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CHAPTER1
INTRODUCTION

The Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan was created to assess and meet the bicycle and
pedestrian needs of citizens in the MPO Study area. The last two decades have seen the birth and rapid
growth of a movement dedicated to creating a multi-modal transportation network that serves all members
of society. This movement, guided by federal regulations and state and local initiatives, has been driven
by bicycle and pedestrian advocacy groups, environmental proponents, and many others. Planning for
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure has enabled many dissimilar, and at times competing, groups to form
a coalition that positively affects all parties. Besides the obvious health benefits, a bicycle and pedestrian
network will enable the MPO Study area to better retain and attract both residents and businesses to the
area by creating a high quality of life for all. In the end, everyone will gain from the creation of a viable,
connected, and safe bicycle and pedestrian network.

The Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan was approved in November of 2002 by the
Montgomery Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), and then amended in September of 2003. In
November of 2010, the Montgomery MPO began the process of updating the plan to reflect the current
bicycle and pedestrian needs of the Montgomery Study Area.

1.1. Federal Law

In the 1990s, federal regulations created an environment favorable to the development of bicycle and
walking as modes of transportation. The first bill to address bicycle and pedestrian issues was the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991. ISTEA addressed bicycle and
pedestrian needs, a revolutionary addition to transportation planning. This addition made a multitude of
bicycle and pedestrian facilities eligible for funding under several federal programs, including the
National Highway System (NHS), the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program
(CMAQ), the Surface Transportation Program (STP), and Federal Lands Highway Program. Most
importantly, ISTEA acknowledged the role of transportation in the development of a sustainable society.

Following ISTEA, the Transportation Equity Act of the 21% Century (TEA-21), signed on June 9, 1998,
expanded upon the mandate to provide bicycle and pedestrian planning and infrastructure. ISTEA gave
states and Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) flexibility to fund bicycle and pedestrian projects,
but failed to require them to address bicycle and pedestrian needs. TEA-21 forced states and MPOs to
consider bicyclists and pedestrians in all transportation plans. When states and MPOs undertook new
construction or reconstruction projects, TEA-21 mandated that pedestrians and bicyclist be given “due
consideration.” Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are to “be considered, where appropriate, with all new
construction and reconstruction of transportation facilities.” The Federal Highway Administration
released guidance for bicycle and pedestrian planning after TEA-21 with the following:
“To varying extents, bicyclists and pedestrians will be present on all highways and transportation
facilities where they are permitted and it is clearly the intent of TEA-21 that all new and
improved transportation facilities be planned, designed, and constructed with this fact in mind.”
“We expect every transportation agency to make accommodation for bicycling and walking a
routine part of their planning, design, construction, operations, and maintenance activities.”
“Bicycling and walking ought to be accommodated, as an element of good planning, design, and
operation, in all new transportation projects unless there are substantial safety or cost reasons for
not doing so.”
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CHAPTER 2
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The goals of the bicycle and pedestrian plan cannot be accomplished without the involvement and
enthusiasm of the citizens of the River Region. To effectively create a network of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities that will be used by the community, it is essential that citizens be engaged in the planning and
development process. Along with citizens, local officials, professionals and advocates must be involved,
including municipal planners, municipal and county engineers, bicycle advocates, advocates for the
disabled, and others. Bringing together as many segments of society as possible ensures a broader
analysis of the safety and needs of all citizens when creating the bicycle and pedestrian network.

The process to develop the Montgomery Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 2012 Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan began in September 2010. In preparation, MPO staff compiled a current inventory of
functionally classified streets with sidewalks and assigned bicycle suitability scores to all functionally
classified roads except interstates. The methodology for assigning bicycle suitability scores will be
detailed in the next chapter. To begin the process, MPO staff created a Bicycle and Pedestrian
Subcommittee (BPS), launched multimedia data collection, and initiated public involvement. Members
of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee (BPS) represent the Technical Coordinating Committee
(TCCQ), the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC), the Montgomery Bicycle Club, special populations, and
various interests groups. The structure, members and purpose of this group will be discussed in the next
section. To quantify the needs and the wants of citizens, the MPO staff launched an online survey to
collect data on current and desired utilization of bicycling and walking. To supplement this data, MPO
staff planned and advertised the first round of public involvement meetings for the Montgomery
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 2012 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.

2.1. Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Subcommittee Formation and Purpose

Initial nominations for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee (BPS) came from members of the
Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC), the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC), and the Montgomery
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). MPO staff reviewed these nominations to ensure that all
municipalities and counties had technical and citizen representation, supplementing these nominations
with recruiting efforts for every municipality and county. In addition to representatives for geographic
areas, efforts were made to recruit from the Montgomery Bicycle Club, from special interests groups and
from typically underserved populations. The Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee (BPS) served
multiple vital functions in the development of the bicycle and pedestrian plan. The role of various
members of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee (BPS) are detailed below:

The citizen representatives for municipalities and counties contributed insight to the bicycle and

pedestrian needs and barriers in their communities.

The technical representatives for the municipalities and counties provided information on the

feasibility of pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

The Montgomery Bicycle Club representatives provided information on a wide range of topics

from current bicycle routes utilized to areas with safety issues. Their “real world” experiences

aided in assigning the bare minimum bicycle and pedestrian facilities needed on multiple routes

and route segments.

Representatives from the many interests groups and underserved populations ensured that unique

populations were equally served, that national models were utilized, and many other unique

issues were considered.



The Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee (BPS) met a total of two times, but the technical and local
knowledge of members were utilized from the launch of the public involvement process to the adoption of
the final Montgomery Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO) 2012 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.
The role of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee (BPS) is discussed in the Public involvement

sections below.

2.2. Public Involvement Process

The public involvement process consisted of three sets of public meetings, three comment periods, a
presentation to the Montgomery Bicycle Club, an online survey, and two Bicycle and Pedestrian

Subcommittee (BPS) meetings/comment periods.

Table 2.1 details the Montgomery Metropolitan

Planning Organization (MPQO) 2012 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan public involvement timeline.

Table 2.1 Montgomery Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO) 2012 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Public Involvement Timeline

Round One of Public Involvement

Activity

Date

CAC, TCC, and MPO Meetings Announcing Kick-off

November 2, 2010 & November 4, 2010

Public Involvement Meeting

November 8, 2010 & November 9, 2010

Public Comment Period

November 8, 2010 to December 1, 2011

Online Survey

November 29, 2010 to January 17, 2011

Process Public Involvement Round One Comments to Create Preliminary
Bicycle Routes and Pedestrian Facilities Needs

December 1, 2010 to January 31, 2011

Process Online Survey Responses

January 17, 2011 to January 31, 2011

CAC, TCC, and MPO Meetings - Present Summary of Public Involvement &
Online Survey Summary

March 15, 2011 & March 17, 2011

Create Preliminary Bicycle Routes and Pedestrian Facilities Needs

February 1, 2011 to April 1, 2011

Round Two of Public Involvement

Activity

Start

Present Preliminary Bicycle Routes and Pedestrian Facilities to the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Subcommittee Meeting

April 7, 2011 and April 12, 2011

Process Comments from Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee

April 7, 2011 to June 15, 2011

Present Preliminary Bicycle Routes to the Montgomery Bicycle Club

April 19, 2011

Process Comments from Bicycle Club

April 19, 2011 to June 15, 2011

Edit Preliminary Bicycle Routes and Pedestrian Facilities Needs from Bicycle
and Pedestrian Subcommittee and Montgomery Bicycle Club comments

May 15, 2011 to July 29, 2011

Round Two of Public Involvement Meetings to Present Preliminary Routes and
Pedestrian Priorities

August 1, 2011 & August 4, 2011

Public Comment Period

August 1, 2011 to August 17, 2011

Process Public Involvement Round Two Comments

August 17, 2011 to September 30, 2011

Write Draft Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan and in-house
review

October 1, 2011 to March 16, 2012

Round Three of Public Involvement

Activity

Start

Present Draft Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan to the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee Meeting

April, 2012




Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee Comment Period April, 2012

Process Comments from Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee April, 2012

CAC, TCC, and MPO Meetings - Present for Approval Draft Montgomery May 22, 2012 & May 24, 2012
Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (Tentative)

Round Three of Public Involvement Meetings to present the Draft Montgomery | June 2012

Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Public Comment Period June 2012

Process Public Involvement Round Three Comments June 2012

Finalize Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan July 2012

CAC, TCC, and MPO Meetings - Present Final Montgomery Study Area July 24,2012 & July 26, 2012
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan and Public Involvement Summary For Approval (Tentative)

2.3. Public Involvement Meetings and Comment Periods

Each series of public meetings and associated comment periods served a specific purpose. The first series
of meetings provided an introduction to the process to develop the Montgomery Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPQO) 2012 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. The comment period obtained information
regarding specific roads or road segments in need of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, the preferred types
of facilities, and the types of destinations citizens want to reach by walking or biking. Moreover, these
initial meetings sought to engage citizens in the planning process. The second series of public meetings
presented the preliminary bicycle routes and pedestrian facility needs. The presentation compiled data
from the public input received during the first series of meetings, the online survey, the bicycle suitability
index, an inventory of existing sidewalks and the input of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee. The
public input gathered during this round ensured that all previous comments were taken into consideration
when the preliminary bicycle routes and pedestrian needs were created. The last series of public meetings
requested public comment on the Draft Montgomery Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 2012
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. Table 2.1 details the dates, times, and location of each public involvement
meeting, as well as the associated comment period. The display advertisement, comment sheet, and
comments received from each comment period can be found in the Montgomery Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) 2012 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Public Involvement Summary Document.

Table 2.2 Public Involvement Activities

Public Meetings

Date Location Address Time Comment
Period

Monday, Downtown Intermodal Transfer Facility 495 Molton St 11a.m.-1p.m. November 8,
November 8, Conference Room 2010
2010 Downtown Intermodal Transfer Facility 495 Molton St 5p.m.- 7 p.m. to

Conference Room December 1,
Tuesday, Millbrook Civic Center 3168 Park Circle | 11a.m.-1p.m. 2010
November 9,
2010 City of Prattville City Hall 101 W. Main St | 5p.m.-7 p.m.

City Council Chambers
Monday, Millbrook Civic Center 3168 Park Circle | 11 a.m.- 1 p.m. August 1, 2011
August, 1, 2011| City of Prattville City Hall 101 W. Main St | 4:30 p.m. - 6 p.m. to

City Council Chambers August 17,
Thursday, Downtown Intermodal Transfer Facility 495 Molton St 11a.m.-1p.m. 2011
August, 4, 2011| Conference Room




Downtown Intermodal Transfer Facility
Conference Room

495 Molton St

4:30 p.m. -6 p.m.

Monday, June
11, 2012

City of Wetumpka Civic Center

410 S. Main St

11:30 a.m.- 1 p.m.

City of Prattville City Hall
City Council Chambers

101 W. Main St

4:30 p.m. -6 p.m.

Tuesday, June
12,2012

Downtown Intermodal Transfer Facility
Conference Room

495 Molton St

11:30 a.m.-1p.m.

Downtown Intermodal Transfer Facility 495 Molton St 4:30 p.m. - 6 p.m.
Conference Room

2.4. Online Bicycle and Pedestrian Survey

The Montgomery Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) launched the Bicycle and Pedestrian
Survey on November 29, 2010. The survey remained active until January 17, 2011. The survey gathered
information on bicycle and pedestrian needs, current biking and walking habits, desired bicycling and
pedestrian facilities, resident geographies and demographics, and other bicycle and pedestrian
characteristics. Table 2.3 on pages 12 to 14 lists the 22 questions asked in the survey, as well as the
multiple choice options. An analysis of the responses is detailed in Appendix C.

2.5. Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee (BPS) met twice during the development of the Montgomery
Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. At the first meeting, members of the Bicycle and Pedestrian
Subcommittee (BPS) reviewed the preliminary bicycle routes and the pedestrian facility needs in
preparation for presentation in the second round of public involvement meetings. Upon this initial
inspection, members of the Subcommittee offered a wide range of comments, mostly concerning safety
and construction. Additional comments regarded the omission of certain roadways and the inclusion of
others. These comments resulted in the elimination or modification of some bicycle routes and
connectors and the addition of some pedestrian facilities, increasing the connectivity of the pedestrian
network. The second meeting of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee (BPS) reviewed the Draft
Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan prior to the approval of the Montgomery Planning
Organization (MPO) and prior to the third series of public involvement meetings.

2.6. Montgomery Bicycle Club

MPO staff presented the preliminary bicycle routes to the Montgomery Bicycle Club on April 19, 2011,
prior to the second series of public involvement meetings. The Montgomery Bicycle Club has published
routes throughout Autauga, Elmore and Montgomery Counties, giving the Club members a unique
perspective of the constructed barriers as well as the public perception regarding bicyclists. Club
members commented on individual bicycle routes and on a priority listing of specific roads or road
segments for Share the Road signage. Their input led to the elimination of some route segments as well as
the creation of a list of current construction practices that endanger bicyclists. The MPO staff will foster
further collaboration with the Montgomery Bicycle Club to create a viable, connected bicycle network.
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Table 2.3 Online Bicycle and Pedestrian Survey

Question:
e

Answer Choices:

1. What Municipality do you reside in?

Town of Coosada

City of Deatsville

City of Elmore

City of Montgomery

City of Prattville

Town of Pike Road

Unincorporated Autauga County

Unincorporated Elmore County

Unincorporated Montgomery County

2. What is your age?

10-19

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60 and older

3. How important to you is the goal of creating a walkable
community? (select one)

Very Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

4. How often do you walk now? (select one)

5 + times per week

3-4 times a week

At least once a week

Few times a month

Never

5. For what purpose do you walk now or would want to
walk in the future (select all that apply)?

Fitness or recreation

Transportation to some destination

Social visits

Walking the dog

Walking the baby/pushing a stroller

6. What walking destinations would you most like to get
to? (Rank 1 to 9)

Trails and greenways

Parks

Shopping

Restaurants

Libraries or community centers

Place of Work

Entertainment

Public Transportation

School

7. What are the biggest factors that discourage walking?
(Rank 1 to 8)

Lack of sidewalks and trails

Traffic

Unsafe road crossings

Poorly maintained sidewalks

Aggressive Motorists behavior

Lack of nearby destinations

Lack of Time

Lack of interest
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|Question:

Answer Choices:

8. What actions do you think are the most needed to
increase walking in the community (Rank 1-9)

e
Crossing Improvements

Replace and/or Repair existing sidewalks

More pedestrian friendly destinations

Greenway Trail System

New Sidewalks

Education for pedestrians and drivers

Improved Public Transportation

Promotional and Advertising Efforts

Planting Street Trees

9. What should be the most important considerations in
determining areas to develop future sidewalks? (Rank 1-8)

Pedestrian Safety

Filling gaps of missing sidewalk

Greenway Trails

Residential Neighborhoods

Schools

Parks

Access to public transportation

Business or commercial areas

10. What do you think are the top roadway corridors most
needing sidewalk or trail improvements?

Individual Response

11. How important to you is the goal of improving
conditions for bicycling in the community? (select one)

Very Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

12. How often do you bicycle now? (select one)

5 + times per week

3-4 times a week

At least once a week

Few times a month

Never
13. Would you bicycle on a trail or lane near your home, |Yes
work, or school if you felt safe bicycling on it? No

14. Which terms most describe your level of bicycling
activity? (Rank 1 to 8)

Regular on-road recreational cyclist

Bicycle occasionally on-road for fitness recreation or short trips

Bicycle commuter

Occasional off-road mountain biker

Regularly bicycle to various transportation destinations

Not a bicyclist

Regular off-road mountain biker

Regular bike to bus commuter

15. What bicycling destinations would you most like to get
to? (Rank 1 to 9)

Trails and greenways

Parks

Shopping

Restaurants

Libraries or community centers

Place of Work

Entertainment

Public Transportation

School

16. What types of facilities would you most like to bicycle
on?

Greenway trails

Collector streets

Low traffic neighborhood streets

Thoroughfares in the city or town areas

Thoroughfares in rural areas
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|Question:

Answer Choices:

17. What are the biggest factors that discourage bicycling
activity? (Rank 1 to 10)

Bicycle unfriendly roadways

Traffic

Aggressive motorist behavior

Unsafe intersections

Lack of greenway trails

No bicycle parking

Lack of nearby destinations

Lack of showers at the workplace

Lack of time

Lack of interest

18. What actions do you think are most needed to increase
cycling in the community? (Rank 1-10)

More on street bicycle facilities

More greenway trails

Increased enforcement motorist laws

More programs and events for new cyclists

More bicycle parking

Better education on bicycle safety

A map of bicycle routes

Increased enforcement of bicyclist laws

Greater availability of showers/changing facilities

Nothing

19. Please rank the importance of the following
transportation improvements. (Rank 1-9).

On-street bicycle facilities

Provide more sidewalks

Provide more trails

Improve transit service

Widen roads

Install modern traffic signal system or improvements to signal timing

Add more turn lanes at intersections

Traffic calming devices

Traffic surveillance cameras

20. What do you think are the top roadway corridors most
needing bicycling improvements?

Individual Response

21. What other improvements do you consider priorities?

Individual Response

22. Do you have any other comments?

Individual Response
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CHAPTER 3
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLANNING

Beginning in the mid-20" Century transportation planning shifted from a focus on multiple modes of
transportation to a singular focus on the automobile. The shift accelerated suburban sprawl and increased
reliance on automobiles for all transportation needs. Roads were designed to move automobiles from
origin to destination in the least amount of time. These factors led to an overall increase in posted
roadway speeds, a large increase in travel lanes on roadways, and an increase in safety measures aimed
specifically at automobile drivers.

As roadway design changed, residential design and land use decisions became increasingly dominated by
considerations for automobile travel. Before the era of the car, neighborhoods designs included high
levels of road connectivity, mixtures of uses, and ample sidewalks. After the increase in automobile
ownership, neighborhood designs included only limited access to the major roadway network with little
or no internal street connectivity, virtually no mixture of uses, and an elimination of all sidewalks.

In the last decade, the concept of walkability has led to a renaissance in mixed use residential and
commercial development as well as an emergence of multimodal transportation networks. The City of
Montgomery created a Smart Growth code for the Central Business District to encourage mixed use
development. Other areas in the City of Montgomery are governed by subdivision regulations that fail to
create multimodal transportation networks and development codes that discourage mixed use
development.

3.1. Development Barriers to Transportation Planning

To have an effective bicycle network bicycle and pedestrian planners must first address certain
fundamental development barriers. Though many exist, the four largest barriers are:
Barrier #1: Roadways are developed for the implied explicit use of automobiles.

0 The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users
(SAFETEA-LU) legislation initialized the change from planning and constructing roadways
for automobiles to all modes. Planners increasingly understand that bicycling and walking
are modes of transportation and are addressing this at the planning level. Unfortunately this
understanding has not been transferred to the construction of bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
As a result, plans for new and rehabilitated roadways incorporate the bicycling and pedestrian
mode of transportation, but new and rehabilitated roadways fail to provide adequate facilities
for bicyclists or pedestrians.

Barrier #2: Residential neighborhood design forces automobile reliance.

0 New residential developments are generally characterized by an internal street network with
little or no connectivity, limited access points to the major street network, limited or no mixed
land use, and a limited sidewalk network. These characteristics force residences to utilize
automobiles for a large majority of trips.

Barrier #3: Commercial districts cannot be reached by bicycling or walking.

0 A large portion of non-retail employment opportunities are concentrated in the Central
Business District (CBD) of the City of Montgomery, in commercial parks, and along major
travel corridors such as the Eastern Boulevard. The CBD has experienced revitalization in
the last decade with the emergence of high-end loft apartments; however, many of these
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residences are priced beyond the means of the average worker. This forces downtown

workers to commute from other areas of the River Region. Many of the commercial parks

are located within 1-2 miles of apartment and single family residences; unfortunately, the

employment and residential areas are not connected by safe pedestrian or bicycle facilities.
Barrier #4: Large retail developments offer little or no bicycle or pedestrian facilities.

0 Retail development has followed an established pattern in the last 30 years. Large malls and
strip malls serve emerging residential areas. Usually, the retail and residential developments
are connected exclusively by the roadway network; sidewalks and bicycle facilities are rarely
included, and the site is constructed to serve vehicle traffic only. For example, a shopping
mall is usually constructed far from the street, surrounded by an ocean of asphalt exclusively
for parking. This site design forces pedestrians and cyclists to risk their safety to reach the
retail destination. Limiting access decreases use, leading to a steady increase in abandoned
and empty retail developments. In Montgomery communities that incorporate facilities for
vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists, retail developments have a higher occupancy rate.

Policies and regulation for development and redevelopment can encourage the incorporation of bicycle
and pedestrian facilities and bicycle and pedestrian friendly design. Retail areas developed or
redeveloped with pedestrian and bicycle facilities are a better long term economic investment for the
citizens and governments in the River Region.

3.2. SmartCode: Smart Growth in the City of Montgomery

In May of 2007, the City of Montgomery adopted SmartCode for a portion of the downtown area. Figure
3.1 details the covered area. The purpose of SmartCode relating to bicyclist and pedestrians is as follows:
That transportation should be planned and reserved in coordination with land use.
That the Region should include a framework of transit, pedestrian, and bicycle systems that
provides alternatives to the automobile.
That neighborhoods and regional centers should be compact, pedestrian-orientated, and mixed-
use.
That ordinary daily living should occur within walking distance of most dwellings, allowing
independence for those who do not drive.
That appropriate building densities and land uses should be provided within walking distance of
transit stops.
That schools should be sized and located to enable children to walk and bicycle to them.
That development should adequately accommodate automobiles while respecting the pedestrian
and the spatial form of space.
SmartCode was the City of Montgomery’s response to the “Smart Growth” movement.

In the past decade, the idea of Smart Growth has fostered a significant shift toward planning for people
rather than cars. Similarly, revitalization in land use planning is improving the quality of life of
communities across the country. According to the American Planning Association, “Smart growth means
using comprehensive planning to guide, design, develop, revitalize and build communities for all that:”

have a unique sense of community and place;

preserve and enhance valuable natural and cultural resources;

equitably distribute the costs and benefits of development;

expand the range of transportation, employment and housing choices in a fiscally responsible

manner;
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value long-range, regional considerations of sustainability over short term incremental
geographically isolated actions; and
promotes public health and healthy communities.
Compact, transit accessible, pedestrian-oriented, mixed use development patterns and land reuse
epitomize the application of the principles of smart growth.
Smart Growth creates an environment supportive of bicycle and pedestrian transportation and utilization.
Many of the outcomes of smart growth policies facilitate the conversion of automobile trips to bicycle or
pedestrian trips, including compactness, multiple uses, and pedestrian oriented, healthy communities.

The accelerated revitalization of Downtown Montgomery is a direct result of the implementation of the
City of Montgomery Smart Growth policy, SmartCode. Throughout the SmartCode area, historic districts
and sites are being revitalized, abandoned buildings are being developed into residential and commercial
properties, restaurants and retail shops are opening, and a robust tourism industry is emerging. Twenty
years ago, downtown Montgomery was virtually deserted after 5p.m. Now, downtown Montgomery
bustles with energy from residents, workers, and tourists. The City of Montgomery Planning staff has
completed numerous SmartCode plans including the West Fairview Avenue Plan, Oak Park and
Centennial Hill Plan, and the Maxwell Boulevard Plan. In addition, The Waters, a community in East
Montgomery County, was designed and built using SmartCode.

3.3. Land Use Planning and Development

The benefits of Smart Growth policies, like SmartCode, are beginning to affect the perceptions and
desires of residences across the River Region; citizens have begun to demand walkable communities. The
Federal Highway Administration defines a walkable community as “one where it is easy and safe to walk
to goods and services (i.e., grocery stores, post offices, health clinics, etc.). Walkable communities
encourage pedestrian activity, expand transportation options, and have safe and inviting streets that serve
people with different ranges of mobility.”

Outside of the SmartCode area, development is regulated by the Montgomery Subdivision Regulations
and the Zoning Ordinance. To begin creating a pedestrian and bicycle network, these documents must be
amended to include pedestrian and bicycle friendly regulations for retail, commercial and residential
development. In addition, bicycle and pedestrian friendly policies and regulations need to address
retrofitting existing residential and commercial developments for bicyclists and pedestrians. Currently,
there are no regulatory requirements for bicycle facilities in developments outside the SmartCode areas;
however, because bicycle facilities are incorporated in roadway design, federal requirements ensure
bicycle facilities are considered for all developments with new or rehabilitated roadways. To ensure these
federal requirements are met, municipal standards must meet or exceed them.

Over time, new and revitalized developments change the public perception of what creates a great city
and community. Bicyclists and pedestrians are an unintended beneficiary of the shift towards
sustainability. The need to plan for bicyclists and pedestrians has become less a matter of overcoming
development barriers and more a matter of incorporating bicycles in everyday life.
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3.4. Complete Streets

Where smart growth policies and development codes serve as guidance for redevelopment and new
development, a complete streets policy ensures all streets can be utilized by all transportation modes and
all user abilities. According to the National Complete Streets Coalition:
Complete Streets are streets for everyone. They are designed and operated to enable safe access for
all users. Pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and transit riders of all ages and abilities must be able to
safely move along and across a complete street. Complete Streets make it easy to cross the street,
walk to shops, and bicycle to work. They allow buses to run on time and make it safe for people to
walk to and from train stations.
A Complete Streets policy enables planners and engineers to address deficiencies in the transportation
network that affect all modes. Streets that only address the needs of automobile users limit access by
other modes of transportation, such as walking, bicycling, and transit. The National Complete Streets
Coalition has determined ten key elements for an effective complete streets policy. They are as follows:
Includes a vision for how and why the community wants to complete its streets
Specifies that ‘all users’ includes pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit passengers of all ages and
abilities, as well as trucks, buses and automobiles.
Encourages street connectivity and aims to create a comprehensive, integrated, connected
network for all modes.
Is understood by all agencies to cover all roads.
Applies to both new and retrofit projects, including design, planning, maintenance, and
operations, for the entire right of way.
Makes any exceptions specific and sets a clear procedure that requires high-level approval.
Directs the use of the latest and best design criteria and guidelines while recognizing the need
for flexibility in balancing user needs.
Directs that complete streets solutions will complement the context of the community.
Establishes performance standards with measurable outcomes.
Includes specific next steps for implementation of the policy.

The Complete Streets concept has been implemented through State Laws, State departmental policies,
metropolitan  planning  organization  policies, county ordinances/resolutions, and city
ordinances/resolutions/plans/policies. This diversity of implementation illustrates the fact that no one size
fits all design or vision for the Complete Streets concept exists. The solutions for roadways will vary
according to many factors, from urbanization to land-use, but the central tenet remains constant: the
design of each roadway addresses safety and access of all modes while utilizing context sensitive design
principles. The Complete Streets concept applies to both existing and new roadways. The goal is
always to retrofit existing streets for all transportation modes, but this goal cannot always be
realistically accomplished. Not all desired amenities or improvements can be incorporated into a
project simply due to space, or lack thereof. Where in the case of a new location project
improvements may be scaled to the wants and needs of stakeholders, doing so to an existing
facility is another matter altogether. There are limits to retrofitting a fixed width street, for
example, and it requires consideration of all needs and a willingness to make difficult choices on
what is or is not included in a retrofit project.

The creation of a complete streets policy enables planners and engineers from multiple agencies,
departments, and divisions to create a unified vision for roadway functionality. Between Smart Growth
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policies, development codes, and a Complete Streets policy, planners and engineers systematically
address transportation issues at all levels and for all modes.

3.5. Other Components

There are numerous essential components to creating an effective bicycle and pedestrian network besides
regulatory and policy enforcement/development. Below is list of some of the essential components of
bicycle and pedestrian planning:
Education and Safety
0 To ensure the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians, all citizens must be informed about
laws pertaining to bicyclists and pedestrians and proper use of safety gear. Education
must be incorporated into driver education to increase understanding and respect between
users of all modes of transportation.
Marketing and Promotion
o0 To encourage a trend towards bicycling and walking for short trips, marketing campaigns
must be utilized to inform citizens of the economic, health, safety, and community
benefits of increased bicycling and walking.
Funding Sources
These components will be detailed in the implementation plan in Chapter 9.
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CHAPTER 4
BICYCLIST TYPES AND BIKEWAY TYPES

To effectively plan and construct a bicycle network, planners must have core knowledge of bicyclist types
and bikeway types. The prevalence of each bicycle type affects the type of bikeway constructed. To
determine where bicycle facilities should be built, planners must understand the desired destinations of
citizens. If the appropriate bikeway type is constructed in the appropriate location, the network will be
utilized more frequently. This idea is a central component to creating bicycle routes and connectors. The
process used to create the preliminary bicycle routes and connectors revealed in the second round of
public involvement meetings will be discussed in the next chapter.

4.1. Types of Bicyclists

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials Guide for the Development of

Bicycle Facilities defines three types of bicyclists: Type “A” (Advanced), Type “B” (Basic) and Type “C”

(Children). The following is the descriptions of each type according to AASHTO:
Advanced or experienced riders are generally using their bicycles as they would a motor vehicle.
They are riding for convenience and speed and want direct access to destinations with a minimum
of detour or delay. They are typically comfortable riding with motor vehicle traffic; however,
they need sufficient operating space on the traveled way or shoulder to eliminate the need for
either themselves or a passing motor vehicle to shift position.
Basic or less confident adult riders may also be using their bicycles for transportation purposes,
e.g., to get to the store or to visit friends, but prefer to avoid roads with fast and busy motor
vehicle traffic unless there is ample roadway width to allow easy overtaking by faster motor
vehicles. Thus, basic riders are comfortable riding on neighborhood streets and shared use paths
and prefer designated facilities such as bike lanes or wide shoulder lanes on busier streets.
Children, riding on their own or with their parents, may not travel as fast as their adult
counterparts but still require access to key destinations in their community, such as schools,
convenience stores and recreational facilities. Residential streets with low motor vehicle speeds,
linked with shared use paths and busier streets with well-defined pavement markings between
bicycles and motor vehicles, can accommodate children without encouraging them to ride in the
travel lane of major arterials.

Each type of bicyclist has bikeway type preferences that must be considered when determining the

bikeway type for road segments.

4.2. Types of Bikeways

Bikeway types fall within three basic categories: Shared Roadway, Bicycle Lanes, and Shared-Use Path.
The type of bikeway chosen for a roadway is dependent upon many factors including right-of-way,
primary bicyclist type, roadway speeds, roadway volume, and many other factors. At the planning stage,
the final bikeway type preference can be determined, but the preliminary engineering phase will
determine the most feasible bikeway type constructed.
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4.2.1. Shared Roadways

Different types of bicycle facilities can be classified as shared roadways including signed roadways, wide
curb lanes, shared road markings, roadway shoulders or shoulder bikeways, designated bicycle routes,
and bicycle boulevards. In the United States bicyclists are considered a travel vehicle, so they are legally
allowed to utilize any road unless they are specifically prohibited, such as on Interstate Highways.
According to AASHTO, a shared roadway is “a roadway which is open to both bicycle and motor vehicle
travel. This may be an existing roadway, street with wide curb lanes, or a road with paved shoulders.”
The safety of shared roadways can decline due to roadway conditions such as speed, volume, lane width,
and sight distance. There are multiple methods to increase the safety of all users on shared roadways.
Wide curb lanes, for example, increase safety when limitations exist that prevent the creation of bicycle
lanes. Wide curb lanes are generally formed by narrowing an inner travel lane and widening the curb lane
to enable a car to pass a bicyclist without encroaching on another travel lane. For shared use, the
recommended usable width of a curb lane is 14 feet. Figure 4.1 illustrates the recommendation for a
shared use curb lane.

Figure 4.1 Wide Curb Lane

Inside travel lane | Wide curb lane

3.6 m (12 fv) 4.2 m (14 ft) min.
of usable lane width

Source: Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Another safety improvement is the use of shared-lane markings otherwise known as sharrows. In 2009
the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) delineated that shared lane markings “may be
used to:
Assist bicyclists with lateral positioning in a shared lane with on-street parallel parking in order to
reduce the chance of a bicyclist’s impacting the open door of a parked vehicle,
Assist bicyclists with lateral positioning in lanes that are too narrow for a motor vehicle and a
bicycle to travel side by side within the same traffic lane,
Alert road users of the lateral location bicyclists are likely to occupy within the traveled way,
Encourage safe passing of bicyclists by motorists, and
Reduce the incidence of wrong-way bicycling.
Shared lane markings should not be used on shoulders or on roadways with bicycle lanes. The 2009
MUTCD offered additional guidance on the use of share lane markings including the following:
The Shared Lane Marking should not be placed on roadways that have a speed limit above 35
mph.
If used in a shared lane with on-street parallel parking, Shared Lane Markings should be placed
so that the centers of the markings are at least 11 feet from the face of the curb, or from the edge
of the pavement where there is no curb.
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If used on a street without on-street parking that has an outside travel lane that is less than 14 feet
wide, the centers of the Shared Lane Markings should be at least 4 feet from the face of the curb,
or from the edge of the pavement where there is no curb.
If used, the Shared Lane Marking should be placed immediately after an intersection and spaced
at intervals not greater than 250 feet thereafter

Figure 4.2 illustrates the on-street markings approved in the 2009 MUTCD.

Figure 4.2 Shared Lane Markings

112 inches 72 inches

- l-—40 inches—-—l__

Source: 2009 Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)

Other possible safety improvements for shared roadways include roadway shoulders or shoulder bike
ways. According to the Federal Highway Administration University Course on Bicycle and Pedestrian
Transportation, “Paved shoulders are provided on rural highways for a variety of safety, operational, and
maintenance reasons:

Space is provided for motorists to stop out of traffic in case of mechanical difficulty, a flat tire, or

other emergency.

Space is provided to escape potential crashes.

Sight distance is improved in cut sections.

Highway capacity is improved.

Space is provided for maintenance operations such as snow removal and storage.

Lateral clearance is provided for signs and guardrail.

Storm water can be discharged further from the pavement.

Structural support is given to the pavement.

Paved shoulders, if they are adequately maintained, provide an excellent place for bicyclists to

operate.
A minimum of 4 feet is recommended for paved shoulders, but there is a positive benefit with 2 feet
shoulders for more experienced riders. An increased shoulder width is recommended when speeds
exceed 50 mph and/or a high truck traffic volume is present.
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The next type of a shared roadway is bicycle routes. According to the Federal Highway Administration
University Course on Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation, “Bicycle routes are specially designated
shared roadways that are preferred for bicycle travel for certain recreation or transportation purposes.”
The AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities details the following reasons for creating
signed bicycle routes:
The route provides continuity to other bicycle facilities such as bike lanes and shared—use paths.
The road is a common route for bicyclists through a high—-demand corridor.
In rural areas, the route is preferred for bicycling because of low motor vehicle traffic volumes or
paved shoulder availability.
The route extends along local neighborhood streets and collectors that lead to internal
neighborhood destinations, such as a park, school, or commercial district.
On designated bicycle routes, signs should be placed every 500 feet, at each turn, and at signalized
intersections. In addition, signed bicycle routes should include destination and direction information.

The AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities recommends considering the following
issues prior to signing a route:
The route provides through and direct travel in bicycle—-demand corridors.
The route connects discontinuous segments of shared—-use paths, bike lanes, and/or other bike
routes.
An effort has been made to adjust traffic control devices (e.g., stop signs, signals) to give greater
priority to bicyclists on the route, as opposed to alternative streets. This could include placement
of bicycle—sensitive detectors where bicyclists are expected to stop.
Street parking has been removed or restricted in areas of critical width to provide improved
safety.
A smooth surface has been provided (e.g., utility adjusted to grade, bicycle—safe drainage grates
installed, potholes filled, etc.).
The route will be maintained at sufficient intervals to prevent accumulation of debris (e.g.,
regular street sweeping).
Wider curb lanes are provided compared to parallel roads.
Shoulder or curb—lane widths meet or exceed width requirements for shared roadways (1.2-m (4—
ft) shoulder; 4.2—m (14—ft) curb lanes).
The process utilized to create the Montgomery MPO bicycle routes will be detailed in Chapter 5.

The Federal Highway Administration University Course on Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation
defines the last type of shared roadway, bicycle boulevards, as “a refinement of the shared roadway
concept in that the operation of a local street is modified to function as a through-street exclusively for
bicycles while maintaining local access for automobiles. Traffic calming devices reduce traffic speeds and
extensive through traffic. Traffic controls limit conflicts between motorists and bicyclists and give
priority to through—bicycle movement.”

Certain roadway design practices negatively affect the safe use of roadways by bicyclists. The leading
complaint of members of the Montgomery Bicycle Club is rumble strips. Rumble strips provide
additional safety for automobiles by alerting drivers when they are drifting either into opposing travel
lanes or off the roadway. However, bicyclists find these design elements difficult to navigate and, if
placed or sized inappropriately, dangerous. Rumble strips can be designed to alert drivers and
accommodate bicyclists. The Federal Highway Administration released the following guidance for use of
rumble strips on roadways:
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Rumble strips should only be installed when an adequate unobstructed width of paved surface
remains available for bicycle use. To aid a bicyclist's movement to the left of a shoulder rumble
strip when needed to avoid debris, make turns, or avoid other shoulder users, some States provide
periodic gaps of 3.0 m (10 ft) to 3.6 m (12 ft) between groups of the milled—in elements
throughout the length of the shoulder rumble strip. A study by one State recommends a gap of 3.6
m (12 ft) between milled—in elements of 8.5 m (28 ft) to 14.6 m (48 ft) in length. Other States
have specified 3.0 m (10 ft) gaps between 3.0-m (10-ft) milled—in elements.
Small stones, sand, and other debris often collect on roadway shoulders. Usually the air
turbulence caused by passing traffic will keep the portion of the shoulder closest to traffic
relatively clear of such debris. For this reason, most bicyclists prefer to ride on that portion of the
shoulder nearest to traffic to avoid debris. To provide a clear area beyond the rumble strip for
bicycle travel, highway maintenance agencies should periodically sweep shoulders along
identified bicycle routes and other routes with high bicycle usage.
Recent studies by two States attempted to develop modified rumble strip designs that would be
more acceptable to bicyclists. The principle adjustments to the milled—in strip elements
considered were reduced depth, reduced width, and changes to the center—to—center spacing.
Several types of raised elements have also been tested and evaluated. Both studies concluded that
a reasonable compromise between maximum warning to errant motorists and tolerable discomfort
to bicyclists was a reduced—depth, milled rumble strip.

In addition to rumble strips, drainage grates, railroad crossings, and sidewalk ramp design present safety

hazards to bicyclists. As part of the development of the bicycle and pedestrian plan, recommendations

were developed to address these safety hazards. The recommendations will be presented in Chapter 5.

4.2.2. Bicycle Lanes

According to the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, a bicycle or bike lane is "a
portion of a roadway which has been designated by striping, signing, and pavement markings for the
preferential or exclusive use of bicyclists." Bicycle lanes can be recommended for a roadway for multiple
reasons including:

High bicycle traffic volume

To connect residential development to areas with a high concentration of bicycle attractors.

On roadways that do not have adequate space for bicyclists to safely share the roadway.
Bicycle lanes are oftentimes the most highly desired bikeway type because they increase the safety of
inexperienced riders. The delineation of modes increases the predictability of roadway movements.
There are a number of design principles that must be incorporated when designing bicycle lanes. Some of
these principles are as follows:

Bicycle traffic in bicycle lanes should travel in the same direction as adjacent automobile travel

lanes.

Two-way bicycle lanes on one side of roadways should be avoided unless safety or roadway

design constraints exist.

Bicycle lanes should be on the right side of one-way streets unless safety issues exist. For

example, if a higher concentration of driveways and roadways exist on the right side, a bicycle

lane could be constructed on the left side to decrease conflict with merging automobile traffic.
The minimum width for a bicycle lane varies depending on the presence and type of on-street parking.
The four most common situations are on-street parking, parking permitted without striping, parking
prohibited and rural areas. The following illustration from the AASHTO Guide for the Development of
Bicycle Facilities details the cross sections for each type.
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Figure 4.3: Cross Section of Bicycle Facilities

(1) On-Street Parking

Parking stalls or optional 100-mm (d-inch) solid s

tripo*
/150.mm (6-inch) solid white stn‘p{ l_\\m
1.5m . 1.5m
5 f) Motor vehicle lanes 5 ft)
min. min.
Parking Bike
lane

Bike Parking
lane

* The optional solid stripe may be advisable where stalls are unnecessary (because parking is light) but
there is concemn that motorist may misconstrue the bike lane to be a traffic lane.

(2) Parking Permitted without

Parking Stripe or Stall
Vortical curb /150-mm (6-inch) solid white stri Rolled (mountablo)
curb \
ﬁe’ Motor vehicle lanes Bike lane
|4 a

B 3.6 m (12 ft) min.*

33 m (11 ) min.*
* 3.9 m (13 ft) is recommended where there is a substantial parking or turnover of parked cars is
high (e.g., Commercial areas).

(3) Parking Prohibited

0.9 m 150-mm (6-inch)
3ft) solid white stripe
min. \

B 1.5m Motor vehicle lanes 1.2m
(5 ft) (4ft)
min. min.
Bike Bike
lane lane

(4) Typical Roadway in Outlying
Areas Parking Protected
R;::?::-e 150-mm (6-inch)
|-.; / solid white stripe \

L 1.Im Motor vehicle lanes 1.2m
(4fy (41ft)
min. min.
Bike Bike
lane

lane
* If rumble strips exist there should be 1.2 m (4 ft) minimum from the rumble strips to the outside
edge of the shoulder.
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The Montgomery Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 2012 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
recommends a width of 5 feet to 6 feet for all bike lanes within the MPO Study area.

4.2.3. Shared-Use Paths

The last type of bikeway is shared-use paths. According to American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Official (AASHTO) Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, shared-use paths are
“a bikeway physically separated from motorized vehicular traffic by an open space or barrier and either
within the highway right—of-way or within an independent right—of—way. Shared—use paths may also be
used by pedestrians, skaters, wheelchair users, joggers, and other nonmotorized users.” Shared-use paths
attract a wide variety of users and transportation modes, from pedestrians to bicyclist to skaters. The
modes have a wide range of speeds that interact on a shared-use path. The Federal Highway
Administration report Characteristics of Emerging Road and Trail Users and Their Safety details the
various types of users of shared-use paths. Below is a summary of the shared-use path users from the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Federal Highway Course on Bicycle and Pedestrian
Transportation.

Bicyclists include adults using traditional bicycles, but also child bicyclists, cyclists pulling

trailers or trail-a—bikes, and riders of tandem bicycles, recumbent bicycles, hand cycles, tricycles,

and a variety of four—wheeled human—powered vehicles.

Pedestrians include joggers, runners, and people walking dogs and pushing strollers, as well as

disabled people. Today, disabled and injured people have a wide variety of assistive devices

available to aid in travel or enable participation in trail activities, including powered and manual

wheelchairs, powered scooters, tricycles, hand cycles, and racing wheelchairs, as well as the more

traditional, crutches, walkers, and canes.

Skaters include users as diverse as in—line skaters, kick scooters, skateboarders, and people using

roller—skis.
In addition to the above users, shared-use paths may also be designed to accommodate equestrians. The
wide variety of user types and abilities, as well as the greatly varied trip purposes, from commuting to
recreation, influence the design of a shared-use path. There are many types of shared-use paths, but the
most common types according to FHWA Federal Highway Course on Bicycle and Pedestrian
Transportation are

Rail-trails—Paths created on abandoned railroad corridors.

Rails—with-trails—Paths created adjacent to active rail lines, such as freight railroads, commuter

rail lines, light rail, or other rail transit facilities.

Greenway trails—Paths incorporated into linear natural areas such as parks or conservation

areas, along stream or river corridors, along waterfronts including beaches and shorelines, or

along flood control levees, etc.

Paths adjacent to highways, roads, and parkways—sometimes referred to as sidepaths.

Towpaths—Paths created along abandoned canals by using the towpath or canal bed.

Paths using utility corridors—Such as power lines, water supply, or sewer corridors, irrigation

canals, or other utility lines.

Other paths—Such as those developed within university campuses, on other institutional

properties, or within large residential and/or commercial developments.
The four types of shared-use paths that fit the unique characteristics and needs of the River Region are
rails-trails, greenway trails and paths adjacent to highways, roads, and parkways, and other paths.

The 2009 MUTCD should be used to determine the appropriate signage and pavement markings for
shared-use paths; the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Official (AASHTO)
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Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities should be used as a design guide. Generally a shared-use
path should be a minimum of 10 feet wide for two-way use, but a width of 12 feet to 14 feet is
recommended when heavy usage is predicted and a width of 8 feet can be adequate for low volume usage.
The following illustration details the recommended width and height characteristics in a typical cross-

section.

Figure 4.4: Cross Section Dimensions

0.9 m |3 ft) min. 0.9m |3 ft) min.
1.8 m (b ft) max, 128 m (b ] max

A - .

1.5m |5 ft) max
1.2 m [4 ft) min.
T.5m |5 ) ma

1.2 m [4 ft) min.

3
g

slope

. > .
" |

0.6 m (2 ft) 3.0 m {10 ft) recommended 06m (2
Graded area Width of shared use path Graded area

Source: American Association of State Highway and Transportation Official (AASHTO) Guide for the
Development of Bicycle Facilities

The wide variety of design issues from intersections to accessibility will be addressed in the preliminary
engineering phase.
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CHAPTER 5
CURRENT, PLANNED, AND PROPOSED BICYCLIST ROUTES AND FACILITY

The goal of the Montgomery Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 2012 Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan is to incorporate existing and planned bicycle facilities into a bicycle transportation network that
connects where people live and work to the various attractors in their community. Currently, the River
Region has two road segments with bicycle lanes, one roadway segment with shared lane markings, three
shared-use paths, and multiple roadways with share the road signage. In addition, the Montgomery area
has multiple other paths, including shared-use paths on the Auburn University of Montgomery Campus.
While these facilities were not included in the inventory for the Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan, when feasible, they will be incorporated into the River Region Bicycle Network.
Additionally, multiple roadways qualify as bicycle facilities but are not designated as such. The
Montgomery Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 2012 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan will
designate these existing roadways as bicycle facilities as detailed in the proposed routes. In the next five
years, the multiple bicycle facility projects planned for both new and existing roadways will form the
framework for an integrated and complete River Region Bicycle Network.

5.1. Current Bicycle Facilities

In the last decade the River Region has begun addressing bicycle facilities in both existing and planned
roadways. In addition, bicycle facilities have begun to emerge as popular recipients of transportation
enhancements funds. The existing bicycle facilities in the River Region are as follows:

A Bicycle Lane on Hall Street from High Street to Glenn Palmer

A Bicycle Lane on Ft. Toulouse Road from US-231 to Ft. Toulouse

Share Lane Markings on Old Farm Lane from entrance to Willow Ridge Apartments to Rocky Mt

Road

The Montgomery Riverwalk from Cypress Inlet to Intermodal Tower and Pedestrian Bridge

A Shared-Use Path on Maxwell Boulevard from Maxwell Boulevard E. to 1-65

Share the Road Signs and Plaques in Montgomery County along various roadways

Pike Road Trail on Meriwether Road Shared-Use Path
Figure 5.1 and 5.2 detail all existing and planned bicycle facilities in the Montgomery MPO Study Area.

5.2. Planned Bicycle Facilities

Four bicycle facilities projects have been planned for the River Region over the next two years. The
projects with known facility type are:

Extension of the Wetumpka Riverwalk (Shared-use path)

Extension of the Montgomery Riverwalk (Shared-use path)

Park Crossing from Wilson YMCA to Taylor Road (Bicycle Lanes)

Park Crossing from Wilson YMCA to Taylor Road (8 ft Shared-use path)

Rails-Trails Project in the City of Montgomery from N. Decatur Street to 1-85 (Shared-use path)

Town of Pike Road Trail System
In addition to these projects, bicycle facilities are planned on Vaughn Road from Bridlebrook Farms to
the Outer Loop Road. The facility type will be determined during preliminary engineering. Figure 5.1
and 5.2 detail all existing and planned bicycle facilities in the Montgomery MPO Study Area.
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5.3. Process to Create the Proposed Bicycle Routes

The creation of the proposed bicycle routes involved answering four key questions:
Which roadways are safest for bicyclists?
Which roadways do citizens’ desire bicycle facilities?
Are area attractions, residential areas, and commercial areas connected by bicycle facilities?
Attractions are defined as parks, schools, YMCAs, Community Centers, and shopping
destinations.
Which roadways are no feasible because of known right-of-way or environmental issue?

5.3.1. Bicycle Suitability Analysis

The Bicycle Suitability Analysis identified the functionally classified roadways safest for bicyclists. The
Bicycle Suitability Index was competed in conjunction with the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan,
adopted on July 1, 2010. The Suitability Index scores roadways according to three factors: Traffic
Volume, Travel Speeds, and the Functional Classification of the Roadway. Table 5.1 details each
suitability factor.

Table 5.1 Bicycle Suitability Rating Descriptions

Bicycle Suitability Factors Score

Traffic Volume Less than 2,500 vehicles per day per lane (vpdpl)

Between 2,500 and 5,000 vpdpl

More than 5,000 vpdpl

Travel Speeds Less than or equal to 30 mph

Between 30 and 40 mph

Greater than 40 mph

Functional Class Local Streets and Collectors

Minor Arterials

OIN|~O|IN MO~

Other (Major Arterials and Highways)

Source: Montgomery MPO.

The average of the three suitability factor scores was used to find a suitability rating, indicating the level
of difficulty for a roadway. The ranges are as follows:

Best conditions for bicycling range from 3 to 4.0

Medium conditions for bicycling range from 2 to 2.9

Difficult conditions for bicycling range from 1 to 1.9

Very difficult conditions for bicycling range <1
These ratings were taken into consideration when developing the proposed bicycle routes. When
possible, roadways with a “very difficult” rating were avoided. If the roadway is the only option
available, a shared-use path was recommended to minimize conflict between vehicles and bicyclists.
Figure 5.3 details the results of the 2005 Bicycle Suitability Analysis.
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5.3.2. Public Input

As described in Chapter 2, the public involvement process was pivotal to the creation of the proposed
bicycle routes. In the first round of public involvement meetings held in November 2010, citizens were
asked to indicate which roadways merited bicycle facilities and what destinations should be on the bicycle
network. The meetings presented a “blank slate” upon which citizens’ could conceptualize a bicycle
network; the comment sheets asked for specific roadways and destinations. Citizens responded with a
wide range of comments including:

Roadways where bicycle facilities are desired.

Destinations that should be connected to bicycle facilities.

Intersections that need bicycle (and pedestrian) facilities.

Suggested Bicycle Corridors, Routes, and Connectors

Improvements to planned and existing bicycle facilities.
In addition, the Montgomery Bicycle Club routes were reviewed to ensure rural roadways currently
utilized by bicyclists were incorporated into the Montgomery MPO routes and connectors when possible.
Figure 5.3 details the Montgomery Bicycle Club routes in the tri-county area. Table 5.2 is a summary of
the bicycle related comments from the comment sheets. The Montgomery Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) 2012 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Public Involvement Summary Document details
all comments received.

Table 5.2 Summary of Comments Received from Comment Sheets

Type of
Comment

Location

Intersections

Atlanta Hwy at Ann St

Atlanta Hwy at Eastdale
Mall

Dalraida @ Perry Hill
Rd

Eastdale Mall

Bicycle Auburn University of Ala}bamg State Downtown YMCA to Maxwell AFB to The
Corridors Montgomery to Blount Un|v§r3|ty to Zoq and Garrett Alley and Ann Street
and Cul_tural Pa}rk Huntington College Col_lseum . Wa.I-Mart .
Destinations Union Station to Selr_na to Montgomery Union Sta_tlon to the Unlop Station to
Montgomery Academy | Trail State Capital Huntington College
Destinations Eastbrook Shopping ' Ala}bamg State
Center Huntington University Blount Cultural Park
Existing or
Planned Bridge crossing River at
Facilities Intermodal Cypress Nature Park Proposed Rails-to-Trails | Riverwalk
Browns Road
Adams Avenue Airbase Boulevard (Millbrook) Chantilly Parkway
Court Street Decatur Street Flowers Road Forest
Roadways Hall Street Hugh Street Hull Street Jackson
Lawrence Lower Wetumpka Road | Maxwell Boulevard McDonough
Mulberry New Park Drive Pike Road Ray Thorington Road
Ripley Rosa Parks Avenue Taylor Road University
Vaughn Road Wares Ferry Road West Fairview Avenue | Zelda Road

5.3.3. Connectivity
The final concept guiding the proposed bicycle routes was connectivity. A bicycle network with

connectivity links where people live and work to where they want to go. The destinations, roadways, and
corridors indicated during the comment period or mapped during the public involvement meeting where
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placed on a map along with all shopping centers, parks, schools, YMCASs, community centers, major
residential areas and major employment centers, collectively known as attractions. The bicycle suitability
index was used to choose roadway connections between the citizen-identified roadways, destination,
bicycle corridors, and attractions. The result was the preliminary bicycle routes and connectors presented
to the Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee and to the public.

5.3.4. Citizen and Technical Review

The preliminary bicycle routes and connectors were presented to the Bicycle and Pedestrian
Subcommittee first to refine the routes. The Committee was asked to review the routes for safety,
feasibility and connectivity based upon their technical and local knowledge. As a result of the committee
comments some route segments had to be eliminated or changed. The next step was presenting the
preliminary routes and connectors to the public in the second round of public involvement meetings. The
preliminary routes and connectors were presented in August 2011. Comments received at these meetings
and during the subsequent comment period further refined the routes and connectors. The final result is
32 proposed bicycle routes and 36 connectors. The next section details the proposed routes.

5.4. Proposed Bicycle Routes and Connectors

There are 32 routes and 36 connectors proposed in the Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan. Each route and connector is composed of segments. A total of 16 routes are in Montgomery
County, 6 routes are in Autauga County, 6 routes are in ElImore County, and 4 routes are in both Autauga
and Elmore Counties. Each of these routes either directly connects to another route or connects via a
connector route. There are a total of 36 connectors, 17 in Montgomery County, 12 in ElImore County, 2
in Autauga County, and 5 connecting two counties. In addition, there are three connectors between routes
on the State of Alabama Bicycle Plan and the proposed Montgomery Study Area routes. Combined, these
routes and connectors form the River Region Bicycle Network for the Montgomery Study Area.

While the final bikeway type appropriate for each route or connector segment cannot be determined at the
planning phase, based on public comments, roadway characteristics, and user characteristics a preferred
bikeway type has been determined for each segment. The recommended bikeway type varies across each
route depending upon a number of factors including roadway speed, traffic volume, functional
classification of the roadway, primary bicyclist type, and the density of adjacent development. Bicycle
lanes are generally recommended for all roadways with high development density, high traffic volume,
and travel speeds below 45 mph. Shared roadways can be marked with signage, shared lane markings,
wide curb lanes, or paved shoulders. Generally, paved shoulders and sighage are only used when the
development density is low, usually in rural areas. Shared-use paths are only recommended when speeds
exceed 45 mph, when truck volume is high, or when roadway volume is a significant safety concern.

A description of each of the 32 bicycle routes can be found in Table 5.3. In addition, the table lists
attractions near each bicycle route and details the location and type of bicycle facility recommended for
each route segment. A description of each connector can be found in Table 5.4. Figure 5-3 details all the
bicycle routes and connectors, and Figures 5-4 to Figure 5-14 illustrate each bicycle route.
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Table 5.3 Montgomery Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Bicycle Routes

Route 1: AUM/Eastdale Mall

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Bicycle Lanes University Dr Brown Springs Rd Oliver Dr 0.63
2|Shared Roadway Oliver Dr University Dr Bell Rd 0.21
3| Shared Roadway Bell Rd Oliver Dr Monticello Dr 0.11
4]Shared Roadway Monticello Dr Bell Rd Greystone Dr 0.28
5]Shared Roadway Greystone Dr Monticello Dr Monticello Dr 0.20
6] Shared Roadway Monticello Dr Greystone Dr Shirley Ln 0.45
7|Shared Roadway Shirley Ln Monticello Dr Eastdale Rd 0.36
8| Shared Roadway Eastdale Rd Shirley Ln Atlanta Hwy 0.81
9] Shared Roadway Atlanta Hwy Eastdale Rd Eastdale Circle Access 0.09

10} Crossing Eastdale Circle Access Atlanta Hwy Atlanta Hwy 0.01
11]Bicycle Lanes Eastdale Circle Access Atlanta Hwy Eastdale Circle 0.08
12|Bicycle Lanes Eastdale Circle Eastdale Circle Access Dunbarton Rd 0.35
13| Shared Roadway Dunbarton Rd Eastdale Circle Wares Ferry Rd 0.41
14]Shared Roadway Wares Ferry Rd Dunbarton Rd McLemore Dr 291
15 Shared Roadway McLemore Dr Wares Ferry Rd Atlanta Hwy 2.14
16]Shared Roadway McLemore Dr/Brown Springs Rd Atlanta Hwy Atlanta Hwy 0.03
17]Bicycle Lanes Brown Springs Rd Atlanta Hwy University Dr 0.64

Route 2: Alabama Shakespeare Festival

# [Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Bicycle Lanes Bell Rd*** Old Creek Rd Vaughn Rd 0.46
2|Shared Roadway Bell Rd Vaughn Rd Vaughn Rd 0.02
3| Shared Roadway Bell Rd Vaughn Rd Old Post Ln 2.05
4]Shared Roadway Young Meadows Rd** Bell Rd Meadow Lark Dr 0.25
5|Shared Roadway Young Meadows Rd*** Meadow Lark Dr Shared-Use Path 1.00
6] Shared Roadway Shared-Use Path Young Meadows Rd St. James School Rd 0.27
7|Shared Roadway St. James School Rd Shared-Use Path Vaughn Rd 0.32
8] Crossing St. James School Rd Vaughn Rd Vaughn Rd 0.02
9] Shared Roadway Festival Dr Vaughn Rd Festival Dr (split) 0.29

10} Shared Roadway Festival Dr (Northbound) Festival Dr (split) Festival Dr 0.56
11}Shared Roadway Museum Dr Festival Dr (Northbound) Festival Dr (Southbound) 0.04
12| Shared Roadway Festival Dr (Southbound) Museum Dr Festival Dr (split) 0.46
13| Shared Roadway Festival Dr Festival Dr (Northbound) Woodmere Blvd 0.19
14]Bicycle Lanes \Woodmere Blvd Festival Dr Woodmere Loop 0.40
15 Shared Roadway \Woodmere Loop Woodmere Blvd Sagewood Dr 0.14
16]Shared Roadway Sagewood Dr Woodmere Loop Old Creek Rd 0.12
17]Shared Roadway Old Creek Rd Sagewood Dr Bell Rd 0.60

Route 3: Blue-Ridge-Redland

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Firetower Rd (CR 59) Redland Rd Tallahassee Hwy 3.89
2| Shared Roadway Tallassee Hwy (SR 14) Firetower Rd US 231 2.28
3| Shared Roadway Tallassee Hwy (SR 14) US 231 US 231 0.04
4]Shared Roadway UsS 231 Coosa River Pkwy (SR 14) Company St 0.05
5]Shared Roadway Company St US 231 Orline St 1.06
6] Shared Roadway Orline St Company St Spring St 0.00
7|Shared Roadway Company St Spring St Hill St 0.09
8| Shared Roadway Hill St Company St Bridge St 0.01
9] Shared Roadway Bridge St Hill St Main St 0.06

10]Bicycle Lanes Main St Bridge St US 231 0.69
11}Shared Roadway E. Main St US 231 US 231 0.07
12]Shared Roadway US 231 Main St Old Montgomery Hwy 0.21
13| Shared Roadway Old Montgomery Hwy US 231 US 231 0.03
14]Shared Roadway Old Montgomery Hwy US 231 Jasmine Hill Rd 0.35
15| Shared Roadway Jasmine Hill Rd Old Montgomery Hwy Old Jasmine Hill Rd 4.00
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Rou

te 4: Deatsville

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Foxwood Rd (CR 40) Alpha Springs Rd (CR 85) Ingram Rd 1.59
2|Shared Roadway Ingram Rd Foxwood Rd (CR 40) Cypress Rd 2.53
3| Shared Roadway Ingram Rd Cypress Rd Myrick Rd 1.84
4]Shared Roadway Myrick Rd Ingram Rd Deatsville Hwy 1.49
5|Shared Roadway Deatsville Hwy Myrick Rd Ross Rd 1.01
6] Shared Roadway Ross Rd** Deatsville Hwy Gunnells Rd 1.26
7|Shared Roadway Gunnells Rd** Ross Rd CR 39 0.17
8| Shared Roadway CR 39 Gunnells Rd Alpha Springs Rd (CR 85) 2.59
9]Shared Roadway Alpha Springs Rd (CR 85) CR 39 Foxwood Rd (CR 40) 3.76

Route 5: East Montgomery

# [Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Ryan Rd Wal-Mart Entrance Vaughn Rd 0.84
2|Shared Roadway Ryan Rd Vaughn Rd Vaughn Rd 0.01
3| Shared Roadway Vaughn Rd Ryan Rd Ray Thorington Rd 2.01
4]Shared Roadway Ray Thorington Rd Vaughn Rd Vaughn Rd 0.01
5]Shared Roadway Ray Thorington Rd Vaughn Rd Park Crossing 2.16
6]Bicycle Lanes Park Crossing Ray Thorington Rd Jim Wilson ES 1.14
7]Bicycle Lanes Park Crossing Jim Wilson ES Taylor Rd 2.34
8]Crossing Shared-Use Path Taylor Rd Taylor Rd 0.01
9] Shared-Use Path Taylor Rd Park Crossing Plantation Crossing 1.29

10]Crossing Plantation Crossing Taylor Rd Taylor Rd 0.01
11]Shared-Use Path Plantation Crossing Taylor Rd-Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path 0.11
12]Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path Plantation Crossing Vaughn Rd-Shared-Use Path 0.23
13]Shared-Use Path Vaughn Rd-Shared- Use Path Shared-Use Path Seaton Blvd 0.14
14]Crossing Vaughn Rd Seaton Blvd Halcyon Park Dr 0.02
15 Shared Roadway Halcyon Park Dr Vaughn Rd Parkview Dr 0.38
16]Shared Roadway Parkview Dr Halcyon Park Dr Berryhill Rd 1.02
17]Bicycle Lanes Berryhill Rd Parkview Dr Eastchase Ln 0.17
18|Bicycle Lanes Eastchase Ln Berryhill Rd Eastchase Pkwy 0.69
19]Bicycle Lanes Eastchase Pkwy Eastchase Ln Minnie Brown Rd 1.18
20} Shared Roadway Minnie Brown Rd Eastchase Pkwy Shared-Use Path 0.24
21|Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path Minnie Brown Rd Ryan Rd 1.37

Route 6: West Prattville

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Selma Hwy (SR 14) Golson Rd Old Autaugaville Rd 2.10
2|Shared Roadway Old Autaugaville Rd Selma Hwy (SR 14) us 82 1.57
3|Shared Roadway Old Autaugaville Rd uUs 82 uUs 82 0.03
4]Shared Roadway Gin Shop Hill Rd us 82 Carter Rd 0.21
5|Shared Roadway Carter Rd Gin Shop Hill Rd uUs 82 0.18
6] Shared Roadway Carter Rd us 82 Us 82 0.01
7]|Shared Roadway UsS 82 Carter Rd Northington Rd 0.06
8| Shared Roadway Northington Rd us 82 us 82 0.02
9] Shared Roadway Northington Rd uUs 82 Red Eagle Rd 1.63

10} Shared Roadway Red Eagle Rd Northington Rd Indian Hills Rd 0.42
11}Shared Roadway Indian Hills Rd Red Eagle Rd Golson Rd 1.19
12| Shared Roadway Golson Rd Indian Hills Rd Selma Hwy (SR 14) 4.37
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Route 7: ElImore-Holtville

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Possom Trot Rd Coosa River Rd Lightwood Rd 1.80
2|Shared Roadway Lightwood Rd Possom Trot Rd Holtville Rd 1.83
3| Shared Roadway Holtville Rd Lightwood Rd Ceasarville Rd (CR 23) 0.08
4]Shared Roadway Ceasarville Rd (CR 23) Holtville Rd Flatwood Rd 3.30
5|Shared Roadway Flatwood Rd Ceasarville Rd (CR 23) Hickory Dr 0.43
6] Shared Roadway Flatwood Rd Hickory Dr Mehearg Rd 1.75
7|Shared Roadway Mehearg Rd Flatwood Rd White Rd 1.62
8| Shared Roadway White Rd Mehearg Rd Baltzer Rd 0.20
9] Shared Roadway Baltzer Rd White Rd 1st Ave 1.73

10} Shared Roadway 1st Ave Baltzer Rd SR 143 0.29
11}Shared Roadway SR 143 1st Ave Coosa River Rd 4.87
12| Shared Roadway Coosa River Rd SR 143 Poosum Trot Rd 4.06

Route 8: EImore-Millbrook-Coosada

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Mercer Rd Ingram Rd Politic Rd 2.80
2|Shared Roadway Politic Rd Mercer Rd Jackson St 0.71
3|Shared Roadway Jackson St Politic Rd Lucky Town Rd 0.02
4]Shared Roadway Lucky Town Rd Jackson St Rucker Rd 0.10
5|Shared Roadway Rucker Rd Luck Town Rd Pecan Grove Rd 2.08
6] Shared Roadway Pecan Grove Rd Rucker Rd Upper Gibson Town Rd 0.92
7|Shared Roadway Upper Gibson Town Rd Pecan Grove Rd Airport Rd 1.19
8| Shared Roadway Airport Rd Upper Gibson Town Rd Kennedy Ave 0.43
9] Shared Roadway Kennedy Ave Airport Rd Coosada Rd 1.19

10} Shared Roadway Coosada Rd Kennedy Ave Coosada Pkwy 0.25
11}Shared Roadway Coosada Pkwy Coosada Rd Prattville Junction Rd 2.14
12| Shared Roadway Prattville Junction Rd Coosada Pkwy Caroline Dr 0.53
13| Shared Roadway Caroline Dr Prattville Junction Rd Sandtown Rd 0.12
14]Bicycle Lanes Sandtown Rd Caroline Dr Coosada Rd 1.20
15]Bicycle Lanes Airport Rd Coosada Rd Chapman Rd 0.66
16]Shared Roadway Chapman Rd Airport Rd Main St 1.02
17]Bicycle Lanes Main St*** Chapman Rd SR 14 1.24
18] Shared Roadway Deatsville Hwy/Main St*** SR14 SR 14 0.04
19]Bicycle Lanes Deatsville Hwy*** SR 14 Canton Rd 0.55
20]Shared Roadway Canton Ct Deatsville Hwy Thornfield Dr 0.03
21| Shared Roadway Thornfield Dr Canton Ct Ingram Rd 0.67
22]Shared Roadway Ingram Rd Thornfield Dr Mercer Rd 1.67
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Route 9: Historic Circulator

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Bicycle Lanes Hall St* Adams Ave 1-85 0.53
2| Shared Roadway Hall St** 1-85 1-85 0.10
3|Bicycle Lanes Hall St** 1-85 Carter Hill Rd 0.40
4]Bicycle Lanes Carter Hill Rd** Hall St College St 0.35
5|Shared Roadway College St** Carter Hill Rd E. Fairview Ave 0.48
6]Bicycle Lanes E. Fairview Ave** College St Cloverdale Rd 0.40
7|Shared Roadway Cloverdale Rd** E. Fairview Ave E. Edgemont Dr 0.52
8| Shared Roadway E. Edgemont Ave Cloverdale Rd Norman Bridge Rd 0.41
9]Shared Roadway Norman Bridge Rd E. Edgemont Ave Arlington Rd 0.42

10} Shared Roadway Arlington Rd Norman Bridge Rd Gilmer Ave 0.28
11]Shared Roadway Gilmer Ave*** Arlington Rd Clanton Ave 0.59
12| Shared Roadway Clanton Ave Gilmer Ave S Perry St 0.13
13|Bicycle Lanes S Lawrence St (Southbound)*** Clanton Ave E Cromwell St 0.24
14]Bicycle Lanes S. Perry St (Northbound)*** Clanton Ave E Cromwell St 0.24
15]Shared Roadway E Cromwell St S Lawrence St Edgar D Nixon Ave 0.41
16]Shared Roadway Edgar D Nixon Ave*** W Cromwell St Early St 0.25
17]Shared Roadway Early St Edgar D Nixon Ave S Holt St 0.46
18| Shared Roadway S Holt St Early St W Jeff Davis Ave 0.50
19]Shared Roadway W. Jeff Davis Ave*** S Holt St Holcombe St 0.52
20]Shared Roadway Holcombe St W Jeff Davis Ave 1-85 0.08
21]Shared Roadway Holcombe St 1-85 1-85 0.06
22]Shared Roadway Holcombe St 1-85 Church St 0.39
23| Shared-Use Path Church St Holcombe St Molton St 0.13
24]Shared Roadway Molton St Church St Montgomery St 0.11
25|Bicycle Lanes Montgomery St*** Molton St Court Square 0.16
26]Bicycle Lanes Court Square** Montgomery St Dexter Ave 0.04
27|Bicycle Lanes Dexter Ave** Court Square Bainbridge St 0.44
28|Bicycle Lanes Bainbridge St Dexter Ave Adams Ave 0.16
29]Bicycle Lanes Adams Ave Bainbridge St Hall St 0.56
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Route 10: Midtown to Downtown

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Fieldcrest Dr** Vaughn Rd McGehee Rd 1.23
2|Shared Roadway McGehee Rd** Fieldcrest Dr Woodley Rd 1.34
3| Shared Roadway Woodley Rd** McGehee Rd Glen Gratten Dr 0.69
4]Shared Roadway Glen Gratten Dr** Woodley Rd Edgemont Ave 0.44
5|Shared Roadway Edgemont Ave** Glen Gratten Dr Cloverdale Rd 0.23
6] Shared Roadway Cloverdale Rd** E. Edgemont Ave Magnolia Curve 0.65
7|Shared Roadway Cloverdale Rd Magnolia Curve Felder Ave 0.43
8| Shared Roadway Felder Ave Cloverdale Rd Ridge Ave 0.08
9] Shared Roadway Felder Ave Ridge Ave Perry St 0.53

10]Bicycle Lanes S. Perry St*** Felder Ave Arba St 0.69
11]Shared Roadway S. Perry St Arba St South St 0.08
12]Bicycle Lanes Perry St South St Madison Ave 0.78
13| Shared Roadway Perry St Madison Ave Madison Ave 0.02
14]Bicycle Lanes Perry St Madison Ave Columbus St 0.14
15]Bicycle Lanes Columbus St Perry St Tallapoosa St 0.09
16]Bicycle Lanes Tallapoosa St Columbus St Molton St 0.36
17]Shared Roadway Molton St Tallapoosa St Bibb St 0.10
18] Shared Roadway Molton St Bibb St Bibb St 0.02
19]Shared Roadway Molton St Bibb St Montgomery St 0.10
20|Bicycle Lanes Montgomery St*** Molton St Court Square 0.16
21|Bicycle Lanes Court Square*** Montgomery St S. Court St 0.03
22]Bicycle Lanes S. Court St*** Court Square Adams Ave 0.17
23]Shared Roadway Adams Ave S. Court St S. Lawrence St 0.17
24]Bicycle Lanes S. Lawrence St Adams Ave South St 0.47
25| Shared Roadway S. Lawrence St South St Arba St 0.08
26]Bicycle Lanes S. Lawrence St*** Arba St Clanton Ave 0.55
27| Shared Roadway Clanton Ave S. Lawrence St Gilmer Ave 0.05
28] Shared Roadway Gilmer Ave*** Clanton Ave Felder Ave 0.14

Route 11: Millbrook

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Bicycle Lanes Deatsville Hwy* Ross Rd SR 14 2.29
2|Shared Roadway Deatsville Hwy/Main St*** SR 14 SR 14 0.04
3|Bicycle Lanes Main St*** SR 14 Grandview Rd 2.92
4]Bicycle Lanes Grandview Rd Main St Oak Tree Rd 1.60
5|Shared Roadway Oak Tree Rd Grandview Rd SR 14 1.13
6] Shared Roadway Oak Tree Rd SR 14 SR 14 0.02
7|Shared Roadway Oak Tree Rd SR 14 Dismukes Rd 0.18
8| Shared Roadway Dismukes Rd Oak Tree Rd Old Prattville Rd 0.07
9]Shared Roadway Old Prattville Rd Dismukes Rd Autauga/Elmore Line 1.53

10} Shared Roadway Old Prattville Rd Autauga/Elmore Line Gunnells Rd 2.07
11]Shared Roadway Gunnells Rd** Old Prattville Rd (CR 39) Ross Rd 0.17
12| Shared Roadway Ross Rd** Gunnells Rd Deatsville Hwy 1.26

Route 12: Montgomery Midtown North

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Biltmore Ave Federal Dr Dalraida Pkwy 1.23
2|Shared Roadway Dalraida Pkwy Biltmore Ave Dalraida Rd 0.42
3|Shared Roadway Dalraida Rd Dalraida Pkwy Atlanta Hwy 0.68
4]Shared Roadway Dalraida Rd Atlanta Hwy Perry Hill Rd 0.02
5]Bicycle Lanes Perry Hill Rd Dalraida Rd Harrison Rd 1.14
6] Shared Roadway Harrison Rd Perry Hill Rd Lincoln Rd 1.25
7]|Shared Roadway Lincoln Rd Harrison Rd Highland Ave 0.38
8|Bicycle Lanes Highland Ave Lincoln Rd Capital Pkwy 1.08
9] Shared Roadway Capital Pkwy Highland Ave Madison Ave 0.56

10} Shared Roadway Capital Pkwy Madison Ave Madison Ave 0.02
11}Shared Roadway Capital Pkwy Madison Ave Yancey Ave 0.22
12| Shared Roadway Yancey Ave Capital Pkwy Federal Dr 0.74
13]Bicycle Lanes Federal Dr Yancey Ave Biltmore Ave 0.55
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Route 13: North Prattville

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway E. Main St** S. Washington St E. Main St 0.01
2|Bicycle Lanes E. Main St** S. Washington St Memorial Dr (US 31) 1.08
3|Shared Roadway E. Main St Memorial Dr (US 31) Memorial Dr (US 31) 0.07
4]Bicycle Lanes E. Main St** Memorial Dr (US 31) Sheila Blvd 1.45
5|Shared Roadway Sheila Blvd S. Memorial Dr (US 31) S. Memorial Dr (US 31) 0.01
6] Shared Roadway Sheila Blvd Cobbs Ford Rd S Memorial Dr (US 31) 1.39
7|Shared Roadway S Memorial Dr (US 31) Sheila Blvd Doster Rd 0.01
8| Shared Roadway Doster Rd S. Memorial Dr (US 31) S. Memorial Dr (US 31) 0.18
9]Shared Roadway Doster Rd S. Memorial Dr (US 31) S Washington St 0.02

10} Shared Roadway Doster Rd S Washington St S Washington St 3.13
11}Shared Roadway S Washington St Doster Rd E. Main St 0.01
12| Shared Roadway S Washington St E . Main St E. Main St 0.16

Route 14: Redland-Emerald Mountain

Segf| Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Rifle Range Rd Dozier Rd Peace Church Rd 0.67
2|Shared Roadway Peace Church Rd Rifle Range Rd Emerald Mountain Pkwy 1.44
3|Shared Roadway Emerald Mountain Pkwy Peace Church Rd Jackson Rd 1.40
4]Shared Roadway Jackson Rd Emerald Mountain Pkwy Redland Rd 3.00
5|Shared Roadway Redland Rd Jackson Rd Dozier Rd 0.93
6]Shared Roadway Dozier Rd Redland Rd Rifle Range Rd 493

Route 15: Selma to Montgomery

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Bicycle Lanes Dexter Ave** S. Bainbridge St Court Square 0.46
2|Bicycle Lanes Court Square** Dexter Ave Montgomery St 0.03
3|Bicycle Lanes Montgomery St*** Court Square N. Goldthwaite St 0.43
4]Shared Roadway N. Goldthwaite St Montgomery St Mobile St 0.02
5|Shared Roadway Mobile St N. Goldthwaite St Grady St 0.41
6] Shared Roadway Grady St Mobile St S. Holt St 0.06
7|Shared Roadway S. Holt St Grady St W. Jeff Davis Ave 0.20
8| Shared Roadway W. Jeff Davis Ave S. Holt St Oak St 0.26
9] Shared Roadway Oak St W. Jeff Davis Ave Fairview Ave 0.99

10} Shared Roadway Oak St Fairview Ave Fairview Ave 0.01
11]Bicycle Lanes Fairview Ave Oak St Mobile Hwy 0.75
12]Bicycle Lanes Mobile Hwy*** Fairview Ave West Blvd 1.51
13| Shared Roadway Mobile Hwy West Blvd West Blvd 0.08
14]Shared Roadway Mobile Hwy West Blvd Selma Hwy (US 80) 1.14
15| Shared Roadway Mobile Hwy Selma Hwy (US 80) Selma Hwy (US 80) 0.03
16]Shared Roadway Selma Hwy (US 80) Mobile Hwy Montgomery County line 8.69
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Route 16: South Midtown

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Bicycle Lanes Carter Hill Rd Robinson Hill Rd Vaughn Rd 0.32
2]Bicycle Lanes Vaughn Rd Carter Hill Rd Fieldcrest Dr 1.19
3|Shared Roadway Fieldcrest Dr** Vaughn Rd McGehee Rd 1.23
4]Shared Roadway McGehee Rd** Fieldcrest Dr Woodley Rd 1.34
5|Shared Roadway Woodley Rd** McGehee Rd Glen Gratten Dr 0.69
6] Shared Roadway Glen Gratten Dr** Woodley Rd Edgemont Ave 0.44
7|Shared Roadway Edgemont Ave** Glen Gratten Dr Cloverdale Rd 0.23
8| Shared Roadway Cloverdale Rd** Glen Gratten Dr/E. Edgemont Dr |E. Fairview Ave 0.52
9]Bicycle Lanes E. Fairview Ave** Cloverdale Rd College St 0.40

10} Shared Roadway College St** E. Fairview Ave Carter Hill Rd 0.48
11]Bicycle Lanes Carter Hill Rd** College St Hall St 0.35
12|Bicycle Lanes Hall St** Carter Hill Rd 1-85 0.39
13| Shared Roadway Hall St** 1-85 1-85 0.11
14]Bicycle Lanes Hall St* 1-85 Highland Ave 0.31
15]Bicycle Lanes Highland Ave Hall St Rails-to-Trails 0.31
16]Shared-Use Path Rails-Trails*** Highland Ave Spruce St 0.68
17]Shared Roadway Bryan St Spruce St E. 5th St 0.27
18] Shared Roadway E. 5th St Bryan St Robinson Hill Rd 0.39
19]Shared Roadway Robinson Hill Rd E. 5th St Carter Hill Rd 0.66

Route 17: South Montgomery

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Buckingham Dr Norman Bridge Rd Narrow Lane Rd 1.03
2|Shared Roadway Narrow Lane Rd Buckingham Dr South Blvd 0.24
3|Shared Roadway Narrow Lane Rd South Blvd South Blvd 0.06
4]Shared Roadway Narrow Lane Rd South Blvd Adrian Ln 0.48
5|Shared Roadway Adrian Ln Narrow Lane Rd Patton Ave 0.47
6] Shared Roadway Patton Ave*** Adrian Ln Rosa L Parks Ave 1.52
7|Shared Roadway Rosa L Parks Ave W Patton Ave South Blvd 0.48
8| Shared Roadway Rosa L Parks Ave South Blvd South Blvd 0.06
9]Shared Roadway Rosa L Parks Ave South Blvd W Fleming Rd 0.25

10} Shared Roadway W Fleming Rd Rosa L Parks Ave Court St 0.47
11]Shared Roadway Fleming Rd Court St Court St 0.02
12| Shared Roadway E Fleming Rd Court St Norman Bridge Rd 0.49
13]Shared Roadway Norman Bridge Rd E Fleming Rd Buckingham Dr 0.10

Route 18: South Montgomery County

# [Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway W Old Hayneville Rd Mobile Hwy (US 31) Butler Mill Rd 3.43
2|Shared Roadway Butler Mill Rd W Old Hayneville Rd Norman Bridge Rd 5.68
3| Shared Roadway Butler Mill Rd/Hobbie Rd Norman Bridge Rd Norman Bridge Rd 0.09
4]Shared Roadway Hobbie Rd Norman Bridge Rd E Old Hayneville Rd 7.99
5]Shared Roadway E Old Hayneville Rd Hobbie Rd (Co Rd 61) Hobbie Rd (US 331) 2.60
6] Shared Roadway Old Hayneville Rd Hobbie Rd (US 331) Hobbie Rd (US 331) 0.06
7|Shared Roadway W. Old Hayneville Rd Hobbie Rd (US 331) Butler Mill Rd 2.12
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Route 19: Wares Ferry Road

# [Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway McLemore Dr Mitylene Forest Trail Wares Ferry Rd 0.69
2|Shared Roadway Wares Ferry Rd McLemore Dr Atlanta Hwy 5.84
3| Shared Roadway Wares Ferry Rd 1-85 1-85 0.17
4]Shared Roadway 1-85 Wares Ferry Rd Technacenter Dr 1.44
5|Shared Roadway Technacenter Dr 1-85 1-85 0.01
6] Shared Roadway Technacenter Dr 1-85 Towne Lake Dr 0.79
7|Shared Roadway Towne Lake Dr Technacenter Dr Tensaw Rd 1.07
8| Shared Roadway Tensaw Rd Towne Lake Dr Arrowhead Dr 0.46
9] Shared Roadway Arrowhead Dr Tensaw Rd Coosada Dr 0.07

10} Shared Roadway Coosada Dr Arrowhead Dr Seminole Dr 0.16
11}Shared Roadway Seminole Dr Coosada Dr Old Barn Rd 0.80
12| Shared Roadway Old Barn Rd Seminole Dr Arrowleaf Rd 0.17
13| Shared Roadway Arrowleaf Rd Old Barn Rd Greenfield Rd 0.07
14]Shared Roadway Greenfield Rd Arrowleaf Rd Old Mitylene Rd 0.23
15 Shared Roadway Old Mitylene Rd Greenfield Rd Mitylene Forest Trail 0.11
16]Shared Roadway Mitylene Forest Trail Old Mitylene Rd McLemore Dr 0.29

Route 20: Weoka

# [Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Grier Rd*** Old Grier Rd Weoka Rd 4.57
2|Shared Roadway Weoka Rd Grier Rd Rea Rd 4.60

Route 21: Wetumpka

# [Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Dexter Rd Grier Rd Central Plank Rd 2.59
2| Shared Roadway Central Plank Rd Dexter Rd Williams Rd 3.91
3| Shared Roadway Williams Rd Central Plank Rd UsS 231 2.84
4]Shared Roadway Williams Rd US 231 US 231 0.02
5|Shared Roadway UsS 231 Williams Rd Weoka Rd 0.10
6] Shared Roadway Weoka Rd US 231 US 231 0.03
7|Shared Roadway Weoka Rd US 231 Grier Rd 0.93
8| Shared Roadway Grier Rd*** Weoka Rd Dexter Rd 3.95

Route 22: Wetumpka-Holtville

# [Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Holtville Rd Crenshaw Rd Coosa River Pkwy 5.69
2|Shared Roadway Holtville Rd Coosa River Pkwy Coosa River Pkwy 0.07
3| Shared Roadway Holtville Rd Coosa River Pkwy N. Bridge St 0.62
4]Shared Roadway N. Bridge St Holtville Rd W. Tallassee St 0.28
5|Shared Roadway W. Tallassee St N. Bridge St Coosa River Pkwy 0.99
6] Shared Roadway Coosa River Pkwy W. Tallassee St Chapel Rd 0.33
7|Shared Roadway Chapel Rd Coosa River Pkwy Crenshaw Rd 3.87
8| Shared Roadway Crenshaw Rd Chapel Rd Holtville Rd 2.78

Route 23: Rails-to Trails

# [Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared-Use Path Rails-Trails*** North of Riverwalk Spruce St South of 1-85 2.74

Route 24: Lower Kingston Road

# [Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Durden Rd Lower Kingston Rd Bridge Creek Rd 2.09
2| Shared Roadway Bridge Creek Rd Durden Rd Upper Kingston Rd 0.45
3|Shared Roadway Upper Kingston Rd*** Bridge Creek Rd N. Court St 1.75
4]Shared Roadway N. Court St** Upper Kingston Rd E. 4th St 0.21
5]Shared Roadway E. 4th St N. Court St Lower Kingston Rd 0.20
6] Shared Roadway Lower Kingston Rd E. 4th St Durden Rd 0.69
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Route 25: Upper Kingston Road

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Upper Kingston Rd*** Moses Rd N. Court St 2.68
2|Shared Roadway N. Court St** Upper Kingston Rd E. 4th St 0.21
3| Shared Roadway E. 4th St N. Court St N. Chestnut St 0.17
4]Shared Roadway N. Chestnut St*** E. 4th St Moses Rd 2.65
5]Shared Roadway Moses Rd Chestnut St Upper Kingston Rd 0.26

Route 26: Brewbaker

# [Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Young Meadows Rd** Meadow Lark Dr Bell Rd 0.25
2|Shared Roadway Old Post Ln Bell Rd Portsmouth Dr 0.19
3| Shared Roadway Portsmouth Dr Old Post Ln Bell Rd 0.35
4]Shared Roadway Edinburgh Dr Bell Rd Meadowlark Dr 0.22
5]Shared Roadway Meadow Lark Dr Edinburgh Dr Young Meadows Rd 0.30
6] Shared Roadway Young Meadows Rd Meadow Lark Dr Triston Way 0.06
7|Shared Roadway Young Meadows Rd Triston Way Shared-Use Path 0.19
8] Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path Triston Way Brewbaker Dr 0.16
9] Shared Roadway Brewbaker Dr Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path 0.24

10} Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path Brewbaker Dr Carriage Oaks Dr 0.15
11}Shared Roadway Carriage Oaks Dr Off-Road Trail Horseshoe Cir 0.07
12]Shared Roadway Horseshoe Cir Carriage Oaks Dr Old Shadow Ln 0.06
13| Shared Roadway Old Shadow Ln Horseshoe Cir Castle Ridge Rd 0.35
14]Shared Roadway Castle Ridge Rd Old Shadow Ln S Water Mill Rd 0.07
15| Shared Roadway S Water Mill Rd Castle Ridge Rd N Water Mill Rd 0.06
16]Shared Roadway N Water Mill Rd S Water Mill Rd Country Church Rd 0.05
17]Shared Roadway Country Church Rd N Water Mill Rd Royal Carriage Dr 0.12
18] Shared Roadway Royal Carriage Dr Country Church Rd Covered Bridge Dr 0.23
19]Shared Roadway Covered Bridge Dr Royal Carriage Dr Shared-Use Path 0.03
20| Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path Covered Bridge Dr Birdie Path Ln 0.12
21]Shared Roadway Birdie Path Ln Shared-Use Path Carriage Brook Rd 0.12
22]Shared Roadway Carriage Brook Rd Birdie Path Ln Worchester Dr 0.44
23| Shared Roadway Worchester Dr Carriage Brook Rd Rexford Rd 0.19
24]Shared Roadway Rexford Rd Worchester Rd Rex Ct 0.15
25| Shared Roadway Rex Ct Rexford Rd Shared-Use Path 0.04
26]Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path Ida Belle Young Park Young Meadows Rd 0.50
27| Shared Roadway Young Meadows Rd*** Shared-Use Path Triston Way 1.39

Route 27: Midtown North Prattville

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Bicycle Lanes N. Chestnut St*** E. 4th St 6th St 0.20
2|Shared Roadway Martin Luther King Dr 6th St Powell Rd 1.81
3| Shared Roadway Powell Rd Martin Luther King Dr Memorial Dr (US 31) 0.76
4]Shared Roadway Powell Rd Memorial Dr (US 31) Memorial Dr (US 31) 0.02
5]Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path** Memorial Dr (US 31) Fairview Ave (SR 14) 1.47
6] Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path** Fairview Ave (SR 14) Fairview Ave (SR 14) 0.01
7|Bicycle Lanes Fairview Ave (SR 14)*** Shared-Use Path Jasmine Trail 0.14
8| Shared Roadway Jasmine Trail** Fairview Ave (SR 14) Fairview Ave (SR 14) 0.01
9]Shared Roadway Jasmine Trail** Fairview Ave (SR 14) Greystone Way 1.10

10} Shared Roadway Greystone Way** Jasmine Trail Cobbs Ford Ln 0.50
11]Shared Roadway Greystone Way** Cobbs Ford Ln Cobbs Ford Ln 0.01
12]Bicycle Lanes E. Main St** Greystone Way Memorial Dr (US 31) 1.45
13]Shared Roadway E. Main St** Memorial Dr (US 31) Memorial Dr (US 31) 0.07
14]Bicycle Lanes E. Main St** Memorial Dr (US 31) S. Washington St 1.08
15]Shared Roadway E. Main St S Washington St S Washington St 0.02
16]Bicycle Lanes E. Main St S Washington St S Chestnut St 0.16
17|Bicycle Lanes S. Chestnut St Main St 4th St 0.22
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Route 28: Northeast Prattville

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path** Memorial Dr (US 31) Fairview Ave (SR 14) 1.47
2|Crossing Shared-Use Path** Fairview Ave (SR 14) Fairview Ave (SR 14) 0.01
3|Bicycle Lanes Fairview Ave (SR 14)*** Shared-Use Path Old Ridge Rd 0.76
4]Shared Roadway Old Ridge Rd Fairview Ave (SR 14) Memorial Dr (US 31) 4.02
5|Shared Roadway Old Ridge Rd Memorial Dr (US 31) Memorial Dr (US 31) 0.01
6]Shared Roadway Memorial Dr (US 31) Old Ridge Rd Shared-Use Path 0.09
7]Shared Roadway Memorial Dr (US 31) Shared-Use Path Shared-Use Path 0.01

Route 29: Midtown East Prattville

# [Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Bicycle Lanes Fairview Ave (SR 14)*** Jasmine Trail Old Farm Ln N 0.77
2| Shared Roadway Old Farm Ln N Fairview Ave (SR 14) Fairview Ave (SR 14) 0.01
3| Shared Roadway Old Farm Ln N Fairview Ave (SR 14) Cobbs Ford Ln 2.05
4]Shared Roadway Old Farm Ln N Cobbs Ford Rd Cobbs Ford Ln 0.01
5]Bicycle Lanes Cobbs Ford Rd OldFarmLn S McQueen Smith Rd 0.89
6] Shared Roadway E. Main St McQueen Smith Rd McQueen Smith Rd 0.04
7]Bicycle Lanes E. Main St McQueen Smith Rd Greystone Way 0.42
8| Shared Roadway Greystone Way** Main St Main St 0.01
9] Shared Roadway Greystone Way** Cobbs Ford Ln Jasmine Trail 0.50

10]Shared Roadway Jasmine Trail** Greystone Way Fairview Ave (SR 14) 1.10
11}Shared Roadway Jasmine Trail** Fairview Ave (SR 14) Fairview Ave (SR 14) 0.01

Route 30: West Montgomery

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Old Hayneville Rd Selma Hwy (US 80) Hayneville Rd 2.51
2|Shared Roadway Hayneville Rd Old Hayneville Rd West Boulevard 1.51
3|Shared Roadway Hayneville Rd West Boulevard Air Base Boulevard 1.81
4]Bicycle Lanes Air Base Boulvard Hayneville Rd Day St 1.58
5|Shared Roadway Air Base Boulvard Day St Day St 0.01
6]Bicycle Lanes Day St Air Base Boulvard Flack St 0.43
7]Bicycle Lanes Air Base Boulvard Mobile Hwy Hayneville Rd 0.19
8|Bicycle Lanes Mobile Hwy*** Air Base Boulvard Simmons Dr 0.23
9]Shared Roadway Simmons Dr Mobile Hwy Lamuck St 0.75

10} Shared Roadway Lamuck St Simmons Dr Hayneville Rd 0.85

Route 31: Gateway

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Shared Roadway Edgar D Nixon Ave*** Jeff Davis Ave Fairview Ave 0.99
2|Shared Roadway Edgar D Nixon Ave Fairview Ave Fairview Ave 0.02
3| Shared Roadway Edgar D Nixon Ave Fairview Ave Patton Ave 1.21
4]Shared Roadway Patton Ave*** Edgar D Nixon Ave Oak St 0.55
5|Shared Roadway Oak St Patton Ave Edgemont Ave 0.75
6] Shared Roadway Edgemont Ave Oak St Rosa L Parks Ave 0.47
7|Shared Roadway Rosa L Parks Ave Patton Ave Fairview Ave 1.21
8| Shared Roadway Rosa L Parks Ave Fairview Ave Fairview Ave 0.02
9] Shared Roadway Rosa L Parks Ave Fairview Ave Jeff Davis Ave 0.99

10} Shared Roadway W. Jeff Davis Ave*** Rosa L Parks Ave Edgar D Nixon Ave 0.24

Route 32: S. Court Street

# |Bikeway Type Road Name From To Miles
1]Bicycle Lanes S. Court St E Patton Ave Fairview Ave 1.21
2|Shared Roadway S. Court St Fairview Ave Fairview Ave 0.02
3|Bicycle Lanes S. Court St Fairview Ave 1-85 1.05
4]Shared Roadway S. Court St 1-85 1-85 0.08
5]Bicycle Lanes S. Court St*** 1-85 Dexter Ave 0.63

*Bicycle segments that may need safety shoulders in addition to Share the Road plaque and sign.
**Bicycle segments that are in multiple bicycle routes or connectors.
***Bijcycle segments partially in multiple bicycle routes or connectors.
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PEDESTRIAN CHARACTERISTICS AND FACILITY TYPES

For some, it represents freedom; for some, it is a means of exercise; for others it is the primary mode of
transportation. For millions of Americans, walking provides pleasure, health benefits and access to the
world around them. Although every trip begins and ends with a pedestrian component, several factors
determine how much of each trip will be pedestrian based. According to a National Personal
Transportation Survey conducted in 1995, most people would be willing to walk a quarter of a mile to
reach their destination. Increased density of land use extends this distance to as much as a full mile
(AASHTO, Pedestrian, pg 8).

Distance is only one factor in choosing to walk or not. A pedestrian must be confident of his or her own
personal safety and security. Directly related to security, the pedestrian’s comfort and the attractiveness of
the surrounding area determine the level of pedestrian activity. The pedestrian areas that attract a high
level of activity have:

A mixture of land uses

Continuous pedestrian facilities separated and protected from vehicular traffic

Safe and convenient street crossings

Pedestrian-scale lighting

Pleasant visual environment (pg 9)
Although these qualities tend to attract pedestrian traffic, it is important to remember that pedestrians of
various ages move at a variety of speeds and have a variety of needs. Additionally, pedestrians with
mobility issues require increased concern when integrating pedestrian traffic with the rest of the
transportation network.

6.1 Pedestrian Characteristics

First, it must be acknowledged that the “average pedestrian” does not exist. A young child interacts with
his environment in a drastically different manner than an older individual. Pedestrians can be grouped into
seven age categories, highlighting the changes in environmental awareness and mobility. Table 6.1 below

details these categories.

Table 6.1 Pedestrian Age Categories and Characteristics

Age Characteristics
0-4 Learning to walk
Requires constant adult supervision
Developing peripheral vision, depth perception
5-8 Increasing independence, still requires supervision
Poor depth perception
9-13 Susceptible to “dart out” intersection dash
Poor judgment
Sense of invulnerability
14-18 Improved awareness of traffic environment
Poor judgment
19-40 Active, fully aware of traffic environment
41-65 Slowing of reflexes
65 + Difficulty crossing street
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Vision loss
Difficulty hearing vehicles approaching from behind
High fatality rate if hit

6.1.1 Walking Speeds

Age is only one factor in the speed at which someone walks. Pedestrians move at a range of speeds, from
2.5 feet per second up to 6 feet per second (AASHTO, pg 10). Age and physical impairment would
suggest the pedestrian walks at a slower pace than a younger, unimpaired pedestrian. However,
environmental factors, such as precipitation or air temperature may denote a slower pace. Also, time of
day, trip purpose, and location in relation to intersections impacts the pedestrian’s speed.

6.1.2 Spatial Needs

For two pedestrians traveling in opposite direction to pass one another comfortably, a sidewalk should be
at least 5 feet wide. This width allows two pedestrians to comfortably walk side-by-side, lining up single-
file when passing another pedestrian. As pedestrian traffic volume increases, pace of travel decreases due
to clustering.

6.1.3 Mobility Issues

According to the Administration on Aging, the population aged 65 and older will grow from 39.6 million
people in 2009 to more than 72 million people by 2030. As we age, our bodies tend to require more
assistance. The next twenty years will see the largest ever proportion of Americans with mobility issues.
These issues include ambulatory impairments, hearing impairments, vision impairments, and cognitive
impairments. As this population grows the need for public transportation and pedestrian facilities will
become increasingly acute.

6.1.3.1 Ambulatory Impairments

When designing pedestrian facilities, planners must be cognizant of pedestrians who may have difficulty
walking for any sustained period of time. This includes individuals who require the use of wheelchairs,
scooters, walking aids or prostheses. Generally, these individuals require additional time for crossing
streets and additional space for navigating corners or curbs. Hard, smooth surfaces provide the optimum
stability and support for these individuals; textured surfaces may pose a considerable obstacle for
motorized and manual chairs or others with low matility in their legs. These individuals require sloped
curbs so that sidewalks meet the street level with as low a grade as possible. Other limitations for this
population include:

Difficulty negotiating steep grades

Difficulty negotiating steep cross slopes

Decreased stability

Slower walking speeds

Reduced endurance

Reduced ability to react quickly to dangerous situations (pg 12)
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6.1.3.2 Hearing Impairments

Forty percent of older adults have hearing impairments. This striking statistic highlights the need for
audio components when designing pedestrian space. Complex intersections with multiple lanes of
unpredictable traffic and limited sight distances pose an even greater risk to those who cannot hear the
approaching vehicles. Highly visible signals and markings offer these individuals greater security when
crossing vehicle traffic.

6.1.3.3 Vision Impairments

Individuals with vision impairments, whether partially sighted or completely without sight, use a variety
of assistants and environmental cues to navigate independently. Two of the most common aides for the
visually impaired, white canes and dog guides, respond differently to environmental cues. A white cane
user will sweep the cane in front of himself in a wide arc, detecting objects or grade changes along the
path. A dog guide, avoids objects in the path, but does not respond well to grade changes. For both types
of aides a straight, unblocked path allows the visually impaired greater independence and freedom of
movement.

Environmental cues also help visually impaired individuals respond and react to changes in their paths.
To facilitate this, important information should be provided in more than one format, addressed to more
than one sense. Large text signs in direct lines of sight offer increased information for minimally sighted
and hearing impaired individuals, but are of no use to blind pedestrians. Auditory cues, on crossing
signals for instance, offer relevant information in an additional sensory mode. Similarly, changes in
pavement texture and slope offer those with limited sight information when approaching changes in the
path, such as at intersections.

Intersection crossings present a significant challenge for minimally and non-sighted pedestrians.
Typically, the visually impaired pedestrian follows a standardized process upon approaching an
intersection. First, the pedestrian detects an approaching intersection through physical cues, such as the
absence of a building, a change in slope or texture of the pavement, or even a memory map of prominent
landmarks. Second, the pedestrian orients herself toward the crosswalk using auditory cues, such as the
whir of traffic or, where available, the pinging of an accessible crosswalk signal. The pedestrian must
determine if the signal must be activated, then reorient herself toward the corner. If the signal does not
have an accompanying auditory cue, the visually impaired pedestrian must rely on the sound of parallel
traffic or the movement of fellow pedestrians.

Entering an intersection requires an abundance of caution for the visually impaired pedestrian. He or she
must not only leave the relative safety of the sidewalk and intrude upon the unforgiving zone of the
automobile, but also successfully navigate an open expanse, avoiding any obstacles, and reach the
opposite corner as quickly as possible. A center median, or pedestrian island, may prove hazardous if the
pedestrian is unaware of it. Similarly, if a crosswalk turns in the middle of the street, the visually impaired
pedestrian may continue straight into oncoming traffic. A non-signalized intersection may prove
uncrossable for the visually impaired pedestrian.

However, mitigating one impairment may result in complicating another. For example, the raised bumps

seen at many crosswalks or transitions from parking lots to entryways offer information for the visually
impaired. This information allows those individuals to better respond the changing environment.
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However, many with mobility issues find these raised surfaces difficult to navigate. In attempting to
resolve an issue for one population, a new issue is created for a different population.

6.1.3.4 Cognitive Impairments

“Cognition is the ability to perceive, recognize, understand, interpret, and respond to information. It relies
on complex processes such as thinking, knowing, memory, learning, and recognition” (AASHTO, pg 15).
Similar to physical impairments, cognitive impairments take on multiple forms with varying levels of
degree. Cognitively impaired individuals benefit from simple, standardized designs which help these
pedestrians navigate a complex and confusing world. Signals using symbols and colors also assist
children and the more than 20 percent of Americans who do not read English navigate the urban
environment with safety.

6.2 Types of Pedestrian Facilities

Pedestrian facilities are an essential component of the transportation system. Pedestrian activity requires
adequate pedestrian facilities. Pedestrians must be considered in every transportation design decision;
whether this means explicitly excluding pedestrians from a roadway or incorporating pedestrian activity
into the design of the system. Pedestrian facilities directly improve the quality of the transportation
system in two ways. First, pedestrian facilities attract pedestrians (AASHTO pg 54). Generally, people
refuse to walk in response to the lack of incentive or encouragement. Given the choice, some may choose
to walk rather than drive. In many areas, this choice is not available. Second, pedestrian facilities increase
safety (AASHTO pg 54). Where pedestrian facilities have not been provided, pedestrians may be forced
to contend with the automobile on the street. Facilities that separate the pedestrian from the automobile
lower the risk of fatal incidents and double the overall safety of the roadway (AASHTO pg 54). A well
designed facility attracts pedestrians and discourages dangerous interaction with motorists. The seven
attributes of a well designed pedestrian facility are:
Accessibility — A network of sidewalks should be accessible to all users and meet ADA requirements.
Adequate Width — Two people should be able to walk side-by-side and pass a third person
comfortably and different walking speeds should be possible. In areas of intense pedestrian use,
sidewalks should be wider to accommodate the greater volume of walkers.
Safety — Design features of the sidewalk should allow pedestrians to have a sense of security and
predictability. Sidewalk users should not feel they are at risk due to the presence of adjacent traffic.
Continuity — Walking routes should be obvious and should not require pedestrians to travel out of
their way unnecessarily.
Landscaping — Plantings and street trees within the roadside area should contribute to the overall
psychological and visual comfort of sidewalk users, without providing hiding places for attackers.
Social Space — Sidewalks should be more than areas to travel, they should provide places for people
to interact. There should be places for standing, visiting, and sitting. The sidewalk area should be a
place where adults and children can safely participate in public life.
Quality of Place — sidewalks should contribute to the character of neighborhoods and business
districts and strengthen their identity. (AASHTO pg 54-55)
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6.2.1 Sidewalks

A sidewalk is “that portion of a street between the curb line, or the lateral line of a roadway, and the
adjacent property line or on easements of private property that is paved or improved and intended for use
by pedestrians” (MUTCD pg 20). Sidewalks offer a safe zone for pedestrian travel between the
commercial, residential or business developments on one side and the speed and energy of the automobile
zone on the other. Successful sidewalks provide access and protection.

Pedestrians use sidewalks to navigate the urban network, moving from store to restaurant, bank to
barroom, office to parking lot. A sidewalk must provide adequate access to all of these points of
destination. Where motorists have parked along the roadway, the sidewalk must provide unobstructed
access for these motorists to move from the pedestrian zone to the automobile zone. Finally, each
sidewalk exists as part of the overall pedestrian network, requiring continuous connectivity throughout the
urban landscape. Integral to its design, the sidewalk provides connectivity and access to the entire built
environment.

However, unfettered access can produce an unsafe environment for the pedestrian, diminishing the use
and productivity of the sidewalk. The sidewalk must provide protection from automobiles, natural
elements and conflict with other pedestrians. The most recognizable separation of the automobile zone
from the pedestrian zone is a raised curb. The curb can be augmented with a grass strip, street trees, rows
of planters or any other vegetation. Alternatively, simple design flourishes, such as textured or colored
pavement, could separate the zones in the same manner as vegetation. Street trees also offer protection
from environmental hazards, such as direct sunlight or heavy winds and rain. This protection could also
be provided by awnings from the storefronts that line the sidewalk. Most importantly, the sidewalk must
provide an unimpeded pathway with a long sight distance. Visually impaired or physically impaired
pedestrians cannot easily navigate sidewalks littered with obstacles. Unencumbered sidewalks with
appropriate lighting provide a welcoming and sage environment for all pedestrians.

To provide access to the built environment while protecting pedestrians from the dangers inherent to the
urban landscape, the pedestrian network must be balanced. A roadway with sidewalks on only one side
invites mid-block street crossing and other unsafe pedestrian activities. Development on both sides of a
roadway will attract pedestrian traffic on both sides of the roadway; sidewalks must be provided to protect
pedestrians from automobile traffic and connect pedestrians to all destinations. However, where only one
side of the roadway has been developed or allows for safe pedestrian travel, only one sidewalk need be
provided.

6.2.2 Off-road Paths

Off-road paths can be paved or unpaved, depending upon the level of use and nature of the surrounding
area. Generally, off-road paths wind through open fields in rural or low-density suburban areas alongside
roadways, deviating from them to approach major points of interest. In this bucolic setting, nature serves
as a buffer between the automobile zone and the pedestrian zone with a row of trees, a ditch or a swale, or
simply a large greenway.

6.2.3 Shared-Use Paths

Similar to off-road paths, shared-use paths tend follow alongside roadways in rural and low-density
suburban areas. Unlike off-road paths, shared-use paths allow multiple modes of travel to interact at
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various speeds. Depending upon the surrounding environment, shared-use paths could be paved or
unpaved. On shared-use paths, joggers, dog walkers and baby strollers contend with bicyclists,
skateboarders, and horseback riders. For an in depth discussion of shared-use paths, see Section 4.2.3.

6.2.4 Shared Streets

At the other end of the spectrum from the rural off-road paths, some urban corridors could be converted to
shared streets. In high density urban areas with large amounts of pedestrian traffic, the automobile zone
and the pedestrian zone have merged. Pedestrians are not limited to the sidewalk, but can wander down
the center of the roadway and cross at will. Extremely low vehicle speeds and the ever present pedestrians
limit the automobile traffic. Shared streets are very special places within the city that require
consideration of the overall traffic pattern of the city, automobile as well as pedestrian. The commercial
and civic life created by the concentration of pedestrians justifies the displacement of automobiles.
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CHAPTER 7
CURRENT AND PROPOSED MONTGOMERY MPO PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES

The existing sidewalk infrastructure in Montgomery and the surrounding cities provide strong
foundations for the provision of safe and well connected pedestrian networks. However, current issues
demand immediate attention. Aging infrastructure requires rehabilitation; decisions of previous
generations demand correction; missing infrastructure must be provided. By addressing these simple yet
vitally important issues with the pedestrian network, Montgomery Metropolitan Planning Organization
can build a safe, convenient, and walkable environment.

7.1 Current Pedestrian Facilities

Using the midway point between the Capitol and Court Square as the point of origin, the Downtown Core
can be approximated as the area within a half mile radius. This Downtown Core contains an extremely
dense cluster of sidewalks along both sides of nearly every roadway. However, these sidewalks have
fallen into a severe level of disrepair and must be rehabilitated. Although the infrastructure exists, it does
not achieve its full potential in its present state.

Extending this radius an additional half mile creates an approximate buffer for the Central Business
District. As the network of sidewalks extends outward along the major connectors of High Street,
Madison Avenue and Adams Avenue, fewer connections are made. On the southern edge of the Central
Business District, multiple streets with existing sidewalks cross Interstate Highway 85, entering the first
ring of suburban development.

Extending the radius a mile beyond the limits of the Central Business District delineates the outer limits
of the first ring of suburban development in Montgomery. The boundaries of this ring include the Ann
Street exit of 1-85, the northern edge of Cypress Park and Fairview Avenue. The neighborhoods that
surround the Central Business District and comprise the first ring of suburban development in
Montgomery include Capital Heights, Old Cloverdale, the Garden District, Highland Park and Five
Points. While many of these neighborhoods enjoy significant sidewalk coverage, many areas lack the
security and connectivity provided by adequate pedestrian facilities. In many areas, sidewalks simply end,
forcing pedestrians into the street or onto the grass. Additionally, many roadways that have sidewalks
only have them on one side, forcing individuals to cross the roadway or surrender the advantage of the
sidewalk.

While the neighborhoods closest to the Central Business District enjoy considerable sidewalk coverage,
the second ring of development offers even fewer pedestrian amenities. And while the Central Business
District demands rehabilitation, and the first ring suburbs demand improving coverage by providing both
sides of the roadway, the second ring requires increased connectivity through the provision of sidewalks
where none exist. Connectivity in the second ring neighborhoods such as McGehee Estates, Haardt
Estates and Dalraida remains difficult. With few sidewalks scattered across the city, the main objective in
this section must be connecting these various segments. Figure 7.1 details the Central Business District
and each Suburban Development Ring.

However, while connecting scattered segments will improve connectivity in the second ring,
neighborhoods beyond the Boulevard must build an entire network from the beginning. This lack of
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pedestrian network leaves pedestrians in isolated neighborhoods with no access to commercial corridors
along major roadways. While this sidewalk inventory only addresses functional classification of roadways
above residential connectors, none of the major roadways in this area have sidewalks for the safety and
amenity of pedestrians.

While Montgomery enjoys the greatest number of sidewalks of any municipality in the Metropolitan
Planning area, the pattern remains consistent. Of the seven additional municipalities in the Metropolitan
Planning area, only four have sidewalks along functionally classified roadways. In all four, sidewalks
concentrate pedestrian traffic around the downtown areas. Nine of the eleven roadways with sidewalks in
Prattville are in downtown and all but one have sidewalks on both sides. Conversely, EImore County
roadways tend to have sidewalks on only one side, but still focus traffic toward the town center. While
problems of connectivity pervade all areas of the Metropolitan Planning area, each municipality enjoys
strong foundations for successful pedestrian infrastructure.

A sidewalk inventory was competed on functionally classified streets to determine the location of
sidewalks throughout the MPO Study Area. According to the inventory, there is a total of approximately
7.98 miles of sidewalks in Autauga County, 9.55 miles of sidewalks in EImore County, and 146.85 miles
of sidewalk in Montgomery County. The sidewalk inventory methodology is discussed in Section 7.2.1.

While Montgomery enjoys the greatest number of sidewalks of any municipality in the Metropolitan
Planning area, the pattern remains consistent. Of the seven additional municipalities in the Metropolitan
Planning area, only four have sidewalks along functionally classified roadways. In all four, sidewalks
concentrate pedestrian traffic around the downtown areas. Nine of the eleven roadways with sidewalks in
Prattville are in downtown and all but one have sidewalks on both sides. Conversely, EImore County
roadways tend to have sidewalks on only one side, but still focus traffic toward the town center. While
problems of connectivity pervade all areas of the Metropolitan Planning area, each municipality enjoys
strong foundations for successful pedestrian infrastructure.

A sidewalk inventory was competed on functionally classified streets to determine the location of
sidewalks throughout the MPO Study Area. According to the inventory, there is a total of approximately
7.98 miles of sidewalks in Autauga County, 9.55 miles of sidewalks in EImore County, and 146.85 miles
of sidewalk in Montgomery County. The sidewalk inventory methodology is discussed in Section 7.2.1.

7.2 Process to Create Pedestrian Projects

The proposed pedestrian facility improvements were determined because of at least one of the following
concepts:

Connectivity

Volume

Public Involvement
The connectivity of the pedestrian network was determined by analyzing gaps in the sidewalk inventory,
as well as by analyzing the intersection inventory. The volume was determined by analyzing the location
of sidewalks in relation to major origins and destinations. The public involvement component determined
pedestrian facility projects not identified by either connectivity or volume.
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7.2.1 Sidewalk Inventory

The sidewalk inventory of functionally classified roads was completed in fiscal year 2009. The inventory
was completed by first analyzing aerial data from 2009, and then thru field work to confirm analysis.
Upon completion of the inventory, the existing sidewalk network was analyzed to determine gaps in
pedestrian facilities. To ensure connectivity of the sidewalk network, all missing segments were added to
the list of needed sidewalk projects. Figures 7.2 to 7.5.

7.2.2 Trip Generators

Shopping centers, parks, schools, YMCAs, community centers, major residential areas and major
employment centers identified as attractors and existing sidewalk facilities were analyzed to determine
roadway segments needing pedestrian facilities to connect origins and destinations. The identified
segments were added to the list of needed sidewalk projects.

7.2.3 Public Input

The destinations, roadways, and corridors indicated during the comment period or mapped during the
public involvement meetings were added to the list of needed sidewalk projects. At this point the projects
added due to connectivity, volume, and public input were analyzed with the existing sidewalk network to
ensure no gaps of pedestrian facilities were being created. The gaps in the needed sidewalk facilities list
were added.

7.2.4 Intersection Inventory

The last step in determine needed pedestrian facilities is analyzing intersections of existing and proposed
sidewalk facilities. The intersection inventory focused both on high volume and medium to high speed
roadways crossings and on signalized intersections. A total of 85 intersections were intersections were
identified as needing pedestrian facilities to safely cross.

7.3 Description of Proposed Projects

A total of 391.3 miles of sidewalk was identified between the sidewalk inventory process and the public
involvement process. Of this total, 55.9 miles is identified as needing rehabilitation and 335.4 miles is
identified as new sidewalk construction. The majority of the sidewalks identified are in the City of
Montgomery because of density of both employment and residential. Table 7.1 details the needed
sidewalk projects by county. All City of Prattville projects are in the listing of Autauga County projects.

Table 7.1: Miles of Needed Sidewalk Projects by County

REHAB TOTAL | TOTAL NEW
COUNTY MILES CONSTRUCTION MILES
Autauga 0 48.97
Elmore 0 36.07
Montgomery 55.93 250.32
Total 55.93 335.36
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CHAPTER 8

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PRIORITIZATION PROCESSES AND IMPLEMENTATION

PLANS

8.1. Bicycle Project Prioritization Process

Bicycle segments, as well as major roadway crossings, were prioritized according to total points from

each criterion. The major roadway crossings are separate from adjoining segments. The prioritization

factors utilized were based upon the bicycle suitability analysis and public input, as well as, traditional
issues like safety and connectivity. The factors are as follows:

Proximity to Schools — Total Points Possible = 8
o Direct Access to a/from a school — 4 Points
o0 Within 1 mile of an Elementary School, Middle School, or Junior High School — 2
Points
0 Within 2 miles of a High School, College, or University— 2 Points
Proximity to Points of Interest — Total Points Possible = 12
0 Within 0.5 miles of a Park — 4 Points
o0 Within 0.5 miles of an Attraction (Library, Community Center, Historic Site,
YMCA) - 4 Points
0 Within a Historic District (National, State, or Local) — 4 Points
Connectivity to Transit— Total Points Possible = 3
o0 Within 0.5 miles of a Transit Route — 3 Points
Connectivity to Existing Bicycle Facilities— Total Points Possible = 2
o0 Connects to Existing or Funded Bicycle Facility — 3 Points
Interstate or Major roadway Crossing — Total Points Possible = 2
0 Interstate = 2 Points
0 Major Roadway = 1 Point
Within 0.25 miles of a Major Employment Area — Total Points Possible = 5
0 2,500 Employees or more — 5 Points
1,250 — 2,499 Employees — 4 Points
500 — 1,249 Employees — 3 Points
100 - 499 Employees — 2 Points
1- 99 Employees — 1 Point
0 0 Employees — 0 Points
Accident History — Total Points Possible = 2
0 Reported Bicycle and/or Pedestrian Accident between 2003 and 2011)- 2 Points
Bicycle Suitability Rating— Total Points Possible = 5
0 3.0-4.0 (Best Conditions For Bicycling)— 5 Points
0 2.0-2.9 (Medium Conditions For Bicycling) — 2 Points
0 1.0- 1.9 (Difficult Conditions For Cycling) — 1 Point
0 <1.0 (Very Difficult Conditions For Cycling) — 0 Points
Within City Limits - Total Points Possible = 1

O O0OO0Oo

Direct access is defined as within 0.2 miles of the location. The Critical Analysis Reporting Environment
(CARE) database was utilized to determine the location of bicycle or/and pedestrian involved accidents
between 2003 and 2011. Figure 8.1 details the location of accidents involving a pedestrian or bicyclist.
Appendix D details the number of points for each criterion for each route segment and crossing; and
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Appendix E details the number of points for each connector segment and crossing. The priority score for
each segment and crossing was utilized to assign an overall priority score for each route and connector.
Table 8.1 details from highest to lowest score the prioritization each of the routes. Table 8.2 details from
highest to lowest score the prioritization each of the connectors.

Table 8.1 Bicycle Route Priority Scores

# | County Name Miles | Priority Score
10 | Montgomery | Midtown to Downtown 9.82 28.1
23 | Montgomery | Rails-to-Trails 2.74 28.0
9 | Montgomery | Historic Circulator 9.36 27.8
32 | Montgomery | Gateway 2.99 27.6
12 | Montgomery | Montgomery Midtown North 8.31 27.4
16 | Montgomery | South Midtown 10.32 25.5
15 | Montgomery | Selma to Montgomery 15.07 25.3
31 | Montgomery | West Montgomery 6.44 24.2
25 | Prattville Upper Kingston Rd 5.96 23.0
17 | Montgomery | South Montgomery 5.68 22.3
24 | Autauga Lower Kingston Rd 5.38 19.3
2 | Montgomery | ASF 7.21 17.9
30 | Montgomery | West Montgomery 9.91 17.5
3 | Elmore Blue Ridge-Redland 12.83 17.4
13 | Autauga North Prattville 7.51 16.3
22 | Elmore Wetumpka-Holtville 38.16 16.3
1 | Montgomery | AUM/ Eastdale Mall 9.71 15.6
27 | Autauga Midtown North Prattville 9.02 13.6
11 | Elmore Millbrook 13.28 12.3
5 | Montgomery | East Montgomery 15.36 12.0
29 | Autauga Midtown East Prattville 5.81 11.8
26 | Montgomery | Brewbaker 6.12 11.7
8 | Elmore Elmore-Millbrook -Coosada 19.58 114
7 | Elmore Elmore-Holtville 21.94 9.6
4 | Elmore Deatsville 16.23 7.3
19 | Montgomery | Wares Ferry Rd 12.35 7.1
6 | Autauga West Prattville 11.80 6.9
21 | Elmore Wetumpka 23.54 6.9
28 | Autauga Northeast Prattville 6.37 6.9
14 | Elmore Redland-Emerald Mountain 12.36 6.8
18 | Montgomery | South Montgomery County 21.98 6.7
20 | Elmore Weoka 9.17 6.0
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Table 8.2 Bicycle Connector Priority Scores

Connector

# | County Name From To Miles | Priority Score

6 | Montgomery | Edgemont Route 31 0.99 29.0
34 | Montgomery | High St S. Ripley St Route 9 0.37 29.0
33 | Montgomery | Highland Ave Route 9 & 15 | Route 12 0.11 27.0
15 | Montgomery | Maxwell Route 9 & 15 | Maxwell AFB 1.93 26.5
32 | Autauga S Court St Conector 31 Route 24 & 25 0.23 24.0
20 | Montgomery | Wares Ferry Rd Route 1 Route 12 2.43 23.0
22 | Elmore East Wetumpka Route 22 Connector 7 0.24 23.0
31 | Autauga W Main St Route 6 Route 26 1.28 22.7
10 | Montgomery | Catholic High School :((jgu?]gulfark Route 2 1.30 219
21 | Montgomery | Montgomery Zoo Route 14 Route 12 4.95 21.0
18 | Montgomery | Narrow Lane Rd Route 10 & 16 | Route 17 0.79 20.0
24 | Montgomery | Woodmere Route 2 Route 10 3.33 19.6

4 | Montgomery | Blount Cultural Park N/A N/A 0.08 19.0

7 | Elmore Elmore-Wetumpka Route 3 Route 7 5.01 19.0
14 | Montgomery | Lagoon Park Connector 11 | Lagoon Park 0.45 19.0

1 | Montgomery | AUM Route 1 AUM 1.68 18.0
12 | Montgomery | Halcyon Route 2 Route 5 1.70 17.0

Gunter Industrial

11 | Montgomery | Gunter Route 12 Park 436 15.3
26 | Elmore Grandview Rd Route 8 Route 11 0.57 15.0
29 ’é‘ﬂ;"’(‘)“rga & | North Prattville Route 25 & 27 | Route 29 5 08 141

2 | Montgomery | Bell Rd Atlanta Hwy Route 2 2.59 14.0
30 ,I’_E\Il;t%urga & Constitution Avenue Route 13 N/A 215 128
25 | Elmore Central Plank Rd Route 3 Route 21 3.28 12.5
35 | AR A 14 Route 11 Route 29 528 123

9 E/:gnn(igi)ﬁery Emerald Mountain Route 14 Route 19 208 120
13 | Montgomery | Hyundai Route 15 Hyundai Plant 4.10 12.0

Autauga & Connector 15 &

16 Montg%mery Montgomery-Autauga Route 6 Route 30 1262 120
27 | Elmore AL 143 Route 7 Route 8 1.42 12.0

3 | Montgomery | Brighton Estates Route 2 & 33 | Brighten Estates 0.67 10.0

5 | Elmore Coosada Elementary School Route 8 Route 8§ & 11 2.52 10.0
19 | Montgomery | South Montgomery County Route 13 Connector 13 5.93 9.3
23 | Elmore West Wetumpka Route 23 Connector 8 0.25 9.0
28 | Elmore Deatsville Route 4 Route 7 2.75 8.0
17 | Elmore Ft. Toulouse Ft. Toulouse Route 3 0.79 6.0

8 | Elmore Elmore County Route 4 Route 8 0.35 5.0
36 | Elmore Old Ware Road Route 14 Route 14 1.70 3.0
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8.2. Cost Estimate Analysis

The proposed bicycle segments were assigned a bikeway type using the 2009 Edition of the Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). The MUTCD defines a bicycle facility as, “a general term
denoting improvements and provisions that accommodate or encourage bicycling, including parking and
storage facilities, and shared roadways not specifically defined for bicycle use.” In addition, the MUTCD
defines a bikeway as, “a generic term for any road, street, path, or way that in some manner is specifically
designated for bicycle travel, regardless of whether such facilities are designated for the exclusive use of
bicycles or are to be shared with other transportation modes.” The bikeway types and associated MUTCD
definition are as follows:

Shared Roadway - a roadway that is officially designated and marked as a bicycle route, but which is

open to motor vehicle travel and upon which no bicycle lane is designated.

Bicycle Lane—a portion of a roadway that has been designated for preferential or exclusive use by

bicyclists by pavement markings and, if used, signs.

Shared-Use Path—a bikeway outside the traveled way and physically separated from motorized

vehicular traffic by an open space or barrier and either within the highway right-of-way or within an

independent alignment. Shared-use paths are also used by pedestrians (including skaters, users of

manual and motorized wheelchairs, and joggers) and other authorized motorized and non-motorized

users).
To determine an approximate cost estimate for the entire bicycle system by bikeway type, completed
bikeway facilities across the state were reviewed. The goal was to determine the total cost of the bikeway
and to evaluate the scope of the project. The information was utilized to determine an estimated cost per
mile for each bikeway type in the Montgomery MPO bicycle system. Shared roadway projects were
reviewed in Montgomery County and the City of Birmingham, bicycle lane projects were reviewed in the
City of Montgomery and in the City of Opelika, and shared-use path projects were reviewed in the City of
Auburn. A detailed methodology and study results are in Appendix F.

8.3. Bicycle Implementation Plan

The bicycle routes range from 6.0 to 28.1 on the prioritization scale, and the bicycle connectors range
from 5.0 to 29.0 on the prioritization scale. The priority score was utilized in conjunction with bikeway
type and facility type to create an implementation plan that follows key principles: connectivity to
existing facilities, continuity of facilities, and access to the highest utilized origins and destinations. Six
routes and four connectors scored 25 or above on the prioritization scale. These routes and connectors
were analyzed to determine a starting point for the implementation plan. All of these routes and
connectors are located in the City of Montgomery within the boundaries of the West, South, East and
Northern Boulevard. Figure 8.1 details the routes and connectors with a prioritization score of 25 and
above. After analyzing these routes and connectors, it is determined that the following roadways appear
multiple times in these routes or/and connectors:

Cloverdale Road - Routes 9, 10 and 16

E. Fairview Avenue — Routes 9 and 16

College Street — Routes 9 and 16

Carter Hill Road — Routes 9 and 16

Hall Street — Routes 9 and 16

E. Edgemont Avenue — Routes 10 and 16

Glen Graten Drive — Routes 10 and 16

Feildcrest Drive — Routes 10 and 16
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Woodley Road — Routes 10 and 16

McGehee Road — Routes 10 and 16

Montgomery Street — Routes 9 and 10

S. Lawrence Street — Routes 9 and 10

Gilmer Avenue — Routes 9 and 10

S. Perry Street — Routes 9 and 10

Rails-Trails — Routes 16 and 23

S. Court Street — Routes 10 and 32
The routes with the most duplicate segments are 9, 10, and 16, and the three routes with the highest
prioritization score are route 10 (28.1), route 9 (28.0) and route 9 (27.8). Because of the high priority
ranking and a high number plus length of duplicate roadways, route 10 is the logical starting point for the
bicycle implementation plan. From this point, the priorities were determined utilizing the principles
detailed above in conjunction with priority score. To ensure continuity of the bicycle routes, high priority
routes and connectors that meet route 10, meet existing facilities near route 10 or planned bicycle routes
were analyzed to determine the additional high priority routes and connectors. Routes 9, 15, 16 and 32
and connectors 18 and 24 meet route 10; route 9, route 16 and connector 34 meet an existing bicycle
facilities; and route 23 is a planned bicycle facility. These six routes and four connectors are the
classified as Priority 1 in the implementation plan. Priority 1 projects are a total length of 56.7 miles, and
they are a combination of all three bikeway types.

Priority 2 projects were determined by applying the principles of connectivity and popularity of origins
and attractors. First, routes and connectors that meet a priority 1 project were determined. Four routes
and five connectors met this criterion. An analysis of these routes and connectors determined that of
these two routes and three connectors received a priority score below 20, while two routes and five
connectors with a priority score above 20 are nether a priority 1 project or meet a priority 1 project.
Higher prioritization scores indicate a popular attractors and origins are along the route or connector, as
well as a greater population and/or population density. To ensure the principles of connectivity and
popularity of attractors and origins and destinations are followed, routes and connectors that meet priority
1 projects and routes and connectors with a prioritization score above 20 were categorized as priority 2
projects in the implementation plan. Routes and connectors that were categorized because of connectivity
are Priority 2A projects, while routes and connectors that were categorized because of popularity are
Priority 2B projects. Priority 2A routes are a total length of 52.0 miles, and Priority 2B routes are a total
length of 19.8 miles. Priority 2A and 2B projects are a combination of all three bikeway types.

Priority 3 projects were determined utilizing the same methodology as priority 2 projects. First, routes
and connectors that meet a priority 2 project were determined. Five routes and seven connectors met this
criterion. An analysis of these routes and connectors determined that of these three routes and four
connectors received a priority score below 15, while three routes and four connectors with a priority score
above 15 are nether a priority 1, priority 2 or meet a priority 3 project. As with priority 2 projects the
routes and connectors with a score above 15 were prioritized as priority 3 projects. Routes and
connectors that were categorized because of connectivity are Priority 3A projects, while routes and
connectors that were categorized because of popularity are Priority 3B projects. Priority 3A routes are a
total length of 62.4 miles, and Priority 3B routes are a total length of 66.1 miles. Priority 2A and 2B
projects are a combination of all three bikeway types.

The remaining twelve routes and eleven connectors were categorized as a Long Range Priority. The

purpose of the priority characterization is to focus funding towards routes and connectors that increase
connectivity and ensure access to the most highly utilized attraction and origins. The focus directs and

78



aids funding strategies. The prioritization characterization is not intended to outline the order for bicycle
facilities to be built. In the event that funding becomes available for a lower or long range priority, the
project should be built ahead of higher priority projects. In addition, the designation of a roadway as a
route or connector demonstrates that the roadway has been studied and is a both a suitable and desirable
location for bicycle facilities. Any project from resurfacing to widening on designated roadways should
include analysis and engineering for the desired bikeway, and in the event a different bikeway type or no
bicycle facility is included, justification on this decision should be detailed. The Priority 1, Priority 2,
Priority 3, and Long Range Bicycle Routes and Connectors are detailed below:

Priority 1 Projects
Route 9 — Historic Circulator
Route 10 — Midtown to Downtown
Route 15 — Selma to Montgomery
Route 16 — South Midtown
Route 23 — Rails-trails
Route 32 — S. Court Street
Connector 15 - Maxwell
Connector 18 — Narrow Lane Road
Connector 24 - Woodmere
Connector 34 — High Street
Total Miles: 56.7
0 Shared Roadways: 21.7 miles
0 Bicycle Lanes: 15.6 miles
0 Shared-Use Paths: 3.6 miles

Priority 2 Projects
Route 2 — Alabama Shakespeare Festival
Route 12 — Montgomery Midtown North
Route 17 — South Montgomery
Route 25 — Upper Kingston Road
Route 30 — West Montgomery
Route 31 — Gateway
Connector 6 — Edgemont
Connector 10 — Catholic High School
Connector 13 — Hyundai
Connector 16 — Montgomery-Autauga
Connector 20 — Wares Ferry Road
Connector 21 — Montgomery Zoo
Connector 22 — East Wetumpka
Connector 31 — W. Main Street
Connector 32 — S. Court Street
Connector 33 — Highland Avenue
Total Miles: 71.8
0 Shared Roadways: 62.1 miles
0 Bicycle Lanes: 7.9 miles
0 Shared-Use Paths: 0.6 miles
Intersection Improvement to Add a Pedestrian Phase:
0 St. James High School at Vaughn Road
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o0 Catholic High School at Vaughn Road

Priority 3 Projects
Route 1 — AUM/Eastdale Mall
Route 3 — Blue Ridge-Redland
Route 6 — West Prattville
Route 13 — North Prattville
Route 22 — Wetumpka-Holtville
Route 24 — Lower Kingston Road
Route 26 — Brewbaker
Route 27 — Midtown-North Prattville
Connector 1 — AUM
Connector 2 — Bell Road
Connector 3 — Brighten Estates
Connector 4 — Blount Cultural Park
Connector 7 — ElImore-Wetumpka
Connector 11 — Gunter
Connector 12 — Halcyon
Connector 14 — Lagoon Park
Connector 19 — South Montgomery County
Connector 26 — Grandview Road
Connector 29 — North Prattville
Total Miles: 128.6
0 Shared Roadways: 87.3 miles
0 Bicycle Lanes: 12.6 miles
0 Shared-Use Paths: 4.22 miles
Intersection Improvement to Add a Pedestrian Phase:
o Eastdale Circle at Atlanta Highway

Long Range Projects
Route 4 — Deatsville
Rote 5 — East Montgomery
Route 7 — EImore-Holtville
Route 8 — EImore-Millbrook-Coosada
Route 11 — Millbrook
Route 14 — Redland-Emerald Mountain
Route 18 — South Montgomery county
Route 19 — Wares Ferry Road
Route 20 — Weoka
Route 21 — Wetumpka
Route 28 — Northeast Prattville
Route 29 — Midtown East Prattville
Connector 5 — Coosada Elementary School
Connector 8 — EImore County
Connector 9 — Emerald Mountain
Connector 17 — Ft. Toulouse
Connector 23 — West Wetumpka
Connector 25 — Central Plank Road

80



Connector 27 — AL 143

Connector 28 — Deatsville

Connector 30 — Constitution Avenue

Connector 35 - AL 14

Connector 36 — Old Ware Road

Total Miles: 197.5
0 Shared Roadways: 160.0 miles
0 Bicycle Lanes: 4.6 miles
0 Shared-Use Paths: 10.1 miles

Intersection Improvement to Add a Pedestrian Phase:
0 Seaton Boulevard/Halcyon Park Drive at Vaughn Road
0 Memorial Drive at Fairview Avenue (AL 14)
o0 Constitution Avenue at McQueen Smith Road

Figure 8.2 details the Priority 1 projects, Figures 8.3 to 8.4 details the priority 2 projects, and Figures 8.5
to 8.6 details the Priority 3 projects.
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8.3. Pedestrian Project Prioritization Process

The prioritization factors utilized were based upon the sidewalk inventory and public input, as well as,
traditional issues like safety and connectivity. The factors are as follows:
Proximity to Schools — Total Points Possible = 8
0 Within 0.1 miles to a/from a school — 4 Points
0 Within 0.5 mile of an Elementary School, Middle School, or Junior High School — 2
Points
o Within 1 miles of a High School, College, or University— 2 Points
Proximity to Points of Interest — Total Points Possible = 12
0 Within 0.25 miles of a Park — 4 Points
o0 Within 0.25 miles of an Attraction (Library, Community Center, Historic Site,
YMCA) - 4 Points
0 Within a Historic District (National, State, or Local) — 4 Points
Connectivity to Transit— Total Points Possible =5
o0 Within 0.25 miles of a Transit Route — 3 Points
0 Within 250 ft of an existing Transit Stop — 2 points
Connectivity to Existing Pedestrian Facilities— Total Points Possible = 5
0 Connects to Existing Pedestrian Facility — 5 Points
Interstate or Major Roadway Crossing — Total Points Possible = 2
0 Interstate = 2 Points
0 Major Roadway = 1 Point
Traffic Analysis Zone 2005 Employment Density — Total Points Possible =5
o0 Employment Density of 0 to 150 Employees per mile = 0 Points
Employment Density of 151 to 250 Employees per mile = 1 Points
Employment Density of 250 to 1,000 Employees per mile = 2 Points
Employment Density of 1,001 to 2,500 Employees per mile = 3 Points
Employment Density of 2,501 to 5,000 Employees per mile = 4 Points
o0 Employment Density of 5,001 and Above Employees per mile =5 Points
Accident History — Total Points Possible = 2
0 Reported Bicycle and/or Pedestrian Accident — 2 Points
Within City Limits - Total Points Possible = 1
Bicycle facilities are prioritized according to total points from the criteria. Bicycle facilities should
be pursued for all roadway projects with proposed bicycle facilities regardless of the priority ranking.
The Critical Analysis Reporting Environment (CARE) database was utilized to determine the
location bicycle or pedestrian involved accidents between 2003 and 2011. The Employment density
criterion was determined by averaging the density of the Traffic Analysis Zones on both sides of a
roadway.

O O0OO0Oo

8.4. Pedestrian Implementation Plan

A total of 391.29 miles of sidewalk was identified as between the sidewalk inventory process and the
public involvement process. The sidewalks are divided between 339 segments varying in length from
0.02 miles to 7.54 miles. Each segment was determined with the following criteria:
Segments in dense urban areas have an approximate maximum length of 0.5 miles; Segments in
medium density areas have an approximate maximum length of 1 mile; Segments in low density
areas have a maximum length of 2 miles; Segments in rural areas have no maximum length.
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A new segment was created each time the existing sidewalk or needed sidewalk changed. This

divided both rehabilitation and new construction needs as well as sections that need one versus

two sides. This created some very short segments in medium and low density areas.

Gap between existing sidewalks range from very short to over a mile.
Of the 391.29 miles, 55.93 miles is identified as needing rehabilitation and 335.36 miles is identified as
new sidewalk construction. The prioritization score was utilized to group the needed sidewalk projects
into Priority 1, Priority 2, Priority 3, and Long Range Priority. In addition to sidewalk segments, an
inventory of major intersections along a sidewalk identified as well as along an existing sidewalk was
completed. A priority ranking was assigned to each intersection based upon the priority ranking of the
associated roadway. Intersections at existing sidewalk facilities that were lacking pedestrian crosswalks
were identified and assigned as Priority 1.

The purpose of the priority characterization is to focus funding towards sidewalk projects that increase
connectivity and ensure access to the most highly utilized attraction and origins. The prioritization
characterization is not intended to outline the order for pedestrian facilities to be built. In the event that
funding becomes available for a lower or long range priority, the project should be built ahead of higher
priority projects. In addition, the designation of a roadway as needing pedestrian facilities demonstrates
that the roadway has been indicated either thru the sidewalk inventory or public input as needing
pedestrian facilities. Any project from resurfacing to widening on designated roadways should include
engineering to include sidewalks and other necessary pedestrian components. Priority 1 segment projects
have a prioritization score of 30 and above. Priority 1 intersection projects are associated with Priority 1
segment projects or are associated with existing sidewalk facilities. Priority 2 segment projects have a
prioritization score between 23 and 29.5. There are no Priority 2 intersections. Priority 3 segment
projects have a prioritization score between 15 and 22.5. Priority 3 intersections are associated with
Priority 3 segment projects. Table 8.3 and Figure 8.5 detail Priority 1 projects, Table 8.4 and Figure 8.6
detail priority 2 projects, Table 8.5 and Figure 8.7 details priority 3 projects, and Table 8.6 details Priority
1 and Priority 3 intersections.
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CHAPTER 9
OTHER COMPONENTS

Numerous other components besides the physical pedestrian and bicycle transportation network are
necessary to create a viable multimodal transportation system. Many of these components are addressed
in the goals of the Montgomery Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO) 2012 Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan from Chapter 1 and the barriers to planning for pedestrian and bicycle transportation in Chapter 3.
To ensure that all aspects that affect the usage and overall success of a multimodal transportation system
are addressed, a list of action items were developed to address the goals and to overcome the barriers, as
well as to address other infrastructure needs of bicyclist and pedestrians.

9.1. Safety and Education

Safety and education form a two sided coin, and they serve as catalysts for increased bicycle and
pedestrian network usage. An increase in education for all ages and abilities leads to increased safety;
increased safety leads to increased bicycling and walking; increased bicycling and walking leads to
increased educational services. According to the CARE database, between 2003 and 2011 a total of 251
accidents involved a bicyclist and a total of 563 accidents involved pedestrians in the Montgomery
Metropolitan Planning Organization Study Area. For the bicyclist involved accidents, one was fatal, 83
had an incapacitating injury, and 58 had a non-incapacitating injury. For the pedestrian accidents, 44
were fatal, 257 had an incapacitating injury, and 214 had a non-incapacitating injury. Table 9.1 and 9.2
below details the pedestrian and bicyclist involved accidents from 2003 to 2011.

Table 9.1 Pedestrian Involved Accidents from 2003-2011 in the Montgomery MPO Study Area

Pedestrian Involved
Fatal* | Incapacitating Injury | Non-Incapacitating Injury Property
2 Injuries 2 Injuries Possible | Damage
Year 1 Injury | or More 1 Injury or More Injury Only Total
2003 2 32 3 15 1 7 6 66
2004 8 42 3 13 1 11 8 86
2005 9 41 3 12 1 10 3 79
2006 6 38 1 11 1 8 1 66
2007 5 32 8 11 0 13 5 74
2008 5 15 0 8 0 6 1 35
2009** 2 21 2 3 0 14 6 48
2010** 3 5 1 9 5 16 6 45
2011** 4 9 1 19 4 18 6 61
TOTAL 44 235 22 101 13 103 42 | 560
*One accident in 2004 and one in 2008 had two fatalities.
**QOne accident in 2009, 2010, and 2011 has an unknown crash severity.

Source: CARE Database, University of Alabama
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Table 9.2 Bicyclist Involved Accidents from 2003-2011 in the Montgomery MPO Study Area

Bicyclist Involved
Incapacitating | Non-Incapacitating | Possible | Property
Year Fatal Injury Injury Injury Damage Only Total
2003 1 20 7 2 0 30
2004 0 16 4 4 29
2005 0 8 11 8 2 29
2006 0 6 6 2 7 21
2007 0 11 3 6 5 25
2008 0 4 5 3 3 15
2009 0 13 6 3 8 30
2010 0 3 2 11 17 33
2011 0 2 14 5 18 39
TOTAL 1 83 58 44 64 251

Source: CARE Database, University of Alabama

The Department of Public Health (ADPH) promotes bike and pedestrian safety throughout the State of
Alabama through various publications and programs, such as the Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program.
The SRTS program, for Kindergarten to 8th grades, educates and promote safety to school children
through various means including Bike Rodeos to teach and promote riding skills, obeying traffic laws,
staying alert to changing riding-surface conditions, wearing helmets, and visibility. ADPH offers puppet
shows, games, and other incentives to gain the interest of kids to learn and practice safety. While this
program affects many children throughout the area, it does not reach all children. In addition, the need
for adult bicycle and pedestrian safety education remains unmet. To address the goals of increased safety
and education for all ages more need to be done. Collaboration should be formed between state and local
municipalities to address the unmet need of safety education whether through educational campaigns or
physical classes.

9.2. Security

A pedestrian and bicycle transportation network must address real and perceived security concerns to
ensure usage. The solutions to security concerns vary from rural to urban, residential to commercial, and
by facility type. To ensure all areas are utilized, each area must be analyzed for both security and
possible solutions. The security concerns can be addressed in a variety of ways from increased patrols by
bicycle police to increased lighting to increased buffers. In the end, pedestrian and bicyclists create
inviting and secure public spaces. To ensure that all security concerns are mitigated during bicycle and
pedestrian facility construction, a checklist should be developed to solicit public comment on security
ricks and possible solutions. The issues and possible solutions should be addressed during the
preliminary engineering phase of each bicycle and pedestrian project.

9.3. Transportation and Development Policy
To progress towards a multimodal transportation system, a complete streets policy and a bicycle and

pedestrian friendly development regulations must be adopted. Before a Complete Streets program can be
implemented by municipalities in the Montgomery MPO Study Area, each must develop a vision for area
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roadways. The groundwork being laid today will lead to the adoption and implementation of a Complete
Streets program tailored to the needs and expectations of the Montgomery area citizens.

The progression of the City of Montgomery towards bicycle and pedestrian friendly residential and
commercial development began with the implementation of SmartCode. The process to rewrite the
development codes that govern a majority of the City of Montgomery began in FY 2011. The new
development code will be completed by the City of Montgomery Planning Department in FY 2012.

9.4. Funding

Bicycle and Pedestrian projects can be funded from several different sources including almost all major
Federal-aid highway funds, transit, safety and other programs.

9.4.1. Federal-aid Highway Program Funding Sources through the State Department of
Transportation

The following Funding Sources are available for bicycle and pedestrian projects:

National Highway System (NHS) Funds — May be used for construction of bicycle transportation
facilities and pedestrian walkways on land adjacent to any highway on the National Highway
System, including Interstate highways.

Surface Transportation Program (STP) Funds — may be used for construction of bicycle
transportation facilities and pedestrian walkways, or non-construction projects (such as maps,
brochures, and public service announcements) related to safe bicycle use and walking.
Transportation Enhancement (TE) Funds - provision of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles,
provision of safety and educational activities for pedestrians and bicyclists," and the "preservation
of abandoned railway corridors (including the conversion and use thereof for pedestrian and
bicycle trails.

Recreational Trails Program - funds may be used for all kinds of trail projects. Of the funds
apportioned to a State, 30 percent must be used for motorized trail uses, 30 percent for
nonmotorized trail uses, and 40 percent for diverse trail uses (any combination).

Federal Lands Highway Programs — Various provisions available for bicycle and pedestrian
project under this program. Priority is determined by the federal or tribal land.

National Scenic Byways Program - funds may be used for construction along a scenic byway of a
facility for pedestrians and bicyclists.

High Priority Projects and Designated Transportation Enhancements — funds may be used for
numerous bicycle, pedestrian, trail, and traffic calming projects.

Health and Safety Improvement Program — funds may be used for construction to increase safety
of functionally classified roads.

Safe Routes to School — funds may be used for infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects
(sidewalks, bike lanes and signage) near school locations.

9.4.2. Federal and State Grant Opportunities
In addition to yearly Federal-aid levels of bicycle and pedestrian funding, there are also various grant

opportunities for funding on both the state and federal level present throughout the year. Programs such
as TIGER, TIGGER, DOT/HUD Community Challenge Grant are examples of some discretionary grants
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on the Federal Level. The Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs also have grants
whose funding can be used toward bicycle and pedestrian sites.

9.4.3. Federal/State Matching Requirements

In general, the Federal share of the costs of transportation projects is 80 percent with a 20 percent State or
local match. However, there are a number of exceptions to this rule.

Federal Lands Highway projects and Section 402 Highway Safety funds are 100 percent federally
funded.

Bicycle-related Transit Enhancement Activities are 95 percent federally funded.

Hazard elimination projects are 90 percent federally funded. Bicycle-related transit projects (other
than Transit Enhancement Activities) may be up to 90 percent federally funded.

Individual Transportation Enhancement Activity projects under the STP can have a match higher
or lower than 80 percent. However, the overall Federal share of each State's Transportation
Enhancement Program must be 80 percent.

States with higher percentages of Federal Lands have higher Federal shares calculated in
proportion to their percentage of Federal lands.

The State and/or local funds used to match Federal-aid highway projects may include in-kind
contributions (such as donations). Funds from other Federal programs may also be used to match
Transportation Enhancement, Scenic Byways, and Recreational Trails program funds. A Federal
agency project sponsor may provide matching funds to Recreational Trails funds provided the
Federal share does not exceed 95 percent.

9.4.4. Local Funds

In addition to providing the match for federal and state funding, local municipalities may choose to use
their general funds to provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities at 100%. The chart below provides an
overview of the availability of Federal Transportation funds for a wide variety of bicycle and pedestrian
projects and offers guidance as to the most appropriate potential funding category for a range of typical
projects and programs.

9.5. Other Infrastructure
To support the bicycling and walking of the community, infrastructure from bike racks to water fountains
to benches will need to be installed. Parks across the Montgomery MPO Study Area contain benches,

shelters, water fountains and restroom facilities. As bicycle and pedestrian facilities are constructed,
other infrastructure needs should be assessed and installed when deemed necessary.
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