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FOREWORD

Because of the desire to provide a diversity of transportation modes
to satisfy the travel needs of the people and enable more flexibility in
developing the urban landscape, the Austin City Council adopted the Proposed
Austin Bicycle Plan in June of 1972. One of the major proposals embodied
in the 1972 plan was the development of a citywide bicycle system. The
system would connect the neighborhods with recreational areas, shopping
areas, and other transportation facilities. The plan also pointed out
the need to develop a bicycle network as part of the citywide system
within the central area of the city.

The citywide bicycle system has been developed primarily through
input from school P.T.A.'s, students, interested school officials, neigh-
borhood organizations, and bicycle clubs throughout the city. Through the
City of Austin's Urban Transportation Department and the Austin Transpor-
tation Study Office, the bicycle plan has been and will continue to be
coordinated with the overall transportation planning process.

This plan, then, is the first step toward achievement of the long-
range goal of a citywide bicycle system as previously outlined in the
1972 plan. It is also the tool to be used in programming the implementation
of bicycle facilities as an integral part of the comprehensive transporta-
tion system currently being developed. It is recognized that some modifi-
cations may be necessary due to the development of the other major elements

of the transportation system.
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HIGHLIGHTS

The bicycle is an integral element of Austin's transportation system;
the provision of bicycle facilities will encourage its increased usage
and will have many associated advantages and benefits.

Nationwide, bicycles have outsold automobiles for the past three years.

In Austin approximately 111,000 bicycle licenses have been issued since
registration began in the early 1940's, and, since 1971, registrations
have been averaging over 16,000 per year.

The 1974 citywide sales figure for bicycles was 8,847, an increase of
637% over the 1973 figure.

The planning and development of the citywide bicycle system was based on
past experience with several bicycle pilot projects and on new informa-
tion about bicycle usage and acceptance.

Information from parents and school children was gathered by means of
transportation survey in five elementary schools representative of all
of Austin. The results indicated the average number of bicycles per
household was 2.22 while the average number of automobiles per house-
hold was 1.87.

Citizen input was used to develop the system network. In addition to the
survey, suggestions for possible bike routes were requested of every Austin
school and P.T.A. group. These route proposals were studied, evaluated,
and refined by the Transportation Study Office. A tentative system was
developed and submitted to the P.T.A. groups, neighborhood organizations,
bicycle clubs, and other interested groups for their review and recommen-
dations. These recommendations were then evaluated by the Study Office,
and those determined to be applicable were incorporated into the interim
proposal.

Legal, safety, and design aspects are the interrelated key considerations
that must be addressed in the planning and development of a bicycle system
as well as in its implementation.

Bikeway design criteria include facility warrants, horizontal and vertical
clearance standards, applications to new and existing streets, grade stan-
dards, intersection channelization, bicycle parking, and route signs and
markings. These criteria should be applied uniformly throughout the system.

The citywide system has been designed for maximum integration with the
Hike and Bike Trail networks to provide access to Austin's parks and
recreational facilities.



HIGHLIGHTS (Cont.)

The proposed network requires the utilization of bridges in several
places including the reconstruction or modification of existing major
structures, the addition of bicycle and pedestrian facilities to major
structures currently in the planning stage, and the construction of

a number of minor bridges to span creeks or small ravines.

Funding sources for the implementation of the citywide system include
the Capital Improvements Program of the City of Austin, the Road and
Bridge Fund of Travis County, and funds budgeted in the future by the
Texas Highway Department. The possibility of other funding sources

at the state and federal level will be pursued as they become available.

At present the 1973 Federal Aid Highway Act authorizes the limited use
of existing highway funds for bicycle facility development. It is
felt that a more effective way to develop these facilities is to
commit local monies for this purpose and thus implement the system
over a shorter time period while utilizing the federal monies for
major roadway improvements that require more lead time.

The proposed bicycle system is to be built over a six-year period

at a projected cost (installation, 20% contingencies, and maintenance)
of $9,175,300 for the same period. This total cost includes funds to
cover engineering plans, inspections, surveying and administration.

It does not include funds to cover the cost of major bridges, right-
of-way purchase, or utility relocation.

The bicycle plan is an integral part of the overall transportation plan
which will be continually monitored and evaluated by the Transportation
Study Office. Major reevaluations and updates of the overall plan will
occur at five-year intervals; however, the bicycle element of the plan
will be reviewed at yearly intervals to provide for efficient staging
and the capability of being responsive to changes in priorities or
unforeseen problems.

For the bicycle to be used safely and effectively as a mode of trans-
portation in Austin cooperation and mutual respect of bicyclists and
motorists is critical. Through continuous public education concerning
the interrelated legal, safety and design considerations associated with
cycling and the relationship of the citywide system to the total trans-
portation network, increased public awareness will help further the
development of this cooperation and mutual respect.

The proposed bicycle system is a sound economic investment. On a rela-
tive scale, the expenditures for bicycle facilities in relation to the
expenditures for other modes of transportation is small and the resul-
tant benefit is a complete network for another mode of transportation —-—
the bicycle. This, in turn, helps to provide a balanced transportation
system in its overall approach to moving people and goods efficiently
and safely.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Briefly, along with the development of the recommended network, the

following supportive recommendations are needed to continue the integrations

of the bicycle into the urban transportation system:

il

Use stenciled pavement messages in green where directions and
warnings are needed for cyclists, especially at or within inter-
sections (Chapter III, page 23).

Channelization of bicycle and automobile movements should be provided
at major intersections (Chapter III, page 23).

Each route that contains on-street parking facilities should be
carefully evaluated to determine what parking controls are necessary
to provide adequate movement by automobiles and bicycles as well

as needed parking space (Chapter III,page 24).

Supply bicycle parking facilities at strategic locations, provided
through public agencies, service organizations, or by the institutions
and firms adjacent to the bikeways (Chapter III, page 24).

Rebuild, modify, or construct bridges where necessary to fully
implement the system (Chapter V, page 28).

Use monies available through the Federal Aid Highway Act for major
City projects and utilize funds in the City of Austin's Capital
Improvements Program and the Road and Bridge Fund of Travis County
and future funds budgeted by the Texas Highway Department for the
actual construction of bikeways (Chapter V, page 32).

Provide sufficient funding to allow for necessary expansion of the
three city departments directly associated with implementing and
maintaining the system: Public Works, Urban Transportation, and
Parks and Recreation (Chapter V, page 32).

Amend the City Code to provide for additional safe and efficient
interface of bicycle and motorized transportation, and adequate
bicycle parking facilities (Chapter V, page 34).

Revise the master plan requirements (via the forthcoming Transpor-
tation Plan) concerning street rights-of-way in new subdivisions,

to allow bicycle facilities to be developed concurrently with the

subdivision (Chapter V, page 34).
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RECOMMENDATIONS (Cont.)

1H0))5
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2

Promote the adoption of an integrated statewide identification
system to provide a means of identifying and returning stolen
bicycles (Chapter V, page 34).

Promote information programs through the Traffic Safety Division of
the Urban Transportation Department to reach persons already
operating a motor vehicle in Austin, persons who currently or who
would potentially use bicycles, and Austin Police Department recruits
training with the Department (Chapter V, pages 35-36).

Where necessary, bicycle lanes on existing streets should bypass

hazardous drainage inlets without intruding into motorized traffic
lanes (Chapter VII, page 39).
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

il Bicycle Route {bikeway) - A designated area utilized by bicycles and
linking two or more known points. The terms route or bikeway
are of a general usage to imply either a lane, path, or trail.

24 Bike Street - A public roadway which is designated as a bicycle route
VJ but does not have any specific areas reserved for the use of
bicycles such as lanes, paths, or trails.

3.4 Bike Lane - A reserved area within a public roadway and designated for
igfﬁk“ the use of bicycles. It may be a two-way or a one-way lane.

4. Bike Path - A reserved area along, but not within a roadway. It may
A f“ also be used by pedestrians.
N\ A ¢/

5. _Bike Trail - A designated area within parks or recreational areas. It
v NP7 may also be used by pedestriams.

@) Roadway - A paved area within the street right-of-way to be utilized

by trafifile
i Traffic Lanes - Roadway segments which may be used by cyclists but are

not reserved or designated for their exclusive use.

an Neighborhood Routes - Routes within a small area which serve schools,
churches, and playgrounds.

o Area Routes - Routes which connect neighborhoods and serve shopping areas
and regional parks.

10. Commuter Routes - Routes which serve relatively long distance bike

travel and which connect neighborhoods and areas with major
business districts and shopping areas.

xiii
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

An integral element of Austin's transportation system is the bicycle.
The favorable climate of the central Texas area promotes bike riding and
supports the acceptance of the bicycle along with public transportation and
the automobile as viable means of transportation. With this in mind, and
recognizing the need to provide the people of Austin with a choice of trans-
portation modes, a citywide system is proposed.

The provision of bicycle facilities will encourage the increased usage
of the bicycle. Some of the advantages associated with this increased
usage include reduction in auto traffic, parking congestion, energy consump-
tion and air pollution, and a greater diversity and beauty of urban design.
The implementation of the citywide system will also improve safety for both
cyclists and motorists, and will help create a balanced, more coordinated
transportation network in the urban area. Bikeways will add another dimen-
sion to the accessibility of work areas, recreation areas, shopping areas,
and public transportation, and those who take advantage of the facilities
will benefit from physical fitness aspects of cycling.

Types of Routes

The term "Bicycle Route'", or Bikeway', refers to any area within a
street right-of-way or park designated for the use of bicycles and linking
two or more known points. A bicycle route may be designed as a street without
lanes (bicycle street); a lane within a roadway (bicycle lane); a lane
within a roadway protected by a barrier, a path adjacent to a roadway, or

a trail through park lands (examples of bicycle paths). There are three




functional types of routes within the citywide system which serve different
areas and which have slightly different characteristics. (See Figure 1)

Neighborhood routes are designed to serve schools, churches, play-
grounds, parks, and other amenities within a small area. These routes are
designated primarily along residential streets characterized by low traffic
volumes and low automobile speed. Depending upon individual street charac-
teristics, route markers and/or bicycle lanes will be installed where needed
to identify the streets as "Bicycle Routes'.

Area routes are designed to serve a larger geographic area, connecting
several neighborhoods and serving local shopping areas and district parks.
These routes are designated predominantly along collector streets by the
installation of bicycle lanes and route markers. In some cases special
action may be required to insure the safety of the cyclists; in addition to
the posting of signs and the painting of lanes, traffic buttons may be
installed along the lane markings to warn motorists against entering the
bike lane. Where conditions dictate, these routes may require the removal
of parking to develop the bicycle lanes.

Commuter routes are designed to serve relatively long distance bike
travel, connecting neighborhoods and areas with major business districts
and shopping areas. These routes will consist of on-street bicycle lanes
or bicycle paths which are physically separated from vehicular traffic.

The citywide bicycle system has been designed for maximum integration
with the Hike and Bike Trail system to provide access to the recreational
facilities and parks of Austin. Besides being scenic recreational routes
these trails can also be used in commuting since they intersect at frequent

intervals with segments of the citywide system.
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Bicycle Usage

Nationwide, the trend in bicycle sales has paralleled that of the
automobile, and for the last three years the bicycle has outsold the
automobile (see Table 1). The sales pattern of the bicycle indicates
that its purchase and use is more than just a fad.

Table 1

BICYCLE AND AUTOMOBILE SALES

Year Bicycle Sales, Automobile Sales,
in millions in millions
1968 ) 100
1969 7ot )7l
1970 680 o1
1971 (3. L8] 1057
OVD. L3 1L1L, ()
1975 5.2 L4
1974 4 8.8

In Austin, the bicycle is increasingly used as a means of transportation
and can no longer be considered only as a recreational or child's vehicle.
Approximately 111,000 bicycle licenses have been issued since registration
began in the early 1940's; since 1971, registrations have been averaging
over 16,000 per year. In 1973, sales figures reported to the Police Department
indicated that 5,410 bicycles were sold in that year, and in 1974, 8,847
bicycles were sold, an increase of 637 over the previous year. In addition,
there are now well over 6,000 bicycles in the University of Texas area, where
some of the most intense bicycle usage in the city occurs.

The most prominent uses of the bicycle are as follows:

1. People of all ages riding for recreation;

2. Students traveling to and from schools;

3. Children and adults traveling to and from business and shopping
centers in the community;

4. Citizens riding for better health and physical fitness;
5. People traveling to and from their places of employment.



Key Considerations

The primary considerations to insure the safe and efficient operation
of all types of bikeways fall into three basic categories: design, legal, and
safety. The three categories are discussed briefly in this section and in
more detail in subsequent chapters and the Appendix.

Design criteria (as discussed in Chapters III and VII) for each type of
bikeway should be applied uniformly throughout the entire system. These
criteria cover grade standards, facility warrants, horizontal and vertical
clearance, application of facilities to new and existing streets, intersec-
tion channelization, bicycle parking, and route signs and markings. However,
there may be route sections where this uniform application is not immediately
possible for a particular design consideration and in these few cases, varia-
tions may be acceptable where the safety aspects are not compromised.

In addition tc the designation of bicycle routes, other legal and safety
provisicns are necessary. City and state laws presently require that cyclists
observe certain rules of the road, and that drivers respect rights-of-way
designated for bicycles (a copy of the state laws relating to bicycles, and
a copy of Chapter VI of the City Cede - titled "Bicycles'" - are provided in
Appendix E; further discussion of these areas occurs in Chapter V of this
report). In some cases bicycles may be prohibited or restricted from
certain streets because of heavy vehicular traffic volumes and high speeds.
Another important consideration, the safety of bicycle equipment, is
currently provided for by the safety inspection which is required by city
ordinance before a bicycle license can be issued.

The design, legal, and safety considerations cited briefly above pro-
vide the basis for developing a safe and usable bicycle system. Periodic
review and revision, where necessary, will continually provide for the legal

and safety needs of the cyclist.



In order to enable the bicycle to be used safely and effectively as a

mode of transportation in Austin, cooperation and mutual respect of bicyclists

and motorists is critical. Through continuous public education concerning

the interrelated design, legal, and safety considerations associated with
cycling, and the relationship of the citywide system to the total transpor-

tation network, increased public awareness will help to further develop this

cooperation and mutual respect.



CHAPTER II

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE CITYWIDE SYSTEM

The planning and development of the citywide bicycle system was based
on past experience with several bicycle pilot projects and on new informa-
tion about bicycle usage and acceptance. In soliciting citizen input in
developing the system, information from parents and school children was
gathered by means of a transportation survey, and suggestions for possible
bike routes were requested of every Austin school and P.T.A. In planning,
close consideration was given to integration of the bicycle routes with the
Hike and Bike Trail system in order to form a citywide system that will
meet the cycling needs of Austinites and blend with the natural environment
of the city.

The Hike and Bike Trail System

Austin currently has one of the most comprehensive greenbelt bikeway
systems in the country. The first hike and bike trail was initiated in
1961 by the Russell Fish family, running for a distance of 1.5 miles along
the banks of Shoal Creek from Pease Park northward to 29th Street. This
trail has since been extended by the City's Parks and Recreation Department
southward to 9th Street and northward past the historic Seider's Springs,
a pioneer picnic area, to join with a mile of trail on the State-owned
special schools property.

In 1967, the South Austin Lion's Club assisted the City with funds and
manpower to construct a mile-long trail along Blunn Creek from Big Stacy Park,
the site of a hot medicinal spring, northward to Little Stacy Park, almost

to Town Lake.



1 L9 constructiqn was begun by the Parks and Recreation Department
on the first phase of the Town Lake Beautification Project which includes
hike and bike trails on city-owned property. This project should be complete
within a year.

Austin's hike and bike system presently includes over 13 miles of scenic
off-street trails along Shoal Creek, Blunn Creek, and Town Lake, serving an
estimated 15,000-20,000 hikers, joggers, and cyclists a year. Planned exten-
sions of *he system will join Longhorn and Tom Miller Dams at either end of
the Towrn. ike Hike and Bike Trail, and extensions of the Shoal and Blunn
Creek Tr ls will connect them with the Town Lake system in 1976. Trails
are also proposed by the Parks and Recreation Department to be built on Waller
Creek (a portion of which is under construction), Johnson Creek, Boggy Creek,
Bull Creek, Barton Creek, part of Country Club Creek, Onion Creek, Williamson
Creek, and Walnut Creek.

Prior to now these trails have been constructed of crushed granite to
provide a surface which is appropriate to recreational hiking, cycling, and
jogging. portion of the trail along Waller Creek under construction
will actually have two paths: one for pedestrians and one (hard surface)
for cyclists. In the future there may be similar applications to existing
or new trails.

The trails provide scenic and recreational outlets through areas of
natural beauty. By connecting the citywide system of bike routes with the
trails, they will now also serve a functional transportation purpose.
Conversely, the citywide system provides a safe means for getting from
almost anywhere to the parks and recreation areas served by the hike

and bike trail system.
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The University Pilot Project

In June, 1972, the City Council approved the '"Proposed Austin Bicycle
Plan" developed by the Urban Transportation Department which included many
of the amendments to the City Code (previously mentioned) that insured
the rights and provided for the safety of cyclists along city streets,
and thus implemented the University Area Bicycle System.

The University Area System was installed in the fall and winter of
1972-1973 and was upgraded in the summer of 1973. Two types of facilities
were installed in the university - bicycle lanes and bicycle streets.

(See Appendix A.)

The bicycle streets were signed to indicate bicycle routes, and bicy-
cle crossing signs were placed at non-signal-controlled intersections to warn
motorists of potential bicycle cross traffic. Bicycle lanes were initially
installed in widths varying from 3 to 5 feet depending on the characteristics
of the street. Most of these lanes were one-way but on a few streets bike
lanes were provided for two-way travel and were 8 to 10 feet wide.

In many instances the widths and traffic characteristics of individual
streets necessitated the removal of parking in order to install bicycle
lanes. As a result of the parking removal the overall capacity and safety
of many streets was increased. In areas where trees and bushes were over-
hanging or growing into the street, they were trimmed to enable the cyclists
to safely use the curbside lanes. A yearly trimming program has been es-
tablished by the Parks and Recreation Department so that each spring the new
growth is removed from the lanes to insure safe use. Due to the street
gutters within the curbside lanes, a bi-monthly sweeping program has been

initiated by the Street and Bridge Division of the Public Works Department
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to keep the gutters (and thus the lanes) free from debris. However, it
is a recognized fact that bicycles are highly sensitive to even small
pieces of debris - much more so than an automobile - and this aspect of
maintenance is a major concern expressed by cyclists.

In order to evaluate usage of these bicycle streets and lanes, four
bicycle coﬁnt stations were designated at key locations around the univer-
sity campus and volume counts were made in July of 1973. The count stations
(see Appendix A, page A-3) were located at the following intersections:

. West 24th Street and Guadalupe Street;
West 22nd Street and Rio Grande Street;

. East 30th Street-San Jacinto Boulevard and Speedway;
West 26th Street and Nueces Street.

S~ Lo

Volume counts (see Appendix A, page A-4) were taken over a 12 hour period
from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. indicating that over 2,500 cyclists passed
through these four intersections and that the concept of providing bicycle
facilities was justified. It should be noted that these counts were taken
in the summer when the University of Texas was not of full enrollment, and
that the results were felt to be low.

In the fall of 1973, the University System was reevaluated for usage
and safety, and the system was upgraded. Some lanes originally installed
were 3 feet wide. This width was determined to be unsafe, and all 3 feet
lanes were either widened to a minimum of 4 feet or were eliminated from
the system. Lanes were added on several streets to improve the utility
and usage of the system. The present system (see Appendix A) is believed
to be well-accepted and well-used; it is felt that continual evaluation,
improvement, and education of cyclists and motorists will further improve

the system.
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Accident statistics compiled by the Urban Transportation Department
for that area before and after implementation, as well as the overall city
statistics for that same time period (1/74-12/74), are presented in Appendix A.
The university area statistics indicate the overall number of accidents
where bicycle facilities now exist has remained virtually unchanged in com-
parison with the gradual increase in overall city statistics. The University
of Texas area statistics for 1971 (before implementation) indicates that
approximately the same number of accidents occurred at intersections as did
at midblock portions of the street. In 1973 and 1974 a definite shift can
be detected: roughly 70% of the accidents occured at intersections with the
remainder occurring in midblock (a 20% reduction in midbleck accidents).
Although the statistics at first glance do not indicate a marked improvement
in safety after implementation of the U.T. area system, it must be remembered
that bicycle usage increased dramatically during that period of time, and
that this area is the most intense attractor for bicycle use in the city.
In ‘addition, automobile usage in this area is also quite heavy, increasing
the possibility of serious bicycle-auto conflicts. Nevertheless, each acci-
dent represents at least property damage, and in some cases, bodily injury
to the cyclist. It is necessary to substantially reduce and eliminate the
possibility for auto-cyclist or cyclist-pedestrian conflicts. As mentioned
previously, continual evaluation, improvement, and education of cyclists and
motorists will further improve the system; this report and proposal is in-
tended to begin achievement of these safety goals.

The Wooldridge School Pilot Project

The Wooldridge School Parent Teacher Association (P.T.A.) began investi-
gating the bicycle needs of their area in the spring of 1972. During April

and May a bicycle safety poll was conducted. This questionnaire asked parents,
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among other things, why children did not walk or ride bicycles to school and
what intersection was considered to be the most dangerous. The information
and suggestions from the poll prompted some changes in the parking and
traffic patterns around the school. The P.T.A. then began a safety program
which included information for students and parents about bicycle laws and
safety. In January of 1973, the P.T.A., working in conjunction with the
Urban Transportation Department, developed an area bicycle plan which
consisted of bike streets (3) and bicycle lanes (2) in the neighborhood.

The facilities installed in the spring of 1973 (see Appendix A) placed
the two bicycle lanes within two blocks of the school where usage was con-
centrated, and three bicycle streets in the outlying areas to guide the
children to the lanes and safely to school. The bicycle lanes were two-way
(6 feet wide) with parking restricted from 7-9 a.m. and from 2-4 p.m. The
students rode one way in the lanes going to school in the morning and the
opposite direction when leaving school in the afternoon.

As a result of the Wooldridge School P.T.A.'s efforts in this project,
the Austin City Council of P.T.A.'s was presented with the Award of Merit
at the Women's National Safety Conference in 1973.

The Bicycle Questionnaire

In the spring of 1974, the first information-gathering project was
developed using a questionnaire (see Appendix A) which measured attitudes
toward and actual usage of various modes of transportation, with specific

emphasis on bicycle ownership and usage. The questionnaire was distributed

to five elementary schools (T.A. Brown, Doss, Govalle, Odom and Pecan Springs)

which were selected based on geographical location within the city to give
a representative sample of Austin's entire population. Three thousand

five hundred (3,500) questionnaires were distributed to the five elementary

14



schools and one thousand thirty-one (1,03l) questionnaires, representing 20%
of the households within the five school area surveyed, were returned and
evaluated. P.T.A. committees did preliminary tabulations of the results;
composite tabulations and detailed analyses were made by the Urban Transpor-
tation Department. Results indicated the most prominent use of bicycles

to be for recreation, with secondary uses including shopping trips and

trips to and from school, especially by children.

One question on the survey asked the respondent's attitude toward per-
sonal use of bicycles; nearly twice as many responses were positive as
negative. Yet, the question concerning actual usage of bicycles that
followed indicated that over 60% of the respondents never ride a bicycle.

There are, admittedly, various reasons why many of the respondents
to this questionnaire feel positively about bicycles but yet never ride them.
One that cannot be ignored is the lack of facilities providing safe and con-
venient bicycle travel. Comments received on the Wooldridge School BT ANls
survey (discussed earlier) indicated that many parents felt it too dangerous
to allow children to ride bicycles to school. Comments, solicited and unsoli-
cited, from numerous Austin citizens have indicated that those who ride bikes
would ride much more if there were bicycle facilities, and that those who do
not presently ride would consider biking if it were less hazardous than it
currently appears to be.

From responses to the questionnaire, the average number of bicycles per
household was found to be 2.22 while the average number of automobiles per
household was 1.87. These statistics indicate the presence and popularity
of bicycles citywide and emphaisze the need to provide facilities for an

ever-increasing bicycle "population".
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The School Proposals

The second information-gathering project, aimed at receiving preliminary
input for the development of the citywide system, involved the solicitation
of bicycle route proposals from each public school, elementary through high
school, in the Austin area. School principals, P.T.A. committees, and student
groups worked on developing proposed routes according to the general guidelines
(see Appendix A, page A-12) provided by the Urban Transportation Department.
Two thirds of the schools returned proposals and department personnel developed
tentative route proposals for the remaining schools.

Each proposed route was entered on a large map of the city, producing a
network of bicycle routes touching almost every part of Austin. The route
proposals from the schools formed the basic system which was studied,
evaluated and refined. In a large part the boundaries of the elementary
schools defined a relatively small area and many of the proposals received
from those schools became the neighborhood routes incorporated into the plan.
As the school areas became larger (junior and senior high) and the route
proposals covered many miles, the types of routes were more often on collector
and arterial streets and became the area and commuter routes in the plan.

This ''grass root" planning of the proposed system was very important,
as it gave the people living in the neighborhood areas of Austin, who will
ultimately use and benefit from the system, the chance to provide input
for the new system. At the same time, this process also aided City personnel
in being able to see what the desires for bicycle facilities were in the
specific neighborhoods, and then be able to provide better planning to meet
these desires: first, on the basis of a neighborhood and citywide bicycle

system, and then in the overall context of a balanced transportation system.
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CHAPTER III

BIKEWAY DESIGN CRITERIA

The design standards presented in this section were initially developed
in conjunction with the basic school and P.T.A. proposals and were expand-
ed during the second review process. Studies were made of the application
of various facilities to existing and to new streets. Review was also
made of the potential problems associated with intersection channeliza-
tion, and recommendations were made for the general location and design
of bicycle parking facilities as well as for stenciled pavement messages
and other signing criteria.

Facility Warrants

Although route selection is predicated on the needs of the cyclists,
each route must be evaluated to determine the specific type facility con-
sistent with the individual streets. In order to safely provide for bicycle
travel along designated routes bicycle facilities should be provided that
are consistent with the traffic characteristics of each of these streets.

As discussed previously, there are three different types of bicycle faci-
lities that can be classed as follows:

Class I: A right-of-way completely separated from motor vehicles and desig-
nated for the exclusive use of bicycles. (Bicycle Path)

Class II: A restricted right-of-way designated for the exclusive or semi-
exclusive use of bicycles. Through travel by motor vehicles or
pedestrians is not allowed; vehicle parking, however, may be
allowed. (Bicycle Lane)

Class III: A shared right-of-way designated as such by signs placed on
vertical posts or stenciled on the pavement. Any bicycle facility
which shares its through-traffic right-of-way with motor vehicles.
(Bicycle Street)

In order to determine which class of bicycle facility will blend properly

with the vehicular traffic characteristics of a street designated as a bike
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route, a set of general warrants were developed (see Table 2). These general
warrants were used as guidelines in determining what type of facility was
needed along the specific street segments that were designated as bike
routes.

In applying the warrants, vehicular speed was normally used as the con-
trolling factor in determining the type of facility to be installed. Since,
from a safety standpoint, speed differential (difference between the speed
of the motor vehicle and the speed of the bicycle) is a very significant
factor in the potential severity of a collision between a bicyclist and
motorist, the average speed along a street segment being considered for
bicycles has been reviewed carefully.

If, for instance, the traffic volume along a certain street segment
was 8,000 vehicles per day, but the average speed of the vehicles was above
35 miles per hour, then that segment of street would be considered for

installation of bicycle paths.

TABLE 2

BICYCLE FACILITY WARRANTS

BICYCLE FACILITY STREET FACILITY VEHICULAR TRAFFIC AVERAGE VEHICULAR
Class Type GENERAL TYPE VOLUME (24 Hr. A.D.T.)* SPEED (M.P.H.)*#*
it Bicycle Arterial Greater than 10,000 Greater than 35

Path
JEIE Bicycle Collector Greater than 3,000 Greater than 30
Lane
ILILIL Bicycle Residential Less than 3,000 Less than 30
Street .
* A.D.T. - Average Daily Traffic
*% M.P.H. - Miles Per Hour
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Grade
An important consideration in the evaluation of the system was the street

grade along the proposed routes. While adverse grades were avoided where at

all possible, it was recognized that, due to the hilly terrain characteristic
of a large portion of Austin, there would be some segments of the citywide
system with undesirable grades for cycling. In order to provide for route
continuity and develop a citywide system, these sections were included where
needed.

It is important to note that there are many variables which would deter-
mine maximum acceptable bikeway grades and the length such grades should be
in effect: cyclist characteristics (age, weight, conditioning, etc.), bicycle
characteristics (gear ratios, type of cycle, tires, weight, etc.), wind velocity,
air resistance, and road service are the major determinants. While steep grades
over a short run may be a hindrance to even a conditioned cyclist, it is the
long climb that tires the unconditioned cyclist, although the climb may be a
very gradual one.

The Parks and Recreation Department has developed grade standards for the
hike and bike trails (shown in Appendix C, page C-2) which range up to a 20%
grade for very short runs. The maximum recommended grade for a comfortable
walking trail is a 10% grade, so that most segments of the trail system are
governed by that criteria.

It would, therefore, seem appropriate to set a maximum of 10% grade as the
desirable standard for the implementation of the citywide system, realizing
that, due to Austin's topography, this standard may be exceeded when necessary
on some routes.

Recommended Horizontal and Vertical Standards

Bicycle lanes and paths must be of proper design and width to provide
an adequate space envelope for the cyclist's movement, and also to blend with
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the other transportation needs along the route. A space envelope, shown in

Figure 4, provides a basic width allotment for handlebar separation, plus
allotments on either side to allow for adequate maneuvering. Path and lane
width standards have been developed accordingly, and are shown in Table 3.

Where paths are constructed, the existing and projected pedestrian needs
have also been considered in determining path widths in order to maximize the
usefulness of the route being developed. In areas where lanes are being
installed and there is existing curbside parking, the lanes will normally be
designed to maintain the parking if it does not create an additional safety
hazard. The minimum lane width has also been expanded to include adequate
gutter clearance. In this manner, the most effective use can be made of the
facilities developed.

In portions of the system, lanes and paths may be grade-separated from
existing streets or highways. These bicycle facilities will normally be
installed on streets with an existing grade-separated intersection where
the minimum clearance for commercial vehicles is much greater than that necessary
for a cyclist. There are cases, however, where a path or hike and bike trail
may utilize an existing creek structure to avoid forcing a cyclist to cross
a street at grade. In a situation such as this, the minimum vertical clearance
to overhead obstructions should be no less than l.O'v(as shown in Figure 4).
This space will permit adequate physical clearance (8.5' total) and retain
desired visual perception through the passageway.

Route Signs and Markings

To insure the safe and efficient operation of all types of bikeways,
adequate signing procedures are required. Depending on the type of bikeway

and the nature of the route, signs may be necessary to warn cyclists of dangerous
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BICYCLE SPACE ENVELOPE
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TABLE 3

RECOMMENDED MINIMUM BICYCLE PATH AND LANE WIDTHS

BICYCLE FACILITY WIDTH USE PEDESTRIAN LOCATION
TRAFFIC
Class Type
One-way
1L Path e Bicycle None Off-Street
Travel
One-way
I Path GIEEY Bicycle Light Off-Street
Travel
One-way
I Path 8 Ft. Bicycle Moderate - Off-Street
Travel Heavy
Two-way
i Path SR =t Bicycle Light Off-Street
Travel
Two-way
I Path LONEE Bicycle Moderate - Off-Street
Travel Heavy
One-way Next to Curb
I Protected 6 Ft. Bicycle None w/ Physical
Lane Travel Barrier
One-way
II Lane HRELE Bicycle None Next to Curb
Travel
One-way Outside of
IT Lane OREE. Bicycle None Curbside
Travel Parking
One-way Between
ILTE Lane 6 Ft. Bicycle None Parked Cars
Travel and Curb
Two-way Next to Curb
3 Lane 10 Fr. Bicycle None w/ or w/out
Travel Physical
Barrier
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conditions, obstacles or hazards; to establish rights-of-way; to exclude motor
vehicles from the bikeway; or to warn motorists and pedestrians of the presence
of bicycle traffic, and vice versa.

In order to achieve public respect, the system of signs and markings
approved by the National Joint Committee on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
has been adopted for Austin. These devices are nationally accepted standards,
and they are easily recognizable. The signs and markings which will be
utilized in implementing this plan are presented in Appendix B.

Stenciled pavement messages are used to supplement or replace standard
signs. Such pavement markings can be used to designate a bicycle route or
the direction of travel in the lane or path, to warn pedestrians where they
are likely to attempt to use or to cross a bikeway, and to warn motorists of
the presence of bicyclists or a bikeway.

Although not currently in use, pavement messages in green are recommended
where directions and warnings are needed for cyclists, especially at or within
intersections. Since messages and directions for motorists are painted in
white, an alternate color will avoid confusion and possible mishaps. Green
is a very visible color on pavement, and is presently used only to delineate
the area of parade routes.

Intersection Channelization

When bicycle paths or lanes are installed, both cyclists and motorists
must be made aware of possible conflicts where the bicycle facilities intersect
with streets.

At present accident statistics show that where facilities exist, the most
serious conflicts have occurred at intersections - roughly twice the number

that have occurred in the middle portion of a block. Thus, the intersection
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is a critical area which must be addressed thoroughly, so as to provide the
safest and most efficient cross-passage of these two types of vehicles. This
can be accomplished by providing for the channelization of bicycles and a slight
restriction of automobile turning movements at intersections. Examples of
right-of-way designations for bicycles, proper turning maneuvers by cyclists at
intersections, proper bicycle path treatment, intersection channelization that
will be utilized when paths are installed, and lane intersection treatment

are shown in Sections 3 and 4 of Appendix C.

Bicycle Parking

An essential part of the city bicycle system is facilities for parking
bicycles. Such facilities should be strategically located along routes to
serve heavy usage terminals such as transit stops, park and ride centers, parks,
shopping centers and businesses. These parking facilities could be provided
through public agencies, service organizations, or by the institutions and firms
adjacent to the bikeway.

Bicycle parking facilities within public or private auto parking lots should
also be encouraged. Approximately fourteen (14) bicycles can be parked in the
space needed for one automobile, and marginal spaces in lots and garages might be
used without affecting auto capacity or flow. Special bicycle parking lots will
be provided where the number of potential parkers is great; such lots presently
exist in several locations on the University of Texas campus.

Parking facility designs are outlined in Section 5 of Appendix G
The selection of a specific design depends on available space, parking
demand and location. As bicycle routes are installed, the parking needs

along the routes will be reviewed and specific parking improvements programmed.
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CHAPTER IV

EVALUATION AND REFINEMENT OF THE CITYWIDE SYSTEM

The basic route network which resulted from the school and the P.T.A.
proposals was evaluated and refined by the Transportation Study Office.
Design standards (discussed in Chapter III) were developed in order to assure
the safety of designated routes. A tentative system was developed and sub-
mitted to the P.T.A. groups, city neighborhood organizations, bicycle clubs,
and other interested groups for their review and recommendations. These
recommendations were then evaluated by the Transportation Study Office
and incorporated into a final system plan.

Route Evaluation and Refinement of the School Proposals

The route proposals received from the schools were evaluated primarily
on the basis of bicycle requirements since studies have shown that cyclists
are not likely to deviate from direct routes to ride on streets with bicycle
facilities. The relationship of the routes with the neighborhoods and sur-
reunding activity centers such as parks, schools, and shopping areas, and
the integration of the proposed routes into an overall system were the two
primary factors considered in the development of the system. Design criteria
were also developed to aid in translating the school proposals into the overall
system.

Many of the routes proposed by schools were excluded from the system
because of a saturation of routes in certain areas or the presence of other
routes that provide for better integration into the overall system. Some street
segments not initially proposed were included in the plan in order tc provide
route continuity and connect some areas that were not previously connected.

The system was also evaluated with respect to possible locations where it
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could be connected with the hike and bike trail system, and where extensions
were needed to serve parks and playgrounds.

Review of the Tentative System

In October of 1974, maps of the tentative system were sent to the P.T.A
organizatipns in the Austin Independent School District, neighborhood organiza-
tions throughout the city, bicycle clubs, and other interested organizations
and individuals. These groups were asked to review the tentative system and
provide recommendations for changes to the Urban Transportation Department.
Approximately 30% of the groups responded to the request for review, and these
recommendations were evaluated and refined in the same manner as with the

original proposals. The resulting interim proposal is discussed in Chapter VII.
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CHAPTER V

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CITYWIDE SYSTEM

A total of over 380 miles of bicycle facilities are included in

the plan for Austin's citywide bicycle system. Approximately 95 miles
(25%) of off-street bicycle paths, including the hike and bike trails;
45 miles (12%) of protected bicycle lanes; 154 miles (40%) of regular
bicycle lanes; and, 87 miles (23%) of bicycle streets are proposed to be
installed as part of the twenty year transportation system. A map of
the entire citywide system and a detailed tabulation of the specific fa-
cility recommendations are provided at the end of Chapter VII.

Implementation and Maintenance Costs

The costs associated with the implementation of this plan can be
reduced to the basic elements involved. The installation of Class III -
bicycle streets involves only the prices of the signs; Class II - bicycle
lanes involve the cost of signs plus paint; and Class I - bicycle paths
or protected lanes involve the cost of signs plus that of the path material
or the cost of traffic buttons or concrete curbs for the protected lanes.
These unit costs are presented in Table 4, a breakdown of the cost details
is presented in Appendix D.

The maintenance costs associated with bikeway facilities vary according
to the type of facility installed. Concrete requires virtually no mainten-
ance, while crushed granite and asphalt, which are more subject to wear and
tear, require periodic repair. Lanes have to be repainted twice a year

and signs are subject to aging, vandalism, and occasional traffic accidents.
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TABLE 4

BLCY.CLENEAGC DTS COSIES &

MAINTENANCE
INSTALLATION (per mile
CLASS TYPE COMPOSITION (Cost per mile) per year)
Class Ial Bicycle Path Crushed Granite $ 50,700 $ 2,000
(10" wide)
Class Ia2 Bicycle Path Asphalt 36,300 2,760
(10" wide)
Class Iaj Bicycle'Path Concrete 86,500 240
(10" wide)
Class Ibjp Protected Lane Barrier Buttons 9,200 470
(Two l-way)
Class Ib2 Protected Lane Continuous Barrier Curb 27,600 910
(Two l-way) Staggered Barrier Curb 5,400 760

Class II Bicycle Lane Paint/Signs 1,400 660
Buttons/Signs 2,200 400

Class III Bicycle Street Signs 1,200 390

* For detailed explanation and documentation of costs, see Appendix E.

The proposed system requires the utilization of bridges in several places.
Bicycle facilities are proposed on the Congress Avenue and Lamar Boulevard
bridges as well as the Red Bud Trail low water crossing. In order to provide
adequate bikeway facilities, these bridges require reconstructibn or modifica-
tion. A pedestrian/bipycle bridge on one of the future I-35 access road bridges
across Town Lake, across Mopac Boulevard on 35th Street (separate facility),
and far West Boulevard (included within the structure to be built) are pro-
posed in order to provide safe and easy movement. A number of minor bridges

is inherent in the proposal to provide biycle and pedestrian movement across
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creeks and small ravines, and, although not recommended at this time, serious
consideration should be given to a larger bicycle and pedestrian structure
spanning Shoal Creek and Lamar Boulevard in the Windsor Road/24th Street
area. This facility would allow the movement from west Austin to the U.T.
area to be served by a decrease in travel time and energy output, and an
increase in safety. Where larger bridges are required in the system, it is
recommended that further study be made as to design, function, and cost.

It should be noted that the cost of these proposed bridges or modifications
to existing bridges is not included in the estimated total cost of the system
because they do require further in-depth study.

Time-Phased Implementation of the Plan

Austin's citywide bicycle system is proposed to be built over a six—
year period. The first year will involve the installation of approximately
twenty miles of bicycle facilities in the five school areas which were
surveyed at the beginning of planning plus needed facilities in other areas.
Approximately 3.6 miles are planned in the T.A. Brown school area, 5.8 miles
in the Doss school area, 4.5 miles in the Govalle school area, 2.7 miles in
the Odom school area, and 3.0 miles in the Pecan Springs school area.

The projected installation cost of these facilities is $903,000. This
figure includes 4.21 miles of Class Ia - hike and bike trails, 9.3 miles of
Class Ia - bicycle paths, 7.5 miles of Class Ib - protected lanes, 25.7 miles
of Class II - bicycle lanes, and 14.6 miles of Class III - bicycle streets.

The projected cost for the installation and maintenance of the entire
proposed system over a six-year period is $9,175,300. This figure includes
the installation costs and purchase cost of the three sweeping machines plus
20% contingencies and the maintenance costs for each year, outlined in
Table 5.
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The 20% contingency cost includes funds to cover engineering plans,
inspections, surveying, and administration. It must be noted that the total
cost quoted does not include the cost of major bridges, right-of-way pur-
chases, or utility relocation, each of which might be sizeable.

A complete analysis and breakdown of the costs involved is presented

in Appendix D.

TABLE 5

INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS

YEAR INSTALLATION CONTINGENCIES MAINTENANCE TOTALS

1 $ 903,000 $ 180,600 $ 36,060 SIFVMEGS660
2 7516, 2800, 195,050 112,240 * 1,282,580
3 1,053,430 210,690 i 7502208 1,439,340
4 1,137,640 22T 59310 247,690 * 1,612,860
5 12265500 245,700 289,470 1,763,670
6 1,313,640 262,730 380,820 I Bl 7/ L)

$6,611, 500 $1,322, 300 $1,241,500 SIORN5RE00

* Includes the purchase cost of one sweeping machine per year.

Funding Sources for Implementation of the System

Funds to be used for the implementation of the citywide system are
anticipated from the Capital Improvements Program of the City of Austin, and
the road and bridge fund of Travis County for these facilities proposed
in the county's jurisdiction. At the present time, both of these sources
have funds budgeted for bicycle facility development. The Texas Highway

Department has no funds budgeted for bicycle facility development at present;
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however, funding will be pursued in future Texas Highway Department budgets

for the proposed bicycle facilities within their jurisdiction. While the
overall cost of the network system is high, the cost relative to other
transportation improvements, such as street and highway construction, is low.

The possibility of other funding sources at the federal and state levels
will be pursued as they become available. Presently, the 1973 Federal Aid
Highway Act authorizes the limited use of existing highway funds for bicycle
facility development. It is felt that a more effective way to develop these
facilities is to commit local monies for this purpose and utilize federal
monies for major roadway improvements. In this manner, bicycle facilities
can be programmed and implemented more efficiently, leaving capital intensive
roadway facilities that require more lead time for development to be pro-
grammed with federal monies.

Some City funds have already been approved through Capital Improvements
Project number 75/79-01. This project provides $50,000 in fiscal year
1974-75 for the initial development of a citywide bicycle system and for
construction of sidewalk ramps as part of the city's transportation system
development. Additional appropriations are expected in future fiscal years
to support the six-year bicycle facility installation program.

In order to support the different elements of the system, funding will
be necessary from several city departments including the Parks and Recreation
Department, the Urban Transportation Department, and Public Works. Pubiic
Works, for instance, will require more personnel and equipment to maintain
the bicycle routes which are added every year; Urban Transportation will
require more personnel and equipment to install the lanes and signs; and Parks
and Recreation will require additional funds for its Hike and Bike Trail

System.
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Legal and Safety Considerations

In addition to the designation and implementation of bicycle routes,
legal and safety provisions are necessary. Laws presently require that
cyclists observe certain rules of the road and that drivers respect rights-
of-way designated for bicycles. Provisions have also been made for safety
inspections to protect cyclists from injuring themselves or others through
faulty equipment.

The City Code also provides that all state laws relating to bicycles
are applicable unless a similar city ordinance is more restrictive. City
ordinances provide that motor vehicles observe certain rules in relation
to bicycles and bicycle facilities. Motor vehicles may not be driven on
or across a bicycle lane except to enter a driveway, building or alley, or
to park or leave a parking space where parking is permissable. Motor ve-
hicles making such movements as described above must first yield right-of-
way to any bicycle traffic. Motor vehicles are not allowed to enter or
drive upon any bicycle trail or path within a park or playground. A
copy of the state laws relating to bicycles and a copy of Chapter VI of
the City Code (titled "Bicycles') are provided in Appendix E.

Usage of the streets by various types of vehicles is also an important
consideration. As well as providing specific protected areas for bicycle
travel, bicycles should be prohibited or restricted during certain hours
from certain streets with heavy vehicular traffic volumes and high speeds.
Some of these streets are as follows: Guadalupe - 24th Street to Fruth;
the main lanes of Interstate 35 and MoPac Boulevard; the South lst Street
Bridge; Oltorf Street - Congress to Schriber; U.S. 183 (Research and Ed

Bluestein Boulevards); Burnet Road - South of Colfax Avenue; (currently) Red
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River from 19th Street to 38th Street; and, Anderson Lane, Lamar Boulevard,
Ben White Boulevard, and Koenig Lane. As the system is implemented and as
vehicular traffic changes, continual evaluation will be necessary to determine
any additions or deletions to this list.

The safety of bicycle equipment is another important aspect of the
implementation of a citywide system. This is currently provided for
by the safety inspection which is required by city ordinances before a
bicycle license can be issued.

Some changes for the existing City Code are proposed to provide for
safer and more efficient bicycle usage in Austin. These proposed changes are
as follows:

1% Requiring motorists turning at intersections or alleys where
bicycle lanes or paths are provided to carefully observe and yield
right-of-way to a legally operated bicycle attempting to cross the
intersecting street or alley in a prolongation of the lanes or paths.

2% Prohibiting at all times the stopping, standing, or parking of a
motor vehicle within the space delineating a bicycle lane, except
where specifically allowed or necessary for the operation of emer-
gency vehicles.

S Requiring certain types of land use which would attract persons
using bicycles to provide parking facilities for bicycles in addi-
tion to, or in lieu of an appropriate fraction of present parking
space requirements.

Proposed changes to the Master Plan (via the forthcoming recommended Trans-
portation Plan) consist of revising the street rights-—of-way required in

new subdivisions as given in Section 2, Appendix C. These changes will allow
bicycle facilities to be installed as the subdivision develops.

It is also recommended that an effort be made to support and promote
the creation of an integrated identification system for bicycles on a state-
wide basis. Such a system would greatly expedite the identification and

return of stolen bicycles throughout Texas - a problem which has grown in

recent years and shows no signs of abating.
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Educational programs to increase the public's awareness of safety and
legal considerations associated with cycling and programs to outline the
relationship of the citywide bicycle system to the total transportation
network are of great importance. In order for the bicycle to be used safely
and effectively as a mode of transportation in Austin, cooperation and mutual
respect of bicyclists and motorists are critical.

Most elementary schools in the Austin Independent School District cur-
rently have a cyclist education program available. This program is directed
toward imparting a working knowledge of the basic safety, legal and design
considerations in operating a bicycle, and to aid in the instructions of
students, the Austin Independent School District is completing a movie on
bicycle safety in Austin.

The driver education program administered by the school district con-
tains information and instruction on how to operate a motor vehicle appro-
priately in relation to bicyclists and bicycle facilities. This kind of
program reaches those people in the process of learning to operate a
motor vehicle. Unfortunately, no such programs exist for imparting this
knowledge to the general public other than the existence and enforcement
of city ordinances and state laws. The Citizen Traffic Safety Commission
is developing several programs which can be undertaken or expanded to accom-
plish this goal. These recommended programs include:

1. Encourage the news media to promote public service announcements
and information for the general public.

2. Conduct presentations, discussions, and information sharing meetings
with neighborhood groups, civic organizations, bicycle clubs, and
other interested groups.

3. Expand the current training sessions with Austin Police Department
recruits to include legal, safety, and enforcement aspects of a
bicycle system, considering the problems of both motorists and
cyclists.
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Expand the bicycle pamphlet to make a comprehensive booklet for
both the cyclist and motorist;

Work with governmental agencies to promote the dissemination of
this booklet at schools in the AISD, the Unversity of Texas,
private universities, driver's license renewal stations, places
where vehicle license plates are sold, and in other ways that would
increase public awareness of the cooperation and mutual respect

necessary for the safe and efficient use of both the automobile and

the bicycle within the context of an overall transportation system.
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CHAPTER VI

CONTINUING PLANNING

Upon completion of the initial planning and recommendation phase of
the Austin Transportation Study, implementation of short-term and long-
range strategies will begin. The function of the Joint Transportation
Study Office will be to continually monitor and evaluate implementation
of the overall transportation plan with major reevaluations and updates
projected at five-year intervals to provide for changes in needs, desires,
thrust, or technology.

The bicycle element of the overall plan will be included in this
continual monitoring and evaluation process. It is expected that the re-
view periods will occur yearly during the implementation of the bicycle
system rather than at five-year intervals. This will allow the different
parts of the bicycle system to be implemented efficiently in stages. The
system will also have the capability of being responsive to changes in
priority due to changing travel demands, transit interface, and safety
or other considerations. In addition, as the system progresses towards
completion unforeseen problems may occur which can be dealt with quickly

in the context of a flexible and continuous planning process.
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CHAPTER VII

RECOMMENDED BICYCLE SYSTEM

The Interim Proposal

In light of the review process, the tentative system was altered to
integrate those recommendations which provided for a better overall system.
A map of the entire recommended citywide system is presented in Figure 8,
and a detailed tabulation of the specific facility recommendations is provided
in Table 6.

These recommendations, however, should not be interpreted as '"final'.
In the upcoming months, the Transportation Study Office will be engaged
in a computer modeling process to determine the feasibility and applica-
bility of various transit and roadway transportation elements for the
Austin area. The outcome of this modeling process, along with a series
of citywide public meetings at the neighborhood level, will lead to a final
recommended transportation plan. With the additional information gained
during this period, the route structure or individual route classifications
may be altered to allow the bicycle system to be integrated completely
into the overall transportation system.

Application of Bicycle Facilities to Existing Streets

Within existing street rights-of-way where bicycle paths are warranted,
field studies have been conducted to determine compatibility with abutting
land use, availability of right-of-way to accommodate bicycle paths, and
feasibility of purchasing additional right-of-way. In those areas where
paths are warranted but not feasible, bicycle lanes with a physical barrier,

such as traffic buttons or a concrete curb, should be installed. Where
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bicycle lanes were not feasible, viable alternate routes have been
developed as part of the system.

Bicycle lanes will be installed on existing streets as shown in
Appendix C, pages 3, 4, and 5. Where curbside parking is needed along with
the lanes, they will be striped either outside of the parking area or be-
tween the curb and the parking area. (See Appendix C.) Eigher of these
designs will allow for free bicycle movement with enough space for an
opening door (automobile)/bicycle collision to be avoided. Where bicycle
lanes are placed outside, however, there is the possibility for conflicts
between cyclists and motorists entering or exiting from the parking area.

One major problem in installing bicycle lanes next to the curb on
existing streets is the conflict with drainage inlets. The pavement draw-
down often creates a vertical-drop hazard, and the standard grate can
allow a thin, high-pressure tire to become entrapped. In either case,

a cyclist can lose control and be thrown onto the pavement, possible

even into the nearest traffic lane. The cyclist's alternative is to swerve
near or into the traffic lane, bypassing the inlet but creating the possi-
bility of a serious conflict. While it is difficult to redesign the inlets
and grates to eliminate the hazard to the cyclist and yet retain the grate's
hydraulic efficiency and resistance to clogging, future models will be of

a modified design. Where the hazardous grates or inlets exist, they should
be clearly marked with warning stripes and supplementary signs. When pos-
sible the hazardous inlets should be recessed so that bicycles may bypass
the inlet without intruding into the motorized traffic lanes.

Bicycle streets will be developed where needed as part of the system.

On those residential streets that are heavily used bike routes, parking
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controls may be instituted on at least one side of the street to provide
sufficient street width for the safe flow of both automobiles and bicycles.

Application of Bicycle Facilities in New Areas

As the city grows the citywide bicycle system will be expanded to
provide facilities in the new areas. In order to incorporate bicycle
facilities into the overall design of a new area of the city, street
width/right-of-way standards have been developed that will accomodate
bicycle lanes or bicycle paths depending upon need. These standards are
outlined in Section 2 of Appendix C. It should be noted that the pro-
posed street-widths are a combination of the existing street-widths stan-
dards and the additional pavement widths and/or right-of-way widths
necessary to accomodate bicycle lanes or bicycle paths, as appropriate.
These standards are subject to revisions as determined by the Austin
Transportation Study Office.

Conclusions

The current interest in bicycles is not a fad. There is evidence
that, while interest in bicycling may vary, the overall trend is toward
a greater per capita ownership and usage of bicycles. The bicycle ques-
tionnaire which sampled Austin's population indicated that, on the average,
more bicycles were owned per household than automobiles.

Bicycle pilot projects have also yielded very favorable results.
Public response to bicycle lanes has been very positive, with a relatively
small number of complaints about upkeep and several complaints that more
lanes are needed.

The proposed bicycle system has some specific advantages, including
reduction in auto traffic, parking congestion, air pollution, and a greater

diversity and beauty of urban design.
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The bicycle system is a sound economic investment. On a relative
scale, the expenditures for bicycle facilities in relation to the expendi-
tures for other modes of transportation is small and the result is a complete
system for another mode of transportation -- the bicycle. (See Appendix E,
page E-13). This in turn helps to provide an overall transportation network
which is balanced in its approach to moving people and goods efficiently

and safely.

43












LEGEND

BICYCLE FACILITIES

esmmum—— | ANE
STREET

esmssms TRAIL
e PATH

SCHOOLS
O ELEMENTARY JUNIOR  HIGH
[]sIXTH GRADE CENTER Ossmon HIGH
SCALE ) 2000 4000 FEET
| P =t
0 174 /2 IMILE

//w

e .

)

ne

//
a-"/
A
S S——. i \
N
&
4
X,
O,
4
4
E
\\

‘{“""ﬁ-——..h__,.

i
- /

= _LOOP 360 _ o —XAE" .
\ Vi - S

CJ é/

e >
3 /
] 4/

“%%
Ly
S
7
g )
13an
<,
v %
t;
[
2N

K g

L
bhey o

WHI B 3

&
(‘,Q

B
EN YHITE 8lyg

G”é‘

PR

s

USTIN AREA BICYCL
SYSTEM

NTERIM PROPOSAL

(o 1‘
.\ \
. ,;h L
y
*
SR
u.s. 290 -

&
s, y
¢ LS &
TR o
| \ & g <
I~ Q\ S = /
% & @
: ) 4
L,
\ [
\ \ ]
! %;%%fé;;;b POR -
k = 3
by
OR o
BLVD. J;
T 1
X/ KING
THER
) RT\ LY ﬁ
< z
i FA{
96
/%
/
J
/
/ /
i
Vi
,/*f*/r/r*ﬂ*‘w\*w\
CREEX
(5
i
[/
CREEK )
CLUB
i
U,
As S,
e
_

*sor—., ONION

<+ CREEg

183

us

A
ﬁ%@%ﬁ'

{j—'—{JDaO&

U ﬁj“‘“"“
N\ %fm arB r““/
U

“






Sh

TABLE 6 - SPECIFIC FACILITY RECOMMENDATIONS

ESTIMATED EXISTING FACILITY
iGTH . NME- v
STREET NAMES LIMITS BEUCH e s e e RECCNE REMARKS

Academy Drive Congress Ave-Blunn Crk | .47 BOL 50! 111
Alameda Drive Fast Side Dr.-Riversidd .284 30" ol Ib 2-way path on west side
Anderson Lane Wooten Park-Burrell Dr.| .12 Lo 50-60" Ta Path on North Side
Anita Drive Bluebonnet In.-Collier | .15 30! 50! IT
Annie Street Brackenridge-East Side | .227 30! 60" 1T

Drive
Applegate Drive IH 35 Service Rd. to .9L6 25-20' | 70-80" 171

Dessau Rd.
Ardath Street Pegram Ave. to Ellise | .09k 30! 50! I0T

Ave,
Arpdale Street Raedell Ave,-Bluebonnetj .27 30' 50' BN

Lane
Arroyo Seca Theckla Terrace-Woodrow 1.23 2@28" 110-130] 1II

Avenue ‘
Arther Stiles Road Mayhell Dr.-Lotus In. | .hk Lo* 60" 11
Avenue B 38th St.-LOth St. .19 30! 30-80" 1I
Avenue G b6th St. (E)-L7th st. | .08 28-30' |60 11T

(E)
Balcones Dr. Perry Ln.-Hancock .ho 30! 50! II

Hancock-Hart Lane .95 NIy 60-80" Ia

Hart Ln.-Jollyville Rd.| 2.L5 44-48' | MoPac Tb Proposed.
Bannister In. 1st St.(S)-Redd St. 1aX 22-30' | Lo-70" TEE
Banton Road Gresyson-Manor Rd. 19 30! 50! IQE




o

EXISTING

FACILITY

ESTINATED
: T g it X - s
STREET NAMES LIMITS LENSTH ot | o | FESOIE REMARKS
Barton Hills Dr. Jasmine St. - Barton 6 | Ll 60-80" IT Bad Downhill Turn at
Skyway Jasmine St.
Barton Skyway through | 1.1k Ul 60-80" III
Barton Hills Dr. Loop
Barton Springs Road Zilker Park to Congress|1.61 Ll -58' | 60-80- Ia Path on North, west of
Ave. 100! Lamar;
Ib Traffic buttons Lamar tog
1st St. (S)
Ia Sidewalk 1lst St. (S) to
Congress
Barton Skyway Barton Crk.-Manchaca R4f 1.02 30-LYy* 0-90' Ia Sections to be built or
improved.
Battle Bend Blvd. Suburban Dr.-Fort Clark] .32 Lyt 60’ )
Baxter Drive Blarwood to Berkeley .34 30 50" 11T
Beacon Drive Manor Rd. to Lazy Crk | .38 Ll 70! IT
Lazy Crk.-Crystal .45 iy ! 70! IIT
Brook Drive
10"
Bee Caves Road Barton Springs Road- .78 e 90-650" Ta Wide section is along
Columbus Drive 2@2k MoPac frontage rosd.
Berkeley Avenue Westgate Blvd. to .76 Ll 60’ 1171
Manchaca Road
Berkman Drive E. 51st St.- Glenhill |[1.89 ho-hL' }60-90° 11 Study intersection at
Road Briarcliff
Bethune Avenue St. Johns (E) to .38 30’ 50" 11T
Wheatley




EACILITY

L

E‘Lié EXISTING gl
STREET NAMNES LIMITS wioth | RO | CFikdn

Bland Street Westover Rd.-Bonita . Ol 30! 510 ITI

Blarwood Drive Westgate - Berkeley 5 Lyt 60" IIT

Bluebonnet Lane Arpdale to Ashby Ave. | .76 Lhe 60" I1

Bluff Bend Drive Warrington Dr. to 23 30! 50" 1AL
Applegate

Bolm Road Springdale to Gardner .95 B¢ 50-35" 1L
Road

Brackenridge Live Oak (E) - Monroe |.h7 30! 60’ IIT
(E)

Brentwood Laird Dr. - Lamar (N) |].OL 30! 50" 11
Lamar (N) to Chester- |.38 30" 50! TIT
field Avenue

Briarcliff Gaston Place to West- |.57 Lh 70! II
Iminster

Bridle Path Meadowbrook-Exposition | .09 2ol Sot 111

Broadmoor Cameron Rd.-Berkman Dr.| .72 30! 50-60" i

Brookfield Drive Beech Dr.-Peyton Gin Rd| .40 2{ol 50' ALIEILC

Brookview Road Wilshire-38ith sSt. .6h 30’ 35-50" 111

Buffalo Pass Jones Road-Village Cir.|.31 Ll 60" T

Bullard Drive Northland Dr.-Treadwell| .20 Lo' 60-70" T
Treadwell-Great Northerp .65 Lo* 60-70" ST
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ESTIMATED| EXISTING FACILITY
STREET NAMES LIMITS il RECC!:ME- REMARKS
g s V/IIDTH R.O.V/ NDED ;
Bull Creek Road 39th St. - USth St. 6L LO* 50-60" Ia Path on East Side
4s5th St.(W)-Hancock Dr.} .57 Lo! 60' B .
Northland Dr.-R.M.2222 | .38 48* 100' Ib
Burbank Street Laird Dr.-Hardy Dr. .OL 30’ 50" I1I
Burleson Road Oltorf (E)-Ben White 1.1k4 20-4o' | 60-70' II To be rebuilt.
Pleasant Valley Rd. - |1.30 28-30' |60’ I1
Montopolis Drive
Burney Drive West Rim Dr.-Mesa Dr. |.38 Ly 60" 111
Burrell Drive Ohlen Rd.-Anderson In. | .53 4o 60" . T
Cameron Road 51st St. (E)-U.S. 290 |1.23 Lo-44* | 60" Ia
U.S. 290-U.S. 183 .97 2@33! 120! Ib
U.S. 183-Rundberg ILn. |1.50 20" 50! 1T Should be rebuilt.
Camp Craft Road R.M.224k-Westlake High | .38 30" 60' Ia Already constructed by
School Travis County.
Canadian 7th St. (E)-Holly St. |.72 Lot 60"’ il
Holly St.-Town Lake .28 Lo 60" e
Cardinal Lane Garden Villa-5th St.(S)| .09 30! 4o-Ls5' | III
Carnation Terrace Grove Blvd.-Montopolis | .3l Lo 60' I1I
Caswell Avenue 47th St.(E)-Clarkson i 30’ 50" I1I
Catalina Burleson Rd.-Mission .63 30" 50-80" TIT
Hill Drive
Cedar Avenue Manor Road-12th St. (E)| .72 30’ 50" IIT
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ESTIMATED EXISTING FACILITY
STREET NAMES T b RECQMME- REMARKS
NAM LIRUTS WIDTH R.O.V ME=R
Cherrywood Road Manor Rd.-Wilshire Blvd] .93 30-40' | 60-65" II
Chestnut Avenue Manor RAd.-Pleasant Val- .75 Lo 50-65" 1T
ley Road
Pleasant Valley Rd.- .23 0" 50-60" el
Rosewood Avenue
Chicon Street Manor Road-Town Lake 2.5 304t | 60 i
Childress Drive Warrington Dr-Dessau .76 30! 50-60" 111
Road
Chimney Corners Far West Blvd.-Rock- T Lo! 60" TIE
point Drive
Churchill Drive 32nd St. (W)-Kerbey ILn.| .15 30! 50' LI
Clarkson Avenue 53rd St.(E)-Red River | .3 30" Y5 11T
Clawson Road Lightsey-Fortview Rd. .8 30! 50" 11
Clearfield Drive Parkfield-Maine Drive .05 30! 50! 111
Club Terrace Grove Blvd.-Montopolis | .2k 30! 50! HET
Colfax Avenue Burnet R.-Hathaway .1k 30! 50" III
Collier Anita Dr.-Lamar(S) e 30" 50-60" 11
Collinfield Little Elm Pk-Quail % 30" 60" 11T
Park Drive
Colony Creek Drive Hunters Trace-Parkfield} .19 NIy 60’ TI1
Comal Street Rosewood Ave,-Town Lake] 1.33 Lo* L0-60" II




ECILITY |

E{%LMED EXISTING
ENETH et e a e, e e
STREET NAMES LIMITS P TEDTH T ROV Rucgf.;fﬁ RIMAGKS
Congress Avenue Mgrtin Luther Xing e oC 12C! TR
21vd., -1lth Street
11th St.-0Oltorf 2.42 -0k 10¢-120] 1o Study needed of down-
town parkiag situation.
Oltorf - Woodward St. .3l L8-9L! 100-120y T1I
Cooper Drive Lamer (%)-3layton Dr. .19 30" 6ot 113
Cooper Lane Eberhart Ln.-Yatthews | .66 Lyt Go! il
Lane
Cougar Drive Turtle (rk,-Sshara Dr, | .09 30! 60" AL
Crestmont Drive Shioal Crk.7?lvd.-Woodviel .05 Lo 80! 111
Crestway Drive Mt. Rarker-Ralcones Dr.| .89 30! 50" 11T
Crestwood Road Airport Blvd-Wilshire .28 30 50! 1K
Cripple Creek Parkfield-Quail Valley | .32 Lh' 60! I |
Roulevard
Crystesl Brook legcon Drive-Loyola .68 Ll 60’ TTE
Dalton Lane Riverside (E)-State 51 2N 5! i
Hignway 71
Daugherty Twin Oaks Dr.-Richcreel .72 30! 50" I
Dawson Road Riverside-5th St.(S) L7 30" 50-80" 11
Decker Lake Road U.S. 183-Walnut Crk. Ly as" 70! 17
Dormarion Lane Tower Dr.-Greenlee .05 REx 5@ BT
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ESTIMATED| EXISTING e
STREET NAME 155 B i VIDTH ROMW F“'CJOU:.:&— RZLARKS
Down Cove Barton Hills Dr.-Bar- AL 30! 50" T
ton Creek
Drake Avenue Monroe Street-The Circlpe .15 =fel 501 I1T
Dry Creek Road R.M.2244-Stratford Dr. | .27 elok 20! Ta Use o0ld Zilker Park Rd4.
closed after construc-
tion of MoPac Bridge.
Dubuque U.S. 183-Loyola 25 30! 50" 111
Duval Street 51st (E)-55th St. (E) .18 ITI
San Jacinto Blvd.-51st | 1.9 27-40' | 50-65" 11
Street (E)
FEast Drive 29th St.-30th Street .09 25! 251 II
Eberhart Lane Cooper Ln-Congress (S) | .76 30! 60’ 11
Edgefield Drive Knollwood Dr.-Far West | .38 30! 50! 111
Boulevard
Edgehill Way Perry Lane-U5th St. o Lot 50-80" Tb
Edgemont Drive Ralcones Dr.-Madrona Dr| .47 30" 50" I1T
Edgewood Avenue Robinson Ave.-Cherry- | .3k 30! 60~50" STRIT
wood Road
(W) Elliot. Street Lamar (N)-Georgian Dr. | .27 30! STk T
Ellise Avenue Ardath St.-Daugherty JALS) 30! 50" JEILIE
Emerald Forest Drive Austin Highlands-Aber- |1.42 Ly 80! 11
deen Drive i




es

FACILITY

Esfé;l%:m EXISTING i ]
STREET NAMES LIENTS wiDTH | ROM |NECfi 5 RELIARKS
Enfield Road Scenic Drive-Expositionf .76 33-37' | 50-60" 1T
Exposition-West Lynn 1.1 33-4o' | 55-70' TIa
Essex Avenue Enfield Rd.-10th St. (W)} .28 15-3C" H5=508 I1I
Exposition Lake Austin-Woodmont 8 Lo-Lk6' | 60-80' Ta
Westover-Northwood .18 Lo 60" Ia
Fairfield Drive Kromer - U.S. 183 .09 NIy 60" 111
U.S. 183 - Lamar (N) .95 Ly £o! 11
Fairway Street Grove Roulevard-Montop-| .28 Lho-LL+ |60' i
olis
Far West Boulevard West Rim Dr.-Shoal Crk.}1l.55 Lo! 90-100"' 1T
Boulevard 2@33"
Fawnridge Drive Slayton Dr-Georgian Dr.| .06 02 50¢ J0Tt
Flournoy Drive 1st St. (8)-Glen Meadow| .uk Ly 60" TI1
Folts Avenue Ashby Ave-Treadwell St.| .29 30' 50 0L
Forest Trail Enfield R.-Woodmont ko 30! Lo-U5" TT1
Fort Clark Rattle Bend Blvd-West- | .28 Ll 60" 11T
moreland
Fortview Road Manchaca Rd.-Clawson Rd} .25 30-L4’ 35-50" IFT
Foster Lane Great Northern Blvd.- | .47 30-b4t  |50-70" 11
Northeross Dr.
Garden Villa Lane Banister ILn.-Cardinal 2 22-30" L40-50" ATIEE
Lane
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ESTIMATED|  EXISTING FACILITY
LENGTH = an AT, a
STREET NAMES LIMITS i WiDTH RO RCC?QPEB RELMIARKS

Gardner Road Bolm Rd.-Lotus Lane o 30" 60! i
Gaston Place Westminster-North Hamp-{.38 Lo 70! II

ton
Gault Street Wooten Dr.-Morrow St. |.57 30" 50-60' | TIT
Georgian Drive Favnridge Dr.-U.S. 183 |1.23 05-30' | 50-60" i Under construction to Lk
Glen Rose Drive Madrona Dr.-Balcones (05 30! 50' JLIENE
Gonzales Street Springdale Rd-Shady ILn.}|.38 30" 50" 11T
Govalle Ave, Webberville Rd.-Spring-|.7 20-30" 60’ 111 Street must be widened

dale Rd. and improved. '

& |Grayson Lane 38L St.(E)-Manor Road |.11 30" 50" TTT
Great Northern Blvd. Northland Dr.-Foster Ln}l.75 30" S0 038 2-way bike lane in place
from Foster Ln.-White
Rock.

Greenbrook Parkway Berkman Dr.-Westminster].5h i0" 60’ IIT
Greenhaven Drive Greenlawn Pkwy.-Silver-|.28 30" 50! LI

way Drive
Creenlawn Parkway reat Northern Blvd.- |.7 i1y 1 80! 171

Daugherty St.
Greenlee Drive Pecos-Dormarion ILn. .76 R0 S5O BTl
Greystone Drive Valburn Dr.-Balcones Drij2.05 ol 70-60" a0
criswald Lane Sharon Ln.-Winsted . 20" 5@ A0




ESTIMATED| EXISTING FACILITY
> 4 LENGTH ; RECO:ME- REMARKS
STREET NAMES LIMITS WIDTH | R.OW NDED
Grover Avenue Woodrow Ave.-Loth St. (W) 2.33 o' 45-65" 11
Guadalupe Street 21st St.-2Uth Street .23 60" 120" To 2-way lane in plaée-add
protective barriers
29th St. (W)-45th St.(W)]1.23 0! 80-95" Ib
45th St.-Morrow Street |2.7 ko 50-60" 11
Morrow St.-U.S. 183 .35 30" 60" II
Gunter Street Lyons-200 ft.(S) of Air}.57 30! 50 1000
port Boulevard
Hancock Drive Balcones Dr.-North Loop|l.1kh 30-40" 56-70" Ia Purchase additional ROW
Hardy Drive Burbank St.-Morrow St. |.76 15-30"' 20-50"' 111 15' width for only one
block btwn.Pasadena and
Richcreek
Harris Avenue Duval -Red River 42 30-40' |60 11
Harris Boulevard Windsor Rd.-32nd St.(W)|.89 30" 50-70" II
Hart Lane orth Hills Dr.-Grey- 1.51 Iy 60" I11
stone Drive
Harvey Street rtin Luther King Blvdf .L2 30" 50' BRI
12th Street (E)
Hathaway Drive Colfax Ave.-Ohlen Rd. .38 30" 50' LI
Hearn Street TLake Austin Blvd. - . Ol 30" 50! 11T
Johnson Street
Hemphill Poth St.-27th Street AL 30" 50! 11T
Hether Street Bluebonnet Ln.-Lamar (Sp .42 3O 501 11
Hidden Osks Drive Westgate Blvd-Whispering .19 30' o IIT

Oaks Drive




4

REKARKS

ESJS;;‘;'E{E;{D EXISTING Fé.':: IL‘ |;T,Y
STREET NANES LIMITS I TR ] RO | oRinas

Highland Crest Drive Ridge Oak Dr.-Northland .08 30 501! It
Drive

Highland Hill Drive Trailridge Dr-Highland | .32 30" 60! I
Hill Terrace

Highland Hill Terrace Highland Hill Drive- .19 20! SV 1T
Tumbling Trail

Highland Mall Blvd. 200' (E) of Airport- L2 @2k’ 80' 11
1000'NW of Middle
Fiskville Road

Hillview Road [findsor Rd.-Westover Rd Rt 30* 50 111

Holly Street TH 35-Canadian .95 40! 60* II

Houston Street Jeff Davis Ave.-Sunshing .49 30" 50" TIX
Drive

Hunters Trace Norseman Terrace-Rund- |.30 Ll 60"’ gt
berg Lane

Huntland Drive Tsabell Dr.-Jonathan .13 th‘ 80’ IIT

Hyridge Drive Mountain Ridge Dr. - 1.04 Lt 70! i
Ralcones

Isabell Drive Huntland Dr.-Rufus .23 30' 50-55" AL

Jamestown Drive Maine Dr.-Peyton Gin Rd| .7 30" 60’ I1I

Jasmine Street Barton Hills Dr.- 2 dL 30" 7o 103t
Robert E. Lee Rd.

Jeff Davis Avenue North Loop-Houston St. |.19 30’ 50-55" 100

Jim Hogg Avenue Houston St.-Arroyo Secal .28 30" 50-L0" I1T

Too steep to ride uphill
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ESJé:‘.-‘l%T:rEHD EXISTING FACILITY
] ANVE T -
STREET NAMES LIMITS “ WIDTH | Rov | FeoQiads REMARKS
Joe Sayers Avenue Thackla Terrace-Houston}.21 30! qor 11T
Johnson Street Hearn Street-Atlanta St}.27 30! 50! 111
Jonathan Drive Highland Mall Blvd.- sl 48 80" g
Huntland Drive
Jones Road City Limits (W)-Man- e R30-L44'  }50-70' &L Street must be improved
ichaca Road west of Westgate Blvd.
Justin Lane Rurnet Rd.-Grover Ave.|.95 R3O-LL " 50-81" Ib
Keats Drive Prather Ln.-Panther Tr.|.19 30" 50! T
Kenwood Avenue lWoodland Ave.-East Live|.lk RO! 5@t 111
Dak
Kerbey Lane R2nd St. (W)-35th St. .28 k30" 60’ IT
cutoff
Kingsbury Street Shoal Crk.-Niles Road .28 30" 50" E30L
Kinney Street Barton Springs Rd.- 1.1k 30! 60’ ILIE Very steep hill and
Lamar (S) cutoff s uth of Barton
Springs Road '
Knollwood Drive fidgefield Drive-Ponton }.12 30! 50" T
Place
Koenig Ln./Allendale Rd.| Shoal Creek Blvd.- .68 0" 50-100"' Ia
Ullrich Avenue
Kromer Street jleyford Dr.-Fairfield [.06 30! 50" 13
Drive _
Laird Drive J1lrich Ave.-Burbank St}.53 30! 50! IIT
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ESTIMATED EXISTIN FACILITY
LENGTH h ECoN
STREET NAMES LIMITS ' WIDTH | ROM | -Cqiain” REMARKS
Lake Austin Blvd. Enfield Rd.-Red Bud Tr.}.3 %h-52' 100! L
Red Bud Tr.-MoPac s 5 B 100! A
(S) Lekeshore Drive Town Lake-Montopolis LT Ll 20 11 Street to be built.
Lamar Boulevard Panther Trail-Barton ol 60! 100’ Ib Add width on both sides
Skyway of street;
Barton Springs Rd.-6th |.76 P@26' -~ |80-200' | 1Ia 42' width is on bridge;
Street (W) i2-60"
Fairfield Drive-Rutland|.78 K0! 90-120" Ta
Drive
Shoal Creek H&B Bridge [.19 54 80’ Ia West side-in Pease Park
to Martin Luther King
Boulevard
Lazy Creek Drive [Beacon Dr.-Purple Sage |.3 iy ! 70" i
Drive
Ledesma Road Springdale Road-Lott o 30" 50-60" A03EIE
Avenue
Leslie Avenue Astor Pl.-Springdale Rq .19 30" 50! IO
Lightsey Road [Manchaca Rd.-Congress |1.56 O-LL 50-90" Is Sections to be improved.
IAvenue '
Little Elm Park Collinfield Dr.-Quail o L8 Le! 60" IEILIE
Creek Drive
Live Oak Drive Congress (S)=Oltorf St.i.95 30-Li' |40-80" 17
Long Bow Lane Congress-Blunn Creek 695 30 50! 130 Connection to future
H&R Trail extension on
_ Blunn Creek.
Lott Avenue Prock Ln-ILedesma Rd. .20 30! 50! TEALET




8%

FACILITY

Esféﬁﬁﬁo EXISTING
aanges,
STREET NAMES LIMITS WIDTH ROW RECON‘ﬁ?B REMARKS
Lotus Lane Gardner Rd.-Arther % § Lo 60’ II
Stiles RA.
Loyola Lane Northeast Dr.-Masnor Rd.|1.33 Lho-L4* |60 17
Manor Rd.-U.S. 183 .60 oLy * 60-70" 1T
ILyons Road Webberville Rd.-Spring-| .76 30 50-60" II
dale Road
Madrona Drive Edgemont Drive-Glen «13 30 50 i
Roge Drive
Maine Drive Jamestown Dr.-Clear- s 30’ 50! ALICC
field Drive
Manchaca Road Barton Skyway-City 3.41 ho-L4' J40-100'| 1Ia
Limits (S)
Manor Road Chicon St.-Banton Rd. .91 36-4Y4' | 60-80' Tb
Banton Rd.-Springdale |L4.09 20-L4' |80 Ia
Road
Springdale Rd.-U.S. 290|2.56 30’ 50" iT
Maplewood Avenue Fast 38%-wilshire Blvd.|.3 30’ 50" 111
Margranita Crescent Dormarion Ln.-Bland St.f§ .38 30' 502 JEICH
Martin Luther King, Jr. |Lamar Blvd.-Nueces RN 30-60' |80’ Ib Street to be widened
Boulevard lbetween Lamar and West
. Avenue.
Mary Street South Lamar-Bracken- 1.0 Lho-4L' |60’ II
ridge
Matthews Lane Manchaca Rd.-Cooper ILn.|.87 30¢ 50-55" IT
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ESTIMATED EXISTING FACILITY
LENGTH Rl z
NN —
STREET NAMES LIMITS WioTH | Row i TEogais REMARKS

Mayhall Drive Gardner Rd.-Arther .10 30" 60" I

Stiles Road N
Meadowbrook Drive Bridle Path-Windsor .38 30" 50-60" 11T

Rd .
Meadows Drive (S) Parkfield Dr.-Plains Tr} .10 30! 50" 111
Melridge Place Robert E. Lee Rd.- .19 L0 60! 171

Bluebonnet Lane
Mesa Drive Sierra Dr.-Jollyville |[2.65 iy 60-90" 11

Road
Metcalf Road Burleson Road-Burleson |.76 B 50-60" 11 Street needs to be

Road rebuilt.
Middleham Place King Edward Place-

Turtle Creek Boulevard |.3k 30" 50" 111
Monroe Street 5th St.(S)-Drake Ave. |.8 30! 50-60" 11T
Monte Vista Dr. Mt ., Barker Drive-Crest- |.09 30! 50! T

way Drive
Montopolis Drive Riverside Dr. (E)- 1.29. Ny Lo-70' 17

Crumley Lane
Morrow Street Mullen Drive-Guadalupe |1.06 20! 50! nli
Mt. Barkeerrive Balcones Dr.-Monte .28 210N 50" LI

Vista Drive
Mt. Vernon Drive Redd Street to St. Elmoj.13 B0l 501 JEL

Road !
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ESTI}ATED EXISTING FACILITY
LENGTH RECO)\ME- REMARKS
STREET NAMES LIMITS WIDTH ROW NB=D ¢

Mountain Quail Road Rundberg Ln-Cripple Crk| .66 Lyl ! 60" 111
Mullen Drive Morrow St.-Teakwood Dr.|.57 30-b0'  |50-60' | 11
Navasota Street 12th St. (E)-Rosewood |.28 30’ 50" 2 5

IAvenue
Newmont Trail Sagebrush Trail-McPhaul| .1k 36! 50' LG
Niles Road West Lynn-Windsor Road |.1- jsor 60! 111
Norseman Terrace Hunters Trace-Parkfield|.23 Iy 60’ II11
North Hampton Drive Gaston Place-Northeast |.38 Lo 60" T

Drive
North Hills Drive Edgefield Dr.-Balcones |1.1h l:o' 60" 11
North Loop Boulevard Hancock Dr.-Clarkson 1.93 0-4k4' [50-80" Ia Purchase additional ROW.

Avenue
Northcrest Boulevard  |St. Johns (W)-U.S. 183 |.66 ks 60-140' | II
Northcross Drive Foster Ln.-Burnet Rd. |.h7 14 Med |80 Ia Paths on north side.

@Rl ‘

Northeast Drive 200' (S)of U.S.290- 1.48 bk 80' 1T

[Manor Road
Northland Drive Balcones-Shoal Crk.Blvd].57 | I 100 Ia

Balcones Dr.-Bull Crk.

Road .13 L8 100" Ta
Northledge Drive orth Hills Dr.-Far .19 BON 50' 11 l-way street North.

est Boulevard
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FACILITY

ESTIASTED EXISTING
b LENGTH RECC:ME- R .
STREET NAMES LIMITS V/IDTH ROV [ pA-D EMARKS
Northwestern Avenue Rosewood Ave.-Webber- o8 0! 50-60" 1010
ville Road
Northwood Road Pecos-Exposition RIS 30" 60-85" III
Oakmont Blvd.-Wooldridgg¢ .38 30" 60" IIT
Drive
Nueces Martin Luther King, Jr.|.9l 0-50'  |60-80" T
Boulevard-Guadalupe St.
Oakmont Boulevard Northwood R.-35th St. (W) .59 30" 50-60" I11
35th St.(W)-39th St.(W)| .30 11
Oak Springs Drive Ridgeway Dr.-Springdale|.9 io-LL' |60’ o7
IRoad
Ohlen Road Burnet Rd.-Peyton Gin |1.0 il 1 80" 11
Road
01d Bull Creek Road Laguna Gloria-Mt,Bonnel}l .19 P0-30" Lo! 111
Road
[Mt.Bonnell Rd.-Foothill} .19 20! SO Ta
Drive
0ld Castle Road Westmorland-Sheraton .38 30" 60! 110
Avenue
01d Jollyville Road Balcones Dr.-Bell Ave. {3.11 L8 100" 1003
01d Manor Roed Manor Rd.-Westminster |.23 30" 80! 111
Drive
Oltorf Street TLamar(S)-Congress (S) |1.27 io-LL'  |60-80' Ia Purchase ROW where
] necessary .
Schreiber-Parker Ln. .us (0! 80! Ia
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FACILITY

ESJ&’{{I’TED EXISTING
'} NI4T
STREET NAMES LIMITS T Fwiote | ROW ||T aiae REMARKS
Oltorf Street (CONT.) [|Parker Lane-Pleasant |.70 50 80-60' | TII
Valley Road
Pack Saddle Pass [Round-up Trail-Redd .38 Ny 70-60" 111
Redd-Prather Lane .34 F &
Psnther Trail Lamar (S)-Victory Dr. |.Oh 30" 50" II
Victory Drive-Keats Dr.}.1ll i
Parker Lane Riverside Dr.-Oltorf St].89 io-Lk'  |60-70" Ib Acquire necessary ROW.
Pltorf Street-Woodward |1.0L iy ! 70! 5
Street
Parkfield Drive Peyton Gin-Kramer Lane |1.67 hih-50' |70’ II
Parkwood Road Rirport Blvd.-Norwood e 30" 50? Jmae
Road
Pecan Springs Road Manor Rd.-200' (N) of |.38 0" 60" 11
51st St. (E)
Pecos Street Enfield Rd.-35th St.(W)|1.61 30-40' {50-60" P
Pedernales st st.(E)-Canterbury |.1k p8-32'  |50' It
1st St.(E)-Webberville |.73 R3O' 60’ o
Road
Pegram AVenue Vine St.-Burnet Rd. .38 0" 60’ B
Perry Lane Balcones-Edgehill Way |.63 iyt 60-50" F 1
Balcones Dr.-Crestway |.08 gy 60" 0
Drive
Peyton Gin Road Redfield Ln.-Jamestown |.L47 i)y ! 70-80" Ia
Drive
Jamestown Dr.-Leamar (N)|.27 ) ¢ 70-80" Ia
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FoLILITY

ESTEAMGED]  EXISTING
LENGTH p— TOCN M E- - v
STREET NAMES LIMITS O Tvinth | row | FEohE REMARS
Pleasant Valley Road 5th St.(E)-Longhorn .38 0=l 60-120' 1Ib Must be repaved in
Dam places; ,
Longhorn Dam-Nuckles 50 0=l 0-120' Ta Portions to be con-
Crossing Road structed.
Ponca Street 1000'West of Montopo- | .38 25-30' | Lo-50' STalalt Must be paved west of
lis-Vargas St. Montopolis Drive.
Ponton Place Sierra Drive-Knoll=- .08 30" S I1T
wood Drive
Porter Street Montopolis Dr.- 2 30" 50-55" III
Lawrence Street
Powell Street 5th St.(W)-6th St. (W) | .1 20’ 30’ 111
Prather Lane Victory Dr.-Manchaca .28 Lo 60’ II
Road
Prock Lane Sara Drive-Lott Avenue| .19 30! 508 I1T
Prospect Avenue Fast 11th St.-Webber- 225 30! 50! 11T
ville
Purnell Drive U.S. 183-Wonsley Dr. L7 ULt 70" I11
Purple Sage Drive Lazy Crk-Crystalbrook | .26 Lo 70" 11
Quail Creek Drive Peyton Gin-Little Elm .19 30! 50! 111
Park
Quail Park Drive Parkfield Dr.-Collin- | .3Y Nl 60" 111
field Drive
Quail Valley Boulevard |Rutland Drive-Cripple | .38 Lyt 60-75" I1T
Creek
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ACILITY

&32‘%0 EXISTING
- TS LENS RECOXME- THARK
STREET NAMES LIRITS WIDTH | R.OM inch RELIARKS
Rabb Road Rabb Glen-Melridge .6l Ll 60" B
Rae Dell Avenue Barton Skyway-Rabb ) 30! 50! el
Glen
Ramsey Avenue L4oth st.(W)-4oth st. (W) .8 30’ 50" i
Red Bud Trail Lake Austin Blvd.- .53 20-44' p5-100" Ia
Stratford Drive
Stratford Drive-West 7 30-44' phoo! Tb
Lake Drive
Red River 15th St.(E)-Martin Lu-{ .28 Lo 80’ Ia
ther King Jr.Blvd. (E)
Martin Luther King Jr.| .95 35 60-80"' i 0ld portion will revert
Blvd. (E)-32nd St. (E) to & circulation functi
when Red River is com-
pletely re-routed.
32nd St.(E)-Clarkson 1,52 30-60' | 50-80' To
Avenue
Redd Street Western Trails-Mt. 1.0 30’ 507 II
Vernon
Reicher Drive Manor Road-R gge Lane | .OL5 Lo 60" I
Richcreek Road Greenhaven Dr.-Daugher4 .27 NI 60" A
ty
Ridge Osak Drive Crestway Dr.-Highland Lk =@ 50! ST
Crest Drive
Ridgeway Drive 12th St. (E)-Rosewood .27 0-30" 0-50" Tl
Avenue
Rio Grande Street 5th St.(W)-29th St.(W)| 1.90 Lo' 80! fh
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1IVIIIII"'JIII“V

ESTLSAED] EXISTING ekl
STREET NAMES L'Pa“TS e \'HDTH I R.o.\” ‘2CJ.P—£:S- REL‘!A\RKS
River Street Town Lake-IH 35 Lt 30’ 60-65 11
Riverside Drive TH 35-Ben White Blvd. | 3.L45 20-4k4* | 50-175 Ia Purchase additional ROW|
as required-street is
to be rebuilt.
(E) Riverside Drive Texas St. 7l-Dalton In} .49 30" 60" i §
Robert E. Lee Road Melridge-Barton Springf .76 30°' L40-60" II
Road
Rockwood Lane Foster Ln.-Burnet 1.14 Ll 60! 11
Rogge Leane Berkman Dr.-Springdale| 1.52 Lot 60' 11
Rosewood Avenue Navasota Street- 1.33 Lo! 60-70" il
Ridgeway
Round-up Trail Western Trails-Manchacyg sl 30! 50' 111
Road
Rufus Drive Isabell Drive~St.Johns| .30 30! 50-60"' IIT
Rundberg Lane Lemar (N)-Dessau Rd. 552 o@2k! 50-90"' Ia Road under construction
Mountein Quail-Hunters| .08 @2y ! 90" I1I
Trace
Rutherford Lane JH 35-Cameron Road .91 20! 50! IIT
Rutland Drive Quail Valley-Lamar (N)| .57 30-40' | 60 4
Sagebrush Drive Plains Trail-Newmont 215 30! 50! IIT
Trail
St. Edwards Drive Congress Ave.-IH 35 .87 Lo! 60! 111 Street to be extended
Service Road to Congress Ave.
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ESTHLATED o FACILITY
BENGTH s EXIST il T SR
STREET NANE LIMITS T TR T ey REMARKS
St. Elmo Road Mt. Vernon Dr.-lst St. |.3k 30" 30-60" 11
(s)
St. Johns Avenue Guadalupe Street- 1.68 Lo-bL* |50-85' Ib
Berkman Drive
St. Josephs Bouleverd [Burnet Road-Mullen Dr. |.3 P@20" 50~100"' g
Sahara Drive Lybyen Drive-Turtle “55 30" 60"’ I17
Creek Boulevard
Salina Street Martin Luther King Jr. |.k2 30" 40-53" Liiia
Boulevard-12th St.(E)
Samuel Huston Avenue Webberville Rd.-500' .bo 30" 50" T
East of Tannehill St.
San Gabriel St. Mertin Luther King Jr. |.l49 25-30" 60’ AL
Boulevard-26th St.
San Jacinto Boulevard [Martin Luther King Jr. |.81 56" 80! 11 Street to be closed be-
Boulevard-5th St. tween 26th St. and
M.L.King Jr.,Boulevard.
Martin Luther King Jr.,|.97 551 120" AL
Boulevard-Speedway
Santos Street Montopolis Drive-Vargas|.l5 30" 50' T
Sara Drive Springdale Road-Prock |.hb 30! 40-60" III
Lane
Scenic Drive River Rd.-Pecos .23 laly ! 50-60" II
Schriber Street Live Oak-Oltorf St. .06 30" 50" e
|Shadowood Drive eakwood Dr.-Ohlen Rd. .19 o' 60’ 117 p
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FooIITY |

EST??-’-AT;E? EXISTING
LENGTH ; ECON N IE- e e
STREET NAMES LIMITS U oot [ row | FEoRes olias
Shady Brook Lane Greenbrook Parkway- .19 Ny 60’ IIT
Bartholomew Park
Shady Lane Gonzales St.-Bolm Rd. | .38 30’ 40-50" i
Shar-n Lane Forest Trail-Griswald | .17 30! 30-40! FEY
Street
Sheraton Avenue Suburban Dr’ve-01d .32 NIy O TII
Castle Road
Shoal Creek Boulevard | 38th St.(W)-Northland | 2.05 Lo! 60-80" I1
Drive
Northland Dr.-North .81 Lk 60-80" 1T
Park Drive
North Park Drive- b2 Lh 60-80' Is East Side.
Greenlawn Parkway
Sierra Drive Mesa Dr.-Ponton Place | .19 Lo’ 60" 11T
Silverspring Drive Mesa Dr.-Tallwood 225 30! 50° HIEE
Silverway Drive Greenhaven Dr.-North- 1l 30! 0-60" 11T Pedestrian-bicycle
Cross bridge must be built
over creek,
Slayton Drive Cooper Dr.-Fawnridge -1 1(0) 30! 50! ARt
Drive
Southridge Drive Claws n Rd.-Bannister Lk Ll 70°' T
Lane
Speedway Street 30th St.-L7th St.(E) 2.01 30-L4' | 50-95' 17
26th St.-27th St. .20 30-Lh ! 80" SLALIE
27th St.-San Jacinto .05 30-L4' |80 i1




FACILITY

89

Eslj’é-“ﬁ»’;?;%? EXISTING
NG ; RECQC: ME- Epap
STREET NAMES LIENTS VIDTH | ROV = REMARKS
Speedway Street (CONT.] Martin Luther King, Jr} .19 30-44' |80 1
Boulevard-21st St.
Speer Lane Libyan Drive-Cooper .38 30" 60" I111
Lane
Spicewood Springs Rd. | Balcones-Loop 360 2.h2 60’ 80! Ia Proposed.
Spring Lane Windsor Road-Westover 5 5155 B0 50-60" L
Road
Springdale R ad 1st St.(E)-Martin 2.65 22-40' | 4o-1001f II
Luther King, Jr.,Blvd.
(E)
Stamford Lane Woodmont Avenue- - 30! 40-50" ol
Windsor Road
Stassney Lane Westgate Blvd-Manchaca] .83 @) 60-80" Ir
Manchaca Rd.-IH 35 1252 2@33- 100! Ib Proposed
2@2h!
Steck Avenue Mesa Dr.-Burnet 2,03 Lyt 60-80" IE
Strass Drive 49th St.-Hancock Dr. o 30! 50 111
Stratford Drive Dry Creek Rd.-Red Bud 1.66 20-30" 501 LT
Trail
Suburban Drive Sheraton Ave.-Battle .66 Ly 60" E
Bend Blvd.
Sunshine Drive North Loop Dr.-Stark .3k 20" 60" ST
Street
Susquehanna Lane Langston Dr.-Manor Rd. | .L4 30' 60" T
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ESLIEZ%D EXISTING Al
STREET NAMES LIMITS T eoTn [ row | PSSt REMARIS
Tallwood Drive 100' south of Cima 45 Ll 60" 33
Serena-Silverspring
Drive
Tannehill Lane Webberville Rd.-F.M. 16 30" )15-50" e
%9
Tannehill Street Samuel Huston Avenue- .10 30! 40-50" J00E
500' South
Teakwood Drive Shadowood-Wooten 75 Lo' 60’ 15
Teasdale Terrace Rundberg In.-Childress 7 60" AL
The Circle Drake Ave,-Academy Dr.| .15 30° 50! IEI03 Street must be paved.
Theckla Terrace Arroyo Seca-Woodrow b b 30’ 50" 1T
Avenue
Tillery Street 1st St.(E)-5th St.(E) | .28 ho' 60! 1T
Tower Drive Dormarion ILn.-Winsted oL 2oL 50! 111
Lane
Treadwell Boulevard Bullard Dr.-Shoal Crk | .38 Lo' 60" 111
Boulevard
Treadwell Street Folts Avenue-Josephine| .LkL 30" 501 17T
Street
Trinity Street San Jacinto-5th Street| .82 40-60' | 60-80' | II
Tronewood Drive Peyton Gin-Norseman .15 Lo! 60’ )7

Terrace
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FACILITY

ESI_TEl;‘fg-f\TrE}i‘D EXISTING
f‘.‘h "*’-\“ - el W) FFE
STREET NAME LIMITS S ioth T row |FECGiHE REMARKS
Turtle Creek Boulevard | Emerald Forest-lst St.] .49 NIy 60" IT
(s)
Lybyan Dr.-Emerald .17 Ll 60" 11
Forest
Twin Oaks Drive Vine Street-Daugherty | .3 30" 60" 171
Street
Ullrich Avenue Koenig Ln.-Arroyo Seca| .28 30! 50" - BT
Vargas Road Santos St.-300'SW of .95 Lh 60" B3
U.S. 183
Victory Drive Prather Lane-Panther .19 Lo 60’ i
Trail
Prather Lane-Pack .28 o' 0! II Street must be extended
Saddle Pass
Vine Street Twin Osks Dr.-Pegram 25 30' 50' A0
Avenue
Vins n Drive Aberdeen Dr.-St. Elmo | .u47 20-44' | 50-80' oL Road must be improved.
Road
Weterbrook Drive 51st St.(E)-Westminstex .38 30! B0 11T
Drive
Webberville Road 7th St. (E)-Rosewood 1.1k 4o! 60-70" figicid
Avenue
Springdale Road-Tanne-| 1.25 30! 60’ S
hill Street
Wellington Drive Westminster Drive- .85 30-40' | 50-60" II
Manor Road
West Drive 30th St,-29th St. .09 25" 25" A1
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ASILITY

Esgg‘é‘-f}‘fﬁ? EXISTING sy
- o T e (U G (0 A e TAIADLD
STREET NANZ LIMITS U Damin | mow | PRV ey
West Lynn St. 5th St. (W)-Niles Rd. | .89 15-28- | 15-Lo- 171 15' width is between
Lo 60" th St. and 6th St.
West Rim Drive Far West Blvd.-Burney | .85 4o 60’ 111
Drive
Western Trails Blvd. Westgate Blvd,-Redd .63 Lk 70" 11
Westgate Boulevard U.S. 290-Berkeley Ave.| 1.89 Ll 90 II
Berkeley Drive-Oaks .39 2@2y' BT
Drive
Westminster Drive Briarcliff Blvd.-Rogge| .40 Ly 60’ 11
Lane
Rogge Lane-Manor Rd. “58 Ly 60" PET
Westmorland Drive Fort Clark-0ld Castle | .O4 Ly 60" 111
Road
Westover Road Hillview Rd.-Northwood | .63 UL 60-70" 171
Road
Weyford Drive Burrell Dr.-Kromer .19 30! 50! 10I0E
Whispering Oaks Drive |Redleaf-William Cannon| .57 Lo! 60’ ITT
Drive
White Rock Drive Great Northern Blvd.- | .85 50" 60-70" I11
Allendale Road
Whitis Avenue 29th St.-24th st, .43 30! 60! LI
William Cannon Drive Westgate Blvd.-IH 35 2.94 2@33' 0-120' Ta Sections remsin to be
leib itz
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FACILITY

ESTLAATED EXISTING
, LENGTH RECC)ME- REMARKS
STREET NAMES LIMITS V/IDTH R.ONY LRER CMAR
Wilshire Boulevard Bradwood R.-Crestwood | .28 30’ 60" 111
Road
Windsor Road Matthews Drive-Pecos Lo 30" 50-60" T
Street
Pecos Street-Niles Rd.| 1.52 30-40' | 30-50' 11
Niles Road-Kingsbury .19 A
Winsted Lane Griswald Ln.-MargranitT .52 30! 50! JEICE
Crescent
Wonsley Drive Purnell Drive-IH 35 .30 30" Lo-45" III
Woodland Avenue EFast Side Drive- 1.27 Ll 50-80" i
: Burton Drive
Woodmont Avenue Exposition Rlvd.- o JHQ 30" 30-40’ S
Stamford Lane
Stamford Lane-Forest oA L5] 30! Lo' B[S
Trail
Woodrow Avenue Arroyo Seca-Wooten .66 Lo' 80°* IT
Park Drive
Woodward Street Congress Ave.-Ben 1.40 20-44' | 50-90' Ta
White Blvd.
Wooldridge Drive Northwood Rd.-29th St.| .15 4o 60! JEIIT
(w)
Wooten Drive Teakwood-Gault Street .57 30! 50-60"' I11 RR X-ing to be studied.
Wooten Park Drive Mullen Dr.-Woodrow Avel .19 Lhr 60' iy
1lst Street IH 35-Springdale Rd. 2.08 30-L0! 60-100" il
Waller Creek-IH 35 12 4o' 80! Is
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ESTHALTED EXISTING FACILITY
. _ LENGTH ~— RECOIiE= REMARKS
' STREET NAMES LIMITS WIDTH | ROW v '
{ (8) 1st Street Town Lake-St. Elmo R4d. | 3.18 ho-Lh' | 60-102 Ia Acquire ROW where neces-
sary.
St. Elmo-City Limit 2.18 ho-Ll' | 8o 1T
2nd Street Tillery-1lst Street iLi 30-40' | 50-80" II
5th Street MoPac-Waller Creek 2.08 Lo-60' |60-85" Ib
Pedernales-Springdale | .76 ) 0! 60’ T
Road
(S) 5th Street Dawson-Oltorf St. 1.05 30’ 50-80" 11
Oltorf St.-Cardinal ILn | .8 30’ 50-55" 11T
6th Street MoPac-Waller Creek 2.08 Lo-60' |60-80' Ib
Oth Street Shoal Creek-Waller Crk.[1.0 40-60" 80! II Street under constructiop
~
“ 110th Street Shoal Creek-Waller Crk |1.04 >0 -60' 30-80" 1T Street to be improved.
Essex Avenue-West Lynn | .38 0 30-L0! I1I Street must be paved.
11th Street Navasota St.-Chicon St |.L4k Ly 60' G i
Chicon St.-Northwestern|.lU2 30" Lo-60" 11T
Essex Avenue-500'East |.1 20! Lot ITT Street must be paved.
12th Street West ILynn-West Avenue o (i 30-55" 60-80" 11T
FWest Avenue-Colorado St} .38 2@28' 120! II
San Jacinto St.-Webber-|3.22 Lo-Lk4* }120-60'| 1II
ville Road
14th Street San Jacinto-Waller Crk.|.06 30! 80’ Tl
16th Street Delone St.-Astor Place |.3h4 0-30"' 25-50" 11T Bridge must be built
over creek.
17th Street Salina-Miriam.Avenue .66 30' 50' 111




FACILITY

HL

ESJS;’;@?;‘P EXISTING
. T ECONZE-
STREET NAMES LIMITS WIDTH | ROMW | aben REMARKS
21st Street Rio Grande-University | .31 30" 60-80"' 5
Avenue
University Avenue-San | .34 Lo! 60" I1T
Jacinto Boulevard
22nd Street San Gabriel-Guadalupe | .38 30’ 60’ II1I
24th Street Windsor Rd.-Guadalupe .91 38-L0' | 60-65' Tb Lamar to Guadalupe
changed from bike street
Guadalupe-Whitis .10 40! Lo-80' i
25th Street Longview St.-Rio Grande| .37 30-40' 60’ 108
Street
26th Street Whitis-San Jacinto .36 661 80-100'{ Ib Change from bike street.
San Jacinto-Manor Rd. .95 o@L ) ' $£20! Ib
San Gabriel St.-Guada- |.37 30! 50! 11T
Llupe Street
27th Street lueces St.-Speedway St.|.37 My 80" 11
29th Street Harris Blvd.-Guadalupe |.72 30" 30-80" II
Fast Drive-Guadalupe .06 30’ 60" i1
Fast Drive-Whitis 11 30" 60’ II
30th Street Bpeedway-West Drive .28 36! 60’ 11
32nd Street Sakmont Blvd. -Harris .38 30" 50' 0300
i Boulevard
34th Street fuadalupe-Duval St. .57 R6! 60"' 11
fuadalupe St.-Kerbey ILn|.76 RB6-4O'  |60" I11
35th Street foothill Dr.-Jefferson }1.23 iy 50-80" Ia Purchase additional ROW
} Avenue Bicycle/Pedestrian bridge

over MoPac Blvd.
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ESTIHZATED EXISTING FECILITY
’ LENGTH RECQO!N .E= REMARKS
STREET NAMES LIMITS WIDTH | ROMW k) =

38th Street Jefferson Ave.-500' SW|1.8 30-Li! 50-85" Ia Purchase additional ROWj
of Red River Street. street to be widened.

38% Street 500 SW of Red River St .3k 30-L0' 50-85" Ia Purchase additional ROW
IH 35
IH 35 - Grayson .76 30-40' |50-80" II

39th Street Avenue B ~ Guadalupe St| .13 30-LO" 60’ 1T
Shoal Creek Blvd-Oak- .27 30" 60" 11T Possible bridge over
mont Blvd. Shoal Creek.

LOoth Street Shoal Creek Blvd.- .38 30! B0 I1T Possible bridge over
Medical Parkway Shoal Creek
[Avenue B - Guadalupe St| .13 fLo-45'  }80° i

~ |43rd Street Ramsey Ave.-Rosedale .06 30! 50° 111
A Avenue

L45th Street Bull Creek Rd.-Burnet | .82 38-40' |60’ Ib
Road
Burnet-Red River 1.5 Lo' 60-80" Ia Paths north side in park
Fdgehill Way-Bull Creekj .19 Ib
IRoad :

L46th Street Guadalupe St.-Avenue G | .4k 30" L40-50" 111

47th Street Avenue G-Red River ik 28-30* |L0-50" 111

Loth Street Crestmont Dr.-Sunshine | .63 30! 50-80' JLILE
Dr. .
Caswell Avenue-Red Rivef .08 30! 50" IEITE
Street
Shoal Creek Blvd.-Bull | .25 30" 50! I1T Small bridge over Shoal
Creek Road Creek
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ESTEI:.‘-."AG\'%'_E;{D EXISTING FACILITY

LEN ]

STREET NANMES LIMITS VIDIR | BOW I weie REMARKS

51st Street Berkman Drive-Waterbrook .61 Ly 90-100'| 1Ia
Drive
Waterbrook Dr.-01d Manok .12 0" 100! 111
Road
Caswell-Cameron Road .50 30" 50-60" Ia

55th Street Duval-Guadalupe St. .53 30" 50' i A

TH 35 Service Road St. Johns Ave.(E)- 3.52 32! 300-440Y T1®

East Braker Lane

Riverside Drive- .56 2k-32'  |300-4k0y Ib 24' from St. Elmo to
William Cannon Drive William Cannon

IH 35 Service Road Braker Lane-St. Johns 3.52 32 300-440Y 11

West IAvenue

Riverside Dr.-William [L.56 24-32' [300-440] Ib 2hk' from St. Elmo to
Cannon Drive William Cannon

U.S. 183 Guadalupe~Purnell .18 2@40’ 200" Ia Path on north side

U.S. 290 Westgate Blvd.-Road 1.95 sl 100’ II extend and pave shoulderg.
Runner Lane

Texas St. 71 Brandt Drive-Onion Crk |3.86 2@36' 210" 1T Extend and pave shoulderg.
Brandt Dr.-Dalton Lane |.34 @36 210 Ia South side.
(E) Riverside-Riversidel .15 2@36" 210’ Ia South side.

F.M. 99 Tannehill Lane-Walnut |.91 e 100" 11
Creek

R.M.2222 {Bull Creek Rd-Loop 360 |3.37 fu8" 100’ 13 Extend and pave shoulderf.

R.M. 2244 Columbus Dr.-Loop 360 [3.79 g 80! 31 Extend and pave shoulderf.
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WATERWAY NARNE

LILAITS

ESTuATED
LERGTH

Barton Creek

Blunn Creek

Boggy Creek

Colorado River - South
Bank :

Colorado River/Town
Lake (South Bank)

Colorado River/Town
Lske (North Bank)

Country Club Creek and
Floodwater Bypass

Barton Springs Rd.-
Barton Skyway

Town Lake-St. Edwards
Drive

Martin Luther King Jr.
Boulevard-Ed Bluestein
Boulevard

Longhorn Dam(Pleasant -
Valley Road) to U.S.
183

Dry Creek-Longhorn Dam
(Pleasant Valley Road)

Red Bud Trail-Longhorn
Dam(Pleasant Valley R4

East Riverside Drive-
Colorado River

1.48

1.82

2.88

1.50

5.15

5,87

1.4k

EXISTIHG

| e O

VioTH |

e e - via et

FoCILITY
RECG, ) e-

RGV

Iay

Ial

Ta

Ial

Ial
Ial

Ial

RERARK

SR

Upper section between
Campbell's Hole and
Barton Skyway contains
difficult terrain; con-
nection with bikeway on{
Barton Skyway requires
study.

Section from Monroe to
Live Oak in place; dif-
ficult terrain from
Riverside Drive to East
Side Drive; ROW must be
acquired from Live Oak
to St. Edwards Drive.

ROW must be acquired
from Webberville to
Bolm Road and from
Walton Lane to Ed Blue-
stein.

Partially complete.
Partially complete.

Route H&B Trail along
proposed floodwater
channel to Colorado R.

in conjunction with futd

development.

re
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ESTHLALTED EX!STING FLCILITY

WATERWAY NAME LENGTH RECL ‘== ELEA
LIITS WIDTH | ROW et RERIARKS
Johnson Creek Colorado River/Town Lak# 1.ko Ial MoPac interchange may
to Enfield Road present difficulty in
implementation.
Shoal Creek Colorado River/Town - |4.2k Ta In place or programmed
Lake - USth Street 1 for implementation.
[Waller Creek Colorado River/Town 1.29 Ial Portions are under con-
.ake to 15th Street struction; separate
pedestrian and bicycle
trails require further
{study.
Walnut Creek Manor R4.-T.&N.O. R.R. {4.77 Taj Some ROW must be acquired
Williamson Creek Manchaca Rd.-Emerald 0.61 Ial ROW must be acquired.
Forest
1st St.(S)-Onion Crk }6.63 Tay Some ROW must be acquired.

e e e . | —Smm—" 2 S & oSl 2 S, @z . 2 . 00— 00—
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APPENDIX A

BICYCLE SYSTEM PILANNING INFORMATION

Past bicycle projects provided experience and information for planning
the new citywide bicycle system. Some of that information is presented

in the following figures, and tables.
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L University Area Bicycle Facilities, 1972. A- 2
2. University Area Bicycle Key Count Stations, A- 3
Summer 1973.
3. University Bicycle Count Statistics. A- 4
L.  University Area Bicycle System, Fall 1973. A- 5
5. University Area and Citywide Bicycle Accident A- 6
Statistics (1971-197h4).
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I.  UNIVERSITY AREA BICYCLE FACILITIES
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2, UNIVERSITY AREA BICYCLE KEY COUNT STATIONS SUMMER 1973
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TOTAL NUMBER OF BIKES-ALL STATIONS

o UNIVERSITY BICYCLE COUNT STATISTICS

TOTAL COUNT FROM ALL FOUR STATIONS | 2,571
24TH AND GUADALUPE 90l
22ND AND RIO GRANDE 450
30TH AND SAN JACINTO- SPEEDWAY 792
26TH AND NUECES 428
300 300
275 \ 275
\ 77 7
250 \ / 250
225 \ / 1 / 225
200 | - \1/ / 200
175 175
150 150
125 125
100 100
75§ 75
//
50 50

25
7 8 9 [0) i FI% ] 2 3 4 5 6

AM
TIME OF DAY
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a. UNIVERSITY AREA BICYCLE ROUTE SYSTEM
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5. UNIVERSITY AREA AND CITYWIDE BICYCLE ACCIDENT STATISTICS

Collisions by Midblock and Intersection in UT Area

(1971-1974)

Intersection

SHH z:;:z ===

21st
22nd
24th
24th
25th
25th
26th
26th
26th

and Guadalupe
and Guadalupe
and N. Lamar
and Leon

and Leon

and Rio Grande
and Speedway
and San Jacinto
and Pearl

Intersection

21st
24th
24th
24th
26th
26th
30th

and San Antonio

and N, Lamar

and San Antonio

and Guadalupe

and Speedway

and San Jacinto

and Hemphill Park

TOTAL

Intersection

W.
W.
W.

EnEnzmEEg

21st
21st
21st
22nd
24th
24th
26th
26th
26th
26th
27th
29th

and San Antonio
and Guadalupe
and University
and San Gabriel
and Longview
and Guadalupe
and San Jacinto
and Rio Grande
and Guadalupe
and Speedway
and Guadalupe
and Guadalupe

18971

Number

1972

Number

i
1
i
2
2
Z
it

10

1973

Number

Midblock
W. 24th
W. 24th
W. 29th
W. 30th
Guadalupe
Guadalupe
Guadalupe
Rio Grande
Speedway
Whitis

Midblock
W. 24th
Guadalupe

Midblock
W. 24th
Guadalupe
Guadalupe
Nueces

Rio Grande
Whitis

Block Number
700 1
1000 1
800 1
400 1
2200 i
2400 1
2600 il,
2400 i}
2600 1
2700 1
TOTAL 10

Block Number
700 2
2200 1
TOTAL 3

Block Number
900 1
2100 il
2200 1
2700 1
2300 1
2700 1
TOTAL 6
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Collisions (Cont.)

1974
Intersection Number
. 21lst and University 1

22nd and Guadalupe !
24th and Longview it
25th and Rio Grande 1
25th and Nueces 1
1
1
1

.

26th and Rio Grande
26th and Nueces

27th and Guadalupe

28th and Rio Grande
29th and N. Lamar

1
1
1

29th and Rio Grande
29th and Guadalupe 2
1
7

nZZoaonganEanE

an Gabriel and 25%

——————

TOTAL 1

W. 29th 600
W. 29th 700
Guadalupe 2100
Guadalupe 2300

Rio Grande 2600
TOTAL

Total Citywide Collisions by Intersection and Midblock

JEO¥AI!

Intersection - 71
Midblock = 74
Fatalities - 1

11978

Intersection - 70
Midblock - 93
Fatalities - O

189w

Intersection - 59
Midblock = 93
Fatalities - 2

1974

Intersection - 79
Midblock - 78
Fatalities = 1

Number

N

(o))




6. WOOLDRIDGE SCHOOL BICYCLE SYSTEM |
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7. TRANSPORTATION SURVEY: THE BICYCLE QUESTIONNAIRE
AND SUMMARY RESULTS

DEPARTMENT OF URBAN TRANSPORTATION
TRANSPORTATION SURVEY
SPRING 197k

Please complete the following questionnaire honestly and to the best of
your ebility. No individual indentification is necessary. The information
will help in future transportation planning which will effect you.

Parents: Please fill in only one copy of this questionnaire. If you have
more than one child in elementary school, then fill in one copy and check
the following box on any additional copies, making sure that each child
completes the student section

I have already completed one copy of this questionnaire.

T. This section is for a parent (mother, father, or guardian) to complete.

1. Address

(Block Number) (Street Name)

2. Number of Occupants 2-23; 3-95; 4-341; 5-308; 6-126; 7-63; 8-35;
9-7; 10-10; Other=-3.
Number of Automobiles 0-25; 1-276; 2-592; 3-106; Other=29.

4, Number of Motorcycles 0-701; 1-136; 2-27; Other-5.

5. Number of Bicycles 0-1763; 1-189; 2-290; 3-207; 4-148; 5-53;

Other-31.
: . 0)4“-;0 f"-* + O ()]
6. What are your attitudes or feeling toward: 2 2 2 @& er o
— sl B2
(Check one for each item) oW BEA wE BEE
S v = H o wm P S
a. Your use of public transportation 180 122 274 252 192

(city buses)

b. Your participation in car pooling 120 128 186 306 280
c. Your use of bicycles 149 109 181 292 276
d. Walking to your destination 206 1687 " 158w 287 1T
e. Use of your own private car 36 13 74 226 706

fet)
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7.

How often during the past seven days
have you used the following:

(Check one for each item)

a'

Public Transportation
Car Pool

Bicycle

Walking

Private Car

If you ride a bicycle, please indicate
about how often during a seven dsy period
you use it for:

(Check one for each item)

a.

Please indicate who has completed this section of the questionnaire.

School
Work
Shopping
Recreation

Other
(Please Specify):

o X oM M

=8 g8

@ = o
e 2
2 48 28 A&
853 91 19 31
571 169 101 152
610 233 72 87
418 323 8 158
43 63 123 758

o M o M

r:g c:8

@ = « =

Be Bo
s n un O 0 iﬁ
o 28 o&F O
£ 28 28 A
611 Lo 21 24
677 9 9 1
579 100 14 12
oLy 290 112 107
165 AT 5 27

(Check one)

251 Father

14 Other (Please Specify):

751 Mother

6 Guardiean

A-10
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IT1.

This section is for each student to complete.

1.

o M Sl
g0 =9
T ®=
If you ride a bike, please indicate below how S B e ‘
often during a seven day week you use it for: § it N s,
> 0 > = o> o
5 e
(Check one for each item)
a. School 627 105 88 9%
b. Work Tor T A9 9 8
c. Shopping Lg7 212 40 19
d. Recreation 131 153 210 k415
e. Other 120 23 1L Ly

(Please Specify):

Schools T.A. Brown, Doss, Govalle, Odom, Pecan Springs

Total Number
Returned

Total Number
Distributed

1031
Percentage
, Returned
3,528
A-11
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The following guidelines were given to each school and P.T.A. to provide a

8. GENERAL GUIDELINES FOR BICYCLE PLANNING

basis for the initial route proposals:

l.

Develop routes that connect the neighborhood to parks,
schools, and other areas of interest to t he people in
the neighborhood.

If possible, develop one route which loops through the
neighborhood and connects all of these areas of interest.

Avoid (if possible) using portions of hilly streets that
would be hard to negotiate on a bicycle.

Avoid heavily traveled (by automobiles) streets in order
to reduce the chances of bicycle and automobile conflicts.

Areas to be accessed by bicycle outside of the neighborhood
should be noted and returned to the Urban Transportation
Department for consideration in developing the citywide
system,

Utilize scenic areas wherever possible to make the routes
more enjoyasble and attractive.

A-12
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9. HIKE & BIKE TRAIL SYSTEM
IN CENTRAL AUSTIN
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APPENDIX B

STANDARD BIKEWAY SIGNS AND MARKINGS

The following system of bicycle route signs and markings is
approved by the National Joint Committee on Uniform Traffic Contrcl
Devices. The first three standard signs are already being used
where bikeways currently exist in Austin. The two signs recommended
for bicycle parking are adapted from approved standard signs and are
recommended for use in Austin.

In addition to the standard signs, others which may be parti-
cularly relevant to bike paths or hike and bike trails include the
"CURVE", "WINDING ROAD", "STOP AHEAD", "STOP", "YIELD AHEAD", and
"YIELD" designations. These signs are reproduced 3/L4 size and used

in conjunction with the standard-sized bike route designation.




The signs which will be utilized in implementing Austin's Bicycle

System are illustrated and described below.

(IONES

BIKE ROUTE

L0
A

L]

e

%

NO

BICYCLES

BIKE]
XING

Used for marking an officially designated
on- or off-street bikeway. White symbol,
lettering and border on green background.
2u" x 18"

When necessary, supplementary directional
arrows may be placed below the "Bike Route"
sign. White symbol and border on green back-
ground. 18" x 6"

Selective exclusion sign used to regulate
the types of traffic which may or may not
enter a particular right-of-way. Black
bicycle symbol, lettering and borders on
white background with red slashed circle.
ah'" x 18"

Used for warning motorists in advance of a
point where an officially designated bike
route crosses a roadway.

Black symbol and lettering and border on

yellow background. 30" x 30" mounted as
a diamond, and 24" x 18",

B-2




Additional signs which may be required in some situations include:

"BEGIN" or "END" Bike Route to inform cyclists of the origin or termina-

tion of a bikeway; and "NO MOTOR VEHICIES" or "MOTOR VEHICIES PROHIBITED"

to exclude motor vehicles from bike facilities on streets or in parks.

The need for bicycle parking facilities can be expected to increase

with the installation of facilities, and signs designsting bicycle parking

areas will be necessary. The following are recommended:

BicycLe
PraxkinG

RESERVED
FOR
BICYCLES

Adapted from recommended municipal parking
sign, the bicycle sign should be 18" x 15"
with white lettering and border on green
background (colors reversed from municipal
parking sign).

To reserve an automobile parking area within a
street for the exclusive use of bicycles, green
lettering and border on white. 12" x 18"

The pavement markings used to designate bicycle lanes within a road-

way will be a four inch (4") solid white or yellow line, with a corresponding

colored dashed line, to separate one-way and two-way bicycle traffic from

vehicular traffic, respectively. 1In addition, pavement markings in green

are recommended to provide the cyclist with supplementary information or

warnings, such as the approachment of a pedestrian crossing, direction of

movement in a bike lane, or the directions of movement at or within an in-

tersection. Pavement stripes actually indicating pedestrian crosswalks or

hazardous obstructions will continue to be painted in white.







APPENDIX C

BICYCLE FACILITY DESIGN STANDARDS

Standards for the design and installation of bicycle facilities have

been developed for Austin's bikeways. They include the following:
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2.1 Existing Street Designs Cc- 3
2.2 Application of Bicycle Lanes on Streets c- 6
Where Parking is Allowed
2.3 Recommended Street Standards in New Areas c-7
2.4 Recommended Collector Street Sections c- 8
2.5 Recommended Secondary Arterial Street Sections C- 9
2.6 Recommended Primary Arterial Street Sections Cc-10
o Bicycle Right-of-Way Designations and Turning C-11
Maneuvers
3.1 Correct Bicycle Turning Movements C-11
3.2 Left-turn Maneuver With Bike Lanes Cc-12
3.3 Left-turn Maneuver From Vehicular Left-turn C-13
Lane
4., Intersection Designs C-1k
4.1 TIntersection Design With Bikeway Change G-15
From Path to Lane at the Intersection
4.2 Bikeway Crossing a Collector Street Cc-16
4.3 Recommended Intersection Design for Paths C-17
Along Arteriasl Streets
L.4 Intersection of Two Arterial Streets c-18
With Bike Lanes
D Bicycle Parking Facilities C-19




PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT GRADE STANDARDS

DESIGN STANDARDS

Grades
The maximum grade on GRADES
a bicycle path is a relative
matter as evidenced by the
range of one to twenty percent
now existing on bicycle trails.
The length of the grades should
also be considered when deter-

mining the percent of grade. It

is the long climb that tires the
unconditioned cyclist, even though the climb may be a very gradual one.
Another guide that will be helpful in determining maximum grades is a
ten (10) percent grade is the maximum recbmmended for a comfortable

walking trail.

c-2




2. RECOMMENDED STREET STANDARDS
2.1 EXISTING STREET DESIGNS

. % )
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EXISTING STREET DESIGNS

o
TYPICAL 44 FOOT STREET (CLASS III)
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