately achieve the goals of the
Plan. Chapter 6 concludes with a reiteration of the importance of
implementing this bicycle plan and a recommendation of critical first
steps the City of Austin should take to spearhead this effort. Lastly, the
appendices include supplementary information related to major topics
of the Plan.
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KEY PLAN ELEMENTS

1. Bicycle System
2. Education & Promotion
3. Safety & Enforcement

4. Implementation &
Funding

The 2009 Bicycle Plan
Update

This Plan urges that the City
of Austin take its bicycle
program and facilities

to the next level. Austin

has a chance to truly set
itself apart; to continue to
denote itself as a city that

is a positive environmental
trend-setter and as a city
that looks to the future and
values the quality of life that
it offers its citizens. Once
and for all time, bicycling
should be permanently
ingrained as a way of life, as
a common means of getfting
around, and as an image

of Austin as an efficient and
intelligent city.




Economic Benefits

The economic benefits of bicycling
touch nearly every aspect of
society, including individual

fransportation expenses, social costs,

job creation, and tourism.

Bicycling allows for a more
affordable cost of living. The
League of American Bicyclists
estimates that regular commuting
by bicycle costs a mere $120/year
(PBIC, Economic Benefits). On the
other hand, AAA estimates that the
total cost for the average sedan
(including fuel, insurance, and
maintenance) is $5,576 per year. In
2005, transportation costs consisted
of 18% of the average household’s
expenditures. Gasoline has had
the most notable impact on rising
fransportation costs. Since 1999,
the share of gasoline and motor oil
of total tfransportation expenditures
has increased from 15% to 24% in
2005. Gas prices are expected to
continue torise, and as they do so,
so will fransportation costs. Austin
can address this critical issue by
continuing fo strongly emphasize
other modes of fransportation.

Congestion is one of the most
froublesome long-term problems
facing our community today. It
intensifies environmental problems,

increases commuting fimes, raises
vehicle operating costs (wasted
fuel, excess wear on brakes, fires,
and the engine), lowers worker
productivity (from stress and
fatigue), boosts insurance costs

by increasing the risk of accidents
and time spend in a sedentary
posifion, and slows the delivery

of business products. Annual U.S.
moftor vehicle congestion costs
have been estimated at $78 billion
(Shrank & Lomax, 2007, p. 31).
Addifionally, the 1995 Nationall
Personal Transportation Survey found
that approximately 40% of all trips
are less than two miles in length,
which represents a 10-minute bike
ride (PBIC, Transportation Benefits).
Replacing these vehicle frips with
a bicycle trip could constitute

a significant environmental and
economic benefit.

The cost of driving has an

immense economic impact on

the community. The Santa Cruz
County Regional Transportation
Commission’s Commute Solutions
website estimates that the true cost
of driving a vehicle is approximately
$1.38/mile per year. This includes
approximately $0.43 per mile

of indirect cost to society from
accidents, roadway construction,
external pollution, etc. Austfin

Chapter 1 :: Infroduction

BENEFITS OF BICYCLING IN AUSTIN

Bicycling has many environmental, economical, and social benefits,
making it an essential part of Austin’s transportation system and its
identity. The broadening of tfransportation options beyond those
requiring an engine can help restore the environment and improve
health — indeed, important aspects of urban life. The personal and
societal benefits of bicycling are myriad, ranging from individual health
improvement to personal and community cost savings. For every person
who makes a trip by bicycle instead of by car there is less pollution, less
fuel used, less space taken on the road, and less need for additional
roadways.

drivers travel nearly 30 miles per

day each way, and based on

$0.43 per mile, it costs the Austin
community more than $3.3 billion

in indirect costs to support driving.
Clearly, encouraging trips by bicycle
benefits all taxpayers.

Bicycles are not only affordable
forms of fransportation and
recreation, but are enjoyable and
accessible to most individuals. With
rising bicycle sales and cycling in
the U.S., many cities have seen
concomitant increases in jobs in the
bicycle industry. In Portland, OR, the
number of jobs created by bicycling
related ventures has quadrupled in
the past 10 years.

Austin is proud to play host fo a
multitude of sporting events each
year. Events that are focused on
cycling, or that include cycling are
large contributors to Austin’s fourism
economy. The 2007 LiveStrong
Challenge and Survivor Summit were
estimated to bring in $5.5 million to
the city in 2007. There are a number
of large scale events planned

for 2009 and beyond, including

an official ronman Triathlon.
Maintaining our status as a cycling-
friendly city helps foster Austin’s
identity as a premier destination for
event promoters.

City of Austin 9 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
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Environmental Benefits

According to the EPA, in 2003,
about 81% of fransportation
greenhouse gas emissions came

from on road vehicles (EPA, 2006, p.

7). A shift to bicycles for these trips
would yield a disproportionately
large pollution control benefit.

Automobiles emit about 1 pound
of carbon dioxide per mile driven.
Even small increases in the number
of bicycle trips taken per day can
have an exponential impact on
the environment. If the average
bicycle commuter takes two
5-mile trips per day, then at current
commuter levels in Austin, bicycling
is reducing carbon dioxide
emissions by nearly 79,000 pounds

per day. Over the course of a year,

emissions are reduced by nearly 29
million pounds.

Health Benefits

In February 2004, Mayor Will Wynn
challenged Austinites to become
the fittest city in the country.
Building upon that goal will help
Austin maintain its leadership role in
fitness issues in Texas and in the U.S.

The Texas Department of State
Health Services reports that

nearly 66% of adults and over

35% of school-aged children are
considered obese or overweight.
These conditions cause financial
strains on the individual and on the
health care system in general.

Providing for bicycling as a safe,
comfortable, and reliable means of
both tfransportation and recreation
can have a direct, positive impact
on the health of our citizens. For
many working individuals, adhering
tfo a regular exercise schedule is
difficult. Availability of facilities

is a critical component of their
success. At 25 calories per mile for
the average person, bicycling is an
attractive exercise solution.

Quality of Life Benefits

Bicycling allows Austinites to opt
out of our traffic congestion, and
to multi-task fitness into their busy
days. Richard Florida, author of The
Rise of the Creative Class, states
that bicycling provides the kind of
outdoor recreational opportunities
that the creative class desires
(SSTF, 2007, p. 9). Off-street trails
are consistently shown in surveys to
be Austinites’ favorite part of our
parks system and a top spending
priority. As a city where nearly
100% of the bicycle network is on-
street, Austin has a fremendous
growth opportunity in developing
off-street bicycle networks to rival
the many miles on the ground in
Madison, Minneapolis, Eugene,
Portland, Seattle, and other cities
competing with Austin for creative
class identity.

Additionally, the nature of bicycling
causes an inherent interaction

with one’s surroundings, including
physical environmental features,
and equally important, other
individuals. Just as a diverse
community of Austinites comes
together on a daily basis to enjoy
the Town Lake Hike 2
and Bike Trail, bicycling
offers the same sociall
connection to the city. In
Austin, there already exists
a multitude of cyclists

with different cycling
focuses who identify
themselves as part of an
overall cycling community
with common goals.

The maintenance of a
stfrong community falbric

is infegral to maintaining
Austin’s reputation as one |
of the best places to live |
in the United States.

Building a Sustainable City

Across the country, bicycling has
garnered the attention of many
cities as a leading component

of building a sustainable city. In
cities like Portland and Seattle,
cycling is quickly becoming a
standard means of transportation.
In their success, many cities across
the country are in the process of
developing cycling strategies,
which will change how cities view
the development of infrastructure
for tfransportation.

Austin has an opportunity to be
in the forefront by increasing its
cycling street network, improving
biking conditions, and improving
infrastructure to create a viable
sustainable alternative choice
for fransportation. The goals and
objectives of this Bicycle Plan
support efforts of the Climate
Protection Plan, whose goal is to
make Austin the leading city in the
nation in the fight against climate
change.

V€ riding in the Tour de Fat.
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HisTory OF BicYcLE PLANNING IN AUSTIN

Early Planning Efforts

In response to the general growth of bicycle use in Austin and the
problems encountered by bicyclists, the Austin City Council adopted
the Proposed Austin Bicycle Plan in 1972. The 1972 plan established the
concept of a citywide bicycle system linking neighborhoods, recreational
areas, shopping areas, and schools. Two pilot projects were developed
in response to the 1972 plan: The University Project and the Wooldridge
School Project. These resulted in the completion of bicycle lanes and
signed bicycle routes in the University of Texas area. Notable bicycle
projects emerging from that plan include bicycle lanes on Guadalupe
Street, Berkman Avenue, Far West Boulevard, and Mary Street.
Additionally, the Urban Transportation Department developed an area
bicycle plan which consisted of several bicycle lanes and streets with
bicycle routes.

Between 1972 and 1975 numerous planning efforts were undertaken to
franslate the concepts identified in the 1972 plan info an actual bicycle
plan for Austin. An interim plan was developed in 1975, the Austin

Area Bicycle System: Interim Report, which contained an extensive
discussion of the safety, educational, and legal considerations that
would be supportive of the proposed system and bicycling in general.
It also provided general design standards, a possible implementation
strategy, and a limited assessment of the associated construction and
maintenance costs.

The 1975 plan established a firm base for fransportation and recreational
bicyclists. Local routes were designed with school age children in mind,
and an elaborate integrated hike and bike system was envisioned with
miles of scenic trails throughout the City. The proposed system included
95 miles of paths, 199 miles of bicycle lanes, and 87 miles of designated
bicycle streets to be implemented over a six-year period.

As is practiced today, bicycle lanes and paths were planned and
implemented by separate departments. This can have an effect on
efficient connectivity coordination and is something recognized today as
an area of bicycle recreational and transportation planning that needs
improvement.

The 1980 Austin Bikeway Plan

The 1979 Austin Tomorrow Plan gave official recognition to the
transportation role of the bicycle and resulted in the City Council’s
adoption of the Austin Bikeway Plan in 1980 and accompanying Bikeway
Design Manual. By 1980, the City of Austin had implemented 36 miles
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of the bicycle system including 4.2 miles of multi-use paths, 27.7 miles of
bicycle lanes and 4 miles of designated bicycle streets.

The Bikeway Plan increased the scope of the 1975 plan to include
fourteen cross-town commuter routes. The new Bikeway Plan proposed
over 200 miles of bicycle facilities (paths, lanes, and streets) to be
implemented over the next ten years. In September 1981, the City
Council created its first Bicycle Program Manager position within the
Urban Transportation Department.

In 1981 and 1984 Austin voters authorized $825,000 and $1,118,000 in
bond funding for bicycle projects in the Austin Bikeway Plan. These funds
were in addition to roadway improvement projects that included bicycle
facilities. By the end of 1987, the existing bicycle system had grown to
approximately 180 miles with 15 miles of bicycle paths, 52 miles of bicycle
lanes, 12 miles of wide outer traffic lanes or paved shoulders, and 102
miles of bicycle-compatible streets (some signed as designated bicycle
routes), despite the removal of the City Bicycle Program in 1984.

Bicycle Planning in Austin is Strengthened

The late 1980s and early 1990s saw significant accomplishnments, but
efforts were hindered due to a lack of a city bicycle program. The
Bikeway Plan was amended in 1989 to include the 5-kilometer, 20" wide
Veloway loop in the Circle C Development in southwest Austin. The
Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission awarded a $500,000 matfching
grant to the City of Austin for construction of the Veloway and in March
1993 the Veloway opened.

The first edition of the Austin Bicycle Map was created in 1991 by a
partnership among the City of Austin, the Texas Bicycle Coalition (TBC),
and several local bicycle shops. Using a volunteer team of cyclists, TBC
surveyed both Austin Bikeway Plan routes and routes popularly used

by cyclists. The team, riding in afternoon peak traffic, rated the routes
on their ease of use by bicyclists, based on traffic speed and volume,
pavement width and condition, grade, and visibility. The final map
identified a 4-tiered network of recommended routes, based on the
experience level of bicyclists, from “suitable for all cyclists” to “suitable
for experienced cyclists [only].” The 7th edition of the Austin Bicycle
Map was produced in 2008 and reflects the existing bicycle routes in
the City. It also shows the level of ease of use for each bicycle lane or
facility. The map is very popular, and based on feedback and demand
from citizens, is a proven essential tool in promoting bicycling in Austin.
The map is used by both tfransportation and recreational bicyclists.

In October 1991 the Austin Bicycle Safety and Mobility Task Force (BTF)
was formed to improve the safety and mobility of bicyclists and motorists
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Bicycling in Austin and the

Central Texas region has long
been a popular activity. Here,
bicyclists line up for the Tour of
Texasride in 1984.

Photo confributed by Tom
Reventas



1991 Austin Bicycle Safety

& Mobility Task Force
Recommendations

Maintain a Bicycle
Program Manager
Position;

Mandate bicycle safety
education for children;

Fund a helmet usage and
safety campaign;

Pass a resolution
recognizing that all streets
are open to bicycle
traffic; and

Create a Citizen’s
Advisory Committee.
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in Austin. Through a series of 30 task force and committee meetings and
one public hearing, the members of this task force in consultation with
at least 60 Austinites sought to forge various perspectives into a plan of
action to improve bicycle mobility and safety in Austin. Their final report,
which was submitted to City Council on April 23, 1992, recommended
five general City Council actions, stating that these actions would have
an overwhelmingly positive effect on bicycling as a part of Austin’s
fransportation mix.

City Council took no formal action after receiving a presentation on the
BTF recommendations. However, on August 5, 1993, the City Council
reinstated the Austin Bicycle Safety and Mobility Task Force, to be in force
for one additional year (City of Austin, 1993). In 1994 the City Council
re-instated the Bicycle Program Manager in the Department of Public
Works and Transportation. With a new Bicycle Program Manager and

a severely outdated bicycle plan, the City updated and adopted the
Austin Bicycle Plan in 1996 (Part 1-Policy) and 1998 (Part 2-Facilities).

Since 1994, the Bicycle Program remained an important city program.

In 1997 the pedestrian component was added to the Program. In 2009,
the City experienced a major re-organization affecting the Public Works
Department (where the Bicycle and Pedestrian Program resides), which
included the creation of a new Transportation Department. With the
creation of the Transportation Department and departure of those assets
from the Public Works Department, the Child Safety Programs stayed with
Public Works and became part of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Program

to provide the City with a single organizational element responsible

for bicycle and pedestrian safety. Therefore, in 2009 the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Program, with the Child Safety Program, and Urban Trails
Program, was absorbed into a newly created Division, the Neighborhood
Connectivity Division.

AUSTIN'S 1996 & 1998 BicycLe MASTER PLaN

The Austin Bicycle Plan (the “Plan”) was prepared with public input and
in cooperation among all City of Austin Departments. The Plan was
completed in two phases, the first of which was finished in 1996, and the
second in 1998. The original plan served to meet requirements set forth
in the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA),
requiring Metropolitan Planning Organizations to include bicycle and
pedestrian modes in their comprehensive plans for transportation in their
regions, and in the re-authorization of the Act, the Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21), in 1998.

The primary purpose of Part 1 was “to significantly increase bicycling
transportation options in the City of Austin” and outlined several overall
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goals, including:

* To institutionalize bicycle tfransportation in all transportation and
recreation planning, design, and construction activities in order to
meet the needs of the cycling public;

* Toimprove bicycle safety by recommending actions which reduce
bicycle related collisions and falls;

* Toincrease the level of commuting and utilitarian bicycling as a
cost-effective and efficient transportation alternative by providing
coordinated bicycle facilities, enforcement of traffic laws, and
promotional campaigns for bicycling;

* To fund, create and maintain a functional system of on-street and
off-street bicycle routes that will enable safe bicycle tfransportation
until overall roadway improvements are made that allow travel on all
roadways;

* To establish and maintain safe standards and guidelines for bicycle
facilities, programs, and projects; and

* Tointegrate and coordinate multiple modes of transportation through
provision of bicycle/transit interfaces on buses and light rail, and
bike & ride facilities at transit stations so that bicycling can play an
important role in congestion demand management.

The first phase was a policy plan. It evaluated the deterrents to bicycling
through local surveys and research of surveys in other cities. The plan
concluded that the most frequently mentioned obstacle to bicycling

in the City was inadequate facilities. It outlined objectives and policies
that sought to improve the bicycling environment through construction
of bicycle facilities as well as enforcement, educational and promotional
objectives.

The second part of the plan focused on building the desired infrastructure
and facilities that would enable bicycling as a viable transportation
option. The methodology followed that described in Selecting Roadway
Design Treatments to Accommodate Bicycles by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) in 1992. It identified two types of routes: crosstown
routes that connected east and west and north and south areas of

the City, and attractor routes, which identified potential attractors, or
destinations, and the desired routes serving each attractor. This process
led to identifying and prioritizing recommended routes. Routes were
prioritized as high priority or secondary priority based on the cost and not
actual importance of the route. The Plan identified 528.4 miles of Priority 1
routes and 685.2 miles of Priority 2 routes to be implemented.
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EVALUATION OF BicYcLING IN AUSTIN TODAY

In May 2007, Austin achieved a fremendous milestone: The League

of American Bicyclists designated Austin as a Silver Level Bicycle
Friendly Community, recognizing Austin's efforts to improve its bicycling
environment. This follows previous accolades, such as a November 2001
Bicycling Magazine ranking of Austin as the #2 city for bicycling in cities
with a population between 500,000 and 1 million, second to Seattle.
These recognitions illustrate the success of Austin’s efforts over the past
decades in implementing a bicycle plan, but also point out how much
further the City has to go.

Since 1998, approximately 58 miles of bicycle lanes have been added o the bikeway network.
Currently, the Austin region has a 1,451-mile bicycle network, including 49.5 miles of multi-use paths,
131 miles of bicycle lanes, 287 miles of paved shoulders, and 984 miles of shared lane and wide curb
lane streets. Of the shared lanes and wide curb lanes, 143 miles are signed. The chart below illustrates
the growth in bicycle facilities between 1998 and 2008.

Growth in Austin Bicycle Network Facilities, 1998 & 2008
1,400.00
1.200.00 H 1998 2008
1,000.00
«w 800.00
2
2 400.00
400.00
S
200.00 i “
A> - w5 .
Q.
0.00 .
BIKE LANE * MULTI-USE WIDE DESIGNATED
PATH** SHOULDER SHARED LANE &
Facility Type WIDE CURB LANE***
Notes:
* Bike Lane includes climbing lanes. It does not include 3.7 miles of shared parking area along Shoal Creek
Blvd.
** Multi-use path includes pedesfrian and bicycle shared paths, including the Lance Armstrong Bikeway,
Mueller trails, Ann W. Richards Congress Sfreet Bridge, and Riverside Bikeway, as well as the Town Lake Trail,
Shoal Creek Trail, and Johnson Creek Trail, which receive fransportation funds. It does not include multi-use
paths through city, county, or state parkland. Trails through city parks fotal 163.7 miles.
=+ Of the 983.8 miles of designated shared lanes and wide curb lanes, 143 miles are actually signed.
While some of these existing shared lanes and wide curb lanes will remain such, many of them have a
different recommended facility, such as a bicycle lane or bicycle boulevard.
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Lance Armstrong Bikeway

Pfluger Bicycle and Pedestrian

Bridge

Chapter 1 :: Infroduction

The Bicycle Plan has assisted in the realization of construction of several bicycle
routes that have been completed or are currently underway. A few of these
projects include:

E. 4th Street at IH 35 Crossing

A paved connection adjacent to the railroad fracks beneath the IH35 overpass
was installed to provide a safe bicycle and pedestrian route across IH35. This
project was completed with the cooperation of the Texas Department of
Transportation (TXDOT) and is part of the Lance Armstrong Bikeway (LAB).

Lance Armstrong Bikeway

The LAB is made up of a combination of off-street bike path, on-street bike
lanes, and signed bike routes. As of 2008, 0% of the 6-mile bikeway is
completfe. This bikeway runs east to west fromm MoPac at Lake Austin Blvd. to US
183 af the Montopolis Bridge.

Pleasant Valley Bikeway and associated Bicycle Lanes
Bicycle lanes and a separated bikeway were installed along the Pleasant
Valley corridor from Roy G. Guerrero Park to Olfrof Street in southeast Austin.

Pfluger Bridge

In 2001 the Pfluger Bridge was complete as an alternative to Lamar Boulevard
for bicyclists and pedestrians. The bridge, shared among pedestrians and
bicyclists, crosses Lady Bird Lake, connecting Lamar Boulevard af Riverside
Drive to the Town Lake Hike and Bike Trail along Cesar Chavez Boulevard.

Gracy Farms Barrier Removal

A multi-use path was constructed adjacent to a one-way eastbound ramp to
provide bicycle and pedestrian access westbound across FM 1325 and MoPac.
This project was completed with the cooperation of TXDOT.

Stratford-Barton Springs Road Connection

The mulfi-use path along Loop 1 (MoPac) running between Zilker Botanical
Gardens and the Austin Nafure Center connects Stratford Drive with Barton
Springs Road. The paved path is approximately one quarter mile long. The
path has appropriate signs indicating turns, stops, and steep hills. The path
was completed with the cooperation of TXDOT and funded in partnership with
Capitol Metro.

Metric Blvd Bicycle Lanes

Bicycle lanes have been added to Metric Boulevard. From Kramer Lane to
Rutland Drive the road is not wide enough to accommodate a bicycle lane.
“Share the Road"” signs were installed in this “gap” section.

Barton Springs Road Bicycle Lanes

In 2002 bicycle lanes between Lamar Boulevard and Robert E. Lee Road along
restaurant row were completed as part of a road reconstruction project. In fall
2008, the City of Austin completed those bicycle lanes west of Robert E. Lee
Road to MoPac.

South Lamar Climbing Lane
In August 2008, a bicycle climbing lane along south bound Lamar Boulevard,
between Barton Springs Road and Treadwell Street, was installed.
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The Bicycle Program has received financial support both from the general
fund as well as bonds and grants since 1998. Funding fo implement

the current Bicycle Plan has occurred through varying sources since

the bicycle program was reinstated in 1994. Since adoption of the
current Bicycle Plan in 1998, there has been $17 million in bond funding
allocated exclusively to bicycle tfransportation. Implementation of the
Austin Bicycle Plan beyond the $17 million is due to supportive public
policies, the existence of the Bicycle Program, the integration of bicycle
facilities into relevant City projects and and by private developments.
Additionally, the City has leveraged the bond funding by using it to
match federal and state grant opportunities. Lastly, funding through
general operational budgets of relevant departments also plays

arole in implementing the Austin Bicycle Plan, but to date has not
been thoroughly coordinated. Specifics on how this source can be
strengthened are described in the action items of this plan.

The end-use facilities portion of the bicycle system, such as bicycle
parking, has also progressed over the last decade. Through a successful
Bicycle Rack Program (BRP), the City has installed approximately 3,600
bicycle racks throughout the City. The focus of the BRP is to provide
bicycle parking to serve buildings that were built prior to the bicycle
parking City Code requirements. Also, through City Council initiatives,
such as the Commercial Design Standards and the City Green Building
Program, there now exist shower and locker room facility incentives for
new developments.

ConbDITioNs IN AusTIN IN 2008

Population and Employment Demographics

Bicycle planning is a key element of a multi-modal fransportation system
that supports evolving land use patterns. The urgency to implement the
infrastructure, educational, and promotional goals of this Bicycle Plan is
supported by shifting demographics, a high level of projected growth,
and changing development patterns favoring bicycling.

Austin has several features that make it a good candidate for significantly
increased bicycle use. There is a major university and several smaller post
secondary educational institutions, which correlate with high bicycle use.
The climate is mild enough to encourage year round bicycle use. There is
a significant portion of the population supportive of actions which protect
the environment and sustain the community who view bicycle riding

as a sound alternative to the automobile. And, the planned density
associated with the expansion of public fransit to include rail supports
both walking and cycling.
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Austin has been successful in attracting a variety of employers in
different employment sectors. Government is the largest employment
sector in the Central Texas region, including jobs from federal, state,

and local governments, accounting for 20.4% of the workforce. Other
major industries in the Austin area include Trade, Transportation, and
Utilities (18.2%), and Professional and Business Services (14.7%). With a
median population age of 29.6 and several higher education institutions,
companies are attracted to Austin’s young, intelligent workforce. Among
private sector employers, the largest include Dell, IBM, Seton Healthcare
Network, and St. David’s Healthcare, all of which employ over 6,000
employees (Austin Chamber of Commerce). The influx of high-tech
businesses has earned Austin the moniker of “Silicon Hills.”

. Austin’s strong and diverse
Population Age by Sex .
City of Austin, 2000 employment opportunities
, described above have
80+ FERALE sustained stable population
70-79 growth in the City and Central
40-49 Texas region, maintaining
a high number of persons
50-59 . .
in the age range likely to
e bike (20 to 49). Since 2000,
30-39 the population of the City
2029 of Austin has grown from
1519 656,562 in 2000 to 735,088
i in 2007 (Austin Chamber of
Commerce). The growth of
00“34_ : : , : : 53,331 persons represents an
15 10 5 0 5 10 15 1 8.1% growth rate over the six
Source: US Census Bureau, 2000 Sample File 1, Table P12, Sex by Age, www.census.gov year periOd, and an average
Austin has a very young . . ' _ cop’rgre ro’re' of {19% of growth
population, as shown by this in Travis County during the same period. Population projections created
pyramid chart. The 20-49 by the City of Austin Demographer suggests that the City of Austin will
population cohort represents grow to 942,544 people by 2020 and 1,253,606 by 2038 (City of Austin,

a significant portion (56.22%) 2008).
of Austin’s population.

Key Drivers of Bicycling in Austin

The 1998 Bicycle Plan identified destinations that had the potential to
attract bicyclists, which it called attractors. Many of the attractors the
plan identified included universities or colleges, employment centers such
as downtown, shopping centers, and recreation areas.

Since 1998, much has changed in Austin, as have the key drivers of
bicycling in Austin. Today, the four primary drivers of bicycling in Austin
include The University of Texas (UT), revitalization of downtown Austin,
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the prospect of rail, and Austin's fitness community. UT represents a
significant destination among students, professors, and other employees
of the University. In 2007 UT drafted a campus bicycle plan to address the
increasing number of bicyclists on campus and to implement measures
that would prevent conflict between bicyclists and motor vehicles, and
bicyclists and pedestrians. This action taken by UT represents a growing
interest in bicycling tfransportation integration and safety.

The University of Texas as an Attractor

According to the National Bicycling and Walking Study, Case Study No.

1, the most significant variable affecting the bicycle community is the
presence of a major university. The University of Texas at Austin is only one
of several higher education institutions in Austin that have the potential

to increase bicycling. The population base for all local universities
combined is over 90,000 students, faculty, and staff. All of these colleges
and universities, including Austin Community College, Concordia
University, Huston-Tillotson University, and St. Edward’s University, represent
a major destination for a significant portion of Austin’s population.

A Transforming Downtown

Another driver of bicycling in Austin is the fransforming downtown.

A renewed inferest in the downtown Austin area has resulted in
development that mixes commercial, residential, and employment uses.
Since 2000 several residential and mixed use projects have been built in
downtown, with several more planned, and over 2,000 people moved
into the downtown area between 2000 and 2007 (Downtown Austin
Alliance, 2000). With people living in close proximity to their jobs and
shopping, these developments have the potential to encourage walking
and bicycling as alternatives to driving. Austin’s downtown is projected
to be home to over 12,000 residents by the year 2027 (Downtown Austin
Alliance, 2008).

The Advent of Commuter Rail

Similarly, the Capital Metro MetroRail is also a key driver of bicycling in
Austin. Public transit is an alternative tfransportation mode to the car, but
it should still be supplemented with modes to get from the station to the
ultimate destination. Bicycling is one of those modes, and thus the link
between mass transit and bicycling must be taken into consideration.
Moreover, the mixed use development pattern occurring in downtown
has also been identified as the preferred pattern around commuter

rail stations throughout Austin. These future activity centers have the
potential to be easily accessible by bicycle, and should be planned
accordingly.

City of Austin @ 2009 Bicycle Plan Update

A Climate for Riding

Yes, it's hot at fimes, but
climate should not be a
deterrent to bicycling in
Austin. Some of the best
bicycling cities around the
world have more hostile
climates for bicycling

than Austin. Despite hot
summers, Austin offers

an appealing climate for
bicycling throughout the
year. According to the
National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration
Austin’s climate is classified
as humid subtropical, with
hot summers and mild winters
(NOAA, 2004). Most of the
winter is mild with daytime
temperatures in the 40s to 60s,
and freezing femperatures
on average 25 days each
year. Summer tfemperatures
reach upper 90s for a majority
of days, with lows at night
typically in the low to mid
70s. Sunshine is predominant
in Austin, ranging from 50% in
winter to 75% in summer.

Comparatively, Tucson, AZ, a
city similar to Austin in ferms
of population, land areq,
and climate, has a bicycle
mode split of 2.28%, despite
the hot climate of this region.
This illustrates that climate

is not a major deterrent to
bicycling when considering
bicycle transportation. The
factors of weather can

easily be overcome with the
right amenities, education
on appropriate clothing

and equipment, and the
availability of end of trip
showers and changing
facilifies.



A commuter on North
Lamar Boulevard.

= Interest in Fithess

Finally, Austin has a history of being one of the fittest cities in

the country. It's no wonder, given the abundance of outdoor,
affordable, passive recreational opportunities coupled with

a health conscious population. In 2004 Mayor Will Wynn
established the Mayor’s Fitness Council in an effort to encourage
physical fitness and improved nutrition among Austin residents
and make Austin the fittest city in America. This environment
creates a strong potential for increasing bicycle use for
recreation as well as commuting purposes.

Increasing the Use of Bicycles for Transportation

In FHWA National Bicycling and Walking Study, Case Study No.
1, levels of bicycle commuting in twenty cities were compared
relative to a number of objective physical, environmental, and
infrastructure features. The most significant variable appears

to be the dominating presence of a major university. These
cities have considerably higher rates of bicycling than other cities. In
fact, no other factor correlates so consistently with high levels of bicycle
commuting. Shorter commute distances and widespread primary
bicycling facilities also appear to correlate with high levels of bicycle
commuting, though the relationship is not as strong as for the presence of
a university. Cities with a higher proportion of the population commuting
five miles or less tend to have more bicycle commuters, though when
university towns are removed from this group, the relationship also is
somewhat weaker. Considerably more important is the ratio of bicycle
facilities to road mileage. Even when university towns are excluded from
consideration, cities with higher levels of bicycle commuting have on
average 70% more bicycle facilities per roadway mile and six fimes more
bicycle lanes per arterial mile. Thus the presence of on-road facilities is

a highly significant factor even given the considerable difference in the
levels of bicycle commuting between the two groups (Goldsmith, 1992,

p.1).
This study implies three things for bicycling in Austfin:

1. There is a latent potential for dramatically increased bicycle usage in
Austin,

2. There are barriers to increased bicycle use from low density land use
and a road network for motor vehicles alone, and

3. The latent potential for increased cycling can be at least partly
realized with increased facilities.
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The proposed bikeway network
includes a significant growth in the

Bikeway Network Share of Total Roadway Network

mileage of bicycle lanes. The chart 3,500
to the right illustrates that currently 4%
of the roadways in the City of Austin

have a bicycle lane. The proposed 20
network of bicycle lanes, including

3.000

& 2,000
bicycle boulevards and climbing <
lanes, constitutes 21% of the roadway 1.500
network. Additionally, these proposed 1808
bicycle lanes constitute two-thirds
of the mileage of the entire bicycle R
network. The proposed total bikeway .
network represents a small portion Existing Network

of the entire City of Austin roadway
network, but has the potential to have
a large, positive impact on the City.

@ Linear Miles of Roadway

O Linear Miles of Bikeway Network
B Linear Miles of Existing Bike Lanes
Current markets for bicycling
tra nspor’rqﬂon have not been may be built with new subdivisions.

Proposed Network®

*Linear Miles of Proposed Readway Network does not include new minor rcadways that

adequately tapped. For example,
more effort should be expended in targeting specific demographic
markets; for instance, all university towns and university districts in larger
cities should be able to achieve very high levels of bicycle usage
(Goldsmith, 1992, p. 3). The University of Texas as well as the smaller
colleges and universities provide a large base of potential bicycle
transportation system users (approximately 90,000 people) in areas where
automotive transportation is limited by the need for parking. Improved
bicycle facilities (both on/off street and end-use facilities), combined
with promotion and increased enforcement and training for cyclists

and motorists, would likely increase bicycle use for utilitarian purposes

in central Austin. Additionally, women tend fo bicycle commute less
than men, suggesting that targeting that market would be successful in
increasing bicycle commute numbers.
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Workforce Commuting Habits

The City of Austin has made tremendous progress since the adoption of
the 1996 and 1998 Bicycle Plans in expanding the bicycle network. In
the past decade the City’s bicycle network has expanded and bicycling
has become an important part of daily life for many Austinites. Between
1990 and 2006, bicycle commuting to work has increased noticeably;
however, this still only captures a very small portion of potential bicycle
trips. Table 1.2 illustrates the commuting mode split for bicyclists
between 1990 and 2006. As the table illustrates, while the total number
of commuting trips made by bicycle has increased, these trips still
encompass less than 1% of the total commuting trips.

Table 1.2 Means of Transportation to Work, City of Austin

1990 2000 2006
Total % Share Total % Share Total % Share
Total Workforce (16+) | 244,258 353,109 379,540
\f/%?;gfg'gg 237,329 341,080 360,297
Car; truck; van 212,415  89.50% | 309,036 90.61% | 325,479 90.34%
Drove alone 179,851  75.78% | 259,905 76.20% | 276,875 76.85%
Carpooled 32,564  13.72% | 49,131 14.40% | 48,604 13.49%
Public Transp. 12,417 5.23% 15,743 4.62% 15,952 4.43%
Bicycle 1,885 0.79% 3,280 0.96% 3,468 0.96%
Walked 8,058 3.40% 8,995 2.64% 7,901 2.19%
Other Means** 3,107 1.31% 4,381 1.28% 7,497 2.08%
Worked at home 6,929 2.84% 12,029 3.41% 19,243 5.07%

*Note: Commuting Workforce is Total Workforce, less those who Worked from Home. Bicycle
Mode Share is calculated as percent of Commuting Workforce.

**Qther Means includes taxi, ferry, motorcycle, and other means not listed.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census, 1990, 2000; American Community Survey,
2006

The increase in bicycle ridership is likely due to increasing environmental
awareness, rising gasoline prices, and growth and maintenance of
bicycling facilities. A study conducted by the Humphrey Institute of
Public Affairs on behalf of the Minnesota Department of Transportation
showed that bicycle commute mode share was higher and increased
more significantly in proximity to new and improved bicycle routes than
elsewhere in the City (Cleaveland and Douma, 2003, p. 8). Austin now
has more than 1,200 miles of bicycle facilities, a 60% increase from 1998
(including 688 miles of shared lanes).

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
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Additionally, areas closer to and within the central area' represent
a larger share of the bicycle journey to work tfransportation mode.

The census tracts with the highest level of bicycle commuting are

concentrated around the downtown and university areas, generally the

central area.

Austin Areas, 1990 and 2000

Table 1.3 Transportation to Work: Travis County, City of Austin, Central

1990 2000
Area . . . . Change
Bicyclists Rate | Bicyclists Rate
Travis County 1,951 0.66% 3,341 0.80% 1,390
City of Austin* 1,885 0.79% 3.280 0.96% 1,395
Central Area** 1,254 2.12% 2,368 3.23% 1,114

* City of Austin jurisdiction extends beyond Travis County boundary

** Central Area defined as the area roughly bound by Oltorf St., Pleasant Valley Rd., FM
2222, and MoPac (Loop 1)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Summary Tape File 3 Table P049. Means of
Transportation to Work; 2000 Summary Tape File 3 Table P30. Means of Transportation to
Work for Workers 16+ Years.

In the central areq, bicycling accounted for an average of 3.23% of
commuting trips, and ran as high as 9.24%. Today, bicyclists in the
central area represent 64.3% of bicycle commuters in Travis County.
Furthermore, growth in bicycle commuting in the central area represents
approximately 80.1% of the growth in bicycle commuting countywide
and 79.9% of growth citywide. Proximity to downtown; the employment
center; university; abundance of bicycle facilities; higher density; and
bicycle-friendly gridded street pattern all contribute to the higher bicycle
commute rates. This supports the argument that people living farther
away from work are less likely to commute by bicycle than those living
closer to work, suggesting that urban sprawl or low-density development
patterns can negatively impact efforts to increase bicycle commuting
(Stinson and Bhat, 2003, p. 122-130).

This analysis not only points out the influence that development
composition (including density and mixed use) and a well-connected
street pattern have on promoting bicycle use; it also illustrates a
geographic equity issue. While the central area is well supplied with
bicycle facilities, there are many neighborhoods throughout Austin that
lack or are poorly served with bicycle supporting infrastructure. Thus,
bicycling is not considered a viable mode of transportation or recreation.
Even in areas where the street pattern is well connected and uses are
mixed, bicycling is hindered by the lack of facilities. In these and other

1 Central Area is defined as the area bound by Oltorf St., FM 2222, Pleasant Valley Rd.,
and MoPac, which includes census fracts 1.01, 2.01, 2.03, 2.04, 3.01, 3.02, 3.03, 4.01,
4.02, 5, 6.01, 6.08, 6.04,7,8.02, 8.03, 8.04, 9.01,9.02, 10, 11, 12, 13.03, 13.05, 14.01, 14.02,
14.03, 16.03, 16.05, 19.01, 19.11, 21.04, 21.05, 21.06, 23.15, and 23.16.
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areas, changes to the street patterns and cross sections should be
considered.

This frend echoes the findings of Fay Cleaveland and Frank Douma of
the University of Minnesota Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, who
researched the impact of bicycling facilities on commute mode share
in several cities, including Austin. This research found that bicycle
commuting was higher close to the central business district, where
gridded streets are more bicycle friendly and create a well-connected
bicycle facility network (Cleaveland and Douma, 2008, p. 9).

The map on page 20 illustrates bicycle mode share by census tract. This
shows the distribution of bicycle commuters in Austin while also indicating
areas of the City where bicycle commuting is not a common mode

of fransportation and where bicycle facilities should be evaluated for
improvement. Itis clear that areas outside the central area need bicycle
facilities.

Finally, it should be noted that the Census data captures only the
commute trip to work, and does not reflect bicycle trips for non-work
purposes, such as shopping, visiting friends or relatives, or other leisure
trips. The Census figure may also represent trips to school by college and
university students; however, that depends on whether the student views
school as their work. Therefore, the Census commute frip to work does
not accurately reflect trips to school by college and university students.
Additionally, the Census only reflects commute trips by the workforce
(age 16 and older), so it does not capture trips made by grade-school
children to school. According to the 2001 National Household Travel
Survey, only 11% of bicycle trips are commute trips, indicating that 89%
of bicycle trips are not being represented by the census data (City of
Seattle, 2007, p. iii). Considering these things, it is highly probable that
overall bicycle usage is higher than what the Census represents.

Still, Austinites face many challenges to bicycling. Gaps in the network
caused by freeways, intersections, and disconnected facilities, as well as
a lack of awareness and acceptance of bicyclists has created barriers.
These major barriers deter even the most active bicyclists from riding
more often and many people that could from bicycling at all.

There are many people who have stated in surveys that they would enjoy
riding to work, but have serious concerns about real and perceived
safety problems, lack of bicycle facilities, large commute distances, lack
of bicycle parking, and inadequate support facilities such as showers
and/or changing rooms.

Maijor barriers and problems exist which deter people, including
active recreational cyclists, from using the bicycle as a regular means

City of Austin @ 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
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of fransportation. Many of these barriers and problems have been
identified by the Bicycle Program and by the community:

 Gapsin the system: the need to complete the bicycle route system
and connect destinations

e Separated Facilities: the need to provide a network of off-street mulfi-
use paths, protected bicycle lanes, and/or bikeways in addition to, or
in conjunction, with a completed on-street route system

* Shower & Parking Facilities: the need to provide end-use facilities that
allow bicyclists to freshen-up and lock their bicycles securely

* Enforcement: the need to discourage motorists and bicyclists from
committing moving violations which compromise their respective
safety and that of others

* Education: the need to teach bicyclists good riding habits and
advanced skills, and motorists how to drive with bicycles in mind

* Culture: the need for bicycling to become more widely accepted as
a viable mode of transportation

* Promotion: the need to promote bicycle use in order to affect
change in behavior

Surveys and others sources of comment show that aftitudes toward
the bicycle are generally positive and a majority of people seem to
recognize the contribution bicycle transportation can make to the
community. However, use of the bicycle as a tfravel mode lags far
behind stated willingness to consider or try it. Part of this stems from
the failure of most communities to address the major impediments to
utilitarian cycling - distance and safety. The aim of this Bicycle Plan

is fo increase use and safety. Increasing use and safety requires an
infegrated approach involving facility development, public education,
enforcement, promotional campaigns, and supportive public policy.

City of Austin @ 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
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AUSTIN’S BicycLE PROGRAM CoMPARED TO OTHER
BicycLE PROGRAMS

During the planning process for this plan, staff persons of bicycle
programs in cities comparable to Austin were interviewed and the
programs were evaluated based on their administrative qualities,
governmental structure, and staffing. Cities were selected based on their
population size and their rating as a Bicycle Friendly Community by the
League of American Bicyclists (the “League”). Cities selected include
Portland, Oregon; San Francisco, California; Seattle, Washington; and
Tucson, Arizona. This evaluation is discussed on the following pages.

Table 1.4 Characteristics of Cities Comparable to Austin
03 o £ c & o 0 o G
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Austin, TX 0.96% Silver, 2007 743,074  2,610.4 251.52 155.5 2.09
San Francisco, CA 2.45% Gold, 2006 764,976  16,636.0 46.69 34 0.44
Seattle, WA 2.44% Gold, 2008 594,210  6,717.2 83.87 25.5 0.43
Portland, OR 4.42%  Platinum, 2003 550,396  3,939.3 134.32 170.6 3.10
Tucson, AZ 2.28% Gold, 2004 525,529  2,500.1 194.67 325 6.18
*US Census Bureau
**_eague of American Bicyclists, Bicycle Friendly Community

Austin, Texas

The City of Austin was recognized as a Bicycle Friendly Community by
the League of American Bicyclists in 2007, at the Silver level. The Bicycle
Program coexists with the Pedestrian Program, Child Safety Program, and
Urban Trails Program within the Neighborhood Connectivity Division of
the Department of Public Works, and contains 13 full fime employees,
approximately 3 of which are dedicated full fime to bicycling. Its bicycle
plan is being updated in 2008, approximately 10 years after its adoption.

The Program focuses primarily on infrastructure planning and
implementation, while recently (2006-2008) broadening info more
promotion and educational efforts. It encourages strong coordination
of existing street maintenance and re-construction programs for
opportunities fo implement new facilities inexpensively, while also
sponsoring and implementing large scale Capital Improvement
Projects with the $17 million in voter approved bond funding received

City of Austin @ 2009 Bicycle Plan Update




‘Round the World Practices

The key policies and
innovations used in Dutch,
Danish, and German cities to
promote safe and convenient
cycling focus on:

e Extensive networks of
separated cycling facilities

e Infersection modifications
and priority traffic signals

e Traffic calming

e Traffic education and
fraining

e Bike parking

e Coordination with public
fransport

e Traffic laws

Together with these explicitly
pro-bike initiatives, it is

noted that land-use policies
encourage compact cities
that generate shorter, more
bikeable trips, and where
car use is made expensive,
less convenient, and less
necessary through taxes and
restrictions on ownership,
use, and parking (Pucher &
Buehler, 2008).

since 1998. The Program also seeks grants and receives funding from
the Transportation Fund, an enterprise fund established in 1991 and
supported by transportation fees. A more detailed discussion of funding
opportunities in Austin is discussed in Chapter 5.

Portland, Oregon

The City of Portland was recognized as a Bicycle Friendly Community by
the League in 2003 and is currently rated Platinum, the highest rating.
The current Bicycle Plan was adopted in 1996, and is currently being
updated. Portland’s Department of Transportation (PDOT) handles
bicycle planning in the City; however, the Office of Transportation
Options (OTO) also plays an important role in implementing programs
for bicycle promotion. There are 12 full time employees in the Office of
Transportation Opftions.

Between 2000 and 2007 the OTO spent approximately 0.7% of PDOT's
capital budget on bicycling. They target improvements at key locations,
piggybacking effectively onto other projects, and searching for as

much grant funding as possible. They have also relied on Portland Parks,
the Bureau of Environmental Services, the Port of Portland, Multhomah
County, Trimet, Oregon Department of Transportation and Portland
Development Commission to fund improvements in targeted areas.

With partners at the Bicycle Transportation Alliance and the Community
Cycling Center they have also developed what are perhaps the nation’s
best encouragement and youth education programs.

San Francisco, California

The City of San Francisco was recognized as a Bicycle Friendly
Community by the League in 2006 and is currently rated Gold. The City
of San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency has a Bicycle Program
committed solely to planning for bicycle transportation. The program
has 9 full time employees and 1 intern. The City's Bicycle Plan was last
adoptedin 1997. The plan was updated in 2005, but it has not been
adopted due to an environmentally related lawsuit.

Historically, funding for the bicycle program and program
implementation comes via a grant that is supported by a sales tax. The
program leverages those funds to obtain regional air quality funds and
state bicycling transportation funds.

Seattle, Washington

In 2008, the City of Seattle received a Gold level Bicycle Friendly
Community by the League. Seattle's Department of Transportation has
a Bicycle and Pedestrian Program with 8 employees. About half of the
employees are fully committed to bicycle planning. The current Bicycle
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Plan was adopted in 2007.

The 2008-2013 Capital Improvements Program allocates approximately
$22 million toward implementing the Bicycle Master Plan. These funds are
provided as part of the Bridging the Gap funding package, a property
tax levy approved by voters in November 2006. These funds are in
addition to other Capital Improvement Project funds that implement
other bicycle-related projects and programs.

Tucson / Pima County, Arizona

The City of Tucson was recognized as a Bicycle Friendly Community by
the League in 2004 and is currently rated Gold. Tucson’s Bicycle and
Pedestrian Program is in the Department of Transportation. Transportation
planning in Tucson is done at the regional level by the Pima Association
of Governments Regional Transportation Authority (RTA). The RTA’s
fransportation plan, which was last adopted in 2006, has a component
on bicycle planning. Locally, the City has one full time and one part
time planner for bicycle planning. Pima County also has a Bicycle

and Pedestrian Program with 5 full time employees; who split their

time between bicycle and pedestrian planning. Pima County focuses
primarily in unincorporated areas of the County, but it is common for

the County, cities in Pima County (including Tucson), and the RTA to
collaborate to implement programs, such as the League Safety Program
or Safe Routes to School.

Bicycle projects in both the City of Tucson and Pima County are most
significantly funded by federal Surface Transportation Program (STP)
funds, passed down from the Pima Regional Transportation Authority.
The City and region also apply for Transportation Enhancement grants
and grants available for Safe Routes to School. Additionally, a regional
1/2 cent of the sales tax has been committed to alternative modes of
transportation, including bicycling, that is available to both the City

of Tucson and Pima County. This tax typically brings in approximately
$130,000 per year for bicycle and pedestrian projects (in the City of
Tucson). Additionally, the gas tax is available for bicycle facilities when
they are built within highway right-of-way.

City of Austin @ 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
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PLAN DEVELOPMENT

The Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update (the Plan) was prepared with public
input and in cooperation with all City of Austin Departments. The original
plan served to meet requirements set forth in the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA), requiring Metropolitan
Planning Organizations to include bicycle and pedestrian modes in

their comprehensive plans for fransportation in their regions. That plan
accomplished that requirement. This updated plan serves to identify
qualifying projects for funding under Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), the most
recent reauthorization.

This Plan is also part of the Transportation component of the

City's Comprehensive Plan, Austin Tomorrow, and serves to guide
implementation of multiple Comprehensive Plan policies. This Plan
outlines its own vision, goals, and objectives as well as identifying specific
bicycle corridors (routes) and bicycle facility recommendations for those
routes (for example, bicycle lanes, bikeways, multi-use path, shared
lanes, wide curb lanes, bicycle boulevards, fraffic calming, etc). Lastly,
the appendices include supplementary information related to the major
topics of the Plan.

By including this Plan as part of the Austin Tomorrow Comprehensive
Plan, the City of Austin recognizes that bicycling is an important part of
the Austin fransportation system and its role in realizing other goals and
objectives related to the environment and quality of life.

Major Public Meetings of the 2009 Bicycle Plan Update Planning Process

Street Smarts
Task Force formed

March 2007

Bicycle Plan

presentation to SSTF

July 2007

October 2007
March 2008
April 2008
May 2008
February 2009
March 2009
May 2009
June 2009
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This plan includes many concrete steps to improve bicycling in Austin.
However, a continuing Bicycle Program and citizen involvement will

be necessary after the Plan is adopted by the City Council to bring
about the goals of the Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update. Additionally,
implementation will require extensive internal and external coordination
and possibly City Code amendments. The plan also requires an ongoing
commitment to funding to ensure that appropriate bicycle facilities

are installed in a timely manner (as with inclusion with other Capital
Improvement Projects).

Citizen Input

This plan is the result of significant public input, inter-agency coordination,
and detailed field work. The issues that emerged during this process
helped shape the development of this Plan.

In March 2007, Austin Mayor Will Wynn and 7-time Tour de France winner,
Lance Armstrong, joined forces to empower a task force to look at ways
to increase bicycling in Austin. The task force was named the Street

The SSTF recommends that the

Smarts Task Force (SSTF). The SSTF, along with numerous other public Bicycle Advisory Committee
outreach efforts outlined below, facilitated and shaped the public input be established as a permanent
needed to make this a uniquely Austin Bicycle Master Plan. council, appointed by City

Council, and make on-going
The Street Smarts Task Force recommendations regarding

bicycle and pedestrian issues,
The Street Smarts Task Force played an important role in the creation of based on citizen input, to the
the Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update. The SSTF was formed to implement Mayor and City Council (SSTF,
the goals of the Austin Bicycle Plan and the Mayor's Fitness Council. It 2008, p. 11).

addressed and examined causes of recent bicycle fatalities and injuries
in Austin and looked at ways to improve bicyclist and motorist safety in
the community (City of Austin, n.d.e).

Street Smarts Task Force

Three subcommittees were formed to research
policies and techniques regarding bicycle policies,
infrastructure, law enforcement, and education
and promotion. Over the course of a year, the SSTF
held open meetings, and in April 2008 presented
their findings and recommendations to City
Council. The SSTF's findings and recommendations
have been integral in identifying key steps that the
City needs to take to implement the Austin Bicycle
Plan and has proven to be a useful tool in updating
the Bicycle Plan.

The SSTF recommendations are categorized into
four elements: infrastructure; education and
promotion; safety and enforcement; and board
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and commission. A summary of the recommendations in these elements
is described below:

Infrastructure

The City of Austin should be creative in building a bicycle network that
improves Austin's infrastructure to a world-class level where bicycling
for recreation or commuting becomes easy, attractive, and safe

for every citizen. The bicycle network is more than just bike lanes;
innovative solutions are the key to solving some of the larger gaps in
the Austin bicycle network.

Education and Promotion

The City of Austin should take a leading role in educating the public
about bicycling safety and promoting the use of bicycles. Providing
education and promotion is an integral part of a sound bicycle
network that creates a safer, more predictable environment for all
transportation users. Just as we provide training for driver of motor
vehicles, we must provide information for bicyclists to safely operate
their vehicles. Education and training increase confidence which
translates into a greater number of individuals choosing to use a
bicycle.

Safe Behavior and Law Enforcement

The City of Austin should embrace bicycling in Austin as a safe

and legitimate form of roadway use through its law enforcement
policies and procedures. Thorough data reporting, reviewing of law
enforcement policies, and implementation of additional traffic safety
regulations will enhance the goal of providing a safe and accessible
bicycle network.

* Establish a Board or Commission
The City of Austin should establish a permanent
council-appointed adyvisory Bicycle and
Pedestrian Board or Commission to make on-
going recommendations regarding bicycle
and pedestrian issues to the Mayor and City
Council. These recommendations would be
based on citizen input and the status of on-
going implementation of the City’s Bicycle
Plan. The focus for the commission should be
viability, safety, and effectiveness of bicycle
transportation in Austin (SSTF, 2008, p. 11).

The conclusion and recommendations of the SSTF
report has significant influence over the objectives
and recommended actions included in this Plan.
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Citywide Public Meetings

In late-March, early-April 2008 the Bicycle and Pedestrian Program and
their consultant held four citywide public meetings to get input from the
community. These public meetings were not only to provide information
to the interested citizens, but also to solicit their input and needs to
identify priorities for the Bicycle Plan Update. Over 1,000 comments by
citizens of Austin were received during these meetings. Appendix C
describes the public input process in more detail.

In February 2009, a final series of public meetings were held by the Bicycle
and Pedestrian Program and their consultant to showcase the newly
updated Plan and assure the community was ready to move forward
with the formal adoption of the Plan.

A questionnaire was distributed at the Bicycle
Plan Public Meetings to collect information from

What is the primary purpose of your bicycle trip?

participants regarding their riding habits and their
opinions on priorities for the bicycle system. A notable
comment made during the meetings was that while

a maijority of bicycle trips are made for commuting

57.69%

significant share of bicyclists ride for reasons other than
commuting to work or school. A bicycle program
that focuses primarily on commuters is overlooking a

purposes (57.7%), respondents showed that recreation, P4
fitness, and neighborhood trips are other popular
reasons for bicycling. The results illustrate that a 21.15%

12.50%

33.65%

19.23%

large portion of the bicycling community. Therefore,
efforts to improve the bicycle network and encourage
bicycling should recognize and address the needs of
those who cycle for recreational and other utilitarian
purposes. Additional survey results are discussed in

Commute to
work
Recreation

Fitness

Commute fo

school /
university

Trips in
neighborhood

Other

Appendix C.

2008 Bicycle and Pedestrian Summit

Held in Austin in May 2008 and sponsored by the Capital Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO), the 2008 Bicycle and
Pedestrian Summit was held to promote improvements in bicycle and
pedestrian transportation in the region by sharing ideas and bridging
disciplines. The City of Austin's Bicycle Program was an active participant
in the 2008 Austin Bicycle Summit. Information on existing facilities

in Austin, this plan, and strategies for the future were presented to
partficipants to obtain feedback. Austin City Council Member Brewster
McCracken was the keynote speaker.
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Bicycle Advisory Council

The Bicycle Advisory Council (BAC) is a citizen group whose purpose is to
“advise the Bicycle and Pedestrian Program and all other departments
of the City, and other jurisdictions which address transportation issues, on
all matters relating to the use of the bicycle” (Austin BAC, 2007). They
function much like a neighborhood association in that they have elected
members and by-laws. Their existence implements a stated objective

of the previous Austin Bicycle Plan which was to “Establish and continue
a Bicycle Citizens' Advisory Council.” The BAC formed a subcommittee
specifically to review and comment on this plan.

Austin Neighborhoods Council

The Austin Neighborhoods Council (ANC) was formed in 1973 and

was created to be the citywide umbrella organization to support
neighborhood interests. The ANC's motto is “Strength through Unity” and
reflects the successful collaboration fostered between a wide range of
separate associations. In the last 35 years the ANC has participated at all
levels of government, and many ANC officers have gone on to serve on
the City Council and on numerous Boards and Commissions. Included
in the eight stated purposes of the ANC, one is to “Research those plans,
resolutions, ordinances, and legislation which affect neighborhoods in
the Austin area and to make specific recommendations where and
when wanted,” and another is “To Provide it's members information and
education through forums, seminars, etc., on those subjects related to
neighborhood concerns” (ANC, 2005). On February 25, 2009 the City of
Austin Bicycle Program presented this Plan in its draft form to the ANC,
and the ANC then posted to its membership information about how to
access the DRAFT Bicycle Master Plan update.

U.S. Public Mail Notification

U.S. mail nofification of the Planning Commission and City Council public
hearing dates for adoption of this Plan were sent to over 550 stake
holder’s in Austin, including but not limited to neighborhood associations,
businesses, land developers and agents, and partner governmental and
quasi governmental agencies.

Other Outreach Efforts

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Program used serveral different methods

to inform the public of the Bicycle Plan Update and public meeting
dates and times. Notices for public meetings were printed in the Austin
American Statesman in the Public and Special Nofices sections, as well
as in the Community Calendar and the XL section. The Austin Chronicle
printed a story about the meetings and included the meetings in their
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Calendar section. Additionally, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Program
confracted with Motorblade (a car-free poster distribution company,
operated on rollerblades) to post 170 fliers and posters around town.

On-line efforts included a banner on Austin360.com, posting on the Austin
Parks Foundation webpage, the Neighborhood Planning and Zoning
Department on-line community calendar, and the BicycleAustin on-line
forum.

E-mails were sent to existing e-mail addresses in the Capital Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (CAMPQO) contact list and 200
postcards were sent to bicycle-related stakeholders from the CAMPO list.
E-mails were also sent to the Bicycle Advisory Council, the Street Smarts
Task Force, and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Program’s bicycle stakeholder
list of over 400 interested parties.

The Need for Ongoing User and Citizen Input

The Plan will thrive on ongoing active participation from bicyclists and
other interested parties. One forum for public input is a subcommittee

of the Urban Transportation Commission (UTC), dealing with pedestrian
and bicycle transportation issues. This subcommittee could provide
regular public hearings on proposed bicycle issues, including exemption
requests and changes to the bicycle network. Without compelling
reasons to omit them, bicycle and pedestrian access should be included
in all transportation projects. The Commission should ensure that the
bicycle network is completed as planned in order to promote bicycle
transportation in Austin. This would emphasize the integration of bicycling
into the regular transportation system in Austin. This subcommittee and
the UTC in general serve to advise the City Council on transportation
items, different from the Bicycle Advisory Council (described below),
which serves to advise City staff on bicycling items. Additionally, other
Boards and Commissions, such as the Environmental Board and Parks
Board, should periodically be updated on the progress of implementing
the Plan.

The Bicycle Advisory Council (BAC), created in response to an objective
in the previous plan, should continue to provide guidance and advice
to the Bicycle Program manager on issues of importance to the cycling
community. Membership on this council should be informal, but have
regular members and bylaws, and be open to all interested citizens of
Austin. In 2007 the BAC adopted by-laws and voted in official members.
The group’s next step in 2008-2009 will be to list themselves within the City
of Austin Community Registry to receive notification of ongoing activities
related to development that affect the bicycle network and system.

It is recommended that the Bicycle and Pedestrian Program staff meet
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annually with the Austin Cycling Association (ACA) to discuss issues,

status of implementation of this Plan, and to maintain open lines of
communication. This meeting could be a combined meeting of the ACA
and other bicycle stakeholder groups in Austin.

Jurisdiction of the Plan

The Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update covers the City of Austin and its
extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ). The City of Austin and surrounding areas
should coordinate their efforts to ensure a strong local bicycle network
and fulfilment of a well-connected and comprehensive, regional bicycle
network.

Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update Methodology

The vision of the Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update is for Austin to become a
world-class bicycling city. The goals defined in the previous bicycle plan
are stillimportant goals, and it is the intent of this update to achieve those
goals; this plan serves to update those goals and revise them as needed
per best practices and new informatfion. The Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan
Update has redefined the overarching goals to accomplish the plan’s
vision. The two overall goals of the Austin Bicycle Master Plan are:

* Toincrease bicycle usage in the cenftral city to 10% of all frips and 5%
citywide by 2020.

e Toincrease bicycle safety by maintaining (at current level) the
number of bicycle-motor vehicle crashes by 2015 and reduce bicycle-
motor vehicle crashes 5% by 2020.

In support of these overall goals, a set of complementary facility
improvement, education and promotion, safety and enforcement, and
implementation strategies are recommended. Within these four principle
areas, specific and strategic goals, objectives, and actions are identified.
They are:

e Bicycle System

Addresses the network itself including on-street and off-street facilities,
and connectivity within the network and among various modes of
transportation. It also addresses supporting facilities such as bicycle
parking, shower facilities, and signage.

e Education & Promotion

To make Austin a safer city in which to bicycle, bicyclists should be
familiar with and practice safe bicycling skills. Motorists should learn
the rights of bicyclists and how to drive safely in the presence of
bicyclists. Promoting bicycling as a healthy and safe way to travel
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will encourage use. More bicyclists on the road make it safer for alll
modes, as bicyclists and drivers become more aware of each other’s
needs and habits the more they interact.

* Safety & Enforcement

Enforcing traffic laws is a key component of improving safety and
educating motorists and bicyclists about the rules of the road. By
holding bicyclists and motorists accountable for their actions, they
will be more inclined to follow the rules to create a safe and inviting
environment for both modes of fransportation.

* Implementation

Finally, identifying a strategic action plan, responsibilities, and funding
sources will support the implementation of the Austin 2009 Bicycle
Plan Update.

Benchmarks are then established for each goal and objective to monitor
progress of plan implementation over time.

Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, & Guidelines

Below are documents and plans that will be used to implement this

plan. To create a complete network and garner support from several
levels of government collaboration among these plans and policies

is necessary. If they are not aligned, an incomplete system may be
implemented, and the goals of this plan would not be accomplished.
Through action items in this plan, these documents should be amended
as necessary to achieve excellence in bicycle facility planning, design,
and operation. To realize this plan, amendments to local and regional
documents shall consider impacts to bicycle facility planning and design
(both positive and negative). National and state documents should
consider the impact of their regulations and guidelines on bicycle facility
planning. The documents and plans listed below do not represent each
and every document or plan which could have an affect on this plan.
Many existing plans are not listed here, but that does not diminish the
coordinating efforts between this Bicycle Plan and those plans, and any
future plan that may be created. Documents or other plans that impact
the Bicycle Plan include, but are not limited to:

U.S. Department of Transportation Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD)

The MUTCD is published by the Federal Highway Administration
and defines standards to install and maintain fraffic control devices
on streets and highways. Standardizing traffic control devices
ensures uniformity across the nation, helps to reduce crashes and
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Summary of Bicycle Policies
within the CAMPO Mobility
2030 Plan:

1.

Improve connections to
bicycle, transit and roadway
systems.

Provide bicycle facilities with
construction and reconstruc-
fion of roads unless bicycles
are prohibited from the
roadway, or the constructing
jurisdiction has demonstrated
that providing the bicycle
facility is not feasible due to
excessive cost.

Provide bicycle connections
across controlled access fa-
cilities as part of construction
or reconstruction unless the
constructing jurisdiction has
demonstrated that providing
the connection is not feasible
due fo excessive cost or not
warranted due fo insufficient
demand. If not currently
warranted, preserve an op-
fion for providing a future
connection. Connections
should be coordinated with
locations of transit stops and
activity centers.

Enhance bicycle facilities in
higher intensity mixed-use
areas.

Complete the 2030 regional
bicycle system.

Coordinate transportation
and recreational bicycle
facilities, especially where
recreational facilities are
destfinations.

Increase public awareness
and involvement in bicycle
planning.

Encourage minimum design
criteria for new bicycle facili-
fies and ensure that existing
facilities are adequately
maintained.

Allocate at least 15 % of
available Federal Surface
Transportation Program-
Metropolitan Mobility dollars
fo bicycle and pedestrian
projects through the CAMPO
TIP process.
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congestion, improves efficiency of the fransportation system, and
reduces the cost of traffic control devices (USDOT, 2003). The most
recent edition of the MUTCD is 2003, with revisions in 2004 and 2007.
To adapt to changes in travel patterns, needs, and fechnology, the
MUTCD is updated periodically to reflect the best and most effective
devices and practices being implemented. Changes are based on
experimentation of new traffic control devices, recommendations by
jurisdictions or other parties, and/or research. Amendments to the
MUTCD receive extensive review by the FHWA.

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials

(AASHTO)

AASHTO is a non-profit non-partisan group that represents
fransportation departments across the United States and provides
guidelines for the design of five modes of tfransportation: air, highways,
public transit, rail, and water. These guidelines are reviewed and
updated periodically. The primary goal of AASHTO is to foster
development, operation, and maintenance of an integrated national
tfransportation system (AASHTO, 2007).

Texas Transportation Code

The Texas Transportation Code establishes the transportation laws
in Texas. Chapter 551 of Title 7 addresses the operation of bicycles,
mopeds, and play vehicles.

Texas Department of Transportation Manual on Uniform Traffic Control

Devices (TMUTCD)

Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR) required that
states either adopt the National MUTCD or a State MUTCD by
December 2005. The State MUTCD is reviewed by the FHWA for
conformance with the National MUTCD. Additionally, Texas State
Transportation Code §544.001 requires that the Texas Transportation
Commission adopt a “manual and specifications for a uniform system
of fraffic-control devices consistent with this chapter that correlates
with and to the extent possible conforms to the system approved
by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials.” The TMUTCD outlines the standards for traffic control
devices such as signs, signals, markings, and other traffic control
devices installed in the right of way, or places open to public travel.
The most recent edition of the TMUTCD was adopted in 2006.

Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization Mobility 2030 Plan

The Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPQO)
was organized in 1973 and is authorized by the Federal Highway
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Administration as the regional tfransportation planning agency in the
Cenftral Texas region, including Hays, Travis, and Williamson Counties.
The CAMPO Mobility 2030 Plan is the regional transportation plan, and
includes policies and recommendations for bicycle and pedestrian
travel and intfegrates bicycle planning into its regional fransportation
planning efforts. Bicycle planning at this regional level is necessary to
best coordinate individual municipal efforts.

Itis CAMPQO's policy that bicycle accommodations are provided with
all new construction and reconstruction of roadways in the Mobility
2030 plan (CAMPO, 2007, Policy BP-3). The City of Austin should work
closely with CAMPO to retrofit state roads with bicycle facilities and to
provide the required bicycle facilities on new roadways.

Austin Tomorrow Comprehensive Plan (ATCP)

The ATCP was adopted in 1979. The Transportatfion System
component of the ATCP identifies several goals, objectives, and
policies promoting and planning for the use of bicycles. The 1996
and 1998 Bicycle Plans were adopted as amendments of the
ATCP transportation component (The Austin Metropolitan Area
Transportation Plan).

In 2008, the Planning Commission reviewed and created an inferim
update of the ATCP, which was approved by City Council on
November 6, 2008. The purpose of the update was to remove
obsolete policies and replace them with existing adopted policies
and plans. The Interim update reflects the goals and objectives of
the 1996 and 1998 Bicycle Plans. In January 2009, the City will begin
the planning process for a new comprehensive plan. When adopted,
the 2009 Bicycle Plan Update will continue to be a component of the
ATCP.

Austin City Code

The Austin City Code establishes the laws in Austin, including
transportation laws and land development regulations. Title 12 of
the Austin City Code addresses traffic regulations, including those
applicable to bicyclists. Title 25 addresses land development
regulations that affect installation of bicycle system network
infrastructure.

Land Development Code (LDC)

The (LDC) is the legal portion of the City Code that contains the
code of ordinances that regulates development in Austin and the
extraterritorial jurisdiction, including, but not limited to, buildings,
subdivision, and park development. While land in the ETJ is not
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Excerpt from the City of
Austin Parks and Recreation
Department Long Range
Plan

New Goals and Standards:
Current targets for parkland
acquisition have shifted
more to the inner city. The
trend in Austin is fowards

a more dense residential
population in the urban core
of the City. This is particularly
evident in downtown Aus-
tin, especially around Lady
Bird Lake. Concurrent urban
plans in this direction include
“Transit Oriented Develop-
ment”, “Traditional Neigh-
borhood Development”,
and *Vertical Mixed Use”. As
a result of these efforts, the
City has shifted its parkland
acquisition program to in-
clude “infill"” or pocket parks
within already developed
areas of the City that have
little or no parkland. This ef-
fort has been guided by the
Department’s Gap Analysis.
Addtionally, targeting linear
parks or trails will assist with
the goal of providing park-
land in the urban core, while
also enhancing alternative
transportation choices.

Country Club Creek Trail
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subject to the zoning code, it is subject to subdivision regulations.
Regulations pertaining to bicycle facilities in the LDC include, but
are not limited to, improving connectivity, provision of bicycle
facilities, and bicycle parking, Section 25-6 of the LDC pertains to
Transportation and includes bicycle-specific sections.

Austin Metropolitan Area Transportation Plan (AMATP)

The AMATP is the City of Austin’s long range transportation plan and
coordinates with other regional tfransportation plans, such as the
CAMPO Mobility Plan. Like the regional transportation plan, bicycle
and pedestrian tfransportation is an important component of the
AMATP.

Austin Transportation Criteria Manual (TCM)

The TCM includes standards for the design of fransportation

facilities in the City of Austin and its extraterritorial jurisdiction. The
standards are based largely upon the guidelines of the Institute of
Transportation Engineers and American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). Section Seven (7) of the TCM
addresses standards for bicycle facilities.

Austin Parks and Recreation Long Range Plan for Land and Facilities

In 1998, the Austin City Council adopted the Park and Recreation
Department’s (PARD)

Long Range Plan for Land and Facilities as the City's Master Plan
for parks and recreation (City of Austin, Parks and Recreation
Department). Because recreational and utilitarian bicyclists tend
to utilize park trails and paths, planning for bicycle use on off-street
multi-use trails through and on parkland should be consistent with
the goals of this Plan. The following multi-use tfrails have received
Federal alternative fransportation funds for either improvements or
new construction, requiring their role in the City's multi-modal network.
These multi-use trails are:

e Town Lake Trail

e Waller Creek Trail

* Shoal Creek Trail

* Colorado River Park Trail

e Barton Creek Trail

* Northern Walnut Creek Trail

e Southern Walnut Creek
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Neighborhood Plans

Elements of a Neighborhood
Plan

City Council approved the neighborhood planning process in 1996 to .
achieve the goals of the ATCP and to serve to update portions of the | ¢ Represent the views of
ATCP. Neighborhood plans provide guidance to City departments the stakeholders in a

in influencing Capital Improvement Program expenditures and community

policy decisions. Neighborhood planning plays an important role * Identify neighborhood
in updating and executing the ATCP and provides an important SITEMENNG Elne| GEEs
foundation for implementing bicycle planning throughout the * Identify neighborhood
City. Neighborhood planning facilitates a process where further, MSEES ENE| CONSEMS
detailed bicycle facility planning can occur. Planners, designers, *  Establish goals

for improving the

and engineers should refer to Neighborhood Plans for further specifics B o

regarding bicycle facility location and design.
e Recommend specific

For example, The North Burnet/Gateway (NB/G) neighborhood plan, actions to reach those
adopted by City Council on November 1st, 2007, contains a detailed goals

bicycle network plan. Similar to the overarching goals of this plan,
the bicycle circulation plan for the NB/G area aims to increase the
use of bicycles for tfransportation by providing appropriate bicycle
facilities for all levels of bicyclists. A network of inferconnected
bicycle facilities which provide access fo and within a multitude of
destinations in the area is important to the sustainability of the area.
Existing and future major bicycle destinations include rail stops, the
University of Texas JJ Pickle Research Center, Austin Community
College, Walnut Creek Trail, and the Domain, a large scale mixed
used development.

Transit Station Area Plans

In response to future commuter rail service, the City of Austin created
transit-oriented development (TOD) districts around each of the
planned Capital Metro MetroRail stations to encourage development =
that will promote the use of transit. Each TOD district will have a Capital Metro Red Line Vehicle
Station Area Plan (SAP) that establishes a vision and plan for the TOD.
Each SAP will contain a land use strategy, urban design standards,
zoning recommendations, and implementation strategy. Like
neighborhood plans, SAPs may identify preferred transportation plans
and bicycle networks within the planning area and detailed street
cross sections to which the planning and designing of bicycle facilities
should refer.

Downtown Austin Plan (DAP)

The DAP began its planning process at the same fime as this plan
update and encompasses the area from Town Lake to the south,
MLK Boulevard to the north, IH-35 to the east, and Lamar Boulevard
to the west. The DAP is a comprehensive plan that contains
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recommendations for bicycle facilities that are integrated with other
modes of transportation and will affect the Bicycle Plan. These
recommendations include, but are not limited to, conversion of many
one-way streets to a two-way street system, rail, and priority modes
per street.

The top five priorities that evolved from the Downtown Austin planning
process were: (1) improve downtown's competitive position in the
region. To accomplish this, there needs to be improved access to
and mobility within downtown. The downtown transit plan should

be a part of the regional and citywide system. Improved pedestrian
and bicycle mobility throughout the downtown area is essential; (2)
make downtown a stronger place, not just a series of projects, by
establishing districts and priority use zones to achieve critical mass
and a stronger sense of place; (3) keep downtown authentic and
diverse by maintaining the entertainment venues, developing an
affordable housing master plan, and working with the state to create
a redevelopment plan for underutilized state lands and parking
garages; (4) re-invest in the public realm by developing a downtown
public parks master plan and maintenance program, and preparing a
downtown utility master plan; and (5) dedicate leadership, capacity
and funding to implement the Downtown Austin Plan (City of Austin,
2008c). With part of the number one priority to improve bicycle
mobility throughout downtown, the Austin Bicycle Plan will play a
significant role in helping the DAP to achieve this priority.

While the DAP specifies bicycle priority streets, bicycle lanes should
also be considered on secondary bicycle streets as identified in the
DAP. This recommendation is consistent with this Plan's focus on
accommodations for B/C design bicyclists.

At adoption date of the 2009 Bicycle Plan Update, the study of the
DAP was still underway. Therefore, recommendations of that plan
may frigger amendments to this plan. Also, because of the more
detailed analysis and planning put into the DAP, planners, designers,
and engineers should refer to the DAP for further specifics regarding
bicycle facility location and design.

Corridor Studies

In 2001 the City of Austin began a planning process called Corridor
Planning in order to address the commercial corridors and enhance
how they fit info Austin neighborhoods (City of Austin, n.d.c). Itis
the effort of this program to “reestablish or enhance corridors as

the physical and cultural pathways that link people to each other,
to local institutions, and to daily destinations.” It is a method of
coordinating land use, fransportation, and infrastructure planning to
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affect how a corridor should look and function (City of Austin, 2001b).
Because corridors are seen as a major connection between origin and
destination, corridor planning offers an opportunity to plan further and
more specifically for bicycle infrastructure along these corridors.

Austin Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Plan

The goal of the ACPP is to make Austin the leading city in the nation
in the fight against global warming. This will be accomplished through
actions that reduce greenhouse gas emissions and reducing Austin’s
carbon footprint. Because bicycling for tfransportation will help
achieve many of the objectives of the ACPP, both plans serve to
complement one another and provide support for implementation of
action items in both plans.

Austin Trails Master Plan

In May 2007, the Health and Human Services Department of the City of
Austin produced a Safe Routes to School Plan to improve and increase
bicycling and walking to school for 10 elementary and middle schools.
The Austin Bicycle Plan can help implement the goals of the Austin SRTS
Plan for these schools, and vice versa. The SRTS Plan seeks to achieve
its goals by addressing physical infrastructure improvements as well as
the need for education, encouragement, and enforcement.

In April 2008, the Austin City Council passed a resolution mandating the
creation of a comprehensive and coordinated urban trails map for the
City, to serve as an interim Trails Master Plan. The map includes existing
trail networks, as well as potential new additions and gap completions
to the network. The Austin Bicycle Plan will serve to compliment
and/or implement the trails map and City vision for developing a

trails network, which is: To create an interconnected non-motorized
network of on-road routes and off-road trail corridors that provides
transportation, environmental and historic resources preservation,
recreation, socialization and health benefits.

In addition to the expansive system envisioned by the Trails Master
Plan, the City's geography, land use patterns, and street layout offer
ample opportunity for the development of supplemental trails that
could significantly enhance mobility and safety for both cyclists and
pedestrians. Such connections might be as simple as trails between
streets that dead end close to one another or public access along
private roads or parking lots that link existing bicycle facilities. The Trails
Master Plan planning process would seek to identify such connection
and work with appropriate stakeholders to achieve them.
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Appendix J contains the conceptual trail map which was presented
to City Council on March 26th, 2009. The map included is conceptual
in nature but is also a rich interactive tool, dependent upon scale (i.e.
at citywide extent large swaths of conceptual greenways become
apparent, and at on a larger scale, more detailed corridors are
identified with relation to existing and planned on-street and off-street
bicycle and pedestrian facilities). Current versions are kept with the
Neighborhood Connectivity Division within the Department of Public
Works, or its successor, until a Trails Master Plan is completed.

Great Streets

In December 2000, Council passed a resolution directing City staff

to finalize and implement the Downtown Great Streets Master Plan

-- fo ensure that each emerging project throughout Downtown have
consistent streetscape and public right-of-way improvements. In
December 2002, the Council adopted the Great Streets Master Plan
streetscape standards.

The Great Streefts streetscape standards are implemented primarily
through two methods. First, through downtown Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) street projects. And second, through the “Great Streets
Development Program” to assist private development projects with
cost of streetscape improvements consistent with the Great Streets
concepts. Funding for this program comes from a dedication of 30%
of parking meter revenue within the Great Streets boundaries.

The utmost care should be taken to assure Great Street projects are

consistent with the Downtown Austin Plan and this Plan, to assure the
construction of complete streets and efficient downtown circulation
routes for all modes of transportation.

University of Texas Bicycle Plan

In 2007 The University of Texas at Austin (UT) completed a campus
bicycle plan, The University of Texas Bicycle Plan — Integrating Bikes
info a Pedestrian Campus. UT's plans have historically envisioned a
pedestrian core campus, and the UT Bicycle Plan sought to establish
bicycle access and circulation through campus while maintaining
pedestrian priority areas. The plan considers several issues, including
access, circulation, parking, vehicular interaction, safety and
enforcement, education, and bicyclist amenities (Bowman-Melton,
2007, p. 7). Because the UT Bicycle Plan makes recommendations on
State property, coordination with UT is imperative to achieve maximal
connectivity to, from, and within the UT campus.
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Capital Metropolitan Transit Authority Rails with Trails Plan

Recognizing that the railroad rights-of-way can be utilized for bicycle
and pedestrian facilities, in 2007 Capital Metro created a plan for
bicycle and pedestrian trails along its commuter rail red line. The
plan consists of off-street, multi-use paths as well as on-street facilities
extending from Leander to the Lance Armstrong Bikeway. Fully
implemented, the Rails with Trails system could include approximately
30.9 miles of paved, multi-use paths, 1.7 miles of sidewalks, and 8.4
miles of marked on-street bicycle lanes (Capital Metro, 2007).

Surrounding Jurisdictions

The City of Austin is surrounded by several other cities, and
maintenance and creation of roadways may fall info another
jurisdiction’s control. To allow bicyclists o cross these jurisdictional
boundaries, it is important to be aware of the tfransportation plans of
adjacent jurisdicitons and coordinate with other jurisdictions to build a
regional bicycle network.
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CHAPTER. 2

BICYCLE SYSTEM GOAL:
To provide and
maintain a
comprehensive
bicycle system that
serves all residents
and neighborhoods
of Austin, and that
provides facility options
for all cycling skill levels.

;?' BICYCLE SYSTEM

The most fundamental element of increasing bicycle use is to ensure
the facilities are in place to support bicycling. This includes well-
connected on-street and off-street facilities for bicycle travel as well as
the support facilities such as parking, shower facilities, and wayfinding
along the network. The City of Austin should be creative in constructing
and maintaining a bicycle network that improves Austin's infrastructure
to a world-class level where bicycling for recreation or commuting
becomes easy, attractive, and safe for every citizen.

This plan identifies five elements of a strong, comprehensive bicycle
system, which are discussed on the following pages:

1.

The Bicycle Network
Objective 1: Complete the City's Bicycle Network

Establishing a convenient and safe place to ride is the first step to
encouraging bicycle use, whether for utilitarian or recreational
purposes. In order to provide a network that serves all of Austin, the
needs and preferences for each type of potential bicyclist—children
and adults, advanced riders and novice riders, and utilitarian and
recreational riders, whether discretionary or non-discretionary—
needs to be considered. This plan outlines how the bicycle network
and the various facility treatments should be identified, prioritized,
designed, and ultimately built.

On-Street Parking And Bicycle Lanes
Objective 2: Resolve Parking in Existing Bicycle Lanes

Several miles of bicycle lanes in Austin have unrestricted automobile
parking in the bicycle lane. On-street parking in bike lanes is
incompatible. In 2007, the City of Austin established guidelines to
resolve parking in bicycle lanes, by evaluating existing conditions,
and determining, with neighborhood input, which use has the
greatest priority. This portion of the plan summarizes the efforts

of these guidelines, establishes them as the preferred method

of resolving parking in bicycle lanes per this Plan, and identfifies
locations where parking in bicycle lanes still needs to be resolved.

End-of-Trip Facilities
Objective 3: Increase Availability of End-of-Trip Facilities

While the bicycle network, including bicycle lanes, multi-use paths,
bicycle boulevards, wide shoulders, designated wide curb lanes,
and designated shared lanes, are considered an important element
of facilitating bicycle use, a more comprehensive approach to
improving the bicycle system is necessary. Citizen input continues
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BICYCLE SYSTEM
OBJECTIVES:

1. Complete the City’s
to point to the need for support facilities, such as secure bicycle bicycle network.
parking or storage and shower facilities at the end of the trip. 2. Resolve parking
Additionally, the use of loan vehicles for daytime business related in existing bicycle
trips can also contribute to overall bicycle use. Other supporting lanes.
facilities include wayfinding and signage along the route to help 3. Increase the

guide bicyclists to their destination. Providing these items will
help promote bicycling as an easy, convenient way to fravel and

availability of end-of-

exercise. trip fQC|I|t|es.
4. Fully integrate
4. Integration of Cycling with Transit cycling with transit.
Objective 4: Fully Integrate Cycling with Transit 5. Provide superior
It is hard to separate bicycling and transit, as the two methods of bicycle facility

transportation strongly support one another. For those who live too maintenance.
far to feasibly bicycle commute to their job, a possible option is

to bike to a bus or rail stop, park, and complete the trip by fransit,
or take the bike and continue from where they disembark and
continue to their destination. With the prospect of commuter rail
and a growing mass transit system in Austin, adequate facilities

and connections should be made to link the two modes of
transportation. Safe and secure bicycle parking at key transit stops
for regular fransit, rapid bus, and rail should be coordinated and
implemented. Additionally, bicycle accommodation on all bus and
rail fransit and van pool vehicles should be provided.

5. Bicycle Facility Maintenance
Objective 5: Provide Superior Bicycle Facility Maintenance

Finally, maintenance of the bicycle system, including the

network and supporting facilities will ensure a comfortable and
predictable bicycle trip, similar to that provided for other modes

of fransportation. Bicycles are more sensitive to irregularities and
road debris than cars due to their smaller and lighter weight tires.
Roadway features that cause minor discomfort to motorists, such as
potholes and improper drain grates, can cause serious problems for
cyclists.

EVALUATION OF EXISTING BicYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE

As of February 28, 2009, the Austin region has a total of 1,450.9 miles

of bicycle facilities. This includes 49.5 miles of multi-use paths (not
including primarily recreational trails), 131 miles of bicycle lanes, 287
miles of paved shoulders, and 984 miles of shared lanes and wide curb
lanes, of which 143 are signed. On a per capita basis, Austin has 9
miles of bicycle facilities for every 10,000 residents of the city. The Austin
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Street Smarts Task Force
Seven Rating Criteria of
Barriers in Austin
(endorsed by the City
Bicycle Program)

1. Barrier danger / difficulty
level

2. Distance required o
avoid barrier

3. Proximity to “green”
route (easy-use route)

4. Proximity to major
attractor

5. Proximity to mass transit,
bus, park and ride, rail
plan

6. Current level of route

use

7. Difficulty of solution
(cost magnitude to
implement)
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bicycle route network currently consists of a variety of facilities, including
shoulders, bicycle lanes, wide curb lanes, signed bicycle routes, and
multi-use pafths.

The first step in identifying the needs and goals for the bicycle system is
to evaluate the existing system. This analysis, which includes public input
as well as detailed field research, identifies the barriers in the system,
guiding recommendations for new facilities throughout the city. This
analysis also evaluates the process of how the system is currently being
implemented and offers recommendations and new tools to facilitate
future completion of bicycle facilities.

A key issue raised during the planning process involved barriers along
existing routes throughout the city. These barriers often make otherwise
useful routes more difficult to use and unattractive to less confident
riders. The Street Smarts Task Force (SSTF) was instrumental in identifying
barriers in the bicycle network. Through the process, 101 infrastructure
related recommendations were made that willimprove the bicycle
network by connecting gaps and removing barriers in the network.
These recommendations include 92 miles of new bicycle network or
improvements to existing system routes. The city and their consultant
identified another 45 barriers citywide. Key barriers in Austin include:

* Crossing of major highways such as MoPac, IH-35, US 183, and US 290
¢ Crossing of the Colorado River at Pleasant Valley Road, US 183,
MoPac, and Airport Boulevard

The Infrastructure and Facilities Subcommittee of the SSTF created a
Barrier Categories and Rating Criteria to categorize and prioritize these
101 barriers based on seven rating criteria, for which each barrier is
ranked as High, Medium, or Low priority. These recommendations are
integrated into the recommendations of this Plan. The location of existing
facilities, gaps, and key barriers in Austin are shown on the maps on the
following pages. A combined list of barriers is found in Appendix G. Costs
and potential solutions for addressing the barriers were performed by the
Bicycle Program and will be used to create future project packages for
funding opportunities. Addressing the barriers throughout the city should
be one of the highest infrastructure actions of this plan.

Street Smarts Task Force Infrastructure Recommendations

The recommendations established by the SSTF address the gaps and barriers in the bicycle network; using
signage and pavement markings for wayfinding; recommendations for on and off-street bicycle facilities;
incorporating bicycle planning into the planning and development process; infegrating bicycles and mass
fransit; and administrative recommendations. A common theme among the SSTF recommendations is
coordination with other departments and agencies fo implement the recommendations. Examples of other
recommendations include: addressing maintenance issues and on-going review of the network to ensure quality
facilities; using signage for wayfinding; improving construction detour guidelines and signage as they relate to
bicyclists; exploring innovative facility uses, such as bike boxes, colored lanes, and sharrows; and coordinating
with other agencies and jurisdictions to implement a regional bicycle network (SSTF, 2008, pp. 12-16).
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Objective 1.0

Complete the creation
of a well-connected
bicycle network that is
safe and convenient for
all bicyclists and serves
all Austin residents and
neighborhoods.

Benchmarks

Complete 60% of bicycle
network by 2015, 70% by
2020, and 100% by 2030.

Provide connectivity at 12
network gaps by 2020.

Annually contact
adjacent jurisdictions

to discuss bicycle
system and connectivity
improvements needed
to realize our proposed
system.

Bicycle NETWORK

Nationally and locally, surveys show that the lack of the provision of
bicycle facilities is the primary reason more people do not bicycle
regularly. In 1991, the Bicycling Magazine Harris Poll surveyed active
cyclists regarding what would encourage them to ride a bicycle to
work. The most commonly cited inducement to bicycling to work is

safe bicycle lanes (49%) (FHWA, 1992, p. 21). A Seattle survey provides
addifional evidence that people believe inadequate facilities are the
key impediment to expanding ridership. When respondents (bicyclist
and non-bicyclist alike) are asked to rank three sets of policy options in
order of importance, improved or expanded facilities easily came out
on top with 67% of the respondents selecting it as the most important.

A local survey conducted as part of the 1992 Austin Bike to Work Day,
reveals many similarifies fo these studies. Each person surveyed was
asked what would encourage them to commute by bicycle more often.
The top three most frequently mentioned facility improvements included
bicycle lanes, street routes, and multi-use paths, suggesting that if Austin
had more and better bicycle facilities, more people would use bicycles
for fransportation. Finally, a study conducted by Jennifer Dill and Theresa
Carr reviewed the top 50 cities with high bicycle commuting rates found
that the percentage of people commuting by bicycle is significantly
associated with bicycle infrastructure, and the miles of on-street bicycle
lanes per square mile (i.e., higher densities of bicycle lanes) is positively
associated with bicycle commuting (Dill & Carr, 2003, p. 116-123).

Bicycling is a legal mode of transportation with considerable economic,
environmental, and social benefits. People who choose to bicycle
should not be placed in greater danger than those using any other
legal mode of fransportation. To varying extents, bicycles will be ridden
on all roadways, making all arterials and collectors part of the bicycle
network. All new roadways, except those where bicyclists will be legally
prohibited, should be designed and constructed under the assumption
that they will service a variety of tfransportation modes including bicycles
(AASHTO, 1991, p. 11). Incorporating accommodations for bicycles in
urban planning and development greatly increases the chances for
superior bicycle infrastructure, which reduces the risk to cyclists. All

new development and construction should therefore be designed to
be “bicycle friendly.” (See Appendix A and sidebar on page 69 for
Definition.)

Bicycle lanes and road markings contribute to increased sense of safety
of bicycling. Not only do bicyclists know where they are supposed to be
and feel they have a safe place to bicycle, motorists are also aware of
the presence of bicyclists and know where they are going to be (Hallett,
Luskin, and Machemehl, 2006).

City of Austin @ 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
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The building of bicycle facilities can be simple when planned for and
implemented with other transportation projects. While significant
improvements have been made, many planning and construction
efforts in Austin do not adequately consider bicyclists’ needs. Parks and
roadways are often built without the simple considerations that would
allow bicycle access and parking, causing bicycle provisions to be either
excluded or hindered. To accommodate bicycles after construction
often requires costly retfrofitting, sometimes resulting in a non-standard
and inferior design solution. Lack of review for bicycle facilities can
result in retrofit facilities that are inadequate. Designing the facilities

in coordination with those who maintain them can avoid expensive
maintenance in the future and assure a design which will better assure
the intended use.

For this reason, bicycle facilities shall be considered at the inception of

all new projects and incorporated into the total design of each project.
Retrofitting bicycle facilities in completed roadways and development

is more costly and generally leads to less desirable results. Planning for
bicycles must include recommended routes and facilities that are direct,
safe, efficient, and convenient (Oregon DOT, 1992, p. 23). Moreover,
because roadways are often built in phases, this plan requires that the
interim version of all new or improved roadways also include adequate
bicycle access, as approved by the Bicycle Program, using guidelines

set forth in this section regarding roadway type and classification of
bicyclists, along with consideration of the recommendation in this plan for
the segment or considering the abutting segments and their existing and/
or planned facilities.

In addition to implementing bicycle facilities in coordination with other
transportation projects, the city should be aggressive in developing the
bicycle system independently. The reality is that streets are not rebuilt
often enough to keep up with the demand for bicycle facilities. If
implementation was to rely solely on other transportation projects, then
the bicycle system will not be completed by 2020.

Each set of construction documents is held to specific standards. Some
of these standards are unique to the particular authority involved.
Other standards, handicapped access for example, are applied to all
projects by federal regulation. Added to the inherent complication

of design documents, consideration of bicycle provisions as a routine
design procedure and construction documents is difficult to ensure. As
aresult, bicycle facilities are not provided uniformly, and even existing
bicycle facilities do not comply consistently with established standards.
Therefore, the City of Austin shall be aggressive in coordinating design
and construction standards to promote uniformity and consistency
throughout the transportation system.

City of Austin @ 2009 Bicycle Plan Update

“Bicycle Friendly” means
(adapted from Mixed Use
Matters, Envision Central Texas
Oct. 2008, Page 18):

e Education and
encouragement programs
that teach motorists to
share the road with cyclists
and cyclists to ride with
motorists.

e Evaluation and
modification of
roadway treatments for
effectiveness in promoting
cycling.

e Evaluation and
modification of roadway
crossings fo make them
safer, especially at key
intersections.

e Bicycle route signage that
indicates distances to
major destinations.

e Varying bicycle
facilities per land use
characteristics, right-
of-way, traffic volume,
speed and composition,
on-street parking, and
roadway grade.

e Design for level of
experience: off-road
multi-purpose trails or
neighborhood streets
for new/young riders
and on-road facilities for
experienced riders.

* A netfwork of bicycle
facilities on designated
arterial streefs.

e  Employee bicycle parking
in a garage or other
covered, safe area. Short
term bicycle parking
located close to the front
door.

e End-use facilities for
cyclists that become
pedestrians that minimizes
conflicts with others.
Includes provision of
adequate space and
sighage.

*  Management of buildings
and campuses in a style
which promotes bicycling.
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Park Planning and Bicycle Routes Planning - The Lessons of Butler (Town Lake) Park

In 2005, the City of Austin gave final approval to the construction of Butler Park, after a long delay owing
tfo a downturn in the economy. There were several pieces to the project which resulted in a reduction of
bicycling facilities related to the park development, namely:

e The reduction of Riverside Drive between South Lamar Boulevard and South First Street (an east/west
bicycle route) from two lanes in each direction to one lane in each direction without the addition of
bicycle lanes.

e The elimination of Dawson Street between Riverside Drive and Barton Springs Road (a north/south bicycle
route) for a parking loft.

e The posting of “No Bicycling” signs in portions of the park that had increased pedestrian uses, namely the
Butler interactive fountain.

These elements were missed during the public input and design
process. As a result, as construction took place and bicycling
advocates as well as the City Bicycle and Pedestrian Program
were alerted to the removal of facilities, the following facilities were
added into the project:

e A wide multi-use path running along the south side of Riverside
Drive.

e Bicycle and pedestrian crossings at several points, including the
Z crossing at the old intersection of Dawson Street and Riverside
Drive.

¢ The “No Bicycling” signs placed at various sites around the park
were removed and bicycle mobility was restored in key areas.

The good news is that some changes were made around Butler Park
to accommodate bicycling and that other projects; namely, the
Sandra Murida Way, Pfluger Bridge Extension, and the Sand Beach
park have proceeded with a lot more input from a broader group
of stakeholders as well as input from multiple City departments in
regards fo the integration of bicycle access.

Adapted from input from Charlie McCabe, Austin Parks Foundation
Executive Director and 2007-2008 Chair of the City of Austin Bicycle
Adyvisory Council

An analysis of the existing bicycle network shows that many of the City’'s
existing bicycle network is disconnected. The action items in this section
aim to create a comprehensive, connected bicycle network.

Types of Bicycle Facilities

Bicycle network facilities include the infrastructure on which bicyclists
fravel. There are several facility freatments that can be classified into
nine types of bicycle network facilities: bicycle lane, sidewalk, multi-
use path, bicycle boulevard, bikeway, protected bicycle lane, wide
shoulder, wide curb lane, and shared lane. Below, each bicycle facility
category is briefly described. Further information regarding bicycle
facility design and a list of documents containing best practices in
bicycle facility design are include in Appendix F.

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
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“The bicycle Nnetwork is more

_ than iust bike lanes: INNOvVative
solutions are the key to solving some of the

gaps in the AUSEIN bicycle network.”

-Street Smarts Task Force, Final Report, p. 11

Bicycle Lane

Bicycle lanes delineate the right-of-way assigned to bicyclists and
motorists (AASHTO, 1999). They are designated by a lane stripe,
pavement markings, and signage. Bicycle lane stripes are intended
to promote the orderly flow of traffic by establishing specific lines of
demarcation between areas reserved for bicycles and lanes to be
occupied by motor vehicles. Typically, the solid stripe of the bike
lane is either dropped or dashed prior to and through intersections, to
allow for both bicyclist and motorist furning movements.

Two variations of a bicycle lane include a bicycle/bus/taxi shared
lane and a climbing lane, described below:

Bike/Bus/Taxi Shared Lane
A fravel lane that is restricted to the use of bicycles, buses, or taxis.

Climbing Bicycle Lane

A climbing bicycle lane is marked on one side of the road and
benefits cyclists going up hill at slower speeds.

Sidewalks

Sidewalks may be useful as bicycle facilities when: bicycle access

is needed and bicycle volumes and/or pedestrian volumes are
expected to be low, right-of-way is constrained or there are traffic
safety concerns (high speeds, high volumes, heavy truck traffic).
Bicyclists should not travel faster than the design speed of the
sidewalk (approximately 5-10 mph). Sidewalk bike routes should not
result in bicyclists riding opposed to motor vehicle traffic. Due to
limited opportunities for alternative facilities and other considerations,
this plan recommends considering the use of sidewalk facilities with
special attention required in the design process to ensure user safety.

Multi-use Path/Trails Designated for Bicycle Use

A multi-use path or trails designated for bicycle use is a path physically
separated from motorized vehicular fraffic by an open space or
barrier and is located either within the road right-of-way, within an
independent right-of-way, or accommodated in another way, such
as parkland. It is shared by multiple users including, but not limited to,

City of Austin @ 2009 Bicycle Plan Update

Intersections

Designing intersections fo
accommodate bicycles is
one of the biggest challenges
in refrofitting streets for bicycle
fransportation.

Bicycle lanes can complicate
turning movements at
intersections as they
encourage bicyclists to keep
right and motorists fo keep
left, regardless of their turning
intentions.

Bicyclists furning left from
aright side bicycle lane
and motorists furning right
from a position to the left of
the bicycle lane are both
maneuvering confrary to the
normal rules of the road. This
problem can be addressed
by ending bicycle lanes in
advance of intersections, or
by striping the lane with a
broken, rather than a solid
white line in advance of the
infersection.



| 'i Shoulder Wide Curb Lane Shared Lane

pedestrians, skaters, wheel chair users, and bicyclists.

Surface type is a critical component of multi-use paths. Generally,
two types of surface treatments are used: crushed granite and hard
surface pavement. Although decomposed or crushed granite can
make a reasonable surface in good conditions, it is not suitable for

all applications and can be hazardous or difficult for narrow bicycle
tires. Depending on the anticipated use and its location, one surface
freatment may prove to be preferred over the other.

Bicycle Boulevard

Bicycle boulevards are not just signed bicycle routes, but are streets
on which bicycles have preference over cars and designed in a
way to effectively divert motorized fraffic. Design elements that may

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
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be included are diverters, reconfiguration of stop signs to favor the
bike boulevard, traffic calming and shared lane markings, as well as
crossing improvements at high traffic crossings. Automotive traffic
still has access to residences or businesses, but fraffic control devices

are used to control automobile traffic speeds and access while
supporting through bicycle traffic.

Bikeway

A bikeway is defined as a road, path or way, not necessarily within
the roadway that in some manner is specifically designated for the
exclusive use of bicycles.

Protected Bicycle Lane

A bicycle lane that is separated from traffic with a row of parked cars,
a curb, or other physical separation.

Wide Shoulder

A shoulder is defined by AASHTO as “the portion of the roadway
contiguous with the traveled way for accommodation of stopped
vehicles, for emergency use, and for lateral support of the subbase,
base, and surface courses” (AASHTO, 1999). A shoulder can
accommodate bicyclists if it is adequate in width and pavement
surface and has few driveways or other crossings. Texas legal code
allows continuous use of the shoulder only by bicycles, emergency
vehicles, and maintenance crews.

Shared Lane

Shared lanes are the right-most through traffic lanes that are 14 feet
wide or less, measured from the lane stripe to the edge of the gutter
pan.

Wide Curb Lane

Wide curb lanes are the right-most through traffic lanes that are
greater than 14 feet wide, measured from the lane stripe to the edge
of the gutter pan.

The University of Texas and Bicycling

The UT campus is an important connection among downfown and the north campus student center, making
it an ideal place for a heightened awareness for bicyclists. Vehicle movements are restricted through UT
campus and UT has pedestrian/bicycle only zones. On-campus streets and bicycle facilities will continue to
be planned in a way that minimizes conflict for all possible modes of tfravel without compromising safety of

the facilities.

The City of Austin Bicycle and Pedestrian program will work closely with the University of Texas and student
organizations to ensure that accessibility to the UT campus via bicycle is enhanced as much as possible and
that campus streets remain accessible and safe for both pedestrians and bicyclists.

City of Austin @ 2009 Bicycle Plan Update




The Preferred Shared Lane
Pavement Marking
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Source: FHWA, 2006, p. 234

-

Chop’re 2 Bicyle Sys’r

Shared Roadway

A shared roadway is any roadway upon which a bicycle lane is not
designated, is not a bicycle boulevard, and that may be legally

used by bicycles regardless of whether such a facility is specifically
designated as a bicycle route. Shared roadways can be described in
three ways: shared lane, wide curb lane, and paved shoulder.

Shared Lane Markings

Shared lanes, wide curb lanes, and paved shoulders have limited
pavement or right-of-way widths that prevent the feasibility of
installing a bicycle lane in the short term, or ever.

To address this issue, several cities across the U.S. are using shared
lane markings, or “sharrows,” to indicate where within the shared lane
a bicyclist should be positioned. Sharrows encourage bicyclists to not
ride on sidewalks and to ride away from parked cars. Like signage,
they notify motorists that bicyclists may be present.

At adoption of this Plan, the National MUTCD has not yet adopted
sharrows as an accepted fraffic control device. The FHWA is
antficipated to approve the use of the Shared Lane Marking in
2009, based on NCUTCD Technical Committee recommendations
on their use. Currently, cities and states are allowed to use them
experimentally; standards for their use are described below.

National Committee on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (NCUTCD)

The Bicycle Technical Committee of the NCUTCD, suggests the
following guidelines for use of shared lane markings:

“If used in a shared lane with on-street parallel parking, Shared Lane
Markings shall be placed so that the centers of the markings are a
minimum of 3.3 m (11 ft) from the curb face, or from the edge of
pavement where there is no curb.

“Shared Lane Markings shall not be used on shoulders or in
designated bicycle lanes.

“The shared Lane Marking should not be placed on roadways with a
speed limit above 55 km/h (35 mph).

“When used, the Shared Lane Marking should be placed immediately
after an intersection and spaced at intervals not greater than 75 m
(250 ft) thereafter.”

California MUTCD

According to the California MUTCD (CMUTCD), “shared roadway
bicycle markings shall only be used on a roadway (Class lll Bikeway
(Bike Route)) or Shared Roadway (No Bikeway Designation) which has
on-street parallel parking. If used, shared roadway bicycle markings
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shall be placed so that the
centers of the markings are
aminimum of 3.3 m (11 ft)
from the curb face or edge

of paved shoulder. On State
highways, the shared roadway
bicycle marking shall be used
only in urban areas.

“If used, the shared roadway
bicycle marking should be

placed immediately after an Shared-lane markings
intersection and spaced at intervals of 75 m (250 ft) thereafter.

“If used, the shared roadway bicycle marking should not be placed
on roadways with a speed limit at or above 60 km/h (40 mph).

“Where a shared roadway bicycle marking is used, the distance from
the curb or edge of paved shoulder may be increased beyond 3.3 m
(11 ft). The longitudinal spacing of the markings may be increased or
reduced as needed for roadway and tfraffic conditions” (California
DOT, p. 9C-35).

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update



Graphical Representation
of a Road Diet

=
Trawaing  Treveling Travaling Travakng

]ﬁaﬁbaij

L 666

@ :
It |

Street before a road diet

Ak

IR~ Bt — )

L3
)
#
" E
#

i

i
[t

Converted street after a road diet

Chop’rer 2 Blcycle Sys’rem

Other Tools for Installing and Improving Bicycle Facilities

In conjunction with installing bicycle facilities, road diets and traffic
calming are two techniques that can be utilized to install and/or improve
bicycle facilities.

Road Diets

A road diet is a type of roadway conversion project where travel lanes
are removed from a roadway and the space is utilized for other uses and
travel modes, including bicycle lanes. Road diets have other benefits
beyond improving the bicycling environment of a street. According to
the Road Diet Handbook: Setting Trends for Livable Streets, “the resulting
benefits [of a road diet] include reduced vehicle speeds; improved
mobility and access; reduced collisions and injuries; and improved
livability and quality of life” (Rosales, 2006, p. 3).

Potential road diet conversion projects should be evaluated on a case-
by-case basis. Criteria has been identified of “best model projects” for
road diet conversions, identified on page 79. Recent research identifies
other factors that affected the success of a road diet project.

Literature and case study research has established guidelines for
selecting road diet conversion projects (Rosales, 2006). These factors
include:

= Roadway function and environment. What is the existing and
intended function of the roadwaye What are the roadway
constraints (e.g., right-of-way)?2

< Qverall traffic volumes and flow. Evaluate peak hour and average
daily fraffic volumes. According to Dan Burden and Peter Lagerway,
“the ideal road diet locations have four lanes and carry 12,000
to 18,000 trips, potentially up to 25,000 trips” (Burden & Lagerway,
1999, p. 3). An acceptable level of change in operations should be
determined locally (Rosales, 2006, p. 105).

e Turning volumes and patterns. Turning volumes and patterns can
affect operational characteristics of a road and should be evaluated.

e Frequent stops and slow-moving vehicles. The presence of slow-
moving vehicles, such as buses, trucks, or delivery vehicles, can
significantly slow traffic and impact traffic flow of a roadway.
According to Rosales, “approximately 50% of speed reduction when
comparing speeds on three-lane to four-lane roadways occurs at or
above 20% heavy vehicles” (Rosales, 2006, p. 106).

< Weaving, speed, and queues. The need to decrease the weaving
(lane changing) and speed of a roadway can affect the decision to
implement a road diet project. Additionally, the operational impact
a conversion has on vehicle delay may also impact this decision and
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should be reviewed.

Crash types and patterns. Several studies have found that “road diets
can reduce crash rates and the number and severity of crashes”
(Rosales, 2006, p. 106). Therefore, a road diet conversion could be a
potential solution for roads that have high crash rates.

Pedestrian and bicycle activity. By decreasing motor vehicular speed
and reducing the number of lanes, the roadway environment is
improved for pedestrian activity. The potential for road diets to result
in the installation of bicycle lanes improves the bicycle environment as
well. The effects of a roadway conversion on pedestrian and bicycle
activity may influence a road diet’s feasibility.

Right of way availability, cost, and acquisition impacts. When right-
of-way, costs, and acquisition are constraints for a roadway project,
aroad diet could be a more feasible solution since road diet projects
can be designed and implemented by simple re-striping.

Presence of parallel routes. Road diets have the potential to divert
traffic onto alterative routes and streets. According to Rosales, “road
diet studies have shown traffic diversion ranging from 2 to 15%, which
has not been reported as a problem in most jurisdictions” (Rosales,
2006, p. 108). The impact that a road diet project may have on
parallel routes should be evaluated.

Traffic Calming

When it is not possible to install a bicycle lane, traffic calming may
improve the bicycling environment. Traffic calming devices are used
to reduce motorized vehicle speeds, improve the

Roadway Characteristics
for Road Diet Conversion
Projects

The following indicate
characteristics of best
practice road diet
conversion projects:

Moderate motor vehicle
volumes (approximately
20,000 ADT)

Roads with existing safety
issues

Streets with residential
frontage

Commercial
reinvestment areas
Without frequent bus
traffic

Economic enterprise
zones

Entertainment districts
Historic streets

Scenic roads

Main streets

Adapted from: Burden &
Lagerway, 1999, p. 7 and
Rosales, 2007

environment and livability of a street, and provide
real and perceived safety for non-motorized users of
a roadway. The City of Austin Neighborhood Traffic
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devices, including: speed cushions; traffic circles;
chicanes; semi-diverters; and curb extensions. The

movement around
traffic circ

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) identifies e— -;’J
diverter

other traffic calming devices, such as roundabouts, (7

4/ K Truncated
diagonal
J \ diverter

bulb-outs, center islands, and median barriers.
Bicycle boulevards may also serve as a traffic
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calming device. ?mc
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It is questionable whether traffic calming benefits
bicyclists or causes more problems. According to

.

Curb

oxtensions .t

the Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center,

bicyclists are concerned that some fraditional traffic
calming techniques (narrowing streets and speed cushions) have
a negative impact on bicyclists: narrowing streets force motorists
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to drive closer to bicyclists when passing and speed humps are
uncomfortable to bicyclists and may cause drivers to swerve around
to the edges (possibly into a bicyclist) to avoid the speed hump (PBIC,
Traffic Calming, para. 5).

However, a report written by Andrew Clarke and Michael Dornfeld in
1994 as part of the National Bicycling and Walking Study concluded
that “the experience from Europe clearly shows that bicycle use

has been encouraged by traffic calming” (PBIC, Traffic Calming).

If designed and implemented properly, with consideration for the
impacts on bicyclists, traffic calming devices can have beneficial
impacts for bicyclists and pedestrians.

The Bicycle Program shall work closely with the Traffic Calming
Program regarding the application of traffic calming devices on
bicycle routes in this Plan.

Lane Diets

Lane diets occur through the narrowing of existing lanes to
accommodate a bicycle facility.

Bicycle Network Users

Establishing the bicycle network of on and off-street facilities depends
on who's riding and where they are riding. There are two categories

of bicycling purpose: utilitarian and recreational. Within each of these,
bicyclists are classified based on their skill level: Class A — Advanced;
Class B — Beginner or Novice; Class C — Children. Depending on the
purpose of the bicycle trip or the expertise of the cyclist, needs of the
network change. Recreational bicyclists may be content riding on
separated multi-use paths through parks and greenbelts, while utilitarian
bicyclists require direct access between their points of origin and
destination. Also, both advanced utilitarian and recreational bicyclists

| may be comfortable riding on streets with the traffic (however, their

comfort and safety may be enhanced by improved markings and
signage), while Class B and C riders prefer a designated bicycle lane,

a protected bicycle lane, or even a facility completely separated from
vehicular fraffic. However, in many instances bicycle facilities that are
designed for recreational use are used for commuting, and vice versa.
Therefore, on and off-street facilities should be connected to facilitate
movement of all bicyclists, and the needs of all users must be considered
when building the bicycle network.

The directness provided by arterial and collector roadways is vital to
providing an efficient multi-modal system. Roadways providing facilities
for all classifications of bicyclists (child to advanced), such as an off-road
multi-use path, bikeway, or separated bicycle lane, coupled with at
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Lane

*Except where prohibited by City Ordinance
TC = Traffic Calming

least a wide curb lane, is the best facility to strive for. If there are many
destinations connected by the roadway and/or along the roadway,
where the assumption is that Class B bicyclists will be present, bicycle
lanes should be provided in lieu of wide curb lanes (in addition to the
separated facility). Separated bicycle facilities are the entry point for
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many bicyclists, making them an important tool in increasing bicycle use.

Lastly, forcing cyclists to take circuitous routes through neighborhoods
takes away from the attractiveness of choosing a bicycle for
transportation. When a separated facility and/or bicycle lane is not
feasible on an arterial or collector roadway, or when it is necessary o
complete gaps in the system, routing through neighborhoods, using
singed and/or marked bicycle streets, is an option. These types or routes,
or portions of routes, can complement the arterial/collector network, and
provide for completion of routes in areas where route gap solutions are
extremely complicated and likely not to be completed in the near future.
Figure 2.1 illustrates preferred bicycle facilities for each class of cyclist

Bicycle Planning: The Lessons of the Robert Mueller Municipal Airport Redevelopment

In May 1999, Robert Mueller Municipal Airport (RMMA) was closed and the transfer of civilian aviation functions was
moved to Austin-Bergstrom International Airport. This allowed for the opening of 700 acres of land situated less than
three miles from the downtown core. Redevelopment of RMMA, now called “Mueller,” offered Austin a unique
opportunity to create a mixed-use, fransit-oriented community, employment centers, a variety of residential types
and opfimal conditions for bicycling and walking. All streets within Mueller are designed to calm traffic, creating
comfortable conditions for all levels of bicyclists. The Mueller Plan establishes a network of on-street bicycle facilities
on key connector streets and an extensive network of off-street multi-use paths, providing good connectivity and
alternative routes for all levels of bicyclists.

Since the redevelopment has started, some lessons have been learned that can be applied to similar future
developments within the City of Austin and possibly other cities/jurisdictions:

* New developments should integrate bicycle and pedestrian facilities with existing communities to provide
seamless access for bicyclists and pedestrians. Given Mueller’s value as a regional destination, the City recognizes
the priority of opening up connectivity on all bordering
roads, specifically Airport Boulevard, 51st Street, Manor
Road, and IH 35. Recommendations in the Austin Bicycle
Plan provide for improved bicycle access to Mueller.

¢ New developments should consider ongoing bicycling and
pedestrian access. Despite a multi-phased plan that shows
very good non-motorized access in the final phase, this
access should be provided as soon as motorized access is
consfructed, even at the initial phases. For example, the
first phase of Mueller Boulevard included only one side of Billboard Advertising bicycling
the divided roadway, and did not include final phase bike at the Mueller Development
lanes. Once the roadway is complete, Mueller Boulevard
will allow for two-way bicycle lanes, but until this point, bicycles are not accommodated.

e Bicycle parking should be as convenient as motor vehicle parking, per City Code Section § 25-6-477. To address
this point, the Mueller Design Book was amended to require twice the number of bicycle parking spaces currently
required by City Code, and to provide explicit guidelines for locating and selecting bike racks. In addition, the
Bicycle Program will review the current Code language and offer amendments to improve bicycle rack location
requirements

With input, coordination, and collaboration among City departments, the bicycle community, adjacent
neighborhood associations and the developer, Mueller’s bicycle and pedestrian mobility potential has already
improved and will continue to do so.

Adapted from input from ROMA Austin and Mr. Tom Wald, 2008-2009 Bicycle Advisory Council Vice-Chair, Cherrywood
Neighborhood Association Transportation Committee Chair, and League of Bicycling Voters Board Member.
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and general purpose (utilitarian or recreational).
Selecting On-Street Bicycle Facilities

Bicycle facility selection for the recommendations in Appendix D of this
Plan was done by using a combination of methodologies. Field analysis,
study of alternate routes, consideration of potential future roadway
changes, and public input influenced facility recommendations. A

main influence on the recommendation was the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) “Design Bicyclist” methodology (Tables 2.1-

2.6), which identifies traffic operation characteristics that influence the
preferred facility. This method is described later in this section.

First, roadway cross sections were evaluated to determine how the
existing roadway could be modified to provide space for the bicycle
facility. This evaluation incorporates traffic characteristics, such as
on-street parking, traffic volume and speed. Secondly, if an existing
roadway could not feasibly accommodate a bicycle facility given the
FHWA methodology, potential alternates were identified and evaluated.
Future road projects were also considered, including the prospect of
widening a road based on the AMATP 2025 Plan, proposed Capital
Improvement Projects, and where growth might put pressure on roadway
expansion.

Also, facility recommendations identified by the Street Smarts Task

Force represent the preferred routes and recommendations by the
bicycling community in Austin. Therefore, these recommendations were
considered heavily when determining the recommendations in this Plan.

Lastly, public input received during the planning process was also heavily
considered and incorporated intfo the recommendations of this Plan.

FHWA Design Bicyclist Facility Recommendation Methodology

The FHWA methodology suggests a two-tiered approach:

Group A riders are best served by making every street “bicycle
friendly” and adopting roadway design standards that include wide
curb lanes and paved shoulder to accommodate shared use by
bicycles and motor vehicles.

Group B/C riders are best served by identifying key travel corridors
(served by arterial and collector streets) and by providing designated
bicycle facilities on selected routes through these corridors.

The 1998 Bicycle Plan created a two-level bicycle system whereby
the Group A bicycle system was established on arterial streets and
the Group B/C bicycle system was established on collectors, with
bike lanes, with separated path connections, or on residential streets
(shared roadways). This philosophy was also used for network and
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facility selection of the 2009 Bicycle Plan Update.

To determine the appropriate roadway design freatment to
accommodate bicyclists, several factors associated with the specific
route or project must be assessed:

What types of bicyclists is the route most likely to serve? As discussed,
preferred facility recommendations will vary depending on the type
of bicyclist, (See Figure 2.1).

What type of roadway project is involved (new construction,
reconstruction, or retrofit)? Bicycle facilities are most easily installed
with new construction or reconstruction of roadways. Retrofitting

an existing roadway typically involves re-striping the existing lanes

to accommodate bicycles. When working with existing roadways,
planners should investigate the opportunity to make at least minor
or marginal improvements. However, where the need is to serve
group B/C bicyclists, it is essential to commit the resources necessary
to provide facilities that meet the recommended design freatments.
Only then can facilities be designated for bicyclists to provide the
desired access, increased use, and benefit fo the community.

What are the current and anticipated traffic operations and design
characteristics of the route that will affect the choice of a bicycle
design treatment? There are six factors of traffic characteristics that
affect bicycle use and preferred facility:

1. Traffic volume. Higher motor vehicle traffic volumes represent
greater potential risk for bicyclists and more frequent overtaking
sifuations are less comfortable for group B/C bicyclists unless
special design freatments are provided. Recommended ranges
for annual average daily traffic volume (AADT) are: 2,000 AADT;
2,000 - 10,000 AADT; and over 10,000 AADT.

2. Average motor vehicle operating speed. Average operating
speed is more important than the posted speed limit, and better
reflects local conditions. Motor vehicle speed can have a
negative impact on risk and comfort unless mitigated by special
design treatments (traffic calming). Four ranges of average
speeds are used: Less than 30 mph; 30-40 mph; 40-50 mph; and
over 50 mph.

3. Traffic mix. The regular presence of trucks, buses, and/or
recreational vehicles can increase risk and have a negative
impact on comfort for bicyclists. All types of bicyclists prefer
extra roadway width to accommodate greater separation from
such vehicles. The recommendations suggest different design
treatments and widths depending on whether or not the volume
of frucks, buses, and/or recreational vehicles is likely to have a
negative impact on bicycle use.
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4. On-street parking. The presence of on-street parking increases
the width needed in adjacent travel lane or bike lane to
accommodate bicycles. This is primarily a concern associated
with streets and roadways built with an urban section. It is
addressed in the recommendations by including a separate set of
tables for urban sections with on-street parking.

5. Sight distance. “Inadequate sight distance” relates to situations
where bicycles are being overtaken by motor vehicles and where
the sight distance is likely less than that needed for a motor vehicle
operator to either change lane positions or slow to the bicyclists
speed. This problem is primarily associated with rural highways,
although some urban streets have sight distance problems due to
poor design and/or sight obstructions.

6. Number of intersections. Intersections pose special challenges
to bicycle and motor vehicle operators, especially when bicycle
lanes or separated multi-use paths are infroduced. The AASHTO
Guide includes general guidelines for intersection treatments.
While not included as a selection factor in the tables, the number
and/or frequency of intersections should be considered when
addressing the use of bicycle lanes, sidewalks, or multi-use paths.
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Intersections and the
Bicycle Network

Intersections can be
intimidating fo beginner

and child cyclists. For that
reason, care should be taken
when designing intersections
on bicycle routes to assure
adequate guidance of

the bicyclist through the
intersection. The following
are issues that should be
considered:

* Assurance that traffic signal
loops are programmed
to detect bicycles, and
where bicycle lanes are
confinued at intersection,
provide a signal loop
detector in the bicycle
lane.

e Carry bicycle lanes as
close to the stop bar
as possible, or provide
guidance to an alternate
facility (such as onto a
shared use sidewalk).

e Innovative design is
encouraged to continue
to improve bicycle flow
through intersections.

FHWA Recommended Treatment Tables

Tables 2.1 through 2.6 on the following pages indicate the appropriate
design treatment given various sets of traffic operations and design
factors. They do not include any specific recommendations for
separated multi-use paths, which should always be considered (see p.
71) especially along corridors with average operating speeds over 50
mph, regardless of the design cyclist.

Recommendations are provided for the width of the various
recommended design treatments. These recommended dimensions are
considered to be desirable widths. They should be treated as minimum
widths unless special circumstances preclude such development. The
AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities should also be
consulted, as well as any other credible reports or guidelines regardless of
the bicycle facility selection.

Finally, these recommendations reflect the current state of the practice
in design of bicycle-friendly roadways and should be tested and refined
over time. It is anticipated that this section of the plan will be revised,
under the direction of the Bicycle Program, to reflect the continuing
evolution of the state of the practice in selecting design treatments for
roadways to accommodate shared use by bicycles and motor vehicles
and will ultimately rely on good engineering and design and good
judgement.
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Table 2.1: Group A bicyeclists, urban section, no parking

Annual average daily fraffic volume (AADT)

Less than 2,000 2,000-10,000 Over 10,000
Average
motor vehicle Adequate sight Inadequate Adequate sight Inadequate Adequate sight Inadequate
operating speed distance sight distance distance sight distance distance sight distance
fruck, bus, RV fruck, bus, RV fruck, bus, RV
Less than 30
mph sl sl wcC wcC sl wcC wcC wcC wWC wC wcC wc
12 12 14 14 12 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
30-40 moh wWC wC wC wcC wC wC wC wC wcC wC wC wC
P 14 14 15 15 14 15 15 15 14 15 15 15
40-50 moh wcC wcC wcC wC wcC wC sh sh wC wWC sh sh
P 15 | 15 | 15 | 15 | 15 | 15 6 6 15 | 15 6 6
Over 50 mph sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh
6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

the face of the curb. If no gutter pan is provided, add 1 foot minimum for shy distance from the face of the curb.

WC and SL nhumbers represent “usable widths” of outer travel lanes, measured from lane stripe to the edge of the gutter plan, rather than to

Table 2.2: Group A bicyeclists, urban section, with parking

Annual average daily fraffic volume (AADT)

Less than 2,000 2,000-10,000 Over 10,000
Average
motor vehicle Adequate sight Inadequate Adequate sight Inadequate Adequate sight Inadequate
operafing speed distance sight distance distance sight distance distance sight distance
fruck, bus, RV fruck, bus, RV fruck, bus, RV
Less than 30
mph wc wc wc wc wc wc wc wc wc wc wc wc
14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 15 15 14
30-40 mph wcC wcC wC wcC wcC wcC wcC wcC wcC wcC wcC wcC
14 14 15 15 14 15 15 15 14 15 15 15
40-50 mph wcC wcC wcC wcC wcC wcC wcC wcC wcC wcC wcC wcC
15 15 15 15 15 15 16 16 15 15 16 16
Over 50 mph na na na na na na na na na na na na

cub face) to the left stripe of the travel lane.

wc=wide curb

sh=shoulder

sl=shared lane

bl=bicycle lane

na=not applicable
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Table 2.3: Group A bicyeclists, rural section

Annual average daily fraffic volume (AADT)

Average
motor vehicle
operating speed

Less than 2,000 2,000-10,000 Over 10,000
Adequate sight Inadequate Adequate sight Inadequate Adequate sight Inadequate
distance sight distance distance sight distance distance sight distance

fruck, bus, RV fruck, bus, RV fruck, bus, RV
Less than 30
mph sl sl wc wc sl wc wc wc wc wc sh sh
12 12 14 14 12 14 14 14 14 14 4 4
3040 mph wc wc sh sh wc wc sh sh sh sh sh sh
14 14 4 4 14 15 4 4 4 4 4 4
sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh
40-50 mph 4 4 4 4 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Over 50 mph sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh
4 6 6 4 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

WC and SL numbers represent “usable widths” of outer travel lanes, measured from lane stripe to the edge of the pavement if a smooth, firm,
level shoulder is adjacent. If rough or dropped pavement edges or a soft shoulder exists, add 1 foot minimum for shy distance from the edge

of the pavement.

Table 2.4: Group B/C bicyclists, urban section, no parking

Annual average daily traffic volume (AADT)

A Less than 2,000 2,000-10,000 Over 10,000

verage

motor vehicle Adequate sight Inadequate Adequate sight Inadequate Adequate sight Inadequate

operating speed distance sight distance distance sight distance distance sight distance

fruck, bus, RV fruck, bus, RV fruck, bus, RV

Less than 30

mph wc wc wc wc wc wc wc wc bl bl bl bl
14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 5 5 5 5
bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl

3640 moh 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 5 5 6 6 5
bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl

40- h

050 mp 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Over 50 mph bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl

6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

All routes in the City of Austin system are identified as Class B/C bicycle facilities and the facility recommendations in Appendix D should
reflect Class B/C recommendations.
WC numbers represent “usable widths” of outer travel lanes, measured from left lane stripe to the edge of the gutter plan, rather than to the
face of the curb. If no gutter pan is provided, add 1 foot minimum for shy distance from the face of the curb. BL numbers indicate minimum
width from the curb face. The bicycle lane strip should lie at least 4 feet from the edge of the gutter pan, unless the gutter pan is built with

adequate width to serve as the bicycle lane itself.

wc=wide curb

sh=shoulder

sl=shared lane

bl=bicycle lane

na=not applicable
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Table 2.5: Group B/C bicyclists, urban section, with parking

Annual average daily fraffic volume (AADT)
Less than 2,000 2,000-10,000 Over 10,000
Average
motor vehicle Adequate sight Inadequate Adequate sight Inadequate Adequate sight Inadequate
operating speed distance sight distance distance sight distance distance sight distance
fruck, bus, RV fruck, bus, RV fruck, bus, RV
Less than 30
mph wc wc wc wc wc wc wc wc bl bl bl bl
14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 5 5 5 5
bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl
30-40 mph
P 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 5 6 6 6 6
bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl bl
40-50 mph
P 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Over 50 mph na na na na na na na na na na na na

All routes identified in the City of Austin system are identified as Class B/C bicycle facilities and the facility recommendations in Appendix D
should reflect Class B/C recommendations.

WC numbers represent “usable widths” of outer travel lanes, measured from left edge of the parking space (8 to 10 feet minimum from the
cub face) to the left stripe of the travel lane.

Table 2.6: Group B/C bicyclists, rural section

Annual average daily traffic volume (AADT)

Less than 2,000 2,000-10,000 Over 10,000
Average
motor vehicle Adequate sight Inadequate Adequate sight Inadequate Adequate sight Inadequate
operating speed distance sight distance distance sight distance distance sight distance
fruck, bus, RV fruck, bus, RV fruck, bus, RV
Less than 30
mph sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
3040 mph sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh
4 4 4 4 4 6 6 4 6 6 6 6
40-50 mph sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh
6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Over 50 mph sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh sh

6 6 6 6 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

All routes identified in the City of Austin system are identified as Class B/C bicycle facilities and the facility recommendations in Appendix D
should reflect Class B/C recommendations.

wc=wide curb sh=shoulder sl=sharedlane bl=bicycle lane na=not applicable
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Plan Amendment Process

All amendments shall follow
the amendment process
described in Appendix H

of this Plan. A summary of
amendment requirements is
provided here:

City Council Amendments are
those require approval by City
Council, with input from City
Staff, the Environmental Board,
the Urban Transportation
Commission, the Planning
Commission and the public.

A City Council amendment is

required if

e A new bicycle route is to
be added,

e A bicycle route or portion
of a bicycle route is fo be
deleted, or extended

e The classification, rights-of-
way, or cross-section of a
road or portion of a road
in the Austin 2009 Bicycle
Plan Update is to be
changed, or

¢ The alignment of aroad in
the Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan
Update is to be moved in
excess of 1500 feet.

e Per objective 1.0.2b of
this Plan, a development
or redevelopment seeks
to not provide conftinuity
of an existing or planned
route through or within their
property.
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Priorities

The recommended bicycle network of the 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
includes nearly 200 miles of bicycle lanes, 9 miles of bicycle boulevards,
and 107 miles of shared use paths. Implementation of the network will be
phased over time based a priorifies.

Promotion of existing adequate barrier crossings and improvement to
and removal of current barriers to continuous travel by bicycle is the first
priority for improving the network. Barriers such as gaps in the network,
controlled access highways with few crossing streets, intersections, and
arterials with inadequate space to accommodate both bicycles and
automobiles should be modified to allow safe access or crossing by
bicycle. The Street Smarts Task Force identified 101 gaps in the bicycle
network that hinder connectivity and ease of bicycle use. (See Appendix
G.)

Another top priority for the system is to provide more complete facilities
in areas with current or latent demand, such as employment centers,
fransit-oriented development areas, schools, and residential areas. There
are currently partial links to many of these areas (Kramer Lane, St. Johns
Avenue, and Wiliam Cannon Drive for example), but cyclists are forced
into inadequate roadways in order to complete the frip. Connections
should be made to complete the network in these areas.

Because of the opportunities afforded, a priority shall be to include
bicycle facilities in all new construction both public and private as
described below.

It is assumed that bicyclists want and need to travel in the same corridors
as motor vehicles. Therefore, the bicycle network should be convenient,
complete, direct, and safe. This plan proposes a one mile grid for the
bicycle network, comparable to the city’s arterial network spacing. This
spacing reduces the distance to the nearest bicycle route to 1/2 mile
and will allow convenient access without long detours. In order to create
this network, bicycle facilities shall be included in all reconstruction of
arterials and collectors in already developed areas of Austin and all

new roadway construction in areas under development (City of Austin,
2002, City Council Resolution #20020418-40.) Implementation of this

Plan also requires that the development of large land parcels provide
bicycle facility connections within the parcels and to the abutting bicycle
network (either existing or planned).

Because the planned network will provide only the minimum spacing and
number of facilities to provide basic mobility for bicyclists, the deletion of
any roadway from the network should be done with the utmost care and
only if alternative facilities can be provided. For this reason engineer-
only approved “deviations” should not be allowed. Changes to the
recommended network facilities shall require input from the City Bicycle

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
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Program and ultimately be the responsibility of the City's Transportation
Department Director. See Appendix H - Amendment Process.

Objective 1.0 Benchmarks

e Complete 60% of bicycle network by 2015, 70% by 2020, and 100% by
2030.

* Provide connectivity at 12 network gaps by 2020.

* Annually contact adjacent jurisdictions to discuss bicycle system and
connectivity improvements needed to realize our proposed system.

Objective 1.0 Action Items

1.0.1 Fund and implement the Bicycle Network Infrastructure
Recommendations.

1.0.2 Eliminate gaps in the existing bicycle network to allow continuous
bicycle travel in the Austin area.

1.0.2a Coordinate bicycle transportation into all roadway and
park land design, planning, and construction manuals,
standards documents, and projects.

1.0.2b New development that abuts or includes existing or
planned City of Austin bicycle routes shall provide
continuity of that route (and existing or planned bicycle
facility) through the property, or seek an appropriate
amendment to the Bicycle Plan as defined in this Plan (See
Appendix H).

1.0.2c Annually contact adjacent jurisdictions to discuss bicycle
system and connectivity improvements needed to realize
our proposed system.

1.0.3 Require interim, first phase of roadway construction to provide
bicycle facilities.

1.0.4 Require public process for certain deviations from this Plan.

1.0.5 Make key operational improvements to the existing and
recommended Bicycle Network.

1.0.5a Explore new technologies or techniques to detect
bicycles at traffic signals — retrofit signals as
appropriate with pavement markings instructing
bicyclists where to stop to activate detection.

1.0.5b Improve bicycle accommodations on bridges.

1.0.5c Improve intersections to facilitate bicycle use through
them.

1.0.5d Utilize innovative options to implement this plan, such
as bicycle climbing lanes, lane diets, shared lane
markings, colored bicycle lanes, advanced stop
lines/bike boxes, road diets, etc.

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update

An Integrated Planning
Process

The SSTF recognized that
including bicycle facility
planning during the planning
and development process
is an opportunity to prioritize
bicycle facilities. The SSTF
also identified several
planning processes that are
currently going on where
bicycle planning is an
important component:

¢  Downtown Plan

e Transit-Oriented
Development Station
Area Plan

e  Waller Creek Plan

e North Burnet/Gateway
Plan

e Green Water Treatment
Plant Redevelopment

Source: SSTF, 2007, pp. 14-15

A bike box at an intersection
in Portland, OR directs where
automobiles should stop
and where bicyclists should
wait when stopped at an
intfersection.




Burke-Gilman Trail is
a 14+ mile separated
multi-use path that is
jointly maintained by
Seattle Department of
Transportation and Seattle
Parks and Recreation.

1.0.6

1.0.7

1.0.8

1.0.9

1.0.10
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Amend Land Development Code and Subdivision Regulations to
reflect goals and objectives of this Plan.

1.0.6a Establish more detailed criteria for providing bicycling
facilities on new streets, including driveways where the
driveway serves as a continuation of an existing or planned
bicycle route.

1.0.6b Establish and provide incentives for bicycle network
facilities and end-use facilities in private developments.

Use consistent standards to identify and design bicycle facilities.

1.0.7a Amend Transportation Criteria Manual and Land
Development Code as necessary as it pertains to street
design to accommodate bicycle use in the Austin region.

1.0.7b Use the Texas Guide for Retrofit and Planned Bicycle
Facilities.

Coordinate with other city departments and public agencies to
implement Recommended Bicycle Network

1.0.8a Authorize City Bicycle Program Manager to review all
City and applicable private development plans (zoning,
subdivisions, site plan, etc.) that add to or affect the
operation of the bicycle network. Include Bicycle Program
Manager in the review process for applications to vacate
rights-of-way and exceptions or variances to these.

1.0.8b Coordinate with Parks and Recreation Department, and
other relevant departments, public agencies and non-
profits to provide a network of off-street facilities integrated
with the on-street system.

1.0.8c Coordinate with Texas Department of Transportation,
CAMPO, Travis, Wiliamson, and Hays Counties and other
jurisdictions and agencies to ensure appropriate bicycle
connections are planned, constructed, and maintained to
promote a regional on-and off-street bicycle network.

1.0.8d Coordinate with Austin Energy to incorporate bicycle
facilities in utility rights-of-way and in conjunction of
installation of utilities.

1.0.8e Coordinate with The University of Texas and other higher
education institutions on improving bicycle access to, from,

and within campuses and other major properties owned
by those institutions.

Establish guidelines for the street selection and use of shared lane
markings.

Update City Council Resolution 02-0418-40 so that it serves as the
City's Complete Streets policy.

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
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Integrating Area TXDOT Roads and Intersections into the Bicycle Network

Highways and arterial roads that are operated and maintained or funded by the
Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT) criss-cross (bisect) the City of Austin
and its ETJ. These roads are the spine connectors between key destinations in
central Texas and often carry significant volumes of vehicular fraffic. Austin area
bicycle riders recognize that accommodating the heavy vehicular traffic volumes
experienced in Austin in a safe manner is TXDOT's primary concern. However,

they are also correct in noting that Austin’s bicycle usage differs from every other
metropolitan area in Texas. Austin has double the percentage of frequent bicycle
riders of any other city in Texas, and has a much more complete network of bicycle
lanes. With the advent of commuter rail, Austin is very close to becoming a frue
multi-modal city where viable alternatives to fravel by car are real options. But the
City of Austin cannot achieve this goal without TXDOT actively helping fo integrate
its facilities into the citywide bicycle network.

A bicyclist utilizing the sidewalk on the
Far West Blvd Bridge over MoPac.

TXDOT engineers and designers in Austfin should be praised for their existing
accommodations for bicyclists along area freeways. However, Austin's bicycle
community has long declared the difficulty that TXDOT facilities pose to less
experienced riders. Many roadways in Austin create significant barriers throughout
the City. If Austin’s bicycle network is going to be elevated to the next level to truly
create a system that actively encourages use by more riders, a higher degree of
integration of TXDOT conftrolled roadways with the City’s bicycle network is critically
needed.

In Fall 2007, TXDOT embarked on a process which provides a mechanism that could
address these problems. The Urban Thoroughfares Committee was created by
the Texas Transportation Commission on October 25, 2007, Minute Order Number

111107. .Creofed as an infprmol team, T.he Commiﬁep was tasked wi"rh the gogl The bicycle lane along Berkman Dr at US
of creating and encouraging cooperative partnerships, context sensitive solutions Hwy 290 W ends before the intersection,
(CSS)*, and design flexibility with respect fo planning and developing appropriate requiring bicyclists to merge with heavy
fransportation projects. Below is a graphic representation of the goals and areas traffic along Berkman Dr.

the Committee is examining:

Urban Thoroughfares Committee

The City of Austin and TXDOT are

Casesy o HNTB collaborating to extend the bicycle lanes
along the Steck Ave bridge over MoPac
The key results of the Committee’s work include the revision of the TXDOT Project to eliminate a bicycle route gap.

Development Process Manual to require TXDOT to recognize local plans and

community objectives when designing and modifying TXDOT facilities in urban areas. In addition, the Manual for Walkable
Urban Thoroughfares by the Institute for Transportation Engineers (ITE) and the Congress for the New Urbanism (CNU), a bicycle-
friendly approach, has been formally recognized as a valid set of street design criteria as recommended by the Committee.
This CSS approach provides an opportunity for transit-friendly and bicycle-friendly design.

It is recognized that this infegration and a greater degree of user friendliness for bicycle riders on TXDOT roadways will take

fime, however progress continues daily. A strong partnership with TXDOT and other jurisdictions will assure that the maximum
potential for the implementation of the best possible City of Austin Bicycle system is realized

Adapted from input from Scott Polikov of the Gateway Planning Group and the Texas Department of Transportation.

*CSS is a collaborative, interdisciplinary approach that involves all stakeholders to develop a transportation facility that fits its physical setting
and preserves scenic, aesthetic, historic and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and mobility. CSS is an approach that considers
the total context within which a transportation improvement project will exist.

Source: FHWA, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/context/what.cfm

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update



Bicycle Network Infrastructure Recommendation 1: Address top 25 barriers along existing routes.

Improve crossings of major barriers, including IH 35, US 183, Loop 1 (MoPac) and Highway 71, as
well as crossings of the Colorado River and Lady Bird Lake. The location of these key 25 barrier
improvements are shown on the map on the following page. Coordination and agreement from
TXDOT will be necessary.

Total Estimated Cost: $1,200,000 to $ 5,160,000
Benchmark: Complete at least 12 locations by 2020.

Table 2.7 Key Barrier Improvements

Map . . Projected Cost
No. Location Solution Sector Range
1 12th St. @ IH-35 Key connection info downtown, add striping for bike lanes on east bound side of C $250,000-$700,000
12th Street. West bound needs existing sidewalk widening, or bicycle bridge.
2 Pleasant Valley @ Improve lane markings and signage, with the addition of shared lane markings; C $50,000-
Longhorn Dam high cost option to create separate bridge solution $2,000,000
3 | Manor Rd. @ IH-35 Key connection to UT campus, widen outside curb lane, with the addition of C $50,000-$75,000
signage and shared lane markings
51st St. @ IH-35 Widen outside curb lane, with the addition of signage and shared lane markings C $85,000-$110,000
Steck @ Loop 1 Re-stripe right turn lane at ramp, striping for bike lane and improve signage. NW $50,000-$75,000
Alternative solution: road reconfiguration (cost not included)
Shoal Creek @ US 183 Off-street facility along rail corridor. Key connection to Shoal Creek route terminus NE $150,000-$250,000
Berkman @ US 290 Key route to Reagan HS, improvements include signage, striping for bike lanes, NE $80,000-$100,000
and painted lanes at intersections
Springdale @ US 183 Widen outside curb lane, with the addition of signage and shared lane markings NE $45,000-$65,000
9 Farwest @ Loop 1 Widen outside curb lane, with the addition of signage and shared lane markings NW $50,000-$75,000
10 | St. John's @ IH-35 Key connection to Lamar Station, road diet from 4 lanes to 3 lanes, cost includes NE $75,000-$125,000
re-striping and signage
11 | Hancock @ Loop 1 Existing narrow travel lanes, improvements would include, road diet from 4 lanes C $100,000-$150,000
to 3 lanes, striping for bike lanes, signage, and painted lanes at intersection
12 | 32nd St. @ IH-35 Widen outside curb lane, add signage and shared lane markings; off-street facility C $150,000-$250,000
needs to added along north bound IH-35 frontage road to connect to 32nd street
13 | Great Hills @ US 183 Widen outside curb lane and improve signage. Alternate for Loop 360 @ US 183 NW $40,000-$75,000
crossing
14 | Riverside @ IH-35 Widen outside curb lane, with the addition of signage and shared lane markings C $65,000-$20,000
15 | Duval @ Loop 1 Improve intersection with shared lane markings, signage, and signals. Connect to NE $95,000-$150,000
PARD Walnut Creek Trail
16 | Duval @ US 183 Signage and Painted Lanes at intersections NW $40,000-$70,000
17 | Todd Ln. @ US 71 Widen outside curb lane to add bicycle lanes, with the addition of signage and SW $40,000-$70,000
shared lane markings
18 | Braker Ln. @ Loop 1 Widen outside curb lane, with the addition of signage and shared lane markings NE $50,000-$75,000
19 | Northcrest @ US 183 Widen outside curb lane, with the addition of signage and shared lane markings NE $50,000-$75,000
20 | Burnet @ US 183 Improvement to proposed Cap-Metro Rail-Trail. Widen outside curb lane, with the NE $60,000-$80,000
addition of signage and shared lane markings
21 | Montopolis @ US 71 Widen outside curb lane, with the addition of signage and shared lane markings SW $45,000-$75,000
22 | Congress @ Ben White ~ Key connection to the urban core area. Widen outside curb lane, with the SW $75,000-$150,000
addition of signage and shared lane markings
23 | Woodward @ US 71 Improve lane markings and signage, with the addition of shared lane markings SW $80,000-$100,000
24 | Westover @ Loop 1 Widen outside curb lane, with the addition of signage and shared lane markings C $50,000-$75,000
25 | McNeil Dr. @ US 183 Widen outside curb lane, with the addition of signage and shared lane markings NW $75,000-$100,000

This is a preliminary estimate of probable construction costs, and was prepared prior to actual design. Actual design may require additional or
different improvements that may change the estimated cost shown. This estimate is intended only to provide an order of magnitude cost for
projection of potential future funding requirements. All such estimates should be reviewed and updated periodically to reflect the most current
cost information. Costs are based on 2008 unit prices, and do not include inflation.
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Bicycle Network Infrastructure Recommendation 2: Complete Improvements to Key Existing and
Proposed Routes in the City of Austin

Improve routes in the City of Austin, where a large number of trips made via bicycle is already
happening and where a significant further increase is possible. Recommended facility
improvements in the city are shown in the table below.

Total Estimated Cost: $7,748,000 to $12,364,000

Benchmark: Complete 80% of the recommended improvements within five years from adoption of
the plan and 100% by 2020.

Table 2.8 Key City of Austin Gap Improvements

Ma Route- Segment Recom-
P Segment Street 9 Segment To mended Solution Projected Cost Range
No. From .
# Facility
1 6.05 DUVAL RD SANTA CRUZ  AMHERST BIKE LANE  Widen outside lane to $50,000 - $80,000
accommodate bike
lane, and improve
signage
2 10.06- W BRAKER LN JOLLYVILLE METRIC BLVD BIKE LANE Narrow median to widen  $4,000,000 - $5,000,000
10.08 RD pavement width and
install bike lane
3 20.06 - MORROW HARDY TISDALE SHARED Remove on-street $105,000 - $130,000
20.09 LANE/ BIKE  parking and stripe
LANE bicycle lane; section
between Tisdale & Lamar
would have 3.5' bicycle
lanes
4 27.01- MANCHACA LAMAR BEN WHITE WIDE CURB / Low estimate is for road $150,000 - $800,000
27.02 RD BIKE LANE diet and stripe for bicycle
lanes; high end is for
parallel off-street facility
5 31.01- SHOAL CREEK FOSTER 38TH STW SHARED USE  As directed by City
31.05 PARKING Council*
AREA
6 33.02- GUADALUPE  51ST ST 24TH ST BIKE LANE  Stripe bike lane in $908,000 - $1,972,000
33.06, ST both directions; some
347.18, areas require parking
47.31- removal, while some can
47.32 accommodate parking;
Some areas will require
road widening.
7 36.15- E 38TH HALF RED RIVER MANOR BIKE LANE  Stripe bike lane and $101,000 - $155,000
36.18 ST/ ANCHOR signage
8 39.22- AIRPORT MLK SPRINGDALE BIKE LANE Off-street facility due to $300,000 - $200,000
39.24 BLVD high traffic volumes
9 42.15- MANOR RD AIRPORT EM FRANKLIN BIKE LANE  Road diet with striping $40,000 - $90,000
42.17 for a bike lane and
signage
10 43.30- LAMAR BLVD BARTON BEN WHITE BIKE LANE  Lane diet and stripe $1,000,000 - $1,250,000
43.35 S SPRINGS BLVD bicycle lane and
signage
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Ma Route- Segment Recom-
P Segment Street 9 Segment To mended Solution Projected Cost Range
No. From -
# Facility
11 47.22, GEORGIAN /  ELLIOT PRINCE BIKE LANE  Road diet to $37,000 - $47,000
47.24 NORTHCREST accommodate bike
lane; see Table 2.7, No.
19 for recommendation
for intersection at US 183
12 47.33, 46TH ST SPEEDWAY GUADALUPE SHARED Low end for wide curb, $20,000 - $60,000
300.01 LANE / improved signage; high
WIDE CURB  estimate for bicycle
/BICYCLE  boulevard
BLVD
13 51.18- RED RIVER ST E CESAR IH 35 SHARED Stripe bicycle lane and $222,000 - $425,000
51.23 / DAVIS ST/ CHAVEZ LANE / BIKE install fraffic calming and
RAINEY ST/ LANE signage; portion of route
CUMMINGS requires widening for
ST/ EAST AVE bicycle lane
14 55.03- CHICON ST MLK ROSEWOOD BIKE LANE  Stripe bike lane and $85,000 - $115,000
55.04 sighage
15 59.28 PARKER LN GLENN WOODWARD BIKE LANE  Stripe bike lane and $55,000 - $75,000
SPRINGS signage
16 60.05- RIVERSIDEDR  S. 1ST IH 35 BIKE LANE  Widen road to $250,000 - $600,000
60.07 accommodate bike
lane or design off-street
facility
17 62.01- S LAKESHORE  RIVERSIDE PLEASANT BIKE LANE  Stripe 5 ft. bike lane and $55,000 - $80,000
62.02 BLVD VALLEY signage
18 64.22- BARTON BOULDIN CONGRESS BIKE LANE  From Bouldin to Riverside $115,000 - $125,000
64.24 SPRINGS RD Dr., lane diet and stripe
bicycle lane; between
Riverside and Congress,
remove parking and
stripe bicycle lane
19 76.01 W STASSNEY ~ WESTGATE MANCHACA BIKE LANE  Lane diet, add bike lanes  $125,000 - $300,000
LN and signage in both
directions
20 150.03- BOLM RD SPRINGDALE US 183 BIKE LANE  Stripe bicycle lane and $130,000 - $160,000
150.05 RD sighage

Total

$7,748,000 - $12,364,000

This is a preliminary estimate of probable construction costs, and was prepared prior to actual design. Actual design may require
additional or different improvements that may change the estimated cost shown. This estimate is intended only to provide an order
of magnitude cost for projection of potential future funding requirements. All such estimates should be reviewed and updated
periodically to reflect the most current cost information. Costs are based on 2008 unit prices, and do not include inflation.

Recommendations in Table 2.8 will be implemented only after further technical and feasibility analysis is completed by all City
departments and other governmental agencies to determine the potential impact to transportation and public safety response as a
whole. Ifitis determined that a specific bicycle facility is infeasible due to its impact on transportation and public safety response as
a whole, an alternate route or facility should be pursued and shall follow amendment process if criteria for amendment is met.
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Bicycle Network Infrastructure Recommendation 3: Develop “super-routes” throughout the city.

Develop a series of “super routes” that are intended to serve as attractors to less experienced
bicyclists. These routes are intended to provide superior (real and perceived) comfort and sense of
safety for the bicyclist as well as provide the most direct route to major destinations. Super routes

will link sectors of the city together, provide routes to downtown and to the University of Texas, and
provide stronger connectivity to Austin’s rail and transit systems. The total estimated cost to construct
the entire super route network is approximately $22 to $36 million.

Listed here are the key super routes to be focused on in the next 10 years. These routes should be off-
street and/or separated or protected from motor vehicle traffic, as much as possible. In some cases,

the shared use of the roadway is sufficient, such as roads with low traffic volumes and speeds and are
super routes identified as an alternative to parallel arterials. Some of these routes may be required to
be constructed in park land and should be conceived and developed in concert with the Parks and

Recreation Department (see City of Austin City Council Resolution 20080424-064).

The first phase includes implementing the “spine” super routes that provide the most direct
connectivity from each of the sectors into the central core area.! Subsequent phases of the super
route network includes construction of those routes that connect to the primary sector spines.

Total Estimated Cost: $4,884,500 to $9,635,000

Benchmark: Complete the initial phase of “super route” improvements within five years from adoption
of the plan, or by the beginning of 2020. Complete the remaining second phase improvements by

the year 2030.
Table 2.9 Key Super Route Improvements
Route- Recommended
Segment Street Segment From Segment To - Projected Cost Range
# Facility
Lance Armstrong Bikeway
54.07- W 3RD ST NUECES TRINITY ST BIKE LANE $55,000 - $85,000
54.08
54.09 E 4TH ST TRINITY IH 35 PROTECTED $100,000 - $125,000
BICYCLE LANE
54.11- E 4TH ST IH 35 COMAL ST PROTECTED $100,000 - $125,000
54.13 BIKE LANE / BIKE
BOULEVARD
54.20- E 5TH ST TILLERY SHADY LN BIKE BOULEVARD $85,000 - $120,000
54.21
954.02  LANCE ARMSTRONG LAMAR CONNECTOR TO MULTI-USE PATH $65,000 - $90,000
BIKEWAY CESAR CHAVEZ
954.22  LANCE ARMSTRONG  SHADY BASTROP HWY MULTI-USE PATH $175,000 - $315,000
BIKEWAY
Downtown & UT Super Routes
48.18- E12TH ST TRINITY ST BRANCH ST BIKE LANE $105,000 - $190,000
48.20
48.27 E12TH ST SPRINGDALE WEBBERVILLE BIKE LANE $15,500 - $30,000

1 Bounded by Highway 71 to the south, MoPac and US 183 to the east and west, and to US 183/290 to the north.
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Table 2.9 Key Super Route Improvements

Route- Recommended
Segment Street Segment From Segment To - Projected Cost Range
# Facility
49.09- SAN JACINTO BLVD  DEAN KEETON ST E MLK BLVD E BIKE LANE $76,000 $115,000
49.10
49.18 TRINITY ST SAN JACINTO MLK BLVD E BIKE LANE $10,000 $25,000
49.26- TRINITY ST 5th STREET E CESAR CHAVEZ E BIKE LANE $52,000 $105,000
49.28
31.09- RIO GRANDE ST 29TH STW MLK BLYD W BIKE BOULEVARD $125,000 $150,000
31.12
31.14- NUECES ST GUADALUPE ST MLK BLVD W BIKE BOULEVARD $125,000 $150,000
31.16
31.18; NUECES ST MLK BLVD W 3RD STW BIKE BOULEVARD $230,000 $280,000
31.20-
31.24
40.08 29TH STW RIO GRANDE ST EAST DR BIKE BOULEVARD $55,000 $75,000
40.09 EAST DR 29TH STW 30TH STW BIKE BOULEVARD $30,000 $50,000
40.11- 30TH ST EAST DR SPEEDWAY BIKE BOULEVARD $60,000 $90,000
40.12
47.33 46TH STW GUADALUPE SPEEDWAY BIKE BOULEVARD $60,000 $90,000
47 .34- SPEEDWAY 46TH STW 3I1STSTE BIKE BOULEVARD $150,000 $180,000
47.37
47.38 3ISTSTE SPEEDWAY WALLING BIKE BOULEVARD $30,000 $50,000
47.39- SPEEDWAY 31ST DEAN KEETON ST E BIKE BOULEVARD $35,000 $55,000
47.41
Northeast Austin and Mueller Super Routes
57.17 BERKMAN DR CORONADO HILLS 51STSTE BIKE LANE $120,000 $165,000
57.18 BERKMAN DR S5I1STSTE MANOR RD BIKE LANE $75,000 $100,000
57.19 PERSHING DR MANOR RD EM FRANKLIN BIKE LANE $15,000 $35,000
57.20- E M FRANKLIN AVE PERSHING 12TH ST E BIKE LANE $55,000 $90,000
57.21
59.20- PLEASANT VALLEY RD 7THSTE LAKESHORE BIKE LANE $162,000 $235,000
59.22
61.02 S PLEASANT VALLEY  RIVERSIDE WILLOW HILL BIKE LANE $40,000 $60,000
RD
61.04 S PLEASANT VALLEY  OLTORF END OF ROAD BIKE LANE $45,000 $65,000
RD
63.10* SPRINGDALE RD CAMERON RD Us 183 BIKE LANE $225,000 $315,000
63.11- MANOR RD/ usS 183 MLK BLVD E BIKE LANE $195,000 $2,750,000
63.12 SPRINGDALE
63.16 SPRINGDALE RD JTHSTE STHSTE BIKE LANE $7,000 $20,000
Southwest Austin Super Routes
31.29 S 5TH ST ANNIE MARY WIDE CURB $5,000 $10,000
64.23 BARTON SPRINGS RD LAMAR BOULDIN BIKE LANE $35,000 $55,000
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Table 2.9 Key Super Route Improvements

Route- Recommended

Segment Street Segment From Segment To - Projected Cost Range

# Facility

131.15- DAWSONY/S 5TH ST. BARTON SPRINGS RD  ANNIE BIKE LANE $57,000 - $80,000
131.16
154.01- ESTHST COMAL ST TILLERY ST BIKE LANE $110,000 - $160,000
154.05

Northwest Austin Super Routes
907.01 SHOAL CREEK TRAIL ~ 40TH STW 3RD STW MULTI-USE PATH  $2,000,000 - $3,000,000

Total Projected Cost: $4,884,500 - $9,635,000

This is a preliminary estimate of probable construction costs, and was prepared prior to actual design. Actual design may require
additional or different improvements that may change the estimated cost shown. This estimate is intended only to provide an order
of magnitude cost for projection of potential future funding requirements. All such estimates should be reviewed and updated
periodically to reflect the most current cost information. Costs are based on 2008 unit prices, and do not include inflation.

Recommendations in Table 2.9 will be implemented only after further technical and feasibility analysis is completed by all City
departments and other governmental agencies to determine the potential impact to transportation and public safety response as a
whole. If it is determined that a specific bicycle facility is infeasible due to its impact on transportation and public safety response as
a whole, an alternate route or facility should be pursued and shall follow amendment process if criteria for amendment is met.
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SEcCTOR MAP

Recommended Bicycle Network Facilities

The maps on the following pages show recommended facility changes
for the bicycle network. For more detail, refer to Appendix D: Bicycle
Network Recommendations. The diagram below illustrates the sectors of
the City of Austin and surrounding jurisdictions.
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Recommended Multi-Use Path Bicycle Network Facilities

The maps on the following pages shows the recommended multi-use
path network. This network includes approximately 90 miles of urban
trails. An additional 150 miles of greenways, as identified in the Parks and
Recreation Land and Facilities Plan, could also incorporate trails that
supplement the bicycle network. While shown in ma ps and tables in

the Bicycle Plan Update, those corridors are in early stages of planning
and their feasibility for use as potential bicycle corridors has not been
confirmed. For more detail, refer to Appendix D: Bicycle Network
Recommendations and Appendix J: Trail Master Plan Map.
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Objective 1.1

Resolve parking in bicycle
lanes.

Benchmark

Resolve parking in all
bicycle lanes by 2020.

Back-In/Reverse Angle Parking

2] RO B
$o |36

w

Chop’rer 2 Blcycle Sys’rem

PARKING AND BicycLE LANES

A roadway'’s primary function is to move people and goods, not to store
stationary vehicles. While on-street parking is a useful component in
traffic calming, it can be dangerous to bicyclists. On-street automobile
parking on top of bicycle lanes creates a dangerous condition because
the parked cars essentially prevent the use of the lane. Parking should
not be permitted in bicycle lanes.

On-street parking in (on top of) bike lanes is incompatible. The Bicycle
Program Manager will evaluate existing and proposed bike lanes, to
determine, with stakeholder input, which use has greatest priority. To
the extent possible, the evaluation of parking in bicycle lanes should be
considered on a corridor basis and not block-by-block.

Currently 54 miles of bicycle lanes have unrestricted motor-vehicle
parking in them, or approximate 35% of total existing bicycle lanes. In
2008, the City of Austin Bicycle Program established guidelines to address
removing parking from within bicycle lanes. This document, On-Street
Parking Modification Guidelines, discusses research, the evaluation

of and process for modifying on-street parking, and several possible
solutions (see Figure 2.1), including but not limited to:

1. Parking removal on one side, with bicycle lanes
Parking removal on both sides
Time restricted parking

M 0D

Parking both sides, no bicycle lanes (may require
bicycle plan amendment)

The On-Street Parking Modification Guidelines are kept within
the City of Austin Bicycle Program.

Bicycle Lanes And Diagonal Parking

Vehicular movement in and out of diagonal parking presents
a danger to bicyclists. Therefore, bicycle lanes are not

e
% = £ 2 advisable where angled parking is present. Where diagonal
'}\}‘x LJ ":E\% parking is absolutely necessary, back-in (reverse angle)

», - it parking should be used. This requires motorists to pull in front
!"?_'3‘ {T{—’:} i of a parking space and reverse into it, as is done with parallel

.

parking. This requires motorists to look behind them before
crossing the bicycle lane. It also improves the motorists’
visibility of oncoming bicycle and motor traffic when exiting
the parking space.

Source: San Francisco Bicycle Plan, Appendix A:
Bikeway Design Guidelines, 2005, p. 25.
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Benchmarks
* Resolve parking in all bicycle lanes by 2020.

Objective 1.1 Action Iltem

1.1.1  The Bicycle Program Manager will work on a case-by-case basis
with residents, neighborhood associations, and the bicycle
community to determine local needs for parking and bicycle
lanes. The Bicycle Program Manager will work to accommodate
both the local needs and the needs of area bicyclists.

Bicycle facilities that currently allow parking in the bicycle lane are shown
on the following page. Any street that does not appear on this list does
not exclude any bicycle lane with unrestricted parking from the need to
have the problem resolved.

Figure 2.1 On-Street Parking Modification Options
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Source: City of Austin. On-street parking modification guidelines
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BicycLE LANES WITH PARKING IN LANE
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Table 2.10 Unrestricted Parking in Bicycle Lanes

Route # Street Name Segment From Segment To Length (ft)
5.04 BECKETT RD CONVICT HILL KIVA 1,791
5.05 BECKETT RD KIVA NEW HORIZONS 2,004
6.01 FLORAL PARK DR MISTING FALLS JOLLYVILLE 1,004
6.04 SANTA CRUZ DR DUVAL BALCONES WOODS 3.614
10.01 FLORAL PARK DR RAIN CREEK MISTING FALLS 4,716
11.01 BARTON HILLS DR ROBERT E LEE BARTON SKYWAY 6,317
11.02 BARTON SKWY BARTON HILLS RAEDELL 2,453
11.03 BARTON SKWY RAEDELL LAMAR 1,258
11.08 BARTON HILLS DR FARNSWOOD CIR BARTON SKYWAY 1,557
16.03 STECK AVE MESA BENT TREE 4,209
16.10 OHLEN RD BOWLING GREEN SPEARMAN 2,623
18.01 LOST HORIZON DR RAINCREEK PKWY RAINCREEK PKWY 5916
18.02 BLUEGRASS DR LOST HORIZON BLUFFSTONE 5,712
18.03 BLUEGRASS DR LOST HORIZON BLUFFSTONE 1,166
18.22 NORTHEAST DR WILLIAMETTE DR BETTY COOK 1,723
19.13 LAKE AUSTIN BLVD ENFIELD REDBUD TRAIL 1,679
20.03 FOSTER LN GREAT NORTHERN SHOAL CREEK 1,027
21.15 ARBORETUM BLVD GREAT HILLS LOOP 360 5,166
22.01 JESTER BLVD BRICKLEBUSH CV ARTERIAL 8 3.198
22.02 JESTER BLVD HALBERT BRICKLEBUSH 5,345
22.13 FAR WEST BLVD MESA CHIMNEY CORNERS 1,983
22.14 FAR WEST BLVD CHIMNEY CORNERS HART 3.173
22.20 JUSTIN LN BURNET WOODROW 3,933
22.21 JUSTIN LN WOODROW GROVER 975
23.18 MESA DR DOMINION GREENMOUNTAIN 1,537
23.19 MESA DR JOLLYVILLE DOMINION 345
23.20 MESA DR HYRIDGE STECK 2,632
23.22 MESA DR SPICEWOOD SPRINGS FAR WEST 5,312
23.23 MESA DR FAR WEST SIERRA 2,161
23.24 SIERRA DR MESA HIGHLAND 2,588
23.35 PECOS ST 35TH GREENLEE 4,147
23.36 PECOS ST GREENLEE WINDSOR 1,536
25.11 ROBERT E LEE RD BARTON HILLS MELRIDGE PLACE 1,269
25.12 MELRIDGE PL ROBERT E LEE BLUE BONNET 883
25.13 BLUEBONNET LN MELRIDGE / ASHBY RUNDELL 1,413
25.14 BLUEBONNET LN HETHER LAMAR 2,386
26.06 NORTHEAST DR BRADLEY WILLAMETTE 529
28.15 ROGGE LN BERKMAN MANOR 5,237
28.16 ROGGE LN MANOR REICHER 1,368
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Table 2.10 Unrestricted Parking in Bicycle Lanes

Route # Street Name Segment From Segment To Length (ft)
28.17 ROGGE LN REICHER SPRINGDALE 267
31.02 SHOAL CREEK BLVD FOSTER HANCOCK 13,671
31.03 SHOAL CREEK BLVD HANCOCK 40TH STW 5,676
31.04 SHOAL CREEK BLVD 40TH STW 39TH HALF ST W 371
31.09 RIO GRANDE ST 29TH 28TH 182
31.10 RIO GRANDE ST 28TH 26TH 1,735
31.11 RIO GRANDE ST 26TH 24TH 997
31.12 RIO GRANDE ST MLK 24TH 1,924
31.14 NUECES ST GUADALUPE 26TH 1,501
31.15 NUECES ST 26TH 24TH 994
31.16 NUECES ST 24TH MLK 1,988
31.50 VINSON DR ABERDEEN CARDIFF 316
31.51 EMERALD FOREST DR CARDIFF STASSNEY 3.238
31.52 EMERALD FOREST DR STASSNEY SPEER 3.133
33.07 GUADALUPE ST 24TH 21S8T 1,431
33.08 GUADALUPE ST 218T MLK 727
39.10 WOODROW AVE W ANDERSON LN DUKE AVE 382
39.11 WOODROW AVE DUKE AVE MORROW ST 1,482
40.07 W 29TH ST JEFFERSON WOOLDRIDGE 1,693
40.09 EAST DR 29TH ST 30TH ST 658
40.10 WEST DR 29TH 30TH 443
40.11 W 30TH ST WEST UNIVERSITY 815
41.08 WOODROW AVE MORROW JUSTIN 2,804
41.09 WOODROW AVE JUSTIN KOENIG 3.897
47.12 PARKFIELD DR BITTERN HOLLOW W BRAKER 3.038
47.13 PARKFIELD DR W BRAKER KRAMER 1,413
47.14 PARKFIELD DR KRAMER RUTLAND 5,626
47.16 PARKFIELD DR W RUNDBERG PAYTON GIN 2,277
47.18 PARKFIELD DR PAYTON GIN FAIRFIELD 861
47.21 GEORGIAN DR W ELLIOT E WONSLEY DR 3,000
47.25 NORTHCREST BLVD PRINCE CRESTLAND 1,308
47.28 GUADALUPE ST E ST JOHN'S DENSON 3.770
47.35 SPEEDWAY 45TH 39TH 2,810
47.39 SPEEDWAY 31ST 30TH 375
47.51 S CONGRESS AVE BARTON SPRINGS ACADEMY 1,858
48.14 W 11TH ST COLORADO CONGRESS 577
48.15 ETITH ST CONGRESS SAN JACINTO 814
48.21 E 12TH ST SAN BERNARD COMAL 851
48.22 E 12TH ST CHICON CHESTNUT 1,258
48.23 E 12TH ST CHESTNUT RAIL ROAD 1,145
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Table 2.10 Unrestricted Parking in Bicycle Lanes

Route # Street Name Segment From Segment To Length (ft)
48.24 E 12TH ST RAIL ROAD HARVEY 2,312
48.25 E12TH ST HARVEY OAK GROVE 214
48.26 E 12TH ST RIDGE SPRINGDALE 3.735
49.03 DUVAL ST S1ST 45TH 2,957
50.07 W T11TH ST LAVACA COLORADO 574
52.06 LAKE AUSTIN BLVD REDBUD TRAIL EXPOSITION 3.637
52.07 LAKE AUSTIN BLVD HEARN LOOP 1 134
53.07 WALLER ST E. 4th STREET HOLLY 2,468
55.08 CHICON 3T E 4TH E CESAR CHAVEZ 1,056
55.09 CHICON ST E CESAR CHAVEZ HOLLY 1,418
55.10 CHICON ST HOLLY JESSE SEGOVIA 1,044
57.17 BERKMAN DR CORONADO HILLS 51S8T 10,662
61.06 BURLESON RD MISSION HILL SH 71 417
64.07 PINNACLE RD SILVERHULL PEREGRINE FALCON 851
64.08 PINNACLE RD PEREGRINE FALCON ggﬁéROEREEK ELEM 1,874
68.02 BLUEBONNET LN RUNDELL HETHER 134
68.05 W MARY ST EVERGREEN S 5TH ST 1,192
68.06 W MARY ST S5TH ST BOULDIN 484
68.07 W MARY ST BOULDIN CONGRESS 3.103
68.08 E MARY ST CONGRESS BRACKENRIGE ST 726
68.10 E ANNIE ST BRACKENRIDGE EAST SIDE 1,139
68.11 WOODLAND AVE EAST SIDE TRAVIS HEIGHTS 1,085
68.12 WOODLAND AVE TRAVIS HEIGHTS IH 35 1,771
68.14 WOODLAND AVE PARKER WILLOW CREEK 2,061
68.15 WILLOW CREEK DR WOODLAND ANKEN 1,682
68.16 WILLOW CREEK DR ANKEN E OLTORF 684
70.04 LIGHTSEY RD S1ST S CONGRESS 2,014
72.04 BURLESON RD E OLTORF MISSION HILL 5,609
78.01 SPEER LN EMERALD FOREST COOPER 1,216
78.02 EBERHART LN COOPER S1STST 1,131
78.03 EBERHART LN SI1STST S CONGRESS 3.032
161.02 TILLERY ST OAK SPRINGS DR GOODWIN 1,508
161.03 TILLERY ST GOODWIN GOVALLE 1,405
161.04 TILLERY ST GOVALLE CASTRO 1,822
161.05 TILLERY ST CASTRO GARWOOD ST 619
161.06 TILLERY ST GARWOOD ST E 5TH ST 1,762
168.06 E LIVE OAK ST EAST SIDE SCHRIBER ST 2,117
321.04 HART LN FAR WEST BLVD NORTHWEST HILLS 877
322.04 JUSTIN LN GROVER LAMAR 1,618
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Table 2.10 Unrestricted Parking in Bicycle Lanes

Route # Street Name Segment From Segment To Length (ft)
323.08 MESA DR SIERRA DR DRY CREEK 3.521
323.09 MESA DR DRY CREEK CROSS VALLEY 381
326.06 WELLINGTON DR GASTON PLACE ROGGE 2,379
331.04 EMERALD FOREST DR SPEER WILLIAM CANNON 1,599
338.01 SHOAL CREEK BLVD W 34TH ST W 31ST ST 706
338.02 W 31ST ST SHOAL CREEK N LAMAR 1,394
339.04 SPICEWOOD PKWY TALLEYRAN TOPRIDGE 2,198
339.05 TOPRIDGE DR SPICEWOOD PKWY SCOTLAND WELL 1,883
339.11 SPICEWOOD PKWY TALLEYRAN VISTA VIEW 1,412
347.17 GEORGIAN DR E RUNDBERG W ELLIOT 3.386
380.08 BERKELEY AVE BLURWOOD DR WEST GATE BLVD 385
380.09 BERKELEY AVE ALFORD BLAIRWOOD 1,178
380.10 BERKELEY AVE COCKBURN ALFORD 234
380.11  BERKELEY AVE SO TONEW. OF COCKBURN 959
399.01 ASHTON RIDGE SPICEWOOD PKWY SCOTLAND WELL 1,965

Total Feet 282,915

Total Miles 54
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Objective 1.2

Provide adequate end-of-
trip facilities to advance
bicycle transportation.

Benchmarks

Provide 350 new short-
term bicycle parking
spaces at existing
developments by 2015.

Begin sale of bicycle
parking racks at
wholesale pricing through
City of Austin Bicycle Rack
Program by 2010.

Provide 5 long-term
bicycle parking spaces
at Austin-Bergstrom
International Airport
(ABIA) by 2015 and 5
additional long-term
spaces at ABIA by 2020.

Install “Share the Road”
signs on all streets which
are gaps in the bicycle
network by 2015.

Austin Bicycle Rack Program

END-OF-TRIP FACILITIES

The availability of end-of-trip facilities has the power to influence an
individual's decision of whether or not to commute by bicycle. A review
of best practices indicates that among other things, lack of facilities
including bicycle parking, showers, and locker rooms at work significantly
deters bicycle commuting. While bikeways and bicycle lanes tend to be
a stronger factor to bicycling, the end-of-use facilities are also a major
requirement.

End-of-trip facilities include bicycle parking, showers, changing facilities,
car-sharing, and repair services. These components of the bicycle system
are important elements that improve the system and make bicycling
easier and safer. City Code requirements should be reviewed and
amended to facilitate the accommodation of bicycle end-use facilities.

Bicycle Parking

Bicycle parking is an integral part of comprehensive bicycle planning.

It's not enough to develop and maintain a bicycle-friendly road system.
People can't be expected to use their bicycles for fransportation unless
secure bicycle parking facilities exist at their destinations, not dissimilar to
the motor vehicle system. This benefits not only current bicyclists, but can
also encourage newcomers to use bicycles for transportation. Bicycle
parking facilities can help reduce bicycle thefts, legitimize bicycle use,
and often times provide protection from the elements.

Chapter 25-6 of the City Code describes off-street parking requirements
for bicycles. Bicycle parking requirements are based on land use
classification and the number of motor vehicle spaces required. (See §
25-6-476, § 25-6-477, and Appendix A of Chapter 25-6, Article 7.)

Bicycle parking design standards are a component of the Austin
Transportation Criteria Manual. There are three types of bicycle parking
facilities (Fletcher, 1993). The appropriate class of bicycle parking
depends on the typical expected length of use. If the bicycle is to be
parked all day or overnight, at a park-and-ride station or office complex

Originally funded in the early 1990’s through an Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) grant,
the City of Austin created a Bicycle Rack Program whereby Class Ill bicycle racks were installed free of charge
in the public right of way and given to private businesses and public agencies for installation and use. The
program serves to retro-install bicycle parking serving businesses and buildings built prior to the City Code
bicycle parking requirement. To date approximately 4,000 bicycle racks have been installed throughout the

City of Austin.

The Bicycle Rack Program will continue in 2008-2009. For 2010 and beyond it is recommended that the Bicycle
Rack Program shift to a wholesale program, whereby the City Bicycle Program will purchase bicycle racks and
make them available for sale and convenient pick up to the public.
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Chapter 2 :: Bicycle System

for example, security and protection from the weather
are the main concerns; class | or Il racks are preferred
for these applications, and class lll may be used in
certain circumstances (such as in a covered and
secure areaq). If the bicycle is to be parked briefly at a
grocery store for example, high security is secondary to
convenience and a class lll rack is adequate.

Class |, the highest security type of parking, is a
completely enclosed parking space which protects
the bicycle from inclement weather and is designed
so an unauthorized person cannot remove a bicycle
from it. Examples include bicycle lockers or locked
storage rooms, bicycle check-in systems under conftrol
of an attendant, and bicycle storage facilities in a
parking garage under constant personal or electronic
surveillance.

Class Il bicycle parking provides a medium level of
security. Class Il bicycle parking is a rack designed so
that both wheels and the frame can be secured with
only a user supplied padlock or U-lock without removing
a wheel. These racks support the bicycle securely in a
stable position and some models provide protection of
the lock from vandalism or breakage.

Bicycle Locker Practices

Bicycle lockers are desirable for users who would
like to have a sheltered space that secures the
entire bicycle for protection from the weather as
well as theft. They are especially useful for all-day
or multiple-day users.

Transit and airport centers are likely places for
long-term bicycle storage. While many airports
have bicycle parking, Oakland International
Airport in Oakland, CA is the only airport in the
U.S. with bicycle lockers. The New York State
Meftropolitan Transit Authority, TriMet in the
Portland, OR region, Metro Area Transit Authority
in the Washington, DC area, and Bay Area Rapid
Transit in the San Francisco area, among other
fransportation authorities provide bicycle lockers
aft train and/or bus park and ride stations.

The cost of installing bicycle lockers is favorable
compared to car parking spaces, but significantly
more than installing bicycle racks. Therefore, it is
important to place them in locations where they
will be available to the highest number of users.
Bicycle lockers at bus stations, park and ride and
fransit centers would serve daily commuters as
well as persons traveling to the airport via the
Airport Flyer.

Class lll bicycle racks are standard, short term use, utility racks. A Class
lll rack provides the user with the ability to lock one wheel and the frame
to the rack. Racks designed to secure only one wheel are not permitted
(City of Austin, Transportation Criteria Manual, Section 9.2.0, #11).

Long term parking is meant to accommodate cyclists who are expected
to park for longer than two hours, such as employees,

students, residents, and commuters. Long term parking pmethods of Providing Long-Term Bicycle
is typically located at schools, high density residential Parking

areas, employment centers, airports, and transit hubs. « Installin a covered, highly visible location

. . e Allow bicycles inside office buildings
SOfefy from ThefT CII’]CI VOndOI|Sm, prOTeCTIOH from The . Pro\/ide bicyc|e Sforoge room inside bU||d|ngs

elements and accessibility are key issues for long term

parking. A place to store accessories is also highly desired. Employers
should consider providing showers and changing rooms in addition to
secure parking.

The best type of parking facilities for long-term parking are either inside
a building, office, guarded enclosure, or bicycle lockers. Bicycle lockers
can be installed indoors or out. They are best provided on a user-

application or lease basis to ensure appropriate use. Bicycle rooms are
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another solution, and can be created from any locked room. In locations
without available indoor storage areas, or room for lockers, bicycle cages
may be constructed by enclosing bicycle racks and aisle space with
heavy grade chain-link fencing and controlling access by lock.

Short-term parking is meant to accommodate visitors who are expected
to depart within two hours. Short-term parking is typically found at

retail shops and public buildings (libraries, clinics, etc.). Visibility and
accessibility are key issues.

Short-term parking racks should support the bicycle at two or more points
above and on either side of the bicycles center of gravity. The best
types of parking facilities for short-term storage are simple inverted-U
racks. The inverted “U"” rack is a single piece of heavy gauge steel bent
to form a U. Pipe ends are either installed in a concrete base or have
welded mounting flanges bolted directly to a solid, flat surface. Each of
these racks holds two bicycles and are available commercially or easily

Bicycle Parking in Mixed Use Developments

The concept of mixed use developments is that uses are located in close proximity to and support one another,
reducing the need to fravel far (and by automobile) to accomplish everyday errands. Mixed use developments
can refer to either vertical mixed use (mixed uses within a building), or horizontal mixed use (multiple uses are
developed on asite). A popular development pattern among Smart Growth and anti-sprawl advocates, mixed-
use developments allow people to live closer fo their destinations, to not own a car, and to use an alternative
mode of fransportation more often. The City of Austin has pursued this development pattern through various
development incentives and City Code amendments, such as Station Area Plans (Section 25-2-766), which
promote dense and mixed use development around fransit stations, and the Commercial Design Standards
(Section 25-2, Subchapter E).

The environment of a mixed-use development presents an opportunity
for fransportatfion planners to plan for alternative modes, such as
bicycling. With a higher propensity to use alternative modes of
fransporfation comes the importance of implementation of supporting
facilities to ensure their use. For this reason, exira afttention fo

bicycle facilities, including the bicycle network as well as parking

and other end-trip facilities is imperative to well designed mixed-use
development.

As the City of Austin contfinues to amend its Land Development Code
to encourage more mixed use development, bicycle planning should
not be forgotten. Statute 25-6-476 of the Austin City Code addresses
parking in mixed use developments, including bicycle parking. Current
requirements state: “The director shall determine the type of bicycle
spaces required for a mixed use development at the time that the
director determines the bicycle parking requirement under this
section.” To support bicycling as an alternative mode of transportation
in these developments, the needs of bicyclists should be considered a
priority. The City Code and/or City processes should be amended to 3 -

require the Bicycle Program approval of parking requirements made ~ Ground-floor retail with aparfments above

Through Cn‘y Code Section 25-6-476 in the 2nd Street District in downtown
’ Austin. ”
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manufactured by fence shops. Areas without space for
racks can provide parking through rings holding a bicycle
against a vertical wall. These rings should be attached at
a height 20" above ground. Alternatively, bars may be
bolted to a secure wall where conflicts with pedestrian
traffic can be avoided.

Shower and Changing Facilities

Showers and changing rooms in employment centers are
important for bicycle tfransportation. These facilities benefit
not only commuting cyclists, but other fitness minded
employees who can exercise during lunch hours. The
combination of shower and bicycle parking facilities is
usually less expensive than construction and maintenance
of auto parking, and therefore should be considered during

project planning.

There are very few publicly accessible (even for a fee)
shower and changing facilities for bicyclists in the city.
Gyms currently offer the most common and flexible
option to bicyclists as they are located throughout the
city. However, membership costs typically cover many
more services than a bicyclists simply looking for a shower
and place to change is willing to pay for. The City should
consider communication with area gyms and other
work-out types of facilities in an effort to create bicycle
commuter memberships.

Several individual efforts have been made among public
agencies and private developments to incorporate shower
and changing facilities into developments to facilitate
bicycling among their employees. The City of Austin

has been active in incorporating showers and changing
facilities for City employees, with nine of the City’s buildings
having shower and changing facilities. Additionally,
incentives exist through City administered processes such
as Green Building and the site development process. The
City of Austin should develop incentive programs and
requirements for shower and changing facilities in future
new developments.
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Car Share Programs and Bicycling

With the hassle and expense of owning a car
today, car sharing has become a popular
alternative to owning a car. The idea is

that people can borrow a car for a certain
amount of time to take care of the things
they need a car to accomplish. Car sharing
programs offer the convenience of having a
car to use without the hassle of payments and
maintenance supports not owning a car.

This concept is also beneficial to bicycle
commuters as they can use a car to run an
errand or go to a meeting in the middle of the
day, even if they ride their bicycle to work.
Even if a bicyclists owns a car, the choice of
driving versus bicycling fo work may depend
on needing a car in the middle of the day.
The ability of car sharing to give access to an
automobile in the middle of the day could
solve that dilemma.

Car sharing has taken off in dense cities that
have policies to promote alternative modes
of fransportation to the automobile. Among
the list of cities that have a car share program
are Atlanta, Chicago, Minneapolis, New

York, Portland, San Francisco, Seaftle, and
Washington, DC, among many others.

In late 2006, the City of Austin’s first car share
program began operating by a non-profit
group. It currently has a fleet of five cars
available af four locations in West Campus,
Hyde Park, and downtown. In November
2008 Austin Car Share increased its fleet size
and added two more locations, indicating




Bikestations

Across the United States, particularly in the West Coast,
Bikestations are emerging offering several services to
commuters and bicyclists to support bicycling as a primary
mode of fransportation. While services differ at individual
Bikestations, typical service include all or a combination

of the following: long term bicycle parking, bicycle repair,
shower facilities, and bicycle rentals. Bikestations are
typically located near public transit and where demand
for bicycle services is high, such as in high density areas or
university campuses. When properly located, these stations
offer convenience to bicyclists, making it easier to choose
bicycling as a primary mode of fransportation.

The Puget Sound Regional Commission has created site
selection criteria for locating Bikestations in the Seattle area.
Based on the selection criteria used for the King Street Station,
site selection criteria could include:

e visibility e existing infrastructure

e cost and feasibility of e long-term viability
construction e fiming

e cost of obtaining e safe and convenient for
approvals bicycles

Source: Alta Transportation Consulting, et. al., 2002, p. 5.

An ideal location in Austin would be downtown. It is a
employment destination and has an increasing residential
population base that would support use of a Bikestation.
Convenience to UT might also be a consideration in site
selection. The last stop on Capital Metro’s MetroRail is also
located downtown, another component that would influence
use of a downtown Bikestation.

developments.

parking (Class I).

Wayfinding: Signs and Markings

Finally, signage and pavement markings
provide an important role in wayfinding
along the route, as well as alerting motorists
to the presence of bicyclists. Signage such
as “Share the Road” help alert motorists

of the presence of bicyclists and the laws
preserving the integrity of bicycle facilities.
Also, just as cars rely on notification of
upcoming streets or exit ramps, so do
bicyclists rely on being informed of routes.

The use of signage and pavement markings
can be improved in the City of Austin. Signs
and markings can play a role in alerting
bicyclists and motorists to gaps in the system,
as well as leading them to and through
alternate routes. With proper care and
utilization signs and marking can enhance
the bicycle system by affording bicyclists

the same information and preference as
provided for vehicular traffic.

Opportunities for End-of-Trip Facilities

Since adoption of the 1996 Bicycle Plan,
the City has been successful in requiring
and providing parking at locations where
it is needed, such as schools, commercial
and multifamily developments, and

other activity centers. Through the City of Austin’s Bicycle Parking
Program, approximately 4,000 Class lll bicycle racks have been installed
throughout the city since 1996. This is in addition to racks installed by
private developments by requiring bicycle parking in commercial

The most recent effort to provide end-trip facilities in Austin is Lance
Armstrong’s Bicycle shop, Mellow Johnny's located in downtown Austin.
The shop provides shower and changing facilities for a fee, as well as day

However, there is a significant lack of long-term bicycle parking, such as
bicycle lockers and sheltered bicycle parking. The City should create
incentives to obtain more bicycle parking options, including long-term
parking, in private developments.

As discussed earlier, secure parking and shower and changing facilities
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have the potential to greatly influence bicycle use as a mode of
transportation to work. Riders know they have a place to clean up
and change at their destination, as well as a safe place to leave
their bicycle. Requirements on and incentives to developments
can help realize the construction of more of these end-of-trip

facilities.

Objective 1.2 Benchmark

* Provide 350 new short-term bicycle parking at existing
developments by 2015.

* Begin sale of bicycle parking racks at wholesale pricing through

\ el

City of Austin Bicycle Rack Program in 2010.

* Provide five (5) long-term bicycle parking spaces at Austin Bergstrom
International Airport by 2015 and five (5) additional long-term bicycle
parking spaces by 2020.

* Install “Share the Road” signs on all streets which are gaps in the
bicycle network by 2015.

Objective 1.2 Actions

1.2.1

1.2.2

1.2.3

Increase bicycle parking throughout city.

1.2.1a Establish a methodology for determining bicycle parking

1.2.1b

1.2.1c

1.2.1d

1.2.1e

1.2.1f

demand.

Where necessary, provide or increase short term bicycle
parking at all City of Austin buildings, parks, and libraries.

Provide or increase appropriate type of bicycle parking at
all existing developments, employment centers, schools,
parks and recreational areas, and government offices.

Review, and if necessary, enhance requirements or
incentives for bicycle parking in all private or public
parking structures.

Work with stakeholders to determine how bicycle parking
can be improved in the downtown area and make
improvements.

Develop criteria for consistent interpretation of City Code
section 25-6-477 related to the required location of bicycle
parking.

Continue to provide racks through the Bicycle Rack Program untfil
demand ceases.

Require that special events expecting over 1,000 attendees
provide secure, affordable, and convenient bicycle parking.

1.2.4 Require shower and locker facilities in new office developments or
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Locking Up in Style

The City of Portland gefts
creative with its bicycle
parking by allowing installation
of public art that doubles as a
bicycle rack. Here, a bicycle
rack that looks like a shelf of
books is located outside of
Powell's Books in downfown
Portland, OR.

Bicycle Parking in
Garages

The SSTF recommends

that the City develop a
requirement that all parking
structures contain convenient
and secure bicycle parking
at aratio of 1 bicycle space
to 5 vehicle spaces.

Source: SSTF, 2007, pp. 15,
recommendation number ll.6.c



Detouring Bicycles

The SSTF identified the
guidelines used by the City
of Cambridge, MA as an
example of how the City
of Austin should consider
accommodating bicyclists’
needs during temporary
construction.

Source: SSTF, 2007, pp. 13,
recommendation number l1.2.c

Bike Share Programs

Bike Share programs
complement public fransit,
private vehicular tfransportation,
and pedestrian activity by
increasing access and mobility.
Such programs shift from
dependency on fossil fuels for
fransportation and fowards
more sustainable solutions.

Bike sharing can also promote
exercise without requiring
significant lifestyle changes.
Daily bike use is a refreshing
alternative to the generally
sedentary modern lifestyle.

Bike Share programs also
sustain public access in

an increasingly congested
environment by bridging

the gap between distances
best served by vehicular and
foof transportation. Bicycles
provide on-demand transport
that allows the user to reach
locations not easily or efficiently
accessible by other forms

of fransportation. In urban
environments, bikes are often
the best way to move around,
especially if you are short on
fime and money.

(Source: Tech Bikes, 2004)

1.2.5

1.2.6

1.2.7

1.2.8

1.2.9

1.2.10

redevelopments.

Create further and/or improved incentives to encourage
developers to provide showers, changing facilities, lockers,
and bicycle parking above any existing or proposed minimum
requirements.

Work with local gyms and similar types of facilities to provide
shower and locker facilities to bicyclists, at a reduced charge.

Provide wayfinding guidance along bicycle network.
1.2.7a Update and widely distribute the bicycle network map.

1.2.7b Improve and expand upon a comprehensive citywide
signing system to clearly indicate bicycle routes and
multi-use paths.

1.2.7c Install bicycle information boards and network maps
in key locations in the central business district, activity
centers, and at critical junctures in the bicycle network
to provide detailed route information to bicyclists.

Establish standards for bicycle detours in the event of
construction or street closures that impact bicycle facilities (see
Appendix ).

Explore the use of various signs that are important to
communicating with bicyclists and motorists.

1.2.9a Where appropriate, supplement “Right Turn Only,”
“Dead End,” or “Do Not Enter” signs with “Except
Bicycles” to indicate that bicycle and pedestrian access
is allowed and feasible.

1.2.9b Create criteria for the use of the MUTCD W 11-1 and W
16-1 sign and supplemental plaque.

Establish incentives to encourage the development of additional
Bikestations at key locations throughout the City of Austin.

1.2.11a Review and possibly use the Puget Sound Regional
Commission’s Bicycle Demand Estimation Report &
Methodology to identify a potential location for one or
more Bikestations in Austin.

1.2.11 Create a citywide Bike Share Program (See Chapter 3, Objective

2.3.5).

1.2.12 Explore possibilities to work with parking garage operators to

allow overnight automobile parking for multiple consecutive
days.
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INTEGRATING BICYCLING AND TRANSIT Objective 1.3

TRANSPORTATION MODES Coordinate with Capital
Metro to coordinate the

Bicycles can increase the effective service area of transit; similarly, bicycle system with transit.

transit can reduce travel times and energy requirements for riding
bicycles longer distances. Among the barriers that deter bicyclists from | Benchmarks

bicycle commuting, one of the most common is distance, even among Where safe, all (100%)
experienced bicyclists. Trip distance can be overcome by readily linking ’

Capital Metro buses,
transit and cycling as a mode choice. P

rail cars, and van

Multi-modal transportation is encouraged in federal and state policy pools will be able to
to increase the efficiency of our transportation system. An excellent accommodate three (3)
example of multi-modalism is the combined use of bicycles and bicycles by 2020.

transit. Transit services are highly sensitive to the distance between
user's residences and the nearest fransit stop. And, lower density
developments have traditionally been considered poor candidates
for transit services because of the increased distance to transit stops. ] -
Bicycles can effectively increase the service area for each stop. parking criteria to be_
Commuters can cycle two to five miles from their homes to a bus or developed by the City of
rail stop to finish their trip. This two to five mile radius of service around Austin and Capital Metro.
each transit stop is a considerable increase in area served compared

to walking distances, which is usually estimated to be closer to one-
quarter to one-half mile. There are additional benefits to be gained from
joining bicycles with transit which each mode alone cannot provide:
transit enables the bicyclist to take longer trips; fransit enables the
bicyclist to pass over or through topographical barriers; and bicyclists
can increase transit ridership during surplus capacity periods such

as weekends and midday (Doolittle, 1994, p. 1). Adequate bicycle
parking should be provided at transit stops to encourage combined
bicycle and transit frips.

Include bicycle parking at
100% of locations meeting
transit stop bicycle

Objective 1.3 Benchmarks

*  Where safe, all (100%) Capital Metro buses, rail cars, and van pools
will be able to accommodate three (3) bicycles by 2020.

* Include bicycle parking at 100% of locations meeting transit stop
bicycle parking criteria to be developed by the City of Austin and
Capital Metro.

Objective 1.3 Actions

1.3.1 Coordinate with Capital Metro to provide secure bicycle
parking (including short and long-term parking and/or covered

parking, lockers, covered attended rooms) at all major transit A bus rider loads a bicycle on a
stations, existing and future park-and-ride lots, and rail stations as Capital Metro bus.
they are developed. Source: Capital Metro, http://www.

Capital Metro.org/riding/bikes.asp
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Transit and Bicycles

The SSTF recommends

that the City increase
opportunities for multi-
modal transportation and
coordinate existing and
proposed bicycle facilities
with mass transit. This could
include establishing routes
that connect to fransit
stations such as commuter
rail stops and park and ride
stations; ensuring parking
at fransit facilities; and
accommodating bicycles
on buses and other fransit
vehicles.

Source: SSTF, 2007, p. 15,
recommendation number Il.6

1.3.2

1.3.3

1.3.4

1.3.5

1.3.6

1.3.7

1.3.8

1.3.9

1.3.10

1.3.11

[ ] il [l
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Coordinate with Capital Metro to establish criteria to identify transit
stops needing bicycle parking.

Require the highest level of security bicycle parking (Type | such
as bicycle lockers or security guard/locked rooms, etc.) or bicycle
parking spaces at large scale public transportation facilities.

Coordinate with Capital Metro to coordinate bicycle
transportation policies for public fransportation.

1.3.4a Continue to coordinate with officials and planners of
Capital Metro to ensure that all buses, commuter rail, light
rail, and streetcars are equipped with bicycle racks and/or
accommodate bicycles.

1.3.4b Require the highest level of security (Type | bicycle lockers
or security guard or locked rooms) or bicycle parking

spaces at large scale public transportation facilities.

Coordinate with Capital Metro to establish system for counting
bicycles on transit ridership.

1.3.5a Establish a system to quantify bicycle use on buses and rail.

1.3.5b Coordinate with Capital Metro to identify ways to safely
accommodate three bicycles on all or select Capital
Metro buses, streetcars, and rail cars.

Coordinate with Capital Metro to install bicycle racks on the front
of special circulation buses, such as, but not limited, to the “Dillo.”

Coordinate with Capital Metro to implement “Rails with Trails” and
any other appropriate bicycle/pedestrian facilities to improve
bicycle access to transit stops and stations.

1.3.7a Coordinate with Capital Metro on grant and other funding
opportunities to implement Rails with Trails projects.

Publicize the bicycle-transit link through events, media, and other
marketing methods.

Integrate bicycle planning in the planning, design, and operation
of new and redeveloped transit stops and existing and future park-
and-ride lofs.

Coordinate with Capital Metro to integrate bicycle route
information into tfransit route maps and signs.

1.3.10a Integrate bicycle route information into Capital Metro
transit route maps and signs.

1.3.10b Integrate Capital Metro transit information into City of
Austin bicycle route maps.

Assure the safety and efficiency of bicycles and bus transit
coexistence.

1.3.11a Continue to coordinate with Capital Metro to educate
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Capital Metro bus drivers about operating buses around
bicycles.

1.3.11b Educate bicyclists about proper riding techniques around
buses.

1.3.11c Consider transit/bicycle interaction in all roadway designs.

Spotlight on Capital Metro

Capital Metro is proud to be working with the City of Austin to incorporate transit intfo the City of
Austin’s Bicycle plan and agrees that strengthening the link between cycling and transit is great for the
city and its residents.

Currently, Capital Metro provides comprehensive tfraining to our bus operators on sharing the road
safely with cyclists. Capital Metro’s training program is the most widely recognized program in the
natfion. Innovative components to the training, such as bike-safety education, have resulted in
multiple awards. Capital Metro’s program is the national model according to the National Transit
Institute and the American Public Transportation Association. Capital Metro will confinue to improve
upon our bike safety fraining element as future safety developments are made.

Capital Metro supports the installation of new bike lockers that are not fully enclosed, similar to the
Bike Lid product currently being tested at the Pavilion Park & Ride. The bike lid was made possible
through collaboration with the city’s Bicycle Program, and we look forward to a continued productive
partnership to improve transit connectivity and safety for cyclists.

Capital Metro recognizes that at times, bicycle capacity is limited on our bicycle racks. We've been
studying the problem of increasing bike carrying capacity for a while, but a safe solution has not
been found. We will continue to look for solutions and work with manufacturers to find a way to
accommodate more bicycles without increasing the risk of accident or injury.

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update



Objective 1.4

Maintain bicycle network
and facilities on a regular
basis.

Benchmark

Include bicycle lane
maintenance within

the operating budget

of the Transportation
Department by FY 2009-
2010, and continue on an
ongoing basis.

Establish guidelines for
maintenance of multi-
use paths and bikeways
that serve as bicycle
commuter routes by 2015.

Add bicycle lane
sweeping as a
standard item in the
litter abatement street
sweeping program of
the Solid Waste Services
Department by 2015.

Improving Surface
Conditions

Poor surface conditions can
impede bicycle tfravel and
create gaps and boundaries
in the bicycle network. The
SSTF recognizes this and
recommends that roadway
surface conditions are
contfinually evaluated and
improved as necessary.

Source: SSTF, 2007, p. 12,
recommendation no. ll.1.e

em
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MAINTENANCE

Maintenance of bicycle facilities is as important as implementing them.
Proper maintenance of on-street riding surfaces is a key factor in bicycle
safety (as it is in motor vehicle safety) and an important consideration

in people’s decision to ride a bicycle. Designing bikeways to reduce
maintenance, giving attention to sweeping the sides of streets where
bicyclists ride, and ensuring that riding surfaces are relatively smooth are
all requisites in attracting more of the general public to bicycling.

Bicycles are more sensitive to irregularities and road debris than cars due
to their smaller and lighter weight tires. Roadway features that cause
minor discomfort to motorists, such as potholes and improper drain
grates, can cause serious problems for cyclists. Also, traffic signals that
detect automobiles but fail to respond to cyclists encourage and can
require cyclists to ignore red lights.

Even some “normal” features of road design can cause an
inconvenience or danger for cyclists. “Safety features” like large, closely
spaced rumble strips designed to alert motorists leaving the roadway
create barriers and hazards for cyclists. All operational applications to
roadways which serve as bicycle routes should be reviewed for the best
application assuming bicyclists will be on the roadway.

Bicyclists and other road users can file maintenance requests and
complaints through the City’s 3-1-1 system. Calls info the 3-1-1 system
typically regard debiris in bicycle lanes and parking in bicycle lanes.
Depending on the issue, typically either the Public Works Department,
Solid Waste Services Department, Watershed Protection and
Development Review, or the Parks and Recreation Department will work
to resolve the issue.

Maintenance of the bicycle network is typically done through regular
roadway and park maintenance, depending on the facility. The primary
roadway maintenance activities include road re-surfacing and street
sweeping. Off-road facilities, such as multi-use paths, are maintained by
the Parks and Recreation Department.

Roadway Maintenance Activities That Affect Bicycling

Some routine maintenance activities enhance bicycling, while other
street maintenance activities may cause temporary discomfort for
bicyclists. Maintenance personnel aware of these activities can take
actions to preserve or enhance bicycling. This can often be done at a
low cost.

Temporary construction along bikeways can create a big obstacle to
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bicyclists when an excess of debris is in the roadway and bikeway.
When streets are completely closed off, bicyclists are forced to find
an alternative route. Barricades for construction often obstruct
bicycle travel. Steel plates over excavations are very hazardous

to cyclists. Roadway construction often reduces roadway space,
increasing the difficulty for motorists and bicyclists to share the

road. Roadway construction should include steps to prevent added
risk to cyclists from debris and reduced roadway space. It is often
assumed that any barrier or alternative route provided for motor
vehicles is also adequate for bicyclists. This is not always the case.
Simple improvements to temporary construction closures can ensure
continued and safe bicycle use in the area. Additionally, the Texas
Manual on Traffic Control Devices (TMUTCD) requires that bicycles be
safely accommodated during temporary traffic control on bicycle
routes.

Street sweeping and bicycle lane sweeping is another routine
maintenance that is very beneficial to bicyclists when done
correctly. Currently, bicycle lane sweeping is a component of street
sweeping. However, sweeping of bicycle lanes should be integrated
into the traditional street sweeping schedule as a stand alone item.
Upon implementation of the Austin Bicycle Plan since 1998, sweeping
bicycle lanes follows the traditional thoroughfare and residential
street schedule. Ways to increase focus of street sweeping to allow
more focus on bicycle lanes should be explored and implemented.

Another routine street maintenance activity that can be bothersome
to bicyclists is preventive maintenance surface treatments.
Preventive maintenance is the most cost-effective way for the City
to assure long lasting streets. Asphalt gets more brittle over time

with aging and oxidation, which allow the surface to crack more
easily. Preventive maintenance surface treatments can reduce
these effects by shielding and protecting the pavement surface and
sealing cracks that would allow water to weaken the pavement
structure.

The City of Austin’s Public Works Department works to improve
conditions for motorists and cyclists through a review of the sealcoat
(chip seal) street maintenance list for each fiscal year. The City has
been recognized nationally for the quality of its street maintenance
overall. In order to build upon this reputation, the Street and Bridge
Division of Public Works has agreed to implement new policy with
regard to bicycle routes and the street maintenance program.

There are several methods for maintaining roads in Austin;
determining which surface tfreatment will be implemented depends
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Texas Manual for Traffic Control
Devices: Temporary Traffic Control
(TTC):

When the normal function of the
roadway is suspended, TTC planning
provides for continuity of the
movement of motor vehicle, bicycle,
and pedestrian fraffic (including
accessible passage); fransit operations;
and access (and accessibility) to
property and utilities. TTC provides
for the reasonably safe and efficient
movement of road users through or
around TTC zones while reasonably
protecting workers, responders to
traffic incidents, and equipment.

For example:

* |f a designated bicycle route is
closed because of the work being
done, a signed alternate route
should be provided. Bicyclists
should not be directed onfo the
path used by pedestrians.

e Neither portable nor permanent
sign supports should be located
on sidewalks, bicycle facilities, or
areas designated for pedestrian or
bicycle fraffic.

¢ Rumble strips should not be placed
through pedestrian crossings or on
bicycle routes.

¢ Where bicycle usage is high,
typical applications should also
be modified by giving attention
to accessibility and detectability
provisions in TTC zones.

e Bicyclists should not be exposed
fo unprotected excavations,
open utility access, overhanging
equipment, or other such
conditions.

Procedures for establishing TTC

zones vary with such conditions as
road configuration, location of the
work, work activity, duration of work,
road user volumes, road vehicle mix
(buses, trucks, cars, motorcycles,

and bicycles), and road user speeds.
Examples are presented in Chapter

6 of the Texas Manual for Traffic
Confrol Devices showing how to apply
principles and standards. Applying
these guidelines to actual situatfions
and adjusting to field conditions
requires engineering judgment. In
general, the procedures illustrated
above represent minimum solutions for
the situations depicted.
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on the condition of the roadway, including the road’s roughness, surface
condition, and amount of cracking. Cracks can be sealed and the

entire surface coated with slurry seal, microsurfacing or sealcoat; or the
street can be overlaid with asphalt. Only pavements in good condition
receive minor crack sealing alone (the least expensive strategy) or a thin
surface freatment (a bit more expensive). Roads in worse condition will
be candidates for an asphalt overlay to improve their structure, but at
four times the cost of a sealcoat. Roads that are in good condition can
be protected with materials (slurry seals and microsurfacing) made of
small-sized aggregate or rocks. The use of medium-sized rock materials
(sealcoat) is necessary for roads in worse condition. These roads require a
sealcoat because it is far more effective for sealing cracks in deteriorated
streets than either slurry or microsurfacing. The strong sealcoat rock can
bridge over cracks more effectively. The appropriate use of a sealcoat
delays the need for the very expensive total reconstruction of the street.

When placing a sealcoat, the first step is to spray an asphaltic emulsion
(asphalt suspended in water). This layer is black and sticky and often still
generally referred to as “oil” in the paving industry because asphalt is a
petroleum-based product. A chip spreader follows immediately behind
the applicator truck and dumps the rock chips on top. Following behind
the chip spreader are a series of very heavy rubber tired rollers. They
pack and set the rock into the oil. The sealcoat sets up when the water
evaporates out of the emulsion leaving just the asphalt binder behind to
hold the rock in place. The streets are vacuum-swept a few days later
after motor vehicle traffic has locked more of the aggregate into the new
road surface.

Unfortunately, even after being vacuum-swept a few days after the
sealcoat, excess loose gravel may still be left on the roadway. Loose
gravel can be bothersome to bicyclists and to motorists. Citizens are
encouraged to call the City’'s non-emergency number, 3-1-1 if a street
needs to be re-swept after a sealcoat. City staff should automatically
conduct a follow up inspection and schedule re-sweeping after re-
surfacing occurs.

Slurry seal is textured, skid resistant, flexible, waterproof, and has good
cohesion, which allows it to be an economic and hard wearing surface.
The process adds no structural strength to the pavement section, but
does result in an extended service life — about seven years - depending
on the volume of fraffic. Slurry seal is a great preventive maintenance
tfreatment for streets that are still in good condition with very little
cracking. Microsurfacing has the same texture and finish as slurry, but is

a little stronger, creates a more level surface, and is consequently more
expensive. Microsurfacing is more stable and longer lasting under heavier
traffic and is most often used on arterial and collector streets.
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Thin surface treatments are planned for summer and early fall. Warm, dry
weather is required for this type of work to be successful. Fortunately, this
work is relatively quick and the roadway is returned to normal traffic use
within hours.

Public Works intends to reduce the number of bicycle routes which will
receive the rougher sealcoat texture. The Bicycle Program will take the
list of roads scheduled to receive a thin surface tfreatment and highlight
the key bicycle routes. The Street and Bridge Pavement Management
staff will then determine the condition of each of the key bicycle routes.
Street and Bridge will then use slurry or microsurfacing on all key bicycle
routes in fair or better condition. Only bicycle route streets with excessive
cracking or those in “poor” condition will receive a standard sealcoat if
nothing else is planned in the foreseeable future.

Public Works will be prioritizing asphalt overlays or reconstruction for the
rehabilitation of streets in the poorest condition; however, there are
hundreds of neighborhood streets in this category. A sealcoat is often
used in this case to “buy time” by preserving whatever value is left in
these old pavements. This means that some bicycle routes will still receive
a sealcoat. There are still quite a few older streets that we cannot afford
to overlay or reconstruct within current budgets. Unfortunately, not every

street in the City can be accommodated for cyclist use at the same time,

but City staff is working hard to balance the needs of all of street users
against available resources.
Objective 1.4 Benchmarks

* Include bicycle facility maintenance within the operating budget of
the appropriate Division of Public Works by FY 2009-2010.

* Establish guidelines for maintenance of multi-use paths and bikeways
that serve as bicycle commuter routes by 2015.

* Add bicycle lane sweeping as a stand alone item within the Solid
Waste Services street sweeping program by 2015.

Objective 1.4 Actions

1.4.1 Provide ongoing and regular maintenance for all bicycle facilities.

1.4.1a Sweep all bicycle lanes regularly to remove glass and
debris that endanger or inconvenience cycilists.

1.4.1b Maintain all bicycle route signs and markings.

1.4.2 Train 311 call takers regarding bicycle related calls and ensure
proper routing of calls.

1.4.3 Establish Bicycle Program performance measures that require
tracking of 311 maintenance calls for assurance of responsiveness.
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Poorly maintained bicycle
lanes can be a danger o
bicyclists.
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CHAPTER 3:
EpucaTioN & PrRoOMOTION
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EDUCATION &
PROMOTION GOAL:
To improve safety
and increase bicycle
ridership throughout
Austin through
promotion, education,
and encouragement.

\ EDucATiON & PrROMOTION

While a safe and well-connected bicycle network is an important
component of ensuring a safe environment for bicycling, it alone
cannot increase bicycling. Education and encouragement is an
integral part of a sound bicycle network that creates a safer, more
predictable environment for all fransportation users. Just as we provide
training for drivers of motor vehicles, we must provide information

for bicyclists to safely operate their vehicles. Education and training
increase confidence which translates to a greater number of individuals
choosing to ride a bicycle. Bicyclists, both youth and adult, and
motorists alike need to be educated of the rights and responsibilities of
bicyclists as well as how to safely share the road.

Education is not simply instruction on how to bicycle and share the
road. Information on the bicycle system is also important information.
Helping bicyclists find bicycle routes, parking, and showers and
changing facilities could alleviate many apprehensions about
bicycling.

Encouragement to choose bicycling as a mode of transportation
comes from education and other promotional programs. Promotion is
another form of education that increases awareness of the benefits of
bicycling. The two go hand-in-hand, however, the distinction between
education and promotion is that education focuses on increasing
safety and bicycle use through skill building and information on the
laws of bicycling, while promotion focuses on attracting people to

the benefits of bicycling through incentives as well as marketing and
advertising activities.

Public investment in bicycle facilities cannot prevent many of the
crashes that result from inadequate bicycling skills. Bicycle lanes
cannot replace bicycle education and awareness for all roadway
users. Communities must develop regular programs to educate and
train adults and children on the proper use of bicycles in traffic and
how to operate a motor vehicle when bicycles are present. Most
bicycle experts agree that training in bicycle riding reduces crashes,
encourages greater ridership, and makes bicycling safer for bicyclists,
pedestrians, and motorists. Bicyclists, like motorists frequently do not
obey traffic laws, and thus put themselves and others in danger.

Educational and promotional programs should not only be for the
general public, but also target specific populations and audiences.
The bicycling community can include children, adults, motorists,
commuter bicyclists, recreational bicyclists, university students,
minorities, city / public agency staff, businesses, employers, employees,
etc. Promotions and education should be targeted to these audiences
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EDUCATION &
PROMOTION OBJECTIVES:
1. Develop and
specifically. Additionally, Austin is a melting pot of a variety of cultures, execute education
and material should be provided in English as well as other languages programs for the
deemed appropriate. general public
and targeted

Findings and recommendations by the SSTF also supports

increasing education and promotion to improve - populations.

bicycle safety and use in Austin. Programs identified . Develop

by the SSTF as recommendations to the City of .- - ; and execute

Austin include promoting National Bike Month and . s, encouragement
associated activities; an annual Ciclo-Via ride o programs to promote

whereby streets are closed to vehicular traffic; . bicycling and
partnering with local businesses to create local increase awareness
events such as “Longhorn Bike Day” or “Bike to your : :
Neighborhood Pool Day”; and sponsoring educational programs to of bicycling among
g y P g prog :
include education of the general public and targeted groups, such as the genergl puphc.
children, university students, or the minority population. . Promote bicycling
as a mode of
transportation to
and from school
Portland attributes its latest rise in bicycling to an increase in educational and (elementary through

Best Practices: Educating and Promoting Programs in Portland

promotional programs implemented by the City. The City of Portland has high SChOOl).

a variety of promotional, educational, and encouragement programs that : :
has helped influence “increases in bicycle trips as expansion of the bikeway . Promote bicycling
network has occurred” (City of Portland, Platinum Bicycle Master Plan - Existing as a means of
Conditions Report, September 10, 2007, pp. 5-1 - 5-3) transportation to
According to the City of Portland, earlier bicycle planning efforts focused work.

primarily on building the infrastructure to enable bicycling. In the early 1990s,

the city expanded its education and encouragement strategies to increase

bicycling. .

Similarly, Austin has historically focused ifs efforts on building the bicycle ﬁ

network it has tfoday. While the network still has some obstacles to overcome, ' .

it's time for the City of Austin to direct more of its efforts to education and
promotion to increase bicycling ridership.

Source: City of Portland, Platinum Bicycle Master Plan - Existing Conditions Report,
September 10, 2007, pp. 5-1 - 5-3.
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Objective 2.0

Develop and execute
education programs for
the general public and
targeted populations.

Benchmarks

Educate 1,000 adult
bicyclists and motorists
about bicycle and
motorist safety each year.

Distribute 5,000 Austin
Bicycle Map Brochures
each year.

Increase number of
stakeholder contacts in
the City of Austin’s Bicycle
Program listserve to 350
by 2015, and increase by
10% per year.

Increase number of
media pieces (radio,
television, Internet,

or print) to 75 annual
occurrences by 2015, and
increase by 10% per year.

Provide a bicycle rider
educational presentation
to the PTA of every school

served by a new bicycle
facility, starting in 2010.

By 2011, hire one staff
member to focus

on education and
promotional programs.

EDuCATION

As discussed, education is a crucial component of bicycling. A person
who knows how to ride a bicycle does not necessarily know how to ride
in traffic. It is important to educate bicyclists and the general public
that bicycles should be operated according to the rules applicable to
all vehicles. Any vehicle operated in violation of those rules is subject
to increased risk of ticketing and associated fines, collision, injury, and
death.

The City of Austin distributes a bicycle map to bicyclists through the
Internet and sells hard copies at area bicycle shops and city offices. The
map also contains basic bicycling education regarding traffic laws.

The City of Austin has been aggressive in promoting bicycling among

its employees through its Physical Education (PE) Program. The PE
Program was developed to increase health and physical fithess within
the workplace. The PE Bike component educates employees on bicycle
safety and is based on the League of American Bicyclists Road | bicycle
safety course. In Spring 2008, 48 City employees were certified in Road |,
and in Fall 2008, 50 additional employees will be certified.

Additionally, the City of Austin is aggressive in educating school-aged
children on bicycling and walking to school through the Child Safety
Program in the Department of Public Works as well as the Safe Routes to
School Program in the Department of Health and Human Services. These
programs are discussed in more detail in Objective 2.3.

These strategies increase public awareness and knowledge of bicycling
through two primary techniques: public outreach and skill building /
education classes. These strategies target both bicyclists and motorists
to improve safety and the coexistence of bicyclists and motorists on the
road.

Objective 2.0 Benchmarks

e Educate 1,000 adult bicyclists and motorists about
bicycle and motorist safety each year.

e Distribute 5,000 Austin Bicycle Map Brochures to

motorists and bicyclists per year.

¢ Increase number of stakeholder contacts in the City of
Austin’s Bicycle Program listserve to 350 by 2015, and

The Travis County Sheriff's Office is utilizing
billboards to educate bicyclists and motorists
about sharing the road.

increase by 10% per year.

* Increase number of media pieces (radio, television,
Internet, or print) to 75 annual occurrences by 2015
and increase 10% each year.

Provide a bicycle rider educational presentation
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to the PTA of every school served by a new bicycle facility staring in

2010.

e By 2011, hire one staff member to focus on education and
promotional programs.

Objective 2.0 Actions

2.0.1 Strengthen the “Share the Road” and develop a “Share the Trail”
public awareness campaign.

2.0.2 Actively and regularly promote the use of helmets by all cyclists.

2.0.3 Implement a Helmet Usage Campaign.

2.0.4 Regularly update and widely distribute the Austin Bicycle Map.
2.0.5 Develop legal, uniform minimum bicycle safety recommendations
and guidelines for use in local education and enforcement
programs by law enforcement agencies, cycling groups, and

bicycle educators and planners.

2.0.6 Create, widely distribute, and regularly update informational
brochures regarding the benefits of bicycling, safe bicycle
behavior, and bicyclists’ rights and responsibilities.

2.0.7 Encourage and promote the use of the City 311 system specific to
bicyclists’ issues.

2.0.8 Create all educational and informational material in Spanish, as
well as in any other language deemed appropriate.

2.0.9 Utilize a variety of methods to distribute and market educational

information more effectively and at a lower cost.

2.0.9a Utilize advertising techniques, such as billboards, signs,
bus wraps, and the various media outlets, to publicize
educational messages.

2.0.9b Increase visibility of the Bicycle Program and distribute
informational brochures at events.

2.0.9c Improve existing Bicycle Program website by including a
web-based bicycle safety program for adults.

2.0.9d Work with utility companies to distribute information in
mailings.

2.0.9e Distribute informational materials through area bicycle
shops and events.

2.0.9f Distribute educational brochures through grocery stores
and other area businesses.

2.0.10 Partner with community organizations and bicycle advocacy

groups to offer educational classes.

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
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Increasing Education &
Promotional Programs

The SSTF recommends an
increase in city-sponsored
educational programs,
including tfraining to

city employees, council
members, and the police
department. They also
suggest a web-based
program to be made
available to the public,
among others, and other
campains that promote
bicycle safety.

Source: SSTF, 2007, pp. 17-18,
recommendation no. .2



Interdepartmental
Coordination

There are many opportunities
to coordinate with other

City departments and/or
agencies to provide bicycle
education. The SSTF identifies
the potential to expand the
Health PLUS Wellness Program
and PE Program to promote
bicycling, or working with
PARD to establish a “share
the frail” campaign among
trail users. These avenues
should be explored to more
efficiently provide city-
sponsored programs to a
wider audience.

Source: SSTF, 2007, pp. 18,
recommendatino no. lll.3.e & h

2.0.11

2.0.12

2.0.13
2.0.14

2.0.15

2.0.16
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Chapter 3 :: Education & Encouragement

2.0.10a Coordinate community requests for bicycle education with
experienced bicycle educators in the community.

2.0.10b Encourage community organizations and school programs
to offer on-bicycle training as part of their curriculum.

Create and provide educational programs targeting youth
cyclists.

2.0.11a Cooperate with Child Safety Program to write a “Child
Safety Plan.” Include options for funding education and
infrastructure improvements and concretize relationships
with local school districts.

2.0.11b Support the Safe Routes to School Program.

2.0.11c Work with Parks and Recreation Department and Health
and Human Services to educate children on the health
benefits of bicycling.

2.0.11d Develop a bicycle safety component of high school driver-
education programs.

2.0.11e Provide bicycle safety and bicycle rider training to schools
served by a new bicycle facility installation.

Create and provide educational programs targeting adult cyclists.

2.0.12a Provide bicycle-related classes such as repair and
maintenance, commuter how-to, effective cycling skills,
rules of the road, etc, such as “Traffic Skills 101.”

2.0.12b Support efforts among other city departments, public
agencies, and bicycle organizations to offer bicycle
related classes.

Create and provide educational programs targeting motorists.

Create and distribute informational material targeting motorists
regarding bicyclists’ rights and how to safely share the road with
cyclists.

Provide information related to updating the Texas drivers’ manual
to strengthen the bicycle section and exam questions.

2.0.15a Include motorist-bicyclist safety information in City required
defensive driving courses.

2.0.15b Train / educate drivers of commercial vehicles about
bicycle safety and sharing the road with bicyclists.

Develop and provide training and educational programs for
various parties responsible for carrying out any part of this Plan.

2.0.16a Train transportation engineers and planners at the local,
regional, and state levels of the needs of bicyclists.
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2.0.16b Train relevant City of Austin staff about implementation of
this Plan.

2.0.16c¢ Train transit operators on bicycle safety and how to
operate buses and other transit modes around bicyclists.
(See Infrastructure Objective 3)

2.0.17 Develop measures to reduce bicycle theft.

2.0.17a Educate citizens on techniques that can help
recover stolen bicycles.

2.0.15b Educate bicyclists on proper locking techniques.

2.0.18 Further promote safety and tfraffic laws through
Enforcement. (See Safety & Enforcement, Objective 2)

2.0.19 By the year 2011, hire one staff member to specifically
focus on educational and promotional programs.

2.0.20 Require the participation of Austin Police Department
(APD) in annual Bike to Work Day events to educate
bicyclists on bicycle safety and to establish a working
relationship between bicyclists and APD.

City of Austin Employees

How to Make Recovering a Bicycle Easier: participate in a bicycle safety

course, which certifies them in
The Austin Police Department recommends taking a picture of your bicycle League of American Bicyclist
and ifs serial number. Save the picture in your files and have it handy in case Traffic Skills 101

your bicycle is stolen. If your bicycle does not have a serial number, consider
getting your license plate or driver’s license number etched into the underside
of the frame. This information can help retrieve the bicycle as well as be useful
when reporting insurance claims.

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update



Objective 2.1

Develop and execute
encouragement
programs to promote
bicycling and increase
awareness of bicycling
among the general
public.

Benchmarks

Offer 1 annual citywide
event and/or ride
promoting utilitarian and
recreational cycling in
partnership with other
public agencies, and/
or non-profit groups and
advocacy groups.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Program
and the Austin Yellow Bike Project
at Green City Festival 2007.

Chapter 3 :: Education & Encouragement

PROMOTION

As discussed earlier, promotion aims to increase bicycling through
marketing, advertising, and incentives. It is sometimes difficult to
separate education and promotion, so more often than not education
and promotion programs will overlap.

Currently, the City of Austin provides minimal programming to promote
bicycling. The majority of efforts are done by non-City affiliated groups,
such as the Austin Cycling Association, the Yellow Bike Project, the
Lance Armstrong Foundation, and local cycling teams. It is strongly
recommended that the City increase its efforts to promote bicycling.

Like education, promotion initiatives should also target particular
audiences, based on interest. For example, a person who commutes
to work from 20 miles away may not be encouraged to commute by
bicycle, but may be encouraged to take up bicycling for recreational
purposes to improve health, or to make short trips on the weekend

or evening by bicycle. Partnering with other public agencies, non-
profit groups, and/or private sector groups will strengthen this effort by
diversifying events and information and cutting costs through efficient
coordination and dissemination of information.

Objective 2.1 Benchmarks

* Offer 1 annual citywide event and/or ride promoting utilitarian and
recreational cycling in partnership with other public agencies, and/or
non-profit groups and advocacy groups.

Objective 2.1 Actions

2.1.1 Partner with community groups, the private sector, and other

City departments and agencies to provide citywide events and
campaigns, such as:

2.1.1a
2.1.1b
2.1.1c

National Bike Month in May.
Share the Road and Share the Trail promotion.

A major bicycling promotional component during the City
of Austin Green City Festival.

2.1.1d A major bicycling promotional component to relevant city

festivals.

2.1.1e Implementation of an annual large bicycle ride to promote

bicycling.

2.1.1f Establish a regular “Car-Free” ride along different arterials

where roads are shut down to vehicle traffic.
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2.1.1g Work with the PARD and Health
and Human Services Department
to implement a “Bicycle for Health”
campaign to promote recreational
use of bicycling.

2.1.1h Create an annual Family/Fun Bike

Ride targeting Class B/C riders that
follows common routes and passes
popular destinations, such as parks

and schools.

2.1.1i Work with businesses to reward

bicycling to their establishment.

2.1.1j Support efforts among community
groups, bicycle advocacy groups,
bicycle shops, and other departments
and agencies to provide bicycling

events.

Display bicycle route system maps and
information at key locations / destinations like
downtown, activity centers, and transit stops
and stations.

Utilize a variety of methods to distribute and
market promotional information.

2.1.3a Utilize advertising techniques,
such as billboards, signs, and the
various media outlets, to publicize

educational messages.

2.1.3b Increase visibility and distribute

informational material at events.

2.1.3c Improve existing Bicycle Program
website to offer information on
bicycle events and other relevant

educational information.

2.1.3d Work with Austin energy and utility

companies to distribute information in

mailings.

2.1.3e
shops and events.

2.1.3f
and other area businesses.

City of Austin ¢

Distribute promotional materials through area bicycle

Distribute promotional materials through grocery stores

Best Practices: Bogota, Columbia

Every Sunday in Bogota, Columbia, the city closes
down over 70 miles of roadway to cars to make way
for bicyclists.
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This event, knéwn as Ciclovia, which is Spanish for
bike path, is being picked up by cities around the
World.

e ElPaso had a Ciclovia every Sunday during the
month of May 2007. The event is now called
Scenic Sundays, and occurs every Sunday from
April through August, two miles of street is closed
(City of El Paso, 2007).

e Portland held it's first “Sunday Parkway” on June
22, 2008, with six miles of streets closed to traffic
(Portland, 2008).

e Chicago is planning it’s first two “Sunday
Parkways” for two Sundays in October
(Chicagoland Bicycle Federation, 2008).

New York City closed 6.9 miles of streets to
automobiles on three Saturdays in August 2008
(Neuman & Santos, 2008).

Image source: University of California Berkley, Center for

Latin American Studies, http://www.clas.berkeley.edu:7001/
Events/spring2002/04-08-02-penalosa/
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2.1.3g Coordinate with others to establish a bicycle commuter
repair/tune-up service on the Pfluger Bridge or the Lance
Armstrong Bikeway (or other appropriate area). At a
minimum the service should occur once a month between
September and May (during Bike Month).

2.1.4 Create aninteractive route finding system online.

2.1.5 Partner with local celebrities to promote cycling through public
service announcements and other means.

2.1.6 Bicycle Program staff should host a regular T.V., radio, and/or
print section, preferably for a mainstream channel or publication
regarding bicycling promotion and education.
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ProMOTE BicYCLING TO ScHooOL

Schools, including elementary, junior highs, and high schools, are major
destinations in the City of Austin fo which bicycling should be promoted,
particularly since many students cannot drive. Targeting promotional
and educational efforts to this significant population has the potential to
increase bicycling as a mode of transportation.

In 2008 the City's Child Safety Program was reorganized into the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Program. The Child Safety group has a mission

of providing a safe pedestrian and bicycle environment for Austin’s
students en route to and from school. The program offers a free safe
street crossing course taught in all elementary schools within the City of
Austin.  The focus of this award - winning course is to raise awareness

in the community, to train students in safe street crossing procedures,

to educate students on how to ride a bicycle in a safe manner, and

to educate students on how to enter, exit and ride a Capital Metro or
school bus in a safe manner. The Child Safety Program employs two full-
time employees and two seasonal employees to educate over 49,000
elementary school students each year. This represents approximately
85.9% of elementary-aged children that reside in Austin.! The courses are
taught in Spanish as well as English. In support of the education course,
the crossing guards are expected to reinforce these safety lessons as

the students fravel to and from school each day. This feam approach
resulted in the City of Austin being the first city to be recognized by Safe
Kids Worldwide as the safest city for children to go to and from
school in 2005.

In 2007 the City of Austin received federal funding for a Safe
Routes to School (SRTS) Project at eight elementary and

two middle schools. One of the goals of the SRTS Project is

to increase bicycling and walking to school by increasing

safety and improving the accessibility of these schools in their
neighborhoods. According to the SRTS Plan, an average of

29.3% of the students at these schools walk (28.9%) or ride a
bicycle (0.35%) to school. Approxiamtely 30.1% of the students at
these 10 schools arrive by private car, illustrating a large portion

of students who could otherwise be walking or bicycling to school.
Additionally, expanding this program to target more schools could
significantly increase the number of children walking and bicycling to
school.

1 The population of children between the ages of 5 and 11 is 57,025 (US Census Bureau,
2000, Table P8. Sex by Age.)
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Objective 2.2

Promote bicycling as a
mode of transportation
to and from school
(elementary through high
school).

Benchmarks

Increase bicycle mode
share of children
commuting to school to
25% by 2020.

Educate 90% of school-
aged children about
bicycle safety each year.

Provide bicycle lane use
education and bicycle
safety information at all
schools served by new or
improved bicycle lane
(or more conservative)
facility.

Children at Kiker Elementary
learn bicycle skills via a Bicycle
Rodeo.



Marathon Kids®

Marathon Kids® is a free,
incremental, school and community
based fitness program. It is a six
month endurance-building running/
walking, nutrition and schoolyard
gardening project for K-5th graders
and their families. Marathon Kids®
was founded by runner Kay Morris
in 1996 in Austin, Texas. Ms. Morris
sought fo encourage children

and their families to build a love
and habit of running and walking
and making healthy food choices.
Today, with the sponsorship of
Whole Foods Market®, more than
120,000 children in Texas, California,
Maryland and lllinois now take part
in what has become an annual
program and a fradifion. Marathon
Kids® works hard to keep it free

for the children most vulnerable to
sedentary lives, childhood obesity
and Type 2 diabetes.

The City of Austin would like to
begin a similar program through
the cooperation of the Child
Safety, Safe Routes to School,

and Bicycle Program, as well as
various non-profit organizations,
and the seven school districts
within the City of Austin. City and
County Departments could work
together to involve local non-profits
and schools in setting up a similar
incremental program that would
have participating children track
the bicycle distance ridden up to
100 miles. The goal distance would
be 100 miles (otherwise known as a
Century) and the final mile or five
miles could take place in the form
of a celebratory ride during the
Austin Cycling Association’s annual
Armadillo Hill Country Ride (or similar
charity ride).

“Cenftury Kids" would have the
same goals as Marathon Kids® but,
would promote cycling as a healthy
and fun activity.

Objective 2.2 Benchmarks

Increase bicycle mode share of children commuting to school
to 25% by 2020.

* Educate 90% of school-aged children about bicycle safety
each year.

Provide bicycle lane use education and bicycle safety

information at all schools served by new or improved bicycle
lane (or more conservative) facility. (See box to the right).

Objective 2.2 Actions

2.2.1

2.2.2

223

2.2.4

2.2.5

Continue and expand the Safe Routes to School Program
and Child Safety Program to encourage children to walk or
bicycle to school.

Implement the bicycle network to and increase support
facilities at schools to support bicycling to school.

Create and implement ride-to-school encouragement
programs, such as “Bicycle to School Day.”

Create a contest among school-aged children on the
theme of replacing one car trip a week with a bicycle trip
or student “Century Challenge” (See box to the right).

Support and encourage high school bicycling clubs that
include activities for both utilitarian and recreational/
competitive bicyclists.

2.2.6 Support innovative and new programs and/or events which

aim to increase the bicycle modal split to school.
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PrRoMOTE BicYcLING TO AND FOR WORK

Employment centers are another destination for many people,
particularly during the week. This objective and subsequent actions
specifically address bicycle transportation to work and how bicycling
can become a more prominent means of commuting.

As discussed earlier, bicycling plays an important role in addressing
roadway congestion, alleviating environmental detriments, and
improving the overall health and well being of the residents and
employees of Austin. Additionally, mode split of workforce commuters
done by the Census is a key indicator of the use of bicycles as a mode
of transportation in a City, making bicycling to work an important
component that should be promoted.

Bicycling to work is supported by the City of Austin’s Comprehensive Plan
and multiple goals and objectives of other citywide departmental long
range plans.

Promoting Work Related Trips

Bike-sharing, discussed in Chapter 2, is useful to promote transit use, as it
allows for short trips during the day by persons who do not have a car at
work. Also, it allows employes who drive to work alternatives during the
day to travel to meetings, or lunch, for example, by bicycle.

In 2007 the Watershed Protection and
Development Review Department started

a modest bike share program at one City of
Austin building in the downtown area. The
Program, having four bikes, was a success

and in July 2008 the City of Austin Climate
Protection Program expanded the program. This
project, in its pilot stage, is infended to address
the need for the City to reduce its carbon
footprint within departments. Vehicular travel

is a significant contributor to the City's carbon
footprint, this program will help in mitigating
some of those carbon emissions and to promote
the accptance of bicycling as a mode of
transpotration. The City's 15 bicycles are located
at major City buildings in the downtown area.

Additionally, this objective can be strengthened by proactive efforts by
the city and other public agencies. Cities are employers also and should
set an example to other employers in Austin by promoting bicycling
among City and other public agency employees.

City of Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update

Objective 2.3

Promote bicycling as a
means of transportation
to and for work.

Benchmarks

Increase number of Bike
to Work Day participants
to 1,000 participants in
2009 and by 10% for every
subsequent year.

Increase number of City
of Austin employees who
commute by bicycle to
10% by 2015, and 15% by
2020.

Increase usage rate of
City Cycle bicycle fleet
by 100% by 2020.

Implement Citywide Bike
Share Program by 2020.

The Bicycle Program Manager
presents the Mayor with a
bicycle light set at the 2009
City Council proclamation

of National Bicycle Month.
Proclamations are one of
many ways to promote
bicycling locally.



Objective 2.3 Benchmarks

* Increase number of Bike to Work Day participants to 1,000 participants
in 2009 and by 10% for every subsequent year.

¢ Increase number of City of Austin employees who commute by
bicycle to 10% by 2015 and 15% by 2020.

* Increase usage rate of City Cycle bicycle fleet by 100% by 2020.
* Implement Citywide Bike Share Program by 2020.

Obijective 2.3 Actions

2.3.1 Develop incentive programs to encourage individuals to commute
to work by bicycle.

2.3.2 Work with employers to promote bicycling as a means of
commuting to work.

2.3.3 Work with local retail bicycle dealers to create a “Take your bike

to the shop today” program offering special incentives to get bikes
out of the garage and ready to ride safely.

2.3.4 Promote Bike to Work Day and Bike Month in May.

2.3.5 Support Bicycle Commuter Services and Escorted Commute Rides
offered by local bicycle shops and bicycle advocacy groups.

Best Practices: Tucson, AZ City-Operated Bike-Share

The City of Tucson operates a bike-sharing program for its City employees

to make short trips for work or lunch. The City Cycle Program, which has 23
bicycles that City employees can check out at 8 downtown locations, is funded
with $5,500 from a Federal Highway Administration alternative modes grant
awarded to the Pima Association of Governments.

O\w of Tu::sob

There are several cities across the US that have city bike fleets, including
Portland, OR; Madison, WI; Boulder, CO; San Antonio, TX; San Francisco, CA;
Houston, TX; among others. There are more than 20 cities with city-run bike
sharing programs for city employees; however, Tucson's program is possibly the only one that is creating a model
for private business bike sharing. Pima Association of Governments, the regional metropolitan transportation
organization, has launched a Travel Reduction Program, which is a mandatory program for employers with

more than 100 employees to encourage other commuting options other than driving alone. In conjunction with
this program, the City has prepared a blueprint to supply fo businesses interested in starting a company fleet of
bicycles (Vitu, 2008).

Best Practices: Public Bicycles in Paris, France

Bike sharing available to the general public has been well-received internationally. In 2007, Paris launched
one of the most aggressive bike share programs in Europe, VElib’, with 20,000 bicycles. A survey in May 2008
indicated strong success of the program, with 94% of the users either very or somewhat satisfied and counting
approximately 20 million trips during the first 10 months, an average of 70,000 trips per day (Vélib’, 2008). It is
estimated that Vélib’ has replaced approximately 10 million km of car frips. (Press, 2008).

Success in Paris has captured the attention of several US cities that are exploring bike share programs, including
Chicago, New York, Portland, San Francisco, and Washington, DC.
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2.3.6 Continue and expand the City Employee Bike Share Program.

2.3.7 Promote bicycle use among City agencies and employees as a
model program for other Austin employers.

2.3.8

2.3.7a

2.3.7b

2.3.7Cc

2.3.7d

2.3.7e

2.3.7f

2.3.79

Promote a pilot “Bicycle Ambassador” program that links
inexperienced cyclists with current (experienced) bicycle
commuters.

All City-owned buildings should be retrofitted with showers,
changing rooms, lockers, and bicycle parking to facilitate
bicycle use among employees.

Coordinate to implement a Bike Share program, starting in
the downtown area, for the general public.

Create a bicycle maintenance program to be included in
the City’s benefits programming.

Continue to offer Road |, a League of American Bicyclist
bicycle education course (or an equivalent), free to City
employees.

Coordinate with Austin Energy, or other relevant
Department, to provide a rebate on a commuter bicycle
purchase for Austin Energy customers.

Coordinate with Austin Energy, or other relevant
Department(s), to provide rebates to commercial property
owners to install shower and locker facilities in existing
buildings having none.

Provide individualized bicycle commute maps to citizens of Austin
by request.

In 2008, the City of Austin Physical
Education Department certified

98 employees in the League of
American Bicyclist’s Traffic Skills 101
bicycle safety course.
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City of Austin Bicycle Use

The City of Austinis an
employer of the City,

and the SSTF recognizes
the importance of
targeting educational and
promotional programs
toward the City of Austin
itself. Recommendations
from the SSTF include
providing safety classes to
City of Austin employees
and Council members; and
programs that promote
bicycle commuting among
City of Austin employees.

Source: SSTF, 2007, pp. 18-19,
recommendatino no. lll.3.b-e &
lIl.4.d
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CHAPTER 4:
SAFETY & ENFORCEMENT
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CHAPTER 4
§ SAFETY & ENFORCEMENT

g 1 Bicycles are legal vehicles in the State of Texas, and persons riding a
WV = -xlh ! bicycle are required to follow all the rules and regulations applicable to
P — | all vehicles, with only minor differences. Enforcement of traffic laws for
”‘;% = all users is a key element in developing cooperative behavior among
f— 4 -' bicyclists and motorists.

“:‘_ /,.: ‘_ S :-.ll =
= S RS The City of Austin should embrace bicycling in Austin as a safe and
SAFETY & ENFORCEMENT legitimate form of roadway use through its law enforcement policies
GOAL: and procedures. Thorough data reporting, reviewing law enforcement
To reduce bicycle- policies, and implementing additional traffic safety regulations will
related crashes through enhance the goal of providing a safe and accessible bicycle network.
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remed"’.’ll effort§ such as Fear of a collision with a motor vehicle is one of the main deterrents
education of bicycle to bicycle riding for non-cyclists and beginning cyclists. Safety must
related laws and be addressed to encourage more of these potential users and
consistent enforcement accommodate current users. Violations of traffic laws by both motorists
of bicycle laws. and bicyclists contribute to conflicts between users.

There is a perception that bicyclists do not obey traffic laws. While
some bicyclists are frequently seen running red lights and stop signs,
going the wrong way down the street, and switching unpredictably
from the sidewalk to the street, this does not represent all bicyclists.
However, this behavior does put the bicyclists at risk and increases
conflicts with pedestrians and motorists. While there is no data that
exists fo suggest whether a higher percentage of bicyclists or motorists
disobey traffic laws, the behavior of the bicyclist who does not obey
traffic laws leaves an impression on motorists. This behavior contributes
to the antagonism between bicyclists (even those who do obey the
low) and motorists.

Conversely, motorists often drive in a manner that is dangerous to
bicyclists. Bicyclists report that car drivers sometimes go out of their
way to intimidate them by driving too close, throwing objects, blowing
their horns, and generally harassing them (City and County of Denver,
1993, p. 53). Motorists also roll through stop signs, run red lights, fail to
signal turns or lane changes, and exhibit other unlawful behaviors that
are dangerous fo bicyclists and other roadway users. Again, there is no
research that has been done to suggest that bicyclists disobey traffic
laws more often than motor vehicle drivers. Certainly, the behavior

of both road users should be strictly enforced to create a safe and
predictable environment.

Adequate enforcement of traffic laws pertaining to cyclists depends
upon a well informed and supportive community. If enforcement

is regarded as unnecessary harassment or a low priority by the
community, then such enforcement will not be prioritized. Additionally,
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SAFETY & ENFORCEMENT
OBJECTIVES:
1. Ensure consistent

the perception that including bicyclists in routine traffic law interpretation
enforcement efforts is not important could create a belief among of bicycle laws
some bicyclists that traffic laws do not apply to them. by Austin Police
The lack of adequate bicycle facilities may also contribute to D_epartment and the
unlawful actions by bicyclists and must be taken into account by Bicycle Program.
law enforcement agencies. In many situations, a bicyclists operating . Strengthen efforts
on inadequate facilities face harassment and intimidation from to enforce proper
inconsiderate and uneducated motorists who do not understand motorist and bicyclist
the need to share the road. Additionally, when traffic lights will not behavior and reduce
change for bicyclists, they often must resort to running a red light. bicyclist-motorist

Accident reporting has long been a major tool used by traffic collisions.

engineers and planners to improve fraffic safety for motor vehicles. In
2001, the City of Austin Transportation Division of the Transportation,
Planning, and Sustainability Department analyzed pedestrian and
bicycle accidents that occurred on public roadways. The analysis

of these accidents did not reveal any “patterns or common cause
factors... and don't indicate a specific type of problem that would
lead to a logical prevention strategy” (City of Austin, 2001, p. 1). It
concluded that the common factor in all the accidents was a “failure
to exercise caution and observe right-of-way rules [among] motorists,
pedestrians, and bicyclists” (City of Austin, 2001, p. 1). The findings in
this study support the comprehensive approach of this Plan to address
bicycle safety. The promotion of bicycling on adequate facilities with
all users following applicable laws will result in the safest environment
for all roadway users.

The Safety & Enforcement goal is intended to reduce bicycle related
crashes by reducing illegal and dangerous behaviors of all roadway
users. Success of this goal will require a collaboration of enforcing
traffic laws, educating bicyclists and motorists of their responsibilities
as users of the road, and alerting motorists and bicyclists through signs
and markings in the bicycle network.

SSTF on Enforcement

The SSTF recognizes that enforcement is an important component fo increase
safety of bicycle transportation and increase bicycle use as a viable mode
of transportation. Recommendations related fo law enforcement by the SSTF
include mediating bicycle/car interactions; increasing pubilc awareness and
education of the laws; enforcement procedures practiced by APD and other
law enforcers; and collision and violation reporting.

Source: SSTF, 2007, pp. 20-22
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Obijective 3.0

Ensure consistent
interpretation of bicycle
laws by the Austin Police

Department and the

Bicycle Program.

Benchmark

Train 100% of APD

law enforcement
officers in bicyclist and
motorist behavior laws
and bicycle issues in
conjunction with the
City Bicycle Program.
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Chapter 4 :: Safety & Enforcem

CONSISTENCY IN LAW ENFORCEMENT

Local laws should be consistent and inferpreted consistently so that
neither law enforcers nor users of the road (motorists and bicyclists) will
be confused on what is legal behavior. Educational materials discussed
in Chapter 3 should be consistent with state and local traffic laws, which
should also reflect the safest behavior enforced around the country.

Currently, the Austin Police Department (APD) includes bicycle law
enforcement training in the Cadet Academy. APD is also involved with
the Child Safety Program in educating children on bicycle laws and
safety. Continuing to frain law enforcement officers on bicycling issues
will help ensure consistent enforcement of the laws protecting bicyclists.
The City of Austin Bicycle Program will work with APD to unify traffic laws
and enforcement policies and ensure consistent interpretation of bicycle
traffic law enforcement.

Obijective 3.0 Benchmarks

e Train 100% of APD law enforcement officers in bicyclist and motorist
behavior laws and bicycle issues in conjunction with the City Bicycle
Program.

Objective 3.0 Actions

3.0.1 Amend local ordinances as necessary to reflect national best
practices regarding safe behavior for bicyclists and motorists.

3.0.2 Clarify and increase enforcement of state laws and the City
of Austin’s fraffic codes where necessary to improve safety for
bicyclists, and amend the City Traffic Code as needed to support
bicycling as a mode of transportation.

3.0.2a Clarify legal status of bicycles as vehicles, with all
rights to use the roadway.

3.0.2b Clarify riding position on the roadway, riding
abreast, riding on sidewalks, etc.

3.0.2c Increase enforcement by APD of state law
prohibiting operation of smoking motor vehicles.
Increased, unlawful emissions from motor vehicles
may create a health hazard to bicyclists riding
nearby and make bicycling uncomfortable.

3.0.3 Coordinate with APD to monitor and support bicycle safety efforts.
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3.0.4

3.0.5

3.0.6

3.0.7

3.0.8
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The City of Austin Bicycle Program should coordinate with APD
to compile an annual report outlining data for bicycle-related
citations, 311 calls on aggressive driving, crashes, injuries, and
other enforcement/safety issues.

Review APD Uniform Traffic & Tolerance Policy to make
recommendations of changes as necessary regarding bicycle
specific issues.

Provide bicycle educational training for all law enforcement
personnel in the Austin metropolitan area.

3.0.6a Enhance bicycling issue education within Police
Training Academy curriculum.

3.0.6b Require that all law enforcement officers receive
an annual review on bicycle behavior laws
and safety issues and the current Traffic and
Tolerance Policies related to bicycling.

3.0.6c Require all law enforcement officers to pass at
least a Road |, League of American Bicyclists
certified (or equivalent) training course.

Develop legal, uniform minimum bicycle safety
recommendations and guidelines for use in local education and
enforcement programs by law enforcement agencies, cycling
groups, and bicycle educators and planners.

Require that any selective enforcement targeted to bicyclists is
executed at the same time as selective enforcement of motor
vehicles and is coordinated with the City Bicycle Program.

City of Austin % 2009 Bicycle Plan Update
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Objective 3.1

Strengthen efforts to
enforce proper motorist
and bicyclist behavior
and reduce bicyclist-
motorist collisions.

Benchmarks

Reduce to 3% the
number of work-age
(16+) bicycle-related

crashes as share of
bicycle commuters
per US Census Bureau
journey to work

estimates by 2020.
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STRENGTHENING ENFORCEMENT

Enforcement of traffic laws is an important component of educating
motorists and bicyclists on the laws of the road as well as improving the
safety of bicycling and driving with bicyclists. As discussed, traffic law
enforcement does not refer solely to motorists, but to bicyclists as well.
All users of the road are expected to respect and obey traffic laws to
ensure a safe traveling environment.

The City of Austin Code states that “a bicyclist shall comply with the
requirements of this title imposed on a driver of a vehicle, to the extent
that the requirements may be applied to operation of a bicycle” (City of
Austin, Statute 12-2-11). In other words, bicyclists are subject to the same
traffic laws as motorists.

Bicyclist and motorists both have common behaviors that are illegal
and dangerous to both road users. The table below illustrates common
dangerous behaviors for each.

Table 4.1 Common Dangerous Behavior by Road Users

Bicyclists Motorists

failure to have ared light during failure to signal

dark hours

running red lights driving in a bicycle lane

rolling through stop signs at high rolling through stop signs at high

speeds speeds

passing on the right stopping past stop bar

riding on sidewalks in prohibited parking in a bicycle lane

areqas

riding the wrong way on a failure to yield right-of-way

roadway

Additionally, Chapter 525 of the Texas Transportation Code requires that
the Department of Public Safety include bicycle awareness information
in any edition of the Texas drivers’ handbook (Texas Transportation Code,
Statute 525.001). Chapter 9 of the Texas Drivers’ Handbook addresses
vehicular sharing of the road with bicycles; Chapter 13 addresses bicycle
vehicle laws and safety; and Chapter 15 addresses safe passing of
bicycles by commercial vehicles. Continuing to revise the Texas Drivers’
Handbook with the most current and best practices of bicycle safety will
ensure consistent education of motorists and bicyclists, enforcement of
these laws, and may improve safety of bicyclists on the road.

Strategies to implement this Objective include increasing enforcement of
traffic laws and increasing education of traffic laws in driving instruction
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and defensive driving courses. With the Austin Police Department, the
Bicycle Program will establish enforcement priorities to target the most
dangerous behaviors. Because it is a publication of the State, the City
Bicycle Program should monitor and provide support for this effort.

Objective 3.1 Benchmarks
* Reduce to 3% the number of work-age (16+) bicycle-related crashes

as share of bicycle commuters per U.S. Census Bureau journey to work

estimates by 2020.

Obijective 3.1 Actions

3.1.1
3.1.2
3.1.3
3.1.4
3.1.5
3.1.6
3.1.7
3.1.8
3.1.9
3.1.10

Increase enforcement of traffic laws for bicyclist and motorist
behavior through citations and/or warnings.

Increase enforcement in areas with high crash rates, high levels of
complaints, and where new infrastructure has been installed.

Forgive bicycle equipment violators if they can show evidence of
property equipping their bicycle within a reasonable amount of
time from citation.

3.1.3a Coordinate with the Bicycle Program to give lights to
violators, along with a warning, for such violation of the law.

Support and monitor efforts to update the State drivers’ manual to
strengthen bicycle section and exam questions.

Amend City of Austin Defensive Driving Course curriculum to
include motorist-bicyclist safety information and support any State
or other agency efforts to do the same.

Develop a bicycle education course for bicyclists cited for traffic
violations, to take in lieu of a fine, or offer defensive driver courses
revised to include bicycle use in traffic instead of a new course.

Increase enforcement of traffic laws of motorist violations in
bicycle facilities.

Increase enforcement of parking in bicycle lanes.

Further promote safety and traffic laws through education. (See
Education & Promotion, Objective 1).

The City of Austin Bicycle Program shall be afforded the
opportunity to participate in task forces and/or collaborations
within the community which aim to address traffic safety.

City of Austin @ 2009 Bicycle Plan Update

Evaluation of Crashes and
Citations

In order to evaluate
bicycle-related crashes
and violations, the SSTF

recommends requiring the
Austin Police Department
to compile an annual
report outlining dafa on
bicycle related citations,
crashes, injuries, and other
enforcement/safety issues.
This review could identify
specific trouble spots or
behaviors by motorists and/
or bicyclists that need to be
corrected through education
and enforcement efforts.

Source: SSTF, 2007, p. 22,
recommendation no. IV.4.b
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CHAPTER 5:
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IMPLEMENTATION &

FUNDING GOAL:
To strengthen
implementation efforts
through funding and
adopting bicycle-
friendly practices and
policies.

The Austin Bicycle Plan is just one element of a compendium of plans,
policies, and ordinances that molds how the city will grow and function.
Implementation is strengthened by collaboration among the various
city departments and public agencies that are affected by or have a
responsibility in fulfilling any objectives or actions of this Plan. Therefore,
commitment by these departments and agencies is essential.

Over the past 10 years, Austin has been very successful at building the
Bicycle System and implementing the policies the 1996 & 1998 Plans
proposed. The City has been successful at coordination efforts and
securing funding and grants and has seen a significant increase in the
miles of bicycle lanes, multi-use paths, wide shoulders, traffic calming,
and bicycle friendly streets.

The City has limited data pertaining to bicycle use within the city.
Data from the census is limited to just commuters, and does not count
bicycle trips made to grade school or non-work related travel or
recreational purposes. This makes it difficult to determine how many
people are bicycling and where they're bicycling. Coordinating the
study of bicycle fransportation with larger multi-modal traffic modeling
efforts will help gather needed data on bicycle use.

Based on the data that is available, bicycle use has not increased as
much as one would have liked to see, despite expansion of the bicycle
network. The previous plan set a lofty goal of seeing a mode split of

4% by 2005, but in 2006 the bicycle mode share was still less than 1% in
the City of Austin. Central Austin has seen better results, with a bicycle
mode split of 3.23%. This is typical of downtown areas, where density

is higher, thus increasing the likelihood of living closer to work, and the
street pattern is more accommodating to bicyclists on streets, providing
a more direct route.

Funding is another component of successful implementation of the
Bicycle Plan. There are several sources of funding that the Bicycle
Program and the City of Austin can draw from to financially support
bicycle efforts. These include local funding sources and revenue
through the Capital Improvement Program and general budget;
federal, state, and private grants; and bond funding. These are
discussed in more detail in Objective 4.2.

Finally, building relationships with other public agencies and private
bicycle advocacy groups and organizations can help strengthen
implementation efforts. Not only does assistance from other parties
increase numbers behind an effort, but help from organizations can
typically cut costs and more efficiently implement components of
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IMPLEMENTATION &
FUNDING OBJECTIVES:
1. Strengthen
this plan. In fact, many action items rely on the agreement and implementation
participation of other City departments and external organizations and efforts to fulfill goals
agencies. and obijectives of this
Plan.

. ldentify and secure
federal, state, and
local funding to
implement the Austin
2009 Bicycle Plan
Update.

. Periodically monitor
implementation
progress and update
Plan on a regular
basis.
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Objective 4.0

Strengthen implementation
efforts to fulfill goals and
objectives of this Plan.

Benchmark

Expand Bicycle Program
staff by T employee by
2011, 2 by 2015, and 3 by
2020.

Complete 10% of Action
ltems by 2015, 40% by 2020,
and 100% by 2030.

Create and execute

a Bicycle Plan
Implementation Charter

by 2015 to be signed by

all applicable public,
private, and non-profit
organizations having a
stake in the realization and
implementation of this Plan.

The intent of
institutionalization is to
change bicycling and

walking from being
perceived as alternative
activities to being
tfreated as mainstream
activities.

bicyclinginfo.org
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IMPLEMENTATION

Successful implementation will require ongoing cooperation within

and among City departments, other public agencies, and bicycle
stakeholders. One of the most critical steps in implementing the
recommendations of the Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update is to
institutionalize bicycle considerations into City policies and processes.
According to bicyclinginfo.org, the intent of institutionalization is to
change bicycling and walking from being perceived as alternative
activities to being tfreated as mainstream activities (bicyclinginfo.org,
2008). Bicyclinginfo.org identifies several important steps to institutionalize
bicycling in cities:

*  Modifying planning and design documents and regulations to reflect
bicycle concerns, such as transportation design manuals, zoning
codes, and land development regulations.

* Developing maintenance practices that give special attention to
bikeways and other bicycle facilities.

* Training designers, planners, and engineers who make the day-to-day
decisions that affect bicyclists.

*  Communicating, collaborating, and building support among public
agencies, departments, boards, commissions, committees, and
advocacy groups.

Earlier chapters discussed current practices of implementing the goals

of the 1996 and 1998 Bicycle Plans, such as building and maintaining
bikeway network facilities and educating and promoting bicycling by City
departments and among bicycle advocacy groups. Generally, the City
has experienced successes in constructing bicycle facilities in conjunction
with other transportation projects, private developments or private
initiatives (see City Council Resolution 020418-40). These efforts should
continue and be strengthened for heightened implementation.

While many of these steps are addressed in other objectives and
actions of the Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update, this objective identifies
specific steps and action items to institutionalize bicycling in Austin and
implement the Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update. Additionally, this plan
envisions a significant increase in responsibilities of the Bicycle Program
beyond overseeing construction of bicycle facilities, including data
collection, progress monitoring, and significantly increasing education
and promotional efforts. To efficiently perform the tasks related to
implementing the Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update, additional staff
expertise is necessary.

Lastly, the cost estimate to produce a functional bicycle network by
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2020 is approximately $12.6 to $22 million'. An order-of-magnitude

cost projection for complete build out of the entire bicycle network is
estimated at $254 million. This includes approximately $103 million to
build new multi-use paths and improve Johnson Creek Trail and Shoall
Creek Trail to create an urban trails network that can accommodate
bicyclists. This overall cost estimate does not include greenways that are
in very early planning stages, given that their feasibility as corridors that
supplement the bicycle network has not been confirmed.

Objective 4.0 Benchmark

* Expand Bicycle Program staff by 1T employee by 2011, 2 by 2015, and
3 by 2020.

e Complete 10% of Action Items by 2015, 40% by 2020, and 100% by
2030.

* Create and execute a Bicycle Plan Implementation Charter by
2015 to be signed by all applicable public, private, and non-profit
organizations having a stake in the realization and implementation of
this Plan.

Objective 4.0 Actions

4.0.1 Increase Bicycle Program staff.

4.0.1a Maintain the Bicycle Program Manager position at a
level of responsibility capable of interacting with all City
departments, public and private agencies, and City,
County, and State officials.

4.0.1b Hire three additional staff members to implement the
Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan Update, specifically, project
implementation, benchmark management, and public

outreach/promotion and education.

4.0.2 Provide bicycle planning and facility design training to

appropriate staff, consultants, departments, and agencies.

4.0.3 Continue to support and receive input and guidance from the
Bicycle Advisory Council (BAC). The BAC shall consist of City of
Austin citizens and function like a neighborhood association in that
it shall have by-laws, elected officers, and hold regular meetings,

open to its members and fo the public.

4.0.4 Encourage and support efforts made by the bicycling community

to unify existing organizations, groups, and non-profits.

4.0.5 Establish a Bicycle/Pedestrian or Alternative Modes Subcommittee

of the Urban Transportation Commission (UTC).

1 This includes key network improvements and super routes recommended in Tables 2.8
& 2.9.
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SSTF on City Staffing Needs

The SSTF recommends that
the Bicycle Program hire two
new positions with operating

budgets to coordinate,
manage contracts, and
implement the educational
and promotional component
of this Bicycle Plan.

Source: SSTF, 2007, p. 17,
recommendation no. .2



The Need for Inter- & Intra-
governmental Interaction

Creating a regionall
network of bicycle facilities
requires cooperation

and coordination among
different City departments
and ofher public agencies.
Effective communication
and cooperation among
neighboring communities
and surrounding jurisdictions
can help our community
realize a regional network
of bicycle facilities to make
bicycling a more feasible
mode of fransportation in
Central Texas.

Several cities and regional
governments have been
aggressive in creating a
regional network for bicycle
transportation, such as the
San Francisco Metropolitan
Transportation Commission,
in which the bicycle plan
calls for a 1,600-mile regional
bicycle network, and
Madison/Dane County, WI,
where there are 151 miles of
bicycle lanes and 263 miles
of mulfi-use paths county-
wide (Madison Area MPO,
2006, p. 69).

In Texas, six cifies in the
Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex
(Allen, Frisco, Garland,
McKinney, Plano and
Richardson) must work
together to implement the
Six Cities Trail Plan, a 20-mile
multi-use tfrail through these
six jurisdictions.

4.0.6

4.0.7

4.0.8

4.0.9

4.0.10

4.0.11

ol
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4.0.5a The Bicycle/Pedestrian Subcommittee of the Urban
Transportation Commission, in concert with the bicycle
program manager, will contribute to the integration of
bicycle planning. The Subcommittee should be composed
of members of the Urban Transportation Commission. The
bicycle program manager should serve as staff liaison for
the subcommittee.

4.0.5b The subcommittee will provide recommendation and

advice to the City Council and City staff as appropriate.

Integrate the recommendations in this Plan and bicycle design
information into other city ordinances, plans, and guidelines.

Integrate bicycle planning and facilities in all CIP projects.

4.0.7a Coordinate bicycle system improvements with City,
County, State, and privately funded roadway and tralil
improvements.

4.0.7b Review all roadway projects and plans for impact on
bicycle access and/ or creation of barriers to continuous

bicycle travel.

4.0.7c Review traffic studies, development applications,
subsequent ordinances, and Plans that restrict through
automobile traffic for impact on bicycle access and/or

creation of barriers to continuous bicycle travel.

Partner with TXDOT Austin District to facilitate the implementation
of this Plan on State roadways.

Engage in public/private partnerships as a tool for implementation
of this Bicycle Plan.

Integrate bicycle facility planning into the private development
process.

Coordinate within the Austin Department of Public Works and with
other departments, agencies, and organizations where necessary
to implement this Plan. This includes, but is not limited to:

= Parks and Recreation

= Watershed Protection and Development Review

= Neighborhood Planning and Zoning

= Austin Police Department

= Health and Human Services

e Climate Protection Program

= Transportation

= Texas Bicycle Coalition

= Downtown Austin Alliance

= The University of Texas

= Envision Central Texas
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4.0.12

4.0.13

4.0.14

4.0.15

4.0.16
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e Austin Energy

< Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
= Capital Area Council of Governments

= Texas Department of Transportation

e Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority

= Bicycle shops

= Health agencies

e Community organizations

= Bicycle advocacy organizations

< Neighborhood Associations

Notify the Urban Transportation Commission (UTC) when project
proposals are inconsistent with this Bicycle Plan.

Research and them implement the best structure for the
involvement of the UTC bicycle and pedestrian subcommittee in
the review of development applications having boundary streets
that are in the Bicycle Plan.

Periodically review interpretation and application of Land
Development Code and the Transportation Criteria Manual
regulations as necessary to improve the process to coordinate
and facilitate the incorporation of bicycle facilities info the
development process (both private and public) to the greatest
extent possible.

Require Bicycle Program approval of all private development
applications which contain streets within this Bicycle Plan.

Require approval by the City Transportation Department Director
for all developments containing phased plans (affecting roadway
construction). Construction of initial phases of major roadway
(having collector or arterial characteristics) construction shall
accommodate B/C bicyclists.
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Objective 4.1

Identify and secure
funding to implement the
Austin 2009 Bicycle Plan
Update.

Benchmark

Submit at least one grant
application per year for
Plan implementation
assuming grant
availability.

Appropriate at least

$3 million per year in
funding for Bicycle Plan
implementation starting in
FY09-10 until next Bicycle
Plan Update or until Plan is
fully implemented.*

*Directly related to staffing
available for Bicycle project
and Program implementation

g
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FUNDING

Regular and consistent funding of the goals, objectives, and action items
of this Plan are critical to the increased use of the bicycle network, as well
as the completion and maintenance of a safe and functional bicycle
system. Without regular sources of funding, the planned bicycle system
cannot be promoted or completed, nor regular maintenance provided.

Funding for bicycle facilities and programs come from a variety of
sources, including fransportation and non-transportation federal funds as
well as local resources such as tax revenue and voter-approved bonds.
This section of Chapter 5 discusses various funding sources and identifies
actions to strengthen funding for implementation of the Bicycle Plan.

Current best practice in cities which experience a high bicycle modal
split for the commute to work spend approximately 1 to 5% of their
annual city budget on bicycle plan implementation. Additionally, many
bicycle “best practice” cities also set minimum funding amounts per year
for Bicycle Plan implementation.

Implementation of this plan also relies on existing regulations and
incentives applicable to the development process.

The current Bicycle Program staff and associated activities and projects
are funded through the various funding sources explained below. This
Plan exists to support the continued funding of the Bicycle Program
and its associated activities and projects, while identifying the need

to strengthen and expand existing funding. It is the responsibility of

the Bicycle Program to identify short and long term program and Plan
implementation funding needs, exercise judgment on appropriate
funding sources for the multiple and varying action items in this Plan,
and request budget accordingly. It is the responsibility of upper City
management and the City Council to respectively recommend and
approve the City's budget each year. Lastly, it is the responsibly of the
citizens of Austin to be knowledgeable of the City's budget process, to
be involved with the City’s budget as well as any other special budget
items each year, such as proposed bond elections. Below is a summary of
funding sources, by type.

Local Funding Sources

General Fund

The general fund is not earmarked for a specific purpose. The revenue
of the general fund is utility transfers, property taxes, sales taxes, and
other revenue such as fines, service charges, interest earnings, licenses,
and permits. The General Fund typically funds public safety (fire, police,
and other public services), human services, urban growth management,
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public recreatfion and culture, and other city services such as street
lighting or the municipal court (City of Austin, 2008d).

Bonds

Bonds are voter-approved general obligation debt to be used for a
particular project. Bonds are also useful when a municipality needs to
spend a considerable amount of funding upfront to construct a project.
Bonds are typically used for Capital Improvement Projects, which are
those projects that have a life of several years and are considered

an investment in the future of the city (examples of bond funded CIP
projects include libraries, affordable housing, bicycle fransportation
projects and parks and recreation facilities, to name a few). Therefore,
bonds should be used to create new bicycle facilities, as bicycle facilities
do conftribute to the the future sustainability of the city. Examples of
Bicycle Plan implementation using this funding source include many
linear miles of new bicycle lane installations and the Pfluger Bridge and
the Pfluger Bridge Extension. Additionally, Bicycle Program staff are
partially funded by this source to the extent that staff work on specific
bicycle related Capital Improvement Projects.

Transportation Fund

The City of Austin Transportation Fund is an enterprise fund, which is a
type of fund that is primarily supported by user fees. The Transportation
Fund is funded by fransportation fees that were established in

1991. The Transportation Fund is used to maintain and enhance the
fransportation system, and covers street maintenance, traffic control,
and enhancements (City of Austin, 2008d).

Currently, the majority of funding for the implementation of the
infrastructure portion of this Plan comes from the 2000 and 2006 voter-
approved bond. Since adoption of the 1998 Bicycle Plan, $17 million in
bond funding has been allocated to bicycle tfransportation. As previously
stated, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Program also receives funding from
the Transportation Fund, and the Bicycle Plan is indirectly implemented
through the General Fund (by way of the cooperation and actions by
other Departments). Bicycle Program staff positions are partially funded
by this source and Bicycle Plan implementation is also affected by this
funding source by way of coordination with the street maintenance
program (which provides opportunities for street striping and marking
modifications made to implement bicycle facilities) and by coordination
with the Traffic Calming program (installation of traffic calming on bicycle
routes is regarded as implementation of this plan, as slower traffic does
benefit bicycle fransportation) .
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Currently, the majority of
Bicycle and Pedestrian program
funding supports infrastructure
improvements; minimal funding
goes towards promotional and
educational programs.

This Plan recommends that
the Bicycle Program commit
more funds toward education,
promotion, and enforcement
efforts to achieve the goals of
this Plan.

Current Funding Utilization
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B Futiilied by Bicycle Program Projects
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Proposed Funding Utilization
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newly striped parking-free
bicycle lanes on Exposition
Boulevard. Re-striping fund-
ing was provided by General
Bond funds.

A multi-use path at the inter-
section of MoPac and Gracy
Farms Lane creates improved
access and mobility for non-
motorized traffic. This project
was funded by grant funds.

Federal and State Funding Sources

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Program has been able to leverage their
bond money by matching federal and state funds. In 1992 the federal
government passed the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act (ISTEA), which expanded transportation funds to become available
for bicycle and pedestrian facilities, planning, safety, and promotion
programs. Since then, the effort has been strengthened and is now

|| funded by the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity

Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). Under SAFETEA-LU there are more
opportunities for the use of federal matching funds for bicycle projects
than under previous acts. Signed into law in August 2005, it authorizes
244.1 billion in federal gas-tax revenue and other federal funds for all
modes of surface fransportation, including bicycling.

To be eligible to receive federal funds for any transportation projects, the
local community is responsible for setting tfransportation priorities through
its local metropolitan planning organization, which for Austin is the Capital
Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO). However, in order to
utilize federal funds, typically, matching local funds must be available.

Granfts

A grant is a financial assistance award that can come from the
federal or state government or a private entity to assist the recipient in
carrying out a specific project identified by the grant. This is typically
a public purpose or stimulation authorized by U.S. law.

Obijective 4.1 Benchmark

* Submit at least one grant application for every available funding
opportunity.

e Budget and appropriate at least $3 million per year in funding for
implementation of the Austin Bicycle Plan 2020.

Objective 4.1 Actions

4.1.1 Provide consistent and on-going funding for the maintenance of
bicycle tfransportation, such as bicycle lane sweeping and bicycle
lane sign and marking maintenance. Funding for this should be

within the City's operating budget.

Per City Council Resolution No: 20020418-40, the City of Austin shall
include in all planning and project estimates, as well as actual
construction costs, an appropriate amount of funding for bicycle
facilities (including end-use facilities where appropriate). All City
projects shall be included unless excluded by approval by the
Bicycle Program.

4.1.3 Identify and pursue funding partnerships and support from other
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local agencies and other City Departments.

4.1.4 Pilot a mini-grant program to support community education and
encouragement efforts, including those conducted by community
groups, bicycle advocacy groups, bicycle shops, schools, and
other non-profit organizations.

4.1.5 Acquire maximum available funding from state and federal
sources.

4.1.5a Establish a grant match reserve fund to be available to
rapidly match federal and state highway grants.

4.1.5b The City of Austin will propose bond elections at
appropriate times to provide needed matching funds
to obtain funding from these sources and to provide for
projects not funded otherwise.

4.1.6 Pursue public-private partnerships as appropriate.
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Supporting private
initiatives with a mini-grant
program

A mini-grant program hosted
by the City of Austin could
support private initiatives

to educate and promote
bicycling. By using funds
earmarked for education
and promotion to match
private funds that endeavor
to accom