HIKE AND BIKE SYSTEM MASTER PLAN

3. BIKE NETWORK

Chapter Contents 3.0 Overview

Arlington’s Bike System represents a comprehensive set of existing

and proposed bicycle fransportation and recreation facilities.

3.1 Recommended The network includes on-road and off-road facilities such as

Facility Types bicycle lanes and trails. In total, there are approximately 138

3.2 Methodology for Bike miles of bicycle recommendations, all of which are shown in Map
System Design 3.1. Appendix G displays tiled recommendation maps for easier

interpretation.

3.0 Overview

3.3 Arlington Thoroughfare
Development Plan
. The following sections of this chapter include 1) descriptions of
3.4 Bike System Breakdown  the types of facilities and treatments that make up the system; 2)
3.5 Bike System how the network was designed (methodology); 3) incorporation of
Priority Projects Thoroughfare Development Plan; 4) City of Arlington overall system
36 Enclof i Facili breakdown; 5) priority projects and maps; 6) end-of-trip facilities
-0 ENGroFip FACNes and 7) regional connectivity.

3.7 Regional Connectivity

3.8 Bike Nefwork Map 3.1 Recommended Facility Types
A variety of bicycle facilities are recommended due to 1) the range
3.9 Bicycle Treatment Photo  of skill and comfort levels involved in bicycling, and 2) the range of
Visualizations existing conditions for bicycling in different landscapes and on different
roadway environments. These recommendations are at a planning
level only and wiill require further analysis before implementation.

The recommended bicycle system is made up of three major types
of facilities (separated in-roadway bikeways, shared roadway
bikeways, and off-road bikeways). Within each type are multiple
facility options that are tailor-recommended for specific segments
of the overall system. Descriptions and standards for each type
are described in Chapter 7: Design Guidelines. The images and
descriptions below are provided for a quick reference when
viewing the Bicycle Facility System Maps at the end of this chapfter.

3.1.1 Separated in-roadway bikeways

Separated in-roadway bikeways are used typically on arterial and
collector roadways where motor vehicle traffic volumes or speeds
are higher than residential roads. They include:

Bicycle Lane
A bicycle lane is a portion of the roadway that has been
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designated by striping, signage, and pavement markings for the
preferential and exclusive use of bicyclists. Bicycle lanes are always
located on both sides of the road (except one way streets), and
carry bicyclists in the same direction as adjacent motor vehicle
traffic. The minimum, acceptable width for a bicycle lane is 5 feet; 6
foot bike lanes are typical for collector and arterial roads.

Wide Outside Lane

A wide outside lane refers to the through lane closest to the curb
and gutter of a roadway. According to the American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), the standard
lane width fo accommodate both motorists and bicyclists is 14 feet.
This facility type allows motorists o more safely pass slower moving
bicyclists without changing lanes. Wide outside lanes are infended
for bicyclists with traffic-handling skills.

Paved Shoulders

Paved shoulders are the part of a roadway which is contiguous and
on the same level as the regularly fraveled portion of the roadway.
There is no minimum width for paved shoulders, however a width

of at least 4 feet is preferred. Ideally, paved shoulders should be
included in the construction of new roadways and/or the upgrade
of existing roadways, especially where there is a need to more
safely accommodate bicycles. Paved shoulders are typically Above: example wide outside
recommended on rural roadways. However, if future development 56

occurs, roadways are reconstructed, and/or curb and gutter are
added in the future, bicycle lanes should be considered as a
replacement for paved shoulders.

Implementing Separated In-roadway Bikeways:

Separated in-roadway facilities may be constructed through stand-
alone bikeway projects, roadway reconstruction, new roadway
construction, or routine roadway resurfacing. On existing roadways,
separated in-roadway facilities may also be implemented by one
of four strategies — restriping (narrowing existing travel lanes), travel
lane conversions (removing fravel lanes), striping (simply adding
striping), or roadway reconstruction (widening the roadway to
create space for separated facilities).

Such strategies can be implemented only after consideration of Above: example paved shoulder
impacts to all modes, including observation and forecasting of

motor vehicle and bicycle volumes and parking utilization. Where

there are competing demands for roadway space, policy and

analysis inform how these demands are managed and met. Unless

prohibited with “no parking” signage, parking is allowed in bike

lanes in Arlington. Existing parking on residential streets will not be

prohibited due to the addition of bicycle lanes.

Implementation Methods for Bicycle Lanes
(System Map Subcategory Definitions)
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As indicated in the legend of the bicycle network maps in Appendix
G, some facilities are broken down into sub-categories for method
of development. Those for bicycle lanes are explained below:
Bicycle Lane - Travel Lane Conversion:

Travel lane conversions typically involve reducing the number of
travel lanes (from a four lane road to a two lane road with center
turn lane, for example) allowing adequate space for bicycle lanes.
Travel lane conversions also have fraffic calming benefits. These
projects can occur during roadway resurfacing projects.

Bicycle Lane - Stripe:

Refers to projects that require only the striping of a bicycle lane,
with no other changes needed to the roadway or existing roadway
striping.

Bicycle Lane - Restripe:

Refers to projects that require restriping travel lanes (often to a
more narrow width) allowing adequate space for bicycle lanes.
Narrowing the widths of tfravel lanes has been demonstrated to
have no affect on overall roadway capacity (for more on this topic,
refer to the following section on ‘lane narrowing’). These projects
can occur during roadway resurfacing projects.

Bicycle Lane - New Construction & Paved Shoulder — New Construction:
Refers to projects that require adding additional pavement width
to the roadway to allow adequate space for bicycle lanes or
shoulders. It is likely that these bicycle facilities will be implemented
to coincide with future roadway construction projects.

Narrowing roadways for traffic calming purposes and bicycle
facilities are common occurrences since planners and engineers
are trying to not only accommodate vehicles, but bicyclists and
pedestrians as well. Narrowing roadways to allow for bicycle
lanes or other bicycle facilities is heeded in some instances
where current roadway widths and traffic volume do not allow for
the simple “striping” (painting) of a bicycle lane.

One means of developing bicycle lanes is through restriping

or travel lane narrowing. In laying out the bicycle network
recommendations and methods, it was determined that 10 foot
travel lanes were acceptable in order to fit bicycle lanes into the
existing roadway environment. For example, an existing five lane
cross section with 12-foot lanes (Total roadway width of 60 feet)
could be altered to 10-foot lanes with 5-foot bicycle lanes (Total
roadway width of 60 feet). This methodology used in developing
recommendations is supported by research in both automobile
traffic safety and bicycle level of service improvements.
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Current AASHTO literature, research, and precedent examples
(including some found in Arlington) support the notion of
reducing travel lanes to 10 foot lanes. The 2004 AASHTO

Green Book states that travel lanes between 10 and 12

feet are adequate for urban collectors and urban arterials.

(1) “On interrupted-flow operating conditions (where traffic

flow experiences regular interruptions due to traffic signs and
signals) at low speeds (45 mph or less), narrow lane widths
are normally adequate and have some advantages.” At the
2007 TRB Annual Meeting, a research paper using advanced
statistical analysis, supported the AASHTO Green Book in
providing flexibility for use of lane widths narrower than 12 feet
on urban and suburban arterials. The paper indicates there is
no difference in safety on streets with lanes ranging from 10 to
12 feet. “"The research found no general indication that the use
of lanes narrower than 12 feet on urban and suburban arterials
increases crash frequencies. This finding suggests that geometric
design policies should provide substantial flexibility for use of
lane widths narrower than 12 feet.” The research paper goes on
to say “There are situations in which use of narrower lanes may
provide benefits in traffic operations, pedestrian safety, and/or
reduced interference with surrounding development, and may
provide space for geometric features that enhance safety such
as medians or turn lanes. The analysis results indicate narrow
lanes can generally be used to obtain these benefits without
compromising safety.” and “"Use of narrower lanes in appropriate
locations can provide other benefits to users and the surrounding
community including shorter pedestrian crossing distances and
space for additional through lanes, auxiliary and turning lanes,
bicycle lanes, buffer areas between travel lanes and sidewalks,
and placement of roadside hardware.” (2)

Precedent examples also show the large humber of communities
around the United States that have narrowed travel lanes to
enable the development of bicycle lanes. The Missoula Institute
for Sustainable Transportation accumulated a list of these
communities through information provided by members of the
Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals. The webpage
titled "Accommodating Bike Lanes in Constrained Rights-of-Way
(www.strans.org/travellanessurvey.htm) lists the community,
their methods, and contact information. Cities such as Arlington,
VA, Cincinnati, OH, Charlotte, NC, Houston, TX, and Portland,
OR have regularly narrowed travel lanes to 10 foot and many
commonly use them in new roadway development. Arlington,
VA has been installing bicycle lanes on streets when they are
repaved and have a number of streets with 10 foot lanes and
bicycle lanes that have been functioning well without operational
issues and complaints. Cincinnati, OH uses a policy that 10 foot
lanes on collectors and arterials are always permitted. New
installations of 10 foot travel lanes with bicycle lanes require a
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speed limit of 35 mph or under. By restriping 12 foot lanes to 10
feet, the City of Houston, TX has converted 30 miles of arterial
streets.

Lane narrowing and the addition of bicycle lanes will require
consultation with TxDOT and further analysis beyond this
planning effort. Changing the roadway design may also require
a reduction in speed limit and consideration of traffic calming
designs such as median islands. For roadways with higher speed
limits and traffic volumes, wider vehicular and bicycle lanes may
be warranted. Further analysis of bicycle lane restriping projects
is warranted to determine appropriateness of lane narrowing,
bicycle lane widths, and speed limits that impact both motorists
and bicyclists.

Sources for Bicycle Lane Development & Travel Lane Narrowing:
1) American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, Washington, DC 2004.
2) Relationship of Lane Width to Safety for Urban and Suburban Arterials,

Ingrid B. Potts, Harwood, D., Richard, K, TRB 2007 Annual Meeting

A travel lane conversion (TLC) (also known as 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. Often, TLCs are conversions of four
lane undivided roads into three lanes (two through lanes and a
center turn lane). Many roadways have been overbuilt to keep
pace with increases in automobile travel, but some roadways
actually perform worse with the additional lanes. A TLC solves
this problem by removing unneeded lanes to reallocate space for
other needs such as pedestrian paths, bicycle lanes, or transit
facilities. When tested, TLCs typically have minimal effects on
vehicle capacity, because left-turning vehicles are moved into a
common two-way left-turn lane.

Travel lane conversions 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).
A TLC also provides benefits to pedestrians as they may reduce
vehicle speeds (calm traffic), create opportunities for median
refuge islands, and create a situation where there are fewer
lanes to cross. The FHWA report Safety Effects of Marked vs.
Unmarked Crosswalks at Uncontrolled Locations found that
pedestrian crash risk was reduced when pedestrians crossed two
and three lane roads compared to roads with four lanes or more.

3-5



Burden and Lagerway summarize the street and location criteria
that can be used to identify potential candidates for travel lane
conversions:

Moderate volumes (typically 8,000-15,000 ADT)
Roads with safety issues

Transit corridors

Popular or essential bicycle routes/links
Commercial reinvestment areas

Economic enterprise zones

Historic streets

Scenic roads

Entertainment districts

Main streets

Potential travel lane conversion projects should be evaluated on
a case-by-case basis with a focus largely on the existing and
intended function of the roadway in terms of predicted traffic
volumes and flow, turning volumes and patterns, crash type and
patterns, bicycle and pedestrian activity, and presence of parallel
routes.

Further information may be found in Chapter 7: Design
Guidelines.

Resources:

Summary Report: Evaluation of Lane Reduction “Road Diet” Measures and
Their Effects on Crashes and Injuries. (http://www.tfhrc.gov/safety/hsis/
pubs/04082/index.htm).

Burden, D., and P. Lagerwey, Road Diets: Fixing the Big Roads, Walkable
Communities, Inc., March 1999, available online at http://www.
contextsensitivesolutions.org/content/reading/road-diets-3/resources/road-
diets-fixing/.

E‘ a w:‘i'w...i

Above: examples of a travel lane conversion for a bicycle lane
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Above: example shared lane
marking

Above: example bicycle route

HIKE AND BIKE SYSTEM MASTER PLAN

3.1.2. Shared Roadway Bikeways

Shared roadway bikeways are intended to be implemented on
lower volume roadways than separated in-roadway facilities. Each
type of shared roadway bikeway has its own unique considerations,
as identified below.

Signed Bicycle Route (Enhanced Shared Roadway)

These routes are recommended on roadways where bicycles are
not given priority, but bikeway signage and markings are used to

increase driver awareness of bicycles on the roadway and traffic

calming devices and/or intersection crossing treatments enhance
bicycle travel. Shared lane markings also direct cyclists to ride

in the proper direction and remind cyclists to ride further from

3 parked cars to avoid ‘dooring’ collisions. Typically, these routes

are recommended in locations that serve as alternate routes for
dangerous roadways. They were chosen as part of the network
because of the importance of overall system connectivity and
connectivity to destinations such as parks and schools.

Bicycle Boulevard

Bicycle boulevards are recommended on streets with low motorized
traffic volumes and speeds where bicycle travel is given priority.
Signs, markings, traffic calming and other improvements are

used to discourage through trips by motor vehicles and create

safe, convenient bicycle crossings of busy arterial streets. Bicycle
boulevards are not just signed bicycle routes, but are streets on

=4 which bicycles have preference over cars and are designed in a
& way to effectively divert motorized traffic. Design elements that
g may 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 traffic conftrol
devices are used to control automobile traffic speeds and access
while supporting through bicycle traffic (also see page 4-3 for
information about driveway access management).

Bicycle boulevards are best developed in areas with especially
high potential for bicycle use so that the presence of bicyclists
themselves on the street becomes a significant design element.
Bicycle boulevards also work well in areas where through motor
vehicle traffic can reasonably be directed to other streets.

Implementing Shared Roadway Facility Projects:
The principal considerations for implementing shared roadway
bikeways are:

* Minimize the impact of motor vehicle volumes and speeds on
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the bicycling environment.

* Create safe and comfortable crossings of high-volume
roadways (such as Cooper Street and Collins Street).

* Create minimal disruption to the contfinuous flow of bicycle
traffic.

Traffic Calming

Traffic calming is a component often implemented with a
separated bikeway, shared roadway bikeway, and bicycle
boulevard. When it is not possible to install a bicycle lane or
shared lane markings, traffic calming may improve the bicycling
environment. Traffic calming devices are used to reduce motorized
vehicle speeds, improve the environment and livability of a street,
and provide real and perceived safety for motorized and non-
motorized users of a roadway. Traffic calming devices include traffic
circles, chicanes, curb extensions, bulb-outs, median islands, and
bicycle boulevards. If designed and implemented properly, with
consideration for the impacts on bicyclists, traffic calming devices
can have beneficial impacts for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Traffic calming should be considered on roadways throughout
Arlington on a case-by-case basis.

3.1.3 Off-road Paths

Off-road bikeways are intended to completely separate bicyclists
and pedestrians from motorized vehicles. These are the preferred
facility for novice and average bicyclists. Special consideration
must be given to environmental conditions and all roadway
Crossings.

Sidepaths

Multi-use paths located adjacent to the roadway are called
‘sidepaths’. Sidepaths are most appropriate in corridors with few
driveways and intersections. Bicycle routes where side paths are
recommended should also have adequate on-road bicycle
facilities (such as paved shoulders or bicycle lanes) wherever
possible.

Multi-use Paths or Greenways

Multi-use paths are completely separated from motorized vehicular
traffic and are constructed in their own corridor, often within an
open-space area. Multi-use paths include greenway trails, rail-trails b
and other facilities built exclusively for bicycle and pedestrian fraffic. Above: example sidepath
The most significant greenway recommendation is the contfinued

development of the regional trail system. The City of Arlington

should make every effort to provide connectivity from residential

and commercial sites to the trail system through greenway spur

trails.
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3.2 Methodology for Bike System Design

The bike facility system was designed by first assembling all existing
bicycle-related recommendations and information from current
plans and studies. Next, a thorough analysis using geographic
information systems (GIS) and fieldwork was conducted to examine
roadways for recommendations. Finally, on-road recommendations
were modified based on 2030 traffic volumes and capacity data
that was modeled for the Arlington Thoroughfare Development
Plan. The assembled information was then presented to the public,
local government staff, the Steering Committee, and various
project stakeholders. Together, the input from these groups helped
to inform the overall system design through writing and drawing

on input maps, filling-out comment forms, direct dialogue, and
e-mailed comments. These and other key inputs are shown in the
diagram below.

Public Input:
Workshops +

Comment -
Forms Existing Facilities

and Current
Field Analysis Recommendations
of Current
Conditions

Bicycle Connectivity,

Network Trip Attractors, &

Direction from Gap Analysis

City of Arlington LN

NEE (gle]
Committee
Input
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Decision Tree for Recommending Bicycle Facilities

In order to determine what type of facility to recommend for individual roadways, a methodology was de-
veloped for the City of Arlington. Utilizing such information as future roadway reconstruction schedules,
existing roadway widths, existing roadway speed limits, and existing traffic volumes, the decisions were
made through a decision-tree, as presented below.

Does the roadway have curb and gutter

that is either existing or planned? Within the bicycle lane corridor,
does the roadway segment con-
Yes No nect bicycle lanes on either side
Does roadway have multi-lanes, Paved Shoulder and have width for bicycle lanes?
high traffic volume, and high speed?  (rural area) or
(Perception of danger for bicyclists-- Sidepath (if few Yes e
subjective measure) driveways) Continue Bicycle  Signed, Marked
Yes No Lane Bike Route
Is there Does roadway outside lane have space
ROW space to simply stripe bicycle lane? (In this
and limited step, speed limit should be under 45
driveways? mph and preferably under 35 mph)
Yes No Yes No
Sidepath Wide Outside Is thgre Rstreet Can travel lanes be
Lane parking with space narrowed to create
for car door zone space for bicycle lanes?
and bicycle lanes?
Yes No Yes No
Bicycle Lane Signed, Marked ~ BicycleLane  Does roadway have
Restripe Bike Route Restripe excess capacity with
lower traffic volume?
(use Thoroughfare

Development Plan
volume/capacity data)

Yes No
Bicycle Lane TLC s roadway slated for
(Lower speed future widening or
limit) reconstruction?
Yes No
Bicycle Lane New No Facility
Construction Solution
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3.3 Arlington Thoroughfare Development Plan

At the time of this study, the Arlington Thoroughfare Development Plan

was also being developed. Data was shared between the consultants for
both projects. For purposes of on-road bike recommendations in this Plan,
the Thoroughfare Development Plan data sets of volume and capacity for
the year 2009 and modeled for 2030 were utilized. All bike lane-travel lane
conversion (TLC) recommendations were checked against the Thoroughfare
Development Plan data to either verify a reduction in tfravel lanes or change
to a “new construction” recommendation. Also, additional roadways in
which bike lanes were recommended were analyzed for 2030 volume/
capacity (V/C) ratios to determine if (TLC) were feasible options.

Procedure Used for Analyzing ‘Travel Lane Conversion’ Bike

Recommendations with Thoroughfare Development Plan Data

Does the bike recommendation require a
change in the number of travel lanes (TLC)?

Yes No
K A
What is the 2030 volume/ OK. No analysis needed.
capacity (v/c) and number of
lanes?

What would the v/c be if the
bike recommendation was
implemented?

v

Is the v/c < 0.9?
Yes No
K A
OK. No change needed. What would the 2009 v/c and
level of service (LOS) be with
a'TLC?
Is the v/c < 0.9?
Yes No
K A
Further Study Change recommendation to
“Bike Lane, New Construction”




3.4 Bike System Breakdown

Table 3.1: Mileage Table (Breakout of Recommendations)

Facility Type Method Mileage
On-Road
Bike Lane All 21.9
Stripe 7.8
Road Diet 4.3
New Construction | 9.8
Signed Bike Route Signage & Markings |49.8
Wide Outside Lane Restripe 1.5
Paved Shoulder New Construction 0.7
Off-Road
Greenways New Construction 43.3
Sidepaths New Construction 21.1
Total 138.3

3.5 Bike System Prioritization
While 138 miles of bicycle facilities are recommended, this
comprehensive network will be built over a period of many years.
This section describes a process that can be used to identify top-
priority projects that will have the greatest positive impact on

livability, fransportation, and recreation.

The suggested prioritization system gives higher priority to segments
that: connect residential areas to schools, universities, parks, and
existing trails; provide transportation connections for lower-income
and/or higher-density residential areas; and connect to Downtown.
The weighted criteria included in Tables 3.2 and 3.3 are based

on public input, Steering Committee input, and data collected
pertaining to Arlington’s existing conditions.

It is important to construct facilities as opportunities arise. In addition
to criteria-based prioritization, there are two types of opportunity-
based projects that the City may want to construct prior to other
priority projects because of their ease of construction. These
include projects that may be accomplished through low-cost
techniques such as striping, restriping, travel lane conversions, or
signage/markings, and those that can be accomplished during
routine roadway construction, reconstruction, and repaving
projects.

The bicycle network is intended to provide a guide for the
community that can respond to changing conditions and
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community priorities. It is important to note that the City will
continue to change and grow, and modification of transportation
corridors and land uses will occur. The City should update its list of
priority projects as the Plan is updated, at a minimum of every five
years.

Table 3.2: Criteria and Weight Suggested for Bike/Ped Project Prioritization

Criteria Weight
Top 1-5 "Most in Need of Improvement” (from Online Survey) 4
Direct Access to/from Downtown 4
Direct Access to/from an Existing or Funded Trail 4
Direct Access to/from a Park or Recreation Center 4
Direct Access to/from a School 4
Serves low income areas with low car ownership rates 4
Segment Contains a Top 10 Intersection “Most in Need of Improvement” 4
(from Online Survey)
Elementary, Middle, and High School Proximity (1/2 mile) 4
College/University Proximity (1 mile radius) 4
Direct Access to/from High Density Residential Areas (Census Data) 4
Direct Access to Major Employment Centers 4
Direct Access to/from a Proposed Trail/Veloweb 4
Top 6-10 “*Most in Need of Improvement” (from Survey) 3
Park or Recreation Center Proximity (1/2 mile) 3
Regional Connection and/or Interstate Highway Crossing 3
Direct Access to major shopping centers 3

Table 3.3: Criteria and Weight Suggested for Trail Project Prioritization

Criteria Weight
Identified as a Priority Project in Parks Master Plan

Direct Access to/from Downtown

Direct Access to/from an Existing or Funded Trail

Direct Access to/from a Park or Recreation Center

Direct Access to/from a School

Serves Low Income Areas with Lower Car-Ownership Rates*
Elementary, Middle, and High School Proximity (1/2 mile)
College/University Proximity (1 mile radius)

Direct Access to/from Higher Density Residential Areas
Direct Access to Major Employment Centers*

Park or Recreation Center Proximity (1/2 mile radius)
Regional Connection and/or Interstate Highway Crossing
Direct Access to Major Shopping Centers*

W I W I ININININNNININKNIN
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3.6 End-of-trip Facilities

A comprehensive approach beyond the bicycle network must be
taken to incorporate end-of-trip facilities. Citizen input across the
country continues to identify bike parking, storage, and/or shower
facilities as critical to making transportation by bicycle possible.

Bike Parking

Bike parking is an essential, yet often forgotten component of

a complete bike system that provides increased convenience,
accessibility, and functionality. Properly designed and placed
bike parking at key destinations in addition to corridor bikeways
makes cycling a more feasible option for trips to work, the grocery,
parks, etc. Parking should be ubiquitous, convenient and secure,
and complement the surrounding streetscape. It should be as
convenient as motor vehicle parking. The City of Arlington has an
opportunity to proactively respond to the parking needs of residents
today as well as anticipate parking desires in the future.

Above: exomp/ebic/e parking
Bicycle parking can be infroduced in a number of ways:

* Zoning code improvements (requirements for bicycle
parking spaces with new development).

* Public right-of-way bike rack additions (for short-term
parking).

* Bicycle stations (enhanced bike parking areas with lockers
and other features).

* End-of-trip facilities to also include showers/changing
stations especially at places of work.

The City of Arlington should consider the following to ensure bike
parking becomes a priority:

» Seek changes to regulations to ensure all land uses provide
ample bike parking and end-of-trip facilities such as
showers/change facilities and lockers.

* Ensure high-quality, placement, and function of bike
parking to ensure practical, safe, and functional use.

* Encourage building owners to add or upgrade bicycle
parking.

* Establish a funding stream to fulfill future parking demand,
improvements, and maintenance.

Bicycle Parking - Important Locations

e UT-Arlington and Tarrant County College
Elementary, middle, and high schools
Key shopping centers
Key places of employment
Downtown
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Below: Bike Fort Worth Plan and
the Mansfield Trails Master Plan

FQ“\,V'VP,R.TB BIKE FORT WORTH

TraiLs Master PLan

e Entertainment District
e Parks

It is recommended that further analysis be conducted to place
bicycle racks at key destinations throughout the City including
future transit stops. Bicycle parking should also be made available
with new development. Further information about bicycle parking
and stations can be found in Chapter 7: Design Guidelines.

3.7 Regional Connectivity

The City of Arlington should look beyond its city limits and link
bicycle facilities to neighboring and regional destinations. It is
recommended that the City coordinate efforts with surrounding
communities to create long distance connections for alternative
transportation and recreation. It will be critical to ensure

_ compatibility and connectivity with ongoing planning efforts and

actual bicycle facilities that meet at municipality borders.

L At the time of this Plan development, multiple hike and bike

planning efforts have recently taken place or are underway. It
will be important to maintain communication with adjacent

% jurisdictions and the North Central Texas Council of Governments

as these efforts continue. Recently, the Fort Worth Bike Plan
and the Mansfield Trails Master Plan have been completed.
These recommended networks were taken into account when
developing the Arlington network.

Regional greenway corridors such as the Veloweb will draw users
from all over the Dallas-Fort Worth region into the area, boosting
tourism and interest in trail expansion. Long-range planning efforts
should be made to connect Arlington into this regional network.

3.8 Bike Network Map

The following citywide map displays the overall bike network

2= recommendations. For easier interpretation of the overall network

and a breakout into facility type/method construction, see
Appendix G for tiled network maps.
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3.9 Bicycle Treatment Photo Visualizations

Various corridors and intersections were photographed and ren-
dered to illustrate proposed recommendations along the bicycle
network. The following graphic examples are intended as a visual
guide for planning purposes only. A more thorough examination by
a landscape architect and/or engineer is warranted prior to imple-
mentation.

Pecan Sireet
Bike Lane - Travel Lane Conversion

Existing Conditions ' Proposed improvements include travel lane conversion,
restriping, and additfion of bike lane.

Lincoln Drive (at Brown Blvd. intersection)
Bike Lane - Stripe

Proposed improvements include restriping, infroduction of
bike lane, curb ramp along Lincoln.

Existing Conditions
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Tucker Road
Bike Route - Markings and Signage

Existing Conditions Proposed improvements include infroduction of pavement
markings and signage.

Arkansas Lane
Bike Lane - Stripe

Existing Conditions » ‘ - Proposed improvements include introduction of
bike lanes
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