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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

THIS REPORT DOCUMENTS THE BIKEWAY PLANNING PROGRAM CONDUCTED FOR
LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY. THE PROGRAM IS A PART OF THE
URBAN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROGRAM.

AUTHORITY

THE BIKEWAY PLANNING PROGRAM WAS INCORPORATED INTO THE KIPDA
INIFIED WORK PROGRAM FOR FISCAL YEAR 1975 IN ACTION TAKEN AT THE
OCTOBER 24, 1974 MEETING OF THE TRANSPORTATION POLICY .CIMMITTEE.
FUNDING HAS BEEN PROVIDED BY THE UNITED STATES FEDERAL HIGHWAY
ADMINISTRATION, STATE OF KENTUCKY AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN
JEFFERSON COUNTY. AN AD HOC BIKEWAY PLLANNING COMMITTEE CONSIST-
ING QF CITIZENS AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTAL PERSONNEL WAS
AUTHORIZED TO ASSIST.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVE

AS STATED IN THE 1974-1975 WCRK PROGRAM, THE BIKEWAY PLANNING
PROGRAM WAS INITIATED TO ''ASSESS THE NEED FOR BICYCLE PATHWAY
FACILITIES AND DEVELOP A PLAN WHICH SAFELY AND AESTHETICALLY
INTEGRATES PROPOSED FACILITIES WITH OTHER TRANSPORTATION AND
RECREATION FACILITY PLANS.''

ORGANIZATION

THE STAFF OF THE KIPDA TRANSPORTATION PLANNING DIVISION UNDERTOODK
THE PROGRAM IN ASSOCIATION WITH THE LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSGN COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION UNDER A CONTRACT DATED MAY 1, 1975; AND WITH

A JOINT VENTURE CONSISTING OF C.F.P. TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS

AMD PLANNERS OF ATLANTA, GEORGIA, AND REYNOLDS, SMITH & HILLS,
ARCHITECTS-ENGINEERS-PLANNERS, INC. OF JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA

UNDER A CONTRACT DATED COCTOBER 3, 197S.

THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE ACTIVELY REVIEWED STAFF AND CON-
SULTANT ACTIVITIES DURING THE COURSE OF THE PLANNING PROGRAM.
PERIODIC PROGRESS REPORTS HAVE BEEN MADE TO THE TRANSFPORTATION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND TO THE TRANSPORTATICON COCRDIMATING Com-
MITTEE.

DNTEN

" TH1S REPORT. INCLUDES THE FOUR TECHNICAL MEMORANDA THAT WERE
PREPARED BY THE CONSULTANT DURING THE PLANNING PROGRAM AND
REVIEWED BY THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE. IN PHASE I, DE-
VELOPMENT OF GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FUOR GUIDANCE THROUGHOUT THE
PLANNING PERICD, IDENTIFICATION OF A SPECIAL BICYCLE TRAFFIC
GENERATOR. S, REVIEWING OF EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RIGHTS-QF-WAY,
AND ESTIMATION OF DEMAND FOR BICYCLE FACILITIES WERE COMPLETED.



DURING PHASE 1, POLICIES AND STANDARDS WERE GENERATED FROM GOALS
AND OBJECTIVES DEVELOPED EARLIER. THREE ALTERNATIVE CONCERTS FOR
BIKEWAY DEVELOPMENT WERE PREPARED AND EVALUATED. THE BIKEWAY
SYSTEM PLAN CONSISTS OF THREE DPEVELOPMENT PHASES:

1. IMMEDIATE ACTION PHASE TQ BE IMPLEMENTED BY
JUNE 30, 1977; '

2. A SHORT-RANGE PROGRAM TO BE IMPLEMENTED 8Y
1985; AND

3. A LLONG~RANGE PLAN TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE
YEAR 2000.

THIsS PHASE Il CHAPTER OF THE REPORT INCLUDES A DESCRIPTIGON OF THE
FACILITIES PROPOSED FOR THE -PERIOQD FROM 1985 TO 2000.

THE PHASE II1] CHAPTER REVIEWS THE SHORT-RANGE BIKEWAY FACILITIES
PLLAN, A SPENDING CEILING OF $400,000 PER YEAR WAS ESTABLISHED
TO GUIDE DEVELOPMENT RECOMMENDATIONS. THE IMMEDIATE ACTION PLAN
RECOMMENDS 54 MILES OF BIKEWAYS, MOST QOF WHICH ARE BIGNED BIKE
ROUTES IN THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE. THE SHORT-RANGE PROGRAM RE-
COMMENDS 150 ADDITIONAL MILES 0OF BIKEWAYS THRCOUGHOUT JEFFERSON
COUNTY. ABOUT 60 MILES OF INDEFPENDENT BIKE PATHS AND 90 MILES
0OF BIKE ROUTES CONSISTING 0OF SHARED USE STREETS AND SIDEWALKS
ARE RECOMMENDED., THE TOTAL ESTIMATED COST OF THE SHORT RANGE
PROGRAM IS5 $3.5 MILLION.

IN PHASE IV, STRATEGIES AND RESPONSIBILIEIS FOR IMPLEMENTING
BIKEWAY FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS ARE RECOMMENDED. POTENTIAL
FUNDING SOURCES AND CODRDINATION AND PROGRAMMING CONSIDERATIONS
ARE IDENTIFIED. SUGGESTIONS FOR LEGISLATIVE ACTION AND FOR
EDUCATION AND ENFORCEMENT PROPOSALS ARE MADE. '
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INTRODUCTION

AS BICYCLE SALES AND USE CONTINUE THEIR RESURGENCE, PLANNING FOR
BICYCLE FACILITIES HAS BECOME A CRITICAL ISSUE. THE BICYCLE'S
TRADITIONAL ROLE OF PROVIDING A MEANS OF RECREATION AND PHYSICAL
FITNESS IS EXPANDING TO A MODE OF MORE PURPOSEFUL TRANSPORTATION
AND BECAUSE OF GROWING ENVIRONMENTAL AND ENERGY CONCERNS, THERE
1S STRONG SUPPORT FOR MAKING BICYCLE FACILITIES A MAJOR PART OF
THE AREA'S TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM,

IN AN EFFORT TO DELINEATE A BIKEWAY SYSTEM, THE KENTUCKIANA REGIONAL
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY SPONSORED THIS STUDY WHICH IS DE-
SIGNED TO DEVELOP A BALANCED BICYCLING SYSTEM THAT SERVES THE
BICYCLING NEEDS OF JEFFERSON COUNTY IN A DIRECT, SAFE AND CONVENIENT

MANNER.

THIS PLAN IS NOT A RIGID SCHEDULE FOR CONSTRUCTION QF BICYCLE
FACILITIES COR IMPLEMENTATION OF BICYCLE PROGRAMS. IT IS A FLEXIBLE
GUIDE FOR FACILITY AND PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT THAT IS INTENDED TO
ENCOURAGE COORDINATED ACTION BY THE DOZENS OF LOCAL AND STATE
GOVERMMENTS AND AGENCIES RESPONSIBLE FOR IMPLEMENTATION. PERIOD-
IC AMENDMENTS AND REVISIONS CAN BE EXPECTED IN ORDER TO REFLECT

THE CURRENT VIEWS OF ALL PARTIES, INCLUDING THE GENERAL PUBLIC,
ELECTED OFFICIALS, AND PUBLIC SERVANTS.

METHODOLGOGY - THE WORK PROGRAM FOR THE STUDY WAS STRUCTURED TO
RESPOND TO IMMEDIATE, SHORT-RANGE AND LONG~RANGE BIKEWAY NEEDS.
THIS WAS ACCOMPLISHED THROUGH THE FOUR-PHASED PROGRAM ILLUSTRATED
IN FIGURE 1.

TO PROVIDE BOTH GOVERNMENTAL AND CITIZENS' INVOLVEMENT IN THE
BIKEWAY PLANNING PROCESS, A BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE WAS APPOIMTED
FROM PUBLIC AND PRIVATE ORGANIZATIDONS HAVING A SPECIAL INTEREST IN
THE PROGRAM. APPROXIMATELY 20 MEMBERS WERE APPOINTED REPRESENTING

A WIDE RANGE OF INTERESTS SUCH AS CYCLING ClL.UBS, SCHOOL BOARD RE<x
PRESENTATIVES, SAFETY GROUPS, AND THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANS-
PORTATION, AS WELL AS GOVERNMENT AND CIVIC GROUPS.

THROUGHOUT THE COURSE QOF THE STUDY, PRESENTATIONS AND CONFERENCES
WERE HELD TO RECEIVE INPUT AND RESPOND TO SUGGESTIONS OFFERED 8Y
COMMITTEE MEMBERS. THE COUNTY-WIDE BiKEWAY PROGRAM IS5 THE RESULT
OF DIRECT CITIZEN, PUBLIC AGENCY AND CONSULTANT IMVCOLVEMENT THROUGH
THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE. IN ADDITION TO ASSISTANCE IN PRE-
PARING THE COUNTY-WIDE SIKE ROUTES, THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE
ALSO PARTICIPATED IN THE DEVELOPMENT AND ADOPTIQON OF SPECIFIC
GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND DESIGN PRINCIPLES/STANDARDS. SUBSEQUENTLY,
BIKEWAY ROUTES AND DESIGN TREATMENTS WERE PREPARED USING THE CON-
STRAINTS INCLUDED IN THESE STANDARDS.

-~



PUBLLIC INPUT TO THE STUDY ALSC TOOK THE FORM OF SURVEYS AND PuBLIC
MEETINGS. DURING THE FIRST PHASE OF THE STUDY THREE PUBLIC MEET-
INGS WERE HELD IN NOVEMBER, 1975 TO IDENTIFY BICYCLING PROBLEMS
PERCEIVED BY THE PUBLIC. SIX SURVEYS OF STUDENTS, SHOPPERS AND
MEMBERS OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC WERE CONDUCTED IN THE SPRING OF 1976
TO HELP IDENTIFY BICYCLE USE AND NEEDS AND PROBLEMS OF RIDERS.

HISTORY OF BIKEWAY PLANNING TN 1OUISYVILLE - MUCH ACTIVITY HMAS

TAKEN PLACE IN BIKEWAY PLANNING IN THE JEFFERSON COUNTY AREA

DURING RECENT YEARS. THE LOUISVILLE WHEELMEN AND LOUISVILLE AREA
BICYCLING ASSOCIATION HAVE BEEN VERY ACTIVE IN ADVOCATING ROUTES
AND OTHER BIKEWAY PLANNING IN THE LOUISVILLE AREA. THE LOUISVILLE
DEPARTMENT OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERING HAS IMPLEMENTED THE PRESENT BIKE-
WAY SUB-SYSTEMS USING FUNDS APPROPRIATED BY HUD. IN ADDITION TO
THIS THE LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION PREFPARED
IN 1975 AN UNOFFICIAL PLAN FOR DISCUSSION ONLY FOR RECREATION DE-
VELOPMENT ALONG THE OHIO RIVER AND ALONG THE MIDDLE FORK OF BEAR- _
GRASS CREEK. DEVELOPMENT RECOMMENDATIONS INCLUDED BICYCLE FACILITIES. -
FINALLY, THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE (A CITIZENS INVOLVEMENT o
GROUP) WAS FORMED BY KIPDA AND LJCPC TO AUGMENT THE AREA'S BIKE~
WAY PLANNING EFFORTS.

PRESENI - WHILE THE TOTAL BIKEWAY PLANNING FOLLOWED
THE WORK PROGRAM SHOWN IN FIGURE 1, THIS REPORT PROVIDES A REVIEW
OF CURRENT CONDITIONS, GENERAL BIKEWAY PLANNING CHARACTERISTICS, AND
OPPORTUNITIES/LIMITATIONS OF BIKEWAYS IN THE JEFFERSON COUNTY
AREA AND RESULTS IN AN IMMEDIATE ACTION AND SHORT AND LONG TERM
PLANS DELINEATING SPECIFIC ROUTES, INTERSECTION SOLUTIONS, COSTS,
AND RECOMMENDED DESIGN TREATMENTS., FINALLY, THE REPORT PRESENTS A
SPECIFIC IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE PESIGNED TO ACHIEVE FUNDING,
ADMINISTRATIVE AND LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS WITHIN A 25 YEAR TIME
FRAME., : -

11—




PHASE | - STUDY ORGAMIZATION RESEARCH
AND STAMDARDS

ALV 8=
WAY COMM IFTEE
MEMRE AR

FMEWAY DEBIOH
PRIMGIPALE AMD
sTWosnoR

|

AZCALATIGHAL
IETATUTIOHAL
Al EMPLOYMERT
BHE THS

ACvIEw ST
COMMUNITY
BEWAY FLANE

EPTARL Imn GOaLS
NG GRILSTIVES

LOCATE EXIATING
AHO POTCHTIAL.
FUTURE LT
aF-waAY

AN AN
AT LOGAL
RLrORTE AHO
oa¥A

CFP-RS&H

EATARL IWH LEVELL
OF DEMAND

Dllalilnl-lT

MELT WITH
comMITTRER
TO ARV W e

GapTERiA FOR
Enway CinCEet
Euappatean

DEVKLOr ALTERHA-
FTUE RKEWAY
GONCERT PLANE

FREACHTATION OF

BELEGT IO OF

cone 1,

AEVIEW AHD SERT m¥ AEVIEW
ANALY @I CommETTES
MEET WiTH

PHASE [l - ALYERNATIVE CONCEPT PLANKING
AND EVALUATION

PHASE 11 - SHORT RANGE BIKEWAY DEVELOPMENT FROGRAM

ST 1A IE 28 S0 Af H J] L]

D IATE AT 1o IMMESIATE ACTION |
FROGRAN I LEMERTATION BIEWAY .
AommTTRATI =
" AHD MaTE .3
- HAMGT WEQuIRE— =
. HonTs B
i H
e
—— -4 rrowimas —— ]
WRE wouTEL [] P THCHNTAL ALPORZ a
- =
[} »
L] sHonT RaNGE 2
H rmowe »
H souncr -
WLET w1 wET W
coumiTTEES P

¥ hdvake Wi TO ALVIEW WORK

uimiimrmi S| s ie

TG AEVIEW WORK Ta R i WORK

PHASE IV - LOHG RANGE BINEWAY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

WORK PROGRAM

touisville and Jefferson County Bikeway Study

£ u
] 8
I Rvigeiri s
! aTkatfals !
g 8
] rasrane w0 L]
Lota aanas - LOME. RAMGE p— - REYIOW BY PRLPARE FHA
CONCEPT PLAN FUKDEHG SOURCE 8 . G TR REPORT
M} PHARLHD - REPORT -
[ 2
B B
F 8
ey
i ComELORRAT iOr E
A 1
A
MEET WLTH SELT W iTh
Conibd ITTXES A TERE R

FIGURE 1




PHASE I TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
. INVENTORY AND REVIEW
LEXISTING DEMANDS

LOUISVILLE,JEFFERSUON COUNTY BIKEWAY STUDY

CFP TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS AND PLANNERS, INC.
REYNDOLDS, SMITH AND HILLS
ARCHITECTS-ENGINEERS-PLANNERS, INC,



INVENTORY ANMD REVIEW

THIS TECHNICAL REPORT DESCRIBES THE ACTIVITIES AND TASKS THAT WERE
CONDUCTED IN PHASE 1 OF THE BIKEWAY DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR JEFFERSON
COUNTY, KENTUCKY. THIS INVENTORY PHASE CONSISTED OF THE FOLLOWING
ELEMENTS

1. REVIEW OF THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE BIKEWAY PLANNING
COMMITTEE,

2. DEVELOPMENT OF GOALS AND OBJECTIVES,
3. _IDENTIFICATIGN OF SPECIAL GENERATORS,

4. LOCATING EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RIGHTS-QF=WAY,

S. REVIEW OF TRANSPORTATION PLANS,

6. THE CONDUCTION AND ANALYSIS OF A SERIES OF BIKEWAY
SURVEYS, AND

7. DEVELOPMENT OF METHODOLQOGY TO ESTIMATE DEMANDS
FOR BIKEWAYS.

BIKEW N G T

PRIOR TO THIS STUDY, A BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE (BPC) HAD BEEN
ORGANIZED AND HAD BEEN ACTIVELY INVOLVED IN ESTABLISHING THE
NEED FOR BIKEWAY FACILITIES IN LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY,
KENTUCKY. MEMBERS OF THE BPC AND THEIR AFFILIATION AS OF JuLy 1,
1976 ARE:

1.  THE KENTUCKIANA REGIONAL PLANNING AND DEVELORMENT
AGENCY (KIPDA), REPRESENTED BY MR. NORMAN NEZELKEWICZ,

2, Mr, DAVID A. RIPPLE OF THE LOUISYILLE AND JEFFERSON
COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION,

3. MR. JAMES GULICK OF THE MAYOR'S OFFICE,

4, THE KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
REPRESENTED BY MR. JACK SYKES OR MR. JOHN
MOISAN-THOMAS,

5. ~ Ms, LINDA PENLEY, A PARKS PLANNER WITH THE
METROPOLITAN PARKS DEPARTMENT,



6. MR. BOB WATTS OF THE LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON
COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERING,

7. CoLOoNEL RusseLlL MCDANTEL OF THE JEFFERSON
COUNTY PoLICE DEPARTMENT,

8. CAPTAIN HOWARD SWARTZ, TRAFFIC BUREAU, REPRESENTING
THE LOUIsSVILLE DEPARTMENT OF SAFETY,

9. MR. WILLIAM BELANGER OF THE JEFFERSON COUNTY
PROGRAM PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT,

10. MrR. HERB LEWIS OF THE JEFFERSON COUNTY BOARD OF

EDUCAT;DN,
11, MR. VIPEN HOON OF THE CENTER CITY COMMISSION,
12. Ms. KATHLEEN A. RYAN, A CITIZEN,
13, MR. DAVID DUNN, A LOUISVILLE WHEELMAN,

14. THE LOUISVILLE AREA BICYCLING ASSOCIATION REPRESENTED BY
MrR. JERRY PARSONS,

i5. MR. JOHN CUMMINS, A CITIZEN AND LEGAL COUNSEL FOR THE
URBAN BIKEWAY DESIGN COLLABORATIVE,

16. MR. W. ROBINSON BEARD, A CITIZEN, AND

17. 0THERS

THE COMMITTEE WAS ESTABLISHED TO COORDINATE AND MONITOR THE
ACTIVITIES OF VARIOUS PUBLIC AGENCIES, AND TO PROVIDE CITIZEN

INPUT INTO THE BIKEWAY PLANNING PROCESS, THE COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS
AS AN ADVISORY ARM OF KIPDA's TRANSPORTATION COORDINATING COMMITTEE,
A GROUP OF PROFESSIDNAL ENGINEERS AND PLANNERS EMPLOYED BY AREA
GOVERNMENT AND THE TRANSPORTATION PoLICY COMMITTEE, A COOPERATIVE
BODY OF LOCAL ELECTED OFFICTALS WHICH OVERSEES AREAWIDE TRANS-
PORTATION PLANNING.

AT THE OUTSET OF THE STUDY BY THE CONSULTING TEAM OF CFP TRANS~
PORTATION ENGINEERS AND PLANNERS, INC., AND REYNOLDS, SMITH AND
HiLrs, INC., IT WAS SUGGESTED THAT THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE

BE EXPANDED BY ESTABLISHING A CITIZEN'S COMMITTEE THUS PROVIDING A
BROADER REPRESENTATION OF THE TOTAL COMMUNITY (SPECIAL ACTION GROUPS,
ELECTED OFFICIALS, THE LOCAL SCHOOL BOARD, POLICE DEPARTMENT AND

A SEGMENT OF THE REAL ESTATE COMMUNITY). THIS REPRESENTATION WOULD
INVOLYE PERSONS INTERESTED AND INSTRUMENTAL IN HAVING BIKEWAYS




CONSTRUCTED. HOWEVER, MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE WAS NOT SIG-
NIFICANTLY CHANGED DURING THE STUDY.

GOALS

FIVE GDALS WERE DEVELOPED BY THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE TO
PROVIDE GUIDANCE. FOR BIKEWAY PLANNING AND PLAN IMPLEMENTATION.
THE GOALS WERE ACCEPTED BY THE TRANSPORTATION COORDINATING COM-
MITTEE AND THE TRANSPOQRTATION POLICY COMMITTEE. THESE GOALS ARE:

1. DEVELOP A COMPREHENSIVE, BALANCED, AND
INTEGRATED BICYCLING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
THAT SERVES THE BICYCLING NEEDS OF JEFFERSON
COUNTY IN A DIRECT, SAFE, AND CONVENIENT

MANNER .
2. MAKE BICYCLING SAFER IN JEFFERSON COUNTY.
3. INSURE THE EFFICIENT AND EFFECTIVE UTILIZATION

OF RESOURCES TO SERVE THE BICYCLING NEEDS QF
THE COMMUNITY.

4. IMPROVE THE RIDING ENVIRONMENT TO ENCOURAGE
"THE USE QF THE BICYCLE BY INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS.

5. IMPROVE BICYCLE SECURITY.

THE GOALS RESULTED FROM A PROBLEM IDEMTIFICATION PROCEDURE THAT
INVOLVED MEMBERS OF THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE AND INTERESTED
PUBLIC WHO ATTENDED TWO SPECIAL PUBLIC MEETINGS HELD IN NOVEMSBER, 1975
FURTHER DOCUMENTATION OF THE PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION AND GOALS ESTAB~
LISHMENT PROCESS IS AVAILABLE THROUGH KIPDA OR THE LDUISVILLE AND
JEFFERSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION.



SPECIAL GENERATORS
ONE OF THE PRIMARY OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY IS TO DEVELCP A BIKEWAY
PLAN WHICH WILL LINK THE PRIMARY EMPLOYMENT, COMMERCIAL, RECRE-
ATIONAL AND EDUCATICNAL CENTERS WITH RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORMOOCDS.
THIS PROCESS OF IDENTIFYING EXISTING AND POTENTIAL BIKE TRIP
GENERATORS INVOLVED CONSULTATIONS WITH VARIOUS GOVERNMENTAL
AGENCIES AND LOCAL BUSINESSES, INITIALLY. MANY OF THE GENERATORS
WERE IDENTIFIED FROM RECORDS oF KIPDA, THIS WAS THEN SUPPLEMENTED
WITH DATA OBTAINED FROM SEVERAL SECONDARY SDOURCES. THE SECONDARY
SQURCES INCLUDED: ‘

1. LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY,

2. LouisviLLE WATER COMPANY,

3. LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSICGN, AND

4. LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF TRAFFIC
ENGINEERING.

AS A RESULT OF DISCUSSIONS WITH THE ABOVE ORGANIZATIONS, THE
FOLLOWING EXISTING AND POTENTIAL SPECIAL GENERATORS WERE IDENTIFIED:

1. ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS,
2. JUNMIOR HIGH SCHOOLS,
3. SENIOR HIGH SCHOOLS,

4, SCHOOLS OF HIGHER LEARNING SUCH AS SEMINARIES,
COMMUNITY COLLEGES, JUNIOR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES,

5. PARKS,

6. LIBRARIES,

7. SHOPPING CENTERS,

8. EMPLOYMENT CENTERS,

5. COMMUNITY CENTERS,

10, HISTORICAL NEIGHBORHOODS, AND

i1, PARK—-AND TARC FACILITIES.



AFTER COMPILING THIS INFORMATION, IT WAS PRESENTED TO THE BPC FOR
THEIR REVIEW AND SUBSEQUENT USE IN PLAN DELINEATION. APPROPRIATE
COMMITTEE COMMENTS WERE CONSIDERED AND NECESSARY MODIFICATIONS WERE
MADE TO REFLECT THESE COMMENTS.

EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RIGHTS-OF-WAY

ANOTHER KEY ELEMENT OF THE INVENTORY INVOLVED LOCATING EXISTING
AND POTENTIAL RIGHTS-OF-WAY FOR BIKEWAYS. THESE RIGHTS-OF-WAY
WERE SUBSEQUENTLY ANALYZED 7O DETERMINE THE FEASIBILITY OF
RESERVING IT FOR EXCLUSIVE BICYCLE USE.

A FIELD RECONNAISANCE OF THE MAJOR ARTERIAL STREET SYSTEM WAS CON-~
DUCTED. THIS CONSISTED OF DETERMINING THE NUMBER OF TRAVEL LANES,
POSTED SPEED LIMITS, PARKING CONDITIONS, THE EXISTENCE OF SIDE-
WALKS AND MEDIANS FOR EACH FACILITY. ADDITIONAL DATA FROM KIPDA
AND THE LDUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
INCLUDED THE IDENTIFICATION OF RAILROAD LINES AND RAILROAD RIGHTS-
OF-WAY, LLOCATIONS OF EXISTING BIKEWAYS, EXISTING AND PROPOSED
PARKS AND OTHER RECREATIONAL FACILITIES, ROADWAY RIGHTS-OF-WAY,
UTILITY EASEMENTS AND ALLEYS AND SIDE STREETS. LOCATIONS OF
PARK-AND-TARC LOTS AND COMMITTED ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS

WERE ALSO OBTAINED FrROM KIPDA AND THE KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION. SPECIAL BARRIERS SUCH AS MIGH VOLUME ROADWAYS,
BRIDGES, BEARGRASS CREEK AND THE 0OHIO RIVER WERE ALSO IDENTIFIED.
IN ADDITION, POGTENTIAL MIXED-MODE OPPORTUNITIES SUCH AS ATTACHING
BIKE RACKS To TARC BUSES DR CARRYING BICYCLES ON A TRAILER PULLED
BY BUSES WERE EXPLORED ON A CONCEPTUAL BASIS.

INVENTORY AND REvVIEW 0rF KIPDA TRANSPORTATION PLANS

A DETAILED INVENTORY OF TRANSPORTATION PLANS WITHIN THE LOUISVILLE
AND JEFFERSON COUNTY AREA WAS CONDUCTED. THIS INCLUDED THE ACCU=-
MULATION OF ALL AVAILABLE TRAFFIC VOLUME COUNTS ON ROADWAYS WITHIN
THE STUDY AREA AND TRANSFER OF THIS INFORMATION TO WORK MAPS., IN
ADDITION, PROPOSED ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR IMPROVEMENTS RECOMMENDED
BY TOPICS; SHORT TERM CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS; THE 1970 COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN PREPARED BY THE LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY PLANNING COoM~-
MISSION: AND THE METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE TRANSPORTATION REPORT PRE-
PARED BY THE LOUISVILLE METROPOLITAN COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION
AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM (PREDECESSOR TO KIPDA) WERE DOCUMENTED AND
MAPPED WHERE APPROPRIATE. OTHER DATA INCLUDEDR THE LOCATION OF NEW
AND PROPOSED PARK—-AND-TARC FACILITIES AND THE IDENTIFICATION OF
HIGH ACCIDENT LOCATIONS. HIGH ACCIDENT LOCATIONS WERE SELECTED
FROM.TABLE 22 0OF 'ACCIDENT STuDY 1972~1973,'1

v

LY AcCIDENT STUDY 1972-1973', KENTUCKIANA REGIONAL PLANNING
AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY, 1974,



EXISTING AND FUTURE DEMANDS

IN ORDER TO ASSIST IN ESTIMATING THE LEVEL OF DEMANDS AND

BIKEWAY NEEDS, SURVEYS OF VARIOUS SECTORS OF THE POPULATION WERE
CONDUCTED. SURVEY FINDINGS WERE THEN INTEGRATED WITH INFORMATION
AVAILABLE FRCOM OTHER AREAS AND A PROCEDURE FOR ESTIMATING THE
LEVEL OF BIKEWAY NEEDS WAS DEVELOPED,

SURVEYS

A SERIES OF SURVEY FORMS FOR DETERMINING DEMAND LEVELS AT CERTAIN
MAJOR GENERATORS AND A NEWSPAPER QUESTIONNAIRE TO GAUGE BICYCLE
USE AND PUBLIC ATTITUDE TOWARD BIKEWAY IMPROVEMENTS WERE PREPARED.
THESE SURVEY FORMS WERE SUBMITTED To KIPDA AND THE BIKEWAY
PLANNING COMMITTEE FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL. THE BPC THEN REVISED
THE SURVEY FORMS. THE SIX SURVEY FORMS, ILLUSTRATED IN APPENDIX
FIGURES A~1 THROUGH A—-6 WERE:

1. LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
BICYCLING SURVEY,

2. LayisvIiLLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY HIGH ScHoal
BICYCLING SURVEY, ‘

3. LOVISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY COLLEGE BICYCLING
SURVEY, '

4. LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY EMPLOYEE BICYCLING
SURVEY ,

5. LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY SHOPPER BICYCLING
SURVEY, AND

6. NEWSPAPER MAILBACK QUESTIONNAIRE.

SURVEYS WERE ADMINISTERED BY KIPDA AND THE LOCAL WHEELMAN ASsOCI-
ATION. NONE QF THESE SURVEYS WERE ADMINISTERED OR SAMPLES
SELECTED TO CONTROL BIAS. ANOTHER SURVEY WAS ADMINISTERED BY

THE LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION. THIS
SURVEY WAS COMPLETED BY PERSONS WHO ATTENDED A SERIES OF PUBLIC
MEETINGS HELD TO IDENTIFY BICYCLING PROBLEMS BY MEMBERS OF THE
ST. MATTHEWS YOUNGER WOMAN'S CLUB AND 8Y INTERESTED CITIZENS

(SEE APPENDIX TABLE A-1).

SURVEYS WERE CONDUCTED IN ONE CLASSROOM AT EACH LEVEL IN GRADES
'THREE THROUGH SIX AT THREE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS IN THE LOUISVILLE
AREA DURING FEBRUARY, 1976. ALL OF THE SCHOOLS WERE EXEMPTED
FROM THE 1975-76 BUSING PLAN FOR INTEGRATION DUE TO THEIR
SATISFACTURY RACIAL BALANCE. SCHOOLS WERE SELECTED ON THE BASIS



OF GEDOGRAPHIC LOCATION IN THE DENSELY DEVELOPED INNER CITY, IN
ESTABLISHED SUBURBAN AREAS AND IN DEVELOPING SUBURBAN AREAS.
THE SCHOOLS SURVEYED WERE:

1. INDIAN TRAIL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL (NO SIXTH GRADE
CLASS IN THIS sScHOOL),

2, WATTERSON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, AND

3. ENGELHARD ELEMENTARY ScHOOL.
OF 242 STUDENTS QUESTIGNED, NEARLY 70 PERCENT GWNED A BICYCLE
BUT ONLY 7 PERCENT HAD RIDDEN A BICYCLE TO SCHOOL ONCE SINCE
SEPTEMBER. (SEE FIGURES I-1A AND I-1B) AS ILLUSTRATED 1IN
Figure I-1C, MOST OF THESE CHILDREN HAD RIDDEN TO SCHOOL BECAUSE
IT WAS FASTER OR FUN., APPROXIMATELY 89 PERCENT OF THE CHILDREN
HAD NOT RIDDEN A BICYCLE TO SCHOOL BECAUSE:

1. DANGER OF THEFT OF BICYCLE,

2. THEY DID NOT OWN A BICYCLE,

3. BICYCLING IS TOO DANGEROUS, OR

4. Too FAR TO TRAVEL ON A BICYCLE.
SEVERAL OTHER REASONS WERE MENTIONED FOR NOT RIDING A BICYCLE.
(SEE FIigURE JI-1D)} AS ILLUSTRATED IN FIGURE I-1E, APPROXIMATELY
67 PERCENT OF THE CHILDREN REPORTED THAT BIKE LOCKERS ARE NEEDED
AT THE SCHOOL.
- A SURVEY OF JUNIOR (GRADES 7 — %) AND SENIOR (GRADES 10 - 12}
HIGH SCHODLS WAS ALSO CONDUCTED BY KIPDA IN COOPERATION WITH THE
JEFFERSON COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION. THREE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS
AND THREE SENIOCR HIGH SCHOOLS WITHIN THE LOUISVILLE AREA WERE
SURVEYED DURING FEBRUARY, 1976. THESE SCHOUOLS WERE:

1. SOUTHERN JUNIOR HIGH,

2. WESTPORT JUNIOR HIGH,

3. WOERNER JUNIOR HIGH,

4. AHRENS SENIOR HIGH,

‘5. BUTLER SENIOR HIGH, AND

6. FAIRDALE SENIOR HIGH.




ELLEMENTARY SCHOOL BICYCLING SURVEY RESULTS

SAMPLE Size = 242

" FIGURE 1-1A: DO YOU OWN A BICYCLE?

FIGURE |-[B: HAVE YOU RIDDEN YOUR BIKE -
TO SCHOOL. SINCE SEPTEMBER?
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ONLY WESTPORT AND FAIRDALE HIGH SCHOOLS PARTICIPATED IN DESEGRE-
ATION BUSING. SCHOOLS WERE SELECTED ON THE SAME GEOGRAPHIC BASIS

AS ELLEMENTARY SCHOOLS REPRESENTING URBAN, SUBUREBAN AND SUBURBANIZING
ENROLLMENT DISTRICTS. SURVEYS WERE DISTRIBUTED IN ONE CLASSROOM

AT EACH GRADE LEVEL AT EACH SCHOOL.

THIS SURVEY INCLUDED A TOTAL OF 490 STUDENTS. OF THE STUDENTS
SURVEYED, NEARLY 68 PERCENT OWNED A BICYCLE, BUT ONLY 7 PERCENT

HAD OCCASIONALLY RIDCEN A BICYCLE TO SCHOOL SINCE SEPTEMBER (SEE
FIGURE I-2A AND I-2B). APPRUXIMATELY 67 PERCENT OF THE STUDENTS
WHO HAD RIDDEN A BICYCLE TO SCHOCOL GAVE NO REASON AS TO wHY. ABOUT
15 PERCENT SAID BICYCLING IS FASTER, AND 6 PERCENT RODE FOR THE
EXERCISE (SEE FIGURE I~-2C). THE MOST FREQUENTLY STATED REASON FOR
NOT RIDING A BICYCLE TO SCHQOOL IS THE DANGER OF THEFT (SEE FIGURE
I-2D). MANY STUDENT ALSO MENTIONED THAT A BICYCLE IS NOT AVAILABLE,
BICYCLING TAKES TOO [.ONG, THEY EITHER DRIVE OR RIDE IN A CAR OR
BICYCLING IS DANGEROUS. ABOUT 11 PERCENT OF THE STUDENTS GAVE

MORE THAN ONE REASON FOR NOT RIDING A BIKE TO SCHOOL AND ABOUT S
PERCENT GAVE NO PARTICULAR REASON. AS SHOWN IN FIGURE I-2E ONLY

39 PERCENT OF THOSE STUDENTS WHO HAD NOT RIDDEN A BICYCLE TO S$SCHOOL
WOULD RIDE IF THE CONDITIONS ILLUSTRATED IN FIGURE I-2D WERE
CORRECTED. WHEN ASKED IF THEY WOULD PAY A FEE FOR A BICYCLE REGIS-
TRATION, ONLY 35 PERCENT INDICATED THAT THEY WOULD PAY SUCH A FEE
AND NEARLY 38 PERCENT SAID THEY WOULD PAY A FEE TO FUND BICYCLE
IMPROVEMENTS (SEE FIGURES 1-2F AND 1-2G). A MAJORITY OF THE
STUDENTS, 61 PERCENT SAID BIKE LOCKERS ARE NEEDED AT THE SCHOOLS
(SEE FIGURE I-2H). A LISTING OF STREETS THAT HAVE BEEN USED FOR
BICYCLE TRAVEL BY THE STUDENTS AND A LISTING OF STREETS THAT
STUDENTS WOULD LLIKE TO USE FOR BICYCLE TRIPS BUT DO NOT BECAUSE OF
THE AUTOMOBILE TRAFFIC ARE SUMMARIZED IN APPENDIX TABLE A-2.

IN ADDITION TO THE PUBLIC SCHUOOL CHILDREN, THREE COLLEGES AND TWO
SEMINARIES WERE SURVEYED:

1. SPALDING COLLEGE,

2. BELLARMINE COLLEGE,

3., JEFFERSON COMMUNITY COLLEGE,

4, PRESBYTERIAN SEMINARY, AND

5. SOUTHERN BAPTIST SEMINARY.
DUE TO SCHEDULING PROBLEMS, THE UNIVERSITY OF LOUISVILLE, THE
LARGEST AREA EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTION, DID NOT PARTICIPATE IN THIS
SURVEY.
THE SAMPLING PROCESS UTILIZED BY KIPDA WAS UNCONTROLLED; A BOOTH
WAS LOCATED ON EACH OF THE CAMPUSES AT A HIGH TRAFFIC LOCATION

FOR APPROXIMATELY TWC HOURS DURING A SINGLE DAY. IN NO CASE WERE
SURVEYS PERMITTED IN CLASSROOMS,.



HIGH SCHOOL BICYCLING SURVEY RESULTS

SAMPLE Size = 490

FIGURE 1-2A: DO YOU OWN A BICYCLET

TO SCHOOL SINCE SEPTEMBERY
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FIGURE |-2D: [F YOU DO NOT RIDE A BIKE TO SCHOOL, THEN WHY?
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i FIGURE [-2H: ARE BIKE LOCKERS NEEDED

FIGURE [~2G: ‘'WOULD YOU PAY A FEE TO FUND

BICYCLING IMPROVEMENTS? ' AT SCHOOL?
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A TOTAL OF 142 STUDENTS PARTICIPATED IN THIS SURVEY. AS SHOWN

IN FIGURES I~3A AND I-3B, ABOUT 77 PERCENT OF THOSE RESPONDING

TO THE SURVEY INDICATED THAT THEY OWNED A BICYCLE, AND 24 PERCENT
OF THE STUDENTS HAD RIDDEN A BICYCLE TO THE CAMPUS SINCE SEPTEMBER.
THE MOST FREQUENTLY STATED REASON WHY STUDENTS HAD RIDDEN A
BICYCLE TD THE SCHOOL WAS EXERCISE, ADDITIONAL REASONS FOR

RIDING A BICYCLE WERE:

1. BICYCLLING IS ECONOMICAL,

2, BICYCLING CONSERVES ENERGY, AND

3. BICYCLING IS FASTER.
ABOUT 26 PERCENT OF THE STUDENTS RESPONDED WITH MORE THAN ONE
ANSWER WHILE NEARLY 9 PERCENT GAVE NO RESPONSE (SgEE FIGURE I-3C).
APPROXIMATELY 21 PERCENT OF THE STUDENTS WHO HAD NOT RIDDEN A

BICYCLE TO SCHOOL SAID THAT A BICYCLE WAS NOT AVAILABLE TO THEM.
ADDITIONAL REASONS FOR NOT RIDING A BICYCLE INCLUDED:

1. Too FAR TO TRAVEL ON A BICYCLE,
2. BICYCLING IS TOO DANGEROUS,

3. BICYCLING IS TOO HARD,

4, DANGER OF THEFT OF BICYCLE, AND
5. BAD WEATHER. |

ABOUT 23 PERCENT OF THE STUDENTS GAVE OTHER REASONS WHILE APPROXI-

MATELY 18 PERCENT RESPONDED TO MORE THAN ONE ANSWER (SEE FIGURE

I-3D). As SHOWN IN FIGURE I-3E, ABOUT 42 PERCENT OF THE STUDENTS

WHO HAD NOT RIDDEN A BICYCLE TO SCHOOL INDICATED THAT THEY WOULD
P RIDE A BICYCLE IF THE CONDITIONS IN FIGURE 1I-30 WERE CORRECTED.
a APPROXIMATELY 46 PERCENT OF THE STUDENTS SAID THEY WOULD PAY FOR
BICYCLE REGISTRATION WHILE MORE THAN 56 PERCENT INDICATED THAT
THEY WOULD PAY A FEE TO FUND BICYCLING IMPROVEMENTS (SEE FIGURE
I-3F AND I-3G), A LISTING OF STREETS THAT HAVE BEEN USED BY
COLLEGE STUDENTS FOR BICYCLE TRAVEL AND A LISTING OF STREETS THAT
THE STUDENTS WOULD LIKE TO UTILIZE FOR BIKE TRAVEL BUT DO NOT
BECAUSE OF THE AUTOMOBILE TRAFFIC ARE SUMMARIZED IN APPENDIX TABLE
A"3o

IN ADDITION TO PUBLIC SCHOOLS AND INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER LEARNING,
EMPLOYEES AT FIVE OF LOUISVILLE'S MAJOR BUSINESSES WERE SURVEYED
BY KIPDA. THE FIVE EMPLOYERS INCLUDE A CRDOSS—-SECTIGN OF WHITE
COLLAR AND BLUE COLLAR ESTABLISHMENTS AT VARIOUS LOCATIONS WITHIN
THE COUNTY. EMPLOYERS PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY INCLUDED:

1. LINCOLN INCOME LIFE INSURANCE,



COLI.LEGE BICYCLING SURVEY RESULTS

SAMPLE SizE = 142
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FIGURE [~3D: |F you DO NOT RIDE A BIKE TO SCHOOL, THEN WHY?
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FIGURE [-3F: WOULD YOU PAY FOR BICYCLE
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2. DAWSON EDUCATION CENTER (JEFFERSON COUNTY
BOARD OF EDUCATION},

3. LoulsvILLE WATER COMPANY,
4. L & N RAILROAD, AND
5. BREMNER BISCUIT COMPANY.

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION WAS AGAIN PRINCIPAL TO SURVEY RESULTS.
FINDINGS REFLECT THE LACK OF SAMPLE CONTROL.

APPROXIMATELY 42 PERCENT OF THE EMPLOYEES INDICATED THEY OWNED

A BICYCLE, BUT ONLY 1 PERCENT UTILIZED THE BICYCLE FOR TRANS-
PORTATION TO WORK ON THE DAY OF THE SURVEY (SEE FIGURES I-4A

AND T-4B). THE EMPLOYEES WHO DID NOT RIDE A BICYCLE TO WORK GAVE
SEVERAL REASONS. As SHOWN IN FIGURE I-4C, ABOUT 31 PERCENT OF THE
PERSONS WHO DID NOT RIDE A BIKE CITED ONE OF THE FOLLOWING REASUNS:

1. BICYCLING TAKES TOO LONG,

2. BICYCLING IS TOO DANGEROUS,

3. A BICYCLE IS NOT AVAILABLE, AND
4. BICYCLING IS TDDVHARD.

SINCE THE SURVEY WAS UNCONTROLLED, MORE THAN 45 PERCENT OF THE
EMPLOYEES RESPONDED WITH MORE THAN ONE ANSWER. SIXTEEN PERCENT -
STATED VARIOUS OTHER REASONS AND 8 PERCENT GAVE NO RESPONSE.
APPROXIMATELY 25 PERCENT OF THE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY WOULD PAY

A BICYCLE REGISTRATION FEE, BUT ONLY 1% PERCENT INDICATED THEY
WOULD PAY A FEE TO FUND BICYCLING IMPROVEMENTS.

SHOPPERS AT THREE NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS IN THE LOUISVILLE AREA WERE
INTERVIEWED BETWEEN THE HOURS OF 10 A.M., AND NOON ON A TYPICAL
SATURDAY DURING MARCH, 1976. THIS SURVEY WAS ADMINISTERED BY

KIPDA PERSONNEL AND LOCAL WHEELMEN., SINCE THE SURVEY WAS CON-
DUCTED ON A SATURDAY AND, IN ADDITION, DID NOT PROVIDE A RANDOM
SAMPL.E OF SHOPPERS DURING EACH HOUR OF COPFPERATION, BICYCLE RIDERSHIP
ON A TYPICAL SHOPPING DAY COULD NOT BE DETERMINED. THE SHOPPING
CENTERS SURVEYED WERE SELECTED TO OBTAIN A VARIED GEOGRAPHIC
DISTRIBUTION OF SURVEY RESPONSES. THE THREE SHOPPING CENTERS
SURVEYED WERE:

1. SHAWNEE CENTER,
2. IrOQUOIS MANOR, AND

3. GARDINER LANE CENTER.

-11-



EMPLOYEE BICYCLING SURVEY RESULTS.

SAMPLE SIZE = 464
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ABOUT 57 PERCENT OF THE 174 SHOPPERS INTERVIEWED SAID THEY OWNED
A BICYCLE BUT ONLY 9 PERCENT RQODE A BICYCLE TO A SHOPPING CENTER
(SEE FIGURES I—-5A AND I-s5B). THE PERSONS THAT DID RIDE A BICYCLE
TO A SHOPPING CENTER GAVE THREE PRIMARY REASONS:

1, EASIER TO GET AROUND ON A BICYCLE,
2 FOR EXERCISE, AND
3. NO OTHER VEHICLE AVAILABLE.

APPROXIMATELY 27 PERCENT OF THE PERSONS WHO DID NOT RIDE A
BICYCLE TO A SHOPPING CENTER INDICATED THAT A BICYCLE WAS NOT
AVAILABLE TO THEM. THE REMAINING MOST FREQUENTLY STATED
REASONS FOR NOT RIDING A BICYCLE WERE:

1. DANGER OF THEFT OF BICYCLE,
2. BICYCLING IS TdG HARD,

3. BICYCLING TAKES TOO LONG, AND
4., BICYCLING IS TOO DANGEROUS.

ABOUT 29 PERCENT OF THE SHOPPERS GAVE OTHER REASONS FOR NOT
RIDING A BICYCLE AND NEARLY 11 PERCENT RESPONDED TO MORE THAN ONE
ANSWER (SEE FIGURE I-s5D).

ANOTHER TYPE OF SURVEY CONDUCTED BY KIPDA wAS A NEWSPAPER MAIL-
BACK SURVEY. THIS QUESTIONNAIRE, PUBLISHED IN THE MARCH, 25TH
LOyISvILLE TIMES AND THE MARCH, 247TH CQURIER JOURNAL , REQUESTED
THAT INDIVIDUALS INTERESTED IN PARTICIPATING IN THE BIKEWAY
PLANNING PRDOCESS ANSWER THE QUESTIONS AND MAIL THE FORM TO KIPDA.
THIS SURVEY WAS CONDUCTED TO GAUGE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF COUNTY
BICYCLE USERS AND TO PROVIDE INDICATIONS AS TO THE GEOGRAPHICAL
AREAS WHERE THE HIGHEST UTILIZATION OF BIKING FACILITIES WOULD
MOST LIKELY OCCUR. THIS DATA WOULD BE UTILIZED IN ESTABLISHING
THE SHORT-RANGE PRIORITIES. A TOTAL OF 269 HOUSEHOLDS WITH A
POPULATION OF 896 PERSONS RESPONDED TO THE MAILBACK SURVEY.

AS ILLUSTRATED IN FIGURE I-6A, APPROXIMATELY 28 PERCENT OF THE
PERSONS RESPONDING TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE LIVED IN EASTERN Louls-
VILLE AS SHOWN ON FIGURE I-7. MOST OF THE OTHER HOUSEHOLDS
RESPONDING TO THE SURVEY WERE LOCATED IN:

1. EASTERN JEFFERSON CQUNTY,

2. SOUTHEAST LOUISVILLE,

3. FAST HIGHLANDS LOUISVILLE,



4. SOUTHEASTERN JEFFERSON COUNTY, AND
5. SOUTHWESTERN JEFFERSON COUNTY.

AS SHOWN IN FIGURE I-6B, WHEN ASKED THE PRINCIPAL PURPOSE FOR
BICYCLE USE, NEARLY 62 PERCENT OF THE HOUSEHOLDS INDICATED
RECREATION WHILE ONLY 8 PERCENT RODE BICYCLES TO WORK. ABQUT

19 PERCENT OF THE HOUSEHOLDS RESPONDED WITH MORE THAN ONE ANSWER.
MOST OF THE HQUSEHOLDS INDICATED THAT BIKEWAYS NEED TO BE
SEPARATED FROM AUTOMOBILE TRAFFIC IN ORDER TO INCREASE BICYCLE
USE AS SHOWN IN FIGURE I-6C. ONLY 4 PERCENT INDICATED THAT
MARKED BIKE ROUTES ON LOCAL STREETS DR SCENIC BIKE TRAILS WOULD
INCREASE BICYCLING, WHILE NEARLY 17 PERCENT RESPONDED TO MORE
THAN ONE OF THE NEEDS. FIGURES I-6D ILILUSTRATES THE AGE DIS-
TRIBUTION OF BIKE RIDERS THAT RESPONDED TO THE SURVEY WITH NEARLY
24 PERCENT QF THE PERSONS IN THE 25 TO 34 AGE GROUP. THIS
RESPONSE WAS EXPECTED SINCE THIS AGE GROUP REPRESENTS THE GROUP
OF PEOQPLE THAT IS BOTH MOST INTERESTED IN BICYCLING AND READS
NEWSPAPERS. THE AGE GROUP 10 TO 14 CONSTITUTED 19 PERCENT OF THE
BIKE RIDERS. AS ILLUSTRATED IN FIGURES I-6E AND I-6F, 78

PERCENT SAID THAT THEY WOULD BE WILLING TO PAY A BICYCLE REGIS-
TRATION FEE AND NEARLY 82 PERCENT INDICATED THAT THEY WOULD PAY

A FEE TG FUND BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS.



SHOPPER BICYCLING SURVEY RESULTS

SAMPLE Size = 174

.FIGURE [-5A: DO YOU OWN A BICYCLE? FIGURE [-5B: DID YOU USE A BICYCLE FOR
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FIGURE 1~6C ; WHAT 15 NEEDED MOST TO INCREASE BICYCLE USE?

| 100,
F prer———
_____ z
‘: 9 50
B Ld
ID..
0 i N s A -

LOCAL STREETS
SAFETY EDUCATION
FOR MOTORISTS'
MORE THAN ONE

BIKE PATHS
SEPARATED FROM
ANSWER

AUTO TRAFFIC
MARKED BIKE
ROUTES ON

. SCENIC BIKE
TRAILS
OTHER

_ FIGURE [-6D: AGE DISTRIBUTION OF BIKE RIDERS RESPONDING TO THE SURVEY.

30

20

10]
0. H ﬂ w1 M

5-9  10-14 15-19 20-24 25-34 35-44 45-59 65 oR NO ANSWER
OVER

PERCENT




FIGURE |-6E ¢ WOULD YOU PAY A FEE FOR . FIGURE 1-6F : WOULD YOU PAY A FEE TO FUND

BiCYCLE REGISTRATION? _ BICYCLING IMPROVEMENTS?
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SUMMARY — A MAJORITY OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED IN EACH QF THE
SURVEYS INDICATED THAT THEY OWNED A BICYCLE; HOWEVER, A
MAJORITY OF THESE PERSONS INDICATED THAT THEY OID NOT RIDE THE
BICYCLE TO SCHOOL, TO WORK OR TO SHOP, THE MOST FREQUENTLY
STATED REASONS FOR RIDING THE BICYCLE WERE:

1. BICYCLING IS FASTER,

2, FOR THE EXERCISE,

3. EASIER TO GET ARDUND ON A BICYCLE,
4. BICYCLING IS FUN,

5. NO OTHER VEHICLE WAS AVAILABLE, AND
6. BICYCLING IS ECONDMICAL.,

REASONS GIVEN FOR NOT RIDING A BICYCLE TO SCHOOL, TO WORK OR TO
A SHOPPING CENTER WERE:

1. A BICYCLE WAS NOT AVAILABLE,

2. DANGER OF THEFT OF BICYCLE,

3. BICYCLING IS TOD DANGEROUS,

4, Too FAR TO TRAVEL ON A BICYCLE,
5. BICYCLING IS TOO HARD, AND

6. BICYCLING TAKES TOO LONG,

LESS THAN 50 PERCENT OF THE COLLEGE AND SECONDARY SCHOOL CHILDREN
INDICATED THAT THEY WOULD PAY A FEE FOR BICYCLE REGISTRATION. AS
EXPECTED, A MAJORITY OF PERSONS(APPROXIMATELY 78 PERCENT) THAT
RESPONDED TO THE NEWSPAPER MAILBACK QUESTIONNAIRE SAID THAT THEY
WOULD PAY A FEE FOR BICYCLE REGISTRATION; HOWEVER, ONLY 25
PERCENT OF THE EMPLOYEES FAVORED A BICYCLE REGISTRATION FEE. MORE
THAN SO0 PERCENT OF THE COLLEGE STUDENTS AND PERSONS RESPONDING TO
THE NEWSPAPER QUESTIONNAIRE SAID THAT THEY WOULD PAY A FEE TO
FUND BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS, WHILE ONLY 19 PERCENT OF THE EMPLOYEES
AND 38 PERCENT OF THE SECONDARY SCHOOL CHILDREN INDICATED THAT
THEY WOULD PAY THE FEE. BOTH THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL
CHILDREN INDICATED THAT BIKE LOCKERS ARE NEEDED AT SCHOOLS.

Me DO R I G
THE DEVELOPMENT OF A PROCEDURE TO DETERMINE LEVELS OF B8ICYCLE

DEMAND INVOLVED EXTENSIVE RESEARCH. STUDIES HAVE INDICATED THAT
AGE, SEX AND TRIP PURPOSE ARE THE MOST SIGNIFICANT FACTORS WITH



FAMILY INCOME OF SECONDARY IMPORTANCE. BOTH DATA FROM THE
CONTROLLED SURVEY REFERENCED IN THE TENNESSEE BICYCLING STUDY
CONDUCTED IN SPRING 1974 AND THE RESULTS OF THE SURVEYS CON-
DUCTED BY KIPDA WERE CONSIDERED DURING THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE
METHODOLOGY. THE BICYCLE TRIP GENERATION RATES DERIVED FROM
THE KIPDA SURVEYS WERE MUCH LARGER THAN THE RATES DOCUMENTED 1IN

THE TENNESSEE REPOURT. THE GENERATION RATE RESULTING FROM THE

KIPDA SURVEYS FOR HIGH SCHOOL TRIPS WAS 50 PERCENT HIGHER THAN

THE RATE REFERENCED IN THE TENNESSEE REPORT, WHILE THE KIPDA

RATE FOR SCHOOL TRIPS BY COLLEGE STUDENTS WAS MORE THAN 125

PERCENT HIGHER, IN ADDITION, THE WORK TRIP RATE DEVELOPED AS

A RESULT OF THE KIPDA SURVEYS WAS APPROXIMATELY 115 PERCENT

HIGHER THAN THE RATE DOCUMENTED IN THE TENNESSEE REPORT. SINCE

THE RATES IN THE TENMESSEE STUDY WERE THE RESULT OF A STATISTICAL
SURVEY OF 1,000 RESIDENTS CONDUCTED BY THE A.C. NIELsON COMPANY

AND SINCE THE RATES GENERATED BY THE KIPDA SURVEYS WERE SIGNIFI-
CANTLY LARGER THAN THE TENNESSEE RATE, THE BICYCLE TRIP GENERATION
RATES REFERENCED IN THE TENNESSEE REPORT WERE UTILIZED TO DETERMINE
BICYCLE DEMAND.

1

THE FOLLOWING PROCEDURE FOR ESTIMATING NEEDS WAS ESTABLISHED.
{SEE FIGURE I-8) INITIALLY, THE JEFFERSON COUNTY STUDY AREA WAS
DIVIDED IN SECTORS OF MULTIPLE 0 - D ZONES FOR TABULATION OF THE
NEWSPAPER MAILBACK SURVEY AND THE BICYCLE USERS SURVEY CONDUCTED BY
KIPDA (SEE FIGURE I-73). THE TOTAL POPULATION BY AGE GROUPS AND SEX
WAS THEN DETERMINED FOR EACH SECTOR. THE MALE AND FEMALE POPU-
LATION IN EACH QOF THE FOLLOWING AGE GROUPS WAS DETERMINED FOR EACH
SECTOR:

1. UNDER 6,

2. 6 - 15,

3. 16 - 19,

4. 20 -~ 44,

5. 45 - 59, AND

6. 60 AND OVER.

legrcvcLING IN TENNESSEE, PLANNING AND DESIGN MANUAL,'
BARTON-ASCHMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. MaAy, 1975,
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| TABLE 1-1

'PER CAPITA FREQUENCY OF axcycLING IN TENNESSEE BY AGE AND SEX (bo-anv APRIL-MAY PERIOD, 1974)(1)

Type of Trip Males . ) Females

Total  Under 6-11  12-15 16-19 20-29 30-44 45-59 60 & Total Under 6-11 12-15 16-19 20-29 J0-A4 45-55 60 &
& ’ . Over & : : . : Over

To work C0.12 N 017 0.0 0.3 0.08 0.17 011 - - 0.01 - . L - 005 - -

To school 0.266 - 051 125 0.67 008 0.09 - - 005 - 033 - 01 025 0.0 - R

To conduct ~ 0.3/ 0.07 0.76 .28 0.58 0.28 0,09 0.08 0.03 0.23 - 0.86 0.50 0.38 0,33 0.07 G.01 0.06
personal ) . . ‘ .
bus iness } .

. To g0 ta a.80 0.1z 2.2 3.6) | 1.38. 0,28 011 0.3 - 0.50 0.27 2.12 1.03  0.6) 0.43 0.33 0.05 .0.02
recreational ‘ . o
- - activity _ . o : ;

To visit 1.33  0.73  4.09 4.86 2,35 0.5t 0.13 0.22 0.0 0.83° 0.38 4.1 2,37  0.97 -0.64 0.12 0.01 0.0
friends or
relatives . ]

To ride long 0.56 - 1.45 1.7  0.97 0.57 0.27 Q.3 - | 0.42  0.17 1.34 1.22  0.48  0.60 0.31 0.05 0.0
distances B ’

(2 hours) .

To ride 3.89 2,62 12.85 11.83  4.31  1.88 _1.06 0.94 0.31 - 2,94 1.96 12.64 7.98  3.42  1.80 . 1.59 0.23 0.07
around the o ] : . . : S, e
neighborheod ] . _ ‘ . .

Total Trip- 7.33 3.5 22,06 26.68 11,00 3.68 1,92 1.8 0.35 T 4,98 2.78 21.05 13.26 6.09  3.90 2.47 0.35- 0.17
Purpose g?ys - H o - o . B .
Ridden | _ _ 7 _

‘Total Calendar 5§.13  3.5¢ 16.54 1576 6.05 2.61 1.48 1.20 0.32 3.59 2.69 14.62  9.67  4.48 2,55 1,98 0.25 0.10

Days Ridden(3

ii) Bicyclist defined as having ridden at least once during past year,
2} Each calendar day could include a possible 7 trip purposes {trip-purpose days). ) ,
{3) Does not include consideration of trip purposes, thus the maximum number of calendar days ridden can only equal the number of days im the month.

SQURCE: "BICYCLING IN TENNESSEE, FPLANNING aAND DEsicN MaNUAL," BARTON-ASCHMAN ASSOCIATES, INC,, May, _1975.



_TABLE -2 !

AVERAGE DAILY BICYCLING TRIPS AND USER-MILES BY TRIP PURPOSES

April-May Average Daily One-Way Trips ‘ : Average User-Miles Per Day
Per 1,000 Persons ) . Per 1.000 Persons
Utititarian Recreational Possible Total Assumed UtiTitarian Recreational Possible Total Estimated Aporoximate
Bikeway (1) Bikeway Recreational Average - Bikeway Bikeway Recreational : Mean Per- Correction
Potential Potential  Bikeway Trip Length ' Bikeway : centage of Factor to
. Potential {miles) . : Trips on Determine -
' Heekends ADT or User-
. Miles on
Trip Purpgse : : . ' . , Heekdays
To work 4 . - 2.25(2) 9.9 - - 9.0 0% 1.40x
To school 10 - - -0 Kw74(2) 17.4 - o - 17.4 0% - 1.40x
On personal 9 - " 19 g.50(3) 9.5 - . | - - 30% 1.00x
business _ ;
To recreational 43 - - 43 0.50(3) 21.5 T - 21.5 55% . 0.63x
activities :
To ride long - 3 . 33 8.00{4) - 264.0 - 264.0  60% 0.56x
“distances :
To visit friends - 7' - oA 71 0.50(5) - . 35.5 35.5 0% - 0.84x
“To ride around - ; 224 224 0.50(5) - : - M2.0 Mz.0  sox 0.70x
neighborhood ’ . .
Total 76 33 295 404 e 57.4 264.0 468.9 468.9 47% 0.74x
- 51} Assumes concehtrated déstfnations and need to travel on busy streéts
2) Based on telephone survey samples (see Table 5.1)

(3) Assumes that most of these destinations will be within 1/2 mile of home
{4i Assumes 8.0 mph reasonable average speed over long distances
5) Assumes a Vooped trip of approximately 1 mile or 12 minutes riding

SQOURCE: "BICYCLING IN TENNESSEE, PLANNING AND DESIGN MANUAL , "' BARTON-ASCHMAN ASSOCIATES, ING., MAY, 1975.
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THIS PROCESS UTILIZED THE POPULATION DATA PUBLISHED IN '1970
CENSUS OF POPULATION AND HOUSING'.l ALL OF THE CENSUS TRACTS IN
ONE SECTOR WERE GROUPED TOGETHER FOR THIS ANALYSIS. THE CENSUS
TRACTS DIVIDED BY THE SECTOR BOUNDARIES WERE DISTRIBUTED BETWEEN
"THE TWQO SECTORS BASED UPON THE PERCENTAGE OF EACH TRACT IN EACH
SECTOR.

THE 1970 CENSUS DATA WAS THEN ADJUSTED TO REPRESENT 1976 POP-
ULATION BY AGE GROUP. EACH OF THE AGE GROUPINGS WAS MODIFIED
TO SHOW AN INCREASE IN THE AGE OF THE 1970 POPULATION. AS A
RESULT OF THIS PROCEDURE, THE AVERAGE INCREASE IN THE TOTAL
POPULATION OF EACH OF THE AGE GROUPING WAS APPROXIMATELY 6 PER-
CENT. SINCE THIS INCREASE IS WITHIN THE RANGE OF ERRQR OF THIS
ANALYSIS AND SINCE THE SCOPE OF THIS STUDY DID NOT INCLUDE A
NEW POPULATION BASE PROJECTION, THE POPULATION GROUPINGS IN

THE 1970 CENSUS WAS USED IN PRELIMINARY DEMAND ESTIMATES.

SINCE THE AGE GROUPINGS IN THE TENNESSEE STUDY WERE NOT THE SAME
AS THE AGE GROUPINGS IN THE CENSUS DATA, IT WAS NECESSARY TO COM-
BINE AGE GROUPS 6—-11 AND 12~15 TO FORM ONE GROUP &6~15 AND AGE GROUP
20-29 WITH 30-44 TO FORM GROUP 20~44, THE TRIP RATES OF THESE AGE
GROUPS ILLUSTRATED IN TABLE I-1 WERE PROPORTIONATELY AVERAGED.

THE POPULATION IN ALL AGE GROUPINGS WERE MULTIPLIED BY THE PER
CAPITA FREQUENCY OF BICYCLING RATES ILLUSTRATED IN TABLE I~1 TO
ESTIMATE MONTHLY TWO-WAY BICYCLE TRIPS BY TRIP PURPOSE FOR EACH
AGE GROUP OF MALES AND FEMALES. BICYCLE DEMAND WAS ADDED TOGETHER
BY TRIP PURPOSE FOR EACH SECTOR (SEE TABLE I-3). THE LARGEST
BICYCLE DEMAND IS TRIPS WITHIN NEIGHMBORHMOODS FOLLOWED BY TRIPS TOQ
VISIT FRIENDS OR RELATIVES. TRIPS TO RECREATION ACTIVITIES CON~-
STITUTED THE THIRD LARGEST DEMAND WHILE LONG DISTANCE TRIPS (TWO
HOURS DR LONGER) GENERATED THE FOURTH LARGEST DEMAND., THE SMALL -
EST DEMAND WAS FOR WORK TRIPS,

IN ORDER TO DETERMINE THE NUMBER OF BIKEWAY ROUTE MILES NEEDED TO
ACCOMMODATE THE ESTIMATED BICYCLE USE, THE AVERAGE DAILY BICYCLE
USER MILES WERE ESTIMATED. THE AMOUNT OF ONE-WAY USER MILES ON

A TYPICAL WEEK DAY AND ON A TYPICAL WEEKEND DAY WAS DETERMINED.
TO DETERMINE BICYCLE USER MILES BY SECTOR BY TRIP PURPOSE, THE
MONTHLY TWO-WAY TRIPS WERE CONVERTED TO ONE~WAY TRIPS AND THE ONE-~
WAY TRIPS WERE MULTIPLIED BY THE AVERAGE ONE-WAY TRIP LENGTH FOR
EACH PURPQSE {(SEE TABLE I-2). THE RESULTANT MONTHLY USER MILES
WERE DIVIDED BY 4.2857, THE NUMBER OF WEEKS IN A 30 DAY PERIOCD,

TO ESTIMATE THE AVERAGE WEEKLY ONE-~WAY USER MILES FOR A WEEK IN
APRIL - May.

IT WAS ASSUMED THAT MAJOR BIKEWAY FACILITIES OF THE TYPE DEFINED
BY DESIGN STANDARDS OF THIS STUDY WOULD GENERATE BIKE TRIPS PRE=-
DOMINATELY WITHIN THE FOLLOWING TRIP PURPOSES:

1. To workg,

2. TO scHooL,

111970 CENSUS OF POPULATION AND HOUSING,' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
COMMERCE, MAY 1972,
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TABLE I-3
BICYCLE DEMAND BY PURPOSE BY SECTOR

- (SECTORS 1,°2, 3; 4, 5, AND 6)
TOTAL TWO-WAY MONTHLY BICYCLE TRIPS

SECTOR

TRIP PURPOSE i . | 2 3 4 5 6
TO WORK | 2,730 B 6,350 2,755 2,960 1,715 2,485
— | 6,305 16,855 6,155 7,195 3,880 5,490
To coNbucT pERsoNaL 12,860 33,900 12,315 lléi ,165 7,995 11,_315
BUSINESS .

- To GO TO RECREATIONAL 27,825 76,490 26,715 30,440 17,065 24,710
ACTIVITIES : ‘
Tx)visn-Fn.Ean 46,615 130,015 | 44,620 50,830 28,200 40,830
To RIDE LonG DisTance + 21,020 55,800 20,380 22,860 13,140 19,070

TO RIDE AROUND THE 150,330 410,795 144,825 162,520 91,270 133,165
NE IGHBORHOOD ‘ '

TOTAL 267,685 730,205 257,765 290,970 163,265 237,065

-kk«g& ':{,"\)‘f. bg\ s)(::.ls-sv-s v(‘lg,!?_ anggjj’g

s

-ro-



3. TO GO TO RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES, AND
4., TO RIDE LONG DISTANCES.

THE AVERAGE WEEKLY ONE-WAY USER MILES FOR EACH OF THESE FOUR TRIP
PURPQOSES WAS MULTIPLIED BY THE ARPPROPRIATE FACTOR TO ESTIMATE THE
NUMBER OF ONE-WAY USER MILES ON AN AVERAGE WEEK DAY AND AN AVERAGE
WEEKEND DAY FOR EACH PURPOSE. THE 'STATE-QF-THE-ART' OF BIKEWAY
PLANNING HAS NOT DETERMINED MINIMUM NUMBER OF BICYCLISTS ON A

DAILY BASIS NEEDED TO JUSTIFY A BIKEWAY. A VALUE OF 200 DAILY
BICYCLISTS WAS UTILIZED TO JUSTIFY A BIKEWAY. THIS VALUE IS

BASED UPON BIKEWAY WARRANTS ESTABLISHED BY THE KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION AND UPON BICYCLE DEMAND MEASURED ON SOME EXIST-—
ING FACILITIES. 1 2 BOTH THE AVERAGE WEEKDAY AND WEEKEND DAY ONE~
WAY USER MILES WERE DIVIDED BY 200 USERS (BICYCLISTS) TQ APPROXIMATE
THE NUMBER OF BIKEWAY MILES WARRANTED ON AN AVERAGE WEEK DAY AND

ON AN AVERAGE WEEKEND DAY. AS A RESULT, IT WAS ESTIMATED THAT

305 MILES OF BIKEWAYS WOULD BE WARRANTED IN SECTORS L, 2, 3, 4, 5,
AND 6 ON A WEEK DAY AND 885 MILES ON A WEEKEND DAY. THE MILES OF
BIKEWAY WARRANTED ON AN AVERAGE WEEK DAY TO ACCOMMODATE DEMAND
APPEARS TO BE A REASONABLE TOTAL MILEAGE. THIS PROCEDURE, THERE-
FORE, WAS RETAINED FOR UTILIZATION IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE BIKE-
WAY PLAN.

1tBIkEWAY SURVEY', THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND
PLLANNING COMMISSION, MAY, 1974,

2'BIKEWAYS - STATE OF THE ART - 1974', U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

TRANSPORTATION, FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION, JULY,
1974, P. 82.
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PHASE II TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

. DESIGN STANDARDS

. POTENTIAL BIKEWAY FACILITIES

. GOALsS OBJECTIVES & POLICIES

. LONG-RANGE BIKEWAY ALTERNATIVES

. CRITERIA FOR THE SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES
. LONG-RANGE PLAN

. LONG-RANGE PHASING

LOUISVILLE BIKEWAY STUDY
CFP TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS AND PLANNERS

REYNOLDS, SMITH AND HILLS
ARCHITECTS-ENGINEERS-PLANNERS, INCORPORATED



DE STANDARD

THE KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION OFFICE OF TRANS-
PORTATION PLANNING, DIVISION OF URBAN AND REGIONAL PLANNING,

HAS PREPARED 'GUIDELINES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF BIKEWAYS' FOR
KENTUCKY. A COPY OF THESE GUIDELINES THAT WERE APPROVED IN JULY
1975 ARE CONTAINED IN THE APPENDIX. IT SHOULD BE

NOTED THAT THESE GUIDELINES ARE TO BE USED IN THE DESIGN
CONSIDERATIONS OF BIKEWAYS AND IN JUDGING THE ACCERTABILITY

OF DESIGNS SUBMITTED BY LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS AND AGENCIES FOR
PROJECTS INVOLVING STATE AND FEDERAL PARTICIPATION. FOR THE
MOST PART THE CRITERIA REFLECTS TWO ASPECTS OF DESIGN:

. ABSOLUTE MINIMUM DESIGN STANDARDS WHICH WILL ALLOW
FOR ADEQUATE FUNCTIONING OF THE FACILITY,

. OPTIMUM DESIGN STANDARDS WHICH HAVE BEEN PROVEN TO
PROVIDE THE MOST EFFICIENT BIKEWAYS.

ANY STANDARD BETWEEN THE TWO IS ACCEPTABLE, BUT SOUND ENGI-
NEERING JUDGMENT IS NECESSARY IN ORDER TO DETERMINE WHETHER
THE MINIMUM OR THE OPTIMUM GUIDELINES SHOULD BE USED. SUCH
JUDGMENT SHOULD BE BASED ON ANTICIPATED USE, COST, FEASI-
BILITY OF CONSTRUCTION, AND ADAPTABILITY TO THE SITE. DESIGN
CRITERIA BELOW THE MINIMUM MAY BE USED IN HIGHLY UNUSUAL
CIRCUMSTANCES IF ADEQUATELY JUSTIFIED AND APPROVED BY THE
STATE HIGHWAY ENGINEER AND THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
(IF THERE IS FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN THE PROJECT}.

A REVIEW OF THESE GUIDELINES INDICATES THAT THEY ARE GOOD
STANDARDS FOR THE DESIGN AND LOCATION OF BIKEWAYS IN THE
LOUISVILLE AREA. HOWEVER, THE FOLLOWING SUGGESTIONS ARE
PROPOSED AS ADDITIONS TO THE DESIGN STANDARDS.

T SIDEWALK TREATMENT: IF A SIDEWALK IS TO BE USED AS A BIKEWAY
FACILITY, THE WIDTH STANDARDS SHALL BE THE SAME AS THOSE
STANDARDS USED TO DETERMINE BIKEWAY WIDTH. IF THE SIDEWALK
DOES NOT MEET THE WIDTH CRITERIA, WIDENING SHOULD BE CONSI-
DERED.

IN ORDER TO MAINTAIN A HIGH QUALITY BIKEWAY SYSTEM, CERTAIN
OTHER CONDITIONS SHOULD BE MET. THEY ARE: 1) THE EDGE OF THE
SIDEWALK CLOSEST TO THE ROADWAY SHOULD BE WITHIN 5 FEET OF THE
ROADWAY; 2) THE SIDEWALK SHOULD BE FREE OF ANY OBSTRUCTIONS .
SUCH AS MAILBOXES:; 3) DRIVEWAY CROSSINGS SHOULD BE A MINIMUM
OF 100 FEET APART TO REDUCE 'ROLLER-CDASTER' EFFECT; &) WITH-
IN 15 FEET OF DRIVEWAY OR STREET CROSSINGS, OBSTRUCTIONS WHICH
MAY IMPAIR THE BICYCLIST'S SIGHT DISTANCE SHALL BE NO CLOSER
THAN 10 FEET TO THE SIDEWALK PAVEMENT; AND 5) THE DISTANCE
BETWEEN STREET CROSSINGS OF 100 FEET WITH 200 FEET THE
DESIRABLE MINIMUM, '




STREET CONDITION: LOCAL STREET CONDITIONS PLAY AN IMPORTANT
ROLE IN THE SELECTION OF BIKEWAYS BECAUSE LOCAL STREETS COM-
PRISE THE BULK OF DESIGNATED ON~STREET BIKEWAYS. THE MAJOR
CONSIDERATIONS IN THE SELECTION OF LOCAL STREETS ARE: LOW
AUTOMOBILE VOLUME, LOW AUTOMOBILE SPEED, ADEQUATE STREET
WIDTH, STREET CONTINUITY, AND INLET GRATES AND SURFACE
CHARACTERISTICS (CONDITIONS) OF THE STREET.

WHERE POSSIBLE, STREETS WITHOUT CURB SIDE PARKING SHOULD BE
USED AS BIKEWAY FACILITIES. THE FOLLOWING GUIDELINES ARE
RECOMMENDED FOR MINIMUM STREET PAVEMENT WIDTH WHERE BIKEWAYS
ARE PROVIDED ON STREETS.

WHERE NO PARKING 1S PERMITTED ON EITHER SIDE OF A STREET PRO-
VIDING TWO LANES OF MOVING TRAFFIC, THE MINIMUM DESIRABLE
WIDTH OF THE PAVEMENT (EXCLUDING THE GUTTER) SHOULD BE 24 .
FEET. HOWEVER, IN VERY LOW TRAFFIC VOLUME SITUATIONS, AN
ABSOLUTE MINIMUM OF 20 FEET MAY BE USED. IF PARKING IS PRO-
VIDED, AN ADDITIONAL 10 FEET OF PAVEMENT (EXCLUDING THE
GUTTER) PER PARKING LANE SHOULD BE PROVIDED WITH 8 FEET THE
ABSOLUTE MINIMUM. IN GENERAL, A MINIMUM OF 12 FEET OF PAVE-
MENT FOR EACH MOVING LANE PLUS 10 FEET FOR EACH PARKING LANE,
EXCLUSIVE OF GUTTERS, IS DESIRABLE TO HANDLE A SHARED BIKEWAY
FACILITY.

A SIGNIFICANT HAZARD TO CYCLIST TRAVELING ADJACENT TO THE
CURB, ON A SHARED BIKEWAY FACILITY, IS THE PRESENCE OF INLET
GRATES WHICH ARE PARALLEL TO THE CURB OR RECESSED BELOW GRADE.
THESE GRATES ARE OF PARTICULAR HAZARD TO THE POPULAR, NARROW
TREAD, 10-SPEED BICYCLES. IT is RECOMMENDED THAT THE GRATES
WHICH ARE PARALLEL TO THE CURB, OR BELOW GRADE, BE REPLACED
OR MODIFIED TO ELIMINATE THIS HAZARD.

CurBs: ANY CURB THAT CROSSES A BIKEWAY SHALL BE RAMPED BY
'CURS CUT' METHOD. RAMPING BY ASPHALT OR CONCRETE FROM STREET
LEVEL IS NOT ACCEPTABLE BECAUSE DRAINAGE FLOW IS DISRUPTED AND
IT MAY PRESENT A HMAZARD TO TURNING AUTOMDBILES.

THE ADOPTED DESIGN PRINCIPLES AND STANDARDS REQUIRE BICYCLE
RAMPS WHERE SIDEWALKS ARE UTILIZED. SLOPES WOULD RANGE FROM
12:1 IN THE CASE OF A JDINT USE BY PEDESTRIANS, WHEELCHAIRS
AND BICYCLES, TO 2:1 IN CASES WHERE STEEPER SLOPES MAY BE
NECESSARY TO ENCOURAGE BICYCLISTS TO SLOW SUBSTANTIALLY PRIOR
TO ENTERING THE STREET OR THE SIDEWALK.

Y

1G H

THE SIGN DETAILS, MARKINGS AND CURB CUT STANDARD SHOULD BE IN
ACCORD WITH THE KENTUCKY JEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION'S MANUAL
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ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES, IF APPLICABLE, BECAUSE
AlLL CONDITIONS ARE NOT COVERED IN THIS MANUAL, ADDITIONAL
SIGNING MAY BE NEEDED WHICH IS NOT 'OFFICIAL', SEE APPENDIX
TASLE A-4. SIGNS SHOULD BE INSTALLED ACCORDING TO COUNTY, CITY
OR STATE REQUIREMENTS AS FOLLOWS:

Al‘

SIGNS SHALL BE MOUNTED ON EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGN POSTS OR
UTILITY POLES WHERE POSSIBLE. IF NOT POSSIBLE THEN
STANDARD UHCHANNEL'PUSTS SHALL BE USED.

SIGNS ERECTED IN RURAL DISTRICTS SHALL BE MOUNTED AT A
HEIGHT OF AT LEAST FIVE FEET. IN BUSINESS, COMMERCIAL

AND RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS, THE CLEARANCE TO THE BOTTOM

OF THE . SIGN SHOULD BE AT LEAST SEVEN FEET. THEVHEIGHT

OF THE BOTTOM OF A SECONDARY SIGN MOUNTED BELOW ANOTHER
SIGN MAY BE ONE FOOT LESS THAN THE APPROPRIATE MEIGHT
SPECIFIED ABQVE. .

SIGNS SHOULD HAVE THE MAXIMUM PRACTICAL LATERAL CLEARANCE
FROM THE EDGE OF THE TRAVELED WAY. FOR THE SAFETY OF MOTOR-
ISTS WHO MAY LEAVE THE ROADWAY AND STRIKE THE SIGN SUPPORTS.
ADVANTAGE SHOULD BE TAKEN OF EXISTING GUARDRAIL AND OTHER
CONDITIONS TO MINIMIZE THE EXPOSURE OF SIGN SUPPORTS TO
TRAFFIC.

NoRMALLY, SIGNS SHOULD NOT BE CLDSER{THAN SIX FEET FROM

THE EDGE OF THE SHOULDER, OR IF NONE, TWELVE FEET FROM THE .
EDGE OF THE TRAVELED WAY. IN URBAN AREAS, A LESSER CLEAR-
ANCE MAY BE USED WHERE NECESSARY. A CLEARANCE OF ONE FOOT
FROM THE CURB FACE IS PERMISSIBLE WHERE SIDEWALK WIDTH IS
LIMITED OR EXISTING POLES ARE CLOSE TO THE CURB,

AT FOUR—WAY INTERSECTIONS, SIGNS WHICH INDICATE :CHANGE IN
DIRECTION SHALL BE LOCATED ON THE RIGHT SIDE AND ON THE
CORNER NEAREST TO THE ONCOMING APPROACH. SIGNS WHICH
INDICATE CONTINUED DIRECTION STRAIGHT AHEAD SHOULD BE
LOCATED ON THE RIGHT SIDE AND ON THE CDRNER FARTHEST

FROM THE ONCOMING APPROACH.
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AT 3~WAY INTERSECTIONS SIGNS SHOULD BE LOCATED AS DES«
CRIBED ABOVE BUT USING THE STREET CORNERS ON THE OPPQSITE
SIDE OF THE ROAD AS REFERENCE WHERE NECESSARY,
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E. THERE SHOULD BE 10 BIKE ROUTE SIGNS PER MILE PLUS ONE AT
EVERY CHANGE IN DIRECTION,

GRATES: THE PRESENCE OF DRAINAGE GRATES ALSO REPRESENTA A VERY
SIGNIFICANT SAFETY HAZARD TO BICYCLISTS. IN MANY CASES, THE
EXISTING CONFIGURATION OF SUCH GRATES ALLOWS THE WHEEL OF A
LIGHTWEIGHT BICYCLE TO BECOME ENTRAPPED RESULTING IN SEVERE FALLS
AND PFpssIBLE INJURY. THERE ARE SEVERAL GRATE DESIGNS WHICH COULD
ACCOMMODATE THE BICYCLE; HOWEVER, THE KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION STANDARD GRATE SPECIFICATION IS ACCEPTAEBLE.

RAISED OR DEPRESSED GRATES ALONG BIKEWAYS SHOULD BE REMOUNTED
FLUSH WITH THE ADJACENT PAVEMENT AND PERIODIC MAINTENANCE

SHOUL.D BE PROVIDED TO PREVENT THE ACCUMULATION OF DEBRIS,

BIKEWAY VERSUS TRAFFIC: IN TRYING TO RELATE THE TYPE OF BIKE~
WAY TO BE USED TO THE ANTICIPATED ROADWAY TRAFFIC, DEFINITIVE
CRITERIA ARE MNOT AVAILABLE. THIS IS PARTIALLY DUE TO VARIATIONS
IN LOCAL TRAFFIC CONDITIONS, AVAILABLE RIGHT-OF-WAY AND ROADWAYS,
AND CHANGING TRAFFIC PATTERNS,

THE FéLLDWING CRITERIA, HOWEVER, ARE OFFERED AS REASONABLE CON~
DITIONS IN WHICH VARIDUS BIKEWAY CLASSES $SHOULD OCCUR RELATIVE
TO ROADWAY TRAFFIC CONDITIONS:

CLASS III ~ SHARED ROADWAYS (A ROADWAY WHICH IS OFFICIALLY DESIGN=—
ATED AND MARKED AS A BICYCLE ROUTE, BUT WHICH IS OPEN. TO.MQTOR

VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN TRAVEL AND UFON WHICH NO BICYCLE LANE IS
DESIGNATED )

a



. AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (ADT) VOLUME UP TO 2,000
VEHICLES/DAY IN THE LANE SHARED BY THE BICYCLIST
WHERE ROADWAY TRAFFIC SPEED 138 25 MPH OR LESS AND
WHERE THE WIDTH OF THE SHARED LANE IS 12 FEET OR MORE.

. AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (ADT) VOLUME UP TO 1,000
VEHICLES/DAY IN THE LANE SHARED BY THE BICYCLIST
WHERE ROADWAY TRAFFIC SPEED IS 25-30 MPH AND WHERE THE
WIDTH OF THE SHARED LANE IS 10 FEET OR MORE.

. SIDEWALK WHICH IS SHARED BY PEDESTRIANS.

CLASS II - BICYCLE LANES (A PORTION OF A ROADWAY WHICH HAS BEEN
DESIGNATED FOR PREFERENTIAL OR EXCLUSIVE USE BY BICYCLES. IT IS
DISTINGUISHED FROM THE PORTION OF THE ROADWAY FOR MOTOR VEHICULAR
TRAFFIC BY A PAINT STRIPE OR SIMILAR DEVICE.)

. ROADWAY TRAFFIC SPEED BETWEEN 30-35 MPH.

. AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (ADT) VOLUMES 2,000 TO 4,000
VEHICLES/DAY IN THE LANE ADJACENT TO THE BIKEWAY.

CLASS II- PROTECTED BICYCLE LANES (A PORTION OF A ROADWAY WHICH

HAS BEEN DESIGNATED FOR PREFERENTIAL OR EXCLUSIVE USE BY BICYCLES.
IT 15 SEPARATED FROM THE PORTION OF THE ROADWAY FOR MOTOR VEHICULAF
TRAFFIC BY A CURB OR SIMILAR PROTECTIVE DEVICE.,)

. ROAD TRAFFIC SPEED BETWEEMN 35-45 MPH.

. AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (ADT) VOLUMES UP TO 6,000
VEHICLES/DAY IN THE LANE ADJACENT TO THE BIKEWAY.

CLASS I - BICYCLE TRAILS (ADJACENT TO ROADWAY) (A SEPARATE TRAIL OR
PATH WHICH IS FOR THE EXCLUSIVE USE OF BICYCLES AND/OR PEDESTRIANS.
WHERE SUCH A TRAIL OR PATH FORMS A PART OF A HIGHWAY IT IS SEPARATED
FROM THE MOTOR VEHICLE ROADWAY BY AN OPEN SPACE 0OR BARRIER.

. ROADWAY TRAFFIC SPEED IN EXCESS OF 45 MPH.

. AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (ADT) VOLUMES IN EXCESS OF
6,000 VEHICLES/DAY IN THE LANE ADJACENT TO THE
BIKEWAY.

CLass II AND Crass IIl BIKEWAYS GENERALLY PROVIDE TRAVELWAYS
ON EACH SIDE OF THE ROADWAY IN THE SAME DIRECTION AS THE
MOVING LANE OF TRAFFIC. CLASS I BIKEWAYS, BECAUSE OF THE
ADDED EXPENSE OF NEW RIGHT-OF-WAY AND CONSTRUCTION, GENERALLY
PROVIDE A TWO-WAY BIKEWAY ON ONE SIDE OF THE ROADWAY OR RIGHT-
OF—~WAY.

IN CASES WHERE MAJOR ARTERIALS OR COLLECTORS MUST BE USED TO PRO-

VIDE CONTINUITY TO THE SYSTEM, MAXIMUM POSSIBLE SAFETY SHOULD BE

AFFORDED THE RIDER WITH CLASS I] PROTECTED LANES BEING THE MINIMUM
" ACCEPTABLE FACILITY.
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THE CLLASS Il =~ PROTECTED BIKEWAYS WILL REQUIRE A BARRIER
BETWEEN THE VEHICULAR AND BICYLCE TRAFFIC IN ACCORD WITH THE
ADOPTED DESIGN PRINCIPLES AND STANDARDS FOR HIGH TRAFFIC
VOLUMES AND HIGH SPEED ROADWAYS. THE BARRIER WILL RESULT IN

A GREATER INCREASE IN SAFETY, PSYCHOLOGICAL COMFORT AND
SUBSEQUENT UTILIZATION. A SELECTED STANDARD SHOULD BE ADOPTED
BY THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE FOR USE IN THE LOUISVILLE
AREA.

BIKEwWAY LIGHTING: ILLUMINATION OF BICYCLE FACILITIES IS
NECESSARY FOR MAINTAINING MINIMUM LEVELS OF VISIBILITY,

SECURITY AND SAFETY. LITTLE DATA PRESENTLY EXIST ON THE
APPROPRIATE OR MINIMUM LEVELS OF ILLUMINATION REQUIRED FOR
BICYCLE FACILITIES. THE FDOLLOWING ARE SUGGESTED GUIDELINES
FOR THE USE OF LIGHTING AND THE LEVELS QF LIGHTING NECESSARY
FOR MAINTAINING A SAFE CYCLING SITUATION:

. AREAS OF HIGH NIGHTTIME USE AND UNUSUAL PHYSICAL
CHARACTERISTICS.

. AT STREET INTERSECTIONS WITH BIKEWAYS, THE LEVEL
OF ILLUMINATION SHOULD APPROXIMATE THE SUM OF THE
AVERAGE LEVELS OF ILLUMINATION ON THE TWO INTER-
SECTING FACILITIES.

. BIKE PATHS L.OCATED. IN ISOLATED, WOODY AREAS SHOULD
RECEIVE ADDITIONAL ILLUMINATION AS SHOULD TUNNELS
AND UNDERPASSES.

. SPECIAL LIGHTING SHOULD .HIGHLIGHT POTENTIAL HAZARDS
SUCH AS DRAINAGE GRATES OR OBSTRUCTIONS NEAR THE
PATH., APPROXIMATELY 0.9 FOOTCANDLES SHOULD BE PROVIDED
ON OFF-STREET AS WELL AS ON-STREET BIKEWAYS TO MAIN-
TAIN ADEQUATE VISIBILITY, SAFETY, AND SECURITY.

. TRANSITIONAL LIGHTING FROM AREAS OF ADEQUATE LIGHf}NG
TC AREAS OF NO LIGHTING, AND VICE VERSA, SHOULD BE
PROVIDED FOR A DISTANCE OF 300 FEET.

BICYCLE STORAGE FACILITIES: LOCAL ZONING AND SUBDIVISION RE-
GULATIONS SHQULD BE AMENDED TO INCLUDE PROVISIONS FOR ADEQUATE
BICYCLE PARKING AND STORAGE FACILITIES. THE REVISED ORDINANCES
SHOULD' INCLUDE: A)PROVISION FOR NUMBER OF BICYCLE PARKING SPACES
BASED ON A PARTICULAR LAND USE; B) AN ACCEPTABLE DESIGN STANDARD

-t
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FOR BICYCLE PARKING FACILITIES; AND C) THE LOCATION CRITERIA
FOR BICYCLE PARKING SPACES. THE FOLLOWING GUIDELINES ARE SUG-
GESTED -FOR INCORPORATION INTO THE DESIGN STANDARDS:

NUMBER OF SPACES REQUIRED - SINCE VERY LITTLE ANALYSIS

TO DATE HAS BEEN DUONE ON ESTABLISHING ADEQUATE NUMBER OF
SPACES REQUIRED, THE NUMBERS SUGGESTED ARE MINIMUM GUIDES
BASED ON TELEPHONE SURVEYS OF EXISTING BICYCLE USE IN
TENNESSEE CONDUCTED BY BARTON-ASCHMAN ASSOCIATES, INC.
MORE ANALYSIS OF USER TRENDS AND POSSIBLE REVISION OF
THESE SUGGESTED STANDARDS SHOULD BE MADE AS BICYCLE USE

INCREASES.
_ TABLE II-1
LAND UsE UNIT OF MEASUREMENT MINIMUM STANDARD
MULTI-FAMILY APARTMENT RESIDENTS 1 SPACE/25 RESIDENTS
OFFICE (Low VISITATION) | EMPLOYEE 1 SPACE/100 EMPLOYEES
ELEMENTARY & SECONDARD
SCHOOLS PUPIL 3 SPACES/100 PUPILS

COMMERCIAL & SERVICE
BUILDINGS SQUARE FEET 1 SPACE/500 GROSS
SQUARE FEET.

DESIGN - MANY MANUFACTURERS AND DESIGNS OF BICYCLE LOCKING
DEVICES EXIST ON THE MARKET TODAY WITH VARYING PRICES AND
DEGREE OF SECURITY. THE FOLLOWING IS OFFERED AS A PERFORM-~-
ANCE GUIDE FOR AN ACCEPTABLE LOCKING DEVICE. THE BICYCLE
PARKING/STORAGE FACILITY: A) SHALL BE BOLTED FIRMLY TO A
PERMANENT STRUCTURE OR ANCHORED PERMANENTLY TO THE GRUOUND;

AND B) SHALL PERMIT THE FRAME AND BOTH WHEELS OF THE BICYCLE

TO BE SECURELY LOCKED. BICYCLE LOCKERS, WHICH PROVIDE FULL
ENCLAOSURE OF THE BICYCLE, SHOULD BE USED FOR TOTAL SECURITY

FOR THE BICYCLE, COMPONENTS AND ACCESSUORIES WHERE THE BICYCLE
1S PARKED FOR AN EXTENDED PERIOCD OF TIME., SUGGESTED LOCATIONS

ARE APARTMENT COMPLEXES, SCHOOLS, PARKS, PLACES OF EMPLOY-

MENT, TRANSIT STOPS AND CERTAIN BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENTS, SUCH
AS THEATERS. BICYCLE RACKS WHICH DO NOT PROVIDE ACCESSORY AND

COMPONENT SECURITY OR WEATHER PROTECTION ARE ACCEPTABLE FOR
SHORT TERM PARKING, PROVIDED THE RACKS ARE PLACED CLOSE TO

ENTRANCES AND WITHIN VIEW OF PERSONS WITHIN THE ESTABLISHMENT.
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LOCATION: BICYCLE PARKING AND STORAGE FACILITIES SHOULD
BE LOCATED AS CLOSE TO THE STRUCTURE THEY ARE TO SERVE AS
POSSIBLE. THESE FACILITIES SHOULD ALSO BE READILY
ACCESSIBLE TO THE STREET SYSTEM AND BIKEWAY APPROACH.
BicYCLE PARKING FACILITIES IN AUTOMOBILE PARKING GARAGES
SHOULD BE AT GROUND LEVEL AND VISIBLE TO THE PARKING
GARAGE ATTENDANT.

TERSE IGNALTZAT + LITTYLE OR NO DATA EXISTS FOR
DETERMINING AT WHAT VOLUME BICYCLE TRAFFIC CROSSING A ROAD
INTERSECTION WARRANTS THE NEED FOR SPECIAL SIGNALIZATION.

THE FOLLOWING GUIDELINES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED IN LDOCATING
BIKEWAY ROUTES AND THEIR RELATION TO SPECIAL SIGNALIZATION AT
INTERSECTIONS:

BIKEWAYS THAT CROSS HEAVILY TRAVELED, MAJOR STREETS AND
HIGHWAYS AT GRADE, SHOULD DO S0 AT SIGNALIZED INTER-
SECTIONS.

BIKEWAYS WHICH EXPERIENCE HMEAVY BIKE USE OR THE POTENTIAL
FOR HEAVY USE SHOULD BE SIGNED TO INDICATE TO THE RIDER
THE USE OF A SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION.

SINCE THE GREATEST HAZARD TO BICYCLING OCCURS AT INTER-
SECTIONS, SPECIAL CONSIDERATION SHOULD BE GIVEN TO.
ESTIMATING BICYCLE TRAFFIC AT SELECTED INTERSECTIONS

TO JUSTIFY THE INSTALLATIONS OF SIGNALIZATION TECHNIQUES
AT PROBLEM AREAS.

SOME SIGNALIZATION TECHNIQUES WHICH MIGHT BE EMPLOYED FOR
BICYCLE AS WELL AS PEDESTRIAN TRAFFIC ARE:

THE INTRODUCTION OF AN ALL RED PHASE IN THE TRAFFIC
SIGNAL TD CLEAR THE INTERSECTION OF SILOWER QPERATING
BICYCLISTS.

THE INTRODUCTION OF SPECIAL 'LEAD' PHASES FOR BICYCLE
MOVEMENTS THROUGH THE INTERSECTION,

THE USE OF PEDESTRIAN SIGNAL ACTUATORS FOR LOW VOLUME

STREETS AND BIKEWAYS CROSSING HEAVILY USED ARTERIALS
AND HIGHWAYS.
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0TE BICYCLE FACTLITI

THE FOLLOWING IS A DISCUSSION OF POTENTIAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR
THE LOCATION OF BICYCLE FACILITIES IN THE LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON
COUNTY AREA.

BICYCLE FACILITIES MAY BE DIVIDED INTO TWO BASIC GROUPS:
BIKEWAY CORRIDORS AND STORAGE FACILITIES.

TKEW COf QR

: BIKEWAY CORRIDORS ARE GENERALLY MADE UP OF TWO GROUPS: LINEAR
- ' SYSTEMS AND INTERNAL SYSTEMS., LINEAR SYSTEMS CONSIST OF THE
- FOLLDWING TYPES:

WATER COURSES: CANAL BANKS, STREAM AND RIVER BANKS, TOW-—
PATHS, AND FLOOD PLAINS PROVIDE EXCELLENT OPPORTUNITIES
FOR BIKEWAY AND PATH DEVELOPMENT. WATERWAYS, AGAIN, ARE
CONTINUQUS AND OFTEN TIMES WIND THROUGH URBAN AREAS PRO-
VIDING GOOD RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES. THE NATURAL
SETTING OF WATER COURSES PERMITS THE DEVELOPMENT OF

! SCENIC ROUTES WITH MINIMAL EFFORT. GRADES ALONG WATER

- COURSES ARE ALMOST ALWAYS SUITABLE FOR BIKEWAY DEVELOP-
MENT.

SEVERAL STREAMS AND FLOOD CONTROL CANALS THROQUGHOUT THE
LOUISVILLE AREA OFFER EXCELLENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CLAsSS 1
RECREATIONAL AND UTILITARIAN BIKEWAY ROUTES. BEARGRASS
CRrREEK FROM Eva BANDMAN PARK TO BRECKENRIDGE LANE, AS WELL
AS PORTIONS 0OF SOUTH FORK BEARGRASS CREEK THROUGH CALVARY
CEMETERY TO LOUISVILLE ZOOLGOGICAL GARDENS, OFFER
OPPORTUNITIES FOR CLASS I ROUTES THROUGH URBAN PORTIONS
OF THE COMMUNITY.

"IN THE SOUTHERN PORTION OF THE COUNTY THE NORTHERN DITCH,
SOUTHERN DITCH, SLoP DITCH, AND FISHPOOL CREEK ARE
EXCELLENT WATER COURSES SUITABLE FOR BIKE ROUTE DEVELOP-
MENT. THE WATER COURSES WERE CONSTRUCTED MANY YEARS AGOD
FOR FLOOD CONTROL PURPOSES. THEIR RIGHTS-0OF-WAY ARE
SUFFICIENT TO MAINTAIN FROM 12 TO 20 FEET OF FLAT SURFACE
AT THE TOP OF THE DITCH. IN ALMOST ALL CASES THESE LANDS
ARE RESTRICTED AND FENCED FROM ADJQINING PROPERTY OWNERS.
THUS, THEY ARE FREE FROM OBSTRUCTIONS TO PEDESTRIANS AND
CYCLISTS.

CONSTRUCTION OF A BIKEWAY IN THIS SITUATION WOULD INVOLVE
MINIMAL GRADING, APPLICATION OF A BITUMINOUS SURFACE, A
LOW GUARDRAIL TYPE FENCE ADJACENT TD THE DITCH SIDE, AND
LANDSCAPING.



STREETS AND TRANSIT CORRIDORS: THE MOST OBVIOUS AND
EASILY DEVELOPED BIKEWAY CORRIDORS ARE THOSE ALONG OR

WITHIN EXISTING STREET RIGHTS~OF-WAY. THE JOINT USE OF
THESE RIGHTS—-OF~-WAY IS IMPORTANT IN THAT THEY ARE
 ALREADY EXISTING, ARE GENERALLY CONTINUOUS, CONNECT ALL
MAJOR PUBLIC FACILITIES, AND NEARLY ALWAYS REFLECT A
PARTICULAR LEVEL OF TRAVEL DEMAND IN THE AREA. '

- ALTHOUGH COMPLETELY SEPARATE BIKEWAY RIGHTS-OF-WAY ARE
THE SAFEST AND MOST AESTHETICALLY PLEASING, THEY ARE
ALSO MORE EXPENSIVE. SHARED RIGHTS—-OF~WAY CAN BE MADE
RELATIVELY SAFE, CAN OFFER INTERESTING VIEWS, CAN BE
EXTREMELY UTILITARIAN, AND CAN BE DEVELOPED AT CONSI-
DERABLE SAVINGS TO THE PUBLIC AT THE INITIAL ROAD
BUILDING STAGE.

THE UTILIZATION OF RIGHTS~OF~WAY OF PROPOSED STREET AND

HIGHWAY PROJECTS IN THE LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY AREA
OFFERS A GREAT OPPORTUNITY FOR DEVELOPING SHARED BIKEWAY
FACILITIES WITH OTHER TRANSPORTATION MODES.

FIGURE II-1 DEPECTS PROFPOSED ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR

STREET IMPROVEMENTS IN THE LOUISVILLE AREA AS WELL AS
EXISTING AND PROPOSED TRANSIT AUTHORITY OF RIVER CITY
{TARC) PARK N' RIDE LOCATIONS. THE PARK N' RIDE LOCATIONS
ARE PRIME SITES FUOR BICYCLE STORAGE FACILITIES.,

UTILITY EASEMENTS: UTILITY COMPANY EASEMENTS ARE SIMILAR
TO RAILROAD RIGHTS-OF-WAY IN THAT THEY ARE USUALLY LONG
AND CONTINUDOUS AND WILL OFFER THE RIDER AN OPPORTUNITY
FOR A DAY-LONG RIDE INTERCONNECTING MANY DIFFERENT PARTS
OF THE COMMUNITY. (FIGURE II-2) HOWEVER, THE DIS-
ADVANTAGES ARE THAT THEY ARE ONLY EASEMENTS OVER PRIVATE
PROPERTY AND MIXED OWNERSHIP PROBLEMS MAY DETER DEVELOP-
MENT. BECAUSE OF THE MIXED USE, THE TRAIL MAY BE
RESTRICTED BY THE EXISTING DEVELOPMENT ABUTTING THE EASE-
MENT AND FENCES CROSSING THE EASEMENT. UTILITY EASEMENTS
- SHOULD NOT BE OVERLOOKED, THOUGH, AS POSSIBLE BIKEWAY
TRAILS, ESPECIALLY IN RURAL AREAS OR WHERE COMMON OWNER-
SHIP AND USE EXISTS ON EITHER SIDE OF THE EASEMENT.

THE LDUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY IS THE AGENCY
RESPONSIBLE FOR DEVELOPING AND MAINTAINING THESE RIGHTS~-
OF-WAY IN THE LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY AREA. CLOSE
"CONTACT SHOULD BE MAINTAINED WITH THIS AGENCY FOR SUPPORT
IN DEVELOPING FUTURE BIKEWAY FACILITIES IN OQUTLYING AREAS
OF THE COMMUNITY AS THE NEED AND DEMAND MAY ARISE.

ABANDONED RAILROAD RIGHTS-~0OF~WAY: SINCE 1916, NEARLY

50,000 MILES OF RAILROAD TRACK HAVE BEEN ABANDONED OR
FALLEN INTO DISUSE IN THE UNITED STATES. 1IN 1974, THE
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION HAD 340 ABANDONMENT
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REQUESTS INVOLVING 7,000 MILES OF TRACK. THE UNUSED
RIGHTS—-OF-WAY OFTEN BECOME A PROBLEM BECAUSE OF THEIR
LOCATION, NARROWNESS, AND LACK OF AESTHETIC APPEAL.
HOWEVER, THESE LANDS PRESENT A GREAT OQPPORTUNITY FOR THE
DEVELOPMENT QF BIKEWAYS. THE MAJOR ADVANTAGE OF RAILROAD
RIGHTS-OF-WAY IS THAT THEY ARE LONG, CONTINUOUS AND
UNOBSTRUCTED STRIPS OF LAND WITH MINIMAL GRADES.

AN INVESTIGATION OF RAILROAD RIGHTS-OF-WAY IN THE LOUIS-
VILLE AREA INDICATED THAT THERE ARE NO ABANDONED SEGMENTS
OF RIGHT-0OF-WAY SUITABLE FOR BIKEWAY DEVELOPMENT. IN
ADDITION, THERE WERE NO ACTIVE RAIL SEGMENTS WHICH COULD
BE USED DUE TO THE LACK OF RIGHT-OF-WAY ON EITHER SIDE OF
THE TRACK. HOWEVER, RAIL RIGHTS~-OF~-WAY SHOULD NOT BE
OVERLOOKED AS POTENTIAL BIKE ROUTES IF AND WHEN THEY DO
BECOME AVAILABLE.

SCENIC RpoAps: IN THE OUTLYING AREAS OF THE COUNTY AND'
NEAR THE 0OHIO RIVER THERE ARE MANY SCENIC ROADWAYS WHICH
ARE EXCELLENT AREAS FOR PLEASURABLE BICYCLING. A MAJOR
DRAWBACK TO MANY QOF THESE AREAS IS THE LACK OF SUFFICIENT
ROADWAY AND RIGHT-OF-WAY WIDTH IN KEEPING WITH THE
ESTABLISHED STANDARDS. THE VOLUMES, HOWEVER, ARE SO
SIGNIFICANTLY LOW THAT MAJOR IMPROVEMENTS TOQ THE EXISTING
ROADWAY WOULD NOT BE JUSTIFIED.

A SECOND TYPE QF BIKEWAY CORRIDOR IS THE INTERNAL SYSTEM..
INTERNAL SYSTEM CORRIDORS CONSISTS OF THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF
AREAS:

UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES: DUE TO THE LACK OF ADEQUATE

AUTOMGBILE PARKING FACILITIES AND INCREASED TRAFFIC
CONGESTION ON MANY CAMPUSES, MANY UNIVERSITIES HAVE
CONSTRUCTED A SYSTEM OF BIKEWAYS TO ENCOURAGE STUDENTS
TO BICYCLE TO AND FROM CLASSROOMS AND DORMITORIES, THE
RECENT INCREASED DEMAND FOR ON~CAMPUS HOUSING HAS ALSO
INCREASED THE RELEVANCE OF PROVIDING INTERNAL CAMPUS
BIKEWAY ROUTES.

THE UNIVERSITY OF LOUISVILLE, SOUTHERN BAPTIST THEOLOGICAL
SEMINARY, AND BELLARMINE COLLEGE ARE SIGNIFICANT CAMPUSES
AND HAVE POTENTIALLY HIGH BICYCLE PATRONAGE TO WARRANT
INVESTIGATION OF BIKE ROUTE EXTENSIONS AND ADEQUATE
STORAGE FACILITIES FOR BIKES ON CAMPUS.

PARK AREAS: PUBLIC PARKS PROVIDE AN IDEAL PLACE FOR THE
DEVELOPMENT OF A BIKEWAY AND TRAIL SYSTEMS. THE PRIMARY
CONSIDERATIONS SHOULD BE SUITABLE TERRAIN AND ADEQUATE
SITE SIZE TO PERMIT THE DEVELOPMENT OF A TRAIL OF REASON-
ABLE LENGTH. THE TRAIL SERVES NOT ONLY AS A MEANS OF
RECREATION BUT ALSO A MEANS OF CONNECTING VARIOUS PARK
FACILITIES.



SHAWNEE, IROQUOIS, WAVERLY, SENECA, CHEROKEE, CHENOWETH,
E. P. SAWYER AND THE LOUISVILLE Z0OOLDGICAL GARDENS ARE
SIGNIFICANT URBAN AND REGIONAL PARKS WORTHY OF INTERNAL
BICYCLING FACILITIES. IN ADDITION THERE ARE MANY URBAN
AND CITY PARKS WHICH SHOULD BE UTILIZED IN MAKING
CONNECTIONS BETWEEN VARIOQUS SEGMENTS OF THE BIKE ROUTES.

NEW COMMUNITIES: WITH A TREND TOWARD LARGE SCALE PLANNED
UNIT DEVELOPMENTS (PUD) AS 'SELF CONTAINED' COMMUNITIES,
THE OPPORTUNITY EXISTS FROM THE BEGINNING TO INCORPORATE
BIKEWAY AND PEDESTRIAN SYSTEMS AS PART OF THE COMMUNITY.
THESE SYSTEMS CAN SERVE AS A MEANS OF RECREATION AS WELL
AS PURPOSEFUL TRIP CARRIERS TO SCHOOLS, SHOPPING CENTERS,
AND EVEN EMPLOYMENT CENTERS. AN ADVANTAGE IS THAT MANY
OF THE CONFLICTS BETWEEN BIKES AND AUTOMOBILES CAN BE
ELIMINATED OR REDUCED BY EARLY PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION.
SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS SHOULD ENCOURAGE SUCH QOPPORTU-
NITIES IN ALL NEW MAJOR SUBDIVISIONS AND PLANNED COMMUN-
ITIES. ‘

IN ORDER TO MAINTAIN CONTINUITY OF THE PROPOSED BIKEWAY
SYSTEM AND TO INSURE INTERCONNECTION BETWEEN NEIGHBORHOODS,
SEVERAL ROUTES HAVE BEEN SUGGESTED FOR ROUTING THROUGH
MAJOR INTERNAL SYSTEM AREAS. THE FOLLOWING IS A LIST OF
THE MAJUOR INTERNAL SYSTEMS AND THE CONNECTING ROADS AT
EITHER END:

. BogBY .NICHOLS GOLF COURSE (PuBLIC) - PROVIDE
CONNECTION FROM WAVERLY HILLS GERIATRIC CENTER
AT PARALEE STREET AND DIXIE HIGHWAY, THROUGH
THE GOLF COURSE AND CONNECTING WITH WAVERLY
PARK (PUBLICY ON ARNOLDTOWN ROAD.

. KENTUCKY FAIR AND EXPOSITION CENTER - PROVIDE
CONNECTION THROUGH THE FAIR GROUNDS FROM
BRADLEY AVENUE ON THE NORTH TO PHILLIPS LANE
ON THE SOUTH WITH OUTLET TO THE EAST AT THE
HART AVENUE ENTRANCE.

. V.A. HOSPITAL — PROVIDE CONNECTION THROUGH V.A.
HoSPITAL GROUNDS FROM THE COUNTRY CLue RDAD
ENTRANCE GATE TO THE RIVERWOOD DRIVE ENTRANCE.
A GATE AT THE COUNTY CLUB ENTRANCE BLDOCKS
VEHICULAR TRAFFIC. THERE IS, HOWEVER, A
PEDESTRIAN GATE WHICH IS SUFFICIENT TO PERMIT
BICYCLE TRAFFIC.

. LoursvILLE DOWNS - PROVIDE CONNECTION THROUGH
THE PARKING LOT ALONG THE WESTERN BOUNDARY OF
LOUISVILLE DOWNS FROM BREITENSTEIN AVENUE ON
THE NORTH TO BREITENSTEIN AVENUE ON THE SOUTH.
THERE ARE GATES AT EACH END WHICH PROHIBIT THRU
VEHICULAR TRAFFIC. A PEDESTRIAN GATE WOULD
PERMIT BICYCLE TRAFFIC.



WHERE A BIKEWAY LEADS THROUGH A PARK OR SCHOOL SITE, IT
IS RECOMMENDED THAT SUCH FACILITY BE USED TO PROVIDE SAFE
ACCESS THROUGH THE AREA IN LIEU OF A STREET. CONTACT
SHOULD BE MADE WITH THE APPROPRIATE REPRESENTATIVE FROM
EACH OF THE ABOVE MENTICONED MAJOR FACILITIES TO SECURE
THE NECESSARY APPROVALS AND STIPULATIONS FOR OBTAINING
THE REQUIRED ACCESS.

STORAGE FACILITIES

THE SECOND GROUP OF BICYCLE FACILITIES IS STORAGE FACILITIES.
STORAGE FACILITIES INCLUDE BIKE RACKS, PARKING PADS, AND EVEN
COVERED OR ENCLOSED STORAGE AREAS. THE NEED FOR THIS TYPE OF
FACILITY AND THE DEGREE OF STORAGE CAPABILITY WILL INCREASE

WITH THE USE OF THE BIKEWAY SYSTEM AND THE PARTICULAR TRIP
ATTRACTION. '

STORAGE FACILITIES SHOULD BE INSTALLED AT ALL MAJOR TRAFFIC
AND TRIP GENERATORS SUCH AS SHOPPING CENTERS, SCHOOLS, PARKS,
LIBRARIES, PUBLIC BUILDINGS, MAJOR OFFICE AND EMPLOYMENT
CENTERS, AND EXISTING AUTOMOBILE PARKING GARAGES AND LOTS IN
THE CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT.

FIGURE II-3 DEPICTS THE MAJOR GENERATORS AND TRIP DESTINATION
POINTS WHERE STORAGE FACILITIES MAY BE REQUIRED.
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GO OBJECTIVES N ICIE

THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE ADOPTED FIVE GOALS THAT SHOULD
BE USED FOR BIKEWAY PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION IN THE LOUIS-
VILLE AREA. THESE GOALS ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE PROBLEMS,
NEEDS, AND ISSUES IDENTIFIED BY THE PUBLIC AT VARIOUS MEETINGS
HELD IN LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY.

THE GUOALS AND OBJECTIVES GENERATED BY THE BIKEWAY PLANNING
COMMITTEE UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF THE LOUISVILLE & JEFFERSON
COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION, PROVIDE GENERAL DIRECTION FOR
GUIDING THE DECISION MAKING OF ELECTED GOFFICIALS., THE GQOALS
AND GBJECTIVES, HOWEVER, MUST BE FOLLDWED BY MORE SPECIFIC
POLICIES, PROGRAMS, ACTIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND STANDARDS
S0 THAT THE MECHANISMS ARE PRESENT FOR CARRYING QUT THE
ACHIEVEMENT OF THE GODALS.

THE FOLLOWING ARE SPECIFIC POLICIES AND ACTIONS WHICH SHOULD
BE PURSUED BY THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE AND THE CITIZENS
OF THE LOUISVILLE AREA BASED ON THE STATED GOALS AND DOBJECTIVES:

GOAL I: DEVELOP A COMPREHENSIVE, BALANCED, AND INTE-
GRATED BICYCLING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM THAT
SERVES THE BICYCLING NEEDS OF JEFFERSON COUNTY
IN A DIRECT, SAFE, AND CONVENIENT MANNER

OBJECTIVE A: DEQUATELY SERVE A IYP ICYCLE USER

(COMMUTERS, TOURIST ACERS XERCISERS
TILITARIANS, NOVICES XPERTS, ETC.,

POLICIES: . ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF BIKEWAY ROUTES
WHICH ARE INTERCONNECTED, CONTINUOUS, AND
PROVIDE DIRECT ROUTES BETWEEN MAJOR DESTI-
NATIONS AND GENERATORS.

. DEVELOP INFORMATION BROCHURES FOR SPECIFIC
ROUTES WHICH WOULD BE BEST SUITED FOR RACERS,
COMMUTERS, NOVICES, AND CHILDREN.

. PROMOTE ADEQUATE STORAGE FACILITIES FOR
COMMUTERS AT MAJGOR DESTINATIONS SUCH AS
EMPLOYMENT CENTERS, SHOPPING CENTERS,
RECREATION SITES, AND PUBLIC FACILITIES.

. PROVIDE LOW VOLUME TRAFFIC ROUTES FOR NOVICES
AND CHILDREN.

. PROVIDE LONG BIKEWAYS FOR EXERCISERS AND
EXPERTS.
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. PLAN FOR THE PROVISION AND DEVELUOPMENT OF A
VELODROME AND RACEWAY FOR RACERS AND EXPERT
CYCLISTS AS WELL AS FOR PROMOTION OF BICYCLE
SAFETY.

. PROVIDE BIKEWAY LLOOPS THROUGH HISTORIC
DISTRICTS FOR TOURISTS AND SIGHTSEERS.

0BJECTIVE B: M BI I ESSIBILI RESI TIA
EAS, EDUCATIONAL CILITIES, EMPLOYMEN

TERS OPPING CEN S, PARK RECREATION
ND STORIC AREAS

POLICIES: . . PROVIDE SAFE AND CONVENIENT ROUTES WHICH
’ SERVE AND CONNECT RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS
WITH THE ARTERIAL BIKEWAY SYSTEM..

. PROVIDE SAFE AND DIRECT ACCESS TO PARKS,
SCHOOLS, AND EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES WITH
ADEQUATE STORAGE FACILITIES. '

. PROVIDE BIKE ROUTES TO MAJOR EMPLOYMENT
CENTERS AND SHOPPING CENTERS WITH ADEQUATE
 STORAGE FACILITIES AT EACH.

OBJECTIVE C: DEGQUATELY SERVE L _ITYP IcYcC OVEMENTS

{INTER-URBAN, INTER-COMMUNITY, INTER-NEIGHBOR-
HQOD, AND INTRA-NEIGHBORHQGD),

POLICIES: . PROVIDE CONTINUODOUS BIKE RQUTES WHICH SERVE
NEIGHBORHQODS AS WELL AS MAJOR CONNECTORS
BETWEEN COMMUNITIES.

. GIVE PRIORITY TO BIKEWAYS THAT WILL JOIN
SEPARATED PORTIONS OF EXISTING LOUISVILLE
BIKEWAY ROUTES.

. COORDINATE BIKEWAY ROUTES IN JEFFERSON COUNTY
WITH PCOTENTIAL OR EXISTING ROUTES IN INDIANA
AND OTHER KENTUCKY COUNTIES.

. KIPDA sSHOULD WORK WITH CITIZENS AND GOVERN-
MENTAL GROUPS IN ALL COMMUNITIES WITHIN THE
AREA TO COORDINATE BIKEWAY PLANNING AND

N DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS.
OBJECTIVE D: T NTIN SYS
POLICIES: . THE IMPLEMENTING AGENCY SHOULD GIVE PRIORITY

TO THE MARKING OR CONSTRUCTION OF BIKEWAYS
THAT WILL JOINT SEPARATED SEGMENTS OF Louls-
VILLE'S EXISTING BIKEWAYS.



OBUECTIVE E:

PoLiIcIES:

. KIPDA SHOULD ENCOURAGE PUBLIC WORKS AND THE
KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION TO
CONSTRUCT BIKEWAYS IN CONJUNCTION WITH ALL
IMPROVEMENTS ON STREETS DESIGNATED FOR BIKE-
WAY DEVELOPMENT.

. KIPDA sHOULD CODORDINATE WITH PuBLIC WORKS
DEPARTMENTS AND THE KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION ON ALL FUTURE HIGHWAYS AND
BRIDGES THAT ARE PROPOSED AS PART OF THE
TRANSPORTATION PLAN TO ASSURE THAT FUTURE
ROAD PLANS INCORPORATE PROPOSED BIKEWAY
FACILITIES.

. THE SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS SHOULD BE AMENDED
TO REQUIRE THE CONSTRUCTION OR DESIGNATION OF
BIKEWAYS TN ALL NEW DEVELOPMENTS WHERE THEY
WOULD FORM A LOGICAL EXTENSION, CONTINUATION,
OR LINK BETWEEN AN EXISTING OR PROPQOSED BIKE-
WAY .

. THE ADOPTION OF A CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
DESCRIBING A SOURCE OF FUNDS BY THE LOUISVILLE-
JEFFERSON COUNTY TRAFFIC ENGINEERING DEPART-
‘MENT IN COOPERATION WITH THE METROPOLITAN PARK
AND RECREATION BOARD WQULD HELP INSURE A
CONTINUDOUS AND INTERCONNECTED SYSTEM.

MAKE BICYCLE PLANNING AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE
COMPREHENSIVE, MULTI-MODAL , COORDINATED, AND

TCONTINUING METROPODLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

PROCESS .

. THE KIPDA TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE
SHOULD APPOINT QONE OF ITS MEMBERS TO THE
BikewAy COMMITTEE.

. THE BIKEWAY COMMITTEE SHOULD BE DESIGNATED
AS A SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE TRANSPORTATIGON
COORDINATING COMMITTEE AND THE TRANSPORTATION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO MONITOR BIKEWAY PLAN-
NING AND IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES IN LOUIS-
VILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY.

. BIKEWAY PLANNING ACTIVITIES SHOULD BE INCOR-
PORATED INTO THE UNIFIED WORK PROGRAM OF
KIPDA.

. THE BIKEWAY IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM SHOULD BE

INTEGRATED INTO THE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVE-
MENT PROGRAM OF KIPDA.



OBJECTIVE F:

PoLicIES:

OBJECTIVE G:

POLICIES:

OBJUECTIVE H:

POLICIES:

PROVIDE AN ADEQUATE INTERFACE WITH OTHER MODES
OF TRANSPORTATION,

. KIPDA sSHOULD WORK WITH TARC (TRANSIT AUTHORITY
OF RIVER CITY) TO ENCOURAGE AND EEFECT ADE-—
QUATE BIKE PARKING AND STORAGE FACILITIES AT
PARK N' RIDE LOCATIONS WHERE APPROPRIATE.

. KIPDA SHOULD WORK WITH AND ENCOURAGE TARC TO
PROVIDE BIKE TRAILERS ON BUSES WHERE DEMANDS
WARRANT .

HYSICAL B IERS BIC E EL .

. PusBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENTS SHOULD INCORPORATE
CURB CUTS AND SIDEWALKS ALONG PROPOSED BIKE-
WAYS WITH GRATES WHICH RUN PERPENDICULAR TO
THE CURB OR ARE NOT HAZARDQUS TO BICYCLE
TRAVEL WHEN CONTINUING WORK PROGRAMS INVOLVE

STREET GUTTERS OR WHEN A PARTICULAR FACILITY
IN THE BIKEWAY PROGRAM IS FUNDED.

. PuBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENTS AND THE KENTUCKY
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SHOULD INCOR-
PORATE SUFFICIENT WIDTH IN AlLL NEW BRIDGE
, DESIGNS TO ALLOW SAFE CROSSING BY BIKES.

NTEGRATE ANNED AND EXISTIN ACILITIES I
A SYSTEM IN ORDER TO PREVENT THE DUPLICATION OF

EACILITIES.

. KIPDA sSHOULD INCORPORATE THE COMPREHENSIVE
BIKEWAY PLAN FOR LOUISVILLE-~JEFFERSON COUNTY
INTO THE LOUISVILLE METRDPOLITAN TRANSPORTA-
TION PLAN.

. THE LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY PLANNING
CoMMmIssION (LJCPC) SHOULD INCLUDE THE BIKE-
WAY PLAN INTO THE LOUISVILLE~-JEFFERSON COUNTY
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN,

+  LJCPC AND LOCAL. LEGISLATIVE BODIES SHOULD
REVISE SUBDIVISION AND ZONING ORDINANCES IN
JEFFERSON COUNTY TO REQUIRE THE DEVELOPMENT
OF PROPOSED BIKEWAY FACILITIES IN CONFORMANCE
WITH APPROVED STANDARDS WHEN SUCH FACILITIES
APPEAR IN THE COMPREHENSIVE BIKEWAY PLAN.

. KIPDA sHOULD ENCOURAGE DEVELQOPMENT REVIEW

AGENCIES SUCH AS LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERING, THE PuUBLIC



WORKS DEPARTMENT, AND STATE DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION TO REVIEW DEVELOPMENT PLANS TO
ASSURE INTEGRATION OF PROPOSED BIKEWAY FACILI-
TIES AS SET FORTH IN THE COMPREHENSIVE BIKE-

WAY PLAN.
OBJECTIVE I: URAG HE MULTIPLE USE OF PUBLIC RIGHTS—-OF-—
WAY FOR BIKEWAY FACILITIES,
PaLICIES: . KIPDA sSHOULD INCORPORATE THE BIKEwWAY PLAN

INTO THE LOUISVILLE METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTA-
TION PLAN, LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY PLAN-
NING CoMMIssIoN (LJCPCY AND THE LOUISVILLE-
JEFFERSON COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN.

. KIPDA, THE PuBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT AND
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING SHOULD ENCOURAGE THE
KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION TO
INCORPORATE THE BIKEWAY PLAN INTO NEW HIGH-
WAY PROJECTS. '

. KIPDA SHOULD ENCOURAGE INCORPORATION OF THE
BIKEWAY FACILITY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
INTO THE URSANIZED AREA TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AND THE KENTUCKY DEPART-
MENT OF TRANSPORTATION STATEWIDE TRANSPORTA-
TION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM.

. KIPDA aND LJCPC sHOULD ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOP-
MENT OF BIKEWAY FACILITIES IN ACCORDANCE WITH
THE ADOPTED COMPREHENSIVE BIKEWAY PLAN IN
CONJUNCTION WITH OTHER PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS
SUCH AS FLOODWALLS, DRAINAGE DITCH CONSTRUC—
TION, CREEK REALIGNMENTS, AND OTHER FLOOD
PROTECTION PROJECTS, AND UTILITY CONSTRUCTION
PROJECTS.

. WHEN AND IF RAILROAD RIGHTS—0OF—-WAY ARE
ABANDONED, KIPDA SHOULD REVISE THE COMPRE-
HENSIVE BIKEWAY PLAN WHERE APPROPRIATE.

CBJECTIVE J: PROVIDE ADEQUATE SUPPORT FACILITIES FOR BICYCLE

ROUTES .
POLICIES: . FOLLOWING DETAILED DEMAND OR USER INVENTORY,

THE PARK AND RECREATION BOARD SHOULD PROVIDE..
ADEQUATE BICYCLE PARKING, RESTROOM FACILI-
TIES, AND REST AREAS AT KEY RECREATION
FACILITIES ALONG THE BIKEWAY ROUTES.



GOAL II:

OBJECTIVE A:

POLICIES:

. LOCAL GOVERNMENTS SHOULD ENCOURAGE EMPLOYERS
AND PUBLIC AGENCIES TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE
STORAGE FACILITIES AT MAJOR COMMUTER DESTI-
NATION POQINTS AFTER SPECIFIC USER ANALYSIS
INVENTORY HAS BEEN UNDERTAKEN.

. THE PARKS AND RECREATION BOARD SHOULD
INVESTIGATE THE POSSIBLE PROVISION OF
BICYCILLE RENTAL CONCESSIONS AT MAJOR PARKS
AND TOURIST ATTRACTIONS.

. KIPDA sSHOULD PUBLISH DETAILED MAPS, AT THE
CONCLUSION OF THE STUDY, OF SPECIFIC ROUTES
SHOWING THE LOCATION OF ATTRACTIONS AND
FACILITIES ALONG THE WAY.

MAKE BICYCLING SAFER IN JEFFERSON COUNTY

LOP A BIKEWA STEM THAT WILL NIMIZE ]

THE EXTENT FEASIBLE, THE TRAFFIC FLOW CONFLICTS
TWEEN BIC SIS AND MOTORISTS, BICYCLISTS AND

BEDESTRIANS, AND BICYCLISTS AND OTHER BICYCLISTS,

. THE BIKEWAY PLAN AND THE IMPLEMENTING AGENCY
SHOULD PROVIDE PHYSICAL SEPARATION BETWEEN
BICYCLES AND MOTORISTS WHEN DICTATED BY WIDTH,
TRAFFIC VOLUMES, SPEED, OR BICYCLE DEMAND.

. THE GUIDELINES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF BIKEWAYS
PREPARED BY THE KENTUCKY DIVISION OF TRANS-
PORTATION AND ADDITIONAL STANDARDS RECOMMENDED
IN THE BIKEWAY PLAN SHOWULD BE USED BY IMPLE-
MENTING AGENCIES FOR THE DESIGN AND CONSTRUC-
TION OF ALL BIKEWAYS.

. THE BIKEWAY PLAN SHOULD REQUIRE BIKEWAYS ON
THE STREETS TO BE ONE-~-WAY SO THAT BICYCLISTS
WILL RIDE WITH THE FLOW OF TRAFFIC,.

. THE BIKEWAY PLAN SHOULD PROVIDE BIKEWAYS ON
BOTH SIDES OF A STREET EXCEPT IN THE CASE CF
ONE—-WAY STREETS.

. THE PRESENT ORDINANCE PROHIBITING THE USE OF
SIDEWALKS BY BICYCLISTS SHOULD BE AMENDED TO
PERMIT THE DESIGNATION OF PARTICULAR SIDEWALKS
AS BIKEWAYS AND TO PERMIT THE. USE OF ANY SIDE-
WALK BY BICYCLISTS UNLESS DESIGNATED AS OFF
LIMITS TO BICYCLISTS.
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UBJECTIVE B:

POLICIES:

OBJECTIVE C:

POLICIES:

OBJECTIVE D:

POLICIES:

. LJCPC sHOuULD, THROUGH THE USE OF SUBDIVISION
REGULATIONS AND PLAN REVIEW, ENCOURAGE STREET
DESIGNS IN NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS THAT
DISCOURAGE FAST MOVING THROUGH TRAFFIC.

INCREASE MOTORIST AND PEDESTRIAN KNOWLEDGE OF
THEIR APPROPRIATE RELATIONSHIP TO THE BICYCLIST
N_TRAFFIC W, OF BI 1ST OPERATING CHARACE

IERISTICS, AND BICYCLIST'S RIGHTS.

. THE STATE BUREAU OF VEHICLE REGULATION,
DivisioN oF DRIVER LICENSE, SHOULD AMEND THE
DRIVERS MANUAL AND THE MOTOR VEHICLE OPERA-
TOR'S LICENSE EXAMINATION TO INCLUDE QUESTIONS
ON BICYCLE SAFETY AND MOTORISTS RESPONSIBILITY
TO BICYCLISTS IN TRAFFIC, AND VICE VERSA.

. USE NEWSPAPER, TELEVISION, AND RADIO COVERAGE
TO INFORM MOTORISTS, CYCLISTS, AND PEDESTRIANS
OF THE BIKE SAFETY RULES,.

INCREASE THE BICYCLIST'S KNOWLEDGE QF SAFE
ICYC o ATIO QF _THEIR PROPER P E_IN

IRAFFIC FLOW.

. THE JEFFERSON COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION
SHOULD ENCOURAGE AND EXPAND THE BICYCLE
SAFETY EDUCATION PROGRAM IN THE PUBLIC
sSCHOOLS.

. THE BIKEWAY COMMITTEE SHOULD ENCOURAGE SAFETY
EDUCATION AND REGISTRATION PROGRAMS BY SERVICE
cilLuBs, THE PUBLIC DEPARTMENT, AND BICYCLE
cLuss.,

. THE BIKEWAY COMMITTEE SHOULD SPONSOR NEWS-—
PAPER, TELEVISION, AND RADIO SPOT ANNOUNCE-
MENTS ON SAFE BICYCLING RULES.

. THE BIKEWAY COMMITTEE SHOULD ENCOURAGE THE
FORMATION OF BICYCLE CLUBS THAT PROMOTE SAFE
CYCLING.

BIVE ADEQUATE CONSIDERATION TO THE SAFETY OF THE
BICYCLIST IN THE DESTIGN AND CAONSTRUCTION GOF
PuslL.IC WORKS IMPROVEMENTS. SAFETY INCLUDES THE
REDUCTION OR PREVENTION OF HARM FROM FIXED
EFEATURES 0OF THE BIKEWAY AND FROM OTHER INDIVID-

VALS.

. EAchH PuBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT SHOULD CONSIDER
THE SAFETY OF BICYCLISTS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION
OF PROJECTS UNDER THEIR DIRECTION.



. PuBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENTS SHOULD DEVELOP A
PROGRAM TO REPLACE PARALLEL STORM GRATES
WITH GRATES WHICH DO NOT PRESENT A HAZARD TO
CYCLIST,

. THE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT SHOULD
REVIEW THE SIGN LOCATION STANDARDS TO SEE
THAT THEY DO NOT PRESENT A HAZARD TO CYCLISTS.

. PuBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENTS SHOULD DEVELOP A
PROGRAM TO CONSTRUCT CURB CUTS BETWEEN THE
SIDEWALK AND STREET AT NEW CONSTRUCTICN SITES
DR AT THE TIME OF ROUTE DESIGNATION.

. THE BikEWAY COMMITTEE SHOULD DRAFT AND RECOM-
MEND AN ORDINANCE REQUIRING CURB CUTS BETWEEN
STREET AND SIDEWALK AT ALL NEW CONSTRUCTION
SITES IN THE COMMUNITY.

OBJECTIVE £ INCREASE ENFORCEMENT OF TRAFFIC LAWS RELATING TQ
THE BICYCLISTS, THE MOTORIST ND THE PEDESTRIAN.

POLICIES: . INVESTIGATE THE INSTITUTION GF PEER COURT
'ENFORCEMENT SYSTEM AT THE GRAMMAR SCHOOL
LEVEL FOR YOUTH OFFENDERS WHO RECEIVE TRAFFIC
CITATIONS. OSCHOOL CROSSING GUARDS AND STU-
DENTS WOULD FORM THE COURT SYSTEM.

. ENCOURAGE THE POLICE DEPARTMENT TO ENFORCE
THE LAW RELATING TO BICYCLISTS AND MOTORISTS

EQUALLY.
OBJECTIVE F: MPROVE THE MAINTENANCE (INCLUDING SURFEACE
SIGNING D DEBRIS REM F BICYCLE ROUTES.
POLICIES: . DEFINE CLEARLY WHO GR WHAT AGENCY IS RESPONSI-

BLE FOR SIKEWAY MAINTENANCE.
DBJECTIVE G CE S AFE! ZARD BICYCLE ROUTE

POLICIES: ‘ . PuBLIc WORKS DEPARTMENTS, TRAFFIC ENGINEERING
AND THE KENTUCKY DEFARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
SHOULD PROVIDE SPECIAL LIGHTING ON BIKE ROUTES
TOQ AUGMENT EXISTING STREET LLIGHTING AS SUG-—
N GESTED IN THE DESIGN STANDARDS.

.  ENCOURAGE THE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

TO REVIEW THE SIGN LOCATION STANDARDS TO SEE
THAT THEY DO NOT PRESENT A HAZARD TO CYCLISTS.



0BJECTIVE H:

POLICIES

GOAL III:

OBUECTIVE A:

POLICIES:

. ENCOURAGE PUBLIC WORKS AND SANITATION DEPART-
MENTS TO PROVIDE INCREASED MAINTENANCE OF
BIKEWAYS TO KEEP THEM FREE OF GLASS, LOOSE
GRAVEL AND SAND, AND POTHOLES WHERE IT MAY
BECOME A PROBLEM.

. ENCOURAGE PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENTS TO REPLACE
PARALLEL DRAIN GRATES WITH GRATES WHICH ARE
NOT A HAZARD TO THE CYCLIST WHERE PuUBLIC
WORKS PROJECTS ARE IMPLEMENTED ALONG THE
PROPOSED BIKEWAY FACILITIES OR FUNDING IS
PROVIDED FOR DEVELOPMENT OF SUCH A BIKEWAY
FACILITY.

ENCOURAGE THE USE OF ADEQUATE SAFETY EQUIPMENT

BY THE BICYCLIST, THE MAINTENANCE OF THE BICYCLE

IN _SAFE WORKING ORDER, AND THE USE OF PROPERLY
GNED 81 LES.

. THE BIikeEwAYy COMMITTEE SHOULD ENCOURAGE THE
JEFFERSON COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION TO EXPAND
THE BICYCLE SAFETY PROGRAM IN THE PUBLIC
SCHOOLS .

. THE BIKEWAY COMMITTEE SHOULD PROMOTE AND

ENCOURAGE SERVICE cLuBS, PTA's, COLLEGES,

AND POLICE ORGANIZATIONS TO CONDUCT BICYCLING
EVENTS FOR THE PURPOSES OF BICYCLE REGISTRA-
TION AND TEACHING SAFE BICYCLING.

. KIPDA sHOQULD ENCOURAGE THE CITY AND COUNTY TO
AMEND THE TRAFFIC CODE OF LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON
COUNTY TO INCLUDE THE PROPER SAFETY EQUIPMENT
REGUIRED ON BICYCLES.

INSURE THE EFFICIENT AND EFFECTIVE UTILIZATION
OF RESOURCES TO SERVE THE BICYCLING NEEDS OF
THE COMMUNITY

ROVIDE AN ADEQUATE LEVEL OF FUNDING FOR BICYCLE
FACILITY CONSTRUCTION AND COPERATION,

. KIPDA SHOULD INVESTIGATE PUBLIC ATTITUDE
TOWARD AND POTENTIAL REVENUES FROM AN ANNUAL
BICYCLE LICENSING AND REGISTRATION FEE. THE
FEES COLLECTED SHOULD BE USED FIRST TO OFFSET
THE COST OF INITIATING THE LICENSING AND
REGISTRATION PROGRAM AND THEN FOR THE EXCLU-
SIVE USE OF BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS AND CONSTRUC-
TION,



. LOCAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD USE THE FUNDS COLLECTED
8Y BICYCLE REGISTRATION FEES AS THE L.0OCAL SHARE
FOR MATCHING WITH BUREAU OF DUTDOOR RECREATION
(BOR), AND FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
- (FHWA) FUNDS.

. BICYCLE IMPROVEMENT COSTS SHOULD BE INCOR-
PORATED INTO THE METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT
GENERAL BUDGETS.

. THE LOCAL UNITS OF GOVERNMENT SHOULD COMNSIDER
REQUESTING THE STATE LEGISLATURE TO SET ASIDE
A PORTIGN (1,2 TO 1 PERCENT) OF THE STATE
GASOLINE SALES TAX FOR USE ON BIKEWAY
FACILITIES, CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE.
THIS WOULD ASSURE A CONTINUED SOURCE 9F
INCOME FROM A KNOWN SOURCE. IT wouLD ALSO
BE APPLIED TO A FACILITY WHICH IS DESIGNED
TO RELIEVE ROAD CONGESTION,.

. LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY SHOULD ENCOURAGE
THE GOVERNOR TG CONTINUE ALLOCATING STATE
FUNDS FOR BIKEWAY DEVELUOPMENT.
JBJECTIVE B INTEGRATE CITIZENS, INTEREST GROUPS, AND BIKEWAY
ER NTD _THE PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT ' PRO-~

GRAMMING DECISTION-MAKING PHASES,

POLICIES: . KIPDA sSHOULD RETAIN AND STRENGTHEN THE BIKE-
' wAY COMMITTEE BEYOND THE LENGTH QF THE STUDY
PERIOD TO HELP COORDINATE COMMUNITY AWARENESS
AND EDUCATICN PROGRAMS, AND TO MAINTAIN A
HIGH LEVEL OF INTEREST IN THE PROGRAM.

. 0ONE YEAR FRCOM IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STUDY
RECOMMENDATIONS, KIPDA SHOUOULD CONDUCT SURVEYS
OF BIKE USERS AND THE GENERAL PUBLIC TO
DETERMINE THE EFFECTS OF PUBLICITY AND
ATTITUDES TOWARD BICYCLING.

. KIPDA SHOULD ENCOURAGE THE TRANSPORTATION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO APPOINT A MEMBER TO
THE BIKEWAY COMMITTEE.

OBJECTIVE C: DEVELOP GUIDELINES FOR THE EFFECTIVE EXPENDITURE
OF LIMITED BIKEWAY FUNDS FOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT.

POLICIES: . THE LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSUON COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING SHOULD BE DESIGNATED AS
THE COORDINATING AGENCY FOR ALL BIKEWAY
CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE PROJECTS BY
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GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES AND KIPDA SHOULD BE
DESIGNATED THE COORDINATING AGENCY FOR ALL
LONG~RANGE PLANNING ASSOCIATED WITH THE
BIKEWAY PLAN.

. KIPDA sSHOULD CREATE AND ANNUALLY UPDATE A
BICYCLE FACILITIES CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM.

. KIPDA sSHOULD REVIEW AND UPDATE, AT LEAST
EVERY FIVE YEARS, THE LONG-RANGE BICYCLE
FACILITIES PROGRAM.

OBJECTIVE ﬁ: INSURE _THE QQDBD;NATED DEVELOPMENT AND MAINTE-
. NANCE OF THE BIKEWAY SYSTEM AND SUPPORT FACT{L I~

IIES.

POLICIES: . LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY SHOULD ENCOURAGE
' AN INDIVIDUAL OR DIVISION WITHIN THE TRAFFIC
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT TO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR
COORDINATING AND CARRYING OUT MAINTENANCE
AND DEVELOPMENT OF BIKEWAYS ALONG STREET
RIGHT-OF-WAY.

. ESTABLISH CLEAR RESPONSIBILITY WITHIN THE
DEPARTMENTS OF SANITATION, PUBLIC WORKS AND
PARKS AND‘RECREATIDN FOR MAINTENANCE OF
BIKEWAYS.

OBJECTIVE E. ENCOURAGE THE INTEGRATED DEVELOPMENT OF BICYCLE

EACILITIES IN CONJUNCTION WITH PUBLIC WORKS AND
PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT,

POLICIES: . LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY SHOULD ENCOURAGE
THAT AN INDIVIDUAL QR DIVISION WITH THE
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT BE RESPONSIBLE
FOR CARRYING QOUT DEVELOPMENT, AND MAINTENANCE
OF BIKEWAYS IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE PLANS AND
STANDARDS.

. LJCPC sHOULD RECOMMEND AND LOCAL LEGISLATIVE
- BODIES SHOULD ADOPT REVISED SUBDIVISION AND
ZONING REGULATIONS THAT REQUIRE THE DEVELOP-
MENT OF BIKEWAY ROUTES AND STORAGE FACILITIES
IN NEW PRIVATE DEVELOPMENTS, SUCH AS SHOPPING
CENTERS AND LARGE SCALE RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS
WHEN BICYCLE ROUTES AND STORAGE FACILITIES
ARE IDENTIFIED OR ARE LOGICAL EXTENSIONS OF
THE PROPOSED ROUTE SYSTEM AS IDENTIFIED IN
THE ADOPTED COMPREHENSIVE BICYCLE PLAN FOR
LOUISVILLE~-JEFFERSON COUNTY.



OpJECTIVE F:

POLICIES:

GOAL IV:

OBJECTIVE A:

POLICIES:

UOBJECTIVE B:

POLICIES:

DEVELOP GUIDELINES FOR EFFICIENT MAINTENANCE OF
ICYCLE ILITIES., |

., ENCOURAGE THE APPOINTMENT OF AN INDIVIDUAL OR
DIVISION WITH THE PuBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT,
SANITATICON DEPARTMENT, AND PARKS AND RECREA-
TION DEPARTMENT TO CARRY OUT ROUTINE MAINTE-
NANCE.

. THE SANITATION AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENTS
SHOULD DEVELGOP MAINTENANCE SCHEDULES FOR
SWEEPING STREETS AND GUTTERS ON MARKED BIKE
ROUTES. ' .

IMPROVE THE RIDING ENVIRONMENT TO ENCOURAGE THE
USE OF THE BICYCLE BY INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS .

DEVELO# A DIRECT, CONTINUGUS BIKEWAY SYSTEM.

. KIPDA AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS SHOULD GIVE
PRIORITY TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF BIKEWAYS
THAT WILL LINK UP SEPARATED PORTIONS OF THE
EXISTING SYSTEM.

. KIPDA AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS SHOULD GIVE
PRIORITY TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF BIKEWAYS THAT
SERVE INTENSELY USED COMMUTER ROUTES.

. TRAFFIC ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPART-
MENTS SHOULD REQUIRE THE CONSTRUCTION OF
BIKEWAYS IN CONJUNCTION WITH ALL IMPROVE-
MENTS OF STREETS DESIGNATED FOR BIKEWAY
DEVELOPMENT.

NCREAS ICYCLING COMFOR ND CONVENIENCE THR H
THE PROVISION OF ADEQUATE SUPPORT FACILITIES SUCH

AS RACKS, LOCKERS, SHOWERS, RESTROOMS, REST STOPS,
TELS, ETC.

. THE LJCPC AND LDCAL GOVERNMENTS SHOULD CONSIDER
AMENDING THE ZONING AND SUBDIVISION ORDINANCES
OF LOVISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY TO REQUIRE
BICYCLE PARKING AND STORAGE FACILITIES FOR NEW
LARGE-SCALE COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, OR RESI-
DENTIAL PROJECTS WHICH ARE ANTICIPATED TO
GENERATE A LARGE NUMBER OF BICYCLE RIDERS AND
WHEN SUCH FACILITIES ARE RECOMMENDED IN THE
COMPREHENSIVE BICYCLE FACILITY PLAN,



« LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY SHOULD ENCOURAGE
THE INSTALLATION OF PARKING STORAGE FACILITIES
AT ALL PUBLIC BUILDINGS WITH HIGH EMPLOYMENT
OR PATRONAGE AFTER QUANTIFYING THE DEMAND FOR
PARKING.

. THE JEFFERSON COUNTY BQARD OF EDUCATIDN SHOULD
INSTALL BICYCLE PARKING AND STCORAGE FACILITIES
AT SCHOOLS AFTER QUALIFYING THE DEMAND.

. LJCPC AND LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODIES SHOULD CON-—
SIDER AN AMENDMENT TO THE PARKING REQUIREMENTS
FOR COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, AND RESIDENTIAL
USES WHEN IT CAN BE DEMONSTRATED THAT THE
PROVISION OF BICYCLE STORAGE FACILITIES WILL
REDUCE THE DEMAND FOR AUTOMOBILE PARKING

SPACE,
OBJECTIVE C: R E INTENANCE QF BI1 R ES,
POLICIES: . LDUIsSVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY SHOULD REQUIRE

THAT AN INDIVIDUAL OR DIVISION WITH PusLIC
WORKS, RECREATION, OR TRAFFIC ENGINEERING

"BE ASSIGNED THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR COORDINATING
AND CARRYING OUT MAINTENANCE ALONG BIKEWAYS.

v

UBJECTIVE D: PROVIDE AN ADEQUATE TNTERFACE WITH OTHER MODES
QF TRANSPORTATION,

POLICIES: . KIPDA sHOULD WORK WITH THE METROPOLITAN TRANS-
PORTATION STUDY AND THE VARIDUS TRANSIT
COMPANIES TO PROVIDE STORAGE AND LOCKER
FACILITIES WHERE APPROPRIATE.

. ENCOURAGE THE INCORPORATION OF BIKEWAYS INTO
PROPOSED STATE AND LOCAL RUOAD PROJECTS WHERE
BIKEWAYS ARE PROPOSED IN THE BIKEWAY PLAN.

OBJECTIVE E: R E _PHY RRIERS T I E T EL .

POLICIES: . PusLIC WORKS AND THE KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION SHOULD PROVIDE SPECIAL LIGHTING
ON BIKE ROUTES TO AUGMENT EXISTING STREET
LIGHTING WHERE HEAVY BICYCLE TRAFFIC EXISTS,
WHERE NIGHTTIME ACTIVITIES EXIST, AND WHERE
BICYCLING MAY BE AN IMPORTANT MODE OF TRAVEL,
OR WHERE BICYCLING IS A SIGNIFICANT ACTIVITY.
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OBJECTIVE F3

POLICIES:

OBJECTIVE G

POLICIES:

. ENCOURAGE PUBLIC WORKS TO PROVIDE INCREASED
MAINTENANCE OF BIKEWAYS TO KEEP THEM FREE GF
GLASS, LOOSE GRAVEL AND SAND, AND POTHOLES
WHERE IT MAY BECOME A PROBLEM.

. ENCOURAGE PUBLIC WORKS TO PROVIDE CURB CUTS
AT SIDEWALK INTERSECTIONS AND REPLACE PARALLEL
DRAIN GRATES WITH GRATES WHICH ARE NOT A
HAZARD TO THE CYCLIST WHEN PUBLiIiC WORKS
PROJECTS ARE IMPLEMENTED ALONG THE PROPOSED
BIKEWAY FACILITIES OR FUNDING IS PROVIDED
FOR DEVELOPMENT OF SUCH A BIKEWAY FACILITY.

PROVIDE ADEQUATE INFORMATION ON BICYCLE FACILI-
IES TO THE PUBLIC.

. KIPDA sSHOULD PUBLISH DETAILED FLYER MAPS WITH
- INFORMATION ON BIKE ROUTES, REST FACILITIES,
RULLES OF THE ROAD, SERVICE SHOPS AND POINTS
OF INTEREST FOR COMMUTERS AND TOURISTS.

. KIPDA wITH THE HELP OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
SHOULD SOLICIT PUBLIC SERVICE ANNCOQUNCEMENTS ON
. TELEVISION, NEWSPAPER, AND RADIO CONCERNING
. NEW BIKEWAYS IN THE LOUISVILLE AREA.

. THE BIKEWAY COMMITTEE SHOULD SOLICIT PUBLIC
SERVICE ANNOUNCEMENTS ON TELEVISION, NEWS-
PAPER, AND RADIO CONCERNING NEW BIKEWAYS IN
THE LOUISVILLE AREA.

ENCOURAGE ACTIONS TO PROMOTE THE USE gOF THE
BICYCLE.

. THE BIKEWAY COMMITTEE SHOULD SPONSOR AND
PROMOTE A 'RIDE-A-BIKE' DAY TO ENCOURAGE ALL
RESIDENTS, PUBLIC OFFICIALS, AND CHILDREN
TO RIDE A BIKE TO WORK, TO SCHOOL, OR TO PLAY.

. THE BIKEwWAY COMMITTEE SHOULD ENCOURAGE
BICYCLE CLUBS WHICH PROMOTE SAFE CYCLING.

. THE BIKEWAY COMMITTEE SHOULD ENCOURAGE THE
JEFFERSON COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD TO IMPLEMENT
BICYCLE SAFETY EDUCATION IN THE ELEMENTARY
AND MIDDLE SCHODL GRADES.



OBJECTIVE H:

POLICIES:

GOAL V:

OBJECTIVE A:

POLICIES:

OBJECTIVE B:

POLICIES:

UBJECTIVE C:

POLICIES:

EDU HE IMPACT O DVERSE EN ENTA
CONDITIONS ON BICYCLING,

. FOLLOWING THE COMPLETION OF THE BIKEWAY STUDY,
KIPDA sSHOULD ADOPT AND RECOMMEND TO. LOUIS-
VILLE~JEFFERSON COUNTY THE ADOPTION OF THE
BIKEWAY STUDY AS A TOOL FOR THE CREATION OF
THE BIKEWAY SYSTEM AND THE CONTINUED IMPLE-
MENTATION OF THE PROGRAM.

IMPROVE BICYCLE SECURITY

VIDE ADEQUATE BICYCLING, PARKIN B E
FACILITIES TO DETER THEFT.

. LJCPC AND KIPDA SHOULD ENCDURAGE THE INSTAL-
LATION OF STORAGE AND PARKING FACILITIES AT
ALL NEW COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, AND RESIDEN-
IAL DEVELOPMENTS AFTER ANALYSIS OF BICYCLE
PARKING DEMAND ESTIMATES.

GIVE CONSIDERATION TGO SECURITY IN THE LOCATION
OF BICYCLE PARKING AND STORAGE FACILITIES.

. KIPDA AND THE BIKEWAY COMMITTEE SHOULD UNDER-

" TAKE A DETAILED ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION OF
THE VARIOUS SECURITY DEVICES OFFERED ON THE
MARKET .

. LJCPC, WITH THE ASSISTANCE OF THE BIKEWAY
COMMITTEE, SHOULD MAINTAIN AN INVENTORY OF
ACCEPTABLE SECURITY DEVICES AND DESIGN
STANDARDS FOR EASY REFERENCE TO BUILDERS AND
DEVELOPERS.

IMPROVE THE ABILITY TO IDENTIFY ALl BICYCLES AND
ITHEIR OWNERS.

. LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY SHOULD INITIATE A
BICYCLE REGISTRATION AND LICENSING PROGRAM TO
HELP DETER THEFT AND AID IN RECOVERY.

. LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY SHOULD RECOMMEND
AND ENCOURAGE A STATE-WIDE BICYCLE REGISTRA-
TION AND LICENSING PROGRAM. .

. THE BikeEwAy COMMITTEE SHOULD ENCOURAGE

BICYCLE CLUBS AND CIVIC ORGANIZATIONS TO
SPONSDOR REGISTRATION AND LLICENSING PROGRAMS.



ONG—-RANGE BIKEWAY A NATIVES

THE PURPOSE OF THE LONG-RANGE BIKEWAY PLAN IS TO DEVELOP AN
ARTERIAL BIKEWAY ROUTING SCHEME FOR THE LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON
COUNTY AREA. SUCH A PLAN IS DESIGNED TO IDENTIFY THE MAJOR
CORRIDOR LOCATIONS AND THE SUGGESTED TYPE OF BIKEWAY BASED ON
THE DESIGN STANDARDS. THE ROUTING SCHEMES IN ALL CASES ATTEMPT
TO PROVIDE RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES, AS WELL AS OTHER MEAN-—
INGFUL TRIPS, BY LINKING MAJOR EMPLOYMENT CENTERS, RECREATION,
SHOPPING, AND EDUCATION FACILITIES IN THE URBAN AREA. EAcH
SCHEME IS DESIGNED TO PROVIDE THE CYCLIST WITH A DIRECT, SAFE,
AND PLEASANT ROUTE IN WHICH TO USE THE BICYCLE. THE ALTERNAT-
TIVES DO NOT ATTEMPT TO IDENTIFY EVERY POSSIBLE NEIGHBORHOOD
ROUTE, BUT RATHER ATTEMPT TO LINK NEIGHBORHOODS IN A CONTINUOUS
AND INTERCONNECTED SYSTEM.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE LONG-RANGE BIKEWAY ALTERNATIVES INVOLVED
CONSIDERABLE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE BIKEWAY COMMITTEE AND THE
CONSULTANT. THREE DISTINCTIVE LONG-RANGE CONCEPTS WERE
DEVELOPED. EACH WAS DESIGNED TO FULFILL VARYING ASPECTS OF
BIKEWAY DEVELOPMENT BASED ON A VARIANCE IN BIKEWAY TYPES. IN
ADDITION, THE CRITERIA FOR THE SELECTION AND EVALUATION OF
ALTERNATIVE BIKEWAY CONCEPTS WERE PRESENTED TO THE COMMITTEE
FOR THEIR REVIEW AND APPROVAL.

 THE FOLLOWING IS A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF EACH LONG-RANGE BIKEWAY
ALTERNATIVE WITH A BREAKDDWN_BY CLASS OF THE ESTIMATED MILEAGE:

ALTERNATIVE A: ALTERNATIVE A PROPOSES THE UTILIZATION OF PRI-
MARILY EXISTING STREETS AND ROAD RIGHTS-OF-WAY FOR THE DESIG-
NATION OF CLASS II AND CLASs III BIKEWAYS. SOME OF THE
ADVANTAGES OF THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE:

- COMPARED TO THE COST OF PROVIDING CLASS I AND CLASS
Il BIKEWAYS, THE COST IS RELATIVELY LOW.

. THE DESIGNATION OR DEVELOPMENT OF NEW ROUTES IS NOT
DEPENDENT ON OUTSIDE FORCES OR ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF
ASSOCIATED PROJECTS.

SOME OF THE DISADVANTAGES ARE:

s MANY RESIDENTIAL THROUGH STREETS ARE EXTREMELY NARROW
AND FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUMES MAY NECESSITATE RELOCATING
ROUTES.

. THE VARIETY OF NEW AND DIFFERENT ROUTES IS LACKING.
ANY RESIDENTIAL STREET MIGHT QUALIFY FOR A BIKE ROUTE.

. FUTURE EXPANSION OF THE SYSTEM IS DEPENDENT PRIMARILY
ON RESIDENTIAL STREETS.



. THERE ARE GREATER OPPORTUNITIES FOR CONFLICTS WITH
’ AUTOMOBILE TRAFFIC AND LESS PROTECTION FOR RIDERS.

. ROUTES ARE SOMEWHAT MORE CIRCUITOUS IN ORDER TUO ARRIVE
AT SAFE CONTINUGQUS ROUTES.

ALTERNATIVE A PROPOSES 270 MILES OF BIKE ROUTES. 0OF THIS TOTAL,
11 MILES ARE CLASS I, 111 MILES ARE CLASS II AND IIP, AND 149
MILES ARE CLAss [II.

ALTERNATIVE B: ALTERNATIVE B PROPOSES THE UTILIZATION OF POTEN-
TIAL CLASS I ROUTES AS A MAJOR CONSIDERATION IN THE DEVELOPMENT
OF THE LONG-RANGE BIKEWAY SYSTEM. SOME OF THE MAJOR POTENTIAL
CLASS I CORRIDORS ARE AS FOLLOWS:

. THE BEARGRASS CREEK FROM EvA BANDMAN PARK TO THE MALL
AT SHELBYVILLE RoAD AND I-264.

. SOUTHERN PARKWAY FRDM-TAYLOR BOULEVARD NORTH TO
OAKDALE AVENUE.

. SOUTHERN DITCH FROM JUTER LOOP SOUTHWESTWARD TOWARD
DIXIE HIGHWAY.

. FIsHPOOL CREEK FRCM FARMAN PARK PLAYGROUND NORTH TO
SOUTHERN DITCH.

. NORTHERN DITCH FROM FERN VALLEY ROAD TO ITS INTER-
SECTION WITH SOUTHERN DITCH.

. Bic RUN FROM DIXIE HIGHWAY NORTH TO CANE RUN AND CAMP
GROUND RoaD.

SOME OF THE ADVANTAGES OF THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE:

. CLASS I BIKEWAYS ALONG DRAINAGE DITCHES MAY BE CAPABLE
OF BEING CONSTRUCTED AT A REDUCED SAVINGS SINCE THE
RIGHT~OF-WAY IS ALREADY IN PUBLIC OWNERSHIP.

. THE RIGHT-OF~WAY ALONG THE DRAINAGE DITCHES IS OF
SUFFICIENT SIZE AND QUALITY TO PRESENT MINIMAL CON-
STRUCTION PROBLEMS AND UNOBSTRUCTED BIKEWAYS.

. THE BIKEWAYS INTERCONNECT NEIGHBORHOODS AND COMMUNITIES.

. THE BIKEWAYS PERMIT LONG, SCENIC AND SAFE RIDING FREE
FROM VEHICULAR TRAFFIC, EXCEPT AT CROSS STREETS.



. THE BIKEWAYS UTILIZE JQINT DEVELOPMENT OF PUBLIC
PROPERTY . ’

. THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE BIKEWAY COULD ENCOURAGE VISUAL
IMPROVEMENT OF SOME OF THE AREAS WITH LANDSCAPING.

SOME OF THE DISADVANTAGES ARE:

. CONSTRUCTION COSTS WOULD BE HIGHER THAN CLAss II oR
III ANP THEREFORE MIGHT TAKE LONGER TO SECURE THE
NEEDED FUNDS, THUS POSTPONING NEEDED BIKEWAYS.

. BIKEWAYS WOULD BE (IN SOME CASES) SOMEWHAT REMOVED
FROM EMERGENCY HELP.

. BIKEWAYS ARE SOMEWHAT REMOVED FROM MAIN CONCENTRATIONS
CF PEOPLE.

. NECESSARY FUNDING LEVELS MAY BE MORE DEPENDENT ON
FEDERAL OR STATE OR LOCAL TAXATION METHODS.

ALTERNATIVE B PROPUSES 315 MILES OF BIKEWAYS. OF THIS TOTAL,
75 MILES ARE CLASS I, 87 MILES ARE CLAsSs II AnND IIP, AND 133
MILES ARE (CrLAss III.

ALTERNATIVE C: ALTERNATIVE C PROPOSES THE UTILIZATION OF PRO=-
POSED ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR RDAD IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE DEVELOP-
MENT OF CrLAss II AND CLaAass I1I BIKEWAYS. THE RDAD IMPROVEMENT
PROJECTS ARE FROM THE LOUISVILLE METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSPORTA-
TION STUDY COMPLETED IN 196%9. THE FINAL CLASS DETERMINATION
WOULD BE MADE AT THE ROAD DESIGN STAGE. SOME OF THE ADVANTAGES
TO THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE:

. JOINT USE OF PLANNED PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE
DEVELOPMENT OF BIKEWAYS.

. DEVELOPMENT OF RELATIVELY SAFE BIKEWAYS ALONG MAJOR
DESIRE TRAVEL LINES.

. A SIGNIFICANT COST SAVINGS BY INCORPORATING BIKEWAYS
INTD EARLY PHASE OF ROAD DESIGN RATHER THAN ADDING
AT A LATER DATE.

. BIKEWAYS PERMIT INTERCONNECTION OF NEIGHBORHOODS AND
CONTINUQUS ROUTES THROUGH THE COMMUNITY.

. BIKEWAY DEVELOPMENT ALONG FPROPOSED ARTERIALS MAY BE

USEFUL IN UPGRADING THE AESTHETIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY OF THE AREA IT TRAVERSES.
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SOME OF THE DISADVANTAGES ARE:

. PROPOSED ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS AND THEREFORE BIKEWAY
ROUTES ARE SUBJECT TO LONG—RANGE PROGRAMMING AND
CONTROL BY QUTSIDE FORCES, SUCH AS HIGHWAY DEPART-
MENTS AND FEDERAL FINANCING.

ALTERNATIVE C PROPOSES 320 MILES OF BIKEWAYS. OF THIS TOTAL,

21 MILES ARE CLASS I, 175 MILES ARE CLASS II AND IIP, AND 124
MILES ARE CLass III.



E OR. T LECTION _OF TERNATIVES

IN ORDER TO ASSESS THE RELATIVE MERITS OF ANY SEGMENT OR COM-
PLETE ALTERNATIVE BIKEWAY SCHEME IN THE INITIAL PLANNING STAGES,
AS WELL AS IN THE FUTURE, EVALUATION CRITERIA HAVE BEEN
DEVELOPED. THE CRITERIA STATEMENTS WERE DEVELODPED 8Y THE
CONSULTANT BASED ON THE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES APPROVED BY THE
BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE, THE RECOMMENDED POLICIES, AND
RECOGNTZED AND ACCEPTED TRENDS IN THE SELECTION AND USE OF
BIKEWAY ROUTES. THE CRITERIA WERE ALSO DEVELOPED ON THE
BASIS OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED LAND USE PATTERNS, FUTURE
TRANSPORTATION PLANS, POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AND FUNDING
SOURCES, IMPROVEMENT TO URBAN AESTHETICS, SERVICE TO MAJOR
ACTIVITY AND EMPLOYMENT CENTERS, AND JOINT USE OF LINEAR
CORRIDORS AND PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS.

THE SEVEN CRITERIA STATEMENTS WERE WEIGHTED BY THE CONSULTANT
WITH THE SAME RELATIVE RANKING AS THE FIVE GOAL STATEMENTS
SELECTED BY THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE. THE CRITERIA.
STATEMENTS WERE GIVEN A TOTAL VALUE SCORE OF 70 POINTS.

THE FOLLOWING ARE THE CRITERIA AND THE WEIGHTS SELECTED BY
THE CONSULTANT FOR USE IN EVALUATING THE ALTERNATIVES:

. BIKEWAYS SHOULD SERVE RECREATION AND UTILITY
TRANSPORTATION NEEDS BY LINKING PARKS, AND
OTHER RECREATION FACILITIES, SHOPPING CENTERS,
SCHOOLS, EMPLOYMENT CENTERS, PUBLIC FACILI-
TIES, AND POINTS OF HISTORICAL OR LOCAL
INTEREST. {18)

. BIKEWAYS SHOULD BE CONTINUQUS AND INTER-
CONNECTED AS POSSIBLE TO PROVIDPE FOR THE
NEEDS OF ALL TYPES OQOF CYCLISTS AND TO
CREATE A CONTINUDOUS NETWORK THROUGHOUT
THE LOUISVILLE AREA. {(14)

. BIKEWAYS SHOULD SERVE FUTURE LAND USE AREAS
CONSISTENT WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE
PLAN, METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND
MAJOR COMMITTED DEVELOPMENTS FOR THE CDUNTY. { 7)

. WHERE EXISTING STREETS ARE USED, THEY SHOULD
BE EVALUATED ON THE BASIS OF SERVICE, TRAFFIC
VOLUME, SPEED LIMITS, PAVEMENT WIDTH, PARKING
AND HAZARDS TO SAFE CYCLING. ( 9)

. CORRIDORS AND INTERSECTIONS WITH HIGH
INCIDENCES OF TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS SHOULD BE
AVOIDED OR GIVEN PRIORITY FOR SEPARATE BIKE-
WAY DEVELOPMENT. { 8)



. THE COST OF DEVELOPMENT AND EXTENSION OF
BIKEWAY ROUTES SHOULD BE MINIMIZED B8Y JODINT
DEVELOPMENT AND FUNDING WITH ADJACENT PROJECTS
QF ALL TYPES INCLUDING PROPOSED ROAD IMPROVE-
MENTS, PRIVATE DEVELOPMENTS, AND UTILITY TYPE
CORRIDORS. (¢ 9)

. BIKEWAYS SHOULD BE USED AS POSITIVE TOOLS TO
IMPROVE THE ENVIRONMENT OF THE AREA THEY
TRAVERSE, THROUGH THE USE OF LLANDSCAPING
AND OTHER VISUAL TREATMENTS WHERE SCENIC
OR NATURAL AMENITIES DO NOT ALREADY EXIST. { 8)

THE CONSULTANT REVIEWED AND EVALUATED EACH ALTERNATIVE AGAINST
EACH CRITERION STATEMENT TO DETERMINE WHETHER IT DID OR DID NOT
SATISFY A PARTICULAR CRITERION STATEMENT. IF THE ALTERNATIVE

WAS POSITIVE OR BENEFICIAL TOWARD ACHIEVING A PARTICUAR CRITERION,
THE ALTERNATIVE WAS GIVEN A 3; OF THE ALTERNATIVE WAS NEUTRAIL

OR HAD NO EFFECT, IT RECEIVED A 2; IF THE ALTERNATIVE WAS NEGA-
TIVE TOWARD ACHIEVING THE CRITERION, 17T RECEIVED A 1.

THIS WAS COMPLETED FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE, EVALUATING IT AGAINST
EACH CRITERION STATEMENT, THEN THE WEIGHTED AVERAGE FOR EACH
CRITERION WAS MULTIPLIED BY THE SCORE FOR THE ALTERNATIVE,

. RELATIVE TO THAT PARTICULAR CRITERION STATEMENT. THE RESULTANTS
WERE THEN ADDED TO GIVE A TOTAL SCORE FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE.
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USE DF EXISTING STRERTE WHICH CAUSE BIKE ROUTES

TO SEEX STAEETE NAVIMG LON THAFETC vobUmes.

THIS ALTEAMATIVE SEMVES CUTUME GNONTH AREAS DF
THE SOUTHYEST, SOUTH AND EASTENN FORTIONS OF TME
CIAEFY WETH A GOOD HETWDRK O CLASS TEI atks
ROUTES. THES I3 MIE ARGA DF TIE COMMITY WHERE
FUTUHE QHOWIH 13 Mos¥ LIKELY To oM. IlowEven
LY DUES HOT TAKE Luer ACCOUMY tuE Tranaromeatim
PLAN Fon THE coumty,

THES ALTENHATIVE EMTHASIIES THE ULE or CxISTIMNG
SIREEYS TD FORH THE BULK DF Ti® FROFOSED AYSTEN,
THESE STREETA weaE SELECTED 0V EVALUATING Thtwm
OH 5! BARTS OF TRAFFTC YODLUHE, EBFEED LikitS,
SEAYICE AND PAVEMENT WIDTIG HINEVER, Witn 149
MILES Of CLasy 1T BAIXEWAYS UTILIZING IITnE
STREETY, THERE {43 Ty REMAIH A POTENTTAL DAHGER
TO THE CYCLING PUBLIC.

THE MAJORETY OF THIS ALTERMATTYE IR COMPRIAED OF
CLAES FIT AND cLAss 11 BIKEWAYS ALDHA BRPHARILY
LntAL STREEYS WHERE TRAFFIC vOLUMES APE rEA3T.
ALTHOUGH 11 POFEMTIAL DUES EXIST £OR COIELICTT
WETH AUTOMDDELE THAFFIC ALL IHIERSECTIONS WITH
HEGH IMCENDENCE OF FRATFIC ACCEIDEMTS MAVE AREM
AVEIGED,

SINCE 1HE BASTC FRAMEWDRK FOR THES ALIEORATIVE 15
THE USE OF LOCAL, LOW YOLUME STHCEYR INME EXTENSIVE
Or @INEWAYS 1T DEFENDEHT TO A GREAT Extttlt ON PRI
VATE SUNDIVISION DEVELTPHENT. ALNICUGHE THE CTOSF

OF THISE ROUTES MAY OF RORME IM AT Y A PEVELONER
THE ARSULTAMT BIKENAY SYSTEWM IS MOT OME ¥HECH SEAVES
THE BREST INYEREST UF THE CYCLYSY. DTS syswnm rao-
YIDES LDCAL NERSHGORMOOD TRAVEL MY NOV IHIRA-
HEISHNONNDOD O UTRLITARTAN TYPE TRAVEL NEEN3.

THE ALTERMATEVE HAS GEEM FOATED 70 USE CIREUTIDUS
HETGIMORHDDD ROUTES YO FIMD LOW VOLUME STREETS,

THE CoRt OF ALTERMATIVE A ES E31INAIEG AT 33,420,831
OR 420, 741/MITLE.  THE BULK OF THE CORT 1N THES
ALTERMATIVE ALL MADE U OF ROAD WIDEW[NG PRDJECTS
WITCH WOULD BE NECERSARY 10 IN ORDGR FO USE MANY

OF TIE COUNTY ROADE, THE BULK ©OF Tim Cos7 OF Tuis
ALTERHATIVE WOULD RE THE RESTOMSTAILTTY fF LOCAL
TOVERHMENT,

SAHTE TUE PR OF THE PRDPDSED BINEWAY PLAT 1M THES
ALIEMUAVIYE 1S ALANG EXISTENG STREETS {H THE ORIt
oF CLass 111 FACILITIES THERE GRESTS LTTTLE
OFPORTUHITY TO THPROYE T VISUAL OUALTYY DF T
AREA THdy TRAVERDE,
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EVALUATIDN CRETENIA
SLIERMATIVE 8

TS ALTERNATEVE PROYEDES COOD MORTH-SOUTH CIR-
CULATIUN, NOWEVENR, AS JH ALTERMATIVE A, £an?-
WEST CIRCULATION 18 LACKING SUUVIH OF STANDITORD
EIELD AND wiTIIN ToE EASTERN PORTION OF Tim
TOUMIY.  ALTEHNATIVE B PROVIDES DIRGCT ACCESS
TC FON SCMIGLE, 3T FARKS, 12 SHOPPING CENTERS,
P EWALDIMERS LEMIERS AWD & TARD Lois. 18
THIS ALTERMATIVE UTrILIZES MANY UF JI FLOOD OO~

TACL CANALS IN THE SOUTHERM PORTION GF THE COUNIY.

A% A REXLT, YHEHME ARE DPPORTUNIYIES Tt CREASE

SEVERAL LUMG AN UNINTERRUFTED CLLASS | DIRE ROUTES:

THESE TYFES DFf NOUTES BESY 4ERVE I BECREATIOMAL

AHD TOURLIHG CY¥YCLEIST, 12180

NS ALTEMNATIVE SERVEY THE GROWTH AREAS OF e
CTMITY A3 DETCAINED 1M ALTENHATIVE A, BUT LTHE
A, 17 DOES HDr TARE INTU ACCOUNT Tie Trama-

TORTATION FLAMS N TIE TDUMIY, thg.r

ALTHOUGH THE ENPHMASELS FOR THI% ALTERNATIVE WAS OM
T UTILEZATION pr cLass T mrouvres, cuiaes B Bike-
WAYS (UMPRISING 153 MILES ARE A STGCMIFICANT POA-
TION OF 10k mystem,  TUE CLASS FIT moutes wene
EVALUATED OH THE BASIS OF VOLUME, SPEED sERvicE
AND PAVEMCHT winTH, ASRIN, THE FOTENTHAL DANGER
O LYCLIST OM & cLass TT) FACILTIY MUYT BE

cotitiorRen, ty »

SIHCE ¥50 OF TIF MILEAGE OF 1MEN ALYERNATEIVE §% COM-
PRITED OF CLASS | DIRCHATS TwEAE )3 LESS PFolENTiAL
FOR CONFLICTE DETWEEN MOTOHISTS AMD TYCLISIS. Tue
HEMATHENG M1LEAGE 15 MADE UP OF CLASS (ET ahp BT
BIKE¥AYS, THESE ROUIES ARE ON LOTAL BTAREIS ANp
WERE SELECIRD £OM THEIR LOW TRAFF IC VOLUMES. N3 tN
ALTEFNATIVE A ALL HIGH ACCIDENT INTERIZECTIONS HAvE
BEER AvOlbED. ta)es
THES ALTTRMATIVE PRUPDSED USING MANT OF THE FLOGD-
COMINOL CAMALS IH THE SOUTHEAM PORTION OF 1€ COUNTY
AD A MAJOR CHBPONENT OF THE PLAN, THESE cAMALY awp
WIILETY TYPE CORNIDONY PROVIGE GOOD OEFURTUMITIES
FOR CLASE | Afckwar orviloresst. FHowhver, THE CoST
FOti DEVELOTING THE DIKENAY {3 STILL F1E aFsrodnl-
MILITY OF THE LOCAL GOVERMMENT. THE <037 Foht
DEVELOFING Tt B1kEwWAY HAY HE OFESET witis ur Yo AS
MUCH A BOX Or THE COST BEING MOMIE THROUGH FEDERAL
AMHO STATE RECREATION PROCRANS, TI COST UF ALTEA-
WATIVE D 19 CETIMATED AT 38,434,917 O 20,593 /MILE,
AFPROKTHAFELY $2,390.000 OF THE TUSY OF THIS ALTERNA~
TIVE COVLD BE SMARED wWETIH OTHER AGEHCIEY (DOR-FHWA?.

t2ris

ALTHOUGH SUNE OF THE PROPOTED E£LASS | BIKEWATS ARE
LOCATED ALDMG hCENEC APEAS ALARAIY MANY ARE FROPOSED
ALIIG RATHCR UHATTAACTIYE DRAINAGE AMD UTILITY Ct¥H-
AELOAS, B INCORPURATING SIKE¥ATS INTO THESE AKREAS
CUNSTOERABIE OrPONTUNITY EXISTS PUR UPGRADING FHEM
BOTH FISUALLY ANR FUNCTIOWALLY BY ENTHODUC ENO LAND—
SCAPE MATERIAL. TrE ACOETION OF THE JIXEWAY ADDS

A MEW DIHENSIIN TO THE UHBAN FASHC OF T COMNMITY. (3348

(L]

ALIERHATIVE C

THIS ALTERNATIVE PROYIDES 4000 MORTH-SOUTt CIRCU-
LATIUN ANG REASONADLY GOMD EAST-WEST CIRCULATION
EXCEFT rom THE AREA SOUTIE ©F i Afmnpad,  Tee
CORCEPY CIVES DIRECT ACCESS T0 80 SCHOM. STIES,

T WAIOR EMPLDYMENT CENIERS, 3% PARKS AHO AECREA-
{!D’N ARERAS, ® M gt SHOPEING CENTERS Ang & TARC
ors, .

THID ALTERMATIVE FRAOPDSED UTILIZENG WANY OF THE
SCIEDLED HUAD FMPROVENENTS AS TIE HARIS FOR
BIKENAY DEVELUFNENT. SUCH AH APPROACH OFFERY
HANY DPPORTUMETIES TO DEYELOP LOMA, RELATIVELY
VHINCERTUPYED cLAsS Bl mIKEwaYS. TIESE %QUTRS
TEND YO OFHECIT THE COMMUTES G Ut I TAREAN
PIRE URER.

THIS ALTERNATIVE LIKE A AND B SERVES TH#f EASIEEN
AHD SOUFITIERN POTTIOND OF THE COUNTY wngn€ CROWIH
‘19 LIKELY TO Decw.  TIOWEVER, ALYERMATE € nOES
TARE [NTD ¢ONSIOERATTON TIE TRANSPDRTATFOM
SCHEHES PHOPOSED HOf THE COouMTY,

THES ALTERNATIVE HAT 124 WILES GF cLAass T1T Bine-
®AYS,.  THE EMCHASID TERE 18 ANAY Frgm cLAss TT1
rOUTES witi cLast T ANVIES PROVIDING TUE MAJOR
EMrAstTS.  CLass 1] noutes rrovips GHEATER SAFETY
f0O THE CYCLIIT AT GREATER UVERALL SAVIHGY *0 THE
COMHUNITY THAM CLASS | moures,

THLS ALIEMMIRYIYE PRODDSES URING many

: ] 0¥ THF SCHEDUELED Aoan
INTTUVERERTS 1O I ARTERIAL AMD COLLECTOR RDAD SYSIEN Ay
JME DASES FON BIREWAY DEYELOTMENI, ALIHNYGH THE BlKEWAYS
WOULD 8€ [NCURPORRTED IM1D THE DESIGN fr Tid MEW FACILISY
::i::.:m“ BY VHEIR MATURE WILL CARMY HIGHER YOLUNES OF

- AND THE INMCIREMCE DF TRAFFEIC ADRICEN 1

e T CENTS 1S LInelLy

SIMLE MANY UF THE PROROSRD ROAD THFROVEHENT ¥

PARY OF i METROrOLETAM TRANSTORTATION ;!w:n:nsc::sngz *
FHE FEDERAL ATQ SYSTEM, THEY AnE TLIGIELA ron FEOENAL Abp
STATE FUMDING IT0Y FEOERAL L% STATE AND 13T LnCAL}. Tirse
BIKEWAYS WALL QEST SENVE THE CYCLANG PUNLIC MW TIAK wnEyY

iekm

[33E1

txrz

(ERLL)

LES2 T

ARE COMTINUDNS, INTER-COMMECT SE1giBD . YERVE
GROWII AREAS OF THE COUNTK AHD REFLECT A SrEcHFiC TUAVEL
Liff. UESIOE. By INCORFORATING MIKEWAYS IR THESE ROAR
PAOJECTS A DUAL FURITDIE CAM DI SERVED, 11 By eRDVIDENG
RELATIVELY $AFE AND COMVENMIENT BIKEWAYS, MIG 2] RY Atopue
M RELIEVING AUTOMOBILE 1RAFFIC TIMOUGH AMOTISE® MODE DF
TRAVEL, THE COST OF TIME ALTERUATIVE 13 ESYIMATED AT

V6 ATH BT O SZ1, MBX/HILE.  ALTUDUGH TIE MoSt EXPENY]veE
OF THE THICE ALYERMATIVES, APPRUNIMATELY 13,940,000 or
THE COSY MAT AU SHAREC wiTH DTHER ActHciEs (HOR-FHRAS,

IHCORPONATING THE BINEWAYS INTO T DESIAH br THE FRPOSED
EOAD PAGJECTS 42 4 CLASY 11 FACILATY WORD wOT MECESSARILY
LHEROVE T YIUAL SUALITY OF THE AREA TrEY TRAVERSE.
NoYEYER, DM tIOSE PROJECTS WHERE THE BINEWAY WOULD BE PUILY
WETHIN THE RIGHT-OF-WAY BUT OFF TIN ROADWAY tOoNYIDERADLE
OFPORTUNITY DOES EXIST Ty INPROVE He YISUAL OUAL)ITY or

IHE HIGHT-OF-WAY, TN EXAMPLES OF THIS WOULD DE ALONG IR
WATERSON ENPHESSWAY (PHOTDSED (0 BE RECUNSIALCIED ) AMD THE
JEFFEREON FREEwAY — mote LINEvEn ACTESE FACILITEEY WHEAR
LAY [ AIKEwaYy WotLL BE REDUIRED.
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ERNATIVES : EACH OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
OFFER GOOD SERVICE TO THE MANY SCHOQL SITES, EMPLOYMENT CENTERS,
TARC PARK'N'RIDE LQOTS, AND TO THE MANY RECREATION AREAS OF THE
COUNTY. THE RELATIVE COSTS PER MILE ARE ABOUT THE SAME FOR
EACH, I.E. $21,000 PER MILE OF BIKEWAY. THE EVALUATION BY THE
CONSULTANT INDICATES THAT ALTERNATIVE C BEST FULFILLS THE DESIRES
OF THE COMMITTEE IN OVERALL DEVELOPMENT COST, SERVICE, SAFETY AND
JOINT DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL.

IT 15 RECOMMENDED THAT ALTERNATIVE C FORM THE BASIS FOR ARRIVING
AT THE FINAL LONG-RANGE PLAN AND THAT WHEREVER POSSIBLE CLAass 1
BIKEWAYS FROM ALTERNATIVE B SUPPLEMENT THE SYSTEM. THE REFINE-
MENT OF THESE TWO ALTERNATIVES ALONG WITH THE APPROPRIATE CLASS [
AND I]l ROUTES FROM ALTERNATIVE A WILL PRODUCE A LONG~RANGE PLAN
WHICH BEST MEETS THE GOAL OF THE COMMITTEE.

- THE MOST SIGNIFICANT ELEMENT OF THE COSTS INVOLVED THE WIDENING
OF EXISTING RDADS TO ACCOMMODATE EVEN A CLass III FAcILITY. IT
WAS DETERMINED THAT SINCE THE GREATER COST OF WIDENING THE ROAD
INVOLVED THE INSTALLATION OF CURB AND GUTTER SECTIONS, WIDENING
SHOULD TAKE PLACE ON ONE SIDE OF THE STREET ONLY. BY PROVIDING
AN ADDITIONAL 8 FEET OF PAVEMENT, CURB AND GUTTER, AND METAL
BUTTONS 10 FEET ON CENTER, AN EFFECTIVE CLASS II PROTECTED FACIL-
ITY COULD BE BUILT CHEAPER THAN IF WIDENING TOOK PLACE ON BOTH
SIDES QF THE STREET.

THE FOLLOWING IS THE COSTS/MILE FOR EACH OF THE VARIQUS CLASS
SEGMENTS. FURTHER DISCUSSION OF CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES
MAY BE FOUND ON PAGE 80.

Cuass 111 $400/MILE
CLass II (STRIPING QONLY) $883
CLass IIPp (WIDENING/CURB AND GUTTER) 66,355
CLass I1 (RoAD IMPROVEMENTS) 32,313
CLass 1 31,680

THE TOTAL COSTS FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE IS LISTED BELOW.

ALTERNATIVE A 271 MILES 55,620,831
ALTERNATIVE B 315 MILES $6,486,917
ALTERNATIVE C 320 MILES $6,874,803




LONG-RANGE PLAN

FOLLOWING THE SELECTION OF A LONG-RANGE ALTERNATIVE BY THE BIKE~
WAY PLANNING COMMITTEE AND KIPDA, JEFFERSON COUNTY WAS EXAMINED
IN MORE DETAIL IN ORDER TO FURTHER DEFINE AND IDENTIFY THOSE
STREETS WITH HIGH POTENTIAL FOR USE AS BIKEWAYS. THOSE SPECIAL
OPPORTUNITIES IDENTIFIED AS POTENTIAL AND UNUSUAL BIKEWAYS ALONG
THE OWIO RIVER, THE FLOOD CONTROL CANALS IN THE SOUTHERN PORTION
OF THE COUNTY, THROUGH MAJOR PARKS AND IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE
MANY MAJOR ROAD IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS WERE ALSO INVESTIGATED. IN
ADDITION, ROUTES WERE FURTHER SELECTED WHICH BEST REFLECTED THE
GDALS AND OBJECTIVES ADOPTED BY THE BIKEWAY COMMITTEE AND WHICH
PROVIDED THE MOST EFFICIENT AND COMPLETE SERVICE TO THE MANY
SCHOOLS, PARKS, SHOPPING CENTERS, EMPLOYMENT AREAS AND AREAS OF
SPECIAL INTEREST IN JEFFERSON COUNTY.

THE BIKEWAY PLAN, WHICH IS ILLUSTRATED IN FIGURE II~4, SHOULD BE
VIEWED AS AN ULTIMATE PLAN FOR BIKEWAY DEVELOPMENT. IN ADDITION
THIS REPORT IDENTIFIES THREE DEVELOPMENT PHASES THAT MAY BE COM-
PLETED DURING THE NEXT 25 YEARS. AN IMMEDIATE ACTION PROGRAM TO
BE CARRIED OUT DURING 1976-1977 BY THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE PROPOSES
THE DESIGNATION AND CONSTRUCTION OF ALMOST S4 MILES OF BIKEWAYS.
THE MOST SIGNIFICANT OF THESE IS THE BEARGRASS CREEK BIKEWAY,

A ROUTE ALQONG THE BANKS AND FLODD PLAIN OF THE MIDDLE FORK BEARGRAS
CREED. A SHORT-RANGE PROGRAM IS DESIGNED TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY
198%. OVER 150 MILES OF BIKEWAYS WILL BE DEVELOPED IN LOUISVILLE
AND SUBURBAN JEFFERSON COUNTY DURING THIS STAGE. A LONG~RANGE
PROGRAM, WHICH EXTENDS TO THE YEAR 2000, PROPOSES BIKEWAYS THAT
WILL SERVE 108 SCHOOLS, 37 RECREATION AREAS AND 21 MAJOR EM-
PLOYMENT AND SHOPPING CENTERS IN LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY.
ALMOST 300 ADDITIONAL RULES OF BIKEWAYS ARE PROPOSED FOR THE
PERIOD FROM 1985 TO 2000.

THREE TYPES OF BIKEWAYS ARE PROPQOSED IN FUTURE PLANS. THE FIRST
IS THE CrLASS I BIKE TRAIL OR PATH, A SEPARATE FACILITY FOR THE
EXCLUSIVE USE OF BICYCLES; 125 MILES OF EXCLUSIVE BIKE PATHS ARE
PLLANNED FOR THE ENTIRE COUNTY QVER THE 25 YEAR PERIOD. SAFETY

IS A PARAMOUNT CONSIDERATION IN DETERMINING THE KIND OF BIKEWAY TO
BE BUILT. A BIKE TRAIL IS RECOMMENDED, FOR EXAMPLE, ALONG A
DESIRED CORRIDOR WHEN THERE 1S HEAVY AUTO TRAFFIC ON ADJACENT
ROADS OR WHEN TRAFFIC SPEEDS ARE IN EXCESS 0OF 45 MILES PER HOUR.

THE SECOND TYPE OF BIKEWAY IS THE CLASS Il BICYCLE LANE, A SEP-
ARATE LANE ON A ROADWAY OR A PORTION OF A SIDEWALK WHICH HAS BEEN
DESIGNATED FOR PREFERENTIAL OR EXCLUSIVE USE OF BICYCLES. IT Is
SEPARATED FROM THE PERTION OF THE ROAD USED BY CARS BY A PAINT
STRIPE, CURB OR TRAFFIC BUTTONS. SEPARATE BICYCLE LANES ARE
NECESSARY WHEN TRAFFIC SPEEDS ARE FROM 30 TO 45 MILES PER HOUR.
ABOUT 119 MILES OF BICYCLE LANES ARE PLANNED THROUGHOUT THE COUNTY
BY 2000. .



THE THIRD TYPE OF BIKEWAY, AND THE MOST COMMON AND LEAsT EXPEN-
SIVE TYPE, IS THE SHARED ROADWAY, A ROADWAY WHICH IS OFFICIALLY

DESIGNATED AND MARKED AS A BICYCLE ROUTE,

AUTO TRAFFIC AND UPON WHICH NQ BIKE LANE IS DESIGNATED.

BUT WHICH IS OPEN

TO -

STREET

CONDITIONS AND ROADWAY WIDTH ARE CONSIDERED IN ADDITION TO TRAFFIC
VOLUME AND SPEED IN SELECTING SHARED ROADWAYS., THE BIKEWAY
WORK WILL INCLUDE ABOUT 280 MILES OF SHARED ROADWAYS BY 2000.

NET-

COST OF IMPLEMENTING THE ENTIRE PROPOSED BIKEWAY NETWORK IS ESTI-
MATED AT OVER $10 MILLION. IMPROVEMENTS PROPOSED FOR THE FIRST FIVE
YEARS ARE TAGGED AT $1,681,561. COSTS VARY CONSIDERABLY ACCORD~-

ING TO THE TYPE OF FACILITY CONSTRUCTED AND, AS THE PLAN IS
IMPLEMENTED, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED BIKEWAYS COULD RAISE

OR LOWER PROJECT COSTS. IT SHOULD BE POINTED OUT THAT THE DESIG-
NATION OF ROUTES IN THE PLAN DOES NOT COMMIT FUNDS FOR THE CON-
STRUCTION OF THESE BIKEWAYS. LOCAL SUPPORT FOR THE PLAN AND THE
INTEGRATION OF THE PLAN INTO OTHER PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION
EFFORTS WILL BE NEEDED TO HELP INSURE ADEQUATE FUNDS FOR FUTURE

CONSIDERATION.

APPROXIMATELY 15 MILES OF UNDESIGNATED CLASS BIKEWAYS ARE PLANNED
IN THE COUNTY. THESE BIKEWAY CORRIDORS ARE IN RELATIVELY UNDEVEL-
OPED PORTIONS OF THE COUNTY AND CONNECT ALREADY DEVELOPED AREAS
AND PROPOSED BIKEWAYS. BY DESIGNATING THESE CORRIDORS EARLY IN
THE PLANNING PROCESS, LOCAL OFFICIALS WILL BE ABLE TO ESTABLISH

A BIKEWAY THAT PROVIDES THE MOST PROTECTION TO THE CYCLIST AND
STILL BE COMPATIBLE WITH FUTURE DEVELOPMENT PLANS OF THE AREA.

IN ADDITION TO THE DESIGNATION OF LONG-RANGE ROUTE CORRIDORS

THROUGHOUT LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY,

THE BIKEWAY PLAN

DUTLINES THE ROLE OF THE VARIOQOUS LOCAL AND STATE GOVERNMENTS
IN IMPLEMENTING THE PLAN, POTENTIAL FUNPING SQOURCES AND PUBLIC
EDUCATION PROGRAMS RELATED TO SAFETY AND ENFORCEMENT OF BIKE

RELATED LAWS.

THE FOLLOWING TABLE IS A BREAKDOWN BY CLASS AND TYPE OF CONSTRUC-
TION OF THE FUTURE BIKEWAY CORRIDORS IN ALL OF JEFFERSON COUNTY.

TABLE 1I-3

RECOMMENDED MILEAGE BY TYPE
LONG-RANGE PLAN (ULTIMATE BIKEWAY DEVELOPMENT PLAN)

CLASS

FUTURE CORRIDORS

CLass 1

CLAasSs II STRIPING ONLY
CLASS I PROTECTED/WIDENING
CLAss III

LENGTH IN MILES
ULTIMATE PLAN
15
126
26
145
281

[N
———

5973

2000 PLAN
125
48

71
259

503
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THE FIRST
OF $1,989,

CLAsSS
CLass
CL.ASS
CLASS
CLASS

YEARS 1990

CLAss T FACILITIES ALONG THE RIVER IN THE NORTHERN
PORTION OF THE COUNTY AS AN EXTENSION OF THE RIVER
RDAD ROUTES .

CLASS I FACILITIES ALONG THE MIDDLE AND SOUTH FORKS OF
BEARGRASS CREEK.

CL.ASs I FACILITY ALONG SOUTHERN DITCH FROM MANSLICK
RoAD TO THE NORTH FORK OF SOUTHERN DITCH.

CLAass Il FACILITY IN THE HURSTBOURNE~ST. REGIS PARK
AREA TYING LYNDON LANE INTO THE HIKES LANE ROUTE.

Cl.ass 11 FACILITY AS PART OF A PROPUOSED ROAD IMPROVE-
MENT ALONG LD SHEPHERDSVILLE ROAD, MANSLICK ROAD AND
PRESTON HIGHWAY.

CLass II AND III FACILITIES FROM JEFFERSTOWN SOUTHEAST
TD THE EXPANDED McNEELY LAKE PARK,

PHASE HAS A TOTAL OF APPROXIMATELY 120 MILES AT A COQST
400 (SEE FIGURE II-5).

TABLE II-4
RECOMMENDED MILEAGE BY TYPE
1985 - 1990

CLASS ’ ' LENGTH IN MILES
I 19.3
II STRIPING ONLY 23.0
II PROTECTED/WIDENING 12.0
II PLANNED RDAD IMPROVEMENTS 13.0
II1 52.5
119.8

- 1995: THIS STAGE COMPLETES THE BIKEWAY NETWORK

WITHIN THE
FACILITIES
TURES 0OCCU

SHORT-RANGE PROGRAM AND ALSO PROVIDES MAJOR BIKEWAY
IN THE OUTER PORTIONS OF THE COUNTY. MAJOR EXPENDI-
R AS FOLLOWS:

CLASS ] FACILITIES ALONG SL0OP DITCH BEGINNING AT PETERS-
BURG PARK TO PRESTON HIGHWAY AND ALONG A CREEK BEGIN-
NING AT GILMORE LANE AND BREITENSTEIN AVENUE RUNNING
SOUTH TO THE SLOP DITCH BIKEWAY.

CLASS I BIKEWAY BEGINNING AT HIGHVIEW PARK SDUTH ALONG
PENNSYLVANIA RUN CREEK To MCNEELEY PARK.
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- CLAass II FACILITIES AS PART OF A PROPOSED ROAD IMPROVE-
MENT ALONG LOWER HUNTERS TRACE BEGINNING AT DIXIE
HIGHWAY WEST TO CANE RUN ROAD, AND ALONG GREENWOOD
ROAD BEGINNING AT DIXIE HIGHWAY WEST TO RIVER VIEW PARK.

THE SECOND PHMASE HAS A TOTAL OF 113 MILES AT A COST OF APPROXI~
MATELY $1,997,000 (SEE FIGURE II-6),.

L)

TABLE II-s
RECOMMENDED MILEAGE BY TYPE
1990 - 1995

CLASS LENGTH IN MILES
crLass I 20,1
CuLass II STRIPING ONLY 8.1
CLass II PROTECTED/WIDENING 13.5
CLass II PLANNED RoAD IMPROVEMENTS 5.8
CLass II1I 65.4
112,9

YEARS 1995 — 2000; THIS STAGE CONFINES ITSELF TO THE OUTER AREAS
OF THE COUNTY PROVIDING ACCESSIBILITY TO OUTLYING PARKS AND QUT-
LLYING SCENIC AREAS. A MAJOR CLASS I FACILITY IS PLANNED ALONG
THE RIVER IN THE SCOUTHWESTERN PORTION OF THE COUNTY RUNNING SOUTH
TO WATSON LANE.

THE THIRD PHASE HAS A TOTAL OF 65.5 MILES AT A COST OF ARDUND
$1,989.900 (SgEE Ficure I1-7).

TABLE IT-s6
" RECOMMENDED MILEAGE BY TYPE
1995 — 2000

CLASS LENGTH IN MILES
CLass 1 23.9
CLASS JI STRIPING ONLY 10.0
CLAass Il PROTECTED/WIDENING 13.8
CLass I1 PLANNED RoaD IMPROVEMENTS 6.9
CLass II1 10.9
65,5
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TABLE II~7

RECOMMENDED MILEAGE -~ LONG-RANGE PHASE
SIN op MILEAGE ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION _COST
1985 — 1990 119.8 $1,989,400
1990 ~ 1995 112.9 $1,997,000
1995 ~ 2000 65.5 $1,989,900
' Z9s.2 $5,976, 300

THE FOLLOWING TABLE COMPARES THE WARRANTED LONG RANGE BIKEWAY
MILEAGE BY SECTOR WITH THE RECUMMENDED MILEAGE IN THE ULTIMATE
DEVELOPMENT PLAN. THE WARRANTED MILEAGE WAS CALCULATED. BASED

ON TH= DEMAND ESTIMATE FORMULAS DISCUSSED IN €HAPTER I (SEE

- FIGURE I-7 FOR MAP OF SECTORS). AND THE PROJECTED PDPULATION

BY SECTOR FDOR THE YEAR 2000. IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT NEARLY 70%
OF THE ESTIMATED DEMAND MILEAGE IS SATISE!ED ‘IN- THE LONG RANGE
DEVELDPMENT PRDGRAM.- N



TABLE II-8
BIKEWAY MILEAGE BY SECTOR

LONG RANGE PLAN
(ULTIMATE BIKEWAY DEVELOPMENT)

WARRANTED RECOMMENDED PERCENT OF -

SECTOR MILFEAGE : MILEAGE WARRANTED MILEAGE

1 37 24 65

2 " 77 63 - . 82

3 \*, 34 | 26 ' 76

4 | 41 “ 31 76

5 21 : 21 | 100

6 . 48 37 77

7 176 82 47

8 118 | 69 58

9 145 107 74

10 105 91 87

11 _63 42 67
TOTAL - 865 593 69

—66—



PHASE III TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

+ SHORT~RANGE BIKEWAY PLANNING
CONSIDERATIONS
« THE SHORT-RANGE PROGRAM
+« SHORT-RANGE IMPLEMENTATION
. RECOMMENDED BIKEWAY CROSS-SECTIONS AND COSTS

LOUISVILLE,JEFFERSON COUNTY BIKEWAY STUDY

CFP TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS AND PLANNERS, INC.
REYNOLDS, SMITH AND HILLS
ARCHITECTS~-ENGINEERS~PLANNERS, INC.




INTRODUCTION

é THIS PHASE OF THE STUDY IS PRIMARILY DESIGNED TO:

1. PREPARE AN IMMEDIATE ACTION PROGRAM WHICH
REQUIRES MINIMUM CAPITAL OUTLAY,

2. ESTABLISH SHORT-RANGE LOCATION OF BIKEWAY

FACILITIES,
3. PREPARE BIKEWAY FACILITIES DESIGNS, AND
4. RECOMMEND ACTIONS FOR ADMINISTRATION AND

MAINTENANCE OF THE PROPQSED SHORT-RANGE
BIKEWAY SYSTEM.

A SPENDING CEILING OF $%$400,000 PER YEAR WAS ESTABLISHED BY
KIPDA ACCORDING TO THE PROCEDURE NDESCRIBED ON PAGE 62. IN ORDER
TO REMAIN WITHIN THE SPENDING CONSTRAINT, IT WAS FOUND EARLY

IN THE STUDY THAT BIKEWAYS IN THE RURAL PORTION OF THE COUNTY
WERE NOT ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE IN THE SHORT-RANGE FUTURE DUE

TO EXTENSIVE CONSTRUCTION NEEDS. FIGURE III-1 ILLUSTRATES THE
AREA THAT WAS GIVEN INTENSIVE STUDY FOR PREPARATION OF THE -
SHORT-RANGE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM,
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SHORT~RANGE BIKEWAY PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

LOUISVILLE ENJOYS A GENERALLY FAIR CLIMATE WITH AN AVERAGE ANNUAL
TEMPERATURE OF 58 DEGREES. THERE IS, HOWEVER, AN AVERAGE OF 20
DAYS PER YEAR WITH A MAXIMUM TEMPERATURE OF 32 DEGREES OR LESS.
THERE IS AN AVERAGE OF 124 DAYS A YEAR WITH MORE THAN A TRACE

OF PRECIPITATION AND 5 OF THESE DAYS HAVE ONE INCH OR MORE OF
SNOW DR ICE.

THE SHORT-RANGE STuDY AREA 1S GENERALLY CHARACTERIZED BY TERRAIN
WITH ZERO TO 15 PERCENT DEGREE OF SLOPE. APPROXIMATELY ONE-HALF
OF THE SHORT-RANGE STUDY AREA IS CHARACTERIZED BY ZERO TO FIVE
PERCENT DEGREE 0OF SL.OPE,

THE TOPOGRAPHY, CULTURAL ACTIVITIES, HISTORICAL SITES, PUBLIC
PARKS AND MAJOR EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS HAVE COLLECTIVELY

" GENERATED A SOCIAL AND ECONCMIC ENVIRONMENT SUITED TO BICYCLING
AND OTHER OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES. WHILE THERE IS A LATENT DEMAND
FOR BICYCLE FACILITIES, NARROW STREETS, HEAVY TRAFFIC VOLUMES,
NATURAL BARRIERS AND HIGH SPEED ARTERIALS HAVE DISCOURAGED
BICYCLING OQUTSIDE OF CONFINED RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS.

PHysical CONSTRAINTS

THE PRIMARY BARRIERS TO BICYCLING ARE EXPRESSWAYS, MAJOR ARTE~
R1ALS, THE OHIO RIVER AND PARTS OF BEARGRASS CREEK. THESE
CONSTRAINTS TEND TO CONCENTRATE THE AREA'S AUTO TRAFFIC IN A

FEW MAJOR CORRIDORS. BICYCLING MUST ALSO BE ACCOMPLISHED WITHIN
THESE CONSTRAINTS. ROADWAY WIDTHS, SPEED LIMITS, AND TRAFFIC
VOLUMES ALSO BECOME CONTROLLING FACTORS IN SELECTION OF THE
RAOUTE AND THE TYPE OF BIKEWAY IMPROVEMENTS THAT WILL MEET
ACCEPTABLE SAFETY STANDARDS. ALONG [-284, I-65, AND I-64 MAJOR
INTERCHANGES HAVE HIGH TRAFFIC VOLUMES, THUS, IT BECAME
NECESSARY TO IDENTIFY THOSE STREETS WHICH CROSS THE EXPRESSWAYS
AND HAVE RELATIVELY LOW TRAFFIC VOLUMES. IT ALSO BECAME
NECESSARY TO IDENTIFY LOW VOLUME STREETS WHICH CROSS THE WIDER
PORTIONS OF BEARGRASS CREEK AND MAJOR ARTERIALS.,

A 1 E

ONE OF THE PRIMARY OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY WAS TD DEVELOP A
BIKEWAY PLAN WHICH WOULD LINK THE PRIMARY EMPLOYMENT, COMMERCIAL,
RECREATIONAL AND EDUCATIONAL CENTERS WITH RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBOR-
HOODS. EARLY IN THE STUDY THESE ACTIVITY CENTERS WERE ESTAB-
LISHED AND PLOTTED ON WORKING MAPS ON WHICH BICYCLE ROUTES WERE
BEING INVESTIGATED (SEE FIGURE II -3)..

MAJOR TRIP GENERATORS INCLUDE ELEMENTARY, MIDDLE AND HIGH
SCHOOLS AS WELL AS THE MAJOR COLLEGES IN THE AREA. THE
COLLEGES INCLUDE THE UNIVERSITY OF LOUISVILLE, BELLARMINE
CotLLeEce, JEFFERSON COMMUNITY COLLEGE, LOUISVILLE PRESBYTERIAN
SEMINARY, SOUTHERN BAPTIST SEMINARY AND SPALDING COLLEGE.

-H9—




THE POTENTIAL FOR EXPANDED USE OF BICYCLES TO THESE INSTITUTIONS
IS SUBSTANTIAL,

THE DHIO RIVER, ESPECIALLY IN THE DOWNTOWN AREA, COUPLED WITH
SHAWNEE AND CHICKASAW PARKS PROVIDES A BICYCLING ENVIRONMENT
THAT WOULD SERVE A RECREATIONAL NEED AS WELL AS PROVIDE AN
ALTERNATIVE ROUTE TO GET TO THE  CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT.
ANOTHER AREA WHERE A BIKEWAY WOULD SERVE SEVERAL INTERESTS IS
IN THE VICINITY OF THE U.S, NavaL ORDNANCE PLANT, IROQUO1IS
PARK AND CHURCHILL DOWNS,.

QTHER MAJDR TRIP GENERATORS INCLUDE CHEROKEE PARK, E. P. SAWYER
PARK, Caox PARK, LoulsviLLe Zoo, OXMOOR MALL, HOLIDAY MANOR AND
GENERAL ELECTRIC. IF A BIKEWAY SYSTEM TO LINK POTENTIAL TRIP
DESTINATIONS WHILE MINIMIZING BICYCLE AND AUTOMOBILE CONFLICTS
WERE DEVELOPED AND IMPLEMENTED, A VAST INCREASE IN BIKE TRIPS

TO THESE HISTORIC, RECREATIONAL, EDUCATIONAL AND BUSINESS SITES
COULD 0OCCUR. '

BicycL ING CHARACTERISTICS

WHEN CONSIDERING THE BICYCLE AS A VIABLE MEANS OF TRANSPORTA-
TION, IT MUST BE REALIZED THAT CERTAIN LIMITATIONS TO ITS USE
AND ACCEPTANCE EXIST. SAFETY AND TRAFFIC REGULATIONS ARE OF
IMMEDIATE CONCERN TO THE BICYCLIST DURING BOTH RECREATIONAL
AND COMMUTER TRAVEL. WEATHER, DISTANCE AND STORAGE OF VEHI-
CLES ARE ALSO LIMITATIONS WHICH MUST BE ACCERPTED OR OVERGOME
TO ACHIEVE MAXIMUM UTILIZATION. THE KEY PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED
WITH BICYCLING ARE:

1. SAFETY,

2. SECURITY,
3. ACCEsS, AND
4. RIDING ENVIRONMENT.

SAFETY - BICYCLE ACCIDENTS CAN BE CATEGORIZED INTOD TWO BASIC
TYPES

1. COLLISIONS - WHICH INCLUDE COLLISIONS OF THE
BICYCLE WITH BOTH STATIONARY AND MOVING OBJECTS
SUCH AS AUTOMOBILES, PARKED AND IN TRAFFIC, AND

2. . FALLS - WHICH ARE DUE TO THE BICYCLISTS LOSING
CONTRQOL QOF THEIR VEHICLE AS A RESULT OF THEIR
REACTION TO UNFORESEEABLE HAZARDS 0OR THEIR
PHYSICAL INABILITY TCO CONTROL THEIR BICYCLE.

ALTHOUGH FALLS ARE BY FAR THE MOST FREQUENT, COLLISIONS ACCOUNT
FOR THE MAJORITY OF FATALITIES AND MAJOR INJURIES. THE OPENING
OF A PARKED CAR DOBR INTO THE PATH OF A CYCLIST IS OFTEN CITED
AS ONE OF THE GREATEST DANGERS OF URBAN CYCLING. IN ADDITION,
CATCH BASIN GRATES, CRACKS IN PAVEMENTS, LOOSE DIRT AND GRAVEL,



WET STREETS, CURVES AND FIXED OBJECTS ARE HAZARDOUS TO THE
CYCLISTS. THE AGE AND EXPERIENCE OF BICYCLISTS ARE IMPORTANT
FACTORS IN THE BICYCLIST'S PERCEPTION OF TRAFFIC HAZARDS AND
HIS ABILITY TO CONTROL THE VEHICLE IN A TRAFFIC SITUATION.
THUS, IT CAN BE CONCLUDED THAT A BIKEWAY PROGRAM MUST BE DE-
SIGNED FOR THE CYCLIST WITH LESS THAN AVERAGE RIDING SKILL.
THIS WAS A PRIMARY CONSIDERATIGN IN THE DEVELOPMENT AND
ADOPTION OF THE BIKEWAY STANDARDS ADOPTED BY THE BIKEWAY
PLANNING COMMITTEE.

EARLY EDUCATION (PRIOR TO DRIVER EDUCATION PROGRAMS) IS STRONG-
LY RECOMMENDED BY THE BICYCLE INSTITUTE OF AMERICA AS A
DETERRENT TO THE HIGH ACCIDENT RATE FOR YOUNGSTERS UNDER THE
AGE OF FOURTEEN, IT HAS ALSO BEEN FOUND THAT ONE IN FOUR
BICYCLES INVOLVED IN ACCIDENTS ON A NATIONAL LEVEL IS MECHANI-
CALLY DEFECTIVE. INSPECTION PROGRAMS, BICYCLING EDUCATION AND
REGISTRATION PROGRAMS CAN RESULT IN REDUCED ACCIDENTS AND MORE
USE OF FACILITIES DUE TO IMPROVED SAFETY.

SECURITY - ACCORDING TO RECORDS OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE
APPROXIMATELY 1,375 BICYCLES WERE RECORDED AS STOLEN IN 1974.
THIS COMPARES TO 939 FROM 1973, A 46% INCREASE. NATIONAL
SURVEYS HAVE SHOWN THAT, ON THE AVERAGE, ONLY TWENTY-FIVE
PERCENT OF BICYCLES ARE RECOVERED. ON THIS BASIS, AND ASSUMING
THAT AN AVERAGE BICYCLE, INCLUDING ACCESSORIES, IS WORTH ABOUT
$100 IT CAN BE ESTIMATED THAT RESIDENTS IN THE CITY OF Louis-
VILLE LOST NEARLY $103,100 IN 1974 DUE TO BICYCLE THEFT.

THERE ARE ALSO COSTS INVOLVED IN THE ATTEMPTED RECOVERY OF
BICYCLES AND REPAIRS TO VANDALIZED BIKES. THE PERCEIVED FEAR

OF BICYCLE LOSS IS CONSIDERED A MAJOR DETERRENT TO 8ICYCLE
USE.

SOME SECURITY SYSTEMS ARE PROVIDED BY THE SHORT-RANGE PROGRAM,
HOWEVER, IN ORPER TO HAYE A MORE COMPREHENSIVE SECURITY PROGRAM
IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT ACTIONS OUTLINED IN THE GOALS AND OB-
JECTIVES BE PURSUED.

- ACCESS - A PURPOSEFUL BICYCLE TRIP WILL BE ENCOURAGED IF SAFE
AND DIRECT ACCESS TQ MAJOR DESTINATICONS IS PROVIDED. BECAUSE
OF HEAVY TRAFFIC VYOLUMES, SPEED AND ROADWAY WIDTHS, MANY ROADS
ARE BASICALLY UNSAFE FOR BICYCLING; THUS, THE BICYCLIST IS
DENIED ACCESS TQO PRIMARY DESTINATIONS. WHILE THE COMMUTER
BICYCLIST WOULD PREFER TO USE THE MOST DIRECT ROUTE WITH THE
BEST SURFACES, I.E., ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR STREETS, MOTORISTS
HAYE THE SAME DESIRE AND GENERATE HIGH TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND
SPEED ON THESE ROADWAYS.

WHILE ONLY TWC TQ FOUR PERCENT OF BICYCLE TRIPS ARE MADE TO
WORK OR SCHOOL,l THESE GENERALLY QCCUR DURING PEAK TRAFFIC

THE NURTH CARDLINA BICYCLE FACILITY AND PROGRAM HANDBOOK,
BARTON—ASCHMAN ASSDCIATES, INC.,, APRIL, 1975,




TABLE III-z

BIKEWAY MILEAGE
SHORT-RANGE STUDY AREA

EXISTING RECOMMENDED WARRANTED

SECTOR MILEAGE _ MILEAGE ToTal MILEAGE
1 3.31 14.80 18.11 44
2 7.29 40.78 48.07 118
3 5.67 15.10 20,77 43
4 7.00 22,27 29.27 48
5 | 2.08 19.34 21.42 27
6 1.51 32.40 33,91 40
7 - 12,31 12.31 28
8 - 4,97 4.97 23
9 - 15.53 15.53 70
10 3.50 | 20.89 24.39 80
11 . = 6.13 6.13 23
TOTAL 30.36 204.52 234.88 544



HOURS. SINCE SEPARATE BIKE PATHS DO NOT NOW EXIST, TRAFFIC
CONDITIONS ARE THE PRIMARY LIMITATION FOR CONVENIENCE AND SAFE
BICYCLE ACCESS TO MAJOR ACTIVITY CENTERS.

RIDING ENVIRQNMENT =~ THE RECREATIONAL BICYCLIST USUALLY ACCOUNTS
FOR BETWEEN 60 AND 70 PERCENT OF ALL BICYCLING, AND WHILE A
DIRECT ROUTE TO DESTINATIONS IS NOT OF PRIMARY IMPORTANCE, A
SCENIC AND AESTHETICALLY PLEASING SURROUNDING IS IMPORTANT.
THUS, WHILE CIRCUITOUS LOCAL STREETS WITH MINIMUM TRAFFIC
VOLUMES WILL SATISFY SAFETY STANDARDS, THEY OFTEN DO NOT ACHIEVE
ONE OF THE PRIMARY TRIP OBJECTIVES - A PLEASING ENVIRONMENT.

THE RECREATIONAL BICYCLISTS WOULD PREFER BIKEWAYS SEPARATED FROM
THE AUTOMOBILE VISUALLY AS WELL AS PHYSICALLY. THERE IS A VERY
HIGH POTENTIAL USE OF SUCH FACILITIES IN THE LOUISVILLE AREA.
THE COST AND RIGHT-OF~WAY REQUIREMENTS LIMIT SUCH DEVELOPMENT

IN THE SHORT-RANGE PROGRAM (TEN YEAR PERIOD), ALTHOUGH THERE

ARE MANY LONG-RANGE PROPOSALS FOR UTILIZATION OF FLOOD WALLS,
DRAINAGE DITCHES, ABANDONED OR LITTLE USED RAILROADS AND

UTILITY RIGHTS-0OF-~WAY FOR SEPARATED BIKEWAYS. IN ADDITION, NEW
HIGHWAYS, THROUGH SPECIAL DESIGN, CAN PROVIDE A COMPLETE SEPA-
RATION OF BIKEWAY AND ROADWAY.

DEMAND LEVEL ESTIMATES

BASED ON THE DEMAND ESTIMATING METHODOLOGY, WARRANTED MILEAGE
FOR EACH SECTOR IS SHOWN IN TABLE IIT-1 ALONG WITH EXISTING,
RECOMMENDED AND TOTAL MILEAGE. COST CONSTRAINTS LIMITED THE
SHORT~RANGE PROGRAM TO 234.93 MILES, SOME 309 MILES LESS THAN
THAT CONSIDERED WARRANTED UNDER IDEAL BIKING CONDITIONS; HOW=
EVER, SUBSTANTIAL ADDITIONAL MILEAGE IS RECOMMENDED IN THE
LoNG~RANGE PHASE.




THE SHORT-RANGE PROGRAM

THE RECOMMENDED SHORT-RANGE BIKEWAY PLAN SHOWN IN FIGURe III-2
IS THE RESULT OF AN INTERACTION OF IDEAS AND PROPDSALS BETWEEN
THE CONSULTANT, TECHNICAL STAFF AND THE BIKEWAY PLANNING
COMMITTEE., THE PLAN ACHIEVES THE DVERALL GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
ADOPTED BY THE COMMITTEE WHILE CONFORMING TO THE MORE SPECIFIC
BIKEWAY DESIGN PRINCIPLES AND STANDARDS ADOPTED FOR USE 1IN

THE STUDY.

THE PROPOSED NETWORK CONSISTS 0OF THOSE BIKING FACILITIES
NEEDED TO FORM A CONTINUDUS SYTEM TO WHICH FUTURE SUBSYSTEMS
- MAY BE ADDED. IT Is DESIGNED FOR IMPLEMENTATION WITHIN A
TEN YEAR PLANNING PERIOD WITH IDENTIFIED FUNDING SOURCES AND
IMPLEMENTATION AGENCIES.,

THE IMMEDIATE ACTION EjaN

A KEY ELEMENT OF THE PLAN IS THE IMMEDIATE ACTION PORTION TQ BE
IMPLEMENTED 8Y JUNE 30, 1977 (SEE Filgure III- 3. THIS CON-
SISTS OF 53.78 MILES IN THE FOLLOWING CATEGORIES:

CLAsSs I ~ BICYCLE PATH COMPLETELY SEPARATED FROM
ROADWAY. THE PATH MAY OCCUR ON ROADWAY RIGHT-
OF-WAY OR WITHIN ITS OWN EXCLUSIVE RIGHT-OF-WAY,

CLass I1 - A DELINEATED LANE QOF A ROADWAY QR
SIDEWALK DESIGNATED FOR USE BY BICYCLES.

CLAss IT PROTECTED - A LANE OF A ROADWAY SEPARATED
FROM TRAFFIC BY USE 0OF A BARRIER. THE LANE IS
DESIGNATED FOR BICYCLE USE ONLY.

CLAss III - A FACILITY SHARED WITH VEHICULAR TRAFFIC THAT
IS DESIGNATED AS SUCH BY SIGNS ONLY.

CLASS III SIDEWALK - A BICYCLE PATH ON THE SIDEWALK
DESIGNATED BY SIGNS ONLY.

THE FOLLOWING MILEAGE IS RECOMMENDED FOR EACH TYPE:
TABLE III-2

RECOMMENDED MILEAGE BY TYPE
IMMEDIATE ACTION PLAN

Cuass 1 3.99 MILES
CLAss II 1.88
CLass I1 PROTECTED 0.51
Ciass II1 46,80
CLass II1 SIDEWALK 0,60

53,78 MILES
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THE BIKEWAY FACILITY TABULATIONS FOR THE IMMEDIATE ACTION PLAN
ARE SHOWN IN APPENDIX TABLE A-5.

SECTER 1 - THE RECOMMENDED IMMEDIATE ACTION PLAN FOR SECTOR 1%
CONSISTS OF 9.3 MILES OF CLASS IIT PATHS. IT IS ALSO RECOM-
MENDED THAT THE SPEED LIMIT ALONG KENTUCKY STREET FROM 8TH
STREET TO 16TH STREET AND MAGNOLIA AVENUE FROM 11TH STREET TO
THE ALLEY BETWEEN 2ND AND 3RD STREETS BE LOWERED TO 30 MPH.
VEHICLE OPERATION ON KENTUCKY STREET FROM 8TH STREET TO 9TH
STREET SHOULD BE CHANGED TO TWO-WAY.

FOR BICYCLE SECURITY, BIKE LDCKERS ARE RECOMMENDED TO BE IN-
STALLED AT THE NINE (9) FOLLOWING SITES: LOUTSYILLE FREE
PuBLIc LIBRARY, RIVER CITY MALL (NORTH AND SOUTH ENDS),
JEFFERSON COMMUNITY COLLEGE, UNIVERSITY OF LOUISVILLE MEDICAL
CENTER, JEFFERSON COUNTY COURTHOUSE, CONVENTION CENTER, AND THE
BELVEDERE.

SECIDR. .2 - THE RECOMMENDED IMMEDIATE ACTION PLAN FOR SECTOR 2
CONSISTS OF 0.2 MILES OF CLASS IT LANES AND 18.15 MILES OF
CLAss III rROUuTES. THE COMPLETED ROUTE PLAN TOTALS 18.35 MILES.
IT IS ALSDO RECOMMENDED THAT THE SPEED LIMIT BE LOWERED TO 30
MPH AT THE FOLLOWING LOCATIONS: NORTHWESTERN PARKWAY FROM
PORTLAND AVENUE T0D VERMONT AVENUE, PORTLAND AVENUE FROM NORTH-
WESTERN PARKWAY TO 29TH STREET, BANK STREET FROM 38TH STREET
TO NORTHWESTERN PARKWAY, CYPRESS STREET FROM DUMESNIL STREET
TO DIXDALE AVENUE.

SECTIDR_3 - THE RECOMMENDED IMMEDIATE ACTION PLAN FOR SECTOR 3
CONSISTS OF 0.55 MILES OF CLASS IT LANES AND 3.45 MILES OF
CLass Ill rRouTES, THE COMPLETED ROUTE PLAN TOTALS 4,0 MILES.

SECTOR 4 - THE RECOMMENDED IMMEDIATE ACTION PLAN FOR SECTOR 4
CONSISTS OF 0.04 MILES OF CLASS I PATHS; 0.98 MILES OF CrLass II
LANES; AND 4.25 MILES OF CLAss III RQUTES., THE COMPLETED ROUTE
PLAN TOTALS 5,27 MILES.

SECTOR § ~ THE RECOMMENDED IMMEDIATE ACTION PLAN FOR SECTOR 5
CONSISTS OF 0.27 MILES OF CLASS II LANES AND 5.3 MILES OF

Cuass IIl rRouTEs., THE COMPLETED ROUTE PLAN TOTALS 5.57 MILES.
IT Is ALSO RECOMMENDED THAT THE SPEED LIMIT ALONG WENZEL STREET
FROM WASHINGTON STREET TO MARSHALL STREET BE LOWERED TO 30 MPH.

SECTOR 9 — THE RECOMMENDED IMMEDIATE ACTION PLAN FOR SECTOR 9
CONSISTS OF 2.25 MILES OF CLAsSS I PATHS.

SECTOR 10 - THE RECOMMENDED IMMEDIATE ACTION PLAN FOR SECTOR

10 CONSISTS OF 1.70 MILES OF CLASS I PATHS: 0.39 MILES oOF CLASS
II LANES; AND 6.95 MILES OF CLASS III RouTEs. IT IS ALSO
RECOMMENDED THAT THE SPEED LIMIT ALONG ALILMOND AVENUE FROM THE
ALLEY ADJACENT TO WATTERSON EXPRESSWAY TO SOUTHERN HEIGHTS AVE-
NUT BE LOWERED TO 30 MPH.
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THE 1985 PL AN
THE PROPGOSED 1985 NETWORK EXCLUDING THE IMMEDIATE ACTION PLAN,
CONSISTS 0OF 150.74 MILES IN THE FOLLOWING CATEGORIES:

TABLE I1I-3
RECOMMENDED MILEAGE BY TYPE
‘ 1985 PLAN
(EXCLUDING IMMEDIATE ACTION PLAN)
CLass I 55.55 MILES
CLass 11 0.60
CLass Il sIDEWALK 5.18
CLass II1 57.42
CLAass II1 SIDEWALK 25,39
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 6.60
TOTAL 150.74 MILES

THE PHASING SCHEDULE FOR THE 1985 PLAN IS SHUWN IN FIGURE
ITI~-4.

THE BIKEWAY FACILITY TABULATIONS FOR THE 1983 PLAN ARE ALSO
SHOWN IN APPENDIX TABLE A-5. THIS TABLE PROVIDES A DETAILED
LIST OF EXISTING AND RECOMMENDED CROSS-~-SECTION AND COST ESTI-
MATES FOR EACH SEGMENT OF THE PLAN.

SECTOR 1 - THE RECOMMENDED RQOUTE PLAN FOR SECTOR 1 CONSISTS OF
2.8 MILES OF CLASS I PATHS, 1.85 MILES OF CLASS II ILANES AND
0.85 MILES OF FEDERAL BIKEWAY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WHERE THE
CLASS IS UNKNOWN. THE COMPLETED ROUTE PLAN TOTALS 5.5 MILES.
TwO BIKE LOCKERS AT EACH OF THREE PARK 'N' RIDE LOCATIONS ARE
RECOMMENDED .

SECTOR 2 - THE RECOMMENDED ROUTE PLAN FOR SECTOR 2 CONSISTS OF
7.57 MILES oF CLASS I PATHS, 0.61 MILES OF CLASS Il LANES AND
14.35 MILES OF CLass 111 RoOUTES. THE COMPLETED ROUTE PLAN
TOTALS 22,43 MILES. TWwO BIKE LOCKERS AT EACH OF FIVE PARK 'N!
RIDE LOCATIONS ARE RECOMMENDED.

SECTOR 3 - THE RECOMMENDED ROUTE PLAN FOR SECTOR 3 CONSISTS OF
8,25 MILES OF CLASS I PATHS, 0.75 MILES OF CLASS Il LANES AND
2.15 MILES oF CuaAss Il ROUTES. THE COMPLETED ROUTE PLAN TOTALS
11.15 MILES, TwO BIKE LOCKERS AT EACH OF FIVE PARK 'N' RIDE
LOCATIONS ARE RECOMMENDED.

SECTOR 4 - THE RECOMMENDED ROUTE PLAN FOR SECTOR 4 CONSISTS OF
10.72 MILES OF CLASS I PATHS, 0.45 MILES OF CLASS Il LANES AND
5,83 MILES OF CLASS III ROUTES. THE COMPLETED ROUTE PLAN TOTALS
17.0 MILES. Two BIKE LOCKERS AT EACH OF TwO PARK 'N' RIDE LOCA-
TIONS ARE RECOMMENDED.



SECTOR 5 - THE RECOMMENDED ROUTE PLAN FOR SECTOR 5 CONSISTS OF
.22 MILES OF CLASS I PATHS, 2.8 MILES OF CLASsS I1I ROUTES,
AND 5.75 MILES OF THE FEDERAL BIKEWAY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.
THE COMPLETED ROUTE PLAN TOTALS 13,77 MILES. TWO BIKE LOCKERS
AT THE PARK 'N' RIDE LOCATION ARE RECOMMENDED.

SECTOR 6 - THE RECOMMENDED ROUTE PLAN FOR SECTOR 6 CONSISTS OF
0.68 MILES OF CLASS I PATHS, 0.5 MILES OF CLASS II LANES, AND
22.22 MILES OF CLAss III ROUTES. THE COMPLETED ROUTE PLAN
 TOTALS 33.25 MILES. TWO BIKE LOCKERS AT EACH OF THREE PARK
'N' RIDE LLOCATIONS ARE RECOMMENDED.

SECTOR 7 — THE RECOMMENDED RUOUTE PLAN FOR SECTOR 7 CONSISTS OF
1.39 MILES OF CLASS I PATHS, 0.37 MILES OF CLASS Il LANES, AND
10.55 MILES OF CLAss 111 ROUTES. THE COMPLETED ROUTE PLAN
TOTALS 11.81 MILES,.

SECTOR 8 - THE RECOMMENDED ROUTE PLAN FOR SECTOR 8 CONSISTS OF
4.97 MILES OF CLAss [Il ROUTES.

SECTOR 9 - THE RECOMMENDED ROUTE PLAN FOR SECTOR 9 CONSISTS OF
2.99 MILES OF CLASS I PATHS AND 10.3 MILES OF CLASS III ROUTES.
THE COMPLETED ROUTE PLAN TOTALS 13.29 MILES. TWO BIKE LOCKERS
AT EACH DOF THREE PARK 'N' RIDE LOCATIDNS ARE RECOMMENDED.

SECTOR. 10 - THE RECOMMENDED ROUTE PLAN FOR SECTOR 10 CONSISTS
OF 3.82 MILES OF CLAss I PATHS, 0.6 MILES OF CLass II LANES,
AND 7.43 MILES OF Ciass III ROuUTES. THE COMPLETED ROUTE TOTALS
11.85 MILES.

SECTOR_ 11 - THE RECOMMENDED RQOUTE PLAN FOR SECTOR 11 CONSISTS OF
3.12 MILES OF CLAss I PATHS, 0.65 MILES OF CLASS II LANES, AND
2.36 MILES OF CrLass I1l ROUTES. THE COMPLETED ROUTE TOTALS

6.13 MILES.

M ON ONS
TWO BICYCLE/TRANSIT INTEGRATION PROPOSALS WERE CONSIDERED.
ONE WAS TO PLACE RIKE RACKS ON BUSES AND THE OTHER WAS TO PLACE
BIKE LOCKERS AT OURING BUS STOPS. THE LATTER OF THE TWO
PROPOSALS WAS SELECTED FOR IMPLEMENTATION WITH BIKE LOCKERS
PROVIDED AT PARK 'N' RIDE LOCATIONS TO ACCOMMODATE INTERFACE
WITH THE TRANSIT SYSTEM.

w77



W

Jefferson County Bikew -}
Louisville and Jefferson County, K¢"."(f

STAGED DEVELOPMENT:

,‘..‘.\ 371 v

PROGRAM D™V

:,\"'\._‘ \: Continued On
S Figure Hi-4a

R | o B B

| “NnSes®

Prepared By!

C.F.P Transportation Engineers And Planners, Incorporated .
Reynolds, Smith & Hills  Architects- Engineers: Planners, incorporated
In Association ’

Prepared For:
Kentuckiana Regional Planning And Development Agency -

in Coaperation With:
Kentucky Department Of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

Continued On ==
Figure Hi-8a
VRN B
e ‘ -

2000 o] 2000 4000 6000

Scale In Feet

Legend:

wnmmanan Exjsting Routes
Year 1
------- Year 2
---------- Year 3
— s msoem Yoar 4
awmwewwww Year D
e Year 6-10

Figure lIl-4

sl

\ CFP-RS&H G T




N i
Ly

POND 11

KENTUCHY
INSTITUTE

Continued On'
Figure lll-4 %

.

- . A
N
.

T

%

3

~ Figure -4

R gt
L) - ‘ v ]
WYYy, ) 1etimr o,
%
b E 1
[N L] L
oy (]

e Year 3
—-—Yoar 4 \

I i

et

EFP'-IQQ&H . Figure’ M-4q



TABLE III-4

SUMMARY OF
IMMEDIATE ACTION AND SHORT-RANGE' PROGRAMS

BY SECTOR
BIKEWAY TypE DEMONSTRA-

I I1 ITI TION PROJECT ToTAL CONSTRUC-

SECTOR (MILES) (MILES) (MILES) (MILES) (MILES) TION COST
1 2.80 1.85 9.30 .85 14.80 $ 133,506
2- 7.47 .81 32.50 . 40.78 304,207
3 8.25 1.30 5.55 — 15,10 340,697
4 10.76 1.43 10.08 22,27 384,003
5 5.22 .27 8.10 5.75 19.34 785,801
6 9.68 .50 22.22 32.40 862,761
7 1.39 .37 10.55 12.31 171,800
8 4.97 4.97 14,800
9 5.23 10.30 15.53 198,060
10 5.52 .99 14.38 20.89 165,827
11 3.12 .65 2.36 6,13 140,231
204,52 $3,501,673

CHANGE SPEED LIMIT SIGNS 300

$3,501,973

=7 8=



SHORT-RANGE IMPLEMENTATION

STAGED DEVELOPMENT. PROGRAM ~

ONE OF THE PRIMARY CONSIDERATIONS IN IMPLEMENTATION IS TO PHASE
A SYSTEM SUCH AS A BIKEWAY'SO THAT THE PROJECT CAN BE BUILT WHEN
MONEY IS AVAILABLE. IN THE SHORT-RANGE PROGRAM INDEPENDENT
SECTIONS AND SYSTEMS ARE PROPOSED IN YEARS ONE (1) THROUGH

FIVE (5). OTHER PARTS OF THE SYSTEM ARE GROUPED TOGETHER FOR
IMPLEMENTATION DURING YEARS SIX (6) THROUGH TEN (10). REcCOM-
MENDED MILEAGE BY YEAR OF IMPLEMENTATION AND CLASS OF BIKEWAY
FOR THE SHORT-~RANGE SYSTEM IS SHOWN IN TaABLE III-s5.

TABLE ITI-s

SHORT~-RANGE STAGED
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

CLASS
II II I1I
PRO- SIDE- SIDE-

YEAR I 11 TECTED WALK ITT waLkR DeMO ToTaAL cosT
i* 3.99 1.88 .51 - 46.80 0,60 - 53.78 $ 175,361
2 - - - - - 3.40 6.60 10.00 416,180
3 1.36 - - 0.37 5.69 11.13 - 18.55 343,355
4 2,19 - - - 3.24 5,70 - 11.13 365,765
5 8.25 0.50 - 2,10 19.90 3.11 - 33.86 380,900
6-10 432.75 0.10 - e 28,359 _2.085 _— 77.20 820,412

TOTAL 59.54 2.48 .51 5.18 104.22 25.99 6,60 204.52 $3,501,973

* IMMEDIATE AcCTION PLAN (INCLUDES CHANGING SPEED LIMIT
SIGNS - $300)

-70 -



THE RECOMMENDED CROSS-SECTIONS FOR EACH SECTION OF THE PLAN IS
PROVIDED IN THE BIKEWAY FACILITIES TABULATION (APPENDIX TABLE
A-5) BY CODE NUMBER AND ARE ILLUSTRATED IN FIGURE I1I1-s.

SEVERAL SECTIONS ARE RECOMMENDED FOR VARIOUS PORTIONS OF THE
PLAN DEPENDING ON STREET WIDTHS AND AVAILABLE RIGHT~OF-WAY.

THE MIGHEST TYPE BIKEWAY IS CLASS I REQUIRING PROVISIQON FOR

AN EIGHT FOOT. TWO-WAY PAVEMENT. CLASS Il SECTIONS VARY FROM
THE PROTECTED CROSS~SECTIONS II-B, II-E AND II-~H TO UNPROTECTED,
BUT MARKED CLASS Il SECTIONS. WHERE WIDENING IS .REQUIRED TO
ACHIEVE THE NECESSARY WIDTH FOR BIKEWAY PROTECTION, IT IS SO
INDICATED BY THE SPECIFIC SECTION RECOMMENDATION. VARIOUS

CLass TI1 TREATMENTS ARE PROVIDED BY SECTIONS III-A THRoucH III-J.

RIGHT-OF-WAY AND PAVEMENT WIDTHS INDICATED IN THE SECTIONS ARE
MINIMUM AND WIDER WIDTHS ARE ENCOURAGED IN ORDER TO PROVIDE A
SAFER AND MORE COMFORTABLE RIDE. THE WIDER BIKEWAY WIDTHS
COULD BE PROVIDED WHEN ROADWAYS ARE IMPROVED AND WIDENED AT
VERY LITTLE ADDITIONAL COST, AND IN MOST CASES, NO ADDITIONAL
RIGHT-OF-WAY. IN NO INSTANCES HAVE THE MINIMUM SPECIFIC CROSS-
SECTIONS VIQLATED THE DESIGN PRINCIPLES AND STANDARDS ADGPTED
BY THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE.

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES ~ COST ESTIMATES FOR THE PLAN WERE
PREPARED FROM AN ANALYSIS OF THE IMPROVEMENTS RECOMMENDED FOR

EACH SECTION LISTED IN APPENDIX TABLE A-5. CONSTRUCTION UNIT COSTS
FURNISHED BY THE REYNOLDS, SMITH AND HILLS COST ESTIMATING DE-
PARTMENT ARE SHOWN IN TABLE [II-6. THESE UNIT COST ESTIMATES
INCLUDE THE COST OF ACTUAL CONSTRUCTION AND ENGINEERING. THE

UNIT COSTS FOR STANDARD CROSS—-SECTIONS DO NOT INCLUDE, HOWEVER,
COSTS FOR CURB CUTS, SIGNS, STENCILS, LIGHTING, LANDSCAPING OR
RIGHT-0OF-WAY. THE COST OF ADDITIONAL RIGHT-OF-WAY IS CONSIDERED
MINOR, AS CLAsseEs II AND ITI FACILITIES WOULD BE LOCATED WHOLLY
WITHIN EXISTING OR FUTURE RIGHTS—-OF-WAY.

RIGHT-0OF—-WAY COSTS FOR CLASS I BIKEWAYS SHOULD BE OBTAINED
THROUGH APPRAISALS FOLLOWING COMPLETION OF DESIGN DRAWINGS.

THE cDSTS OF A CLASS I BIKEWAY IS BASED UPON THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUAL
COSTS PER LINEAR FOOT: CLEAR AND GRUB @ 17¢3; PREPARE BASE 3
53¢; INSTALL 6" BASE, INCLUDING MATERIAL & $1.75; INSTALL i-1/2%
TO 27 ASPHALT PAVEMENT @ $1.65; BACKFILL @ $1.70; AND DRAINAGE

@ 26L. THE TOTAL COST PER LINEAR OF $6.00, OR $32,000 PER MILE
1S CONSIDERED A VERY CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF CDST. THE IN-
DIVIDUAL COSTS LISTED ABOVE FOR A CLASS I FACILITY REFLECT COSTS
FOR A WELL-DRAINED, SANDY SOIL IN AN AREA OF GENTLE TERRAIN.

ANY SPECIAL SITE CONDITIONS SUCH AS CLAY SOIL OR RUGGED TERRAIN,
WILL INCREASE THESE CONSERVATIVE COST ESTIMATES. C(COST ESTIMATES
FOR RECENT CLASS I BIKEWAY DEVELOPMENT IN KENTUCKY SUGGESTS THAT
THE UNIT COSTS FOR SUCH FACILITIES MAY BE AS HIGH AS $65,000 PER
MILE IN CERTAIN INSTANCES. THE PHASING OF BIKEWAY PLAN MUST

BE ADUSTED AS THESE AND OTHER COSTS DIFFICULTIES MAY BECOME AP-
PARENT DURING IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLAN.
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TABLE III-4
UNIT CONSTRUCTION CODSTS

STANDARD CROSS-SECTIONS*
CLASS IA THROUGH IJ : $32,000/MI.

CLAass IIA, IIC, IID, IIF 883/M1.
(STRIPING, EXISTING ROAD OR SIDEWALK) -

Cuass 1B, IIE 9,754/MI.
(PRGTECTED, EXISTING ROAD)

CiLass 116G : 66,000/MI.,
(STRIPING, ROADWIDENING)

CLass IIH 116,000/M1.
(PROTECTED, ROADWIDENING -
CURB AND GUTTER)

CLASS ITIA THrRoOouGH IIIE 400/MIT .,
(EXISTING ROADWAY) ‘

CLAass IIIF, Ex3sTINGIII-G 260/MI.
(SIDEWALK, EXISTING)

CLASS IIIH ' ' 32,000/MI.
(SIDEWALK, NEW CONSTRUCTION)

CLass IIIJ ) 5,800/MI.
(SIDEWALK, EACH ADDITIONAL 1 FOOT
, WIDTH W/NEW CONSTRUCTION)

¥ SEE FIGURE I1l-s

ADDITIONAL CQSTS

CURB CUT (EXISTING SIDEWALK) $150,00 EACH
CURB CUT (NEW SIDEWALK) 100.00 EACH
SIGNS | 40.00 EACH
STENCILS 25.00 EACH
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STRATEGIES FOR_IMPLEMENTING THE BIKEWAY PROGRAM

THE FIRST THREE PHASES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE BIKEWAY STUDY
HAVE DEALT WITH THE FOLLOWING ELEMENTS: GOALS, O0OBJECTIVES, AND
RELATED POLICIES; DESIGN PRINCIPLES AND STANDARDS; AN ASSESSMENT
OF POTENTIAL BIKEWAY FACILITIES AND HIGH USE AREAS IN THE
LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY AREA; AND PLANS FOR BIKEWAY DEVELOP-
MENT.

THIS PHASE OF THE STUDY DEALS WITH THE STRATEGIES AND RESPON-
'SIBILITIES OF VARIOUS JURISDICTIONS IN THE LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON
COUNTY AREA IN DEVELOPING THE BIKEWAY PROGRAM. SOME TOPICS TO
BE DISCUSSED IN THIS PHASE INCLUDE:

» POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES

+ CODRDINATION AND PROGRAMMING CONSIDERATIONS
. LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS .

« EDUCATION AND ENFORCEMENT PROPOSALS



POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES

AS PREVIDUSLY MENTIONED, THE PRIME RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEVELOPING
AND MAINTAINING A BIKEWAY SYSTEM RESTS WITH THE LOCAL UNITS OF
GOVERNMENT. THE SUCCESSFUL STAGING (OR PROGRAMMING) OF A PFLAN
WILL BE HIGHLY RELATED TO THE RESCOURCES (PRINCIPALLY FUNDING
OPTIONS AND AMOUNTS) THAT THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT CAN UTILIZE,
THEREFORE, THE INVESTIGATION OF FUNDING SOURCES AND AMOUNTS
WHICH MIGHT BECOME AVAILABLE WITHIN VARIOUS TIME FRAMES WILL BE
ESSENTIAL TO PLAN STAGING. THE FOLLOWING IS A BIOGRAPHICAL
SKETCH OF FEDERAL, STATE, AND LDCAL AGENCIES INVOLVED WITH
PROMOTING AND FINANCING BICYCLE FACILITIES, LOUISVILLE-
JEFFERSON COUNTY SHOULD RECOGNIZE, HOWEVER, THAT AVAILABLE
FUNDING SOURCES WILL VARY FROM YEAR TO YEAR AS NEW LEGLSLATICN
15 PASSED AND EXISTING FUNDING SQOURCES ARE EXHAUSTED.

FEDERAL AND STATE FUNDING SOURCES: FEDERAL ASSISTANCE TAKES
MANY FORMS AND, RECOGNIZING THE GENERAL LACK OF PROGRAMS FOR
COMPREHENSIVE BIKEWAY FACILITY FUNDING, LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON
COUNTY WILL NEED TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF SEVERAL AVAILABLE FUNDING
SOURCES, THE MOST SIGNIFICANT PROGRAMS ARE DISCUSSED BELOW.

RAL=AT A UNDS: THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
(FHWA) IS A MAJOR SOURCE OF POTENTIAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.
BIKEWAY FUNDS FROM THE HIGHWAY TRUST FUND ARE AVAILABLE EITHER
FOR PART OF LARGER PROJECT PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION OR AS
SEPARATE FUNDS. THE USE OF .THESE FUNDS 1S AT THE DISCRETION
OF THE KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPUORTATION, BUT USE OF ONE
CATEGORY OF MONEY, THE URBAN SYSTEM FUND, MUST BE INITIATED BY
LOCAL OFFICIALS.

THE LAW DEFINES TWG TYPES OF BIKEWAYS: INCIDENTAL AND INDEPEN-~
DENT.

INCIDENTAL BIKEWAYS - THESE ARE BUILT AS AN INTEGRAL
PART OF HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS, WITH

THE BIKEWAY FACILITY LOCATED WHOLLY WITHIN THE
LEGAL RIGHT-QF-WAY OF THE HIGHWAY. FEDERAL FUNDING
FOR INCIDENTAL BIKEWAYS IS AVAILABLE FOR THOSE
HIGHWAYS WHICH ARE PART OF THE FEDERAL-AID SYSTEM,.
THE SHARE OF THE TOTAL COST WILL BE THE SAME AS

FOR OTHER FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROJECTS (90 PERCENT
FOR INTERSTATE AND 70 PERCENT FOR ALL OTHER CATE-
GORIES), THERE IS NO LIMITATION ON THE USE OF
AVAILABLE FUNDS FOR INCIDENTAL BIKEWAYS,

INDEPENDENT BIKEWAYS ~ THESE BIKEWAYS ARE FUNDED
THROUGH A PROVISION OF THE LAW WHICH PROQVIDES UP

TO A MAXIMUM OF 2.5 MILLION DOLLARS PER STATE PER
YEAR (45 MILLION DOLLARS NATIONALLY! FOR THEIR



CONSTRUCTION. THESE BIKEWAYS ARE NOT PART OF A
'HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT, BUT ARE LOCATED
INSIDE OR OUTSIDE OF EXISTING HIGHWAY RIGHT-OF-
WAY. THE INDENEPDENT BIKEWAY MUST SERVE THE SAME
CORRIDOR AS THAT SERVED BY THE ROADWAY WHICH IS
PART OF THE FEDERAL-AID SYSTEM. INTERSTATE FUNDS .
ARE NOT ALLOWED FOR INDEPENDENT BIKEWAYS. THuUs, e
70 PERCENT OF THE TOTAL COST OF THESE PROJECTS
COULD BE PROVIDED. THE ADMINISTERING STATE AGENCY
IS THE KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION.

STATE GENERAL FUND: THE STATE OF KENTUCKY'S 1976-1978 BUDGET
PROVIDES $2 MILLION IN NON-RECURRING GENERAL FUND MONEY, UNDER
CERTAIN CONDITIONS, FOR THE PLANNING, LAND ACQUISTITION AND CON«
STRUCTION OF BIKEWAYS AND RELATED FACILITIES, THESE FUNDS CAN
BE USED TO MATCH-8N A 50~50 BASIS, THE LOCAL SHARE OF FEDERALLY
ASSISTED PROJECTS-=(E.G. 70% FEDERAL, 15% STATE, AND 15% LOCAL).
THESE SAME FUNDS—CAN -BE. USED FOR.NON-=FEPERALLY ASSISTED. PROJECTS
ON A 70% STATE AND 30% LOCAL MATCHING BASIS,

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY AMENDMENT ACT OF 1974 — DEMONSTRATION

PROJECT: THIS ACT AUTHORIZED THE APPROPRIATION OF $6 MILLIOGN :
IN FISCAL YEAR 1976 FROM THE U.S. GENERAL FUND. THIS PROGRAM ;
IS INTENDED TO PROVIDE FUNDING FOR BIKEWAY DEMONSTRATION PRO- '
JECTS OF NATIDONAL INTEREST IN PROMOTING BICYCLING AS A SAFE

AND VIABLE ALTERNATIVE MODE OF TRANSPORTATION FOR COMMUTER AND/

OR RECREATIONAL USE IN URBANIZED AREAS OF OVER 50,000 POPULATION.

THE FEDERAL SHARE UNDER THIS LAW IS 80 PERCENT OF THE TOTAL COST

OF THE PROJECT. ELIGIBLE PROJECTS INCLUDE BICYCLE LANES,

BICYCLE PATHS, SUPPORT FACILITIES, BICYCLE TRAFFIC CONTROL DE-

VICES, SHELTERS, AND PARKING FACILITIES, THE ADMINISTERING

STATE AGENCY IS THE KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION.

FEDERAL HIGHWAY SAFETY FUNDS: THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY SAFETY ACT
PROVIDES ONE QOF THE BEST SOURCES OF FUNDING FOR BICYCLE SAFETY
PROGRAMS., ALTHOUGH SEVERAL HIGHWAY RELATED SAFETY PROGRAMS
ARE ELIGIBLE FOR THESE FUNDS, PRIORITY HAS RECENTLY BEEN GIVEN
TO BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY PROGRAMS, THE ADMINISTERING
STATE AGENCY 1S THE KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION.

ENT _OF HoOUSING AND_URBAN DEVELGOPM : THE HOUSING AND
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1974 (88 STAT.,633) PROVIDES
FUNDING POSSIBILITIES FOR TRAIL AND BIKEWAY FACILITIES., THE
NEW LAW CONSOLIDATES MANY OF THE PREVIOUS CATEGORICAL GRANT
PROGRAMS OF HUD - INCLUDING OPEN SPACE AND NEIGHBORHOOD FACILI-
TIES GRANTS - INTO A TOTAL GRANT THAT MAY BE USED FOR A WIDE
RANGE OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES WITHIN METROPOLITAN AREAS OR
AREAS HAVING A HIGHLY URBAN CHARACTER. FUNDS ARE PROVIDED FOR
THREE GENERAL PURPQOSES: ) TO ELIMINATE OR PREVENT SLUMS AND
BLIGHT WHERE SUCH CONDITIONS OR NEEDS EXIST; 2) TO PROVIDE
HOUSING FOR LOW AND MODERATE INCOME PERSONS; AND 3) TO IMPROVE



AND UPGRADE COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES WHERE NECESSARY.
THEREFORE, BIKEWAY PROJECTS MUST BE AN INTEGRAL PART OF AN
OVERALL COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT TQO QUALIFY FOR FUNDING.
THESE FUNDS, HOWEVER, MAY BE USED AS THE LOCAL SHARE FOR
MATCHING WITH BOR AND FHWA FUNDS WHEN AVAILABLE.

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR: FUNDS FOR THE ACQUISITION OF LAND AND

DEVELOPMENT OF OUTDOCOR RECREATION FACILITIES ARE AUTHORIZED BY
THE LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION ACT OF 1965. THESE FUNDS ARE
ADMINISTERED THROUGH THE BUREAU OF OUTDDOR RECREATION AND EACH
STATE'S APPOINTED LIAISON OFFICER. FUNDS ARE AVAILABLE TO
PUBLIC AGENCIES ON A 50-50 MATCHING BASIS., EACH STATE IS RE-
QUIRED TO HAVE A STATEWIDE COMPREHENSIVE OUTDOOR RECREATION
PLAN WHICH SETS FORTH THE QUTDOOR RECREATION NEEDS OF THE STATE
AND RECOMMENDS PRIORITY ACTION FOR MEETING THOSE NEEDS.
PRIORITIES FOR FUNDING ARE DETERMINED AT THE REGIONAL LEVEL.
THESE FUNDS ARE RECOMMENDED FOR USE PRIMARILY OMCLASS I AND
CLAss 1] PROTECTED BIKEWAYS WHERE CONSTRUCTION IS REQUIRED,

ENERA RYICES AD ISIR : THE GSA 1S RESPONSIBLE FOR
DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, SPACE MODIFICATIONS, AND LEASING OF
FEDERAL PUBLIC BUILDINGS. IN THIS REGARD, THE GSA HAS RECENTLY
ISSUED PROPERTY MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS RELATIVE TO FEDERAL
EMPLOYEES PARKING. AMONG OTHER THINGS, THE REGULATIONS REQUIRE
THAT AGENCIES RESERVE AREAS WITHIN PARKING FACILITIES FOR THE
USE OF BICYCLES. ALTHOUGH MONIES ARE NOT ACTUALLY AVAILABLE
FROM THE GSA FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF BIKEWAY FACILITIES, COOR-
DINATION WITH THE AGENCY CAN BENEFIT THE L.OCAL BIKEWAY PROGRAM
- BY PROVIDING PASSAGE THROUGH GSA ADMINISTERED PROPERTIES AND

IN PROVIDING STORAGE FACILITIES AT POTENTIALLY HIGH USE AREAS,
AN EXAMPLE OF THIS APPLICATION IS THE PROPOSED ROUTE THRU THE
VETERANS ADMINISTRATION HOSPITAL GROUNDS IN NORTHEAST LOUlIs-
VILLE.

"NVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIO GENCY: ALTHOUGH NG DIRECT FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE IS AVAILABLE AT PRESENT, THE EPA HAS REQUIRED THAT
SOME CITIES WITH HIGH AIR POLLUTION PREPARE ACTION PLANS, IN-
CLUDING THE PROVISION OF BIKEWAYS, TQ REDUCE AUTOMOBILE USAGE.
IN ADDITION, SECTION 2C1(F) OF THE 1972 WATER POLLUTION CONTROL
ACT STATES THAT THE ADMINISTRATOR SHALL ENCOURAGE WASTE TREAT-
MENT MAMAGEMENT WHICH COMBINES 'OPEN SPACE' AND RECREATIONAL
CONSIDERATIONS WITH SUCH MANAGEMENT. THIS ACT IS IMPORTANT IN
THAT THE LANDS AND EASEMENTS ACQUIRED FOR WASTE TREATMENT
PLANTS AND SEWAGE COLLECTION SYSTEMS MAY ALSQO BE USED FOR
PUBLIC OPEN SPACE. THESE LANDS ARE LINEAR IN NATURE AND PROVIDE
EXCELLENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR DEVELOPMENT OF CLASS I BIKEWAYS,

Twa OTHSR SOURCES WHICH ARE NOT AVAILABLE AT THIS TIME IN
KENTUCKY, OFFER CONSIDERABLE POTENTIAL FOR REVENUE GENERATION.
THESE ARE THE GASOLINE SALES TAX AND BICYCLE REGISTRATION FEES.



GASOLINE SALES TAX: AT THE STATE LEVEL, A PORTION OF
THE GASOLINE TAXES COLLECTED FOR STATE HIGHWAY FUNDS
MIGHT BE SET ASIDE FOR THE MANDATORY AND EXCLUSIVE USE
OF BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES. THE STATE OF
OREGON HAS INITIATED SUCH A PROGRAM WITH ONE PERCENT
(1%) OF THE STATE'S HIGHWAY FUNDS GOING FOR BIKE
ROUTES AND PEDESTRIAN TRAILS. OTHER STATES ARE PRO-
POSING SUCH LEGISLATION. AS A MEANS OF FINANCING
LONG-RANGE BICYCLE FACILITY PRUOGRAMS, THE GASOLINE
SALES TAX WOULD BE A VERY RELIABLE SQURCE.

BiIcYCLE REGISTRATION FEES: ANOTHER DEPENDABLE LONG-
RANGE FUNDING SOURCE IS A STATE-WIDE BICYCLE REGIS-

TRATION SYSTEM. COLORADO HAS PROPUSED SUCH A SYSTEM
WITH LICENSING AND A FEE OF $3.00 WHICH, AFTER
ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS ARE DEDUCTED, WOULD BE TRANSFERRED
INTO "A SPECIAL FUND FOR CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE OF
BIKEWAYS,

BOTHVTHE GASDLINE SALES TAX AND REGISTRATION FEES WOULD REQUIRE
STATE LEGISLATIVE ACTION WHICH IS DISCUSSED IN GREATER DETAIL
IN THE LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS SECTION OF THIS REPORT.

LOCAL FUNDING SOURCES: BESIDES FEDERAL AND STATE GRANTS AND
PROGRAMS, A NUMBER OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS MAY ENACT THEIR OWN
LEGISLATION TO ASSIST IN THE ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT OF
BIKEWAY FACILITIES. AMONG THE OPTIONS OPEN TO CITIES AND
COUNTIES FOR RAISING FUNDS ARE THE FOLLDWING:

GENERAL DPERATING FUNDS: GENERAL OPERATING FUNDS FROM EITHER
THE CITY OR COUNTY ARE PERHAPS THE MOST COMMON SOURCE OF BIKEWAY
FUNDS. THESE FUNDS MIGHT BE ADMINISTERED THROUGH EITHER THE
METROPOLITAN PARK AND RECREATICN BOARD, THE CITY AND COUNTY
WORKS DEPARTMENTS OR CITY AND COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF TRAFFIC
ENGINEERING. IN ANY CASE, EACH AGENCY SHOULD COORDINATE WITH
THE OTHER AND WITH THE KENTUCKIANA REGICNAL PLANNING AND
DEVELOPMENT AGENCY (KIPDA) REGARDING THE PLANNING, LOCATION,
AND INSTALLATION OF BIKEWAY FACILITIES. SINCE THERE ARE MANY
PROJECTS AND DEPARTMENTS COMPETING FOR THESE LIMITED REVENUES,
APPROPRIATIONS FOR BICYCLE FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS WILL MOST
LIKELY VARY FROM YEAR TO YEAR.

BOND JSSUE: GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS BACKED BY AD VALOREM

TAXES ARE ANOCTHER SOURCE OF FUNDS BOTH AT THE STATE AND LDCAL
LEVEL. OSINCE THESE BONDS REQUIRE A LOCAL REFERENDUM, THERE

MUST BE CONSIDERABLE PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR THE PROJECT. BOND
FUNDING ALSO REQUIRES MAKING INTEREST PAYMENTS WHICH GCAN BECOME
EXPENSIVE, THEY WOULD, THEREFORE, BE APPROPRIATE ONLY TOD

FINANCE PROJECTS WHICH REQUIRE LARGE INITIAL CAPITAL INVESTMENTS.



SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS: A SPECIAL TAX ASSESSMENT FOR BIKEWAY CON-
STRUCTION IS OFTEN FOUND TO BE MORE POLITICALLY ACCEPTABLE THAN
TAX INCREASES OR BOND ISSUES. SINCE .A SPECIAL ASSESSMENT IS
GENERALLY MADE ON SPECIFIC PROPERTIES, AND BIKEWAYS USUALLY
BENEFIT A WIDER AREA THAN CONTIGUOUS PROPERTIES, IT IS SOME-
TIMES DIFFICULT TO IDENTIFY THE PROPERTIES FOR A SPECIAL
ASSESSMENT. 1IN SELECTED INSTANCES WHERE THE BENEFIT CAN BE
CLEARLY ESTABLISHED, A SPECIAL ASSESSMENT OF AT LEAST PARTIAL
COST MIGHT BE APPROPRIATE. THIS FUNDING PROCEDURE WOULD LIKELY
"HAVE ITS HIGHEST APPEAL IN THOSE AREAS WHERE POTENTIAL BIKING
INTEREST IS HIGH AND EXISTING SAFE FACILITIES ARE MINIMAL.

BICYCLE REGISTRATION FEES: WHILE THE PRIMARY PURPOSE OF BICYCLE
REGISTRATION IS FOR INCREASED SECURITY, AN ADDITIONAL FEE

BEYOND THE COST OF ADMINISTERING THE PROGRAM COULD BE INSTI-
TUTED AND EARMARKED FOR BIKEWAY DEVELOPMENT. SUCH AN INCREASED
FEE COULD, HOWEVER, ACT AS A DETERRENT TO REGISTRATION AND
UNDERMINE THE PURPOSE OF BICYCLE REGISTRATION. IF THE FEE IS
UNACCEPTABLE, THE PROGRAM COULD RESULT IN INCREASED ENFORCEMENT
AND ADMINISTRATIVE ¢COSTS. EVEN WITH THESE DISADVANTAGES, IT
REMAINS THE BEST POTENTIAL REVENUE SOURCE DIRECTLY RELATED TO
THE USER., IT IS POSSIBLE THAT STATEWIDE BICYCLE REGISTRATION,
AS DISCUSSED AROVE, wWiILL PRECLUDE THIS LOCAL ACTION.

USER FEES: A PRIME SQURCE OF GENERATING LOCAL BIKEWAY FACILI-
TIES REVENUES IS THROUGH USER FEES. THIS TYPE OF REVENUE
GENERATION TENDS TO BE MORE PALATABLE TU THE GENERAL PUBLIC
SINCE THE USER IS PAYING DIRECTLY FOR A SERVICE FOR WHICH HE
BENEFITS. THIS FEE MAY TAKE THE FORM OF THE RIDER PAYING FOR
PUBLIC PARKING AND STORAGE SPACE OR PAYING A TAX AT THE TIME
OF REGISTRATION BASED ON EITHER SIZE OR COST OF THE BICYCLE.
AGAIN, THERE IS THE PQSSIBILITY THAT AN EXCESSIVE FEE WOULD ACT
AS A DETERRENT TO THE USE OF THE FACILITIES OR PROGRAMS BEING
PROVIDED. TO AVOID THIS POUTENTIAL DETERRENT, USER FEES

SHOULD BE CONSIDERED A SECONDARY FUNDING SOURCE WITH THE FEE
KEPT FAIRLY LOW. -

PRIVATE CONTRIBUTIONS: DONATION OF LAND, SERVICES, EQUIPMENT
AND CASH BY INDIVIDUALS AND PRIVATE INTEREST GROUPS COR ORGAN-

I1ZATIONS SHOULD BE CONSIDERED AND PROMOTED. THOSE CIVIC GROUPS
AND OTHER AGENCIES WITH SPECIAL INTERESTS IN RECREATION OR IN
PRESERVATION WOULD BE VIABLE SOURCES FOR LAND GIFTS OR FINANCIAL
CONTRIBUTIONS, AND SHOULD BE CONTACTED BY THE APPROPRIATE LOCAL
OFFICIAL WITHM A SPECIFIC PROJECT IN MIND.

SERVICES MAY BE AVAILABLE FROM A VARIETY OF LOCAL GROUPS SUCH
AS BIKE cLUBS, Boy ScouTts, PTA's, KIWANIS AND LIoNs CLuBS.
THESE CIVIC GROUPS SHOULD BE PROVIDED WITH COPIES OF THE
BIKEWAY FACILITIES PROGRAM INCLUDING FUNDING AND IMPLEMENTATION
STRATEGIES, PRIVATE CONTRIBUTIONS MUST BE VIEWED AS UNEXPECTED
AND TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE.



LocAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPERS: AN EXCELLENT WAY TO SECURE INTERNAL
BIKEWAY SYSTEMS THAT ARE COMPATIBLE WITH LOCAL STANDARDS AND
THAT ARE NATURAL EXTENSIONS OF THE LOCAL SYSTEM IS TO WORK
CLOSELY WITH LOCAL PLANNERS AND DEVELOPERS IN THE EARLY STAGES
OF DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL. THIS TYPE OF FACILITY CAN BE A SELLING
PCINT FDOR THE DEVELOPER, AS WELL AS A MECHANISM FOR EXTENDING
COMMUNITY OPEN SPACE AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES AT VERY LITTLE
DIRECT COST TO THE COMMUNITY.



COURDINATION AND PROGRAMMING CONSIDERATIONS

AFTER THE BIKEWAY PLAN IS DEVELOPED, THERE ARE A NUMBER OF
ACTIVITIES AFFECTING COORDINATION AND LONG~RANGE PROGRAMMING OF
" THE PLAN, THESE ACTIVITIES WILL INVOLVE COORDINATION AT BOTH
THE REGIONAL AND LOCAL LEVEL.

REGIONAL ACTIVITIES: REGIONAL ACTIVITIES INCLUDE THE COORDINA-
TION AND REVIEW OF FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVI-
TIES TO SEE THAT THEY ARE CONSISTENT WITH LOCAL AND REGIONAL
PLANS AND POLICIES. THE FOLLOWING REGIONAL ACTIVITIES EXIST
NOW AND SHOULD BE FULLY UTILIZED TO ENHANCE THE DEVELOPMENT QOF
BICYCLE FACILITIES.

A-95 REVIEW PROCESS -~ THE KENTUCKIANA REGIONAL PLANNING AND
DEVELOPMENT AGENCY (KIPDA) HAS THE AUTHORITY AND RESPONSI-
BILITY FOR MANAGEMENT OF THE A-95 PROCEDURE THAT PROVIDES
FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT ON MAJOR PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS WHICH
INVOLVE THE EXPENDITURE OF FEDERAL FUNDS. SPECIAL ATTEN-
TION SHOULD 8E GIVEN TO THOSE PROJECTS WHICH COULD ENHANCE
THE DEVELOPMENT OF BIKEWAY FACILITIES - EITHER ROUTES OR
STORAGE AREAS. PROJECTS SUCH AS THE PROPOSED BEARGRASS
CREEK DEMONSTRATION BIKE ROUTE, MAJOR PARK DEVELOPMENTS AND
IMPROVEMENTS TO THE TRANSIT FACILITIES OF THE TRANSIT
AUTHORITY OF RIVER CITY (TARC) ARE SUCH OPPORTUNITIES FOR
BIKEWAY DEVELOPMENT.

QUISVILLE M 0OP0LIT ‘ -~ WORKING
THROUGH KIPDA AND THE KENTUCKY DOT, CONSIDERABLE EFFORTS

CAN BE MADE TO COORDIMATE AND INCORPORATE BIKEWAY FACILITIES
INTO FUTURE HIGHWAY PROJECTS PRIOR TO FINAL DESIGN, THE
BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE SHOULD CONTINUE TO INSURE THAT
TRANSPORTATION AND RECREATION BIKING NEEDS ARE MET BY CON-—
VERTING THE PRESENT BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE TO A SUB-
COMMITTEE OF THE TRANSPORTATION COORDINATING COMMITTEE.

LOCAL ACTIVITIES: LODCAL ACTIVITIES SHOULD BE CONCERNED WITH THE
BUDGETING OF CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE OF BICYCLE FACILITIES
AS WELL AS SAFETY, EDUCATION, REGISTRATION AND LEGISLATIVE
POLICIES,

COMMUNICATIONS SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED BETWEEN LOCAL BICYCLE
INTEREST GROUPS AND SELECTED PUBLIC DEPARTMENTS TO SEE THAT
CONSTRUCTION, MAINTENANCE, EDUCATION PROGRAMS AND REGISTRATION
LLAWS ARE CUOORDINATED. THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE AND KIPDA
SHOUL.D HAVE A MAJOR ROLE IN COGORDINATING THESE EFFORTS AND PRO-
MOTING THE BIKEWAY PLAN, THE FOLLOWING LOCAL ACTIVITIES COULD
BE UTILIZED TO FACILITATE THE DPEVELOPMENT OF BICYCLE FACILITIES
WITHIN THE LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY AREA.
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BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE: FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE
LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY BIKEWAY STUuDY, A BIKEWAY
PLANNING COMMITTEE WAS ESTABLISHED. THIS COMMITTEE IS COM-
POSED OF REPRESENTATIVES FROM BICYCLE GROUPS, GOVERNMENT
AGENCIES, SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS AND INTERESTED CITIZENS
IN THE LOUISVILLE-~JEFFERSON COUNTY AREA. THIS COMMITTEE
HAS PROVED TO BE OF SIGNIFICANT ASSISTANCE IN MONITORING
THE WORK OF THE CONSULTANT AND PROVIDING VALUABLE CITIZEN
INPUT. THE BIKEWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE SHOULD BE RETAINED
AS MENTIONED EARLIER TO CONTINUE TO STIMULATE, MONITOR, AND
COMMENT ON MAJOR OPPORTUNITIES FDR BICYCLE DEVELOPMENT AS
THEY OCCUR IN THE COUNTY. SINCE THE COMMITTEE HAS BEEN
INVOLVED- IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE PLAN, THEY.WILL BE MOST
FAMILIAR WITH ITS CONTENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS AND CAN SERVE
AS A VALUABLE MOMITOR FOR SEEING THAT THE PLAN IS IMPLE-
MENTED.

CaPITAL IMPROVEMENTS BUDGETING: SINCE LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON
COUNTY PREPARES BUDGETS ON AN ANNUAL BASIS, PROGRAMMING OF
ANY BIKEWAY NETWORK SHOULD REFLECT THIS ANNUAL BUDGETING
PROCESS. PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT ON AN ANNUAL BASIS WILL BE
THE INCLUSION OF THOSE BIKEWAY NETWORK ELEMENTS WHICH CAN
SEIZE UPON LOW~COST OPPORTUNITIES SUCH AS INCLUDING A BIKE
PATH WITHIN A PROPOSED ROAD OR STREET. IT WOULD ALSO BE
USEFUL TO STAGE BIKEWAY IMPROVEMENTS WITHIN THE CAPITAL
BUDGETING TIME FRAME.

ONE WAY TO SECURE AND PROGRAM THE NEEDED FUNDS FOR IMPLEMEN-
TATION OF A BIKEWAY PRUGRAM ON A YEAR-TO-YEAR BASIS 1S5 TO
COCRDINATE AND WORK WITH LOCAL PLANNING DEPARTMENTS. THE
FUNDS NEEDED FOR MAJUOR BIKEWAY IMPROVEMENTS ARE USUALLY OF
SUCH A MAGNITUDE THAT PROJECTS WOULD BE CLASSIFIED AS A
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT TO THE RECREATIONAL RESQURCES OF THE
COMMUNITY. THROUGH THE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT BUDGETARY PRO-
CESS, PROPER COORDINATION BETWEEN ALL DEPARTMENTS OF LOUIS-
VILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY WILL INSURE - THAT FUNDS ARE NOT
WASTED OR DUPLICATED AND THAT REQUESTS FOR FUNDS ARE PROPERLY
PROGRAMMED AND BUDGETED BY THE GOVERNING BODY.

IMPLEMENTATION AND MAINTENANCE RESPONSIBILITIES: ONE OF

THE LAST STEPS IN PLAN IMPLEMEMTATION INVOLVES THE ASSIGN-
MENT OF IMPLEMENTATION RESPONSIBILITY WITHIN SELECTED PUBLIC
DEPARTMENTS., . IN ADDITION, ORDINANCES ARE NECESSARY TO
ENCOURAGE THE PRIVATE PROVISION OF BICYCLE FACILITIES AND

TO REGULATE THE WUSE 0OF THE BICYCLE. SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS
TQO THE ZONING AND SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS WHICH ADDRESS

THIS ASPECT OF IMPLEMENTATION ARE DISCUSSED IN THE SECTION
ENTITLED LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS.

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE FOLLOWING PUBLIC ORGANIZATIONS

BE ASSIGNED THE PRIMARY BIKEWAY DEVELOPMENT RESPONSIBIL-
ITIES:
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. LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY METROPOLITAN
PARK AND RECREATION BOARD

o LOVISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING
. LoursvILLE PuBLIC WORKS AND SERVICES CABINET, |
DEPARTMENT OF OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE |
. JEFFERSON COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION ‘
. JEFFERSON COUNTY WORKS DEPARTMENT
. KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

IN MOST CASES, THE PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT AND THE TRAFFIC
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT SHOULD BE ASSIGNED THE RESPONSIBIL-
ITY FOR CONSTRUCTING AND MARKING BICYCLE FACILITIES. OTHER
DEPARTMENTS WOULD TYPICALLY BE ASSIGNED RESPONSIBILITIES

IN THE PROVISION OF. NON-PHYSICAL PROGRAMS (SUCH AS SAFETY
EDUCATION) AND THE ENFORCEMENT OF LAWS AFFECTING THE
BICYCLIST.

MAINTENANCE: IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE
PuBLIC WORKS AND SANITATION DEPARTMENTS AND THE JEFFERSON
CouNTyY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT MAINTAIN THE BIKEWAYS NOT IN
PARKS AND THE PARKS DEPARTMENT MAINTAIN BIKEWAYS IN PARKS.
VEHICLES SIMILAR TQ THQSE IN USE QN THE RIVER CITY MALL. WILL BE
NEEDED SINCE IN MANY CASES THE CLASsS I BIKEWAYS ARE 70O
NARROW FOR A NORMAL SIZED VEHICLE TO USE AND EVEN IF A
LARGER MAINTENANCE VEHICLE WAS USED IT WOULD BLOCK THE
BIKEWAY. THE CLASs III AND UNPROTECTED CLAss Il BIKE-

WAYS SHOULD BE KEPT CLEAR OF BROKEN GLASS AND OTHER DEBRIS
BY REGULAR USE OF A STREET-SWEEPER. C(CLASS Il PROTECTED
BIKEWAYS SHOULD BE LESS OF A PROBLEM AS THE BARRIER WILL
KEEP MUCH OF THE DEBRIS 0OUT OF THE PATH.
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LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS

A SIGNIFICANT ASPECT OF THIS STUDY INVOLVED THE INVESTIGATION OF
A REVIEW OF EXISTING KENTUCKY STATE STATUTES, THE MUNICIPAL CODE
OF LOUISVILLE, THE MUNICIPAL TRAFFIC CODE, AND THE LOUISVILLE-
JEFFERSON COUNTY ZONING AND SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS. THE PRO-
POSALS CONTAINED IN THE REPORT RELATE PRIMARILY TO STATE AND
LOCAL LEGISLATIVE CHANGES REGARDING THE OPERATION OF BICYCLES,
REGISTRATION AND LICENSING PROGRAMS, FUNDING FOR CONSTRUCTION
AND MAINTENANCE OF BIKEWAYS, AND SUGGESTED DEVELOPMENT REQUIRE-
MENTS FOR PRIVATE DEVELOPERS. PROGRAMS RELATED TO SAFETY EDUCA-
TION PROPUSALS ARE CONTAINED IN A LATER SECTION.

OPERATION OF BICYCLES: THERE EXISTS A WIDE VARIETY OF REGULA-
TIONS REGARDING THE OPERATION OF BICYCLES AS WELL AS THE RESPON-
SIBILITY OF DRIVERS AND CYCLISTS 7O ONE ANOTHER. THIS UNCER-
TAINTY BY BOTH MOTORISTS AND CYCLISTS CONTRIBUTES GREATLY TO THE
PROBLEM LOCAL POLICE DEPARTMENTS EXPERIENCE WHEN ENFORCING THESE
REGULATIONS.

IF TRAFFIC CONDITIONS AND THE QOPERATION OF BICYCLES ARE TO IM-
PROVE, MOTOR VEHICLE LAWS MUST BE APPLIED IN A WAY WHICH NEITHER
CONFLICTS WITH THE DEFINITION OF THE BICYCLE AS AN 'Equal'
VEHICLE NOR CONFUSES THE BICYCLIST, THE MOTORISY, QR THE ENFORCE-
MENT OFFICER. FURTHERMORE, UNLESS ALL THE RULES OF THE ROAD THAT
AFFECT THE BICYCLIST ARE ACTIVELY AND UNIFORMLY ENFORCED, THE
EFFECTIVENESS OF BICYCLE FACILITIES AND OTHER PROGRAMS IN PRO-
VIDING INCREASED LEVELS OF SAFETY, SECURITY, AND AMENITY WILL BE
REDUCED,

THE ADOPTION OF THAT PORTION QF THE UNIFORM VEHWICLE CODE AND
MODEL. TRAFFIC ORDINANCE RELATED TO BICYCLE OPERATIONS (SEE
APPENDIX) IS SUGGESTED FOR INVESTIGATION BY LOUISVILLE~JEFFERSON
COUNTY FOR THE PURPOSE OF IMPROVING THE LOCAL TRAFFIC ORDINANCES
AND PROVIDING BETTER ENFORCEMENT OF BICYCLE RELATED REGULATORY
MEASURES, THIS MODEL CODE OUTLINES THE RESPONSIBILITIES AND
OBLIGATIONS OF BOTH MOTORISTS AND CYCLISTS. THE CODE SPELLS OUT
THE OPERATION AND SAFETY EQUIPMENT REQUIRED ON BICYCLES. IN
ADDITION, 1T ALLOWS THE USE OF BICYCLES ON SIDEWALKS EXCEPT
WHERE PROHIBITED BY LOCAL ORDIMNANCE, THIS IS AN IMPORTANT POINT
IN LOUISVILLE BECAUSE THE GENERAL LACK OF ADEQUATE STREET WIDTH
AND RIGHT-OF~WAY, AND RELATIVELY HIGH TRAFFIC VOLUMES PRECLUDE
THE USE QF MANY STREETS AS BIKEWAYS.

STRATION D L1 1 ROGRAMS: THE LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON
COUNTY AREA CURRENTLY HAS NO LOCAL LEGISLATION REQUIRING THE
REGISTRATION AND LICENSING OF BICYCLES. THE PRIMARY PURPOSE OF
REGISTRATION IS TO DETER THIEVERY AND TO AID IN THE IDENTIFICA-
TION AND RETRIEVAL OF .STOLEN BICYCLES. A SECONDARY PURPOSE OF
REGISTRATION IS AS AN AID IN THE GENERATIUN OF REVENUES FOR BIKE-
WAY DEVELOPMENT. A THIRD BENEFIT TO BE DERIVED FROM REGISTRATION
OF BICYCLES IS THAT IT GIVES AN ACCURATE ESTIMATE OF GROWTH OF



BICYCLE OWNERSHIP IN THE AREA. IT BECOMES A VEHMICLE FOR DETER-
"MINING WHERE BICYCLE FACILITIES PLANNING SHOULD OCCUR AND WHERE
BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS SHOULD BE MADE FIRST.

IT Is RECOMMENDED THAT LOUISVILLE~JEFFERSON COQUNTY INVESTIGATE
THE INITIATION OF A REGISTRATION AND LICENSING LAW FOR BICYCLES.
TO MINIMIZE THE INCONVENIENCES AND TO ENCOURAGE SUCH A LAW, A
TWO-YEAR LICENSE MAY BE APPROPRIATE. SUCH A LAW COULD BE ADMIN-
ISTERED BY THE COMMISSIONERS OF THE SINKING FUND SO THAT FEES
COLLECTED MAY BE USED AT THE LOCAL LEVEL.

THE FOLLOWING ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES SHQULD BE CONSIDERED:

. NEW BICYCLES REGISTERED AND LICENSED THROUGH
THE COOPERATION OF BICYCLE DEALERS AT THE TIME
OF INITIAL SALE.

. OLD BICYCILLES, PRIVATE SALES, AND NEW BIKES
BROUGHT INTO THE AREA ARE REGISTERED THROUGH
THE COMMISSIONER OF THE SINKING FUND IN THE
SAME MANNER AS THE LAW NOW APPLIES TO TRUCKS
AND TRAILERS.

. REGISTRATION FORMS TO BE COMPLETED IN FOUR
PARTS AND CNE COPY SUPPLIED TO THE STATE
DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEWICLES (IF A STATEWIDE
REGISTRATION PROGRAM IS ENACTED), ONE COPY TO
THE TRAFFIC BUREAU OF THE POLICE DEPARTMENT,
ONE AT THE PLACE OF REGISTRATION AND ONE TO
THE OWNER.

IN ORDPER TO STRENGTHEN THE LOCAL REGISTRATION AND LICENSING LAW,
LOVISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY SHOULD CONSIDER INVESTIGATING
THE ATTITUDES TOWARD A STATEWIDE REGISTRATION LAW AIMED AT
DETERRING THEFT ACROSS STATE AND COUNTY LINES.

S ON FOR _FuU 6_Co D N 8] ' :
SINCE THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT OF BIKEWAYS IS PRIMARILY A
LOCAL MATTER, IT IS IMPERATIVE THAT LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY
INVESTIGATE THE LEGISLATIVE COPTIONS NECESSARY FOR RAISING FUNDS
LOCALLY. THESE FUNDS MAY BE USED TO AUGMENT OR MATCH VARIOQUS
FEDERAL QR STATE AID PROGRAMS, IN ADDITION TO THE FEES COLLECTED
FROM THE REGISTRATION AND LICENSING OF BICYCLES, THE CITY AND
COUNTY SHOULD INVESTIGATE THE APPROPRIATENESS AND PUBLIC ACCEP-
TANCE OF A LOCAL TAX ON THE SALE OF ALL NEW BICYCLES WITHIN THE
COUNTY. THE TAX WOULD BE COLLECTED BY THE DEALER AT THE TIME
UF PURCHASE, THE PROCEEDS GOING TO THE SINKING FUND TO BE USED
FOR BIKEWAYS AND RELATED PROGRAMS,

ANOTHER SUBSTANTIAL AND CONTINUING SOQURCE OF REVENUE FOR BIKEWAY
DEVELOPMENT WOULD BE A GASCLINE SALES TAX. IT IS RECOMMENDED
THAT THE STATE LEGISLATURE CONSIDER PROGRAMMING A PORTION OF THE
GASOLINE SALES TAX FOR BIKEWAY FACILITY PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTA-
TION, THE LAW SHOULD PROVIDE FOR THESE FUNDS (ONE-HALF OF ONE



PERCENT OF THE COLLECTED GASOLINE SALES TAX) TO BE USED AS ONE-
HALF OF THE LOCAL MATCHING REQUIREMENTS FOR FHWA UREAN FUNDS
ALLOWED FOR BIKEWAY CONSTRUCTION UNDER THE 1973 HiGHWAY ACT.

THE ACT SHOULD STIPULATE THAT FUNDS MUST BE MATCHED WITH LOCAL
AREA FUNDS WITHIN A SPECIFIED PERIOD OF TIME LEST THEIR AVAIL-
ABILITY BE TERMINATED AND DIVERTED TO THE HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTIGN
PROGRAM, ‘

SUBDIVISIO D _ZONING REGU 0 EVISIONS: LOCAL ZONING ORDI-
NANCES AND SUBDIVISION. REGULATIONS CAN BE OF ASSISTANCE IN THE
PROVISION AND DESIGN OF BIKEWAYS AND RELATED FACILITIES. FOR
EXAMPLE, SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS OFTEN PERMIT OR REQUIRE THE
DEDICATION OF LAND FDR PUBLIC DOPEN SPACE. THE DEDICATION OF LAND
FOR BICYCLE FACILITIES OR BIKEWAY CORRIDORS COULD BE INCLUDED AS
PART OF THE OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT. HOWEVER, WHEN BIKEWAY FACIL-
ITIES WHICH ARE PART OF AN ADOPTED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FALL WITHIN
A PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT, THE DEVELOPER SHOULD BE REQUIRED TQ DEDI-
CATE LAND FOR THESE FACILITIES. AS AN INCENTIVE, DEVELOPERS MAY
BE PERMITTED TO INCREASE THE ALLOWABLE DENSITY WITHIN A DEVELOP-
MENT. ANOTHER POSSIBILITY WOULD BE CASH PAYMENTS BY SUBDIVISION
DEVELOPERS TD BE USED FOR BIKEWAYS AND RELATED FACILITIES. THIS
TYPE OF ASSISTANCE GIVES LOCAL GOVERNMENT THE OPPORTUNITY TO
ESTABLISH BICYCLE FACILITIES WHERE THEY ARE MOST NEEDED.

IT IS SUGGESTED THAT CONSIDERATION BE GIVEN TO REVISING THE
LOVISVILLE~JEFFERSON COUNTY METROPOLITAN SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS
TO INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

. INCLUDE THE TERM BIKEWAY UNDER GENERAL PROVISIONS
AND DEFINITIONS. IT MAY BE DEFINED AS A DESIG-
NATED BIKE ROUTE.

. INCLUDE INCENTIVES IN THE FORM OF REDUCED PARKING
REQUIREMENTS OR INCREASED DENSITY TO BUILDERS AND
DEVELOPERS TO PROVIDE BIKEWAY SIGNING, STORAGE
FACILITIES AND SEPARATE SYSTEMS IN FUTURE DEVELOP-
MENTS.

. INCORPORATE BICYCLE FACILITY DESIGN STANDARDS.

THERE ARE A NUMBER OF DESIGN STANDARDS FOR BIKEWAYS, ALL OF WHICH
WERE DISCUSSED IN THE DESIGN STANDARDS SECTION OF THIS REPORT.

OF THESE STANDARDS, THE FOLLOWING WOULD BE APPROPRIATE FOR INCLU-
SION IN THE SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS., THEY ARE: 1) MINIMUM WIDTHS,
2} MAXIMUM GRADES, AND 3) VERTICAL AND LATERAL CLEARANCES.

THE ZONING DISTRICT REGULATIONS FOR LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY
COULD ALSO BE REVISED TO MORE ADEQUATELY PROVIDE FOR BIKEWAYS
AND RELATED FACILITIES, THE FOLLOWING ARE SUGGESTED FOR CONSID-
ERATION IN THE PRESENT ZONING ORDINANCE:



INCLUDE THE TERM BIKEWAY IN SECTION 2,
DEFINITIONS. IT MAY BE DEFINED AS A DESIG-
NATED BIKE ROUTE.

REQUIRE SECURE OFF~STREET PARKING FACILITIES
FOR BICYCLES AS SUGGESTED IN THE DESIGN
STANDARDS SECTION OF THIS REPORT.

DEVELOPMENTS THAT ARE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE
CAR PARKING SHOULD, WHERE APPLICABLE, BE
REQUIRED TO PROVIDE FUNCTIONALLY ADEQUATE

BICYCLE PARKING.,
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EDUCATION AND ENFORCEMENT PROPDSALS

A MAJOR FACTOR IN REDUCING BICYCLE ACCIDENTS AND CREATING A
SAFER RIDING ENVIRONMENT IS THE INITIATION OF SPECIFIC BICYCLE
SAFETY EDUCATION AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS., THESE TWO ITEMS ARE
CONSIDERED MAJOR TOOLS IN IMPLEMENTING A SUCCESSFUL ON-GQOING
BIKEWAY PROGRAM.

SAFETY EDUCATION: BICYCLE SAFETY EDUCATION PROGRAMS SHOULD
RECOGNIZE AND INVOLVE ALL AGE GROUPS ~ FROM GRAMMAR SCHOOL
CHILDREN, PRE-DRIVING AGE YOQUNGSTERS, TO YOUNG ADULTS AND

BEYOND. SAFETY EDUCATION COURSES FOR CYCLISTS AND MOTORISTS
SHOULD BE STRESSED ABOVE PUNITIVE ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS IN

~ORDER TGO GAIN THE FULL SUPPORT OF THE PUBLIC. SOME OF THE SAFETY
EDUCATION PROGRAMS WHICH SHOULD BE FURTHER CONSIDERED ARE:

CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION: THROUGH THE JEFFERSON COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD,
CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION MAY BE OFFERED TO CHILDREN AT GRAMMAR SCHOOL
AND MIDDLE SCHOOL LEVELS EITHER IN FORMAL CLASSRDOM SITUATIONS OR
IN PHYSICAL EDUCATION CLASSES, SINCE THE MAJORITY OF BICYCLE
RIDERS ARE IN THIS AGE GROUP, THIS IS AN EXCELLENT WAY TO REACH
THEM. THERE ARE, HOWEVER, DRAWBACKS TO THIS PROGRAM INCLUDING
LACK OF SCHOOL HOUR INSTRUCTION TIME AND LACK OF TEACHERS WHO ARE
ADEQUATELY TRAINED IN THE USE OF BICYCLES, THESE QUESTIONS SHOULD
BE INVESTIGATED WITH THE BOARD.

ROAD-E~0S: ANOTHER METHOD WHICH MAY BE USED OUTSIDE THE CLASSROOM
SITUATION TO REACH SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN IS THE BICYCLE ROAD-E-0S.
THESE MAY BE SPONSORED BY CIVIC GROUPS, POLICE DEPARTMENTS, OR
SCHOOL. PTA'S TO ENCOURAGE AND PROMOTE SAFETY EDUCATION AND PRO-
FICIENCY IN THE USE OF BICYCLES. THE PROGRAMS ARE VOLUNTARY
ACTIVITIES WHICH MAY REACH ONLY A SMALL PORTION QOF THE BICYCLING
POPULATION.

ALTHOUGH ROAD~E~0S HAVE TRADITIONALLY BEEN GEARED TO THE YOUNGER
CYCLISTS, BICYCLE CLUBS, CIVIC GROUPS, AND LARGE EMPLOYERS MAY

WISH TO PROMOTE SUCH AN ACTIVITY FOR ADULTS INTERESTED IN CYCLING.
THE PROGRAM CAN PROMOTE EDUCATION OF THE LAWS, ENCOURAGE THE USE OF
BICYCLES, REDUCE THEFT AND ACCIDENTS, AND INCREASE PROFICIENCY.

DRIVER EDUCATION: A PRIME METHOD OF EDUCATING FUTURE DRIVERS AS TO
THEIR RELATIONSHIP WITH CYCLISTS IS THROUGH THE DRIVERS EDUCATION
COURSES IN HIGH SCHOOL. THIS OFFERS FORMAL CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION
TO YOUNG DRIVERS.

ANOTHER WAY TD REACH OLDER DRIVERS IS THROUGH THE DRIVERS LICENSE
TESTING PROGRAM. FORMAL QUESTIONS COULD BE INCORPORATED INTO THE
DRIVERS LICENSE MANUAL AND TEST.
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THE MEDIA: ANOTHER IMPORTANT ASPECT OF INFORMING AND EDUCATING
THE PUBLIC IS THROUGH THE VARIQUS MEDIA -~ RADIO, TV, AND NEWS~—
PAPERS. THESE DEVICES HAVE SEVERAL ADVANTAGES: A) MOST PEOPLE
CAN BE REACHED BY THESE MEDIA, AND B8) THE COST PER CAPITA IS
EXTREMELY LOW. THE PRINCIPLE ADVANTAGE OF SUCH A PROGRAM IS
THAT IT CAN STIMULATE INTERST, AND REDUCE MASS IGNORANCE OF NEW
PROGRAMS AND OPPORTUNITIES. '

ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS: PROPOSED PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAMS AND
LEGISLATION WILL HAVE LIMITED EFFECT WITHOUT ENFORCEMENT PRO-
GRAMS. ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS WILL HELP IMPRQVE BICYCLE SAFETY

AND SECURITY AND HEIGHTEN PUBLIC AWARENESS OF BICYCLE AND RELATED
MOTOR VEHICLE OPERATING CONDITIONS AND REQUIREMENTS. HOWEVER,
SUBSTANTIAL ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS CAN BE EXPENSIVE, PARTICULARLY

IN TERMS OF REQUIRED MANPOWER. IT IS ALSO POSSIBLE THAT THE
'PUNISHMENT' ETHIC MAY HAVE LITTLE POLITICAL SUPPORT, ESPECTALLY
AS IT RELATES TO YOUNG CHILDREN. THERE ARE A NUMBER OF METHODS
WHICH COULD BE USED TO ENFORCE BICYCLE REGULATIONS, INCLUDING A
TICKETING, FINES, BICYCLE IMPOUNDMENT, POINTS ON DRIVERS LICENSES,
PEER COURTS, AND REQUIRED BICYCLE SAFETY EDUCATION, ENFORCEMENT
TECHNIQUES WHICH ENCOURAGE A POSITIVE RATHER THAN A NEGATIVE
ATTITUDE TOWARD BICYCLING REGULATIONS, CAN BECOME AN EFFECTIVE
EDUCATIVE MEASURE, THIS CONCEPT SHOULD BE APPLIED PARTICULARLY

TO VERY YOUNG VIOLATORS, WHERE IGNORANCE AND CARELESSNESS HAVE
RESULTED IN A VIOLATION, IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE, HOWEVER, THAT
CERTAIN PUNITIVE MEASURES SHCOULD APPLY TO CHILDREN SO THAT THE
0OBJECTIVES OF INCREASED SAFETY AND SECURITY CAN BE REALIZED FOR THE
CHILD AS WELL AS THE ADULT BICYCLIST. THE FOLLOWING ARE SUGGESTED
FOR INVESTIGATION AND ASOPTION:

EINES: FINES ARE APPROPRIATE FOR MINOR TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS BY ADULTS,
SUCH AS RIDING ON STREETS WITHOUT A LICENSE, FAILURE TO REGISTER A
BICYCLE, OR FAILURE TO PARK OR LOCK A BICYCLE PROPERLY. HOWEVER,
FINES SHOULD NOT BE USED FOR CHILDREN SINCE A FINE'S IMPACT WOULD
BE ON THE CHILD'S PARENTS RATHER THAN THE CHILD HIMSELF.

BIcYciE IMPOUNDMENT: BICYCLE IMPOUNDMENT COULD BE USED FOR MAJOR
VIOLATIONS OR MULTIPLE VIOLATIONS BY EITHER ADULTS OR CHILDREN.
HOWEVER, SINCE THIS IS A VERY SEVERE PUNISHMENT, ESPECIALLY FOR THE
TRANSPORTATION-ORIENTED BICYCLIST, IT SHOULD BE USED SPARINGLY.

PEER COURTS: PEER COURTS ARE AN IMPORTANT CONCEPT IN PUNITIVE
MEASURES SINCE THEY OFFER AN EFFECTIVE ALTERNATIVE WAY IN WHICH

TO ENFORCE REGULATIONS ON CHILDREN. THESE 'COURTS' CAN BE MADE

UP OF ADULTS, BUT SEEM TO HAVE MORE IMPACT IF THEY ARE COMPOSED

OF THE PEERS OF THOSE BEING 'TRIED.' COURT MEMBERS MIGHT BE
PREVIOUS VIQLATORS, INDIVIDUALS SELECTED BY SCHOOL OR NEIGHBOR-
HOCD ELECTIONS, ETC. THIS TECHNIQUE COULD BE APPROPRIATELY USED
FOR MAJDR VIOLATIONS BY CHILDREN, MULTIPLE MINOR OFFENSES, AND
VIOLATIONS RESULTING IN ACCIDENTS. PUNITIVE MEMBERS MIGHT INCLUDE
BICYCLE OPERATOR TESTING, REQUIRED EDUCATION, 'SERVICE FINES' (FOR
. EXAMPILLE, SPENDING A WEEKEND CLEARING DEBRIS FROM A BIKEWAY), BICYCLE



IMPOUNDMENT, DR THEME WRITING.

REQUIRED BicYciE SAFETY. EDUCATION: THIS WOULD ALSO BE APPROPRIATE
FOR MAJOR VIOLATIONS RESULTING IN ACCIDENTS. THIS TYPE OF ENFORCE-
MENT COULD BE USED WITH BOTH CHILDREN AND ADULTS AND IS IMPORTANT

BECAUSE IT IS EDUCATIVE AS WELL AS PUNITIVE.
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UNIFORM VEHICLE CODE
AND
MODEL TRAFFIC ORDINANCE

(THOSE SECTIONS PERTAINING TO BICYCLE OPERATIONS
HAVE BEEN EXTRACTED FROM THE CODE FOR BREVITY.)

SUPPLEMENT II

1976

NATIONAL COMMITTEE
ON
UNIFORM TRAFFIC LAWS AND ORDINANCES



CHAPTER 1

WORDS AND PHRASES DEFINED

1-105 - BICYCLE. - EVERY VEHICLE PROPELLED SOLELY BY HUMAN POWER
UPON WHICH ANY PERSON MAY RIDE, HAVING TWO TANDEM WHEELS, EXCEPT
SCODTERS AND SIMILAR DEVICES. (REVISED, 1975.)

1-158 - ROADWAY. - THAT PORTION OF A HIGHWAY IMPROVED, DESIGNATED
PR ORDINARILY USED FOR VEHICULAR TRAVEL, EXCLUSIVE OF THE SIDE-
WALK, BERM OR SHOULDER EVEN THOUGH SUCH SIDEWALK, BERM OR SHOUL-
DER IS USED BY PERSONS RIDING BICYCLES OR OTHER HUMAN POWERED
VEHICLES., IN THE EVENT A HIGHWAY INCLUDES TWO OR MORE SEPARATE
ROADWAYS THE TERM 'ROADWAY' AS USED HEREIN SHALL REFER TO ANY _
SUCH ROADWAY SEPARATELY BUT NQT TO ALL SUCH ROADWAYS COLLECTIVELY,
{REVISED, 1973.])

1-184 - VEHICLE. - EVERY DEVICE IN, UPON OR BY WHICH ANY PERSON
OR PROPERTY IS OR MAY BE TRANSPORTED OR DRAWM UPON A HIGHWAY,
EXCEPTING DEVICES USED EXCLUSIVELY UPON STATIONARY RAILS OR
TRACKS, (REVISED, 1875.)

ARTICLE XII .
JOPERATION OF BicYcLES AND OTHER HUMAN-POWERED VEHICLES

11-1202 ~ TRAFFIC LAWS APPLY TO PERSONS ON BICYCLES AND OTHER
HUMAN POWERED VEHICLES.

EVERY PERSON PROPELLING A VEHICLE BY HUMAN POWER OR RIDING
A BICYCLE SHALL HAVE ALL OF THE RIGHTS AND AlLL OF THE DUTIES
APPLICABLE TO THE DRIVER OF ANY QOTHER VEHICLE UNDER CHAPTERS 10
AND 11, EXCEPT AS TO SPECIAL REGULATIONS IN THIS ARTICLE AND
EXCEPT AS TO THOSE PROVISIONS WHICH BY THEIR NATURE CAN HAVE NO
APPLICATION, (REVISED, 1975.)

11-1203 - RIDING ON BICYCLES.

(A) DELETED IN 1975,

(B} No BICYCLE SHALL BE USED TO CARRY MORE PERSONS AT ONE
TIME - THAN THE NUMBER FOR WHICH IT IS DESIGNED OR EQUIPPED, EXCEPT
THAT AN ADULT RIDER MAY CARRY A CHILD SECURELY ATTACHED TO HIS
PERSON IN A BACK PACK OR SLING. (REVISED, 1975.)

11-1204 - CLINGING TO VEHICLES.

(A) NO PERSON RIDING UPON ANY BICYCLE, COASTER, ROLLER
SKATES, SLED, OR TOY VEHICLE SHALL ATTACH THE SAME OR HIMSELF TO
ANY (STREETCAR OR) VEHICLE UPON A ROADWAY, (RELETTERED, 1975.)

(B) THIS SECTION SHALL NOT PROHIBIT ATTACHING A BICYCLE
TRAILER OR BICYCLE SEMITRAILER TO A BICYCLE IF THAT TRAILER OR



SEMITRAILER HAS BEEN DESIGNED FOR SUCH ATTACHMENT. (NEW SuB-
SECTION, 1975.)

11-1205 - RIDING ON ROADWAYS AND BICYCLE PATHS,

(B) PERSONS RIDING BICYCLES UPON A ROADWAY SHALL NOT RIDE
MORE THAN TWO ABREAST EXCEPT ON PATHS OR PARTS OF RUADWAYS SET
ASIDE FOR THE EXCLUSIVE USE OF BICYCLES. PERSONS RIDING TWO
ABREAST SHALL NOT IMPEDE THE NORMAL AND REASONABLE MOVEMENT OF
TRAFFIC AND, GON A LANED ROADWAY, SHALL RIDE WITHIN A SINGLE LANE,
(REVISED, 1975.) '

11-1206 - CARRYING ARTICLES.

NO PERSON OPERATING A BICYCLE SHALL CARRY ANY PACKAGE,
BUNDLE OR ARTICLE WHICH PREVENTS THE USE OF BOTH HANDS IN THE
CONTROL AND OPERATION OF THE BICYCLE. A PERSON QPERATING A
BICYCLE SHALL KEEP AT LEAST ONE HAND ON THE HANDLEBARS AT ALL
TIMES. (REVISED, 1975.) '

11-1207 - LAMPS AND OTHER EQUIPMENT ON BICYCLES.

THIS SECTION WAS REVISED AND MOVED IN 1975 TO UVC CHAPTER
12 COMMENCING AT SECTION 12-701,

11-1207 - LEFT TURNS.

(A) A PERSON RIDING A BICYCLE INTENDING TO TURN LEET SHALL.
FOLLOW A COURSE DESCRIBED IN 11601 OR IN SUBSECTION (B).

(B) A PERSON RIDING A BICYCLE INTENDING TO TURN LEFT SHALL
APPROACH THE TURN AS CLOSE AS PRACTICABLE TO THE RIGHT CURB OR
EDGE OF THE ROADWAY. AFTER PROCEEDING ACROSS THE INTERSECTING
ROADWAY, THE TURN SHALL BE MADE AS CLOSE AS PRACTICABLE TO THE
CURB OR EDGE OF THE ROADWAY ON THE FAR SIDE OF THE INTERSECTION.
AFTER TURNING, THE BICYCLIST SHALL COMPLY WITH ANY OFFICIAL
TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICE OR POLICE OFFICER REGULATING TRAFFIC ON
THE HIGHWAY ALONG WHICH HE INTENDS TO PROCEED.

(C) NOTWITHSTANDING THE FOREGOING PROVISIONS, THE STATE
HIGHWAY COMMISSION AND LOCAL AUTHORITIES IN THEIR RESPECTIVE
JURISDICTIONS MAY CAUSE COFFICIAL TRAFFIC CONTRQL DEVICES TQ BE
PLACED AND THEREBY REQUIRE AND DIRECT THAT A SPECIFIC CQOURSE BE
TRAVELED BY TURNING BICYCLES, AND WHEN 3SUCH DEVICES ARE SO
PLACED, NO PERSON SHALL TURN A BICYCLE OTHER THAN AS DIRECTED
AND REQUIRED BY SUCH DEVICES. (NEW SECTION, 1975.)

11-1208 - TURN AND STOP SIGNALS.

(A) EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN THIS SECTION, A PERSON RIDING A
BICYCLE SHALL COMPLY WITH 11-604,

(B) A SIGNAL OF INTENTION TO TURN RIGHT OR LEFT WHEN
REQUIRED SHALL BE GIVEN CONTINUOUSLY PURING NOT LESS THAN THE
LAST 100 FEET TRAVELED BY THE BICYCLE BEFORE TURNING, AND SHALL




BE GIVEN WHILE THE BICYCLE IS STOPPED WAITING TO TURN. A SIGNAL
BY HAND AND ARM NEED NQT BE GIVEN CONTINUQUSLY IF THE HAND IS
NEEDED IN THE CONTROL OR OPERATION QF THE BICYCLE.

11-1209 — BICYCLES AND HUMAN POWERED VEHICLES ON SIDEWALKS.

{A) A PERSON PROPELLING A BICYCLE UPON AND ALONG A SIDEWALK,
OR ACROSS A ROADWAY UPON AND ALONG A CROSSWALK, SHALL YIELD THE
RIGHT OF WAY TO ANY PEDESTRIAN AND SHALL GIVE AUDIBLE SIGNAL
BEFORE OVERTAKING AND PASSING SUCH PEDESTRIAN.

{B) A PERSON SHALL NOT RIDE A BICYCLE UPON AND ALONG A SIDE-
WALK, OR ACRUSS A ROADWAY UPON AND ALONG A CROSSWALK, WHERE SUCH.
USE OF BICYCLES IS PROMIBITED BY OFFICIAL TRAFFIC~-CONTROL DEVICES,

(C) A PERSON PROPELLING A VEHICLE BY HUMAN POWER UPON AND
ALONG A SIDEWALK, OR ACROSS A ROADWAY UPON AND ALONG A CROSSWALK,
SHALL HAVE ALL THE RIGHTS AND DUTIES APPLICABLE TO A PEDESTRIAN
UNDER THE SAME CIRCUMSTANCES. (NEW SECTION, 1975.)

11-1210 - BICYCLE PARKING.

(A) A PERSON MAY PARK A BICYCLE ON A SIDEWALK UNLESS PRO-
HIBITED OR RESTRICTED BY AN OFFICIAL TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICE.

(B) A BICYCLE PARKED ON A SIDEWALK SHALL NOT IMPEDE THE
NORMAL AND REASONABLE MOVEMENT OF PEDESTRIAN OR QTHER TRAFFIC.

(C) A BICYCLE MAY BE PARKED ON THE ROADWAY AT ANY ANGLE TO
THE CURB OR EDGE OF THE ROADWAY AT ANY LOCATION WHERE PARKING
IS ALLCWED. ‘

(D) A BICYCLE MAY BE PARKED ON THE ROUOADWAY ABREAST OF ANODTHER
BICYCLE QR BICYCLES NEAR THE SIDE OF THE ROADWAY AT ANY LOCATION
WHERE PARKING IS ALLOWED.

{E) A PERSON SHALL NOT PARK A BICYCLE ON A RDADWAY IN SUCH
A MANNER AS TO OBSTRUCT THE MOVEMENT OF A LEGALLY PARKED MOTOR
VEHICLE. '

(F) IN ALL OTHER RESPECTS, BICYCLES PARKED ANYWHERE ON A
HIGHWAY SHALL CONFORM WITH THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 10 REGU-
LATING THE PARKING OF VEHICLES, (NEW SECTION, 1975.)

11-1211 - BICYCLE RACING

(A) BICYCLE RACING ON THE HIGHWAYS IS PROMIBITED BY 11-808
EXCEPT AS AUTHORIZED IN THIS SECTION.

{B) BICYCLE RACING ON A HIGHWAY SHALL NOT BE UNLAWFUL WHEN
A RACING EVENT HAS BEEN APPROVED BY STATE OR LOCAL AUTHORITIES
ON ANY HIGHWAY UNDER THEIR RESPECTIVE JURISDICTIONS. APPROVAL
OF BICYCLE HIGHWAY RACING EVENTS SHALL BE GRANTED ONLY UNDER
CONDITIONS WHICH ASSURE REASONABLE SAFETY FOR ALL RACE PARTICI-
PANTS, SPECTATORS AND OTHER HIGHWAY USERS, AND WHICH PREVENT
UNREASONABLE SAFETY FUR ALL RACE PARTICIPANTS, SPECTATORS AND
OTHER HIGHWAY USERS, AND WHICH PREVENT UNREASONABLE INTERFERENCE
WITH TRAFFIC FLOW WHICH WOULD SERIDUSLY INCONVENIENCE OTHER
HIGHWAY USERS.



{C) By AGREEMENT WITH THE APPROVING AUTHORITY, PARTICIPANTS
IN AN APPROVED BICYCLE HIGHWAY RACING EVENT MAY BE EXEMPTED FROM
COMPLIANCE WITH ANY TRAFFIC LAWS OTHERWISE APPLICABLE -THERETO,
PROVIDED THAT TRAFFIC CONTROL IS ADEQUATE TO ASSURE THE SAFETY
OF ALL HIGHWAY USERS. (NEW SECTION, 1975.)

ARTICLE VII - BICYCLES (NEw, 197%5)
12-701 - APPLICATION OF CHAPTER TO BICYCLES.

NDO PROVISION IN THIS CHAPTER SHALL APPLY TO BICYCLES NOR
TC EQUIPMENT FOR USE ON BICYCLES EXCEPT AS TO PROVISIONS IN
THIS ARTICLE OR UNLESS A PROVISION HAS BEEN MADE SPECIFICALLY
APPLICABLE TO BICYCLES OR THEIR EQUIPMENT. (NEW, 1975.)

12-702 - HEAD LAMP REQUIRED AT NIGHT.

EVERY BICYCLE IN USE AT THE TIMES DESCRIBED IN 12-201 SHALL
BE EQUIPPED WITH A LAMP ON THE FRONT EMITTING A WHITE LIGHT
VISIBLE FROM A DISTANCE OF AT LEAST 500 FEET TO THE FRONT.
(FORMER SECTION 11-1207 (A); REVISED AND REPOSITIONED, 1975.)

12~703 - REAR REFLECTOR REQUIRED AT ALL TIMES.

EVERY BICYCLE SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH A RED REFLECTOR OF A
TYPE APPROVED BY THE DEPARTMENT WHICH SHALL BE VISIBLE FOR 600
FEET TO THE REAR WHEN DIRECTLY IN FRONT OF LAWFUL LOWER BEAMS
OF HEAD LAMPS ON A MOTOR VEHICLE. (FORMER SECTION 11-1207 (A);
REVISED AND REPOSITIONED,1975.)

12-704 - SIDE REFLECTOR OR LIGHT REQUIRED AT NIGHT.

EVERY BICYCLE WHEN IN USE AT THE TIMES DESCRIBED IN 12-201
SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH REFLECTIVE MATERIAL OF SUFFICIENT SIZE
" AND REFLECTIVITY TO BE VISIBLE FROM BOTH SIDES FCR 600 FEET WHEN
DIRECTLY IN FRONT OF LAWFUL LOWER BEAMS OF HEAD LAMPS ON A MOTOR
VEHICLE, OR IN LIEU OF SUCH REFLECTIVE MATERIAL, WITH A LIGHTED
LAMP VISIBLE FROM BOTH SIDES FROM A DISTANCE OF AT LEAST 500
FEET. (NEwW, 1975.)

12-705 ~ ADDITIONAL LIGHTS OR REFLECTORS AUTHORIZED,

A BICYCLE OR ITS RIDER MAY BE EQUIPPED WITH LIGHTS OR
REFLECTORS IN ADDITION TO THOSE REQUIRED BY THE FOREGOING SEC-
TIONS. (NEW, 1975.)

12-706 - BRAKE REQUIRED.

EVERY BICYCLE SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH A BRAKE OR BRAKES
WHICH WILL ENABLE ITS DRIVER TO STAOP THE BICYCLE WITHIN 25 FEET
FROM A SPEED OF 10 MILES PER HOUR ON DRY, LEVEL, CLEAN PAVEMENT.
(FORMER SECTION 11-1207 (C)}, REVISED AND REPOSITIONED, 1975.)



12-707 - SIRENS AND WHISTLES PROHIBITED.

A BICYCLE SHALL NOT BE EQUIPPED WITH, NOR SHALL ANY PERSON
USE UPON A BICYCLE, ANY SIREN OR WHISTLE. (FORMER SECTION
11-1207 (B), REVISED AND REPOSITIONED, 1975.)

12-708 - BICYCLE IDENTIFYING NUMBER.

A PERSON ENGAGED IN THE BUSINESS OF SELLING BICYCLES AT
RETAIL SHALL NOT SELL ANY BICYCLE UNLESS THE BICYCLE HAS AN
IDENTIFYING NUMBER PERMANENTLY STAMPED OR CAST ON ITS FRAME.
(NEW, 197S.)

12~709 —~ INSPECTING BICYCLES.

A UNIFORMED POLICE OFFICER MAY AT ANY TIME UPON REASONABLE
CAUSE TO BELIEVE THAT A BICYCLE IS UNSAFE OR NOT EQUIPPED.AS
REQUIRED BY LAW, OR THAT ITS EQUIPMENT IS NOT IN PROPER ADJUST-
MENT OR REPAIR, REQUIRE THE PERSON RIDING THE BICYCLE TO STOP
AND SUBMIT THE BICYCLE TO AN INSPECTION AND SUCH TEST WITH
REFERENCE THERETO AS MAY BE APPROPRIATE,. (NEW, 1975.)



FIGURE A-1

LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL BICYCLING SURVEY

i

Check or circle the best answer to ‘each question,

1. DO YOU HAVE A BICYCLE? Qves  Cwo
2. SINCE SEPTEMBER HAVE YOU RIDDEN YOUR BIKE TO SCHOOL?
- [1YES [N
IF YES, WHY? v © IF NO, WHY? L
,_‘j_ Exercise - . 1 I -don't have a bike
211 On]y way to get here . 200 Bike might be stolen
a3 It's faster - - 3.1 It's too dangerous
, 4 It's fun : 4 [ Bad weather -
v ' sl Other reason N s It's too far

¢ 11 Other reason _

If other reason, exp]am

I'f other reason, expTain_

3. DO WE NEED BIKE LOCKERS HERE AT ScHoOL? [ YES []NO
i . v .2 .
. IF YES WHERE. WOULD YOU PUT BIKE LOCKERS?.

[:[ Ins1de Buﬂdmg B }___1 Outs‘tde Buﬂd1ng
4.. IF YOU HAD A SAFE PLACE TO KEEP ‘{OUR BIKE AT SCHOOL, | -
WOULD YOU BIKE TO SCHOOL? [‘_] YES ~ [} NO
. 2

5. WHAT IS YOUR HOME ADDRESS?

Street & No. . : ‘ R 1P >




FIGURE A-2

LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY
* 'HIGH SCHOOL BICYCLING SURVEY

This survey is being conducted by KIPDA - the Kentuckiana Regional
Planning and Development Agency, a public' planning agency,to help prepare
a plan to improve bicycle facilities and programs in the City of Louisville -
and all of Jefferson County. B ' B

Your answers will help our staff assess current bicycle use in the
area, potential for biking, and public attitudes toward biking. Thank you .
for your cooperation. - : '

INSTRUCTIONS: GHEGCK APPROPRIATE BOX OR COMPLETE EACH QUESTIOMN
g . . AS INDICATED. | | 4

1. DO YOU HAVE A BICYCLE?
D Yes D No
2. SINCE SEP’I‘EMBER WHAT IS THE MOST YOU HAVE RIDDEN YOUR
BICYCLE TO SCHOOL IN ANY MONTH?
G None : . __ Times.
[ ' ~ , _ _
3. IF- YCU DO RIDE A BIKE TO SCHOOL, WHY? (CHECK ONE

REASON ONLY.)

1 ___ Exercise .
"2 ___ No Other Vehicle Available
3 __ Easier to Get Around--it's Faster
4 __FEnergy Conservation :
5 ___ Economical
6 ___ Other
' - (If "Other", Specify.)
4, IF YOU DON'T RIDE A BIKE TO SCHOOL, WHY?  (CHECK ONE

REASON ONLY.)

1 ‘Bike Not Available
2 _ Takes Too Long

3 __ Too Dangerous

4 _ No Bike Routes

5 ____ Danger of Theft

6 ___ Other

(If 'Other", Specify.)




4(B}.

7.

10.

FIGURE A-2
(CoNTINUED)

IF YOU DON'T RIDE TO SCHOOL. ON A BIKE, WOULD YOU IF

THE ABOVE CONDITIONS WERE CORRECTED?

D .Yes - D No D Not Applicable
i ' z 3

WOULD YOU PAY A FEE TO PA.Y FOR BICYCLE REGISTRATION?

DYes.. DNO

WOULD YOU PAY A FEE TO PAY FOR BICYCLING IMPROVEMEN'I'S‘?

,[___]Yes DNO‘ :

WHAT IS YOUR HOME ADDRESS‘? (PLEASE INCLUDE HOUSE OR
BLOCK NUMBER.) '

Street & No. ' | ~ ‘ ' Zip

.LIST PLACES YOU TRAVEL TO BY BICYCLE, BY STREET ADDRESS

OR NAME OF PLACE

LIST STREETS. WHERE YOU WOULD LIKE TO RIDE YOUR BICYCLE
BUT DON'T BECAUSE OF THE TRAFFIC.

DO WE NEED BIKE LOCKERS HERE AT SCHOOL?

‘j' Yes Dﬁo

2 :
If Yes, Where Should They Be Located?




FIGURE A-3

LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY
COLLEGE BICYCLING SURVEY

This survey is befng conducied by KIPDA - the Kentuckiana Regional
Planning and Development Agency, a pubilc plannlag agency, to help prepare
-a plan to improve facilities and programa in the Clty of Loulaville and al}
of Jeflferson County.

Your answers will help our staff aas‘ena current bicycle use in the -
area, potential far biking, and public attitudes toward biking, Thank you
for your cooperation, -

INSTRUCTIONS; CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX OR COMPLETE EACH QUESTION
AS INDICATED,

1. DO YOU OWN A BICYCLE?
Yes Na
= - =)
2 HOW FAR DO YOU LIVE FROM CAMPUS?

v _[1 Less Than I Mile
2.0 1-2 Milen

3,0 2.3 Miles

4_rp-4 Milea
§_[] More Than 4 Miles

1. . SINCE SEPTEMBER WHAT IS THE MOST YOU HAVE RIDDEN YQUR
BICYCLE TO CAMPUS IN ANY MONTH?
[none [ITimes
. ‘ . l
. IF YOU DO RIDE A BIKE TO CAMPUS, WHY? l{CHECK ONE )

REASON ONLY.}

T {1 Exercise

. No Other Vehicle Available

{1 Easier to Get Around--jt's Fanter
_0 Erergy Conservation .
_1J Ecanomical

_[Q Other

(If “Other', Specify.)

5{A). IF YOU DON’T RIDE A BIKE TO CAMPUS, WHY? (CHECK ONE
REASON ONLY.) R .

.. Bike Not Available .
2} Takes Too Long

3 7 Bad Weather

4_ 1] Too Dangerous

s_{1 Mo Bike Routes
¢_f1 Panger of Theft

7] Too Hard
¢ F1 Other

{If "Othex", Specify.)

5(Bk

6.

9.

10.

1L

IF¥ YOU DON'T COMMUTE 1O CAMPUS ON A BIKE, WOULD YOU
IF THE ABOVE CONDITIONS WERE CORRECTED?

D Yen B No

WOULD YOU PAY A FEE TO PAY FOR BICYCLE REGISTRAT]ON?

(] Yes [ Ne

[] 2
WOULD YOU PAY A FEE TCO PAY FOR BICYCLING IMPROVEMENTS

D Yes DNO . '!

§ z. .
WHAT 18 YOUR HOME ADDRESS? (PLEASE INCLUDE H_OUSE OR
BLOCK NUMBER.)

D Not Applicabic

Street and No. Zip .

LIST PLACES YOU TRAVEL TO BY BICYCLE, BY STREET ADDRES‘
OR NAME QF PLACE,

LIST STREETS WHERE YOU WOULD LIKE TO RIDE YOUR BICYCLE
BUT DON'T BECAUSE OF THE TRAFFIC;

IS THERE A NEED FOR SECURE BIKE LOCKING FACILITIES ON-
CAMPUS? {

D Yes D No

F]
If Yes, Where Should They be Located? _




FIGURE A-4

LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY
EMPLOYEE BICYCLING SURVEY

This survey ie being conducted by KIPDA - the Kentuckiana Regional

Planning and Develapment Agency, a public planaing agency, to help prepare
a plan to improve bicycle facilities and programs in the City of Louisville
and all of Jefferaon County, - )

Your answers will help pur staff aspess current bicycle use in the

areca, potentlal for biking, and public attitudes toward biking, Thank you
for your cooperation.

INSTRUCTIONS: CHECK APPROFPRIATE Béx OR COMPLETE
EACH QUESTION AS INDICATED.

DO YOU OWN A BICYCLE?
B Yes ]:] Mo
] z
HOW FAR DO YOU LIVE FROM THIS LOCATION?
4. ) Between 3 & 4 Miles

£ 1 More Than 4 Miles
¢_J Don't Know

0 Less Than 1 Mile
2_[) Between 1 & 2 Miles
3_[) Between 2 &L 3 Miles

DID YOU USE A BICYCLE FOR THIS TRIP?

D Yes- D No

A, If Yes, Why? B. If No, Why?

« _[] Exercise .
2 _[} No Other Vehicie
Available
3_{7 Eapier to Get Around
4 _[1 Energy Conservation
5 [0 Economical
w_[) Other
{If "'Other, Specify

i _[} Bicycle Not Available

2 3 Bad Weather .
3_[Q Bicycle Takee Too Long
41_[ Bicycle Too Dangerous
5_} Danger of Theft -

¢ ) Teo Havd

7_11 Other

If "Other™, Speciily

C. ¥ NO, WOULD YOﬁ HAVE RIDDEN A BICYCLE IF THE ABOVE
CONDITIONS ARE CORRECTED?

Yes No
| |
i 2

1.

9.

10.

~WHEN WAS THE LAST TIME YOU RODE A BICYCLE?

4 Within the Last Year
s [} Longer Than 1 Year

1 [3 This Week
2 [} This Menth

.3[] Within the Last 6 Months ¢ [] Never

WHAT IS YOUR SEX7

[ Male [] Frmale
f Z

WHAT IS YOUR AGE?

(L[] Under 10 4[}20 - 24 (] 35 ~ 44
2010 - 16 £T125 - 34 7045 - 59
afj16 - 19 8] 60 or Over

WHAT IS YOUR HOME ADDRESS? (PLEASE INCLUDE YOUR HOUSE
OR BLOCK NUMBER) '

Street & No. - ) Zip

"WHAT DO YOU CONSIDER TO BE SECURE AND WEATHER FROTEC

BICYCLE PARKING? (CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY.)

1 [} inside Building 4[] Bike Locker

2 [] Outside Building 5[] Bike Rack

3 {] Sheltered Bike Locking ¢ [] Other
Facility (If "Other”, Specify)

WOULD YOU PAY A FEE TO PAY FOR BICYCLE REGISTRATION?

[ Yes 1 ne
Z

WOULD YOU PAY A FEE TO PAY FOR BICYCLING IMPROVEMENTS

D Yea D Mo
] Fa
FOR MORE INFORMATION CONTACT:
KirPDa
505 West Ormsby Avenue
Louisville, Kentucky 40203
Phane; 587-3804



LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY
SHOPPER BICYCLING SURVEY

. This survey la being conducted by KIPDA - the Kentuckiana Regionat
Planning and Development Agency, a public plannping agency, to help prepare
» plan to improve bicycle facllitiea and programe in the City of Loulsville
rnd all of Jeflferson County.

Your answers wlll }_:élp our staff sssess current blcycle use In the
area, potential for biking, and public attitudes toward biking., Thank you
for your cooperation. ' ' .

INSTRUCTIONS: CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX OR COMPLETE
EACH QUESTION AS INDICATED.

. DO YOU OWN A BICYCLE?

[:J Yeo [_-_l; Na

HOW FAR DO YOU LIVE FROMl THIS. LOCATION?

1] Less Than 1 Mile
3.[) Between | &k Z Mlles
B[] Between 2 & 3 Mlles

" 4_[] Between 3 L 4 Mlles
5[] More Than 4 Miles
" &_] Don't Know

1. WHICH STORE DIP YOU VISIT FIRST? T
{Check One QOnly.)} :

¢ Clothing Store
¢ [ Hardware Store
+_iJ Specialty Shop .

i_[ Drug Store
2_M Grocery Store
3.0 Restaurant

4.0] Bank a_2 Other {Speclfy)

. 4. DID YOU USE A ‘BICYCL.E FOR THIS TRIP?
Yea No
o . n
A. If Yes, Why? B. If No, Why? )
v 1 Exerclse 1.7 Bicyele Not Available
2_[J No Other Vehicle 2 M Bad Weather
Available 3.0 Bicycle Takes ‘Too Long

3. Easler to Get Artound
4.0 Energy Conservation
&) Economical

&[] Other

4_I] Bicycle Too Dangerous
s_J Danger of Theft

¢ ) Too Hard

7.3 Other

1f "Other", Specify It "Other", Specify

IF NO, WOULD YOU .HA_VE RIDDEN A BICYCLE 1F THE ABOVE
CONDITIONS ARE CORRECTED?

QYen a QNO

-G

FIGURE A-5

5.

I

10.°

WHEN' WAS THE LAST TIME YOU RODE A BICYCLE?

1.0 This Week
2. Thia Month

4.0 Within the Last Year
5.1 Longer Than 1 Year

3.0 Within the Last & Months 6] Never
WHAT IS YOUR SEX?

C] Male D Fermale

{ - F

WHAT 15 YOUR AGE?

i1 Undex 10 4.0 20 - 24 o135 - 44
2.0 10 - 18 &85 - 34 7.0 45 - 59
316 - 19 . p_[] 60 or aver

WHAT IS YOUR HOME ADDRESS? (PLEASE INCLUDE YOUR 'HOUSE
OR BLOCK NUMBER,) : '

‘Street & Nao. Zlp

WHAT DO YOU ONSIDER TO BE SECURE AND W’EATHER PROTECT
BICYCLE PARKING? . {CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY,)

| [ Inaide Building

2z 0 Outside Building

a_[] Sheltered Bike Locking
Facllity

4.0 Bike Locker
5.0 Bike Rack

6~—D Other

If "Othexr", "Specify
WOULD YOU PAY A FEE TO PaY F.ORI BICYCLE REGISTRATION?

[;1 Yee [1] Mo

WOULD YOU PAY A FEE TO PAY FOR BICYCLING IMPROVEMENTS?

D Yes _[:]-No_

1 Z .
FOR MORE INFORMATION CONTACT:
KIPDA ’ -

505 Weat Ormaby Avenuc
Louisville, Kentucky 40203
Phane: 587-3804



FIGURE A~6

NEWSPFPAPER MAILBACK BICYCLING SURVEY

IF YOU ARE INTERESTED IN OBTAINING BICYCLE PATHS FOR YOUR ‘
NEIGHBORHOOD, PLEASE COMPLETE THIS SURVEY. YOUR RESPONSE WILL AID
THE PREPARATION OF A BIKEWAY PLAN WHICH WILL QUALIFY LOUISVILLE
AND JEFFERSON CQUNTY FOR FEDERAL FUNDS FOR BIKEWAY FACILITIES.

1. INCLUDING YOURSELF, HOW MANY PEOPLE ARE CURRENTLY LIVING 1N ‘(OUR
HOUSEHOLD?

2 HOW MANY BICYCLESVARE OWNED N YOUR HOUSEHOLD?

3. FOR WHAT PURPOSE ARE THEY MOST FREQUENTLY USED (CHECK ONLY ONE )
Trips fo work

Trips to school
Trips to stores

TS

Recreational use -
Other
1§ "Other”, please spemfy

4, WHAT ARE THE AGES OF BIKE RiDERS IN ‘I’OUR HOUSEHOLD’

5. WHAT IS NEEDED MOST TO INCREASE BICYCLE USEIN THE LOUlS‘IlLLE AREA’
(CHECK ONLY ONE.)
: Safe and secure locations to pcrk b:cyc!es
Marked bike routes on local streats
Bike paths separated from automabiie tralfic ) B
Saofe bike paths for children . C
Scenic bike trails for recreational vse
Sofety education for bicycle users
.Sofety education for motorists
Othere— .
H " Other”, please specify
& WOULD YOU PAY A FEEFOR BJCYCLE REGISTRATION?

-l'l l_l l'l

- YES ___NO
7. WOULD YOU PAY A FEE TO HELP PAY FOR BICYCLING IMPROVEMENTS?
— YES —_NO =~

B. WHAT IS YOUR HOME ADDRESS?
{PLEASE INCLUDE YOUR HOUSE OR BLOCK NUMBER.)

STREET. ZIP
PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMPLETED SURVEY FORM TO:
BIKEWAY PLANNER

KIPDA _
505 West Ormsby Avenue

" lovisville, Kentucky 40203 - !




_TABLE A-1

'ANALYSIS OF EXTENDED BICYCLE USER SURVEY
PART I
Including yourself, how many persons are currently living in your

household? - )
22 -

1 person
36 - 2 persons
31 - 3 persons
39 - 4 persons
.23 -« 5 persons
11 - 6 persons
"1 - 7 persons

2 .- 84 persons
5 -« No answer
170 Total

How many members of the household are male?
What are their ages? Not tabulated

How many members of the household are female?
What are their ages? Not tabulated

What is your household gross income?
.3 - ILess than $3,999
12 - $4,000 to $7,999

22 - $8,000 to $11,999
16 - $12,000 t $14,999
58 - $15,000 to $24,999
39 -~ $25,000 and over
_20 - No Response

170 - TOTAL

How many of the following vehicles are owned by you or a member
of the household? : .
a. Auto, pick-up truck, or motorcycle?
7 -0
46 - 1
75 - 2 .
36 - 3 or more
6 - No Response
170 - TOTAL

21 -
56 -
88 - 3 or more

. _3 - No response
170 - TOTAL

N o O
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_TABLE A-l
(ConTinuep)

ANALYSE OF EXTENDED BICYCLE USER SURVEY

PART I
6. Place of Residence
Area and O.D., Zone
Central Louisville 01-76 5
: Western Louisville 77-136 1
. Southern Louisville ' -~ 137-168 -6
o ' Southeast Louisville 169-200 16
East Highlands Louisville 201-220 17
Eastern Louisville . 221-259 38 .
Western Jefferson County 260-286 3
Southwest. Jefferson County 287-351 .4
‘Southern Jefferson County 352 -406 . 4
Southeastern Jefferson County #407-454 3
Eastern Jefferson County © 455.571 55
Other Areas _ . 6
Area not reported ' _ b
TOTAL 170
i 7. How many members of the household ride a bicycle?
32 - 1 person
55 - 2 persons
27 - 3 persons
31 - 4 persons
13 - 5 persons
. 5 « 6 persons

0 - 7 persons

2 - 8+ persons
5 - No response
- TOTAL

—

- 17

o
1

PART 1II

1. ~ What is your age?
‘ 4 - 5-9
.9 - 10-14
14 - 15-19
22 - 20-24
75 -~ 25-34
35 - 35-44
8 - 45-59
1 - 60 and over
. _2 =~ No response
170 -« TOTAIL

A-o



_TABLE A-|

(ConTiNUED)

ANALYSIS OF EXTENDED BICYCLE USER SURVEY

PART II
£
2. What is your sex? _ : :
104 - Male , S *
63 - Female
-3 « No Response
170 - TOTAL
3. Ranking of types of transportation 'norm'ally used during a typical week.
A 1 ranking applies to the type of transportation used most frequently,
-a 2 represents the second most frequently used mode, and so on. Any
type not used was to be left blank by the survey participant,
" Type of R | Type Not Used or

Transportation 1. 2 3 4 5 6 No Response

Auto, pickup,

motorcycle 119 23 11 8 - - , .9
Public transit 911 9 36 7 - 98
School bus 6 - 8 2 3 15 1 135
Bicycle ' 37 71 43 6 - - _ 13
Walking - 3 45 75 12 1 ' - 34
Other(carpool, s :
running, ' ' _
" hitchhiking 1 1 - 2 - 1 165
4. For non-recreational bicycle trips (trips to work, school, or shopping),

5.

which do you prefer to use? _
' 120 - Local Streets (low -traffic volume)
38 Arterial streets (high traffic volume)
3 - Both types :
__ 9% - No response
170 TOTAL

1

Do you belong to a bicycle club or org_a.nization?'

Yes 74
No 91
No Response _5
TOTAL 170

‘ A-10



_TABLE A-l
~ (ConTiNueD)

'ANALYSIS OF EXTENDED BICYCLE USER SURVEY
PART II

If yes, what organization?
' Louisville Wheelmen
- Louisville Area Bicycling Assoc.
River City Road Club
Other Organization
More Than One Organization
No Response

-3 - W
[ F o BN I S N L0 ]

TOTAL

6. . Do you ride your bicycle to a public transit park-n-ride lot or
coach stop? o . ' '

Yes . -3
No 163
No Response. 4
TOTAL ' 170

A-11



TABLE A-1
{ConTINUED)

7. From your experlence when rlding a blcycle, how dangeroun do you find the foflowing conditionn?

KMont Dangerous Motterately Dangerous Slightly Dangerous = Nat Daugcerous o Rerponpe
Club . Club Cinb Club “Chah
Condition Total Members Others  Total Membern  Others  Tolal Members Others  Total. Members Others Total Mewberas Ohicre
NMeyctint making
. Teft turn 13 15 18 10 27 41 49 26 23 14 & 8 | a ]
Car doad apenlng 40 19 29 50 2h 24’ 5A Z3 15 I8 5 13 4 n ]
Lack of vislbility . '

1o motarints 56 22 34 78 3 42 2R 14 14 4 2 2 4 n 4
Rring it from behind LY 19 45 61 33 2R 13 18 15 - 8 L] 4 1 0 1
Marrow roadw : 0 12 18 49 2z 27 25 14 1" T 5 6 5 i A
Car turnfng right ) .

abruptly #1 8 33 57 21 34 9 7 22 A 6 z 5 0 5
Nralnage ditchen ‘

along read 25 13 12 16 14 22z 7z 28 L 29 in 1 n ! 7 s
Nralonge grale
- openings 47 3 16 50 25 2% 51 14 37 m 4 14 4 n 4
Nerbia along edge . .

nfl road LY 21 14 - 85 6 FA 5% 19 32 2% R 13 [ o 6
Cars nnt roerprcling :

hiker's right-of-way 117 52 65 13 LIS 17 12 5 7 3 1 2 5 o 5
Underpansnes or : . .

Overparacen 13 7 6 45 z24 21 49 20 2% 55 .22 13 3 1 7
Oher in [ 3 I 7 6 2 4 1 0 ] 1] . a0 t4s 6l ’A

There are 170 tatal respondents, of which 74 perrons are bloycle club membern.  The remalning 76 peraonn are clther nol clulh mrohnra
(3! perhons) or did not Indicate delinltely thelr membernhip In a bleycele ctub (5 peraona).  Other conditlons clled an dangeronun fncludes
npred of motoriata; doga: rough paviément: pedestriana helween parked carn: anle fumies; traffic llghta tinilng ton long: any Intcracction,
inconniderate motorlais; rallroad croasingne: fatfure of cyclinls to follaw Irafllle roatend and busea.

A-12




{ConTINUED) -

8. To what extent do cach of the following factors Inkibit you from using your bicycle for non-recreatignal tripa?

Maost Inhibiting Maoderately Inhibiting Slightly Inhibiting Nat Iohibiting - o Rebponse
) Club Club Clul: ) ‘Club Club
Faclor ffolal Membera W0Olhers Total ‘Members 'Othcrn Iotal ‘Members 'Others  Total 'Members 'Others Total *‘Mewmbers -Olhes
Lack of shower fac-
tlities at destlnatlion’ k1 7 4 18 k) 9 26 13 t3 102 43 59 13 2 £l
VAccident Risk 57 16 41 26 6 20 36 18 12 46 iz 14 11 2 9

Lack of i;icylce racks .
at deslination 32 20 12 s 16 22 : 43 21 22 46 15 3k bE 2 9
" Lack of weather protected ‘
securily devices or
st ructures al

destination . 40 25 15 40 18 22 37 LE 22 .40 15 25 13 i 12
Dangerv of thefl or ’

damage 73 41 k¥4 36 14 22 32 10 22 19 8 - 1 3 ] 10 1 9
Too much starling ) . _

and slopping 4 5 3 23 4 19 - 44 23 21 86 45 141 13 i 12
Paarly lmed traffic . ' : .

signate . : 6 2 4 14 6 [ 1 - 26 . 25 87 39 48 12 L L
Exposure to pollution 9 4 5 32 17 15 ‘ 48 24 24 69 28 41 12 . ] . 11
Other 34 14 20 to z 8 2 2 0 Z 0 2 122 56 . 66

There are 170 tolal respoudents, of which 74 peraons are bicycle club members., The remalning 96 persone are elther not ¢lub members
{91) persons) or did not indicate definitely their membership in a blcyclie club {5 persons). Other lactors cited as inhibitlag include: thne;
weather; dapgeroue traffic; oo facilltiea on which to ride; distance; narrow roada; lack of carrying space on bicycle; dogs; molorist education:
and iloconglderate maotoriata,

A-1z



" TABLE A-l

" (ConTinoen)

SURVEY RESPCNSES WHICH INCLULED SQME DATA ON BICYCLE TRIPS BY PURPCSE

-Purpose of | ’c:r:ip o ‘ . , o . Responses
Tork | | . _ o 60
school O 22
Shop, ete. . ) . 7
Recreation site, etc. ' - - 70
Exercise ' ' ' . 119
Touring - | - ' 69
Visits | | . . -7

ALL SURVEY RESPCNSES B '_- 170
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Place, by area aind 0.D. 2cne

Centkral foulsville
Weskern Loulsville
Soulhern louisville
Southeast Louigville
East Highlands louisville
Eastecn Loulsville
Western Jefferson Co,
Soutlwest Jefferson Qo.
Sonthen Jefferson Co.
Southeast Jefferson (o,
Eastewn Jefferson Qo,

Indiana

Oldham Co.

Bullitt Co.

Outside Loulsville area

Places not reported

TUTAL SURVEY  RESPCHNSES

01-76

77-136
137-164
169-200
201-220
221-259
260--206
287-351
352406
407-454
455-571

TABLE A-\
(ConTiNUED)

PLACE OF RESICFHCE AND TYPICM, IRIP DESTINATIONG OF BICYCLISTS

‘

Residence

of all

Respondents

e LN

170

Resldence of

Peported destination of bicycle trips, by purpose,

cltizen menbers of BPC .
and persons attending . " Recreation
prublenm I.D. meetings . Work  Sdwol  Shop Sites Visits Tourlig
1 28 1 3 L] 2 - 2
1 1 - 2 - I | 1
4 5 13 10 2 - -
8 - - 5 3 5 -
7 5 - 4 22 1 2
17 6 5 9 2 5 1
- - - 1 - 2 -
1 2 - 1 3 2 2
2. 1 - - 2 4 -
3 3 - 2 - ] -
12 3 3 21 14 io -
2 - - 1 - - 3
- - - - - - 3
- - - - - - 1
1 TOTAL 54 22 60 50 33 5
- REPORIED :
LESTTHNAT [ONS
59

|
[
€71

CTOTAL OF SURVEY RESPQHIENTS WO PROVIIED SOME DATA (N BICYCLE

TRIPS BY PURPOSE CITED AROVE- BUT W) MAY NOP IIWE INCIAUCED A
REPORITED DESTINATION, : '

60 22 79 . n ) § 69



TABLE A-l
(ConTiNnuED}

LENGTH OF BICYCLE TRIPS BY PURPOSE

Total of
Peraona ._Reported Trip Distance In Milea
Reporting Less 20 or [Not
Trip Purpose Trip Activity Than 1.0 }1.0 o 1,912,040 2.9 (3,0 to 3.914.0to . 4.9§5.0 to 5.9 5.0.10 9,9.110,0 to 19:9 { More |Rcpurte
Work 60 o 1 9 ] 8 11 10 g ! 11
Schoat 22 3 4 3 1 3 1 3 3 L] 1
Shup 79 10 26 10 2 4 6 2 0 0 9
Recreation sile 70 3 12 10 4 3 8 ] A [ 14
Exercise/ride 118 6 5 14 12 ' 7 zi 1 10 7 35
netghborhood ‘
Touring 69 1 2 2 2 2 2 [} 20 23 14
Visils 71 7 H 10 4 2 12 7 6. 0 v 42
Oher 13 - H 1 - 1 - 1 6 1




E TABLE. P
(ConTiNUED)

NUMBER OF BICYCLE TRIPS BY PURPOSE

Total of . :
Persons Reported Round Trips Per Month :

- Reporting Less Than o S o Not -
Purpose Trip Activity 5 5 to 9 10 to 14 15 to 19 20 or More Reported
Work 60 13 10 9 | 6 18 4
School 22 o 7 2 5 o 4 4 0
Shop 19 28 . 22 14 2 11 2
Recreation - o : , ' . :

site 70 35 18 o 5 5 5 2
Exercise/ride : 7 - :
neighborhood 118 . 30 25 17 12 30
Touring - 69 42 17 5. - 2 2 o1
Visits 71 41 14 4 3 9
2 0 7 1

Other 13 3 0

A—1f



TABLE A-l
(ConTinuED)

HEPORIED ROUND THIPS FROM HOME 10O WORMK, DY DISTANCE FIEM HOME 10 WORK

. Muiber of rowd trips per week : Nuber of round trips per mooth
Estimated one-way .
distance fran hawe All ] More HNot: Less than Not
to work in miles Respansas * 12 3 4 5 than5 Reported 5 5to9 10told 13 to19 20 or more Reporkei
less than 1 T~ e - - - - - - - - 7 -
1.1 to 2,0 3 - -~ 1L - 1 1 - - - 1 - 2 -
2.1 o 1.0 12 1 1 - 1 9 - - 1 1 - 1 9 -
3.1 to 4.0 10 1 - 31 1 2 - k] 1 1 3 - 4 4
4.1 'to 5.0 18 r 2 2 1 - 0 - 4 3 3 2 1 - 1
5.1 to 7.5 ' 8 3 101 2 1 - - 2 2 - 3 1 -
7.6 to 10.0 ‘ 7 P 1 1 1 1 - 2 ' k| 1 . 1 i LI -
10.1 Lo-20.0 7 - 2 - - 1 - i 3 ] - - 1 2
fot reported 3 A S A il X 2 - - .
ALL F:SPONSES 60 7 7 10 | 6 15 )} 14 13 10 9 6 18 4

* Includes all survey respavdents who provided some data on bleycle trips to work.
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HIGH SCHOOL BICYCLING SURVEY

TABLE A-2

List of streets where pecple travel by bicycle

Garrs Lane
Crums Lane
Knight Avenue
Westport Road
Briarwood '
Redleaf Drive

. Westcreek

Murray Hill
Brownsbaro Vista
Hounz ILane

) Mu:;phyLane_
" Rammers

Breckenridge Lane

‘Morton Avenue
Rardstown Road
Qak Street
Mulberry Street
Payne Street

- Kentucky Street

South Iouisville -

. Brook Street
First Street

St. Catherine Street

Christie Avenue
. Scotty S
Fourth Street.
Top Hill Road
- 41st Street
15th Street
16th Street
18+h Street
River Toad
Edith Foad
Keni Court
Duncan
Rowan
Market Street

Frankfort aAvenue '

Hillcrest
Southwick

A-19

Fifth Street

" Highland Avenue
. Schiller Avene

Frankfort Avenue

‘Hite Avenuse

Hikes Lane
Klondike lLane
Eastern Parkway
Hill Road
Jefferson Street
Main Street
Washingtan Street
Franklin Street
Story Avenue
River Foad

Paul Avenue
Iester Avenue
Weodruff .
Bicknell
Hazelwoed
Ratcliff
Wingfield

Beau Brummel
Harrison Lane

Mitchell Hill Road |,
- Jeffersen Hill Road
Broadway

23rd Street
2nd Strest
Parkhill
17th Street
Zorn Aveme
James Street
Emily
Alford

26th Street
Bank Street

. South Hite

Beecher Terrace



TABLE A-2
{CoNTINUED)

HIGH SCHCOL BICYCLING SURVEY

List of streets where pecple woﬁld like to ride a bicycle,
but don't because of the traffic (question 9).

" Dixie Highway

" Cruns Lane
Manslick Road
Cane Rm Road
I264
Preston Highway
Garrs ILane :
Broadway _
- Shelbyville Road
I 65

I71

Brownsboro Road
Westport Road
Lyrdaon Lane
LaGrange Foad
. Goose Creek Road
Wnipps Mill Road
I 64
Wall Street

2nd Street
Bardstown Road
Wocd Foad
Norwood Drive
- Hounz Lane

26th Streect

Texas Avenue
Mellwood Avenue
St. Catherine Street
Oleanda
- 7th Streat
Taylor Blwvd.
Southern Parkway
‘Bicknell

Berry Blwd.
.Algonquin Parkway
7th Street Foad
Camden Avenue

A‘;‘Zﬁ o

Walnut Street
Madiscn
Clay Street
Morton Aveme

‘Story Avene

CGrinstead Drive
Goss Avenus
Barret Avenue
Shelby Street
Eastern Parkway

“Baxter Avenus
. Kentucky Street

Iogan
Breckeniidge Street
Poplar Ievel Road
Chestnut Street
Jacksan Street
Bumett

Oak Street

Goss Avene
Hickory

Hoertz

- . Newburg Road

Alder Avenue
Iexington Road
Taylorsville Foad
Eastern Parkway .
Jefferson Street
Market Strest
Main Street

U.s, 42

Hill Street

‘Ellison Avenue

18th Street
Madison Avenue
Finzer o

- Floyd Street




TABLE A- 2
. {ConTiNuED)

HIGH SCHOOL BICYCLING SURVEY

List of streets where people would llke to ride a bicydle,
but dm't because of the traffic (question 9}, cont.

‘3rd Street ' . Montana Avenue’

Rockford Lane Baird

Southland Terrace ' ' Parkway

Newcut Road : .- Bank Street

Saquires Drive : 26th Street

Central Avenue , o " Portland Avenue -
Winkler Avenue ' . - Frankfort Avenue
National Tumpike : ' Cane Rmn Road
- Jeffersen Hill Road ) Greemwood

Keys Ferry Road ' Zorn Avenue

Herberts Iane C - South Park Road :
Minars Zane 014 Third Street Road
Fairdale Road ' : -

A-21"



ool

002

003

004

005

006
007

. 008

009

010
011
012
013
014
015

016

COLLEGE BICYCLING SURVEY

Iiist of streets where people would like to travel, but do not

because of the traffic:
Fourth Street
Broadway

Preston Highway

Old Shepherdsville Road

' Baxjdstcwn Road

Taylorsville Road
Browns Lane
Third Street
Fifth Street
Second Str-eet'

Taylor Boulevard

Seventh Street

' Dixie Highway

Shelbyville Road
Newburg Road

Lexingion Road

017
018
019
020

021
022
023

024
025
026

027

028

029
030

031

A-22

Eastern Parkway

Cherokee Road

Breckinridge Lane

Westport Road

0Old Brownsboro Road

'Brownsboro Road

Poplar Level Road
Trevillian Way
Algonguin -Parkwa.y
Chestaut Street

Walnut Street

| Fegenbush Lane

Douglass Boulevard
Hikes Lane

Frankfort Avenue



I A i A W

(ConTiNuED)

COLLEGE BIKEWAY SURVEY

Alphabetical list of streets where pecple would like to travel, but
do not because of the traffic:

025 Algonguin lsarkwa.y' _ 021 Old Brownsboro _ﬁoad
005  Bardstown Road . 004 Old Shepherdsville Road
019 Breckin‘ridg_e Lane . . 023 Poplar Level Road.
ooz . B’roé&way_ , '7 003 'i?r'estt.;m Highway
007 . Browss Lame - 0i4  Shelbyville Road
022 \Bfownsbor-e'Road. | . 011 Taylor Boulevard )
013 .Cherockee Road 006 Taylorsville Roé.d__
026 Chestnut Street : ' 024 - Trevillian Way
013 Dixie Highway , _ 027 Walnut Street
029‘ Douglass Boulevard _ 020 - Westpo;rt Road -
017 | Eastern Parkway o "010- . Sre_cond Street
028 Fegenbush Lane . | _ 008 Third Street
031 Frankio‘rt Avenue ' 001 f‘curth St_reet
030 © HiKkes lane - - 009 Fifth Street
016 Léxingfon Raad ' 012 | Seventh Stregt

015 Newburg Road

- A-23



o R by LW

(ConTINUED)

' COLLEGE BIKEWAY SURVEY

List of streets people travel to by bicycle:
Sixth Street

_-B;rdstown-‘Road '
Ngwburg Road
Chestnut Street |

~ Frankfort Avenue
Lexington Read

Brownsboro Road ' .

A-24



TABLE A-4
BIK;WA"{S:GN Ci:lARACTERlSTlCS AND STANDARDS

SOURCE: BICYCLING IN TENNESSEE -

Approximate ' -

" Furnished and Installed Location/
Unit Cost (Includes Spacing
Post Where Appropriate) Frequency
: ”Ef’*' ' s | S 10-20/mile
{_63_553 . ‘
: =iql E |
%2 A At selected sites where
no post routas change direction
$30 Selectad sites leading
to routes
END §25 50' ahead of route
Pc————— : , terminus or "start®
("BIKE PARKING") . §22 Selected sites
. 833 _ . 50' ahead of all
: G§29 intersections
BIKE _ - ] : | |
XING ’ ’
("WATCH FOR BIKES") o830 50' ahead of selected

sites including driveways,

@l ' ' intersections, etc.

3§29 Selected sitas where

aéigs | , ' - bicycles are prohibited
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- TABLE A~4

(ConTiNuED)
Approximate
Furnished.and Installed Location/
Unit Cost (Includes Spacing
Sign Type Post Where Appropriate) Fregquency ‘
‘sﬁﬁﬁzm&s . C S
| Fhomanen | sz Selected sites
PECESTRIANS .
noYcLes . .
Maromomven| $30 - Selected sites
cyeLes - - -
PROMEITED i
{PEDESTRIANS | .
| PROHIBITED | $19 . Selected sites
(FHQ MOTOR VERICLES™) - Selected bikeway ent:
' o locatiaons
Cr o N $28 ‘ '?glggfgﬁsmkeway ent;
. aL :
ﬁgﬁﬁ; $35 50* ahead of selectec .
YIELD 10 intersection sites
BIKES
BIKE : - N
LANE $32 Beginning of selected
°2}Y ' bikeway segments

NOTE: Costs based on the following factors for standard and non-standard

signs:

sign cost $2.00/square foot
post cost $15.00 each '
lettering for non-standard signs $.02 each for 1" to

~ $0.60 each for 14"
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TABLE A~5

Ormsby Avenue

2nd Street

1

Railroad Crossing Required

SECTOR # 1
Recommendations
Traffic Siqns
Volume i Bike Bike Curb Constr. Year
Street From - To Length (ADT) Section Route X-ing Cuts Cost
Alley Adjacent Oak Street Clay Street Hancock Street 10 - ITX-D 2 - - g 80 1
Alley Adjacent Ormsby 1st Street Alley Adjacent .05 - III~D 1 - - 40 1
Avenue 2nd Street .
Alley Adjacent 2nd Ormsby Avenue Alley Adjacent .05 - I11-D 1 - - 40 1
Street Ormsby Avenue
Alley Between 2nd and Burnett Avery Avenue .45 - T11-D 4 - - 160 1
3rd Streets ‘Avenue
Alley Between 2nd and Magnolia Burnett Avenue .10 - III-D 2 - - 80 1
ird streets Avenue '
Alley Between 2nd and Ormsby Magnolia Avenue .25 - IXI-D 2 - - 80 1
Ird Streets Street :
Broadway Vine Street Shelby Street 1.85 25,000~ I1I-A 12 - 36 7,514 5
35,000
Class I Ohio Riverfront - - 1.80 - i-B 2 - - 57,680 6-10
Bevelopment
‘Clay Street Gwendolyn Alley Adjacent .10 - IXI-A 2 - - 80 1
Street Oak Street
Clay Street Shelby Gwendolyn Street .10 - ¥TI-A 2. - - 80O 1
Parkway
Dumesnil Street 1 16th Street  11lth Street .50 - ITI-A 4 - - 1,660 1
Federal Bikeway Preston 2nd Street -85 - - - - - 53,060 2
Demonstration Project Street
Garvin Place Zane Street Ormsby Avenue -40 - ITI-A 4 - - 160 1
Gwendolyn Street Clay Street Shelby Street .10 - III-E 1 - - 40 1
Hancock Street Alley Adjacent Chestnut Street .90 'o- III-A 8 - - 160 1
Oak Street
Kentucky Street 9th Street Bth Street .08 3,000~ IXI-C 2 - - 80 1
4,000 .
Kentucky Street 13th Street 9th Street 37 3,000- III-A 4 - - 160 1
4,000
Kentucky Street 16th Street 13th Street .30 - I1I-A 2 - - 8O 1
Madison Street Hancock Wenzell Street .45 - III-a 4 - - i60 1
Street
Magazine Street 19th Street 13th Street .55 500~800 I1I-a 6 - - 240 1
Magnolia Avenue 11th Street Alley Between 2nd .15 - ITI-A 8 - - 3290 1
and 3rd Streets
Ormsby Avenue Alley Between Alley Adjacent 2nd .10 - TEI-A 2 - - a0 1
2nd and 3rd Street
Streets
Alley Adjacent lst Street .05 - III-E 1 - - 40 1



TABLE A-5 (Continued)

Bikeway Construction $133,506

Bike Racks
Bike Lockers

TOTAL

1
Widen Sidewalk

Railroad Easement Wecessary

A-28

3 500
5134, 406

SECTOR # 1
‘ Recommendations
Traffic . Signs
. Volume Blke Bike Curb Constr. Year
Street From To Length {ADT) Section Route X-ing Cuts Cost
Ormsby Avenue Garvin Place  Alley Between 2nd .20 - I1I-3 2 - - $ 160 1
and 3rd Streets
Ormsby Avenue 1st Street Preston Street .20 2,000 III-A 2 - - 80 1
Pennsylvania Railrocad - - 1.00 - I-B 2 - - 7,122 6-10
Bridge
Prentice Street Dixie Highway 16th Street .25 - III-A 2 - - 80 1
Shelby Parkway Clay Street Shelby Street .10 - II1I~E 1 - - 40 1
© Zane Street §th Street Garvin Place .30 - III-A 4 - - 160 1
lst Street Ormshy Alley Rdjacent .05 8,000 I1T-B 2 - - 80 1
Avenue Ormsby Avenue
8th Street 2 Kentucky zZane Street .10 - ITI-J 2 - 2 2,830 1
. Street
11th Street Dumesnil Magnolia Street -390 - IXI-A 2 - - B8O 1
Street .
13th Street Magazine Kentucky Street .55 - IXI-A 6 - - 240 1
Street
16th Street Prentice Dumesnil Street .30 - IXIT-A 4 - - BO 1
- Street
16th Street Prentice Kentucky Street .10 - III-A 2 - - 80 1
Street ‘
19th Street Bank Street I-64 .15 - IITI~-A 2 - - 80 1
19th Street Cedar Street Bank Street .60 - I¥I-A 6 - - 240 1
19th Street Cedar Street  Magazine Street .35 - IXI-A 2 - - 80 1
SUMMARY
Miles 14,80



TABLE A-5 (Contigued)

SECTOR # 2
Recommendations
Traffic Signs ]
Volume Bike Bike Curb Constr, Year
Street From To Length (ADT) Section Route X-1ing Cuats Cost
Accasja Drive Mercer Lane Sunflower Avenue .30 - IXI-A 2 - - $ 80 6—-10
Algonguin Pakway Winnrose bixie Highway 2.70 7,300- 1I-C 18 18 le 91,470 6-10
Avenue ‘ 16,000
Amy Avenue Herman Street River Park Drive .30 - III-A 4 - - 80 1
Auburn Avenue Candor Avenue Savage brive .50 - IiI-A 4 - - 160 6-10
Bank Street Northwestern 43rd Street .10 1,800 ITI-B 1 - - 40 1
Parkway
pank Street 33rd Street 29th Street .30 3,800 ITI-B 1 - - 40 1
Bank Street 38th Street 33rd Street .55 2,000~ TIII-B 3 - - 120 1
’ 3,800
Bank Street 38th Street 43rd Street .30 1,900 III-B 2 - - 80 1
Bohne Avenue 37th Street J4th Street .20 - III-A 2 - - 8o 1
Burrel Drive Garrs Lane Farnsley Road 1.10 - Iry-a 10 - - 400 6-10
Candor Avenue Garrs Lane Auburn Avenue .30 - I11-A 2 - = 80 6-10
Cane Run Road Alquonquin " Rockford Lane 4.00 7,800~ III-G 28 - 28 5,321 3
Parkway 18,000
Catalpa Southern Hill Street .10 - I1I-A 4 - - 160 1
Avenue
Cedar Street 19th Street 24th Street .50 - III-A 2 - ~ 80 1
Cedar Street 30th Street 24th Street .50 - ITI-A 4 - -~ 160 1
Charlotte Ann Drive Tara Gale Lynnview Drive .10 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Drive :
Class I Ohio Riverfront Shawnee Park Second Street 3.97 - I-B 2 - - 127,120 6-10
Deve lopment.
Class I Savage Drive Rockford Lane .80 - I-B - - - 27,180 6-10
Crums Lane Park Row Glenhurst Avenue .03 13,000 I¥~H 2 - - 3,560 6-10
Cypress Street Dumesnil Hiill Street .25 - III-A 4 - - 160 1
Street )
Cypress Street Hill Street bixdale Avenue .55 2,600 ITI-A- 6 - - 240 1
Cypress Street Plantation Dixdale Avenue .20 2,500 III-A 2 - - 80 6~10
prive
Dixie Highway Heaton Road Sadie Avenue .05 25,000~ II-G 2 - -~ 3,380 6-10
47,000
buValle Drive 34th Street 32nd Street .20 - ITI-A 2 - -~ 80 1
Edgin Avenue Edgin Court Mercer Lane .20 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Edgin Court Savage Avenue Edgin Avenue .15 - I1I-A 2 - - BO 6-10
Farnsley Road Burrel Drive Mildred Drive .05 4,800 III-A 2 ~ - 80 6-10
Fern Lea Drive Mary Catherine Ralph Avenue .35 - IIIT-A 4 - - 80 6-10
Drive
Fitzgerald Drive Ralph Avenue Millers Lane .60 - ITI-A 4 - - 160 6-10
Garland Avenue 38th Street 38th Street {(offset) .05 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 1
Garrs Lane Glenhurst Lane Candor Avenue .15 - I1I-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Glenhurst Avenue Crums Lane Garrs Lane .40 - IT1I-A 4 - - 160 6-10



TABLE A~5 (Continued)

SECTOR § 2
Recommendations
Traffic Siqns
Volume Bike Bike Curb Constr. Year
Street From To Length {ADT) Section Route X-ing Cuts Cost
Greenwood Avenue Southwegtern 38th Street .75 - ITI-A 8 - - $ 320 1
Parkway
Greenwood Avenue 32nd Street Dixie Highway 1.15 - YII-A 10 - - 400 1
Greenwood Avenue 38th Street 32nd Street .55 - IIT-A 4 - - 160 1
Heaton Road Kendall Dixie Highway .55 - IIi-A 4 - - 160 6-10
Avenue .
Herman Street 38th Street Amy Avenue .10 - III-A 2 - - 80 1
Hill Street Catalpa Cypress Street. .20 5,900 II-F 2 - - 356 1
Jefferson Street 24th Street 25th Street .05 - ITII~-A 2 - - 80 1
Kendall Avenue Spen Lea Road Heaton Road .25 - III-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Kingswood Way Wessel Road Cane Run Road .40 - IIXI-A 4 - - 160 6~10
Lynn Lea Road Savage Drive Spen Lea Road .15 - ITT-A 2 - - 80 610
Lynnview Drive Charlotte Cane Run Road .40 - III-A 4 - - 160 6-10
Ann Dbrive .
Magazine Street 24th Street 19th Street .50 -~ III-A 4 - - 160 1
Magazine Street 32nd Street 24th Street .75 - ITI-A 6 - - 240 1
Mary Catherine Drive Burrel brive Fern Lea Drive .40 3,300 II1-A 4 - - 160 6-10
Mercer Lane Edgin Avenue Accasia Drive .30 - III-A 2 - - BQ 6-10
Mildred Drive Farnsley Road Pioneer Road .35 - III-A 4 - - 160 6-10
Millers Lane Pitzgerald Plantation Drive .33 8,100 1I-G 2 - - ..21,860 6-10
brive
Northwestern Parkway Bank Street Portiand Avenue 1.00 2,000- III-B 4 - - l60 1
. 3,400
Northwestern Parkway Western Bank Street .95 2,600- ITI~A 8 - - 320 1
Parkway 3,800
Northwestern Parkway 26th Street 23rd Street .20 - IIT-A 2 - - 80 1
Park Road bixie Highway Park Row .40 - ITT-A 4 - - 160 6~10
Park Row Park Road Crums Lane .15 - 11I-A 2 - - B0 6-10
Pioneer Road Mildred Fern Lea Drive .40 - III-A 4 - - 160 6-10
Road
Plantation Drive Millers Lane Cypress Street .25 - III-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Portland Avenue Northwestern 29th Street .35 3,800- I11-B 2 - - 80 1
Parkway 4,000
Ralph Avenue Fern Lea Fitzgerald brive .55 - ITI-A 6 - - 240 6~10
Drive
Rowan Street Boone Park 25th Street .50 - I1E~-A 4 - - 160 1
Rowan Street 29th Street 25th Street .45 - III-A 4 - - 160 1
River Park Drive Amy Avenue 38th Street .05 3,000 III-A 2 - - 80 1
Savage Drive Garrs Lane Lynn Lea Road .70 - III-A 6 - - 240 6-10
Slevin Street 25th Street 2Bth street .30 - III-A 2 - - B8O 1
Spen Lea Road Kendall Class I Mill Creek .05 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 6=-10
Avenue ‘
Southern Avenue Catalpa 32nd Street .30 - 1II-A 4 - - 160 1
Southern Avenue 32nd Street 37th Street .40 - - IITI-A 4 - - 160 1

A~30




TABLE A-~5 (Continued}

SECTOR § 2
Recommendations
Traffic Signs
Volume Bike —Bike Curh Constr. Year
Street From To Length (ADT) Section Route X-ing Cuts Cost
sunflower Avenue Accasia Drive Tara Gale Drive .20 ~ ITI-A 2 - - $ 80 6~10
Ttara Gale Drive Sunflower Charlotte Ann Drive .20 - IFI~A . 2 - - 80 6-10
Drive
Wessel Road Pioneer Road  Kingswood Way .25 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Western Parkway Northwestern Shawnee Terrace .20 - I11-A 2 - - 80 1l
Parkway :
wWestern Parkway Shawnee Vermont Avenue .20 - - III-A 2 - - 80 1
Terrace
Woocdlawn Avenue 32nd Street Cypress Street .50 - III-A 6 - - 240 1
24th Street Cedar Street Jefferson Street .10 - III~A 2 - - 80 1
24th Street Magazine Cedar Street .35 - III-A 4 - - 160 1
Street
25th Street Jefferson Rowan Street .30 - ILI-A 4 - - 160 1
Street .
25th Street Rowan Street Slevin Street .20 - III-A 2 - - 80 1
30th Street Magazine Madison .15 1,500 IXI~A 2 - - 80 1
Street
32nd Street Broadway Greenwood Avenue . 50 - ITI-A 4 - - 160 1
32nd Street Broadway Magazine Street .20 - III-A 2 - - 80 1
32nd Street DuValle Drive 32nd Street .30 - III-A 2 - - 80 1
32nd Street Greenwood Woodlawn Avenue " .55 - ITI-A 6 - - 240 1
Avenue .
32nd Street Woodlawn Southern Avenue .15 - III-A 2 - - 80 1
Avenue -
33rd Street Northwestern Bank Street .15 - III-A 2 - - 80 1
Parkway
34th Street puvalle Drive Bohne Avenue .10 - FIX-A 2 - - 80 1
35th Street Algonquin Bohne Avenue .20 6,400 11-G 2 - 3 13,280 6-10
Parkway
37th Street Southern Bohne Avenue .30 - III-A 2 - - 80 1
Avenue
38th Street Broadway Garland Avenue .25 - IIT-A 4 - - 80 1
38th Street Bank Street Herman Street . 85 - ITI-A 1¢ - - 400 1
38th Street Garland Avenue Greenwood Avenue .20 - IIL-A 2 - - 80 1
38th Street River Park Broadway .35 - III-A 4 - - 80 1
Drive
SUMMARY

Miles 40.78

Bikeway Construction $304,207

Bike Racks
Bike Lockers $ 1,500
TOTAL $305,707



TABLE A-5 (Continued}

SECTOR #3
Recommendations
traffic Siqgns
Volume Bike Bike Curb Constr, Year
Street From ' TOo Length {ADT} Section Route X-ing Cuts Cost
Algonquin Parkway Dixie Highway  Colorado Street 1.40 7,300~ I-C ig 18 16 550,850 6-10
16,000
Alley Adjacent Berry Lester Avenue Lentz Avenue : .
Boulevard Y X 1 - III-D 2 - - g0 6~10
Alley Adjacent Watterson Brook Street Allmond Avenue ‘ =
Expressway - .05 b= III-D 2. - - 80 1
Alley Adjacent Watterson Pedestrian Cliff Avenue
Expressway Bridge .05 - ITI-D 2 - - 80 1
Alley Adjacent 5th Street Heywood Central Avenue _
Avenue .10 - III-D 2 - - B8O 1
Avery Avenue Floyd Street Alley Between 2nd
and 3rd Streets .40 - IT-F 4 - - 613 1
Avery Avenue 4th Street Alley Between 2nd .
. and 3rd Streets .15 - II-F 2 - - 262 1
Brook Street Colliins Court "Alley Near Watterson
Expressway .65 - IrT-a 6 - - 240 1
Burton Avenue 9th Street Rodman Street .15 - III-A 2 - - 80 1
Class I Nichols Hospital Southern Manslick Road
Heights
Avenue .40 - I-B - - - 13,030 6-10
Cliff Avenue Alley Adia- Florence Avenue
cent Watter-
son Express-
- way .05 - IIT-~A 2 - - 80 1
Collins Court Grant Street Brook Street .15 - IIXI-A 2 - - BO 1
Colorado Avenue 4th Street Rodman Street .30 3,000 III-A 2 - - 846 1
Crums Lane Manslick Seventh Street Road !
Road .45 - II-H 4 - - 52,360 6-10
BEastern Parkway Third Street Kentucky Turnpike .55 10,000 I-c - - 5 19,765 5
Eastern Parkway Extension Third Street Algonquin Parkway .80 - I-C - - - 25,830 6-10
Eicher Road Seventh Dixie Highway
Street Road .10 - IITI-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Grant Street Scanlon Collins Court
Street .15 - III-A 2 - - 80 1
Heywood Avenue Rodman Street Alley Adilacent 5th
Street .20 -~ III-A 2 - - 89 1
Lentz Avenue Alley Adja- Southern Heights -
cent Berry Avenue ’
Boulevard .50 - TII-A 4 - - 160 6-10
Lester Avenue Longfield Alley Adjacent ’
Avenue Berry Boulevard .10 - IXI-A 2 - - BO 6~10
Mans}lick Road Near Man- Crums Lane
slick Court ) .10 11,000 I1-H 2 - - 6,680 6-10
Rodman Street Burton Heywood Avenue
Street .05 3,100 III-A 2 - - 80 1



TABLE A~5 {Continued}

SECTOR # 3
Recommendations
Traffic 5igns
Volume e Bike Constr. Year
. Street From To Length (ADT) Section Route X-ing Cost
Rodman Street Colorado Heywood Avenue
Avenue .55 3,100 ITI-A 6 3 240 1
Scanlon Avenue 2nd Street Grant Street .45 - ITI-A 2 80 1
Seventh Street Road Crums Lane Eicher Road .20 12,000 II-A 2 230 6-10
Southern Heights Avenue Lentz Avenue Nichols Hospital L . .
Property .40 o= . . III-A 4 . 160 6-10
Southern Parkway 1 . Third Street Watterson Expressway .15 8,000~ I-B - B,031 6-10
15,000
Third Street Southern Eastern Parkway 17,000~ k
Parkway .95 33,000 IXI-J 6 16,770 6-10
Watterson Expressway 2 Illinois Kentucky Turnpike
Central 50,000~
Railroad 4,35 97,000 I-B 6 139,440 6-10
2nd Street Central Scanlon Avenue
Avenue .20 - III-A 2 g0 1
4th Street 3 Avery Avenue Colorado Avenue .50 9,000 ITII-F 2 4,756 1
9th Street Central Burton Avenue
Avenue .05 - III-A 2 80 1
SUMMARY
Miles 15.1

Bikeway Construction $ 340,697
Bike Racks

Bike Lockers

TOTAL

lpesurface portion of existing access road.
2purchase of private property may be necessary.
3Resurface sidewalks (2 sides).

- 33

3 1,500
§ 342,197



TABLE A-5 (Continued)

SECTOR # 4
, Recommendations
Traffic Signs .
Volume e Bike Curb Constr. Year
Street From To Length (ADT}) Section Route "X-ing cuts Cost
Alley (east-west) Logan Street Shelby Street .10 - IIT~-D 2 - - s 80 1
Raxter Avenue Rosewood Avenue Tyler Park Drive .07 10,800 II-b 2 - - 150 1
Broadway Vine Street 13th Street .25 25,000~ II-A 2 - 6 1,200 5
35,060
Burnett Avenue Class I Conn- Texas Avenue
: ector .80 4,900 III-H 6 - - 8,043 6-10
Burnett Avenue Floyd Street - Preston Street .10 - I1-A 2 - 1 80 6-10
Cardinal Rcad ‘Nightingale Union Avenue
Road .70 - ITI-A 6 - - 240 6-10
Christy Avenue Edward Street Alley Adjacent
Cherokee Parkway .25 - III-A 6 . - - 240 1
Class I Beargrass Creek o
Louisville Zoo Ellison Avenue Loulisville Zoo 3,21 - I-B 8 - - 103,660 6-10
Class I Bellarmine
College2 Beargrass Creek Sheffield Boulevard .56 - I-B 4 - - 18,080 6-10
Class I Burnett Avenue
Connector Burnett Avenue Burnett Avenue .05 - I-B 2 - - 3,680 6~10
Class I Watterson Beargrass Creek Yllinois Central
Expressway Railroad 3.55 50,000~ I-B 6 - - 129,840 6-10
. 97,000
Clay Street Ormsby Avenue Shelby Parkway .10 - IIXI-A 2 - - 80 1
Curtiss Avenue Lucas Street Class I Watterson
‘ EXpressway .10 - ITI~A 2 - - 80 6-10
Dandridge Shelby Parkway Ellison Avenue .05 - T III-A 2 - - 80 1
Dundee Road Bardstown Road Woodbourne Avenue .25 - - IIT-A 4 - - 160 1
pundee Road Woodbourne Emerson Avenue
Avenue .30 - III-A P - - 80 1
Eastern Parkway Kentucky Turn—~ Bardstown Road 3.35 10,000- I-C - - 45 110,005 6-10
pike 28,000
Edenside Avenue Tyler Park Norris Place .10 - IIX-A . 2 - - 80 1
Drive '
Edwards Street Christy Avenue Rufer Avenue L A0 - ITI-a 4 - - 160 1
Edward Street St.Anthony's Christy Avenue
Place .20 - III-A 2 - - 80 1

.1 Purchase
2 Purchase
3 Railroad

4 Purchase

of Private Property Necessary

or Easement of Private Property Necessary
or Easement of Private Property Necessary

Easement and Crossing Necessary

A-34



TAELE A-5 (Continued)

1 Sidewalk Construction Necessary in Area
Between Fastormn Patlbaoacr =eed BT e o m 4

SECTOR ¥ 4§
Recommendations
Traffic Signs
Volume Blke Bike Curb Constr. Year
Street From To Length {ADT) Section Route X-ing Cuts Cost
Ellison Avenue Dandridge Spratt Street .30 - ITI-A 2 - - $ 80 1
Emerson Avenue King's Highway Dundee Road .90 1900 IXI-A a - - 320 1
Fayette Avenue Union AVenue Morgan Street’ .45 - IIT-A 4 - - 160 6-10
Highland Avenue Vine Street Schiller Avenue .10 2900 ITI-A 2 - - 80 5
Illinois Avenue Trevillian Way Class I Watterson
Expressway .70 - IIT-A 6 - - 240 6~10
Lucas Street Roosevelt Curtiss Avenue
Avenue .10 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Morgan Street Fayette Avenue Roosevelt Avenue .30 - I1X-A 2 - - 80 6~10
Nightingale Road Audubon Cardinal Road
Parkway .40 - I1I-A 4 - - 160 6-10
Norris Placel Edenside Rutherford Avenue
Avenue .83 6700 IT-D 8 - 4 2,336 1
Norris Place Sheffield Rutherford Avenue
Boulevard .10 - 1I-D 2 - - 218 6-10
oriole Drive Hess Lane Cardinal Road .45 - ITY-A 4 - - 160 6-10
Ormsby Avenue Preston Street Clay Street .20 - ITI-A- 2 - - 80 1
Pindell Avenue McKinley Hess Lane
Avenue .20 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Roosevelt Avenue Morgan Street Lucas Street .30 - IIX-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Rutherford Avenue Norris Place Bardstown Road .50 - ITI-A 4 - - 160 1
Schiller Avenue Highland Ellison Avenue
Avenue .45 - IIT-A 4 - - 160 5
Sheffield Boulevard Bellarmine Norris Place
College .10 - IIxT-A. 2 - ~ 8¢ 6-14
Shelby Parkway Logan Street Dandridge Avenue .10 - IXE-A 2 - - 80 1
Shelby Street Alley North of Parkway to
Shelby Gwendolyn Street .05 10,900 I¥-C 1 - - 110 1
" Shelby Street Shelby Parkway Alley North of
Shelby Parkway .03 10,900 II-C 1 - - 91 1
St. Anthony's Place Rubel Avenue Edward Street .05 - IIX¥-A 2 - - 80 1
Tylexr Park Connector - - .04 - I-A 2 - - 2,510 1
Tyler Park Drive Baxter Avenue Edenside Avenue .25 ~ III-A 2 - - 80 1
Union Avenue Cardinal Road Favette Avenue .05 - ITI-A 2 - - 890 6—-10
Vine Street Broadway Swan Street .18 - I1I-A 2 - - 80 5
Vine Street Swan Street Highland Avenue .45 - ITI-A 4 - - 160 5
Woodbourne Avenue Dundee Road bundee Road .20 - II1-A 2 - - g0 1
SUMMARY
Miles 22,27
Blkeway Construction $384,003
Bike Racks
Bike Lockers 5 600
107 $384,603



TABLE A-5 {(Continued)

SECTOR # 5

. Recommendations
Tratfic Signs
- Volume Bike Bike Curb Constr. Year
Street From To Length (ADT}) Section Route X-ing Cuts Cost
Alley Adjacent Cherokee Christy Avenue Longest Avenue .75 - III-A g - - $ 320 1
Parkway .

Baxter Avenue Chestnut Lexington Road .12 8,000 Ii-8 2 - - 1,425 1
Street

Bon Air Avenue 1 Taylorsville Watterson Expressway .60 - III-A 6 - - 250,240 6-10
Road )

Cherokee Park Road bemonstration Cherokee Parkway .85 - ITII-A 8 - - 320 5
Project

Cherokee Road Spring Drive  Cherokee Parkway 1.10 - ITI-A 10 - - 400 1

Chestnut Street Marshall Baxter Avenue .05 6,400 I11-A 2 - - 80 1
Street

Class I Seneca Park I-64 Seneca Park Road .73 - I-B 2 - - 23,440 4

Class I Seneca Park Seneca Park Taylorsville Road .94 - I-B 6 - - 30,320 6~10
Drive

Class I Wattgrson Beargrass Bardstown Road 3.15 50,000~ I-B 4 - - 100,960 6~10

Expressway Creek 87,000

Dorothy Avenue Woodford Place Douglass Boulevard .10 - IIT-A 2 - - 80 1

boulgass Boulevard Bardstown Road Porothy Avenue .20 3,000 ITI-A 2 - - BO 1

Doulgass Boulevard Dorothy Avenue Millvale Road: .50 - III-A 4 - - 160 1

Eastern Parkway Bardstown Daniel Boone Statue .40 10,000~ I-C - - 4 13,795 6-10
Road Cherokee Park 28,000 :

Federal Bikeway Preston Street (0ld Cannons Lane 5.75 - - - - - 358,939 2

Demonstration Project

Grinstead Drive Etley Avenue Alley Paralleling 1.00 14,300 I1I-F 6 - 22 3,540 2

Cherokee Road

King's Highway Taylorsville Emerson Avenue .10 - ITE-A 2 - - 80 1
Road

Lexington Road Baxter Avenue Barrett Avenue .15 - II-D 2 - - 262 1.

Maple Road Demonstration Alta Vista Road .35 - III~-A 4 - - 160 5
Project

Marshall Street Wenzell Street Chestnut Street .10 - III-A 2 - - 80 1

Millvale Road Douglass Woodbourne Avenue .20 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 1
Boulevard

Rubel Avenue Broadway 5t. Anthony's Place .05 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 1

Rubel Avenue Lexington Broadway . 20 - I11-A 2 - - 80 1
Road

Spring DPrive Vvillage Drive Cherokee Road .45 - TIT-A 4 - - 160 1

Spring Drive Woodford Place Village brive .10 - ITI~-A 2 - - 80 1

Valletta Road Woadbourne Taylorsville Road .50 - I1I-A 4 - - 160 1
Avenue

1 Bikeway Bridge Required

Purchase of Private Property May Be Necessary

A-36



TABLE A-5 (Continued)

SECTOR # 5
Recommendations
Traffic Signs -
Volume Bike Bike Curb Constr. Year
Street From To Length (ADT) Section Route X-ing Cuts Cost
village Drive Bardstown Spring brive .15 - III-A 2 - - 23 80 1
Road
Wenzell Street Marshall Madison Street .10 - III-A 2 - - 80 1
Street ’
Wenzell Street Washington Marshall Street .40 - III~-A 4 - - 160 1
Street )
Woodhourne Avenue Millvale Valletta Road .15 - - TII-A 2 - - 80 1
Road ’
Woodford Place Spring Drive Dorothy Avenue .10 - ITXI-A 2 - - 80 1
SUMMARY

Miles 19,34
Blkeway Construction $785,801
Bike Racks
Bike Lockexs S 300

TOTAL $786,161



TABLE A-5 {Continued)

SECTOR # 6
Recommendations
Traffic
Vo lume Bike Bike Constr.
Street From Length (ADT) Section Cost
Alta Vista Road Maple Road . Lexington Road .30 II1I-A "4 160 5
Alton Road Sherrin Avenue Yubbards Lane .33 ITI-A 2 BO 5
Ambridge Drive Westport Road Rudy Lane .66 IXI-A 6 240 3
Apache Road Travols Road  Rudy Lane .60 III-A 6 240 5
Beal's Branch Drive The Garden Willis Avenue .30 III-A 2 80 5
Drive
Berkshire Avenue Brookhaven Richland Avenue .35 III-A 4 80 5
Avenue '
Blenheim Road Hubbard Lane Class I at end of .70 ITI-A 240
Blenheim Road
Brockhaven Avenue Brown's Lane Berkshire Avenue .10 I1I-A BO
Brownsboro Road Rudy Lane Highway 42 .35 12,000~ III-H 11,360
16,000
Brown's Lane Alton Road Watterson Expressway .98 8,000 ITI-H 31,760
Commanche Trail Indian Crest Travols Road - .55 III-A 240
Cannons Lane 01ld Cannons Hydiffe Avenue 01 7,500 FII-H 400
Lane
Central Avenue Alley Adjacent 2nd Street .20 3,900 I1I-A 80
5th Street
Chippewa Road Brownshoro Druid Hills Road .10 I1X-A 80
Road
Class I Beargrass Creek 1 Browns Lane Watterson Expressway .86 I-B 227,600
Class I Beargrass Creek Eva Bandman Spring Street 1.25 I-D 40,500
Park .
Class I 2 Blenheim Road Warwick Avenue .30 I-B 209,680
Class I Crescent Hill Golf Zorn Avenue Brownsboro Road .80 I-B 26,390
Course & Louisville
Water Company 3 -
Class I Frankfort Avenue Ewing Avenue St. Matthews Avenue 2.60 6,000~ I-G 85,965
14,000
Class I River Road 4 Beargrass Indian Hills Trail 2.70 6,000- I-B 89,165
: Creek 9,000
Class I Seneca Park Rock Creek .27 iI-Bp 8,800
Drive
Class I Zorn Avenue Mellwood Madelle Avenue .90 9,000 I-J 29,880
Dayton Avenue Cannons Lane Iola Road .15 III-A 80

1
2

Bikeway Bridge Required
Bikeway Bridge Required

Railrocad Easement May Be Necessary
Railroad Easement May Be Required

A—-38



TABLE A~5 (Continued)

SECTCOR # 6

Recommendations
Traffic Slgns
Volume Bike Bike Curb Constr. Year
Street From To Length (ADT) Section Route X-ing Cuts Cost
Dayton ‘Avenue Iola Avenue Sherxrin Avenue .60 - I1I~A 6 - - $ 240 5
bruid #Hills Road Chippewa Road Oread Road .40 - ITI~A 4 - - 160 5
Fairlawn Road Wilmington Class I on Frankfort .45 - IXI-pA 4 - - 80 5
Road Avenue
Galt Avenue Grinstead Rowland Avenue .20 - I1t-A 2 - - 80 5
Drive
Galt Avenue Rowland Avenue Frankfort Avenue .20 - I11-A 2 - - 80 5
The Garden Drive Lexington Road Beal's Branch Drive .40 3,700 IXTE-A 4 - - 80 5
Grinstead Drive Upland Road Galt Avenue .05 6,000 I1I-n 2 - 2 2,130 5
Hubbardg Lane Alton lLane Norbourne Boulevard .50 - ITI-A 4 - - 160 5
Hubbard Lane Massie Avenue HNorbourne Boulevard 1.10 7,600 IT1I-H 8 - 10 37,020 4
Hycliffe Avenue Cannons Lane Iola Road .17 - III-A 2 - - 80 5
Indian Hills Trail Road River Road 014 Brownsboxro Road 2.00 1,300- III-A 20 - - 800 5
2,000
Iola Road Dayton Avenue Wilmington Road < L 20 - ITI~p 2 - - 80 5
Iocla Road Norbourne Dayton Avenue .45 - ITI-A 4 - - 160 5
9 Boulevard
Lexington Road Alta Vista Upland Road .10 16,000 IIX-H 2 - 2 3,730 5
Road
Lotis Way Oread Road 014 Brownsboro Road .10 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 5
Madelle Avenue Class I Zorn Zorn Avenue .10 - IXTI-A 2 - - 80 5
Avenue
(offset) .
Massie Avenue St. Matthews Hubbard Lane .70 - ITI1-A 8 - - 320 5
Avenue
Mellwood Mockingbird Class I Zorn Avenue .30 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 5
Valley Road
Meridian Avenue Willis Avenue Nanz Avenue .18 - III-A 2 - - 80 5
Mockingbird Valley Road River Road Mellwood .30 700 III-A 2 - -~ 80 5
Nanz Avenue. Meridian Sherrin Avenue .18 - I1I-A 2 - - 80 S
Avanue
Norbourne Lane Hubbards Lane ITola Road 1.85 - IXI-A 10 - - 400 5
014 Brownsborc Road Brownsboro Brownshoro Road .50 - III~-A 4 - - 160 5
Road {Loop}
0ld Cannons Lane Demonstration Cannons Lane .45 - ITX-p 4 - -~ 160 5
Project
Oread Road bruid Hills Lotia Way .20 - TII-A 2 - - 80 5

Road

2

Purchase of Private Property May Be Necessary
Purchase of Private Property Necessary



TABLE A-5 (Continued)

SECTOR # ¢
_ Recommendat ions -
Traffic signs.
Vo lune Bike Hika Cuarb Constr, Year
Street From To Length (ADT} Saction Route X-ing  (uts Cost
Reservoir Avenue Clasa I Frank- Zorn Avenue .25 III-A 2 - - $ 80 5
: fort Avenue
Richland Avenue Berkshire Taylorsville Road .40 I1i-A 4 - - 80 5
Avenue
Rock Creek Drive Class I Seneca Cannong Lane .60 ITI-A 6 - - 240 5
park -
Rowland Avenue Galt Avenue Galt Avenue (connector) .03 III-A 2 - - 80 5
Rudy Lane Apache Road Brownsboro Road .25 - IITI-A 4 - - 160 5
Fudy Lane Brownsboro Hubbard Lane 1.55 2,100- III-H 16, - - 50,240 5
. Lane 7,500
Sherrin Avenue Nanz Avenue Alton Road .85 IIX-A 8 - - 320 5
Stilz Avenue Class on Lexington Road .50 7,400 11-D 4 - - 701 5
Frankfort
Avenue .
St. Matthews Avenue Druid Hills Shelbyville Road 1.05 1,000 IIXI~-A 10 - - 400 5
Road . ‘
Travois Road Commanche Apache Road .10 ITI-A 2 - - 80 5
Trail
Upland Road Lexington Grinstead Drive .50 III-A 4 - - 160 5
Road
Westwind-Eastwind Road PBrownsboro Indian Crest .60 III-A 6 - - 240 5
Road
Willis Avenue Shelbyville Meridian Avenue .03 II1-A 2 - - 80 5
Road
Wilmington Road Iola Road ' Faixlawn Road .05 , III-A 2 - - 80 5
Zorn Avenue Madelle Reservoir Avenue .45 III-A 4 - - 160 5
Avenue
SUMMARY

Miles 32.40

Bikeway'C0nstruction $862,761

Bike Racks |
Blke lLockers

TOTAL

$ 900

5863, 661



TABLE A-5 (Continued)

Bilke Racks

Bike Lockers

1l  Purchase of Private Property May be Necessary

2 Purchase of Private Property Necessary

TOTAL

41

$171,.800

SECTOR & 7
Recommendations
Traffic signs
Volume e Bike Curb Constr. Y¥ear
Streat From To Length (ADT) Section Route X-ing Cuts Cost
Brownsbora Road Herr Lane U.s, 42 .37 12,000~ IT-H 2 - - $ 24,500 3
16,000
Central Avenue Washburn Girarxrd Drive
Avenue ‘ .25 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 3
Chaliedon Way Futurity Way Headley Hill .20 - ITI-A 2 - - BO 3
Class I Beargrass Creek Watterson Oxmcor Mall
Expressway .50 - I-B 2 - - 16,080 3
Dogoon Drive Farnham Road Phoenix Trail -20 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 3
Forest Lane Noxrwood bBrive Lagrange Road .05 - III-A 2. - - 80 3
Futurity Way Keeneland Chaliedon Way
Boulevard .10 - EII-A 2 - - 80 3
Girard Drive Central Avenue Westport Road .40 - ITE-A 4 - - 160 - 3
Headley Hill Chaliedon Way Hounz Lane - .05 - IEE-A 2 - - a0 3
Herr Lane Brownsboro Westport Road
Road 1.2 1,200 TII-A 12 - - 40,605 4
.Keeneland Bou}levard Phoenix Trail Futurity Way .05 - I1X-A 2 - - 80 3
LaGrange Road Washburn Forest Lane .10 11,000~ IITI~-H 2 - - 3,280 3
Avenue 14,000
Lyndon Lane Shelbyville Nottingham Parkway .05 - III-a 2 - - 80 4
Road .
Norwood Drive Shelbyville Road Forest Lane .30 - IIX-A 2 - - 80 3
Nottingham Parkway Lyndon Lane Hurstbourne Lane 2.19 - III-A 21 - - 840 4
Oxmoor Mall Class I Shelbyville Road .20 - III-A 2 - - 80 3
Pershing Avenue Prospect Street Wilson Street .15 - EII-A 2 - - 80 3
Phoenix Trail Pogoon Drive Keeneland Boulevard .05 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 3
Prospect Street School bistrict Pershing Avenue
Property 10 - ITI-A 2 - - BC 3
School District Propexty Westport High Prospect Street
School 1.13 - ITI-A 12 - - 480 3
Shelbyville Road Oxmoor Mall Lyndon Lane .89 25,000- I-J 2 - - 28,560 4
48,000
Warwick Avenue Class I Washburn Avenue . 30 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 4
Washburn Avenue Central Avenue LaGrange Road .70 1,900 ITI~-A [ - - 240 3
Westport Road?2 Ambridge Drive Westport High School 1.68 9,000 III-H 16 - - 55,455 3
Wilson Street & Pershing Avenue Dogoon Drive 1.1 - III-A 12 - - 480 3
Farnham Road
SUMMARY
Miles 12,31
Bikeway Construction $171,800



TABLE A~5 (Continued)

SECTCR # 8
Recommendations
Traffic Signs
: Volume Bike Bike Curb Constr. Year
Street From To angth (ADT) Section Route X-ing Cuts Cost
Autumn Way Meadow brive  Lisbon Lane .20 - IIT-A 2 - - $ 80 6-10
Bon Air Avenue Watterson 'Meadow Drive
Expressway .50 - IIXI-A 6 - - 240 6-10
Brown's Lane Watterson Brookhaven Avenue . ’ o _
. Expressway : -42 8000 ITI-H 4 - - 13,600 5
Downing Way Lisbon Lane Hikes Lane .30 - - ITI-A 2 - - a0 6-10
Hikes Lane Taylorsville Bardstown Road 2.4 900G- III-G- 16 - T - 640 2
Road © 16,000
Lisbon Lane Autumn Way Downing Way .10 - III-A 2 - = 80 6-10
Meadow Drive Bon Air Auntumn Way .
Avenue .20 ~- III-A 2 - - 80 6-10
SUMMARY

. ‘ . Miles 4.97
Bikeway Construction $14,800
Bike Racks
Bike Lockers

TOTAL $14,800

A-42



TABLE A-5 (Continued)

SECTOR ¢ 9
Recommendations
Traffic Signs
‘ Yolume ﬁIEE“R_ETEE Curb Constr. Year
Street From " To Length (ADT}) Section Route X-ing Cuts Cost
Class I Kentucky Turnpike Quter Loop Fern Valley Road 1.70 38,000 I-B 2 - - $ 54,630 6-10
Class I Kentucky Turnpike Standiford Class I Watterson .66 40,000 I-B 2 - - 21,275 6-10
Lane Expressway
Dearing Avenue Sunden Avenue Norton Avenue .50 - IXI-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Grade Lane Skyway Drive Class I Preston .20 -~ III-H 2 - - 6,780 610
Highway
Nancy Lee Drive Norman Circle Skyway Drive .05 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 6~10
Norman Circle Standiford Nancy Lee Drive .25 - I1X-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Lane
Norton Avenue Dearing Fern Valley Road .B5 - III-A 8 - - 640 6-10
Avenue
Quter Loop Lentz Lane Shepherdsville Road 2.25 11,000~ 1I-B - - - 74,765 1
16,000
Outer Loop Minor Lane Lentz Lane .62 13,000- 1I-B 2 - - 1%,920 6~10
: 15,000
Poplar Level Road Watterson Shepherdsville Road 3.85 6,800- IXI-G 26 - 34 6,140 3
Expressway . 19,000
Preston Highway Grade Lane Sunden Avenue .10 42,000 III-H 2 - - 6,630 6=10
Shepherdsville Road Newburg "'Road Hikes Lane 1.35 6,300- III-G 14 - 14 2,660 4
- 9,000
Shepherdsville Road Newburg Road Rangeland Road 1.00 15,000 I1X1-G 6 - 10 1,740 K
Shepherdsville Road Poplar Level Outer lLoop 1.70 17,000~ IXII-G 16 - 12 2,400 4
Road 19,000
Skyway Drive Nancy Lee Grade Lane .25 - III-A 2 - - 80  6-10
Drive
Standiford Lane Class I Norman Circle .05 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Kentucky
Turnpike .
Sunden Avenue Class 1 Dearing Avenue .15 - iI-a 2 - - 80 6-10
Preston
Highway
SUMMARY
Miles 15.53

Bikeway Construction $198,060
Bike Racks
Bike Lockers

TOTAL

§ 900

$198,960



TABLE A-5 (Continued)

SECTOR § 10

Recommendations
Tratfic Signs )
volume Bike Bike Curb Constr. Year
Street From ‘To Length {ADT} Section Route X-ing Cuts Cost :
Allmond Avenue Alley Adjacent Southern Heights
Watterson Avenue .
ExXpressway L10 - ILT-A 2 - § 80 1
Arling Avenue Taylor Churchman Avenue
Boulevard .55 - ILr-a 4 - 160 6~10
Arncldstown Road Class 1 Rica Road
Waverly Park .25 4,600 IT-H 2 - 16,588 6~10
Ashland Avenue Bellevue Cliff Avenue
Avenue .10 - ITF~A 2 - 80 1
Badger Avenue lst Street Wabash FPlace .15 - IIT-A 2 - 20 1
Beacon Hills Drive Swakon Lane Sanders Lane .15 - IIT-A 2 - 80 1
Bellevue Avenue Southern Ashland Avenue :
Heights .30 - ITI-A 2 ~ 80 1
Bicknell Avenue Picadilly Churchman Avenue
Avenue .75 - III-A 8 - 320 1
Bluegrass Avenue Churchman Manslick Road
Avenne .35 8,040 II-B 2 - 3,600 1
Brookline Avenue Sixth Street Faylor Boulevard .40 - TII-A 4 - 160 610
Cardinal Hill Road - Class T Class T
Anthony Manslick Road
Church Road 1.23 - ITI-A 6 - 240 6-10
Churchman Avenue Arling Avenue Bluegraas Avenue .40 - IIT-A 4 - 160 6-10
Churchman Avenue Bicknell Bluegrass Avenue
Avenue .30 - ITI-A 2 - 80 1
Class I Anthony Church Cardinal Hill Rica Road .
Road Roagd 20 - I-B 2 - 6,480 6~-10
Class I Manslick Road Cardinal Hill Iroquois Park Road
Road .20 10,000 I-B 2 - 6,630 6-10
Class I Railrcad 1 St. Andrews Class I Waverly Park
Church Road .20 - I-F 2 - 6,480 6-10
Class I Waverly Park 2 Class I Arnoldstown Road
Railroad 1.51 - I-B 2 - 48,400 6-10
CMiff Avenue Ashland (Across Pedestrian
: Avenue Bridge) Alley
Adjacent Watterson
Expressway .30 - III-A 2 - 80 1
Del Mar Lane Sadie Avenue Naneen Drive .20 - ITI-A 2 - 80 1
Estate Drive Hobart Drive Knight Road .20 - IIT-A 2 - 80 1
Hobart Drive Manslick Road Naneen Drive .20 - ITI-A 2 - 80 1
Hobart Drive Naneen Drive Estate Drive .20 - ITI-A 2 - BO 1

lRailroad Easement
2Open Space



TABLE A-5 (Continued}

SECTOR § 10
. _Recommendatlons
traffic Signs
Volume Bike Bike Curb Constr. Year
Street From To Length {ADT) Section Route X-ing Cuts Cost
Iroquois Park Manalick Road Taylor Boulevard 3.90 - III-A 12 - - $ 480 6-10
Knight Road Estate Drive Swakon Lane .05 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 1
Lone Oak Trail Souathland Southland Boulevard ‘
. Boulevard {offset]) .05 - IIT-A 2 - - 80 1
Manslick. Road Bluegrass Hobart Drive ' . ,

. Avenue ' .04 13,000 IT- 2 - - 4,720 1
Naneen Drive Del Mar Lane Hobart Drive .30 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 1
Outer Loop Grade Lane Kentucky Turnpike 1.70 11,000~ I-A - - - 55,255 1

18,000
Picadilly Avenue Ashland Bicknell Avenue )
Avenue ' .25 - ITE-A 2 - - 80 1
Rica Road St. Anthony's Arnoldstown Road :
Church Road .55 - ITI-A 2 - - 8¢ 610
Sadie Avenue Dixle Highway Sanders Lane .30 - ITr-A 2 - - 80 6~10
Sadie Avenue Sanders Lane Del Mar Lane .25 - ITI-A 2 - = 80 1
Sanders Lane Swakon Lane Sadie Avenue .35 - IYIt-A 4 - - 160 1
Southland Boulevard Lone 0Oak New Cut Road )
Trail .35 - ITI-A 4 - - 160 1
Southland Boulevard Wabash Place Lone Oak Trail 1.00 2,000~ IIT-A 10 - - 400 1
4,200
Southern Heights 6th Street Bellevue Avenue .15 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 1
Southern Heights Allmond 1st Street
Avenue .15 - I11I-A 2 - - 80 1
Southern Parkway 1 Watterson Taylor Boulevard 8,000~
Expressway 1.71 15,000 I-B - - - 13,194 6-10
5t. Andrews Church Pixie Highway Railroad
Road .10 - IEI-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Swakon Lane Knight Road Beacon Hills Drive .10 - II1-A 2 - - 80 1
Taylor Boulevard Brookline Iroquols Park
Avenue .35 12,000 II-A 2 - - 80 6-20
Wabash Place Badger Avenue Southland Boulevard .40 - III-A 4 - - 160 1
1st Street Scuthern Badger Avenue
Helghts .60 - IT1-A 6 - - 240 1
SUMMARY .
Miles 20.89
Bikeway Construction § 165,827
Bike Racks
Bike Lockers
TOTAL $ 165,827

lpesurface portion of existing access road.

il



TABLE A-5 (Continued)

SECTOR #1313
Recommendations
Traffic Signs .
Volume I e Bike Curb Constr. Year
Street From To Length (ADT} Section Route X~ing Cuts Cost
Briargate Street Duane Avenue Wellworth Avenue .20 - ITI-A 2 - - $ B0 6-10
Cane Run Road Rockford Lane Terry Road .50 7,800~ ITI-G 2 - 4 680 3
’ 18,000
Class I along River Road Ppixie Highway .
Floodwall : 3.12 - I-E - - - 101,180 6-10
Dexter Street Wellworth Graston Avenue i
Avenue .10 - ITI-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Duane Avenue Rockford Briargate Street
' Avenue .20 - IIT-A 2 - - 8O 6-10
Graston Avenue Dexter Street  Lampter Avenue .05 - iTT-A 2 - - BO 6-10
Lampter Avenue ~Graston Lewiston Drive
. Avenue .20 - III-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Lewiston brive Lampter Angela Merici High
Avenue School .25 - ITI~A 2 - - 80 6-10
Paddock Lane Swaps Lane Class I aleng
Floodwall .43 - IIT-A 2 - - 80 6-10
“River Road Cane Run Road  Class T along
Floodwall .20 7,000 IT-H 2 - - 23,280 6-10
Rockford Lane Class I Western High Scheool .20 10,000~ IT-¢ 2 - - 80 6-10
' ' 14,000
Swaps Lane Upper Paddock Lane
Hunter's
Trace .03 - IIT-A 2 - - 80 6-10
Upper Huntex's Trace Wellworth Swaps Lane
Avenue .25 6,500 IT-a 2 - - 14,191 6-10
Wellworth Avenue Briargate Upper Hunter's
Street Trace .40 - ITT-A 4 - - 160 6—-10
SUMMARY
Miles 6.13
Bikeway Construction § 140,211
Bike Racks -
Bike Lockers
TOTAL $ 140,211

A-46
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GUIDELINES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT
OF
BIKEWAYS

I PURPOSE

The purpose of this document is to prescribe guidelines for the development of bicvele
facilities through the Kentucky Department of Transportation.

IL. SCOPE

With the resurgence of interest in the bicycle for recreation and transportation and with the
advent of the energy crisis, it is evident that governmental units at all levels need to become
involved in bikeway development. The following guidelines have been established to provide a
means by which local areas can obtain assistance in bikeway development through the Kentucky
Department of Transportation.

This document addresses planning, designing, funding and maintaining bicvele facilities. The
scope of these guidelines apply solely to bikeways to be used by non-motorized bikes, propelled
solely by human power.

HIR AUTHORITY

This document is issued under Executive Order T4-483 (July 1. 1974) which states in part:

“The Office (Office of Transportation Planning) shall be responsible for policy
recommendations and long-range planning for the full spectrum of transportation
alternatives in the Commonwealth. The primary functions of the office shall include studies
and recommendations of the best means of providing a cohesive multi-mode! transportation
system for the citizens of the Commonwealth”.

iv. DEFINITIONS

The types of bicycle facilities that are discussed and their definitions as used herein are as
follows:

Bicycle Route, Bicycle Way, or Bikeway - Any road, street, path or way which in some
manner is specifically designated as being open to bicycle travel, regardless of whether such
facilities are designated for the exclusive use of bicycles or are to be shared with other
transportation modes. |

Bicycle Trail (Class I Facility) - A separate trail or path which is for the exclusive use of
bicycles and/or pedestrians. Where such a trail or path forms a part of a highway it is
“separated from the motor vehicle roadway by an open space or barrier. Pedestrlans will be
allowed to use the trail unless specifically prohlblted

Bicycle Lane (Class II Facility) - A portion of a roadway which has been designated for
preferential or exclusive use by bicyeles. It is distinguished from the portion of the roadway
for motor vehicular traffic by a paint stripe, curb or other similar device.

Shared Roadway (Class 11l Facility) - A roadway which is officially designated and marked
as a bicycle route but which is open to motor vehicular and pedestrian travel and upon
which no bicycle lane is designated.




V. PLANNING AND LOCATION

Planning for Bikeways begins with an assessment of bicycle traffic potentials and an
inventory of existing bikeway facilities. These planning efforts can be done as part of an overall
comprehensive transportation planning process for an area or as a single-purpose study of the needs
for bicycle facilities.

The Planning phase does not end once the needs identification stage is reached; next follows
the route location phase. The general route corridors are established, preferably following closely
the travel desire lines between points of origin and destination. Specific locations of facilities are
then determined taking into account compatibility with land uses, aesthetic quality, topography,
and environmental considerations.

Responsibility for planning and locating most bicycle facilities will primarily be that of
local governmental units since most bicycle travel is for relatively short trips entirely within a single
urban area, However, where multi-county or statewide bicyele routes are contemplated, their
planning and location will properly be the responsibility of the Department and/or Area
Development Districts. The Division of Transportation Facilities Planning will prepare the necessary
Route Planning Study and Environmental Impact Statement (if required) for bikeways to be
constructed in conjunction with conventional highway construction or improvement projects, or for
independent bikeways to be constructed on Department right-of-way. The local area will be
responsible for preparing these documents for bikeways to be constructed off Department
right-of-way. In all cases the local area will be responsible for supplying the necessary data for these
reports and the Division of Urban & Regional Planning will be responsible for their review and
approval before they are submitted for Federal approval,

Throughout the planning and location process, full use shall be made of all opportunities to
involve the public in the identification of alternatives, of impacts and priorities in the decision
making process.

A, Travel Estimates

Potential bicycle usage for new facilities presently is difficult to estimate, particularly in
areas where bicycle facilities do not exist. In such cases, almost all travel will be of the generated
type, and because it does not exist anywhere prior to the construction of the facility, there are few
clues for making accurate latent demand determinations. However, an estimate of bicycle usage is
needed for several reasons; first, as an aid in determining if the facllity is justified; second, to
determine the class of facility, i.e., trail, lane, or shared roadway; and third, as an aid in determining
the design requirements for the facility. The extent of detail utilized in making the traffic estimate
and the degree of accuracy required for the results depend on the putpose to be served by the
bicyele facility or facilities and the cost thereof. The local area requesting aid in construction of a
bikeway is responsible for providing an estimate of bicycle usage.

~

B. Warrants for Type of Facility

Once an estimate of the expected bicyele travel is made, a determination must be made as to
whether or not the demand is sufficient to justify the cost involved. Also, the safety and capacity of
a proposed system must be considered where bicycles are to share facilities designed mainly to
accomodate other transportation modes, i.e., a highway pavement. Warrants for determining when

separate bikeways are justified are based on the relationship between motor vehicular and bicycle
volumes. .
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As a general puide, a separated bicvcle facility should be provided where; (a)-the average
bicycle volume on a nice day in June is 200 or more per day in conjunction with motor vehicular
volumes of 2,000 vehicles per day or more, or (b) where the same bicycle volumes will be in -
conjunction with motor vehicular speeds of 40 mph or higher. In some cases, consideration for
bicycle trails should be given for lower traffic volumes.

In addition to the above criteria, available space, cost of the facilities, and other means of
providing for bicycles (such as alternate routes) should be taken into consideration when
determining the need for a separate bicycle facility.

C. Aesthetic Considerations

Bicycle facilities should be so located as to take advantage of scenic views such as those
provided by an outstanding natural feature, park, or historic monument wherever consistent with
the basic needs,

Locaﬁons, wherever possible, should closely follow existing ground contours, however,
slopes along bicycle facilities shall be gentle, grassed where trees do not exist, and well rounded
where sloped planes intersect. Ditches should preferably not be on steep grades and should have flat
side slopes in order to prevent unsightly erosion.

D. Environmental Aspects

Bicyziz travel does not generate air or noise pollution. Such travel has a favorable effect on
the quality of the environment where its use is substituted for motorized transportation. While the
bicycle itself does not have an adverse effect on the environment this is not necessarily true of the
userg nor of the facilities for accommodation'of bicycles. Facilities that are not carefully planned,
constructed and adequately maintained may receive little use, may become littered to the extent of
constituting a public nuisance, and may introduce features ‘which adversely affect the visible
landscape and the-environment in general. [t must be recognized that bicyclists using bicycle routes
that are part of or close to motorways will be subject to the pollution effects of vehicle emmissions.

E. Location of Bicycle Facilities

The location of a bicycle facilitiy should be a logical outgrowth of the planning process
where information is gained and analyzed relative to probable use or purpose of trips to be served,
i.e., whether the predominant use will be for éommuter, recreational, or neighborhood type travel.

The desired routes of bicyclists should be definitely established and bicycle facilities should
be located as near as possible to their desire lines. Generally, these will coincide with desire lines for
commuting by auto or public transportation. If public transportation is to be utilized, the location

of the bicycle facility must be carefully coordinated with transfer facilities for that mode.

“Regardless of the type of trip that the route is to serve, existing land use plays an important
part in determining the proper location of bicycle facilities. It has a considerable influence on the
route’s attractiveness for bicycling and the availability of space that can be set aside for bicycle use.

Terrain is also a major consideration in the location of a trail because it affects the length
and steepness of grades that can be economically provided on the trail. Bicycle routes with long
steep upgrades or a series of steep upgrades are undesirable to the users. Where a direct bicycle
routing in rough terrain will result in excessively long or steep grades, an alternate location with a
more desirable profile should be sought unless the provision of gentle grades is feasible through
construction,

.3.
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In locating a bicycle trail or a network of bicycle trails, land use maps should be carefully
studied and locations should be selected that best serve the travel needs, consistent with land use,
and the availability of suitable locations.

VL BIKEWAY DESIGN

The following criteria are to be used in the design considerations of bikeways and in judging
the acceptability of designs submitted by local organizations, agencies, etc. For the most part, the
criteria reflects two aspects of design.

1. Absolute minimum design standards which will allow for adequate function of the
facilitiy, and

2. Optimum design standards which have been proven to provide the most efficient
bikeways. Any standard between the two is acceptable, but sound engineering judgement is
necessary in order to determine whether the minimum or the optimum guidelines should be used.
Such judgement should be based on anticipated use, cost, feasibility of construction and,
adaptability to the site. Design criteria below the minimum may be used in highly unusual
circumstances if adequately justified and approved by the State Highway Engineer and the Federal
Highway Administration (if there is Federal participation in the project).

A. Location Within Highway Right-of-Way

Bicycle Trails

Where a bicyle trail utilizes the highway right-of-way and generally parallels the vehicular
roadway, it should be located as far from the travelled way as practicable in order to minimize the
conflicts between bicyclists and motorists. The desirable minimum distance between the roadway
and bicycle trail shall be based on the roadway posted speed limit, as follows:

a. 0-25 MPH - Trail may be located immediately adjacent to roadway making use of a
visual barrier,

b, 25-35 MPH - Trail separated by desirably eight (8) feet and a visual barrier,
¢. .35-45 MPH - Trail separated by desirably fifteen (15) feet and a visual barrier,

d. 45 MPH or greater-Maximum practical separation required, thifty (30) feet minimum
desirable separation.

Physical barriers (guardrail, ditches, unmountable curb, etc.) should be considered and may
be required if desirable separations cannot be met.

-
L

.\': Bicycle Lanes

The bicycle lane is distinguished from other types of bicycle routes in that it is intended for
the preferential or exclusive use of bicyclists. It is developed within the cross section of a vehicular
roadway, usually in the outside lane adjacent to he curb. The bicycle lane shall be delineated by
means of pavement markings or curbs.

Design of bicycle lanes in urban areas can be extremely complex, and should be fully
investigated prior to commitment of implementation.



Shared Roadways

The shared roadway differs from the bicycle lane in that no portion of the roadway is set
aside for the exclusive use of bicvcles. The shared roadway has no barrier - either symbolic or
physical - to delineate a portion of the roadway for bicycles. The bicycle route shall be identified by
posted signs along the roadway and sometimes by words or symbols painted on the pavement where
such indications afe needed to give route guidance to unfamiliar cvelists and to alert motorists. On
lightly travelled residential streets such markings may be unnecessary.

B. Geometrics

1. . Design Speed

Studies have shown thatmost bicyelists travel within a range of 7-15 mph, with the average
between. 10-11 mph. However, even on slight downgrades, average speeds on the order of 20 mph
and above have been observed. Accordingly, the design speed shall be 20 mph for bikeways with
grades between +3% and - 7%, 30 mph where grades are steeper than -7% and 15 mph on one-way
climbing grades greater than +3%.

2. Carvature

The minimum radius of curvature must be consistent with the design speed of the bicycle
facility. The design values shown in Table | are applicable where token or no superelevation is
provided. Where more than token superelevation is provided these values mav be reduced
somewhat.

TABLE 1
DESIGN RADI]

DESIGN SPEED ' DESIGN RADIUS
MPH (FEET)
10 ) ' 15
15 . 35
20 70
25 90
30 125
3. Grades

N

. Where feasible, bikeways shall be constructed flush with existing grades. Otherwise grades
will conform to the following standards:

a. Bikeway gradient should never exceed 10% for extended distances.
b. 5% gratle - Maximum length 300 feet, preferable maximum length 100 feet.
c. 2% grade - Maximum length 1500 feet, preferable maximum length 500 feet.



- 4. Slight Distance

Design values for stopping sight distance on bicycle facilities may be computed in the same
manner- as for highways*. Design values of stopping sight distance for various design speeds and
rates of grade are provided in Table 2. These are based on a coefficient of skid resistance of 0.25
and a perception-reaction time of 2.5 seconds. A skid resistance factor of 0.25 is suitable for
bicycles equipped with good brakes on a single wheel while operating on paved surfaces. Longer
sight distances should be used for unpaved bikeways.

TABLE 2 |
DESIGN STOPPING SIGHT DISTANCES FOR BICYCLES

Stopping Sight Distances for Downhill Gradients of:

Design Speed 0% 5% 10% 15%

T MPH Feet Feet Feet Feet
10 50 50 60 7
15 ‘ 85 90 100 130
20 130 140 160 200
25 4 175 200 230 300
30 230 _ 260 310 400

For simplicity, the eriteria to be applied in measuring stopping sight distance on a bicycle
facility shall be assumed to be the same as those used for highway design, namely an eye height of
3.75 fee. and an object height of 6 inches. The height of an adult bicyclist’s eye as he rides his
bicycele would normally be greater than 3.75 feet but a lower object may be pertinent.

5. Widths and Clearances

The minimum and desirable bikeway widths are shown in Table 3.

TABLE 3
BIKEWAY SURFACE WIDTHS

Number of Lanes Minimum Width, Feet Desirable Width, Feet
1 : 3.5 6.0
% 2 ' 7.0 8.0
o 3 10.5 12.5
i 4 14.0 17.0

*See A Policy on Geometric Design of Ruaral Highways, 1965, American Association of State Highway Officials, pages
134-144,
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Adjustments to Basic Bikeway Widths

Additional Width, Feet

Condition Minimum Desirable
Raised curb on one side 0.5 ' 1.0
Raised curb on both sides 1.0 ' 2.0
Parked cars adjacent 2.0 ' 2.0

In order to satisfy the bicyeclist’s requirement for safe and comfortable maneuvering, there
shall be a minimum horizontal clearance of 1.0 feet and desirably 2.0 feet between the edge of ihe
bikeway and any tree, pole, barrier or other obstruction. For the same reason, the vertical clearance
from the bikeway surface to any overhead obstruction shall be a minimum of 8.5 feet and desirably
10 feet. However, it is emphasized that these minimum widths and clearances are based solely on
the bicyclists needs and often are not sufficient to accomodate construction or maintenance
vehicles or to provide for drainage facilities and other necessary appurtenances. Accordingly, the
above minimum values may have to be adjusted, as necessary, to provide for these considerations.

_6. Cross Section Criteria

Using the width and clearance considerations presenied in the previous section, cross
sectional criteria for each type of bicycle route are summarized under the following three headings:

Bicycle Trails - The cross section of a bicycle trail is readily developed using the information
presented previously. The minimum widths, as provided in Table 3, along with the recommended
vertical and horizontal clearances, are "directly applicable. It may be necessary to adjust these
minimum widths to accomodate any maintenance vehicles which are expected to utilize the trail.
Normally, widths for two-lane operation will be adequate for both one-way and two-way facilities.

Bicycle Lanes - Bicycle lanes. desirably should be restricted to one-way operation. The
minimum widths and lateral clearances for bicycle lanes depend on the location of the lane within
the roadway and the parking conditions.

Where the bicycle lane is between the curb and parking lane, the minimum width shall be
3.5 feet (oné-lane minimum, Table 3) plus a 0.5 foot clearance to the curb and a 2 foot allowance
for car door openings, or a total width of 6.0 feet. A preferred arrangement where parking is
allowed, is to place the bicycle lane between the parking lane and travelled way. Here the minimum
width shall be 3.5 feet (one-lane minimum) plus a 2 foot allowance for car door openings or a total
of 5.5 feet. This type of bicycle lane shall be delineated by pavement markings at the edges of the
parking lane and the outside motor vehicle lane. -

"For the bicycle lane arrangement where parking is not allowed and the bicyele lane is
between the curb and travelled way, the minimum width shall be 3.5 feet (one-lane minimum) plus
a 0.5 foot clearance to the curb or a total of 4.0 feet. Where a two-way bicycle lane is provided, the
minimum width is 7.0 foot (two-lane minimum) plus a 0.5 foot clearance or 7.5 feet.

Shared Roadways - A street shall be designated as a bicycle route for operation as a shared
roadway only in those cases where the width of the outer lane is greater than 10 feet where volumes
are light (less than 1000 VPD), or greater than 12 feet where volumes are heavier. Where parking is
to be accomodated, the combined width of the outer lane of the travelled way plus the parking lane
shall total at least 22 feet.



- 7. Curve Widening

Because bicyclists tend to lean to the inside of a turn, consideration must be given to
widening curves on bike trails. Curves with a radius of 100 feet or less shall be widened on two-way
trails, The amount of widening will increase as the central angle of the curve increases; however, the
maximum widening shall be four feet. '

8. Superelevation

Consideration must be given to superelevating the bikeway pavement. The amount of
superelevation required shall be determined in the design phase of each bikeway project.

C. Roadway Structure

Bicycle lanes and shared roadways normally will utilize existing pavements. These surfaces
more than adequately meet bicycle and maintenance vehicle requirements. Where a roadway is
widened to include a bicyele lane, the added pavement shall be constructed according to approved
street standards for automobile traffic.

The basic condition for determining a bicycle trail's roadway structure is that it be of
sufficient depth to support the wheel loads of bicycles and riders as well as maintenance vehicles or
other types of motor vehicles which may use or cross the facility.

D. Bridges, Culverts, and Other Drainage

A bridge designed exclusively to carry a bicycle trail over a natural barrier or across a
highway shall have a minimum usable width of 8 feet. Structures designed for pedestrian live
loadings are satisfactory for bicycle loadings.

For proper drainage the surface of the trail shall be sloped transversely at a rate of from
one-fourth inch (0.02 foot per foot) to three-eights inch per foot. This slope may be to one side or
crowned. Where the bicycle trail is constructed on the side of a hill, a drainage ditch of suitable
dimensions shall be placed on the uphill side to intercept the hillside drainage. Where necessary,
catch basins with drains shall be provided to carry the intercepted water across the trail. In
especially wet areas, underdrains may be necessary.

For bicycle lanes and shared roadways, the existing street drainage system is usually
sufficient. However, a factor which must be considered is the hazard presented by drainage grates
along the proposed route. In many existing instances, such grates consist of bars running parallel to
the curb with separations of three-fourths inch or more between bars into which a bicycle wheel may
drop thus throwing the rider. At existing installations, parallel bar grates should be replaced with
other designs, such as bars perpendicular to the curb, diagonal bar grates or welded cross strips on
the parallel bars to minimize the bicycle hazards of the grate. This must be done in a manner so as
not to \substantially reduce the ability of the inlet to intercept water. Where these solutions are not
feasible at existing installations, the grate shall be clearly marked with warning stripes and
provisions shall be made for bicycles to bypass the grate without intruding into the motorized
traffic lanes, or warning signs should be erected to supplement pavement markings and minimize the
hazard.
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E. Intersections and Crossings

Wherever a bicycle lane is carried across an at-grade street intersection, some form of
channelization with specific routings for bicyeles should be provided to minimize the number of -
possible conflict points between bicycles, motor vehicles, and pedestrians within the intersection.
Such channelization must also be considered when (1) shared roadways intersect cross streets, (2)
where bicycle and motor vehicle traffic is heavy, (3) where motor vehicle speeds are in excess of 30
mph, and (4) where there is a heavy percentage of motor vehicles making right turns out of the
shared roadway,

Channelization will consist of some form of striping or marking which clearly delineates the
path which bicyeles must take in crossing the intersection. In most cases the crossing should be
adjacent to — but striped separately from the pedestrian crosswalk.

E. Grade Separation Structures

The most effective way to prevent conflicts between bicyclists and motor vehicle traffic at
intersections is to provide a grade separation. Some type of grade separation shall be provided
wherever a bicycle trail crosses a highway with full control of access, and where the combination of
vehicular volumes and speeds and bicyele volumes would warrant some type of physical separation,
Where these conditions exist, and the provision of a grade separation structure is not feasible, the
bicycle trail shall be rerouted.

In the design of the bicycle overpass, all of the bicyelist’s requirements with respect to

~ grade, turning radius. width, cross slopes and speed shall be considered. The structure roadway shall

have a minimum width of 8 feet to allow adequate room for stopping and passing maneuvers. Ramp
grades generally need to be steeper than elsewhere but shall not exceed 15 percent, desirably they
should be in the range of 5-10 percent. Parapet barriers shall be designed to provide adequate side -
protection. Screens, similar to the type which is provided on pedestrian overpasses, shall be used
where incidents of dropped objects can be expected without such protection. Where the overpass is
removed from other highway structures, the minimum vertical clearance of the overpass shall be 17
feet over the roadway which is higher than the minimum clearance required for vehicular structures
due to the fact that bicyele structures are less resistant to impact if struck by an over-height vehicle.
The structure, approach and appurtenances shall be designed in such a manner that bicyclists are
physically prevented from crossing the vehicular roadway at grade.

G. Trails on Highway Bridges

Where separate bicycle trails are located parallel to a highway there are sonie conditions
where it is necessary to carry the trails across a highway structure. On controlled access highways
with high volumes of vehicle traffic, the trail shall be carried outside the normal bridge shoulder and
separated from the shoulder by a physical barrier (concrete barrier, railing or fence). The widths in
Table 3 are applicable in determining the bikeway section on the bridge. On minor low-speed
highways, where vehicular volumes are not great and the roadway shoulder is carried across the
structure, the bridge shoulder can be utilized for the trail. In such a case, it must be adequately
signed and marked to inform both the bicyclists and motorists that the bridge is being shared by
both transportation modes.

H. Traffic Control Devices on Streets and Highways

Because the Kentucky Revised Statutes require that bicyclists obey all traffic control
devices applicable to motorisis, the existing traffic control system including signs, markings, and
signals is an important consideration in the location and design of bicycle routes. The existing
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system of signs and markings shall be properly integrated with the system provided for bicycle
operation, so that the total system is not confusing and will command the respect of both motorists
and bicyclists. This may involve the relocation of some existing signs so that they are more easily
viewed by the bicyclist.

The signal system for the street or highway network must be considered in the planning of
bicycle routes. Routes that must cross heavily travelled arterials where grade separations are not
feasible shall do so at signalized intersections. Here some modification in the signal phasing or
control mechanism may be necessary to insure the safe and effective flow of bicyclists. At
low-volume intersections utilizing semiactuated controllers, it may be necessary to provide special
“pedestrian type” detectors for bicyclists because the motor vehicle detectors normally will not
detect bicycles.

I Bikeway Signing and Marking

Proper signing and marking installations are needed elements to insure the safe and efficient
operation of all types of bicycle routes. Signs and markings are necessary to warn bicyclists of
hazardous conditions or obstacles, to delineate bicycle right-of-way, to exclude undesired vehicles
from the route, and to warn motorists and pedestrians of the presence of bicycle traffic. To insure
uniformity and to be recognizable, the standard signs and markings shown in the Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices® shall be used.

Standard signs which are included in the 1971 edition of MUTCD consist of the following:

1. BIKE ROUTE (D11-1, white on green) - This sign may be used for designating either a
bicycle trail, bicycle lane or shared roadway. When necessary. a supplementary sign
with a directional arrow may be placed below the BIKE ROUTE sign.

2. BIKE-X.ING (Wh-1, black on yellow) - This sign is used for warning motorists in
advance of a point where an officially designated bike route crosses a roadway.

3. NO BICYCLES (R5-6, red over black on white), and MOTOR DRIVE CYCLES
PROHIBITED (R3-10, black on white) - These are selective exclusive signs that
regulate types of traffic which may or may not enter a particular roadway.

4.  Any standard warning sign for bicyclists which is relevant to separate bicycle trails may
be considered (STOP AHEAD, WINDING ROAD, etc.).

The following principles shall be applied in the design of signing along bicycle routes:

1. Adequate signing shall be provided at all decision points along the route. Such signing
may consist of signs informing the bicyclists of upcoming directional changes and
- confirmation signs to insure that route direction has been properly comprehended.

2. Route or guide signs shall be provided at regular intervals so that newcomers are
. informed that they are travelling on an officially designated bicycle route and all
bicyclists are properly advised of the route.

3. Adequate motorists warning signs shall be posted wherever a bicyele route crosses a
roadway, when a bicycle route begins or ends, or at any other points where large
numbers of bicycles may be encountered, as indicated in the MUTCD.

4.  Warning signs informing bicyclists of potential hazards shall be positioned along all
types of bicycle trails not less than 100 feet in advance of the hazardous condition.

*Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for streets and Highways, National Joint Committee on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices, U, S. Government Printing Office, 1971. '
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ViI. MAINTENANCE

The Department will assume routine maintenance of those bikeways occupying DOT
right-of-way except where the city, county or some other agency has assumed maintenance of the’
highway or where special considerations merit some other arrangement. If any right-of-way
containing a bikeway is returned to the city or county, the responsibility for the maintenance of
this trail, lane, or shared roadway is also included in the transfer. In cities, with which the
Department has a Maintenance and Traffic Contract, the Department will assume routine
maintenance for only the highway pavement, which at times may include a bicycle lane or function
as a shared roadway. Any bike trail on right-of-way not owned by the Department must be
maintained by a local government body or agency. ’

Vil FUNDING

In the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 Congress authorized Federal support for bikeways.
Some state monies are also available as indicated below. -

A. Planning

Section 112 of the 1973 Federal-Aid Highway Act apportioned planning funds (PL Funds)
to be made available by the State to the metropolitan planning organizations for comprehensive
transportation planning. These funds may be used for bikeway planning provided they are made
part of the urbanized area’s unified work program and approved by the appropriate Transportation
Policy Committee. These funds are available on an 80/o Federal, 10% State and 10% local funding
basis.

Another source of funds for bikeway planning is the Department’s Regional Transportation
Planning Program. These funds are available on a 70% State - 30% local matching basis when it has
been shown that there is sufficient justification for a bikeway planning study.

B. Design

Funds for the design of bike facilities may come from the same funding sources and have
the same apportionment ratio as construction funds.

C. Construction

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 allotted $120 million of the Federal-Aid Highway
Construction Funds for bikeways over the next three years--$40 million per year nationwide with a
$2 million ceiling per state. The provisions of the Act permit, at the discretion of the states, the use
of Federal-Aid Highway funds, other than Interstate, for construction of independent bicycle
facilities. These funds are available on 70% Federal-30% local matching basis.

‘The Kentucky Department of Transportation will share in the cost of constructing a bicycle
facility -only if it accomodates bicycle traffic that would have normally used a state highway route.
The Department will share on a 50-50 basis the local matching cost of such bicycle facilities which
qualify for and obtain Federal bikeway funds.

Bikeways may also be constructed as incidental features of conventional highway projects
and financed with the same types of Federal-Aid funds as the basic highway project, including
Interstate projects. These projects are not subject to the above funding limitations for independent
bikeway or walkway projects. Funds for these bikeways are available on the same matching basis as
the highway projects.
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The construction of bicyele facilities may be approved as either incidental features of
highway construction projects for motor vehicular traffic or as independent bikeway construction
projects provided all the following conditions are satisfied:

1. The proposed facility shall meet the requirements of the Federal Highway
Administration’s Federal-Aid Highway Program Manual, Volume 6, Chapter I, Section I, Subsection
I '

2. The facility will not impair the safety of motorists, hicyclists or pedestrians.

3. The facility will be accessible to users or will form a segment located and designed
pursuant to an overall plan.

4. A public agency has formally agreed to:
a. Operate and maintain the facility

b. Ban all motorized vehicles other than maintenance vehicles,

5. It is reasonably expected that the facility will have sufficient use in relation to cost to
justify its construction and maintenance.

IX. APPLICATION FOR PLANNING, CONSTRUCTION OR DESIGNATION OF A BIKEWAY
FACILITY

If the appropriate local agency should desire assistance in planning or constructing a bicycle
facility, an application . : : should be forwarded to the Director, Division of Urban
and Regional Planning, for review and comment. The Division of Urban and Regional Planning, in
cooperation with local officials, shall develop a preliminary report justifying the need for a planning
study or showing the feasibility of the proposed facility together with preliminary cost estimates.

The preliminary report shall be reviewed by the appropriate State and Federal personnel,
and a decision made regarding State and Federal participation in the proposal. The city and/or
county shall be notified when such a decision is made.

If the decision is made to proceed with the projeet, programming and scheduling steps will
be taken in accordance with man power and fund availability to bring the project to completion.

Should a local jurisdiction desire to implement a bicycle lane or shared roadway on a state
maintained route, at their expense, they must have written approval from the Department. All
requests should be submitted in writing through the appropriate District Engineer. No approval shall
be granted by the District without receiving prior written approval from the Central Office Division
of Traffic. The route must be appropriately signed and marked and any unsafe features must be
corrected.

X. REFERENCES

The Planning and Design criteria presented herein represent a practical adoption of those
criteria. promuglated in the AASHTO “Guide for Bicyele Routes” dated November, 1973.

For additional guidelines relating to the signing of bicycle routes, refer to:
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“Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways,” developed by
AASHTO and the National Joint Committee on uniform traffic control devices, adopted
by. the Federal Highway Administration, 1971.

For additional information relating to planning and designing bikeways see:

“Bikeway Planning Criteria and Guidelines”, prepared by the Institute of Transportation
and Traffic Engineering, University of California, Los Angeles, April 1972. “*Bikeway
Design”, prepared by Oregon State Highway Division, Salem, Oregon, January, 1974.

For information on structure loadings see:

“AASTO Standard Specifications for Highway Bridges”.

-13 -



	_0804090216_001.pdf
	_0804090331_001.pdf
	_0804090345_001.pdf
	_0804090433_001.pdf
	_0804090445_001.pdf
	_0804090731_001.pdf



